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INTRODUCTION 

Unti l reeent times only two types of tmelyses of 

value judgments were fcaown: the objeot iv ls t io ana the sub-

j e o t i v i s t i e type. The torn.®? i s characterized fcy i t s i n ­

s is tence tha t value i s something on th® otejeat-aide, while 

the l a t t e r maintains that value i s s esse thing completely 

dependent on the subject . 

In the second decade of th i s century, a third type of 

analysis of value judgments was put forward, namely, the 

eao t iv i s t type. This i s a view that evaluations have no r e ­

ference e i the r to the propert ies in ohjeots outside nor to 

the s t a t e s of mind of the subjects u t te r ing those ©valua­

tions* Having ao referents , evaluations are log ica l ly 

(though not grsjama t i c al ly) incomplete phrases hy ia©ans of 

which th© speaker vents h i s emotions. 

Since t h i s pecul iar in te rpre ta t ion of statements of 

value gained a considerable ground in the Anglo-American 

philosophical c i r c l e s , i t would not he completely useless to 

study the framework of l i ngu i s t i c analys is within which i t 

worfcs, to point out i t s dependence on th© p o s i t i v l s t i e c r i ­

ter ion of meaning, to analyze i t s genetic explanations of 

e th ica l and aes thet ic phenomena, to expose th® asbiguity of 

i t s terminology and to show i t s ineepaoi l i ty of solving the 
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problem of j u s t i f i ca t ion which a r i s e s in connection with any 

evaluation we make. 

I t should a l so be not out of place to present our 

own view as to whet evaluative statements are and how i s i t 

possible for them to be theore t i ca l ly s ign i f i can t . i 

1 Theoretically (or eo^i i t ive iy) fsesniagful statement 
i s on© which describes cer ta in s t a t e s of fact or points out 
the re la t ionsh ip of terms as in rastfekesatics. Prac t ica l ly 
meaningful statement i s one which has no logical referent 
but nevertheless performs cer ta in functions, such as exhor­
t a t i o n s , ooEsoand, wish, e t c . 



CHAPTER ONE 

TH3 NOTION Of STEIOAL AI4ALY3IS 

The emotive theory which we are about to discuss and 

examine i s inseparably bound to a type ©f philosophy called 

logical positivism or logica l empiricism and to the well 

known work, Meaning of Meaning, pub l i^ed by two pretaiaent 

Br i t i sh l i t e r a r y c r i t i c s , Ogden and Richards, in 1823. But 

before we begin to t race the origins and the growth of t h i s 

curious in terpre ta t ion of value judpisnts in general and moral 

judgments in pa r t i cu la r we should mate ce r ta in preliminary r# -

isar&s concerning the nature of the object of our study and 

the terminology used or mentioned during our dismission. 

Our study deals not with a system of morality but with 

a possible In terpre ta t ion of the meaning tha t any evaluat ive, 

including moral and aes the t i c , statement may have. Siaotiv-

i s a i s not a system of d i rec t ives or norms, I t provides no 

c r i t e r ion on which to judge an action r ight or wrong and an 

object good or bad. I t does not purport to uphold and defend 

any system of morals, nor does i t - a t l eas t in as far as i t 

1 Saotlvisii "got i t s nam© from th© d is t inc t ion bet ­
ween cognitive and emotive meaning f i r s t brought to th® 
a t ten t ion of s considerable public by O.K. Qgden and 1.4. 
&immm i n The Meaning of Meaning. (19SS)W. 
P h i l l i p Blair BIOS. On. KnowlecWof Pood and Bvil. Hew York, 
Handom House, 175?, p. 9. 
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l a an analysis - d i rec t ly abolish morality as i t has scasetiiaes 

been claimed, s taotivlsm i s not even an analysis of moral 

phenomena themselves, but only of our way of speaking about 

such phenomena. I t moves on the level of metalanguage, that 

i s to say, i t stakes a world of discourse - namely, the eva­

lua t ive discourse, the object of I t s study. As i t i s well 

2 Reverend Martin J3V4RCY, for Instance, concludes h is 
a r t i c l e , "Philosophy Sow". in Cr i ter ion. 19S6s "Under the 
pretence of ultimate wisdom i t ^naWiy, Ayer*s book, League^ . 
Truth and Xdwtlo, J , gu i l lo t ines r e l i g ion , e th ics and aeathe-
t i c s , self , person, free w i l l , respons ib i l i ty and everything 
worth while. I thank Mr. Ayer for having shown us how modern 
philosophers can fiddle and play t r i cks while tftm world 
burnsw . 

O.S.M. JOAD blames the emotivists for having destruoted 
morality: MIf there la no objective r igh t and wrong, i f moral 
judgments are . . . merely ejaculat ions of emotions of approval 
and disapproval, then one cannot demonstrate t h a t fasc i s t 
prac t ices ere evllf one can only express d i s l ike of thesi. A 
Crl t lcue of Logical Positivism. Chicago University Press , "" 
19§0» p . 146. 

And Mr. Barrows WMM of Temple University wrote 
concerning emotivisaj *̂ © philosophy would bet ter please the 
fasols ta themselves, since moral questions could them b@ 
safely l e f t in the hands of the police"*. 

I t seems to m& tha t If the emotive analysis of e th ica l 
judgments were correct , no one could blame the emotivists for 
the oonaeejuenees that might follow in the sphere of act ion; 
on the contrary, one could only congratulate the emotivists 
for having found the truth about moral judgments. The view 
that emotiviaia destroys morality i s based on the fallacy of 
considering emotive (or any other) analysis of value judgments 
as a normative system. I agree, however, tha t the emotive 
In terpre ta t ion has not arisen so f reely from prejudices and 
preconceived p o s l t i v i s t i c ideas as i t s adherents claim. But 
to acknowledge t h i s i s different from saying tha t essotivlsa 
as a possible e thical analysis destroy® morali ty. I t i s t r ue , 
of course, tha t i f the emotive analysis i s fa lse , yet taken 
ser iously , i t wi l l very l ike ly break down the objective mo­
r a l i t y , but t h i s effect wi l l follow only ind i rec t ly ; the 
analysis i t s e l f i s neu t r a l . 
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itnown, philosophy as a whole is considered by logical pos l t i v -

I s t s such an analyt ic study of language. Ethical analys is 

deals with the language of morals, aes thet ic analysis with 

the language of fine a r t s , episteiaological analysis with the 

language of science, etc* But in nei ther case does philosophy 

deal with eacperiease or proclaim any t r u t h about external rea­

l i t y . As Albert and h i s associates explain t h i s notion of 

philosophy, "Yiewed as ana lys i s , philosophy deals with the 

language used in speaking about actual objects* and not with 

th© objects themselves; i t operates on the level of language 

ra ther than experience". 3 

We shal l see that the emotlvists deny that value-

statements express proposi t ions, 4 consequently we should 

3 Sthel M. ALBERT e t a l .» Great Traditions in i t h l c a . 
Hew York, American Boole Co., 19S3, pp. *38§ f* 

4 At th i s point we should inquire what precisely do 
these philosophers mean by ever-reeurrlag wordss u t terance, 
statement, judgment and proposition. 

Max BLACK defines UTTSBANGŜ as rtWords or other signs 
ac tual ly pronounced by a speaker, wr i te r or o1&@r user of 
s igns*. (Cr i t i ca l Th i n k i n g p . 446) C.L. STgYJH80H use* the 
term "utterance" as a '"convenient synonym for Peiroe 'a term 
•token%" which he contrasts with 'type* . . . The d i s t inc t ion 
i s simply t h i s : If a man repeats the same sentence ten times 
over, he has spoken only one sentence i f we mean type senten­
ces , but ten sentences i f we mean token sentences or u t te ran­
ces of the type sentence*. (Ethics and Language, p . 165, n.8). 
There i s no question of a proposition being expressed by an 
u t te rance . 

A 3TAT&&3T, in B lacks words, "ia an exp l i c i t ly for­
mulated asse r t ion , coronasnd, des i re , judgment, and so forth** 
in contradis t inc t ion to •suggestions* the most expressive of 
which are those wof the speaker 's feelings (and especial ly 
feel ings of approval and disapproval)*. (Cr i t ica l Thinking;. 
pp. 168 f . } . In the majority of p o s i t i v i s t i c wr i t ings , how-
ever, statement could not be taken as a oomflaand or des i re ; 
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apeax not of value statements or value judgments but of value 

ut terances . However, the acoepted ussg® hinders even them 

who do not believe tha t there are any value judgments a t a l l 

4 'Cont'd* 
i t might by synonymous only with ^assertion* or with *judg­
ment™. 

JUDOMSIT - as defined by the B lotionary of Philosophy 
can a®an two things: (a) *The cental ' ac t of" asaer t lng ( a f f I r * 
Ing or denying) an a s s e r t i b l s content. Tradi t ional ly a judg­
ment i s said to affirm or deny a predicate of a s u b j e c t . . . 
J inee a judgment in t h i s sense always involves a t ru th claim 
i t i s e i the r correct or erroneous*1, (b) ""That which Is a s ­
serted in an act of judgment, often called a belief or a 
proposi t ion. That which i s judged me® merely be contemplated 
or considered instead of aelng asserted or denied". 

S t e l l a r view as to the quiddity of "judgment* i s ex­
pressed by A.G. Jffi®; WA judgswnt should be distinguished 
from the words used t o express i t and s t i l l sore from th© out* 
ward expression to other people of what i s judged, bein$ a 
• t o t a l thought or ac t , which saay be carr ied out l a s i l e n c e . . . , 
and consis ts in seeing tha t something i s t rue or in deciding 
to accept sou th ing as t rue . What i s thus affirmed as t r ue , 
as dist inguishable from the words In which i t i s expressed i s 
cal led hy contemporary philosophers a propea.lt. loft*. 
U t h i o s , p . 115). 

j&OPOSXTXOK, as already noted by Sting, i s **the con­
ten t of meaning of a declarat ive sentence, I . e . , a postulated 
abs t rac t object eosaon not only to di f ferent occurrences, of 
the same declara t ive sentence but also to d i f ferent senten­
ces (whether in the sarae language or not) which are synonymous, 
or , as we say, raean th© same thing* (ffletioaary of Philosophy) 

Proposition aay be equated with judgment, but socae-
tlxaea i t i s taken to denote judgments, "Traditional l o g i ­
cians generally have defined a proposition as a jud^aent ex­
pressed in words, or as a sentence expressing a judgment, but 
some say or seem to hold in actual usage tha t synonymous or 
i n t e r t r aa s l a t ab l e sentences represent th® mm proposi t ion". 
Die tionary of Philosopfer). 

Max BLACK wri tes t&mt "whenever we toow, bel ieve, 
doubt, or disbel ieve something, whatever i t i s that we are 
knowing, bel ieving, doubting, or disbelieving i s a proposi­
t ion . (Thus when I believe tha t pain i s an e v i l , what I be-
ISsr®, i . e . , tfeat gain i s ay l l t i s a proposit ion)». (Cr i t i ca l 
Thinking, p . 19) . I t la the proposition that can end must be 
e i the r true or f a l s e . wIf something could be e i the r t rue or 
f a l se , tha t thing i s a proposit ion, and m&Vf proposition must 
be e i t h e r t rue or f a l s e . (Thus i f someone s»ya» 'Tha t ' s a 

http://propea.lt
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to subs t i tu te consistently the word utterance for the word 

judgment. Sometimes they put such words in quotation laarks 

to indicate tha t they ©re used in an improper sense, e»$. , 

'judgtasnt* of value, normative "statessent**, e t c . s 

^ac t iv i s t s a lso tend to genarali&e the i r theory so as 

to include not only isorsl and aes the t i c statements but any 

normative statement whatever. They Co recognise cer ta in dif­

ferences among value stat«a«3ats, but they consider t hes to 

belong to the s&ea© ^enaral category of expressive or emotive 

language - a s opposed to the co^ i i t lve or symbolic or sc ien t ­

i f i c language. 

Shea logical p o s i t i v i s t s end a l l the others who s&ijght 

propound an e&otive view declare thfit moral and aes the t ic 

judgments a re not r ea l ly judgaents but expressions of feelings, 

d ispos i t ions , emotions, a t t i t u d e s , and so on, they are not 

referr ing t o every statesaent of moral and aes thet ic theor ies 

or of everyday normative judgments; they are careful to point 

out that they refuse to grant the s ta tus of propositions only 

to purely norasative and evaluative u t te rances . They d i s t i n ­

guish thes© normative utterances frosa the factual and 

4 Cont^d 
l i e * , I ^now that the person to whom he has objected must 
have asserted a proposition, for a question of t ruth hots 
been r a i s ed ) " . Cr i t i ca l Thinking p. 19. 

S Quotation M.ark's may be used for two purposes, f i r s t ­
l y , to indicate that th© #ord i s mentioned ra ther thsn used, 
e.£... "Cleveland** h^s nine l e t t e r s ; and secondly, t o show tha t 
a word i s used in an improper or inoonventlonal sense, e .g . 
The "judgment* of i n t r i n s i c value has the seme grammatical 
s t ructure as the judgment of s c i e n t i f i c fnot. Logioal pos i t i -
v i s t a want to show in th i s second case that "judgment" when 
refer r ing to moral or aes thet ic s i tua t ions is not re l l y luds-
jaeat but ut terance - a sequence of words expressing no propo** 
s i t i o n . 



THi MOTION 0? JSTHICAL AMALY3IS 6 

a n a l y t i c a l judgjosnts which, a s they r ecogn i se , a r e q u i t e 

numerous in t r e a t i s e s on v a l u e . 

I f we g r a n t , f o r I n s t a n c e , the g r e a t e s t happiness fo r 

the g r e a t e s t number p r i n c i p l e , we can c e r t a i n l y form ta&ny 

Meaningful s ta tements about c e r t a i n a c t i o n s , whether they a r e 

conducive to t h i s end or n o t , whether they a r e b e t t e r conduc­

ive to t h i s end than ease o the r a c t i o n s , whether i t i s conve­

n ien t for us t o perform theia, e t c . ; we can fo resee t h e i r 

imp l i ca t i ons and consequences; we can d i scuss the psycholo­

g i c a l and s o c i o l o g i c a l cond i t ions which w i l l favor or d i s f avo r 

an e f f e c t i v e employment of such means. Al l such s ta tements 

can t r u l y be sa id t o be t r u e or f a l s e , depending upon our 

fcnowled/?e. our co r r ec t apprehension of such s t a t e s of a f f a i r s ; 

they a r e sub j ec t t o empi r ica l v e r i f i c a t i o n . T,fe only need 

c e r t a i n empir ical i n q u i r i e s , observat ions and t e s t a , in o rder 

to determine t h e i r t r u t h or fa lsehood. The c e r t i t u d e of such 

s ta tements shares th© c e r t i t u d e of the s ta tements of n a t u r a l 

s c i e n c e s . Heedless to s t r e s s , tfaer© can be no a p r i o r i c a l 

v e r i f i c a t i o n of such s t a t emen t s . Yery o f t en , e t h i c a l a n a l y s t s 

of the emotive type inc lude i n t h i s ' »sc ien t i f i c * e t h i c s e l l 

the accounts of th© fac tua l s t a t e of a f f a i r s i n d i f f e r e n t 

s o c i e t i e s , the customs and mor&s, or th© psycholog ica l condi ­

t i o n i n g i a regard t o norms to which an Ind iv idua l has been 

subjec ted and t h e e f f e c t s which such condi t ion ing had on him; 

Csraap, Ayer and Heiehenbaoh cons ide r such d e s c r i p t i o n s to be 
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aalled e t h i c a l , though they might jus t as well belong to an­

thropology, sociology and psychology, AS i t was pointed out 

before, the ataotivists do not delegate statements of thee© 

enquiries to the realm of non-sense. The question here i s 

simply thi3£ Will these pa r t i cu la r means serve the assumed 

end? To answer I t , a l l the natural and social sciences may be 

employed* But nothing could be said in jus t i f i ca t ion of the 

and i t s e l f ; the f s s t tha t I adopt i t , or tha t the ia»jarlty of 

the people adopt i t , and thus m)sm i t a value for eae or for 

us , does not warrant a normative conclusion tha t I or anyone 

e lse should adopt that end. 

We may a lso have an analyt ic e th i c s , that i s , e thics 

consist ing of a system of de f in i t ions , '.'e may define for 

instance "good* as wthat which i s conducive to th© preserva­

t ion of human race" . In the l i gh t of t h i s def ini t ion we saay 

enalyae the statement, Prevention of disease i s good, in th© 

following tmmwn if prevention of disease Is conducive to 

tae preservation of husaan race, then the above statement i s 

t rue ; i f i t i s not so conducive, th© above stateirient i s f a l s e . 

In t h i s way we can determine a. p r i o r i the t ru th value of any 

ethical statement, as long as we have an ethioal sys tea con­

s i s t i n g of a network ©C such def ini t ions of valuet ional terms. 

Sut commonly recognized as pecul iar! ly e thioal s t a t e ­

ments are those whose predicates denote moral values, for 

instance, Murder i s wrong, Truthfulness i s good, e t c . People 
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commonly believe tha t u t te r ing such sentences they are r ea l l y 

saying something, e i the r about th© objects out - there , or a t 

l eas t about the i r own psychology. If someone says to them, 

Murder i s good, or, Truthfulness i s bad, they believe to have 

been contradicted in a way different fro® tha t as they would 

be when someone said to them, Ho, Murder i s not e v i l , or , Ho, 

Truthfulness i s sot good; in other words, they believe that 

the contradict ion I s not merely the resu l t of a logical nega­

t ion of the i r s ta teaents hj the opponents. 

I t i s t h i s t̂ vpe of statements which the oiaotlvlsts 

proOlaim to be paaudo-statepients; statements whieh have a 

correct grammatical s t ructure and for soise reason or other 

claiming to express proposit ions, but which rea l ly do not ex­

press any proposi t ions. ® According to the emotiviats , such 

statements do not express anything which could be t rue or 

fa l se ; the predicates employed in them do not refer to any 

property, nei ther in the object whieh such statement i s con­

ceived to character ize in some way nor in the subject v%o pro­

nounces such ut terances; value predicates do not add anything 

to the content of such ut terances . To say, Stealing money i s 

e v i l , i s t o say nothing more than, Stealing aoneyJJJ - the 

number of exclamation marks or tne tone of the voice ind lca t -

6 In p o s i t i v i s t l c terminology, words denote concepts, 
state/asnts QXPTQBB proposi t ions . 
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lng tha t the u t t e r e r disapproves of such ac t ion , or that he 

wants others to disapprove of I t , or the t he comman&& them to 

disapprove of i t , or that he wants to persuade them to feel 

about i t the way he does. 

On what basis do the eao t iv i s t s deny tha t value s t a t e ­

ments express propositions? Is i t that they achieved an In­

s ight into the nature of such statements, an Insight which 

eliminates the contention of t r ad i t iona l moral is ts &H& of 

people In a l l times that e th ica l m& aes thet ic statements do 

say something, give information about some thing, pronounce a 

judgment on something? Or i s t he i r posit ion a log ica l outcome 

of t h e i r sen s i s t point of departure? Ayer claims the foisaer, 

but the numerous c r i t i c s claim th® l a t t e r . We sha l l see 

l a t e r thet value statements are excluded by emotiviats on 

toe basis of the log ico-pos i t lv la t l c c r i t e r ion of meaning, 

regardless of t h e i r claim that the emotive view i s based on 

a d i s in te res ted , neutra l analysis of value statements them­

se lves . Their ralstaJce l i e s in viewing such statements In 

re la t ionship to a preconceived &&& extremely narrow c r i t e r ion 

of meaning ra ther than in re la t ionship to the experiences 

to which such statements point and about which they claim 

to say ease thing. 
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In order to see be t t e r the novelty 7 and the nature of 

emotive views, we should consider the possible analyses of 

value statements and indicate how the eiaotive analysis dif fers 

from others , following the eosaaonly accepted, If not the 

bes t , divis ion of the types of e th ica l analysis Into object­

ive , subjective and emotive ones, w® are very l ike ly to be 

reminded of Gemte*s three stages of development of human slant 

here too we are successively freed from objective values by 

the second analysis and from the subjective values by th® 

thi rd ai&ysls; we are l e f t only with meaningless noises not 

di f ferr ing in Iciad from in ter jec t ions such as wAlaslw, "Oh, 

ohJ", or even from animal c r i e s . 

There are subdivisions, of course, in each of the 

three typss . Objective analysis , for instance, could be 

e i the r n a t u r a l i s t i c or non-na tura l i s t i c . The na tu r a l i s t s re ly 

7 I t i s not unanimously admitted tha t emotive views 
are novel. Professor *«.&. Fî K&NA of the University of 
Michigan, for instance, staea 'the roots of eaotivism in the 
Br i t i sh Moral aentiasent School (Shaftesbury, Hutoheson, Hume 
a t a l . ) ; h i s colleague <3«L« 3CTY8HSQH. a prominent ensotivist, 
on the other hand, claims that Hume was a na tu ra l i s t t rying 
to draw normative conclusions from the fact the most men have 
a sense of benevolence, AS to agreement and disagreement, 
these philosophers may have correct ly apprehended the agree­
ment or disagreement in bel ief , including the bel ief about 
a t t i t u d e s , but not that in a t t i t u d e ; yet i t i s p r e c i s e l y ^ 
th i s latter disagreement which i s essent ia l to value judgments. 

I aia inclined to agree with Professor STJSYjHSaW in 
considering eaotivisia a product of the present century - a t 
l eas t in as far as i t has been presented in terns of value 
judgments as pseudo-judgments. 
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on the fact that some individual , or group of individuals , 

accept an action to be right or wrong, an object good or bad. 

A.O. HWIKQ defines n a t u r a l i s t i c e th ics as *the theory that to 

say some action i s r ight or some experience good merely mean® 

that most men, or most usen in a cer ta in group, tend to have 

a pa r t i cu la r kind of feel ing about i t or t ha t i t tends to the 

sa t i s fac t ion of saost men'® desires'*. s We aay ask, however, 

what normative conclusions can w® draw from such descr ipt ions 

of f ac t . Such descr ipt ions are of Importance t o psychology 

or sociology, but they do not contribute in the l eas t to the 

formation of nonaative judgments. In e th ics we ask, Why 

should I , or anyone e l se , or everyone, do th i s or that? Th© 

fact tha t most people do i t does not , in i t s e l f , jus t i fy the 

should. I t w i l l l ike ly point to the right d i rect ion u n t i l I 

get wy own ins ight in to the nature of the case and understand 

the ca l l of values , but i t i s possible that th© majority i s 

wrong. 

Sthieal naturalism, then, f a i l s as far es normative 

statements are concerned. *The tasking of a descr ipt ion, of a 

statement, i s a sociological or psychological fac t . But the 

descript ion made i s to be distinguished frost the fact tha t i t 

has been saade. I t cannot even be derived from t h i s fac t ; for 

that would mean that we can deduce 'Stapoleon died on St . 

8 A.C. SWB'IG, The Definition of Good. Hew York, The 
Macmillan Co., 1947, p . 2. 
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Helena", f roa »Mr. A s t a t e d t h a t Napoleon died on i t . Helena*, 

which i s obviously not possible '* . 9 

10 The n o n - n a t u r a l i s t s , •*,v on the o t h e r hand, proclaim 

the ch ie f e t h i c a l concept to be indef inab le ana unana lysab le . 

Whereas the n a t u r a l i s t s would point t o th© good, fo r i n s t a n c e , 

whenever there was something conducive t o th© g r e a t e s t hap­

p iness of the g r e a t e s t number, t h e n o n - n a t u r a l i s t s would say 

t h a t t h a t which i s conducive to the g r e a t e s t happiness of t he 

g r e a t e s t number might be a good but t h a t good as such cannot 

be exhaus t ive ly analysed i n t o t h a t which i s so conducive. 

I t I s c l e a r t h a t In both cases we a r e dea l ing wi th 

a p roper ty i n the o b j e c t , compound and def inable i n one c a s e , 

and simple and inde f inab le i n the o the r . In f a c t we should 

c l a s s i f y as ob j ec t i ve any theory which mainta ins t h a t our 

value judgments depend in saaa way on the objeot o u t s i d e , 

or i nhe re i n i t . 

Any ob j ec t i ve view according to A . C . Swing, excludes 

the fol lowing t h r e e con ten t ions concerning e t h i c a l judgments: 

"(a) t h a t they &T@ not r e a l l y judgements a t a l l , (b) t h a t 

they are f a l s e or t h a t we a r e never j u s t i f i e d in t h i n k i n g 

theta t r u e , (c) t h a t they a r e merely j udgmen t s about o n e ' s 

own psychologica l s t a t e or d i s p o s i t i o n s . Any of these 

9 Karl H. POPffigR, The_0pen Socie ty and I t s anemlea, 
P r ince ton Unive r s i ty P r e s s , 1950, p . 5 3 . 

10 The n o n - n a t u r a l i s t s a re r e f e r r ed t o by Bice sad 
o t h e r s a s i n t u i t i o n i s t s , while the n a t u r a l i s t s a r e a l s o 
c a l l e d f r i p i r l c i s t s . Gf. A-1.3. H l g l , Qn Knowledge of good 
and i l v i l , p . 10 . «--—---------*------- .• . 
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t h r e e a l t e r n a t i v e views may be ca l l ed s u b j e c t i v e " . x * 

This b r ings us t o the second poss ib l e types of ®« 

t h l o a l a n a l y s i s , t h a t i s , the sub jec t ive t y p e s . These r e s t 

t h e i r claim t h a t value judgments are judgment® about s u b j e c t ­

ive r e l a t i o n s on the well-known fac t t h a t the speaker i s a l ­

ways involved and t h a t d i f f e r e n t speakers have d i f f e r e n t 

op in ions about the ssae objec t or a c t i o n . Thay commit the 

f a l l a c y of r e d u c t i o n i s t by iden t i fy ing the sub j ec t i ve element 

i n forcsalation of va lue judgnsents with th© content of such 

judgments. They say t h a t the speaker i s a a r e l y saying some­

th ing about h i s own f ee l i ngs when pronouncing a value judg­

ment; he i s not c h a r a c t e r i z i n g the ob jec t i n any way. In 

Swing's words, " the s implest forsa of the s u b j e c t i v i s t view i s 

t h a t according t o whish e t h i c a l judgements, though genuine 

judgejssnts, a s s e r t only t h e t the person who makes th© judge­

ment has or tends t o have c e r t a i n f e e l i n g s . *This i s good or 

r i g h t * on such a view becomes • ! have /or tend t o hav®7 a n 

emotion of approval on cons ider ing t h i s " . ^ s 

The c a t e g o r i e s of t r u t h and falsehood a r e app l i cab l e 

to value s t a t emen t s : they are ©ithor t r ue or f a l s e , depend­

ing on whether th© speaker a t the time of s t a t i n g h i s propo-

U A . G . 3SCBQ. The Def in i t ion of Good. New York, 
The Macmillan Co. , 1947, p . 2 . 

12 A.O. flWlHO. OP. P i t . , p . 4 . 
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sition reslly had the type of feeling in question. The dis­

agreement which raay result between two speakers passing a 

value judgment upon an object or action does not concern any 

property in the object or action in question but only their 

attitudes towards them. In fact, the contradiction is only 

apparent because, as o.S. Moore pointed out 1 S both of the 

speakers could be right, even though one says for example, 

"Abortion is evil" and the other says, "Abortion is good". 

One is not putting in question the assertion of the other; 

he is not contradicting him; he is just stating that he fsels 

differently from the other. 

While both the objeotivists and the traditional sub-

jectivists "assimilate ethical concepts to the logical cate­

gories of 'properties* and 'subjective relations* respecti­

vely the supporters of the imperative doctrine assimilate all 

ethical sentences to th® class of interjections - exclamations, 

ejaculations, cossaends and so on". *-4 These analysts which 

we termed the eraotivists, night be classed as subjectiviats, 

yet there is e very important point of difference which jus­

tifies them to have a separate classification: while the 

subjectivlsts affirm that value judgments are genuine -

13 Cf. his ethics. Hew York, Henry Holt, 1912, Chapter 
III, and his article, "The Nature of Moral Philosophy", in 
tne -Philosophical Studies, New York, Hareoart, Brace, 19SS, 
pp. 310-339. 

14 Stephen 2. TQULTO, The Piece of Benson in Ethics. 
Cambridge University Press, 19S0, p. 49. 
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though not inforaiin \ us about the object but about th© 

speaker's feelings towards the object - the einotlvists con­

tend that the speaker does not say anything, does not speak 

about anything, and that stateiaente of value ere pseudo-

statements. Pronouncing something to be valuable, th® speaker 

verbally expressed his feelings towards it; but he could have 

expressed his feelings otherwise, though perhaps not so well 

for communicating it to others. ,?hen a man says, "Lying is 

wrong*, he is not saying anything about lying, nor is he 

saying anything about his feelings towards lying; he is 

expressing thosa feelings in a way similar to that when he 

exclaims * OuchI* upon a pain of stepping on a thorn, or when 

he shouts *Hurrahl* la a battle. Whan he exclaims *0uchl* h® 

is not concerned with persuading people to feel the way he 

do^sj when he shouts 'Hurrah!*, he is concerned with per­

suading others; but in neither case Is he formulating a 

judgment about anything. 

3. Toulmin considers ©motive interpretation as a 

logical conclusion to a dispute bet. can the objeotlvists 

and the subjectivists: 
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•When two people a r e in e t h i c a l disagreement*, 
sa id the f i r s t phi losopher , ' t h e y c o n t r a d i c t on® 
ano the r . I f they a r e to do t h i s , t h e r e ous t be 
something in the objeot they are d i scuss ing for 
thesa t o con t r ad i c t one another about . Therefore , 
goodness must be a proper ty of the o b j e c t ' . 

•Hansensel* r e p l i e d the second ph i losopher . 
'Goodness i s no property of the ob jec t . All they 
a re doing i s express ing d ivergent r e a c t i o n s t o 
the o b j e c t : the c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s only appa ren t . 
I t i s i n t h e i r a t t i t u d e s towards the o b j e c t , not 
about any proper ty of i t , t h e t they d i s ag ree* . 

*A plague on both your houses! • r e t o r t s our 
t h i r d ph i losopher . You're both overlooking t h e 
r h e t o r i c a l force of e t h i c a l judgements. People 
who have e t h i c a l disagreements e r e not; t a lk ing 
©bout any proper ty of the objec t e i t h e r . The 
t r u t h of the mat te r i s t h a t they a re not ' t a l k i n g 
a n y t h i n g ' , fo r there i s n ' t anything for them t o 
' t a l k about ' - a i l they a r e doing i s answering 
each o the r back, and br inging p ressu re t o bear 
on each o the r to behave d i f f e r e n t l y * . i & 

P h i l l i p B l a i r M e e , a prominent scholar of contempo­

ra ry e t h i c s , speaks of the f i r s t two types of e t h i c a l ana­

l y s i s - t h e ob j ec t i ve and the sub jec t ive - aa r e p r e s e n t i n g 

a l l types of ooga.it.lviat p o s i t i o n s - i n c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n t o 

e t h i c a l n q a - e o g n l t l y i s t s which a r e t h e e i ao t iv i s t s and the 

"Phi losophers of Ordinary Language" or "Oxford Philosophers"^-6 

15 OP. G i t . , p . 06 . 
16 iVioe equates the emotive n o n - e o g n i t l v i s t s with Lo­

g i c a l P o s i t i v i s t s and the Ordinary Language n o a - c o g n l t i v l s t a 
with I n f o r a a l i a t s . Of. On Knowledge of Good and ISvll. p . 10 . 
i t seems t o oe p o s s i b l e , hw'ever , t h a t an "opponent of Logical 
Pos i t iv i sm might c o n s i s t e n t l y hold emotive views i f he suc ­
ceeded in i s o l a t i n g value judgments from the p o s i t i v i a t c r i ­
t e r i o n of asaning and s t i l l find them what l o g i c a l p o s l t i v -
i s t s cons ider them t o be nanely e j a c u l a t i o n s , commands, 
persuas ive d e f i n i t i o n s , e t c . 

http://ooga.it.lvi


T4S lluTIui* OF ..STUICAl. ^TALYOIS 1? 

This d i v i s i o n l a j u s t i f i a b l e as long as w© d i s t i n g u i s h t h a t 

the ter® M non-oogal t iv la t w i s not s tanding merely for the 

emotive e t h i c a l ana lyses , and th© term " a o g n i t i v i s t * for t h e 

ana lyses which consider the cogni t ive p e r t of e t h i c a l s t a t e -

isents and t h e symbolic funct ion of ©th ica l terms a s pr imary. 

Coiaaon t o a l l a o n - c a g a l t i v l s t s I s the view t h a t 

"aora l and o ther valu&tion&l judgments should be i n t e r p r e t e d 

p r imar i l y i ? as a t t e m p t s , not t o convoy knowledge, but t o do 

something else*". 1 8 However, when we consider how they con­

ce ive t h i s funct ion of th© value Ttatonenta which goes be­

yond conveying informat ion, .ve ace that thare a re r e a l l y two 

schools of thought &£un^ th© n o n - c o g n l t i v i s t s . 

Among th© adheren ts of emotivlsm. we uay count Hudolph 

Carnap, Hans Keieheabaeh, Alfrad J u l e s kj&s and Charles 

L e s l i e Jtevensgn who **&&& advanced a modified form of t h i s 

p o s i t i o n " , *9 To the second group we stay count Ludwig 

Wi t tgens t e in , George I . Moore ( in sorae r e s p e c t s ) , ctephen 

Toulmin, Richard '•*!. Hare, 3 t u a r t Hampshire, Margaret 

2:ocdonald, J . L . Aust in, H.L.A. Heart and o t h e r s . 

3oth types of n o n - o o g n l t l v l s t s mainta in t h a t t h e bas ic 

mistake of the eognl t iv iss ts c o n s i s t s in t h e t they t r e a t 

17 I t a l i c s mineJ I t should b© noted t h a t some e a o t l v -
i s t s admit t h a t normative e t h i c a l judgments a re not devoid of 
Informat ion, though they s t i l l consider t h i s funct ion of 
conveying information to be secondary. 

18 F . 3 . aiOjS, 0,p. b i t . . V>P^ & f. 
19 ^»B« M M * OP* Cl t .» p . 9 . 
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normative judgments as referr ing to properties at a l l . To 

the question, I s value a property*? a i l the non-cognit ivis ts 

give a negative answer. Ph i l l i p 3 . aloe conteads that "they 

mean to deny not only that goodness i s a mere property, but 

even tha t i t i s a property plus**. "° They <Xo admit thet 

reference to propert ies i s involved in falue judgments, but 

they do not admit that ther® i s ona single property which we 

could consider as the stable core of descript ive e l e g i t a in 

suoh judgments or in the meaning of value terras. 

The eao t iv ia t s consider any descript ive element in 

e th ica l terms as hopelessly variable anu the uniformity of 

t h e i r meanings always depending on a non-cognitive factor . 

furthermore, 

there Is no simple defining property ©f i n t r i n s i c 
value, but any property can serve th© purpose i f 
in the pa r t i cu la r case, we approve of i t without 
regard t o the consequences of the object and t ry 
to persuade others to approve of i t a l so . .•Smo-
tivism, in i t s cruder forms, expresses the pre­
suppositions of the impressionist ic c r i t i c who 
conducts the soul on an adventure among master-
pieces and does not try to ajnalyae the propert ies 
which define the beaut i ful . I t also voices th© 
a t t i t ude of th© solid c i t izen :vho sa rs , *I don't 
know i f i t ' s a r t but I l ike i t * . gJ-

The Ordinary Language Philosophers, on the other hand, 

re jec t the view that the meaning of value judgments i s pre­

served by t r ea t ing them siaply as commands, exelaraatlons or 

go p . a . Riga, OP* e i t . . p. 89. 
21 I b i d . , p . 8«E 
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express ions of wishes a s th® emot iv ia t s do . The/ t h ink t h a t 

the meaning of value judgments i s over-a impl l f iod i f we, 

having i s o l a t e d the express ive or imperat ive funct ions of 

language, cons ider tasai a s a t y p i c a l sphere where such func­

t i o n i s exemplified i n i t s p u r i t y . According t o the i n f o r a -

a l l s t s , " the important and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c funct ions of a term 

l i k e *good' or ' r i g h t * may b© t o f a c i l i t a t e th© performance 

of a t a s k , or to rGCOi.vriend an a c t i o n , or t o a s c r i b e t o Some­
s ' 

t h ing or saaeoae a funct ion or an o b l i g a t i o n " , and no t 

merely t o v e n t i l a t e s p e a k e r ' s amotions aud arousing them in 

the h e a r e r . 

Another d i s t i n c t i o n ba tmen the e&o t iv i s t s and the 

in f a r&a l l s t s concerns the quest ion ot " reasons" presented in 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n of a valu<© judgment, . ^ o t l v i s a seems t o suggeat 

t h a t anything goes , t h a t any kind of reason which i s ap t t o 

move a h s a r e r i s r e l e v a n t . S 3 Infarxaallsm, on the c o n t r a r y , 

t r i e s t o escape t h i s r e l a t i v i s m by saying t h a t a«n have a 

d i r e c t , q u a s i - I n t u i t i v e awareness of the nece s s i t y t o o f fe r 

22 B.P. RlOiS, Og» e l t . » P« 9. 
23 C h a r l e T T . JTJyffiiaQ'j* fo r i n s t a n c e , s a y s : "To 

choose a d e f i n i t i o n i s t o plead a cause , so long as the word 
defined i s s t r ong ly emotive*. Cytale a and Language, p . 210) . 
The contents of the def ln lena of an e t h i c a l term a r e not t o 
be taken as c h a r a c t e r i s i n g the ob j ec t ; they a r e chosen for 
the sake of mere persuas ion . Any d e f i n i t i o n n ight be good 
enough to persuade the hearer? t h e r e a r e good and bad d e f i ­
n i t i o n s only in r e l a t i o n to t h i s end and not in r e l a t i o n t o 
our knowledge of good and e v i l which, according t o e a o t i v l s t s 
i s not p o s s i b l e s ince ob j ec t i ve good and e v i l do no t e x i s t . 
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oaly cer ta in kinds of reasons to va l ida te our valuat ion*! 

conclusions, lie soiaehow dist inguish "good reasons" fro® 

"bad reasons": acme of the propert ies to which these reasons 

point are relevant and some i r re levan t , "but there i s no 

eojmon and systematic s t ructure exempli fla-i by the propertied 

referred t o , so that we could hop® to express th® descr ip t ive 

element in a coherent body of theory, as th© coga i t lv i s t s 

have assumed through the i r search for a set of comprehensive 

prinoiplea*. ** 

Having seen the character of e th ica l analysis in 

general and the emotive analysis in par t icu la r we should 

consider th© Betting l a which t h i s peculiar in te rpre ta t ion 

of value statements took r i s e and developed to the praaont 

wide-spread acceptance by mmj Anglo-As&eri can and even other 

philosophers, l a t h i s connection we should study The Meaning 

of Meaning fey Ogdea and Hichards and the Vienna achool of 

Logical positivism* 

24 b.P, SIOff. o»» a l t . , p . ©9. 
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The distinction between the oo^aitive and the inter-

jectional, or between the symbolic and the expressive use of 

language was recognised by grtataarians and linguists long 

before the appearance of Ogdea and Blehards* Meaning, of 

Meaning. This is evident from th® textbooks on syntax where 

w® find recorded a distinct part of speech ealled BJTmnsGTIOB. 

