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INTRODUGTION

Until recent times only two types of unalyses of
value judgments were known: the objeotivistic and the sub~
Jectivistie type. The former is charasterized by its ine
slstence that value is something on the object~side, while
the latier mainteins that value is something completely
dependent on the subject,

In the second decade of this century, a third type of
analysis of value judgments was put forward, nemely, the
egotivist type. This is @ view that evalustions have no re-
ference either to the propertiez in objscots outside nor to
thae atstes of aind of the subjects uttering those evelua-
tions, Having no referents, sveluastions are logioelly
{though not grammeticslly) incomplete phrases by means of
which the sapeaker yents his emotions.

3ince this peoullar interpretstion of statements of
value geined a considerable ground in the anglo~Americen
philosophicel ciroles, it would not be completely useless to
study the fremework of linguistic enalyeis within which it
works, to polnt out its dependence on the positivistice ori-
terion of meaning, to analyze 1ts genetio explanations of
ethical snd aesthetic phenomena, t0 expose the ambiguity of
its terminology snd to show lts incoepability of solving the



IRTRODUGTION ii

problem of justification which erises in connection with any
evaluation weo malke.

It should s8lso be not out of place to present our
own view as to what evalustive statements are and how is it

possible for them to be theoreticelly significant. 1

1 Theoretically {(or cognitively) mesningful statement
is ons whieh descyibes certaln states of fast or points out
the relationship of terms s8 in mgg¢hematics. Practically
mesningful statement is one which has no logical referent
but nevertheless performs certaln funetions, such as exhor-
tations, command, wish, sto.



CHAPTER ONE
THE NOTION OF BTHICAL ANALYSIS

The smotive theory which we are about $0 disouss and
exerine is inseparably bound to a type of philoscphy called
logical positivism or logical empirieism snd to the well
known work, Meaning of Hesning, published by two prominent
British literary crities, Ogden and Richards, in 1923, But
before we begin %o trsce the origins and the growth of this
surious interpretation of value judgmsntz in genersl aend moral
Judgmenis in particuler we should meke gertein preliminary re-
narks soncerning the mature of the objest of our stady and
the temainoleogy used or mentioned during our discussion.

Our study deals not with a system of morality but with
& possible interpretation of the meaning thal any eveluative,
ineluding morasl and sesthetic, statement mey have. Imotive
ism 1 is not a syatem of dlrsotives or normeg, 1t provides no
ériterion on whieh to judge an action right or wrong and an
objeat good or bad. It does not purport %o uphold and defend

any system of morals, nor does it -~ at least in as far as it

1 Emotiviam "got 1its name from the distinction bet-
ween cognitive and emotive meaning first brought to the
attention of & considerable public by C.K. OUgden end I.a.

Ré&ﬁaﬁﬂﬁ in The Meanling of ieaning, (1$25)”".
p Bleir RICE, On knowledze of Good and Zvil, New York,

Aendom House, 1955, P« 9.
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is en anelysis - direotly abolish morality as it has sometimes
besn claimed, © Emotivism is not even en analysis of woral
phencomens themaelves, but only of our way of speaking about
such phenomena. It moves on the level of metalanguage, that
is t0 say, it maskes a world of discourse -~ pamely, the eva~

luative dissourse, the object of its study. 4s it is well

& Reverend Harsin L'ARCY, for instence, coneludes his
article, "Philosophy NHow”, in Critexion, 1936: "Under the
pretence of ultimate wisdom it Znamniy, Lyerts book, ggg%gggg,
ZIruth and lLogle s 2uillotines religion, ethices and asesthe~
tics, self, persen, free will, responsibility and everything
worth while. I thanrk Mr. Ayer for having shown us how modern
gﬁ;laaayhera san fiddle and play trioks while the world

na®,

C.B.M, JOAD blames the emotivists for haeving destruoted
morality: "If there is no objective right and wrong, if morsl
judgments sre ... mersly ¢jaculations of emctions of approvel
and disspproval, then one cannot demonstrate that fascist
prectices sre evil] one cun only express dislike of them. A

Critigue of Logical Positivism, Chicego University Press,
1 s Ps .

And Mr. Berrows of Temple Universily wrote
concerning emotivism: "Ho philosophy would better please the
fescista themselves, since moral questions could then be
safely left in the hands of the pollece”.

It ssems to me that if the emptive analysiz of ethical
Judgments were gorrect, no ons ¢ould blsme the emotivisis for
the conssguencesz thut might follow in the sphere of action;
on the contrary, one could only congratulate the emotivists
for having found the truth about moral judgments. The view
that emotiviasm destroys morslity is bassed on the falleecy of
considering amotive (or any other) analysis of value judgments
ag & nornative system. I agree, however, thet the emotive
interpretation haes not arisen so fresly from prejudices and
pregconaeived positivistio ideas as its adherents claim, But
$0 acknowledge this is different from saying thet esotivisn
a5 a possible ethloal snelysis destroys morelity, It is true,
of gourse, that if the emotive mnalysis is false, yet taken
soeriously, 1t will very likely bresk down the objective mo-
rality, but this effect will follow only indirectly: the
anslysiz itself is neutral.
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known, philosophy as & whole is considered by logiosel positive
ista such ap mnalytic study of language. Ethleal analysis
deals with the languege of morals, sesthetic anslysis with
the language of fine erts, epistemologicel anslysis with the
langusge of scisnce, ete. But in neither ocaese does philosophy
deal with expsrience or pmwelaim any truth about externsl rea-
11ty. As Albert and his sssociates explain thie notion of
philosophy, “Viewsd es3 analysis, philosophy deels with the
language used in spesking sbous sctual odbjecis, and not with
the objeets themselves: 1t operstes on the level of langusge
rather than experience”. S

He shall aee that the emotivisss deny that value-

statements express propositions, 4 consequently we should

3 HZthel :l. ALBHRT et al., Great Traditions in 3thics,
Hew York, Americaen Book Cos, 1983, pD. BES T

4 At this point we should fnguire what preslasly do
these philosophers mesn by ever-reoocurring words: utterance,
statement, judgment and proposition.

Max BLACK defines UTTHRANCE as "Words or other signs
actually proaocunced by a spaaker, writer or other user of
signs”. {(Criti Thiniking, p. 446) C.L. STEVRISON uses the
term "utterance” as a “sonvenient synonym for Pairce’s term
'token’', whioch he sontrasts with "type® ... The distinection
is simply thia: If & man repeats the same sentence ten times
over, he has spoken only one sentence if we mean type senten-
ges, but ten sentences if we mean token sentences or utteran-
ces of the type sentence”. (Eihies and lLenguage, p. 165, n.8)
There is no question of a pPropos on belng expressed by an
utterance.

A STATEAND, in Black's worda, "is an explicitly for-
mulated assertion, command, desire, Judgment, and so forth<,
in contradistinction to ‘'suggestions’ the most expresaive of
which are those "of the spesker'as feelings (and especislly
feelings of approval and disappravaif“, %Eritiaa; Thinkigg,
pp. 168 £.). In the majority of positivistic writings, how-
ever, statement ocould not be taken ss a commend or desire;
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speek not of velue statements or valus judgments but of value
uttersnces. However, the socepted ussge hinders even them

who do not belleve that there are any value Judgments at all

IgeRvya

it ?igkt by synonymous only with "essertion” or with “judg~
men ™

JUDGHENT ~ as defined by the D letionary of FPhilosoph
can mean two things: (&) "The mental act of assarting %a??irwr
ing or denying) sn assertible content. Treditionslly e judg-
ment is sald io affirm or deny & predicste of a subject...
Since a judgment in this sense always involves & truth elain
it is elther corrset or orroneoua™, (b) "That which 1s &s-
serted in an act of jJjudguent, often oalled a belief or a
proposition, That which is Judged mey merely be countemplated
or gousidered instead of heing ssserted or denisd”.

Similar view as to the quiddity of "Judgment" is ex-
pressed by A.C. ZWINHG: ™A judgment should be distingulished
from the words used to express 1t and still more from the oute
ward expression to other peopls of what is judged, being a
mental thought or so$, which may be carried out in silence...,
and consists in sceing that something is true or in deciding
%o socept samething as true. What 1s thus affirmed as true,
as diatingulishable from the words in which it is expressed is
called by contemporary philosophers & proposition™.

(ﬁthieﬁ, P 115):

FROPOSITION, as alrsady noted by Swing, is "the con~
tent of meaning of a declarative sentence, l.e., a postulsisd
abstract cbjeet common not only %o different securrences, of
the sams declarative sentence but also 0 different senten<
oes (whether in the same language or not) which sre synonymou
or, as we ssy, moan the seme thing. (Dies%lonsry of Philosoph

Proposition may bes equsted with Jjudgment, but someo-
times it is taken to denote judgments, "Traditionsl logi-
oians generally heve defined a proposition as & judgment ex-
pressad in words, or as a sentence expressing a judgment, but
gome say or seem to hold in actuel usage thet synonymous or
intertranalatable sentences represent thes ssme proposition”,

Dictionary of Philo )e
x writes that "whenever we know, believe,

doubt, or disbelleve somethinz, whatever it is that we are
knowing, believing, doubting, or disbelieving is & proposi-
tion. (Thus when I believe that pein is en evil, what I be-
lwe, f.0,, g%nt pein %s avil, 1s a propesition)®.” (Critiesl
i s De . 5 e proposition thet can and must be
either true or false. "If something goulé be elther true or

false, that thing 13 s proposition, and every proposition must
be either tmue or false, (Thus if somecone ssye, 'That'’s a
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THE HOTION OF UTHICAL ANALYSIB 8
to substitute consistently the word utterance for the word
Judgment, Sometimes they put such words in quotation meris
to indlcate thet they sre used in an improper sense, 8.f.,
'Judgment' of value, aormative "statesent”, eto, S

smotiviasts also tend to generalize their theory so us
to include not only moral and sesthetic statements but any
normative statement whetever. They do reeognizs ocertsin dif-
ferences among value statements, but they consider thea to
bslong to the same genural eategory of expressive or emotive
languege -~ ae opposed to the cognitive or symbollie or sscisnte
ific language.

Yhen loglosl positivists oad all the others who might
propound an emotive view Jdeclare thnt morsl and sesthetic
Judgments are not really Judgments but expressions of feelings,
dispositions, emotions, attitudes, end so on, they sre not
referring to gyvery statewment of moral and sesthetic theories
or of everyday normative judgments; they are careful to point
out that thay refuse to grant the status of propositions only
to purely normative and evalustive utterances. They distin-
guish thess norm-tive utteranoces from the factusl and
4 Cont'd
lie', I know thet the person to whom he has objeoted must
have saserted & proposition. ¥For & question »f truth has
been raised)”. JUritical Thinkin-, ». 189.

5 Luotatlon marc<s may be used for $wo purnoses. Fipste
ly, to indicete that the word is mentioned rather then used,
8., "Cleveland” h-s nine letters; and seecndly, to show thatg
a word 1s used in an improper or inconventional sense, e.g,
The "judgment” of intrinasle velue has the seme prammatics
structure #s the Judgmwent of selentifin frot. Logical positi-

vists want to show in this second omse that "judgment” when

refterring to uoral or sesthetic sitastions is not re 1l -
nent butguttar&nee -~ & ssquenge of words expressing no érg;gg

sition.
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analyticel Jjudguents whioh, as they recugnize, are guite
numerocus in trostises on value.

If we grant, for instance, the greasteat happiness for
the greetest number prineiple, we can certainly fora many
meaningful statements about certsin aotions, whether they are
sonduolive to this end or not, whether they are betier conduc~
ive to this end than some other sctiona, whether it is conve~
nlent for us to perform them, etc.; we can foresee their
implications and consequences; we can disouse the psycholo-
gicel end socilologleal conditions whioch will favor or disfavor
en effestive employment of such means. 4ll such statements
can truly be sald to be tme or false, depending upoan our
knowledzs, our correct apprehension of such states of affeirs;
they are sub ject to empiricsel verificetion. e only nsed
certein empirical inguiries, observatiovns and teats, in ordsy
to determine their truth or felsehood. The certitude of such
statenonts shares the sertitude of the sistements of natural
seiences. Heedless tu stress, there cen be no aprioricsl
verification of such statements. Very often, sthical anelysts
of the emotive type inelude in this "selentific” ethiecs amll
the acoounts of the frotual state of arfairs in different
societies, the customs and morss, or the psychologlionl condi-
tioning in regard to norms to whiech an individual has been
sub jected and the effects whieh such conditioning had on him;

Csrnap, Ayer and Heichenbech conslider such deseriptions %o be
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Galled ethlousl, bhough they wight Just as well belong to an«
thropology, suvolology and psyohology. 48 it was pointed out
before, the amotivists do not delegste statements of theue
eaquiries %o the resim of moan-sense., The question here is
simply this: Will these particulsr weans serve the assumed
end? %o answer it, all the natural and soscisl sclences zuy be
employed. But nothing could be sasid in justification of the
end itself; the fsot thet I adopt 1t, or that the majority of
the people adopt 1v, and thus meke it & value for me or for
us, Gows ROL Warreut & normstive conclusion that I or anyone
else should adopt that end.

