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PREFACE

In moral piillosophy, the Jjustificatory problem is & cru-
clal problem. Iu ordinary, non-phllosciiilcel noments, we some-
times wonder how (1 at all) a2 deenly felt soral convietion can
be justifieds And, In our philosophical moments, we sometimes
wonder if any moral Judgments sver are 1a principle Justifiable.
Surely, we can find all sorts of reasons for taking one course
of action rather then another. We can find ronsons rensdily
suough for the appraisals we nske of types of actlon or atti-
tudese We frequently meke Jjudgments about the :xoral code of
our own ¢ulture as well ss those of other cultures. But, how do
we decide if the reasons we offer for these appraisals are good
reasona? And, what 13 the grouand for our declsion that some
reascns are good rsascns and others are not? When (1f at all)
éan we say that these grounds aere suffioclent grounds for our
moral decisions?

Some have sald that moral judgments merely express prejuw
dices. We are told thet we can only gulde people to attaln
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what they alresdy desiwve, but that, apart from the moral habits
of a given culture, there 1s no ressoning about the ends men
seekt. DTeason, ap Hume and Ruassll remark, not only {a, but
ouiht to be, the slsve of the pasalons. BRBut, others, of gn
equally anelytleal bent, have argued that certaln f:=cts are rood
ressons for s morsl Judgment quite apart from the deslires,
1ikes, wlshes or passions of the people lnvolved. Thorae are
rood ronzons in morals. e can give loglesl zrounda for theas
sood reasons rather tha: mersly glve ressous which are "exelte
ing ressonsz.” 7The formor conclusion hea for aome (thougn not
for others) ~iven rise to scentiocel morul conecluslons. These
sceptical philosophers hsve seened to belleve that ths "sub-
joctiviat way" lesds to nihilism and despalr over the rational
grounds for our moral appraisals. The choice between "Kasi
morality® and “democretlc-liberal morallty" 1s ultinmutely Just o
cholece., The Joadlans, alsrmed by the slleged conelusions of
this “"subjectivist way"” or "omotlvist wey," heve souzht zome
nore cartain "metaph sical™ or (in 20me inatsances) theologleml
“mors) ground” or "ground of 1ife" to combat this “scepticism
over the justifisbility of morel judgmentz.” wlthout directly
taking stlies in this partisan conflict and without sdding my
voloe to the hue and ery, I shall stiompt, 1n this ossay, to
examine the logie of moral res:oninz. 7Tn a dispaasionaste aad

analytical memner, I shsll try to galn soms understending of
the interrslations betwesn utterances expressing moral judge
sents and the statements of faot we offsr in support of them.
T shall aseek to underatand what John Wisdom would call the
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l’ "gtyle of functioning" of these utterances,

While attemptis to understand the loglc of moral reasoning
go way back into the history of puilosophy, Stephen Toulmints
analysis iz the first sustalned effort on the part of the new
snalrtlical=-lingulatic movement 1n Fngland t0 sxamine the problem
of morsl reasoning seriously snd in detsil. Toulmin atudied
with both wlttzensteln and John Wisdom and claims & deep 1ne
debtedness to them for his treatment of philosophicel problems,
It 13 a7y bellef that any current effort to chart the —oves made
in moral reasocalng would do well flrst to consider serioualy
Toulnints theorye In this splrit, in attempting to zet at the
erucial shilos.chical problem of now sowme reasons are good
reasoas in othlcs, I shell exam'ne his theory of —oral reason=
inge Toulmulnts theory haes been roundly critlcized. It haa
even bsan considered by many general:y sympathetic to his point
of view to be mistaken at certain key pointse In the first
section of this study, in giving an exposition and interpretae
tion of Toulmin's theory of -oral reasoning, I shall try to put
his theory in as plausible a light «s possible., In the second
seotion, I shall exsmine these eriticlams of Toulnln and indie-
oate, on the one hend, how some of them are mistaken and, on
the other hand, how Toulmin'a theory could ve doveloped to mest
some Oof the others.

In tho seeond ssc¢tlon I shall be more concerned with the
correciness of the kinde of argument I there develop than with
whether I cen or oaanot establish whether the arguments made
Sherd ars exactly what Toulmin would say 1f he were to try to
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weet certaln oriticlams dirested againet his theorye I shall
not hesitate to teite moves made by other philosochers using a
similar approach into consideration where I deam they are relee-
vente And, as Broad did with Sidgwiek and as Price did with
Hume, uslsg Toulmin as a point of departure I shalil try to
dsvelo;r cortalin philosophlcal ldeas whioch I re;srd as having
some ntrinsic merits. Hy interest i historical exegesis is
ouly fucidental to my intoreat in the truth of the ldess &ade
vencoed. Howevsr, Poulmints "zood recsons approach” will re-
main m:- polnt of departure.

Furcher, I might edd that Y shall not attempt a oocmplete
expoaition of Toul:in's »kilosophy or evea of hila moral philoso=
pnre I am primanrtl; interested 1. the problem of good reasons
and Justifficstion in ethlos. T rogjard this as, 1f not the
orucial problem in any nmorel theory, ot least one of the moat
erucial problems. It is Toulmintas central problem and it will
be my concern harse Toulmin developa detalled criticiams of
types of morel theorys In many inatences, they seem to me
enlightening and Intaresting; but, in meny instances they seem
to ms also definitely wrongs But, except where they e7fect some
point in his own positive sccount of the logle of moral reasone
ing, I shall touch on these questions onlry briefly. Hy main
sonsern is with sn analysia of the problem of the place of
reesons in moralss

I must also wake my apologlies to Dre. Vergll Dykstra for
failure %o comsider his Doctoral Disaertation on Toulmints
meral pbllosophys It only cume to my attention alfter this
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work was written. I c¢an only refer tho readsr to his Dlsserta-

tion and to hls forthooming discusslon-yreview of The Place of
Feason 1, Ethica in The Review of Metaphysics.

Lastly, T would 11ke to lndicate that througho:t I have
used one temninologleel ilzmnovation vhich Toulmin does not use
aad wi.lch Le might even regerd as smacking too mmch of the
kind of Forrwllisi chinracteriatle of vienaa school positivism,.

T siwnll talll of something called "meta-ethica” and something
e¢alled "normabive ethics™ or morals. Here I do not wish to

say ver  much about the dlstinetion beitween normative ethioes
and meta~ethics. 1In the second secilon, wvhen T ask the quosge
tion: 'what is it that Toulnin iz doln,, when he gives & “pure
desceription™ of noral diseocurse?t, I shall explicate somewhat
more fully what 00:ld be mesnt by 'meta=cthics.' Here I shall
only say that meta-ethles 1s, in 3some sense or senses, discourse
about morals rether than belng itsell wmoral discoursee In this
very general sense, Toulmin lntends to be dolng meta-ethlcs for
he clearliy does not mean to be advocating a particular moral or
nommative ethiocal point of views Toulinin wishes to describe
rorals, not to moralize. The question then arises: *hat 1s he
doing?". Is his Ppure desorintion of rnoral discourse soms kind
of empirieal study of linguiastic behavior or is it something
else? And, If it is gomething else, what else??. Toulmin says
very 1ittle about this amspect of his theory, but it is certainly
an iasue which muat be fsced aquerel. in assessing his theory.
But, before doing that, T would like to set forth Toulmints
theory of morels. 1In doing that, I shall use the diatinetion
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.mta-ethicu and normative ethios; but, T wish nothing more
to bs bullt into this distinction than the sbove consideration
that meta=ethles 1is sbout normative ethieca or morals while
normatlve ethlcs, In turn is en actual moral theory wmhich ad-
vocates certal.. courses of action within morality. This ade
vocation of certaln ends to be aschieved may be falrly concrete
and spacific, as In certain forms of casulatry, or 1t may be
very ceneral, as 1n stoic ethics. Howsver, it is to be dig~
Lingulnshed from theorioes ahbout moralse.

I ahould like to thank Professora Rozor 0. Bucit, Romane
Clark mnd Paul Talsh for their criticlams aend commsnts on vari-
ous varalons of tixls atudy.

¥y deepest debt of gratitude soes to the director of my
dissertation, Professor Cherles Ae. Baylise His eriticliam,
sncouragement and the unstinting expendlture of his tims have
been of great hel) to me.

T should also like to thank ¥r, Arthur V. Dow for several
stylistic improvements and for eriticisms of certain leading
ldeas in this atudy.

Finally, I should like to thank Mrs, Helen Hitchcock for
her patieunt typing of ean esrllier version of this study from

my very illegible manuscript.
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SECTIIN ONE
NCERPRETATT . NF STEPHEY TOULNIN'S THREORY OF HORALS

» « «» 1t is dangerous, not only with men but
also with concepts, to drag them out of the
reglion where they originated and have matured.

S8igmund Freud

o s « the philosopher « « « knowing sc well
what people do do in chess . . . comes to
know what they should doe

John Wiadom



Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

(a)

In everyday contexts we constantly fsce problems of de-
oision. Wven if we are led to say,with Hume, that value 1s
"a chimera” or, with Freud, "that the judgments of value made
by mankind” are "attempts %o prop up their illusions with arzue
mente,” wo still have to kaow what to gg_.l The "good reasons
lppmoh"a has given a "new look"™ to contemporary meta=ethiecsl
thaory by taking this problem to be the central problem in

mta-ethics,

1. Stephen Edelston Toulmin, An Examinstion of the Place
g gauon in Bthice (Cambridge, tnglandg 1350), Ds 2« Hereafter
ted as The Place of Reason in Ethics,

Rif; Ilbom' the :om fr:m Abraham Edele See his "Ethieal
aing, eeadon ¢ Preedom ie¢ and Religion, American
mtlg:cpgionu;uoo atlon, Ea’a ern Division, W. .’I. Wthite,
2 f L
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has frequantly besn noted, one of the most important

Abves in phlloscphy 1s to ask the right sort of questioma.

™he good roasona aporoach i{n turning to the question of what

Masone are zood reasons for moral judgzments has done just

thate Joun Rawls perhapa exaggerates when he saya of Stephen

foulminta theory that taken in zensral (though not on spesifie

points} 1t {a the sort of view that anyone “who is acquainted

with phillogophical analysis is bound to hold, n3 bui Toulmin?ta
view 15 st laaat a view that we can hardly avold very zerisusly
conslderis: when we exaniae the nature of argument and jus !ii-
eatlion 'n ethics.

"nood possans” phllosophers have, by thelr exemple, taught
us to cousider a a'n Lthe fandmientel questionss tvhat 1s the
purpose of morsl rules?t, 'what 1s tiue function of morale?’,

In the tradition of the later Wittgenateln, they have taught us
% viow moral discouras -- g form of 1ife == in 1ts netural
dabitat where it i3 esctually doing ita typical worke. Sesoadly
.we are to look for eriteria for =morsl judgments in actuel moral
diseourse rether than for inductive or deductive criterie lme-
ported from some other sontexte Thirdly, we should glve up the
fomsalistts dream that, if only wo are eareful enough, we ¢an

. formallize the logic of moral disoourse by translating moral
utteranses out of thelr ordinary idiom into a new, olesr, de-

~iiberately constructed notation (ssy, the notation of Prinocipia

-

' 3s John Rawls, "Dlacussion-Review: An %inatlon. af the
%ﬂf % in Rthies," The Philosophla view, LX (Octo=
} » m » »
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" Jpthematioca ~- though, perhaps, adding some new notetion for

the imperatival function)e We must give up the dream that,
onoe formallized In this way, we ean get s gip on fundamental
moral prollems and »t last solve eonflietas between rival moral
theories (as well us moral perplexitiesa) by ocaloulation. The
logic of 'oral dlseourae, in all its riohness and subtlety, is
Just not formalizable In this manners Instead Toulmin exhorta
us -=- 1f we rre to understand moral argument -- to follow the
advice of Tolstoy's charac.er Platon Kerataev and not look for
the "gignificance of any word or deed taken separately®™ but
only in theilr characteristic employments, in their living cone
taxts.ik

The good reasons 8 prosch should be contrasted with tradie
tionnl meta-ethical theories, ¢n the good ressons approach we
de not even stert by asking directly, as both the intuitioniata
end naturaliste do, 'Fhat is goodness?t or 'what ls wvalue?d,
Mmther on the good ressons approsch we return ethical ingulry
to the question twhieh kinds of rsassns sre good reeasons 1in
ethica?'s Ccnstantly considering the function of ethies «e
never forgetting that “the seope of ethilssal reasoning is limited
by its funotion? «- we are directly to atimck the problem of
good reasons snd justification In morals,

But the traditional theories have also considered thias

vprohlame Surely, as Broad remarkes in his discussion of Toulmin's

L3

b» Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethics, p. 117.
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tonk.5 Sir pavid Ross and Ewing have not neglested the ques-
tion of 'good reasons! in thelr analyses. The jargon has been
different, but the queation is asked and (particularly with
Rosa) answerod in some detalls Yet it must be admitted that
thlis questlion is secondary with Sir pavid while in Toulmints
practicalist approsch 1t is prinary. The typlcal nonepractioal-
i3t 1s primarily concerned with the definition of basic ethical
terms as thie starting polat in ethleal theory. Only after we
have anawcrua thease problems of definition which (sccording to
them) enaosle us to .now the "ultimate cheracteristics which
make one ncilon right and snothar wrong™ can we satisfactorily
take up and answer Toulmin's problem.6

Toulmin argues that we need not taike up this problem about
t¥bat 1s zoodneas?t to answer the problem about "good ressons.”
He furtlier argues that the traditional theories do not really
help us with the problem about good ressonse 1In substantiating
this last claim he subjects traditional mota-sthieal theories
%0 & ssarehing oritiques He tries to show how these theories
bresic down and how they do not help us at all in mapping the
procedure we use in trylng to decide whioh ressons are good

reasons in sthics.

Se Co De Broad, "Critical Hotice:; Au Exam' nation of the Place
QM_ in Ethies,” Mind, LXT (January, 19547, 9Je

é. See, for example, the proface to A. C. twing's The Deflnition
8¢ cood {Hew Yorks 1947). o
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. There 18 a further consideration for takiag the good roa-

a0ns8 approach &s contral. Our ususl pussles about moral quos-~
tions are nurzles about good rezsons. Toulmin remariks about

the central quoation of the "good ressons approach®:

Qur queation 13 at any rete one whlech we cannot help eacounterw
ing In eveory etulcal aitustion. whenever we coms Lo a moral
decialo, wo wolpsh the conaiderations involved ~~ the rolevant
faots, that 1s, so far as we are acqueinted with them -« and
thernn have to naxe up our mindses In doling so, we pass from the
factual reasona () to an ethical oconclusion {E), At this
moment, we can always ask ourselves, 'Now, is thils the right
decision? 1In view of what I kuow (R), ought I to choose in
thia way {"}? TIa R a good resson for 3?' %hen considering
ethics ir raneral, therefors, we shall naturally be lnterssted
in the cuestion, "7hat 1s it that makes a particular set of
faots, R, a 00d reason for a particular ethlcal eouclusion, g7
Bhat 18 "a zood reason” in ethiecs??; and thia will interest us
to @ sro-ler desres than queations like, '¥hat 1a the snalyals
of "pipght"?¢, and 'Is_pleasure better than knowledge, or knowle
edge than pleamsure??.’

(B)

Toulminfs analysis is the most sustalined attempt on thwe
part of the good resasons approash to develop & mets-etilosl

theory. The Place of Rsason in Ethics is divided tnto four

main sections. In the flprat seetlion, Toulmin critioclizes the
traditional approsches to philasophical ethles. In the second
ssgtion, he gives an explanstion of the anature and ikinds (modes)
of reasonings This Includes a discussion of sclentific method
and the nature of justification in solence and in ordinary per-
saptual situations. Section three contains his own theary

7s foulmin, The Plass of Resson In Ethios, pPe 4o
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 of the naturc of ethicel reasmming. Hers he discusses the
; function, nature and, even {(though briefly and for 1llustrative
‘purpases), the orlgin of moral 1dm.8 This section {(apvecifi-
eslly, Chapter Tleven) inscludes his besioe consliderations on the
logies of ~oral reasoning.s 1In the laat seotlon, Toulmin discusses
the "boudari.s of penson.” In his explicatlon of the loglc
of moral rcasoning, Toulnin hed tried to be gquite 1iterzl, but in
the lest sect!osn Lo zoes over {reconsidering the "tradlitional
thgorics” brlerly from thils perspective) the shadowy land of
motaphoricael and £l urstive ressoning: the area of "limiting
guecstlonae™ lere ne coasldera the rolation of rellslon and
‘ways of 1l1fe to worazls.

mo:lminta naia problem is to tndicate what kind of factual
atatements are ;ood ressons or valid reasona for moral spprais-
als. As orit!.e39 hava been quick to note, Toulmin gives us a
generally normative utiliterisn criterion ss & final court of
tppeal. Toulmin sttempts, however, to show that there 1a no

8+ Toulmin 1s quite aware that questions of origin are not
atrictly philosophieal questions, but he tries (end, I think,
on the whole with success) to make the point that an understands
ing of such social psyshologioeal or anthropologlesl queations 1s
helpful in understanding cquestiona of the logle of moralas., Seoe
Toulmin, The Place of Reesaon in Ethics, Chapter 10.

Y« Co De Broad, %”cih, ppe 94~95. Mmokle points out how
Toulmin arguss (on " basls of linguistic analysis) to be
othics what John Auatin argued for nomstively. 3oe John Maokle,

'Gr!.t:lcll Eotice of ination of the Plage of Reason Iin
o e B R R SR
12 He 01;%? on of the Place

9527 O3e

m&t_w
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smfllot betwesen the deontologlsts and the idesl utilitarians

{teleologicts) end that, on uis theory, he osn account both

for the role of prima-facio obligations and the eppeal to toleoe

loglcael cousilorationss In brief, Toulmin is saying that 1f ons

wantas €O mow 10 a particular set is right, in an uvnambipuous
case where ticre is no conflict of dutics, one appeals to the

moral m le current in onets eommunility. If, however, there is a

eonflict of ori:ase-facle duties erxony which one meat make a

cholce ar i no rule azplies at gll, or if ws are questioning
the ruls ar esven the whole moral code itsslf, teleological
considerationa come to the fores We teat the moral rule or
rules gua rulea (or the social practice as a socisal practice) by
the rather negatively astated principle: I'Preventable suffering.
1a to ve avoided.'m Toulmin himself puts 1% very succinetly: |
ve distingulsh good reasons from bad reasons Wby applying %o
individusl judsgments the test of principle, and %o principles
the test of general reoundir.yo"il
In dlscussing which reesons are :ood reasons in ethlos,
foulmin is quite clear that he is dolng a purely deseriptive
Jobe If we take Toulmints theory to be a normative utilitariane
ism dressed up in modern linguistic idlom, we miss most of what
| feulmin 1s trying to do. Toulmin is not trying to argue for
wiilitarianien as a normative ethiecal doetrine, but s trying to

”. Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethies, pp. 149-50.
THe Ihide. pe 160w
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ghow that the kind of critoria sketohed ahove in virtus of

which types of rsasons sre good reasons 1a part of the very
logilc of our :orel talke Thougk he rejects any idsal langnage
mothcd and vezerds the traditional meta-ethicsl theorles az so
many "dissulsed comparisons® or "begulling analogies," he i3
swere theatbt no imzelf is doing & purely dessriptive job. Al
Touliuia wubs 1%, he 1s glving "a coacriptive sccount of the
function of ethickl concopts";l? "what 1s wanted « . . 1s some
device for Lringlug oat the relation betwecen the manner in
utich et .lcel sontencer ars used and the manner in which othesrs
are use. -= 30 88 $o ;lve thelr slace on the lanjusge mapo“l3
Toulmi: ettenpts te explicate ordinary morsl dlscourse. IHe
testa tio ar-zuraec; of iuls pure descriptlon aialnst ordinery
usaze. Toulmin makes it very clear that he will rest hisz case
finally on ordinary langusge or ussgs. He puts 1t unequivoe
oally when he says, "The only facts, upoz whiech the truth of
shat we have to say wiil depend, are thosa more famillar, une
questionable faocts of ussgs. » .“14

But, his appoal %o and his use of ordinary language imme=-
dlately gives rise to a problems Ths problem sprincs sessentially
from Toulmints rejeatlion of an ideal-lensusce method with its
device of the formal mode, etcs and from the aystematic ambigulty
of tgood resscns.! Thile Toulmin mintaing thaet he 1s only

. 'M@e Jblds, pa 193e
“We I0ide, poe 194=95,

“h‘ ]!QQP- Pe 1&“‘
ik PRl
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dasoridbing ~noral talk, yet at many points, in talking about

whioh reesons are good ressons in ethics or about validity,

or about wiich reascins are "worthy of adoption,” it ias difficult
to tell whotlor he is just glving a deacription or vhether a
normative (preseriptive) element sneaks in to determine nis
standrrds for decldlng which resaons are good reasonz.ls At
some points, it ssoma that he is not merely deseribling moral
dizcourze as fiaally dependent on utllitarian standards but
actually rocomending (ln effeect) a liberal, sacularist
momuty.l,) Ti: emotiviat jergon, Toulmints "good reasons,”
stated i.. the way he states them, remaln emotively unneutiale

uod.l? Thls polnt sbout a preseriptive element entering into

15« Pasasmore, In dlacussing the Oxfordians rather gecerally,
directs this kind of srgument both s:-alust Toulmin and Paul
Edward'!s account of inductlon. He remarks thet they talk as
{f thsy wers simply content to notlce how ';ood reasonat are
used i ordinar 1ife thowh they fluctuate Lotween a descrip-
tive and presoriptive use of good roasons. Passmore then come
menta that this 1z hardly moeting the issue with M11l, Pume
and Russell, for the latter wure anxious to show that asclenoce
is better than superstition and that some rcasons are bhotter
than others. Ses Je Ae Pasamore, "Reflectlons on Logis and

Mg, " The Australasisn Journal of Philoaogggu, X (Decons
T, 1052)s 17le POP B detalled criticism of Toulmin (T will
later exm3 ne), on the same general point, sce John Mackie,
Ope ¢ite, pPps 1Ly

16« Sce (among others) Rossi-landi's corments on this, Ferrusio
Rossi=Landl, "Review of ﬁ Exam!ination of the Place of Reason in
Ethics,"” Hethodos, ITT { » »

3+ Note Alken's remark: "I fancy that & subtle l:perativist
such as Ce L. Stevensun would find something mors to say about
tgo0d’ or ‘relevant! reasons.” Henry Alken, "Commonsensiocal

BShice: An %&%}’uej of gg‘ eson in Ethics,” The
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#n allegedly pure description has been made in Alfferent ways
by al-ost pl! nhis erities botlk sympathetic and unsympathetic.
As thls 1ls e point of cruolal importance, T shall exam'ne it

carg:1l- whon T eriticize hia theory.
{c)

Horal reasonling, for Toulmin, 1s a u.igue and irreducible
wodo of recsonlinse Reljecting an empiriciat prozram of logical
reconstruction, Toulmin and the "neo-Wittgensteinians™ or (x-
fordians emphasizo that there are nodes of reasoning other
than the sclentific or smpirical, and thet these modes of reaw
soning have thelr ow: lmplieli -tanderds of praclaton and rele~
vanee.la The jcb ia to map the logie in the various language
areas: morals, law, ritusl, perception statements, etos Whlle
assertive or indicative discourse 13 well mapped by formal
logle, moral diszcourse is note Toulmin in trying to map the
langusze of morals is covering new territory. FHe 13 trying to
mep the unscheduled inferential powers of everyday axpraasionl%g

Langusge 1a a many leveled structure, sach level having its own

18+ Henry Alken, alone among the commentatora on Toulmin's
Abcalstézhau brought this out sufficiently. See Alken, op. oit.,
Ps ™

19+ Though this does not keep them from oxamining the technical
expressions of asclience, myatiolam or pera-psychology, though
philosophers cre conosrned (uniike foraal logiclans) with axe
pressions that are not toplc «- neutral. See Byle's disousslon
of "Formal and Informal Logic™ (Gilbert Ryle, Dilerxsas [ Cambridges
-1954), Chapter VIIL)e

v s b,
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"node of rwasoning.“ao Bach mode of reasoning has 1ts owm

fabric, ita own formal notifs, criteria of truth, relevance,
verificatian and meanlngrulneaa.ZI Trouble or perplexity arises
when the context 13 ne;locted =- a3 1t almost always 1is in
phlleosonts «= or st the fracture points of the modes of rea-
sonins wiere tihe threada of the fabric of one mode of reasoning
lead into anothar.aa we must give up searching for universally
applicable answsrs to twhat is goodness??, t7hat 1s truth?t or

23 we must develop a contextu=

tthich ronasona are ;004 reasonalty
alistic nnalyasis that wlll show thet there is no need for despalr
or scepticism over this falluro of philoscopnical theorles to find
universall; applisable anawers for the above "questlons.” This
cmtextual analzsis will indicaete that there are natural eriteris
for each mode of reasoning that will be readily intelligzible as

8000 a8 wWo exmyine lts particular primary funetion.

20. By tmodes of veasoning' Toulmin meena to refer to tdiffere
sat uses of speecht! fitted for different aotivitiess Zach mode
has 1ts own *'loglce' 2ee Toulnln, Ths Plaece of Reason in Ethies,
PPe 102-03,

21, Poulmin puts ity ". . . we must expect that every mode
of reasoning, every type of aentence, and {1f one 1s particular)
overy single sentence will have its own loglcal eritoria, to be
discovered by examining its individual, pescullesr uses." Ibid.,
pe 83, sco also pe 74e This point of view is also typified in
Kurt Balerts later bald aessertion: ". . » moral questions also
have 2 'method of verification,' although it is not the sort of
empirioal verification whiech in recent years has been taken ams
:?l onlyizyp: g;:nrvi:g i::lnnms.“ Ke Baiozil"rhc Point of view
Morality, astra an Journal of Philosophy, AXTT
{Auvgust, 1954 ), ToL=U5.

22¢ Walsmannts conception of langusge strata is usefully borne
in uind heres 3ee P. Walsmenn, "Languaze Strata,” Loglc and
i!ﬂigi&§1:3'°°“ﬂ Seriea), A. G. N« Flow, editor ( : 1953),

%m.mmgwgm“.p-Tm N
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Toulminta dipect appesal to typleally moral modes of reaw

soning rather than to inductive or dedustive modes of reasoning,
as models for roral resaoning, rests on his eontention that the
modea of raasoning mre independent. We cen, of course, find
analogles hatweoon differsent modes of ressoning which, in some
instances (and for some purpogses), 1t 1s important to smphe-
sizes Tut, thess analoles can be mimleading 1f we forget that
they are just analogles. The cholee of a particular mode of
ressonineg 1 a pragmatle ona, 1. 0., 8 choleoe determined by the

24

If we kesp ithw purpose of each unit of discourzs in mind there

function of the petivity we sre interestes in understandings

will be no conflict between different modes of ressoning.

There 18 no gonflict between the artist who says thet the sky
seen throuzh treces 1is reslly a deeper blue and the physielst

she denles that it is really & despor blues Thore 18 no material
differencs, the only diffsrence 1z in thelr modes of reasoning.
the funation of sclence (to state 1t very roughly) is to maks
prediotively reliable statsments or Lo correlate our experiences
80 that we know what to expest in the future.2’ The artist,
however, is not (except inoldentally) conocerned sbout predice
tive reliability, but 1s coneernad with our present experiences
As suchs He 1s concerned with the Iintensity of feeling of
sertaln ‘bright' colors and the 'sudness' of other solors and

&-M.P-mo
&Mnklﬂu
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a® ons "'Reality,' in any partioular mode of ressoning, must

be understoo. as 'wshat {(for the purposes of this kind of argue
ment) 1is relevant,! and 'mers appearance as what (for thesse

!“26 nce we understand the point of

purposes) la lrrslevant.
the artist's and the scientiatts statements, thers is no ger=
ine opposition between thems To say thet the one and not the
other 1s c¢oncerned with what 1s "Really Real” i3 to engaze in
the nost metanhorical xind of goose ohane.zT

Of course to make tols argument for independsnt nodes
of reasnains work, Toulmin must show that there is no general,
aniversally apolicable maswer Lo the questinsn, 'What is reassone-
ing?t whicn wiil cover both moral ressoning and ressoning about
metters of fact as apecles under & cowmicn Jenuss He must also
rebut the clai=m of the extreme retionalists that the formal
logical (daductive) mode of reasoning 1s the only vreally re=
spectable mode of reasoninge

Row, Toulmints arguments ebout the impotence of intultion-
ism, naturalism, sad enotivism apply at this po'nt as a criti-
olsm of sny program to give g blanket answor to the gquestion,
tHhat is reasoning?'e In other werds, he will have to answer
$he subjeetiviat or naturalist argument that inductive argue
mants ars sufficlent to cover moral rezsoninz (moral talk 1a
Jest & kind of empiricel talk) and the objectiviatts {(intule

tionlat'a) argumonts thet thers emre intuitable (non-natural)

&M-Nw
e Ihide. poe Alh=15



16
ROral propertlies thet we just see or apprehend (intuit) in
an & priorl and yet aynthstic manner. Toulmin devotes the
firat third of his bLoock to an extensive criticism of these
traditional theories.

Toulmln argues that, in terms of com=on senss and common
usage, 10 has a yardstick with which to measurs the traditional
mota=athical theorlies. All of the theorles must bo able to
show us how some reasons are good roasons in ethiess If a
theory runa roucheghod over this distinctlion or cannot explicate
the distinction betwoon pgood and bad reasons, the theory is sime
ply not an sdequate meta-othical t.hoory.23 Toulmi n cansludes
that none of the traditional theories help with this problem

of good reasons. 3ubjectivism resards the question aaz trivisl,.

Moral ideas are but subjeetive relations. Enotivisa (impora-

tivism) simply regards questions gbout validity in ethics as
nonsenses Objectivism (intuitionism) sets lost in a lot of
razue tali about & peculisr nonenatural property {("invented by
themselves™)}, and does not help us out with our question about
geod reszons any nore than do subjectivism and snotlvism.29
While thsse "“traditional®™ theories bring out, in a ons-sided
fashion, important aspects of our moral discourae, they do

not help us out at all, Toulmin oleims, with our central probe

lem about good rounnna.jo All three traditional meta=-athical

28, Ib’.dﬂ. PPe 63-61)..
29s Idids, ps Hle
30 Iuide, pe 634
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theories treat a contingent (though genuine) feature of moral
discourse as if 1t wore a necesssry feature, The emotivists
(for example) correctly note the moral judgments sometimes
exproas apitltudes, but wronsly sonclude that they always do.

We can alszo ses that morsl ressoning cennot be reduced
to other rodes of roasoning 1f we try to answer the cramping
goneral queat'on, *vhat ia reasoning?'s Toulmin takes a typical
geries of arzuments (arithmetionl, scientific, ethieal, and

31

averyday) and asks what la thers in comnon between then, All

hs can dlscover is their dlalecticel forms But If this 1is all

there :s i1 corn.on, this will not do for we can &lso have dis-
locues like the followlng which are “emphatlically not instances

of 'reasoning.'"Bz

At 'You call me that againid?

B: tShantti?

Ag '00o ond I dontt bellieve you dare.!

B: 'Shantt,!?

As '0h, wonti you? Cowardy-cowsrdyecustardf « . «!f

B: *All right; I shall then -= You're & brastly

bullydt

Thus the dialectical form of an aryjument is not enough to dise
tinguish & spsoies of reasening from smobive vituperation,
But are there any other features ocomwon to reasoning? There
are. Note the follawing: In sclentific reasoning, moral rea=-
soning, and sesthetic reesoning, we are concerned with distine

Sulshing what 'sesms yellaow! and what treslly is yellow,! what

3le ,Mo r PP 68.690
32e Ibide, Pe TOe
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fseoms obligatory' and what Yreally 1as obligatory,? what tsecems
beautiful? and what freally is besutiful,? Nor is it snough -~
accordlng to Toulmin ~=- to appeal to "subjeative relations® --
to this or thet man finding so and 80 credible. Rather,for a
moral act to be obligatory, it must be worthy of selaction,
for p proposition to be true, it must be worthy of credence,
for zomethimn; to be beautiful, it must be worthy of approvn1.33
These concepts (loglcel, ethieal and sesthetic alike) are classed
by To:l.in as gerundlves end are dlstinguished from property
words and from "subjective relations” like “credibility." All
gorundives can be enalyzed =8 "worthy of smething-or-othar."sh
To answer our question sbout good reasone, we started by asking
vagusly about 'What !s reasoning?ts but, to answer our question
about ?good ressons,t we mist find out which utterances in a
dialectical pattern are wWorthy of accepiances. But to point out
that we appeal to gerundive concepts in determining 'What is
reasoning??, hardly gets us very fur in our inguiry to determ'ne
which roasons ere good reasons in ethics. The &p.eel to gerun-
dives tolls us only that we csnnot accept arpuments that appeal
to "eredibility® (subjective relations) alone.

Thare is a further consideration for the indepsndence of
the modesa of reasoninge. Toulmin makes 1t very clear that he
is saying something scepticel about the very -ossibility of

general ohilosophlesl solutions, 1. e., "comprohensive verbal

33« Iblde, ps 7)o
e Ibide
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formulae” that diatill the eszensce of "truth," "goodneas,"
"besuty" <~ the scholastic transcendsntal attributes of boing.35
As he rejected the traditional meta-sthical theories that try to
give ua a universal answer to YWhat is goodussa??’, so he rojects
the traditional theorles of truth as having universal epplioca«

36 The search for "esaences” in any form is mistaken, In

t1one.
ethiocs "each of the three linos of approsch starts with the
false ass:im tlon that something which !1s someti-ez true of our

37 a5 oo In

sthlecal jud;ments 1s easential to theme « « of
theories of truths: the correspondence theory works very well in
situations wherc wo .re making descriptions (1. e., 82 giving a
descrintio:. of an oscaped ori:inal), but "i{f the Tcorrespondsncet
thaory is assumed to be of universal application, itas conse=-

w38 %8 havo,

guences ere paradexiosl and even nonssnsical.
Toulmin clsi=ms, & parfectly ood usage in which we say ethleal
utterances are true, hut beoauss the correspondence theory of
truth stinulates that ths nature of truth must be (to state &t
srudsly) the corres ondence of e proposition with a state of
affalrs end such & situation does not obtaln with our uses of
ethical, Juridicel, and sssthstic terms (as well ss others), we

Gsny the appellation ttruth! to theme. But this 1s sheer

35. Ibid.. De ?3Q
36 IDdlde, pe The

’7. m. Ps 610
38, Iide, pe TTe
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Mnguistio 1¢gial.ation.39

Toulnin shows that ths correspendence theory works well
in lirlte.| sress whers one can preduce an utterance which "oode
reaponds” recornizably to whetever it deseribes. But this is a
11-1tec ap.licetion onlye Not only do we not hove any peneral
eriteria for pressoning, we do not even have any gensrasl and
universally applicable formule fopr *truth,' fgpoodness,t! tbeauty,!
etce

The moral of the above srguments about the uniquensss of
the :odes of roasoning is that if we wish to discover the erie
terlia ror (the pood reasons for) en ethicsl utterancs, we must
Lry to soe how the uttersnce funectlons in e particular context.
tnee wo see 1ts use opr employment its ceriterin become, without
any mystery, readily intelligible. 7To find and descrlbe the
use in & given contert is to solve our puzzle, even though
we have not found any universally applicable coriterion that would
apply independently of context. We a&ll heve s good working
asqua intance with thess uses in praoctice., The problem is to
reflsot carefully on them and shen to describe aocureately theae
uses and thelr interrelations with different genersal types
of uttomcos.b’o

Hovever, to make this desmoription 1a not at all an easy
tasik and we may weoll make mistekes in deseribing whet we know

’9. xbi s P 79‘

’ﬁ.’_ﬁh&.\u-m. Philosophy and Psychoanalysis (Oxford: 1953},
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how to handle perfesotly wall in Prlﬂﬁiﬁﬂoul o try to overcome
this d4ifficulty Toulmin uses a "neo-Wittgensteinian" approach.

Utilizin- this "neo-Wittgensteinlan® teshnique, Toulmin attempts

to gzlve a purse Jdezcrintion of the logic of moral ressoning with

particular rttontlon to the logical steps involved in questlons

concerning sup-orts for moral Judgmentse

L1« "Knowing: how to operate 1s not knowing how to tell how

to operate.” Gllbert Ryle, "Ordinary lLan-uage," The Philosophi-
cal Review, LiII (April, 1353}, 176 M « « 1t 13 possible Eﬁa
even usual, to be able to apply & word correctly in unselfecon-
scioug rmoments, without velny able to dlscern its ratio appli-
candi."” Antony e Je Tlew, YPhilosophy and Lenguege," The
Philososhical Juarterly, V (January, 1355), 30.




Chapter II
THE DR RANIOS CASE MEDTH M AND PHI PRIUARY FUNCTI Ok D ETHIC

()

Witnowt tali<ing very umeh sbout 1€, Toulmin employs &
technluue {(comaon to Oxfordians) that Urmson and Flew have

dubbed &n ep .eal to the standurd example or paradiim oase.l

In any rode of reasoning, wo ocan exposs a phllosophlical doubt
sbout whether X reeally is what it surports to be ahowlnz that
the expression 'X* muat be understood by reference to X if it
is %o be underatood et alles Than, we ca: use the metnod of
ghallengze and agk, "If this isntt e cese of the kind you refar
te, what would count as a cage of that zind?", If (to use

Flowts mh)a a man, under no social compulsion, marries

Ze Je Os Umason, “Some Questions Comcerning validlty, ¥ Revus
{#muonﬂo de Philosophie, XXV (Sept;omber, 1953), 217.
)xsa‘ony-» e Ne s and Language,” op. eits, po

io Flew, Ope 0its, po 5.
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the girl he wants to marry, it cannot be right to say that
ke did not marry her of his own free will, for it i{s only with
referonco to this kind of an example that we oan kaow what
1froo=will! moans. It 13 with mference %o applications 1lke
this, that the expreasion tfree-will! has a meaning or use.
It must mean this 1f 1t is to mean anything at all end, if we
deny thaet Lt does mean anything at all, we will nhave to invent
8 new expression to describe the above kind of situatjon where
we normally would employ *free-will.? Similarly, if somecne
denies that =oral sporralsals can te valid opr invelid, he can
pe refuted by merely giving hlm & standard example of moral
reasoning for thle is just what i3 Lo couat as moral r@asoning.j

Let us take a simple sxample from completely noneethical
(non=valuational) coatext 1. whioh this paradigm ease method
works well in order to ses a little more fully just how the
argument woriks. =ddington, as a physicist with "phlilesophic
ocbaessions,™ noted the vast difference beiween everyday modes
of reasoning and concepts and the modes of reasoning and cone

cepta of physirse Unless the physiciast diascards the everyday

3¢ Kurt Paier does this in a very simple and dlrect fashion
in two articles 1nﬁfﬁé%gg%§§§gg; Studiese Sae Ke Baler, "good
Wesgons ," Phileso ] 83, 1V lJaenuary, 1953), 1l-=15; and
E» Baler, "Prov a Mo nt,* Philosophical Studies,
IV (April, 1953), 33«/3s T willl not try erc to polnt out the
limitations of this metnod, but only (with Toulmin) try to
indicats how far we can 2o with 1t. The dissatlafaction we
feol with such examples is part and parcel of one of the major
tensions In Toulmin's (and Balerts) approache. T wi:l discuass
this fssue in detall later but, first, let us see how lar we
oan go with the methods
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notion of solidity, Eddington reasoned, hs may believe mistakenly
that nothing, "not even a beam of & rays, will go through" =
teble or chair. & rays, however, do go through chairs and
tables. TI% mugé ba, then, after all, that tables and chalirs are
not really solids The ordirary conception of solidity is (after
all) illusorye. But, as Miss Stebbing and others were guleck to
note, il tables and chalirs are not solld, then what is to count
a8 solid? In our everydey way of talking, tbeing solid! just
meana 'to be sometihing llke & table or a chair.t If they arent't
solid, then what 1a? All Gddédington has done is to bring out, in
a dranatic but esoteric fashiosn, a difference bstween aclentifie
and everyday deacription. Eddingt;an and ¥iss 3tebbing are not
differing in any substantial or material way. Miss Stebbingts
remarks nre not intended as a denial of eny of the experimental
facts of physics (1., es., that <& rays pass through tables,
etce) but only as & criticism of Zddingtonts whimasical notion
"that the results of h1s experiments discredit the everyday cone
gspt of *solidity.t" -

Take another non-ethical application of the paradigm case
methods In an sxtended section, Toculmin develops a theory
sbout the nature of sclentific romsoning and &n analogy between
reasonlng in scisnce and ethics. Sclence is a unique irreduci=
ble mode of reasoning. It hes its own eriteria of justifica-

tion, relevancs, truth, etes Certain predictions can be

- §o Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethiecs, p. 113, and Urmson,
e glt., pPoe 218-15.
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Justified in terms of certain selentific¢ laws snd these laws
themselves can be Justified by other oriteris. But, according
to Toulmin, it makesa no sense to ask for a justification of
sclence itzelf. Actlvitles or forms of 1life like sclence ere
solf-contatned; they are unigue modes of reasoning that nelther
need nor can nave any Jjustification ss s Iboleos This does rot
nean that sclence, a3 an activity, expleins everythina;, for
pach made of rcasonin impoges its own limitatlons; but, It
does mean that 1t doea not make sence, once we understand the
function of gclence, to ask If any sclentific explanetiona at

i
gll are cver corrscts” To say that sclentific theories are

all fletiosng or thet sclentific statoments can never ba jJustie
fled, mekes noc nore sense than to say tables reslly ars not
solide A study of some paradlzm cases of sclentific reasoning
will fully restore ocur confidemee In the justifiabllity of
scientific reasanings

Now, the interesiing guestion for our purposes 1s: oan
we make a simlilar srgument for morela? Is 1t as absurd to ask
for a Jusvificatlon of ethlos aa it is to ask for & justifica~
tion of solenae? I8 it as absurd to deny wvalidity to morsl
appraisals a3 1t ls to deny that tables zre really solid?

Toulmin thinks we can apply this paradipn caase method
in morals with the same adequecy thot we erm amml: 1t 50 none
valuationgl questions. Befors polntin: Lo what T (and ethers)

Se Toulmin, the Plase of Resson in Ethlcs, po. 98-101.
- Gs J¥ddes po 99
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have recarded as diffioculties in his account, let us ses how
he trics to make h'sa cese here., Toulmin takes certaln standard
axanploas of moral reasoning and shows the oriteria irpllicit in
these peradlism casese Stated conclsely, Toulmin's criteria are
as follows: 1n an unambiguous case where & moral appraisal
needs to be made, make It in accordance with the ~orsel rule
current in one's comauiitye where there is a confllet of dutles,
choose between them on the basis of which duty or duties will
prohebly result i the least preventable suffering. If there 1ia
a question of choosins between two morsl codes ns s whole, agaln
choose asccording to the prindiple: preventable suffering iz to
ba avoldods For Toulmin, the "overall principle™ that preventa-
ble suffering ought to be avolded, i{s Dound up with the very
1dea of tduty! and 'morality.! If this criterion is to be given
up, we have abandoned the priszery use (mcaning) of tduty'! and
'nora11t3.'7 Considaring the purpose of :oral rules, certain
eriteria are 8o natural that we could hardly underatand 'Ydubtyt

without than-e

In paradigm eases of moral ressoning, we use
theso primes~-facie moral rules es a justificans for unambiguous

partioular obligations and, in turn, test these rules in terms

Te Toulmin, The Plage of Resson in Ethics, pp. 159-60, 153-56,
133=35,

8. This ia vague and, as T shall show, Indicates a possible
difficulty in Toulain?s thought. Tt 1s well to note that Toule
min does not identify the meaning of a moral utterance with its
evitoria of spplication, ﬁﬁsﬁiﬁgﬁia talk at times certainly
suggests that he doede
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of the principle of least sufferinge It is by reference to
such eriteria that we can understand what 1s to count ss &

Justifieation of a moral aporaisal.
(B)

Ay reflecting on the kind of job that thess paradigm cases
of moral reusanlng do in thelr regular employments, we cen get
clear about the fuuction of ethles. Increasing clarity about
Just whaot «ind of an activity morelity is will, in turn, shed
further 1isht o the criterla impllelt in these paradigm cases,
Clarlity suout the functlion of ethlcs will alszo make 1% clesar
why, with: tne least sufferiss principle, we have rsached the
limits of juatification In ethieca. At this point, Toulminta
theory depends very definitely o: hls conception of the 1lnde~
pendent modes of rsasoning. FHe makes it very apparent that he
thinks that, from an examination of the pri:ary funetion of
ethicz, we can zain 2ll we need to Xnow or can know eboul gooad
reasons in ethles. As Toulmin puts it, "the scope of ethleal
reasoning is limited ua well as defined 33 ths framework of
"aotivities in which it plays its part."9 Once we cloarly see
what the primary function of ethics is, wve will also understand
why there are netural oriteria (zood reasons) in morals.

9« The qualification 'primaryt iz my own. Toulmin just speaks
of tthe funstion of ethics.t Ibid., Pe 1;2. Sacksteder, in his
review of Toulmin, has empbasized this point. William Sackw

steder, 'anlew of natlon of tho Plaoo of Resson in
Rthtos,"® E%“ 15527,
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Toulmin makes several statements of the primary function
of ethicsa.

1. The functio. of sthica (provisionally defined) is “"to cor-
relrte our feelings and behaviour in such & wey as to make
the fMlfilment of eve 8na'a aims and dealres as far as
possible, compatible,”

2s M"ithics ia concerned '1§§ the harmonlious satisfaction of
desires and interests."

3¢ "+ « « we gan falrly characteriza ethles as a part of the
proce3s wnerebdy the deaires ﬁ'd actions of the members of
a contnunlty are harionlzeds™

e "The function of ethles s to reconolle the independent
alms and wills of & communlty of peoplee ¢« o o™

Se "ihat makes us call & judgment tediloal! la, the fact that
1t 13 used t5 hermonize peonlets actional."