"Ob", *Ba, ha**, "Alas", "Oueh**, **Burrehw, etc., are classed 

as interjections. 

In this century - under the general pressure of 

semantic preoccupation - the linguists sought to discover 

what precisely the language is and what functions of language 

can be distinguished* They found that much larger portion® of 

our language are Interjactlonal in character than It had been 

believed before and classed aa a comparatively Insignificant 

part of speech. In fact, they found only two basic functions, 

one of which is the interjections1 or ®xpr©ssiv@. In the new 

scheme, this division does not remain merely by separating 

the interjections fro® other parts of speech} it runs ©11 

down the line from nouns and adjectives to verba and adverbs. 

There are only very few words such as highly technical terms 

and perhaps scwae particles such as prepositions and conjunc­

tions that ere devoid of the laterjectlonal or emotive charge; 

all th© other© «re a mixture of eaaotive and cognitive elements, 

in soa© prevailing th© latter in others the former. 



BSdOaiFTXYS AMD SKOTXYX 90110x1 OHO OF LANQOAOJS »£ 

What i s language? According t o Louis H. Gray, l a n ­

guage i s "any means of express ing emotional or iaental con­

c e p t s by any l i v i n g being o r beings whatsoever , and of coaarau-

n l c a t i n g them t o , or r ece iv ing them from, o the r l i v i n g 

be ings" . 

In t h i s d e f i n i t i o n i t s e l f we a l ready have t h e b a s i s 

for t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between two types of language - the emo­

t i v e (langage a f f e c t i f ) and th© l o g i c a l or cogn i t i ve ( laagage 

log iQue) . Furthermore, i t i s not a c c i d e n t a l t h a t in Gray ' s 

d e f i n i t i o n the mention of the emotional language comes f i r s t : 

i t i s f i r s t i n r e a l i t y . The language of c h i l d r e n , end espe­

c i a l l y the language of non-human be ings , i s emotive t o a much 

higher degree than t h e speech of sdu l t humans. 2 We have I n ­

t e l l e c t u a l language proper only when s p e a k e r ' s i n t e n t i o n i s 

t o eoHjaunisate some idea which does not s@ek i a a e d l a t e and 

t ang ib le r e s u l t s . But though t h e emotive language I s chrono­

l o g i c a l l y p r i o r t o the i n t e l l e c t i v e , i t does not d i sappear 

even in the most advanced s t ages of development. " I t pe r ­

s i s t s " , Oray w r i t e s , **a® a v i t a l component i n language of 

the severes t i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y " . 3 

1 Louis H. OHAY. foundations of Language, New York, 
The Maeraillan Co. , 1939, p . i s . 

2 Some l i n g u i s t s , e . g . I . A. HI SHARPS, even be l i eve 
t h a t a t f i r s t the re was no symbolic languagej « . . . t he re can 
be no doubt t h a t o r i g i n a l l y a i l language was siaotive; i t s 
s c i e n t i f i c use i s a l a t e r development, snd most language I s 
s t i l l emotive*. The P r i n c i p l e s of L i t e r a ry s r i t i o i s m . New 
York, Hare c u r t , Brace, ' ' i$ i4 , p . S3^. 

3 Louis H. QUAY. Qp. o i t . . p . 07. 
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I t i s not an exaggerat ion to aay t h a t such ex tens ive 

and p e n e t r a t i n g s t u d i e s of the funct ions of language by l i n ­

g u i s t s and phi losophers a l i k e have received t h a l r impetus 

from the epoch-making study of aeanlng by Qgden and Richards* 

Their Meaning of Meaning f i r s t appeared i n 19S3 and has r e ­

ceived sany r e p r i n t s . Th© following passage i s quoted by 

almost every emot iv i s t a s a kind of i nd i spu tab le f ac t which 

j u s t i f i e s h i s p e c u l i a r a n a l y s i s of va lue s t a t emen t s : 

*Ck»odM i s a l leged to stand for a unique, unana­
l y s a b l e c o n c e p t , . • This pecu l i a r e t h i c a l use of 
"good" i s we sugges t , a purely emotive u s e . When so 
used the word s tands f o r nothing whatever, and has 
no symbolic func t ion . Thus, when we so use i t i n 
the sentenoe , "This la good", we merely r e f e r t o 
t h i s , and the add i t i on of " i s good1* makes no d i f f e r ­
ence whatever t o our r e f e r e n c e . When on th® o ther 
hand, we say "This i s red"*, the add i t i on of B i s red" 
t o " t h i s " does symbolize an extens ion of our r e f e r ­
ence , naiaely, t o soa© o ther red t h i n g . But s I s 
good* has no comparable symbolic function} i t se rves 
only a s an emotive sign express ing our a t t i t u d e t o 
t h i s , and perhaps evoking s i m i l a r a t t i t u d e s in o the r 
pe r sons , or i n c i t i n g th<tsa t o a c t i o n s of one kind or 
a n o t h e r . . . Of course , i f we def ine wth® good" a s 
" t h a t of which we approve of approving*', o r g ive 
any such d e f i n i t i o n when we say "This i s good**, we 
s h a l l be making an a s s e r t i o n . I t i s only the i n ­
def inab le "good" which we suggest to be a purely 
emotive s i g n . The "something more" ot "something 
else'* which, i t I s a l l eged , i s not covered by any 
d e f i n i t i o n of "good1* i s th© emotional aura of the 
word. * 

According t o Ogden and Richards , when we us© words 

symbol ica l ly , we ffiake s ta tements - " the r eco rd ing , the 

* G-K» CK*I)aN« a*1** *•*• 'ttOHAHOg. Meaning of Meaning. 
Mew York, Harcour t , Brace, 193S, p . IBS. 
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support, the organization and the eorataunioatlon of refer-

enoesw. When we use words emotively, on the other hand, no 

references are directly Involved, for we strive in this case 

merely to express our feelings or excite feelings and atti­

tudes in others. To exemplify the difference, *If w© say 

•The height of the Siffal Tower is 900 feet*, we ere making 

a statement, we are using symbols in order to record or eon-

aunicate a reference, and our symbol is true or false in a 

strict sense and la theoretically verifiable. Bit if we say 

•Hurrahl' or 'Poetry is a spirit* or 'Man is a worn*, w© ts&y 

not be making statements, not even false statements; we are 

most probably using words merely to evoke certain attitudes*.& 

Since we may be using th® ssae sentence sysDollcally 

on one occasion and emotively on the other, and since two »en 

aay be using me same utterance differently at th© sasje time, 

how do we determine the particular function? Th® two authors 

answers The best teat of whether our use of words is essen­

tially symbolic or emotive is th© question - *Is this true or 

false la the ordinary strict scientific sense?* If this 

question is relevant when the use is symbolic, if it is clesr-

ly Irrelevant then we have an ©active utterance*. We mmj 

5 Meaning of USeaning, p. 149. 
6 Ibid., p. 149. 
7 Tola*., p. 150. 
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utter oertain words, phrases or sentences for the sake of 

references, or for the sake of evoking attitudes* Our aim 

will determine and at the same time reveal the particular 

function. 

The question eoae® to us, what are truth end falsehood 

"la the ordinary strict scientific sense"? The two authors 

answer: They are quelitl©® of statements which purport to 

communicate a reference: if the reference is such as a state­

ment affirms it to be, then that st&tetasnt is true; if the 

reference is not such then that statement is false. And in so 

far as any statement is made to conMunioate something it can 

be and indeed must be either true or false. This is the 

scientific or symbolic use of statements and only her© say we 

speak of truth and falsehood of atat«a©nts in a "strict1* sense* 

If a genuine statement la true, it has achieved its ends It 

correctly communicated the reference^ if a genuine statement 

is false, it is a failure, it has not achieved its and, it 

is self-defeating. 

Sonatinas we may use - at least Richards seems to 

maintain so In hia principles of Literary Orltloiaa - genuine 

statements in certain contexts in such a way as to evoke 

different kinds of feelings, but insofar as they are directed 

towards this end, their truth OT falsehood is not important; 

that is to say, we may use true or false statements effect­

ively towards evoking feelings and attitudes. We can speak 
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of truth and falsehood only when wo consider such statements 

syrabolioally, but we cannot do ®o when we consider them to be 

used emotively. 

In the emotive sphere we say speak only of success or 

failure of the speaker's Intention to change or er^at® feel­

ings* Whereas in science false statements do not ttchleve 

their goal, in th© sphere of action false statements m&y 

achieve it. "For scientific use of language a difference in 

the references is itself & failure: the end has not baan 

attained.3ut for esuotive language the widest differences in 

references ar® of no importance if the further offsets in 
8 attitude and emotion are of th© roquired kind". 

It is possible to axpr&sB feoilngss and to create them 

In others by completely aeanlngless phrases, by certain sounds 

end gestures, by isolated emotively charged terus. However, 

it is such aore cowioa to achieve this by statements - pre­

ferably true ones - which do have a reference but whieh ere 

not made for the sake of eoiiwuaisating that reference but 

for expressing and evoking feelings. To quote Hichards 

again, "Many arraageaseats of words ©voke attitudes without 

any reference being required en route. They operate like 

musical phrases. But usually references are Involved as 

conditions for, or ataaes in, the ensuing develop&snt of 

8 *•-*• HIOHAipa, Principles of Literary Criticise. 
Sew York, Hercourt, Brace, '10S4, p. 268. 
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attitudes, yet it is still the attitudes not the references 

whieh are important. It matters not at all in such cases 

whether the references are true or false. Their sole function 

is to bring about and support the attitudes which are the 

further response". 9 

We may ask here: Th© responses to what? If refer* 

encea are not i&port&nt, if even astre aonreforentlal phrases 

and combinations of -yards can evoke feelings and attitudes, 

to what tare we really responding? Richards- sight say that we 

are responding to an object which those tteanlngless phrases 

presented to our imagination. If so, then those nonreferent-

iai phrases are not so jseauingless after all. Klohards ap­

prehended correctly the nature of ethical tad aesthetic 

f̂eelings** as responses, bat he provided us with no object 

to which we are supposed to respond. 

lot only an object is presupposed bat also our grasp 

of its importance, its value. An ©lement of intellectuality 

is present in our inward and outward, silent or verbal res­

ponses in the r@alas of ethics and aesthetics. Jleaningless 

phrases, certain sounds, gestures, and tones of voice by the 

speaker in face of an object might rsakc us pay attention to 

it, reflect on it, study It; false judgments about that 

object might deceive usj but our response will always be 

* l*A* HTJUAftDJi OP. Pit., SS7 f. 
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proportioned in quality and intensity to our perception of 

that object. On the psychological level our response will b© 

adequate if we act genuinely upon the knowledge of the object 

and our perception of its value; on the etiological level, 

our responses will fall short of adequacy insofar as we have 

not completely grasp#d the natur® of the object and its im­

portance or insofar sa we hav@ besn Ueoeivod by false judg­

ments, by our clouded vision of the ŵ trld of values, ^f our 

own ncgligt^nce, and so on* The nature of values demands an 

adequate response on this axiologlcal level, but w© are in 

an egooeatrlc predicament that we have to act on the other 

level; although we do know at the same time that we should 

itrlve for an sxhaastiva knowledge of values &nd for an un­

conditional readiness to respond to.the call of values. 

The role of ''subjectivity"* in value responses a® well 

as the distinction between the axiologlcal and the psycho­

logical aspect of such responses is cloarly brought out by 

Professor von Eildebrand: "To prefer ® higher to a lesser 

good constitutes the most essential correspondence between 

the value and the response, and an«§ which from th© aoral 

point of vie-v? plays the greatest role. The pure value res­

ponse will always be Imported la a degree corresponding to 

the rank of the value*.* It laust ba stressed however that 

all these necessary relatione between the value on the ob­

ject side and the inner word of th© value response exist 
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only Insofar a s the value ha^ baen grasped and unders tood, 

and not n e c e s s a r i l y with raspoct to the value which the ob jec t 

possusses in r e a l i t y " . *Q 

Th© i n t s n t i o n a l i t y of value response , t h a t gap which 

d iv ide s the c o n e d ouaaeaa of an object and i t s q u a l i t i e s on 

the one hand, and our response t o i t on the o t h e r , &ak@s 

sosn of Qgden*s and Richards* s ta tements inconce ivab le ; when 

they n .;rite for i n s t a n c e , t h a t " i t i s not necessary t o know 

what t h i n g s a re in order t o take up f i t t i n g a t t i t u d e s t o ­

wards the&...** l i we spontaneously ask, IVhat a re we respond­

ing to? aad Vhat i s the th ing toward n&ioh we take up a 

f i t t i n g a t t i t u d e ? T/e &tust f i r a t grasp the subl imi ty of 

Beethoven's Ninth Symphony in order t o be moved by i t and 

respond e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y t o i t . F@ must f i r s t grasp the 

na tu re of i n j u s t i c e i n QT&®T t o assuiae aay a t t i t u d e t o i t . 

But the r e d u c t i o n i s t i c oyth of the " s c i e n t i f i c " pseudo— p h i ­

losophy i d e n t i f i e s object with our reopoase to i t , " the 

sub l imi ty of 3©othovan*s Plinth Symphony, which we g r a sp , with 

oar exper ience of uoing jaoved hy i t or enthused by i t " . **2 

There la a p a s i t i v i s t i o assumption in O^dea and 

Richards* i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the funct ions of language, namely 

10 Die t r i ch von K1LPS8IU&P, Chr i s t i an iSthios, Hew 
York, David ttoXay Oo., l "§IS7pT*Hs. 

11 G.;:. OQDM and I ,A. RICHARD .̂ Meaning of Meaning. 
9. 153. ' 

12 Uletrioh voa EILD.'IBR^D, Christian Sthioa. p. 126. 
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t h e assumption t h a t *<© cannot speak of r e a l i t y but only about 

c l a s s e s of sense-percep t ions (which we consider them as ob ­

j e c t s ®nd give then d i f f e r e n t names), snd ©bout our n o t i c i n g 

c e r t a i n f ee l i ngs end express ing thera. oelencea, according 

to t h e 3 , can #ive us knowledge, but so ' v i s i o n of r e a l i t y * ! 

the c r i t e r i o n of t h i s knowledge i s i t s use fu lness , " t h i c s , 

a e s the t i c®, r e l i g i o n and asstaphysios cannot give us emy kind 

of knowledge. They w r i t e : " I t e>ug£t t o be Impossible t o 

pretend t h a t any s c i e n t i f i c statement can give a more i n s p i r ­

ing or a saor® profound ' v i s i o n of r e a l i t y * than ano ther . I t 

can be more genera l or more use fu l , and t h e t I s a l l . On th© 

o ther hand, i t ought to be imoosalbl^ to t a l k about r o e t r y 
13 

or r e l i g i o n as thoufh they were capable of giving 'knowledge*w. 

On t h e i r view, to speak of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge of r e a l i t y 

i s j u s t as non-sens ica l as i t i s to speak of mys t ica l r e v e l a ­

t i o n s or metaphysical i n t u i t i o n s , f&ansse data a re the u l t i ­

mate elements ?.fiout which ve can speak sens'>. 

Yet s u r e l y , i f t h e i r view vere so evident an they m&m 

t o imply, ho-f i s i t conceivable t h e t thm -jorld had t o wai t 

for the© t o discover t h i s ? Their answer, by impl ica t ion i s : 

Almost a l l of the t r a d i t i o n a l phi losophers as we l l a s the 

caramon sen,.*© of a l l t i a e s were mistaken and w© are r i ^ h t . 

This decept ion of the whole t r a d i t i o n , however, i s e a s i l y 

13 S*K« OGm̂XI mA *•*• J i lSL- l l i* l ean ing of .Manning. 
p . lo8« 
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explainable and humanly justifiable for "the temptation to a 

philosopher when concerned with a subject in which he feels 

a passionate interest to us® all th© wards whieh are most 

likely to attract attention and excite belief la the import­

ance of the subject is alaost irresistible**. i 4 Ogden and 

Hiohards, on the other hand, seem to consider themselves 

strictly as analysts, that is, disembodied spirits examining 

our language, at least when they speak professionally. Their 

aotto is supposed to be* invenlatur Veritas, gareat taundus. 

From th© above quotation, it seeias that they believe 

that the traditional philosophers and all the people on th© 

level of oossaon sense are using "the words which are raoat 

likely to attract attention sad excite belief in the import­

ance of the subject** without actually believing in what they 

say. This, I think, is ungrounded and contradicted by 

experiences one might us® convenient words to deceive others, 

but he knows that he is trying to deceive; wheress in the 

ease of metaphysicians, moralists and theologians, this 

simply is not the case. These people iaight conceivably be 

deceived themselves - not by words but by consideration of 

facts - but they cannot be accused of intentionally deceiv­

ing everyone - including themselves. I think we can trust 

them at least as saueh as we can trust 0g*4en end Hiohards 

14 0.:U QODtgfl and X.A. HIOUARQSt Meaning of Meaning, 
p. 157. 
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and other seaman t l c i s t s tha t they believe they are saying 

something when isaking a statement and that they believe to be 

t rue what they say. At l eas t they intend t o speak, and be­

l ieve that they are speaking, of something. This i s evident 

froia the fact that one often t r i e s t o contradict another in 

regard to soiae fact - which would make no sense i f they be­

lieved that the i r statements carry no sore re feren t ia l weight 

than for instance in ter jec t ions l ike "Ouchi" or "AlesJ* and 

the c r i e s of animals. 

Perhaps Ogden and Eicfosrd© would not i n s i s t on saying 

tha t moral is ts and aosaraon sense people are merely t rying to 

persuade someone about something they do not believe; perhaps 

they would phrase t h e i r analysis in such a way ©a to show 

that people rea l ly intend to speak, but that in r e e i i t y they 

should not do so since they are using language In a non-

re fe ren t ia l ms&Q when speaking of values, r e a l i t y and the 

supernatural world* But surely, to say to everyone that he 

should not intend to speak of beauty, aara l values, r e a l i t y , 

e t c . , or that he should not think that he i s saying anything 

when speaking of such objects , eeeas to ra© a l i t t l e naive. 

Yet t h i s i s precisely what Ogden and Bichards as well as a l l 

the eao t iv i s ta who proclaim sietsphysieal and axiologioel 

judgments to be pseudo-judgments, are ree l ly saying. 



DSJCHIFTIV^ AUD m o w n JTOJOTJO^ OF LANGUAQI2 3 3 

We do not deny the importence of dist inguishing the 

symbolic and the ©motive functions of language; we readi ly 

grant th i s pr ise da conscience of emotive functions as one of 

those great discoveries which iaak© up the philosophic 

perenals . But we do deny the a r t i f i c i a l separation of the 

cognitive or symbolic and the ©motive functions. We oppose 

Ogden*s and Bichards* standpoint whieh suffers both from t h i s 

a r t i f i c i a l separation of the two functions of language end 

from a crude form of scientists which reveals i t s e l f especial ly 

in t h e i r preoccupation with the symbolic functions. Two 

passages frasa Thomas S. Pollock's cr i t ique of the Meaning of 

Meaning; may b© quoted profi tably in th i s connection. Mr. 

bollock says: " . . . I do not find adequate theory of the uses 

of language whieh requires us to ass use that in more complex 

poems - in 'Tro l lus and Cr#ssld®», for example, or 'Paradise 

Lost* - the words are used prliafarlly to produce effects in 

emotion and a t t i t u d e s , with anything else evoked by the poem, 

including in t e l l ec tua l processes, a t most contributory t o 

these e f fec t s .« •" i S 

Hot only Pollock but a lso such prominent p o s i t i v l s t s 

ss Stevenson and BIBCK, as well as th® philosophers of 

15 "A Theory of Meaning Analysed: A Critique of 
I.A. Richards' Theory of Language'* in The Second American 
Congress on General 'Mmn.%lea (M. KMllMQ. ed.) Chicagot " 
I n s t i t u t e of General Seoantioa, 1943, p . 435. 
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Ordinary Language, who could conveniently employ Ogden and 

Bichards' distinction in their ethical and aesthetic qualify 

it. Thus Max Black writes in his Critical Thinking: w0ne 

and the same utterance may convey factual information (true 

or falae), embody aesthetic insight, express social conform 

ity» and do a number of other things all at the s-aiaa time. 

For this reason, any attempt to isolate ̂ pure'* types of lan­

guage uses {such a® ŝcientific**, wpoetic*», "oereaonial*, 

is and so on) would be of little help to us**. 

If this mistake of tight isolation of the two func­

tions of language is serious and disastrous to value state­

ments if they are assigned to this isolated emotive realm, 

we asay be dissatisfied with the analysis of language in the 

Meaning of ..leaning even more when we find that it suffer© 

also from soientlstic prejudices; it is preoccupied with 

the symbolic functions and judging everything from th© 

point of view of knowledge which, according to poaltlvlsts, 

is found only in the cognitive realm. 

As Pollock observes: 

18 Max SLACK, Critical Thinking, New York; 
Prentice-Hall, 1952, p. 166. 
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Mr. Bichards* central theory of the uses of language 
has grown out of a controlling Interest in the pro­
blems of scientific or * symbolic' communication. 
The general structure and the key-terms of the 
theory are designed for the analysis of the so-
called 'symbolic' use of language. As a consequence, 
the definition of the 'non-syabolic' or '©motive' 
us® is forced to aocofflsodete itself to the theo­
retical position which rem©ins. T he resulting 
analysis of the • ©motive' use, whieh certainly is 
intended to include poetry and apparently also 
'other literary experiences' is alaost inevitably 
unsatisfactory. 1* 

Th® authors of the Meaning of Meaning are of course 

^@ry eager to point out that no evaluation of any function of 

language is involved in their analysis; that is to say, thnt 

the fact that knowledge is associated exclusively with the 

symbolic function docs not imply that moral, apathetic, meta­

physical and religious spheres, whlah are closely associated 

with the emotive functions and consequently cannot be seid 

to belong to the realm of knowledge, are classified as 

inferior disciplines. They stress firmly that their anali/sls 

shows merely whet are scientific and what are moral, aesthe­

tics, metaphysical and religious utterancesj which of them 

convey information, and which of them express something of 

the speaker's emotional state. Yet, it scans to sae, a classi­

fication of our ethical, aesthetic, metaphysical, and theo­

logical statements as nonsense, that is, as mere ©motional 

exhortation, can hardly be taken otherwise then es a complete 

1? T.C. FOLLOW, op. oit., p. 434. 
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eradication of thera, for if such statements do not make sense, 

they have not achieved their purpose and no one would con­

tinue to make them. 

The fact that their approach is favoring the sym­

bolic function would not be so serious if they did not 

equate this function with the statements of positive 

sciences exclusively. Having ennuBsrated different symbolic 

roles that language has to perform they write; 

Besides this referential use which for .all 
reflective, intellectual use of language should 
be paramo^ni, ward's 'have oiher functions wfa'leh ' 
may be grouped together as esaotive... The impor­
tance of the emotive aspects of speech is not 
thereby minimized, and anyone chiefly concerned 
with popular or primitive speech might well be 
led to reverse this order, of approach. Bsaxy 
difficulties, Indeed, arising through the beha­
viour of words in discussion, even aiaong scient­
ists, force us at an early stage to take i&to 
account these 'non-syabolio* influences. i S 

If that type of referential use which they conceive 

to be the only one that is referential should be paramount 

for "all reflective, intellectual use of language*, we would 

not have any knowledge whatsoever besides that which th® po­

sitive sciences are capable of giving us. There is according 

to them no knowledge in the light of final causes; no know­

ledge of right and wrongj no revealed knowledge; there ar© 

only provisional hypotheses which concern the observed 

IB C.A. QQQm and I.A. KiGILJ.fiUS» op. cit., p. 10. 
Italics mine! 

http://GILJ.fi
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sense-data, and analyt ic statements which are t rue or false 

by def in i t ion . iSferything else i s mere exhortation of f ee l ­

ings and eiaotions - be i t a theological dogma, « metaphysical 

i n tu i t i on , an aes thet ic &s e th ical ins ight , or a simple 

animal cry. 

A log ica l development of th i s posit ion into ©xtreae 

value relat ivism i s found in Bichards' Principle of Li terary 

Cri t icism. The question is raised, ^hat i s value? In asking 

t h i s question we are not trying to find out whet are soae 

ult imate values but what i s the c r i t e r ion by whieh we can pro­

claim an object valuable. I s value a property of objects? 

I s i t something out- there , independent of our thinking and 

wishing, or does i t s existence depend on us in some way? 

Bichards answers% *Anything i s valuable which wi l l sa t isfy 

an appetency / tfeslre - conscious or even unconscious/ without 

involving th© frustra t ion of some equal or more important 

appetency*. i 9 And further: "The importance of an impulse 

/appetency or aversion^ can be defined . . a s the extent of 

the disturbance of other impulses in the individual*s 

a c t i v i t i e s which the thwarting of th© impulse involves". s o 

One could accuse Richard© of deserting the emotive 

posit ion propounded in the Ulean,i,ng .of Meaning and becoming a 

n s t u r a l i s t since *'X i s valuable*' seems to be for him equl-

18 I . A . 'dlCliAdDS. Principles of Li terary Oritloism, 
p . 48. 

gO I b i d . , p . 51. 
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valent to **x will satisfy more appetencies than it frustra­

tes"* Charles L. Stevenson accuses him so, at least insofar 

as Richards* definition of value is concerned. 2l Yet, by 

saying that value is that which satisfies more appetencies, 

one does not commit himself to the view that something la 

valuable because most people, or because I most of the time, 

think that it satisfies more appetencies than it frustrates; 

he only commits himself to the view that soesething la 

valuable because - and only so long as * he desires it, or 

because - and only so as long as - somebody desires it. 

Consequently it is possible th©t two apparently contradict­

ory statements such as, Harder is bad, and, Murder is good, 

both be true in the sense that I expressed feelings towsrda 

the same object on two different occasions as my emotional 

constitution compelled me to do. And this is a purely 

emotive position. 

This type of subjeotivistic relativism denies to 

value any objoctivityt value is that which is desired by 

someone, end it is value to someone els® only Insofar as it 

is desired by someone else. If truthfulness is 8 vslue to 

most people, it may or may not be a value to me. There is 

no question of counting the pros and the cons in order to 

ai Cf. ethics and Language. Yale University Press, 
1944, pp. 8-11, 15. 
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determine a value - as i t would be necessary i f Richards' 

posit ion were n a t u r a l i s t i c . 

Richards reallsses that our language la not a good 

tool for such aubject iv ia t ie views; thet i s i s deceptive i f 

hia analysis of value i s correct} that the truth about values 

and value judgments was so d i f f icu l t to discover precisely 

because of the deceptivlty of our language. He wri tes in 
a i a ffrjjaoi&les: "We are accustomed to say that a p ic ture i s 

beaut i ful , instead of saying the t i t causes an experience in 

us which i s valuable In cer ta in ways. The discovery tha t 

the remark, 'This i s beautiful*, must be turned around and 

expanded in t h i s way before i t i s anything but a mere noise 

s ignal l ing the fact tha t \̂ e approve of the picture was a 

great and d i f f icu l t achievement**. 2 S 

Richards does not seem to r e a l i s e , however, tha t even 

in h i s supposedly detached, completely neutral and purely 

analyt ica l account of value statements, cer ta in awareness of 

objective value i s presupposed. He wri tes for instance thet 

in c r i t i c a l l y discussing a poem, "we me-y be talking about 

the a r t i s t ' s experience, such of i t as i s re levant , or about 

the experience of a qualified resder who mad© no mistakes, 

or about sn ideal and perfect reader*s possible experience, 

or about our own actual experience". *** Mow, what experience 

i s ' re levant*? If value does not depend on anything than 

23 i .A. "RIcaftaftBfli Pr inciples of Literary Qrltloism. 
P* S ° * 2 3 Xbid., p . *SS. 
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desire, then any experience of desire, or its satisfaction, 

should be good enough. What is a qualified reader? Doe® an 

interest in artistic or moralistic literature make on® qua­

lified, especially when we consider Bichards* view that in 

this sphere no matter how much literature we have digested, 

we have hsd nothing to do with knowledge? Is a qualified 

reader not one who has himself sehieved certain insights into 

the realm of values, one who .knows something about the nature 

©f values and dlsvalues, their conditions for realisation In 

actual life, and so on? furthertaore, what does It mean, on 

Bichards* own view, to speak of "making mistake*** If no 

value utterance expresses anything which could be said to be 

true or false? It is precisely because the valuational dis­

course is not outside the category of knowledge thet it makes 

seas© to speak of "taking mista^s*. finally, 'fhat i® an 

**ideal and perfect reader's*' experience of value? This 

phrase again presupposes that there is such a fact as cogni­

tion of values and that soma cognitions fall short of 

perfection. 

"(fits all its flaws and fallacies, Ogden'a and Richards' 

vie^s have been adapted by many posltlviatic ethical ana­

lysts to account for their own exclusion of value judgments 

from the domain of "sense* on th© basis of th© posltivistio 
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c r i t e r ion of meaning, v^hat was not offered by the authors 

of the Meaning of Meaning* namely, the exp l i c i t poa i t i v i s t i o 

aystem, was Invented by the Vienna Circle end i t s remnants 

af ter the Dispersion of 1933. 



CHAPT1£B III 

DSYSL0PM3SNT 0? THil 3I0T1YS ANALYSIS 

Soon after the close of the First W orld War a 

school of philosophy arose in Yienna, though its members 

verbally deny th«t it is a philosophical school or that any 

philosophical theses are propounded hy it. To avoid the 

question whether it is a school of philosophy w® shall refer 

to this group of thinkers as momtmrn of the YIenna Circle; 

what this Circle is will be clear from th® activities of 

its members. What especially interests us is the pronounce­

ments of the Circle on philosophy, in particular the value 

theory, and we shall not specifically consider whether these 

pronouncements themselves could be said to be philosophical. 

1. SfiPIBlOAL TRAGITIGH AT VX1M1A. The University 

of Vienna had a long tradition of empirical and metaphysical 

thought. It was ©specially inspired by the empirical and 

utilitarian elements of progressive thought in England ever 

since the second half of the nineteenth century brought more 

academic liberties to the universities of the Austro-

Hungarian empire. Thus we find there Thomas (Jompers who 

lectured from 1869 to 1880, The famous mechanist JSr&at 

Maoh was associated with the University for four years (1861-

1864 end ises), succeeded by Professor Boltaman (1903-6) 

and other lesser defendants of traditional empiricism. 
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Paralleling the empirical line was a strong attempt 

to revive the Aristotelian and .Scholastic logic: Bolzano, 

Brentano, Hafler and JSeinong were 1coders In this attempt. 

Yet they never succeeded in extinguishing the Huraean and 

Comtean spirit. 

When Bertrand Russell and Ludwig Wittgenstein pu­

blished their main works, they were greeted warmly and stud­

ied carefully by many in Yienns. Ispeeielly certain physic­

ists and mathematicians were impressed by Russell's 

"scientific" philosophy, by his attempts to find the founda­

tions of mathematics in logic, end by his treatment of the 

concepts of natural science. Wittgenstein's Traotatus, on 

the other hand, directed their attention to the uses of lan­

guage and the problems of "sense**, "nonsense** and communica­

tion. The Meaning of Meaning helped them in this latter way, 

too, though curiously enough it is not aoknowledged by them 

often except in connection with the problems of value 

judgments. 

2. THIS "THURSDAY HmVUR** Mien Morltz Schllck was 

appointed professor of philosophy in 1928 he desired to have 

a discussion group of professors and students which would try 

to delimit philosophizing to a legitiiaate sphere; for he 

thought that many treatises in the history of philosophy were 

written because questions were asked wron.-ly or even ille­

gitimately and because the question of v@riflability of 
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m rate VLmi;um CIRCLE 44 

philosophical statements was not deemed important. Schliok 

suooeeded In forming a group which met in the so-called 

"Thursday seminar" and published periodically the official 

voice of the group, ̂ rkenntniss. Success wes almost imme­

diate, at least in so far aa the participants were concerned. 

In spite of the fact that the members were both professional 

philosophers as well as natural and social scientists 

differing on many points, one could see the general program 

in the making. 

The general view of the group is characterized by a 

scientific outlook. There is no intention to make special 

philosophical assertions; on the contrary, there is a denial 

of the possibility of making philosophical assertion that 

would be genuine. There la an explicit attempt to harmonise 

the conclusions of natural and social sciences, to clarify 

the specific concepts of those sciences, to pass for know­

ledge only that which is communicable to others and to 

create a neutral symbolic language of a unified science. 

The aim and work of these thinkers is very excellent­

ly summarized by Max Black; "The analytic method adopted by 

the Viennese circle culminates in th® judgment that there 

are distinctive philosophical problems. Speculative phi­

losophy must be transformed Into a new methodology, th© 

analysis of linguistic forms... Their chief concern is to 

consolidate the achievements of scientific discovery by 
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ana ly s ing t h e l i m i t a t i o n s and e s s e n t i a l s t r u c t u r e of th© l a n ­

guage in which a l l knowledge must be e x p r e s s e d " . l 

Among t h e prominent menbora who p a r t i c i p a t e d a t one 

time or ano ther in the ••Thursday Seminar** a r e , i n a d d i t i o n 

t o the animat ing s p i r i t , ^Soritz, Sch l iok , t he s o c i o l o g i s t 

Ot to Neurath of Yienna, the p h y s i c i s t s Rudolph Gam®p and 

P h i l l i p frank of Prague , Hans Reiohaabaeh of B e r l i n , Alfred 
g 

Tarski of Warsaw, and Professor Scheffer of Harvard. 

When the group was dissolved in 19,J3, its members 

r̂ Pled to the free world and continued their work there, espe­

cially la U.3.A. If we be permitted to apeak of the 

Viennese Circle tradition of today, we should add to the 

original list of members at least the Englishman Hussell and 

the Frenchman Longevinj we should also mention the interna­

tional journal, Philosophy of .science, and the British pe­

riodical. Analysis, to indicate the recent published contri­

butions of the type chartered In Vienna before Schliok*s 

1 m&x
 3LAOK» "Introduction", in Rudolph Gernap*s 

The Unity of Science, London, fteagan Paul, Trench, Trubner 
and Go., 1934, p. 14. 

2 lohllok was assassinated in 19116 by one of his 
former students who wets psychologically unbalanced. Carnep 
came to the United Gtatos and taught for several years r<t 
the University of Chicago; now he succeeded the late Hans 
Relohenbaoh at the University of California in Los Angeles. 
Frank is associated with the Physics Department of Harvard 
University. Tarski and :oheff©r are still lecturing in 
the United states. 
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death. This t r a d i t i o n la now more commonly referred to a s 

l og i c s l posi t ivism, or log ica l empiricism. 

3 . 30UHCISJ OF LOGICAL i JSIT1VI "!«• Among the i n ­

fluences whieh moulded the views enter ta ined by the members 

of the Viennese Cirole and t h e i r followers w© should s t r e s s 

p a r t i o u l e r i l y twos Hume, and Wit tgenstein. An acute e t h i c a l 

c r i t i c even s t a t e s the t log ica l p o s i t i v i s t s in fact "may be 
3 regarded as having reverted t o the views of Hume". And 

reading Carnep, one could indeed agree with t h i s . Oarnap 

quotes Hume's famous paragraph from the inqui ry : " I t seems 

to me, that the only objects of the abs t rac t sciences or of 

demonstration are quantity and number.*• All other enqui r ies 

of men regard only matter of fac t and ex is tence ; and these 

are evidently laeapsble of demonstra t ion. . . When we run 

over l i b r a r i e s , persuaded by these p r inc ip l e s , what havoc 

must we w&£»1 It we take In our hand any volume; of d i v i n i t y 

or school metaphysics, for ins tance , l e t us ask, Opes i t 

contain any abs t rac t reasoning concerning quant i ty or number? 

Ho. Does i t contain any experimental reasoning concerning 

matter of f ac t and existence? No. Commit i t then to the 

flames; for i t can contain nothing but sophis t ry and 

i l l u s i o n " . 

— • •• 11 — -Ti- _ jni u^ j j^ 

3 S i r ?/„ David ROUS. Foundations of iJithioa. Oxford, 
Clarendon Press , 1939, JT3>\ "" 
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Then Camap sayss **W« agreo wi th t h i s view of Hume, 

which says « t r a n s l a t e d i n t o our te rminology - t h a t on ly 

t h e p r o p o s i t i o n s of mathematics end emp i r i ca l s c i ence have 
4 s ense , and t h a t a l l o t h e r p r o p o s i t i o n s a r e wi thout s e n s e " . 

Yet i t would be a mis take t o t h i n k t h a t l o g i c a l 

p o s i t i v i s t s merely endorsed , snd perhaps Improved on, Hume. 