¥We may 8180 have an anslytic ethiss, that is, ethics
conslsting of a systen of definitions., "e may define for
instance "good™ as "thet which is sonducive to the preserve-
tion of human race”. In the light of this defiuvition we mey
analyze the atsatewent, Prevention of disccse is good, in the
following manner: Af prevention of discuse 1s conduelve te
tae preservation of humen race, then the sbove statement is
trus}; if it is not so conduoive, the above stutement is false.
In this way we oan determiune g priori the truth velue of any
ethicel statement, 88 loug as we have an sthioel systen con-
aisting of a getwors of suck definitions of valustionsl terms.

But eommonly recognized as pesuliarily ethical state-
ments are those whose predicates denote maoral valuss, for

instance, Hurder is wrong, Truthfulness 1s good, ete. IPeople
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sommonly believe that uttering such sentences they are really
saying something, either about the objects ocut-~there, or at
least about thelr own psyehology. If somesone says to them,
Hurder is good, or, Truthfulness is bad, they baslisve to have
been contradicted in a way different from thet as they would
be when somecne said to them, No, Murder is not evil, or, HNo,
Truthfulness is not good; in other words, they belieove that
the contradiction is not merely tho result of & logicel nega-
tion of their statemsnts by the oppononis.

It is this type of statements which the emotivists
prollaim to be pseudo~statenents; statements which have a
correct gramusatical structure and for some reason or other
eleiming to express propositions, but which really do not ex-
press any propesitions. © According to the emotiviats, such
stateanente do not exproess anytbing whieh eculd be true or
false; the predicates employed in them do not refer to any
propexrty, neither in the object which such statement is gon-
aeived to charasterize in some way nor in the subject who pro=-
nounces such utterancas; velue predicetes do not add anything
to the content of such utierances. To say, Jtealinr nioney is
evil, is %0 say nothing umore than, Stealing moneyl!! - the

number of exclamation marks or the tone of the voine indloal-

6 In positivistic temminology, worls denote eoncepts,
statements express propesitions.
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ing that the utterer disapproves of such aotion, or that he
wants others to disapprove of 1%, or that he commandas them %o
disapprove of 1it, or thet he wants to persuade them to feel
about it the way he does,

On what baasis do the emotivists deny thet value state-
mnents express propositions? Is it that they achieved an in~
gight into the neture of such statements, an insight which
eliminates the contention of traditional moralists and of
people in sll times that ethicsl and mesthetic statements do
say something, give information about something, pronounce a
Judgment on something? Or is their position e loglesl outcoms
of their =zensist point of departure? Ayer oelaims the fomer,
but the numerous oritics claim the latter. ¥We shall see
later thet velue statements are excluded by emotivists on
the basis of the logleo-positivistie criterion of msaning,
regerdlieas of their claim that the emotive view is based on
g disinterested, neutrsl anslysis of value statements them~
selves. Thelr mistake lies in viewlng such statements in
relationship to & preconceived snd extremely nerrow coriterion
of meaning rather than in reletionship toc the experiences
to which such statements point and aboul which they claim

to say something.
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In order to sce better the novelty 7 end the nature of
emotive views, we should consider the possible analyses of
value statements and indicate how the emotive analysis differs
from others, Following the commonly mocepted, if not the
best, division of the types of ethieal snalysis into objeot~-
ive, subjective and emotive ones, we are very likely %o be
reminded of Comte's three stages of development of human mindj
hers too we are sucsgessively freed from objsotive values by
the second analysis and from the subjeective values by the
third amlysis; we are left only with meaningless nolsees not
differring in kind from interjections such as "Alasl®, "Ch,
ohl”, or sven from animal orles.

There are subdivisions, of ¢ourse, in each of the
threse types. Objeetive snalysis, for instanse, could be

either neturaliztic or none-naturalistic. The naturalisis rely

7 It is not unanimously admitted that emotive views
are novel. Professor ..K. FRANKENA of the University of
Michigan, for instance, suees the rocts of emotivism in the
British ¥oral Jentiment Sohool (3haftesbury, Hutcheson, Hume
et »); his colleague C.L. 3%3?3%565. a prominent emotivist,
on other hand, olsims the ume was & naturelist trying
to draw norms tive conclusions from the faot the most men have
& sense of bensvolence. 48 to agreement and dissgreement,
these philosophers may have correctly spprehended the agree-
ment or dissgreement in bellef, including the bdelief sbout
attitudes, but not thaet in attitude; yet 1t is precisely
this B ter disagreement whieh 13 essential to value Judgments,

I am inclined to agree with Professor STEV%ESGN in
considering emotivism a product of the present century - at
least in as far ss it hus been presented in terms of value
Judgments ses pseudo-judgments.
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on the faot that some individual, or group of individuals,
accept an action to be right or wrong, sen oblect good or bad.
4.0, EVING defines naturalistle ethics &s “the theory that to
say some actlion is right or some experience good merely means
that most men, or most meu in a certaein group, tend to have

a8 particular kind of feeling sbout it or that it tenda to the
satisfaction of most men's desires". 5 We may ask, howsver,
what normstive conclusions can we drsw from such deseriptions
of faet. 3uch desoriptions ers of importance to psychology
or soslology, but they do not contribute in the lesst to the
formition of normeiive Judgments. In ethics we ask, #hy
should I, or anyone else, or everyone, do this or that? The
fact thaet most pesople do it does not, in itself, justify the
should. 1t will likely point to the right direction until I
get my own insight intoc the nature of the case end understand
the eall of values, but it is possible that the majority is
WIong.

Ethical naturaliem, then, fails as far &8s normative
stetements are concerned. "The naking of a deseription, of a
statement, is a socliological or psychologicel fact. But the
description mede 1s to be distinguished from the fact that i%

has been mede., It cannot even be derived from this faet; for

that would mean that we can deduce 'Hapoleon disd on 3%,

8 A.C. BHING, The Definition of Good, New York, The
Maomillan Co., 1947, De 2.
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Heleone"™, from *'Mr. A4 stated that Kepoleon died on .3t. Helena',
which is obviously not possible™. 9

The none-naturalisis, 10

on the other hand, proclsaim
the chief ethical concept to be indefinsble and unanalyzsble.
Whereas the naturalists would point to the good, for instance,
whenever there was somsthing conducive to the greatest hap-
piness of the greatest number, the non-naturalists would say
that that whioh is conducive to the greatest happiness of the
greateal number might bs & good bhut that good as such osnnot
be exhgustively analyzed into thaet which is s0 conducive.

It i=s elear that in both cases we are dealing with
a property in the object, compound and definable in one cese,
and simple and indefinsble in the other. In faet we should
claasify as objeetive any theory whish maiatains that our
value Judgments depend in some way on the object outside,
or iphere in it.

Any objective view acocording to A.C. Ewing, oxcludes
the following three contentions conceruing ethieal judgments:
"{a} that they are not reslly judgements at all, (b) that
they are false or thet we are never justified in thinking
them true, (¢) that they are merely judgemsnts about one's

own psychological state or dlspositions. Any of these

9 Karl R. POPPZR, The Open Soelety and l1ts tnemies,
Princeton University Press, s P .

10 The non-naturalists are referred to by Rice snd
others as intuitionists, while the neturalists are slso

oalled npiricésts. Cf. vod. RICE, On Knowledge of Good
and Zvil, ps. 10. —
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three alternative views mey he ealled subjective. 11

This brings us to the second possible types of e~
thical enalysis, that is, the subjective types. Thesze rest
thelr olaim that value juldgnents =re judgmenis ebout subjscte
ive relstions on the well-known fact that the speaker is al-
ways involved end that different spsakers have 4ifferent
opinions about the smame objeot or astion. They commit the
fallaoy of reductionism by identifying the subjeotive elenent
in formulation of wvalus Judgments with the content of sush
Judgments. They say that the specker is nerely ssying some-
“thing about his own feelinga when proncuncing s value judg-
ment; he 1s not characterizing the objest in any way. In
Bwing®s words, "the simplest forx of the subjectivist view is
that aeeording‘;a whish ethical Judgemenis, though genulne
Judgements, assert only that the psrson who mekes the judge~
ment has or tends to have certain feslings. 'This is good or
right' on such a view becomes 'I have /or tend to have/ an
emotion of approval on considering this". 12

The eatesories of truth and falschood are appliocable
toc value stetemsnts: they are elthor true or false, depend-

ing on whether the sreaker at the time of stating his propo-

11 A.0. B¥ING, The Definition of Good, Hew York,
The Hacmillan Co., 1947, De 2.
12 2.0, BWING, Ops. clt., p. 4.
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sition really hed the type of feeling in question. ‘The dis-
agresment whioh may result between two speakers passing s
value judgument upon an objset or action does not conecsrn eny
property in the obleot or aetion in question but only their
attitudes towerds them. In faet, the contradiction is only
apparant because, as ¢.¥. Hoore polnted out 13 potn of the
speakers could be right, even though one says for sxample,
“Aboriion is evil" and the other says, "Abortion is good".
One is not putting in question the sasertion of the other;
he 1s not sontradicting him; he is just stating that he feels
differently from the other,

While both the objeotivists and the traditional sub-
Jectivists "asaimilate ethieal concepts to the logiecal cate-
goriez of 'propertiea' and 'subjeotive relations' respecti-~
vely the supporters of the imperative doctrine assimilate sll
sthical sentences to the cless of interjections - exclamstions,
e jaculations, commends and so on®. 14 rhese ancslysts whieh
we termed the emotivists, might be elassed as subjectiviats,
yet there is e very important point of difference which jus~
tifies them to have a sepsrate elessificetion: while the

subjeotiviats affirm that value judgments are genuine =~

13 Cf. his Zthies, Hew York, Henry Holt, 1812, Chapter
1I1I, and his article, "ihe Hature of loral Philosophy”, in

the Philosophical Studies, New York, Harsourt, Brace, 19282,
PPs 310-539,

14 3tephen Z. TOULMIN, The Pluce of Resson in ¥thies,
Cambridge University Press, 1950, pe 49.
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though not inforumin: us about %he vbjest but about the
apesker's feelinges towards the object -~ the emotivists con~
tend thet the speuker does not say anything, does not spesk
about anything, and that statements of value are pseudo-
statements. DPronouncing something 1o be valusble, the speaker
verbally expressed his feelings towsrds it; but he could have
expressed his fseliungs otherwine, though perhipes not so well
for communicating it to others. “hen & man says, "Lying is
wrong", he 13 not saying enything about lying, nor is he
saying asnytihing about his feelings towerds lying; he is
expressing thoss fealings in a way simllar to that when he
exclsims "2uchlt! upon = pain of stepping on a thorn, or when
he shouts 'Hurrvah!' in a baltle. %When he exelalms 'Ouehl' he
is not gonserned with persuading veople {o feel the way he
doss; when he shoute 'Hurrah!', he 1s coneernsd with per-
suading others; but in neither ouse ig he formulating a
Judaient about anything.

3. Toulmin considers enotive interprefstion as &
logieal conclusion to a dispute bet.cen the objectivists

ard the subjectivists:
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*When two people sre in ethical disagresment',
sald the first philosopher, 'they contradioct one
another. If they are to 4o this, there must be
something in the objeot they sre discussing for
them to contradiot one another about. Therefore,
goodness muet be a property of the ubjesct'.

‘Honsensel’ replied the second philosopher.
'Goodnons 1s no property of the objest. All they
are doing is expressing divergeni resctiouns to
the objsot: the contradiction is only apparent.
it 1s in thelr ettitudes towards the sbject, not
about any property of it, thet they dissegres’'.