10. Ibido, Pe 13?0

11. Ibldo, Pe 223.
12. Ibide, pe 136,
13, Ibide, pe 170a

e Ibide, pe 145 Xurt Baler, whose poaition is very like
Toulmin's, elso concelves of the functlon of ethica i the

samo goneral way. To take the moral point of view 1s to “ree
gard the rulez belonging to the morallty of the group as de-
signed to regulate the bshavliour of peosls all of whom are to

be treated ms equally lmp.rtant tcentrea' of craviars, impulses,
dealires, needs, aimg, and asspirations; as people with ends of
thelr own, all of wiilch ere entitled, prima facie, to be attalned”
(Pe 2123)e A "genuine moral rule must be TOF the good of human
beings" (pe 126)s But all our desires are to coun ike and all
fsentres® of desire, exoepting definitely recognized and unie-

v sable exceptions, are to be trested allilre (pp. 123=20).

or¥s treatment, to my mind, is an important further 1ioa-

sion of the kind of conoception Toulmin has initially at%%gar'-
Hes xurt Baler, "The Point of View of Morality," The Australa=
sisn Journal of Philosophy, XXXIT (August, 1954), YOL=75e
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The primary roference of moral ecnoepts is not some sort
of mysterlisus, nonw-natursl propertyi rether, whils remaining
gerundive concepts, they refer to varieble human dispoaitions,
feolin -z, intorests, desires and the 11kl.15 Ethicel discourse
is concernsd with altering feellngs and with gulding sctions so
that people cen llva together iun harmonye. Like the nythleal
"social contract" of the English and Frenoh philossphers of the
Seventesonih and Zishteenth centuries, ethles serves to bring
man's independent desires and needs into aome manageable "peace=
ful cooxlstoicas”

Howover, it nust aot be thought, Irom the above aocount,
thet Toulmin regerds ethles es an actlivity that sesks to ate
tain social cohesion al sny price. Surely it is the primsry
function of ethics to harmonize eonflicting deslres and inter-
ests; but, ethiecs seeks to harmonize desires and interesats in
a partioular wey. Ethles sesks to harmonige various interesats
in auch & way that there will be no more suffering than ia
absolutely nsoessary for therse to De social 1ife. Fthical rules
are intended to allow es many pecple as possible to achieve as
mush as posaibls of whatever it is that they want. MHorality
sdjudlicates vetween these deslresz m:ud interests only in the
sense that 1t Insists that we only seeixr to echleve those de-
airas which are compatible with our other desires or with the
desires of other peoplas Thua, ethics is irredueibly social.l6

15 Toulmin, _& plsce of Reason in Ethics, ppe 125-29.
15« Ibid., chapter 10.
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The eoncspt of 'duty' "is straightforwardly intelligidle only
17

in carunal 1 fe,"% Duty,* tobligation,' etce, in thelr
baslie uses, do a Job mly where we have a situation where a
cholce 1s lavolved that will affect the interests of snother
member of n oamwun1t3o18

This may gound like a naturalism. But, Toulmin 1a not
a naturalist 1an the usual aenses e makes 1t very clear in
hls chantor "Ts Ethics a Sclence?™ that, thouszh there are ime
portant simllaritiss betwoen ethics and asclence (they both,
for exzamnle, scei objectivity), there i3 this irreducible 4if=-
ference: sclence 13 predictive while othilcal utterances serve
to encours:a hearers to feel and resct differsntly, to make
different choices and pursue different courses of action.19
Toulnin further differs from traditional naturalliats (deseripe
tiviats) in refusing to identify the meanings of ethlezl terms
with the eriteria of thelr applisatiocn. To belleve this, Toule
min argues, 18 to confuse facts and valuess the reasons for the
valuswjudgment with ths value-judgnant 1t391f.20 ~

%hile sthics has the overall function of harmonizing de-

sires, theo role which moral utterances play within the mode

17« Ibide, pe 136,
18, ;gido. ppe 15657,

19+ It is interesting to note how ¢close he comes at this point
to sn emotive theorys Idid., pp. 125, 28.

20. de, po 95« Bometimes, however, he soems to some close
to saying this when he says that certain criteria are so natural
that we ooculd hardly understand ethloal termas without reference
$o thems See footnote 8, this chapter.



k)3
of woral reamoning varies with thelr eontexts Toulmin 1a what

Alken ¢71ls e "plurnlist“zl

in ethles who, rather then focussing
on ons use of ~oral utierances, emphasiszes the full spectrum of
value pradications.22 ¥hile critiolsing the emotiviats, Toulmin
admits thot, 1. some contexts, moral utterances have an almost

aurely emotive runction-23

But, it is important to remember

hat this emotlive function is not smething necessary to moral
utierencus per se an the emotiviata thou;;hh.zIL Howeveoy, moral
utterances, in thelr nost characteristic forms, are oblective in
the sonse that they do not apply exeluaively to any glven spesiter
or class of people but nre meant to count for all people under

25

1ike eircumstances. Moral utterances are universalisable;
they must be so if ther are to count as ~oral utterances, 1In
thelir most choracteristie forms, moral judgments are utterances
in which the "rationel element predcminatea“:26 full=fledged
moral judgments sre to be contrasted, &g are full-fledged Judge

monts of perceptlion, with an immediaste report or unconsidered

21ls Alken, “"Commonsensical EBthics,” op. olt., ps 524

22« Toulmin, The Plece of Reason in Bthlos, pr. 166-67.
23e Iblde, ps 185.

e Ibids, pe 610

25+ Ibide, pe 1684 It 1a worth noting that & subjectivist

1tke Weatermari emphasizes that roral apsralsals ere objeotive
in the same sense as does Toulmin, 3ee Edward Vestermark,

Ethionl Relativity (New York: 1932), p. 11, passim.
26, Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethics, pe 129,
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mlmtionoa‘?

In ethics, as in sclence, incorrigible but conflicting reporta
of persunal experlonces (sensible or smotional) are replaced
by Judgments al-ing at universality and impartiality -- zbout
the 'real value,' the Vreal colour,' the tresl shape! of an
orine fo 1t 5 the besis of tametate experience alone 28
W topleal moral utterances function objectively or dis-
Interestedly is readily apparent when we consider the primary
funetion of ethicss And, in terms of this funetion, we can
see why certaln neradi;m cases of moral eriteria must count as
tmoral criteriat 1f anything is to count es 'moral criteria.!
The rule of keeping promlises is a paradigm case of & primae
facle obll:ation. Sueh a practlce is gquite esasentlal 1f we
are to have any soclal harmony at alle And, the way to test
the value of a rule llke this is to sse whelher op not 1t fure
thers the end which the functlon of etiilcs setse. Assume that
e moral Judgment 183 made in accordance with tiie rule of pronisee
keepinge Purther, assume that this rule tendas to further the
ends of ethicse. Should someone say that this moral judgment 1s
not a justified moral judgment then ws may asky '3But, what
would oount as a "justified »oral Judgment,” if this won't?v,
If it be replied:; 'Hothing wlll count as a justified moral
Judgment,' then 1t is evident that a pers : making this reply

is making the verbal recammendation thet we stop using the

270 xhido. Pe 123
za. ;b&d‘. PQ 125'
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sxpression tjustified moral judgment.' He is, 1n effect, sug-
gesting that we zive some other name to fjustified moral judg-
mentst Ho 18 not differing from us on any substantive point.
If, on tiie other hand, he 18 sugsesting some other judgment
than our paradigm example as a moral judgment, then ho must
show why our exanple is not adequate and why iz example bate-
tor exemuilfies what wo mean by a 'justified moral jJudgment.!
But, it ls J4iffiecult o envisage how this could be shown. If
we are to call any judgmont a ¥juatified moral Judgment,t then
a judgment such ag t3i1l, you ought to return Detiyts dook aa
you promisedlt ought to count, in 1ts clesr applications, as a

Justified moral judgment.



Chapter TII

COdD REAS YIS T STHICZ: TWO XTI 8 OF aRAL RTASONIEC
(A)

Remenmiering then that the primary functlion of ethiocs is
to hormonize the l:terests of a ecamsunity of people, let us
seo in some detall how Toulmin conceives of moral reasonlnugs

Let us a.aume A and B sre argulng sbout what to da 1n e
given practical situation. A proposes actlion x and B proposes
sction ye If, finally, after A and B discuss the issue, dring-
ing forth conslderations for and egainst x and 5, B accepts A's
argumont that x reelly is the right thing to doy, what sort of
Rgonsiderations™ sre neceasary before we will say this was a
oass of morel reasoning in which noral considerations were
deciuive?

In order to be & cese of moral reasoning it is not suffi-
olent that A Just get B to do xo For there to be a case of
aoral reasoning, there must be tha two types of consideration
mentioned previocuslys Both of those considerations are erle-
torlia for our moral apprelsals. Thay give these appraisals a
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loglecal grounds The first oriterion is "deontologiocal® and
the second "utllitarian."” A and B would attempt to anow that
x and y vere prima-facie obligations in the culture in which

they botn an.urntes “1f x wera an unambicuous instance of a prima-
facia duc’ and y were uot (everything else belinyg equsl), it

would be enousl: to polnt to the moral rule (the prima-facile

obllatlon, "the thing done")e An appeal to an accepted rule
in asueh a situatlon puts argument to an end. Howoever, morallity
is not rmetels 8 nmatter of "my station and 1ts duties™; for, in
eny "davelopsd nmorallity,” thore 13 a recognition that the memw
bers of the culture have a right to oriticize existing soclal
precticos (prima-facle obllgstions, taboos, customs and cowme
mandmentz)e This 1as merely & natural extension of the funue
tion of ethies to harmonize the interests of the cozmunity oy

culture 1ln questions Justifisble prima«facle duties must tend

to contribute to the satisfactlion of as many independent eens
tres of interest as poaslble. Otherwise, we have a mere appeal
to authority as in “olosed sooletlea.,” We have a situation in
which the purpose of morality is not fully realized.l 3uch an
appeal to bare authority, beasuse it 1s part of the connotation
of moral utterances that they be universalisable, 1s,laa a
mere matter of the logle of morals, not & moral nppesl.z
The utilitarilﬁ rule appllies in ths following manners

1+ T trust I shall not be charged with "teleological” (meta=
ggyalonl sense) thinking for the sbhove rather metashomriecal
b T TN

'2s Toulmi:, The Plage of Reasan 'n Tthica, pe 171

T RN w———
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If the extant roral rules (standards 1lsid down by ths oode)
gonerally lead to frustration, suffering and deprivation of
inclusive interests and desires and if these fmustrations, etec.
could be avolded by maiking a specific alteratlion in the prac-
ticog ol the community, then it 1s the best thing to do to make
such changess Purther, where thers is a conflict of roral

milea (prima-facie obligsations), we appeal to utilitarian pvrine

¢lplus to decide what we ought to do «- whioh rule cught to

talte precedence in this instance, This 1s also true where no
morel rule clesrly eppliess Thua, thers ore two criteria for
good reasons with thelir appropriate spheres of operation well
mAarked oute One 1ls deontoloplecal and the other utilitarinn.3
However, Toulmln argues, we need not worry about the "apparent
duality of ethicel argumsnts"; for, duties clearly function in
& culture only to schieve the primary aim of ethles, that ia,

to harmonize the lndependent desires and actionas of the membars

'

of the sulture.’
T do not mean to imply by my remerks about tculturet

3. 8ince this wes first written, John Rawls, with explieit
indebtedness to Toulmin and retracting gsome of his earlier
criticiams of him (ses his second footnote), has atated this
distinction with great clarity and has given an enalyais of
the status of the prastices Toulmin calls prine-facle dutles,
rules of the road or soclal practices. Rawls spsolfically
links this theory with olassical utiliterianism (Bentham, Mill,
Austin, S8idgwick, Hume), though he claims that the claanlcal
utilitarians 414 give & misleading analysis of ths nature of
noral Mules by treating them as summaries of experience. See
John Rewls, "Two Concepts of Rules," The Pillosophical heview,
LXIV (January, 19:5), 3=32.

_ lo Toulmin, The place of Remsan in Ethics, 2. 136,




» 37
(Toulmin usually says tcommunityt) that Toulmin ts offering
us a kind of "cultural relativism®” but merely that moral ute
terances only heve a olear spplloation within ths mechanios
of soclal life. Surely, he, and a good many other chilosophical
ethielsts, would admit that the content of particular moral

duties (prime-~facie oblipetions) varlies from culture to culiure

(6 o, 'Fatlng meat on Fridays is morally wrong,' 'Having more
than four wives 13 wmorally wrong,' 1Stealing 1s wrong,! 'Fothere
in=law avoldance 1s morally oblipatory,! eto., etcs)e Toulmin
would arcue only that all culturses have mo-al dutles which
funet'on in the way that he indiested and that all cultures, in
arbitrating eonflicta over dutles, etcs (whatever the duties
may be), mppeal to intereats, to happiness,or (to put it nega-
tively) to what will cause the least annoyance, suffering,
inconvenienocs, etc. for the mambers of the communitye This 1s
true even though what exactly 1s to count as *intersat,' thapple
neas,' 'suffering,' etc. may vary far more than we, as members

of a given culture, can imagine.
()

70 explicate further how these two oriteris for zood rea-
sans function, Toulmin distinguishes two types of oral reae
sonings Toulmin argues that it is essential 1in moral argpument
to separate those two types of reanoning.s 1ot us ses how the
diatinotion works out with respect to the timseworn guestion

Se Xbide, Ps 152e
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betwesn the deontologists and the 1deal utilitarians soncerning
'The obligation to keep a promise.? First, note that questiona
about promlse-keepingz are in some respeots significantly paral-
lel to questions about whether or not something is straight.

To s¢o thia, Tirst note the questlons we oould aslc about 'Is

hls really stralght?t, (n the one hand, we could ask, 'Is

this reall; stral:ht?', in context within which the ususl Fuw
clidian crlterion of stralghtness is eccepteds On the othsr
band, we eoul! ask this same question meaningfully by making 1t
a tegt case of the Tuelidlan criterion of straightness. Simie
larly, with tiust I keep this pronise to return xta book?t, 1f
1t 13 acked wlthin a context in which tPr.omice-Xeaping is morally

oblisatory' 1s sccopted as a morel rule, it 1s a prime-facle

obligetions And, i{f i1t does not confllet with any other prima-
facle obligations in the same moral system, the question 1s
answored merely by eiting the rules Iz thls context, nno fure
ther Jjustification is needed or, indeed, possible. Onme cltes
the rule of the road and that is the end of 1t; and, oven ir
keeping that promise turns cut to have bad consequences, it
8till 1s the right thing to do just as it is right to drive
{in America) on the right-hand side of the road even if someons
whom we 40 not see, coming from the opnosite direction, swings
wlde on s curve and kills us before we can ot out of the way.
The above 1s & paredigm cass of the first type of moral
reasonings QJQuestions on this level sro similsr to questions

6e Ibide, ppe MS<lbe
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sonoerning whethor something is straight when the Buslidian
eriterion of atralghtness 1a ascepted. The firat type of moral

reasoning 1s concerned with the rightness of keeping individual
7

praonisesa, etce It 1s the typicel noral agentts prodblem. To

axnibit the naturs and extent of jJustification of this firat

tyne of ~oral reasoning attend $0 the following diaslogue:

At (Answering hls own introspective queation "™Must
I kesp this promise to return x's hook?") "Yes,
I feel That I ought to take thls book and return
it to x2"

3: "Dut, oucht you really to do so?”

4t "Yes, T prom sed him I would return the book today."

B: "sut, ought you really?”

At T ouzht to, because 1 pranised to let him have 1t
backe™

By "znt, ..ow, why ouzht you?®

At "Secnuse I oupht to do whatevar 1 promised him to

dos"

T "hyt"

At "Necause T ought to do whatever T promliso anyone
to do."

Bt "why?"

A: YBecsuse anyone ought to do whatever he promlges
anyone olse he will do."

B: “\ﬁhy?ﬂ 6

A: "tecauss it was & promise.”
Now, 1f A would have the patlience (which he certalinly wouldn't
have in anythilng but the philosopherts eloast) to follow Bts
parrot=like queationing he hes reached, ascording to Toulmin,
the limits of his jJustificetion of Lis oblication to keep a
promise. In fact, the whole dialogue 1s & kind of rondoj for,

wo all understand perfestly well that when A merely says, I

?‘ M’ Pe 1500
2- This in substance 13 Toulmin's own dlaloguee Ibide, Pe
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promised him I would return the book today,* everything else
belng equal, he ought to do soe. To s8y, *I promised him" dl-
rectl; oxpreassez, by 1ts mere serious utterance, an obligation.g
If tiero are rn compliceating circumstances, this is the end of
ite T{ Ia 1Tn ti.1ls respeet lilke appealing to & standerd dlce
tirmr: for the speliing of a words In this first type of
noral reasoning, he can give no further general reasoa why he
auzhit to <een his prouiaze tha: Lo relodte the actlon in question
%o an ac:epte. soclial oractlee 1In aciordance with wirich the
action ou:nt to uve mades A cannot further justify his deelsion
by arzulns t3eceuse one muat not inflict avoliiablo zuffering by
breaking promiseset Phis 18 the second kind of moral reasoning
and is apsroprinte only “when discuasing whether a sacial prao-
tice ahould be rotmined or changed,® or when there is a con~-

10

fliet of dutias. ¥e can only give the reasons A gave for

Justifying an unmmbiguous case of keeping one's pronlse.
(¢)

The second type of morel reasoning comes into play when
wa ohallonzs this sceclal practice as & whole, A cuestion con=
oerning the justificutlion of a soclal practice 1s ths typlcal
question for a zoral oritic thouzh in certaln contexts a morel
agent oan also asgk if a soclal practice fs indeed justifled.

9« Sos also A. l. Melden, "Thes (Obligetion to Keep a Promise,”

Emediﬁg of the XTI International Conpress of Philosophy
v 9537, pps 153=58,

10« Toulmin, Ihe Plaes of Reason in Ethics, pps 1ib=47, 151,
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A% this level we are asiting why ought we ever to accept the
obligation to keep promises or why cught we to accept the moral
rule {prima-facie obligation) at all? To ask this question is

olearly not to ask about the correstness of indlividual actions,
but to ask about the pringiple itself in asceordance with which
woe porform individus)l actlions. However, a rejectlon of the
priaciple {social practice) ocught to be followed by a change in
indiviauel ections in relevant situations.

Theso two types of moral remsonding are easy to confusej
but, tiie; are quite diatlnot types of reasoning. As when we
ask, of a particular stick, 'Ta it really straight?t, we can~

not a: tho same time be askluy about 1t qua partioular stick

and apbout it es a erlterion of airalshtness, so too thase two
types of roral reassning ought not be confused, In fect, ve
cannot logically, at the same time (for the ssme purposes),
take aomething ee & Justificans and justificantia; although,
cortalnly, what may be & justificens in one context may, in
another context, iteelf demand justification (serve as the
Juntiricantia).ll If wa ask the firat type of question about

the obligation to keep a promige or about whether eny glven

act is right, we must have &t least some provisional standard
or oriterion in mind by which we could in theory answer our
firat type of question; otherwise, we could aot even ask for

& Justification for such an act, 3ut, there are times when

1l Por a discussion of the gensral loglosl prirciples lnvolved,
ooosz:x Bleck, langusge and Philosephy (Tthaca, New Yorks 1949),
Pe
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we want to quoation the justiffoans (the soolml practice) it-
gelf. Almost any eritieslly minded person, at least sometimes,
wantz o qusation the moral standards of his culture, Are the
prina-facle dutles we find sa part of our actusl moral ceriteria

genuine ..orel rules that ought to be follo'ed?u But, in order

to question our morsal mles, provided we are expressing something
more tha-n our distress or irritation, we muat have in mind
sometihlne that could count as & stendard for evaluating thase
prima=raclo duties. Toulmin poliants out that when we asl this

second type of queation, as when we ask the rirat, we do ine
deed have a ready criterion. e estimate the probable conse-
quences of retainiaz the present practice or of sdopting the
projected alternative. "If, as & matter of fuct, thers 1s a
200d reamson to suppose that the acle conaequences of making the
proposed change would be to avold some sxisting dlstresses, then,
83 & matter of ethies, thers is certainly a good reason for

making the chang,e-"n

As & maitter of fact, the justlice of soclal
practices lixe promise=keeping will always romaln beyond quese
tion; but, ss & matter of logie (meta-ethics), we can aslk how

they are Justifiad-m The answar 13, however, that they are

12, See also Xurt Baler, "The roint of View of Morslity,"
% é\utuﬁlm Journal of Philosophy, XXXIT (August, 1954),
.

3. If I read Toulmin rightly here when he says, "as a mate
ter of ethicos,” he meanst what I would call "a matteor of metsa-
sthilcs.” Ibids, ps 150, italics mine.

Y. Ibide
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Justirfied, as scclal practices, by their uttlity.

It 13 extremeoly important %o keep in mind these two dia-
tinet types of moral reesonlngs If we really are prepared to
chellen;e the ~oral rile, everything is eltersd. The centrality
of thiess moral rules can he seen from the Tezstions to any radi-
eal nornl reform that chellenges our usual norms. Moral critics
or ~oral reformera (Shaw or Bertrand Rusasell gua norallst,
for example) often seem immoral to many peoples Xf 1t 13 not
¢leari; underatond that the morel eritlic is chsllencing the
rila, a3 a social practice, his actlions often will be thought to
be u;arineiplad.ls Thua, conscientious objectors are frequently
misunderatood; for, it is uot understood that they are ehalleng=-
ing a moral »nrineiple or prineiples. Similarly, the religiously
orthodox froquently misunderstand the unorthodox and ssocularist
g3, for example, the Irish faithful misunderstood the radical
school. teacher in Shadow and Substence.

The complicating question of %est cases erises in situations
like the one above. We might make the rejection of a particu=-
lar moral duty a teat cass of & moral rule commonly accepted in
our culture, Hore, where the juatificatlon of & given setion is

made & "matter of principle," the second tvpe of moral resasoning

applies to a situation where the first tjpe :ormally holds. But
in doing this, we must make it very clear thet we are troating
this pertiocular duty as a test cnse elther for the total re-
Jeotion of the moral rule or for a modification of the acope of

15. zgid-p Ppe 151452,
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$he moral rule. If we do not make this clear, ws may be thought
to be acting on immoral or opnortunist grounds.

(D)

The above discussion may be susuarised as followss The
functlon of ethiea defines the limits of moral reasoning.
Within the mode of moral reasoning, thete ere two basle ori-
toria for jud-ing whilch rogsons are good reasons in ethics.
tne of these criterie is deontologlcal and the other utilitar-
1ane The firat type of woral reasoning is ressoning in accord
with deontolozical oriteria., Itz anpropriate fuastion is to
provide juatifying ressons for lndividusl gctse The second
tipe of moral reasoning 1s reasoning !n accord with a utilitar-
ian eriterion. Ita typleal function is to provide Justifying
reasons for deontologlcal ruless But, this second type of
moral reasoning serves also to provide justifying ressons for
individual pets which are not subsumeble under dsontological
rules or for acts which provide test casas for such ruless.



Chapter IV
THE TIYTITS 27 KOHAT, JUSTIFICATION

(a)

Assumling that Toulmints acoocunt of the function of ethies
and the typss of uoral ressoninz 1s correct, can we say that
we have roached the linits of justiffication in othics or is
soma furthor and more gensrsl justificetion needed? Toulmin
says the eritaria arising iu the two types of =oral resaoning
exhaust the ways we ocan Justify moral Judgmentse In the mode
of morel reasoning, we can glve no further justification for a
moral Judgment. But, many people have thought & mors ultimate
Justification was neededs Some have thought that Toulmin®s kind
of justification was hardly a& Justification s all. Indeed,
the moral sooptic will say that Toulmin has not glven us any
good reasons for being bound by moral considerations at all.
Lot us ses what Toulmin seys in reply to this type of oritie
eisk.
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The erucial Llssuea here center largeiy on Toulmints con-
geption that oral reasoning is & limited mods of reasoning.
In Chapter I, we dlscussed briefly Toulmints conception of
ethlcal ressoning as & unique and irreducible mode of reascne
Inge vie attempted to make plausible hils contention that the
moral mode of reasoning ls, indeed, a unique mode of ressoning
and that wo ¢o:ld not derive our criteria for athics (rom the
eriteria of aiy other ;ode of reesonings Qur mejor positive
concluslon there w s that for any roeaso: to be a good reason
in sthics 1t nmust Ue more than an accopted reason: 1t must
be a rosson thst is worthy of acceptance. Thlas, of course,
is too general & conclusion to ba very helpful. We then ex-
smined the function of ethics ani we noted that there are cer-
taln very natural criteria for good reasons in eothless But,
what we have not noted sufficlently is how the mode of moral
reasoning, like every other mode of reasoning, sets the limits
of justification in ethica.

Let us now gsee how Toulmin argues for thls, Toulmints
argument 1s as followses As in all other modes of reasoning,
the range in which 1t maites sense to ask for moral justifica-
tion 48 limiteds Prerhaps we can best se¢e the limlited range
in whioch we can ask for juatification in a zlven mode of rese
soning if we firat take an example from the scientific mode
of reasonings For example, coincldences are not subject to
soientific explanation decause a part of what we mean by too-
incidencet 1s that such an event 1s external to the ascientifle

nods of rossonings If we are seeking an explanation in the
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sslentific rode of reasoning, we mist snswor that we cannot
explain why it is that thres brothers all died on thelr birthe
days L thls la, l.deed, a colicidence. Indeed, we can sxplaln
why they dled (that 1s, what ocaused them to dis); but, we can~-
not explala why they mll dled on their birthdays. Rather, we

call 1t tcolncldence?; and, it 1s simply not the functlon of
selonce to explain aomething thet camot be predicted (l. e.,
colneldence}s Surely, we may seek an "explanation®™; but, this
explanetion 1s "outslde" sclence in another mode of reasoning
altogethers It 1s f'or these contexts thet we have the ritual
langunge of myvth and religlon ss a dlatinet =mode of reasoning.
Moral discourse I3 likewlse limited in acope.l tputy,t ftobllie
sationt and all the various deontle utterances do a job only
where “the conduct of oue member of & communlty prejudices the
interesats of anothor."z If somsone saksg, '3ut why ought I do
what 13 right anyway?!, we caunot answer hiz within the mode
of moral reasonings Being rMght entalls being acwmething that
ought to be done. Hia gqueation, aa a literal moral qusation,
is nonsense. The man asking the above quesation may siuply be
asking for a :motive to Jo what is right. But, 1t is not the
funetion of ethics to supply motives anymore than it is the /
funotion of acience to explain colinecldences Such a "question”

about 'Why ought I do what 1s right?t oslls for & personsl,

1« Toulmin, The Placs of Reason in Ethics, Chapter 1.
24 Ibldes P 156e
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not a zoral, decision. Thus, we see how a question which ia
superficlally like a moral Question i{a not really a moral ques-
tion =t mll but is outslde the mode of morel ressoning alto-
gothor,

The above considerations ebout personal versus .:oral dow-
cisions do not signify, however, that all personal decisions
are less imp rtant than are moral decisions. Indeed, Toulmin
ar-ues quite o the contrerye He even sug eats that some of
these udecisions about a personal code (a rule of 1iife) are
mare inmoortsant than morael daoisions.3 #ihen he says this, Toule
min has 1 ;1ind questions iike '®¥hat sort of peraon ought I to
be?t, 'Thich way of 1ife ought T choose: Chriatian or secularist
or some other?t, etc. These questions hsve & moral sounds. But,
these ought questions, gccordlng te Toulmin, are not moral ought
questions; nor do they demend the objJectivity or universallity
that moral oughta dos ‘They are not "principlea which can be
formulsted in terms independent of verson and plaae.“h By
contrast, in deciding on these rules of life, "the agentts
tfealing? and tattitudes?® enter fn, not as the cerdboard orea-
turea of ohilesophieal theory, but as logically indispernaible
pnrtieipnnts.“s

3. Ibide, pPps 153, 157=59, It must be this that He Je« Paton
has in mind when he olaims that, for Toulmin, ultimately morality
is based on & personal decision (H. Je. Paton, "Review of An

%&}_‘% of the ¥he- of Reason 1n Ethics,™ Phllosophy, XXVIT

° To .
lie Toulmin, The Place of Resson in Ethics, p. 168,
Se Ibids, ps 158, 1talics mine.
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When viewed superficlally, these nonwmoral (though evalua-
tive) questions about mles of life often appear to be atrictly
moral questiuns 1f we lgnore the primary functlion of moral dise
course. e following example will make this point c¢lear and,
ii: adéivlion, will clarify the point that a question ambout a
noral rule is & moral question, strictly spesking, only when
it can present a c¢loar poasible alternative practice.

In pooular alscussions of "eultural relativiam,” such
éuestions as the following one often appear:

(1) "is it resally right to have only one wife, like
the Christians, or would it be better to have
anythlaog up to four, according to the old Mo~
hammedan practice?”

If we pak auch a question, what seoms, at firat glance, to be
e plainly intelligible question cecomes extremely difficult
when we exam!ine ite In fact, onco we voslin to conalder 1t,

as state!, it ia scarcelr intelligible at all. Toulnin points
ont that ‘'t appesrs as though there ia a sugpestion that we
abandon one of these mores; but, the exact nature of the proposed
change 1s not clears If we are asking the queation (1) =s a
quastion about an individusl aetion for Americans {(as pert

of an o"fielally Christian culture), it is diffiocult to see
what specilic alternative is being suggested or now one would
estimate its:probable consequences, The different forms of
marriasge are so closely intertwined with the whole culture

pattern that 4t 1s difficult to see how they can be compared as

6. Ibide, pe 1524
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alternatives at nll.7 Put as the seoond type of moral reason~

fng, (1) would be better stated as:

(2} "Is Chriastian marriage or Nuslim marriage the
botter practice?™-

But agsin, because the inatitutions of marrisge are so closely
intertwinod with other sosial structures in the cultural com=-
plex (the institutione of property, rellgion, caste, pareunt-
hood, etes), it ls, according to Toulmin, difficult to compare
them as "instances of the 'game? inatitution at all.“9 Rather,
quantione (1) and {(2) are more proverly put as queatlions about
the whole of ¥uslim and Chriatian cultural patterns or configurs-
tlonse The questliosn 1s botter put as:

(3} "Is the Chrisiﬁan or the Muslim way of life
the bhetter?®

¥hen we seo that (1) clearl; intends to sak the sort of unltion
 asked in (3), we see, according to Toulmin, that (1), as (3), is
not a moral guestion at alle This does not mean that (3) camnot
be resasoned about; but, sinse there is no maglc wand that will
turn the English social syatsm into & Muslim one overmnight, the
only practioal use for the guestion, *Which way of life 1s bsttern,
is in tho service of a personsl deocision -=- for example, "vhether

t0 remsin here in our scolety, such as 1t 1s, or whether to zo

7+ Ibid.
Be Ibids, pe 153,
9 Inide
10, Iuide
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and live as an Arab tribesman in the desert?™. " e have no
way of applylng our oriterion for judging sosial practicesn
(which alternatiive would prevent the most avoidadble suffering).
There are no cenulne alternatives, for there are genuine ale
ternativos only "when it woul:i be praeticable to change from

12

one to tiwe other within one society.” Reasoning about (3)

{8 not moral roecsoning, thouzh we must not for thet reason

say 1t 1s unl:ooortant; it is here that "you pays your money

and you takes your cholce" baocomes relevant. Personal pref-
arences come to the fore and "arzuments," with thelr rhetorical
force, expre:s attitudes about the merits of the soclal aystonms.
But, we :re borond moral good and evils HMoral Judgments funce
tion to harmonize lndependesnt desires and Interests within &
somminitye Apart from this soclal context, moral utterances
have 110 use. A decision about a rule of life, a cholece dbetwsen
& culturo or a somrmunity as a whole, simply cennot, for Toulmin,
be a moral cholce though, indeed, it 1s a valuational cholce.
Rules of 1llfe just do not demand (nor can they have) a moral
Sustification.

(3)

Moral jJustiffication comes to en end prior to these purely

personal deoclisions; but, thla is not true of all justification.

11. M"
12 Zvide
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seeking a personal decision, about a way of life. Asking oure
sslves: "Vhat, at thls mament, do you wish to dot", it is

more roeasunable to reject the Cyrennale *pleasurs of the momsnt!
and seoil {43 Ce I. Lewls also urges), that which in the long run
and over tiie whole apan of 1life 1s most likely to bring "deaeper
and ~ore lastin: cm*.;antmnt.“u Toulmin interpreta Pleto ns
se.inz there esre two kinds of reasoning relevant to a cholce of
actione The firsi, reasonlng on moral grounds, is concerned
with the harmony of soclety. The second, the appllcation of
wihich comes when reasoning on moral srounds does not lead to a
decision by itself, 1s ressoning about each man's pursult of the
Good.u“ This personal Good is econcerned with happiness rather
than social harmony. There are no moral imperatives or duties
heres Ye:t, even on the level of soclal practices, when the
ethos of a culture so functions that it causes no positive
hardship, we atill would not eay thet the culture was exempt
from or!.t:loisa.ls We still can msk the valuational but not the
spacifically moral question: "If some spescific change were
zede, would the memberas of our commnity lesd fuller and happier

11ves?“.16 If such a change bs suggested and it iz reascnable

13e Ibide, pe 157e
14e Ibid., ps 158.
15‘ Ibl__d.., Pe 159-
16¢ Ibide, pe 160,
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to oxpect that the promised result would soms tc be, then we
ought (in a non-moral sense of Yought,' ss a mers matter of
how we use evnluative talk) to make the oshange. It is good
that we do this though there is no moral obligation that ve
do it. The docision whether or not to do it remains a personal

onllge
(c)

Toulmiz further clarifies bis distinetlion between non=-moral
valuatlonal lasues and strictly moral Issues by diatingulshing
between hypothetical imperatives and catezorical imperatives.
The later kxind of Imperativea are the distinetively moral ime
peratives. e criticizes Mume and lero for not reallzing thet
besidea the distincetion between indlcative sand imperative uses
of languspe tiere 1s the further logical difference between

18 Toulm'n cleims

categorical and hypothetical imperatives.
that we can get to distinotively noral eonsiderations only by
ralking this Kantian distinetions This distinction, he argues,
is implicit in the logic of ordinary moral utterances, Compare,
for example, the following usea of fought':

{1) 7vYou ought not to eat that ice-cream bar, It's
not good for your figurs.

(2} You ought to go to the violin concert tonight.

170 ;E’.ﬁo, Pe 159-

18. " 1 £ "
Rd ?num:t., méee? of The Langusze of Morsls,” Philosophy,
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{3} You ought to return that book to Jones today.
You promised you wouldsl

gnly (3) is peradigmatic of the primary use of fought.! Certainly
there aro all sorts of quite usual non-moral uses (1. o., (1) and
(2)); but, they arg all in varying degress derivative or, at
least, secondar: to the primary use of 'ought'! wiich is a cate-
gorical use. £ foreirner totally uninitlsted to moral language
could unever learn the typieal uase of foughtt if (1) and (2) were
taken s3 peradi.ms. (1) could be tolerably rendered as 'If you
8at that ice-oresm bar it will help you get fatter and you won't
be happy sbout thatty and (2), as 'You'll enjoy his violln cone
certo 1f you hear ite.' BRut, (3) could hardly be rendered 'If you
return Jones his book today as you promised, you will atd 4n
maximiging interests and you will fesl tarpler about the whole
affelr.t (1) and (2) just do not fit into the same mode of
reagonin;; as (3)e (3) is paradigmatic of a moral judpment. And,
(3) s categorical.

But, how does Toulmin's sharp dlstinetion between non-moral
svaluative uses and moral uses basar o:n our present central quese
tion about the limits of moral justification? The relstion
ia precisely the followinge Thers are evaluative nonemoral
sppraisals which, 1f supportable st all, have guite different
oriteria than do moral appraissla. But, I1f we fall to note
sarefully thelr style of functioning, non-moral evaluative

19+ See Toulnin!;_zgn similar examples (The Place of Reason
L ]

in gthies, pp. 15
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sppralsala can easlily Le confused with satriotly morel appreisals.
If we ne;lect the context of moral judgments and forget the
primary fu.ctlon of sthics, we get confused by these non-moral
appraisals and think the limits of moral justification sre
looaer tian they are. e may, to take en extreme oxample, note
correctly thet, in some contexta, to say something 1s good is to
expres:c a preferences Illicitly assimilating thia use to moral
contexts, we assert thal moral Judgments are matters of taste.
But, 1f wc note the eriteria implicit in the moral mods of
roussaing, we can sec that this taste argument must be incorrect.
Moral jJudiments are cateporical and always have & sgcisl funce
tione Ther just do not merely express matters of teste. To fall
to note this s to be begulled by misleading anslopies with other

types of utterance.
{D)

The philosopher, however, may wish some more general or
unequivocal Justificans for all moral judgments in all contextz.
Eo may be asking for some sort of an "ontological justification®
of ethicse He may ask: “la 1t snough to show the limits of
morel ressoning and the kinds of questions and answers that
arise when we make moral judgments or mmst we, to answer the
question, give some general overall justification of ethics as &
whole?”.2? Toulmints answer 1s thet no such general justiffca-
tion of sthics is necessary, posaidle or oven 1ntelligible.21

20, Ibide, pe 160.
214 Ibide, ppe 16063,
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In attempting to glve any such general answer, we will stress,

on the one hand, as have the philosophioal ethiciats, somes

one feature of oral discourss to such an extent that we distort
our descripntive mapning of the logle of moral discourse as a
wholos Or, on the other hand, we will give & "pragmatic justi-
fieation” of ethics by sargulng, as wes arged sbout aclence, that
etnics (but, not any particular moral ocode) is absolutely neces
sary to soclety or to mankind if we are to avold s kind of
Hobbeslan "atate of nature." Toulmin has not done elther of
those thinos. Toulmin has tried neithsr to add jJust anocther
philosoohiecal theorr nor merely to esntribute to the "flood of
etnical writing"; rather he has attempted ®to provide some kind

n22 Fe has attempted, thet is,

of drm with wnish to control it.
to give us a non-normetive, non=traditional-pnilosovhical,
meta=otnlcal theory desoribing "the occmsions, on which m® are
in fact prepared to call Judgments tethicalt end decisions
moral,' and the part which ressoning plays on these coocasions.,”
Good reasons are not me-ely gausally related to the morel ap=
pralssls, they are good ressons for aotion%h
justificans for morel actse The prineiple of least suffering is
the justificans for the rule.

Now Toulmin argues that no further "ontologicel justifica-

A moral Tule is a

tion® 1s possible or even intelligible. To inow what we ought

22+ M. Pe 3.
23. Ibide, pe 160, 1taliocs nine.

e Ibide, pe 2026
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we noed not en:age 1n “ontologlcal snalyses,” going beyond
*the confusions of ordinary usage"™ to rind, as Tillich would
put it, "the ;round of 1life" (whatever that moans).zs Toul=-
min does, however, in an smazingly fresh and astute discussion
of "Resson &nd Falth," go on to try to show why and how such
quest’ons about "ontologlcel justification® can arise and in
what ways they are perfectly leuxitimate loglecally., Ie 1s also
awers, ns le Jo Pabton and william Sacksteder nicely confirm by
exsmrle 1 thelr discussions of Toulm!int's boak,aé that philoao=
phers sveking tnis "ultimate kind" of "Justiflcation" will not
be satisflod with the kind of pure description given in argu-
ments of the above type. He further remarks that it will not
be just a more accuraste description (a betier mapping of the
logic of moral discourse) that will satlafy them.

No doubt those philosophers who searoh for more gonsral rules

will not be satisfleds No doubt they will atill feel that
they want an expllieit and unlgue answzsr to our centrsl guestion.

25 I hope that I will not bs accused of "secularist,” "logileal
positivist"” zeal 1f I remark on the fantastic conditions of
argument !n ocontemporary philososhlesl«theoclogical dlscussions
of sthica. HNote the bilg words throwm around in Tiliich's book
snd the egually blg and puzgling words tossed around 1la Paul
Ramsey*'s oriticlsm without the slight effort on the part of
either debator to explicate or analyze the meanings of these
portentous nﬁg& to':g, qué;: ?ysglrying words. See PaullTillich.

Powor Justice: clozicel Anmalvses and Ethical Appli-
on%ions (Oxfords LU5H), dﬂE?ﬁEﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁhoy. iiﬁeview of Tove, Powar

tice," The Philosophical Review, LXIV {January, 1955),

&i Paton, Ops 2}_‘_‘. Pe 833 Ssckateder, op. _ﬁ_&o, Pe 219
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And no doubt they will objeat that, in all this, T have not
even 'justified' our using reason in ethies at alls It's all
very woll your laring down the law about particular types of
ethical arjsument, they willl says tbut what is the justifica-
tion for lettins ﬁﬂx ronsaning effect how Ig dsclde to behave?
why ouzibt one to do what ts right, anyway?te7

In replyin:; %o this, Toulmin's appeal to the standard example
method and to the finite scope of moral ressouning (in terms
of the function of ethics) is very evident. Toulmin arcues
that within ethlen we cannot ask the cuestion 'Why ought one

to do what 1is rlght?'.zs > ask '“hy ought one to do what

fa »i-Lit?t 18 to asi & senseless queation of the same order
a3 askin-: '7hy ere all scarlet things red?'s Ws can only ep-

ply the method of challenge to gqueations llke the above and

2
ask 'What else could it be?' or 'Fhat else "ought" one to do?'.9

If the philosopher 1s asking for & tjustifloation of ethlcs
83 8 whole,' we ere sinilarly in an Allce-in~iWonderland atmose
phers. What alternatives have we 1n nlnd? what would 1t be
like to astop maki:ng any norsel judgmente at all? %hat does it
mesn: to say that all moral ideas, not just particular moral
codes, are "guperstitions," "mazical 1dess™ or "i1llusions™? 1Is
fauperstitious ethices? or tillusory ethical ideas' 2 plecnasm?
Or, what course of action can we oppose to ethlcs as a whole?
Something very odd 1s jzoing on herel Something {3 going on
very much like when the Dushess told Alice that there is “a

27. Toulmia, The Place of Reason in Ethies, p. 162.
28, ;bido

29, Ibids
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mustard mine near here® and, then, sald that the morael of that
was "the -ore there is of mine, the less there ia of yours."

We hardly tnow what to do with either the Ducheasa's ztatement

or thoe above claims about ethlea being illusory. After we

have exitilblitod ths oxtent of literal juatification in morals

and npointed out Lhe pragmatic indispenalbility of morals ms an
activity, so~called further "ontological justifications of
ethles™ wilch are made (z0 some phllosophers tell us) to "elineh

the arj unent® are as illusive az the "ronsoning" of the Duchess.

(E)

In Indlcating; the pointlessnass of these queations about
a0me more "ultimate justiflcatica™ thers 1s tho following fur-
ther consideration. Toulmin, like many other practicaliats,

30

cloaely caonnects being morsl with being reasonable. Contimi=

fng his parallel batween fullyefledzed moral appralisals and
selontific judgments, he polnts out how 1t is not sufficlent
for a hypothesis to be fprobable! that we have a degree of
oonfidence in 1t or that we hold it with conviotion or that we

30, Jobn Rawls (for example) sets down as & necasaary criterion
for a moral judge that hs bs a ressoneble man{"An Jutline of a
Decision Procedurs for Zthics,” The philoscphical Review, IX
[Apr1l, 1951}, 178-79k Or, Arthur =. ¥urphy, arcuing that a
scientific-~empirical ethios 1s miscongeived not juat in detatl
but i{n principle, regerds ethical ressonz as practical end moral
appraisals as intrinsloally (if they are to *'count es moral
eppralsals?) reasonable in a practicalistic assnze of treason=-
sble?' ("Ducasse’s Theory of Appraisals,” Philoasophy and Phsnome
snologieal Research, XIIT [September, 19521, J12=1l)e
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are willing to rely on {t in practice or that we hold on to
it texnaciosusly; rather, the hypothssis is acceptsble as a prob-
able b pothesis only if, in making 1t, ws relate our beliefs to

our obeervations in & rationgl uny.Bl

As & gerundive concept,
it muct bo a concepd that is worthy of eredence. Likewlse we
camiot, llke Ilume and the subjectiviats, make a moral principle
a nmelter of commitment or the coavietion which fully-informed
people pive %o it; for, in eddition, cur meral eppralsals must
be reloted to our exporience in a reasonable way. Tihlcal
attitudes to be etiiical rust be reasonsble attitudoa.sa It
would be absurd to suppose that we must be nble to producs a
reesoned argument bo convinge the "wholly unreasonable.” Yet

33 who argue that the cholce

those "despalring philosophers,®
between an "azcetlc morality™ and a "master -.orality™ or that
the cholce between democracy and Intellectusl aristoornoyjk is
arbitrary, have 30 argusds Toulmin reocounts thet Russell once
arged in conversation, as an objectlon to Toulmintsg theory, that
it "would not have coanvinoed Hitler." Toulmint's reply was, "we

do not prescribe logic ss s treatment for lunacy or expeot

31. Toulmin, The Place of Resscn in Ethlcs, p. 165.

32. Ibid.

33« I am indebted to Vincent Tnomas for the very apt label,
3ee his "Review The age of Morals,” The Philosophical
Revisw, LXIV (Jamiary, » DBl

3lie 306 my discussion, Chapter II, sub=ssction (().
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pallosoohers to produse panaceas for paychopnths."3 5 Aa Kant
realized before him,36 we oan only put such an unressonable
man in the company of men of good will and hope that these
men of ygood will can induse the unreasonable man to be reason-
able. 1If he becores 'reasonable,! he will alszo, &s a mere
natter of how we uze moral langusge, beocme 'moral.!?

TOo Tume's man, whose sense of self=love overpowers his
sanse of ri:hkt, or Haierstrom's "unmoved spectator of Lhe G
tual,” there ia nothling we can finally say which will logieslly
corrnit them to the roral point of views Y4 mants ignoring all
etnical arpuments is just the iind of thing whlch would lead us
to say that .:13 sell-love had overpowered uls sense ol righto“37
At this level, we can only use peraussive mathodss Stevensont's
amotive exhortations would be perfectly In plaoces If the man
should glve up his egolstic ways and become moral, we could not
say that he wns convinced by reasons, but only that reasoning
beat down his self-love and restored his sense of moral obliga=

38

tion. If the request for & "Justificatlion of ethles' ia

35. Toulmin, The Place of Remson in Ethics, ». 165, footnote 2.

36« Immanusl Rant, Relizion Within the Limits of Reasson Alons
(Chicago: 193)), p. 5« T &n Indebted to Prolesscr Glenn Negloy
for first suggesting this point In Kent to me. See Clenn Negley,
"The Fallure of Communication in Ethies," $ymabols and Yalues,
Lyman Bryson et al., editors (New Yori: 19‘)&?. Ps D[De

37+ Toulmin, The Place of Reason in ESthics, p. 163,
38, Ibids
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squivalent %o the demand that he reascn morally or be reasona-
ble, then we cen only point out that the philosopher asking

for auch "justifications™ has misued tjustificationt'; for, In

any literel sense there 13 no room left for Jjustificatlion.

"Justification,”™ in this context, can only expreas a d-mand.39
Toulmin, with his two types of moral reasoning, has glven
us the literal 1limits of justification in ethloa. There is no

further justification in ethies.

390 Ibido, De 165-



chapter ¥V
LIMIPTUG TS TIONS: ETETICS A-D BELICIOH

(A)

30 far, In determining the limits of justification of

moral judgmenta, Toulmin has stuck to litoral answers to the

normative question, 'Why ought I do a0 and so?'s But, there
are some contexts, the contexts in which Toulmin spesks of
"limiting questions,” in which we are not asking for any kind

of a literal answer at alle Here the method of challenge ap-

plied to the question, twhy ought one do anything which is
right?t, dosa not satiafy at all.