The i r p o s i t i o n can h a r d l y be sepa ra ted from t h a t of 

W i t t g e n s t e i n , though they a r e r e l u c t a n t t o accep t some of 

h i s t e a c h i n g s . 5 By most l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s he i s a c c l a i m ­

ed as one of t h e founding f a t h e r s of t h e i r c r i t e r i o n of 

meaning. His views on l o g i c a l t r u t h , on metaphysics and 

on e t h i c s l e n t themselves very w e l l t o t h e i r pu rpose . 

That which has sense , W i t t g e n s t e i n s a y s , a r e p r o ­

p o s i t i o n s ; they can be t r u e or f e l s e . But t h e r e a r e no 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n s . To quote from h i s T rao ta tus? 

4 Rudolph OARMAP, Phi losophy and Logica l Syntax , 
London, Keagen P a u l , Trench, Trubner and Co. , 1935. 
John LAIRD a l s o c o n s i d e r s Hume's phi losophy t o be amenable 
t o a i o g i o o - p o a i t i v i s t t r a n s l a t i o n : *V.re ask any p h i l o s o ­
p h i c a l volume whether i t t r e a t s f i r s t l y of l o g i c a l syn tax 
and vocabulary , o r , s econd ly , of an e m p i r i c a l l y v e r i f i a b l e 
p i ece of n a t u r a l s c i e n c e . I f not v?e commit i t t o the 
f l ames" . Recent Ph i losophy , London, Thornton But te rwor th 
L t d . , 1936, pp. 184 f. 

5 W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s T r e s t a t u s , seys a prominent s c h o l a r 
in a n a l y t i c phi losophy - "advanced a theo ry of the n a t u r e of 
l o g i c a l t r u t h . . . and a view of metaphysics and e t h i c s which 
was q u i t e congenia l i n o u t l i n e t o p o s i t i v i s t s * * . Morton 
vmiTg. The Age of A n a l y s i s . New York, The Hew American 
L i b r a r y , 1*55, p . &M. 
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"The t o t a l i t y of t rue proposi t ions i s the t o t a l na tura l 

science (or the t o t a l i t y of the na tu ra l sciences) *». And 

"Philosophy la not one of the na tu r s l sciences'*. Philosophy 

has nothing to say about the world. Mor i s the s t r u c t u r e of 

the world an object of philosophy. "Th© object of philosophy 

i s but the l o g i c a l c l a r i f i c a t i o n of t h o u g h t s . . . Philosophy 

i s not a doctrine but an a c t i v i t y . . . A phi losophical work 

cons i s t s e s s e n t i a l l y of e luo ida t ions ' ' . 6 

But now, l e t us consider with ILsrl Popper one of 

Wit tgenste in ' s sentences, for example, 'Philosophy i s not a 

doctrine but a s a c t i v i t y ' . "Jurely*, Popper s sy s , " th i s i s 

not s sentence belonging to a ' t o t a l n a t u r s l science (or the 

t o t a l i t y of the na tura l sc iences)* . Therefor®, aeoording t o 

Wittgenstein, i t cannot belong t o ' t h e t o t a l i t y of t rue 

proposi t ions*. On the other hand, i t i s not a f a l s e propo­

s i t i o n e i t h e r (since i f i t were, i t s negsti xi would have t o 

be t r ue , snd to belong t o na tura l sc i ence ) . Thus we a r r i ve 

a t the r e s u l t tha t i t must be 'meaningless ' or ' sense less* 

or 'nonsensical*; snd the seme holds for most of 1*'it-geris-

t e i n ' s proposi t ions" . 7 

This se l f -defea t ing consequence i s seen even by 

Wittgenstein himself and s ta ted towards the end of h i s 

6 Ludwig wrPTOSMtiTfllM. Traotatus Lagieo-Phlloso-
jDhious, London, Keag'an Paul', ""'Trench, Truan©r and" Co., T9SS, 
pp. 75-77. 

7 Karl POPPaR, The Open Society and I t s gnesaies, 
Princeton Universi ty Press , 1950, p . 282, n . 51 ( l ) . 
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Tractatus in the following sentence: *»My propositions are 

elucidatory In this way: he who understands me finally 

recognizes them as senseless..." 

It Is Interesting to note that Wittgenstein wes not 

admitting here a failure of his treatise to solve the problem 

of meaning. He believed that he had nohieved something with 

his senseless propositions, for in the Preface to the 

Tractatus he claims: **The truth of the thoughts communicated' 

here seems to me unassailable and definite. I em, therefore, 

of the opinion that the problems have in essentials been 

finally solved"• In other words, he believes, unjustifiably 

on his own premisses, "that we can communicate unassailably 

and definitely true thoughts by way of propositions whioh 

are admittedly nonsensical, and that we can solve problems 
o 

'finally* by propounding nonsense". 

4. flLa L0GIC0-P03ITIVIJT J.UT lUOU OF MINING A^D TH'.-

iriiOBLm OF VERIFICATION. In spite of Wittgenstein's feilure 

to Justify a purely analytic approach to the problems of 

philosophy, the members of the Vienna Circle continued to 

employ his criterion of sense, - that is, the necessity of 

empirical verlfiability of propositions - in their dealings 

with traditional philosophical problems. They refused to 

8 Traotg tua . p . 1 8 9 . 
9 Karl POFPIB. o p . o i t . . p . 2 0 2 , n . 51 ( 1 ) . 
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call their statements philosophical, for they considered 

themselves outside of, and above, the traditional philoso­

phical disputes - being oonoerned with the logic of language 

rather than with reality. Thus Carnap writes about their 

work: "Any new philosophical school, though it reject all 

previous opinions, is bound to answer the old (If perhaps 

better formulated) questions. But we give no answers to 

philosophical questions, and instead reject all philosophical 

questions, whether of Metaphysics, or Spistemology. For our 

concern is with Logical Analysis". *® 

One of the basic tasks of the logical analysis, 

according to them, is th® finding of verification method for 

a given propositi on. i i The first question is; Is such and 

such a proposition true or false and how can we be sure that 

10 Hudolph CAMAP. The Unity of science, p. 21 f. 
11 The early logical poaltlvists, for Instance Schliok 

and Semap, maintained that th© meaning of a proposition 1© 
simply the way in which it is verified, the path of its ve­
rification. The question arose, however, Vfhat are you ve­
rifying? What is it? 

Later a proposition was said to have saetmln̂  if it 
was conclusively verifiable by sense experience, in other 
words, the meaning of a proposition oame to be distinguished 
from its verification. But, it was objeotcu, since most 
statements of natural science (-re not conclusively verifiable, 
are they to be treotod as meaningless? Again th© positiv-
ists had to retreat to more modest requirement; a proposition 
is meaningful if it is at least inconclusively verifiable 
and reducible to statements which are conclusively verifia­
ble. Yet even this modified criterion would oxciude most 
statements of sciences, it was necessary for positlviats, 
e.g., Ayer, to allow a statement its Jieanin^fulness, if 
there is at least some empirical evidence for it, if it is 
verifiable at least In principle if not in feat. 
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it is such? They speak of two kinds of verification, the 

direct and the indirect verificntlon. The first is applicable 

for instance to a proposition asserting something about a 

present perception: if one says, "I hear music plrying", 

his statement is verified if he does hear music; it is dis­

proved if he does not hear it. An indirect verification, on 

the other hand, has to do with a possible test or observa­

tion which would verify or disprove a proposition if certain 

conditions were fulfilled. "There are mountains on the 

other side of the moon" is a proposition for which we can 

prescribe a theoretically possible sense observation in 

order to test it. On the other hand, as Oarnap says, "from 

the proposition: 'The Principle of the world is /ater' v;e 

are not able to deduce any proposition asserting any per­

ceptions or feelings or experiences whatever which may be 

expected for the future**. i g For this reason it asserts 

nothing. Such theses "are deprived of empirical content, 

of theoretical sense: they are pseudo-theses**. 1-3 

There is a second class of propositions, the analytic 

or verbally self-evident propositions, which arm either 

tautologies or self-contradictions. All such propositions 

are genuine and have theoretical sense. Their truth or 

IS Budolph QARHAP. Philosophy and Logical Syntax. 
pp. 13 f• 

13 Ibid., p. SI. 

http://01I.Ci.rJ
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falsehood i s determined by en a n a l y s i s of th® c o n s t i t u t i v e 

t e r a s a l o n e , wi thout any r e f e r e n c e t o sense expe r i ence a s i s 

the case with the p r o p o s i t one of f a c t . 

These two c l a s s e s of p r o p o s i t i o n s , t h a t i s , th© em­

p i r i c a l l y v e r i f i a b l e p r o p o s i t i o n s of f a c t and t h e a n a l y t i c 

p r o p o s i t i o n s , c o n s t i t u t e , accord ing t o t h e Vienna C i r c l e 

ph i losophers and o the r l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s t he t o t a l i t y of 

meaningful p r o p o s i t i o n s . And he re aga in we may d e t e c t a 

s t r i k i n g s i m i l a r i t y between the contemporary and the t r a d i ­

t i o n a l empir ic ism. Hume, for i n s t a n c e , s a id t h a t a l l non-

a n a l y t i c knowledge I s based an exper ience i f i t i s t o be 

ca l l ed knowledge. Log ica l p o s i t i v i s t s , in t h e i r ques t fo r 

the u n i t y of s c i ence ( s c i e n t l a , knowledge), expressed th© 

same thought in an a l l - i n c l u s i v e "maxim t h a t a sen tence ms!«es 

a o o g a i t i v e i / meaningful a s s e r t i o n , and thus oan be sa id t o 

be e i t h e r t r u e o r f a l s e , only i f i t i s e i t h e r (1) a n a l y t i c 

or s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y or (2) c apab le , a t l e a s t in p r i n c i p l e , 

of e x p e r i e n t a l t e s t " . *•* 

5 . R&r.,CTIOM 0? VALUV, fil-lOKY *ui.> 0TIL:>; TRiUITIOHAL 

PHILXOPHIOAL PHQdL>t*3. I t i s c l e a r t h a t t y p i c a l l y p h i l o ­

s o p h i c a l s t a t emen t s of v a l u e , be ing and icnowledge do no t meet 

14 Car l 0 . HiSUPisiL, "Problems and changes in t h e Empi­
r i c a l C r i t e r i o n of Meaning", in .leraantlos and the Phi losophy 
of Language (L. LIIjSSY, e d . ) , po. 139-16:.*, The U n i v e r s i t y of 
I l l i n o i s P r e s s , ldoJ£, p . 153 
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the positivist oriterlon of meaning, or sense; th«t is, they 

are neither empirical hypotheses nor analytical statements. 

Consequently, they sr© considered by logical posltlvlsts && 

nonsense, outside the scope of knowledge. On© of them 

stated more recently: "Knowledge divides into synthetic and 

analytic stateaaents; the synthetic inform us about matters of 

fact, the analytic statements are empty. What kind of 

knowledge should ethics be?w i & 

We have already seen that this so-called empiricist 

criterion of cognitive meaning, or of cognitive significance 

is self-refuting, yet it is solely on its basis that logical 

positlvista exclude as meaningless whole areas of human dis­

course as well as all philosophical statements. 1 6 That" 

criterion of meaning is th© kaleidoscope through which they 

look upon every problem; in fact, the logical analysis of 

language consists precisely of looking at every proposition 

through this arbitrarily accepted instrument. 

15 Hans itilOHgiBACH, The His® of 3plentlflo Phi­
losophy , Bniversiiy of California Press, 1951, p."£78. 

Id In spite of the claim that emotive Interpretation 
of value judgments is Independent of the positivistio cri­
terion of meaning, a strong doubt to it is raised by many 
reliable authorities. Morton YThite, for instance, writes 
that "the attack on metaphysics and ethics followed from a 
very vigorous use of what is ealled ''the empiricist ori­
terlon of meaning" and a refusal to recognise anything 
but mathematical and empirical statements aa meaningful". 
The Age of Analysis, p. 205. 0.3. Broad, 'r/.D* Bos®, A.C. 
Swing, J.CM. Joad, and many othera advance siniler ehtr'-ps 
against the emotive analysts. 
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How low they look upon t h e t r a d l t l o n & l ph i l o soph ica l 

t r e a t i s e s i s evident from i?eigl*s w r i t i n g s , lie cons ide r s 

them as t y p i c a l express ion of "Immature a t t i t u d e s " which " t r y 

to exp la in exper ience in ways which lack the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 

marks of s c i e n c e . Oer t§ ia of t he se p r e - s c i e n t l f l e modes of 

exp lana t ion , Ilk® th® magica l , the a n i m i s t i c , and mytho­

l o g i c a l , a r e nea r ly e x t i n c t ; o t h e r s , l i k e the t h e o l o g i c a l end 

the metaphysica l , s t i l l p r e v a i l " . And he v / r i t es f u r t h e r : 

"Throughout i t s h i s t o r y , phi losophy has been t h e p a r t i c u l a r 

stronghold of ve rba l magic. By purely verbal means i t has 

t r i e d t o exp l a in t h ings which only sc i ence could exp la in o r 

which cannot be explained a t a l l " . ^ 7 

6. TtLS LOGICAL AHALYaU JF LAN0UAG3. With the d i s ­

covery, or r a t h e r , wi th the c r e a t i o n of the e m p i r i c i s t c r i ­

t e r i o n of meaning, such ve rba l magic a s philosophy ( m th© 

t r a d i t i o n a l sense) has no chance of s u r v i v a l . \ta have now © 

l e g i t i m a t e zone where we can speak of knowledge, and whatever 

i s ou t s ide t h i s ssone cannot pass for knowledge. P rofessor 

Langer of Hodcl i f fe College d rawt i s ses t h i s p i c t u r e aur-rcested 

by l o g i c a l p o s i t l v i s t a in the following remarkable passage: 

17 Herbert F&IGL, " I n t r o d u c t i o n " , fteadlnr.a In t h l l o -
soghlca l Ana lys i s . Hew York, Appleton-Oentury-Crofta , 1949, 
p . 1 3 . Cf. a lsy h i s a r t i c l e , "Logical Smpirioisra", in 
Twentieth Century Phi losophy. (D. HUiyj, e d . ) , Hew York, 
Ph i lo soph ica l L ib ra ry , l&PT, pp. 57,J5-4,'16, where he e n t e r t a i n s 
s i m i l a r views. 
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The knowable is a olerarly defined field, go­
verned by the requirement of discursive profita­
bility. Outside this domain is the inexpressible 
realm of feeling, of formless desires find satis­
factions, immediate experience, forever incognito 
and inoommunlcando. A philosopher who looks in 
that direction is, or should be, a mystic; from 
the ineffable sphere nothing but nonsense mm be 
eonv ,yed, since language, our only possible se­
mantic, will not clothe experiences that elude 
the discursive form". *8 

The "clarification" of language and meaning iittiated 

by th© Vienna Circle wss continued by th© members after the 

dispersion. ¥e have now at least three disciplines which 

deal with th© logical analysis of language, Feigl labels 

them as PBA0:«UTIC3f 3-iaSAHTIC.l and 3YKTAX. The first disci­

pline "investigates the functions of language in its full 

biological, psychological, and sociological setting. Har© 

language in its relation to behavior is the primary object 

of study". The following two branches of logioo-lingulstic 

analysis are considered by th® same author as successive 

steps of abstraction, ""©•aantica'*, he says, "analyzes the 

meaninj of terms and expressions. Its studios center about 

the relation of designation and the concept of truth. < hile 

pragmatics is interested predominantly in the expression end 

appeal function of leaguŝ *?, semantics explores the symbolic 

or representative aspect of language, syntax, finally, 

18 ilusanne K. LAJ3QJ&, Philosophy In a Lew Key, 
Harvard University PressY l'943', p.'''Be'.' 
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ignores even the meaning-relet!on and studies exclusively th® 

connections of linguistic signs with each other. It syste­

matizes the purely formal, structural rules for the formation 

of sentences ana the transformation rules of logical deri­

vation". i 9 

If the field of the knowabl© is exhausted by the 

natural sciences and by F-aathematics, what happens to philo­

sophy? It is delegated to the feeling-sphere. It belongs 

to the logical ^beyond" which Wittgenstein called the "un­

speakable*1 and whieh both "Russell and Garnap regard as the 

sphere of subjective experience, emotion, feeling, and wish, 

from which only symptoms costs- tc us in the form of mete-

physical and artistic fancies. The study of such products 

they relegate to psychology, not semantics**. ®° Semantics 

can only point out what the statement® of, let say, meta­

physics and ethics state - in anything, but it goes no 

further. While the semantic anelysls reveals, according to 

them, that philosophic statements do not state anything, it 

still reinaina to be investigated why they have been made, 

why those who made them thought they were saying something, 

and why they had such an influence. And these ax*© purely 

psychological problems. 

19 Herbert PjSIQL, Headings in Philosophical Analysis, 
p. 7. 

20 ii.K* LAiJG-SH, op. olt., p. 86. 
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We shall not concern ourselvos here specifically with 

the positIvistic denial to metaphysics the character of know­

ledge; we only want to stress the f»-ct that they did so ex­

plicitly on the basis of their criterion of meaning. This is 

not always admitted in th© ces© of value judgments for some 

authors claim that they arrived at n non-ao<;nitivist, more 

specifically, an emotive position purely through the consi­

deration of value statetaents themselves. However, at least 

two authors, Sarnap and Heichenbach, franKly admit that they 

deny the status of genuine judgments to value utterances 

simply because the empiricist criterion of meaning does not 

permit them to do otherwise. Sernap even put© ethics in the 

metaphysical bag and throws it with all its contents to the 

sphere of feelings and passions. He writes in this 

connection: 

Ethics raises th© question of the basis of va­
lid ityoFlaaral standards (principles of value) 
and of th© specification of valid norm®. Answers 
©re given by Idealists, Utilitarians, Intuition-
1sts, etc. Here again we reject the questions 
tremselves in view of their metephysical cha­
racter. 2 1 

7, LOGICAL .JfALYuiO OF .Yt T-i'tJiTS OF VALUi:. 

Wittgenstein had proclaimed lon-i before Carnap tlr t "there 

are no ethical propositions". Though h© wrote almost 

SI Rudolph OAHHAP. The Unity of Joience, pp. 23 f. 
22 Tractatus. pi ait "" ~ 
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nothing about ethics, we can see how sceptical he was about 

any rational ground beyond the statements of value from the 

comments he supposedly made in conversations and discussions. 

C.H. Waddington reports that he declared of Hthe endeavor to 

find an intellectual basis for ©thlos: "This is a terrible 

business - just terrible. You can at best stammer when you 

talis of it*.* 2 S 

Professor Schliok, the early leader of the 

"Thursday Seminar", at Vienna, is one of the logical posltiv-

Ists who has given most attention to ethics. He "rejected 

absolute values as meaningless and stressed the need for 

testing all ethical formulation© by reference to 'expe­

rience*.'* 2 4 His ethical essays were translated and collected 

under the title Problems of jlthios. They contain see-cia of 

av&ry type of ethical emotivlssa propounded by the later 

logical positivists. 

Schliok was also concerned with the so-called "des­

criptive or scientific ethics", that is, with ethical be­

liefs found in societies and in individuals, with the evo­

lution of such beliefs, with the impact they have on the 

23 C.H. WAflDlLNGTOH, Science end gthios, London, 
George Allen and Uhwln, 1948, p. 7. 

24 Hsy LSPLSY (ed.), Value, A Cooperative Inquiry, 
Hew York, p. 9. Of. SCHLIOK* s Pro'eleua ofTthloa, eap. pp. 
184-186, 190 and 1 9 4 . — - -
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lives of the people, etc. But these, as he recognized it, 

are problems of anthropology, sociology, psychology and other 

disciplines, and not of ethics per excellence, thet is, th® 

normative ethics. Schliok thought he ws?s presented with a 

dilemns, *that ethics must be cither a * science* or * non­

sense'.'* 2 S He decided thet ethics is e science, but only 

in so far as it Is descriptive. And this ethical science is 

most properly a department of psychology. 2 e 

Similar views on ethics as science are entertained 

by Schliok*s spiritual followers Csrnap and Ayer. g ? Hone 

of the positivistlc authors holds that normative ethical 

statements could pass the empiricist criterion of meaning, 

Horms, according to them, do not give us any knowledge -

neither about the actions or objects outside, nor about our 

own interior liv#s; they merely vocalise our feelings, as 

one says "Oh", or "Ma, ha2w. They sre not genuine state­

ments but verbal combinations which have no real signifi­

cance; they should be treated <*as * expressions* in a differ­

ent sense, namely as * expressions* of emotions, feelings, 

25 Stephen TOuXMIW, The Place of Reason in ethics, 
p. 17S. 

26 *In so far as ethical questions have any meaning, 
end can therefore be answered, ethics is a science... The 
central problem of ethics is a pure question of psychology". 
Problems of £thlos« pp. 1, SI. 

£7 'Kt'M writes: "jgthles, as a branch of knowledge, 
is nothing more than a department of psychology and socio­
logy'*. Lanfs.ua$e, Truth and Logic, p. 112. 

http://Lanfs.ua
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desires. They arc not symbols for thou$it, but symptoms of 

the inner life, like tears and laughter, crooning, or pro­

fanity**. s e The fact that noras seem to say something 1® a 

grammatical illusion; for they are usually expressed, not in 

the forsa of imperatives - as they really should be - but in 

indicative sentences in which ethical predicates are used in 

a grammatically identical way with those used in genuine 

statements of fact. Moral predicates, however, have in their 

opinion, *no Intelligible meaning and... morel judgements 

are really deceptive expressions of irrational impulses. 

Neither moral standsrds, nor merit, nor responsibility, nor 

freedom have any real significance...* ^ 

To see clearly in what category of human discourse 

the positlvista put ethical snd other value utterances, we 

should quote an exposition of their basic view by Stephen 

Toulain: 

38 3.K. IMiam* op. ait., p. 83. 
29 Thomas E. HILL, Contemporary ethical Theories. 

Hew York, Maomillsn, T9"50, p. 9. 
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There a re « he soys by way of explana t ion -
those spontaneous r e a c t i o n s , l i k e b lush ing , smi l ing , 
laughing and weeping, which play an importent p e r t 
in our r e l a t i o n s with our f e l l ows , and whieh mean 
( i n d i c a t e ) so much t o those we meet. ! ex t , the re 
a r e the manner snd ton© of voice in which we speak, 
which aonvey t o a hea re r nuances d i f f i c u l t t o pat 
i n t o w r i t i n g . , ; i th these we may c l a s s e j a c u l a t i o n s 
l i k e * B l a s t ! ' and *Hurrah!*, which, without s t a t i n g 
any th ing , r e l e a s e our f ee l i ngs of annoyance or j u ­
b i l a t i o n ; and those s t i m u l i , by means of which w© 
move o the r s t o a c t - *Ge© up:* and 'Whoa!*, 'Stop** 
and *3tand t o a t t e n t i o n ! * The whole force of 
each of these i s r h e t o r i c a l ; the b lush , the scanner, 
t he c u r s e , the ooenaand, a l l evince f e e l i n g s - and 
so ( i t I s sa id ) do e t h i c a l u t t e r a n c e s . 3 0 

Words such a s "va lue*, "good**, "right** or the l i ke 

have no r e f e r e n c e . They a r e " l i k e i n t e r j e c t i o n s long drawn 

out - a very b ig Ha! or a most prolonged UghS". A 

8 . THS ^WM'JTim OF TKUTM AMD VALS3i00D OF VALUATIOSC-

&L 3TATIg4SNTS. 3inee e t h i c a l and o th^ r vaiuu u t t e r a n c e s do 

n e i t h e r a s s e r t nor deny anyth ing but express only an emo­

t i o n a l a t t i t u d e of th© speaker toward en o b j e c t , i t i s 

c l e a r t h a t no ques t ion of t h e i r t r u t h o r falsehood can a r i s e . 

To expla in the same th ing in F©igi*s terms, some ( t h a t i s , 

t he d i s t i n c t l y e t h i c a l ) s ta tements of va lue a re appl ied to 

no f a c t s , consequently th® des igna t ion - r u l c a of language 

a re completely broken; w® have l o g i c a l l y incomplete s t a t e -

30 Op. cit., p. 49. 
31 John LAlBj), The Idea of Value. Cambridge, Snglund, 

1989, p. 307. 



uEVBLOPMLNT OP OU >UOTI V£ ANALYSIS 
BY THis! VIaNUi:P!i CIHCLE 82 

ments which, thanks t o the emotive oaargc of e t h i c a l p r e d i ­

c a t e s , a c t a s s u b t l e impe ra t i ve s . 

9 . TYPiifj 0 / SLiOTIYB Jl-LYJIO. Most of the l o g i c a l 

p o s i t l v l s t s - and a l l of those who p a r t i c i p a t e d in the 

"Thursday Seminar** a t Vienna - hold i n oosaon t h a t value 

sentences a re emotive, ye t not a l l hold the same view as t o 

the type of emotive meaning Involved. "The sentence , 

•Cheating i s wrong**, - a group of e t h i c a l s c h o l a r s exp la ins 

- "may be taken t o mean: (1) *Don*t c h e a t ! ' ( Impera t ive ) ; 

(£) *I wish you wouldn ' t cheat!* ( o p t a t i v e ) ; (S) 'Chea t ing ! ! !* 

In a tone of d i sgus t (exclamatory) j and (4) *I disapprove 

of chea t ing - you should disapprove as wel l !* (persuasive)**. 3 2 

The impera t ive theory i s maintained e s p e c i a l l y by Rudolph 

Oamap, the o p t a t i v e by Bertrand R u s s e l l , th© exclamatory by 

Alfred J u l e s Ayer, and the persuas ive by Char les Les l i e 

•Stevenson, though we should not draw t h i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n too 

t i g h t l y because the t e n e t s of one theory do not n e c e s s a r i l y 

exclude the t e n e t s of ano the r . Ayer, for i n s t a n c e , b e l i e v e s 

t h a t e t h i c a l judgments may not only express th© f e e l i n g s of 

the speaker , out a l s o a t the same time arouse f e e l i n g s in 

the h e a r e r ; so does Oarnap. But s ince Ayer s t r e s s e s th© 

former tendency of e t h i c a l u t t e r a n c e s we rasy c a l l him an 

32 iSthel :l. ALBERT e t . a l . , Great T r a d i t i o n s In 
e t h i c s , ilew York, American Book Go., 1953, p . iaki, n . 3 . 
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i n t e r j e c t i o n i s t ; and s ince Garaap s t r e s s e s the l a t t e r tendency 

of e t h i c a l u t t e r a n c e s , we may convenient ly c a l l him an ira-

p e r a t i v l a t . 

10 . IXTltJKrS JClSriTlSM 0? J^TIV Z 3THICAL .JULYUTS. 

I t h ink i t i s ev iden t t h e t such exc lus ion of va lue judgment® 

from t h e sphere of knowledge i s a r e s u l t of ueep-rooted 

s c i e n t i s t i c p r e j u d i c e s . I t i s not by coincidence t h a t a l l 

prominent e rao t iv i s t s aro l o g i c a l p o s i t l v i s t a , accept ing dog­

m a t i c a l l y the empi r ica l c r i t e r i o n of meaning and b e l i e v i n g 

b l i n d l y in the omniscience of the n a t u r a l s c i e n c e s . They r e ­

cognize as l e g i t i m a t e only the " s c i e n t i f i c reason**; t h i s i s 

t h e reason which - to us© Mesaner 'e c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n of i t -

" r e l i e s on the methods of she n a t u r a l se iencus a lone . I t 

r ecognises as r e a l knowledge only what can be put t o the t e s t 

d i r e c t l y o r i n d i r e c t l y hy ©ease experisnce'*. The l o g i c a l 

conclusion i s t ha t "man can know nothing febout a aeaninf and 

des t i ny of h i s e x i s t e n c e ; l i f e has for e&oh of us only what­

ever meaning *e s h a l l s e v e r a l l y choose t o g ive i t " . 3 ^ Our 

a c t i o n s have no r a t i o n a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n , and our d i scourse on 

va lues anu r e a l i t y i s meaningless . 

33 Johannes Uatf ffi JSH, e t h i c s and P a c t s , a t . Louis and 
London, B. Herder 3oo¥"Co.", l$©S','"p.' &oI7r.",T"Similar observa t ion 
of " s c i e n t i f i c reason" in oontesaporary philosophy i s isad® by 
professor von BILmCEHAKDi "Things t h a t t ranscend th© world of 
p h y s i c s , ohea i s i ry and physiology are no longer taken as b e ­
longing to an autonomous r o a l l t y , but a re a l l pieced on th© 
l e v e l of Images, I l l u s i o n s , semblances, which e r e looked a t as 
mere t h r i l l i n g , sub j ec t i ve * expe r i ences* . " The Hew Tower of 
Babel , London, Suras ®n& Gates, 1954, p . 88. 
—-—"-— 34 Messnsr, onT e i t . , p . 296. 
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We have seen that the emotive analysis of statements 

of Value is a non-oognltivlst type of analysis according to 

which value statements do not express any propositions but 

are simply expression® of approval and disapproval at the 

time *vhen they are pronounced or written. They are not 

statements of enny object outside nor of the speaker*s feeling 

of approval and disapproval; they are simply verbal ventings 

of emotions analogous to animal cries and to primitive human 

expressions of pleasure and pain. 

?*e hsve traced th© origins of such an interpretation 

of value statements, and then we have suggested that ©motive 

analysis is a result of poaitivlstla prejudice®. It will be 

appropriate to develop our topic of prejudices further and 

to inquire h<W£ the relationship between general posit!viatic 

principles and the aaotlve analysis Is viewed first by the 

emotivlsts and then ay their critics. 

Both 3arnap and Heichenbach - two original members 

of the Viennese Circle - frankly admit thot their ethical 

analysis follows th© general model of linguistic analysis, 

with the criterion of meaning as the point of reference. 

d,yer and Jtevenson, however, believe their ethical "analysis 

to be valid on its own account". Consequently, the 

1 Alfred Jules AYEH, Language, .Truth and Lo&lo. Mew 
York, Dover Publications', 'i960, p. SO. 
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at tacks on the c r i t e r ion of meaning do not in any may affect 

e th i ca l ana lys is . 

Yet, we aay immediately reply to Ayer that even if 

the emotive analysis should not en ta i l any of the p o s i t i v i a t i c 

theses , i t i s s t i l l c lear that such en analysis was ac tual ly 

made by men who were gree t ly concerned with giving an account 

of e th ical judgments which would be consistent with the i r 

basic p r inc ip le , tha t i s , with the log lco-pos i t iv i s t i c 

c r i t e r ion of meaning. In support of our contention we may 

quote Ayer himself; "Considering the use twhich we have raede 

of the principle that a synthetic proposition i s s ignif icant 

only i f i t i s empirically ver i f iab le , i t i s e leer thet th© 

aceeptanoe of an *absolutIst ' theory of e th ics would underline 
s the whole of our sssin argument". 

Several au thor i t i e s on oontet&porary ©thios, ho%vever» 

seem to believe that the p o s l t i v i s t i o views not only served 

as a guiding principle but are actual ly entailed by the 

emotive analysis of valua judgments. Thus Ross f i r s t reca­

p i t u l a t e s Ayer*a account: value judgments appear to be syn­

t h e t i c , but "they cannot with any show of jus t i ce be repre­

sented as hypotheses, which are used to predict the course 
5 

of our sensations'*. Ayer, observes Hoas, rejects subject­

ivism and utilitarianism and thus it would seem that 
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n a t u r a l i s t i c a n a l y s i s w i l l not do and t h a t p r o p o s i t i o n s con­

t a i n i n g e t h i c a l p r e d i c a t e s are a p r i o r i , t h a t I s , in Hosa* 

ters&a, "judgments in which we express not the r e s u l t s of 

observa t ion but a d i r e c t i n s i g h t . But the p o s i t l v i s t a cannot 

accept t h i s view, s ince they have committed th«s@lvea t o the 

vie1?* t h a t a l l a p r i o r i judgments s r « pure t a u t o l o g i e s ®n& 

t h a t only empir ica l hypotheses have f a c t u a l con ten t , and 

s i n c e , as they adiait , I t i s c l e a r t h a t when we say t h a t soae-
4 

th ing i s r i g h t or good, we a r e not u t t e r i n g a t au to logy" . 

They proclaim them, consequent ly , t o be pseudo-judgments. 

Th® l a t e Professor Joed brought forward the sasse 

oharg0s. In eaieeslaing o y e r ' s Language, Truth and Logic, 

Joad s t a t e s t h a t 4yer B l s precluded froa adopting such / f h s t 

i s the o b j e c t ! v e j view by h i s g e n e r a l r epud ia t ion of iaeta« 

phys ios , s ince judgments t h a t ' s o ©ad s© i s no«d or r i g h t * 

a r e not empi r i ca l l y v e r i f i a b l e , sad a r e , t h e r e f o r e , consigned 

ay o y e r ' s genera l theory t o the category of metaphysica l , 

t h a t i s to say , of aeanlnglesa s t a t emen t s " . ° 

Popper exposes t h i s exc lus ion of s t « t e n a n t s of value 

from the realm of knowledge in another way. Both the ob­

j e c t i v i s t s ®nd the e m o t i v i s t s , he saya, rocogniae c l e a r l y 

4 S i r Vj. David aO-iS, Foundations of iSthies. Oxford, 
Clarendon P r e s s , 1933,' p." '$8 . 

5 Cyril- a.:.'. Joad , A C r i t i q u e of Logical P o s i t i v i s a . 
Chicago Un ive r s i t y Presa , 19S0, p . 114. 
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t h a t **it .la Impossible nto d e r i v e .a sentence ^ tas t ing a nora 

or a dec i s ion from ,8.,, s tatement s t a t i n g a f a c t ; t h i s i s only 

another way of saying t h a t i t i s impossible to de r ive norms 

o r dec i s ions from f a c t s " . However, the reason why th© 

o b j e c t i v i s t s be l i eve norms not to be deduoible from f a c t s 

i s t h a t they a r e u l t i m a t e and i r r e d u c i b l e ; th© e t a o t i v i s t s , 

on t h e o ther hand, have o ther grounds. They b e l i e v e , i n 

Popper*s words, t h a t *th® reason why norms cannot be deduced 

from f a c t u a l propositions i s t h a t noras a r e jaeanlngless; but 

t h i s " , says Popper, ' • indica tes only t h a t (with 

W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s Trac ta tus ) they def ine 'meaning* a r b i t r a r i l y 

i n such a way t h a t only f a c t u a l p ropos i t i ons a re c a l l ed 
7 'meaningful*.** 

Albert and his associates, in their textbook of 

ethical theories, also believe th-at on th© ©motive view 

ethical judgments, "being neither confinaable by experience 

nor true by definition... must be looked upon as literally 

meaningless expressions; if they hav® aag meaning, as they 

sees to have, it must be an emotive meaning". 8 

We might agree with posltivists that a criterion of 

meaning is needed; we might even eocept their criterion 

6 Karl R. POPPffR, The Open Society and Its Knaalea. 
{Z vols.), Princeton University Press, 1950, Vol. II, p. 
205, n. 5 (1). 

7 LOC. Q l t . 
8 i£thei M. ALB83T ®t a l . , a r e a t T r a d i t i o n s in g t h l s s . 

Mew York, American 3ook cto.",' 19S3, p . 327. 
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aa i t s t ands by some p o s i t i v l s t l o a u t h o r s ; a p ropos i t ion i s 

meaningful i f I t i s v e r i f i a b l e by exper ience . But we cannot 

accept t h e i r concept of "experience**. 

Let us cons ider an e t h i c a l judgment, "Lying i s 

wrong**. l a p o s i t i v i # t i c t r a n s l a t i o n i t r aada , "Lying! 1 1 % 

where the number of exclamation Marks i n d i c a t e s th© i n t e n s i t y 

of the f e e l i n g of disapproval* '.Ihy i s i t t r a n s l a t e d in such 

a way? Because the term "wrong" does not r e f e r t o my 

s e n s i b l e p roper ty in the object to which i t i s appl ied nor t o 

my s t a t e of mind of t h e person who made the u t t e r a n c e . The 

only j u s t i f i c a t i o n fo r i t s use i n sentences i s i t s emotive 

charge . 

The source of t r o u b l e then i s a term which has no 

re fe rence to any sens® p rope r ty . But why should every term 

r e f e r to a sense proper ty? Because th® e u o t i v i s t a - as 

thorough-going e m p i r i c i s t s want t o uphold a spec i a l c r i t e r i o n 

of meaning; a p ropos i t i on i s f a c t u a l l y meaningful i f and 

only i f i t i s v e r i f i a b l e in ssnse exper ience . ^Empirical*, 

t o them, m$ans nothing more than "sensible**, and t h i s f a c t 

makes t h e i r c r i t e r i o n f a t e l t o any statement of v a l u e . 