'A plague on both your housesi' retorts our
third philosopher, You're both overlooking the
rhetorieal forece of ethicasl judgements. People
who have ethioul dissgrewsents are nob taliing
about eny property of the object either. The
truth of the matter is that they wsre not ‘talhing
anything', for there isn't anything for them to
'talk about' - ail they are doing ia answering
each other baock, and bringing pressure_ %o bear
on each other io behave dirferently'. 15

Phillip Blair Rice, a prominent scholsr of sonteupo-
rary ethiecs, speaxs of the Lirat two types of ethical ana-
iysis - the objective and the subjestive - as representing

all types of cognitivist positions - in contrasdistinction to

ethical non-cognitivists which are the emotivists and the

"Philosophors of Ordinary Language'” or "Oxford Fhilasophern"?s

15 Op. glt., pe H6.

16 ﬁgce equates tha emotive non-cognitivists with Lo~
giocal Posltiviste and the Ordinaryy language non-cognitivists
with Iuformalists. <f., (n Enowledwe of Good and Zvil, p. 10.
it seems to me possible, however, that en opponent of Loglcal
FYositivism wight consl.:tently hold emotive views if he sue-
cseded in isclating value judpments from the positivisd cri-
terion of meaning and =till find them what logical positiv-
ists consider them to be nanely ejaoculations, eommands,
persussive definitions, ete.
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This division i3 justifieble as long a3 we distinguish that
the term “"non~cognitivist” i1s not standing meraly for the
smotlve ethlocal anslysss, snd the term "cognitivist” for the
analyses wihlch cousider the cognitive part of ethiocal astate-
ments and the symbolic function of ethicel terms as primsry.

Comnon to &ll non-cognitivizsts iz the view that
"moral and other valuational Jjudgments should be interpreted
primexily 17 pg attempts, not to convey knowledge, but o do
something else. 18 However, when we consider how they eon-
ceivae this function of the value statomonts which goes be~
yond conveylngz iafurmation, ~ve ses thut thare are really two
schools of thought amwn; the non-sognitivistis.

Among the adhersnts of emotivism we nay count Rudolph
Caynap , Hans Melshe.bach, Allfred Jules Aysr and Charles
Lealie ~tevenaon who "has advanccd g modified form of this
position”. 19 To the second group we may count Ludwig
Wittgenstein, George X. kioore (in some respects), Utephen
Toulmin, Risherd .., Hare, Stuart Hesmpshlire, Margaret
‘sodonald, J.L. Austin, H.L.i. Heart and others.

Both types of mnon-cognltivists meintain that the besie
misteke of the cougnitivists consists in thet they treat

17 Italios mine! It should be noted that some emotiv-
istg admit that normetive ethicsl judgments sre not devoid of
information, though they still consider this funetion of
sonveying informetion to be sesondary.

18 p.0, RICE, 9p. oit., pp. B 1.
19 SkoBo R 3 F ] Qpb 3:1-15., P. go
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normative judgments as referring to properties at sll. To

the question, Is value a property? all the non-cognitiviets

give & negative auswer.

mean TO deny nol only that goodness is & mere propoerty, but

even that it is a property plus”. 20 They do admit thst

reference to properiies is involved in vzlue Judgmsnts, but

they dOo not admit that there 1s one single property which we

could sonsider as the stable core of deseriztive elemnsnts in

such judgmeats or ia the meaning of value terms.

The emotlivists eonsider any Gescriptive element in

ethical terms s hopsleasgly varieble znd the uniforsity of

thelr mesnings always depending on e non-cognitive factor.

Farthermnore,

there is no simple delining property of intrinsic
value, but any property can serve the purpose if
in the particular gase, we apyrove of it without
regard to the eonsequences of the object and try
to persuede others to a.prove of it also., JSmo-
tiviem, in its eruder formes, expresses the pre~
suppositions of the impressiocnistic eritic who
conducts the soul on an adventure emong mester-
pieces and does not try to analyze the propertics
which define the beautiful., It alsc voices the
attitude of the solid ocitizen who_sars, 'I don't
know 1f it's srt but I like 1it'.

18

#hillip 3. dice contends that "they

The Ordinery Language FPhilosophers, on the other hand,

rejeot the view that the mesning of value judgments is pre-

served by treating them simply aus commends, exc¢laxctions or

20 .3, HICE"%%’ git., p. 59.
21 Ibid., p. &
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expressions of wishes as the emoiivists do. They think thnt
the wmeanlng ol value judgments is over-sinplifisd if we,
having isoluted the oxpressive or imperative funotions of
languagse, oonsider than as a $ypleal sphere where such funo-
tion is exeuwplified in its purity. Adcsording to the infora~
aligts, "the important and sharapteriatic fupstions of & term
like 'good' or ‘'right'! may be t- feeilitate the performance
of a vask, or to rocc.auend an zetion, or to sscribe Yo some~

thlog or soueone a funation or an obligation”, 22

and not
merely 1o ventilet: speaker's smotions sad arousing them in
the hesarer.

Aaothar distinotion vaztvyeen the emectivists and the
inforzalists goncerns the guestion of "russcns” presented In
Justification of a valus Juwigment., Smotlivisa ssems o suggest
that anything goes, that aoy kind of reason which 1s apt to
move a hearer is relevant, =0 Informaliam, on the santrary,
triess to escape this relativism by saying thal nmen have @

direct, quasi-iantuitive awarensss of the nacessity to offer

22 B. P, RICE, oPe €1t., D« D
23 Charles i.fg%ﬁf@%ﬁg%, for instence, says: "“To
ghoose a definition 18 %o plead & cause, so long as the word

defined is strongly emotive®. (ithies and Langusge, p. 210).
The econtents of the definiens of an ethiecal term are not %o
be taken as chuaracterizing the objecet; they are chosen rfor
the sske of mere persussion. Apy defianitlon might be good
enough to persusde the hearsr; there are good and bad deli-
nitions only in relation to ithis end ard not in relation to
our knowledgzs of gocd and evil which, acoording %o emotivists
is not possible since objective good and evil do not exist.
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enly certaln kinds of recsons to validste our valuationsl
sonolusions. lie somehow distinguish “good ressons” from
"bead reasons™: aone of the properties to which these ressons
point are relevant and some irrelevant, "but thers is no
eomxmon and sysltemutic structure exemplified by the propertiesn
referred to, g0 that we eould hope %o express the desariplive
slexent lo & coherent bvody of theory, &s tho cognitiviasts
have assumed through their szearch for & set of compreheasive
principles®. 34

Having seen the charaoter of ethical snalysis in
general and the exzotive analysis in partisular we should
eonsider the setting in whieh this psouilsy 1nter§reﬁa&1&n
of value statements took rise and developsd to the prasent
wide-spread acsceptance by meny Anglo-American and even other
philosophers. In this oonnectiocn we should study The Meaning
gf Mesning by Ogden and Rishards and the Vienns Sshool of

Logical positivism.

24 b.P. AIGE, Ops 8ik., Pe 89.



CHAPTER 11
DESCRIPTIVE AND IMOTIVE FUHCTIONG OF LANGUAGE

The distinotion hetween the cosnitive and the inter~
Jectional, or between the symbolic snd the expressive use of
langusge was recognized by gremmarians and linguists long
before the appearance of Ogden and Richards' Mesn o
deaning. This is evident from the textbooks on synitax where
we find recorded a distinct part of speech ealled IHTERIJECTION.
"Oh*®, “Ha, ha", "Alss”, "(Cusgh", "Hurreh"”, eto., are classed
as interjectlions,

In this century - under the gensrsal pressurse of
semantic precocupation ~ the linguists sought to discover
what precisely the language ls snd whst Tunctiong of langusge
can bde distinguished. They found that much larger portions of
our language are iaoterjectional in charsoter than it had been
believed before and classed &s s comperstively iasignificant
part of speech. In fact, thsy found only two basls funetions,
one of which is the interjsctional or expressive. In the new
scheme, this divislon does not remsin merely by sepsrating
the inter jsotiona from other perts of speech; it runs sll
down the line from nouns and adjeotives to verbhs end adverbs.
There are only very few words such as highly technlcel terms
and perhaps some particles such &3 prepositions and conjunc-
tions that are devold of the interjectional or emotive charge;
all the others =re s amixture of exdiive and cougnitive elements,

in some preveiling the latter in others the former.
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What is language? According to Louis H. Grsy, lan-
guage 1s "any moans of expresaing emoticnsl or mental con-
¢epta by any living being or beings whatsoever, and of commu-~
nicating them %o, or reoeiviug them from, other living
beings®, !

In this definition ltzelf we already heve the basis
for the distinction between two types of languege - the emo=-
tive (lenmage affestif) end the loglioal or cognitive (langape
logigue). Purthermore, it is not acoidental that in Gray's
dafinition the mention of the smotional lenguege comes first:
it is first in reslity. The language of children, and espe~
elally the langusge of non~humen belngs, is emotive to 8 much
higher degree than the spesch of adult humsns. 2 Ve have in-
tellectual langusge proper oanly when spesker's intention 1is
to oomisunicate some ides which does not seek immediate and
tangible results. But though the emotive languege is chrono=
logically prior to the intellective, 1t does not disappesr
even in the most advanoed stagee of development, “It per-
sists”, Gray writes, "as a vital component in language of

the severest intellectuality”. )

1l Louis H. GRAY, Foundations of lLenguage, New York,
The iaemillsn Co,, 1239, p. 13.

2 Some linguists, ¢.g. 1.4, RICHARDS, even bslieve
that at first there wes no sysbolie &anguage: ".+e there sen
be no doubt that originally all langusge was emotive; its
soientific use is a later developmsnt, snd most languoge is
still emctive”., The Principles of Literary Criticism, New
York, Hercourt, Hrace, 1924, De 287

3 Louls . GRAY, op. olf%., p. 87.
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It s not an exaggeration to say that such extensive
and penetrating studies of the functions of language by lin-
guists and philosophers alike have recelved their impetus
from ths epooh-making siudy of meaning by Ugden and Richards.
Thelr Msanine of Meaning first eppesred in 1923 snd has re-
gelved many reprints. The following pessage is quoted by
almost every emotivist as & kind of indisputeble fact whigh
Juatifies his peoullar snalysis of value statementa:

"Good"” is alleged to stand for r unique, unana~-
lyzable concepi... This peculiar ethical use of
"good" 1s ws suggest, a purely emotive use. When so
used the word stands for nothing whetever, and has
no syubolic funotion. Thus, when we 0 use it in
the sentence, "This is good™, we merely refer to
this, and the eddition of "is good" makes no ¢iffer-
enco whatever %to our reference. %When on the other
hend, we say "This 1s red®, the addition of "is red”
10 "this” does symbolize an sxtension of our refer-
ence, namely, to some other red thing. 3But “is
zood"” has no somparsble bolic function; it serves
only as aan emotive sign sxpressing our esttitude to
this, and perhaps evoking similar attitudes in other
persons, or inciting them to setions of one kind or
another... 0Of course, if we define "the good” as
"that of which we spprove of epprovinz®, or give
any such definition when we say "This ls good”, we
shall be msking an assertion. 1t 1s only the ine
definable "good™ whieh we suggest 0 be a purely
emotive sign. The "scomethling more" or "something
alse” whioh, 1t is alleged, is not covered by any
definiziun of "good®™ is the emotional aura of the
word.

Ascording to Ogden and Rioherds, when we use words

symbolically, we make statemanis - “"the recording, the

4 C.X. 0GD2RY, and I.A. 3ICHARDE, lMeaning of Meaning,
Hew York, Harcourt, Brace, 1936, p. 125,
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support, the orgenization and the communication of refer-
ences™, 5 When we ua@e words emotively, on the other hand, no
references are diroctly involved, for we strive in this case
merely %o sxpress our feelings or sxolte feelingzs snd atti~
tudes in others. To exemplify the difference, "If we say
*The height of the Ziffel Tower is 900 feet', we ars making
a statement, we are using symbols in order to rsoord or com-
municate a reference, and our symbol is true or false in s
striet sense and is theoretiocuslly verifisbls., But if we say
‘Hurrahl' or ‘'Poetry is a spirit' or 'lian is a worm', we way
not be making statemsnts, not even false statements; we are
m0oat probably using words merely to evoke certain attitudes”.®
Since we mey be using the same sentence symvooliecally
on one oceasion and enotively on the other, and since two men
may be uzing L6 same utierance differently at the same time,
how 49 we determine the particular funotion? The two authors
answer: "The best test of whether our use of worxds i essen~
tially symbolle or emotive is the gquestion -~ 'Is this true or
Talse in the ordinary strict scientific sense?' If this
guestion i3 rslevant when the use is symbolie, if it is cleare

ly irrslevant then we have an emotive utterance®. 7 We may

5 isani of Meaninx, p. 149.
& 1d.4 P 49.
7 ;L;g., p. 150,
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utter certain words, phrases or sentences for the sake of
raferences, or for the sake of evoking attitudes. Our sim
will determine and at the smome $ime reveal the particuler
function.

