:Oﬁmmina and “is”

A. The naturalistic fallacy

What has been said up to this point about prescribing and evaluat.

ing throws some light on what is often called the problem of the
relation between facts and values. This problem consists of a number
of related questions. First of all, there are questions about the way
evaluative and prescriptive terms function in normative assertions, in
contrast with the way empirical terms function in factual mmmmam.ovbm.
Secondly, there are questions as to the validity or invalidity of argu-
ments in which normative conclusions are drawn from factual
premises. Thirdly, there are questions about the use of n.mommbﬂ.mo
knowledge in justifying normative assertions. In this chapter I shall

elucidate the concept of the “autonomy” of normative discourse,
When words like “good” and “ba )’ “right” and .»Sosme are
employed in the expression of value judgments, they do not refer to
empirically determinable properties of things, in the way that
descriptive terms refer to such properties in factual assertions. In 3
factual assertion we claim that something has certain properties
240
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which can be discovered by empirical procedures. In a value judg-
ment we claim that something has a certain value, but its value is
not an empirically determinable property. Yet there is always a set
of empirically determinable properties contextually implied by a
value judgment. These properties are the good-making and bad-
making (or right-making and wrong-making) characteristics of the
evaluatum. Tn order to justify a value judgment we must show that
the evaluatum has these properties, for these are the properties in

. virtue of which it possesses value or disvalue. If a value judgment

were fully justified when these properties were found to characterize
the evaluatum, then the justification of value judgments would be
identical in method with the (empirical) justification of factual
assertations. To say that something was “good” or “bad” would be
like saying that it was green or round. Normative words would
have the same function as descriptive words: to designate the
empirically determinable properties of things. But this is not the
case. To show that the evaluatum has certain good-making or bad-
making characteristics is not sufficient for the justification of a
value judgment. For a value judgment does not claim that something
has these properties. It claims that something has value or disvalue
in virtue of having these properties. This claim can be made only
if one has adopted a standard or rule according to which a certain
property is good-making or bad-making. A value judgment cannot
be justified without appealing to the standard or rule according to

- which the evaluatum is w&:m judged.

It is for this reason that no prescriptive term is ever the equivalent
of a descriptive term. We use prescriptive terms (“ought,” “must,”
etc.) to tell a person what he is to do. In prescribing an act for him
to do we are not describing the act. We would describe it only if
he did not understand what it was we were telling him to do. Our
description of an act is correct when the act has the empirical
properties which we assert that it has. Our prescription of an act
Is correct (i.e., justified) only if the empirical properties of the act
which are good-making or right-making make it better than any
alternative act open to the agent. We can only know which proper-
ties are good-making or right-making if we know which standard or
rule is being used in ranking the act in comparison with its alterna-
tives,
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A standard or rule of evaluation is thus mswmommw referred to
Srmbw,\mﬂ we utter a value judgment or prescription. This standard
or rule is what transforms an empirical property into a good-making

or bad-making Aimvﬁ.ﬁmﬁdm or wrong-making) characteristic. We

know whether a value predicate is properly attributable to a subject
when we know the good-making and bad-making characteristics of
the subject. In order to know these we must know what its empirical
properties are and what standard or rule determines that its proper-
ties are good-making. or bad-making. No knowledge of its empirical

properties alone can tell us whether it is a good thing or a bad thing,

Let us take some examples. We cannot say that a child knows it
is wrong to steal if all he knows is that he is taking something which
belongs to someone else without his permission. The child must also
know that there is a rule of conduct which forbids this sort of act.
Again, I do not know that a painting is a bad painting merely
because I know that the artist chose his colors haphazardly and
‘used no restraint in smearing paint over the canvas. I have no right
to argue that because the painting was done in this manner the

result is a bad painting, I have the right to argue this only if I -

accept the controlled choice of color and application of paint as an
appropriate standard of good painting. Given the appropriateness of
this standard (which must be established by the processes of valida-
tion, vindication, and rational choice) and given the facts about how
the work was painted, however, I can then legitimately claim to
know that it is a bad painting. For it is the standard which renders
empirical facts about how the painting was done as evidence of
its badness. In other words, it is the fact that the method of painting
failed to fulfill the standard that makes it a bad-making character-
istic of the painting. Without a standard, neither the goodness nor
_the badness of the painting .can be known, no matter how much
empirical knowledge about the painting a person might have.