As Joad po in t s ou t , 
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... it is ... only the arbitrary limitation of 
the concept of experience to sensory experience 
which prevents logical positivisms' "from according 
unbiased consideration to what is prima facie such 
an obvious interpretation of the morel &,$& i&e 
religious consciousness. * 

The intuitive experiences of Intellect are not 

sense experiences and cannot be used to verify or disprove 

any proposition. Intuition, eceording to them, is a 

remnant of the metaphysical age; whatever it is that deludes 

us into thinking that there is a form of genuine or even 

superior cognition called intuition cannot be used to 

determine the meanlngfulness of a proposition because such 

cognition is private, lntersubjectlvely unverifiable, and 

as such useless from the point of view of scientific 

method. Yet Joad argues, 

9 G.iS.il. JUAB, OP. Pit.. PV* 133 f. 
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the exper iences which I undergo in the case of moral 
c o n f l i c t s do i r r e s p e c t i v e l y t ake p i e c e . I f the 
exper iences r e s u l t in a v i c t o r y over what i s known 
as t empta t ion , no a c t i o n may be taken end t h e r e i s , 
t h e r e f o r e , nothing t o observe and nothing to g ive 
r i s e to sensory expe r i ences . Hence, the s ta tement 
*a s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t temptat ion occur red" , i s , on 
Ayer*s view, meaningless i n such a c a s e , because 
no sensory obse rva t ion i s r e l e v a n t t o i t s v e r i f i c a ­
t i o n . I f the s t r u g g l e i s unsuccess fu l , a c t i o n may 
be talc en which i s f e l t a t the time to be wrong and 
i s subsequently followed by remorse . In t h i s case 
t he re JLs over t behavior , giving; r i s e to sensory 
exper iences both i n th® agent and in the observer 
of the a c t i o n . But the occurrence of those sensory 
exper iences i s r e l e v a n t t o the v e r i f i c a t i o n only of 
t h e s ta tement "such and such an a c t i o n was pe r ­
formed"; I t l a not r e l e v a n t t o t h e s ta tement **a 
process of moral s t r u g g l e occurred whi le the agent 
sought t o r e s i s t the performance of ©n a c t i o n which 
he f e l t t o be wrong**« And what sense-exper ience 
i s r e l e v a n t to the v e r i f i c a t i o n of*~iEe s ta tement 
wro3iorse was subsequent ly f e l t " ? Does Ayer, then , 
deny t h a t s o r e ! s t r u g g l e s occur or t h a t remorse 
i s f e l t , or would he say t h a t the former do occur 
and t h a t the l a t t e r i s f e l t ar© meaningless s t a t e ­
ment s? *§ 

I t seems, t hen , t h a t th© b a s i c logico-cf f lp l r lc is t o r 

l o g l c o - p o s l t l v i s t f a l l a c y i s the extreme aensism which under­

l i e s t h e i r c r i t e r i o n of meaning. On t h e i r vieis no th ing could 

be admit ted a s experience un less i t i s e i t h e r a simple sen-

s e t i o n or a c o l l e c t i o n of s e n s a t i o n s ; and no s ta tement ojuld 

be ca l l ed "true** un les s i t s p r e d i c a t e r e f e r s t o a senisa 

da tua or a c o l l e c t i o n of sense d a t a . "Truth" , w r i t e s Ressner 

In regard to th© p o s i t i v l s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of r e a l i t y 

by ' s c i e n t i f i c reason*, w l s thus r e s t r i c t e d by t ha f o o t s 

10 C.X.fti. JOAD, op . c i t , , pp. 00 f. 
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of sense expe r i ence . Everything e l s e i s beyond the reach of 

t r u e knowledge. Hence a l l ques t ions which trsanscent t h i s 
11 sphere simply cannot be answered". 

I t I s i n t e r e s t i n g to note t h a t Ayer and o the r e s o -

t l v l s t s did recog&ize the f ee t long before pointed out by 

Moore t h a t e t h i c a l jud|jB&ants a rc unique and una ly^ab le , o r , 

a s Ayer s a y s , "abso lu te* and " 'Intrinsic**, bu t p r e c i s e l y 

because of t h e s e n s i s a under ly ing t h e i r c r i t e r i o n of meaning 

they draw f a l s e conclus ion t h a t s ince value s ta tements a r e 

not ana lyzeb le , they ©re only ven t ings of eiaotions, or ex­

p r e s s i o n s of f e e l i n g . "In drawing t h i s conclusion'*, w r i t e s 

Joad , "Ayer . . . has b@Qa misled by h i s r e fu sa l t o recognize 

t h a t a f a c t u a l s ta tement can have raeaning oven i f i t i s not 

v e r i f i a b l e in sensory experience**• i 2 

To claim t h a t "empi r ica l* i s equiva len t to "sensory'* 

and t o pronounce such terras as r i g h t , e v i l , b e a u t i f u l , end 

so oat raeaningleas because they s r e not symbols for sense 

p r o p e r t i e s of ob jec t s I s a purely a r b i t r a r y p o s i t i o n ^hloh 

cannot account for a l l human exper iences . We a re not c la im­

ing t h a t t h e r e a r e , or raay be , o the r senses through whose 

Chanel, we would r e c e i v e exper iences r e l e v a n t to ^empirical** 

v e r i f i c a t i o n of a x i o l o g i c a l end se t©physica l s t a t ep iea t s . 

11 Johannes fd^ffinR. E th ics and P a c t s , .Tt. Louis and 
London, 8 . Herder Book Go., 19oS, pp . S97 f. 

IS JOAD, op. a l t . , p . 135. 
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Stace*s a t tempt t o b r i n g s o l u t i o n t o the problem of va lue 

s ta tements In t h i s d i r e c t i o n seems t o ne a complete f a i l u r e . 

One would th ink t h a t he opposes sens!am of l o g i c a l p o s i t l v -

I s t s when he w r i t e s ; " . . . I t i s ©ere dogmetion t o confine 

the ter® exper ience to sens© exper i ence . . . * ' But then he 

con t inues : **Th«re may be non-phyaioal senses of which we 

hav© no toovsledge. Myst ics claim t h a t d i r e c t non-phys ica l 

exper iences sometimes come t o t h e m . . . And 1 know of no 

ground but p re jud ice fo r r e fus ing t o l i s t e n t o t h e i r c l a i m s . . . 

for a genuine empiricism the term exper ience ought t o a®an 

any d i r e c t ob j ec t i ve inp iag ing of the world upon any con­

ce ivab le mind. To say t h e t non-physical exper iences a r e not 

ob j ec t i ve i s merely t o beg t h e q u e s t i o n . . . " *" I t seems t o 

tae o lea r - ' t ha t 3 tace i s f i g h t i n g for the power of i n t e l l e c t 

t o p e n e t r a t e deeper i n t o r e a l i t y than th© s e n s e s , t o under­

stand t h a t which senses perceive but cannot unders tand; he 

i s f i g h t i n g fo r admi t t ing the p o s s i b i l i t y of ex i s t ence of 

c e r t a i n o the r f a c u l t i e s s i m i l a r t o , or an the sara© l e v e l , 

e s the s e n s e s . Vie, on the o ther hand, a r e claiming t h a t 

sense p e r c e p t i o n s a re not the end of our knowledge, though 

a l l our knowledge begins with th© senses . We a l s o wish t o 

use t e r a s such a s "truth**, "proof", and o t h e r s , in a 

m a t e r i a l mode, or a t l e a s t not t o H a l t them t o t h e i r formal 

13 W.T. 3TAQg, The Concept of Mora l a , £l©w York, 
The Macsiilian Co . , l"9>57, ^p, 300 f. 
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use as logloal p o a i t i v i s t s do. On the i r view, to quote ?elgl» 

«a sentence i s t rue , i f i t s terms are so applied to fact tha t 

none of the designation ru les of the language in question are 

violated**. i 4 On our view, t ruth consis ts in conformity of 

the i n t e l l e c t to the thing known. I t has nothing t o do with 

the ru les of language, though we firmly hold that the eowa-

nicat ion of t ru th has to ta&e language in to account* 

Even the informal1st type of non-oognlt lvists reco­

gnize tha t t h e i r ©motlvist colleague "wishes t o l imi t the 

meaning and scope of ' r easoning ' . For h ia , *truth*, *falslty* 

and 'proof* or 'ver i f ica t ion* ar© features of l og i ca l , saathe-

matioal or factual statements only, and s t r i c t proof or 

factual ver i f ica t ion the only teind of good reasoning whieh 

can be ssid to support any statement*. ^ s 

I f sense experience i s the only factor in verifying 

a statement of fac t , then we cannot prove a simple statement 

of fact . For how could we know tha t there i s no such thing 

as non-sensory experience merely by sense experience? As 

^wing points out , whow can we ever know by sense-experience 

that there i s not a par t of the meaning of a statement thet 

14 Herbert ffjSlGL, ^Introduction" to the Headings In 
Philosophical Analysis" (*H. Feigl and "Wood Cel lars , edd.}", 
Hew Yoric, ippleton-Oentury-Crofts, 1949, p . 14. 

15 .Stephen a. TOUIMIN, The Place of floaaon in 3thiea 
Cambridge University Pr®&&, 1950, p." 54. "**' "" ' 
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we cannot verify"? The f a c t t h a t we do not have any s e n s e -

exper ience of such a p a r t provas no th ing , s ince the poin t a t 

i s sue i s whether the re i s something in what w@ mean beyond 

sense-exper ience ; and how can we ever know by sense exper ience 

t h a t t h e r e i s not?* *• 

What the e m o t i v i s t s a c t u a l l y do i s t h i s : they d«fin@ 

"knowledge" In t h e i r own way, and whatever does not f a l l 

under t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n of ioaowledge aus t be nonsense, f e e l i ng 

or what n o t . * 7 I f t he proof for a s ta tement i s not such as 

i s given e i t h e r i n n a t u r a l sc iences {Induct ive) or i n mathe­

mat ics (deduc t ive ) , then i t i s not a proof. And i f expe­

r i ence i s not a simple sense exper ience awcountable complete­

ly by physiology and experimental psychology then i t i s t o be 

t r e a t e d a s an a r b i t r a r y l o g i c a l cons t ruc t i on made out of 

hab i t by our mind. No wonder, then , t h a t s ta tements of 

va lue , as we l l as th® bas ic p r i n c i p l e s of eplsteiaology and 

metaphysics a r e viewed by them with g r ea t susp ic ion and even 

ex i l ed t o th® world of i r r a t i o n a l impulses and f e e l i n g s . 

The i n t e n t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r of our moral and a e s t h e t i c l i f e 

i s completely ignored; they put " a l l the s i g n i f l e a n t value 

1© A .3 . arX8(h "Meanlnglcssness", :iad 46 (1937) , 
pp. 347-364, p . 349. 

17 As Kossner so we l l put i t : "/Ton-leal posi t iv ism/ '* 
inven t s a no t ion of what i t wishes to ta»:e ns t r u e knowledge, 
and then says t h a t nothing can be t r ue knowledge which does 
not f i t i n t o t h i s n o t i o n " , i t h l o s and Fac t s , p . 301 . 
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responses - such as love, enthusiasm, reverence - on a lavel 

with the Merely unintentional feeling states, as no more than 

meaningless sensation*. * 8 They want to explain everything 

by "scientific'* raethod end they refuse to recognize as ul­

timate fact nothing but sense-datas everything else ®ast be 

reducible to thea. Genetic explanations are their favorite 

devices to give a 'scientific'* account of moral mt^, aesthetic 

experiences. It does not seem to occur to tbem that such 

experiences should first of all be examined as they appear 

and then be treated as the basic data of ethical and aes­

thetic analyses, even if they could not be coordinated with 

other established data or put into a preconceived system. *-9 

We nay ask the esiotivists why they simply endorse 

the posltivlstlc criterion of aeaniag as if it were a self-

evident, eternal truth; why $© they analyse ©very statement 

froia the point of view of this arbitrarily selected device 

and exclude as meaningless all those stateraonts which 

cannot be empirically { * sensibly) verified. Are they not 

condemning ethics, not because its judgments are not meaning­

ful, but because they are not meaningful in their sense? 

And this, I thlnJt, is a distortion of ethical judgments, 

IS Dietrich von HILDJSBRAWO* The Hew Tower of Babel. 
London, Burns and Gates, 'i9»4,' p. 14&. 

19 We can readily agree with Karl PQPP^ who believes 
that **... the reluctance to admit that norms are soa©thing 
important and irreducible is on© of th© saaln sources of the 
intellectual and other weaknesses of the more progressive cir­
cles in our time'*. The Open Society* Vol. II, p. SQb, n.5(l). 
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not a c l a r i f i c a t i o n of them. I t i s j u s t a l o g i c a l gam®, con­

s i s t i n g of making v a l i d deduction® fro© an u n j u s t i f i e d axiom. 

3wla*s c r i t i q u e of emotiviaia on t h i s point i a e s p e c i a l l y 

a c u t e . He w r i t e s ; " I f th© s c e p t i c desaands f o r judgments 

i n e t h i c s a l o g i c a l proof as we have l a a a t h e a a t i e s , or an 

empir ical Induc t ive proof a s we have In n a t u r a l s c i e n c e , tie 

i a condemning e t h i c s b®eaus© e t h i c a l cogni t ion I s not Ilk® 

o t h e r kinds of cogn i t ion but has i t s own d i s t i n c t i v e n a t u r e , 

which i s lllse condersning empir ica l evidence because i t i s 

not mathematical or laatheiaatlcal proof because I t I s no t 

empirical**. * 1 

20 Hot only Professor Swing but a l s o many o the r s con­
s i d e r the emotive and o ther n o n - c o g n l t i v i s t ana lyses as 
s c e p t i c a l . Thus, Thomas KXXfL. i n h i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of e t h i c ­
a l t h e o r i e s , wri tes? "In terms of t h e i r accounts of the 
meanings of t h e s iaral p r e d i c a t e s , they a re a s fo l lows: 
( ^ Steaptlcal t h e o r i e s , according t o which e t h i c a l p r e d i c a t e s 
have no i n t e l l i g i b l e meaning a t a l l but a r e merely ©siotive 
express ions . . . 1 * qontemporary I t h l e a l Theor i e s , p . 5 . 
C D . BROAD s t a t e s i ' "**Tn® m<ST'r®Ti™eaiiy s c e p t i c a l view I s t h a t 
what appear t o be moral judgements a re not r e a l l y judgments, 
i . e . , a s s e r t i o n s of Isaowlodge or opinion, a t ©lis but a r e 
mere express ions of a c e r t a i n kind of emotion". **8oaie of 
th© Main Problems of S t h i c e " , l a Headings in Ph i losoph ica l 
Analysis (Herbert Fa ig l and Wood C e l l a r s , add". )',' (ppv "'$£&• 
586) , p . 548. Sorrows OjOMAM expresses a s i m i l a r view when he 
w r i t e s t h a t the poa 11iv'lstTo 'or i t©r ion of meaning on the b a s i s 
of whieh the e a o t i v i s t s exclude e t h i c a l j u d ^ c n t s from the 
realm of sense " i s an assumption which r e s u l t s froa tai l ing 
sc ience snd mathematics s e r i o u s l y , whi le indulging an emanci­
pated scep t i c i sm toward ethics**. Man Against Myth, p . S54. 

31 A»C. SffEHO. The Def in i t ion of Qood, Mew York, 
The Maeai l len Co. , 1947, p . 34. 
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The sub jec t i s too s e r ious t o play games with i t . We 

should dismiss the exc lus ive concern with the rule© of l a n ­

guage and examine the exper iences in r e l a t i o n to th® language 

used to express them. nTo s e t t l e the ques t ion of the na tu re 

of *e th i ca l judgements* , w says swing, **what i s c a l l e d for i s 

a c a r e f u l examination of our s t a t e of mind in making them**. 2 

We f ind In such an examination t h a t in making a s ta tement of 

value we a t l e a s t Intend to say something, pronounce some­

th ing which could be t r u e or f a l a e ; we a l s o find t h a t we a t 

l e a s t be l i eve we a re being con t rad ic ted and t h a t w® c o n t r a ­

d i c t o the r s in c e r t a i n oases of d i spu tes concerning v a l u e s ; 

f u r t h e r we find t h a t we a t l e a s t fee l t h a t c e r t a i n <*ots 

should ba done and c e r t a i n a c t s avoided; and f i n a l l y , i t i s 

c l e a r t h a t we a t l e a s t be l i eve t h a t we can r a t i o n a l l y j u s t i f y 

or condemn c e r t a i n ac t i ons and not merely persuade o the r s 

to f ee l i n the ssjae way as we do towards those a c t i o n s . 

O.L. Broad*s p e n e t r a t i n g paragraph on t h i s point seasus t o 

me t o a t t a c h an unresolvable doubt t o th© v a l i d i t y of any 

emotive i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of value judgments: 

ZZ A.G. JVONG, E t h i c s , London, English Univers i ty 
P r e s s , 19S3, p . 121 . 



poaiTivisTic pwsaupposiTioH.; OP TIL, J^OTIVS 

INTSSHPKSTATIOH OF VALUJ JTATHM1IOTS 78 

Suppose I a s se r t , de l ibe ra te ly and re f l ec t ive ly and 
not merely ta lking l ike a par ro t , tha t ^ on a cer­
t a in occasion ought not to have broken a promise 
which he had made to B. Then, prima fac ie , the 
following things a©©ra""to be t rue ! (1} That In u t t e r ­
ing th i s sen tence . . . I am asser t ing an opinion 
(correct or incorrect) which I hold, and not sere ly 
expressing an emotion which I f e e l . (2) tha t the 
opinion which I am asser t ing i s not merely about my 
own feel ings or wishes or b e l i e f s . In saying tha t 
A sought to have kept h i s promise to j l , I seem to 
"be asser t ing about .A and B and t h e i r re la t ionsh ip 
something which i s no more about m© and my a t t i t u d e 
towards them than i f I had assarted tha t A ia B*s 
second cousin. (3) That what I a sse r t about A*s 
breach about his promise to 3 , v isu , tha t I t was 
wrong and ou^ht hot to have happened, i s something 
unique and pecul iar , though perfect ly familiar and 
i n t e l l i g i b l e to everyone. I t cannot be expressed 
by any form of words which does not contain the 
words "right** or ••ought* or some others which are 
obviously mere verbal translation® of them. s ^ 

However, as soon as we mention the word in t rospect ion , 

they refuse to admit the va l id i ty of our account of moral aad 

aes thet ic experiences. They maintain tha t an object i s 

looked a t objectively only i f i t i s viewed fro® the outside 

and i f a s c i en t i f i c account of i t can be given. Since they 

celleve tha t only natural science has a word about foo t s , 

and the behaviorls t lc psychology - on t he i r view - i s the 

only psychology tha t can be called s c i e n t i f i c , in t rospect ion 

i s nothin5 but a wild goosechaso of metaphysicians and 

seers . 

2:3 G"" 3R0AD. M ôm® of th© Main Problem of Sthlea" , 
in Beadiags in Phi'l'dsophlcal Analysis, pp. 547 f. 
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Thus behaviorlstio outlook Is another presupposition 

which precludes the emotlvlsts to see clearly what is In­

volved la our moral and aesthetic experience &wX consequently 

in our way of speaking about those experiences. Of course, 

logioo-positivistio analysis of ethical statements admittedly 

deals only with the logic of language, with th© formal 

structure of language, and not with the objects to which 

ethical language is related. Their consideration of moral 

experiences is limited to gonetio explanations of those ex­

periences - but in this case they are no longer on philoso­

phical plane (understood as linguistic analysis) but on the 

plane of psychology. And however useful and elucidating 

such explanations may &e from a purely scientific point of 

view, w© shall try to show that they - regardless of their 

truth or falsehood - do not in any way affect statements 

of value, for they answer the why and not the what of 

those statements. 
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Having assigned e th ica l and other value judgments to 

the realm of nonsense, the emotivlsts seem t o suspect the t 

the i r account i s unacceptable unless some addi t ional non-

analyt ic * explanation of our exis t ing moral and aes the t ic 

bel iefs i s given. They see that for cer t s in be l i e f s of t h i s 

kind men did not hes i t a t e to sac r i f i ce many a se l f i sh 

pleasure and even to give t h e i r own l i v e s . Th® be l i e f s , 

for instance, tha t lying i s e v i l , or that murder i s wrong, 

are commonly upheld as something self-ovident m& absolutely 

oer ta in , and any opposition i s crushed in one way or another. 

Purthermors, the view that there are degrees of perfect ions: 

of beauty, of goodness, and so on, i s so oomraon and pre­

supposed in a l l spheres of value discourse tha t i t s iaply 

cannot be ignored even by the theory which labe ls value 

Judgments as expressions of fee l ings . 

Explanations offered by emotlvlsts for the existence 

of ethical end aes the t ic be l ie f s are mostly genetic in cha­

r ac t e r . These are sc i en t i f i c theories about the or igin and 

1 That these explanations are not analyt ic 
I* philosophic in p o s i t i v i s t i c sense) i s recognized even by 
AYfSft when he wri tes concerning the question, ""'/hat are the* 
moral habits of a given person or group of people, asd wh&t 
eauses them to have precisely those habi ts and feelings**; 
"This enquiry f a l l s wholly within the scop© of the ©xisting 
socia l sciences**. 
Language. Truth and Logic, p . I IS . 
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development of beliefs in individuals, In modern primitive and 

civilized societies and In prehistory. They are based on 

certain faots established or assumed by the so-called social 

sciences - psychology, sociology, history, anthropology, and 

economics; and they are subject to empirical verification by 

means of observation, experimentation and induction in so 

far as social sciences may be said to employ the scientific 

methods. 

The genetic "explanations''' offered are various: that 

value judgments have foundation in irrational impulses, 

feelings, emotions; that our value judgments are a direct 

result of the conditioning to which we have been suggested; 

that habits of individuals and customs of th© society to 

whieh individuals belong, through constant change and modi­

fication, force us to ma&e the value judgments we in fact 

make, and so on. The ^relativity of morals'* is the main 

"fact* presented by them in support of the view that ethical 

and other value judgments are nothing but expressions of 

feelings made possibly with a view that they will create 

similar feelin/s in others. The ©motive theory "asserts 

that in ethical attitudes and judgments there is an ultimate 

irrational factor, an emotional element which ia apt to 

2 The ambiguity of the amotlvist terminology Is 
notorious. Of. ah. VI for a further discussion of this 
point. 
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d i f f e r from person t o person, e s p e c i a l l y i f temperament, 

t r a i n i n g and environment d i f f e r marked ly . . . The a s s e r t i o n 

of a moral r u l e can t h e r e f o r e never be anything more than an 

express ion of the demands of one*s s e l f , or t he imposi t ion 

of t h e demands of t h e f ee l i ngs of one i n d i v i d u a l o r group 

upon another**. 3 

Some e x t r e m i s t s , l i k e Wastermarok, even c la im t h a t 

o b j e c t i v i t y of e t h i c a l judgments i s not only quest ioned in 

some way but disproved by the f a c t t h a t they a r e based on 

emotion. 4 3 i a l l a r i l y , to Ayer, g e n e t i c exp lana t ions provide 

a conclus ive s o l u t i o n to the puss&le presented by t h e f a c t 

t h a t so many b e l i e f s seem to us s e l f - e v i d e n t , moral p r e c e p t s 

c a t e g o r i c a l , values abso lu te and i n t r i n s i c . He ma in ta ins 

t h a t t h e r e a r e no s p e c i f i c a l l y moral con ten t s of any judg­

ments, and t h a t everything ca l l ed "moral4* i s r e d u c i b l e t o 

o t h e r , n o n - e t h i c a l f a c t o r s . Ha w r i t e s : **lhen one comes t o 

pursue the psychologica l e n q u i r i e s which c o n s t i t u t e e t h i c a l 

s c i ence , one i s immediately enabled t o account for t he 

Kantian and h e d o n i s t i c t h e o r i e s of morals . For one f i n d s t h a t 

one of the chief causes of moral behaviour i s f e a r , both 

conscious and unconscious , of a god*s d i s p l e a s u r e , and fea r 

of the enmity of society**. s 

3 Campbell A. ammTS, The Moral Mature of i4aa. 
Hew York, Bonald P r e s s , 't&hzt p.""S0. 

4 Of. h ia iSthloai R e l a t i v i t y , Hew York, Harcour t , 
Brace, 1938, p . cO* 

5 Language t Truth and Logic , pp. 112 f. 
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Often it is argued that individual*s valuations ere 

a result of hia conditioning, training, education. That is 

the reason why we find so many conflicting views as to value© 

even among member© of the same society, th© same community, 

the same clubs, "tfe could reduce any value judgment to the 

non-axi©logical factors such as fear of punishment, expecta­

tion of rewards, and other© which played any role in the 

speaker*s training and education. 

Mow these are much greater claims than that according 

to which the emotions provide only a necessary psychological 

condition without which on© could not be In the fit state 

to intuit moral end aesthetic values, %'e deny the former 

claims, but we certainly admit th© latter on®. X4& can whole­

heartedly agree with A.G. Swing who states: **There is no 

doubt that we may see for ourselves later the truth of what 

we are first taught on authority... T he fact that we were 

first taught in ethics by somebody else need not raise 

doubts of it ia our mind provided we can see ethical truths 

for ourselves now, unless indeed we are to have similar 

doubts of mathematics... After all most people only come 

to know in the first Instance that 5 + 7 » 12 or that the 

three angles of an Euclidian triangle are equ^l to two 

right angles because their teacher told them so", ® 

6 A»G» 3»XHQ> S.thiost English Universities Press, 
1953, p. 124. 
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What should we say about the genetic explanations? 

Do they achieve their purpose, namely, to reduce valuational 

to non-valuational factors, and to show that th® essential 

defect of the traditional ethical theories as well as of 

common sense is to treat **proposltions which rafer to the 

causes and attributes of our ethical feelings as if they 

were definitions of athioal concepts**. ? In other words, 

do they prove that any value statement whose origin and 

development they are explaining is false or that it is even 

a pseudo-statement? 

Definitely they do not prove nor disprove anything 

in ethics - regardless of their own truth or falsity. It is 

possible, for instance, that a genetic theory provided a 

true answer to the question, *¥hy X lied to Y on a certain 

occasion* But this would in no way affect the proposition, 

Lying is wrong. In other words,- genetic explanations might 

give a true ace saint of statements of fact, but they cannot 

give any account of statements of value. The statement, **A 

thinks it is wrong to steal from IP*, is a statement of fact; 

but the statement **It Is wrong to steal**, Is a statement of 

value. One can indeed show why A thinks it is wrong to 

steal, how he came to the Idea of wrong, of stealing (as dis­

tinguished from taking), and of many other things, but this 

is not to show whether the statement stealing is wrong, is 

true or false, meaningful or meaningless, 

7 .i.J. JSUSit OP« Pit., p. 113. 
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Supposing i t were proved t h a t whenever X t e l l s t r u t h 

t o Y, he i s In a s t a t e of f ea r e i t h e r frcwa Y or from s o c i e t y 

or f roa a god; and t h a t whenevor ho t e l l s l i e s to Y, he i s 

not a f r a i d of any th ing . Can we i n f e r from t h i s f a c t t h e t 

t e l l i n g t r u t h i s nothing but f ea r of punishment, and l y ing 

the s t a t e of r e l i e f from t h i s f e a r - as many emot iv l s t a t r y 

to exp la in t r u t h and l i e ? I th ink such in fe rence to be 

f a l s e . Pear may indue© one to t a l l t r u t h , but t h i s i s only 

the cause for h i s a c t i o n . Pear may induce us t o do many o t h e r 

t h i n g s which we would not c a l l t e l l i n g t r u t h . In f a c t , 

knowledge of t r u t h i s presupposed before fear can cause us 

t o t a l l i t . S i m i l a r i l y , th© removal of fear may mau.e us 

f e e l u n r e s t r a i n e d in many r e s p e c t s , but t h i s does not mean 

t h a t l y i n g which we might p r a c t i c e in t h i s s t a t e of un re s ­

t r a i n t has anything t o do with f e a r ; only our p r a c t i c e of i t 

(or of anything e l s e ) may be r®lat«d t o i t . 

The ©activists* ar© very often coafu&ed by t h e f a c t 

t h a t value Judgments a re accompanied by s t rong f e e l i n g s . 

Gradually they corse t o Ignore t h a t thore i s a d i f f e r ence 

between the two and they siiaply proclaim such judgments t o 

be nothing but a verba l ou tbu r s t of f e o l i n g s , emotions, 

i r r a t i o n a l impulses . Th i s , seems to me, i s incompat ible 

wi th the common conception of valu© judgments a s norms end 

wi th ihe f ac t t h a t we recognise the d i s t i n c t i o n between a 

norm and the a c t i o n of the people in r e ^ r d to t h a t norm. 
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The statement, **I l ike t e l l i n g l i e s " , docs not es tab l i sh a 

norm, "Telling l i e s i s r ight **; in other words, I t does not 

claim any necessity and un iversa l i ty . Norms, on the other 

hand, present themselves as necessary and universal , regard­

l e s s of how individuals a t different times f e e l . My i r r a ­

t ional impulses, my l ikes and d i s l i k e s , my se l f i sh des i res , 

cannot es tab l i sh a norm, but th i s i s precisely what the 

emotivists maintain when they say that typical value judgments 

are mere expressions of such impulses. Yet, asks John >Tild, 

**why should the deaiderative element in obligation be 

thought of as a blind eruption of a rb i t ra ry iiapula® and thus 

ident i f ied with r©w appeti te? lU-ny facts seem incompatible 

with such a conclusion. Becaus© I want something i t does not 

follow that I ought, to want i t . Thare are many cases where 

obligation conf l ic ts with blind impulse and raw desire**. 8 

On the other hand, many ejfioti v i s t a - especial ly 

Stevenson - s t r e s s the fact that reasons can red i rec t e x i s t ­

ing des i res , fee l ings , a t t i t udes . I s i t not possible tha t 

such cognitive evidence could i t s e l f guide our moral notions 

and mould our desires in the direction of that which has 

been ra t iona l ly apprehended as worthy of des i r ing, of 

approve!, of doing? To quote again Professor Wild: 

8 Plato*s .Modern ...Enemies, and ..the. Theory of na tura l 
Law, Chicago University Press, 195;:, pp. 215 f. **"""' ' " 
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if such evidence (true or false) may thus moderate 
desire, why can it not ©licit and direct such 
active tendency in the first place, as the facts 
of moral experience seem so clearly to indicate? 
Thus, suddenly becoming aware of certain facts, 
expressed in certain judgments that are true or 
false, acute suffering before me, and powers ot 
my command, I may suddenly experience a new sens© 
of obligation having nothing t© do with my raw „_ 
appetites and even radically opposed to them**. J 

Guilt-complex is another favorite phrase in th© emo-

tivist psychological explanations of certain types of moral 

behavior. They consider guilt as a morbid condition arising 

from the fact that the "sinner" knows he has done something 

which he had been taught was wrong; this condition may be 

intensified by fear of consequences. But are th© emotivlsts 

really speaking of guilt? Are they not rather describing 

the psychological conditions of a specific person who feels 

guilty and then equate these conditions with «uilt? Yet it 

Is evident that such psychological conditions are a con­

sequence of an insight into the nature of values: the msn 

who feels guilty must have first recognized that he ignored 

certain call of value, for instance, the call for respect 

of a person, of life, of truth, ar.d so on. '*Th© conscious­

ness of guilt and repentance", says Ressner, is primarily by 

no means feeling of guilt but insight into the wrong done en-

suing in the resolution to change in attitude..." A 

9 Plato* a Modern .,3JjneBjji.es and . the ,Theory, of Jatural 
Law, p. 216. 

10 Johannes Ki33nmt ISthies and Facts, fJt. Louis and 
London, 3. Herder Book Co., 1952, p. 508. 

http://3JjneBjji.es
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One of the prominent emotivista, Professor Stevenson 

of the University of Michigan, maintains that MThis is 

right" means simply "I approve of this; do so as well**. i l 

We might admit that a genetic explanation might give a sa­

tisfactory account as to why we apply terms such as "right* 

and '•wrong'* to the specific actions to which we actually 

apply them. But, says Joad, 

the reason why we call X right is not the same as what 
we mean when we say that It is right. Mow, either 
the word "right" carries some specific meaning not 
coterminous with "conducive to the advantage of 
self or group" or "fellolfio1* in respect of self 
or group", or it does not. If It does not, if its 
meaning is exhausted by the concepts of happiness 
and advantage, if, in other words, to say **X is 
right**, is to maite an ejaculation of emotional 
approval for what is thought to conduce to advan­
tage or to promote happiness, why use the word, 
**right** at all? Why not speak directly of 
happiness and advantage, as we do when we make 
judgments which express feelings of pleasure or 
adduce considerations of self-interest. *2 

We might add; Why should we not say, **I approve of 

this and 1 want that you too approve of it**, instead of 

saying, This is right**? - if the two statements are equi­

valent! 

To say that moral judgments ere really commands 

and not statements ia also a Kind of genetic explanation. 

ifiaotlviats recognize that norms call for actionŝ , that they 

cannot be merely reoorded as true and then left to the whim 

11 Cf. his athlos and Language, ah. 11, (pp. 20-36). 
12 A Critique oi Logical PoaiTlvisa, p. 188. 
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of i n d i v i d u a l s . However, they draw from t h i s f a c t a f a l s e 

i n f e r ence , namely, t h a t norms a r e commands i n a d i sgu i sed 

form. The reason why we taKe them as d i r e c t i v e s i s not be­

cause they a r e d i sguised commands but because they a r e s t a t e ­

ments of va lue (as d i s t i ngu i shed from s ta tements of f ac t ) 

and as sueh involve a r ecogn i t i on of the demands of t h a t 

va lue : t o find t r u t h va luab le i s to f ind a l s o a &m$i®n& t h a t 

t r u t h be loved and r e s p e c t e d , r e g a r d l e s s of c i r c u m s t a n t i a l 

personal p r e f e r ences : t o f ind love d i s v a l u a b l e i s a l s o to 

recognize t h a t one should not t e l l l i e s . 

Obviously, t h i s r e c o g n i t i o n of the c a l l of va lues 

i s r a d i c a l l y d i s t i n c t from saying t h a t value judgments a r e 

commands; fo r i t presuppoees knowledge of v a l u e s , and fol lows 

i t . Perhaps one could get confused by cons ide r ing some 

s p e c i a l oases of moral judgraent such as **you ought t o do 

so -and-so" . Oslng such and s i m i l a r phrases we want t o 

induce the o ther t o comply with our wishes ; we may s t r e n g t h e n 

our demand by using vehement language and by t h r e a t e n i n g 

with punishment i f he w i l l not obey. In t h i s sens© we do 

use such words as **you ought t o do so-and-so" a s an impera t ­

i v e . However, we should cons ider sorie o the r modes of speech 

i f we want to do j u s t i c e t o j;he s i g n l f I c o t l o n of "right** 

or **ought**; we should examine, for i n s t a n c e , t h e eases where 

our judgment of o b l i g a t i o n r e f e r s t o a t h i r d person: 
whe ought t o do so-and-so**; or to the p a s t : **you ou /h t t o 
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have done so-and-so"; or to an unfilfilled past condition: 

"If this and that had been the ease, you ought to have don© 

so-and-so**; or to a contrary to fact condition: **if this 

and that were the case, you ought to do so-and-so'*, and so 

on. Vfe see clearly that "ought" has the same meaning in all 

these oases and w© see just as clearly that it does not ex­

press a command. It is true that we may use the present 

indicative form, "you ought to do so-and-so**, to induce 

someone to act in a certain way, but this fact does not 

Justify us to conclude that the apparent statement is in 

reality an imperative. As Ross points out, ***$hat distin­

guishes Its meaning from that ©f the genuine do so-and-so** 

is that one is suggesting to th© person addressed a reason 

for doing so-and-so, vis,, that it is right. The attempt 

to induce the person addressed to behave in a particular way 

Is a separable accompaniment of the thought that the act is 

right, and cannot for a moment b® accepted es the meaning 

of the words *you ought to do so-and-so'**. ** 

Hot only do w© admit a necessary psychological con­

dition for any belief: we also admit the v«ry Important role 

of education in formation of our ethical and aesthetic 

beliefs. But the fact that we learn to evaluate objects and 

actions in a certain way does not make any of our valuations 

false, nor does It reduce those valuations to expressions 

13 r/. David Bos®. Foundations of Sthica, p. 34. 
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of our own or our teacher's likes and dislikes. *o can 

achieve genuine inslghta of our own after the teacher has 

pointed certain values to us; we ®«n also sharpen our capa­

city to perceive values and to ajako more accurate judgments 

on them. Plato had recognised this role of education, and 

Marltain seems entirely in agreement with hi® when he treats 

of aesthetic perception: 

Like the virtue of art itself, taste, or th© 
capacity to perceive beauty and pronounce a judge­
ment on it, presupposes an innate gift, but can be 
developed by education and instruction, chiefly by/ 
the study and rational explanation of works of 
art. All things being equal, the better Informed 
the mind is of the rules, the methods and the 
difficulties of art, and above all of th® ®n& 
pursued by the artist and his intention®, the 
better it is prepared to receive by means of the 
intuition of the senses the intelligible splendor 
emanating from the work and so spontaneously to 
perceive and relish its beauty. *4 

We pointed out that gen®tic explanations of moral and 

aesthetic experiences provide merely the psychological, 

sociological and historical aspects of such experiences; such 

explanations do not show that moral and aesthetic elements 

are reducible to a-moral factors. But even if they could do 

that, they would still not touch the genuine character of 

the end-product, that is, of the experiences which we now 

recognize as moral; far this would be equivalent to showing 

that a house is nothing more than a collection of brlcss, 

14 .Tsoques MARXTAIH, Art and Soholaatioiara, London, 
Sheed and Ward, 1939, p, 164, n. 56V 
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that nation i s nothing more than a col lect ion of individuals , 

that Beethoven's Mlnth Symphony ia nothing but th© sum-total 

of i t s notes , tha t Henolre*s Bal a rtougjyal i s jus t an a r -

rangeiaent of patches of colors , and so on. /*« acute e th ica l 

analyst wri tes In t i l ls connection: 

Suppose i t could be shown that whet we take to 
be the des i re to do what i s r igh t as such has 
developed, e i t h e r in the h is tory of each ind i ­
vidual or in that of human r a c e , on regular 
pr inciples out of desires which were a l l purely 
non-moral. . . I t would be a fal lacy to conclude 
that what we take to be the desire to do what i s 
r ight as such i s not what i t appears t o be, but 
i s r e a l l y jus t one or a combination of purely 
non-moral d e s i r e s . An account of the stages 
out of which something developed in a regular 
way i s one thing, and an analysis of i t as i t 
i s when fully developed i s another. But i t i s 
very common to confuse the two and to imagine 
tha t one has shown tha t the end-term of such a 
process jus t consis ts of th® e a r l i e r t e r a s in 
a disguised form. *° 

I think w# are jus t i f i ed in concluding that the 

introduction ia e th ical l i t e r a t u r e of long passages con­

cerned with giving a genetic account of our moral and 

aes thet ic experiences i s a f u t i l e a t teupt to undermine 

e th ics and aes the t ics ; and I might add that they are a lso 

a door-lock keeping us in the shadows of the cave ra ther 

than a key to the l i gh t of t ru th : they hinder us from 

15 Charles D. BROAD. "Some of the flain Problems in 
e th i c s" , in Readiness In i th loa l Analysis, pp. 560 f. 
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achieving genuine ins ights into the realm of values by 

d i rec t ing our a t t en t ion to the causes of an indiv idual ' s 

be l ie fs instead of to the contents of those be l i e f s . We 

should delegate such explanations to soc ia l sciences and 

l e t them be judged by the t e s t s of s c i en t i f i c method. 
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CHITIlUa; OF riSOTIVXJT T̂ nMIMOLOOY 

Despi te the claim of the ph i losophers who conceive 

philosophy a s a l o g i c a l c l a r i f i c a t i o n of language, one does 

not need to read very f a r in th© emot iv i s t e t h i c a l w r i t i n g s 

t o see t h a t many of the bas ic concepts of t h e i r va lue theory 

a re undef ined, or defined poor ly , and presented to t h e 

reader a s un ivoca l . Such a r e , f a r i n s t a n c e , "express ion" , 

Yeeling**, "emotion**, **attitude**» **commend**, " r i g h t " , "emotive 

language"*, "cogni t ive language**, and many o t h e r s . I t would 

be of i n t e r e s t to us t o examine acme of thera, t o determine 

some p o s s i b l e meanings of these terms and to po in t out how 

Improperly they a r e used in e t h i c a l a n a l y s i s . 