The question comes $o us, Vhat ere $rath snd falsehood
*in the ordinary striet scientific ssense®™? The two authors
enswer: They are quslitiss of statements whigh purport to
comnunioate a reference: 1if the reference is such a2z & state-
ment affiras it to be, then that stetemsnt is true; 17 the
reference i3 not such then thet statement is false. 4nd in so
far as any stetenent is made %0 communicate something it can
be and indeed must be elther true or false. This is The
seientific or symbolie use of statements and only hers may ve
speak of truth aand falscehood of atatements in a "siriet” sense.
If & genuine stetement is {true, it has aghieved its end: 1%
dorrectly comnunicated the reference; 1f & genuline statensnt
is fulse, it i3 & falilure, it has not achieved its end, i%
is self-defeoating.

Sometimes we may use = at leust Richards seems %o
maintain s0 in his iPrinciples of Literary Criticiam - genuine

statements in certain sontexts in such a way as to evoke
different xinds af Peelings, but insofar as they are directed
towards this end, thelr truth or Talsehood is not importeqty;
thet 13 to say, we may use true or felse stetements effeat-

ively towards evoking feelings and attitudes. Ve can spesk
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of truth and falschood only when woe consider such statements
symbolically, but we cannot do o when we consider them 1o be
used enmotively,

In the emtive sphere we may speak only of success oy
failure of the spesiver's intention to shange or oreats feel~
ings. Whoreas in sciense false statements do not zchieve
their gomrl, in the sphere of asction false statenents may
achisve 1t. “For sclentifioc use of language a difference in
the references is ltself s failure: the end has not been
attailned.But for emotive langusse the widest differences in
references arse of no importance if the further cfleots in
attitude and emotion are of she required kind". °

It is posalble to express Teelings snd to vreste thenm
in others by completsly meaningless phrases, by ceriain sounds
end gestures, by lsoleted emotively charged terus. However,
it iz much more comnon %o aschieva this by statements » prew
ferably true ones - which do have a r2ferenae but which ears
not made for the sake of communicsting thet referense but
for expressing and ovoking fealings. %o quote Rlcharxds
again, “Heny arraagements of words evoke aftitudes without
any reference being required sn route. They operate like
musigal phrases, But uspually references are involved ss

oonditions for, or stages in, the ensulng development of

8 I.i. RICHARDS, Principles of Literary Criticis:,
Hew York, dargourt, Brace, s De e
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attitudes, yet it iz 2till the attitudes not the refersnces
whieh are lmportant, It matters not at all in such omses
whether the refsrences sre true or false., Their sle function
is to bring about and support the stiitudes which are the
further responsc™. 2

We may &=k hore: The responses $0 whai? If refer-
ences are net isportant, 17 sven mere nonreforential phrases
and combinstions o words cen svoke feelings and stiitudss,
to what ure we renlly responding? Hichards might ssy that we
aeTe rosponding to an objeet which those ueaningless phrases
presented to our imggination. If g0, ther those nonreferent-
iel phrases are not 8o mesningleass after all. Richards ap~-
prehanded sorregtly the nature of sthical and acathetic
"fealings™ a8 responses, but he provided us with no objeet
to which we are suppesed $o respond,

Hot only an 9bject is presupposed but also sur grasp
of its importance, its velus. An element of intellectunlity
is present in our inwaerd and outwurd, silent or verbvel res-
ponses in the reslms of ethics and acesthetics. Meaningless
phreses, ocertain sounds, gestures, end tones of volece by the
speskoer in fece of an object might mske us pay nttention to
it, reflect on it, atudy it; false Judgmentas about that

object mizht deceive us; but pur response will always be

9 LTohe HIU 33}."&{}:);}’ SPs Qito, &57 €.
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proportioned in guality and iunteasity Lo our perception of
that objoest. On the psychologlesl level our resgponse will be
sdequate if we amct genuinely upon the snowledge of the cbjeot
and our perception of its value; on the exiclogiosl level,
our responses will fall short of adequascy insofsr us we have
not completely grasped the nature of the object and 168 iwm~
portance or insofar a8 we have begn dessivod by {else judg~
menis, by our clouded vision of the world of values, by our
own negligenase, and 0 on,s The nature of values demands an
sdequate response on this axlological level, but we are in

en egoocenirio predicamuent that we have o ast on the othery
level; although we do Enow at the same tlme thet we should
dtrive for an sxhaustive Knowledge of values and for an upe-
goandi tlonal resdiness to respond to the c¢all of vaiues,

The Tole of "subjeetivity™ in veliue Prespunses as well
as the distinetion beitwesn the axiological and the payehow
logicsl maspeat of such responses ls cloarly brought out by
Professor voa Eildebrand: "To prefer s higher to & lesssr
good conatitutes the most eszeutial correspondence hetween
the value and the res.onse, and ons which from the moral
point of view plays the grestest role. The pure value res-
ponse will always be imported in & degree corresponding to
the rank of the value... it must be stressed however thet
all these necessary relations between the value on the ob-

ject side and the inner word of the value response exist
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only insof.r as ths value has been grusped and understood,
and not necessarily with respoect to the velue whieh the object
possusses in reality". 10

The iantentionality of value reaponse, that gap whiech

divides the gonselousness of an objoet and its qualities on

the one hand, and our response to it on the other, mekes
some of Ogden's and Bleherds'® statewments inconceivable; when
they write for iastance, that "1t is not nesessary to Know
what things are in order to tske up fiittiag attitudes to-
wards them..." 11 we spontaneously ask, Vbat are we respond-
ing to? and Yhat ls the thing toward whioh vwe teke up a
fitting attitude? Ve nust first gresp the sudblimilty of
Beethovoa's Hinth Oymphony in order to be moved by it and
respond snthusiastleally to it. Ve must flrst gresp the
pasure of injustice in order to sssume sy vititude to 1it.
But the reductionlstic myth of the "selentific”™ pseudo-phi-
losophy i1dentifies object with vur reepovase o it, "the
sublimity of Jecthoven's ;iinth Symphony, which we gresp, with
our expericnce of woinyg moved by 1t or euthused by it”,. iz
There is & positivistic assumption in Cgden end

Richards’ interpretation of the funoctions of leuguszge, namely

10 Dietrieh von HiLDEBRAND, Christiau Bthigs, HNew
York, David :okay Co., 1953, Ds B09s

11 C.il. Q@DEN and I.A. RICUHARDS, Meaning of Meaning,
p. 159,

12 vietrich won HILDB#alD, Shristian Bthies, p. l28.
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the sssumrtion that we cennot spesk of reslidy but only about
slassas of sanse-perceptions (which we eonaidsr them as ob~
Jeots and give they different nemes), snd about our poticing
gertain Ieelinrs 8nd expressing them. Sgiences, sccording

to thewn, ocan xive us knowledzme, buti no 'vision of reality'}
the oriterion of this knowledge ig its usefulness, Ithies,
asathetica, relirion and metephysics cannot give us eny kind
of knowlsdge. They write: "It ought to be imposaible to
pretend that any seientific statement csn give & more inspipr-
ing or & more profound 'vision of rezlity' thsn another. It
ean be more ganersl or more useful, and thet iz mll. On the

ether hend, 1t ought to be imposaible to talk about roetry

.‘ o

or relimion as thourh they were crmable of giving 'knowledge!
On their view, to speak of seientific knowledge of reslity
is Just ng non-sensionl as it is to spesk of myaticsl revela-
tions or meisphysical intultions, dense data are the ulti-
mate clemsnts «hout which we can apeak sansa.

Yet surely, if thelr view were so avident as they seem
to imply, hov 13 1t coneclivable that the world had to wais
for them tn diseover this? Thelr answer, by implinstion is:
Almost a1l of the traditionsl philosophers ss wall as the
gommon sense of all times were miataken and we aYe rivhd.

This duception of the whole tradition, hovever, is essily

13 $.X. OCGEY and I.. RICH 25, Meganines of Meaning,

Ds 158.
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explainable and humanly justifiable for "the temptation to a
philosopher when conserned with & subjeot in whioh he feels
a passionate interest to use all the words whish are most
likely to atiract attention and excite belief in the importe
ance of the subjeot is almost irresistible”. 14 oOgden and
Riohards, on the other hand, seax %o conslder themselves
strictly ss snalysts, that is, disambodied spirits exemining
our language, at least whan theyspeek professionally. Their

motto is supposed Vo be: jinveniatur veritas, pereat mundus.

From the above guotation, it seoms that they believe
that the treditionsl philosophers and all the people on the
level of cowmuon sensze are using "the words which are nost
likely to attract attention snd exeite belief in the import-
ance of the mud jeot” without sctually believing in what they
say. Thia, 1 think, is unzroundsd and contradicted by
experisnge: one night use ococnvenient words to deeceive others,
but he knows that he is tyying to develve; wheress in the
case of metasphysicians, morslists and theoleglans, this
simply is not the case., These people might conceivably be
degelived themselves -~ not by words but by consideration of
facts - but they ;annat be accused of intentionelly deceiv-~
ing everyone - inoluding themselves. I think we osn trust

then et least as much as we gan trust Ogden and Hichards

14 0.8, SGUAN and I.a, RICGHARDS, Heaning of Meening,

pe 157.
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and other semanticists that they believe they are seying
something when making a stetement end that they believe %o be
true what they say. At least they intend to speek, and be=
iieve $hat they are speaking, of something. This is evident
from the faet that one often tries %o contradict snother in
regard to some faet - which would meke no sense if they be~
lieved that thelr statements carry no more referential weight
than for instance interjections liks "Ouehl™ or "alas!” and
the criea of animals,

Perhaps Ogden and Riehsrdes would not insist on saying
that moralistzs and somuon sense people are merely trying to
persuade someone aboul something they do not believe; perhaps
they would phrase thelr analysia in such s way as to show
that people rsally intend %o spesk, Dut thet in reelity they
should not do s2 sines they are using languaee in a non-
reforsntisl mode when speaking of values, reslity and the
supernatural world., But surely, 10 say to everyone that he
should not intend to apeak of beautly, murael values, reality,
eto., or that he should not think thet he is saying anything
when speaking of such objects, seems to me & little naive.
Yet this is precisely what Ogden and Hichards as well as all
the esmotivista who proclaim metaphysical and axiologicsl

judgments to be pseudo-judgments, are really saying.
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We do not deny the importsnce of distinguishing the
symbolle and the emotive funotlons of language; we resdlly
grent this prise de gonselience of emotive functions s one of

those greal discovsries which make up the philosophis
perennis. But we do deny the artifioiel separution of the
gogaitive or symbolic and the emotive functions. ¥e oppose
Ogden's and Hichards' standpoint which suffers both from this
artificial ssparation of the two funsetions of language and
from a crude form of selentism which raveals itself especislly
in their precncoupation with the symbolic funetions. Two
passages from Thomas C. Pollock's oritique of the Meaning of
Keaninz may be quoted prolfitably in this conneotion. Nr.
Pollock says: "... I do not find adegquate theory of the uzes
of langusge whieh requlres us 1o assums that ln more complex
poens - in '"Trollus and Cresside', for example, or 'Paradise
Lost' -« the worda are used primarily to produce effects in
emotion and attitudes, with snythiog else evoked by the poem,
including intellectusl processss, at most contributory to
these effects...” 19

Not onrly ¥ollock but elsc such prominent positivists

as Stevenson snd Blaex, &8s well ss the philosophers of

15 "4 Theory of “euning asnalyzed: A Critigque of

1.4, Richards® Theory of Languege” in The Second American
Geggreas on Genera% yemanties (4. KSNUTG, ed.) énicaéaf"
natitute o aner

¥
Temantios, 1945, p. 435.
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Ordinary Lenguagze, who could conveniently employ Ogden snd
Riohards' distinetion in their ethical and asesthetic qualify
1t. Thus Max Black writes in his Critical Thinking: "Cne

and the same utterance may convey fzotumrl information (true
or false}, embody amesthetic insight, express sveial conforme

ity, and 4o a number of other things sll) &t the seme time.

For this reason, sny attempt %0 isclate "pure" types of lane
guage uses (sush as "seientific™, “postie”, “ceremonial"™,
end 80 on} would be of little help to us". 18

If this mistake of tight isolation of ths two func-
tions of language is serious and disasstrous to value state-
ments if they sre assigned to this isoclated emotive realw,
we may de dissalisflied with the snalysis of language in the

Heaning of usaning even more when we find thet it suffers

&lao from sclentistic prejudices: 1t f{e praoscupied with
the symbolic functions and jJjudgling everybthing from the
point of view of knowledge which, mecording to positivists,
ig found only in the cognitive realn.