Pirst, ws nust reallze that hers we are in & kind of "land
of shadows" or in a “"no-mants land" in which there is no defi=-
nite informal logie of disoourse, as we found in the morsl mode
of reasoning and the sclentific modes of reasoning. Most of the
limiting questions, relavant’to ethics, ocour at the boundarles
betwoan ethics proper snd religlon. Nere, becauss the discourse
is shiftier, we can expect no very do;inite oeriteria. Yet, with
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"Linlting questions,” in contrast with the kind of "reasoning®
in the poetr:. of 3lake, T. 3. Ellot, or Dylan Thomas, where
the "reasoning™ 1s clesrly "extra-rationsl® in form, the sur-
face grammar of the "limiting questions® s very mueh like
that of rntional questions In our workday modes of rbassning.l
Only whon we noté what Wittgenstein has called the depth pjram=-
mar of utterances expressing limiting queastions, do we see
their oddity and feel the kind of eramps they engender. 'vhat
holds the earth up?! 1s superficiaslly like tvhat holds the
peach tree up?t!; but, the former, ss a limliting question {in
sommonaensical contexts), has no definite erlteria of applica=-
tions Likewise, "™Why ought I do what is right?' and, tihy
ought ¥ be kind to little children?! have the samo superfliolal
similarity; but, only the latter !s a morsl question. The
formor is a "limiting queation™ dispuised as a ratlionel ques-
tion.

*rimiting questions™ are "questfo:ns expressed in a form
borrowed from a familiar mods of pessoning, but not doing the
job whieh they normally do within that mode of reasaning."2
They have the following characteristioa:

le A direct answer to the quastion that the surface
grammar (the form of the gquesation) seems to sug=
ﬁoat. never satiafies the questionera. Like

anawers®™ to the child's persistent "why?", "an-
swers" to limiting questions only succeed in

X Toulmin, The Plscs of Reason in Ethios, p. 206,

g‘ ms'v pe 205
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regoensrating the same question, The person at-
tempting to answer a lim'ting question finds that
he is damned no matter which road he takes.

Any direct answer only regenerates the questio?
and a refusal to answor seems like an evasion.

2e It 13 characteristic of thess questions that
only a small changs, elthor 1in the questions them=
selves or in their contoxt, is necessary in order
to make them ragulﬁr questiona in thelr apparent
node ol reasonings

3. There 1s no standerd laterpretation for limit-
in; questions sanctioned ln our usszee There
1s no call to or possiblility of applylng gho
paradi;m case method in explicating them.

lle Limiting questions do aot present us with goy
genuine slternatives from which to choose.

The first{ characteristic (the only one that is at all
hard to understand) can be seen by returning to our first simple
nonegthical example. In comson senss {though not in selentific
quarters) the "question,” *#hat holda the earth up?t, iz s
Urniting queation with no literal answer, 3Jorrowing its ape
parent form from an unexceptional use, 1ike *What holds the
pear tree up?t, twhat holds the earth up??, seems %o ask for
some kind of llteral anawer, Yet, none 1s forthcoming within
common ssnse and common usagee. 3ut, in ordinary contexts, thia
Hmiting queation about what holds the earth up is oasily genw
erated by peralsting in a quite ordinary question bsyond a

3+ Xbide, pps 205-07.
lie Ibide, p. 205.
5. [oide

" &. Ibid., ppe 205-06,
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certain 1limit. If aomsono asks, 'What holde the pear tree
up??, 1t ts nsturally and completely intelligible to answer,
'Why, the earth, of coursei'. Now, if our queatiocner then
peralsts, In this practical context, and asks, *What holds

the earth up?!, we have (unwittingly) got out of the everyday
made of reasoning and 1nto an Allce-in-fYonderland context,

For the "questlon," 'what holds the earth up??!, there is no
cloar answoer) nor is 1t even very clear what our questioner

1z sskine ¢an woe conceive of the earth fallling down like

we can & near tree? (Can we conceive of anything holdiang it

up? wWhat kind of applicstlon would we give the question? If
we answer, lile ryishna, 'Three glant elephants,' and agaln,

to the question, '*hat holdaz them up?t, answer, 'A real tore
toisedt, the naturel question 18 'vhat holda the tortolas up?fte.
¥hat we are being asksd to anawear 1s qulte myatifying. But, we
osnnot refuse to enswer by saving, tNothingl?!; for, then, our
queationer will return, 'But something must hold the emrth
upé's Must we finally snawer, 'An ontological something, T
know not whet.*? And, if we do, using, in this final (adnit~
tedly mysterious) Tontological justification,” en "ontologlecal
mode of sxplanation,” are wo any wiser than before? what kind
of literal Justification doea this “ontologicael justification®
glve ua? Or, how does "ontology" further "justify” the literal
mnoral Justification of & given act or moral rule?7 How doea
*ontology® serve to "Justify" swhy ought I do what 3s right?*?

Te xgld.. PPe 206-07.
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Limiting questions are asksd for two main reasons. Plrst,
the 1imiting muestion may signify only that a sategory mistake
has been made. Now, 1f the questioner, in asking a limiting
question, has merely made a "“category mistaie,"” pointing out to
nim that he 1s simply confusing logloal oupboards will suffice,
Secondly, a limiting question actually may express & "personal

o

predicament."o A liniting questlion may express a "hysterical
9

apprehensivenesas ahbout the futurs™3’ or, the person who inaists
on presalny the guestion, 'Why ought I do what 1s right?r,
after the cote:ory ~iamtske haa been shown up, may be expreasing
obliquely, in a pseudoerstional form, his rebellious id which
does not want to accept tiie Imperatives of his supereszo. Or,
the perason who really finda all ordinary valuations arbitrary
and soeks an Abasolute "ontological justification of morals,®

19 %e may show thia

may just be expressing hia own lnsecurity.
man thset his promise to Jones cen bs unamblguously subaumed
under a moral rule and the moral rule in turn Justified in
terms of scolal utility; dbut, if he continues to ask for a more

certalin "Absolute Reason" for keeping his promise to Jones,

8. ;bido, Pe 205-
9. Ibid.’ 9. 207‘

10+ For astute paychologles)l romerks on this, see David Riesman,
ﬁ%v&dg%%im %c%lggred {Glencos, Tllinoiam: 1954}, e 17

o a 3 rouark (The Human Animsl [Chicago: 1954L],
Pe 229): "Values must from emotlonal necessiiy be viewed as
absolute by thoss who use values as compulsive defenses agalnst
mmnty.‘mtlur than properly as tools for the sexploration of
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Toulmin remarks that "the anly type of ressoning likely to

mako any impresaion on nim wauld bs pasychoanalytic rassoning.ll

Lim'ting quostions have no fixed literal maaning.la As
& reasult thore ure no fixed literal ways of answering themn.
These nolnts sre extremely important to note for they indicate
the kind of "roasaonin;™ that 1s anpropriate to "limtting ques-
tl .ns." They have no definite style of functioning. e are
not here deallin; wlth questions for which we can find answers
which =2rs, in turn, based on justifying reasons. 0Often, "rea=
gona™ plven as an answer to a limlting suestian are just any
"oxeitinr:.- roasons which will do the trick. Thore is no defi~
nite mode of dilgcourae in whlch certnin justiflicatory reasons
are good reaszons by virtue of being in accordance with certain

gulte definits evaluative rules of Inference,
(B}

Questiona which are "partly reliziouws and pertly moral®
are frequentl; limiting questions. Tnls 1s true of vsry many
boundary questionss But, 1t is particularly noticeable between
religion end morals. $hlle not all limiting questions are re=
ligious or all religlious questions 11m1t1ng,13 the religious
mode of reasoning, which Toulmin, following Psseal, dubs the

method of thes heart rather than the nethod of the mind,lh ia

il. Toulmin, The Place of Reeson in Bthics, p. 207.
12, Ibid., pe 208,

13« Ibide, ppe 2121l
l‘l‘ m.. PP» 2@, 2110
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the most relevant to limiting questfona arising 1a moral contexts.
Behind these limiting questions, when they 40 not express just
catopory~tyne blunders, thare is a sense of urgency.

What {8 the primary funotion of religlon and what is its
relation to morala? The rellglous mode of reasoning haa this
primar; fanetion: 1t helps us to agespt the world just as

15 Here the

selontific a.plazations hel: us to understand it.
questisie wo 123% sro limiting jueationse. And, the "answors”

we expoct are the kKind of answers appropriate to linlting ques-
tionse e wondar aft tho world na we wonder at ths marvels of
neture ani ab ecolneidencess A ship crashes lato the sea and
kills all on board, inoluding twelve refuzes children who,
after years »f sufferinz, are beling brought to secure houes

for the first time. We aalk, '7hy d1d the shlp cresh?t; and, we
are not asking for the cause of lts eresh but, rather, are gx-
pressing our dlstress. We want a ritusl answer which will
Tiuztifly God's ways to man.” This is primerily a bit of phatle
caxmnication, We are asking here for s "mythicsl," "gpiritusl”
16

or "figurative" answer. W%e do npot went predictive knowledge
about what happened} rather, we saek reassurance, consolation,
and an acceptance that scmehow, in spite of everything, "Allts
right with the world." This religious mode is & xode of rea=

soning quite dlatinet from the scientific or the moral; though,

15. ;Exdcy Pe 209!
16+ XIbid., pp. 211~12.
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in certel: contexts, morasl considerations naturally lead to

these questions while remaining logically independent of then.
To see Lthat these linmiting queastions are not puppet Cigures

of a pirllogs:ilc theory, we need only note the mode of reasoning

1n Mitye Yeramezovia dream quoted in extenso by Toulmin.17

17. "He was driving somewhere in the stsppes. . + « Kot far
off was a villeze, he could see the blaeck huts, and halfl the
huts woere burnt down, thero were only the charred beoams atickiag
ups As the, drove in, thore were peasant women drawn up along
tha roade +» « o

tthy ave they orylng? Wwhy are they crying?’, WMitya (Dmitri)
aslkted, aa they Jdashed gally by

'Tt's the babe,! answerod the driven tthe babe wueping.!

And Mitye was atruck by hia saying, in hila peasant way,
tthe babe,' and he liked the peasant?s calling it a 'babe.t
There seomed more plty in it.

'But why 1s it weeping?' Mitye persisted stupidly, 'why are
fts 11tile crms bare? Why don't ther wrap 1t up??

'The babe?!s cold, 1ts little clothes are frozen and dont'd
varnm 1t.?

'But why is $t? ®why?'! foollsh Mitya still peralsted.

tWhy, they're poor people, burnt outs They've no drsad.
Theytre begging beosuse theytve baen burnt out.t

180, no,t Mitya, as 1t were, still dld not underatand.
fToll me why it is thoase poor mothers stand there? vhy are
people poor? V¥Wny 1a the babe poort why is the stepre baryren?
Why dontt they hug each other and kiss? vhy don't they sing
songs of joy? Why are they so dark fronlack mlsery? Why
dontt they feed the babe??

And he felt that, though his queastions were unrsascnable
and senseless, yet he wanted to ask just that, and hs had to
esk 1t just in that waye And he felt that a paaalon of pity,
suoch as he had never known before, was rising in his heert,
that he wanted to ¢ry, that he wanted to do something for them
811, eo that the babe should weep no more, so that the darke-
faced, dried-up mother should not wesp, that no one should
shed tears again from that noments - + « T'I've had a gzood
dream, gentlemen,! he sald tn a astranges voice, with a new light,
as of joy, in his fros." ;E%g;; pe 210, olting Fydor Dostoevsky,

;Eiz¥rothsru EEE%!;:@!, Cons e Garnett, transletor {London:
» DPP» »
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Hitya, with the peouliar psychologleal insight eso characteristioc
of Dostosvsky's characters, realizes that his "questions are
unreasonable”™; yet, Mitys experiences, from these questions and
the thoughts they evoke, a tremendous liberation.

Now, Juat because suoch a wmade of reasoning deals with
"flourative notions,” me can have no reason, from a purely
lozical point of view, to cast them out as logleelly improper.
mneo we recosnize that this religzlous mode of ressoning is not
sclence snd n t ethics and thet 1t 1s not competing with elther
of thsue modes of reasoning, It is & normative and not a meta-
linguistic or even an ampiricel metter whether or not to reject
thig mode of reaarnlng as impropor.18 tnly if we apply to this
mode of reasoning, grounds appropriate to a scientifie mode or
to sorme other mode, can we conclude, with Ayer and Hegerstrom,
that "tall utterances about the nature of Sod are nonsensieal!
or, (with Freud) that religlon is tan 111uaion.'"19 As a metaw-
ethicist, Toulmin oan exemine the logic of religious talk, in &
Quite none-nomnative fashion. He is entitled to do this whatever
his parsonal views about the lmportance of religions The yslue
of a mode of reasoning is a ¢lear normative lasue; the loglcal
propriety of that mode of ressoning is quite another issue.ao
The letcer $assue 1s definitely divorced from the former.

18+ Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethlcs, p. 212,

19, Ibide
20, Iblde, pe 221,
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%s o o you are, of course, at liberty to argus that, while re=-
llgion and religious consfdorab!ans may be of help to those

who feel a nesd for them, they oan be dispensed with by those

who do not; that, though religion mey hel; some people to put
thelr henrts into virtue, many people can 4o so without religion;
and that tne more people who can, the better, But this lest is
an ethleal reflection, not a logical one; and you are not en=
titled in consequence to rule out 511 religlousand theologlcal
Jjudiements as lo:ically i.propere”

The sirands of the moral mods of rexsoning lead out, in
certaln contexta, to reli;ious modes of reasouning. Tn sone
Lastancoes, oas i1 the obllgstion to ikeop & pronise where there
are a0 caiflicting, auties, we may fesl the aeged of some further
"lustiflcation” after we have made the judgment in accordance
with the aoproprlate moral rule. 233 Huxley's character Anthony
Beavis or as Mitya or as iostoeva:yts partly autoblographical
Shero" in The Gambler, we often clearly recognize intelleotually
what we ought to doj but, our hearts are not in 1t and we fre-
quently noed some further motive to do what we know we ought
to dn.zg In this context, the fizurative rituale-answer of
religlon comes in and helps us resiugn curselves to our duty by
makinz us foel 1like accepting it.aa However, while the motivat-
ing answer the religious mode of ressoning gives to our linmiting
question may be called "Justification™ of s sort, it cannot
invalldate or add a justification to the good ressnns for making

the noral judgment. "Ethics provides tho ress:ons Cor choosing

21, ;b’.d‘. Pe 220,
22, Ibids, pe 218,
23+ Iblde, pps A8~19
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the t»ight' course: relizion helps us to put our hsarts into

1to“zhl'3ut, literal ethlcal jJustification comes to an end in

the ode of ethical ressining,.

2''e Iblde, p. 219,



SECTION TWO
TOULMIN®'S GD0D R:ZASONS: A CRITIQUE AMD FURTILNR ZXPLORATION

s « » We do not feel at all that it 13 meamningless to aslk such
queations as: "Why should we not liet" We feel that such
questions are meaningful because in all discussalons of this
kind some ethical premises are teeitly telen for zranted. We
then feel satisfled when we succeed in tracing back the etiie
c¢al directive to these premises. In the case of lylng this
might perhaps be done in some way such as thias Lying destroys
confidence in the statements of other people. Without sueh
confidencs, soclal co-operstion 1s made impossible or at least
diffisult, Such co-oparation, however, is essential !n ordser
to make human life possible and tolerable. This means that the
rule "Thou shalt not 11e® has been traced back to the demandsg:
"Human life shall be preserved" and "Pain and sorrow shall be
lessened as much as posasidle."

Albert Einstétn



Chapter VI

TNTRODUCTTIOR
(2}

Most of the eriticism of Toulmin's theory has centered
eround the clalm that, in splte of 21s professed alm of glv-
Ing & pure description of the function of moral judgments and

the place of reason therein, he has confused prescription with

description at crueial points in his argumente.

How, to make suoch & oritiocism cannot be to say that Toul-
min is intentionally advocating a moral view., Toulmints own
statement that he intends to describe moral usage r»ather than
to urge & particular moral view 13 enough to anawer such a
criticism. To accuse himof prescribing a woral view is rather
to say that hla desoription of the kinds of reasons that can be
good reascns 1s an unduly restricted one in that his desorip-
tion of good reasons impliecitly rules out certaln reasons which
ecould sount as *good reasonst! in virtus of the logically possi-

ble usea of moral language.
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However, to sxamine the above question intslligibly, that
1s, whether Toulmin's view 1a unintentlonally preseriptive, we
must first answer another question. That . question 1s the
following: "In what sense does Toulmin mean to be glving a
deseription of moral langusge? I8 he giving an empirical ac-
count of linsulstic behavior? Is he explicating the lozical
powers of moral expressions? Or, 13 he dolng some c¢omblnation
of the abova?l or, 13 he doing something quite different?¥.
Prom Toulniints characterizations of hls own procedurs it is
quite iapossible to be sure which of the above alternatives he
means to be doing. He speaks about "the logic of moral rea=-
aoning“;2 but, tthe lozle oft has no very c¢lear use in hls
booke I have seld his theory wes a meta~-ethical theory meaning
only it 1a a theory about ethics or ethnical discourse, Perhaps,
if we now try to specify & little more precisely what a 'meta=-
ethics?' 13, as opposed to both a normative ethics and a soclology
or paychology of morals, we cean best clarify what Toulmin might
mean and what he might not mean by ‘a descriptive account of the
langusge of morals.! The followingz discusston will also put us
in & position to discuss the problem of whether Toulmin in his
ascount of morals has gotten to a "proper meta-ethical level at

all.”

1. I assume they are dlatinet activities,
2+ Toulmin, The Plsos of Reason in Ethies, p. 1}5.
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(B)

In the preface I aald merely thst meta-ethics is, in some
sense or senscs, dlacourse aboubt morala rather than being itself
moral discourae. 7T dlstingulshed it from normative ethicel
discourae whicn Is moral discourse proper. T wigsh now to clarify
thls distinction somewhat ore fully and to dlstinguish both
reta~ethics ard normative ethica from other activities which
sometines o under the name tecthiest in philosonhy books and
elsewhere.

Under the label tethica! or tmoralsat & number of widely
divergent rctivities have been included and often confusedly
mingled. At least the followling sorta of activities have often
bzen subsumed, in & not v:ry distinet fashion, under the heading
moral philosophye?

l. The making of actual moral decisions.

2+ Preaching, advising or moralizing.

3. Searching for moral wisdom and ldeals,

Le The sttempt to justify or validate these 1deals
or ultimate stendards.

g. The technology of the good life.

Descriptions and/or explanations of moral experi-

ances
Te An examination of the logle of moral discourse.

Only 7 is what I call 'meta~ethics.' I want to emphasize,
however, that T do not wish to take a atand, or to imply that
Toulmin takes a stand, concerning the claim that 7 can bs clearly
distinguished, in all inatances, from the other six sorts of
sotivitye. I do not wish to say nor do Y wish not to say that
normative ethical (moral) lasues and meta~sthical lssues are
logieally independente I do not wish to argue for or asainst

the theals thet msta-ethlcal theories are normatively neutral.
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Attention to my above 1ist will help oclarify what ls mesnt
by meta~othlcs and how it 1s distingulahable from other activi-
ties which are gometimes cslled ethios or morals. 1, 2, 3 and
L, £all under what I am z0ing to call normative ethlcs or morsals,
b 1s & matter of asclences in particular of the sclences of
psyoholoizy, soclology and anthropologys 5 is more troublescme
to claasifye. As a result, it nands a brief diacussion. 5 is
primarly s scleantific questions It 15 a matter of dlscovering
whioh means wlll most efficiently serve certain baslc alms. If
the alm Is that of promoting the general bappiness end if wo
know whot 1s to count as thappiness,! 1t i{s largely s sclentiflis
question of whst moans will contribute most efTiclently to the
furtherance of this aim. If we bring up our children very
strictly, will they rebel or devalop agsresaive personalitles
which will tend to lower the gensrel hapoinessa; or, is 1t neses-~
sary to bring them up in such a fashion ao that they will heve &
sufficlently strong sense of duty to be concernsd to promote the
generel happineas? Questions of this kind are sclentific ques=
tions and can be anawered :most accurstely by child psycnsloglats,
sulturel anthropologlsts and similar professaionally tralned
people. Yet, thease quesations sre of psoullar importance to
the practical morslist. Often in disoussing such problems of
morsl teshnology, hidden conflicts over ainms arise. The izsue
then becomes, in part, & moral issus, Thus, - im not as ex-
olusively & matter of solence as iz 6. 6 may be purely deserip-
tive, as in a Boazian acoount of the moral at:itudes of a glven
tribes Or, it also may be explanstory, as in Freud'a account of

V.
-
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ths orizin of moral consefousness or Svend Ranulfts sacount

of moral indignation among the middle classes. 7 is properly
and exclusively a pert of philosonhical enalysis. S, 6, 7 are,
in turn, disti.cruisheble from normative ethioal or moral dla-
oourse (1, 2, 3, I})s« Morel dlscourses or normative discourse

i3 partieipant dlacourse, funobtlioning diresctly or indirsctly to
guide motlons Hormative ethical utterances enswor 'What shall
I do?', or 'y hat ousht he have done?!, or tihat 1s my duby?'s
They recommend or advise 'Do so and sod', or 'You oucht to have
svoided such and suche' They ask 'What 18 right?t, or '%hat ia
good?ts But, 'What ia right??!, or 'What ls good?!, 1s not saked
in this contoit as a meta~ethical question, es e, 'Vhat is

the meaning of ®good®"?t, or 'What is the functlon of “right"?4,
Rather, the function of normative ethical utierances 1s quite
practicals they serve to slter behavior and asollelt guldance.
given their usual sontext, (1), (2) and (3) below are examples
of moral discourse:

(1) Allmen heve the right to 1life, liberty and security
of person.

(2) Jannie, it is wrong for you to pound on your
dolly baby.

(3) Pleasure is the only thing that the really wise
man ought to seek.

Mota-eothigal statements are statements about the uses
{(meanings) of normative ethical words, utterances or erguments.
They are about the uses of moral talk. They ere sescond order
statements sxplicative of the language of morals. ta=-othics
ean bo conserned with the full renge of morel discourse: the
logis of Justifiecation and morsl reasoning as well as an
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sxplication of the meanings (uses) of typloally ethical words,
Meta~athilolats ore concerned to map whet can be signifiocantly
{truly or ralsely)J selid in morsl discourse. They are not
oancerned with whether thls moral standard $s better than that
one; but, they are concerned wlth what, as a matter of the
uses of morel discourss, ean sount, even as s morelposalbliiity,
&8s 8 moral pronouncesmant or as a good reason for & moral judge
mentse (!1), (5) and {6) below are typlcal exemples of metaw
oethlecal niatements:

(l,) ™oral utterances are co/nitive snd true or false.

(5) Moral ut.eranceas are uon-descriptive and attltude=
axpressing.

(6) 'Good ressons' in morals are always 'persussive
reagongte.

Sloganwise, we might say that the beslic distinetion between
meta~sthics snd normetive ethics i3 thet between talk aboutb

morals snd nmorel talk. Aas meta-talk or second ordaer talk,

motampthlica 1s talk about moral talk. Though we must be cure-
ful to remenber thsat not all talk sbout morala is meta-ethlcs

lest payocholozical and sosciologloel desoriptions and sxplsna-

tions of morals be thought to be 2 part of meta-ethics., BRut,

neta~othics is not concerned, except ss additlional dats, with

(for exsmple) desoriptions of the sexual morality of the Tro-

briand Ialanders, the Frensh Catholica or the Arapesh but,

3., Of course, one would have to modify this characterization
for thoss meta=sthicista who do not speait of moral statemsnts
as ever being trus~or~false but apeak of them valideor-invalid
or valideinval 1d=or-non=valid,
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rether, with the loglic of what is to count es 'moral talk? in
say oulture whatsoever. (This is not necessarily to claim that
mete~sthiciats have ever succeeded in giving snything more
than an analysls of the loglc of moral diseourse in their own
culture. }

But, as T heve made my diatinction between normestive ethiea
and meta=etiilcs by lnslsting on the dlstinction between firat

orier bLal.: and sccond order tali, I may be able {0 make more

precise the differonce between the former anotions by e brief

statement of how T concelve the latter to be distinot.

The distinciion between second order talk (meta-teli)

and firat order talic {object-languaize talk )"" zrow oul of the

gensral extenslon of the type paradoxes Russell fousd in the
philosophy of methemstics. e learne< that grammatlcally well=-
made sentences, utilizing quite ordinery vocabulary, misht not
say anything that, in any sense, was 8ither trus or false.

T™ey dld not express cormands, propositions, attitudes or any-
thing intelliglble at all. Russellts famous nonsense sentence,
"Quadruplicity drinks procrastinstion," comes raadily to mind.
Thus, beslides the dishotomy betwegen ix is true! or 'x is false,?
A new philosophieslly significant loglcael dichotomy was elicited
between *x is true-gr-faolse (significant)' or 'x is nonsensical.!
If we are concerned with questions arising from this lest die

shotomy, the significance or non-significence (nonsensicality) of

4o Bereafter, I shall simply refer to this dlstinotion as
taspond order! and tfiret ordert! talk.
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¢eréain utterances, we are on the gecond order level of philosoph-
foal analysis. If we are trying to determine whether a given
statement 1s true or false, we are on a firat order level.

¥hile this distinctlon ia difficult to express without belng
misleading 1. one way or another, the differsnt kindis of ap~-
proach may be socon from the following examples, Is 'Jones eats
peas with hla iknife' a truo statement? FHere ws can go out and
inveatirsate and find out 1f Jones does, in fact, sat peas with

his knife. wWe can dotermins this b simple inspectlion. ¥e are

on an obviosus first order level. pPut, then we may be puzzled

to know what we mean by or how we analyze ‘Jones ests peas with
his knife.! ive wonder (thouzh Ir this cmse there is no real
puzzle) 1f this is a significant utterance or just & stew of
words like tCake downs nasouline.t Thia last kind of questlion

1% & questlion mskod on a segond order level., In the above exe~

ample, thers is no real puzzle; but, if I state the dlatinction
in termas of a live philosophical dilemma, both the distinetion
end the problem sbout some matiers of analyals may bo apparente.
%e may olaim, in a quite ordinary sense, 'x 1s a pood reason

for ye* In one obvious sense, this e¢sn be determined empirically

By a gocliologist; the queation is a clear firast order guestion.

But, as queations arising sbout the naturalistic fallacy indli-
eate, this empiricel soclological deterzination of "good rea-
sons” satiszfies neither the moralist nor the meta~ethicist
(snslyst)e The metaesthioist then may ask, because of the very
putzle engesudered dy the firast order question: ‘'vhatare good
ressons in ethies? I X really & good rsason for y?te But, he
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is asking this in a different spirit than the soolologist or
moralist. FHo wants to know the analyals of 'What do we mean
by & "good reason” in ethles?t, He may be perfectly satisfied
both that, as a malter of soclological fact, x is a good reason
for vy and, 53 & matter of morals, x 13 a good reason for y.

If he 1s ouzzled 1n this way, he 18 puszlod about the loglc of
the expression 'x is a ;zood reason for y.' How 1s it a sig-

nifieant exprosslon? HYs 13 here asking . seeond oprder metaw=

ethleal questlon avout the siynificance of an utterance or,
more accuratelv, of a type of utterances HIs 'What are good
reasons in ethies?! or 'Is x really a good reason for y?! 1a
translatable, in his use, into *tyhat 1s meant by "good reason”
in ethica"? Is "x really a "good reason® for "y"?', Second
order questions are of thin type and sre loglcally prior to

first order guestions though to sey thls 1s not neceasarily to

deny the sutonomy of first order quesations. The level of con-

corn with whether utterances ere moaningful or have a use is
the second order level of philosophical analysis (including
Beta=sthitos)s It is quite diatinet from the first order ques~

tions of empiricsl aclence or practical moral or prudential
daliberetion and argumant,

Russell initially saw no mors than & local importance
to the above distlinetion, but wWittgenstein, in the pertod of
the Tractatus, and Vienna School Positivism found this the
y_!._g motif for a distinction betwsen philosophy and aeienoe.s

Se Joergen Joergensen, ve nt of 1cal %girici
W m SEZE E Selence, Chicegos
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i# Ryle puts 1¢:

But Wilttgensteln, &s T construe him, and the Vienna Circle

saw In this dichotomy the zensral olue that they require for
the difference betwsen sclence and pnilosnsphye 8solence pro-
duces true (and sometimes false) statoments about the world;
philosophy examines the rulea or ressona that make some atate-
ments {like thoze of zood sclentlsts) true-or-false, snd others
(l11ke metaphyaiclants statements) nonsensical. Sclence 1is
goncerned with what maxes (significent) atetementa true or else
falae; ohlloasony s concerned with what malkes them signirficant
or noncanslicale &9 sclence tulks eboup the world, while philoaw
ophy talks auvout tali sbout the world.

»
-
——

Flrat oarder tallk 1s sbout the world &nd sesoud order bali

tall about the talk pbout the won;g-7 Vormetive ethiecs or

morals i3 a spoecles of the former and metse-ethics is @ specles
of the letiter. Meta-ethical talik is telk sbout the logle, uses

or meanings of morsl or normative ethlcal talke.
(C)

Kow 1t ia not cleer that Toulmin wouild wish to call his
theory a “meta-ethical theory" in the sbove, more precise sense.
It is altogether possible that he would reject the dishotomy
betweon seoond order and first order tali as a bit of unneceasari-
ly perplexing "scholasticlam.? BRut, man; ph!loscphlical anslysts
have regsrded their proper job to be just this second order kind

of tasite They wished to say something (as difficult as 1t may

be to say) about the logic of moral reasoning. The: might well

6. Gilbert Ryle, "Logie and Professor Anderson,” The Australa-

sian Jouwrnal of Philescphy, XXVIII (Desember, 1950), 150-51,
7e Ibides Pe 251
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feel that Toulmin never meets theam on their own ground at all,
but operates entirely on a firat order level. on this first
order lovel, he meroly gives, without proper confirmation, an
empirical account (such es & linguist might give) of morel
telkes Tn fact, Le only gives an account of English moral cslk
angd pernaps oanly of the usayge of Engllish university dons and
thelr pesrs. Toulmln tells us what some peopls 1o English do
in fact s2: ere ;;00d reasons for moral Jjudgments. Ko tells us

about "gocd reasona” Lut not ambout good reasons.  He Jdoes not
aciileve at all the proper meta-eti:ical level of sayln; what
cen be s8i;nuiftcantly callcd a 'yood reasont in tethics.' EKe
never weually .ots to the level of talkling sbout the logical
powers of the concept ethifcs at all, bub merely talks about
surrent use;e.

or, alternatively, it might be argued that Toulm!n simply

confuses second order and first order questions., 3ometimes, he

talks about one and, scmotimes, he talks about the other; but,

ke swings back and forth betwsen the levels so much that we
cannot tell very well what he means toc be dolng with his descrip-
tion of moral dissourse. 4As T have said, 1% 1s difficult to tell
fron Toulmints aotual statements what he thinks he is doing. In
his ohspter on "The Logilc of Horal Reasoninz" he describes what
he attempted to do in the following way:

8. The "good ressons” above 18 good reasons in what Hare
has called the conventional asense., Wherever, in this chapter,
I put 'good reasons' Iin double quotes I mean it in that sense.

m.ﬁa.l' Hare, The Language of L__°ﬂ}ﬂ ("xford: 1952), pp.
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In this chapter, T have not attempted to give a ‘theory of
ethica®; T have simply tried to describe the occasions, on
which we are in fact prepared to call judgments tethical* and
decisions 'moral,' and the part which reasoning plays on such
accastions.
This sounas muct: llke a straightforwsrd empirical account of
how we, 1In famct, reason morally. 3ut, In another place, in
discussin: Liwe relation between reasoning and the makling of
moral decisions, he remarks definltely that he 1a not interested
in how, hlstoricall: or psychologically, reesonlng hes come to
influence moral declsions but 1s interested only in the logle of
the matter.s He is interested in "the way in which reasoning
muat be designed to influence behaviour if 1t is to be easlled

tathicalt., . . ."10

Hera, Toulmin sounds as if he Intends to
engage in a second order meta=-othical mnalysis of the loxlc of
moral ressoning. But, at other times, one gets the lmpression

that Poulmin sometimes regards his job as a first order job.

This second attitude seems to be present in the conelusion of
bis rather unsympathetlc review of E. W. Hall's %Yhat Is Value?,

Toulmin remariks there:

Some kindas of aentences he [Hall] is not worried sbout: "de-
clarative®™ sentences, he feels, have good solid "facts" to
anthenticate theme The problem is to find something analogous
for value-sentences. Thia 1s a problem indeed, but agein an
unnscessarily hard onet the respectabllity of "value sentences"
demands, not tangible or visible verifiera, but rather that
there should be some morel and sesthetic truilsms, things which

.19. ‘Toulmin, The Flace of Reason in Ethics, p. 160, italies
" I

10. ;b’.dl. P 131. ’.mte. mine,.
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aPe, in the moral or sesthetic fleld, beyond serious questicn,
things to be accepted as in faot so, end not Tast matters of
opinion. And this, of course, 1s something which in grneticnl
1ife we nevar -« or hardly ever -~ have occasion to dou

Do wo, in attacking the problem of "good reesons™ in ethics,
msraly try to find certaln eriteria whieh are "beyond serious
ouestion® and cease to ssk any more questions once we have

found them? Jr, in describing good reasons in ethios, do we

ses, on a second order level, to try to dliscover which reasons

in ethics might significantly count as goed reasons?

Without insistin;; at all that Toulmin would interpret
his own theory in this menner, I am golng to try to take his

theory as & second order (mete-ethlical) theory. I am joing

to try to seo how adejuate Toulmin's theory 1s as a meta~stirical
theory.

Theres 13 one immedisate problem about Toulmints theory
taiten as & meta-sthicel theorye If one contrasts Toulmints
theory with a metas-ethics such ss Stevenson's or Hallts there
{s certainly & considersble difference in their very approach.
In fact, there is such s difference that one might wonder If
they are doing the seme sort of thing at all., Toulmin certelnly
approaches meta~ethical questions in quite a distinc: way from
the traditional meta-etilolsts. PRut, I regard this a3 a 4if-
ference in method rather tha:n as being symptomatic that Toulmin

1l. Toulmin, "Reviaw of ¥What yalue?"”, Philoaophy, LXXVITI
(lp;'u. 19535 167, 1talies ll!%?- ’
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is not really concerned with second order questions. Instsad
of constructing &n ldeal language, like the "empirteist language"
of the lozical positivists with one definite oriterion of mean-
ing, Toulmln, using the paradizm ease method, develops a cone
textualistic analyaia.lz ®a cannot understand the "nature of
moral reasoning" apart from understanding the specific job that

moralliy nlays 'n Iire.13

Moral words, like any other words
(excepting "toplc-noutral” words), only have a meaning and ean
only be understood tn a specific conhext.u" There 18 then thias
difference between Toulmin and the ideal language philosophers,
But, at least one end is the same for both Toulmin and the 1ldesal
langunge philosovher, that is, the expllication of the uses of
moral discourse. Toulmin (a8 T shall resd him) primarily is
concerned to explicate the kinds of criteria that can count aa
moral eriteriat in virtue of the employment of the expression
‘ethloa.?

However, Toulmin may have failed to achieve nis meta-ethical
gal; he may have clalimed that certaln types of reasons must be
good reasons as a matter of logic when they are only good ressons
as a matter of facte If, indeed, he has falled to achisve hias
gotl and has confused what are "good reasons" es a matier of fact
with what are good reasons as a matter of metes-ethice (or logle),

then hia view is i1mplicitly prescriptive in the senase in which he

12, Note my exposition, particularly Chapters I and I7T.
1). Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethics, p. 102,
lhe Ibid., p. 67.
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1s saying that oaly those reasons which in fact happen to be
taken to be "goold reasons® are good reasons. Other reasons
which, as a matter of logle, might count as good reasons are
not reelly :cod recasons. In other words, Toulmin has committed
the naturalistic fallacy or has made a psrsumsive definition on

the level of confusing a fact sbout moral usagze with & loglical
use or wmeoanine of lanmage. Toulmints view es to what are the
us«3 of 'good ressons' would, then, csuse & morallst who 1s
askling what ars . ood reasons for a proposed course of actlon to
confuse good reasons with "zood reasonse” He would be led to
believe that gond reasons for moral appraisals must be juast
those ressons which are sctuamlly called "good reasona.” And,
thia 1s just s subtle variety of the naturaliastic fallsey. 1In
this indirect sense, then, it can be argued that Toulmints purs
description i{s prescriptive.

Toulmin has freczuently been charged with Jjust such prescrip-
tione If Toulmints theory 1s interpreted, as I have interpreted
it, as a seconé order (meta-ethical) theory suoch 8 charge amounts
to the following: Toulmin hes confused a contlingent fact about
prosent useze with a use of moral language. Vhat he has sald are
“aoral criteria®™ are not necessarily moral oriteria at all, but
are only the criteris that some community or comnunities call
"moral criteria.” What 1s sald to be good reasons in ethios is
nsver equisigcnificant to good reasons in ethica. Toulmin's
oriteria, the charge would continue, make it logically impossible
to challenge the oriteria whioh are in faot asccepteds But, as
Noore?s open question argument (in effeet) indlocatea, we can
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always challenge any criteria, no matter how stable.
(D)

Ia the chaptera that follow, we will keep the above criti.
clam a3 tine central conalderation a3 we examine the detalled
eriticlsmng wiilch can be made of Toulmints theorys In Chapter
V1I, we siuall analyze critically hls conception of the two
typea of moral rezaoninge. There the question of the naturalistic
fallacy does not need to arise because Toulmin, having trested
moral eoncepts as gerundive concepts, mizht be read &8 an 1ldeal
utllitarian who never identifies moral juduments with thelr
oriteria of appllcations Howcver, 1f his view of the uinds of
moral reasoning cen be shown to be wrong, 1t can ba ssld that
nls view is prescriptive In the sense that there are some logle-
8lly poszible moves we can make 1n justifying a morsl judgment
for whish Toulmin's theory oannot account. Thus, & person who
might wish to justify a moral argument by maiing one of these
moves that Toulmints meta-sthics could not eccount for would be
ruled out from the baeglnning ss not arguing ethieally.ls rol-
lowing this discussion we shall discuss (in Chapters VITI and
IR} the distinot but olosely related juestion of whether Toulmin
g¢amuits the naturalistic fallscy In distinguishing the kinds of

reasons that are good reascns In ethics., Finally, in Chapter X,

15. Thus, we cen see that even here questions about the natural-
;§§§§ fallagy are obliqusly lnvolveds But, though the issues 1

s ouss in Chapter VII and Chapters VYIII and IX are not
uarslated, thay deserve separate trsatment.
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we shall push the queation of the naturalistiec fallaey to snother
lovel and ask whether Toulmin, in speoifying the primary funetion
of ethics and its relation to good reasons in ethics, has in any

sense conmitted the naturaliatic fallscy or persuasively defined

tathlcsge?
(£)

Here, I shall brlefly state the conclusions which T shall
reaoh 1n the next three Chaptera adout the questlon of how, 1f
at all, Toulmin's theory 1s prescriptive. I shall argue toat
his theory, ss it now atends, can ve shown to be prescrintive
In seversl ways. But, except for one way in which his theory
is presorti-tive, I shall srgue thet hils theory can be so amonded
that it will not be prescriptive. The emendatlons necessary can
be made without at all giving up his basle considerastions about
the primary function of othiecs and sbout the distinction between
the two kinds of moral reasoning. There ls, howsver, one basle
respect in which Toulmin commits the naturalistie fallacy which
sannot be corrected without radically altering hls theory. That
respect is this: from a statement of the function16 of ethics
we ocan never derive, by logical steps alone, any value conclusion
If the primary funotlon of ethics i3 to gulde conduct 30 a3 to
achieve the harmonious satisfaction of s meny independent

desires and wants as posaible, it still is not nossible to derive

16 I sm taking tfunetion' here to be itself non~evaluativae.
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any normative principle from this function. The harmoniocus
satisfaction of as many independent desires and wents as possible
48 an end worthy to be achleved may be a baslc principle of

17 but, thouzh it is obvioualy related to the primary

morality;
function of ethlecs it 1s not derivable from that function. To
melntaln that 1t is, 1s to commit the naturalistic fallacy.
Rowever, I shall argue that it is still true that 1f Toulmints
conception of the function of ethlcs ls correct, the ebove basie
principle of morality, thougkh indesd challengeable, is not

shallengeable from a moral point of view.

17« Tnls principle 1s the prineciple that I shall lster oszll
principle (J).



Chapter VIT

TVPLD OF UOMAL ®IRSNTIGs DIFFICULTILN
(4)

Toulminta types of moral reasonling have been roundly oriti-
cized; but, most of these critlolsms have been oriticiams in~
ternal to the good reasons approach. Here, I consider these
eriticiams mainly because in asking one central question about
Toulmin's aoral theory (i. o., whether his "good reasons" really
ars good reagons only as a matter of soclologleal fact), it 1s
important to know whether or not morel ressoning %s as tldy as
Poulmin takes it to be and if, in principle at least, hls basie
prinoiple of least suffering oould be challenged from & moral
point of view,

Almost all his coritics have agreed that Toulmints aceount
of moral reasoning 1s oversimplified. But, they have disagreed
amonget themselves as to Just how it is oversimplified. Rawls
foesls that Toulmin hes treated moral rules too much like legal
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1 Morsl roasoning, he argues, is not thst rigid. atken

rmles.
agéooa with Rawls that Toulmin's account is too rigid; but, he
believes that moral reesoning is somewhat mors mule~governed
then Rawls would admits ‘We will now examine some of these
oriticioms of Toulm!n's sccount of the types of morsl reasoning.
%o will turn to critliclams of his first typs of moral ressoning
first and, when we have critically examined gquestions arising

about 1t, weo a2l 1 then turi to hls second tvpe of moral rea-

soninge
(B)

We aro now considering objec:ions to Toulmints first type
of inoral reassonings It has been argued tast msulmin is wrong
in believing that & partloular asct clsarly subsumable under a
moral rula ce:not be further justified by en eppeal Lo utill-
tarian conslderstionse This oriticls:n 1s applicadle {o our

discussion of the obligetion to keep & pram!se. Critles have

1. John Rawls, "Diacussion~Review of An amination of the
lace of Reason in Ethics,” The Philosophical Review, LX (Jcto-
¥, 19517, G77. See for a er dsvelopment John Rawls,
®outline of a Decision Procedure for Ethlcs," The Piillosophical
view, LX (April, 1951), 177-97. 8ince this was [irat written
wls has publishad an ertisle in which he admits that Toulmin's
conception of the relation of moral judgments to moral rules
under whioch they are subsumed 1s correct, mlthough ~« as his
last footnote indicates (footnote 27, pe 32) -~ he still doea
not regard moral reasoning as @ rigidly rale-governsd sort of
aifair. All in all, his “new position” saems to be like the
ntddle” position taken by Afken. The remerks made in my text,
however, only take inte consideration REawlat "old position®
stated in his oritieal notice of Toulmin and his earllier article.
ror Rawlst® later posltion see his "Two Concepts of Rules," The

putlosophiosl Review, LXIV {January, 1955), 3=32.
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questioned Toulmin's clatm, with respect to partisular promlses,
like *Ought I to return this book to Jones as I promized?t,
that, in Justifying such a promise, wo slways eppeal in elear

cases to the  rima-facte obligzation to keep promises. As Rawls

claims, eve: ii. the unambipguous case, we do not go on appealing
to the mornl rule, for 1t 1s quickly realized that this appeal
has already been mede in the initiasl move. In going on in

rondo form, as T dld and as Toulmin did, we nave only made what
we alr~ady knew from the firat defense patnfully and pedantically
Oxplioit.2 People, in Justifylng thelr acts, do not always
appeal to "the thing done." Rawls says that 1t would be qulite
natural to reply to a further question avout why 1t is a duty to
return & baook as promlsed:

"He needs the book because hs is lascturing on a chapter in

1t tomorrow,", "He is studying for &n exaemination tonmorrow

and this book contains the best account of the subject,” and

80 On.

Thess are just samples of the meny kinds of answer we do give.
Purther, these reaaons seen to be offered in accordance with

the principle of utility. Kor, Rawls argues, would it do for
Toulmin to reply that these other justifications were really

an effort to justify the rule rather than the partlcular obliga-
tion; for, the reasons refer to the spesisl clrcumatances of the

2+ Rawls, "Discussion-Review of An Examination of the Place
of Reason in Ethics,” op. 0it., p. 577,
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partisular oblipation in queatlon.3

Yot, T do not think Rawla! oriticism will do, initially
plausible thou;h it may seems 1Its plausibility resulta from
confusing the clear, unambiguous case which Toulmin has 1in mind,
wvhen he speaks of jJjustifying an action subsumed under the prace
tice of promiasc-iteening, either with cases of dsliberating asbout
what to do when practiccs conflict or (more importantly here)
with casos of dellibersting about whether or not this aetion 1s
ons of the exceptions sllowed by the oresetice. Actuslly, Rawlas?
consldsrations ars usually used in frying to declde whether
this case 15 or is a.t a lesitimate exceptlon allowed by the
practice. Because this last question is so easy to confuse with
Toulmin's clear case, we find Rawla' example convineling. But,
in & clear oase, we cannot further justify an act of promise=
keeping by an appeal to utilitarian considerations. Indeed, 1%
is of the utmost utility for the practice that we camot make
this utilitarian defense for an act clearly aubsumed under it,
The very raison dtetre of such & practice is to make such an
appeal unnscessarye. Beosuse it is & olear csse of an act sub-

sumable under the prectioes of promlse=keeping, such a defense

3« Idid. Por further eriticisms of this firat type of moral
reasoning see R. Peters, "Nature and Convention in Morality,"

ristotelian Soclety Proceedings, IL.T (1950-51), 229=32, 3ee
alsc John Mackle, “EfIE!cE! ioé!co of The Place of Reason in

fthiea,;1;h995ustrllaaian Journal of PhiYosophy, XXTX (August,
s it A
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oannot be mado.h

The difficult moral problems and the interesting moral
problems (from a practical point of view) are, of course, not
thess cloar cases. Rather, they are cases in which we have
sonflieting; rules or nre not aure of the applicetion of the
rule. Tn such Instances, we must welgh the various considera-
tions and, then, declide what to doe. In fact, clear cases ars
ftrivial as noral problems.," Jones lends me a book and I say,
1111 bring it back Tuesaday.' Unleas complicatling clrcumstances
arise, in which event the above caae, by definitlon, 1as not a
clear cmszs, we xnow perfectly well what we cuzht to do and why
wa ought to do 1t,.