It is these considerations that explain why the naturalistic fallacy
is a fallacy, or more accurately, why the various errors which
Professor G. E. Moore collectively titled “the naturalistic fallacy” are
errors. I shall try to show that this is so by considering three differ-
ent versions. of the naturalistic fallacy. For convenience we may call
them the definitional error, the deductive error, and the disagree-
ment error.
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The definitional error consists in the view that every normative
term (value predicate or prescriptive term) is equivalent to some
empirical or descriptive term or a set of such terms. The name
“naturalism” is sometimes given to this view, and different “patural-
istic” theories in ethics are distinguished according to the particular
empirical term (or set of terms) which is claimed to define a norma-
tive term. Thus one naturalistic theory holds that “good” means
“pleasant,” another that “good” means “generally approved of in
this society,” another that “right” means aum@EHom. by law or cus-
tom,” another that “desirable” means “leads to the satisfaction of
human needs,” and so on. There are various ways of demonstrating
the érror committed by all theories of this sort. I shall give what
seems to me the two clearest, using the accounts of the umgm:ma.o
fallacy presented by other philosophers. Each of these accounts is
derived from Professor Moore’s original exposition of the fallacy in
his Principia Ethica.

The first way is the use of the self-contradiction test. I quote from
Bernard Mayo’s account of Moore’s proof.

If x means the same as y, then it will be self-contradictory to say that
something is x but not y; if it is not self-contradictory to say so, then x
cannot mean the same as y. Now even if it is true that what is mwom is
always pleasant and vice versa, yet it is certainly not mm:-mosqmmwoﬁoéa
in the normal usage of words, to say that something good is unpleasant,
or something unpleasant good; therefore good and pleasant cannot mean
the same, as they must if one defines the other. And the same E.chwbﬂ
holds against all other possible definitions of ‘good” in terms of something
else. (B. Mayo, Ethics and the Moral Life, p. 7 1.)

Why does the same argument always hold? The answer is gwﬁ.m
normative (evaluative or prescriptive) term does not function in
a sentence in the same way that a descriptive term functions in a
factual assertation. The normative term does not name a property
or set of properties, while the descriptive term does. The source of
the definitional error of naturalism is in thinking of all adjectives as
names of properties, and all declarative statements as mg..mwzmobm
of properties to objects. This simply overlooks the radical A.&moumﬁom
in our employment of expressions when we make normative asser-
tions and when we make descriptive assertions. When a normative




244 “oucHT” AND “1s”

term is predicated of a subject, the subject is not being described as
having certain properties. We have seen that judging the value of
something is not a simple matter of attributing empirical properties
to it. Prescribing an act is likewise not attributing empirical proper-

ties to the act. It is true that in judging the value of m_oEmEEm or -

in prescribing something, it is judged or prescribed because it has
certain empirical properties. But the judgment or prescription is not
logically entailed by the fact that the thing has those properties. It
is logically entailed by that fact plus the acceptance-of a certain
standard or rule, in the light of which we have a pro-attitude, a
con-attitude, or a neutral attitude toward the thing.

A second way of revealing the definitional error in naturalism is
by the use of the senseless question test. This is stated in Professor
Paul Edwards’” account of the naturalistic fallacy. .

. . . Consider any suggested definiens of ‘good.” Let x be the suggested
definiens. Then construct questions of these two types:

(1) Is goodness good?

(2) Is x good? .
If the definiens is really synonymous with ‘good’ then (2), no less than
(1), should be a senseless or self-answering question. . . . But in fact
an investigation of any definiens that has ever been or could ever be
suggested shows that (2) is not a senseless or self-answering question.
‘Is happiness good?,” ‘Is obedience to the will of God good?, ‘Is aiding
the struggle for survival good”—none of these is a self-answering ques-
tion. (P. Edwards, The Logic of Moral Discourse. Glencoe, Ill.: The
Free Press, 1955, p. 209.)

Here again the explanation of why no naturalistic definiens will work
for the term “good” is that reference to a standard or rule of evalua-
tion must always be made to show that the word “good” is ebrrectly
(justifiably) ascribed to the subject of an evaluative sentence.
“Good” is a grading or ranking word in this context and as such is
radically different from any word or set of words which merely
performs the job of describing. The only possible substitutes for
“good” in an evaluative sentence would be other positive grading or
ranking terms, such as “worthy,” “excellent,” or “desirable.” And the
same argument which holds for “good” also holds for these terms. No

descriptive words or phrases can be made equivalent in meaning to
them.

A TR e o R
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Professor Richard B. Brandt has argued that the mmm-ooinm&o”&oz
test and the senseless question test only tell us when two expressions
are not overtly synonymous. They are not adequate tests for oo<mmn
synonymity. According to Professor Brandt two terms are overtly
synonymous when

. . . the person, for whose usage they are overtly synonymous, thinks
after the briefest reflection (if the question is men to him) that ﬁ.ro .QWO
terms are merely different verbal devices for saying the same thing; he
recognizes them intuitively as alternate, freely Eﬂmnow»bmmmzo expres-
sions . . . (R. B. Brandt, Ethical Theory—The Problems of Normative
Ethics. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1959, p. 163.)