48 Pollock observes:

16 Mex HLACK, Critsical Thinking, New Yori:
Prentice~Hall, 1952, p. 1686, '
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#re Richards' sentral theory of the uses of language
has grown out of & controlling intervest in the pro-
blens of scientific or 'symbolis' communication.
The general strusture snd the key-terms of the
theory are designed for the anslysis of the so-
called ‘symbolio' use of langusge. As & gonssquence,
the definition of the 'non-symbolie! or 'emotive'
use is forced to mocommodate i1tself to the theo-
retical position whieh remains. T he resulting
analysis of the 'emotive' use, which scerteinly is
intended to include puvetry and apparently also
'other litersry axgerianees' is slmost inevitebly
unsatisfactory.

The authors of the Heaning of leaning are of course

very eager to point out that no eveluation of any funetion of
language is involved in thelr aenslysis; that is to say, thot
the fa¢t thaet Knowledge 1s assoociated exclusively with the
symbolie funation does not imply thet norsl, assthetic, mets~
physieal and religious spheres, which are closely sssoolated
with the emotivs functions and consequently csnnot be ssld

to belon: to the realm of knowledge, are classified asa
inferior disciplines. They stress firmly that their analvysis
shows merely what are scientific and what are morsl, aesthe-
tios, metaphysical and religlous utterances; whiech of them
convay informstion, and which of them express somethlno of
the speaker's emotional astate. Yet, it scens to we, & classi-
fication of our athical, sesthetic, metaphysical, and theo-
logicel statements as nonsense, that is, as mere smotional

exhorsat lon, can hardly be itaken otherwise then es & conplete

17 T.0. POLLOCL, ODe cite, DpP. 434.
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eradication of thenm, for if such stetements do not meke sense,

they have not achieved their purpose and no one would con=

tinue to make them.

The fact that their approsch is fevoring the sym-
bolic fumction would not be s0 serious if they d4id not
eguate this funection with the statements of positive
aclences exclusively. Having snnumerated different symbolie
roles that lenguege has to perfom they write:

Besides this referential use which for all

reflective, intellssctual use of 1ag§%agg should
be paramount, woarde have other functions ¢
may be grouped together as emotive... The impor~
tance of the emotive aspsots of speach is not
thereby minimized, &#nd anyone chiefly concerned
with populsr or prinitive speoch might well be
led to reverse this order of spprosch,. Heny
difficuldlies, indeced, arising through the bLeha-
viour of words in discussion, even among sclent-

izts, foree us at an surly =stagze to take into
azsount these 'non-gymbolic' influences. 18

If that type of referential use which they conceive
t> be the only one that is referential should be parsmount
for "sll reflective, intellsctusl use of language®”, we would
not heve any knowledge whatsoever besides that which the po-
sltive sciences are cepable of glving us. There is sccording
to them n¢ knowledge in the light of finel ceuses; no knoww-
ledge of right and wrong; no revesled Knowledge; there sare

only provisional hypotheses which coneern the observed

18 C.ie OGDER and I.A. RICHARUS, oD, cite, pe 10.
Italics mine!l
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sense~data, and anaelytic statemsnte whioch &re true or false
by definition. Jdverything else is were exhortetion of foel-
ings and emotions - be it 8 theologleal dogms, s metaphysiocal
intuition, sn aesthetic or ethical iasight, or a sinmple
snimgl ory.

A logliem] development of this position into sxireme
value relativism ie Tound in Rienards’' Prineciple of Litersry

griticism. The guestion is raised, Vhat is value? 1In ssking
this question we are not trying to find out whet ere some
ultimate values but what is the eriterion by which we can pro-
claix an objeot valusbile. Is valae a property of cbjects?
Is it something out-there, indepsndent of ouxr thinking and
wishingz, or does 1lts existence depend on us in some way?
kishards answers: “anything is veluable which will satisfy
&n appetenagy Zﬁéaire -~ gonscious or even uaaonsaicqé? without
involving the frustration of some eguel or more important
appetenoy”. +9 4nd further: "The importence of an impulse
/éppetency or aversion/ cen be defined .. es the extent of
the disturbancs of other impulses in the individuel's
activities whieh the thwarting of the impulse involves®. 20
One oould acouse Richerds of deserting the emotive

position propounded in the {eaning of Hdeaning and boeoming e

naturalist since "X is vsluable" seems to be for him equi-

19 X.a. llindDs, Principles of Literary Critiocism,

Pr 4B,
20 Ibid., p. Bl.
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valent to "X will satisfy more eppetencies than it frustra-
tes"., Charles L. Stevenson ecouses him so, at least insofar
es Richerds' definition of velus is oconcerned. o Yet, by
saying that valus ia that whieh sstisfies more appetencies,
one does not commit himself to the view that somsthing is
valuable bsosuse most people, or because I most of the time,
think that it sstisfles more appetenocies than it frustraies;
he only sommits himself to the view that something is
veluable beesuse ~ and only so long &s - he desires it, or
because - and only so as long a3 ~ sonmebody desires it.
Consequently 1t is possible thet two apparently sontradiet-
ory statements such aeg, Hurder is bad, snd, Murder is good,
both be true in the sense thet I expressed feelings towards
the same objeot on two different ocoesions as my emotional
constitution compelled me to do. 4nd this is a purely
emotive position.

This type of subjectivistio relativisn denles to
value any objectivity: value ia that which is desired by
someones, and it is value %o someone else only insofsr as 4t
is desired by someone else. If truthfulness is e velue %o
most peopls, it mey or may not be & value to me. There is

no quastion of oounting the pros and the ¢ons in order to

21 Cf. E%%;aa and Language, Yale University Press,
1944' PO a*lli -
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determine a velue - as it would be necesseary if Richards'
position were natursliastic,

Richaxds realizes thet our langusge is not a good
tool for such subjectiviastic views; thet is is deceptive if
his snalysis of value is correct; that the truth about values
&nd value judgments was so diffigult to discover preecisely
because of the deceptiviiy of our*ianguags. He writes in
his Principles: "Ye are sccustomed to say thaet e ploture is
beautiful, instead of saying that it osuses sn experisnce in
us which is valuable in certain ways. The disgovery that
the remasri, "Thizs is besutiful', must be turned around and
expanded in this way before it is anything butl a mere noise
signalling the faet that we approve of the picture wss a
great and diffieult schievement”. az

Riehards does not seem to realizZe, however, that even
in his supposedly detsched, completely neutral and purely
anelytical azccount of valus stetessnts, certaln ewareness of
objective value is presupposced., He writes for instsnee that
in eritically discussiag & poenm, "we may be talking about
the exrtist's experience, such of it ss is relevant, or about
the experisnce of a qualified resder who made no mistekes,
or about en ideal and perfect resdsr's possidble experience,

23

or about our own actual experignce”. Kow, what experience

i8 'relovant'? If value does not depend on anything than

22 I.A. RICHARDS, Principles of Literary Criticism,
23 Ibid., p. 2886,

p. 80,
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desire, then sny experiense of desire, or its satisfection,
should be good enough. Whet 1s a gqualified resder? Does an
intereat in artistic or moralistic literature make one gqua~-
1ified, sspecially when we sonsider Richards' view thst in
this sphere no matter how nmuch literature we have digested,
we have had nothing %o do with knowlsdge? Is a gualified
reader not one who has himsell schieved certaln insights into
the realm of vslues, one who knows something about the nature
of values and disvalues, their conditions for realization in
aotual life, and so0 on? Furthermore, what does it mesn, on
Richards' own view, t0 speak of "meking nistekes” if no
value utterance expresses anything which could be said to bhe
true or fTalse? It is precisely beocause the veluational dige
gourse is not outaide the category of knowledge that it meims
sense to speak of "making mistages”. TFinally, Yhat 1is an
"idsal and perfect reader's™ experisnce of value? This
phress again presupposes thet there is such s faoct as cogni~-
tion of vslues and that some gsognitions fall short of
perfection,.

viith all its Cflaswe and fallacies, Ogden's end Richards'
views have been sdopted by meny positivistic ethical ana-
lysta to account for thelr own exelusion of value judgnents

from the domein of "sense™ on the basis of the positivistie
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eriterion of wmeaning, What was not offered by the authors

of the Heaping of Meaning, namely, the explloit positiviatio

system, was invented by the Vienna Circle end its remnants

after the Dispersion of 1933.



CHAPTER IIX

DEVILOPMENT OF THL ZIOTIVE ANALYSIS
BY BiE VIENUL3EZ CLRCLE

Soon after the close of the First ¥ orld War a
school of philosophy arose in Viemna, though its menmbers
verbally deny thet 1t is a philosophicel school or thst any
philosophical theses are propounded by it. To avoid the
guestion whether it is a schocl of philosophy we ahall rsfer
to this zroup of thinkere as members of the Vienna Circle;
what this Circle is will be alear from the aciivitles of
its nembers. What especially interests us is the pronounce-
ments of the Circle on philesophy, in particular the value
theory, and we shall not specifically consider whether these
pronouncenents themselves could be sald to be philosophlosl.

1. BHPIRICAL TRADITION AT VIRNRA. The University
of Vienna hed & long tradition of empirical snd metaphysieal
thought. It was especlally inspired by the empirical and
utilitsrian elements of yrﬂgresaivé thought in Zngland ever
sings the second half of the nineteonth century brought more
apadenic liberties to the universities of the Austiro-
Hungarian empire, Thus we find there Thomas Gompers who
lectured from 1869 to 1880, The femous mechanist Zrast
Mach was assoecianted with the Univeraity for four years (1881-
1864 and 1865), succesded by Professor Boltzman (1902«6)

ané other lesser defendsnts of traditional empiricisn,
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Paralleling the empirical line was a strong attempt
to revive the Aristotelisn and 3oholustic logisc: Bolzano,
Brentano, H8fler and Meinong were lenders in this sttempt.
Yet they never sucscesded in extinguishing the Humean and
Comtsan spirit.

When Bertrand Russell and Ludwig Wittgenstelin pu-~
blished their main works, they were greeted warmly and stud-
led carsefully by meny im Vienna. Especislly coertain physioc-
ists and mathematliclans were impressed by Russell's
"solentifie” philoscphy, by his attempts to find the founda-
tions of mathematies in logie, and by his treatment of the
conoepts of natural scisnce. Wittgenstein's Tractatus, on
the other hand, diregted their sttention tu the uses of lan-
guage and the problews of "sense®, "nonsanse” and communice-

tion. The Heaning of MNeaning helped them in this latter way,

too, though suriosusly enough it is not ecknowledged by thenm
often except in connccotion with the problers of value
Judguents,

2. THE "THURSDAY SEMINAR™. When Moritz 3ohlick wes
appointed professor of philosophy in 1922 he desired to have
e discussion group of professors and atudents which would try
to delimit philosophizing to a legitimate sphere; for he
thought that many treatises in the history of philosophy were
written begause questions wers asked wronily or sven illee

gltimately eand beszuse the question of verifisbility of
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philosophical statements was not deemod important, Schllok
succeeded in forming a group whieh met in the =zo~ocalled
*Thursday Seminar" and published periocdiocally the offieisl

voice of the group, irkenntniss, Juccess wes slmost ilome-

diate, at least in so fer &3 the participants wers conocsrned.
In spite of the fact thaet the members were both professionul
philosophers as well as natural and soeial sclentists
differing on many points, one could see the general program
in the making.

The general view of the group is charscterized by e
soientific outloox. There is no intention to make specoial
philosophical assertions; on the contrary, there is a denial
of the posaibility of =meking philosophieal assertion thet
would be genuina. There is an explicit asttemnt to harmonize
the conclusions of natural and social seiences, to clarify
the specific congepts of those sciences, to pass for know-
ledge only that which 1s communicable to others and to
¢reate & neutral symbollie langusge of a& unified soioence.