There is a seocond objectlon to Toulmints first type of
moral ressoning. This objection has been mede by Rawls, Peters
and HMackie. This objection 1s that moral ressoning is not as
rule-governsd as Toulmin tekes it to be. Frequently, and not
just when there is & conflict between rules, we agpeal directly
to utilitarisn considerations to justify particular actions;
or, we appsal to a Tvaguar® notion of equity or universalisa-
d1lity; or, at times,we simply appeal to what a reasonsvle man
would doe

Now, this objection must be sccepted. Morsl ressoning

about particular acts is much less rule-governed than Toulmin

h. Ironically enough, perhaps the clearest statement of this
position 1is made by Rawls himself in his later article where
he repudiates his old position expressed above. Soe his "7wo
Conoepts of Rules," ops. olt., sudbssction 11l and most pertiou~
1arly poe 16<18,
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soems to imply. Note the following example: A law student

is studying for & bar exam. About a week before the exam he
recelives an urgent long distance sall from his sister assking

him to drop everything and come t0 help hews Suppose that

his alster 1s & chronlc alecholic and 1s likely to be 1in dire
eircumatances, 2Assume further that there 1s no one else to

help her. <Zut, suppose alsoc that the law studentts leaving
gschool ot this tlme mizht cause nim to fail hils exam. The moral
decision which ha2s to be made here 1s not a matter of doing

something 1in accor.anco with a prima-facie obligation. Yet,

there 1s no clear sonflict over prima-facie dutles, He has,

indeed, & prima-fecie Jduty to help his sisters But, there

seems to Le no conflieting prima-facle duty that we could oppose
to 1t. 1Tt 1s obvious snough, without snalyzlng the situaiion
exhaustively, that oconslderations here do not so much turn upon

& sonflict of prima-facie duties as upon corisiderations of

equity and utility. The principle of least suffering dlrectly
welghs here fora particul ar moral decision. Is hls prima-faocle

duty to help hias sister overbalanced by the personal suffering
snd hardship attendant on falling the bar exem? Questions of
squity are definitely ralsed here. He must welzh these none=-too-
precise considerations and, then, decide. But, this i{s hardly a
matter of a quasielegal subsumption of & zlven act under a prima-
facie obligation in the fashlon of Toulmints paradigms of moral
reasaning sbout speoiric asts. These last oriticisms of Toulmin
are well taken. If Toulmin's theory 1s not smended here it

fs Lxplloitly preseriptives It is olear that, though wo some-
times Justify & moral aot by showing that it is in accord with
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& prima~facie obligation, we often justify a given sct directly
by an anceal to utilitarian considerstions or, even, where the
probable feliclfic consejuences are not now discoverabls, by an
appesrl to sone vazuer sotlion of what & "rossonable man would
doe® Toulmints theory would mexe it loglcally 1lapossible to

make theze movos Yn noral discourses. fuf, in & pre-analytic

sense of tinow,' we i..ow thet we can manke these moves 1ln moral
reasoninge ilance, Toulmints theory cannot be right as an gx-
plicetion of ordinary rmorsl ressoning.

However, I believe Toulminta theory could be amended here
without his needing to give up his basic contentisn that, In
the first tyne of morsl reassoning, we cammot furthser justify s
noral act claarl: subsumed under a moral rle by an apposl
beyand the :roral rule 1tself., One would have to go on to say
only that there are different situations in shlich we appeal to
utilitarian considerations or to what "a reasonable man would
do" in Juatifying an acte One would have to apeclfy these
situntions so that we could say in whai general types of situa=-
tion we must make ons move rether than the ather.

There ias also the following further consideration: People
4iffer and cultures differ in the welght they give to rules and
the weight they give to utilitarian aonalderations. But, the
recognition of thia difference still does not upsst Toulmin's
logiocal conaideration that, when the rule ia accepted by the
persen making a desision to aot in a given fashion and the act
is olearly sudsunable under the rule, we cannot further justify

this act by an appeal to utilitarian oconaiderstions. The above
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something wrong with his bifurcation of moral reasoning iato

two kxinies "rther, 1t proves that the situations in whiech

the firat xind of reasoning appliosate less typical than Toul~
zin implled. Toulmin should have gone on to talk about the
"logic of" thnse moral acts which are not subsumwed under moral
riles. But, such a conslderstion does not at all invalldeote

his remoris about tha "lo:ic of" =woral acts clearly subsumabdls
wnder morel m™:los. To anend Toulmin's theory so that 1t willl
sccount for the sther situsatlions requires no radieal Iinnovations,
much less an sbandsmmont of Toulmints distinetlon of the two

kinds of moral ressoninge
(c)

We will now turn to critielsms of his second type of moral
reasonings Theze criticiams 1f corrsct wlll have morse serious
irplications for Toulmints approach as & whole.

Note the follow!ing critlielsm mede of Toulmint's gecond
- typs of moral reasoning. Peters polnts out, against Toulmints
fscond trpe of moral reasoning, thet conssrvestives frequsntly
appoeal not to utiliterian oconsiderations, but aimply to tradi-
tion to juatify prima-facle obligations. We may debate morally,
defonding a normative utilitarianiasm, with the Catholic who
sppeals to the "wisdom of the Holy Nother Chureh™ or with Sir
Bdward Cokke (or, in our time, with a Peter Vieriek) who advocates
s return to treditlon to amend the "moral chaos" of our "secu-
lariasts oulture®; Wut, ¥o can hardly esocuse suoh people of utter=
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ing logloal nonsense in their bssic argununta.6 In faoct, the
prinsiple of least asuffering, or the prineiple that traditional
waya are the best are themselves just sosial practices whioch we
oppoae to other soclal practices. Or, perhapa the princinle of
least suftering is a higher level soocial practice with which we
Justify lower level soclel practices including the social prac-
tices of appealin: to tradition. Or, 1s tradition a social
practice 1n virtue of which wo justify an appeal to the prine

eiple of least suffering? Reasonini at this second level is

more cociplicated than Toulmin has mede it out to be.

Peters, however, unwittingly provides Toulmin with atb
leaat a partiel answer to the above oriticlasm, The appesal
to tradition qua tradition or to authority gua euthority is
not (as a mere matter of now wo use moral 1anguage)? rogarded
a8 a good moral reason to justify a sooclal praotlce.a Peters
points out thet Edmmd Burke, who was parhaps the most subtle
of the conservstive~traditionalists, bassed hls appeal to tradi-
tion on & "sophisticated kind of soolal utility.“9 Burke points

out to radieal and esger soclal and moral reformers that our

6. Peters, op. clte, ps 232.

7s Hote Toulmints remark here (“he Place of Reason in Lthics,
Pe 171)s

8. It is natural, at this point, to ask, "Would Coke care?
Yhat sould you say Iif he aald, '30 what?' What is the justifie-
cation of appealing to how we use morsl diacourse anywsy?'.
his 1s certainly a most imporfant point and we will give it e
thorough discussion later in the dissertation,

9. "hl'l. &o s_i_t... P+ 321.
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sooial practiess are the produot of a leng cultural histery
and that moral auad political conventions represent comppomises
reached by coapeting interestss In terms of purs utility,
these normertive conventlions cammot be put aside nshtly.m
But, an appeal to authority or traedition gs such is clearly
recoznlzed ot Uo e a moral appeals And, to make this last
statoment 1s not (es Peters uuggeata)ll to make a moral state-
ment, but is to make & lozlical statement about the use of 'moral
appoal.t

There 1s, however, & further srgument that can be made
ageinst Toulmiats second type of moral reasonings Suppose
ws grant that an appeal %o tradition itself, if it is to be
a4 moral appeal, must bs besed on a ilcher order prineiple,
is 1% clear that, &3 & mere matter of logle, the legitimacy
of an appeal to tradition is always and necessarily based on
the principle of utility or the principle of least suffering?
That this 18 80 does not seem self~evidently clears I apgree
with Patonla that Toulmin surely ouzht to have considersd socue
of the arguments directed agzeinst idesl utiiitarlanism. Cere
teinly, everybody accepta ths relevancy of the principle of
isest sufferinge Bub, is it the only principle which can be
appealed to in order to justify lower-order moral rulea and

is 1t the final court of appeal? Even & Kantian, like Peton,

10. M" pPPe 231-32,
1le Jbi6s, pe 2324
12+ Paton,ope oite, Pe 83,
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admits that any "sene morality must accept thess wtilitarian

ni3

prinoiples. The intuitionists, in one form or another,

have admltted the principle. The polnt is: 1is 1t the only
prineiple or are there ocompeting baslc normative principles?

Rewls hea put thias diffioulty very nicely:

Toulmin speaks vaguely of the sppeal to consequences, the avoid-
anee of unnecessary auffering, and the likes RNow all British
moralista with whom T am acquelnted admit the prineiple of
utliliterianism in some form, even Intultionlats, e. g Butler,
Price, and Moss. The mein question 1s whether it is the onl
prineiple involved in reasoninz about the worth of gsoeial prece
tlees (walvin: for the present tho matter of apecific actions).
Even the utilitariana themselves seem to admit that 1t is aot.
Senthamad his orinciple sbout every nan to count for one and
no more then one, and Sldgwick aedmitted certein ratiosal intule-
tlons, @« e, thirt of bonevolence. Gince Toulnints viow 1s &
kind of utilitarianism, one would expect, esven f.n a small-scale
map, gsome discussion of this cruciel question.li

Is 1t so clear, from an appesl to usage, that we must
appeal to the principle of least suffering to justify promise-
keepinz (the moral rule)? Could the rule not just as well be

made 1n acoordance with Ce I. lowls's Lew of Justice? Lewla's
prinoiple 1a: esoch is to act in his rolations with his fellow

men so that he will recognite as right, in his human assocle-
tiona, only what he recognites as similarly sanctioned in thelr
senduoct toward himolf.ls This rether Xantlsn reformulation of

L. Iide
s Rawla, "Discussion<Review of An Ixamtnation of the Place
of Reason in Bthios," ope 0lt., pps G712=00.

15 Ce I+ Lewis, "The MNeaning of Liberty,"” Revus Internationale
4o Philesephis tlmﬂ. 19115)0 Pe 174
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the 0olden Rule would seem to serve just as well as a principle
in acoordance with which lower=-order moral rules are justified
a8 does Toulmia's basic principle.

rurther, 17 Shls »ossibillity 13 admitted, 18 the Law of
Justice to> take precedence or is the prinoiple of leaat sufe-
forin: to trke precedence? Or are both prinoinles on the same
levol? Do we Juat have a plurality of "a priori first princlw
ples" as the nluralistie deontologlists think? Toulmin, ss he
has worked out his poaition, must malntmin that the princinle
of least suffering takes precedance; dbut, he nowhare argues

16

for it. It doos not seem olear thet it is so.

Now, T am not elalming that Toulmin mi:sht not asolve these
puzzles about the princinle of least suffering. The frequency
with which eudeamoneanistic theories hava arlsen, in both an-
ciont and nodern times, and the seemlirg comuon-senslcalness of
the utilitarian theory, perticularly when a notion of just
distridution is bullt into 1t, would seem to indicate that
utilitarlianisn (taken broadly) is more than our orosent domi-
nant oriterion. But, Toulmin has not shown that nis criterion
is more than the present dominant one; end, above all, he has
At shown that his eriterion must hold if we are to talk morally
at alle Re wust show, to make his theory stick, that if we are

to talk ethicelly at all, we must use just his utilitarian

16. It is no doudt this that Broad had in mind when he remarked
that Toulmin, in son with 3idgwick, had an unsubtle
utilitarianion, for Sidgwiok has eertainly thrashed through theae

L J

preblens.
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standards and no others as the final court of appsals If Toulw
min 1s correct, it would be impossible for a man to dispute
about the loast suffering prineiples But, it 1is argusd, this
ls preclzely what we do, at least in our philosophic mamsnts,
gven the claasical utilltarians, when they argued for their
positlon, thousht they were arguing for 1t morally.

Toulinls, to avold the oritielsm that he hss confused a
factual (eunirical) issue with a lozical {msta-sthicael) one,
must show that tpreventable suffering is to be avoldedt is
not merely in fact a unlversally accepted eriterion for jJjudy-
ing prims-facle dutiss (ancswerinz the gueation: why do we have
the moral riles we do?), but that it is elss a loslically necesw
sary critorion which follows from the very logic of moral talk
80 that 1t would be absurd or senseless {unintelligible) to
offer any other oriterioan (ilke lewis's Law of Justice) aa a
morel eritertion for judging prims=facle dutles,

Eere agaln, Toulmints theory 1s not adequate es 1t atands
and 13 implieitlr prescriptive. lawis's "Law of Juatice™ in
one sense oould well serve as a eriterion for judging =oeiasl
prestioces (prine-facie dutiss)s This would be merely the atep
Iead speaks of (though oritically) as tho step from a plurale
tatie to a monistlo demmbologys®' It 1s not olear how Toule
nin, on logloal grounds slone, eould reject such an alterna-
tive prinoiple.

;‘f- De Broad, Fles Pypes of gthteal Thaory (London: 1930),
]

oo e
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The following is & simple way cne might £ry to amsnd Toulw~
mints theory 3o as to avoid theae difficultiess We would have
to say viere sre three «inds of moral reasoning: First, moral
ressonins about specifie acta which are clearly subsumsble
under detorminate prica-facle duties; Second, n;oml reasoning
about specirfic acts and sbout prima-facie duties subsumable
under general moral principles like lewis's "Law of Justice®;
Third, moral roasonin; about speciflc mcts, primgefacle dutles
and general moral princlplea like Lewls's "Law of Juatlice"”
testable by utilitarian considerations. General principles
like the "Law of Justice,” though they indeed are criteris for
Judging the moral worth of social practloes, must themselves
be justified in terms of the princlpls of leaat sufferi:g (i. e.,
utilitarian conslderationsje Though there ls, indeed, this
"extra ikind" of moral reesoning, the eruolel pol:ut i3 that the
principle of least sufferi.z is the ultimate criterion for morel
rules, whether prims-facie dutisz or the moral genersl “Law of
Justiocs,"

Yot, this amendment of Toulmints theory ia itaelf bardly
sdequate} for, 'Preventable suffering is to bs avoided' ocan,
dspending on how we understand tpreventable,' be rogsrded quite
gaturally, as can Bentham's principle of utility, as implieitly
containing the Law of Justice or as contsining a principle of

Just distﬂlmtlanala This olal= s particularly clear when we

18, ¥ote the long quote from Rawls, footnote 13, this chapter.
‘I do not neocsssarily equate lewists "Law of Justice” and a
prineipla of just distribution.
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consider the prineiple of lesast suffering in relation to the
primary function of morals. What 1s to ouu(rn tpreveatable
suffering? iz determined by which suffering could be dlapensed
with in the effort to harmonize as many independent desires and
needs as Eouslble.m Bound up in Toulmints very prineiple of
least sufferin; is lLewis's "Law of Justlice." The principles,
then, do not form a neat Llerarchy and ere not so distinct as
they nemed ul first.

I shall now try to make clear wiat I am ocontending for
ia the precedin; paragraphs In doing this, I will make quite
explicit the principle of uanlversallsabilltiy at work in Toule
mints own criteria. In dolng that, T shall firat make olear
vhat is meant by saying that all moral utierances must be uni-
voraalisable and how Lswis's "Law of Justlce” expresses that
requirement. Jecondly, I will analyze the role of tpreventable?
in 'Preventable suffering is to be avolded.! I will show that
there are two ways tpreventsblet in its above context might be
takens One of thesa interpretations of fpreventable! involves
the notion of universalisability. I will argue that the most
plausible way to understand 'preventable' as Toulmin uses it is
%9 takke 2t in the sense in whlch it involves the notion of
wiversslisabilitye If hig principle of least suffering is
given this last interpretation of tpreventable! it implteitly

19« Note again the a&ppeal to *as poasible.t twhat considera=-
ﬂm :mtnl tan possiblet? are they not considerations of
equisy
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omtaine, as I will show, Lewists “"Law of Justios" and gimie-
lar Xentlian prinoiples while atill being mores than & purely
formal principle.

Por an act to be moral or for an attitude to be rnoral,

1t must be universalisable., By this 1ls meant the following.

If A 1a morslly right for x, it 12 aimllarly morally right

for anyone else In like ciroumstances. For something to be
rerally rizht or good, 1t wuat be such that 1ts moral rightness
or soodnesz does not depend upon Who does the act or who has

the experienco. The notlonr of universaliesability is expressed
in the adage: "whatts oad for the goose is good for the gan-
dere" One must, of course, add that there are special circum-
stances which make a referense to the person involved esson~
t1al in judements about the Mghtness of an acte Thus, children
(but not adults) have a right to protection by their paronts and
the mentally 111 (but not sane people) heve the right to care by
the states But, in turn, to be able to modify our noral ape-
preisals on the basis of those specisal elrcumstances, we must be
sble to apply the universalisability priueiple to the acts or
attitudes which would probably ensue if we recoznlzed these
special sircumstancess It is not just one's firat child but any
of one's ohildren who has the right to protection, It is not
jusk patient x or s that has a right to protection in the come
mnity but any mentally 11l person in the community. The seame
universslisabilisy prinoiple applies even to moral judgments
daned on very peculisr and uniqus ecirounstancase. If we excuse
someone from mePal blame for a given aot beosuse of peoulisyr
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dvoumstances in his life history, we do not sxouse him bsoause
he is the particular person hs 1s but would morally grads any-
ons else lu the same fashion in like oircumstances who had
similar pecullariiies of life historye When we morslly grade
gonduct, wo alwa s use the universalisabllity tost.

Tewlats Y"Law of Justice" expreszses the Kantlan notion

of universalisebilit e 7Sach 18 t0 sobt in his relations with

hia fellow mern 3o timt he will recoznlze as ripht 1in hils hu-
man assoclations oaly what he recognizes as simzilarly sanstionsd
in their condust towerd himselfs Lewls 13 saylng that, 1f A in
sertain olrsumstances deenta 1t norally permissidble to brask 8
promise to 3, he mmat, i he 13 reasoning morally, reallze that,
in 1iks circumstances, it 1s morally permisalble for B to break
a promise to hime 1If one s reasoning morally one always asks
of any proposed ~oral actions "Is it universallsable?”.

Now, the interesting queation for ocur purposes is wheather
or not the principle of universalisabllity 1s dullt into the
use Toulmin gives to ‘preventable.! It ia not obvious, by any
means, that this 1s so.

Iet us first look to the use of tpreventable! in fPreventa-
ble suffering is to be avoldeds' Hers f'preventable?! like MIll's
use of tdesirable?! is subjeot to at lemat two quite different
intarpretations. f!Preventable! oan mean (1) that wirish can in
fact be prevented and it can mean (2} that which ocught to be
preventsds I shall call them respestively the firat and second
sanses of *preventable.?

Now, the fivat sense of 'preventable’ will not do in certain
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gaite ordinary moral contextas I shall argus that 1% ias the
ssoond interprstation of tpreventablet that is the morally
relsvant interprotation. If we do not read 'Preventabls guf=
fering 1s to be avolded! with thia pesond interpretation, it
will not do the Job Toulmlin wants it to do. In trying to estabe
1ish ny point, I will first examine four mopral paradigrs; then,
I will exaemine one apecial kind of paredigm that I think is
qulite cruciel il we are to understand the kind of a job which
the least sulferl.. principle is intended to do on Toulmin's
theory.

Hote firat two guite oprdinary moral parsdligzs 1n which
sulfering that ocan in fact se proventod 1s not prevented and
iz regarded, in serms of theo morallty of the situatlon, os
unpreventable. Many people jwdge that e soldier 1s morally
obligated to lay down his life, if necessary, for nis country.
Men, under certain eircumstances, are sent Into situations in
whish they will almost certainly be killed or taken priscners
Kow, this suffering 1s in a stralghtforwsrd empirioal sense
preventables It is preventable suffering in the first aense,
But, in terms of the moral notions governlng the situatlion, 1t
% unpreventsble suffering. Similarly, the suffering a orimi-
pal must undergzo in being imprisoned is certainly !preventable?
in the firet sense of 'preventable' but nonetheless, if it 1is
neoessary that he be imprisonsd for the eommon good, it is not
preventable suffering in ths second sense of tpreventable.*

Things being as they in fact are, this suffering ocught not te

b preventeds 16 Li» sgain the second senas of tpreventable!?
VR
e
TR e W -
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that 13 the athically relevent sense in this situstion as it
is in the firat situetion.

Rote now tho uses of ?preventablet in the following some-
what differont moral contexts. 3Before Queen Victoriats pattern
making act, many people in England thought it was morally wrong
for mothers to taite any anesthetics at childbirth, '9Sinful
man® ou-ht to suffer.! 3Such sufferins 1s obviocusly presventabdble
in the first erplrical sense (1. e., it could have in fact beon
prevonted)e ut, in the second sense it 1a agaln unpreventable.
Note a second examnle of tho same peneral kind. BRecantly s
priest gufferin: from cancegr refuasd to take any drujgs Lo re-
lieve hia suffering. nRather, he felt he oucht to just accept
his sufferin: for it was "cod's Will.," while morally we may
disasree vary mueh with his moral judgment there 1s nothing
lingutstically improper about 1t such that we could say that 1%
could not count as a moral judgment. Again, we have a clear
oase of sufferins thet i3 preventable In the firast sonse but
not preventable in the second morally relevant sanse.

If we take Toulmin to be using tpreventables! in the firat
sense only then it hamlly oan be malntalned that his principle
of least suffering, functioning as 1t does for him, is based on
purely linguistic considerations about how we use moral lane
guages We have in the above four paradigms of noral reasaing

aorsl sppraisals whioch his prineiple csnnot sccount for.ao He

20s X% will not do in any of the above paradigms to 8.y we w-re
really taliking about an act olearly subsumadle under a dafinite

ie obligation,for in the above cesea we are either talk=
prastios or there are obvious conflicts of prima-

% rules that will osll for the seccnd level of nmoral Treasome

P L
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would merely have to rule them cut as meral canaiderations;
but, to do this would quite obviocusly be to enguge in moral
srgument reather than to do the meta-sthicist's tmsk of exemine-
ing the kinds of argument that can count aa moral arguments,

If he sticks to hils meta-ethieist's job, he cannot rule out the

above considerations as not morale II his theory 1s to work

at all, we must understand 'preventable' ln the second sense.
Thers 18, howcvor, a further considorztlon which compli-

cates matters 1n that 1t leads us to wondor whether, alter

all, those four paradlgms can serve to bring out and make clear

the particular sense of tproventaeble' wiiich is relevant to

Toulmin's least suffering principle. Thisz can de brought out

by the following considerations. Glven the ends sought in the

four examples notad suove, it 1s empiricelly the case that
suffering is & neceasary memns to those ends. In this way, the
suffering is ucpreventable in the first empiricel sense of
tpreventablet though, 1f we neglect the moral goals sought, the
suffering 1is quite preventable in the saze first empirical
sense of 'preventable.’ Thus, taking into considerstion means«
enda relationships, we must qualify our stetement ln the pre-
e9ding paragraphs thet the suffering in the four paradigms was
preventable suffering in the first sense of fpreventable.!
Rathor, we must aay that it is only preventadle if we do not
acoept the limitations set up by the moral goals of our moral
paradigms. If we do acoept them, then the suffering is unpre-
vantable 1n the first sense as well as in the second sense.
But, 1% 1is in terms of the “moral necessity" isherent in the

L
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éesamd sonse, that the suffering 1s unpreventable in the first
senses Otherwise, In the first sense, the suffering is quits
preventable in the above four paradicma.

Becausoe of thia feature of the four paradigms, we fecl
that thero 1s "ao real cholce®™ mbout the suffering snd that
we do not nave the moral aitustion we need in order to bring
out the moral force of an utterance like tPreventable sufferw
ing 18 to be avoldede! e might clarify what we meant by this
last statement a llttle more fullys %hen these paradigms are
used to 2xplaln the szense of tproventablet! in tPreventsble
sulferin~ 1s to ba avoilded,! we feel cheatei; for, in those
examples, thore is never really any "eholce™ involved at all.
Given certalin moral ends, the suffering is qulte necsasary.
¥hat wo want !a a situation in which cholces about courses of
asction involve or, at least, seem to involve echolices about
whether to seeli preventable sufierinz as en ende Wo want a
situation in whiech “suffering 1s sought for its own sake."”

In other worde, we want a gitustion in whiech the suffering is
quite preventedble in un erpirical senso but where we nonetho-
leas Just choose to seek suffering for its own sake. Now, T
do not belleve we cen give a pure paradigm for that; for, I
do not think we can ssy meaningfully that suffering mey be
sought for 1ts own sakes, Ons cannot enjoy, seek or desire

suffering as an end.al The very meaning of tguffering? sigznifiea

2l. We must alaso ssparate this queation from the queation of
whether paln can be sought for its own sake. 'Pain' 1s s wor  lor
8 definite sanpation, But, tsuffering' is not equiaignificant to
halne.! We ask where it palns but not whers it suffers. Surely,
if one 13 in pain, we normelly assume that he is surfering: but,
o may suffer without being in pain at all and masochists mey be
in patin wishout sufferings Pain is & sensetion but *suffering?
4008 R0t denohe any kind of sensstion at all,

u‘r
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[ a stete one cannot desive or enjoy. One cannot msesk out sufe
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fering; rather, ane seeks to avold suffering. sSuffering is
Just the sort of thing that cannot be aought for ite own sale.
This 18 not an empirical matter but follows from the very use
of tsuflforing.’

Howover, we do have a ssgcondary seunsse in which we might
88y, thouch rather motaphorically, 'sufllering 1z acuzht for
its omm sokes' 4 paradigm case in which this use 13 at pley
wlll glve us the sort of exmmple we need for explicating the
second sernse of tpreventable! in the way T Lelicve 1t functions
in Toulnin's eriterions The paradiem I heve in mind is the one
{in which & men, for no purpose &t all other than for his own
enjoyment, willfully inflicts suffering on otherss This, fram
& moral point of view, s the sort of thing which we are lilkely
t0 8.y is "unqualifiedly evil," In the other four paradligms,
the suf'fering was unpreventabls in a morelly relevant ssuse.
But, here we have a zituation in which someone Infliots suffore
ing on another person when it is both empiricslly possible to
prevent the suffering and morally posaible to do so. The man,
of gourse, does not seek suffering for 1ts own sake but seeis
ctherst suffering beeause Lt glves hlin pleasure. [But, in this
mstaphorical sense, ws can gay that he seeks suffering (1. e.,
the gsuffering of others) for its own make. And, to put it this
wny brings out an important feature in whioh this paradigm
differs from the other fours Here there is no guestion of the
suffering being sought a8 & necessary means to & "higher end";
fov, it 13 aoughs llll'&l boaause the sadist likes to ses people
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mffers He just shovses %o infllet suffering on others. Now,

whaat I wiah to get at is the semss in which a morallat looking
st thet situstion would say that the suffering 1s ftpreveontable.!?
Certainly, In one quite ordinary empiricsl sense, it is preventa-
ble {l. 0., 1t can be prevented) and csrtainly, in sanother way,
it 1a unpreventable (i. e., 1t is a necesaary moans to the
sedist?s ends) in the szame empirical sense,

But, what is tho senso of 'preventable! relevant to the
reralist? In terms of the sadlst's ends, the suffering is
quite a8 unpreventable as In the first four peradigm cases
{in which we azrecd that, in a morally relevant sense, the suf-
fering was unpreventable. !ut, In this last caze, we say the
matisfaction of tho sadistts euds sre rulsd out by noral cousldw
erations, They are ao ruled out because the sadisits endis
cannot possibly be moral bessuss they are not universallsablae.
That {s, he cannot wish that in 1ike circumstancea suffering be
inflicted on him though he may wish (assuming he 1a3 slao s
sssochist) that pain be infliected oa hims, This 1z so becauss
the very meaning of the suffering ias guch that it 13 Just the
sort of thing that one avoelds unless it is nscessary for soue
hll.ghor etde Beosuse of this, we can regard the aadist's ends as
morally irrelevant. By sontrast, the priest's ends are uni-
vorsalisable and we regerd them as onds which ocan count as moral
snds even though we, as moraliats, may violently dissgree with
bia snds,

It is the aotion of univessalisabllity as governing what
% NAY Sy 04N sind-As & morel scusiderstion whioh is the
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orucial oonception in the adove argument that sueh suffering
is unpreventable. The operative sense of 'preventable,' in
the above paradigm, is not the firat smpirical sense of 'pre-
ventablet' thoazh indeed the sufferinz is also prsventable in
that senswves This i3 #0 becnuse 1t i3 the ~—oral senss of tpre-

ventable,' lavolving the notion of universalisability, and not

the amoirical sense of it which can be usod in rebuttlng the
sadistts nrpumont that the sufferl:ns is unpreventanle suffer-
inge It 18 preventable sufierin: because the sadllst?s ends

are narall; irrelevants His oonsideratlions nre morally irrele-

vant beeause they are not universalisable. TIn other words,

they are morally irrelevant not because the suffering 1s pre=-
ventable suffering, in the first sonse, but bocause the sadist's
olaims ought to be preventeds The suffering he inflicts is
preventable in the sonse that it ought to be prevented. And, 1t
ought to be prevented not betauss it is en empirically necesasry
meana to a gliven maral end, but because the sadlatts aims are
memally irrelevant, that is, not universalisable.

Thus, we may sonolude there is & orusial sense for 'Preo-
ventable suffering i3 to be avolded' in which fpreventable?
has the use fough$® to be prevented! and in which notions of
miversalisability and Lewists "Law of Justice” are bullt into
the very meaning of 'preventable.!

Nowever, this sesond interprstation of 'preventabdle,?
lnvolving a notion of toughtt and the pMinoeiple of universalisa~
blliky, causes troudble for Youlming fer, what are the oriteria
for the cught in fought 40 be prevented'? Toulmints ?'Preventa-
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ble suffering 1sa to be avoided! would read, after we made the
appropriate substitutions, tSufferinz which ought to be prevented
1s to be avolded.t 3Suffering whioh tought to be prevented! 1is
tsuffering which ia preventabla.! But, the only sense of 'pro-
venteble! which 1s relevant here is the second sonsse of it, in
vhich to aay that something is preventable {a to say that it
ought {o be prevanteds All wo ean do, if we say nothing nore
sbout the tourhtt tn 'ougnt to be prevented,' 18 to continues on
the morry~go=rounds

It i1s natural to appesl here to the principle of universali-
sability as governing the use of the above ftousht' and delimiting
the limits of what can ¢ount as moral considerations. e would
have built {nto ocur ultimate principle 'Preventable suffering is
to he svoldedt viz the uss of fpraventable' the very formal
requirement of universalisaebility. 3But, we would also have
samething specific (i. e., the reference to suffering) that the
formal principle of universalisability does not have. Thus, In
our ultimate prineiple, we would have at the same time both the
notion of universallsabllity and a very speoific point of ref-
srenve from which to eritielse individual acts snd soclal prace
ticess We direoctly ask: *Does it cause suffering?! and to
this we oan, at least sometimes, got 2 definite, empirical
answere But, we also have bullt into the very seme principle
the vaguor but equally nsoessary requirement of universalisa-
bilftye with such a requiremsnt, we can make a little more
sxplieit what might be meant by appealing to what & reasonable
mn would do under jhe eircumstanses.
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However, the very resognition of this formal prineciple
of universalisability bullt inte the very notion of preventa-

bles in *'Preventable suffering 1s to be avoided,' while it saves
Toulmin from the above difficulties, makes other and, perhaps,
more serlovs difficulties for him. Is noft the prineciple of
universalisabllity or Lewla's "Law of Justice,” in effect, a

more ultimate prinsiple than Toulmint'a utilitarian one? Hight
it nost be, at leeat in some Allce In Wonderland world, consistw
ently thinkaeble that someons micht zive up the prinelple of

leaat suffering and offer 1« 1ts stead another universalisable

but quite different "ultimats™ prineiple? Has Toulmin here not
confused a paychological or soclolopical conslderation with a
logical one? The prinsiple of universalisebility and not the
principle of least suffering 1s the ultimate prineliple which

finally delimits what conalderatisns mre to count es moral
conaiderstions. What is to count as preventable suffering is
suffering thst ocught to be prevented and suffering that oucht
to be prevented is suffering whioh 1s inrlioted for no just
cguse, thet is, suffering which an individual muast suffer just
begauze he is that individual and not because of anything in
the sircumsSances or becsuse of anything which he did which
would distinguish him from other individuals in like circum=-
stancea. BSurely, as we have interpreted the principle of leest
suffering, the principle of universalisability 1s contained in
ite But, nreed the principle of least surfering be eontained in
the prineipls of universaliasbility? Oould not someons, who
would ‘nob secept the former, still resson in accord with the
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latter? He might offer an alternstive prineiple to the prine
oiple of least suffering. But, in such an event, the teat of
both principles would be in terms of their universalisability.
It seems as 1f the principle of universalisability 1s a higher

prineiple with which we test principlos like the prinsiple of
least sufferinge

There 1s, however, s difficulty in the above consideratlions.
The two priaciplea, that is, the principle of universalisability
and the principle of least suffering, hardly seem Lo be of the

same kind or oa the seme scale. The principle of universaliss-

bility ia formal while, in some respects, the least suffering
prineiple is quite specific. Enowin:- what i1s to count as 'pre-
ventable,? we can know quite empirically what klnd of acts tend
to cause suffering. We can say quite definitely with such a
principle what kind of behavior not to follow once we know

what, in a given situation, will count aas preventable suffering.

But, the principle of universalisability doos not seem to be
directive in this direct manner. It does not say: 'The prac-
tice of promise keeping 1s morally obligatorye.' nather, it says:
tIr the praotice of promise keeping is morslly obligatory,

then, if a promise is binding on Jones in a ceéertain olrocumstancs,

1t is binding on all perscns in like oircumstancess>> The two

22, In making this remarik I am not talicing abosut Kant's ap-
ioation of sueh & principle. EKantts own "rigorism” often
s not follow or is inconsistent with his own prinoipls of
univgggg}éga#é%&%*. For an astuts anllycia of thiz see Harcus
egorioal Dmperative,” The Philosophioal
Review, LXIII (o-tahu-, 1954), 57791,
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prinsiples are not directly scomparable at all. It 1s mislead-
ing to deseribe elither of them &s more ultimates. Rather, to
the oxtent that the prinaelple of least suffering beoause of
its non=-formal reference im distinct from the prineiple of
universalisablliity, they compliment éach other in performing

their gquite different roles. In one way, it might be said
that the prineiple of universallsablllity is more ultinmate,

for It carves out just whet considerations can count as moral
conpldsrautlionss In anothsr way, however, 1t anight equally well
be sald that the lemst suffering prirnciple 1s more ultimute;

for, uniike the principle of unlversalisabllitvy, 1t provides a

definite eriterlen for which reasons are pood reasons in ethics.
Only i1f it can be shown that thsere may be another principle of
the seme kind &8s the principle of least suffering,wiich is
ogually ultimete and clearly alternative,will Toulmin's theory
be upset.

Row, ons likely caendldate es an alternate prineciple is
the baaic eriterion of a self-realizationist theory. Trested
a3 & eriterion on a par with the utilitarisn oriterion in Toulwe
rnints theory, the selfw-reallzationist eriterion might be stated
a8 follows: 1'0nly those practices which tend to further peoble's
salf-realization ought to be contimuedet How no doubt this
eriterion oould be improved cn without much diffieulty by a
determined self-prealisatianist; but stlll, ocennot the following
siple Noorean consideration always be brought against tho
self=realizationist? Can we not alweya asik; 'But ought we to
soek self-yealization?t Or, if someons, from a theological
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point of view, says: 'Only those practices whioh are sanotl -ned
by God ought %o be continued,' can we not always ask: 'But
ought we to follow the sanstions of 3od?" Toulmin's principle
of least suffering, howevar, does not have thia same difficulty.
Trese can be sesen from the following conatderationa, If we aslk:
'But, ought nreventable sufferins be avolded?', we gan, in tarms
of the role f'opreventable! playz in the adove crlitaria, put the
same question w3 'Ought suffering that ousht to be nrevented be
avoided?!', But, stated in this last way we reallze what is
being aaked for i3 8 loglcal absurdity. If suffering ousht to
be prevented, then 1t ocurht to be avolded, The firat 'ought!
doesn't change at all any of the things we cucht to do or any
of the considerations which might bYe glven for doing them. The
prineiple of leas: suffering dosan't seem %o be csvable of
being auestlioned on moral grounds in the direct wava tre other
criteria are questionabdle,

Nor does the directly opposed criterion: !Preventable
suffering ought o be sought' make sense logicelly. This is
80 because, again treating 'preventable’ as ‘ought to be pre-
vented,' we would get 'Suffering that ought to be prevented
ought te be acught,?

There doea not then sesem to be any slternative ultimate
principle to the principle of least suffering, We have examined
several basic moral eriteria and they clearly are not ultimate
in the fashlon that Toulmin's oriterion 1s ultimate. Of course,
this does not logically prove that some principle camnnot be

formlated whioh is equally ultimate or even more ultimate,
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Toulmin's method cannot give anyone that final %ind of proof
at all, But, I have taken some princlinles which have often
been thought to be ultimats principlea of morality and have
tried to ahnw either that they were prinociples which we could
question quite meaningfully or that thev were quite ocompatidle
with Toulmin's least suffering -rinc’nle. T hava alaso tried
to stwow how the nrincisle of least suffering itaelf cannot de
cu:allenged mesningfully if we are to square our metas-athical
thecries with the ordinary oral languaze, Finally, 1f ao%e
cne inalats that there must be soxe mdre altimate critevicn or
that we may nsve “alternative morsl geczotriss” in which there
are other quite independent ultimate moral eriieris, T can
only eappeel to the pethod of challenme and sak him to Zlve we
an example of such & "uore ultimete” or "ecually ultimate but
loglzally distinet® moral criterion., Until some much examples
are produced and shown to be either more ultimate than Toul-
min's or clearly alternative to Toulmin's, I csc only conclude
that Toulmin's utilitarian eriterion, interpreted aa I have
Juzt interpreted 4t, governa the literal limits of justifice-
tion in ethics,

(D)

Finally, it might be argued, however, that Toulmin's prin-
ciple of least suffering, interpreted in the way I have inter-
preted 1%, is indeed true but utterly trivial, Given my inter-
pretation of 'preventable,' to say 'Preventebls suffering ought

to be avoilded! 1is merely to say 'Suffering whioh ought to dbe
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prevented ought to be avolded’; and, if this is not atrictly
a tautology, 1t is very close to it. Interpreted in such &
way, 8 principle which seems to sey something signifiocant turne
out to be a trivial truism. It 13 true, it cannot be questionsd
weaningfully but this 1a because it 13 so uthierly trivial, One
can only aave Toulmin's criterion as one which must hold for any
moral view by making 1% trivially true.

Such a oritlciem ralses a very basic queation about philosoph-
108l analysis which I shall not pursue here. It may be that all
philosophical theses, 1f correct, are "trivially true” in the
above asense., In doinzZ philoscvhy, one ia engaglng in a logical
inquiry in whioch one polints out loglcal connectlons whioh were
not noted before, Once the connection is explicated it 1s
obvious that it is quite trivial (1. ©., 13 mrely a matter of
analytic relstionships}; but, %o point out the connection in the
first place 1s not at all esay, Sometimes connecticns which geem
to be contingent can be asen to be necesszary, once en analysis is
carried out.25 Toulmin's own argument 1a & oase in point.
People have thought that one could debate sbout the pringinle of
utility morally., Some have argued vehemently for it and some
against 1¢, celling utiiitarienism & ®pig philosophy.® But, in
one form or another utilitarianism crops up throughout the
history of philosophy. It 1a also ingredient in the actual moral

codes of redlcally different cultures, Such consldersations do

23%. The converae 1s alsoc true,
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not, of eourse, prove that the principle of utility reste on
anything wore than a ggﬁaagsgs gentium but facts sugh asthose
mentioned above do cause one at least to pause in making the
Judgment that a utlllitarian principle is Just one principle
among others. In viev of a quite natural reluctance to make
such a judgment, 1t would hardly be a "trivial matter® 1f Toul-
min, by hias careful deszacriptive account of the "logic of morela"
and the primary functlon of ethics, has enabled us to s2ay jJuat
where the principle ofutillty sust fit ir any morsl system and
where it 1s iceppropriate. By his exclanation of the role such
4 principie plays, he woild have lad us to see how sich a prin-
¢iple,1f applied to all xinde of wmoral resscning, could zlve rise
reasonably to the remark that utllitarienism mas "obviously
felse to our moral experience.,” BEut, once we see the sort of
rnode of reasoning morsl resscning 1s, we could likewise see
vhere the princlple of utlllity fits end that the principle ¢f
ut1lity 4e & trulsm (trivial, 1f you like) ratter than & prin-
oiple we may morally debate, That people heve felt they nesded
to 80 debste the princinle cof utility was due to the fagt that
they mislocated its range of application, If Toulmint's analyses
are corrsst, we also can sec how we can dissolve the great philo-
sophiec debate betwesn the deontologists and 1deal utiiitariaens.
Hore generally, we can se~ how certsain logical conflicts aet up
by philosophio theorles, riding perticular analsgles, might he
resslved, If Toulmin's account ia correct, loglcal conflicta
whioch harrass us can be settled by attention to his analysea,

To bring these worries %to the light and to show how one can



125

resolve them, though perhaps only indirectly, is certainly
far from a trivial matter, though Toulmin's conclusions stated
as theses may be trivial enough.ah

If ono regarde phileosorhy as & set of theses and counter
theges, one might say that Toulmin's theory ias trivial, taking
'trivial' both as & logical distinction and as & grading label
with & "boo" intent. But, ons cculd alao say that Toulmin's
theory 48 hardly trivial in another sense, If his theory s
correct, in the main, Toulmin has made it quite i-possible for
"despairing philosophers" to reasonsbLiy argue that wmoral judg-
ments are merely "standardized prejudices.” ile hau slsc met
the meta-ethiclist on his own ground and hus explicuted correctly
the logic of morel reesoning about acts clesrly subsumable under

primg=-fagle dutles snd about the kind of move: we can make in
ultinately Jjustifying prime-facie duties.

2. For a more general statement of the concentions I have

in mind here see D. A. G. Oasking, "The Philosovhy of John
Wisdom," %gg Australasian Journal of Phileosophy, XXXII {(August,
1954), 156.



Chapter VIII

TOULMIN ANL THE NATURALISTIC FALLACY: PART CNE
{a)

It has been argued that Toulmin oommita the naturalistic
rallgox.l In this chapter and in the next two chapters, I am
going to examins that charge. I am alao zZolng to examine how
this 1sasue bears on the isaue of Toulmin's slleged 1mpliecit
prescripsion,

It might be thought that, in discussing Toulwmin'a poncep-
tion of the kinds of moral ressoning, I have already discussed

fmplicitly the question of the patursiistic fallacy. It might

1, I might remark that I use 'naturalistic fallacy' in quite
& broad fashion to signify the confusion at any level of a
factual proposltion of any kind, with & valus utterance of any
kind. To commit the naturslistic fallecy 18 to attempt to
derive evaluative statements from non-evaluative astatements of
any kind. A. G. H. Plew uses ‘naturalistic fallacy' in the
seme way. Ses his "Philosophy and Language,” The Philogonhical
Quarteprly, V (January, 1955), 35,
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be maintained that If Toulmin gives an adequate descriptive

sccount of the "logic of morals,” then he hes not committed

the naturalistic fallacy and if his account 1s inadequate and,
therefore, implieitly prescriptive, then he has committed the
naturalistic fallacy. As I have remarked, the issues ralsed

in Chapter VII and the 1asues I shell reise about the natupral-~
istic fallacy are not, of course, unrelated, Perhaps, If we
draw out the 1mplicati- ns of the position taken in either chap-
ter, we would have an asnaswer to the troblems set by the other
chapter; but, we would first have to draw out the Tmplications;
for, prims facie, the lasues involved are distinect. It might,
for example, be claimed quite plausibly that Toulmin really is
an "Objectiviat® in ethics; for, there is, for him, at least
one value~-term which is lndefinsble. Ethical concepts, for
Toulmin, are gerundive concepts and these gerundlve concepts
themselves have an irreducible reference to worthiness, Or
again, 1f my interpretation of Toulmin's use of'preventable!

in his least muffering princlple is correct, there is an irre-
ducible ought in Toulmin's conception, Buoch consicderations
would lead one to deny that Toulm!n does commit the neturalistic
failacy even if his consception of the "logic of" ethical rea-
soning are incorrect, But, othsr considerations lezd us to
believe that he does commit the paturalistic fallacy. Somehow,
our oriteria for good reasons 1in ethics are "based on" the
function of ethics and, for Toulmin, “the only facts upon which
the truth of what he has to say® about good reasons "will depend
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are thoase zore familiar, unquestionsble fagts of uasge. . . 2
Such remarka fncline us to say that in some sense Toulmin doea
commit the paturalistic fallacy. They even incline us to belleve
that such a fallacy is involved in his very conception of what 1a
to count as ethical reasoning. However, this puzzle and the fact
that the problems are at lesst prima facie different call for a
separate discussion of "Toulmin end the Nsturalistic Fallacy”
from the discussion of his kinds of wmoral reasoning given in the
luat chapter.

We might state flatly, 1n the beginning, that Toulamin
does not intend to commit the naturalistic fallscy and defl-
nitely regards 1t &3 a8 fallacy. He maintains that it 1a gquite
impossible to derive an gught from an ;5.3 Hume, he feels,
established this beyond reasonable doubt.h His basic conten-
tion here i1s not at all altered by hls rejection of the descrip~
tive non-descriptive dichotonmy.

If it can be established that Toulmin's view definitely
comuits the naturalistic fallagy, then it can be established
that Toulmin's view 1s implicitly prescriptive., This 18 more

avident when we oonsider what the paturalistic fallacy comes

to in terms of an emotive theory like C, L, Stevenson's. Ste-

venson remarks that wherever Moore points to a naturaliatig

2. Toulwin, The Plage of Reason in Ethiss, p. 1l4.

. Toulmin, "Discussion: The La W " ph11
ngx (Fammary, 2950 ean Ihe Language of Horals," Phllosophy,

L. Ibid.
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fallacy, he would point to a persuasive ger;gitggn.s To make
@ persuasive definition is to teke an evaluational term and
to alter its descriptive meaning while holding its non-descrip-
tive or evaluative function oonatant.6 A persuasive definition
13 used, according toMevenson, "conssiously or unconsciously”
to re-direct attitudea.7
Let us teke a highly artificlal, yet very sirple, examnle

to 1llustrate Stevenaon's osnoeption. Suppose someone maine-
tains that something *s right i{f 1t 1s in the Bible, Suvpose
this turns out for him not to be merely a "contingent truth”
bat an "absolute truth®™ suech that he woulcd be willinz to as-
sert that 'x is right' z df. 'x 1s in the Bible.' Nots in
the following dialogue how his cdefinltions serve to orescribe
&8 given course of action which wonld not be obligatory from
another moral point of viaw,

(As3ume that for A 'x 1s right' = 'x is in the Bible.')

A, If you want to do whet is right you will go to

Churoh on Sundays.

B. What's pight about going to Church on Sundays?

A, The Bible says we ought to.

B. So what?

A, It 1s right to do whet is said in the Eible,

B. But why? W®hat is right about it?

A., It's just right becsuse it ia in the Bible,

Whatever the Bible tells us to do !{s always the
right thing to do.

2. « L. Stevenson, Ethics snd Language (New Haven, Conn.:
1945), p. 273.

6. Ibid., p. 210.
7. Ibid.
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Here A, having pergussively defined 'right!, though, perhaps,
unwittingly, prescribea & particular moral view as entalled
by the very mesning of ‘right.' Having committed the natyral-
istic fellacy he cen allow only certain very limited consicdera-
tions 83 to what 1s richt, I am golng to esk whether, on any
more subtle level, Toulmin commits the naturaiistic fallacy
ancd, i1 some menner, prescribes a limited moral view,

If Toulmin commits the naturalistic fsllacy at =11, he

does not gcoumit L% lu sny very obvi~uad maner, 7Tne of my maln
nroblens will %e to muke clear the sanse or aenses, if any, in

which Toulmin Aoea oottt the nabural‘atic fu)llacey, I think

there are thre~ major ways that the gquestion about scommitsing

the naturalistic fallacy can be s=ked sbont Paul=min:

1. Does Toulmin jdentify wvalue statements with factual
statementa?

2. What 18 the status of Toulmin's good reasons? Does
Toulmin, in saying what makes scme reasocns good
reasons, commit the naturalistic fallucy or meke a

porsuasive definition on the criteriological lovel?