Thus the statement “X is good but is not approved of by my society
may not appear to a person to be self-contradictory at first .%mbmw. In
this case “being good” and “being approved of by my society” are
not overtly synonymous. But they might still be oo<m2.~v~ mvwbobvqso%om.
That is, they might actually be synonymous, but this might not be
obvious to the person himself. Similarly, the fact that a person
thinks it is sensible to ask “Is what is approved of by my society
good?” only shows that the two terms are not overtly mvﬁowvﬁaocw
The senseless question test does not exclude covert mv\E.uE\BHJ\. An
if the two terms were covertly synonymous, .&mﬁ. ac.o_sm mmwwoﬁm
of by my society” would be a correct mmm.amon of .@mEm. good, . wsﬁw
the alleged error of defining a normative expression in empirica
terms would not actually be an error. Consequently the mm:-on.ub-
tradiction and senseless question tests are not sufficient for mmoHOmE.m
the naturalistic fallacy. The definitional error is an error only if
normative expressions can mnever be either overtly or covertly
synonymous with empirical manommmo:m. . o
This argument is correct as far as it goes. But there is a simple
way to amend the self-contradiction and senseless question tests so
as to include covert as well as overt synonymity. That is to require
that the person reflect carefully-about éwmﬂrmn.wm would be willing
to say that the given statement was mmm,oonqm&oﬁoa.% or whether the
given question was senseless. If, after careful reflection wvoc.ﬁ how he
ordinarily uses the two expressions, about what he applies them
to and what he does not apply them to, and wwocw the way he
verifies (justifies) statements in which the expressions occur as
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predicates, he is willing to assert confidently that the given state-
ment is not self-contradictory and the given question is not senseless,
then the alleged definitional error is not an error, since the two
expressions would be covertly synonymous. (Actually what had
been covertly synonymous would now have become overtly synony-
mous.) On the other hand, all that we have to do to show that the
definitional error is a genuine error is to show that no normative
expression is covertly synonymous with a set of empirical expres-
sions under these conditions. We would have to show that the more
a person reflects carefully about his use of the empirical terms which
are proposed as the definiens of a normative term, the less he will
be inclined to say that a sentence which predicates the definiendum
of something and denies the definiens (or vice versa) is self-con-
tradictory. Similar considerations would hold for the senseless ques-
tion test. From what has already been said, it is clear that this always
would happen. For the more a person reflected about his use of
normative terms the more he would come to understand how they
function in evaluating and prescribing, and consequently how they
differ from his use of empirical terms,

So far I have been concerned with the definitional version of the
naturalistic fallacy, This is logically connected with the deductive
version of the bmﬁcwmmmaavmmzmovm which claims that a normative
conclusion can be deduced from empirical premises alone. To show
that this is a fallacy, it has been argued that the relation between
any set of facts and a value judgment (or a prescription) is never
analytic. No contradiction is ever involved in accepting the facts
and denying the value judgment (or prescription). Thus even if I
accept the fact that an act will be harmful both to myself and to
others, I can consistently deny the wrongness of the act. ‘Such
wrongness is not logically entailed by the facts about its harmful
effects. I might be perverse enough to adopt a standard such that an
act having harmful effects to myself and others fulfills the standard.
Such a “perversion” is not an intellectual or logical error.