The aim and work of thaese thinkers is very excellent-
1y summarized by Msx Bleck: "The analytic method adopted by
the Vienneae oirole oulminetes in the judgment thet there
are distinotive philosophicel problems. Speculative phi-
losophy muat be transformed into & new methodology, the
analysis of lingulstio forms... Their chief oconcern is to

sonsolidate the achievements uf selentific diseovery by
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snalysing the limitations and eassential struoture of the lan-~
guage in whioh all knowledge must be expreassed”. 1

Among the prominent members who participated at one
time or another in the "Thursday Seminar" are, in addition
to the animating spirit, Moritz, 3chlick, the soclologist
0t$0 Neurath of Vienne, the physiecists Rudolph Carnap and
Phillip Frank of Prague, Hans Reilchenbkaoh of Berlin, Alfred
Tarski of ¥arsaw, and Professoyr Sscheffer of Harvard. 2

%¥hen the group was dissolved in 19.3, 1ts members
led to the free world snd continucd their work there, espe-
cially im U.3.4. If we be permitted to spssk of the
Viennese Cireole tradition of today, we should a&dd %o the
original lizt of meubers at least the Znglishman Russell and
the Frenchman Longevin; we should alsoc mention the interna-
tionel journal, Philosophy of Jglenee, and the British pe-
riodical, Analysis, to indicate the recent published contri-

butions of the type chartered in Vienns before Sohlick's

1 Max BLACK, "Introduction®™, in Rudolph Cernap's

The Unity of Solence, London, EKeagan raul, Trench, Trubner
an GD., 4. Pe »

2 Johlick was asasssinated in 1838 by one of his
former students who was psychologically unbalanced. Carnep
ecame %0 the United Statos and taught for seversl yesrs ot
the University of Chicago; now he succeeded the late Hans
Reichenbach at the University of California in lLos ingeles.
Frank is assoclated with the Physios Department of Harvard

University. Tarski and sheffer are still leoturing in
the United States,
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death. This tradition is now more scommonly referred %o as
logical positivism, or logiosl empiricism.

3. SOURCES OF LOGICAL 1 JUSITIVIiie Among the in-
fluences which moulded the views entertained by the members
of the Viennese Circle and their followers we should siress
partioculerily two: Hume, snd Wittgenatein. A4n acute ethioel
eritic even states thet logioal positivists in faet "may be

3 ana

regarded as having reverted to the views of Hums”.
reading Carnap, one eould indeed agree with this, OCarnap
quotes Humé's famous paregraph from the Baguiry: "It seems
to me, that the only cbjeots of the abstract scilences or of
damonstration are quantity and number... All othsr enquiries
of nmen regard only matter of feet and existence; and these
are evidently incapable of demcnstration... When we run

over libraries, persusded by these principles, what havoe
must we mexe? If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity
or achool metaphysics, for instance, let us ask, Does it
gontain any absiract ressoning soncerning guantity or number?
Ho. Does 1t contein any sxperimental reasoning congerning
matter of faot end existence? No. Commlt it then to the
flames: <for it can gontain nothing but sophistry and

iliusion®.

3 8ir . David ROYS, Foundabions of ithigs, Oxford
Clarendon Presa, 1839, p. 3. C Mithieam, Oxford,
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Then Carnsp says: "We agrec with this view of Hume,
which says -~ translsted into our terminology - that only
the propositions of nethematios end emvirical science have
sense, and that all other propositions are without sense”. 4

Yet it would be a mistake to think that logleal
positivists merely endorsed, and perhaps improved on, Hume.
Their position can hardly be separsted from that of
wittgenstein, though they ere reluctant to accept some of
his teachings. o By most logieal positivista he is aceclaim-
ed a2 one of the founding fathsars of their criterion of
meaning. His views on logiecal truth, on metaphysics end
on ethics lent themselves very well to their purpose.

Thet which has sense, Wittgensteln says, are pro-
positions; they can be true or frlse., But there are no

philosophical propositions. To quote from his Tractatus:

4 Rudolph CARNAP, Phi%o&aphx and lLoglcel Jyntax,
London, Heagen Peul, Treneh, Trubner &nd (O, L95G.
John LAIRD slso considers Hume's philosophy to be amenable
to 8 logloo-positivist transletion: "Je ask any philoso-
phical volume whether it treats firstly of logloel syntax
end vooabulery, or, segondly, of an empiriocelly verifisble
plece of natural solence. If not we cormit it to the

flames", Hecent FPhilosophy, London, Thoraton Butterworth
Ltd., 1938, pp. 154 f.

5 Wittgenstein's Treetatus, savys a prominent schol:r
in analytic philosophy ~ Wadvanced a theory of the nature of
logical truth... and a view of motephysics and ethica which
was qulte oongenial in outlina to positiviats™. Morton
AHITE, Th % e of Anelysis, Hew York, The New American

8rY, 3 Do .
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"The totelity of true propositions is the tota)l natural
solence (or the totality of the natural sciences)". and
"Philosophy is not one of the natursl sciences”. Fhllosophy
has nothing to say about the world. Nor is the structure of
the world an objest of philosophy. “"The object of philosophy
is but the logiloal clarificetion of thoughts... Fhilosophy
is not a doetrine but an astivity... A philosophioal work
eoneists esssntially of elusidations”. 6

But now, let us comsider with larl Popper one of
wittgenstein's sentences, for sxample, tPhiloscophy is not a
doetrine but an aetivity'. “Surely", Popper ssys, "this is
not s sentence belonging to & 'total nstural soience (or the
totality of the natursl sciences)'. Therefore, acocording %o
Jittzenatein, it cannot belong to 'the totality of true
propositions’. On the other hend, it is not false propo~
sition sither (since if it were, its negeti .n would have %o
be true, end to belong to netural seience}. Thus we arrive
at the result that it muat be ‘*mesaningless® or 'senseless’
or *aonsensical’; end the same holds for amost of Wit gens-
tein's prepositions™, 7

This self-defesting consequence 1s saeen even by

%ittgen2tein himself and stuted towcrds the end of his

6 Ludwig WITTGRNGTLIN, Tractatus Logico~Philouso~
htcugivgondon, Keugan Paul, Trenech, Trubner and Co., 19Z8,
PP- .

7 RKarl PUFPPER, The Dpen Soclety snd lts #nemlss
Princeton University rress, §§Eﬁ, De égz, ne. oL (1), ’
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Traoctatus in the following sentence: "y propositions are
elucidetory in this wey: he who understands me finally
recognizes them as senselesse...” 8

It is interesting to note that Wittgensteln wes not
admitting here a failure of his tremtise to solve the problem
of meaning. He believed that he had nohieved something with
his senseless propositions, for in the Preface %o the
Trectatus he c¢laims: "The truth of the thoughts communisated
here seems to me unsasailable and definite. I em, therefore,
of the opinion that the probdlems have in essentials been

finally solved". 1In other words, he bellieves, unjustifiably

on his own premisses, "that we can camnunicsate unassailebly

and definltely true thoughts by way of propositions whiah

are sdmittedly nonsensical, and that we can solve problems
'finally' by propounding nonsense".

4, s LOGLCO=POSITIVIST J4IT AIod OF ¥ anING Axp THY
#HOBLEM OF VSrIFICATION. In spite of "itigonstein's feilure
to justify e purely analytic approach to the problems of
philosophy, the members of the Vienna Circle c¢ontinusd to
employ his oriterion of sense, - that 1s, the necessity of
empirical verifiability of propositions - ila their Jdewelings
with treditionel philosophical problems. They refused to

8 Iragctatus, p. 189.
9 Eﬁl“'%c‘s?ﬁm. OPe 8it., p. 282, n. 51 (1).
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call their astatements philosophioal, for they considered
themselves outside of, and above, the traditional philoso-
phical disputes - being oconcerned with the loglec of languare
rather than with reslity. Thus Carnap writes about their
work: ™aAny new philosophical school, though it reject mll
previous opinions, is bound to answer the old (if perhaps
better formulated) questions., But we give no answers to

philosophical questions, and instead reject sll philosophical

uestions, whether of etephysiocs, or Zpistemology. Wor our
concern is with Logical Analysis™. 10
One of the basic tasks of the loglcel analysis,
according to them, is the finding of verification method for
a given propoaition, 11 The first question is: Is such and

such & proposition trus or false and how can we Ve sure that

10 Hudolph cg%ﬁA?, The Unity of Loience, p. 21 f.

11 The early logical positiviats, for instance Schlick
and Cernep, maintained thet the meaning of a proposition is
simply the way in which it is verified, the path of its ve-
rifieation., The question arose, houvever, What ore you ve-
rifyins? What is it?

Later a proposition was said to have meuning {f it
was conclusively verifiable by sense experlence. In other
words, the meaning of a proposition came to be distingulshed
from its verification. But, it w88 objectcu, since most
statements of natural sclence rre not conclusively verifiable,
are they to be trestod as meaningless? Again the positiv-
iats had to retrest Lo more nmodest roquirexent: a proposition
is meaningful if it is at least inconclusively veriiisble
and reducible to stataments whish are cunclusively verifis-
ble, Yet even this modified vriterion woulé exclude most
statements of solences. It wes nocessary for positivista,
@eZ., Ayer, to ellow a statenent its nesningfulness, if
there is at lenst sume empiricael evidence l'or it, if it is
verifiable at leust in principle if not in fact.
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it 1s suoh? They aspeek of two kinds of verifieatlon, the
direct and the indirect verification. The firat is applicable
for instance to & proposition asserting something usbout o
present perception: 1f one says, "I hear music plrying®,
his statement is verified if he does hear music; it iz dis~-
proved if he does not hesr it. 4in indireet verificetion, on
the other hand, hes to do with a possible test or cbaerva-
tion which would verify or disprove a proposition if certain
conditions were fulfilled. "Thers are mountsins on the
other side of the moon" is a proposition for which we c¢an
presoribe & theorsticelly posaible sense cbservation in
order to test it. On the other hand, &s Carnap ssys, "from
the propoaition: '"The Principle of the world is Jater' we
are not eble %o deduge any propositi on asserting sny per-
septions or feslings or experiences whutever which maey be
expected for the future”. 12 ¥For this reascn it asserts
nothing. 3uch theses "are deprived of empiricsl content,
of theoretiocsl sense: they are pseudo-theses®., 13

There 18 a second class of propositions, the analytic
or verbally self-evident propositions, which are either
tautologies or self-contradictions. 4ll such propositions

sre genuine and have theoreticel sense. Their truth or

16 fla Rudolph QARNAP, Philosophy and Logical Syntax,
pp» .

13 ibid., p. 81.
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falsehood 1s determined by an anelysis of the constitutive
teras sl one, without any reference to esonse experience as is
the case with the proposit ona of fact.

These two classaes of propositions, that is, the en-
piriocsally verifiable propositions of fact and the analytioc
propositions, constitute, according to the Vienna Circle
philosophers and other logicul positivists the totslity of
meaningful propositions., 4nd here again we may dstect a
striking similarity between the conteuporary and the tradi-
tional empiricism. Hume, for instance, said that all non~
anslytic xnowledge iz based on sxperience if 1t is to be
called knowledse. Logloasl positivists, in their quest for
the unity of scienoce (seientis, knowledse), expressed the
same thought in an all=-inclusive "maxim that a sentence mates
a copnitivel,; mesningful asserilion, and thus ocan be sald to
be either true or false, only if 1t i8 either (1) anelytio
or selfe-contrediotory or (3) sapable, &t least in principle,
of experiental test”. 14

5 RAJLCTION OF VALUS UHoOhY wis OTH.R TRODITIOHAL
YRILICOPHICAL PHOdLRi8., It 18 clear that typleslly philo~

sophiocal statements of vealue, being and iknowledge do not meet

14 Carl G. HgﬁP% "Froblems and chenges in the Impi-
ricel Criterion of Heaning”, in Jemanltios and the rhilosoph

of Lenguage (L. LIHSKY, ed. ), Ppe 109=1bs5, The university o
TTIina%a %resa, 1982, p. 183
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the positivist oriterion of meaning, or sensa; thet 1s, they
are neither empirical hypotheses nor snalytical statementas.
gonsequently, they sre considered by logiocul positivists es
nonsgnse, outside the scope of knowledge. One of them
stated more recently: “Enowledge divides into synthetlie and
analytic statemsnts; the synthetie inform us sbout mstters of
fect, the analytis statements are empty. What kind of
knowledge should ethies be?~ 19

We have already seen that this so-salled gmplricist
sriterion of comnitive mesning, or of cognitvive signifioence

is self-refuting, yet 1t is solely on 1ts baais that logleal
positlvists exclude sa mesningless whole areas of human dige
gourse as well as all philosophicel statements. 16  Pher
oriterion of meaning is the kasleidoscope through which they
look upon every problem; in fast, the logical analysis of
language sonsisis preselsely of looking st every proposition
throuzh this srbitrarily accepted instrument.