3. Doas Tounlmin's very concention of the primary
funotion of ethics operate persuasively? Loes
Toulmin so limit what 13 to count as tethicas?
or 'morals' that conslderations which, in ordi-
nary usage, would be regarded ss moral considers-
tions are ruled out by definition?

Toulwmin does not commit the naturaliat ‘fallucy in the
firat sense. Toulmin, at several points, repeats emphatically
that values mrre not a kind of foect and that the reasocns for a

value-judgment, whioch are statementa of fact, must always be
8

distinguished from the value-judgment itself.” X 1a right!®
8. Toulmin Reason Ethics, nn. 5%, 15, 223«
24y Toulmin and ior, on Dusoribié&, %Jnnﬁ;ry,ui952 ,

*
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does not mean 'x 1 & prima-facle obligation' or 'x is the
alternutive which of all those onen to us is likely to huave
the best results.,' Rather, 'x 1s right' means 'x i1s the thing
to édo 1n these circumstances, etc., etc.'9 I belleve that
even this is mislesading; for, Toulmin says, immedistely follow-
ing the above remsrk, that 1f we try to deflne ethical words in
terms of some faotual statement, we are trap-ed intc the patural-

Y No doubt if he were pushed, though he doesa not

istic fallacx.l
say just thie, he would agree thut we muat fust finaliy assert,
gt some point, that a moral utterance is & mcral utterance and
nothing else.

But while Toulmin, quite obvinusly, coes not commit the
naturalistic fallagy anymore than coes Hare or Stevenson 1n
this first sense, it cen be ressonably claimed that he does
in either sense 2 or sense %. Let us look Intoc that claim,

I shall look into 2 in this chapter and the next snd, then,
I shall examine % in Chapter X.

In asking gueastions about 2, I am slmply a&ssuming the
correctness of Toulmin's conception of the primary function
of ethiga, I am not unaware that, if Toulmin's conception of
the primary funeticn of ethice is persussive, it will be true
that his criteris for good reasons will alsc be persuasive,
But, 1t could be that his oriteria are persuasive without its

9. Toulmin, The FPlace of Reagon ip Ethics, p. 154.
10. Ivid,



132
being the case that his consception of the function of ethige
is persuasive, I want now merely to ask guestions about She
persussivenssas of his criteria for good reascns, asauming at
this point the correctness of his concention of the orimary

funoti on of ethics.
(B)

Iet us first see whether Toulmin commits the naturalistic
fallacy on the criteriological level (sense 2), Does Toulmin
identify good reasons with whaet are gslled good reasons? This
fssue 13 made difficult because of the followinz consideration.
Toulmin speaks repeatedly and in an emotlvely unneutrallized
manner of "good reasons” or "vallid reasons” for a wmoral judg-
went. Disavowing such “scholastic techniques," he does not
throw "good reasons" into the formal mode to make certain he
is mentioning 1t. Because of this emotively unneutralized use
of "good reasona™ the exact status of his "good reasona” has
besn questioned, Does Toulmin's “good reasons™ function pre-
scriptively or persuasively to recommend surreptitiously certain
generally held oriteria? One can see from his remarks about
Keynes and others that Toulmin is a lidersl, in his political
and practical-moral point of view.l1 He 13 against authori-
tarianism and the "closed soclety." He seems to be in favor

of the same kind of practical political morality that Bertrand

11. Toulmin, ibid., pp. 180-81,
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fussell and John Dewey advocate, Yet, Mackie argues that Toul-
gin's identification of good reasons with the ressons gurrently
generally held to be "good reasons" tends to ecommit him to
oonform!am.lz 1 have tried to show how Toulmin's conception of
uoral reasoning doea not lead him into conformism or, for that
matter, into non-conformism either; but, Mackie's criticism
vith respect to 1dentifying & 'good reason' with the 'crlteria
held for good reasons' without the expliclt recognition thet a
'¢good reasont! or 'valid reason! llke a moral judgment, 1s salso
tlways a pecommendstion or commendstinsn, hes a different bear-
ing. This 1s a cruciel counsideration. Mackie nuts the general
kin¢ of problem ralsed here by Toulmin's &nalysis very well:

Is Toulmin's statement that such-and-such are good ressons
for acting to be taken descriptively or prescriptively? Is
he merely saying that reasona of this sort are generally taken
to be good ones, that this reasoning !s in accorcd with the
goenerally recognized criteria for ethical reasoning? Or is
he, in addition to this, using fgood” with 1te ordinary prescrip-
tive force, and so telling us to reascn in this way in the
ethical fleld and in conssquence to agct in the way to which such
reasoning directe us? I3 he simply analysing rules of ethiecal
argument in & sense similar to that In which we apeak of rules
of grammar, or 1s he doing something more?l3

As Mackle points out, in apite of Toulmln's meta~ethical
aim, Toulmin's oonstant use of "good reasons” in an emotively

unnsutralized manner cannot but nave a prescriptive effect in

practice. His appeal to geprundives (those reasons worthy of

12. Mackie, op. glt., pp. 123-2‘.}0
15- Mo. Pe 115.
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scopptance ) certainly has a normative flavor., Mackie remarks,
probably not unfairly, that "Toulmin does peem to axpect sn
ethical theory to tell him, though only indirectly, what to do."
30, the statua and role of Toulmin'e "good reasons” are left
in conaiderable doubt and confuaion.

Toulmin, in hils introductory remarks, anticipates this
objection but seems to attach little 'mportence to 1%t; for,
he sumrarily dismisses it. To the objection (out in a slightly
different form from the way I have ~ut it), "Is not any argu-
ment from 'good reasons' to 'good deeds' bound to be cirgular?”,
Toulmin brusquely replies:
This lest objection iIs quickly snswered. To begin with, in
talking about 'a good reason,' I e&m not talking about ethlos:
¥e osn equally well (and frequently do) talk of 's wvalid argu-
ment' instead, snd this has far less of an ethical sound -- 80
that, even 1f there were a kxind of circularity here, 1% wo:ld
be & harmless one.l5
Toulmin does go on %o srgue thet i1t is mere rationalisation
to think thet we can sssume that X 1s a good reason in order
to prove Y a good deed and then accept the identical argument

88 & proof that X is & good reasons But, Toulmin nowhere does

that; and, he argues that it 1as quite in order to try to diacover

1, Ibid. Baler clearly indicates that he expects a moral
theory to guide as well as to explain. Baler remarks ("Good
Reasons,” Philosophical Studies, IV (January, 19531, 2):
"Philosophy oan hope to Improve our knowledge of what are con-
siderations and what in general are better reasons.”

15. Toulmin, The Plage of Reagon iy Ethios, pp. 3-L.
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soms further considerations (like his prineiple of lsast suffer-
ing) for both X arnd Y,

| No dcubt Toulmin had his concenti-n of "evaluative rules
of inference"” in mind when he made the above defonse. The
ppiza-~-faclie moral rules and the principle of least suffering,
walgh I have treated @s normative princinles in my development
of Toulmin*s "good reasons ap-roach,” are viewed by Toulmin
himself, not as normative principles themselves, but as non-
analytic evaluative rulea of Inference. Thus, Toulmin can
say {though, I telleve, misleadingly) that hls grading criteria
are not moral judgments therselves, but are "evaluative rules
of inference,.”

In The Place of Reason ip Fthlcs, these 'evaluetive in-
forences,! at least explicity, do not play s larze role, Toul-
nin only ment! -ns them rather tangentielly on seversl cocasiona%é
In fact, of all his oritics, Hare alone mentions them and brings
them to the fore. Bui, since then, in his criticism of Hare and
in hia The Philosophy of Secience, Toulmir bas brought forwsrd
quite explicitly a kind of gon-apeiytis Inference (substantive
inference)., In these later works, Toulmin spesks of rules

(moral principles, laws of nature, legal rules anc¢ statutes and

16. Toulmin remarks sbout ‘evaluative inferences': "An ethical
argument, consisting partly of logical (demonstrative) infer-
entes, partly of soiemtifio (inductive) inferences, and partly
of that form of inference peculiar to ethical arguments, by
vhich we pass from facual reasons to an ethical conclusion «-
vhat ve may naturally call 'evaluative'! inference.” See The

Plage of Reasop in Ethlgs, p. 38; also pp. 55-56,
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aesthetic atandnrdn)rr "whioh hold good in virtue of non-linguis-

tiec oconsiderations ."18

The central thesis of his "hilosophy of
Sgience might be atated without too much unfairness as follows:
laws of nature are not empirical generalizations nor sare they
Just a matter of linguistic conventlon, These laws of nature
4o not serva a3 premlaes from which deducticna to observational
mitters are made, They are best understood as a substantive kind
of rule of inference, a technique, in accordance with whieh
conclusions oconoerning empirical facts may be drawn from other
empirical facta.19
This answer, however, will not do for the uses of inference
still are evaluative and, in a rlain sense, normative. We may
even allow Toulmin his pecullar evaluative rule of inference and
sdmit that his "good ressons” or “valid reasons” or "relevant
ressons” are pnot moral judgments, But, we may still be puzzled
over the function of such valuaticnal terms as 'good,' 'valid,'
'relevant' in 'good remsons,' eto, Certainly, in appealing to
an evaluative rule of inference, we are taiking about ethics in
the sense that we are asserting that these sre the rules of
inference in accordance with which particular fiprst level moral

goncluaions are to be drawn, Similarly, for a given ordinary

argument to be & valid argument, 1t must be subsumable under

17, Toulmin, "Discussion of The Langusge Morals," Philesophy,
XIX (January, 1954), 68. ihe o =

15, Ibid.
19. Toulmin, The Zhlleosophy of Sgjence.
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oertain logical rules, There is a de Jure guality aebout the
'to be' and 'muat be' in the preceding sentencea, It is not
enough to say theat moral Judgments or valid arguments are sub-
fumeble under these rules, Rather, we say they must be if these
particuler utterances are to count a2 instencea of valid srgu-
ments or of moral judgments, We have clear cuses of prescrip-
tion as well as description and classification,

Further, even 1f we do not utilize, as I do not, Toulmin's
notion of & non-analytic evaluative rule of inference, the
status of his "good reasons” or "valid reasons” 1s still trou-

20 It may be guite correct to argue that to say x la &

blesome.
good reason or a valid reason for dolng & moral act 2 1s not
iteelf to make a moral judgment; but, in saying it 1a 8 good or
8 valid reason, are we not at leest always making a value-judg-
ment or grading it as & reason for whatever 1t is & reason for?
loes not 'good' funotion here as 1t does elsewhers? And, 1if
tgood! functions thia way are not Toulmin's oriteria, based as
they are on ordinary usage, persusaive?

Lot me try to bring out the renge of these difficultiles

sbout the "evaluative element” in Toulmin's "good reesons" a

1ittle more fuily.

20, Though I question Hare's arzument that Toulmin's least
suffering principle is a m:e_; Judgment, I quite agree with
his argument that Toulmin's "rules of sevaluative inference"
are but thinly disguleed value judgments. See Hare's "Review

_of t of 4 of Rea Fth "Phy h
Ag ML%‘%” Xt Beason in Fthigs,"Philosophical
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The role of the evaluative element in 'good reasons' or
'valid reasons' 1s further clarified by Urmaon. In criticizing
en uncritlcal appeal to the parsdigm case method 1in determining
questiona of valldity in logie, induetion or ethizs, Trmson
points cut how 'valld' as well as 'good' is an evalustive ex-

21

pression, ihen we have said of en argument or a reason that

it {a & '2oo0d argument' or a 'velid arzgument! (note how they

),22 we have cone something more than classify

can be interchanged
it; we have graded 1t or evaluated 1t, Now, It 13 true that
Wine, for example, in discussing validity for truth-functional
or for quantificational schema, 1s onl: concerned with olassifi-
cation and quite properly (for his nurposes) ignores the non-
descriptive, commending msapect of 'valid reassoning' when expll-
sating validity for certaln apecified areas of logfl.o.a5 %e say,
to put 1t roughly, thet a truth-functional schema is valid or a
quantificational schema is valld when trus uncer every lnter-
pretation, In saying this, we don't get into & sweat about
naturalistic fellaglies, veprsuasive definitions and the like,
Yot, though Quine, like any mathematicel logielan, may ignore

21, J, 0, Urmson, "Some Questions Concerning Validity," Revue

Internaticnele de Philosophie, XXV (Sept,3, 1953), 223,

22, I 40 not mean to imply here that 'good argument’ or 'good
reason' and 'valid argument' and 'velid reasson' are equisignifi-
oant, but only that in many contexts we can substitute one for
the other without loss.

23, ¥illerd van Orwman Quine, Methods of ILogie (New York: 1950),
ppe 9k-101.,
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this non-cdescriptive sspesot when he says of any schema that

it is valid, it remains true that 'valid,' if allowed to function
18 1t usually functions in ordinary discourse, alsc nes a gom-
mending espect, It 1s literally an ap:;raisal word., Toc say of

an argument that it 1s valld i3 a way of commending 1t, that 1s,
8 way of aaying that, everything else being equal, we ought to
make thie bit of reasoning in like circumstances, That & formal
loglelan cen rightly ignore this non-descriptive aspect only
attests to the apecial nature of his taesk and dosa2n't at all
invalidate Urmson'e argument‘..zh‘

Criteria, no matter how stable, are challengeable. ¥e may
have very precise grading criteria for annles or sewage efflu-
ent (Here's example); but, in theory, ns Hoore indlceted, we
¢an always chal lenge the criteris and ask whether those which
obtain are good oriteria, To élaim that the criteria uaed, the
standard oriteria, are identiosal with whut we mean by good
oriteria 1s to aommuit the paturalistic fallacy on the criterio-
logical level., Hoore's gpsp-quesation argument and non-gcontra-
diction argument apply to any value utterance aporaising cri-

teris as well as to any partioular moral judgment wade in

24, It ia natural here to say slso that the mete-ethioclst's
specinl task allows him rightly to ignore this non-deacriptive
factor in discussing criteria. I think this is indeed true,

if he is just explicating the “"loglic of Justificetion®™ Ln ethics.
Yot, to say this just so flatly 1s terribly misleading though
until I have brought out arguments about the %&urslist;g fallacy
and about Toulmin's concevtlion of the primary function of ethics,
Iwill not be in s position to sey why it is misleading. For the
gulunontlon of the sbove atatement sbout non-descriptivism and
the logic of Jussification® see my dlscussion, Chapter XI,
sestion (B),
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scoordance with these oritor10.25 Indeed, our oriteris are

vhat they sre, However, in sayling they are zood criteria or

velid criteria, we also always commend them a8 critsria,

Toulmin sesms to forget that moral rules are themselvea
value-judgments, albeit high order ones, in their own right.
They sure, at least Indlrectly, rulea of action. X feels that
he ought to do y rether than z. He asks “:imself, 'But ouzht
I really do y? Are there good ressons for doing y rather than
t?', He deliberates a&né then decidea there are good reasons 3
and P for doing y. He then refleots again: 'But &re 3 and P
really good reasona for doing y?'. He decldes ejaln, after
reflection, that S and P are good reasons for y because S and
Pere in accord with principle T. He then decldes {this is
usually automstic with the above decislon about S snd ?), LIf
he 13 willing to reeson in eccord with T, that he really ought
to dc y. T thus haes served as a rule of action, though only
indirectly.

Alken pute the same general type cf objection to ldentify-
ing good reasons with their criteriam of apnlication as follows:
On all levels ethical terme have & normative aspect which cannot
be adequately explicsted in terms of their desoriptive mean-
inga. This is true also of the oprogessss of justificetion in
ethios; they too are normative in !ntention and 1n use, Such
terzs as 'vallid' and 'invalid,' 'relevant' and 'irrelevant,’

tethicsl,' or funethical,' and finally 'rational' end rrational
are themselvea normative, They sre used tc commend or condemn

25, A, O, 5. Pl “Philo d La ) 1 -
mﬁ_ Y Sarnn .-gggg):nﬁ. nguage,” The Philogopii.
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supporting arguments and, indirectly thrg%gh them, the choloes

or declsions which may depend upon them.
This goes a good bit farther than Urmscn or Hare go explleltly,
though it would seem that Hare and Urmson, recognizing that in
certaln contexts almost any word 1n cur lan;uage can be a value
word,27 would recognize that 'retional' and 'irrational! are
notoriously used to commend or condemn es well as to oclassify,
Toulmin, in saying that certsin remsons sre good reaaons for an
ethical judgment, is, in effect, laying down a persuasive defl-
nition. To say of any reason that 1t is a good reason is to
commend it or recommend it ass a reason. Toulmln specifies cer-
taln particular statements of fact that fall under the range
of gertain moral rules as good reasons, But, by leaving 'good’
"emotively unneutralized™ (used not mentiocned) in *gooc rea-
sons,' Toulmin surreptitiously retains the prescriptive element
while making a selection from possible descriptive oriterla,
Yet, Toulmin olaims that in saying wnich reesons are good rea-
sons in ethice, he ia giving & pure description (explication)
of morel discourss,

However, Toulmln has a way out of the above difficultles;
but, It 18 a way out whioh plays into the hands of those "epniste-

n28

mologlsts dressed up as psychologiste, the Intuitionists, in a

26, Henry Aiken, "Moral Ressoning," Ethics, LXIX (Cectober,
1953), 34.

27. Hare, The Language of Morsls, p. 79.

23, Toulmin, "Knowledge of Right and Wrong," Apristotelisn
Soclety Progeedipgs, L (1949-50), 1kc-56,
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fashion that Toulmin might not like. Toulmin or a "Toulminite®
might reply to the above arguments: "But you have neglected my
gerundive conceptz, TYou have insisted on forcing my 'cood rea~
sona' either into property-word categories or subjective rele-
tions; but, we need not be so stingy as this with our logieal
categories, There are gerundive c¢oncepts, concepts that must

29 which do not

be "analyzed as ‘worthy of something-or-other,'
fit your narrow, scholastic set of categoriea, In viewing moral
discourse, we need not assume any scholastic-like "decalogue of
categoriea®™ which insists that evaluative usterances sre elther
statements of fact or exnressinna of attitudes, 'YWe need not be
that "stingy" at all with our categoriea.So To say of a propo=-
sition that 1t 1a true, 1t 18 not enough to say "that this or
thet man finds it 'credible' or 'plausible'; prather, it must be
worthy of credence or worthy of bellef, Similariy, 8s my critl-
cism of subjectivism indicated, to know {thet a gourse of action

is 'rignt,' 1t 1s not enough to know that we are psychologically

disposed to the deed; the proposed course of actlon must be

29, Poulmin, The Plage of Resson in Ethies, pn. 71.

30. Ryle remarks: "Scholasticism 1z the belief in some deca~

é:ggo :fnc;taggries, but Iuknou of no grounds f?r this beliof;“
ert Ryle, "Categories,” Logic and Lansuage (Second series),

A, G. B. Flew, editor (Oxford: 195%), p. 75. Morris Weltz,
summarising Oxford philosophy of ethics, remarks about the
diohotomy descriptive and smotive: "All these Oxford philoso-
phers egree that a simple division of the uses of language into
desoriptive and semotive does not do Juatine to the many dif-
fersnt sorts of utterance there are.” MNorris Weltz, "Oxford

Philosophy,” The Fhilosophicel Review, LXII (April, 1953), 206,
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worthy of approval or worthy of selection, Concepts like 'cor-

rect,’' 'valid,' 'relevant’ etc. are gerundives. In logioe,
ethics, and aesthetlcs alike, we are not concerned with sub-
jective relations alone but with gerundive concepts.“51

But these geruyndive concepts, which cannot be identified
wholly with de facto subjective relaticonas, like "the return
of the repressed” (and, spoarently, Just as unconscisusly pres-
ent) come to haunt Toulmin, €. D, Broad an - ropriately remarks:
¥r, Toulmin states definltely that gerundive concepts cannot
be 1dentified with or defined wholly in terms of de facto sub-
Jective sttitudes, To think that they can is the typilesl 'natu-
ralistic fallacy.' There is nothing particularly new or start-
ling in this aspect of the theory. It has been very fully de-
veloped by, o. g., 3ir W, ©, Rons and by Ur, Fwing, 'Worthlness
to be trosted in a certain way' Is In fact our old friend 'fit-
tingness,' and as such, I have no quarrel with 1%,.32

Thus, Toulmin seems to be back with the Intultionist,
He has an irreducible and unanalyzed notion of “worthineas"
@s en integral part of this theory. Toulmin's "way out"™ from
the naturalistig fallacy, then, has ifitas own difficultiea,
But, he can escape this way., With his irreducible notion of
worthiness, Toulmin can ealways parry any charge that he s

committing the naturalistic fallacy by pointing out his good

reasons are always reasons that are "worthy to be mohieved,”

31. Toulmin, The Pluce of Reason ip Ethics, p. 71.

%2, C.D, Broad, "Critical Notice of A Examipation of th
Place of Resson’in Ethice,” Mind, LXI'?Januar!. 9’»2?7 11'OA-
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But, then, like the intuitionist whom he 310 severely criticizel?s
he haa one indefinable value term in his ”ayatem."ih But, such
a way out brings up once more the traditionel difficulties in
forms of intuitiosnism,

Now, Toulmin has offered s detalled eriticism of the in-
tultionist treatment of -10orsl concepta as denoting some pecullar
kind of "non-natural sroperty.” Ho has shown that thie notion
of “non-natural proverty” 18 a quite mlstifying notion itself ¢
and has argued that it is quite necessary.35 Ve couzld teach
somaone the meaning of words like 'scod!'! and 'right! without
even making such an assumptica ebout "non-natural properties,”
The traditional Intuitionists were misled into balieving a
concept is meaningful only 1f it refers., When they could find
no tangivle verifiers for moral concepte, they had to invent
one, But, Toulmin argues that concepts can he meaningful withe
out referring and moral judgmente can be properly celled “true,”
even 1f they are nct true in the correspondence aense of truth,
Horel reasoning, like every other mode of ressoning, has 1ts own
unique eriteria of truth end meaningfulness. One need not
assimilate morsl oconcepts to property concepts ss the intultion-

1sts have done and, then, worry over what kind of a property

33« Toulmin, The Plece of Resson in Ethiecs, chapter 11,

34, It agaln is not clear in what sense Toulmin would regard
‘worthiness' as indefinable. Bui, he makea i1t oclear it cannot
be reduced to an empirlcal goncept. I% alao functions aa a
primitive connngt in his saystem, In fact 1t seems to be a
basic “oategory" in his thought, Ibid., ppr. 71-72.

35. M.. Pp. 21'25.
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good is or how 1t 1s imown. There 1s no ne~«d to assume some
pecullar faoculty of knowledge (moral perceptions, intultions
and the 11ke)56 simply because rnoral concepts are not the same
as property concepts or concepts of "subjective relations.”
Moral concepts si«ply bslong to another categorys: they are
gerandive congepnta,

Now, while thls i1s a reasonable reply, Broed's remarks
about "our old friend fitiingness”™ do bring up a gquestlion which
the general reply above does not dlspose of comnletely. We
8511] wish %0 know what the atatus and funciion of ithese none
referring gerundive concepta 1s; and, if we ars worried about
the status of moral concepta, 1% does not help us Lo be told
that they are gerundivea and ars sunported b other gerundives
when we find cut that a gerundive concent is & concent signi-
fying that somsthing is worthy to be something or other.§7

Toulmin ¢annot take a non-descriptivist way out and say
that good reasons, in addition to their desariptive ocirteria, -
function as performatory utterances or have emotive meauling;

for, this would oommit him to the "Great Divide,” 1. e., the

division between non-descriptive and descriptive uses of

36. Toulmin, "Knowledge of Right and Wrong," Apistoteliany
Spclety Proceedings, L (1949-50), 155-56,

%7. ¥iss MacDonald, who accepts a “thaorg of meaning” similer
to Tgulmin't expresses this worry of the “phllosophically pus-
s8led” very well, BSee Kargaret MacDonald, "Fthice and the Cepe-

monial Use of Language," lesorhioal Analysis, Max Black
editor (Ithacs, Bo T-¢ 19507, andiijgal dnalysts. ’
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language. As he makes clesr in his article (written with Xurt
Baier) “On Dnacribing“58 end in his discussion of Haro,’g he
does not ageept this division,

For Toulmin And Baler, moral utterances and descriptions
do not belong to sutually exclusive categories, Certainly
{as Baler pointed out in his paper on "Decisions and Descrip-
hiona'),ho & moving description 1s not a contradiotion in terms.
There are moral descrintions. A3 moralists, we may describe a
man's moral character as Lostoyevaky did olcd man Karamazov's,
Dickens' description of little Nell's death-bed scene 13 no
less a description for being emotion evoking. Toulmin and
Baier claim that the philosophers, starting with M¥ach and Pear-
son, and moving, by gradual changes through Rusaell, Moore,
Richards, the emotiviats, to Hart, Hare and Austin,hl have
rather unconsciously distorted the usual use of ‘description'
until they have, yis this gradual linguilatic legislation, made
for themselves "The Oreat Divide."”

But the above argument will not help Toulmin rebut the

ocharge that his good reasons are persussive, apart from some

38, Toulmin and Baler, "On Describing,” Mind, LXI {January
1552), 13-38. | ' ’ '

39. Toulmin, "Disocussion of The Lsnguage of Morsls," Philosophy
XXIX (January, 198L), 68-69. The = ’

2%&. Kurt Baler, "Decisions and Descriptions,” Hind, LX (1951),

41, Toulmin and Baler, gv. git., pp. 28-23,
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8d hoo refersnce to "worthiness." Now, even if it 18 granted
that Toulmin and Baier sre quite right about 'descriptions,!
nonetheless, they both refuse to Ldentify 'facts' and 'nmorms';
and, both seek to avold the naturalistic failagx.hz They argue,
rather unconvincingly, that we cannot replace the descriptive/
non-deacriptive divislon by any other labels and avoid thelr
argument. The only evidence they offer is that there are sev-
eral issues (they list teu)h5 involved 1n questions around
"The Great Livide® and that sometimes these issues cut scross
one another, Yet, they clearly agree with Ayer that "az we
ordinarily use the words, a valustion ia indeed one thing and a

nltly

in claiming Shat the descriptive/non-descriptive division is

cdescription enother. No doubt, Toulmin and Baler are right
more complex than it has been thought to be. I do not see,
however, how Toulmin's remarks about 'descriptions' heip him
to avoid the charge that his "good reasons” are persuasive as
well as descripiive in, i1f you will, the philosopher's purely
technical sense of 'descrintive,.,' To avoid this charge he
would have to show how Moore's gpenm-guestion argument was 1lle-
gltimate either in general or, specificslly, as applied to his
'good reasons,'

Toulmin can only save himself from Moore's kind of charge

by going over to Moore'a own ground and appealing to gerundive

ll-zo ID_Ld_., Pe 31].0
L3. Ibid., p. 33.
Lo Ib3d., p. 3.
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conoepts, But then, as Broad says, our old friend "fitiingness"
gtill haunts the soene. And, for those empirically oriented
philoaOphershs whe tend to be susplcious of any evaluative
utterance at all which is not apecifisble, as Russell pubs
1t,h6 in "the language of the human passions,” Toulmin's appeal
to gerundiven will remain worrisome. He cer, indeed, escape
the nadturallatic fallscy by asauming them; but, then he has 8
very stran.e and quite unanalyzed concept on his hands.

If, in develop!ng the "good reasons # oroach,” we spresl
to these gerundive corcepnts to save cur analysis, our theory
{as Broad pointas out) losea a lot of Its seeming originality;
and, mcre Importantly, it loses lts initlal common sense ap~-
peal, Let us see 1f there is scme other way of saving e theory
like Toulmin's from the kind of difficulties involved in the
paturalistis fallacy than by appealing to an unanalyzed notion

of "worthiness,”

45. Soren Hallden, Emotive Propositions: A Study of Value
(Upsala: 1954), . 27,

46, Bertrand Russell, Human Society in Ethics and Politics
{New York: 1955), nn-;;u. __ T



Chapter IX

POULSIN ARD MHE caTlRauISTIC FALLLCY: PaRT TWO
(4)

Now, 1f Toulain's argumeant adbout zerundives and "The Areat
Divide™ im regarded, as I hsve srgued, a3 a kind of dodge, 1s
there any way in which Toulmin cen show thes his "gcod reesons”
are not persuasive; that i1s, do not commlit the pafuralistic
fallsey? In the filnal analysis, I do not think there is 1f we
read Toulmin's contentlion that the score of ethlcal)l ressoning
1s set by the functlon of ethlos in any stralightforward sensze,
Lest I be misunderstood, let me qualify this remark immadlistely
by saying thet I believe Toulmin, because of the very oasual-
ness of his analysis, can always esceps any definite charge
thet he has committed the paturalisiic fsllsey. But, I velieve
that & good caee can e mede that Toulmin has cormitted the
naturalistie fallecy in argulng thet, %n terms of the function
of ethion, certain reasons are good reesons in ethica., Toulmin

ought to have brought out that, from a description of the way
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sthios functions, we can never derive any normative principle,
not even the principle of least suffering. He shculd have added
that hls arguments about good reassons only follow 1if we are
commlitted to the morel point of view., However, ln defense of
Toulmin, 1% ocught to be brougnt cut that if we, as moral asents.
or moralists, are reasoning within & moral context we just
start on the sssumption that we are committed to 8 moral noink
of view; or, if we are explicating poral reasoning, we assume
this moral ought context es nart of cur explicandum, Toulmin's
view, I shall ar-ue, 13 only persuaslvo ia the sense Shat 1t
implioltly recomnends that we rexson morally rather than non--
morally. It 1s not prescriptive In the sense that 1% recom-
mends a 1imited pattern of ethical resasonin; as "ethical resaon=
ing." I unow of no way bto ¢stubiish $i:ls polnt cne way or
another exgept by enalyzing various hlts of etnlcal and alleged
ethical ressoning to see 1f there are bita of dlscourse which we
clearly know pre-analytically to be ethicsl reagoning which wiil
not fit with Toulmin'sa conceptions, Tails gort cf analysis
should be carried out, not only for his criteria, but alao for
his very conception of the function of ethles,

I shall start wy anaslysis with en examination of acme
facets of the discussion betwesn Hare and Toulmin; for, ilare
believes that there are sowe paradigms of zoral reesoning for
whioh Toulmin's theory cannot account. I am not eoavinced by
Hare's arguments and I shall try to show why I am not convinced.

I mst also admit ocandidly that there 1s one question
begging foature about Lhis chapter. I assume the correctness
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of the primary function of ethics in establishing my point
againat Hare., But, part of the very issue between Toulmin
and Hare over whether Toulmin's criteria for good reasons are
themselves moral judgments is bound up in divergent conceptions
of the function of wmorals, If Toulmin's detinition of the
primary function of ethics le inadequate, then his oriteria are
inadequate, Furthermore, I must not, of course, assume Toul-
min's definition and, then, in turn, asaume hls criteris to
prove his definition, However, I do not do that but only sssume
provisionally, in this chepter, his definition of the primery
function of ethics 1n order to point out the contextual nature
of moral arguments., In the next chapter, I shall try to argue
independently for the adequacy of his general conception of the
primary function of ethics, Thus, the adequacy of my conslu-
rions in this chapter is not independent of those in the next
chapter, But I know of no other way to treat the croblem than
by proceeding in this plece-meal fashion. Of course, in another
sense, my arguments Iin both chapters are guestion begging; for,
finally, I check the adequacy of my results egainst ordinary
language. But, I know of no way of esceping this lart predics-
ment.

In mentioning the Hare-Toulmin controveray,l I will mention

1. The controversy tekes place in the following publications.
Hare's specific oritiocisms of Toulmin are in his review of
E;gé:i:;:.:ook. He a%:oinakaa some general criticiams of the

ns Approac n The Lanzusge #dorals, though he
remarks that Toulmin avolds the crudest %% the errors hf brings
out there. Toulmin's reply to Hare is dirscted ostensidbly only
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the issue about Toulmin's peculiar kind of non-analytic 'evalua-
tive Iinference' only to disnose of it; for, while it looms large
in the argument between Toulmin and Hare, it does not seem to be
fundemental to the present question sbout Toulmin's good reasons

ané tne paturalistic fallacy. In fect, I believe that, even 1if

Toulmintse reply to Hare about this kinc of i{nference were per=-
fectly adequate, !t still would not answer what I regerd as the
fundamentel point at issue In the present dlscussion. The issue
I regard as fundamental i the present context is the is=zue of
whether or not thess so-cslled rules of evaluative inference or,
48 I prefer toc cell them, normative prirciples are themselves

specifiocally moral prtnciplsa.z

I will turn directly now to Harefs coriticism that Toul-

nin's good reasons are themselves moral judgments, Hare tries

to the arguments 1n The Language of lMoralas, but the iasue between
Hare and Toulmin seems falrly jolned in these discussions.

I shall use Hare's remarks from The Languagze of Morsls when I
deem they apply. See R. M. Hare, "Review of An Exsmination of
the "lace of Resson in Ethigs," h;;oaogh;ga guartgrlx, I (July,
19515, 372-75; R, M. Hnru, The language _; Morals, op. gli-55;

« P, Toulmin, "Discussion: The Languaze of Egrals," Philesophy,
XX IX (Jnnuary, 1954), 6é5-69,

2. I do not mean by the above to squate evaluative rules of
inference with normetive principles, Toulmin does not regard them
as so equated though he does eay thet there 1s a formal possi-
bility of stating evaluaiive rules of inference as major premises
of praectical aylloglsms, though to put them in thias feshion,
Toulmin argues, milreprelenta the role they pley in moral prac-
tice., My nnjor point 1s that, whether we treat them as rules of
inference or as premises of practical aylloglsms, they are
normetive principles or velue Judgmenta in thelr own right. In
this discussion, I shall ignore the ocntroversy betwsem Hare and
Toulmin about this 1ssue. Rather, I shall treat the principles ae
premises. This procedure, I think, 1s quite justified; for in The
2%.%1 of BResgon in E , such a conueption of evaluative rules

nference ias only briefly mentioned and never developed, much
lesa argued for,
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to eatabiish his roint obliquely by posing a dilemms for Toul-
min, The dilemma senters around the interpretation to be given
to & cruolal passage in Toulmin's concluding remarka. The

crucial passage ias the following:

Our discussion of the function of ethics led us on to a oritique
of moral Judgement, but the two remained clesrly distinguishable.
And, by preserving this distinotion, whioh our self-appointed
guldes tended to overlook, we were sble to ieep the chief prodlem
in the centre of our vision. Of course, 'This practice would
involve the least conflioct of interests sttailnshle umdier the
circumstances'’ does not megg the same ag 'This would be the

right practice'; nor does 'This way of 1ife would be more har-
moniously satiafying! meap the same &8s 'This would be better,'
But In each case, the first statement 1s a jggod resason for the
seconds the 'ethlcally neutral' fact 1s a good reason for the
'geruncive! roral Judgement, If the wdontion of the -ractice
would genuinely reduce conflicts of interests, 1t 1s a practice
worthy of sdepiiosn, and 1f the way of life would genulnely lesd
to a deeper and mcre consistent havpiness, it is one worthy of
pursuit, And this seems so natural and intelligible, when one
bears in mind the function of ethicsl Judgemsnts, that 1f anyone
asks me why they are 'good ressopsa,! I can only reply by_saking
in preturn, 'Whet better kinds of remson could you want?'3

Hare correctly notes that Toulmin does not think that %o
declare something is & good reeson for a moral conclusion is
itself a moral jJudgment, Here thinks thet {0 make such a c¢laim
is to make & moral judgment; but, whether it s or not, Here
now presents the following dilemms to Toulmin. To see the

dilemma, note A and B bslow taken from the above long quote

from Toulmin,.

3« Toulmin, The 2lage of Reason in Ethics, . 22,
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(&l

Of course, 'This practice would involve the least oconflict

of interests sttainsble under ths circumstances' doea not

the same as 'This would be the right practice’; nor does 'This

way of 1life would be more harmonicusly astiasfying' mean the

same as 'This would be better,' But in each case, the firat
statement 1is & good reason for the second: the ‘ethically
neutral' fact 1s 8 good reasson for the 'gerundive! moral judgement,

[£]

If the sdopt!lon of the practice would genuinely reduce conflicts
of interestsa, it ia a prectice worthy of adoptlon, and if the
way of life would genulnely lead to a deener and more consistent

heppiness, it i{s one worthy of pursult.

If A, ag Toulmin thinks, 1s not a moral judgment then whut is
ites relation to B, which lisre contends s clearly sn elabora-
tion of A? B, Hare argues, is "unambiguously the expression
of a moral Judgmnnt."u But, since B is a moral judgment and
a further spelling out of A, 1% seems strange tc say that A
is not 1lteelf a moral judgmant.5 However, if A is a morsl
Judgment, "then 1t would seem impossible to reach it by any
other means than the making of a moral decislon -- and this

Mr. Toulmin does not seem to think he is doing."®

And, Hare
concludes, "it certainly, I1f it {A] is a morel judgment, cane
net be established by an gooeal to uaage."T ¥hichever way

Toulmin moves, he is trapped, If he denies A is a moral judgment,

*

L. Bare, "Review of An Pxamination of the Place of Reason
in Ethics,” op. oi%., p. 37h.

5. Ibid.
6. M.
7. Ibld.
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then how cen B be an elaboretion of A; and, 4if A s a moral

Judgment, how can we establish it by appesaling to the way people

use worda?

Hare goes on to 1llustrate how this is a gormative ethisal
conflict by the following example:

Supposne, for instance, thst we were malantalning that 'tilas
practice would lnvolve the lesst conflict of intereats attaln-
able uncer the clrcumstances,! was a good reason for 'This
would be the rizght prsctice'; and suppose that scmecne were
disputing this, by saying ‘without confllet the full develop~
ment of manbood is lmpossible; thersfore it isa a bad reason
for calling a practlice right teo say that 1t would involve the
least gonflict of interesta.' We mignt reply as Mr., Toulmin
does here, "This seems so natural and irctelligible , . . what
better kinds of reason could you want?" And if we said thls,
end the other man replied, "I don't find it natural or intelli-
glble at all; it seems to me that the development of manhcod is
a cause superior to all others, and provides the only good
reason for any moral conclusion,™ then it would be clesr that
vhat wes dividing us wes a morel dif‘erence, To sey thet all
we wore differing aboug was the meaning of the word ‘ethlca’
would be un-plsusitble.

I shall now try to show how Toulmin might escape Hare's dllemma,
Hare's exeumple 13 plausible at first re:ding preclsely

because 1t 1s subject to at least twe interpretstions. On

the most plausible of thess Interpretatiosns, there is really

noc confliot at all between Toulmin and his suprosed critio.

On the other and leas plausible iInterpretation, howaver, while

Toulmin and his critic are indeed in eonfliet, I shall: argue

that they are not in moral confliot. In either event Hare does
aot get the results he aseks.

3. Ibid.
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I shall now try to show why, on the firat mentiocned inter-
pretation of Hare's example, Toulmin and his Nietsschlan oritie
{as I shall call him) are not in oconflict., The argument is as
follows, Toulmin maintains that the function of sthice is to
insure the harmmoniocus co-existence of as many individual in-
terosts as posaible, In terms of this function, tthis preactice
would involve the least conflioct of interesta attainable upnder
the gircumstances' is a good reason for doing y. But, supnose
someone were to rebut this reason for doing y by =ssying, "Nol
It is 8 bad reason, Without conflict the full development of
manhood is impossiblel”? Toulmin, 1f he were shown that the
Nietgschian's factual claim did in fact obtelin, could admit
that the Nietgschian's reason was & good reason but atill con-
tinue to hold that his own reason was also & good reason because
he had talked about the interests 'attalinedle under the cir-
cumstanoces,' The recognized circumatances have changed; that
fs, it i3 now grantsd that mankind cannot be fully developed
without confliet,. Toulmin could say, on the basis of thia
new information, 'Conflict 3a neceasary for tha full develop-
ment of interests and thus, aince we ought to develop our in-
terests as much as possible, we ocught to value confliot,
3%111, we cught not b allow any more conflict of interests than
is necessary for the full development of mankind (i. e,, "than
is attalpnable under the oircumstances®™).'. In his example,
Hare retains the qualification "atteinable under the circum=
stances™ in hia first statement of the Toulmin type of argument,

but he drops 1t his second atatemwent (1, e., "it is & bsd reason
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for calling e prnctici right, to say that it would involve
the lsast oconflict of interests")., Toulmin would not neceassarily
have to deny the Nietzschian's morsl olaim "that the develop-
ment of manhood 1s a cause superior to all others. . . .* In
fact he might argue that h!s own conception of the fumotion of
ethica as seeking to realize the hcrmdnious compossibllity of
ag many desires as poasible aeeks to realize that end, As Hare
has set them up, the Initial “moral dif‘erences” between the "two
advisaries" are reconcilable without either party giving up
their olaim that thelir reapective raasons are good reascna,
Toulmint's theory covers such a8 sltuation. Hare has traded on an
axbigulty to make his example work and becauss of this ambiguity
his eriticiam of Toulmin on this polnt seems more nlaualble than
it is In fact,

We may conclude then that, on the first interpretation
of Hare's example, Toulmin and his iwxagined advisary are not
divided by a moral difference that sould only be resolved by
treating Toulmin's oriteris for good ressons in ethics as moral
Judgmenta and by arguing for them morally. Hare haes no% got
the kind of conflict he needs to make his point, However, since
Hare could amend his example in such a way so as to sef up
the sort of situation he wants, I shall assume that the second
interpretation of Here's passage 1s the correct one.

I shall now try to show why, on the second mentioned inter-
pretation of Here's example, Hure still does not make his case
thet Toulmin's oriteria are themsslves moral judgments. It will

be remembered that, sccording to Rare, Toulmin &nd his Nietzschian
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eritic are divided by & moral Aifference. I shall argue (as~
suming the correctness of Toulmin's conception of the primery
function of ethics) that whet divides them 1s not, strictly
apesking, a moral difference, but a non-moral valuational aif-
ferencs,

%y argument can best dbe brought out 1 we reflect on the
part of the ', . .' in Hare's quote from Toulmin;9 the rele-
vant part that Hare left out (and this may be symptomatic®) is
Yzren one bears in mind the function of ethics . . . .“.10Thil
ia important because Toulmin is giving an anelysia of the place
of reason lp ethics and iasilets, throughout, on the finite
scone of all reasoning and on the autonomy of the mode of moral
reasoning. If we bear in mind Toulmin's srgument to the effect
that the primary funotion of ethics is to harmonize people's
actions 1n such a way as to setisfy as many independent deaires
and interests as are compoaslble or compatible,ll we Cen see
that B 12 pot "unambiguously an expresaion of a moral judgement”;
but, rather, in terms of Toulmin's conception of the function of

ethics, it is a atatement whioh could readily be interpreted in

the context in which Toulmin usea 1t as an explication of what we

9. See previous footnote and internal Quote from Toulmin
in Hare's statement,

10. Toulmin, The Place of Reagopn in Ethics, p. 224. Thias
remark ' . occurs in the sruclal summary passage Hare refers

to. See our quote in extengo, footnote 3, italles mine.

11, Por Toulmin's statement of the primery function of ethics,
see Chepter II, p, 23,
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388N DY saying an utterance belomgs to the mode of moral rea-
soning. Certainly, Hare's "Nietzschian oritloe®™ of Toulmin,
who urgea the value of conflict for the full development of
mankind, is disnuting normatively and valuationally with Toul-
min; but, he is not differing morally with him because the
Nietzschian has by his very arguments gone beyond any distino-
tively moral considerations altogether, If we are taking a
wrral voint of viex, we have no alternative but to opnose the
Nietzachian, 1If we have no alternative in morsls but to oppose
the Nietzschian, we can hardly say thet we sre morally differing
frox hiln, Tow could it be sald that we pught to follow another
gourse of action when thsere can be, within wmorals, noc other

12 Hare forgets that moral reason-

course of action to follow?
ing like any other mode of reasoning 1s a limited mode of rea«
soning with its own peculisr criteria and range of annlication.
He seema just to assume that sny valustional Qquestion or any
question about oconduct is a moral question. He does not argue
directly againat Toulmin's ‘conception of the funotlon of ethias
or sgalnst his contextualism, but seems just to teke for granted
that any Question about what 1s to be done is a moral guestion,
Assumlng the adequacy of Toulmin's conception of t+e func-

tion of ethics, I believe, the following contention 18 justi-

fied, Hare nsglects the contextual presupnositions of the mode

':i; f ta assuming that within moral discourse *ought' implies
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of reasoning in assuming that B (1, e., ™1f the adoption of
the practice would genuinsly reduce sonfliets of interest, 1t
13 a practlce worthy of adontion, and 1f the way of 1life would
genuinely lead to e desper and more consistent hapniness, 1t
is one worthy of pursuit.”) is clearly a morsl judgmsnt. Hare's
argument seems persuasive because B, not vlsced in context, does
seem to be a moral judgment; and, Toulmin and the Nietzachisn do
¢ispute normatively, but not morally. If, as we are now as-
sunirns, Toolain is right sbout the ~rimary function of ethlcs
and rizht sbout ssking 'Why be meral?!, then B, &s Toulmin uses
1t, is nnt "unambiguously"” (or ambiguously) s moral aprraisal.

Since, because of the ambiguity I noted, Hare's example
is not a good one to bring out how moral guestions ars limited
in scope and do not cover all valuational questions, let me
give a simple example of my own, This exemple will put in a
more plaﬁsible 12ght Toulmin'se contention that moral reasoning
hes a limited contéxt and that many questiona about what should
be done are just beyond the scope of morsl resasoning sltogether,
Note the following dislogue between a "Toulminite" and Jouas; s
confirmed esthete, preaching "Art for Art's sake,"

(T = the "Toulminite"; J z Jones)

T: If a soclal practice tends to contribute to the
deeper and more consistent happiness of mankind,
we have & good reason for accepting the practice,

J: Nc, thaet's a bad reason.

T: Why, what better resson could you want?

J: Why, the practice ought to be rejected becsuse

1t leada to too much happiness, Only if people
suffer ocan they really appreciate art. .
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. T: But, preventable suffering 1s bad,

J: But, this suffering isn*t preventable. It's
necessary in order that people appreciaste art.

T: You mean you would accept suffering for the sake
of art,

J: I'm not talking sbout myself. I Jjust happen
to like art; but, I say that other ‘pecple ought
to suffer so they could learn to appreciate art,
The cultivation of esthetle taste 1s the only
end worthy of attainment,

T: But, if you were those "other people®™ you would
agree you ought to suffer, wouldn't you?

J: I said that I wasn't talking about myself, I
mean those other people ought to suffer 2o that
they would learn to aprreclate art,

T: But, why is the cultivaetion of esthetic taste
the only end worthy of attainment?