1 . **ANALY3le3 OP SXPi^S3I0I?" 

According t o © a c t i v i s t s , judgments of va lue a re 

pseudo-judgments oecaus© they a r e express ions of f e e l i n g s , 

emotions, a t t i t u d e s . In what sesaas can value judgments b® 

said to "express** f e e l i n g s ? Expression mean® f i r s t of a l l a 

t r ansparence of a p e r s o n ' s f a c e , vo ice , movements. In t h i s 

sense we i n t u i t in o the r s such phenomena as f e a r , joy , and 

so on; we are reading them in a p e r s o n ' s f a c e , in h i s vo i ce , 

in h i s way of walking. There I s no ques t ion of p ropos i t i ons 

involved h e r e , s ince the o the r i s not s t i t i n g t h a t he f e a r s 

o r t h a t he r e j o i c e s ; on the c o n t r a r y , ho may be speaking of 

something e l s e , or may not be speaking a t a l l . He i s not 

in tend ing to convey t o us t h a t he f e a r s or r e j o i c e s , ye t 
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we can "read** these phenomena on his face, in his voice, in 

his actions. This sense of "expression", says von Hildebrand, 

is the most authentic one; it **ref@rs to the intuitively 

given transparence of psychical entities in a person*s face 

or ia his voice or movements. In this sense we say that a 

face expresses joy, a voice expresses fear, a way of walking 

expresses an affected or sophisticated attitude. In this 

sense, too, we say that a certain fee© expresses kindness, 
1 

purity, Intelligence**. 

The emotivlsts cannot Intend this sens© of "express­

ion" to be applicable to value judgments since they are not 

analyzing persons* faces at the time of isaklng a value judg­

ment, nor are they Interested In the voice of the speaker 

to determine his feelings; they are interested ia sentences 

made with the intention to proclaim something valuable or 

disvaluable. It is true that they often equate such sen­

tences with phrases pronounced in a special tone of voice, 

but this is different from "reading* in someone*s voice a 

particular expression. It is different because in one case, 

namely, in saying "Killing is evil", and then translating it 

into "Killing!:!* pronounced with a voice of disapproval, 

one is still Intending to convey something. G. >. Broad 

1 Dietrich von HlLDiSBIUl-li). Qhrlstlan gthlos. Hew 
York, David Maouay Co.,'""l'$EJ,'r''pYr"l8&. ' " 
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p o i n t s out s that there is actually no more than a verbal 

difference between th© original and the translation - if we 

admit that value judgments are expressions In the f i rs t 

place. There i s , of course, more than a verbal difference 

between saying, "I feel so-and-so" and merely exclaiming 

because I have that feeling. We will see later whether the 

relation between the emfctivlst translation and the original 

value judgment could be of this kind, but at this point i t 

is important for us to reeliae that the authentic meaning 

of "expression" has nothing to do with verbal or non-verbal 

signs made to convey information, nor with any oau&al rela­

tion between a foaling asd an exclamation. When we say thet 

a voice expresses fear, or that s face expresaea joy, we ar® 

reading - so to say - between the lines, though the lines 

themselves are independent of the feeling in question. We 

may see someone's fear even when he speaks of weather; his 

joy even when he is unfier the pressure of physical discom­

forts. 

We have a different sens© of "expression" when we msan 

by i t an exteriorization of our feelings, auoh as singing, 

tears, and even certain words, phrases and sentences. As 

Von Elldebrand observes, "tears may be an expression of 

sorrow, singing an expression of joy, or jumping in the air 

2 Of. his article "Some of th© Main Problems of jSthics", 
i a Philosophy. X&I, pp. 99-117. 
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an expression of exuberant cheerfulness. In this sense cer­

tain words or even sentences may be called expressions of our 

joy, our sorrow, our fear, our enthusiasm". 3 

It is this sense of "expression" which is usually in­

tended when it is said that vain© judgments are expressions 

of feelings* We quite agree that neither tears nor phrases 

nor such sentences are statements, that they do not express 

anything which could be csslled true QX^ false. Consequently, 

we also agree that the emotivist theory does differ essen­

tially froa the ordinary subjeotivistic theories which claim 

that value judgments are statements about the speaker's 

feelings. 

But our problem now is to determine whether value judg­

ments are really expressions in this sense* Are we really 

exteriorizing our feelings with th© judgment, "Killing is 

evil", as we are with an interjection, "Ouch!" when we step 

on a thorn, or when we shad teara of joy and sorrow? This 

seems to a© is contrary to experience. "Great musio", says 

foa llildebrand", is given as beautiful to me, the quality 

of beauty revealing itself univocally as a property of the 

object; it stands before ray mind es distinct from physical 

experiences of my soul, such as joy, serenity, boing moved, 

or sorrow and anxiety. Th© moral nobility of an act of 

3 Christian Ethics, p. IBS* 
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c h a r i t y i s c l e a r l y given as a proper ty of th© a c t , as some­

th ing of t h e o b j e c t ' s s i d e , d e f i n i t e l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d f roa 
4 

any psychical happening in the soul". 

It seems plausible to many people to believe th*?t 

statements of what is right and wrong, beautiful or ugly, and 

other valuations, are nothing but expressions of an indivi­

dual's feelings. The fact that we differ in evaluating is 

often brought to the support of this belief. However, as 

we try to determine what is niesnt by "expression", which 

sense of the term Is Intended to b© applicable to value 

judgments and then to compare the eiaotivist claims with our 

experience, we see thet we have been deceived by an Innocent 

term Into subsorloing to a raost subjeetivistio view which 

would not be destroyed even if "expression® of feelings" 

were maintained to fall under the jurisdiction of th® oate-

gorles of truth and falsehood. s 

2. ANALYSIS 01 "FitJLlffO" 

The term "feeling" Is not as unlvocal as it is im­

plied by the e&otivist writers. The acute ethical analyst 

4 C h r i s t i a n yfchics, p . 123. 
5 *\Sven i f / t h e etao <*iYlstj7 admitted t h a t va lue - judg­

ments can be t r u e or f a l s e , the main ba s i s for h i s r e l a t i v ­
ism would not be overthrown: If value-judgments r e a l l y do 
only r e f e r to f e e l i n g s Independently of the saore l o g i c a l 
ques t ion whether they can be t r ue o r f a l s e , then va lues would 
fcruly be something e n t i r e l y s u b j e c t i v e " . 
a * * o n HILDBMAMO. C h r i s t i a n J t h l o s , p . 183. 
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von Hildebrand observes that "feeling" la "sometimes used to 

denote mere states, such as fatigue, depression, irritation, 

anxiety: sometimes for experiences, such as bodily pain or 

pleasure; and sometimes for meaningful affective responses, 

such as jay, sorrow, fear, enthusiasm". ® Into which of these 

three categories are feelings of value supposed to belong? 

They are not comparable to fatigue or anxiety which have 

nothing to do with the objects which we sr© evaluating; then 

there would be no question of how we feel towards certain 

objects or sotlons; we could express our feelings indepen­

dently of stars 1 and aesthetic acts and objects, and this is 

not claimed even by the eactivists. 

*/alu© feelings also cannot be on the level of bodily 

pain and pleasure - for the same reason. They inay be com­

parable to th® affective responses, and these take us back 

to the objects: we could not rejoice unless we first reco­

gnized certain value over which to rejoice; we could not fear 

unless we perceived something as dangerous to us; similssrily 

we could not condemn killing as evil unless we first intuited 

its disvalue; we could not rejoloe over a sunset unless we 

sew some beauty In It. /And if the emotivlsts abject thet 

one esn rejoice when he he a drunk win?*, even though there is 

no object involved here, we can still rely on the evident 

° Christian athlos, p. 121. 
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d i f fe rence between l e t us say joy over tha conversion of our 

f r iend and betweea joy because of we know not what when w© 

a re i n t o x i c a t e d , i t i s aierely the pover ty of language which 

p reven t s us from po in t ing th© d i f fe rence between th© two 

case a v e r b a l l y / . 

I n any c a s e , the ques t ion s t i l l s t ands ; which of 

the senses of " f e e l i n g " i s t o b© aeant when one s«ys t h e t 

va lue s ta tements a re "express ions of f e e l i n g s " . 

3 . AHALYSI3 Of "ATTITUM" 

Maintaining t h a t value judgments concern a t t i t u d e s 

r a t h e r than f e e l i n g s - as 3tevenson does - i s probably much 

b e t t e r , provided t h s t we include as c o n s t i t u e n t s i n t h e 

concept denoted by t h a t word some elements of reason and 

w i l l . Yet we must not forget t h r t the t e r a " a t t i t u d e " , 

t o o , i s vague. Th® quest ion t o be ask@d i s , Wherein l i e s 

the d i f f e rence between "(a t t i tude" &M " f ee l ing"? Professor 

Joad provides a pene t r a t ing answer for u s . The d i f f e r e n c e , 

he says , l i e s , 
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F i r s t . . . in t h e i nc lu s ion wi th in the concept of 
a t t i t u d e of tha apprehension of an o b j e c t i v e s i ­
t u a t i o n . This apprehension i s both c o g n i t i v e and 
normative; i t p u r p o r t s , in o^ber words, t o inforia 
us not only of the e x i s t e n c e , but of th© d e s i r a b i ­
l i t y o r u n d u s i r a b i l i t y of something o the r than our­
s e l v e s ; f eo l i ngs on the con t ra ry g ive us no inform­
a t i o n except about o u r s e l v e s . 

Secondly, a t t i t u d e inc ludes an element of w i l l . 
One w i l l s a p a r t i c u l a r l i n e of conduct r e l a t i v e l y 
t o an apprehended s i t u a t i o n . . . , We conclude t h a t 
i t I s r a t i o n a l to d e s i r e (or t o dep lore ) a c e r t a i n 
s t a t e of a f f a i r s and than w i l l t o b r ing about (or 
to diminish) th® s t a t e of a f f a i r s whose gene ra l 
cha rac t e r we r a t i o n a l l y apprehend. ' 

But I t i a very doubtful tfa^-t the word " a t t i t u d e " 

c a r r i e s such a c l e a r cut meaning and d i s t i n c t i o n f roa 

" f e e l i n g " in the w r i t i n g s of Stevenson; fo r both of t h e s e 

terms in so f a r as they a r e u t i l i s e d by t h a t author a re 

rooted in h i s a m o t i v i s t i c p reconcep t ions . There i s no ques ­

t i o n of en i n s i g h t i n t o va lues end consequent ly no r e c o g n i ­

t i o n of the c a l l of v a l u e s . Ho wondsr, t hen , t h a t d e s p i t e 

h i s e f f o r t s t o show t h e t oris should n.jst s t o p sho r t d i s c u s s ­

ing only the basic p r i n c i p l e s of e t h i c s but study a l s o the 

concre te e t h i c a l problems and the methods of so lv ing them, 

he does not do j u s t i c e t o a c t u a l huasen moral consciousness 

snd the c e r t i t u d e about th® bas ic e t h i c a l nort-is* As for 

the meaning of " a t t i t u d e " he t r i e s t o exp la in i t by r e l a t i n g 

the term "to purposes , a s p i r a t i o n s , wants , p r e f e r e n c e s , 

d e s i r e s , in s h o r t , i n t e r e s t s ; a t t i t u d e i s accordingly a very 

7 0.2.11, JOAD. A C r i t i q u e of Logical Poai t lv la ia 
pp 186 f- ' * r ' " ' — ~ — 
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vague w o r d . . . only a very inexper ienced person could b e l i e v e 

he i s capable of r e a l l y changing the t h i e f * a a t t i t u d e by 

pure ly emotive means ea, fo r i n s t a n c e , by I n s p i r i n g f ea r 

t h a t he I s asking fo r t r oub l e with the p o l i c e or t h e t h© i s 

going t o r u i n h i s l i f e . Secondly, i f someone cons ide rs h i a 

a s a hopeless ease and hands h i s over to t h e p o l i c e or th® 

psycho log i s t , he would be su re t h e t the f ac t t h a t s t e a l i n g 

i s ob jec t ionab le i s independent of h i s and t h e t h i e f * s 

a t t i t u d e and "persuas ion" l a th© sense of an ©motive c a -
S t ego ry" . Yet , according to Stevenson, one would be simply 

express ing h i s a t t i t u d e toward® t h i e f s In d i f f e r e n t Mmy&t 

and t h i s i s t he essence of e t h i c a l d i s s g r e e a e n t s . 

Stevenson*a view t h a t value judgments a re exp res s ions of 

a t t i t u d e s f a r e s then no b e t t e r then t h e view t h e t v^lue judg­

ments e r e express ions of f e e l i n g s , because i t r « s t s on a 

vague concept of a t t i t u d e which - in h i s sense - i s ha rd ly 

d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from f e e l i n g . 

5 . AMALY3I3 0? "-RIGHT* 

Another aab lgu l ty l i e s In the e i ao t iv i s t usage of 

the term " r i g h t " and comparable nonaat ive t e rms . O r d i n a r i l y 

we say th? t i f an a c t i o n i s r i g h t i t I s r i -^ i t in the seme 

way as sn argument i s v a l i d or a s ta tement t r u e ; in o the r 

words, we be l i eve t h e t an a c t i o n cannot be r i g h t and ivrong, 

t h a t the p r i n c i p l e of c o n t r a d i c t i o n a p p l i e s here as e l sew* ere* 

8 Johannes f.fjf~>q|IKB, jjthl.es ana ifeots, r>» .J-07. 

http://jjthl.es
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The at tempt of Stevenson t o show t h a t an s e t I o n could be 

r i g h t a t time tj, and wrong a t tisa® £, 9 does not a f f e c t In 

any way the cha rac t e r of u n i v e r s a l i t y of T igh tnes s . I t l® 

t r u e t h a t an ac t i on may be wrong a t t i n e jt but be r i g h t a t 

time J£; e . g . , t h a t s t e a l i n g i s wrong g e n e r a l l y but r i g h t i n 

s e l f - p r e s e r v a t i o n . But Stevenson does not for only t h i s 

kind of r e l a t i v i t y of r i g h t ; h® i s c la iming t h a t i f a imn 

says "Murder i s evil '* a t 11 a.ta« and **Murder I s good" a t 

IS a .m. , he was rlflfat in both e a s e s . In f a c t , he could be 

Chang In;- h i s mind every minute and be r i g h t a l l t he t imes , 

for *right** means **that which t h e speaker approves" . 

These imp l i ca t ions of sub jec t iv i sm '^hlch t r l ^ s t o 

give any meaning t o vnlue terms had b@@n recognized long ago 

in 0.B. Moore*s Pr inc ip le . I th ic® and were repeated In h i s 

"Keply to Uy C r i t i c s ' * . The g r e a t f a t h e r of ph i lo soph ica l 

a n a l y s i s s t a t e s ; "So s i n g l e person who se id of the smae 

ac t i on on two d i f f e r e n t occas ions t h a t I t v*as r i g h t or would 

be r i g h t , would ever be keying the sfiraa t h i a n "bout I t on 

the one occasion a s he sa id I t on th© o t h e r , s ince on the 

one occasion he would be saying t h a t he approved of i t a t 

t h a t , and on th© o t h e r would be saying t h s t he approved of i t 

a t t ha t o the r , d i f f e r e n t , tIras'*. 1 0 

9 Of. h i s a r t i c l e , **Moore*a Arguments a g a i n s t c e r ­
t a i n Forms of I t h l c a l naturalism**, in The ?hl losophy of 
q . g . Moora. (p.A* 3QHLIPP. e d . ) , pp . 09-90 . 

10 George J . MOOHig. «A Haply to Hy C r i t i c ® " , in 
The Philosophy of Q.&. aoor<«, ( p p . 535-6??) , p . 552. 
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Jloore e l s o recognised t h a t no two persons could be 

using " r i g h t * in the saiae s ense , for i f "r ight '* means " t h e t 

which i s approved by the speaker1*, then th© s ta t ement , 

Honesty i s r i g h t , affirmed by two d i f f e r e n t persons would not 

mean the same t h i n g . In Moore's words, "no two people , who, 

using i t /* f r lgnV , 7 i n t h i s way / i . e . , i n 3tevenson*s sense/» 

sa id of the sam© a c t i o n t h a t i t was r i g h t o r would be rig^ht, 

would ever be saying the a«iae th ing about i t , s i n c e one 

would be saying t h a t he , e t tha tliae of speaking , approved 

of I t , whi le the o the r would be saying t h a t he did. . .** i2-

6. ANALYSIS Q? "OOMgASQ* 

The I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of va lue ata tes iant wi th commands 

i s another i s s u e which seems t o r e s t e i t h e r on a misunder­

s tanding of value judgments or on a f a l s e no t ion of oojsraand, 

Supposing we s t a t e , J t i l l i n ^ l a e v i l . ,n$ c e r t a i n l y 

r e f e r to a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c p rope r ty , a t t r i b u t e , of the a c t 

of k i l l i n g ; we a r e charaoter iz l r t i j i i l l l n r . i a a c e r t a i n way. 

But a r e we express ing any p roh ib i t i on? U'e a r e not express ing 

i t , though we a re po in t i ng to a f a c t which demands ot* us not 

only to afflrsa I t , but a l s o to follow i t s on 1 1 . I t i s not 

enough to recognize t h a t k i l l i n g i s a d i ava luo ; i t I s n e ­

cessary t o follow I t s demand, namely, t h a t one should avoid 

and p r o h i b i t t ha t a c t . In s t a t i n * t h a t k i l l i n g l a e v i l MO 

r e f e r , as von Hildebrand s s y s , 

11 f a* Philosophy of a . a. Moor®, p . S5r„ 
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t o something which i s , on the one hand, the reason 
and b a s i s for the p r o h i b i t i o n , and from which, on 
the o the r hand, the p r o h i b i t i o n l o g i c a l l y fo l l ows . 
The seme applies? when we s t a t e t h a t ch&rity i s 
good. We must r e a l i z e t h a t the connection between 
both f a c t s - the goodness and the co*»ftnd t o good­
ness - i s ev iden t ly such t h a t the goodness i s the 
t r i n e I plagu and the cosBaend, the pr lneinia tuBu 

BUB, i t " i s impossible to s u b s t i t u t e %m » o » e n d 
for the va lue because t h e coasaand, as soon as I t 
i s a moral coaaand and not a mere p o s i t i v e command... 
n e c e s s a r i l y presupposes the va lue of the ob jec t 
t o which i t r e f e r s . *-* 

To what s p e c i f i c kind of aannaad should vslu© judg­

ments be equ iva len t? iSmotivlsts b e l i e v e t h a t th© s t a t emen t , 

" K i l l i n g i s evil**, i s equ iva l en t t o , *Avoid k i l l ing* . ** o r 

**Bo not k l l l l " ; "This p i c t u r e i s beautiful** t o "Like t h i s 

p i c t u r e s " ; Tchaikovsky 's Swan L&i£& i s sublim©** t o "Appre­

c i a t e the Swan LaKe**; y e t i s not t h e i r t r a n s l a t i o n only a 

l o g i c a l sequence of t h e o r i g i n a l stad presupposlnar t r u t h of 

the o r i g i n a l ? Talue has t o be rseogal&ad before a coramand t o 

respond to i t can fo l low. Von Hildebrand i s very i n s i s t e n t 

on t h i s p o i n t . wHot only does one d e f i n i t e l y mean something 

els®1 ' , he w r i t e s , 'but the v®ry reason fo r ooBraanding such 

responses I s p r e c i s e l y t h e va lue of the o b j e c t . This involves 

the same confusion a s i f one would say , ' I t i s t r u e t h a t 

Caesar was murdered in 43 B.C.*, and make t h i s s ta tement 

synonymous with the ooaiacnd to be convinced of It**. i 3 And 

he oojsiBents f u r t h e r on t h e a c t i v i s t I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of va lue 

12 P a r i a t l a n g t h l o s . pp. 187 f. 
13 I b i d . , p . 187. 
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judgments with oofiaaandsj " I t would be j u s t a s nonsens ica l i f 

one s a i d t h a t t r u t h i s nothing but th® eorwaad t o be con­

vinced of something. In r e a l i t y the t r u t h of a sentence i s 

presupposed in i t s independence in o rder to r e q u i r e conv ic ­

t i on and ob l ige b e l i e f i n i t " . 1 4 

I f value judgments on t h e one hand do not s t a t e any­

th ing and e re on the o the r equated wi th ooiar&ands, then i t i s 

c l e a r t h a t th© e a o t i v l a t s cons ider comsads t;s something 

completely devoid of reason . Since t he re i s no ques t ion of 

t r u t h and falsehood involved In va lue judgments (because they 

a re r e a l l y cosaaands), i t fol lows t h a t i t does not ma t t e r by 

what means do we "support** the©; a t l e a s t we cannot prove 

r a t i o n a l l y t h a t sora© **reasons** behind our commands (expressed 

in t h e fo ra of va lue s t s t e a « n t s ) e>re aore cogent than o t h e r s , 

s ince t he re i s no l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between such reasons 

and th® eoaiaaad which they ore suppo r t i ng . S c i e n t i f i c f a c t s , 

propaganda, po l i ce t r i c k s , o r b ra in washing, e r e on equal 

l e v e l ; we can judge t h e i r "support** only by the e f f i c i ency 

they e x h i b i t . 

Th is emot iv l s t b e l i e f t h a t the va lue of " reasons" 

suppor t ing th© commands i s to be considered s o l e l y by the 

e f f i c i ency of such "reasons'* i n d i c a t e s a gross iaisuno era t r a d ­

ing of the term OOMNAND: i t i s maintulnod by thea " t h a t 

t he funct ion of a eoismana i s t o a f f e c t the hea re r c a u s a l l y , 

14 C h r i s t i a n .iSthlea. p . 128. 
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or get him to do something". *° Yet, telling someone to do 

something, and getting him to do It, are logically distinct. 

As Hare points out, 

to tell someone that something is the case is lo­
gically distinct from getting (or trying to get) him 
to believe it. Having told someone that something 
is the ease we may, if he is not disposed to believe 
whet we say, start on a quite different process of 
trying to g«t him to believe it (trying to per­
suade or convince him that what we said is true). 
So one, in seeking to explain the function of in­
dicative sentences, would say that they were attempts 
to persuade someone that something is th© &u&®. 
And there is no more reason for ssylng that commands 
are attempts to persuade or get someone to do some­
thing; here, too, we first tell someone wbu-t he is 
to do, and then, if he is not disposed to do vshat 
we say, we may start on the wholly different pro­
cess of trying to get him to do it. i S 

Command is not equivalent to getting, someone to do 

something; it is equivalent to telling someone to do some­

thing, A ooHsaand answers the question, What shall I do? 

The hearer may OT may not follow it, but we «ere not trying 

to get him, or influence hlra, to follow it. As Hare points 

out, *we may tell someone, either that something is the case, 

or to do something; here there is no attempt at persuasion 

(or Influencing or inducing or getting to). If th© person 

is not disposed to assent to what we tell him, we may then 

resort to rhetoric, propaganda, marshalling of additional 

facts, psychological tricks, threats, bribes, torture, 

15 Kichard Mervin IlARd. Language and Morals, Oxford, 
195i», p. 13. Italics mine! 

IS Language and Morals, pp. 15 f. 
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mockery, promises of p r o t e c t i o n and a v a r i e t y of o the r ©xpe~ 

d l e n t s . All of t he se a re ways of inducing a id or g e t t i n g 

him t o do something; t he f i r s t of t h e s e a re -ways of inducing 

him o r g e t t i n g him t o do something; the f i r s t four a re a l s o 

ways of g e t t i n g him to be l i eve something; nan© of them ©re 

ways of t e l l i n g him something*. i ? 

Our purpose in g iv ing a command i s not t o in f luence 

the heare r t o a c t In a c e r t a i n d i r e c t i o n ; our purpose I s t o 

t e l l him what he i s to do, leav ing him with h i s own ret.son 

t o cons ider the f a c t s , the reasonableness of our oomnand, 

and then to dec ide of h i s own account t o a c t as h© was t o l d . 

Propaganda and o t h e r forms of persuasion i s not addressed t o 

h i s reason; I t i s a me^na of get t ing; him t o do something; i t 

aims a t g e t t i n g him t o decide and to s o t in a p a r t i c u l a r way. 

In H a r e ' s words, • t e l l i n g someone t o do something, or t h a t 

something i s the case , i s answering the q u e s t i o n , *What s h a l l 

I do?* or *what a re the fac t s?* "f hen w© have answered these 

Questions t i e h e a r e r knows what to do or whfct th® f a c t s a re -

i f what wa have to ld h i a i s r i g h t . He i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 

thereby Inf luenced one way or th® o t h e r , nor have .̂ e f a i l e d 

i f he i s n o t ; for h® may decide to d i s b e l i e v e or disobey u s , 

and the >iere t e l l i n g him does nothing - rod sa@°cs to do 

notIiin3 - to orevent him doin^ t h i s . But persuas ion i s not 

d i r e c t e d to a person as a r a t i o n a l a^ent , v-i'o i s asking 

17 Language and Morals , p . 14 . 
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himself (or us) *What s h a l l I d o ? ' ; i t i s n^t an answer t o 

t h i s or any o t h e r ques t ion ; i t i s aa a t tempt t o make him 

answer in a p a r t i c u l a r way*- 1 S 

*• AHALYoIS Off "^OTIVS** ASP •^SSi'R '̂.ftV*'** L^.UUAQJ!' 

The omot iv l s t s aa^e an a r t i f i c i a l d i s t i n c t i o n between 

the d e s c r i p t i v e , r e f e r e n t i a l , cogn i t ive or t h e o r e t i c a l taetta-

ing and the e x p r e s s i v e , I n t e r j e o t i o n a l or emotive meaning, a 

d i s t i n c t i o n which, i f not c r i t i c a l l y exn:iiaad and £«pt l a 

mind as only a working d e s c r i p t i o n , may do much harm to our 

cons ide ra t i ons of va lue judgments. This d i s t i n c t i o n , t o be 

aura , has a foundat ion In r e a l i t y , fo r f w l i n ^ s c e r t a i n l y 

a r e involved in our pronouncements on v a l u e s ; l a f a c t , 

f e e l i n g s are a necessary r e a c t i o n to our r ecogn i t i on of va­

l u e s . But to aa^e an Insurmountable wal l between the two 

types of meaning i a to deform the t r u e natur© of co:i_,unica-

t i o n and meanings. I t i s t r u e t h a t v*a could not always 

po in t out what iciad of meaning i s p r i m a r i l y involved in a 

phrase j r sen tence . Ambiguous uso of %oras i s q u i t e frequent 

end may extend even to grammatical moods. Ahen a mother 

says "Naughty J** to her c h i l d , she may mean nothing more than 
w3top}**. But she could mean by i t something ©1$©. ^nd "the 

e n t i r e d i s t i n c t i o n . . . between the onot ive arid the r e f e r e n t i a l 

use of language*1, comments John La i rd , nstJOM3 very much 

18 Language and Morals , p . 15 . 
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overdrawn, and the interjectional application of it a hape 

exaggeration". A* He further points out that language of, 

let us say, some pasaage of emotive literature, is not merely 

interjectianal because it "is not devoid of referential 

meaning**. s$ xf language had no referential meaning, there 

would be mere noises which would not be eapabi® >t producing 

the specific type of feeling in th© hearer; in other x*ord«, 

there would be no object to which the h>sarer could respond, 

no object towards which he would assume an attitude or in 

face of which he would experience certain faellag®. 

If there ever wes a passage of ©tsotlv® literature, 

it is the following one in verse: 

Blow, winds, and craoic your ohsjê sl rage! blow! 
You cataracts and hurricanoes, spout 
Till you have drench*d our ateeples, drawn*d the cocksi 

Bumble thy bellyful! SpitfireJ Spout, raini 
HOT rain, wind, thunder, fire, are ay slaughters: 
I tax you not, you elements, with uaklndnessi 
I never gave you kingdom, called you children, 
You owe me no subscription... 
...OS n *tls foul! 21 

Yet this psssaage is emotive precisely boosuse the 

wards, phrases and sentences have n referential or descript­

ive meaning. It has a very rich descriptive meaning - about 

the Lear's daughters and about their character; about Le«-r*s 

19 The Idea of Value. Cambridge, Kngland, 1929, 
p . SOB. 

30 I b i d . , p . 308. 
21 " J i l i i a m 3&fca0dKCARi, King Lear , Act I I I , s e c . 
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character , h is fee l ings ; about the specific s i tua t ion in 

which these words are spoken, about the nature of ta^tsorolo-

g ica l and physi g raph ica l phenomena, and so on. How could 

t h i s b© possible if language were purely emotive? Here, 

says i.arl 3 r i t t on , th© emotive theory presents M&ny puzzles; 

What, In more d e t a i l , i s th© explanation of th© feet 
that words have t h i s peculiar power of re l ieving 
emotional tension in a poet, and also of exci t ing 
emotional tension in h i s audience? Have they t h i s 
power in v i r tue of being verbal signa with reference, 
or merely as physical events - sounds or marks on 
paper? Obviously t h e i r refer^nae nu«t be very im­
por tant , even here: for , a f ter a l l , most of the 
sounds that poets u»« are individually symbolic 
snd not mere j i ng l e s . Eut If th© dynamic use of 
words does depend, a t l eas t ia par t , upon t h e i r 
reference, can we say tha t , a f te r a l l , the language 
of poetry I s Informative« whatever e las i t may be? 
Again, could we' say "that the emotive jaaanings of 
words enable the poet to convey a peculiar sort 
of t ru th - a t ru th ver i f ied , not in the senses, 
but la emotion? iiay we even go so f*.r e® to sey 
that fPoetic Truth* includes facts about the more 
intimate s t ruc ture , or the more fundamental ghyals 
of the word? And i f poetry does convey a peculiar 
sor t of t ru th , to what canons it lof-,ie are i t s 
proposit ions amenable? I f not the logic of 
science, perhaps to .?o;.e a l t e rna t ive iQffj-® "* ^ 
indeed, t h i s term has any ' sense 'a t a l l . " 2 ^ 

Another author, from amon^ the emotiviat sympathi­

zers themselves, c r i t i c i z e s the a r t i f i c i a l I so la t ion of the 

two functions of language in view of the feet thet we can 

form ©bout any event or r e l a t i on a number of statements 

which range from prltaarlly descr ipt ive to primarily eratotlve 

in function. lie wr i tes : 

22 gofflflaunloatlon: ,A.Philosophical .^tudy of Language. 
Mew York ana1 London, £. Paul', Trench,1 Trubnermid Oo., 1939, 
p . 14. 
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Tha tendency to contrast SUISJ valu&tlve s t a t e ­
ments which commonly have a hi^h degree of emotive 
stimulus-capacity with factual" statements which 
ordinar i ly have a high fiesoriptlve atimulus-eapa-
c l ty and then to regard t h i s difference as "inherent" 
or "irreducible** difference between factual and va-
lua t ive statements shows fa i lure to rocognize that 
a l l events and re l a t ions may be subject raatter for 
both factual and valuativ© statements unci thet in 
different contexts and with different in ten t s e^oh 
form of s ts tcaont verles from the completely des­
c r ip t ive in reference and function to the comple­
te ly expressive and/or emotive In reference aud 
function. £3 

o lml lar l ly , exelaiaations and commands - i f value 

judgments be so regarded, could not be understood, unless 

they embody sense information that the person u t te r ing th© 

command or exclamation wants something to be done or that he 

has cer ta in fee l ings . s<* 

We do not object to recognition of the two basic 

uses of our language; for I t i s evident from experience th?.<t 

we often intend to uae words emotively, psrhaps just as often 

as we want to preserve cer ta in words completely neut ra l , de­

tached, " s c i en t i f i c " . But the fact that most of our d i s ­

course l i e s between the two poles - trie emotive and the 

descript ive - does not permit us to divide our 1 c tual use of 

language into two isolated spheres and to proclaim one con­

ceptual , the other one devoid of concepts. For then we 

should resaln s i l e n t most of the time; as Halph Barton Perry 

observes, **lf verbal usage were to be so amended as to leave 

23 Ray LHPLiY. "Ver i f labi l i ty of Value**, In Value: 
a Cooperative Inquiry, (R. Lepley, ed . ) f p . 82. 

84 Of. S.F. QAKRXTT. Bthloa and P o l i t i c a l Theory. 
3 g . — •••"• • rf* 
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only exclamations, exhortat ions, complements, and i n s u l t s , on 

the one hand, and rigorous sc i en t i f i c concepts, on the other 

hand, moat people a l l of the time, would have to remain mute* 

Statements which employ such terms as "good" and ""bad** w^yt 

and usually do, convey objectively meaningful concept®, 

e i the r expressly or by implication**. ** 

I t seems that I f »#. consider any ut terance (in i t s 

eontext) we w i l l find some information about the speaker 

himself &n6. about other mat ters . In regard to the informa­

tion conveyed by an u t terance , :.T«x Black speaks of personal 

and Impersonal aspects of t h ° t ut terance, rersonal aspect 

i s "the Information given about tha speaker, and more ©spe­

c i a l ly about the a t t i t u d e s , feel ings , and wishes th*t caused 

him to make th® utterance**. ®& g@ divides the personal a s ­

pects into the expressive and the dynamic ones. "The u t t e r ­

ance i s expressive insofar as i t i s cpused by th® speaker 's 

feelings or s t t i t u d e s , wlthoufr any desired effect .on a nearer . 

An Involuntary cry of pala or joy I s markedly expressive in 

t h i s sense. The utterance i s dynamic Insofar as i t i s caused 

by the speaker*s desire to produce act ions or other effects 

in a hesrer ; a command or a question i s narteedly dynamic in 

t h i s sense**. 2 7 Black, however, would not admit that value 

mm—mmmmm—mmmiwmnW mm mm vm\ imi •' 

25 R.3. PSaHf. Hoelms of Value, p. 9. 
86 Critical Thinking, p. loTT" 
27 Ibid., p. 167. 
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judgments are pure expressions as Ayer believes, or that they 

are pure dynamic devices nfid® with the purpose of producing 

actions, or that they are a combination of the tws aspects 

and nothing more. For he Is speaking of information about 

the speaker, and this is orthodox subjectivism condemned by 

the emotivists. Black*s notion of the subjective aspects 

of an utterance - If regarded f.s the only aspects of value 

statements - could only support the traditional subjectivism 

according to which such statements are true if tho spen:ter 

really has tho f&elinxs in question «nd f*lse If he does 

not. 

Howevar, Slack recognizes also the impersonal as­

pects which he defines as "whatever oth@r information msy be 

conveyed by th© utterance**, ®® and these may,---and (according 

to objectivlsts) must, be present in value judgments. 

Way assign, then, to the purely emotive realm all 

evaluative discourse which at least claims to be concerned 

with objects absolutely autonomous, independent of the spealc-

er*s psychological condition, and independent of th© vote ©f 

the majority, if even th© poetical and explicitly inter-

jeetional language which does not forward any such claims, 

depends for its effects on the references which it embodies. 

38 Critical Thinking, p. 167. 
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Such a mistake could only be made by men who have a set of 

preconceived ideas about the functions of our language and 

who want to compartmentalise those functions for the pur­

pose of eliminating the troublesome statements of value 

from the sphere of rational discourse. 



CHAPT8R VII 

IMGTIYTtfT AMALY3I3 AID THE PROBLEM 
Of JOSSXnOATIOH 

As we noted, the emotlvlsts maintain that statements 

of value are expressions of our feelings, usually having an 

additional function of attempting to evoke similar feelings 

in others. These expressions have no cognitive sense, are 

not statements about anything, but simply proposals of our 

feelings, desires and attitudes to serve as norms for ©very-

one. tfhen one says, Murder is evil, he is expressing an 

adverse feeling toward th® set which we call murder and in 

addition wants others to share his feelings. Semap says 

that this expression is equivalent to a command, Don*t kill! 

However, if value judgments are not reeslly judgments 

and do not state anything which could be as id to be either 

true or false, how are we justified in making th<*s& and how 

can we expect anyone to follow them? lay should we impose 

our feelings upon others by means of emotive language or by 

other forms of persuasion. 