15 Hans RBICHZIBACH, The Rise of Ielentific Fhi-
losophy, University of Callfornis rX@ss, 190k, Ps 570G

16 In spite of the claim that emotive interpretution
of value Judgments is independent of the positivistio eri-
terion of meaning, & strong doubt to it 1s reised Ly meny
rellable authorities. IMorton Vhite, for instance, writes
that "the atisck on metaphysios and ethics followed from a
very vigorous use of what i3 ceslled "the empiricist ori-
terion of meaning” and a refusal to recognize anything
bul mathemetical and empirical statementis a3 meaningful®.
Zyﬁﬁéﬁﬂxﬁﬁ_ééﬁélé%ﬁi Pe 2065, C.D. Broad, W.D. Hoss, A.C.
iwing, J.C.d. Joad, and many others sdvence sinilar ohereons
ageinst the emotive analysts.
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How low they look upon the traditionzl philosophical
treatizes 1is evident from Feigl's writingzs, ULe considers
them as typicsl expression of "immature attitudes” whish "try
to explaein experience in ways which lack the dlatinguishing
marks of sclence. OCertain of these pre-sclentific modes of
sxplanation, like the magliesl, the snimistis, and nytho-
logieal, are nesrly extinet; others, llke the theologice=l snd
the metaphysical, atill preveil™. Aand he writes further:
"Throughout its history, philosophy hes been the particular
stronghold of verbal magle. By purely verbal means it has
tried %o explain things which only ascience gould sxplain or
whioch ¢snnot be explained at ell”. 17
6. TS LOCICAL ANALYIIS J¥ LANGUAG:. With thse dis-
eovery, or rether, with the ereation of the empiriecist eri-
terion of meaning, sueh verdal magic as philosophy {(in the
traditional sense) hes no chance of survival. e havs now a
legitimete zZone where we ¢an speak of knowledge, and whatever
is ocutside this zone cannot pass for Kknowledge. PFrofessor
Langer of Radeliffe College drametizes this picture su~nested

Dy logical positivists in the (ollowinx remarksble passsace:

17 Herbert FglGlL, "Introduction”, [esdinrs in . hilo-
sophieal analysis, dew York, sppleton-ventury~Crofts, 104,
p. 19. Cf. alsy his article, "Logiocsl Bmpiricism™, in
Twentieth Gentu§% Philoamgnz, (D. RUN.3, ed.), YHew Yorx,

k osophica rary, <]+ Z75-416, where he entertains

similar views,
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The knowable is a oleerrly defined field, go-
verned by the requirement of disecursive projecta-
bility. Outside this domain i& the inexpressible
reslm of feeling, of foraless desires and satis-
factions, immediate experience, forever incugnito
and inconmmunicando. A philosoplier who looks ia
that dircation is, or should be, a mystic; from
the ineffable sphere nmothing but nonsense can be
conv .yed, since language, our only possible se-~
nantio, wlll not clothe experiences that elude
the discursive form".

The "olerification” of lsnguege and neaning intieted
by the Vienna Cirele wss continued by the members after the
dispersion. e hsve now at least three disciplines which
deal with the loglosl anslysis of langusge., FVeigl lsbels
them a8 FPRLQL.TICS, SSMANTICS and SYNTAX., The first disel-
pline "investigstes the fuanctions of language in its full
plologieasl, payohologleal, and sociological setting. Hare
langusge in its relation to behavior is the primary objeot
of study”. The followinzg two branches of loglco-linguistie
analysis are considersd by the ssme author as succesaive
steps of ahstrsction. ™lewsnties”, he says, “analyz~s the
mesnin: of terms and exyressions. Its studles eenter about
the relation of designation and the concept of truth. ‘hile
praguatica 1s interaested predominantly in the oxpresslion end
agpaasl funetion of langusqse, semantics explores the syabolie

or representsative aspect of lsnguage, .Jyntax, finelly,

18 Lussnne XK. LAHGEIR, Philosophy in s l.ew Xey,
Harvard University Press, 1943, p. N
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ignores aven the mesning-relation and studies sxelusively the
conneotions of linguistio signs with each other. It syste-
mgtlzes the purely formal, structural rules for the fomation
of sentences an.i the transformetion rules of logiosl deri-
vation®, 19

If the field of the knowable is exhausted by the

nafural sciencss and by mathematics, what happens to philo~
sophy? 1t 1ls delegsted to the feellng-sphere. It belonzs
to the logisal "beyond" whioh Wittgenstein ocalled the "un-
speakable” and which both "Russell snd Carnap regard as the
sphere of subjective experience, emotion, feeling, and wish,
from whish omly gymptoms cors tc us in the form of mete-
physicsl and artistle fancies., The study of such products
they relegate to psychology, not semanties™. 20 Semantics
csn only point out what the stetemenis of, let say, mets-
physiocs and ethiocs state ~ 1in anything, but it goes no
further. 'While the semantic anslysis revesls, acsording %o
them, that philosophic statements 4o not stets anything, it
8till remazins t0 be investl eted why they huve been made,
why those who made them thousht they were sayins something,
and why they hsd such an influence. sud these are purely

psychologlioal problems.

19 Herbert #4IGL, Resdings in Philosonhiesl Analvsis,

Pe 7»
20 L‘:‘OKQ Léﬁ%{}'};jﬁ’ @Q» Glt., pt sat
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We shall no$ concern ourselvus here specifiocslly with
the positivistic denial to metuphysics the ocharacter of know-
ledge; we only wasnt to stress the lrct that they did so ex~
plieitly on the vasls of their criterion of meening. This is
not alweys admitted in the csse of value judguents for some
authors claim thut they srriv.d at s non-cognitivist, more
specifically, an emotive position purely through the consi-
deration of vslue statements themselves. IHowever, at lesst
two authors, Carnap and Reichenbach, franxkly sdmit thet they
deny the status of zenuine judgments to value utterances
simply becauss the empiriclist criterion of meaning does not
permit them to do otherwiass. Carnap even puts athies in the
metaphyeicel bag and throws it with &ll its contents to ithe
sphere of feelings and pessions. He writes in this
connection:
Ethies ralses the question of the besis of va-
1141ty of moral standards (prineiples of value)
and of the specification of valid norms. Answers
are given by Ideslistz, Utiliterians, Intultion-
1sts, ste., Here aguin we reject the questions
tremsolves in view of their metaphysisal cha-
ragter,
7+ LOGICAL JIALYLIS OF ST T 3TS OF VALULL
#ittgenstein had Proclaimed lon. before Carnap th-ti "there

22

ere no ethical propositions”. Though he wrote slmnost

21 Rudolph CaRNAP, The Unity of .oience, pp. 23 f,
22 Irsctatus, p. 91,
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nothing about ethiecs, we can see how sceptiesl he was about
any rationsl ground beyond the statements of value from the
comments he supposedly made in conversations and diseussions.
C.H. Waddington reports that he declared of "the endesavor to
find en intellsctusl basis for ethios: ‘'This 1is & terrible
business - Jjust terrible. You can at best stammer when you
telk of it'," B3

Professor Schlick, the early leader of the

*"Thursday Seminar", at Vienna, is one of the loglcoal positiv-
ists who has given mozt attention to ethlies. He "rejected
absolute values as nmeaningless and stressed the need for
testing all ethical formulations by reference to 'expe-
rience'.” 24 His ethiesl esrays were translated and collected

under the title Problems of Xthics. They contain seeds of

every type of ethical emotivism propounded by ths later
loglcal positivists.

Sehlick was also concerned with the so-called "des~
eriptive or scientific ethica", that is, with ethical be-
liefz found in societies and in individusls, with the evo-

lution of sueh beliefs, with the impmsot they have on the

283 C.H. WADDINGTON, Seience snd Zthies, London,
George Allen and Unwin, 19847, De 7+
24 Rey LEPLEY (ed.), Value, & Cooperative Inguiry,

New York, pe 9. Gf. 3QHLICK'S Proplens of .LhiCH, 85pD. DDe
184~-186, 190 and 194.
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lives of the people, eto. Bui these, as he recognized it,
are probleus of anthropology, scolology, psychology and other
disciplines, and not of ethies par excellence, thet is, the

normative ethies. Sehliok thoursht he wes presented with a
dilemns, "that sthics must be oither a 'science’ or 'non-
senae'." 25 He dsoided that ethics ie & seience, but only
in s0 fur es 1t is deseriptive. 4ind this ethiocsl sclence is
most properly & department of psyshology. <©

Similer views on ethices as scienve are entertained
by Sehliex's spiritusl followers Cernep and Ayer. %7 None
of the positivistic authors holds that normutive ethical
statements eould pass the empiricist eriterion of meaning.
Horms, according to thenm, do not give us sny knowledge -
neither about the actions or objects outside, nor about ouy
own interior lives; they merely vooalize our feelings, as
one says "Oh", or "Ha, hal™., They are not genuine state-
aents but verbal combinations which have no real signifi-
cance; thay should be trested "us 'expressions' in a differ-

ent sense, nemely as 'axpressions' of emotions, feclings,

25 Stephen TOULMIN, The Pflace of Hsuson in dthies,
« 175,

? 26 "In 80 fer as ethical questions have any meaning,
end ecun therefore be snswered, ethics is & sclence... The
central problem of ethies iz e& pure question of psychology™.
Problexs of usthies, pp. 1, 21.

27 A1i4 writes: “ithics, as a breneh of knowledge,
is nothinz more than a department of nayoholosy and sogio-
logy”. Lanwusge, Truth and Logls, p. 11Z.
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desires. They are not symbols for thought, but symptoms of
the ipner life, like tesrs end lsughter, crooning, or pro-
fanityv". 28 The fact thet norns scem Lo say something 1s a
grammatical iliusion; for they ere usvally expresassd, not in
the form of impersiives ~ as they really should be - but in
indicaetive sentences in which ethiesal predicstea are used in
a gremsetically ldentical way with those used in genuline
statemonts of faet. Horsl predicates, however, have in their
opinion, "no intelligible seaning and..., moral judgements
are really deceptive sapressious of irrational impulses,.
Nei ther moral standerds, nor merit, nor responsibility, nor
freedom have say real significsnoe..."” 59

To see ¢learly in what sutegory of humen discourse
the positivists put ethieal end octher value utterances, we
should guote an exposition of their bssie view by Stephen
Toulmin:

28 Bexle LANGIR, ODe 0Llt., Pp. 83,
29 Thomss E. HILL, Contemporary 7Tthieal ‘hseoriss,
Hew York, daomillsn, 1950, p» Je
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There are -~ he says by way of explenrtion -
those spontensous reactliona, like bdlushin-, smiling,
laughingz and weeping, which plsy an importent part
in our relations with our fellows, and whioch mwean
{indicate) 2o muoch to those we meet. ‘‘ext, thers
are the manner and tone of woles in which we speak,
whioh convey to s hearer nusnces diffioult to pus
into writing. with these we may c¢lass ejaeuls tions
like 'Blest!' and 'Hurrah!', which, without stating
anything, release our feelinrgs of sunoyance or ju-
biletion; and those atimuli, by mesns of which we
nove others to act - 'Gee upi'® and 'whoe!', 'Stopl?
and 'Stand %o atteation!' The whols force of
eash of these is rhetoricsl; the blush, the manner,
the curse, the comnund, all svince realéngs - gnd
so (it is said) do ethioal utterasnces, ©U

words such as "value®, "good"™, "right® or the like
have no reference. They are "llke interjections long drawn
out - a very blg Hal or a most prolonged Ught™. 81

8., THE (USSTION OF TRUTH AND PALSEHOOD OF V.LUATION-
AL STATEMENTS. JSince ethical and other value utisrsnces do
neither assert nor deny anything but express only sn emo-
tional attitude of the spesker foward en object, it is
¢lear that no question of thelr truth or falsshcod can srise.
To explain the same thing in Peigl'a terms, some (that is,
the distinetly ethical) stetementis of velue are applied to

no feots, consequently the desiznation - rules of language

are completely broken; we have logically incomplete statew

30 Upe Cite, Do 49.
31 Fonm LLIAD. The Idea of Velue, Cambridgs, inglund,
1929, p. 307.
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ments which, thanks to the emotive casrge of sthical predi-
cates, act as subtle izperstives.