Now, in a quite plain sense, Jones' ends could not count
as moral ends, True, he uses certain grading words like 'worthy,’
'ought' and 'bad’; but, he uses them in senses which are not
ordinarily taken to be moral senses., No one would say, unless
they were trylng to defend some philosophic theory at any cost,
that Jonea' considerations were moral considerations though,
certainly, they are valustional consideratlons about possible
lines of conduct, If we are attempting to explicate in a meta-
ethical sense the nature of ordinary moral reasoning, we must
simply stert here, We muat say simply that Jones' reasoning
" does not scount as moral reasoning, If we are meta~ethicists,
it ia our taak, of course, to say why Jones' considerations are
not ethical considerations; and, if some example, as the one
abovo or as Hare's exampls, turns out, after all, upon analysis,

to have had the featurea that we know pre-analytically to be
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features which count as moral features, then we oan say that
our firat pre-analytic judzment thet 1t was not & moral example
was misteken. If we think, for the moment, of our meta-ethical
analysis as an "ideal langusge,” we must recognize, as E,. W,
Hall so well puts it, "the ideal language is no! reared in a
vecuum nor are 1ts foundations leid in the clouds,” rather 1t
is tested sgeinst our everyday lsnguaga.15 But, we muat start
somewhere and the sterting point for Toulmin's analyslie as well
as Hare's 1s ordinary languago.lh Ordinary langusgze 1s their
basle anelysandum., In terms of ordinary language, 'morality!
has & certain limited function, And in terms of this function,
Jones! consicderationas are beyond the scope of conalderatlions
that could be called *woral considerations.' Hsrets own example,
especially if 1t is given the‘seoOnd interpretation so as to make
1t clearly alternative to Touinin'n criteria, does not seem to be
& moral example., Perhaps, Hare could give an analysis of his
Nietzachian's argument which would prove my own pre-analytic
judgment sbout 1t wrong. But, this would take showing and Hare
does nct show it but merely points out that the Nietzschisn uses
yalue words or greding words meaningfully. But, are all uses of
'good,' 'bad' and 'right' and 'wrong' moral uses?

Back of Hare's criticism lies his own conviction that

there is no logloal difference between general valuational

" questions and morael questions, HNorals seem more august, etec.,

13. E. W, Hall, ¥hat Ia Value?, p. 196.
14. Bare, Ihe Lepgusge of Morals, p. 92.
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than other valuational questions because morality is so indis-
pensible to us; buf, logicelly, moral oonsiderations differ
from general value coneiderstions only psyoholeogioelly and in
their class of oomparison.15 In point of logio, the relation
between a good moral ect and & good car 1s the same as between
& zood car and a good candy bar. Surely their griterlias are
different because they deal with a different cless of comparisocn;
but, this is true of 'zoocd car' and 'good candy bar' too,
Toulmin rishtly criticizes Hare for neglecting o note that moral
utterances function like categorical luperatives, while other
value utterances function llke hypothetical imperatives and for
not giving enough attention to the psculiarities of moral eri-

teria.lb

Nezlect of the above logicsl peculiarities of moral ut-
terances has the following effect on Here's oriticism of Toul~
win, %ithin the mode of moral reasoning, Hare's questions
simply cannot arise, Hare's Nletzschian, as the eathete, has
declared himself “beyond moral good snd evil™; by his procla-
mations, he has made himself, in effect, "impervious to the

kinds of reason which morality ncknouledgas.“lT In Alken's

15. Hare, himself, sdmits & great deal of work needs to be
done. Hers, Ihe Languege of Morsls, pp. 1hi3-4k.

1638T°u1m1n' "Discussicn of The Lansuage of Morals,” op. oit.,
Pe »

1f. See Henry Alken, "Commonsensicel Ethics; An Examinsti
of & 21?2! of Resson ip Ethics,” Kepnyon Review um-
“r’ 951 » 525. » timnte §
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way of speeking, value words like ‘'good' and 'ought' and *right®
have a spectrum of meanings (uses), some moral and zome non-
moral. If we do not constantly pay sttention to the cont;xt of
these utterances, we are led into confusion, Toulmin has delib-
erately limited himself to the mode of moral ressoning. And, he
has Indlcated how this mode fa an independent moce of reasoning.
Yore than thit, he incdicstes that he is not anewering and pointas
out that one cgurnot answer all the wvaluational gquestiona a% once
without regard to context. H-re seems to press s mesnipgful
queation about moral dlacourae orily because he hes forgotten
Toulmin's injunction that we can only understand the uses of
worcds in thelr contexts and we csn only trust logilc so long as

13 Unless we ere dolng philosophy,

i1t keeps in touch with life.,
we never ask if a way of 1life that wo:ld genuinely lead to &
desper and more lasting hapoiness for all 1s a practige worthy
of achievement. Such a question just does not arise elther for
8 moral agent or for a practical (mon-philosophical) moral
oritic. As meta-ethicists, we must sinply accept this as a fact
and try to explain why it is so and what there 1a about morality
which makes it so.

Now, there 18 & rebuttal to the above line of revly im-
plicit in Hare's oriticism of Toulmin, Hare remarks that to

say we sre only differing about the use of the word tethics!

or 'morals' would be gquite 1mplnuaible.19"CQrtainly conasiderations

18. Toulmin, The Plage of Reason in Ethies, p. 117.

195?Enru, "Review of The Plece of Resson 1in Ithics," op. cit.,
De .
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here dc turn on the uge of 'morals' or tethicas.' But, need
we say that we are marely disagreeing about the use or mean-
ing of thece words? Could we not say just as well, 1f we wished
to talk that way, that wo were differing about sowething "extra-
linguletic,” 1, e., sbout the kind of activity or form of life
ve call morality? Indeed, the above kind of "Toulzminite" is
sayinsg 'morality' ruther means such and suchjibut, It is not
tlear that they are Jjust differing sbout word ussse, Rethsr,
they are differing sbout the ordinary use of 'morality' end, as
Ryle has shown, it 18 misleading to clagsify such & questio: as
e linguistic gquesation or es a non~lingulstic quastion.ao Now,
i1t scems thet, in terms of the ordinery (stock) use of 'morals'
or 'ethics,' Toulmin's ccnception of the function of ethlcs 1s
far more sdegquate then that of Hare's Kletzsachlan critic, To
say this does not rule cut the Nietzschlan's normative program;
but, it does show its irrelevency to an expllcation of the place
of reascn in ethics ('ethics' now In its ordinary use). Toulmin
set ocut merely %o explicate this, He did not attempt to ex-
piicete the place of reason in the "special morality" of a morsl

foonoolast who, in terms of the ordinary use of 'morality,’ ls

L TS

20, Gilbert Ryle,” Ordinary Language,” The Philosophigal Revisw,
&XII (April, 1953), 172, Ryle also signiflcantly remarks:
.The pErnac 'the ordinary: (1. e., stock) use of the expresaion

e o o« ' 18 often s0 spoken that the strezs is made to fall on
the word 'expresaion' or else on the word 'ordinary' and the word
fuse' 1is slurred over, The reverse ought to be the cass. The
operative word is 'use.'" Or agein (p. 171), "Hume's Question
was not about the word 'cause'; 1t was about the use of ‘cause.'”
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beyond the pale of moral considerations.

Toulmin could further rebut Hare's argument in the fol-
lowing manver., The conflict Hare brings out in his example
18 a practical valuational eonflict but not a moral confliot.
Surely, the Nietrachian's problem is a practical prcblem about
what 18 to be done; and, the issue cannot be settled bDetween
the Nietzschian, in Hare's example, and Toulmin by an apneal
to word usage, but only by making a practical (normative) de-
cislon concerning what 1s to be done or what should have been
done, But their conflict, in terms of the normal extension of
the worc 'morality,' is beyond moral gooed and evil. But, this
is not $o say Lheir disagreement 1s any the less real or sny
the less over what course of gotion to follow, but only to point
out that if we are gommitted to & moral point of view, their
i1ssue 18 already decided in Toulmip's favor.

The above point may be further clarified by the follow-
ing conaiderations. Toulmin does not attempt, as Bare thinks
he does, to derive an 'ought' from an 'is! of the word ussge
of 'ethics.' Toulmin is saying that in terms of the primary
function of ethisca such and such are good reansons in ethics.
Ethics 1tself im e normative disoiplire; but, in specifying
the pleve of reassn in ethlos, we are not asking for a justifice-
tion of ethiosl reasoning as an activity. Rather, we are trying
to explicate the loglo of ethical reasoning. The context we seesk
to explicate 1s 1tself an gught-gontext. To snawer Toulmin's
question about good reasons is to say: Given this gontext, given
the kind of sctivity that morality is, these sre our criteria of

moral ressouning.
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I have tried to show that Toulmin escapes from Hare's dilemma.
Toulmin's criteria were not ahown by Hare to be moral judgments
thomselves, My main ergument was that B (1. e.,, "If the adop~
tion of the practloe would genuinely reduce oconflicts of interest,
it 1s a practice worthy of adoptiopn, and 1f the way of life would
gonuinely lead to deeper and more consistent hapriness, it is one
worthy of pursuit.”), when taken in the moral mode of reasoning,
i1s not 1tself a moral judgment, I tried to do Justice to Hare's
oontention ﬁy polnting out that B and Toulnin's criteria are
themselves value~judgments. Hare 1s gquite right {n contending
thet, finally, thelr acceptance or rejection rests on a decision
or gommitment. ¥y polnt here m:ainat Hare la that in ergulng
sbout Toulmin's good reagons this need %o appeal to a decialon
or commitment comes very late, If one ia slready commitied to
the moral point of view, one need not make any further "moral
decislon™ to accept Toulmin's criteria for zoocd ressons. On the
good reasons approach: seeking to explicate the kinds of rea-
sons that can count as good reasons ip ethics, we can quilte

properly ignore thess queatliona of decision or commitment.

(B)

e

I have tried %o indicate how Toulmin might eascape from
Hare's dilemma without airply identifying good reasons In ethics
with what are surrently held to be good reesons in ethias., I
have tried to defend Toulmin from Here's critiolsm by pointing
out that Hare bas not sufficliently noted the context in whioh
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morel reasoning operates and has given, in effect, & "lov re-
definition"2! of tethiea.!

I =ant now to show the sense in which Toulmin's theory
does cowmlt the paturalistic fallagy. I have pointed out places
where Toulnin's kinds of morel reasoning are persuasive, if not
corrected hut, at the following jJuncture, his theory is persua-
sive in a way that could not be corrected without radically
altoring 1t. I shall only guestion if the fect that Toulmin'sa
theory cormits the paturslistioc fallagy at the point I shall
mark has the «ind of oresacrintive consequences which many of
his critics have taken his theory to have. To put It bluntly,

Toulmin cormita the naturalistic fallecy in implying that we can

derive our griteris for good reascns from the fupction £ ethigs,

If we take !'functlion’ to mesn merely what something does and not
what ¢ ought to do, then one must say thet from a desoriptive
statement of the function of ethics, no gught conslusion &t all
can be derived., Xo doubt, there is & clofe connection between
the functlion of ethics and whet criterin we do eocept or do
commit ouraelves to; but, the relaticn {3 not end cannot be 2

deductive one. Toulmin, by implying thst 1t is, commits the

2l. I borrow the label "low redefinition" from Psul Edwards.
We make a low redefinition of a word when we use 1t with soms
but not all of 1ta ordinery senscs as, for example, if we were
to say that & doctor was & person capabls of giving first aeld,
See Peul Edwards, "Bertrand Russell's Doubts About Induction,®
lesic apd (Pirst serles), A. G. K. Flew, editor (Ox-
ford: 1952 » PDe -1,
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Toulmin does not say very mch In & genersl way sbout how
nora) rules are dependent on the function of ethics tut only
that they are dependent on the function of ethiecs, The connegw~
tion between the criteria for an ethical judgment and the func-
tlon of ethics 1s, for Toulmln, an intimate one. "The acope of

ethical reasoning is limited by 1itsa funution.'aa

In fact,
Toulmin argues, if the kinds of criteria which make some rea=~
sond good ressond in ethics were altered, the very nature of
the activity wn cell 'ebthles' wo.ild he sltered, Yet, though
~Toulmin agelin and again smphansizes thlis nolnt, he says very
116t in & general way aboit uow miral principles and the
function of ethics are conneoked, Ve know that the criteria
for good reansons are (etermined by or ure vased on (1in some
unapecified senss of 'based on') the function of ethics. In
fuct, ¢he relation is 8o intimste that we coild even say conversely
that what we call "ethics" 18 determined by its criteria,

It 18 integral to Toulmin's method that he can say and
will Bay very little in general about this relationship. Rather,

if we examine in detall the actual employmenta of ethical rea=-

soning, we will come to ses the relationnhip.25

However, at the risk of distorting the kind of analysis
that Toulmin makes, I will state generally the relationshipas
batween & definition of the funotion of ethiss and Toulmin's

22, Toulmin, The Plage of Reason in Ethice, n. 154,
23. Ibig.
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basic moral oriterion for judcing social practices, Even 1if
this more formal statament has no other value, it will at least

show quite plainly where the naturalistig fallacy oecurs in

Toulmin,
Toulmin's concentinn of the pri ary funotion of ethics
might be deflned as followa.ah
(W) The pr!i.ary function of ethlcs 1a to gulde con-
duct 8o as to achieve the harmmonious satiafac-
tion of as many indepencent Jesires and wants
as possible,
(W) ie & stralghtforward description saying what sort of an
sctivity ethics is. It is not intended to exhort anyone to
be ethical or to take the moral point of view or anything of
thst nature, It only pointas out that morals or, if you will,
moral disecurse serves to gulde conduct in the above fashicn,
Whether oonduot should be guided in thet feshion or ought to
be guided in that fashion is something which camnet be deter-
nined from viewing it a&s an activity., Because 'ethica! ocours
in (W) and becsuse we normally assume that people should be
ethical, there is, of course, upon reading (%), a normal ten-
dency to think that (W) is something we ought to do., But, (W)
is intended here as a purely descriptive atatement, PFurther,
vhen I spsak of the funstion of ethics I mean to be using the
word quite descriptively and not also as a grading ladel that

would suggest the funstion of ethios is an end we ought to

2l (W) 18 basaed on the various statements Toulrin himself

has made about the function of ethics. For Toulmin's own state-
menta see Chapter II, section {(C).
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seek,

In discussing Hare, I spoke of “"the moral point of view,"”
In terms of (W), we might make the following statement of what
1t 1a to take *the moral point of view."

(Z) People who take a moral point of view seek to
reason and act so as to achieve the harmonious
gatlefaction of as many Independent deaires
and wants as possible,

(Z) 18 sgain intended to be nurely descriptive and not to ex-
hort ot recommend, even indirectly, thst peonle seek to take
the mral point of view. Rather, 1t 1s intended as a descrip-
tion of the kind of VYehavior in which neonle who sre committed
to the moral point of view engsse. I might add that (%) is
not meant as a selection of any one particular moral point of
view in terms of one particular moral code (like that of a
humanist morality); rather, i1t 1s intended to be descriptive
of what it 1s anyone, 1in any morallity, does if he takes the
moral point of view,

It 1s important to note that from (%) and (Z) we cannot
derive any imperatives or any obligations at all. W%e are purely
on the level of the la. Now, if we wished to exhort someone to
take the moral point of view, we might nut (2) in the form of a&n
imperative (T).

(T) Reason and act so as to achieve the harmonious
satisfaction of as many independent desires
and wants as possible.

But, though we would quite naturally say that (T) is based
on (Z) and (W), we ocould pot mean by (T)'s being 'based on'

(4) and (W) that (T) was derived from (Z) and (¥). (T) is
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no more derived or derivable from (2) or (%) than 'Shut the
door! 1s deriveable from 'Doors may be shut,* Rather, the indioca-
tive and lmperative uses of speech evident in our example and In
(Z) and (W) and in (T) respectively are different forms of speech
which serve different purposes, They cannot be assimilated,
without diastortion of the uses of our language.
Now, in discusaing the Toulmin-Hare controversy, I also
spoke of being committed to the moral point of view; that is,
of having decided to talte the moral point of view and of beling
willing to reason in accord with it, That morality ls the
sort of thing one can take or iesve, at least in theory, can
be seen 1T we weaken {(T) into the hypothetical imperative (H),
(H) If you wish to be moral, reason and act so ss
to achieve the harmonious satiasfection of as
many independent desires and wants as possible,
(H) vrings out the choice involved In being willing to take
the moral point of view, 1In the last analysia, reasoning about
the value or good of & whole sctivity rests on a cholce or
docilion.as While, because of the role that morality plays in
life, it 1a hardly thinkeble, in any practical sense, to give
it up, 1t 1s logioally posaible that someone might simply choose
not to be moved by moral considerations, There 1s, finally, no
pursly logical or inductive arguments which would commit such an
"unmoved spectator of the actual” to taking the woral point of
view, He might admit freely that act n wes clearly subsumable
under sccepted practice N fn his community and that practice N
tends to provide a greater balance of happiness than it does of

suffering and unhappiness amongst the greutest number of people.
25. Toulmin, The Plagce ofReason in Ethics, op. 113-24, loS5.
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But still, if he did not wish to reason in sccord with (T),
there would be no loglcsl resson we could give him to do 80
though we could say, &s & mere matter of logic, that fallure
to reason in accori with (T) meant failure to reason in accord
with (Z) (1. e., "the moral point of view"). This 13 true even
though 1t !a likewise true that (T) is not derivable from (Z).
What we could not do on the basis of logic alone 1s to say
that failure to reason in accord with (T) or with (Z) was bad.
Nor could we derive an imperstive exhorting us to take the
moral point of view from merely noting that a failure to reason
in accord with the exhoriation (T) was & failure to take the
moral point of view,
Finally, teking & fectuel statement like (W), we might
make (but not derive) a normative or value princinle {JJ.26
{J) The hsermonious satisfaction of as many desires
and wants as posalble 1s an end worthy L¢ be
achieved,
Now, (J) is not derivable from (W) or from (Z). To think that
it 1s, 1s to commit the paturalistic fallagy. Nor can we de-
rive 1t from (T) or (H) unless we assume that value jucdgments
and imperatives are equisignificant; but, at least prima facle,
they are distinst. Our gerundive atatement (J) is in a logical

clasa by itself though, as Hare and others have shown, it

26, I texe (J) to be the positive formulation of what I have
called the leaat suffering principls. See also ibid., p. 142.
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certainly has many of the same features as (T) znd (1) 27

To say, then, that normative principle {J) 1a derivable
from (W) 1s to commit the paturalistic fallagy. It is my oone-
tention that it 1s at this point that the charge of the matural-
istlc fallacy can be best brought againat Toulmin, I say 'best
brought' for the very Informal neture of his analysis mekes 1t
possible for hi- to escepe from alnost any logical trap. As we
noted in the last chapter, he could always revert, if pressed,
to his gerundives and "our old friend fittingness." Or, he
could teke the teck that, when he sald rcral rules wore based
on or determined by the function of ethics, he was using 'based
on' and 'determined by' rather metanhorically to mean that 1t
is most natursl and intelligible to appeal to the kind of ag-
tivity thet wmorality 1s in deciding what we cught to do, But,
he might add, he never meant that we could derive value state-
ments from the fumstion of ethics az & matter of logzic alone

or, aa we have put, derive {J) from (¥}, But, while atill

27. R. M. Hare, The Lanzusge of Morals., I might adéd that
I have not in the above pasaages tried to show how imperatives

cannot be derived from indicates and how value judgments at
loast on the surface seem to be distinct, though very like
imperatives, The former task certainly seems to me to have
heen done 8o well by others that 1t herdly needs repeating.
Rather, depending on our pre-analytic or intuitive scqualntance
vith the differences between indicatives and imperstives, I
have sought to display, perhapa rather pedantically, statements
with roughly the same desoriptive components thst do quite
different tasks snd in Toulm!n's approach ~- I belleve meinly
bacause of his non-formal way of putting things -- get, or at
least seem to get, blurred.
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maintaining that one can never derive an ought from an is,
Toulmin has seemed to sey that one can go from (W) to (J) logi-
cally without making any specificelly vgluational oommitmants
ind, to aay this, 1s surely to commit the paturalistic fallacy.
To this extent, I agree with Here's argument. Toulmin and the
Rietzachisen ere not Just differing over the way that we shall
use words; and, Srmith and Jonea, in my example, ere nct Just
differing over how they shall use words, In both instances,
there iz a definite conflict ovar vsluers and over what esch
party 1s comnitted to,

¥y point in defending Toulmin against Hare was not to
deny that Toulmin does commit the patural’stic fallacy at this
level but to point out indirectly the necullar level at which
he does commit 1t., Now, commlitting the naturalistic fallacy
does make Toulmin's view prescriptive In the sense that it
advises us and exhorts us to reason ethically rather than non-
sthically; that ims, Toulnin not only describse the funotion of
morals but in effeot saya that, from descriptions of the funec-
tion .of morals, we can imow what we ought to do es e matter of
logic. What Toulmin should have said !z that, in seeing juat
how marals function and how, 1f we accent thet function, cer-
taln criteria follow, we can say as moralists thst, if we are
wllling o pesson morally, certain kinds of ressons are good
reasons in ethics. MNy essentlsl point 1s thet, though Hare,
Maokie and others have rightly brought $c ocur attention that
we oould never go logleslly from (W) to (J), they have made

unvarranted assumptions on the basis of this. Their main mistake
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was in assuaing that this made Toulmin'a view prescrintive
in the sense that it wes prescribing moral criteris that were
quite narrow in scope end prescriptive of a particular kind
of morality. But, this reads Toulmin's naturslistic fellaoy
8t the wrong level aa if he was like our friemd In our earlier

28

example = who defined 'x i{s right' = df, 'x 1s in the Bible'
and, then, by his persuasive definition, unwittingly ruled out
"as a matter of loglc" considerations which common sense and
ordinary language olearly recognize to be ethicsl considera-
tions. But, Toulmin's theory is not at all "capriciously per~
auanive“ag in that sense and does not rule out, ss Hare and
Mackle imply, any considerationas which, in ordinary speech,
could be taken to be moral sonsiderstions. Rather, in expli-
cating the place of reason in ethics, Toulxmin does not even
need to ask If we are oommitted to the moral noint of vlew,
Ratber, he already atarts with an ought-gontext which he needs
merely to explicate in showing whlch reasons are good reasons
in (7).

In the remainder of this chapter, iet me try to bring
out & little more fully what I mean by the sbove statement.

Toulmin 1s quite lLiterally concerned with indicating the

plece of reason in ethies. (J) 1a just the starting point

28. Chapter VIII, section (A),

29, Note C. L. Stevenson's similar remarks about R, B. Perry's
theory. Stevenson, Ethics spd Language, p. 270.
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for his analysis, As a norm (J) just atates what it 1s to

be committed to ressoning from a moral point of view., Moral
judgments mast be made in mocord with (J). (J) itaelf is norma-
tive and directs us to reason in a certain way. Yet, we cannot
proverly say that (J) is just a very general moral principle
among others because there can be nc alternatives to (J) if we
assume the correctness of Toulmin's descriptive account of the
function of ethics, While it is difficult to put this so es

not to get embrolled in the descrintive/non-descriptive contro-
veray, (J) is a norm while (W) is a fact; but, unless we wish
to speak of aome pecullar “"ethical facts,” the factuael content
of (J) and (W) are roughly identical., They differ, rather, in
that (J) 1s normative while (#) 1s not. But, 1t still remains
true that, if (W) and (2) accurately describe the function of
ethics and what it is to take the moral point of view, there
could be no alternatives to (J). If we are reasoning ethlcally
we must reason in accord with(J). As (H) indicates we can
always ghoose not to reason ethicalily. But, this does not at
8ll indicate that there might be some further ethical principle
we might appeal to beyond (J) but only that we are not mptivated
to reason morally., And, it does not indicate there is any moral
alternative to reasoning in accord with (J), There is no prine
olple which we could offer as an alternative toc (J), It seems
odd, then, to call (J) a moral judgment, There are no moral
alternatives, It is not like arguing about whether birth con-
trol is good or bad or whether gambling should be legalized or

not legalized or whether communism 1s evil or good. To argue
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about (J) 18 %0 argue about whether we should or should not
argue morally; but, as Kant bvefore Toulmin indicated clearly,
such an argument 1s not 1taself a moral argument for, in argulng
morally, we must alresdy ssszume a morsl point of view, Assum-
ing that we will reason morally, then we may ergue adbout vari-
ous moves within morality. Toulmin with his srgument for in-
depencdent and irreducible modes of reasoning is driving home
the same point,

If teing 1n an ethical m.de of reasoning mesns, as Toul-
min srgues it doea, that one is commitied to {(J), then Hare
is slao quite wrong in saying thet B (1, e., "If the sdoption
of the practice would genuinely reduce gonflicts of interest,
it is a practice worthy of adoption, and if the way of 1life
would genuinely lead to deeper and more consistent hacoiness,
1t is one worthy of purauit.”) iz e moral judgwent. B, no
more than (J), 12 s moral judgment; but, sssuming certsin em-
pirtcal truths, 1t is trivially derivadle from (J),

This cen be shown ir the following manner,

(3) (our normative premise), together with the empiriosl
statements of fact (1),reductions of conflicts of interests
tend to further the harmonious satisfaction of interests, and
(2),a way of life leading to s deeper and more consistent hsp-
piness tends %o further the harmoniocus satisfaction of as many
independent desires ss possible, sntailas B, If (1) and (2)
are true and if we are committed (aa we are from s moral point
of view} to (J), then we must accept B. In fact, because (1)

and (2) are such smpirioal trulisms, the contingent connection
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between (B) and (J) becomes “enahrined in the logic of the lan-

guago.'50

Thus, ignoring the question of whether, as & matter
of fact, (1) and (2) are true {that they are true is taken for
grented), we say directly that (J) contextually implies (B) or
that (B) presupposes (J). But, we can take a more formal logi-
cal position; and, sssuming (J), (1) and (2),ws oan aay that
(B) 1z entalled by them., And, 1t 1s cbvious {end this is hardly
& phillosophical point) thet (1) and (2) are true, Thus, we go
without any legerdemain from (J) to (B), And, (J) 13 luat a
"civen" for Toulmin or for anyone whe seeka to know how we
validete moral Jjudgments Iin ethica, To ochallenge thls we must
chalienge (J),.

It may be replied to the kind of argument mace above that
the "really fundamental questlon for morals” 1s wshether we are
indeed rationally Jjustiflied in taking thls moral peclnt of view.al
Perhaps so. Bub, 1f we are csreful how we spesk, we will not
call thils question a moral question, though we may well call 1t
a8 gquestion concerning morality and, perhaps, even ths most

crucinl problem about morality for a philosopher seeking an

30. P. H. Nowell-Smith, Ethics, p. 99.

31. This seems to be the justification that Blanshard 1s ask-
ing Russell %o give us after Russell, rather in the fashion of
Toulmin, has offered ascmething very like (J) as a basic cri-
terion. Blanshard seems to feel that without a justifiocation
of this eriterion, we can have no rational basis for ethics.
Ses Brand Blanshard, "Review of Human jety in Ethics and

:ol{;lcl," Saturday Review of Litarature (January 29, 19§%T.
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ultimate justificatlon of the moral point of view, But the
esgential csonslderatlon here is that an snswer one wav or snother
about this "fundamental guestisn,” will not at sll upmet Toul-
min's arguuents about zood remons in ethics if hs sticks 1it-
erally to explicating the place of reason in ethics., (J) ia a

Peiven” and fn terms of thls we desaoribe how we validate our
moral aspralsals, Ordinarr usege beins what it is (or, Just
moralit beln: the kind of activity 3t in fact is), Toulmin has
exnlicated the criteria which we must use ’n ressoning morally,
1. o., in deciding which ressons sreé zood reasons Iin ethlcs.
This %1s not to reconmend thet we resson in aoccord with therse
criteria (or not to recommend 1t); nor is 1t to recosmmend that
we reason worally, immorslly or, even, amorally., It is not to
make eny recommendations at all, but merely to show what 1s to
count a3 pessonipng morally. Yet, starting his theory as he did
by neglescting the non-descrintive functions of evalnative terms,
Toulmin has given the impression that he 1a, at some level,
recommending, &nd so0 has caused Hackle's and Eare's worries.

By way of summary, we aan aay that Toulmin does not commit
the paturalistic falleoy in the sense of ldentifying moral judg-

monts with thelr descri»stive criteria and he does nat commit

the peturalistic fallagy in the sense of identifyling good rea-

sons with the reasons in fact given aa good ressons, Hs does
seens to commit the paturelistic fallagy in sssuming that, some-
how, we oan derive a normative principle from notingz the iind of
sativity morslity is and the job morality does, I add the 'aesm

to' merely because Toulmin has (1) & notion of “"worthiness® to
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vhich he might appeal to save him from any charge of confus-
ing ;n '1a* with an 'ought'; and, (2) his casual or informal
kind of analysis makes 1t very difficult to "pin" such a charge
on him definitely. But, surely his talk about determining which
reasons are good reasons from observing the function of ethics
strongly lmplies that he 1s committing auch a fallacy.

However, that Toulmin commits the patureliastic fallacy

in this sense doen not in ltaself give us a sufficlent basis

for saying, a3 many heve sald, that he 12 "implicitely commit-
ted" to m conformism, non-conformism or a kind of "secular
humanist®™ morality. One might say thet he was "lmplicitly
committed® to & conformism only 1f one meant by & conformism a
commitment to reason from e moral point of view {though not
from eny one particular moral code). Toulmin's theory, because
of the way he commits the naturalistic fsllecy, is "impllecitly
prescriptive” only in the sense that, in describing the moral
zode of reasoning, he is also, 'n effect, reccmmending that we
reason In sccord with i1t, But, this i{s hardly to say his view
is prescriptive in the sense in which hie critics have implled
that it is; namely, that, depending on the ecritic, 1t sither
prescribes a “iiverel utilitarian morality” or "a doing of the
thing done" in a way that would be quite congenisl to Hitler,
In order to establish anything remotely llke either of those
two claims, hils critics would heve to show not only that Toul-
min commits the paturalistic fellagy in the sense in which I
have shown that hs probably does but alsc that his conoeption
of the primary function of ethics is too narrow and excludes
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considerationa which, in our ordinery unnhilosophical moments,
we would readily grant are moral considerations. ¥e will tura

to thet i1ssue In the next chapter,



Chapter X
A0 MXaTINATION O UOULNIHYS JONTEPTION OF THE
T TTON SF ETHICS

{a)

In thie chepter, I want to ask whether Toulwin haas
persuasivoly definad 'sthlcsf., I went to asic shether hils

conception of the priuary of function of sthles or morallty
{8 adsquats or wiwther, by minor changes, it could be made
ldaé‘mto or, whether his conception of the function of
othices is ot Just another "philosopherts game® rather than
8 corrooct explicetion of what we plaln zen (that 1s, all of
us when we are not doing philosophy) mean by saying that
enything ia "athicel"” or "moral.”

If Toulmin has persuasively defined tethics,! then he
has committed the paturalistic fallacy in an additional
fashion to the way we noted in the last ohapter. Amd, if
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hs has comaitted the natuwalistic fallasy by p.rmuivdf
defining 'sthiles,' than his view is not only prescriptive

in the piceyunse fashlon zoted in the lust chapter {f.e., it
surreptitiously recommenda we ought to resson morally ratuer
than non=morally) tut slso in the sense thet it, in effact,
recomiends & "llmited kind of morality™ which, perisps, ia

no mors than the morality of some English Universlty dons &nd
thelr posrg. II Toulnin's "dafinition' of the primmry funce
tion of ethice 1s persuasive, it will have prescriptive e/facta
down Lo tra lowest "obfact lavels" If his conception of morals
iz persumslive, then his oriteris arse persunsivej and, his .
ipod reasons, 1in turn, sre parsuasive, then the very judgaents
e can allov %o court as —oral judgments will be restricted In
ter:z of ticue porasuaslive Jelinitlons. Thus, if it can Ge
gatubl laued Us{ Toulnln nas perausslvely defined ethics, those
clar.as made bty people like Hure and imckis, wnich we noted
and, for itha most part, rejected, come flocking Lack in 1like
wilfs Lo a r'roe movie, aven the charges that Toulmints view
unwittingly supportas & confomaism or non=gonformiss a8 the
oese 2wy be come trouplng baok ine Thus, Toulmin's conoeption
of the privary functlion of sethics is crucial for bils thsory amd
we must sxamine it with cars.

How, no doubt, one common initial reaction, upon sceing
Touluints derfinitions and my definition (besed on Toulain's)
with all thelr telk abvout "harmonious satisfaction of desires
and interssts” and tie like, 1s '3 ssy, It cen't possibly be
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t. It is probably true thet "plain men” would be shocked

not Just asused, at Lelng told tiat what he =meant by ethics
wiat Toululn says he means. If he read Toulaint's

i« The function of sthics (provislomally defined) is "to
rrelate our foelings and behwmviour In sud: & way as (o neke
the fulifllment of awn‘ionn 's aica and desires as [ar sse

altle, conputible.”

2, "WMwt zakce us call & Judgment tethilcal' in the Iact
tlat 1t lg used to herzonlze people's actions.®

;'Or, if 1w were to resd my{(%)s

~ (®) The furmctlon of ethics is to guide conduct so as to
aohileve the harnonious satisfection of as mmny indepencent
 desires axd wantz as possible.

b would no doudbt be shocked. Ye might even add, "This is
gonsterous. %hen I say something is ethical, I :ean it is
the right thlng to do, Hthics or norals psrtalns to right
“eonduot. Ji's the activity thet ls concermed with advising
 and counseling us in what we ougit io do and how we ought to
 live. It has nothing to do with all your riddle~Imddle about
 interests, larmonious amtlalactions ax the 1like. It deals
- with wiat 1s rlgnt.®

Sucli & reaction,tlough quiie ratural, wissss tie polnt of
Toulnin's rexarks asbout the funetion of ethica. The following

tvo conslderations sare crucial lLere.

l. Stephen Toulmin, The Place ui Haason in Ithice, p. 137.

2. Ihid., p. 146, sse my axposition of Toulain Chapter II,
saction C.
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Firat, tethicat 1tself, like 'good,' 'right,! fbesutiful,t
‘neat,’ and thonest,' ls normally a "burrch~word." Taking
the etnical point of view 1a the thing we gught to do; Lf some-
thing 18 ethicel it is ocomnendatory, ssaething that ought to bLe
done. Thus, aesuaing ihe point about the patural istic fsllacy
1s well laken, we can never deflins tethlcs! anymors thar any
otiar avaluatlve teru in completely naturg istic or empirical
terws. Toa plain zan upon seeing our "definitions®™ mieses pre=-
clsely ths norsptive slazent In then. Ue wants to aay, 'Ethlcs
does not rarionlize pwoplets actions; 1t tellg then what they
ought to do.' 3.l hils objJectlon la not to the polmt. Toulmin
1z not trylin; to daline tethiica' i{n the sanse that R. B. Perry
trics to dalflne tvalus.! dabtior, ioulala le concernsd to de-
fine ti:e functlou of ethlcs. ieflsotling on the Jobe that ethi~
chl ultarances ars used to do, Toulwln 1s trylin; to deacribe
for u2 ihe functlion of ethlces. s 1a not trying to define what
we usan by 'othica' in a purificd "enpiricist lansuage® or any
othier "1deal lanruaye." Hathar, ha 1s trying to deseribe or
ctaractarize what sort of place tl:e metivity esthica has in
liles lie l3s askingt Tiow does it it in with tha other forms
of 1ife? "“kat asort of job does morals dof? Loncerned with this
task, Toulmin can apeak in ter:s of sstisfactions and socisl
termony and ths like and, without tis alightest lnoonalatancy,
admit thet 8 term like tethicast is not Jefinable in wholly
paturalistlic teras.

Socond, our plsin nant's "dofinitions® are unonlightening.
To bo Lold that ethios pertalna to right conduot doesn't help
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us out at all in uniarstanding the fumtion of ethics, for we
only agk, 'Sul, what la rizht conduct?! Towlmin im trying to
push asida that "surfece renasr” in order to see how moral
utterances raally opsrate. Yo is trying to find out what
kind of jJob thay do. jis is concernsd to give what he has
callad a "fuuctional analysis® of ethica as an activity. He
sakes tl4 sema seneral point abnut & "functional enalysia®
very explicitly winn he ia discussing: 'W%hat s Scienca?*d
tut, 1 bellave it i3 rsadily appiicable to his resarks about
the funetion of athica., Toulmin ranarks that, 1ln describing
tr s funiction of uscience, he cdoes not »ish 30 much to contra-
dict or to compete with the uan wiho seys that tSclence 13
proanlsed comuon sense’ or the -wman who says tOcisnce la
sysletalic and Yomiulatsd knowledze! oo to slucldate such
unanll ftening razarks by an snalyals of the functlion of
scloncea.® I tilil tiwt Lo would aay the sams thing of the
—an wio sal- tiat tothilcs s concerned wlth right counduct!?

or that ' orala i3 & prastical sclance that glves us tLis
rational basis [or ocur actlona.t Ve are, with those last
dafinitions of etixlcs, only baok where we mtarted: '¥hat I=
thhe rlyit thing to do?' ans what do we mean by 'ihe rational
basis for cur actions?' Toulmin's methed is radlcaelly dir-

farent. s trles to descrite the roles morality plays in our

34 Toulmin, The Place _?_I; Reason .!._l'a Sthice, pe 104,

4. Ibld., p. 103,
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lives. Though his manner of putting it may bs at first
shooklnis to the ordinary ~mu, I m1¢ nothing about it, onoe we
800 whatl e 1s trying to do, which weuld allow us to say that
Toululnta view ol tho priasry furetion of sthics is plainly
wrost; a3 ah oxplication of what we ocould jsen by the function
ol’ ethlca 1n comon sense OF COMION USRZS.

father, to establisi. whether Toulmin's conception of the
function of ethlcs ls or la not persusaive we must see Lf there
are some comaonly admloted othicsl slitustions whioh his “defll~
nltion® of the funetion of ethkice would mle out ag baelng un~
ethical. If it can be established that there &ra soms sueh
situations for wrich Touliint's conception cammot scoount then
we rust admit t.at 1t ls Imedequate and implicitly presorlpe-
tiva.

In what rollows, I aa golin: to exmmine soms of (ls vari-
ous ways tial Lls critica havs thoughit Toulmint®s view $o Le
preseriptivae suon: thome criticisma I find tws critlclsus of
Tuukolin woden bolds  Thay sRim kle actunl view as IV now
stania ixplioitly proscriptive. liowsaver, 1l am goling to argue
that, in thmae cases, Toulnmin hissalfl haas made ilncorrect or
unnessasEry &ppllcations of his own baslic conceptlons of tie
function of ethics (tie notlon I have expressed Ln (W). dut,
theae gppllcations of his own conception of ths prioary iunc-
tion of sthics can bs rejected without rejecting his primary
function of ethica. Taking (X) itaself, I can find no moral

sltuations for which it canmnot account. Tiet nons cen be
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found does not, of course, provs that there might not bs some

or that there nizht aot be some as yet unﬁheéunﬁ way in
which Toulmin's view 1s implisitly prescriptive. Tims, we
car: have no "final proof™ that Toulmin's view of ethics ia

not persuaslive. I can at best o over the grounds which have
lad pevple, and, st tises, led me to think that hia conception
1s persuasive. If I can show that thelir various cpiticisus do
not show that Toulwin's conception of the primary function of
athiica 18 wroni, but only tist Toulain?s detslled spplications
of 1t ars soxstizes wrong, I do nol, of course, establish
lo:ically that Touluin'a concaption of the funotion of etbics
s rights 1t stl1ll ney e tiat there wre some sltustlions far
whicl: hils Lisory could not account aml it migit be true that
gome arterabive concephliaon wonld avcount for them sizpler
and baltore Zut, 1f would thruw tue burden of prool Lack on
bis criticse In wiat way is Touluints view of tLhs function
of ethlics ovorreatrictive? %here doea ne persuaslively delins
tatihicat' In such s vay tiet it excludes conslderetions which
are normally teken to te ethical considerations from balng

ethical?
{8)

Dut lesaving aside sudh purely loglcel poassibilities let
us seq trieflly how tis cass Ias “eon made against Toulmin.

John ackle hae most edsantly and assarchingly criticlsed
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Toulmin's cencaption of the fumetl en of ethlos.b Maokie
contends that tlhiere is a ucll;auon tmoug hout Toulmin?s <
entlyals bDetwsen, on tle ons hand, Toulmin'’s official con-
tantion that he i3 describing end, on ths other, an unrecoeg=
nlzed¢ prepscription on Toulain's part. This vacsilation, Yackle
arues, sve: stoma up In Toulmin'a very conception of the

Ifunctlon of atmcs.a

Savtltie romaris tiat vhen Touluin spesaky
of tiw "tunctlong' of avlemce ax ethicB.seeit iz not clear
wicticr o fumetion Is wiat a thing doss or what the spesker
Lo Sollin: 1% to d0.?7 rackis polnts oﬁt. the polnt at mhich

Toulzlin com 1te tip nat.rellatlc falleacye %a find dut the

functinn of somethilny by obssrvation {including observation

of linguistic hahevior); but, in finding out w»het the functlion

S Jackla, "lrtiical totice: &n vxeminablon of the Plase
of Aeason in ithica," The Australasian Journal of FELilCSOphYs
wlo XANIX (Au-uast, 13017, ppe LId-24,

€. Ibid.' Ds 11¢6.

7e Ibide, pe 1li. Hars notes this same vacllation with
tis word flunction.'! l!ars rosarks: "In order to discover how,
by raason, to answer questiona of this forn 'which of thase
coursoes ahall I choose?! we {irst Jdiscover what othice s by
peelng iow the word 1s used; to discover what ethics iz, ls
at Lie sane time to discovar what 1ts function i1s; to discover
wrat 1is iwwxtion 1s, 13 at the sgne tims to discover what are
4ood roasone in ethics, {(note hare the pasaage I{rona a deascrip~
tive Lo an evaluntive use of the word functlon « we {ind out
what the function ls by observatlion, but to discover the fune~
tion 1s Lo c¢lsaover what erg ;vod reasons)....” IDars, “Raview
of an ixszination ol tle Place Reason in ithics,™ IThe

rhilosophical Juarterly, vole 1 (Julys 1001}s pe 973.
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48 ws somehow (for aoms undiseclosad reason) also find cut that

we ouzht to do It., Toulaln seems to be argulng, accerding to
¥ackle, that if you don't accept the generally recogm!ized
sthical criteria you are simply not arguing ethieﬂly-a But,
this 18 "the long~dlscredited” metuod of saying "since every=
one doas so~and-so, therefore you ought to do 1t.*9

Yackle agrees that Toulmin's contsntion would ba trus 1if
"a single aet of criterias in sach case were not -aerely univer—
sally ascceptsd tmt eves necsssitated by the natura ol the
activity 1t88lfeesse™0 ackle is arguing hore, 1f I under-
stand hia corractly, that thsre ls actual rsadlcal conflict
and dlsagrasiant &mon; paopla both about the criteria (good
reaseng) and aoul the very prinery fuwtion of aethica. This
conlllet aion, people over tlia very prisary {unction of ethics
2aens to ve caonceived by iackle, not uerely &a & logical
possibiliiy, but as & factual reslity.

fackle makes the following apecifiic criticiame of Toul-
wine. Flrst, s wlaely criticizes Toulmin's remaria that de-
cisions sbout & way of 1ife or a perssnel cods are only ethi-
cal decisions in an gxtended sense of 'ethical.' Hackle polints

out tkat we olten let "our personal rules of l1ife weligh along

3. mckie, loce cites, pe 1l8. Toulin, Tha Place of Reason
in ithies, p. T8T.

e Maockle, loc. aita., p. 116,
10. 4mcils, "Critfcal totices The Place of fisason in sthica,"

'I.‘h% justralealon Jourosl oi Philoaophy, vole XAIX (Auguat,
9& 1,’ pl IIE.



vith and against the social mles.”t! 3tephen Dedsulus, 192

James Joyce's partly sutoblogrep hical charactar, decldes “"that
quite apart from any mdral reforzs tiat he say support end
quite apart frem any happineass that he zey produce, he fe
right in saepificing social and fanily ocbligations to‘hll
artistlic davslopment."® Isckie further clains tlat peopls
Giifer In the relative weiglis they sssign to éeﬁntalogy and
teleola y, to social deands and personal declalons, atcola
Pinally, “ackia claflxs tuab 1t 1s uot clear thst ke principle
o1 lsast sulferin is the only ultizate principle. Sonetimes,
thore s eonflict over ultinate princilples. We bheve no fixed
ansrers for Liw above klikis ol probles but actually differ

norally.

eeesll wa study the works oi ethical theorists like Plato.s..
Aristotlesssvwe fimi trat they are very much contcernsd with
this sthiocs of tha Lndividual: as Toulmin himaselfl rescords,

{p. 158}, Flato is even rors Intarested in ths pursuit of

the Good tlan in the narmony of soclety. Thare asexna to be
no justification for thls vise {p. 158), that this is “atbles"
enly 1n an extended sense. Cartatsly the notion of obligation
is fully dsvelopad only on a compulsive morality such ss a
morel ity of soclal dasands, but why essune that sthios ia
prinarily ¢ natter of obllizationas, thet non-compulaive "values”
can cone In only alter obli ationa have baen net? Toulanin

1s surely uot hare desoribing the recognized criteris but
advocnzin._;; a perticular, selactsd pattern ol athical reason-

111&."

1l. ‘ackie. "Upritical Wotice: Yhe Place of Heason in Kthics,”
Tho Austrolaslan Journal of PLilGsoply, vole RKIX (Atguat, 1951),

p. 119,

12. Ibid., pe 119,
15, Ibid.

l4. 1bid.
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I e golng %o argue, as sgalnst leckie, that Toulmin
is correct in hia overall statenant of the primsry fumction
of ethilsa. #ather, I ax golng L0 maintein that, at tines,
Toulmin Luy alsapplied his own concseption of the prineey
function of ethies; that ig, he Lams misapplied what I have
called (%)e. Thus, his conception, a3 it now atandas, i3 in-
deocd parsuasivs. In aiscussing the criticisma asde by Hackie,
I & oins to try te ahow how a theory taking Toulminis over-
all cvonception of the functlon ol ethics (l.8., W), tut not
the way foulain has wormod 1t out, could awid the difficulties
cacicls (a8 wsll as others) Las ovrought up.

In the diszsussloa that follows about Hackle's kind 91‘
eritliciaae, I stall start with: the criticisng which st ke
mo oas balns toe lomst loportant and procesd to those I think
are Lrs wost Laportant.

song prllosoprisrs luve used 'ethlcal' in a much wider
feahiion than Las Toulmin., Toulxin can be criticiged for fall~
in: to note thla., lackie 1x quite corpect in remarking that
traditional philosophical ethical thecrists (Flato and Aris-
totla, for exanple) have used 'ethica'’ in & much broader
fashion tian has Toulmine (Such different theorists as fant,
Pritchard, Yesternarlk, and Hagerstiom, on the othesr hand,
atick to a uee 2imilar to Touluints.,) The traditional utili-
tarians also have used le¢thics®in this wider fashlon. ard,
the emotivists (excepting Hagerstrem amd his followers) have

algso used tethics?! in this broader sanse.
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Bat oertainly, what redefinitions philosophical ethisists
have mpde of the word 'etbics' 1a not a cruoisl consideration.
Toulnin 1s teying to axplicats trhe logic of ths langusge of
morals: the uses of moral lanjuags in ita everydsy contexts,
not philosopherts peculiar usoz. Phllesophera have oftan
alxad wany proolame tojether and have forgotien that words
1lire toushitY and ¥ podt wve a whols gpectiun of uses; thess
words, 1In different cuntexts, do different jobs ani nerve dif~
terent purposes.t® with the usual nejlect of coatext, in
oréer to react the "essential," phllosophers, in talking sbout
'200d,' have somatines besn talking about peneral thasory of
value or the languages of comduct wiien thay havs sald tiat they
were talkin, about morals or ethlics. OUne may note this with-
out faplyin: that what theso philogoprers sald was nonsenss.
Toulmin records tiat tha search for the personsl highest good
(Plato's "The Good") :-ay be of more Lmportance then are moral
congidarations. Dut, Toulnin ergues, thess questions about
strictly psrsonal pods must ol be coniused with peral ques=—
tions. The test for whith questlons are strctly moral ques<«
tions 1z ordloary usags, not tire phllogopher's usage.