Sometimes the case against the deductive version of the natural-
istic fallacy is stated as follows: No argument which has a value
judgment or prescription as its conclusion can be valid unless there
is at least one value judgment or prescription among its premises.
R. M. Hare makes this point in the rule: “No imperative conclusion
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can be validly drawn from a set of premises which &QMM SQW noﬁmsm:
at least one imperative.” (Hare, The hadm:amm oﬁ oma.nv%.s om.
Hare says that this rule is the point behind Moore’s refu mw io o
naturalism. Ibid., p. 30.) Thus it is claimed that we mmﬁboﬂ@mﬁ o
conclusion “You ought to do X” from such w premise as - oEomos-
will help to alleviate the suffering of others.” The prescriptive o
clusion will only follow, it is said, if we add a wmmmozmﬂ,\m T.HMHW >
tive) premise such as “You ought to mmﬂma.:mﬁw the mc= eri ﬁm o
others” or an evaluative premise. such as “It is right H.o a eviate ;
sufferings of others.” For, it is argued, unless a prescription or M\M Mm
judgment were included in the premises, a person could oo.umav moobvu
accept the (factual) premise and yet deny the (normative
oﬁmwﬂwﬁm like to suggest that this way of ws&wm the case mm&ﬂ%
the naturalistic fallacy is too strong. For it is possible to rm.<m.m va hm.
argument whose conclusion is a value u.cmm.Bma or prescription %od
whose premises do not include any value usm.magﬂ or mwmmﬁoﬂ%bwsm
What the premises must include in that case is a decision-s M ment
expressing the adoption of a standard or rule. An mnmcnwbmb : Mpnn 2
normative conclusion may be valid, in other words, under ei .mm
two conditions. At least one of the premises must ,Um.“ a value _w m%
ment or a prescription, or at least one A.um the premises M_cmn mH
decision-statement expressing the adoption Om. a standard or ru e.
The standard or rule so adopted must be applicable to M}mﬁ.méﬂ HM
evaluated or prescribed in the oobor.ummou. w«b the examp M mEMM w "
the preceding paragraph, instead Om.ﬁﬁowznwwmmm%%%mmwpm WHMM&OHH-
iption among the premises, either o o
WMMMMWH& may _uM E&W@mm" “I mmow.w ﬁr.m mzmﬁwcom .Om ﬂhﬂw%
suffering as an appropriate standard for ucmm._bm.moﬁ X and its mm ma g
tives,” or “I adopt the rule: ‘One ocm&m to mz.mSwﬁo r.EBEW suffe coW
as covering act X and its alternatives. The Em?_momcos o mmb% 3 o
decision-statement consists in showing that the mﬁma._mwa. or MM#- ;
being adopted is an appropriate standard or rule mmq ju ,Hmmum w. at
ever is evaluated (or prescribed) in the conclusion. This Mco @
require the validation or vindication of the standard or rule,
in Chapters 3 and 5. .
mﬁmwwmcm,\mw be =wmomm that whether the premises of an wwmcﬂmu.ﬁ with
a normative conclusion include a value judgment, a prescription, or
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the case by E<wmc.mm»5m what is the
A normative assertion can
1ot properly be said to be
unless the decision to adopt a. o o et

certain standard or rule is itself justi-
w&.mﬁ\.m do not make a normative assertion true merely by mmom_mmsm
0 adopt a standard or rule. The mmm@HmosH.mn.zm ob?ivwbgmwm

E.m%oo&sg%:wmon mmowabmgomﬁmsmm&oa
. .. ; rule and for apply;
1t to what is being prescribed or evaluated in the mmmm&ouwm.w\%m
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set forth in Chapter 6. We make a normative assertion true only
when we adopt a standard or rule which is justified, and it is
justified only when the way of life that involves the adoption of the
standard or rule has been rationally chosen. Thus we see that the
logical basis of a factual assertion and the logical basis of a norma-
tive assertion are essentially different. The first includes no element
of decision, whereas the second includes an element of decision at
two stages—immediately, in the decision to adopt a standard or
rule of evaluation, and ultimately, in the rational choice of a way of
life. Perhaps the most fundamental error of naturalism is to overlook
or deny this element of decision which underlies all normative
assertions.

A third version of the naturalistic fallacy I have called the dis-
agreement error. This is the error of believing that it is possible to
resolve a disagreement concerning the value of something, or con-
cerning whether an act ought to be done, solely by appeal to the
tacts about the thing or act in question. No one believes that every
normative disagreement can actually be settled in this way. But the
philosophical naturalist believes that this is the method for resolving
any such disagreement rationally. His claim is that, assuming the
disputants allow their opinions to be governed by the reasons
relevant to the case, they would sooner or later come to agreement
if they acquired empirical knowledge about the thing in question.
Sufficient empirical _So,immma might never be acquired in practice,
but theoretically there would be a point at which knowledge of
facts alone would yield agreement on values. .

The error involved here may be seen in light of what has already
been said about normative assertions. Let us suppose two people
disagree about the value of an object X. Let us further suppose that
their disagreement stems from the fact that they apply different
standards in judging X. Given one person’s standard, X is good.
Given the other’s, X is bad. Now such a dispute cannot be resolved
merely by introducing more facts about the empirical properties of
X. For these facts will only reveal to one person more good-making
characteristics of X and to the other more bad-making character-
istics of X. Each disputant will continue to disagree with the other’s
value judgment of X, even when both of them agree on all the facts
about X, for each appeals to a different standard. Before one can
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hope to resolve their dispute by introducing more facts, it is neces-
sary to obtain their agreement on the standard to be applied in
evaluating X. Since agreement on a standard can be obtained ra-
tionally only by a method which goes beyond empirical knowledge
(to validation, vindication, and rational choice), knowledge of facts
is never sufficient to ensure agreement on values. It is only where
there is agreement about a standard (or rule), as well as agreement
about the facts, that normative agreement is ensured. Agreement
about what is the case, therefore, never by itself entails agreement
about what ought to be the case.