All the emotlvlsts agree that statements of fact can 

somehow justify certain expressions of desire end feelings 

and condemn others. When we argue, says Ayer, we argue 

about matters of fact which are somehow relevant to our ex­

pressions of feelings, but the expressions themselves cannot 

logically contradict each other. 
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Stevenson, too, believes factual statements to be re­

levant to ethical and aesthetic issues. He devotes almost 

hia entire ethics and Language 'to th© nature and methods of 

ethical disagreements. Having pointed out that peculiar!ly 

ethical disagreement is on® in attitude and not one in be­

lief, he begins to Inquire whet methods could be used to 

resolve It. First he finds that in certain eases a mutual 

consideration of facts resulted in an agreement between two 

or more disputing parties who differed in attitude toward 

some object or action. Then he makes an explicit assumption 

that all disagreement in attitude is ultimately rooted in 

disagreement la belief. •*> From her© on It was easy for him 

to adduce that since science has the word about facts, it 

can be invoked to support or to condemn statements of value* 

Stevenson, however, sensed a further question. If 

in ethical disputes we make this inference fro® a factual 

reason to an ethicel conclusion, Is our step valid? He 

reaehed the conclusion thet it is not valid in any ordinary 

sense of "valid** because the relationship between our nor­

mative conclusion and the reasons supporting it is neither 

of the logical type where the conclusion necesaerily follows 

from the premisses, nor of the scientific type where the 

inference is made as a generalisation from a number of 

1 Charles L, ararawoif* gthics mn& Lan%ua&e. p. 130. 
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observed phenomena. The relationship between norms and 

facts Is only psychological 2 and as such may appear reason­

able or cogent to on© person but not to another, or to one 

person at time tf but not et time Jtl. There is no possibi­

lity of proving a norm by a valid argument. '"linen S 

^valuation/ is supported or opposed by H £rm>&on£Jr
t H nei­

ther proves nor disproves the truth of the descriptive 

meaning of E. So ualeas *valid' is to have a misleadlngly 

extended sense, the question *Does R permit a valid infer­

ence to £?* 1® devoid of interest". 3 

Stevenson*® explanation tht-t the relet!onship of va­

lidity between a value statement and our "reasons'* behind 

it is "devoid of interest** hardly satisfies our common sense 

thinking. Toulmin asks; MIf a wmn tells me that it is right 

for his to kick niggers around because everyone else does, 

Is it of no interest whether hia argument is valid or not?** 

Joad is oven more sarcastic about such a view; **We may feel, 

most of us3, he says, "that kindness is better, but f«elln^s 

Z **The reasons which support or attack an ethical 
judgment ... are related to some judgment psychologically 
rether than logically. They do not strictly Inply the judg­
ment in the way that axioms imply thsorerts; nor are they 
related to th© judgment inductively, as statements describing 
observations are related to scientific l?iws. Hat her they 
support the judgment in th© way that reasons support im-
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have no au tho r i t y over those «mo do not share them, and we 

have, t h e r e f o r e , nothing t o ssy t o the guard in the concen­

t r a t i o n camp who p r e f e r s c r u e l t y , we can only make no i s e s 

express ive of our f e e l i n g s of r e p u l s i o n " . 5 

I t seems t h a t w® are l e f t simply wi th our p re fe rences 

which we t ry t o ra t ione l l s se through s c i e n t i f i c f a c t s . There 

i s no p o s s i b i l i t y ©f r a t i o n a l ©thlcs , no p o s s i b i l i t y of 

moral j u s t i f i c a t i o n u l t i m a t e l y ; on© u e a i r e l a a s good s s 

a n o t h e r , and one method t o change or r e d i r e c t i t es good as 

another - a s long a s i t i s e f f i c i e n t . Sometimes mere 

o r a to ry w i l l change t h e h e a r e r ' s f e e l i n g s or a t t i t u d e toward 

an ob jec t or ae t i on j a t o ther t imes sub t l e propaganda w i l l 

be more e f f i c i e n t , and a t s t i l l a t h a r time© brainwashing «?ill 

do the job b a s t . When our opponent ques t ions what we con­

s i d e r an o b l i g a t i o n , we can only peraaade him by emotive 

words or even by physica l compulsion! we cannot show him t h e t 

h i s views a r e not c o r r e c t , s ince t h e r e i s no ques t ion of t h e ­

o r e t i c a l cogni t ion involved, no moral or a e s t h e t i c world to 

be jfcaown. The oest method would be to explore exhaus t ive ly 

the phys io log ica l foundation of our f ee l i ngs and behavior 

and then t ry to r e g u l a t e them by changing t h e i r foundat ions 

wi th d rugs . 6 

S h C r i t i que of Logical Pos i t iv i sm, p . 119. 
0 I i ' I s ' I n t e r e s t i n g t o not© t h a t " the c e n t r a l * e t h i c ­

al* p roper ty /pt t e r m s / - capac i ty to move the hea re r - i s 
eon< 
m 
or led by the e t h i c a l „ s e n t 
le^ge,, of, 0>od ,sag,,ffil» 
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Stevenson himself e x p l i c i t l y says t h a t **any s t a t e ­

ment about any mat ter of f a c t which any speaker cons ide r s 

l l lcely to a l t e r a t t i t u d e s may be adduced as a reason for o r 

aga ins t an e t h i c a l judgment**. 7 Persuasion seems t o be the 

method, and n a t u r a l l y i t i s not a persuas ion to an o b j e c t ­

i ve ly cogent b e l i e f but to th© temporary wants of the 

speaker . 

All t hese cur ious impl i ca t ions of tho emot lv i s t view 

follow from t h e i r o r i g i n a l mistake of r e fus ing to grant t o 

norras the s t a t u s of p r o p o s i t i o n s , thereby removing a l l co­

g n i t i v e element from va lua t iona l d i s c o u r s e . But they a l s o 

cu t themselves from the e f f i cacy of "reasons'* about which 

they speak. F'or If s ta tements of value "ere n e i t h e r t rue 

nor fals©, not only would such * Judgments* not be s t r i c t l y 

p r o v a b l e . . . , but nothing whatever could fa© a®id In t h e i r 

suppor t . For to say something in t h e i r support would be t o 

say something which ma&es t h e i r t r u t h more l l lce ly , but they 

can no more be t rua on t h i s view than © blow can be t r u e " . ® 

I t i s t r u e t h a t "reasons'* may he lp t o change my 

f e e l i n g s so t h a t I w i l l make in the fu tu re d i f f e r e n t eva lua ­

t i o n s of tho same oojoots or a c t i o n s , but they w i l l not prove 

my prev ious eva lua t i ons f a l s e and ay fu ture ones c o r r e c t . 

7 Jthi.o.s and .Language, p . 114. 
8 A«C. 'fijWIUO,' The Def in i t ion of .good, p . IE. 
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"Seasoning* could only predispose people to f e e l th© seme way 

as we do . I t i s j u s t one form of persuas ion , very l i k e l y not 

even the most e f f e c t i v e ons. And t o &e@p our language ©leer , 

we should re fuse to speatk of t h i s kind of r h e t o r i c p r e d i s ­

posing the heare r to f ee l i n a c e r t a i n way as r eason ing . 

Stevenson has not shown us any p o s s i b i l i t y of r a t i o n a l j u s t i ­

f i c a t i o n of norms i f they a re what he be l i eves them to be, 

namely, express ions of f e e l i n g s and a t t i t u d e s . His Kthics 

and Language has not l i f t e d tha emot lv i s t s f roa t h e i r s c e p t ­

i c i sm. They can, of course , a t i l l a c t i n accordance with 

t h e i r llfces and d i s l i k e s , but - a s Swing po in t s out - "as the 

t h e o r e t i c a l s cep t i c cannot claim t h a t t h e r e i s any j u s t i f i ­

ca t ion for any of h i s a c t s , t h a t any a c t i s mor© r a t i o n a l 

than any o the r poss ib le act**. ® 

One w i l l r e e d i l y ask the ©motlvis ts : Why should I 

want my s t a t e of mind t o be changed s ince t h # r e i s no ques ­

t i on of ob jec t ive r i g h t or wrong but merely of personal 

f ee l ings? I f 1 li&e to s t e a l , why should I not e n t e r t a i n say 

l i ice , e s p e c i a l l y i f I am a s k i l l f u l t h i e f ? I f I enjoy t o r ­

t u r i n g p r i s o n e r s , why should I not go ahead und enjoy rayaelft 

I t i s t rue t h a t I f someone informs me about c e r t a i n f a c t s 

such as p a r t i c u l a r circumstances and consequences of ray 

a c t i o n s , I may com© to f e e l d i f f e r e n t l y , perhaps the way ay 

9 SthJLos, p . 126. 
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informer f e e l s . But t h i s w i l l not j u s t i f y ray fu tu re beha­

v i o r ; i t w i l l merely show t h a t I have baen persuaded, s u b t l y 

or openly. My new fee l ings» however, w i l l nut i n d i c a t e t h a t 

I have achieved an i n s i g h t the s t a t e of f a c t s , namely, t h a t 

s t e a l i n g or t o r t u r i n g i s o b j e c t i v e l y th© th ing to be r e ­

j e c t e d . 

S i m i l a r i l y , when X t r y t o decide what i s ray duty in 

a given case , I am, according to the efaotivissts, t r y ing t o 

decide how I should f e e l about the a c t i o n in ques t ion . And 

when I seek advice on an e t h i c a l mat te r , I want to be brought 

I n t o c e r t a i n emotional s t a t e in regard t o t h a t problem; I 

want to oe parsusded by t he o the r t o f a e l in a c e r t a i n way. 

There i s no ques t ion of recogniz ing saa©thing as imposing 

upon m© and demanding from ra@ an adequate r e sponse . 

Again, on the ©motive vie**;, no l o g l o e l c o n t r a d i c t i o n 

in e v a l u a t i o n s i s p o s s i b l e ; t h e r e a re only d i f f e r e n t po­

l i c i e s , d i f f e r e n t proclamations of a t t i t u d e s , d i f f e r e n t 

a ims. "Whan one says , F r a t i c l d e i s wrong, and th© o the r s a y s , 

F r a t r i c i d e I s r i g h t , t he r e I s no l o g i c s ! c o n t r a d i c t i o n ; 

each of t h e speakers i s merely vent ing h i s own emotlon and 

perhaps t r y i n g to arouse s i m i l a r f e e l i n g s i n the o t h e r . 

One cannot p re sen t any l o g i c a l l y v a l i d argument t o prove 

t h a t the o t h e r should f e e l d i f f e r e n t l y ; one could only 

persuade him t o do so - using any conse ivsb lo means fo r 

t h a t purpose: ©motive language, enumerations of s c i e n t i f i c 
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f a c t s which a r e connected with the a c t or ob jec t i n q u e s t i o n , 

brainwashing, d rugs , p h y s i c a l t o r t u r e and so on. 

The e tao t lv i s t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of value judgments 

cannot account for j u s t i f i c a t i o n of any value state-sent what­

ever nor for a r a t i o n a l use of any value term, and a simple 

r e f l e c t i o n on our moral and a e s t h e t i c U f a c l e a r l y con t rad ­

i c t s such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . We know t h e t c e r t a i n th ings 

a re r i g h t end o e r t a l n o the r s wrong; t h a t sonao value s t a t e ­

ments c o n t r a d i c t o t h e r s ; t h a t i a a moral d e l i b e r a t i o n we 

a re t r y i n g t o find out something anci t h i s I s an a t tempt t o 

d i scover t r u t h ; and we know t h a t we do not merely want t o be 

inf luenced or persuaded when asking for moral adv ice . jSven 

the e m o t i v i s t s a r e conscious of t h i s ; they see t h e t t h e i r 

a n a l y s i s I s ao% q u i t e c o n s i s t e n t wi th our concre te expe r i ence . 

That l a the reason why Ayer spe&ks of argumentat ion on th© 

f a c t u a l l e v e l t h a t might bm? on our eva lua t ion ' s ; and t h e t 

i s the reason why Stevenson speaks of S u p p o r t i n g reasons** 

behind our va lue u t t e r a n c e s . Th© e m o t i v i s t s simply cannot 

accept t he consequences of t h e i r own theo ry . Barrows Dunham 

r e p o r t s the case of a l ead ing advocate of t h e theory : 

" /Heichenbach/ demonstrates i n eleven pages th?>t the re i s no 

e t h i o s and In f i f t e e n subsequent pages t h e t one can be 

e t h i c a l anyway. He could not endure h i s own views. lieviag 

demolished m o r a l i t y , he wrote: 
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"Does t h a t mean r e s igna t ion? Does i t mean t h a t t h e r e 

a re no moral d i r e c t i v e s , t h a t everybody may do what he wants? 

I do not t h ink s o . . . " 1 0 

**But of course i t does'*, *•* concludes Dunham, and we 

can r e a d i l y agrs<a wi th him. for once v;e know t h a t we hsve 

no r a t i o n a l ground for doing something, or opposing something, 

we w i l l begin to a c t on whet i s merely sub j ec t i ve ly s a t i s f y ­

i n g , and t h a t ^e could hardly i n t e r p r e t otherwise than es 

moral r e s i g n a t i o n . 

Before we conclude our c r i t i q u e of s p e c i f i c emotlv-

i s t f a l l a c i e s , we should point ©us tha t there i s a ae l f -

ucat ruc t lv® element i n t h e theoryt t o endorse the emotive 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of va lue judgments may be t o depr ive the 

theory i t s e l f of i t s ob j ec t , alack asks i n t h i s connect ion: 

**>*ould not a wide-spresd acceptance of h i s ^llteveason*%J 

a n a l y s i s tend t o des t roy the present perauesiV'® c h e r a u t ^ r 

of e t h i c a l u t t a r e noes and so leave hi® theory without an 

ob j ec t ? " i c 

iSven while- ethio-.il ter- \s s t i l l p reserve t h e i r emotive 

charge, t h e eajotive annlysi,:. doea not succeed In f inding 

adequate grounds fo r one t o accept any value- s t a tement . 

10 Dunham's quo ta t ion i s from Han® Hatohenbaoh*s 
M a e of 3olent , l f io i-'hiloaoph^. Berkeley end" SOB "Ang©lea, 
The Un ive r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a T re s s , p . CG?. 

I I P lan t l a Chains, p . £3:e. 
12 'ti&x aLAOEJli '**3otae ques t ions About ISssotive Meaning**, 

in P h i l o s o p h i c a l Review, LVII (1948) , p . 188, footnote ( 4 0 ) . 

http://ethio-.il
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Again, Black observes; *"!*hi8 i s good* i s analyzed in to *I 

approve of th i s* (ut tered with warmly expressed approval, 

equivalent to saying, *JDo so as wel l*) . All that would seem 

*° o a relevant to the e th i ca l issue (Was the speaker ri?$it 

In saying, 'This i s good?*) would seam to be (a) the t the 

speaker approves the object , (b) that he wants us a l so to 

approve. And these grounds would seem qui te Inadequate, 

however •ooatageously' his judj^sent i s expressed**. *w But 

what i s so in teres t ing about knowing the l i kes and d i s l i kes 

of the speaker? 

'then we consider an e th ica l judgment, Lyin/5 i s wrong, 

we are not in teres ted in the HJces or d i s l i kes <3f the people; 

that might be of in t e res t t o sociology or psychology; the 

philosophise! question shout such a judgment i s whether i t 

i s correct or incorrect ; end whether the obj®e& or motion 

approved or disapproved i s worthy of approval or disapproval . 

Of course, the analysts w i l l t ry to escape our c r i t i c i sm by 

saying that they want t o determine whet - i f anything - could 

such an uttarance mean. And we may <?rent the t t h e i r inquiry 

i s legi t imate . But the point i s tha t they should not t ry to 

answer t h i s question merely by r e l a t i ng such ut terances to 

the i r c r i t e r ion of meaning but by relating; thuta to experience. 

The experience, hov-evar, shows tha t tho raeenlu* of a value 

13 x-hilosonhlcal flavlewr LVII (1948), p. IPS, 
footnote (3*?). 
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utterance I s not exhausted by, "approval or disapproval, by 

the speaker of an object or act ion", iSxperlena® point** to 

the fact tha t approval or disapproval follows the recognition 

of cer ta in vulue or dlsvalue, that i t i s log ica l ly secondary 

and dependent on something* 

I f the problem i s serious ia the case of fu l ly work­

ing emotive temiflology* i t becoiaes oven saore serious when 

such terminology loses i t s emotive strength - which would 

happen qui te readi ly once we had fu l ly accepted the ©motiv-

i s t view. The l a t e Professor Joad warned the eiaotlvists 

about t h i s consequence of t h e i r theory in his scute Crl t lgue 

of Logical Positivism: 

I f X consis tent ly bel ieve the t the statement, 
"s teal ing i s wrong**, does no sore than express »n 
eaotion of horror a t s t e a l i n g , i t w i l l presently 
cease to express the emotion ©f horror , Hot to 
put too fine a point on i t , 1 sha l l cease to be­
l ieve that s tea l ing i s wrong. ** 

And fur ther , 

Oan a man really continue to feel indignant at 
cruelty, if he is convinced that trus statement, 
*cruelty is wrong** is meaningless? An emotion of 
indignation may, indeed, be felt; it -nay even be 
expressed; but it will not long survive th© con­
viction thet it is without authority in morals 
or basis In reason. 15 

Again, if we are conscious thet the sore11at is 

merely trying to persuade us, or even to oosamand us, to feel 

14 -Philosophical Keytew. p. 146. 
i & ^ d , , "p. 14-^r" * 
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and s e t a s he does , we would soon s t a r t t o Ignore hire; " i f 

*® believed**, writes Alton, " that our protagonis ts were 

as re ly trying to influence us , and not t o give us log ica l or 

empirical reasons fear changing our minds as well as our 

hea r t s , we would very short ly conclude our discussions with 

theffl". i 6 S imi la r l ly , eomiands w i l l not have the i r intended 

effect unless we have a reason to obey them. In case of 

©oral coiasands, we should have a spec i f ica l ly moral ground 

for oveying them, &n^ such a ground could only be our own 

insight in to the nature of the moral act ions in question 

and the s ta tus of the authori ty issuing the eor&aand. We 

are always led to the grounds of approval, des i re , command -

namely, to the recognition presupposed in a l l these ac ts 

tha t something i s worthy of approval, worthy to be desired, 

worthy to be done. \%& are led from the pure l i n g u i s t i c 

considerations to our moral and aes the t ic experiences 

themselves, and only a t t h i s point do we become genuine 

empi r ic i s t s . 

• — W M > I I I • i—MM—WWII i ii > IMW m ii nm mm** 

1& Henry David AIKKH. "Ktliics and Language**, (Book 
Review), la .Journal of Fhilosophy. XLII (1945), pp. 4o8-o9» 
p . 469. 
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A s t r i k ing fsot about the emotlvist theory of value 

judgments i s i t s f l a t contradict ion with ttom&on sense and 

with everyday experiences. Although Ayer e x p l i c i t l y s t a t e s 

that »the philosopher has no r i g h t to despise the be l ie fs of 

ooraaon sense**, i t i s easy to see that ne i ther he nor other 

emotlvists do not r ea l ly despise them. How could t he i r basic 

tenet tha t statements of value are meaningless be said to 

respect be l ie fs of coamon sense? How could t h e i r equation 

of the proposition **Almsgiving i s good" with an exhortat ion 

"Almsgiving!*.*. Let us a l l pract ice i t U ! w be squared with 

our experience which ce r t a in ly t e l l s us tha t the two s ides 

of thia equation are not equivalent*? Wo matter what the 

e x p l i c i t claims tar emotlvists a re , t he i r actual doctr ines 

Indicate tha t they ignore experience. G.S.M. Joad, in exa­

mining Ay&rfB e th i ca l ana lys i s , rmmtkMi 

. . . when one remembers t ha t the upshot of h i s 
theory I s to st igmatize the be l ie fs of oosnonsensa 
people about e thics - as , for example, tha t soiie 
things are wrong, and that a man ought to do h is 
duty * as groundless and meaningless, i t is hard 
to c red i t the assurance that the be l ie fs themselves 
are embraced and tha t i t i s only t he i r ooramansense 
analysis which i s re jec ted . * 

M—uirtWi.— • ' • • f W W » - » * l i M Will i i«hn 

1 A Orl t icue of Logical ^oa i t i vista, pp. 184 f. 
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The ei&otivlst analysis i s often offered in th® form 

of t r ans l a t ions . *Thla i s good" means, **l approve of thl»**; 

"This i s bad** means "I disapprove of t h i s " , and so on. Are 

such t r ans l a t ions fa i thfu l to experience? Do X rea l ly mean 

by saying **Tratrieide ia wrong** nothing more than **I d i s l l t o 

f r a t r i c ide* (and perhaps **X want you and everyone e lse to 

d i s l l t o I t 4 ) ? Definitely 1 mean something e l s e , even though 

X may imply t h i s a l s o . When a man pronounces a proposi t ion, 

•This I s good", he sseans, observes Joad, **that t h i s i s good, 

Whatever anybody t&ey Mp^&o. to think or fee l about I t . In 

other words, he believes tha t there are e th i ca l q u a l i t i e s 

which r ea l l y belong to objects such as people, t he i r cha­

r a c t e r s , s i tua t ions and l i n e s of conduct, and there are 

independent e th ica l p r inc ip les by which these q u a l i t i e s 

can be judged and assessed. The ordinary man in other words, 

ia an unreflecting s t o i c a l objectivlst**. g 

There i s normative meaning of value terms embodied 

ia the ordinary discourse . When one s t a t e s a norm - that i s , 

when he pronounces an indica t ive sentence containing an 

e th i ca l or aes the t ic predicate , he Is not merely expressing 

a personal t as te j and when he expresses a norm in the im­

perative mood, he i s not merely expressing a wish tha t other 

people would behave ao-and-ao. On the contrary,**wh©n people 

2 *-Qg**lqati Q* Loffleal Positlvlsra. p . 33 . 
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us© the adjective good in i t s cha rac t e r i s t i ca l l y moral sense, 

they mean tha t such and such an end i s worthy t o be des i red . 

They do not , as s r u l e , mean merely tha t such and such ac t 

la don© or that such and such end jLjg desi red" . ** 

Xt i s possible , and y&ry often a f ac t , tha t t desire 

something, yet know that X ought not to des i re i t , the t i t 

i s not worthy to be desired, tha t i t Is wrong for me to 

desire i t . X may l ike to s t e e l , for instance, yet X know I 

should not l ike i t . How i s on^ to t r a n s l a t e t h i s s t a t e of 

a f fa i r s into ©activist tanas? Steal ing i s bad, yet 1 

dealre i t . I suppose i t should be t rans la ted as mI don ' t 

l ike s tea l ing {* s tea l ing i s bed), yet 1 l i t o stealing1*. 

There Is ce r t a in ly a contradict ioa here, i f we take the eao­

t i v l s t equations ser iously , a eomtradiotioa which doe® not 

a r i s e on the coaston-sense l e v e l . Shen 1 say ^Stealing i s 

wrong* I mean precisely tha t - if I had cor rec t ly appre­

hended s tea l ing as a d isvalue . 1 know tha t s tea l ing i s wrong 

even i f I l i t o i t or i f someone e l se l i ke s i t . The quest ions: 

I s s t ea l ing wrong*?, and Do I l i t o stealing*?, are log ica l ly 

independent of each other: a posi t ive reply to one does not 

Imply a posi t ive reply to the otaer and a negative «reply to 

one does not ijaply a negative) reply to the other . The pro­

blem of e th i ca l l i f e i s not how I f ee l but how 1 should 

3 Dunham IAHBOWS. Qianf In Oha1ns. Boston, L i t t l e , 
Brown and Oo., 19&3, p . £30. 
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f e e l . The opposition between des i re and duty, in other words, 

i s uaexolaiaable on the emotive views "This i s What I want 

to do** add " th i s i s what I ought to do" i s a recognit ion of 

jaanKlnd which cannot be t rans la ted according to the emotlvist 

model. 

Feel ings, as I t i s universal ly noted, play a very 

prominent role l a e th i ca l and aes the t ic l i f e . The esaotivista 

noted t h i s , but they confused the presence of strong f e e l ­

ings in the u t t e r e r of value judgments with the content of 

such judgments. Recognition of an obl igat ion, for Instance, 

i s very l i t o l y to produce ce r t a in t yp ica l fee l ings , but -

as an e th i ca l c r i t i c points out , "ualM* the vast majority 

of people are en t i r e ly deceived about i t , th© obligat ion 

recognized does not i t s e l f consis t of emotions, nor does 

i t s existence chiefly &&p*a$ upon the emotional s t a t e s of 

the person subject to obligation**. * 

I t i s c l ea r to coBsmon-sease that an action becomes 

object of feel ing of approval or disapproval only in so far 

as i t Is already believed to be r igh t or wrong; tha t a 

pie tore creates a fee l ing of l i t o or d i s l l t o only in so far 

as i t i s beautiful or ugly* Stevenson himself say® tha t 

th® statement "This i s good** i® tlmost equivalent to **Thi® ia 

worthy of approval**. s but he twis ts th© issue by claiming 

. — » M m i M W i i « M 'i>ii ii IIIWIII— • I I I H W I I W M — W P — m m 

4 Qamet t , A. OAMffB&L, The MoralJfrtnre of ii@n« 
Mew Yetfc* The Honald Press Co*, IsHlS, p . 0 5 . 
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tha t t h i s i s so only because "worthy** adds mora eisctlve force 

to the expression of approval. So, he says, **X i s worthy 

of approval** Is equivalent to "I approve of X*s being approv­

ed by others**. Bat l e t us try to t r ans l a t e th® statement **I 

approve of X beeause X la worthy of approval**. Ooes i t 

r e a l l y mean, aa i t should on ;stev#ason*s view, "I approve 

of X because I approve of X*s being approved by others**? 

Approval follows the apprehension of value in th® object j i t 

presupposes i t and consequently cannot cons t i tu te i t . «*lhea 

people say something i s worthy of approval"» wri tes Qarnett , 

"they mean to a s se r t that i t he a some factual characters of 

the feind they c a l l good. Whan a nisaber of people . . . agree 

tha t an action i s good, they agree that i t has each faotual 

characters sad tha t t he i r emotions of approval are a e r e l y a 

norms1 and appropriate response to reao^al t ion of the e x l a t -

ence of such characters**. 

In our valuational discourse we constantly use ooia-

parat ives and super la t ives . V® say, for instance, tha t i t 

I s be t te r to l i ve honestly than to l ive dishonest ly, or 

that one pic ture i s more beautiful than eaother. What could 

"better** and "more beautiful'* mean on the emotivlst view? 

Aaaordlng to emotlvists the meaning of value judgments i s 

exhausted by the feelings they express; in other words, the 

content of valn<* judgments i s composed exclusively of 

e Ob* <***» * P» &t' 
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feelings which they express, Nov? are one man*® feel ings 

be t t e r than another*s In the sense of being more t ru ly f e l t ? 

"What, indeed**, asks Joad, **could i t mean t o say tha t (m& 

man*s feel ings were be t t e r than another ' s an Ayer 's , or . . . 

on nay view?** ^ 

Furthermore, how can the eiaotive theory explain the 

sharp d i f fe ren t ia t ion by caramon-sense between e th ics and 

aes the t ics? Ayer aays that the statement, **TMs action i s 

wrong** indica tes the t the speator "*ls simply evincing moral 

disapproval of it**. Doea "moral** stand for some specif ic 

qual i ty of disapproval? If not , our question between e th ics 

end aes the t ics s t i l l s tand. Joed, again, ascs : **Hhy moral 

approval and disapproval, If there i s no uniquely moral 

factor l a the universe to be a t once the source and the ob­

jec t of the moral feelings which are our response to i t ? " ^ 

Another problem for the eao t iv i s t s ia a d i f f e r e n t i a t ­

ion - on th® common sense leve l - between the meaning of 

e th i ca l terms, e . g . , •'right'* and "good**. If only appx*oval ia 

expressed by these and comparable "ethical texma, th<aa there 

could be no d i s t inc t ion of meaning between them. Yet, i t i s 

more than a question of idiomatic use according t o which w® 

apply *rlght** t o ac t ions and "good" to th ings . We re toga iae , 

7 A Ori t icue of Logical Posit ivism, p . 131. 
8 I b i d . , p . 151. 



INTRO0SCTIOM TO ETHIOAL AND ABSTHIWXG" 
PHKHOMSMOIOSY 134 

for Instance, degrees of aora l goodness - while we do not 

recognize degrees of moral r lghtneas; an action I s e i t h e r 

r ight or wrong. Furthermore, we recognise even in regard to 

act ions d i s t i n c t factual cha rac te r i s t i c s which enable us t© 

speak of both r ightness and goodness of an ac t ion . Almsgi­

ving, for example, i s morally r i g h t , but i t i s also morally 

good: the person giving alms performed an act ion which i s 

permissible, but he a lso performed an act ion which i s mo­

r a l l y meri torious, because he may not have done aoral e v i l 

by not performing tha t ac t ion , yet he has perforated i t . All 

of these d i s t inc t ions would be impossible i f e t h i c a l and 

other value terms concerned only the approval or dlsepprov&l 

of the speaker* 

There i s a further disohetoasy between e t h i c a l judg­

ments and the statements of feel ing: we reaogni%e the fon&er 

to claim an authority and publ ic i ty while we do not recognise 

anything l i t o i t in the l a t t e r . To quote Professor Joad, 

"we expect other peopl® t o share our e th i ca l judgiaents end 

feel tha t they are moral obtuse i f they do not , and we expect 

ourselves and others to act in accordance with the i r d i c t a t e s 

m& feel tha t we and they are wrong if w© do not . low, we do 

not en te r t a in any similar convictions ©nd expectations in 

regard to the deliverance of our judgment» of feeling**. * 

9 A Orit lcue of Logical Posit ivism, p . 139. 
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According to eiaotivists , the statement, "Stealing 

from the poor i s wrong** i s equivalent to "Stealing fro© the 

poor!!I * pronounced with a voice of horror and disapproval. 

In the sasaa way, '•Headache i s nuisance"* should be #qtiivaleast 

t o "Horrible headache!I!** Yet why do we aoralia© ami? d i s ­

approval of s tea l ing but not our disapprove! of headache? 

I s i t not because in th© ease of moral approval or disapprov­

a l we have fixed our ge&e on something object ive, e value or 

a disvalue on soaethlng which i s c l s ia ing authori ty over m&vy 

ra t iona l being, whereas in the esse of personal d i s sa t i s f ac ­

t ion we have cor rec t ly apprehended the s i tua t ion as applying 

only t© our own b io logica l well-being? I t i s coaaonly r e -

eagalsssd, for Instance, t ha t whatever i s an obligation for 

one person i s an obligation for #very person in preelsely 

the same s i tua t ion ; t h i s i s raeagal&ed not because we belteve 

that the ssuae s i tua t ion would work on every person's emotion­

a l cons t i tu t ion but because we believe t h a t a pa r t i cu la r 

s i tua t ion can create en obligation for &r^ry r a t i ona l being, 

however he fee ls about i t e t one moment or another. 

*gain, we may Ignore or suppress an unpleasant f e e l ­

ing and experience joy over th© conquest of pain, but we do 

not consider as a sa t i s fac tory solut ion to ignore an ob l i ­

gat ion, whether pleasant or unpleasant. Th© response to 

morel fee l ings , l a other words, I s completely d i f ferent 

from the response to noa-ssoral ones? we t r e a t moral 
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feel ings with a reaj-eot not accorded to other types of f e e l ­

ing . In responding to soiaothing subjectively sa t i s fy ing ?m 

do not find that our response I s due t o th® objects only in 

th© response to fsoral and aes the t ic values do we hear the 

s a i l for response binding us unconditionally* 

On thy approval theory we ©la© cannot account for 

the sharp d i f fe rent ia t ion between e th ics und • e e t a t t i o s . 

Professor Joad asks the emotlvists: 

I f to say * Generosity i s noble' or 'Honesty i s 
a v i r tue and ought t o be valued*, ia to ejaculate 
©ne*s sf&otions of admiring approval for generosity 
and honesty, and t o say *Mosart*s O minor quintet 
ia a work of exceptional beauty and ought to fee 
valued*, i s to ejaculate on@*s emotion of admiring 
approval for Mossart, how is i t that e th ics h«s 
eoae t o be so sharply dist inguished from aes the­
t i c s ? . . . lo 

Another d i f f i cu l t problem for the eaot ivi^ta I s tbnt 

of de l ibera t ion , miat as I t rying to do wk®n 1 consider 

whether I should betray asy friend and thereby escape ®um^ 

or whether I should not betray hia and suffer ftayself? Am X 

trying to envelop ayself in to a ce r ta in s t a t e of feeling 

toward the act of betraying my friend or am I t rying to find 

out what la my obligation? Clearly, "Whan I t ry to decide 

what I ought to do In a given case, I aia conscious of t rying 

to find out some thing, not merely of foaling in a cer ta in 

10 A Oritlque of Logical Positjyiam, p . 130. 
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way, or resolving, or wanting to do something, or t rying to 

produce a cer ta in s t a t e of mind in myself, and to t ry t o 

find out i a to t ry to discover what Is true**, **• 

In fact we may speak of del iberat ion not only In 

these c lear -cut cases, but also of a l l those sxatmnts of 

thinking before we pronounce a value judgramt. Contrary t o 

e a o t i v l s t s , a judgment, ^Betraying my friend I s evil**, i s 

not an involuntary oryj i t i s i&ade only a f te r a de l ibera t ion 

and with a conscious purpose to convey soa© t ru th whieh Is 

independent of e i the r the speaker*a or the hearer*s wishes. 

Besides, why should we mk® grammatically correct sentences 

as i f we were t a lk ing , If there were no objective world of 

values, no genuine cha rac te r i s t i c s of moral ac t ions , no qua­

l i t i e s in objects of aes tha t i c del ight? Have a l l people of 

a l l times been so nnfv© as to make t h i s grotesque lalstake? 

I t I s a handful of e a o t l v l a t s , the only group so enlightened 

as to avoid t h i s e r ro r and to proclaim tha t In the evalua­

t i o n s ! discourse w® do not talK but only vent our emotions? 

Asking for advice, again, i s not asking to be in ­

jected witai a cer ta in type of ©a&atlonal s t a t e or feel ing 

about the proposed ac t . "When X am asking for e th i ca l 

advice", observes iEwing, m% am asking, if I am genuine, 

11 &.C. »H»a» jam Definition of Qood. 5©w York, 
The Maoalllan Co., 1947, p , is* 
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whether a proposed act has any objective characteristic and 

not merely abouc i t s relation to my own emotions'*• A8 

Feelings of the sdviaer are not in question; only the nature 

of the act interests us, and w© ask a person for advice 

because v,e believe that he is more capable than w© to cor­

rectly apprehend the situation. Si® feelings and my feelings 

which usually follow the apprehension are secondary and de­

rivative, and the judgment we BUSK® is about actions or ob­

jects, not atwut anyone's feelings. 

Carnap's interpretation of value judgments aa com-

naiads fares no better than Ayer*s ejaculation theory or 

Stevenson*® approval and persuasion theory. For there is a 

generally recognised distinction between moral judgments 

and Qommao&a in general« h contemporary ethics 1 analyst 

writes In this connections 

. . . an Imperative stay be uttered In isolation, and 
gain i te persuasiveness entirely from the superior 
force of th© person who utters I t . A moral judg­
ment, on the other hand, s@«ia» to involve a refer­
ence to soaething b.ayQ&d the mere will of the 
judges. ' And ' similVrlly an ethical jadpsent t r ies 
to persuade the audience to feel in a certain way, 
by referring (implicitly or explicitly) to ®o*ae-

thing asyond the feelings of the aaowat - the ex­
press feelings either of speaker or of hearer. i S 

12 The definition of .good., p. 8, 
13 Harl MIT-fOfl. fjiMĵ auiai'cation; A Philosophical 

3tudy of Language, êw York? K. >^tul. kronen. Trainer '«rad 
Co., 1939, p. &L£. 
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F i n a l l y , why should a dogmatic acceptance of the 

p o s i t iv 1s t exhaus t ive c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of meaningful s ta tements 

stand above everyday exper ience which shows such s c l a s s i f i ­

ca t i on t o be too narrow ana a r t i f i c i a l ? I t seems t o a@ tha t 

most of t h e e m o t l v l s t i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s with the evidence of 

exper ience flow from the preoccupat ion with pure ly verba l 

a s p e c t s of moral and a e s t h e t i c d i s c o u r s e . And once we 

re fuse to cons ide r t h e a c t u a l expe r i ences , t o t ake them for 

what they a r e r a t h e r than exp la in them away wi th some gene t i c 

account of how and why we come to have them, we a re bound t o 

remove our se lves from r e a l i t y and lose ou r se lves i n l i n ­

g u i s t i c a n a l y s i s . This la Ul t ra the e m o t l v i s t s found them­

s e l v e s and why t h e i r theory appears so a r t i f i c i a l as t o 

Ignore - f o r t he sake of cons is tency with the s t a r t i n g 

p o i n t - the most fundamental f a c t s of our concre te moral 

and see the t i e l i f e . 
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IHTSHPaiTATIOM OF VALUiil JUDaiKNTS 
A3 YALOS HESPOSSSS 

The easotlvist ident i f ica t ion of value judgments with 

expressions of feeling has a foundation la two factss In the 

pa r t i cu la r Weltanschauung. openly or t a c i t l y upheld by the 

proponents of emotive theor ies , and ia t he i r super f ic ia l exe-

minatioa of the s t a t e s of feel ings and emotions l whieh a-

sually accompany value judgments. 

The pa r t i eu la r W^ltenschanun^. or the general outlook 

on the world, of a l l prominent emotlvists i s p o s i t i v l s t l c or 

sclent i f loo-empirical . ® They eMars© the view that there i s 

no genuine knowledge beyond tha t of senses and that of logic 

or mathematics; no genuine knowledge beyond that whieh sa t i s f ­

ies the c r i t e r i on of meaning which says* a statement i s 

1 By **feellag** we raean any sensation, usually short 
l ived j by "emotion* we mean sometimes a strong, Intensif ied 
fee l ing , but more often a prolonged s t a t e of fee l ing . 

g M. Sehllek was the founder of the Vienna Circle 
end B. Carnap on© of h is co-founders. A.31. Ayer*s Language. 
Truth and Logic may be considered a bible of logical pos l -
t lv iaa j 2.L. atavenson, though usually not openly associated 
with logloal positivism, upholds Impl ic i t ly the bel ief tha t 
pos i t ive science Is the sua of knowledge; H. Felgl , Hans 
Heichenbach, A. Pap and G. Sergmann, s l l of whom stated 
t h e i r views on e th ics in emotiviatic weys, are logical 
p o s i t l v i s t a . 
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meaningful i f and only if i t i s empirloally ver i f iab le or l a 

ana ly t i c , fur ther , they are fond of solemtlfio explanations 

of every phenomenon, physical or psychic, taking the word 

**seientlfle* in the sense of capable of sense observations, 

quant i ta t ive measuring, and controlled experiments. They 

thus admit only of knowledge of phenomena which i s expressed 

in «iore or l e ss probable hypotheses, and a knowledge of l o g i c ­

a l and mathematical t ru ths which are absolutely t rue but not 

t e l l i n g us anything about the external world. They a re from 

the very s t a r t withdrawing from r e a l i t i e s of our r e l i g ious , 

e th ica l and aes the t ic experiences precisely because they 

scratch only the surface, the physical, the outward aspects 

of those experiences. Th© language which they ere so eager 

to **elarify** i s to be concerned - in t h e i r opinion - only with 

things which we can observe mad measure. **The whole of phi­

losophy", says JJrof@saor 9114 in discussing logical pos i ­

t ivism, " i s exhausted in a discussion of l i ngu i s t i c and me­

thodological technique. The knives are constantly sharpened 

and re sharpened. But the ross t i s never out**. 