Toulmin is elso wrong in denylng there can be atmetly
personal or individual mormal probvlens. We have duties to oure

selvaes a8 vell ag to other people. Obligations sould obtaln

15. Henry Alken haa brought out this aspect very well, 3See
particularly Henry Alken, "The Spectrum of Value Predications,”
Philesophy %%g Phan ological Ressarch, vol. XIV {Septexber,

2 PPe -, »
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- on & desert island or for Robinson Csusve, sven without m”
nan ’riday or enyons else bLeing on hend. dHorals gutlde con~
duct towari the parsonally haruonious 11fe and not just te
soclal haraony, Zut, there ia no incompatibility bastwaen
raintaining thlis and at thoe saze tims asserting (W). Bthies
ia concernad to mide conduct ao as to achliave tis harsonious
satislantion ol &s many independent dealrass and wants as
poasiblsa.

Soseons unight detend Toulxnin hers by saying that *duties®
and 'oblizationat only heve & use in a social context. Surely,
this i3 rizght in ths ssense thet our paradigm cases of ‘dutleat
and foblizetlons' are soclal uses and tiat uses like ‘a duiy
to cnaasli' or an t'oblimtion to promote ones own well belng?
are derivative uses. Indeed, we could snly teach a foreignsr
what we uewn by 'dutloes! ared ftoblijations' by an appeal to
their usess 1in aocial ocontaxtze 3ut, to note rightly, aa
Touluin coeg, thia staydsard uas, dosas not glve us licanaag,

_without further arginent, to sey that these derivative uses
are sare "Iigurative” or ™astaphoriocal"” uses. %Te might say
to a doctor wino had buried hinsell in work during an epidanic,
*You owe it to yourself to teke & vacatlon.'! We would not
necessarily mesn that he owes it to snyone else, dut to hix-
8elf. Hor do ws necesserily use the above utterence in only
& prudenttal context. It %g true that, ordinarily, wa would

not regerd the dootor as morally blsmeworihy If he did not

tate the vacetion; but, we 40 regard a perasocn who Iails
radically to tend to his own well-baing as morally blameworthy.
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This is reflscted in cur moral language when we say, in a toms
of wmoral diasspprobation, 'Gst & hold on. yoursell, msa.! iand,
we ara not merely telling thoe perszon to wiom we addroess this
remark to order :is life bsca:zse he has dutles to others, but
bacause wa L:lleve that a man has & duty to "tend te hia owm
soul." Une cannot Jjust do anythinsg tc onesell and sacape
zoral disapprovii.

It romaing tle casz, howaver, thet our paradizm uses of
1duty? and 'oblisatlont are social. If *Gublies to onessllt
counfllict with '"soclal dutles! and 1f they cannct be meda
coapossible with 'social duties,! these 'dutles to onesslfl
{axcept in rare cases) are superssded by 'social dutles.?
fve:n tie Tare s wall narked exceptions like one's right
to life wihlch even liobbes reco;inized are themselvas, guk

socisl practices, Justifled on ths basis of their utility.

As Vlowall-Gmith, who also urges tne abovae distinction, rosaris:

But the achisveusut of cowordination betwsen & zmn's own
aimg 1z clearly an unizportant reason for bhaving amoral rules
coupared with the rsod for co~ordinating the aims of differ-
ant people. Indeed, until we mantion this, wa hardly seen
to mave toucsied on moral rules at allj for, althoupgh we do
soastines talk sboul gutiss to ovurasives, most of ocur dutles
ars Cutle2 to cthars,

In our moral tallt, we unhesitsetilingly condeamn putting one's
duty to onoself, except in well demercated and socially

recognized situations, before one's duty to others.

16, P« He Nowell~3mith, Ethics, ps 100,
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A he abovs two eamsndations are not sericus and, when the
proper qualifications are made, they serve to mipport rather
tian datrmct {rom Toulmin's thesls about the prisary function
of sibica.

sut in line with the sbove kinds of ebjections, a more
asrloua objection can te made to Toulmints theory about the
prissry funetion of worals, Granted that moral ity, in its
baslc functlons, 13 irreducibly goclaml, why must we go on to
eay it 1s prisarlly a matter of soclal obligations? ¥hy
must the non=oblliiatory valuss coms in only alter obligations
iave Leen mst? Isn't aoral ity likewlse concerned with the
maxinlein: of whgtover 1t 1s that i@ taken aa tho bnslc valusiw

or 8 tne swmmnen conuum y the aeubers of soclety? Surely,

gomg calture patterns anphesize a puritanicel Kantlan "Supes-
o0 moulity"337 but, otiiers do note Unless we waat to con=
fuse wiat @ perticular culture pattern at a particular period
sgys 1s moral ity with morality, then we must be wary of Toul-
mints conception of the primary function eof :norall.ty.m
Avaing I think Toulmin's conception of ths funotion of
oetiilcs needs anendaent here. Toulmin adeits the& the comcern

for the happiness, not only of onesslfl but of ona'a fellows,

17. Lavel used by Abraha: Edel in a lecture.

18, 2ee general resarka by Edel on this subject. Abrahaa
Béel, "Some Relations of Philosophy mnd Anthropology.”
Acerican Anthropologist, vol. 65 (Dscexder, 1985), pp. 649-60,
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is not & mars matter of personal desision. In oriticising

oommunities, wa not only apply the negative criterion ‘Pre-
verntable suffering ia to be avoided," we alas epply the posi~
tive criterion that ths best community is the comasunity that
provides as much happiness as possidle for &s zany pesvple as
poasible.t? llow thers i3 no qusstion that this last notlon
is a . rading coriterion, but thers i3 asows gusstion that it
is & joral grading criterion. Youluin, as we have seen,
araueys only thal, bocazas we can Lave no wmoral obligation in
the fullsat sense to proucte the happiness of cur fellow man
whian they are sulferlin: no positive hardstip, we can only oall
tha above conalderations ™uoral conslderatlons™ 1n an axtended
ssnige of 'moral considerations'. Toulmin, however, scitens
this conaldorably by edanitting toet it 18 & fenillar snd
natural extension of t!sthics' to regerd & concera for ths
tappiness o nankind, beyond definite gqueaticns of moral ob-
ii.ation, Lo e called 'ethiical considerationat, But, he
dosg cont inue Lo insist that this use is an extenaion of the
prinary use of tathicat,20

Now, I thinlk we can sgroee with ackie and aay there is
o justificetion for saying that copnsideratlons sbout whather
a zlven act or a given rule or set ol moral Mmles nay or aay

not load to {uller and Leppler lives for the neabars of &

19. Toulmin, Zhe Pluce of Heasmon in 2thica, p. 1&9.

20. Ibid., PP 159-60.
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community is ethics only in an extended gense, Toulnin’g
clatm that this latter senze of ‘ethics' im ethica only in
an extenued gendoe, as m3uch as 3tavensonts denial of walidtty
to moral eppralsals, iz linguistic leglslation.

How, 10 doulaints theory 1s not modified on this polnt,.
it 18 preacriptive und his criteria for good reasens will be
a limited criterle ratier than Just those criteria shiech can
count as criteria lor good reasons in ethics. The point of
Toulmintag liaculstic lesislation is fo bring out atrikingly
thie cifferonca betwzen moral guestions and prudential or
asstietic questions. And, it is true thet our characteristic
20ral protlsms are not problans of promoting the general
tappiness whore 10 exlsting inaquity oblains but, rather,
croLlecs ol riznting present inequities. Zut, I believe,
the olner provlom is also a noral problem and ¢ an be shown
to bs a woral problem on Toulain's owm overall conception
of the primary fuction of athica. If Toulkaln had sald that
woral Ity 18 concerned characteriatically with oblligations
but is alao (tlhoughs less characteristically) concerned with
t:® [urthering of humen happiness, his theory would have besn
Tar zmore satisfactory. UHor doss the emendation I have Just
suggested run counter to Toulmin's fraquently exprsssed atate-~
aent that the primery function of ethica 1s to furthsr the
harmonious satisfaction of as many individual desiras and
intarests as poasibls. On the contrary, it is in accord with
it where Toulmints own theory ls not. In some Utoplen sociely

in which there wers no existing inequities, it at1ll might be
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possidbls to further maximise setisfactions. Beosuse of the
artificlality or "desert 1slamd” naturs of the exsmple, it
1s d1fficult to be sure whit wo would say. But, if we oarFy
out an "experiment in ixzaylastion™, I think tiat wa vonld ey
that {1t Is "a rignt 876 proper thing” that heppinsss be in-
creased wheraver possitls and that we would not say tiat
whetl. & h&pplness siould or should not be Increased {n auch
a sltuation 1s zmmrely a matter of how ws happensd to fael
abaut 1i.

7 wost serlous objsction Lo soulwin's reaarks aboud
tee upinary function of etilcs is to his statement that baslc
quastions gbout & way of life ara Just personal end not woral.
Toulmin ar;:o03, (a8 we nave asean) that gusastions like whether
the -nristlan way of life or ths toslem way of 1ife iz better
ars not moral guestions. As "the scope of aethical reasoning
1s limitod ao well as defined by the frasework of activities
in which 1t playa 1ts pert,” Toulmin ar-ues trat such ques-

‘tlona mbout ways of 1lifs have no moral application. Thay

havs valua only as rhetoric., About such "questlons” we
can only meite & personal declsion,®1
How, ocertainly Toulizin would bs sorract in argulng that
a guestion about & way of 11f'e i3 ot as comuon and &2 readily
angswerad a :oral gueation as a question about "Whathaer 1t i»

bed lor women to stank at bars?'. If, to this latter gquastlion,

2l. Toulznin, The Place of Resson in Ethlce, p. 153,
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we 84y, '¥o, 1t's perfectly all righti?, the change wa are
suggosting and the alternatives 1nva1iod ere psrfectly olear;
but, in & case about the way of 1ife of two asparate oultures,
the alterngatives propoasd are not 80 clear. large ascals sné
avarall :ioral reforas ure not easily wade; contanporary snthre-
pologista nave :aade this gufficlently evideast. Yet, after all
this 1o adaftted, I astill think 1t is not unfadr to aay that
Touliiin hes here conliused a problexs of practical ma‘rtl angl-
nearlng with a tieretlcal normative athical problm..@. The
noal nature »f the gusstlion about ways of life iz evident,
1{ wa raflect gseriously on the queatlon: 'How ought we to
oring up our chlldren?t. In aaslking such & question we are
asking: "ihat sort ol husan beln:a ought they becows? ¥hat
way of llis ought they to follow or Lo sowsit themselves to?!

it our invpeasing ¥nosledge of different culturas, we ars

0. lirfa, “experlnants in 1ivin;",25 from which to choose.
How, LU Ls practleally inpossible to throw off an old culture
an assune anothar; but, with our inereasing knowledgze of
huaaa nature end our knowledgze of different ways of 1life, a

moral eritic can use this material as datsp in enswvering the

72« Toulaln can even be read bere in & manner that absclves

hia of the diffliculty. He ssius tc have in mind, ths rather
unraal situation in which a cHange from one culturs to gnother
would unske no difference to =iy [felleific consequences on the
whole. But hla remarks sre certalnly mislesdling. Ibid., p. 133.

23, The title of a book by Uacbeath on anthropology snd athica.
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question: 'What sort of human beings sught wo to become??.2¢
Clearly, we cannot make wholesale changes overnights but, in
thinking about how we ought to bring up our children, we San
carteinly consider various "experiments in 1iving® in deciding
on the moral value of our soclel prectices. G&Even if caanges
tiat would be resquirsd are vastly more difficult than we now
thinlr, the moral reforasr advocating or disocussing possidbls
chan;es 12 our soczfial practlices is certainly not uttaring
lojical nonsense or golng beayond moral good and evil when he
conslders the relatlve advantagesa of alternoative ways of 1ifs.
e omoral roforser and Lha noral epitic 1a considering such
a quasation are stlll concerned with social harmony even Al
hlan cons{icoratlons ars less dollnite than those Toulmin brings

lorti., A way of 1i{s, a culture itself, is a wmoral attituds;

24. 1 do not, of course, msan to imply that tie moral critic
(¢ aornetive ethliciat) take up the "spectator point of viaw"
or woat Unristophier Slake hies well described a2 the moreliy
neutrel "spectator language"” of the anthropologist inatead ol
the blay:r languege"” of tle morel agent or moral critie
(morallat). (pp. 292=3). Blake haz clarified admirably the
iogleally céifferent pointa of viaw of the aocial sclantiatts
theory of morality and tls norsative ethiclaits though he
Las done littls (in ny oplinion) to solve the more cruclal
problen of how anthropsloical information adbout the moral
cholcea of olther culturses hesrs, for ths moral critic and the
moral apent, on their own delliberaticns in appraising a
system of morality, a social practice, or a particular prob-
len ;f cggduot. ﬁao Christopber Blake, "Ant;:ropology &nd
loral Philoaophy,” The Philosophlesl Quarterly, vol. 4
{Oetcber, 1954), pp» =9 . L
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o way of 1ife is quite literally anm gthes.%5 MNor is this to
uee 'morals' in a dangerously over-extended seuss; for, &
culturs (an et.hos) 13 a particular way of harmoniaing Smdi-
viduel wanta. neads and duix-os. As the anthrepologlat
ueaton Labarre haa rocently pat it
In the last analysis, every culture is ultimately a moral
stance or & systeu of ethical cholicea; end mxn 18 fres bio-
%?oia%lf to nste sliernativs cholces of his future evolu-

Ta;siarm {0, aftar all, 1a not Mtiﬁs in a philosophical
contaxt}, uses 'noralsd and 'valuss' interclangably, but it
1s claur fro. 'nis; contest that he 13 talking about =moral de-;
elalons carryin, gbll atioans. i polnts out that in esiking
tue crucial moral quastlon: 'Jiat sort of baman Leinys do we
wisii to La?' or tiow ousht we to belng wp our chlldran?', vwe
have o "whols wo.azerle of oultural cholces" from which to
chooas.27 To the sxtent that we can modify or tmncend.‘ to
sons deysree, our ethnocsntric (blindly traditional) ways of
thiakling and btehaving, we are free to chovse Irom thsse "moral

ataices." Theoretically, thw moral reformer {sspecially if

20, Tith wmy remark about tie culturs itself having a moral
aLtltu-ia, T do not al al)l wmean to reincarnste "the social
minds" %“he sbove favon de parler is only meant to serve as
s short-land wvay ol pointing out that a goodly number of owr
attitudes are cultural, Intersubjective or have & soclial
sattlng.

26, waston Lp&rm. "kented; A Hore Adeqguate Culturs,” in
Jsoclology: a r}ook oi Remdinga, Sacuel Koenlg st al, (editor),
(ilaw ?oﬁ § Cl. % & also Weaton m&rz-e. ihe Busan
animal » (uhica{{pa G534}, DP. BH1=-32.

Zrc Zblﬂo; Pe 60,
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bis purpose is very long renge) can comider thsse Variom
“syatens of sthical chofces" and ask which sholce is the
most sdequate. Certainly, the zoral critic can ask: Dees
way of 1life B or T maximize to the gresteat extent ths hare
wonlous gatislactlion of as nany independent deslres and wants
as possi~la: Lor 1s 16 evident as both L%Bu're ad Toulmin
sasn to think,=% tual s choicse hsrs 1s mersly a matter of
prafersucs or peracnal declalon Ior these "expsrizants in
living™ are all concernsd to barnonize b ereats end desirea.
In teras ol tis primary functlon of ethles, it la quite pos-
sible theopeticelly (tnough, psrhaps, net at the moment or
even ever practicelly) to rank thess "systeas of ethical
chiolcea”,

Thal questlons about whole ways of 1ifs can be moral
queationa is furiher gsupportad by ths lollowling consldera-
tion. "Intsrnat lonal moral questions" arise wisn two culturass
cos in corkgct an¢ conflict, On Toulmin's own conceptlen of
thie primary {function of athice, it 1s clear that when iwo
¢lablnot cultures wlith conflictling social practicsa uweet end
intaralngle and must perforse get on together definite moral
questions arise about the alternative ways of 1lfe of these
culturea., wuvea where there ia no actual contact, it 1s elways

quite intalliuglble, If not ao prectically urgent, to ask which

2d. Ibid., pe 81, Toulmin, Ths Placs of Reason in Bthics,
Pe 153' :



way of 1ife would cmmse tin least suffering and hardship.
his last queation ia less easy to gauge than questions about
wore limited soclal practlces within & glven culture padtern;
but, thiz consideration does not meke such questions cesse to
be seaningful arc memninglal on Toulmin's own conception of
eth.lcs as concernad with the harmoniousz satiasfaction of as
many <eslrss ané Interssts as poasiblo?@“

I have, 1in thie praceedin pages, uoted that asveral da-
talls in Toul:ints conception of the priwmry fuxtlen of
otihlcg swena to Us wrong. Ths wmost lmportant of these ways
in which ioulnin poess mistagen are 1) tust ethitcal gqusations
can nover Le strictly individual and 2) that queations about

wa, 8 of life are not ethlcal questicns. I have argued that

voth 1) and 2) can be moral questlions. But, I have argusd
st tie truth of 1) and 2) ie cospatible with Toulminis

prigsry functlon of sthics as concerned with the harsonious

29+ Stephen Toulmln, 1he Flace of Heason in Athicas, p. 2E3.

Bldney and Linton have polnted out that Tmorality' i2 a
universal category of culturs. ILinton remariks "Thers is no
gociety on record wilch doss not have an athlcal systea.
Apparent pxceptions ars dug %o the obsarver'a failure to
recognize thse social 1limits within which tha system is ex~
pectad to apply." (p. 658)}. Linton cdefinss vhat he means
by an Tethlcal systen' 1n the following way. ILooss as Lin~
tonts definition s, It Ls to bae noted that 1L fits in very
woll with Toulminta concaptlonas, "By an ethiical syatem we
nean definite {deas rejerding what constltutes right or
wren: behavior in most altumstions lnvolving scclial inters
action with a Ligh depr-e of comaistenoy in the values which
trone ldeas reflect.™ Hulph Linton, "Universal sthicel Prine
ciplan: An antLropolog;lcal View,” soral Principlsa of Action,
He Anabom ad. (lew York: 1958), pe .
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satisfaction of as many individual wanis and dssires as

posaibles Toulmin himsell has simply made mistakes in draw~
ing out the Ilmplleations of bis conception of the primmry
function of ethlica.

Aackie nawes & furtler quite distinct kind of criticism
of Toulaln®a vonception of ths prinery function of ethios,.
It 2 a critlcian (nat deverves asparaie treatment from the
kind of criticlsas discusasd wiove. Haokle argues that therae
i no common measure o happlnass; raetlior, 'happiness refers
to tie acrt of 1ifs one aaxd onets peera prafor.so 8imilarly,
thore 18 no c¢ross cultural measurs for what le to count asp
the maxinum 'arzonloua satisfaction of relsavant lrterests
ane the like. Yivery adjustment ig to some extent a biased
ora, ané any ethical judznent will promote not harmony 1n
itself , but & particulsr sord of harmony, so that one func-
tion of sthical hxigqents will always be to advance soms
interests s ainat othera."Sl ztrics functions always to
raruonlice tia interests of some dominant group. 7The wanta and
desliras tlat are "harconlously satisfiszd® are always asatisfied
1a aceesd wiil: the pvejudi:aﬁ a:xd biases of soms limited acolasl

LRGP

30, ackle, "Cpritical Hotice: The Place of fsason in Ethics,"
The Auntrelasien Journal of FhiTosophys vol. XRIX (Aagist,
9515; P» EIB.

3. Ibiaug Pe 121.
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I #1ll oake ths followinz reply to this sort of oriti-

cisn. Iiret, certalnly what will count (the descriptive
criteria of) as “narcony™ and "satisfaction" to e Coubusm
axd wiat will count as "hermony™ snd "satlisfaction™ to a
Sanoan are aol, to put 1t mildly, identical. Toulmin, sa I
uncerstund him, 18 not denying thls comunon sense core of
relativig=.2 Toulnin ia saylny rather, that e principle
llkte this least suffering principle or like (J) functions in
tica lollowlng way: for whetaver la to count as a harsonious
sat lafaction of intarests In any culture raeason and act In
that culture so as to further the barmonlous satiafaction of
as nany Indeparwient desiraes and wants as ars compossible.
Gecond, in terss of th.a way 'ethical! and tethical jJudgient?
ere osployad, I & woral egent or moral critic recosnlixes
tiat a judpient or an gppraisal of his is a blased one or
advaices unjustiliably his Iinteresta or the imk eresia of a
particular ,roup or claag at the expense of more gensral

faterests, Lo knowa that his appraisal or Judgrent 1ls not a

32. Yowell=imith putas tils general kind of consideration
nlcelys "Anthropologists are nowdays suspicious of attempts
to explain moral rules in terms of thelr valus to scalety.

It 1s, for axanple, impossible €0 explein the anolent Hebrow
teboo on tha eatlng of pork as due to the unwholagomeness of
the Palestinian pig. But the miastake of the older santhropolo-
cists was that of assuming that the i1dees of all soclatles
85 to what conatitutes tha Interast of soclety must rave been
tha same &5 our ownl they were not amistaken io thinking that
the rules are promulgated and snforced because they are belleved
to be in the interasts of soclaty, or of some clees.” P. ii.
iiowall=dnlth, ope 9.&2" Pe 235, Italica mins.
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moral appraieal or judgaent. Ee knows from the very use of
*noral ! tiwt it ought net to be made. This does not wmesn
that in fact our appralzsals are not often bissed and limitsed
by our own tribal attitudes, But aesuming we are ocommittsd
to & moral polnt of view Lf we recogmise tiat our appraisals
are trus arbltrarily limitad and bilmged, ws must ﬁtuct than.
A umsy Admi Smith and Tastemsark have taught ust wmoral
attitudes ure clainterested and lapartial attitudas; or, an
toulnln saya, moral aprralisals are intended to &ply fodepend-
ently ol person &#nd places

ow, there are two further and guite different oriticlmms
ol Toulmints cenception of the primary functlon of sthice
whicr. I would like to clascuss. I aight adé that these critl-
cisas are of g vepy basic nature ané challsnge not only his
contception of ethics but also his whole baaic procsdure In
ethics and, ifaplicitly, his whole way of dolng philosophy.
Bot!. of these eriticlams refer back to my way of dlaposing of
Tgretas Wletzsohian's argunents as belng simply not morsl be-
cauge they were beyornd the scops of morallity. If the follow-
in; kind of eritlcla:x is correct then sy procedure there wad
quite 1lllcit.

Tue first critlicism might best e browgit out by pre=-
sentlng Toulanin with the following pedustie. If the kind of
arusat  hilcl: led Les. used by Toulwin and by ue for what is
to count as sthickl is legitizmte, migbt oot & "Toulminite®
then znake the followlng kind of sargament in gcience. The
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Toulminite mizht argues “Given Newtonian mechenies, given
the 1alerances =mde in physios, ziven the laws of phasha“:
e particle, to count as a particle, muat save an opuite®
Yeot, cortainly, no philosopher of science would rule ot
quantun mechanlics as physical seclence hacause the notion of
an orbdlt s lacking in the e¢onception of a particle ia that
ares of phyulcs. XNor wvould he say that the conception of a
particle {s alstaiien in quantum anechanics aimply becense for
a particle to ba a particle it must bave an orbit. If Toule-
ming in his secount of moral resaoning, is comiitted %to any~
trhins anslogoua to that, he indesd is wrong. Howaver, I
think the aralogy is mlsplaced; for, 1f It wers proper, wse
would ‘sve to ssy thet Toulnin was saking the following ind
of ar-ument 1n hia neta-sthics, "Oiven latholic Liristlian
athics, slven tho moral rulses and the logical relstions betwoea
tis moral rules of this ethlca, Jjust what Is to count aa wrong=

sl

<oing i feiling to .0 Lo Churen on dunsay, practiciug birth
contrl, advocating athalstic somsunisa, ete.” Bub, Toulnin
nowhare arsusa liks this &t all. Surely he, as any meta-
ethiiclast, would say thst these are particular moral judgnenta
made in teras of a particulsr morality. If Toulmnin was com-
ml-ted to somathing like the above argamemt, he would be

rualling ocut, by mere definition, actusl competing moral views

35. Toulialn regards these laws as "rules of {nference®,.
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{which everyons, including the Catholic, takes to be comn~

peting moral viaews) as sioply not moral becsuss what “we”
mean by 'belng woral' would not cover thex. Es would mve
to say that the bumanist who sald that there was nothing
wroeng with btirth control and that there wes no wzoral ébltgn-
tion to 4o to Church on Sunday was contradicting himself and
not really makin: & wmoral Judgrent at all,

But, Tculsaln 1s not arjguing anyihing like that at all.
vor can 1 s.e tiet Lo 1s lnpllicitly comitted on his theory
to sanctloning such an aprgument. In saying that what 18 to
count ms a8 200¢ reoason in ethics 13 deternined by the moral
sode 0 pewsonin: or the primary Ifunctlon of ethlcs, Toulaln
Las somethdng quite different 1 mind than to diaplay the
lo;lerl relations vetwean the baslc moral premises and the
particuler soral rules on a given morality. Hor can I see
tiat thers are any velld srounds for saying that hs does
in fact do tiat. Toulnaint's own analo;y betwaen ethics and
tre sclantific mode of reasonlng 1s more &propos.

Lot me briefly try te brlng ocut the point of Toulmints
own analogy. If wa can say that the primry function of
g-lencs 1a to correlate our experlstcesa {n diffarsnt flelds
50 that we ¥now what Lo sxpsct in the future,d4 then, in
terss oi Lhat functlon, there are csrtain very natural crie

teria for wiat ars to count ag good reasons in sclence.SS

3i. Toulmia, i@ Place of Hemson in Bthieg, p. 104,
35, Ibld., Ps 10%.



211

If we are trying to chooss which scientific explammtion, in
any ziven flald, is tls best axplamation msong the availabls
alternatives, we choose the sxplanation which has the mest
predictive rsllability and goherence with theories estsblished
in adjacent sclentiflfc fialds and 1s the most sonvanient .6

I a sclentific explanation meata all thaase testa and someons
atill parsiata in asking if 1t i{a a good scientific explana-
tion, there would be no literal furthe Justiflication which
wa could glve the questionar, dather, wa would bs completely
puzzlod as to what he =mantade And, 1f, in explaining what
e wantad, he said: ‘'tut, you gsze, your sclantific explana~
tion 13 no good, for 1t doosr;'t axplain coincidencea or why
Heetnoven's symphonlea urs ;reat symphonies!, we would simply
say to Li: that 1t 1z not the Job of sclence am cannot be
tta Job of aclance to axplain sudh queations. Ve would sey
that Lls questlion 18 siaply not & sclantific question at all.
It 18 ocutside Lue aode of sclentific reasoning.S7

Soulnin's mrgusent about vod peasons in ethicsa iz analo-
cous te the above argumsnt aboub sclencs and ot to the argument

about lewtonian mechailcs. Touluin's easentisl polint (stated

56e 1 can do little wors than sketch very roughly hare the
analosous argument in sclence. Such a rough sketch i3, of
course, bound to be misleading in one way or mother, I
only hopa it will do .or the purposes of the analogys I
would like to add thaet Toulmin develops the above argument
with considerable care and eladoration. 8ee Toulmin, The
Flace of Resson in Ethica, Chapters 7 and 8,

57. Ibid., p. 101,
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gonerally) is that the mature of the sctivity, whatever the
activity may be e.i.; science, morality, chess, aesthetics
and the like, determines the valid moves we can mate in that
activity . % If we understand the purposs of that ackivity,
then and only then can wa fully underatand what =akos &
reason a pod rsagon within trhat activity., oOr, te put it
a3 Urason wight, unieass wa understand why ve zrade, we can-
not fully wnderstend wbhy carisin grading oriteris rather
i other possible oriteria are Zood grading oriteria.

The gocond criticisz aight naturally be proeased at this
nolnt. The oblection wizht run as followa. Thers iz nothing
necassary avout ethles or asclence bdeling Just the sort of
activity we !ave dascribed sexcept in the pesouliar and trivial
seass 0f 'naceassery' in which 1t la nsceseary tlat everyihing
be wihat it {s and notiing else or alse it wouldn't bLe tiat
thlng whict. 1t 1s. In fact, ethlics say well do the Job tlat
loulnnin saya 1t doosj but, axcept in the above peculisr senss,
there 18 no necessity that 1t do just that job and no other.
In sone Lelbnitzlan world, ethics might have & quite Giffer-
ent function and, hence, have quits differsnt oriteris, stc.
Toulizin, the ar;mment might continue, by not concerning him=
g6lf wit): these posaible *"Leibnitsian reslma®™ has not =tsen

ve s second order level and done mebta-sthice at all.

ole I Lave slready oriticiged Toulmin for $lluglvensas ebout
the ssnaa of tdeteruines?' licre. dut I do not sse how this
mig&;& agaiust Zouluin in this ocontext. Zes ilapter IX,
aaction B,
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Now, sll of the sbove eriticlsm, except ths f inml con-
clusion, must bs accapted. It i “conaisteantly thinkable,"
in some vague senss of that vagus comcept, tiat ethiog aight
lunction quite differently than it doss. It might be the
sort of actlvity wilch Iunctions =20 that tie strong =ey sub-
dug i weak, or it might function to afford euriosity to
t:w 1dle, or to harmonize the desires of monkeys ratlier than
aen or ia any nuntar of ways trat one aight plck et randou.
If 1t tad soci diffsrest prizary functions, then the criteria
far good reasona would bs giite diffarent then thsy ars. '
But tiis iardly proves tuat Toulmin 1s cnot dbing 8 gscond
wrder job. &t cetarwines wietier one toag or d553 not dd@ﬁ

gaconc crder job 18 celerained not by one's subject matter

bubt Uy tuhe way ons trsats ons's subject matter. I Lave ad-

mitted tiat 1t Is not cleer that Toulmin himaell 1s clear
about this distinotion of lsvels or that, 1 he 18 clear
about 1t, would accepi this dletinetlon.9? liowsver, to ade
ait tils is one thing widle to say that hia tusory is ot a
mota-gtnical theory because 1t gtarts with a eontlncent matter
{L1eae, tre function of athica) is quite anothar. Surely,
Toul~in starts with someltiing whichi he takea to bs Just in
Taot 80 but, bis Job la to analyze ths place of resacn i{n
stiica. Taking (as a bit of pre-analytic knowledge) ethica
to be & ocertaln kind of activity, he trias tc sxplain (as a

30, 300 my remarks in Chapter VI,
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bit of snal ysis) the scope of that activity and to dlscover
what can count as good reasons within that activity. This
can be handled In a meta-ethical fashion just as much as the
activity of the =mata-sthicist (1f, indeed, such a meta~sthicist
gxists) who atarts at snother poini by saying: Lst us mean
by tethicst 7y or z or v and then lat us see what are ths ori-
terla lor good roasong In y or g or v {filling in ths variables
with any velucs one choosoes.) Doth actlivities are quite pos-
sibls and tin results In one do not invelidate the results
in the other. i, wilch activity is "best"™ or thoe "leaat

trivigl" dependis on tha purposes or onds wae have in mind.
(D)

In this ciapter, I lave trled to present conslderationsd0
which would uwake it very doubtful that Toulmin'a overall con-
ception of the function of etrics 1s persuasive and t harsfore
implicitly prescriptive of some particular moral point of
viow. I have malntained, however, that his own extended
gtatacents ol tie function of ethics are persuasive hecauss
ol certaln misapplicatlions he makes of hils overall concaption
of the primary Munction of sthics. Zut, I have trizd to show
how tlese misappllcations can be rejscted without ylving up

his ovarail conceptlon that the primary functlon of athica

0. I smy 'conaideretions' advisedly, for they do not smount
to a forzal dedustive proof; nor, do I bslieve that, In such
a 3ltusti on, one could obtaln such a proof one way or snother,
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is to gulde conduet 50 as to achioave the harmonious smtis-
fgctlion of as wmany Independent desires and wants as possible.
ihls Deling trua, we have no good rasson to say, if ay modi-
ficationa of Toulmin are accepted, that Toulmin's criteria
for 00l ressons are prescriptive of a particular moral
polnt of view and thut he recozmends a partlcular noraative

atl.ics uncer the ulse ol amlysls.



Chapter XI

AGUN RREASOHS AND “ONTOLO3ZICAL JURTIFICATIONS®
OF HORALITY

In Chaptor fevan I indicated a way in whioh Toulmin's con-
cantions of wmoral reasoning migzht ba modiried go that thay would
aecount Tor all the loglenl moves we ocould make 1n Jusiifylng a
sorzl Judguent. I argued that from within the mods of woral
resconing therae lg¢ no further or more ultimate eriterlon for
moral judgments than the principle of leagt suffaring. 1 arcusd
furthey that Toulmln's orlterla (if corrected in the waye I have
ecorractad them) and hig very conception of the primary funetion
of athicas do not coimlt hia to a partloular normative ethieal
posltion. Hig oconslderatlions about good reagones follow from the
vary logleo of moral talk.

Yet, critice havas parsleted Ln asking for a “asore ultinate
Justification' of morsls. It hasg oven been lmplied that we nesd

to mate some “excursion into ontology® to “really Justify our
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soral judgments.*l Critics have wanted to ask: "Is 1t encush
to know how we do }in faot reason morally? Are Toulmin's con-
slderatione sufficlent or do we need a ‘desper,' !gurer,’
‘worsl-rational foundation' on which to bage our moral appralsals?

Lot uz briefly r2call Toulmin's poasitlon on the limita of
woral Justificstlion. Toulmln has specified the primary funetion
of athicg and hag deseribed the iindg of movas wa make in 3uati—
Tying moral aporalsals. Yoral aetivity baing the kind of
activity it ls, we finally Justify moral rules on the basla of
thelr falleclflc coneequancas. Uslng the prinsiples of least
suffaping ag a Dasic normative promise we can cive logical
grounds for acaenting gome moral rules ané rajecting others.
Bayond this Justificztion, always keeping in mind the finite
gcops of moral reasoninr, thera ig and ean ba, argues Toulmin,
no furthar literal Juetificatlon. 'I;’wo pursue; questions of
Juetifloustion neyond a certaln natural 1imit, wa only ralae

"lipitinT susstions” with thelr purely supererogatory "whys.”

1. In speatzing about the qusstion of “ontologleal Justifica-
tlons of worsllty,® 1 do not wean to be speailng of thoss meta-
athlcicts, like ¥, '/, Hall, who dsvelop philosophleal analyses
of tho ontolocy of value. fFurely, tney may give Justifiecatlons
of thair ontolozios of valus. But a juetifiocation of an ontolory
of' value s one thing and an ontologieazl juptificatlon of
morality ls anothar. Hall, Tor example, makes 1t very clear
thst in analyzing the ontology of value he 1g lsaving aside such
quaetions as "hovw ean value be inown® and "how ars normative
se2ntsnoeg Jugtlfied.” ¥, ¥, Hall, What ;%hv ue? (Mew Yorx:
1652}, p. 269, T rather have in mlng In this pter those
traditional philosophers who tall us that to really Justify our
soral dseelslons wWe muzb find some “metaphysioal or ontolozleal
begls for them,.*



218

Yet, som= would maintaln that, just at this point the
"real philosophlesl problems arles."? The really crucial phil-
osonhle probleams arise precisely where wa attempt to glvs &
2roof of rsther than a proof in metnical syetam. The former
questlon ia the "fundamental problem of morality.? It le at
this level, if Profascor Hall's interprstation of Bentham and
¥11l 1a oorreect, that the claesleal utilitarians could only uge
aarsuazivs arTusents appealing to the "intellectual honesty of
reasonable men.“3 At least eome phllosophers have wantad to
a8% of a prinelols llce Toulain'e least suffering prinelpla:
"How doeg ha Justify that? Uan he only exhort us to reagon in
aecors with 1t or zpoeal parguaslively to our gentiments as
"reagonable wen?' Dhillosopher's aeking questions about ths
“justification of ultiaste prineiplas® have wanted Toulmin te
eive "gome account of" those ultimste prinoiples for which, ae
Paton pute 1t, it 15 Lapoaslbdle to clve any wore reagons, but
prineinles whieh are nonethelags universally bindinz on 3ll men
insofar ag they are rational.h

Toulmin has, I halieve, indlcated the llteral 1limits of

2. Cacksteder, “Reviav of nation of the “lage of
Fasgon 1n rth;,og',n Ethics, I%I'Wprx , 1952), 219, and Taton,

THaviaw of An ixa tion of tha Pla _£ isagon in Ethios,®
Philogoohy, x?'TfET iganuary'rl?z !

3. E. W. Hall, "Ths 'Proof' of Utility in Rentham and ®111,*
ithleg, L¥ (October, 1959), &,

L. Pﬂ.ton. m.. E;E-' P 830
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moral Justification.® The prineiple of least sufferins or (J)
1p the basic normative criterion for the Justifiscation of moral
appraleale in ethice. Purther, if ny defana; and modification
of Toulwin's argument le correct and the "“goope of ethical res-
goning lg llzited by 1ty funetion,”? 1t does not make genee to
agx Tor a moral asroof of {(J) 1tsslf, Rather, if we are rea-
«onins morally, (J) just is the ultimate principle to whiech we
guet s5pnasl. I thae racuast for a "proof oft (J) Ls taken asg
a rajuagt Por a moral vroof of (J), it is 1mposslbles to satisfy
avan in prinelplz, ror one cin only challonae {J) or provs (J)
froa outplde the zoral mode of reasgoning. It is not, if ay in-
tararatation of the role of (J) ls correet, Juct a matter of
£ivine a groof of a determinats aoral sode rather than siving
5 2roof in that systam; far, (J) is quite different in its fune-
tlon than th: bsale princlplss of morslity in, for axasple, a
Catiiolle or fusanist or Himdu moral oosaa. (J), rathar, sets
tie llalts of the kinds of consldsrations which eould, in prin-
elpla, count =& worsl conaldaratione. Thars cannot thean be any
further morzl consldaratlonc, assualne worality contimues to
nave ths function it dves have, which would rsbut (J):\_How. in
the vragading ohapters, 1 have tried to show how such a ranersl

viaw of Juatification in ethles could be defended. I shall not

S. T am using 'justificstion' hers to mean 'logleal ground,!
If eertein smpiriesl condltiona obtaln and certsin soral ap-
aralazls are subpumable under (J) then in a stralchtforwvard
loTieal @snas we oun say thepe moral appralsale are justified,
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try, in this ehapter, to defend this view further, but I shall
try brlefly to axpilcate one of the ressons why it is ib natural
to ba dleeatisfied with such o view and why 1t is 0 natural to
think that thers nust be some “despar ontological Jugtifiscation
of wmorality” whan, in faat, thers gan bs no further literal meral
Justlflcation of morsl apurealsals than the kind I havs indicated.
In Lh=2 naxt ghapter, I ghall argue that, though we cannot argue
for any further soral Justlfication of ethies, it makes gense
to ask for a non-moral justificstion of athies. This last con=-
alderatlion, tovether wlth the factors I shall bring out in this
ohaptar, makee us tand to be uneagy with Toulmin's kind of con=-
aestion of maral reagonine snd to gaek for soma furthar though

quite mystarioug xind of *justification' for norals.

Toulsin's talk about "limiting questicne® and the rols of
th# relicious wode of reazsoning gzives ug part of this explana-
tlon; but, I belleve that s weta~-ethice which taxes lnto acoount
ih2 non—deseriptive functions of evaluative dlscourse oan ex-
2isin this sspsctl more neatly and satliafactorily.

Conelderations hers turn on how far and ln what manner we
can apply the standard exawple or paradigum osse mathod in
explicating vaiﬁutlonal problcme.é ¥ith thia aquestlion, the

6. %~s my discuselon of this taechnigue in Chapter IT, agection
B,



sroblam about preseription varsus desoription in Toulmin's theory
reapoears. The trouble comss from the systematio ambiguisty in
the followine types of utterancs: ‘Vhat are good reagons in
ethles?! a2nd '“hich *rood reasons’ really are good raasons in
ethice?! [Depanding upon how they sre smployed, thess cuestions
#ay renculre goclolorleal, normativa ethical or seta-sthical
angwarg. £f poololorical cuestions they ask, 'What reasons do
peoples tave to bDe food reagong for thelr ordinary oriteria for
0r2l appraigale’  As pormative sthieal questions thay ask,
'“hat reasons {(everything else being equal) ought to bs acocepted
in waking zoral Judrments or appralsals?' or (as in the sscond
uttarance) Yuhleh of ths "good reapons® offersd for moral Jjudg~
wente really ouzht %o be accepted ag oriteria for worsl Jude-
ments?'  As mata=athlieal questions, our two initial eystematically
asblglous ruastions asxz, 'What do we mean by “mood reasons* for
woral apsruleals?' or {(as in th2 sscond utterancs}, ‘'YWhat do we
mean by Yeood reasong® for zood reagons in athice?' Apart froa
beins szployed In & gpeseific context, 'Whet reasons are ro00d
raasong in ethles?! and "which "rood rravons® really ars good
rragons in ethlep?! admit of any of the abowvae interpretations.
Mot neatine them on the jobh, wWe cannot say whioh way they are
belne uced,  But, Toulmin, if T have understood him correctly,
1s agking tha last (mweta-athioal) sgort of a guestion., Howaver,
at timas in his analysis, he has confused faots about ugage with
the gg_g_; of wmoral lansuare,

But, fer althsr a goololozloal desoription ar for a mata-

ethioal analysis of the usas Of 20rsl) raasbnlng, tha following

i



problea arlsss about justification: would not a traditionalist
1lz2 Paten be ineclinad to feel that whers ths soclologlet's
and/or meta-etinlolst's task has ended, his task Bas just bagun;
for, once we nave analyied what we mesn by our moral terss and
evan 7hat eounts as 'Juatificstion’ in athlos, would not a phi-
losophar 1liks “aton want to say, 'Yea, I eee this is what ia
£3ant by 'good reasons' and thig le what justification in ethics
mrang; bul, shy shouvld I aoccept thees good reasons or why should
I acea,ut thle justification??

“a cxh ze9 what an 19p0ssible “guestion® the above gort le
whnn we try to sea what alternatives a Paton might brine forth.
I, in th~ above sueztion, wa tried to make 'why should I zocept
ttinga wood razgons' clearer by adding immadlataly after it
'r:ther than goia other 7ood reasone', we begin to ses the iz~
Docalhility of sha “quastion®; for, we cannot add 'rather than
soa? other good ragsong' bacauss the raseons already eliclted
by thn mata=athlelst (and accepted as guch hy our traditicnalist),
are Jupt the Tissona that ars to gount ag 'good raasons' in this
contaxt. The gew® argusent could bs made for ths above use of
Yiustification.' oOur tradlitional phlilosopher epsaks as if he
had sose alternative in adnd; but, when we exasine his “question®
un sllgcover thera s no literal altsrnative, 4y dlacusslon of
tiir flars=Toulisin controvarsy7 should have sads 1%t clear vhy a

~4ton cannot escape by asaying, 'But they ars only *rood reasong®

7. See Chapter X.
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in virtus of beinz in accord with the conventiong of current
woral usags.' Yet, gomshow,” we all waét to be abls to ask the
Paton=-type cuestlon. %a fesl cheated Ly so direst an spplica~
tion of the paradiss ozge method,

“hat doeg Paton's worry oome to? Y¥hy do we feel chsated?
I thnint tha bagle consideration Involvad comee to Just this:
nelther glandavrd sxymples nor any other examples of moral rea-
aonlnz wiil aver in themgelvaas 2stablish any apnralsal simply
Dacause an 2psraiaal iz naver aculvalent to the oritaria of itg
2pnlleztlon. In addition to the deseriptive agpsct of an ap-
nraigal, thare lg always itaz non-dsgeriptive aspeut.a Ag thage
1n9t renaris so coipactly put may not be entiraly clesr, I ghall
exnplain 2 little more fully what I mean by theam by a simple ox-
auplna. 1 further hope in the pagea that follow gradually to
wa':e my above 1dea clearer. Ye normally mean by & 7004 eapy
chalr, « chalr that iz comfortable, durable, attractive, sto.
X wizlzht gey to y, as h? polnts out g2 chair in a furniture store,
'"Thatlz a sood ona. It's somfortable, attraectiva, durable,
£nd, T think it will aatch the room,' How, vhile. the nuestlion
hera ia odd, ¥y can cqulte msaningfully ask, even afltsr scoeptlng
x's deseristion as Srue, 'But, lz it s good ehalr, reslly?’ And
1f x supplies aouwe more raasons y oan always, as “oore hag shown,
challenge them. An appralgal or an avaluation la never egulva~

lant to 1ts dezeriptive eriterla, Hegldag its erlteria thers

8, fea A, M. Hars, The Lapsuage of Horalg, part II,
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la always a commendatory foras to 2n avaluative word, unlees

that word is being ueed conventionally. 'ﬂn mattar how sgtandard
the grading criteria may be the sgame logloal comsiderations

a2ply and theee loziosl featurss of evaluatives 1imit the appli-

cation of the gtond rd nxample methed in value theory. Flew hag
Precisely imilested the limlta of the gtmﬁarq axannle msthod:
*ons cannol darlve any sort of value proposition: from sither
a Tactual prouvsitlion soout what people value: or froa definle
tlsne howsver disrulsed of the value teras which peopls as a
watlar 3f Taot em;yloy;g

¥Yat, nslthar Fley nor Ursson (Urason, particularly, wmakes
tids wary elanr=-Y) rejoct tha gtandard exsmple sathod en toto
or, eoven, in ths main. ¥hey only wigh to point out (asz above)

itz liultztions. Hy the gteandard oxamnle mathod, we ocan deter-

@ine wh-t in fagt are Tood reasons iln ethlos in the goclological
soenge of 'wnat ars zood rmagong.' Purther, owdinary usage 1o
tha final chack for tha correctness of our meta-cthlosl
anﬁlyaeé.?"l At we cannot detarzine by this method ls why we
uae the oriteria for sood reasona which we do In faot use. By

nis anthod, Toulmin can datezramline what are the food ressons we,

9. sntony G. N. Flew, “Philosophy and Lansuage,” The Phil-

2zoohieal suarterly, 5 {(Jenuary, 1955), 35.

1C¢. J. 0. Ursson, "Some Cusstiong Concerninz Validlty,* Re

:ntirnationale de Philosophie, 25 {2eptembar, 1953), 217-8,
225, 223:9.