The three versions of the naturalistic fallacy discussed so far are
all concerned with the meaning and justification of value judgments
and prescriptions. The underlying principle which each version of
the fallacy overlooks is that empirical knowledge about what is
evaluated or prescribed does not by itself provide justification of a
value judgment or prescription. There must always be, in addition,
the justification of a decision to adopt a certain standard or rule.
Speaking broadly, science can only tell us the facts about things, not
their value or worth, Knowledge of the empirical world, no matter
how complete, is never knowledge of good and evil. In order to
know what is good and evil in the world, we must bring standards
and rules ¢o the world. But, we may go on to ask, is it not possible
that standards and rules themselves may be discovered in the
worldP If this were possible, then philosophical naturalism would
be saved. For it would mean that empirical knowledge is sufficient
to ensure rational agreement on values. If we acquired enough
knowledge of the world, we would finally be able to discover the
true standards and rules that apply to the things we wish to evaluate
or the acts we wish to prescribe. Knowledge of good and evil #ould
be empirical knowledge and hence philosophical naturalism would
be shown to be true. But this attempt to save naturalism must fail, if
the account I have given of normative discourse is correct. To say

that standards and rules can be discovered in the world is to commit
the naturalistic fallacy at a higher level. The naturalistic fallacy, in
other words, can be applied not only to the justification of value
judgments and prescriptions but also to the justification of standards
and rules. We have seen that no value judgment or prescription can
be deduced from factual statements alone, since we must always
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appeal to-a standard or rule in justifying the judgment MH wnomwonwm
tion. It must now be shown that no standard or rule can be de ﬁo.w

from factual statements alone and ﬁwmwﬁ ‘%H@ attempt to do so commits

listic fallacy at this second level. N

QWHWMMMWS in qvqsmv.ﬂo base standards and rules on purely mB%Eo&
grounds becomes clear when we recall WO.S m.gbmm&.m and md es m.ﬁm
justified. Their justification does not consist in some sort 0 WB%E

cal confirmation, but in the threefold process of <&&m.cowv vindica-
tion, and rational choice. Value judgments and prescriptions mumms-
selves can be empirically verified if we accept a %E.&mnow WH. ru mm
(‘This “if” is the key to understanding why the naturalistic fa woxm M

the first level is a fallacy.) When we ask further whether mm
standard or rule :mmwm can be empirically <m~.ﬁmmv we have mr.wm. y
gone a step beyond the verification of a value judgment or prescrip-

" tion. That verification can take place only under the assumption that

a certain standard or rule is applicable, and we are now questioning
the grounds for this assumption. That the grounds for this wmmcmbw-
tion cannot consist in empirical statements alone should be Mp Q.m,,
from the analysis of justifying standards and Eﬁm mmM woﬂn in
Chapters 3, 5, and 6. A standard or rule Ec.m.m be <wrmwﬁ.o Q.E mmam
of a value system we have adopted, or else it must be vin ﬁmwm mw
a supreme norm of the system. Adopting w.wm system as wm W mm e Mwb
only be vindicated in terms of a way of life. mB.@bo» veri omm .
cannot be used at this level. A way of life must in turn be just e ,
by a rational choice, and here again we must go beyond mBm?Mom
verification. It is therefore erroneous to believe that a standar Hou.
rule can be based on empirical grounds alone. No standards or rules
can be discovered in the world, We must already have adopted ﬁWmB
in order to evaluate or prescribe things in the world, and oE.mm. op-
tion of them is not justified by reference to the way the .émim Wm

After considering all these ways in which wvm ﬁm»,ﬁmrmmﬂom a Wo%
may occur, it will perhaps be thought that scientific wuo,ﬂ mH ge mmm_
little or nothing to do with our knowledge of good and evil. n or er
to obtain a more balanced perspective on the true role of the mmgouo«.wm
in our evaluative and prescriptive knowledge, I shall oo.bm&ma in
the next section those aspects of the justification o.m normative mmm.mﬂ
tions which are dependent upon the kind of enlightenment whic
only the sciences can give us.
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B. Values and scientific knowledge