The majority of people must be saying n o t i n g but 

nonsense most of the time i f we take t h e i r c r i t e r i o n of 

3 John WILD. **Hus«serl*3 Crit ique of Pafbhologissu 
I t s His tor ic Roots and Contemporary Belevanoe**, in 
Phi losophies! lasays in Memory of JSdmuad Huaserl (;J. Farber, 
e d . } , Harvard universi ty Press, 1940, p . 36. 
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meaning fulness ser iously , k distinguished contemporary au­

thor i ty on tha philosophy of language presents t h i s radical 

l imi ta t ion of meaning in the following lucid passage: 

. . . i f we consider how d i f f i cu l t i t i s t o cons­
t r u c t a meaningful language that sha l l meet aeo-
p o s i t i v i s t i o standards. I t i s quite incredible that 
people should ever/ say anything at a l l , or under­
stand each o the r ' s proposit ions. At best , human 
thought I s but a t iny , grais&ar-bound i s land , in the 
midst of a see of feeling expressed by "Oh-oh* and 
sheer babble. The island has a periphery, perhaps, 
of mud-factual and hypothetical concepts broken 
down by the emotional t i de s into the **materiel 
mode*4, e mixture of meaning snd nonsense.- Most of 
us l i ve the be t t e r part of our l i ves on t h i s mud-
f l a t ; but in a r t i s t i c moods we take to the deep, 
where we flounder about with symptomatic c r i e s the t 
sound l ike propositions about l i f e and death, good 
and e v i l , substance, beauty, and other non-existent 
toplea*. 4 

That the i r examination of the feelings usually accom­

panying value judgments i s superf ic ia l and fal lacious la 

especial ly evident from t h e i r na£ve asser t ion tha t since f e e l -

lags are present , those judgments must r ea l ly be nothing but 

expressions of those fee l ings . And in so far as they do not 

j-aa&e t h i s straight-forward ident i f ica t ion of value judgments 

with expressions of feel ings, they do not give any other than 

genetic explanation of moral and aes the t ic fee l ings . They 

throw out value judgments into the realm of nonsense on the 

ground tha t they defy the i r c r i t e r ion of araaningful s t a t e ­

ments. iSthloal and aes the t ic (as well as many re l ig ious snd 

4 ousanne ii. XMQMi* Philosophy i a a Mew &ey« 
Harvard University Press, 1,942, pp. 87 f. 
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metaphysical) statements contain terms such ©s "good", "beau­

t i f u l * , "wrong", "sublime**, and so on, which point to cer ta in 

non-sensible, experimentally undeterminable qua l i t i e s or pro­

pe r t i e s in objects and actions in the external world| conse­

quently, they deny to statements which concern value a l l ob­

j e c t i v i t y ; in fac t , they deny to them even the character of 

sub jec t iv i ty , namely that they are about the feel ings of the 

speaker. They pronounce such statements t o be theore t ica l ly 

meaningless ut terances which help to vent our feelings in a 

verbal form. Although grammatically cor rec t , statements of 

value are excluded from the realm of meaningful discourse 

on syntact ical grounds. 

The eiaotivists thus draw a fa lse conclusion from © 

generally admitted fact* Th© fact i s tha t we feel deeply on 

moral end a r t i s t i c ssstters, t ha t our affeetlve l i f e i s often 

very strongly aroused in consideration of va lues . The fa lse 

conclusion i s that our jud@stents of value are nothing but a 

verbal ex ter ior iza t ion of oar feel ings. 

v»e adadt the greet role played by our feelings in 

evaluations, and our value judgments might be said to express 

5 Barrows Dunham not ices many objections which have 
been brought against e th ica l and other vslue theor ies in h i s ­
tory . But - he ssys - **not un t i l the twentieth cen tu ry . . . 
had i t occurred to anyone to c r i t i c i z e ethics 1 theory on the 
ground tha t value-judgments are syntact ica l ly confused". 
Man Against Myth, Mew York, Frederics Muller, 1948, p . 250. 



IOTXRJE»aTAYXON OF VALUX JUD&'ISNT.I 
A3 VALUJS R/SJi'0K3B3 144 

f e e l i n g s were i t not for th® f a c t t h a t they a l s o , and prima­

r i l y , make an objaotiv® t r u t h claim which pu t s them I n t o the 

category of a s s e r t i o n s . But we recognise f u r t h e r tha t moral 

and a e s t h e t i c f e e l i n g s ©re f e e l i n g s about sose th lng , t h a t they 

poin t t o en ob jec t which s rouses us when we grasp i t . Such 

f e e l i n g s must be c l e a r l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d from s e r e s t a t e s * 

Sxperieacimg a bodi ly p l ea su re i s a f e e l i n g complete­

ly wi th in u s , something i n t e r n a l and sub j ec t i ve i n th® sense 

of be ing experienced only by o u r s e l v e s : no e x i s t e n c e of 

bodi ly p l ea su re ou t s ide ourse lves can be conceived. Bodily 

p a i n , f a t i g u e , depress ion , i r r i t a t i o n , anx i e ty , and o the r 

psychic s t a t e s a r e f e e l i n g s whose express ion in a ve rba l or 

any o t h e r form would nevsr be thought of a s moral or a e s t h e ­

t i c . P rofessor Joed observes t h a t the occurrence of t h e s e 

f e e l i n g * **ls normally taken to be the e f f e c t of some p r i o r 

psychologica l and/or phys io log i ca l event which i s t h e i r com­

p l e t e l y determining cause . ?e a r e not i n a p o s i t i o n t o my 

t h a t we propose e i t h e r to fee l or not to f e e l a c e r t a i n emo­

t i o n ; I t occurs In s p i t e of u s , nor ore we r e spons ib l e f o r 

I t s occurrence**. *•* 

Yalue f e e l i n g s , on t h e o ther hau«, e r e not a d i r e c t 

e f f ec t of c e r t a i n bodi ly s t a t e . They r e f e r t o ob j ec t s end 

presuppose a knowledge of t hose oE jec t s . An exper ience of 

© C.X.M. JOAD, A C r i t i q u e of Logical P o s i t i v i s m . 
The Univers i ty of Chicago' P r e s s , Iwbb. 
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cer ta in moral value, for instance, forgiveness, or of an aes­

the t i c value, such as the sublimity of a rainbow over a »®t«r* 

f a l l ; produces la us feelings completely dif ferent tmm those 

which follow a good meal, or a sound s leep . In the sphere of 

morality and a r t we experience cer tain autonomy of the phe­

nomena shout which we feel deeply von Bildebraad dwells on 

th i s point e t a great length and we may quote a few relevant 

l i ne s from h i s Christ ian iSthlosi '•The moral goodness of 

»nother*s act of chari ty i a no way depends on i t s being wi t ­

nessed by our se lves" . ^ Our aw&reness of I t can neither add 

to. i t s r e a l i t y nor subtract from i t . lad he says fur ther : 

l a s t a t ing tha t forgiveness i s morally good, 
revenge morally e v i l , we mean by morally good the 
character of an a t t i t u d e , and not of any feeling 
which 1 experience in witnessing these a t t i t u d e s 
la smother person, When, on the eontrsry, someone 
says, *I cannot stand mgry people; they frighten 
me to death*, he m«aas a feel ing which stagry people 
csuse ia him. When s*a»on© saya of a landscape 
that i t i s sublime, or that a human person has e 
higher value than an animal, he cer ta in ly does not 
mean by sublime or by value a feeling which he d i s ­
covers in h i s soul . Sublimity, mora! goodness, 
the value of a human person are e i ther propert ies 
of a being or they are f i c t i t i o u s . . . T hey can 
nm^v be fee l ings , because predications which 
are meaningful and correct when applied to f e e l ­
ings of psychical e n t i t i e s become senseless when 
applied to values . $ 

The feel ings and emotions of which the ©activis ts 

speak in connection with value judgments are on th© leve l of 

' Oietrlch von Hftlgffiteg, M £ i j ^ M - I ^ J M » »•» Tork 
Oavld mKmy* 1953, p . I I I . 

8 *Mfl* * *• l s g * 



XHTSBPHWATIOH OF YALU1S JUD0MWT3 
AS YALUS HS3FGH*383 146 

salmal c r i e s of pain and pleasure. That i s to say, a judgment 

**Murder i s wrong** i s comparable to the spontaneous expression, 

"Ouchl**, when I s tep barefooted on a sharp stone and out th® 

skin. In e i t he r ease, they argue, w© expressed a feeling of 

d i s l i k e . But i t la not d i f f icu l t to see tha t the two in­

stances are not comparable. In the case of exclaiming '•Ouch*** 

we need not know the cause of our pain; we exclaim sponta­

neously. The re la t l onship between pain in the foot and my 

in te r jec t ion is causal . In the esse of our judgment "Murder 

i s wrong4*, on the other hiartd, we have to .know why we went to 

character ise the sa t of murder the way we do. Hot only do 

we have to recognise the act which we c e l l k i l l i n g ; we have 

to recognize i t precisely as an object whieh ca l l s for d i s ­

approval before w® can iseanlagfally and genuinely pronounce 

a judgment on i t . This difference between the causal r e l a ­

t ion and the in tent ional r e l a t ion ia brought out excel lent ly 

by Professor von Hildebrand. Comparing the s t a t e of being 

t i r ed and experiencing joy, he wr i tes : 

Where®s our feel ing t i red la no way presupposes 
a knowledge of the cause, any Intentional expe­
rience (such as joy) essent ia l ly presuppose® a 
knowledge of the cause of our experience; tha t i s 
to aay, of an object which motivates our expe­
rience* In the case of joy, t h i s in tent ional 
character dis t inguishes i t froa a mere s t a t e of 
cheerfulness. Tiredness remains the same 
whether or not I <inow i t s cause. * 

9 Dietrich von niLadBaAMa, Chris t ian a thloa . p . 191. 
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The f a c t t h a t morel and a r t i s t i c f e e l i n g s poin t beyond 

themselves , t h e t they a r e always fee l lmcs of. i 0 and that 

their existence would not be possible without our awareness 

of objects to which they point must not be lost of our sight, 

Fot i t is precisely this intent ion® 11 ty mat distinguishes 

them so radically from different bodily states which are 

caused physiologically or psychologically and which do not 

ia any way depend for their being on our awareness of that 

cause. 

The objects of which we apeak ere entitles possessing 

a certain Importance, certain opposition to neutralltyj they 

sre either values or disvalues. They arouse us when we 

grasp them and we cannot withhold our response if we sre 

genuine. Our response is a certain feeling: joy, reverence, 

admiration; condemnation, hatered, and so on. This response 

need not be expressed in a verbal form, but it can be, and 

often Is , expressed la judgments. Our response to an sot 

of forgiveness (which we have witnessed or about which we 

read or about which we dreamt or which we imagine) may be 

10 The intentional character of value-feellng Is 
brought out excellently by von Hildebrand In the following 
paragraph; "There Is no enthusiasm, no veneration, no es­
teem as such, just as there ia no conviction as such, 
Ivery veneration is essentially veneration of someone; every 
enthusiasm an enthusiasm about something; every esteem, the 
esteem for a person; every conviction is necessarily a con­
viction jgf a fact. The feelings to which, according to this 
/ the emotivisjt7 theory, the value must be reduced, themselves 
presuppose an importance of th© object**. 
Christian ithiga, pp. l£5 f. 
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expressed in a judgment, for i n s t a n c e , "Jorgivenesa I s a 

good act**. Have we by means of t h i s judgment c h a r a c t e r i s e 

the object In any way, or Is t h i s simply a ven t ing of th® 

f e e l i n g which we exper ience toward th© a c t of forgiveness*? 

The e m o t l v i s t s c la im the l a t t e r . But we c e r t a i n l y cannot 

admit t h e i r view t o be c o r r e c t . For we see t h a t t h e b a s i s 

for our f e e l i n g l a rooted in our percept ion of t h a t a c t 

p r e c i s e l y a s an ac t which c a l l s for & f e e l i n g of approve^ we 

r e a l i z e t h a t we should have such a f e e l i n g , and t h a t the a c t 

would p rese rve the importance c a l l i n g for a response of 

approval even though we in a c e r t a i n ins tance would p re f e r 

t h a t t h a t a c t did not t ake p l a c e . Values have an autonomy 

whieh makes them Immune from the a c t u a l f e e l i ng t h e people 

may have i n d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n . J u s t a s a d i v e r s i t y of 

opinions oa tha formation of the Solar System does not j u s ­

t i f y us in concluding t ha t t h e r e i s no ob jec t ive s t s t e of 

a f f a i r s to be discovered - even If we have proved t h e t a l l 

e x i s t i n g opin ions a re f a l a e , so a d i v e r s i t y of opinion on th© 

moral q u a l i t y of an a c t of i n j u s t i c e , or on the a e s t h e t i c 

q u a l i t y of a p a i n t i n g does not j u s t i f y us i n concluding t h a t 

t h e r e a r e no moral o r a e s t h e t i c q u a l i t i e s end t h a t we sen 

simply vo ice our f e e l i n g s toward c e r t a i n ob jec t s which ere 

completely n e u t r a l i a themselves . Where would those f e e l i n g s 

come from? There I s no csuse comparable t o causes which a r e 

r e s p o n s i b l e for our bodi ly s t a t e s such as f e e l i n g t i r e d , 
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being wine-happy, or be pleased with good food, unless we 

admit s s p i r i t u a l cause such as our grasp of an act of i n ­

jus t i ce or jus t i ce , cha r i ty , and so on. In &ny case, we may 

not confuse feel ings with the cognitive content of our value 

judgments. **There are cases**, wr i tes A.a. Ewing, "where I 

c lear ly see that something i s good or bad, r ight or wrong, 

and t h i s insight has often been confused with the feel ing 

whieh usually accompanies it**. i A Another e th ica l scholar 

remarks: "Moral language i s frequently emotive simply be­

cause the s i tua t ions In which i t i s typ ica l ly used are s i ­

tuat ions about which w® often feel deeply**. *-* 

Saotioas accompanying our evaluations ere only e 

symptom of such a use of language. And i f people were per­

fect ly brought up so as to achieve correct ins ights in to the 

world of values sad consequently respond to the c a l l of that 

world without reservat ion, our feel ings would suff ice to mark 

the presence of ev i l or goodness or beauty and other values 

or diavalues. As Father D*Arcy points out , 

11 A.O. iSffiOi The Definition of Pood. New York, The 
Macmillan So. , 1947, p . 8. 

12 Richard n. RARE. Language and Moral®, Oxford, X98S, 
p . 144. Q.D. Broad recognises the same f«at j **It Is j u s t an 
ultimate fact about human nature tha t most people tend t o fee l 
a cer ta in kind of emotion when they contemplate, e . g . , an ac t 
of promise-breaking**. And then he asks, **ls t h i s expl icable 
by general psychological pr inc ip les and the p a r t i c u l a r i n ­
fluences to which most people are subjected in ea r ly ch i ld ­
hood?** "Some of the Main Problems of Stales**, In Readings in 
Philosophical Analysis (B. fa-igi and W. S e l l e r s , ©d^Tfltew*"*" 
York, Appleton-Oeatury-Orofts, 1949, p , 562. 
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In normal circumstances tho judgments of reason 
and the feelings go hand in hand* When one watches 
an act of cruel ty one knows tha t i t i s unworthy of 
man end unfair to the victim, and a feeling of i n ­
dignation i s aroused a t the s igh t . Hence as a 
short cut the feel ing i s often taken as a suf f ic ien t 
evidence of the presence of e v i l , and in an ideal 
society the fee l ings , being perfect ly t ra ined , 
would t e l l us the t ru th , i*» 

Unfortunately our concrete s i tua t ion i s d i f f e ren t . 

$e often l ike to d i c t a t e ra ther than to obey: instead of 

ooadeastting l i e everywhere and a t a l l t imes, we ra t iona l i ze 

about I t and ca l l I t by a more respected name; Instead of 

abhorring abort ion, we give a l l kinds of a l i b i s for i t s j u s ­

t i f i c a t i o n ; instead of condemning k i l l i n g of the Incurable we 

brand the act with the term euthanasia whieh suggest tha t the 

welfare of others i s the only thing under our considerat ion; 

Instead of condemning divorce, we get one because i t i s sub­

jec t ive ly sat isfying a t the moment. Our power of moral end 

aes the t ic in s igh t , too, i» olauded by passions, subt le p re ­

conceptions and prejudices, by preoccupation with l e s se r 

goods, and especial ly by our pr ide . We do not want to bow to 

r e a l i t y ; we want to d i c t a t e to I t and preserve a feel ing of 

super ior i ty . Borrows Dunham character izes th i s tendency of 

modern mind la h i s b r i l l i a n t work, Man Against Pytht "Are 

some things good and others evi l? Yes, so f a r as they s u i t 

or contradict my feel ings and des i res . T he things oxiat 

IS Msrtln OVABgY, 3.J., Chris t ian Morals. London, 
Longmans, Green and Oo., 1937, p."'S5^V .—•™,r,,„,, , 
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because I think them. The values ex i s t because I think them. 

I t i s thinking tha t makes i t so**. 1 4 tf« construct or c rea te 

or impose our own feel ings upon things; w© think w® impart 

propert ies to objects by our judgments about them. Further* 

mora, our emotions are often aroused by ®«e confuted be l ie f 

or by sk i l l f u l propaganda, and the only solut ion 1® to check 

our feel ings by reason. Jus t as reason t e l l s us that we 

should conform our i n t e l l e c t t© the nature of a being, so i t 

t e l l s us that we should conform to th© importance i a i t s e l f i s 

to values . The basic task of our education of character i s 

the foKsetion of a will ingness to conform t o r e a l i t y : to 

t r u t h , to good, and t o beauty, even though a t times t h i s con­

formity may not be subject ively sa t i s fy ing . 

W® cannot s t reas enough the graat abyss which sepa­

r a t e s value feel ings from feel ings i a the ordinary seas© of 

the word. Yslae fee l ings &r& not simple outbursts of i n s ­

t i n c t s or d i r ec t effects of alcohol or drug® Injected in to 

our body. The emotion involved la perception of moral and 

aes the t ic values i s , as i lar l ta ln points ou t , ^another kind of 

emotion - one with knowledge.•• Such an emotion transcends 

14 Barrows f ^ p ^ , Man Against Myth, p . ISO. 
15 The term ^Importance** i s used here i a a teahaie&l sense as **that p r o p e r ^ of a being which gives i t the cha­

rac t e r of a bo 
neu t r a l i t y or 
r a s t e r of a boaum or a malum; l a s h o r t . . . the an t i thes i s to 
neu t r a l i t y or lAdlf f«r«ao«% Yon ilildebraad, gay 1st I an 
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mere s u b j e c t i v i t y , and draws t h e mind toward t h i n g s known and 

toward knowing more**. *® And, t r e a t i n g of a e s t h e t i c expe­

r i e n c e , he speaks of a f e e l i n g of joy which i s produced i a us 

by the s i gh t of the b e a u t i f u l . "This joy**, he s a y s , **is 

doub t l e s s a f e e l i n g . . . n e v e r t h e l e s s t h e r e i s a ques t ion of a 

very s p e c i a l f e e l i n g , depending simply upon knowledge, and 

the happy f u l l n e s s procured t o t h e mind by a s e n s i b l e i n t u i ­

t i o n , amotion l a t h e ord inary meaning of the word, the d e ­

velopment of pass ions and f e e l i n g s o ther than t h i s i n t e l l e c t ­

ua l j o y , i s s e r e l y a r e s u l t - an a b s o l u t e l y normal r e s u l t -

of t h a t j oy : i t i s a s such p o s t e r i o r , i f not i n t ime , a t a l l 

events i n th© n a t u r e of t h i n g s , t o the pe rcep t ion of the 

b e a u t i f u l , sad remains e x t r i n s i c to what formally c o n s t i t u t e s 

the b e a u t i f u l * . I * 

Bmotivlats* when speaking of th© f e e l i n g of value 

must be us l a g the term " f ee l i ng analogically**. i S W« p r o ­

p e r l y speak of f e e l i n g a p l ea su re and of f oe l l ng a p a i n . Why 

speak of "feeling** moral v a l u e s . Why not say t h a t we pgg.aelye 

moral va lues? This would be a much c l e a r e r us© of language, 

16 Jacques MARITAXJf. Art and Scho la s t i c i sm, London, 
Sheed and Ward, 1$39, pp. 1©S f., n . 55 . 

1? I b i d . , pp. 168 f., n . 58 . 
18 This point is brought out by Father Gopleston: 

**If an exclamation Ilka *0hJ* uttered when I run a pin Into 
myself, is an emotional utterance, s statement like *I ought 
to be more kind to X* Is an emotional utterance la &u «ua-
logisal sense, in so far, that ia to say, as it is proper to 
call it en emotional utterance at all**. Sontemporary Phi­
losophy, -estminster, Md«, rlewman Press, 1956, pp. 40''f. 
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a use which would recognise t h a t feel ings and emotions - In 

so fa r as they ea ter value judgments - a re feel lags and emo­

t ions with knowledge. I t would recognise the fact that 

"feeling** moral values eould not be aohloved by animals who 

do not possess ra t iona l knowledge and who depend for the i r 

feelings purely on physical causes such as eating food, 

drinking water, f a l l i ng on a sharp rock, and so on. And If 

they refuse to recognise tha t there are objects snd ac t s 

which c a l l for a specif ic fee l ing , why speak of values a t 

a l l ; why not speak only of objects (neut ra l , of course) and 

of whet we think of them. And why speak of value feel ings If 

there are no values? Furthermore, why use such a large num­

ber of predicates If there i s only e question of personal 

l ikes and d i s l i k e s . What Is the point of difference between 

t a s t ing good food, approving of an se t of chari ty end ©x-

presalag l i k e s for a picture? Any theory which r e j e c t s ob­

j e c t i v i t y of values cannot account for t h i s i n t u i t i v e l y 

gresped d i s t i nc t i on by common sense people. 

Gonsideriag the in ten t iona l character of feel ings 

Involved in moral and a r t i s t i c experience cannot possibly 

lead us to the emotivlst conclusion tha t there are no values 

to be known and no values to c s l l for a specif ic response 

which we may l a t e r express i a the form of a wri t ten or spoken 

judgment. The fact tha t objects of morality and s r t are 

di f ferent from tha t of na tura l science does not allow tha 
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emotlvlst conclusion t h e t they are simply objects of our ima­

ginat ion, s r esu l t of "super-natural" thinking, end what no t . 

Father Coventry wri tes oa t h i s point: 

I f I see a man loose hia temper and s t r ike h i s 
wife across the mouth, the reason why I judge t h i s 
to be b ru t a l , cowardly and wrong i s , surely , be­
cause i t JLs b r u t a l , cowardly and wrong. There can 
be no more reason for thinking that © moral judg­
ment gives one unreal , or l e s s r e a l , information 
about the physical world, jus t because I t give© 
one a different kind of information from tha t 
which a mathematical,- a s c i en t i f i c or a h i s t o r i c ­
a l judgment provides. I t gives us an i r reducible 
kind of Information about the nature of human 
act ion. X9 

The d u e , then, to the autonomy of the world of values 

and to the Irreducible character of our value experiences 

l i e s In the Intentions l i t y of moral &M aes the t i c fee l ings . 

We must d is t inguish , however, two basic types of In tent ional 

experiences, between th© COOffX-riTX ACTS and &S9FCN3SS* m 

To the c lass of cognitive stats belongs, above a l l , 

perception. We do not mean here only the perception of co­

l o r s , tones, and other so-called sense-perceptions, but also 

the perception of space, of r e l a t i o n s , of material bodies, 

of other persons, as well as the I n t e l l e c t u a l in tu i t ion of 

essences themselves and values. Even imagination and memory 

are cognitive a c t i v i t i e s despi te the i r great differences 

from perception. 

19 John S0Y3BHST. 8. J . , Mora la and .Independence, 
London, Burns Gates, 1949, pp. &4 'f1. 

20 Of. D. von a&DBaBfflP. Chr is t ie a JSthlos. 
Chapter 17. 
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Oa the other hand we have a large c lass of responses 

such ss bel ief , conviction, aoubt, hope, fear , joy, sorrow, 

enthusiasm, indignation, esteem and c o n t e n t , t r u s t and 

mis t rus t , love and ha ta red . 

Moral and aes thet ic parser t ion i s , according to von 

Hildebrand, not e s sen t i a l ly different from any other percep­

tion* We do perceive jus t i ce or beauty, jus t as we per-

oelve colore , tones, persons, substances, numb@T&t and so 

oa; for a l l the Berks of genuine perception are present. ^ 

And we voice our responses to values or disvaiues in the form 

of value judgments. 

Th® tbeae of our value judgments, however, l a not th© 

existence and the knowledge* of objec ts , and t h i s i s the fact 

which emotlvists seem to have grasped. What they did not 

grasp i s th«t t h i s theiae i s already s e t t l ed and t h a t only 

because i t i s s e t t l ed we can experisnc© ce r t a in feel ings and 

pronounce judgment© of va lue . When one uses predicates such 

as " r igh t " , "wrong**, ^good'*, **b«d% **beautiful**» "ugly", he 

21 "The three decisive marks of perception in general 
dis t inguishing i t from a l l other cognitive acts such as i n ­
fe r r ing , remembering, and others are : f i r s t , the rea l pre­
sence of the object; secondly, the fecundating contact with 
the object in which the object discloses i t s e l f to my mind 
in i t s autonomous being; t h i rd ly , the i n t u i t i v e character 
of the contact . The object deploys i t s 'such being* before 
my mind, as opposed to a l l discursive contact through 
concepts**. 
Christ ian e th ics , pp. 229 f. 
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I s not t r y i n g to d iscover o b j e c t s as they s tand in n t t u r e 

wi thout adding or d lmla iahing; he i s t r y i n g to g ive h i s vo i ce 

to the demands of those o b j s e t s , i n von Hildebrand*s terrna, 

va lue judgment " impar t s to tha a b j e c t a w^ord which i s i n a 

mush more outspoken way a response . I t i s , l i k e c o n v i c t i o n , 

not only a r e p e t i t i o n of whet th® objec t Imparts to my i&ad, 

a r e p e t i t i o n of th® s e l f - a f f i r m a t i o n of t h e a b j e c t on our 

p a r t , but a completing; word, a new word. The, theme i s thus 

not n o e t i c , such as w© f ind in knowledge i t s e l f , but 

a f f e c t i v e " . 2 S 

Affec t ive responses always presuppose the knowledge 

of a datum. Conversion of a fr iond causes in us joy , but 

only i f we have c o r r e c t l y -r isped the na tu re of the ec t of 

convers ion; i f i t appears t o us n& n e u t r a l or i n d i f f e r e n t , 

our response - j oy , would be Impossible and we o u l d not 

hones t ly pronounce a judgment of va lue on the a c t . ?or our 

o r i g i n a l con tac t with va lues 1® not a judgment} i t i s not the 

a c t whereby we aff i rm a proper ty i a an ob jec t ; i t i s " the 

percept ion of something autonomous. The o r i g i n a l exper ience 

i s t he pe rcep t ion of the importance of an o b j e c t ; only nft©r 

t h i s i n i t i a l d i s e lousu re of the value raay we by a judgment 

a t t r i b u t e to an o b j e c t " . 2 S 

22 ©. von tfxxjpgaasHH. op. c i t . t p. aoE. 
S3 ibid., p. i K I r 
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Since va lue Judgmsnts involve percep t ion of something 

autonomous, i t I s no wander t h a t they have baen put by the 

coaaon sense of &vt$ry age on the l e v e l of s c i e n t i f i c judgments. 

Goodness and t r u t h have been put toge the r as the province ©f 

the mind r a t h e r than s enses . The presence of f e e l i n g s and 

emotions l a va lue jud^paents, however, seems t o eaake them so 

very d i f f e r e n t from s c i e n t i f i c s t a t a sasn t s , but t h i s - as we 

already pointed out - i s not a s u f f i c i e n t ground for conclud­

ing t h a t they a r e simply e x p r e s s i o n s , e x t e r l or I station®, of 

those f e e l i n g s . 

T h e o r e t i c a l cogn i t ion i s concerned wi th the a n t o l o -

g l c a l order of th ings* whi le moral and a e s t h e t i c order com­

p r i s e s toe c l a s s of thing® to be ©chi&ved through n a t u r a l 

t endenc ies by i n t e l l i g e n t and f r ae be ings , t h a t 1®, by fol low­

ing the c a l l of known value®, by g iv ing as uncondi t iona l 

response t o the demands of va lues* J c l e n t i f l c judgments 

aff i rm a correspondence between i n t e l l e c t and o b j e c t s ; moral 

end a e s t h e t i c judgments, on the o the r hand, conta in over and 

aaove t h e o r e t i c a l cogn i t ions c e r t a i n p r e s c r i p t i o n , d i r e c t i v e , 

comaaad, what to do , what t o ommit, what t o value &M what 

to d l s v e l u e . This normative p a r t of value judgment l a 

p r e c i s e l y what we mean whan we say t h a t ob j ec t s and a c t s of 

a r t and exper ience c a l l for an app rop r i a t e response a s soon 

as they a re grasped. 
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Another d i s t i n c t i o n between purely s c i e n t i f i c and nor ­

mative judgments l i e s i n t h e f a c t t a u t ob j ec t s of t he former 

a r e comparat ively detached and a b s t r a c t whi le ob jec t s of t h e 

l a t t e r ©re concre te and p e r t i n e n t t o our l i f e * s meaning and 

d e s t i n y . Fa ther 0*Aroy w r i t e s i a t h i s connect ion: "What a 

Baan n o t i c e s or does in conduct i s not seen through a t e l e ­

scope; I t i s not a sub jec t for ca ta loguing i n a museum; i t 

touches him to the qu ick , and i t l a gree ted with approbat ion 

or d i sapproba t ion i n vary ing deg ree s . Hence t he re i s a 

whole range of moral emotions which we know of a s a t t ached t o 

the common v i r t u e s and v i c e s " . His conclusion i s t h a t "moral 

judgments a r e a mixture of thought m^, emotion, or b e t t e r 

t h a t our r e a l i s a t i o n of r i g h t and wrong a re accompanied and 

supported and highten^d by f e e l i n g and emotion and s e n t i ­

ment". S4: This conclusion does not contradict our thesis 

that cognition of value and realisation of right and wrong ia 

presupposed in every genuine value judgment, even though we 

may not like Father 0*Arcy*s expression that "moral judgments 

are a mixture of thought and emotion" which suggests that 

these two elements are concomitant in origin - whereas we 

claim thst feelings presuppose recognition of good and b®&, 

right and wrong. 

We may compare value responses to a theoretical res­

ponse, for Instance, to conviction. Just as conviction has 

24 Martin D*AE0T. 3.J. , Christian Morals, p. 10. 
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t o follow c e r t a i n evidence presented by a ntatement of f a c t , 

so an a f f e c t i v e response has to follow the evidence presented 

by a s ta tement of v a l u e . To quote Professor von 

Hildebrand, 

J u s t a s an ev iden t f a c t not only n e c e s s a r i l y 
mot iva tes oonvlo t ion if i t has been grasped in i t s 
evidence but a l so p a l l s for convic t ion s ince con­
v i c t i o n Is the due"'and" a'dequ©te response t o the 
va lue on t h e ob jec t s i d e , t h e r e e x i s t s an *?xiolo-
g i o s l r e l a t i o n which we could express in say ing , 
" T J every g >od endowed with a v a l u e , as wel l as 
t o every th ing ta ined by a d i s v a l u e , an adequate 
response I s due" . ^ 

The same w r i t e r , s t i l l cons ider ing th© response of 

convic t ion and the a f / a c t i v e response given t o a moral a c t , 

p o i n t s out the absurd! ty of the e jaot ivls t I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 

£5 Statements of f ac t e re tru© or f a l s e , of cou r se , 
and so a r e s ta tements of va lue ; we may b® deluded by both 
t y p e s . 3ut we can check th© truth—vein® of s ta tements 
e i t h e r by asking an a u t h o r i t y o r by an o r i g i n a l expe r i ence , 
a'e do not deny tho sub j ec t i ve element and %$& recognize t h e t 
mis takes a re p o s s i b l e , ^e admit t h s t c e r t a i n t h i n g s may be 
" t r u e " , or "good", secundum.modum r e e l p l e n t l & , but the t h e o ­
r e t i c a l response of ' oonv l o t i o n and' "the aTfeot i ve response to 
t h e good oa p a r t of the r eceo len t remain genuine, provided 
he was unprejudiced toward r e a l i t y . As von Hildebrand 
w r i t e s , " the content of the value response n e c e s s a r i l y r e ­
f l e c t s th® s p e c i f i c na tu re of the value Insofar a s I t !v<s 
d i s c lo sed I t s e l f to a person or i n the naasure in which 
the person has understood i t , provided, of course , t h a t i t 
i s a pure va lue response , t h e t i a to say, thftt in the moti ­
va t ion of our response t h e r e i s not the s l i g h t e s t I n t r u s i o n 
of another point of view". 
Qhr l s t l an E th ics , p . 240. 

' 26 0 . von HILMBR^fD, Chr i s t i an J t h l o a , p . 840. 
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values with expressions of feel ing. He wr i tes ; "To believe 

that In s ta t ing the moral goodness of jus t i ce w@ only ex te ­

r i o r i s e our enthusiasm about jus t i ce i s as absurd as to be­

l ieve that the statement 2 x 2 * 4 is nothing but an ex te­

r io r i za t ion of our conviction. The ac t s which l a both thea© 

eases are said to ex t e r io r i s e themselves in a statement can­

not be separated from the object which they essen t i a l ly p re ­

lim 

suppose". 

When we introspect oa our s t a t e of mind when i t for­

mulates value judgments, do we rea l ly find tha t we do not 

mean anything a t a l l by saying "Murder i s evi l"? Or does 

our introspect ion show perhaps, tha t there are only strong 

feelings of disapproval towards the act which we ca l l murder 

and that our only intent ion i s to voice those feelings? Mo. 

Introspect ion shows the t we, l a pronouncing a value judgment, 

want to predicate of an object or se t cer ta in cha rac t e r i s t i c s 

which are given t o us la an original contact with that ob­

jec t or a c t . I t a lso shows us that these cha rac t e r i s t i c s of 

objects and ac ts arouse us emotionally, create cer ta in f ee l ­

ings and a t t i t u d e s , such as admiration, joy, sorrow, love, 

hatered, and so on. Further *#e recognize tha t by making a 

statexaant about those objects and acts we do not intend p r i ­

marily t o Imply, and cer ta in ly not to say, how we fee l ; 

2? 0 . von HILxMBlt^ID. Christian St hies , p . 840. 
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tha t we, on the contrary, Intend to character ise objects and 

ac ts themselves, t o a t t r i b u t e to them qua l i t i e s which were 

disclosed to us in our experience of them. If ws wanted t o 

say how we feel we would s t a t e , for instance, "I d i s l i k e 

murder", or "Mvur&Qr c rea tes ia me a feeling of disapproval". 