11. This le not direotly asserted by Urmson, but 1s ny inter-
Joiatlion, '
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in faot, do use and what, in fact, ares the eriteria for the
Food raasons; but, he cannot (30 the Urmgon-Plew type of argu-
@went would run) detsraine why we use the gort of c!lteria we do
ue? 1o detaralne which reasons are good reagsns. JIf we push
thls quastion up one gtep and point out what in fact are the
eritaria for the critaria we have, wa can agaln meke the gane
challengs apg abova fTor thess criterla for critsria and so on
indafinitely. TPut, remalning at the level of questloning the
Justiflablliity of ariteria for ordinary woral appraisals, Urmeon
polnts out we may ask thls quegtion about atendards in %two quits
diffarant spirite:

Ve may agt in a gplrit of genuina doubt whether there are any
road rasgons for Qoing 9, Or wa may Ds quite happy in the
amploymant of thepe standapds but _as< why we omploy thew in e
spirit of uhilosophical enquiry.ll
Urason contrastc o "Fenulne doubt® about why we ghould acoept
th2 standords we do «with both "bogug doubts" gtatsd by wlis-
1nadins shilogophical anslyses and with questlons (he does not
Lay doubtg) about validity or about food reagons for & given
eriteris asted In the gplrit of “methodleal philoszophleal re-
searnh.“l3 |
But what wvould these phllososhliceal "*yusstioans® about zood
reagonsg in sthios cowe to? In thle splrit of "aethodiceal phil~

oaophlical regearch,’ Ursmeon, with hias oritlique of Toulmin's

12, Urmaon, “Some “usstlons Conesrning Validity,* Ravus Inter-
nationale de'hilosophta, 25 (Saptember, 1953), 226,

13. Ibad.‘ P 226"’91
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KinA of applieation of the paradipm cage wethod, has sade two
major points: 1) evaluative utterances of any kind csn nevar ba
derived from faotual statements and 2) there 1s always & gosmen-
datory non-degcriptive foree to moral appralsals. Toulsin, és
48 nav~ sesn, 2lso agasrts 1) I havs arnuéd-thnt Toulain ﬁaa
wrong in not wa=inr mom for 2) in his meta-ethloal echeme.
But, I nave also lesplisd that we oan ignors 2} in setting forth
thre literal 1liaits of aoral Justification., In the -agsagas
thatl feilod in thie chwiwpter I wigh to =gtablish to nointel)
The corractneze of iy beliaf that in setting forth the kinds of
Juatificatlon it Ls sogeible to give In qorale, we cen sxeludas
non=dageritlve ?actorﬁ; 2) {t 1s these non«abﬁnript;ve rfaators
that gauge us to ae” for a "daepsr Justification” after all
literal Jugtiflicstlon hag Demn xiven,

e follovinT considarstiong are offerad in support of my
first point. “han there ic any literal doubt about the leriti-~
maey of osassing, in wmoral feasanlng, from a faotual statamant
to & anral eonclualon, what further Justificatory, cenaral resa-
song could wa conealvably cive for maxing this move than thoge
Toulzln has degeribed? loesn't Urmaon tip ug off that ha doeg
not reslly bzlleve thers are sny *further consldaratione® when
he 04lls the omdilnary firelt ordar scaeptioal guestlona the "gan-
uine coubtg" (= df, “literal doubta")}? Urmson inslsts on the

autonony of first grdsr questlons?u“fo settls such queationa

l“\. _I_b;d.. Pe 249,
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wa do not have to relse gecond order questions et ail. At one
polnt, ha contragts the cenulne doudbt engendered at a firet
grear level with 2 bogus doubt arising on a gecond order jevsl.
Jut, than, in a2peaking of this further why asked at a gagond
order leval whan wa ask questions about why we use the criteria
wa do, Umason gagmp to 1mply that a genulne doubt ean slso arige
on thiz gacond order laval, But, this lg puzzling: a doudt
about what? Vhat ¥ind of a doubt 1eg this nhllosophleal doubt?
Do owa actually Jdoubt 1f our norpative prineiples (the prinoiple
of l2sst guffaring, oto.) are Justifled? Toulmin has explained
why va uge the uworal grading criteria we do in terms of the
kind of job they Jdo. Is thare any concelvable altarnative to
the »rincipls of laagt euffering?

Rayond Toulmin's zind of conelderation, Urmgyon has only
#h0wn us, in offsot, that we ecan have real doubte about the
analysisg of our eriterla of valldity, But it is lmportant to

nats thas regpect in whieh we oal have doubta about the analyale

of tae oriteria, Urason has not shown that Toulwmin ie wrong 1n
nlz analysle of the sort of orlteria that ean count as moral
eriteria. FPather, iripon has brought out that any grading
eritarion always has 8 coxzendatory or non-degerintivs asepect.
If we gpy of anythinr that 1t 15 a good resson we always grade
it as wnll as glasglfy it. This applles to the oriteria tham-
s=lvag vhen we gay they are good gradine eriteria. As Noore's
apen-question and gon-contradiction argument in effact sghow, we
o&n always ohallange any grading eritsrion no matter hov agtable.

We ocan always ask of tha oriterion: 'But is it a good ome??



228
'Goodt! always has a non-desariptive or nommendatory foroes, un-
loas 1t 1a Dalng used in 2 purely conventional senge. It is
never identlceal vith its dagoriptive criteria. Toulsin's
analyslc was, indeed, faulty in not noting thia. But, the
grucial opoint I wigh to make iz that the recognition of thig
non=desrriptlve ag.eot makes no difference to the aoriteria that
Lan ~ount ag woral grading oriteria. Surely, becauss of this
non=deseriytive forcs of savaluative words, we can always chal-
l=nTe any zradine oritsaria; but, 1% is slaoc true that we can
anly as< for a Justifylng reason for something when we can, in
arioelle, sueclify what could count as a raason for or agalnet
£t Gut, VJrason's zind of arprunent does not at all show what
it would be like to zive Justifylng reasons for a prineipls like
{(J). Father, all :le argument ghows is that we can always apl
of any crading srineiple whatecaver: 'Is 1t a zood one?! But
thie shows $00 mugh; for, thig would always be trie snd wa would
Just push alonr for a raason Tor a reason for A raason ag
infinltum. e cpould net in principle speelfy what would count
ag an ultimste oritarion or an ultimate Justification of aoral
Judements., me might aay of (J) then that 1t will do ac an ul-
tlasste criterion until thiz ultimate oriterion whlch cannot in
principla ba apacified, couss salong. Doez not Urmeon's ques-
tion here p=eu gugplelously 1lke one of Toulmin's “limiting
sunstions® with thelr purely superarogatory "whyse?® Urmson has,
indeed, accoounted for a logleal featurs of evaluatives in e
plaplar nanner than has Toulmin: for, with o logical analyels
of thalr commendaZory foruce, Urmgon has explalnad the pame

faaturs that Toulamin only more vaguely acsounts for with hila
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talk about *limiting questlona® and with hls talk about garun-
dives. Yet, 1t ramaing the case that Urmson has not at all in-
“leated wlth hle guestlons concerning valldity that there aight
b2 goms further eriteria for moral Judgmente than thoss that
Toulmin hag cesoribed. Urmson's analysis doee not at all upsat
Toulmin's analyels of the "lozie of Jjustiflcation* in ethics.

Thers 1z one furthsr c¢lossly relatsd featurs that neesds to
bhe notad. Th2 feature I have in mind is the nacesgsary appeal
to declelons or commlitwenis in morals snd the clala that ell
Boral rules, aven a prinelples 1ike the princlple of leagt suf-
fering, ara defeapible ond gpen=-texturad. It ias the gort of
faaturs that Antony ¥lew brings out by hls remark that "in our
linitleasly complicated amd permanently changing werld, there
will always s sltuations which provida sxoantions to evan the
bast of etnleal rules.®t2 In any particular cses, whare wa have
s aoral dilemma, we qugt declds yhather th= rule applies in this
cage or vhather, Dy a declslon of princlpla, to sake a nav ruls
or z zodifieation of the old ruls. Flew gulte richtly racarkas
that "in tne and evary man has to smake not mersly deductions
fromw or anplications of the alresdy glven rulss, but fresh de~
claions as to vhat 1z right; saoh man deciding for himaalr.“rﬁ
L& T have interpretad thae least suffering prineclple, thls very

raguireasnt iz bullt inso Toulmin': hasic principle and into its

1%. Antony 3. ¥. Flsvw, "Conaclous Uge of Models in Fthieal

Agglysla,' F20: A Revisw of Jeneral Ssmantigs, XI (Sumpar, 195k),
288-9,

'lé. M.’ p. 289’ 1“110“ mlhet
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alternative formulstion in (J). Ye apeak of 'preventable suf-
foring! (i.e., zuffering which ought to bg preventsd) or of the
'harsonlous satigfaction of as many vants and desires gg pos-
aible! itare the ‘as possible' is zovernsd by the sase baglo
aught requirement ac ‘praventable’ in the least suffering prin-
c1;19;17 Both with 'preventable' and with 'as pogaible' we
apnly tne tegt of univaersaligabiltly. BPut, the test of uyniver-
sallenblliity itself involvee thess insradicable factors of ds-
nlslon, "A aaite hlagelf i he ghould tell a certaln unpleagant
truth to B, Cartalinly hls telllng the truth to B will osuge B
to wuffer, but not tellinv it may cause B graater suffering
latar. 7Thn2 congecusneeg in termss of the awmount of suffering,
at nragent xt leagt, are vagus and A nust meks a deslislon, He
must daslde, in th-e sthieally relevant gense of 'nraventable,!
whilch sufrering 1o prersmntable. He applles the u nizorgnlggabllltx
jrlnmlgh: what would he have 2 do to him 12 he were in M'e posl-
tion? HBut, what would ha have him dp? FHe Xknows nothing more
ahout what he would have him do than that vhatevnr 1t ic he
42u1d hawe him do 1t must ba unlvergaligable, Tt le clsar that
1n tha and he must himsel? Just. éseclde.. He must welgh the con-
sidorations and then finally daeldo. Furthar, in an evaluative
gltuatlion no one can, as 2 astiar of lople, maks the decislon

for him, for if ha decidme to appeal to sowmsone as a moral

17. %e msust not Just satisfy those deslreg and wants that can
bas deglrad bul wo must satiafy Sthoas dealires and wants that can
Jgggggbbe Geaired (e.g., can @et the requireaments of the univer-
galigahility prinoiple).
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authorlty for what hie ghould do, ha atill deoldeg. In asorals
there cannot be a system of “alr-tight rulss,*® that would make
thls final apieal to a declslon unnecsasary. I would only demur
at Flew's reaark that this "decleional factor® mexes it true
Tthat “"there will always be gituations which provids exceptions
to oven tha best of ethical rules.*l’ The abova factors do not
function as axcentions €9 ths principls of laast suffering.
This prinelple adways »mlisas and lg always the ultimats ori-
terion that we wmust apreal to in maklng moral appraiasls, Tha
notion of ‘preventablet in the princlple i1taelf allowsg for this
guite necesasry "decislonsl factor.? In a moral situation we
must finally just declde Lf ths guffering involved is indeecd
to count ag ‘preventabls sufferine.' But, this does not prove
tHat tna nrlneiple iz avsyr inouergtive or that thers 1g, or can
be, & wore ultimate yrinelinle than Toulmin'a.

4“hat 1s tit= relsvanee of ay above aryuments thxzt there la
ant lrreduclibie non-dssoripytive and deolslonal featurs v moral
dlgcourga to the yuestion of gome "ontolozical Justifleation of
aorality?® 1t iz Just the followlng, It s this non-desorip-
tiva force and deeclislonal faator vhich harrssses us when we ocon-
sidar tha problem of justification in ethios. If we are unaware

of* the ubowa lorlcal featuras of moral discouras, all sortg of

18, dHote NowelleZmith's Drief, but aurgestive, remaris hore,
. Y, Mowsll-fumith, Ethice (london: 1%54), pp. 19-20.

19. Flaw, "Conscious Us® of Hodels in ¥thloal Analyele,* ETC:
5 Reviaw of CGoneral Semantieg, XI (Sumser, 1954}, 288-9,
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logical confliets arige to WOITY \e when we regard moral die-
edurse. 4We seemed Torged to postulata odd “moral entities® and
then we worry sbout them(gn- Suoh logieal confliots can well
cauen uarto bellsvye thare 1g soms pecullar "ontic reals of
valus"?l 1n addition to the *natural reals.” But, then we worry
ahaut how we eould ever know thera was suoh & "resls” or how we
could prove to others that there was. Yet, this pscullar "valus
rz:lu,” 1n s2us naver veary clear senge, is supposed to give us
gowd furtiuer pors ultlzate “ontologlcal Juetification of =o-
rality® bayond the "usre subjective maxims® whioh Touimin has
affered. Hut, ls not this gearch for goms "realm of value®*
caugml wam=aly by the lozieal peecullarities of svaluative dlp-
eourse {i.e,, that ovaluatlvas have an irradueidle non-desorip-
ive funetion)? fvan Toulmin has his zerundives {"our old
frisnd ‘fittingness' in disrulae®) and the ‘preventable' in his
lapat guffaring orinoiple has an irreducibls ourht bound up
#ithin 1t. If we do not recognize thage loxical features of
realuative dipcouraes for what they are we zay well 7o of® llve
/Vlvaa and Jordan cearchinr tha hasvane for'some'“ontologleal
Justification of morality." FRut, 1f w2 nots that, in addition

to tha degeriptive critaria of evaluatives, there 1s slwaye thla

20, na, of coures, can HYe an "Objeotivist® in value {aceapt
ona lndefinable value ters) without taking any such stand at all

on the locus of value, Sag %. w. fall, Hhat 18 Eﬁluga ppe 13,

1. Logt I be thourht to bs creating & strav man, I appeal to
the xind of arcuments used about "a realm of value® in the moral
phllogophles of Tllgeo Vivas and X, Jordan.
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non-degeriptive and deolglonal feature, we will realize that
thara is no nenﬂ to angage in this furthar quite puzaling quest
Tor Juetirication. AT, ;oulnln'a kind of orltsria whlch -
seeued g0 eommon gensically coapeliing and, yet, somehow ”not\
quite rizht® will nov sesm qulite natural and unquestionabla,

T pus up. To the extent that the Urmson-Flew %ind of
critleolsas hava laplisd thet there ara goms furthsr princloles
wa ulght apnesl to or poma more cartaslin beelo eritearia beyond
Toulain's eritaria for rood reasona, thnasze oriticlasmes ars nig-
Tulded. "ather than revealing & naasd to look for a furthsar
Justificstion, narvhaps in somae "noumenal realn' or psouliasr
“irealim of tha ought,” hsve not tha oriticlexs of thess non-
tdagoristive ratlonaliste bDrought out that we nead $0 leave a
»laca, in gny account of moral reagoning, for declglons, commlt-
aentas and the like? To the extant that they lmply, with their
eriticisus of Toulmin's good reagons, that thors are gome fur-
thar more cartailn or wsore busie good rassons (perhaps of an
“onrtological sort”), they have (wlth 4, J. Paton) raleed &
1initine quastion that willi only send us off on an andless
ctuttar, 1 thin: we might b2gt olear the alr by simply asserting:
Toulsin'g arguments have indlcsted the literal limits of moral
Justification and thet the eontinued possibility of asking *why*
of any oriterlion attssts to the non-deseriptive functions (how-

aver varled thsy may be}, of gvaluative tarms.



Chepter XII
WHY SRHOULD I BE RORAL?

A

There remains the othapr duestinn which we guppresgsed in
dizecuseing Toulmin'e eriteris for ¢ood reasons. Can we ask,
if we ars olear that we are not ssking for & moral justifica~
tion, for a Jjustifiestion of sthles or morale as an activity?
Or, to put it differently, 1s 'Why stiould I ba wmoral?' a mean-
ingful ?ﬁigiffn in any context? I wlsh to arzue hers, azainst
Toulminathat 'vhy should I bs wmoral?' is an intelligible (log-
lcally non-absurd) questlon.l ¥e can always &sk for a justi~
ficatlon for taking a moral point of wview at all. This is a0

hacaues not all quastions about conduct (about what 1s to be

dons or about whut should have been dons, ete.) are moral queg-

1. My arguuentg here alao“apply againgt the argument used by
¥alden, See A, I, Nelden, "¥hy 3e Horal?" The Journal of
Philosoohy, XLV (suguat 12, 1948), b49-56,
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tions. Ethice, though & uzique mvde of reasoning, balonge to
a larger wode of reasoning: practioal ressoning {rssgoning about
oonduoat)}.

In treating this problem in thie echapter, I shall be gon-
tent mersly to indloste that Toulmin has Dot sucoseded Lin
aztablishinz that thiz question is a logleally absurd gusastion.

In examlning the guestion of the Justiflcation of morsls,
»a must be caraful to mepsrate this question frosm quastions abaut
tha Justlificstion of any particular gystem of worale or sthles.
Rather, we are concerned here with the jJustifieation of ethice
(any athlce) as «n actlvity or ae a @ods of reagoning. Secondly,
€2 must be quite elear thit in asking for a Justifiestlon of
atiice wa are not askhing for s goral Justlfleation of ethies,
for to aek thle latter guestion (as “ant polntad out to us long
before Toulimdn), 1s to ask for the absurd; for, in asgking for
& Justitication of morality, one hers already put onesslf bsyond
woral consldapatlions altogether.E I am ggklng here 1f one csn
intellixibly ask for a Justificatlon of athles Lteelf as a
rstlonal sectivlity? 1In asting thls guestlon, I au asking a quee~

tion about morallty for winlch wmorality itself cannot supply

2. Vor my expositlon of Toulein's position on "ths Justifios-
tion of sthics"® g2e Chapter IV, Subgection C,pu.c52-254, For
Toulain's osn prasentation of the argument see Toulsin, The
Place of Reaagon in Tthice, »u. 160-5, For coasents that, 1n
nany reegpects, parallel mine (though not made with explieit
roferanos te Toulmin), sea Henry Alken, "The Levels of Voral
iscoursga,* Tthies, LYII (July, 1952), 2b5-7.
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tha annuer.a In other words, this quesgtion 1s just not the sort
of question we oan sak from a moral point of view, Yet, may
we not ask, ln the mennar of Bantham, *Well, now what's the good
of all this business of morality anyway?'“ It ve recognlze
that 'zood' may have many uses {1necluding non-moral ones}, there
g22m8 to be no linzuistie fmpropristy in Benthan's level of
guestion,

In talxinr aboul the ralation of relicion %to ethles, Toulxmin
elalug that one esn challense normatively the propriety of the
=hole rollcloug node of reagonLng.S Now gcould we not pay the
ssa2 thing about the mode of moral reagoning? and, 1f not, ggi
not? I aan sugzesting that 1t is juat as poesible, thourh par-
hapa not practicelly as feasibla to challengae any moral appsal
noraatively. The *ultimaey of the moral appesl® can bes chal-
lnangaed either in the naze of s hizhar authority {%5od, the “tate)
cr Jjust on the grounds of exsedieney or parsonal inclination.

Toulaln swrms to regard utteranees that T alloga are quep~
tlontng the zood of morality gg such as belna logloarlly absurd.
Ha takes the guaption, 'Why cught ona to do what lg right any-
ay?! to ba a logleslly abgurd one (taking 'right' and 'ought!

in thalr "giaplast sanses') becauss 'ought' and 'right' originate

3. alxan, "The Lavela of Yoral Disoourss,* Ftiles, LYII
{(July, 1952), 2u6,

4. 1bAd., p. 247,
8. Toulmin, The Place of Rlesgon in Ethice, pp. 219-~21.



237
in the same eltuations and serve the same purposss. In faet,

Toulmin arguss that such a surgestion ie just ae unintelligible
as ths sugrestion “that soss swmerald objects zight not be graen.®
F&r Toulmin, "1t 1s a self-gontradiction . . . to sugrest that
wa ‘ourht' to do anythine but what ie 'right‘.“s

o, I have indicated in my dlacuselon of the gtanderd
2yamele wathod, how, Tor the savaluative uttarancs, Toulmin's
answar neeads gquallfloation bacauge of the evaluative mernlng
of ‘ougnt' and 'riznt's but, Toulain'sz contantion about ‘vhy
ourht ons to do what ig rizht' also néeda quallfication in anothey
wey, and An thle razpect Toulmin'a ocontention ia even more
sarlouesly wnlsleadinz, A moral sosptle asking, 'Why oucht one
to do whst ie rirht, anyway?' might well be queetioning the good
or twe value of the hole activity of morals; the ‘ought! in,
Yy ourht one to do what L& right anyway?' and the 'ghould’ in
Vhy should I be aoral?' are avaluativo axprassione but they are
not @woral axprenaiona.7 tinderstocd in this facghlon, 'Why ghould
I be moral?' or 'why ouwht one to do what is right, anyway?'
are not unintellicible or logleally absurd., Hor does it help
Toulzin to arzus, in this contaxt, that the avaluative terms sre
to be ta%sn in thelir simpleagt ganaeg. Thaey have many eenses and
i wa Ara interegted ln understandine the full geope of thse

lozice of Justification in human conduot, we have no richt to

6. Ibid., p. 162.

> 7. Alken, "The Lavels of Horal Diacourss,” Ethieg, LvII
(July, 1952), 285-7.
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oxolude any one of thess natural Daap as irrelevant. Ae Alken

polnts out:

In emphaslzing the llalts of moral reasoning which govern the
strictly “sthiocal" applicatione of "ought® or *right,* they
Leartaln 1lingulstic analysts] forget that puch 1limits ere
thesselves mun-made and that the autonomy which, as soclal
bainze, woe normally zrant to morsal rules can itself be trang~
canded by tne ralaliny of questions which requira ths whole ene
terorige of uorallty to Justify itaself bafore some other court
of appasal. Flnally, thay forget that “jugtification”® is a
wany-elded process and that what, fros one nolnt of viaw, ls
an adaguats justification is,,fros another atandpoint, no wore
than th2 poslng of a prohlnm.ﬁ

However, 1 Toulmin iz careful to romaln true %o hils own
arpuaants, ha can gtill raply to gues & quegtion ag this, al-
thougn ! doubt that his raply would put an and to tha guegtlions
of the moral scaptlie or “despairing philosopher.® fis reply
rung ae Tollowsg:

« « » 1T those yho eall for a 'Justification'! want ‘the cags

of worality,' as oppused to 'the gaer for expedienoy,'! ete.,

than thay avrs ziving philosophy a job which 1z not itz own. To
ghos thit you ought t5 choose aertaln actlons is onea thing; to
maks you wsnt to do w#hat you ought to do ie another, snd not

& phllosopherts taek.

I wr not eertain that 7 undarstand Toulsin'e point here; but,

ir 1t 1s to point out the dietinotion batwesan guldine and woadinge,

between offering a justification for s wmoral Judgment and

supplying a gotive to waxe s parson behave morally, I agres with

£, Ibid., . 2645, 1talice uine.
9. Toulsin, The Place of Heagon in Ethies, p. 163.
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Toulmin that, at the level we are now dlecussing, the distine-
tion between guiding and goading is essential. But, I do not
tnink such a distinotion will help Toulain in rejecting ths
above "post-sthleal questlons® as absurd. For, in desanding a -
Justiflication of worality we ars not aecking for a motlva %o be-
have morally, but are av“ink a Justlricgtogx gueation sbout
morallty =28 an activity. '@e want to know what Justifying rea-
gons (if any) are there for taking the moral point of vlew rathsr
than appraleineg actlions on the bagis of whether they will serve
our own sel?-lntersst.la The meoral a?aptio nasd not be just
as'ins for a motive in aaklng, 'Is any Juatification of ethlcs
nesdeq?til  ua any be asking ahy ha ought (in soms non-moral
sange of tourht') to do what he ouzght (moral sense of 'ought')
to 407 To think there 1a‘eomexhing logically sbasurd in the
lazst cueation, is to forget that 'ouzht' haa a varlsty of uses,
Forzatting 'ought' nhas theee multiple funotions in different
contaxts, ‘ought' is treated ag 1f it had only aone usslor mean-
inz., A coaevwhat differsnt arror ig arbitrarily to take 'ought?
only. in 1te full zoral sengs and to ignors other usges as il-

lerttinate uges. But, AT ws %ake the full gpeotrum of uges of

710, I aa ausd?ing hare that ethic:l egolsm 1s not a pozeible
athlgsal view. I have tried to offer aome arguments in support
of thlg contention in wy artiele "Fralam Ain Bthics,® Ses Ral
*, Mielar~n, "Fzolsm in Fthiaa, Jdeas, II (Auzust-October, -

19 53) » 23"8-

N T an usine tjustifleation' in the abova gontaxt in the
same genge that I have used At =lagemara, I am not using it in
tha sxtended sonse of "pragwatic juetifteation* or "vindica-
tion.*
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‘ourht,* 'good,' 'pight,! eto., as our basio explicandua, we
ean not maka the defenss Toulmin sugvests: that i, we oznnot
rule out Alken's "poptesthieal® quastion. And, in agkine for
a8 'Justification of.ethles' thees various usss, at different
pointi, &1l bacome ralevant.

Howvaver, 1% iz diffioult to make any positive comments
about thae ordd guestlon, 'lIs any Justifisation of sthlosg neaded?!
Toululn hag certalnly rone a lonr way toward showins what a
ju@ar cort of quaptlon 1t 1as evan though he has aot shown L1t to
ba lorieally absurd, I will enly try nore %o point out s couple
of contexts in whicn this admittedly 2dd queation caﬁ-ariss.

Let us first take a fletional exaaple from a completaly
non-philosophical contaxt. Huck Finn's noral erisla (Chapter
“VI of Hucktlaebapry Pinn)} ariges around his relstion with the
runawvay slave Jir. Huck Finn Lic a sensitive youth. Thouxh he
1z an “outonst,” he 1a deaply, but yet amblvalantly,involved
in the gouthern goclety of the middle of tha laat century. He
frale that slavery le perfectly justifiable and hates abolli-~
tlonlste. Ha does not guastion thls part of the moral eode of
hig socisty a2t all, at leaast not consciously. Vhen a ateamboat
poller explodas anté he 1s asked if anyons 1s hurt, he raplles,

“io'z, kllled a nigger,® and, of ocourse, finda nothing wrong in

the response, "¥ell, ita lucky because pometimes people do get
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hurt.*12 By chance, Huck Finn travels with Jim in his flight
to fres territory. RHuck, as the voyage progreaces, bagina to
suffer pangs of conacience and resolvas to turn Jim in; tat,

at the last moment, hs cannot drinz himself to do what hs rae
7ards as unqumstionably right and, by a neat trelok, helps Jim
ageapa.  But, Huck faels gullt rather than sxaltation in doing
thig; and, 1t would be g blatant ethnoesntriss to assume that
Huek, behlnd the faecade of a conventionallzed moral codses, dimly
dlscernad tha truas llzht of "the Natural Foral Law."™ Huok feels
he did wron: and is consolence stricken; but, he fsale the
aanctions of non-poral diotatee ars glmply etronger. He re-

aarks Just aftar he had et the zen off Jinta trail:

They wonl 0ff anii T ot aboard the raft, fesling bad and low,
bagause I knowad vary wall I nad done wrong, but I gse it warn't
no uge for me to try to lasrn to do right; a body that don't get
gtaptad richt vhan ha's 11%tle ain't got no ghow - when the
2lneh comeg there ain't nothing te baek hla up ant keep him to
nls work, and go he gets beat. Then I thourht e aslnuta, and
saye to myself, hold on; s'uosa you'd 'a' fdone richt and glve
Jluw up, would you relt better than vhat you do now? WHo, says

I, I'd faal bad = I'd feel Juet tha game way I do now., ¥Yell,
than, says I, what'g the uge of you lsernin to do right when
1ts troublasome to do richt and ain't no trouble to do wrong,
anc the wages 1le Just the game? T was atuor. I oovuldn't answer
that, Yo I reckoned I wouldn't hotiier no zmore about 1%, but 11
gaye after thig alusys do whichever come handlaesgt at the time,*~

™e ratlonallzation ;are 1z obvioug and 8o alse 1s the realiza-~

12. FRaguoted wlth Lionel Trilling's cozment in Lionel Trilling,
iie Libaral Imesination (New York: 1953)3 e 118, T misht add
that my inferpratatlion here of Ruck Finn's moral orlsis 1z in a
larze amessurs indebiad to Trilling.

' . Marx Twain, The gdventurss of Hucklsberry Finn (New fork:
10233, poe 130-5, 22
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tion by Huok that, in the wordsg of Lionel Trilling, he will
naver “bDe agaln esrtain that what he oconsidars the olsar dig-
tates of moral resson are not meraly the engrained oustomary
ballefs of his tiams and plaoe.“1h-ﬂf oourss, Huok's dasislion
to do “"whichever come handiest st the time" could be plsuaibly
rezad not as & rajection of morality ap an activity but only ae
the Inarticulate rejoction of & partioular morality. If this
1 lndeed the cape, I do not have tha page I want. On this last
interoretation, 'right' and ‘wrong! ars belng used in the pas~
S&EZS yuotad rroﬁ Hugklebarry Finn in a conventlonal or laverted
comLa &#2nge. I am nNot concernad %0 diapute thls interpretation,
but only to nolnt out that both paycholosloslly and lozioeally,
the abo¥e passags could be given the intarpratation that I have
=ivan it.

Lat us novw lock at an odd kind of rejection of the ultizmaoy
aof a gtrietly woral appesl. Crleis Theolozians (Rarth, Tillich
2%t al), followine Xisrkegasrd, give us a lot of wvasue talk about
tiie *taleplotleal suspension of the athleal, "1 Kierkegaard,
in Fear and Treabling, discussee with syspathy the Diblieal
a2pisode of Abraham saerifielny hie son ITgase willingly at Sod's
coumand, but not guestioning thst his act wss immoral (i.s.,

not in accord «ith a moral point of vlaw). Abrahaz sacrifiecad

1“‘. ’Ir.‘l.llin['f, Qe (’:;t.. Pe 1ih.

14. foren Klerkevaard, Fear ggg (Prineston: 1941),

| r)
mMartin Bubsr, “The Suaspension of Etﬁu é %3 ?Q%l Princioles
of Agtion, Anghen ed. (New York: 1952), pp. 2237
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Isaco asrely because i1 was God's commend. He ressoned that
our basle loyslty i1s to %od and that God can, 1t hs ehoaosges,
euepend the laws of athles. MNow, of course, hars I am only in-
torestsd In the logic of the situation and not in the obylous
23ychologleal senues such a "etand” involves. Let us put our-
salvag in the context of a Klsrkegeerd® ** discuselng Abrahaus's
act with a ratloneliet liXe A. C. Fuwing?%v% op H, J. Patonte¢®

(¥ = Klerkagaardt-+» and 7 = Patopv?+9);

W étdwae Abrahasn's Abgolute Duty %o gaorifice Isaao to
Tod.

St But how could he know 1t was the volee of Zod speaking
ratnar than the commands of the devil or the promptings
of hle own id.

£t It wag idiractly revealed to him,

7% Pyt how s0? How does he Anow 'Lt was directly re-~

vaalad?t

: It is pelf-avident. '

P: Paphaps? Hut 1t 18 lepg clear to mes that thla "paradox

of falth? is self=-evident than 1t 1p pelf-avidently
eartaln that Yo saorifice one's son in this faghlon is
uorally wrong. e

i At & woral truth yes, but the wvalidlty of even a certaln

moral duty oan at times be pugpanded by a hizher Duty

and Purpoge - Jod's Purpose - the Hizheet Duty.

But first one must know that God is a Just %od. ¥e can

maka no concluslons froa Theology untll we have the

power of moral dlecernment to intuit what lg OJood,¥? /€

d
1)

> 16. H, J. Paton actually remarks in criticlzing Kisrtegaard
on thiz »olnt: “If wa look at this ineldent unhlistorically,
ag Klsrkegaard does himgelf, T gyapathize with Rant's comzmon-
genae attltuds « Abrahasm e¢ould not be gure that it was God who
told hix to kill Iagasc, but he sould bs zure that to do eo was
wront, " Paton, In Dafenas of Reagon, p. 220, B2¢e hie whole
artiole "Uxlgtentlallsm as an Attituds %o Lifa,” in In Defense
_C')_fl Re Oﬂ, Pn- 211"28. ' - /- ) e

6. W7 A. G. Twing, "CGoze Heanings of 'Good' and 'Ought,t®

Readinme Ain Sthieal Theory, p. 224. The abovs argument (a para-
rasa of %hing'a argument) 1s the traditional argumsnl accapted

{taXing into account variants in the idioz), by most all *secular

philosophers,” supirielsts and rationallists alike, zrainst suoh
an "irrationsalist position.®
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*: You're talking like "the Professor.! You ars only
thinting in terme of “"moral justice.* Tod preacribeg
butles that gurpsss our understandiag - surpaes our
own waak power of moral dliecerament,

P?: But that Just len't reasonable or ratlonal!

¥i Ho, of courss not, it is a part of the abeurdity of

fzlth - the blind laap in the dark of the troublaed

hunan b~art: tha lezp of falth that slons will save
one frow degpalr. But acospting this absurdity un-

quagtionlngly s Just what it ia to have faith, A

"knight of falth' must just accept thig absurd paradox.

But relizlen has no monogoly on abgurdity. One can

take s "lsap 1n the darx® to National Jocialisz too,

& la Heldlsear and Scheler.

Pracigely so! Thatl 1s the paradox of faith. _OUne can

only havn faith ons hagn't a false Absolute,l0

=3
-k

Now, tnls 1s indaed an odd argument. I will not dsny that 1%

1s nongense of a %ind; bui, 1t 1s not logical nonssnge. FKlerke-~
caard's "rellzious tali® (Toulmin's and Pageal's talk of the
Hﬂﬂrt)lg must be aocnapted in its own modé af reasonine zlthough
of couree, 1t 1z not eampirleal talk or even moral talk. ¥urther,
1t i eclear that, in that context, Y“lerkapaazrd 1z rejecting

ti2 auntonomy snd ultlmaoy of an “ethieal appesl" without chal-
lenziner in thae glirhtagt that, in terme of an sthlceal mode of
raasonlng,-kbraham had the bagt of reasons for not Xilling
Teaae. iow, whatevar we think of thig Xisrkegaardlsn argument,
wa hive no rirht %o rejact contextsg llke the above one and con-
taxtse 1l-~ Lh~ ona abouf Huet Pinn ag unintelligible or lozloeally
abpurd. e can, howsver, as loglelans, polint out thelir asoterio

nature, But, 1t does not deductively follow that becauge they

"1l. ¥artin Bubar, op. cit., pp. 226-7.

' 19. “me ay expoeition in “iiintar V.o Hee also Toulmin, The
Plage of heagon in Ltnlca, Chapter 1.



are asoteric we muat grade thez down,

o
\ -

ﬂ1J basie arsunent 1ere agalnst Toulnin 13 that there are
contexts in which wa ean aak meanlngfully for a J;;tlflcatzon
of mornla ag an activity. Toulmin's analysls has not met that
sort of ossm nor do I sn how Toulmin can rule out guch casgas
23 1rralavant to morals svan thouch Toulmin has shown they are
not ugral questisng. The deterulned philosophleal, moral
ge=2ntic sith+r hag comething likae the above congldersztions in
winé or, Lecauen of the non-dsgeriptive functions of avaluatlve
terae, s unwittingly sasking for Justifieatlion vhers there gan

b2 o 1lteral Juctification. In any event, an adsguate meta-

ethiical theory mus? asccount for either gltuation,.



Chapter XITI
GTHERAL CONCLUZION

"But now Feepticlam by 1ts extremity beclns to
ravaal}l itz abgumdity,”

John ¥igdonm

In contemporary life snd in contamporary moral thaory
thare ls a Tood deal of goepticiem sbout the "patlonal basie of
worality.® Ye are told by some phllosophars that morality rests
on "Tha arbltrary? or that our bssle moral prinoiples ars but
"oure postulates.® It i sometlmep sald, that in geeklng a
ground for our wmoral Judgments, we find, in the last analysle,
only prefarsncas, Our moral cholicez, aa the exiastsentialiats
never tira of telling ue, ars just cholces snd upon this “arbi-
trary choleas" everything else dapsndas. Thus, thers 1s a senge
of urzency about moral questions that we 4o not find about many
other questions that philosopher's discuss. As human baings we
can hardly avoid making moral judgments, but often, at least
when we refleoct, we fsoi very oconfused about tha baglg of some
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or parhaps all of our soral judgsents. Thsre is a reagonably
atrong fe+ling among wany philogophers that the traditional
contemporary woral theories, that is, intultionienm, naturalism,
and emotlviss do nol kalp us out of our confusion., In faet if
anythlng they aeem to add to it. e find, perhaps as s result,
a re-gurgenca of "natural lav theorles® on the ons hand and of
~ +<ind of anti-pationaliast theological ethiecs on the other. Ve
aven nhear a2 few dim erles, here and thers, of "Baek to Kant,*
iut, nons of these thnaories hava even bagun to win general
heceptanes awsong philosophars. The war of philosophle sthics
gt1ll 7oes on. Thue, both in practical 1life and in philosophy,
tnares 15 conaslderable perplsxity szbout how, if at all, moral
Judawente can be Justified and about the place of reason in
athles.

anto thig strange and perplexing atage has Row coms a
freah ocommon-gangloal approach that I calliad the "good reazason
approzch.” In “taphen Toulmin's Tha Ilaos of Reacon in Kthigg
we have the zost fully arrued statement of this approach, He
dlrectly attaciz the problam of Justiflication in ethies, and
attenuts t0 undercut the Xind of sosptiecisa about morality that
i have just gketched, But hla own statement hag 1tself not been
too Well raceived. HMNany of hla oritios have fselt that Toulmin
has not reaonlved the problem of good resecns in ethlea, but has
actually added a new twist to it by leading us to believs that
gomshow we can dlscover what are good reagons by sssing how
psople actually reason and by noting the logisal peculiaritias

of moral usage.
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Fesling convinesd ayeelf that Toulmin has made & much
stronger cass than that, for hls kind of theory, I have trisd
to attack anaw the problems of Justification in sthics by roing
ovar the ground that Toulmin has coveved, givinz him alwaye as
Plausible an interpretation as possibls and dafending hiam by
n0difyiny and develoning his theory so that it can meat the
prineipal attacke that have heen made againgt it.

Rather than ¢lve a chapter by chapter gumzsary I shall try
briafly to say what conclusliona I thinxz we ean draw from my
davelomant of Toulmin's view and the ¥good reasons approach'
and to note the places whers guch an approsch rung into airfi-
oultias amit needs furthar clarificatlion amd analysia.

Plret, I think that Toulmin's thaory has sade 1t quite
plain that any reneral scepticlsam ovar the natura of moral Judg-
xonts L1z simply abeurd., I beliave that he hasg eztablished be-
yond any reasonable doubt that, as he puts it, in practioal 1lifs
thers are certaln "moral trulsms" that are beyond “"gerlous queg-
tion.® TFaced with a questlon about what we ought to do we can
for a larze number of tha probleus elte amoral rules. And, when
wa must waizh the “relative stringency® of various moral rules
we have a mors ultimate utilitarlan eritarion to which we can
apuesl., Ny amain modification of Toulmin's anulyels, at thig
point, ia to polnt ocut, as he doea not sufflolantly, that in
athar ingtances we muat appeal to s lags definlite notion of what
a "reasonable man would do." Both in saylng what is meant by
'a reagonabls moral'! man and in sxplloating his least guffaring
principle Toulmin could have made a stronger and less mislesding
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analyels 1f be had brought out explicitly that what always 1In
part governs. what is to count as praventabls suffering or what

yoverns what a reasonable man will do is the requirement of
univergalipgabllity. I have algo trisd to argus that bayond
Toulmin's utilitarian principle of least suffering there is and
can be no further Justification in wmorals. Nor does his ulti-
wate norm gneu at all arbitrary or like a *pure poptulate* when
“e eonslasr the prlaasry funotlon of morallty. That we sometimes
vant to aaX for a justificatlon for this principle itself attests
#ithar to the fact that we are asxlng for a motive to reason
morally or to the faet that we ara simply failing to reason frowm
thn usoral point of view at all., lowever, I balisve that In
ciscugsing both of thage last mentioned polnts Toulmin's analysia
1s confused. Hig concaption of *limiting questions® and the
role of rellirlous discourge explaing to a csrtaln extent vhy we
can aan for juatification when there i no 1lltaral Justifice-
ticon but it 1: not 1ncluslve enough. 1 hava tried alternatively
ta :umsest that the reason vhy we always Teel that we can queg-
tion =»ven tie b2st Justified wmoral Judgment ls dus to the fact
that evaluatlves always have s non-degeriptive force as well as
a deaoriptiva fores. But, I have also arguad that rscognition
of this does not mean that the oriteria that Toulmin offers for
»oed r'easons are changed one whit., Rather, we can now explain
<hy that this repeated request for a “further justificstion®

can not really e & raquest for a reason at all. Sometimes,
howsvar, w2 ¢an be doling sowething quitse differant. Ye ean

slmply bs refusing to reason fromz a moral point of view. In
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aging "why Be Horal?" we are sometimes bot Just asking for a
motlve in reagoning aorally but are asking a Justificatory guss-
tlon about the whole mods of morality. I have argued that
Toulmin is wrong iIn soeming to treat this demand for a Jjustifi-
cation for reagoning morally as a meaninglses problem. Hut, I
ave araued that onoe we r=alize that we are apkine for a Jue~
tification for the aotivity of ethles itself we pee that thouzh
our gusstion ls not meaninglags 1%t 1s saslly recomnized as baing
oraotlieally trivial, sinoe there ie no reagonabls alternative.

Althourh 2 numbar of zeta-sthiclats would rsadily arant
By point that Toulwin hag made it c¢lear that any general *value
geaptlelan® ls patently absurd, they would argus that Toulmin
hag hardly siven an adequate mnalyglsg of the logie of moral rea-
sonlng. Yie analysls, it has been contended, hardly gets to a
prosar geeond grdsr asta-sthieal level at all.

I have tried to give scne dafansgs of Toulmin'e ®good rea-
son approach® intorpratsd ag a meta~ethlcal theory. But, I have
also aade the nolint that 1t 1a not rt all alezr that Toulmin
would ragard his on thaory as a "meta-sthiocs® or would even
accapy, in any overall faehion, the divigion between gscond-
orger and first-order talk, He saye some unkind and geeptical
thinga about the traditional meta-athiosl theorles. FHe regards
such theorieg zs 1little games which anuse some peopls but gtill
as games that hardly say anything helpful about the place of
reaason 1n ethicg. It is his general position that one can solve
probleag about good reasgons in ethlos without taking any posi-

tion at al) about the logical status of morsl concepta. How-
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aver, it is worthy of note that Toulmin himself clalms that
moral concepts ars gerundive concepts. Though he is not suffi-
clantly sxplielt about thils, he sesmg to $reat zerundivss as
a basle category in hle system, Yet, it can ba pointsd out,
in Toulmin's dsafence, that 1t is not the faet that moral con-
e2pbe are gerundive conecspts that enables us to tall pood moral
raseoning frouw bad moral raseoning. Rather, we detzruins what
wasdg 20md reagons in eathles good ressoneg and what makes soue
reacons bad reasons by noting the funotion of moral dlsoourss,
Tnough 1% 1l not clear that Toulmin megns to be doing weta-
athiles, 1t is clear that he only intonds to degeribe moral dla-
courge and not himgeif to moralize. Toulwmin gpsaks of giving a
aure daserintion of zoral dlsoourse and makes it qulte olear
that he doesg not mean to be offeriny a kind of a pnoraatiye
athiog, yet, Toulmin gaya very lilttls about what he means dy
rivine 3 “desorintion of zoral discouraze," 4And, it 1ls very
diffleult frosx g=aing what he aetually does in The Place of Reg~-
&on in Fthleg to ba sura we understand correotly what he intands
by gaying hs 1g deporibing woral diacourss., Some paopls have
taken his talk about sure desoription to 1lndloente that he le
aaing some kind of axpirlical study of noral usage. Thass asue
critics have polinted out hovw Toulmdn vacillates between prescrip-
tion and degeription. It has beoen argued that he eommits the
naturaligtio fallaoy. It has been clalmed that he has persua-
gively defined fethics' and that his gaod reasons ars disgulpged
normative sthicel reconsendations.

I have examined theee charges a% sore length., Toulmin
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himeelf sxpllcitly states that we can never derive an ought
from an 1g snd that a soral judgment ia never equivalant to 1te
oritsria of applieation. Yt gomehow, he argues, we can brldge
the gap batw=en facl and value. But Just hox thle 1g accom-
pliviied s naver sufficiently olear in Toulmin'e analysls. He,
rizhtly, I balleve, exzphasizes that moral reasoning la a unique
and lrreducibls mode of reasoning and that we determins what
ara raod reagme in athles in tarmz of the kind of activity that
morality is. T™ut, whzt he falle to make eclear 1s how frouw a
d=perintive stutexent of the funotion of othics we derive ade-
quats er)teria for 7o00d reasons. To the axtent that he clalms
s can derlve them he cartalnly does ocusit the naturalistlo
fallacy. %o the ex'snt that he thinitg he avolds this error, he
Aoesz not whow how he doas so. It is at this point that Toulmin's
theory neads the aoet olarificatlon and development. ¥hile I
thlnd Toulmin s qults right in argulng that ve cannot, apart
fros eonsldaring tha actusl functloning of zoral diacoures,
deterslns how eertaln rezsong are cood reasons in ethice, I do
think it le necopgary %o stand back and say a 1lttle more
genarnlly Just whuat faotors are invelved 1n zoral reagoning.

“'a nead a more axpliclt and formal statement of the relatlon-
giilp Datwasn the funotion of sthles and ethloal ariteria than

wa have in Toulmin's uallst analyslis. 1 do not wigh to lmply
by thia that I think we ocah analyrze moral dlecourse successfully
without repsated refarance tc actusl soral contexts. But, we

do nesd to stand baek and say a 1ittle more olsarly vhat we are

doing or our crucial steps will be obgcured like Toulmin's
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oruolal step from the funotlon of ethiocs %o the criteria for
Tood rsapona 1s obacurasd,

But, while I do believe Toulmin has oommitted thae naturaijg-
tic fallaoy by luplylnz, at laaet in plaess, that we can darive
eriteria for zood reagons fros notiag the funotion of moral
dlsecourse, 1 nave argpued that froz this alons ve omn oconclude
only that Toulmin's wview 1mplicitly rscommends that we reason
wOrally rethar than non-morally. T have arrued that only if it
can b proven that he perguasively defines the function of ethics
or that hile erliteria of woral reasoning are so limitsd that he
cannot aceount for the digtinetions we ordinarlly make in moral
rezgoning esn we gay {as many of hig oritics have said) that hig
thaory ls prescrlptiva in the senge that 1t suiroptltloualy reg-
ommaendg s particular normative stoienl point of visw, I have
arcuad that Toulmin's thaory as 1t stands 1s in fact prescrip-
tivas tut, T have also tried to phow that with comparatively
ainor modifie«tions which T have carrisd out a theory devaloped
alon: Toulmin'e linas can be go farmulated thet 1t describes
adsguxtely the various moves we can make ln Jjustifying moral
Judraents without aven lmplieitly recoucending any one kind of

norzetive athlos.
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