What is the role of the sciences in the justification of value judg-
H.bmﬁm and prescriptions? Let us begin with the first step in the four-
fold process of justification. Here we are already given a standard
or rule and all that we need to find out is to what extent something
fulfills or fails to fulfill the standard, or whether an act is in ac-
cordance with or violates the rule. Usually the knowedge we have
gained from everyday experience and the techniques of thinking we
use to solve everyday problems are sufficient for this purpose. We
do not require the specialized knowledge and techniques of the
sciences to determine, for example, the extent to which a house we
plan to buy fulfills our standards of comfort and convenience, nor
do we have to depend on the sciences to decide whether a person’s

action is in accordance with or violates the rule of keeping one’s

promises,

. Still, there are at least two important kinds of standard-whose
application often requires us to use scientific knowledge and tech-
niques. The first kind are standards of instrumental value applied
in judging the effectiveness of means to certain ends. If our end is
recovery from a serious 'disease, for mxmbHmv. we must rely on the
doctor’s judgment of the best remedy. This in turn depends upon
the findings of such sciences as chemistry and wgio_om%. Judging
the instrumental value of means to “technological” goals also re-
quires the use of scientific knowledge and techniques.. To judge the
best location for building a dam which will provide electricity and
also prevent floods in a certain area requires a knowledge of wr%mm,om
geology, meteorology, and other sciences. An engineer’s value _.Ewmw
ment that certain materials are best for building the dam directly or
indirectly makes use of the findings and methods of a number of
sciences. When we are trying to determine the best means for
achieving long range social ideals—such as establishing international
wmwop ending racial discrimination, or providing a high standard of
r<.5m for all mankind—we must again rely on many different
sciences, including the “human” or “behavioral” sciences of psychol-
ogy, sociology, anthropology, political science, and economics.

Standards of contributive value are the second kind of standard
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whose application sometimes requires the use of scientific knowl-
edge and techniques. If one were to judge the contributive value of
a certain part of a machine to the successful functioning of the
whole, technical knowledge might well have to be obtained.
Similarly, various “human” sciences would be required for the
verification of a judgment concerning the contributive value of an
individual soldier’s decisions as part of an entire military operation.
There are, of course, judgments of contributive value whose verifica-
tion does not depend on scientific knowledge, such as judging the
aesthetic contribution of sculpture to the overall beauty of a
cathedral, or judging the importance of impartiality as an element
in the moral life.

Whether it is obtained from science or from common sense, how-
ever, knowledge of facts is sufficient for the verification of value
judgments and prescriptions. For it is an empirical question whether
a given object fulfills or fails to fulfill a given standard, or whether a
given act complies with or violates a given rule. It is only when the
standard or rule itself is brought into question that we must go
beyond empirical verification. Let us next consider the place of
scientific knowledge in the validation of standards and rules.

In Chapter 3, I presented three methods by which the task-of
validation may be accomplished. What role. does scientific knowl-
edge have in these methods? It is often helpful and sometimes in-
dispensable in the second and third methods. Method II, we recall,
is used to determine whether a standard or rule includes in its range
of application the class of comparison of a given value judgment.
This is done by judging the effects of fulfilling a standard or acting
in accordance with a rule, as compared with the effects of failing to
fulfill a standard or violating a rule. In the case of a mﬁbmmav it is
necessary to predict the probable consequences that would follow
if it were adopted by many people and they tried to fulfill it. Such
prediction may require the employment of procedures in the be-
havioral sciences and may rely on the findings of these sciences.
Similarly, in order to judge the effects of people’s generally follow-
ing a rule or their generally violating it, one must make predictions
and the behavioral sciences again can be of help here. When we
wish to justify social practices by Method II, scientific knowledge
and techniques become very important. The rules which define a
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social practice are judged by their instrumental value or disvalue to

a given end, and extremely complex predictions must be.made of
the effects of an individual’s or a society’s engaging in the social
practice. The ethical theory of restricted utilitarianism operates on
this principle, and in so far as scientific knowledge and techniques
are needed to make accurate predictions of the consequences of
social practices, this ethical theory depends upon the sciences
(though not solely upon the sciences) for the justification of moral
rules, .

The use of scientific knowledge and techniques for predicting the
consequences of human acts is also a part of Method III. When this
method is used for deciding whether an exception to a rule can
legitimately be made, the effects of following the rule in a given set
of circumstances are evaluated as being better or worse than the
effects of violating the rule in those circumstances. Here the sciences
may be needed to make accurate predictions of these effects.

One can now readily understand the place of science in the third
step of justifying value judgments and prescriptions, namely vindica-
tion. We saw in Chapter 5 that vindicating a value system consists
in showing that the consequences of a person’s adopting the system
would be in basic harmony with the ideals of a rationally chosen
way of life and that the system itself was part of that way of life.
Scientific knowledge and techniques can enable us to make accurate
predictions of the consequences of a person’s adopting a value sys-
tem and so make it easier for us to determine its instrumental and
contributive value in realizing the ideals of a way of life.