All such statements could be t r u e , but would be psychological 

in character , not moral. Genuine normative statement c a l l s 

for a universal acceptance and purports to preserve i t s au­

thor i ty regardless of the actual feelings that people may 

have. I t i s t r u e , however, t ha t by the judgment, "Murder 

i s e v i l " , we imply t h a t we disapprove of murder. But from 

t h i s i t does not follow that the statement "Murder i s ev i l " 

means "I d i s l ike murder" or h a r d e r I I I " - pronounced with e 

voice of disapproval* Swing exposes th i s ambiguity of 

approval and disapproval in tha following argussant: 

*X approve of A* Is then iden t ica l with *I 
judge A good*, *1 disapprove of A* with *I judge 
A bad* . . . All e th ica l judgement© express approv­
a l or disapproval in t h i s sense, as a l l judge­
ments without exception express the thoughts of 
the person who makes them. But i f I therefore 
went on to say that I meant by *A i s good* thut 
I approve of A, I should be saying tha t I meant 
by *A i s good* that I judge thet A ia good. 
This as a def ini t ion i s obviously c i r cu la r . m 

Our introspect ion a l so shows that the recognition of 

objective cha rac te r i s t i c s of moral and a r t i s t i c objects and 

88 Alfred 0. SffXBO* The Definition of Pood, p. 9. 
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a c t s i s p r i o r to f e e l i n g s ; I t shows - a s Swing observes ao 

w e l l - t h a t "a conv ic t ion t h a t something I s r e a l l y o b j e c t ­

i v e l y good or bad , r i g h t or wrong, i s normally p r i o r t o the 

more p r a c t i c a l and emotional s i d e of the a t t i t u d e o r a t l e a s t 

i n t i m a t e l y l inked up with i t , and t h a t without t h i s con­

v i c t i o n t h e a t t i t u d e 1© not r e a l l y e t h i c a l but simply a mat­

t e r of t a s t e or une th ica l p re fe rence" . g d F e e l i n g s , t hen , 

eould not be the primary - and c e r t a i n l y not t h e whole -

con ten t of va lue judgments. Even If we apeak In emot lv l s t 

terms and say t h a t our judgment, "Murder I s e v i l " , l a an 

express ion of the f e e l i n g of d i s l i k e , we have s t i l l expressed 

o.ir f e e l i n g about something which we recognised as worthy .of 

d i s l i k e . "Whatever oo t r u e of d i s l i k e " , s t a t e s Ross, " i t i s 

impossible to disapprove without th ink ing t h a t what you d i s ­

approve ia worthy of d isapproyal ** * s o 

When we d e l i b e r a t e on a moral ma t t e r , we a r e no t 

t r y i n g t o acqu i re c e r t a i n f e e l i n g s ; w© a re t ry ing to d i s ­

cover wby.t l a th© t r u e answer to our ques t i on . And in a rgu­

i n g , a r e we t r y i n g t o prove t h a t our f e e l i n g s are such and 

such? To put the ques t ion in Boss* te rms, 

29 A.C. SHXIXQ* J t h l o s , London, English Un ive r s i t y 
P res s L t d . , 1953, p . 1£S« 

30 W.0. I10S3. foundat ions of g th loa . Oxford, 
Clarendon P r e s s , 1M9 , p . 3 4 . 
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I s A arguing to ^nov^ tha t he l i kes the given ac t , 
and J to prove tha t he d ia l ikes i t ? 01 early no t . 
A doea not doubt that S d i s l i kes i t , mt S t ha t A 
l i k e s i t ; and if they o*id doubt, they would adopt 
qu i te different means of convincing on® another, 
«»«•» A by consis tent ly seeking t o do s imi la r ac ts 
and B by consis tent ly avoiding them* What they 
are attempting to do fey the process Mr. Ayer des­
cribed ia to convince each a<&er that the l i k ing , 
or the d i s l i k e , i s j u s t i f i ed , l a other words t ha t 
the act has a character tha t dasaryes to be l iked 
or d i s l iked , i s good o r bad. M " 

In a l l arguments we assume that a true statement ia 

worthy to be believed and that a fa lse statement Is not 

worthy to be believed. Any declarat ive sentence i s a claim 

upon bel ief . As we said, i a saying tha t murder Is ev i l we 

Implj tha t we disapprove of i t and that w® want the heerer to 

disapprove of i t a l so . But are we doing merely th i s? Mo, we 

are saying tha t msr&er i s r e a l l y worthy of disapproval, t ha t 

i t c a l l s for disapproval. And w© use ra t iona l argument® to 

prove tha t i t i s such. We are not trying to persuade the 

hearer by way of rhetor ic to f e e l the way w® do; we are t r y ­

ing to show tha t he should f e e l fee way we do by revealing 

to him the object in i t s authentic nature . I f there were no 

value or disvalue In the objects and ac ts we could not argue 

that anyone ahould feel or act In on© way ra the r than another: 

any statement of value would be as good as another and any 

argument of j u s t i f i ca t ion would be doomed to f a i l u r e from 

the beginning. 

31 Foundations of JSthics, p . 4 1 . 
•wwwiM^wwiwiWMMii m wir»i i Hi m i — ^ — » w w m i n i*nmm$mmmtmm, w "** 
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Svery consideration of ethical &a well as of other 

value judgments ia seriously deficient unless human nature ia 

ta&en into account. But human nature couli not be treated ia 

isolation: all th© relationships in which man is essentially 

involved must be takan into consideration. Only then can w® 

go to the depth of th© question, What do our value judgments 

in general, and ethical jud@ea©Jit3 in particular, mean. For 

only then can we see the reason, the pauset why certain ob­

jects are valuable, why certain sets are right or wrong. 

«'e csnnot discuss here at any length the nature of 

ssa; ̂we can only point to an obvious fact that he is a ration­

al being essentially different from animals, from plants, and 

from inert matter, even though ia him operations of animals 

and operations of plants are found us a substructure to his 

rati one1 soul, and even though the material elements whieh 

compose his body are not different from those found anywhere 

else In nature, follow lag th© sane universal laws of matter. 

We also maintain as a .fact that he is not his own cause, but 

on the contrary that he is a being created by God, s g abso-

32 Of course, many contemporary movements do not admit 
this. As J. Uessaer observes! "Dialectical materialism, 
biological evolutionism, aiislytlcal psychology, snd logical 
positivism all arrive et th© conclusion that apart from the 
reality open to the senses there is no other reality, and 
hence that there can be no morality in relation to such a 
reality". 
(Stales and Facta» St. Louis and London, n. Herder ao., 1952, 
p. 313). ~" 
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l u t e l y dependent for h ia e x i s t e n c e on the Crea to r , ana t h a t 

he - j u s t a s a l l o the r c r e a t u r e s - I s d i r e c t e d toward an end. 

Sat while o the r beings a t t a i n t h e i r goal through the guidance 

of i n s t i n c t s and inherent phys ica l laws, men, having an i a -

t e l l e s t and a f ree w i l l , has a power t o d i s c e r n the laws 

and then to follow o r not to follow them. 

Tvhat I s a law? Sa in t Thomas def ines i t as "an o r d i ­

nance of reason for th© eo&mon good, made by him who has ca re 

of the aooraunlty, and promulgated", 3 ^ 31nce a l l c r e a t u r e s 

a r e sub jec t to t h e i r Crea tor and t o the Divine providence, 

they a r e ru led sad measured by the law e x i s t i n g e t e r n a l l y in 

the Crea to r . A l l t h ings p a r t i c i p a t e in t h i s law "in so f a r 

a s , f r oa i t s being imprinted on then, they de r ive t h e i r r # s -

p_>otlve i n c l i n a t i o n s t© t h e i r proper a c t s and ends" . 3 $ But 

man, being a r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e , l a a pa r t ake r of a share of 

d iv ine providence; he "has a n a t u r a l I n c l i n a t i o n t o i t s p r o ­

per a c t and end; and t h i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n of the e t e r n a l law in 

the r a t i o n a l c r ea tu re i s ca l l ed th© n a t u r a l law". 3 S 

33 We a r e concerned her© only with the moral laws , 
t h a t i s , the laws which bear a r e l a t i o n s h i p t o man's l a s t 
end and to -amich t h e ac tus humaaus (as d i s t l n o t from ac tu s 
hoa ln l s ) i s d i r e c t l y sub jec ted . 

34 3a in t TH0MA8. 3umim Thsologlae . X-XI, g . 90, a . I . 
35 ^ a l n t THQill, op.' c ' i t . . I - I I , g . 9 1 , a . a . 
36 I b i d . 
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Seen inclination or tendency is directed toward cer­

tain value, toward something which is lovable at lenst In the 

metaphorical sense. 3uch values we n&'d® ends. For man the 

first and tha Last value, :-ad consequently the last end is 

God. To this end all others must be subordinated. In corre­

lation to this supreme value all other values arrange them­

selves la an order in which man is to try to reach them and 

to lov© thera. 

In the oatolQgieal order the cognition of truths is 

characteristic. Truth is a correspondence between intellect 

and object. 3 ? Moral principles, on th© other hand, contain 

mora than an assertion of facts; they tell hew things should 

be, how and whet actions are to be performed. We say that 

37 Again, not all moderns agree as to th® nature of 
truth. "According to the coherence theory... truth is 
systematic coherence. This ia more than logical consistency. 
* proposition is true insofar a© it is a necessary consti­
tuent of a systematically coherent whole. According to some, 
this whole must be such that ®v®zy element in it n&ceositates, 
indeed entails, every other element. Strictly, on this view, 
truth, ia its fullness, is a characteristic of only the on© 
systematic coherent whole, which is the absolute. It attach­
es to propositions es we know them only to a degree. A pro­
position has a degree of truth proportionate to th© complete­
ness of the systematic coherence of the systems of entities 
to which it belongs. 

"According to the fragmatie theory of truth, a propo­
sition is true insofar as it works or satisfies, working or 
satisfying being described variously by different exponents 
of the view. Some writers insist that truth characterises 
only those propositions (ideas) whose satisfactory working has 
actually verified them; others state that only verlflsblllty 
through such consequences la necessary. In either cese, 
writers differ as to the precise nature of th© verifying ex­
periences required**. Dictionary of Philosophy, p . Kunes,ed.) 
Ames, Iowa, Llttlefield', Adams and Do., 1955. 
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they ere normftlve In c h a r a c t e r . 

The morel Imperat ive o r i g i n a t e s in the abso lu te ne­

c e s s i t y of t h e l a s t end ?nd in the autonomy of va lues whose 

r e a l i s a t i o n l e ads us t o th© l a s t end. 

The bes io precept of n a t u r a l law i s known t o a l l who 

have r e f l e c t e d a t l e a s t a l i t t l e on the ques t ion of r i g h t and 

wrong, good and e v i l . I t may not be e x p l i c i t l y formulated, 

but everyone knows and a s s e r t s t o himself t h a t good i s t o be 

done and e v i l avoided. Sven i f one seeks to i n f l i c t death 

upon himself , he seeks t o do t h i s under the aspect of yood. 

All o the r p recep t s a re bassd upon t h i s one. 

Ts lue , or spo-1, I s u l t ima t e ly an end t o which aan 

s ims . Sow i f we find l a us my n a t u r a l I n c l i n a t i o n toward 

c e r t a i n t h i n g s , than those t h i n g s are discerned by rasson 

as being good; otherarla® na ture would be se l f - frua t r e t l a g . 

And so Sa in t Thomas says*.-



IHrSRPaSTATl OH OF VALUi JUijaiSIITS 
A3 VALUS lUJi'Ql&SJ 168 

"-Therefore according to tho order of n a t u r a l i n c l i n a ­
t i o n s , i s the o rder of t h e p recep t s of th® n a t u r a l 
law. Because in man the re i s f i r s t of a l l an i n ­
c l i n a t i o n t o good In accordance with the na ture which 
he has i n comraon with a l l subs tances : inasmuch as 
every substance seeks t h e p rese rva t ion of I t s own 
being, according to i t s n a t u r e : and by reason of 
t h i s i n c l i n a t i o n , whatever i s a means of p rese rv ing 
human l i f e , and of warding off i t s o b s t a c l e s , b e ­
longs to tha n a t u r a l law. -Secondly, t h e r e i s in 
man an i n c l i n a t i o n to th ings t h a t p e r t a i n t o h i a 
more s p e c i a l l y , according to t h a t na ture which he 
hes l a common with o the r a n i r w l s : and in virtu© 
of t h i s i n c l i n a t i o n , those th ings are seid to be ­
long to the natural^ law, which na tu re has taught 
to a l l animals."..", such a s sexual' I n t e r c o u r s e , edu­
c a t i o n of o f f spr ing and so f o r t h . Th i rd ly , t h e r e 
i s in man an i n c l i n a t i o n t o good, according to the 
na tu re of h i s r eason , whioh na tu re i s proper t o 
hi®j t hus man hes a n a t u r a l i n c l i n a t i o n t o know 
th© t r u t h about God, /<nfl to l i v e In s o c i e t y . • • ®& 

The ^111 of moral baiags i s moved n e c e s s a r i l y toward 

the good; howaycr, I t can be moved only toward t h a t which has 

been apprehended, ^® cognised, i s Known, a s good; hoace tit® 

d i e t u n , n i l . v o l l t u m n i s i . cog i t a tua . This p o s i t i o n i s a com­

p l e t e a n t i t h e s i s to the emot iv la t content ion t h s t th® bas i s 

why we c a l l anything a va lue i s the feet t h a t we approve of 

38 B\xrm& Theologlae . I - IX, g* 84, a . 2 . 
39 ilvary act"'of w i l l tmy be considered f>s a response 

to a c e r t a i n good. But a l l responses presuppose cogn i t ive 
a c t s . To quote Professor von Hildebrand, Mthey a r e e s s e n t i a l ­
l y based on cogni t ive a c t s . This fundamental t r u t h has b&®n 
expressed l a the s c h o l a s t i c philosophy t h u s : N i h i l vol l tum 
n i s i c o g l t a t u m . . . Vol I t urn I s here the gene ra l ierm for a l l 
r e sponses , c o ^ i t a t l o the genera l terra for cogn i t i ve acts**. 
Chr i s t i an S t a l e s , p . 197. 
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i t , or l i ise i t , or d e s i r e I t , end ta&t consequently uc want 

to persuade o the r s t o approve of i t or to l i k e I t . Our d i c t ­

um, n i l voll tum n i s i oogltatuau impl ies t h e t i n t e l l e c t p lays 

an e s s e n t i a l p a r t and t h e t our v o l i t i o n s follow a c t s of i n ­

t e l l e c t . But we a t tne same time admit t h a t t h e r e a re i n us 

spontaneous, n a t u r a l tendencies - as mentioned in the preced­

ing quota t ion from Saint Thomas - and t h a t our a f f e c t i o n s a r e 

aroused toward c e r t a i n object and »iCts to the ex ten t t h a t they 

urge us t o more Knowledge, and t o more pe r fec t knowledge, of 

those o b j e c t s . 

I t would be we l l t o d i scuss in our pro^ant chapter 

t he concept of a f f e c t i v e oonna tu ra l l ty 4 $ and tho r o l e of 

t h i s metaphysical p rop r i e ty In our moval and a e s t h e t i c l i f e . 

Then we w i l l b e t t e r o& ab le to uat^rmine the re fe rences of 

our value judgments ^nd the sub jec t ive f a c t o r s whieh sees t o 

be Involved l a them. 

Ju r I n t e l l e c t deal ing with tha a b s t r a c t , with gene­

r a l i t i e s , i s r e a l l y not s a t i s f i e d with mar© cognisance when 

40 For the d i s cus s ion of t h i s t op ic I am g r e a t l y i n ­
debted to an e s s a y , "Mumani gene r i s e t L*"ix is tant la l l sme" , by 
Rev. Jacques CR0T5ATJ, 'o.'m. 1 . , to'whom I express my s i nce r e 
g r a t i t u d e for lending I t to me. 

The t ens "oonnatural l ty '* need not always be a s s o -
eiatet* with "affective**, for we could speak of oonna tu ra l l t y 
i n genera l as of" " t h a t metaphysical p rop r i e ty through which 
a facu l ty i s proport ioned t o i t s ob jec t e i t h e r In v i r t u e of 
I t s e l f , or l a t/lrtu© of an acquired d ispos i t ion '* . 
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I t cornea to mora l i t y . The i n t e n t i o n a l being does not seem t o 

put i t to r e s t ; and so we find in the cogni t ive subjec t a 

d e s i r e to possess the r e a l being, t h a t i s t o say , to possess 

ob j ec t s end hold them tis they a r e in themselves . Here, our 

a p p e t i t e s come t o p l ay , for i t l » they who aim a t t h e p o s s e s s ­

ion of ob j ec t s in t h e i r concre te s t a t e s . As soon as we l ea rn 

about those o&jeots, a love i s c rea ted t o appropr i a t e them, 

and t h i s app rop r i a t i on follows the r a l e s of a p p e t i t e s . Thus 

we have & cyc le of conscious l i f e which begins wi th knowledge, 

i s followed by l o v e , and then by a c t i o n . Here human and 

animal powers come toge ther i n t o » u n i t y . As Father Brennan 

w r i t e s , "*..# by knowledge, l o v e , sad a c t i o n , th© cycle of 

conscious l i f e i s complete, and tha powers of man and animal 

a r e brought i n to a pe r fec t union**. 4^-

This union, caused by love , i s - according to Sa in t 

Thomas, more complete than t u t ceussd by knowledge. The 

Angelic Doctor w r i t e s : **Kaowledge i s perfected by t he t h i n g 

Known being un i t ed , through i t s l i k e r w s s , t o the kaower. But 

the e f f e c t of love I s t h a t the t h i n g i t s e l f which i s loved, 

i s , in a way, uni ted to th© l o v e r . Consequently, th© union 

caused by love I s c l o s e r than the union caused by knowledge*. 

41 Bobert I . MMMMM o .p* , Thomlstlc PsycholoRv. 
Mew York, Th® Maomlllan Co . , 19S0, pp. 14*> f. 

4£ Sa in t Thomas AQgXEag, Summa Theolos-lae, p . I - I I , 
q. 28, a . l , and rep ly to o b j , S. 
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Love and hatred, desire ead aversion, joy and sorrow, 

and other affective phenomena are all proper responses to 

their objects. The good creates la the eoncupisolble appeti­

te a certain inclination, ooaaaturalneas, In respeet of it­

self; the evil, on the contrary, avokes a power of repulsion 

in the subject. And so, father Brennan, again following the 

path of Jt. Thomas, writes: 

Such m inclination ̂ geaereted by good things/ 
pertains to the passion of love to which hatred Is 
opposed ia respect of the evTXT Again, if the good 
which is loved is not yet possessed, it rrouses in 
tne appetite an impulse to acquire it. This per­
tains to the possession of desire to which aversion 
is opposed ia respect of the ""evil', /iaally, when 
the good is possessed, it causes the appetite to 
rest, as It were, ia the satisfaction of attain­
ment. This pertains to tne passion of joy to which 
sorrow is opposed in respect of th© evil**** 

But what connection is there between this union of 

love and the union of intellect with the intentional being? 

How can we «&y that affections play a role la our moral ©ad 

artistic cognition? An examination of S. Thomas* statement, 

"Dicltur amor dlscernere in quantum movet ratioaem ®nd dls-

cernendamw,*^ will help us to answer this question. 

It Is e common experience t'aat a will-act la always 

required for an act of Intellect. Our search for any kind of 

43 Qp. alt., pp. 15o f. 
44 Saint 'Thomas 1Q3XHA3, 3urama Theologies. 11-11, 

%. 47, a.l. 
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knowledge is commanded by the love of an end. 4t) However, 

this is not yet the affective oonnaturallty, for then *#e 

should speak that our affections sre lndlspenslble in know­

ledge of stars or of chemical elements. The affective oonna­

turallty begins where the subject is not neutral toward the 

object of his search. 4 S The subject must have a certain 

affinity or aversion toward the object ueoause of oertain con­

formities or diseoaformltles with his own affective tenden­

cies which he discovers In the object. Thus a person may 

evo&e In us mn Intense love, and we want to know that person 

better In order to discover sore lovable things, more va­

luable things, and thus to Intensify our love. The affection 

becomes then an active principle in search for conformities 

4§ The object must possess a certain wimportance**, 
a property which gives it th© character of a bonum or malum. 
an antithesis to neutrality or indifference. Of* notê 'CToT 
of the present chapter. 

4§ This means that one may be abl© to love even 
though he does not yet grasp an object fully. Love alas at 
piercing the mystery. And so 3t. Thomas states: **0b hoc 
oontiglt quod allquid plus asatur qua® oognosoatur: quia 
potest perfects amarl etlam al non perfects cognoscetur...** 
But some knowledge or av̂ areaeas of the object and its value 
is always presupposed. Unconscious love is Impossible, 
unless we want to extend the meaning of the term **love** 
to an unjustifiable degree. 
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(or disoomformities) of the objec t wi th th© d i s p o s i t i o n s , 

t endencies of t he s u b j e c t . 'Ve are d i r e c t e d i n t e n s e l y toward 

d i s c l o s i n g every a s p e c t of the ob jec t which c r e a t e s t h a t con­

formi ty , and I t very often happens t h a t we r e j e c t ®v®xy t r e i t 

not i a such conformity. Thus a l e a s e r o r g r e a t e r d i s t o r t i o n 

of the ob jec t of our a f f e c t i o n i s not uaooajmoa. Th i s de fo r ­

mation - under the p ressu re of i n t ense a f f e c t i o n s - i s on® of 

the reasons why our value judgments In regard t o the sarae 

ob jec t d i f f e r so o f t e n ; * 7 t h i s l a the s u b j e c t i v i t y of vnlue 

judgments which we admit . But the sweeping conclus ion t h a t 

va lues a r e r e l a t i v e t o the person, or t o a group of pe r sons , 

does not fo l low. **Just a® th© meaning of o b j e c t i v e t r u t h i s 

not touched by the f ac t t ha t two persons hold oppos i t e p o s i ­

t i ons t o be t r u e , so too the no t ion of morel good and e v i l , 

of something o b j e c t i v e l y v a l i d which c a l l s for obedience and 

appeals to our consc ience , i a always untouched, even i f one 

man says t h a t poligaray I s e v i l BU6. another t h a t poligaray i s 

moral ly p e r m i s s i b l e " . 

47 Th i s , of course , I s not the only reason why our 
value Judgments c o n t r a d i c t each o ther or d i f f e r to © degree , 
3a ln t Thomas reeognlaes t h e t , whi le general p r i n c i p l e s of 
e t h i c s a re known t o a l l and a r e t r u e for a l l , the -"^pl icat ions 
of them a re so compile a ted th'*t the t r u t h of our coac lus ions 
may be r e l a t i v e t o the altu<- t t o n . **In m a t t e r s of a c t i o n " , he 
s a y s , H h e t r u t h or p r a c t i c a l r e c t i t u d e I s not the same for 
a l l , a s t o ma t t e r s of d e t a i l but only a s to the genera l p r i n ­
c i p l e s ; and where t h e r e I s the same r e c t i t u d e in m a t t e r s of 
d e t a i l , I t I s not equa l ly known to a l l . . . I t may f a i l . . , a s 
to knowledge, s i nce in soma th© reason l a pe rve r t ed by p a s ­
sion, or e v i l h a b i t , or m e v i l d i s p o s i t i o n of nature*** 
gamma Taeologlae , I - I l , q . 94, ®»4. 

4© B le t r l oh von EXLJKBHAHD, Chr is t ian . S t h i o s , p . l o t » 
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One may ask , i n regard to o b j e c t i v i t y of our l o v e -

a c t s , whet i s the medium quo, comparable t o the medium QUO of 

our purely c o g n i t i v e o o n n a t u r a l l t y - namely the c l a r i t y of 

the objec t I t s e l f which iifwoses I t s e l f upon our I n t e l l e c t o r 

sense . I t should be c l e a r from our d i s c u s s i o n of the Impetus 

of the a f f e c t i o n s in cons ider ing moral ly impor tant , u n - a e u t r a l 

ob j ec t s t h a t i a the case of a f f e c t i v e c o n n a t u r a l i t y the 

medium quo could not be simply the l u c i d i t y of the o b j e c t . 

Here , the conformity i s on& of the ob jec t s e i s ed a s f i t t i n g 

in a c e r t a i n way t o the a f f e c t i v e s t a t e of the s u b j e c t . Our 

a f f e c t i v e s t a t e i s e s s e n t i a l in mora l i ty and a r t , fo r i t i s 

love which i s urging us t o e a t e r more f u l l y i n t o an ob jec t in 

o rder to love I t more and more because of i t s a s p e c t s of 

f l t t n e s s t o our d i s p o s i t i o n s . I t d r i v e s us toward the un­

known and I t I n t e n s i f i e s our exper ience of knowledge of 

t h i n g s when we have taken cognisance of them. 

We must po in t o u t , however, t h a t love by I t s e l f does 

not give us knowledge. As l a t h e r Groteau s t r e s s e s , %£Les 

pu issances e f f e c t i v e s / n*ont pes de v e r t u I n t u i t i v e , raals 1© 

seule puissance d* a i d e r la m l son**. Lo»e a i d s the i n t e l l e c t 

by moving i t t o know mor&t but i t I t s e l f fol lows knowledge 

a t t a i n e d by senses and th® i n t e l l e c t ; i t presupposes know­

ledge . The mar® we know an object the more we ore capable 

of lov ing i t . There i s no love «s such but love of; and" 

g e n e r a l l y , t h e r e i s no a f f e c t i o n , a s such , but always a f f e c t ­

ion of. 
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Summarising our discussion we may say that knowledge 

by affective ooan^turality Is a result of a peculiar tendency 

of our affections driving us to discover, in the sphere of 

morality and art, more and more ia order to love more per­

fectly. Svea though we love something because it conforms to 

our own natural tendencies and dispositions, our love ia sot 

purely subjective because it presupposes at least sera® know­

ledge of the objects loved, our oaslo thesis, then, that 

affections and aversions In morality and r.rt are responses 

to the lovable, valuable objects, Is not contradicted by the 

ststeraont of St. Thomas, "Dieitur aiaor dlscernere In quantum 

T&ovet ratloaam ad diacarmaadu®1*; on the contrary, It is 

supplemented by it by being shown the reason why our affect­

ions drive us to more perfect knowledge, namely, that our 

response to the saowa objeats may be more intense and per­

fect. St. Thomas* doctrine of affective oonnr turality ex­

plains in addition the great role of subjectivity in our moral 

and artistic experience and consequently, in our moral sad 

aesthetic judgments. 
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The emotivist interpretation of the meaning of value 

statements flatly contradicts experience. A® we saw, it is 

not even baaed on an independent analysis of the moral and 

aesthetic phenomena of our lives but depends on th© posltivlst 

criterion of meaning. Their analysis of a value judgment, 

e.g., billing Is evil", Is In fact this: (1) Is this state­

ment verifiable by a sense experience? Does evil stand for a 

sense property? Mo. (8) Is this statement analytical, that 

is, true solely oa the analysis of terms? Ho. {%>) Our cri­

terion of meaning does not admit of &ay other kind of iaea-

niagful statements and certainly not of synthetic a priori 

statements (which is the status usually oleimed for value 

statements)« Therefore we cannot assign "Killing is evil** to 

a class of meaningful statements. What Is more, we cannot 

even grant it the status of a genuine statement because it 

contains a ward, ̂ evil**, which is not a symbol, representing 

something real, but only a conventional way of verbally ex­

pressing one*s disapproval of an act. *** 

Mow if we are correctly apprehending their analysis 

of a value statement, then it follows that their position 

stands or falls with their criterion of uteanlng. ^o should 

prefer to discuss with the emotlvists a more basic epistemo-

*mmmmtmmmmm«•«»». mm n> mmmmmmmmmi w * 

1 The indebtedness of the emotivist position to Hume 
may be aaade apparent if we read the famous passage from his 
Inquiry aoacernlng Jfuman TJnue.ratandlng quoted ia the third 
chapter' of"our'"thesis.' 
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logical question: Are ail meaningful statements either those 

which can be verified by sens® experience or are analytic, 

or do we have access to knowledge which - though arrived at 

through senses - is not sens® knowledge? In other words, we 

should argue s&ether there is a criterion of meaning broader 

than theirs, and perhaps such that would admit statements of 

value as an important realm of knowledge. This matter has 

admittedly not been settled and the positivists themselves 

are puaaled by the fact that their criterion of meaning 

cannot pass its own standard. 

The criterion, as we often pointed out, is stated 

thus: A proposition has sense if and only if it is verifia­

ble in sense experience or is analytic. Let us subject this 

statement to th® test which it itself prescribes to see if it 

is meaningful. Let u© aski (1) Is this statement verifiable 

la a sense experience? So. And if it were, then it would be 

only probable (th® next sense experience could prove it to be 

false) and ahould not be presented so categorically as an 

absolutely true proposition applicable to all Instances. 

Let us ask further; (H) Is this statement analytic? 

If It is such, then it ia absolutely and universally true, 

but it doss not say aa/thing new; all Its meaning con be de­

rived from the definition of th® constituent terms and the 

syntactical rules of language. And we could devise all kinds 

of such analytical statements and propose them as principles 

of meaning, making tha® more or less Inclusive as to what will 
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pass for sense and what w i l l be ruled out as nonsense. But 

tols woulvl not be a study of r e a l i t y ; I t would simply be a 

logical game of l l t t l © value as an exercise In formal reason­

ing and s t e r i l e as an eplstemologlcal study. 

How i f the above statement i s nei ther empirical nor 

ana ly t i ca l , then i t i s i t s e l f nonsensical. And what i s more, 

since I t I s I t s e l f asser t ing t h a t only empirical or ana ly t ic ­

a l statements are meaningful, then i t i s paradoxical? i t i s 

t rue If I t I s fa l se and i t i s fa l se If i t la t rue , tfe usual­

ly ca l l such paradoxical statement® sel f -contradic tory and 

t r ea t them as such. 

Most of the coat®w&&mry p o a i t i v i s t s , having noted 

the paradox, accept th i s c r i t e r ion aainly as a guide la pur­

suing knowledge; consequently they res®in within the c lea r -

cut l imi t s of natural sciences {including saay common sense 

observation and predict ion statements} and of ®athem@tles 

(including formal logic and the l i ngu i s t i c analysis which i s 

to make statements of science and of mathematics: p rec i se ) . 

Let them do so if they want t o , but then they should not ask 

us to exclude as meaningless most of the t r ad i t i ona l philoso­

phy as well as most of the common-sens© philosophical opi­

nions and even the basic philosophical questions themselves. 

One could make nmy such c r i t e r i a , excluding or including as 

knowledge anything he wanted. K. Popper obsarvas; 
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All you need . . . i s to determine the conception 
of "sens©** or of "meaning** In a suitably narrow way, 
and you can say of a l l unoomfortable questions tha t 
you cannot find any •sense'* or "meaning** In them. 
Sy recognizing the problems of natural science alone 
as "meaningful", every debate about the concept of 
sense or of meaning must become nonsensical. Once 
enthroned, the dogma of meaning i s for ever raised 
above the pos s ib i l i t y of a t t ack . I t I s **uaasaail-
able and definitive**. Z 

Tet, smat ivls ts are holding exp l i c i t l y or Irapl iei t ly , 

to the p o s i t i f i s t c r i t e r ion in sp i t* of the fact tha t the 

whole philosophic t r ad i t ion and the cor&saoa sense point to a 

broader c r i t e r i o n , and they construct on I t s basis a system 

of doctr ines which excludes theology, metaphysics, e thics and 

aes the t ics from the sphere of knowledge. I t seems th/.t a l l 

seriousness has been abandoned in contemporary log ico-pos i t l -

v l s t l e philosophy. The notion of moral judgments has fa l len 

back to the view of the Or@ak Sophists despi te the ser ious­

ness of events in tha his tory of tha present century. 

Mr. junhera meditates oa t h i s point: 

I t Is a t once absurd and f i t t i n g that a t jus t 
tha t moment of his tory whan the moat exquisi te to r ­
ments have been inf l ic ted smd the greatest agonies 
@n^&ir&d there should ex i s t a philosophy which holds 
moral judgments t o be capable of no proof. One 
might think tha t philosophers of such mind would 
reco i l from the consequences of t h e i r theory and 
re-examine the postulates which had gen&reted such 
fo l ly . For th© consequences are th«t one cannot 
r a t iona l ly choose ( l ^ b . , choose on the basis of 
argument) between deaih* campus and l ibe ra t ion ; one 
can only "evince** approval or disapproval. One 
cannot demonstrate tha t fasc i s t pract ices are an 
ev i l j one can only express d i s l ike of them. •.** 3 

2 Open Society and I t a taemiaa. Princeton University 
Press , 19S0, p . g$S,""n. £ 1 ( 1 ) . 

3 Han Aaalnat Myth. Frederick u u l l ^ r . 1948, pp. 253 f. 
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Modern men has a tendency to d ic ta te how r e a l i t y 

should look l ike ra ther than to follow i t s s t ruc ture ; he ad­

mits only those "values* which he himself c rea tes ; he admits 

of "right** and "wrong** only la so far as i t la subjectively 

sat isfying to him. And only such a man can go so fer as to 

propose t o t he world an amotlvlst account of judgments of 

value, defending i t wltfein the system of log lao -pos l t iv i s t i c 

doctr ines . We can fully agree with H lucid passage of the 

great man of l e t t e r s , T.3 . S&iot, who wr i tes : 

Logical positivism i s not a nourishing d ie t for 
more than the small minority which has been condi­
tioned to I t , When the time of i t s exhaustion 
a r r i v e s , i t w i l l appear, ia re t rospect , to have 
been for our age the counterpart of surrealism* 
for aa surrealism seemed to provide a ra«thod of 
producing works of a r t without imagination so 
logical positivism seems t o provide a method of 
philosophising without insight and wisdom. 4 

4 "Introduction" to Joseph Pieper*s Lala.ure - the 

f aais of Oulture. Mew Turk, panthaon Books, 1958, 
pp. 11-17), p. l g . 
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RKSUMS 

The emotive theory of value judgments is not another aoraatlve systeitif 

it is an snalytieal study which tries to detertaine what value judguaents can or 

do wean. Its object Is not a realm of values but the valuational discourse. 

Emotlvists deny that statements of value express propositions} that 

is, that they express ai^rthlng «hteh could be said to be true or false. But 

they deny this only in regard to normative value st&tenents, not to the many 

statements of fact which ar© usually found In treataents of value, nor to the 

analytical statesarats which are true or false by definition. But the typical 

statesents of value, statenants about the ends, are on their view expressions of 

our feelings. 

Emotive interpretation of value Judgments is only one possible inter­

pretation and Is comparatively now. Me have had In the history several types 

of object!vistlc and several types of ordinary subjeotlvistle interpretations, 

all of whieh share In eammn the view that statements of value are genuine and 

say something either about the object out there or about one's own psychologi­

cal condition. Ibe emotive theory as well as other types of noacctgnltiviam 

(e.g. lnfora&llsm) deny to such states-ants any cognitive character. 

The distinction between the cognitive and the expressive or emotive 

function of language has its roots in Ogden and Hlcfaards* l^nlnff of. ?%anlna-

in which the basis for esaotive character of value judgments ia laid on 

linguistle ground. Talue predicates art* proclaimed to refer to no property In 

the object nor to any feeling of the speaker* they are not symbolic but expres­

sive, verbal medium to v©nt our eiaotions. 

The aystewtie application of Ogden and Richards' distinction between 

the cognitive and the expressive functions of language to statesaentg of value 
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was aade by the members of the Viennese Circle. These thinkers searched for a 

criterion of meaning on the basis of which they could determine what we know 

and what is merely expression of feelings. The long empirical tradition at 

the University of Tlenna and the great impact of Wittgenstein's doctrines at 

the time suggest why they chose a posltlvist criterion which states that a 

proposition is meaningful If and only if It is verifiable by sense experience or 

Is analytic. Statements of value cannot pass this requirement, consequently 

they assigned them to the expressive realm. Statement such as "Killing Is evU*1 

la equivalent to "Killing!Ia pronounced with a voice of disapproval. It say be 

conceived a® an exclamation or as an imperative (Don't kill!) or as an optative 

(I wish you wouldn't kill!) or as a persuasion (I disapprove of killing—you 

should disapprove as well!). 

To answer the question how is It possible that people of every age 

entertain such strong beliefs about right and wrong, beautiful and ugly, and so 

on, the emotlvists invoke genetic explanations. These, however, do not In any 

way affect the content of those beliefs, but only show (correctly or incorrectly) 

how people causa to these beliefs. The emotivist analysis suffers also from the 

extreme senSist prejudices of Its proponents: any statement that cannot be veri­

fied by experience or Is not true on definition Is to be excluded from the 

realm of knowledge; and experience is equivalent to sensory experience. Intro­

spection of our state of wind in making value judgment, which leads one to an 

objective Interpretation of such judgments, Is rejected by them sine© they 

endorse generally only behavioristlc approach In psychology. The everyday 

experience of common sense people that statements of value assert an opinion and 

that that opinion Is not merely one's own psychological state is rejected as a 

mlstaK© Mused by the grammatical sirellarity of statements of fact and statements 

of value. The belief that we can genuinely disagree as to values is proclaimed 
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to be a result of the same confusion. Thus the emotlvists prefer to reject 

everyday experience in order to preserve a formal consistency with their 

posltlvlstlc starting point. 

In spite of their conception of philosophy aa a logical clarification 

of language, the basic terms of their analysis of value judgments are left utterly 

ambiguous. Such terms are for instance "expression,*1 "feeling,'* "attitude," 

"right," "command," and the "cognitive," and "emotive language," 

Perhaps the most important flaw In the emotlvlst theoiy Is It® failure 

to account for the generally aecepted view that we can justify at least some of 

the value statements. If—as the emotlvists contend—statements of value do not 

assert anything, but are simply expressions comparable to "Ouch!", "Hurrah!8, 

and even animal cries, what could be said in their supportf No one disputes the 

genuine character of such expressions. But are some of the expressions better, 

or more justifiable, than others? Does "better** mean "more truly felt"? 

Slothing could be said against such expressions; we can only voice our 

difference of feeling and try to create in the ether feelings similar to our own. 

Since there is no question of knowledge involved, we could not argue about the 

rationality of our opponent's or our own value utterances. Similarly, our 

deliberation on a matter of value, or our seeking of an ethical advice, makes no 

sense on the emotivlstic views It would seem that I merely want to acquire 

certain feeling toward an object or action—which is decidedly not what we think 

we want to achieve in deliberation or In asking for advice. We could also not 

really disagree by pronouncing two apparently contradictory statements of value. 

The emotlvlst translations of value judgments seem to me unfaithful to 

experience, and no claim that they do take into account the evidence of our con­

crete moral and aesthetic life warrants the emotlvlst view that such Judgments 
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are nothing but expressions of the feeling of like or dislike. The theory is 

decidedly against experience and stands or falls with the poslUvistlc pre­

suppositions - specifically the criterion of meaning - cm which It Is based. 

*a&at one should do Is not to relate our value judgiwnts to sa arbitrary 

accepted criterion of meaning but to determine whether the claim of such 

judgments to sag something about objects ana acti-ne fes SSMJV foundation In 

reality. This, however, will be imposs&fcl© unless w» consider objects snd actions 

evaluated as they reveal to us In the concrete experience. 

•Such consideration of ethical and aesthetic data &s revealed in our 

concrete experiences point clearly to another interpretation*of value judgments: 

they show that a recognition of value ia presupposed in m®ry evaluation, that 

&9<sry value judgment Is a response to th« value snd those feelings whieh 

accompany the recognition of value are a logical oonsequene^ of that recognition 

rather than the whole content of our value Judgments, 

Our concrete situation necessitates also that we consider asor&l acts, 

and judpeents about aaoml sets, in r®lati,onship to hvwsn nature. Such considerstlo 

shows that the judgments we reske about mruX goedne8& or badness certainly do 

oharaetftrls© acts themselves Father than our attitude toward th*»t snd It cer­

tainly shows that such judgments «re not steply verbs! ©xterlorii&ation of our 

©actional states. 