The role of the sciences in the rational choice of a whole way of _

life has already been explicitly considered in Chapter 6. There the
necessary and sufficient conditions of a rational choice were given,
and we saw that the second condition, that of enlightenment, in-
cluded a complete and accurate description of the ways of life
among which the choice is being made, a complete and accurate
prediction of the effects of living according to them, and a complete
and accurate account of the necessary means for bringing them
about. In order to obtain this intellectual enlightenment, the findings
of the sciences have to be relied upon. Scientific knowledge, how-
ever, is not sufficient. Philosophical knowledge is also required, as

“oucHT” AND “1s” 255

well as “imaginative” and “practical’ knowledge of the different
ways of life. o . i

The sciences function in the justification of value uﬁmmwdosﬁm an
prescriptions, then, as a helpful and sometimes necessary Em.ﬂEE.mE.
for successfully carrying out the different steps .o» verification;
validation, vindication, and rational choice. But neither the whole
four-step process nor any of the individual steps is solely mmwobmmwﬂ
upon the procedures and findings of the sciences. Anﬂpm first mﬁwu is
solely dependent upon empirical procedure and findings, but these
need not all be scientific.) Thus it is misleading to say that <&c.o
judgments and prescriptions can be “based on” ﬁ.ro sciences. .Wsm M
is certainly false to say that knowledge of g&.ﬁ is good or bad an
of what we ought or ought not to do is scientific knowledge. Mwﬁ as
I have tried to show in this section, the grounds Om.o.ﬁ value judg-
ments and prescriptions do very often include oB@Eo&. mSntmE.m_
established by the sciences. These statements .mo not logically 05%
the value judgments or prescriptions for which ﬁrm.v\ are groun M
since the process of reasoning by <<Eow. value judgments an
prescriptions are justified is not pure deduction. m,s.HEmHHBoMm, scien-
tific statements alone are not sufficient for such justification. The
naturalistic fallacy is not committed when the mno:m_mm Om.<me
judgments and prescriptions are scientifically established in the
aforementioned ways.

C. The autonomy of normative discourse

In the remainder of this chapter, 1 wish to point out ‘that the logic
of normative discourse is independent of the logic of factual and
other kinds of discourse. When we consider the general nature of
normative discourse, we see that it is “autonomous” in four respects.
I shall refer to these as follows: (1) the autonomy of normative
reasoning, (2) the autonomy of normative statements, (3) ﬁ.wﬁ
autonomy of normative truth, and (4) the autonomy of normative

ning.
Bmww w%&ﬁ autonomy of normative reasoning, I mean the fact that
the rules of inference (or canons of valid reasoning) .%mwn govern
the justification of value judgments and prescriptions are sut generis.
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They set up a realm of discourse which, taken as a whole, is distinct

from other realms of discourse—such as those of the sciences, of

mathematics, of history, and of metaphysics and theology. The rules
according to which we give good reasons for (or against) a value
judgment or a prescription are logically independent of the rules
governing the justification of other kinds of statement. It is true
that some of the ways of reasoning which are appropriate in other
realms of discourse are also appropriate in normative discourse, but
the over-all structure of normative thinking is both different from
and independent of other systems of thought. :

We have seen how empirical knowledge can enter into the justi-
fication of normative statements and how we must sometimes rely
upon such knowledge in carrying out the steps of verification,
validation, vindication, and rational choice. But the total justificatory
process remains unique and distinct. To engage in it is to engage in
a certain kind of practice (which is both a social activity and a
thought activity), defined by certain rules. These rules are the
canons of valid reasoning which determine the appropriateness or
inappropriateness of different ways of thinking in the context of
normative discourse. When we engage in the practice by following
the rules, we thereby separate ourselves as thinkers from other
“engagements.” We commit ourselves to normative reasoning rather
than to scientific, mathematical, or some other kind of reasoning,
Consequently to engage in normative reasoning is not to engage in
scientific reasoning; even though from time to time we must rely on
the latter in carrying out some particular step of our normative
reasoning. : . y

2. The second trait of normative discourse that constitutes a
sign of its independence from factual discourse is the autonomy of
normative statements, that is, the autonomy of value judgments and
prescriptions themselves. By this I mean that the premises (as dis-
tinct from the rules of inference) of a deductive argument with a
normative conclusion may not consist solely of factual statements.
As we saw in discussing the deductive version of the naturalistic
fallacy, no normative statement is logically entailed by a factual
statement or set of factual statements.

3. The third sense in which normative discourse is autonomous
concerns the truth of normative statements. Here its autonomy con-
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sists in the fact that no normative statement is empirically verifiable

(or falsifiable). Procedures of empirical <ma.mommou may be used in
justifying a value judgment or prescription in any Om.mu.m four mﬁme
of justification, and all value judgments and prescriptions omum M
verified empirically by reference to a m?mw standard or E.bm. vc
neither of these points allows us to say without qualification t at
normative statements are empirically verifiable. The mp..mﬁ point
already implies that empirical verification does not constitute QHM
whole of the justification of a normative statement, msm. Em secon
point explicitly states that only when a standard or rule is given can
a normative statement be verified at all. We have seen nrmﬁ. it is
always appropriate to question the _.zmammw.m.#v\ of accepting a
standard or rule; this is not the case with empirical or factual state-
ments. . .

All three of these senses of the “autonomy” of normative discourse
are closely related to each other. The autonomy o.m the. rules of
reasoning that govern the justification of boumuwﬁé mﬁmﬁmsmbﬁm
accounts for the second and third instances of “autonomy.” Thus
we know that a normative statement cannot be mmmcmmm from
factual premises alone, because we know that this EB@ of :mmmambom
is excluded by the rules of reasoning governing normative &moo:n.mo.
Similarly, it is in light of the entire process of justifying normative
statements, as defined by those rules of reasoning, that we see that
normative statements are not empirically verifiable. .

4. The fourth sense in which normative discourse may be said to
be autonomous concerns the meaning (or use) of normative terms
rather than the truth of normative statements or the Bm.mpomm by
which they are justified. The autonomy of normative Bm.mﬁbm.ammmnm
to the fact that the jobs for which normative language is ou..&wmu&\
and correctly employed are fundamentally different from the jobs
for which factual language is ordinarily and oonm..on.d\ mwuwHoXm&.
Our typical use of such evaluative terms as “good, .Sm.E. desira-
ble,” “excellent,” and our typical use of such prescriptive terms as
“ought” and “must,” are clearly distinct from our .&%8& use of
words in describing, reporting, predicting, or ox?muwbm something,
The use of evaluative terms in expressing value judgments was
examined in Chapter 2, and the use of “ought” sentences for the
purpose of prescribing was examined in Chapter 7. We saw that
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expressing a value judgment is a matter of telling someone how we
grade or rank an object as a result of our evaluation of it. We may
or may not be making a recommendation to the person or guiding
his choice when we utter the evaluative sentence. In the case of
prescriptive terms, on the other hand, we are always recommending
that an act be done and so directly guiding a person’s choice. In
none of these evaluative or prescriptive uses of words are we assert-

ing a matter of fact or merely conveying information about the .

empirical properties of things. We are playing a different “language
game.” Normative discourse is thus distinguishable from descriptive
'discourse, not only by the logical rules governing the justification of
statements, but also by the semantical rules governing the proper or

correct employment of the typical words which constitute such
discourse.

The proper or correct employment of expressions in any realm of

discourse is determined by the normal use of such expressions. When
words are used in such a way that the hearer (or reader) is not
misled or confused, and he has learned the “language game” in
which the words normally function, then such usage is proper or
correct. In the next chapter I shall consider in greater detail what
a language game is and how it helps to elucidate the concept of the
proper or correct use (meaning) of a term. For our present purposes
it is sufficient to point out that the rules which define the language
game in which words and sentences are used for evaluative and
prescriptive purposes are different from those which define the
language games in which we use words and sentences for descrip-
tive or explanatory purposes. To learn how to play one game is not
to learn how to play the others, since the rules are different in each
case. Indeed, we do not first have to learn how to play any fion-
normative language game in order to learn how to play the normative
language game. Or to put it another way, we do not first have to
know how correctly to employ expressions for descriptive purposes
in order to know how correctly to employ expressions for uttering a
value judgment or prescribing an act to someone. It is in this sense
that normative discourse is autonomous with regard to its meaning.

These, then, are four ways in which the autonomy of normative
discourse may. be understood. It should be noted that I have been
speaking of normative discourse as a whole: I have not been con-
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cerned with the differences between moral discourse, mowmum.ﬁo &ﬂ
course, political discourse, religious discourse, and other “universes
of normative discourse. All of these different languages are bnEBm-
tive in so far as they are ordinarily used in mxmammm.msm value _.cMm-
ments and prescriptions and jn reasoning for or against <m~¢o. ju %-
ments and prescriptions. As such, they are m=. wﬁoboawcm Em M
four ways discussed above. Their autonomy is mo:.amﬁuwm w Hom
they have in common with one another and éruo.v mﬁmuobﬂmﬁmm a
of them from the various kinds of uossoﬂbmﬁﬁ.u discourse. But
according to what criteria is each of these normative Fsmcw.mmw or
“universes” of discourse differentiated from the others? This is a
question which will concern me in the next part of this book. I have
already dealt with it briefly in Chapter 4, ,Ucﬁ. Fo.ogwumﬁm_v\ so. My
next task will be to take a new look at the distinction among norma-
tive languages and to fill in some gaps in my previous account.