9. TYPun O BELOTIVE GN-LYJIS, Hoat of the logleal
positivists -~ and all of those who participeted in the
*Thursday Seminarx® at{ Vienna ~ hold in common that value
sentences sre emoitive, yet not all hold the sume view as to
the type of smotive wmeanlng involved. "The sentonce,
‘Cheating is wrong'", ~ a group of ethieal scholars explains
- "mgy be taken to mean: (1} 'Don't cheatl' {(inperative);
{2) 'I wish you wouldn't cheutl' (optative); (8) *Cheatinglil’
in e tone of disgust (exclematory); and (4) 'I disepprove
of cheating ~ you should disapprove as welll' {persua&ive}".sg
The imperative theory is maintaeined espeeislly by Rudolph
Carnap, the optative by Bertrand Russell, {hes exolaunstory by
+lfred Jules Ayer, and the persumsive by Charles Leslie
stevenson, though we should not draw this classification too
tightly beoczuse the tenets of one theory do not necessarily
axclude the tenets of enother. Ayer, for instance, bslieves
that ethiosl judgments may not only express the feelings of
the speaker, but also at the same time arouse feelings in
the hesrer; so does Carnap. But since Ayer atresses the

former tendency of ethienl utterances we may ¢all him an

32 sthel . ALBERT et. 8l., Great Traditions in
sthics, iew York, Amerioan BOOK CO., 1953, p. 357, n. 3.
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interjectionist; and since Cernap stresces the latter tendsney
of ethical uttersnces, we muy conveniently esll him an i~
perativist,

10. IXTuiE:S SCIERMISU oF L5V 0 STHICAL LJLaLYuDs.
I think it is evident thet such exolusion of value Judgments
from the sphere of knowledge 13 a result of weep-rooted
scientistioc prejudices. I% is not by coineidence that all
prominent emotiviets are logiceal positivisis, asccepting dog-
matically the empirical eriterion of meaning and belisving
blindly in the omnisclence of the natural sclences. They re-
cognize as legitimete only the "seclentific reasason"; this is
the resson which - to use fesaner's characterization of it -
*relles on the methods of the naturvl ssiencoes alone. [t
regognizes as real knowledge only whatl can be put o the tsst
directly or indirectly by sense experisnce”. 38 The logical
gonceluasion is that "man oun know nothing sbout a meaning and
destiny of his existence; life has for szeh of us only what=
ever meaning we shall severally chouse to give it". % Our
actionz have no rational justification, and our discourss on
values and reallty is mesningless.

33 Johannes MuuSHIR, Eéhlca and Fagts, 3t. Louls and
London, B, Herder 300K COes L y De 287, Similsar observetion
of "selientific reaszon” in contempovary philosophy is mrde by
crofessor von HILNEBHAND: "Things that transcend the world of
physics, chemiafry &nd physiology are no longer teken &s he-
longing to an sutonomous reellity, but acre sll pleced on the
level of images, illusions, ea&bi&nc@s, which ere looked at as
mere thrilling, subjective ‘experiences'.” The Hew Tower of

Babel, London, Burns snd Qates, 1854, p. 28.
=" 34 Measner, gp, eit., p. 286.
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POSITIVIJTIC PH IGUPPOSITY il OF THI LL.0TIVE
LATERPABTATION OF VALUws STLTHLERTS
¥e have seen that the emotive anslysis of statemsnts
of vslue is8 a npon-gognitivisti type of anslysis sceording to
whieh vaelue statemsnts do not oxpress any propositions but
are simply expressions of approvel and disapproval &t ths
time when Shey are pronounsed or written. They are not

statements of any object outzide nor of the spssker's feeling

of approval and disapproval; they are simply verbal ventings
of emotions anzlogous to animal ories and te primitive human
expressions of pleasure and pain.

we have traced the origins of sueh an interpretation
of value ststements, and then we have sugzested that emotive
gnalysis is s result of poslitivistio prejudices. 1t will be
appropriate to develoy our topio of prejudiees Turthsr and
to lnquire how the relationship betwsun genersl positivistic
prineiples and the emotive analysis is viewed first by the
emotivists and then by their oritics.

Both lJarnap and Relchenbach - two originsl members
of the Viennese ¢irocle ~ fraenxly admit that their ethicul
anzlysis follows the genersl model of lingulsilc esnalysis,
with the ariterion of meanling as the point of reference.
sy0r snd JStevenson, however, believe thelr ethicsl "analysis

to be valid on its own account”. 1 Consequently, the

1 Alfred Jules AYiH, Languaggl Trath end Logic, llew
York, Dover Jublicetions, 1980, De 20.
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attacks on the oriterion of mesninz do not in any way affect
ethical analysis.

Yet, we may imuedistely reply to Ayer that even if
the emotivs analysis should not enteil any of ths positivistic
theses, it 1s e$ill clear that =such en asnalysis was scetually
made by men who were grestly concerned with giving an scsount
of ethical judgments which would be conszistent with their
basic principls, that is, with the logico-positivistic
eriterion of mesning. In support of our contention we may
quote Ayer himself: “Considering the use whigh we heve mede
of the principls that a synthetie proposition is significant
only 1if it is empirieslly verifiable, it is clesr that the
sogeptance of an ‘'asbsolutlist’' theory of ethios would undermine
the whole of our main srgument®™. 2

several suthoritiss on contemporary ethiocs, however,
seem to believe that the positlvisilie views not only served
as & suiding principls bHut are asctumlly entsiled by the
empotive enalyais of value judgments. Thueg Ross firast reca-
pitulates Ayer's amooount: valus judgments appesr to bs syne-
thetic, but "they cannot with any show of Jjustice bhe repre-
sented a&s hypotheses, whlioh are used to nredict the course
of our sensationa™. S Ayer, observes HRoss, rejects subjeotw

ivism and utilitarisnism and thus 1t would seem that

2 Lenzusge, Truth snd Legic, p. 106.
% Ibildes Pe L0Z.
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nsturalistic analysis will not do and that propositions gon~
taining ethiocal predicates are a priori, that is, in Ross'
torma, "Judgments in which we express nout the resulis of
observation but a direct insight. 3But the positivisiz cannot
scoept this view, since sthey have cummitted themselves to the
view that all & priori judgments ars pure tautologles snd
that only empiricsl hypothesses have feotual cantent, and
since, a3 they admit, it is clear thet when ws say that some-
thing 1s right or good, we are not uttering a tautology”. 4
Thay proclsia them, consequensly, to be pssudo-judgments.

The late frofessor Josd brought forward the same

sharges. In examining ayer's Lsnguwge, Truth snd lLogie,

Joad stutes that isyer "is precluded from adonting such /Bhat
is the abjeatitgy view by his general repudistion of meta~
physics, #ince judgments that *s0 and so0 1s good or right?
gre not empirically vorifisble, and sre, therefore, consignod
by ayer's agenersl theory to the category of metaphysieal,
thet is to say, of mesningless stetements™, ¥

Popper exposes this exclusion of statements of value
fran the resls of knowledge in another way. Both the ob-

Jectivists and the emotivistis, he says, recognize cleerly

4 Bir . David_.0;3, TFoundations of ithies, Uxford,
glarendon Press, 1939, p. 52.

% Cyrll i.00. Joad, 4 Critique of losieal TPositiviss,
Chicago University rress, 1080, Pe ilde
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that "it is impossible to derive a sentence steting s norm

or a deeision from a stetement stuting a feet; this is only

another way of saylng that it 1l im>0ssible to derive norms

or decisions from fasts . 6

llowever, the resson why the
objectivists balieve norms not to be deduoivle from facts
ia that they are ultimate and irredusible; the emotliviasis,
on the other hand, have other grounds, They believe, in
Popper's words, that "the resson why norms gamnot Ve dsduced
from fsotual propostitions is that norms are meaningless; but
this", says Popper, "indicates only that (with
Wittgeanstein's Traotatus) they define "mesning' aerbitrarily
in such a way that only faotusl propesitions are ocalled
‘mesningful'.” 7

Albert and his asscoiates, in their textbook of
ethical theories, elso believe th-ot on the emoilve view
ethical judgments, “being neither c¢onfirmable by experience
nor true by definition... must be looked upon as literally
meaningless expressions; 1f they have any meaning, as they
seem to have, it must be an gumotive meaning”. 8

We might agree with positivists that a criterion of

meaning is needed; we might even sccept their eriserion

6 Xarl R. POPPER, The Open 3cciety and Its Ynemies,
(2 vols.), Princeton University rress, 1990, VOLle 11, De
2056, n. 5 (1},

7 LQGQ Gitc

8 Hthel H. %Mm‘ et al., Oreat Traditions in Sthiss,
Hew Yori, americen 300K CO., 1963, D. on7e
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a8 it stends by some positiviatic authors: & propesition is
meaningful 1f 1t is verifiasble by experisnce. But we cannot
accept their concept of "experience”.

Let us consider an ethical judgment, "Lying is
wrong”. In positivistic transletion it reads, "Lyinglll®,
where the number of exclamation mariks indicsates the intensity
of the feeling of disepproval. hy is it trenslated in sush
a8 way? DBecause the term "wrong® does not refer to any
sensible property in the objest to which it is applied nor to
any state of mind of the person who msde the utterance, The
only justifisation for its use in senienses is its emotive
charge.

The source of trouble then is a term which has no
reference 1o eny sense property. DBut why should svery term
refer t0 & sense property? Becguse the suotivists - as
thorough~going empiricists want te uphold a speeclal oriterion
of meaning: a proposition is Tactually meaningful if and

only if it is verifisble in sense experisnce. "Empirieel®,

%o them, mesans nothling more than “sensible™, and this faot
makes thair oriterion fatel 1o any statement of value,

A8 Joad polnts out,
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ess 1% 18 ... only the arbitrery limitstion of
the concept of sxperience to sanaag% éxperience
whiech prevents logical positivistse Trom according
unblased gonsideration to what is prime fagie such
an obvious interpretation of the morel and the
religious consciouanesga. 2
The intuitive ezperisnces of intellect are not
sonse experisnces snd cannot be used to verify or disprove
any proposition. Intuition, socording to shem, is =
reanant of the metaphysical spge; whatever it is that deludea
us into thinking that there is & form of genulne or even
superior cognition oalled intuition sannot be used to
determins the meaningfulness of a proposition becauss such
gognition i3 privete, intersubjectively unverifisble, and
as suoh ussless from the polnt of view of scientific

method. Yet Joad argues,

9 0‘5..\‘5{- JQ.&B. OPe 01‘5-, pp- 1:53 f.
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the experiences which I undergo in the case of morsl
conflicts do introspectively teske plece. If the
experiences result in e viotory over what is known
as teamptstion, no astion may be tasken and there is,
therefore, nothing to observe and nothing to give
rise to sensory experiences. Hsnce, the statement
"a struggle ogainat temptation oosurred”, is, on
Ayer's view, mesningless in such a case, hesause
RO sensory observation is relevant to its verifica-
tion. I1f the struggle 1is unsuccessful, action may
be taken which is felt at the time to be wrong aud
is subsequently followed by remorss. In this cage
there ig overt behavior, giving rise to sensory
experiences both in the agent and in the observer
of the action. But the oacurrence of those sensury
exporienves 1s relevant to the verification only of
ths statement "suoh and suoh an action was per-
formed™; 4% is not relevent %o the statement "a
process of moral astruggls oceurred while the agent
sought %o resist the performance of &n setion whish
he felt to be wrong". And whet sense~experience

is relevant to the verification of the statement
"reaorse was subsequently felt™? Doeg Ayer, then,
deny that morsl struggles oacur or that remorss

is felt, or would he say thst the former do ogouyr
and that the latter is felt are mesningless staie=~
menta?

it seems, then, that the basic logicowempirieist orx

logleo~positivist fellacy is the extrems sensism which under-

lies their ceriterion of meaning. On their view nothing oould

be admitted as expsrlence unless 1% is either v simple sen-

setion or s colleotion of sensations; and no statement o.ulé

be eslled "true” unless its predicate relfer=z to & seuse

datum or & collection of sense data, "Truth", writss Jessner

in regard to the positivistic interpretation of reality

by 'seientific reasson', "ia thus rezstrieted by the Ioots

19 C.E.k. JOAD, op. oit., pp. O T,
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of gense experience. ’verything else is beyond the reach of
true xnowledge. Ilence all questions which trenseent this
sphexre simply cannoct be answered®. 11

It is interesting %o note that Ayer and other emow-
tivists did recognize the feat long before polnted out by
KMoore that ethieal judgments are unique end unalyzable, or,
a8 Ayer says, “ebsolute” snd "intrinsie™, bDut precisely
bacause of the sensism underlying thelr eriterion of meaning
they draw false conclusion that since valune statements are
not analyzeble, they ars only ventings of emotions, or ex-
pressions of feelins., ™"In drawing this conclusion®, writes
Joad, TAyer ... has been misled by his refussl fo recognize
that & faotusl statement can have meaning oven if it is not
verifiasble in gensory experience”, 12

To claim that "empiriesl”™ is equivalent to "sensory®
aad to pronounes such terms as right, evil, besutiful, snd
80 on, meaninzless begause they are not symbols for sense
propertics of objects is a purely srbitrary position which
sannot acaount for all humen expericncees. We &re nol ¢lainm-
ing that there sre, or may be, other senges through whose
ghanel, we would receive experlences relevant to "emplirigel”

verification of sxiologicel snd nmebtephysioeal statemants.

11 Johannes iMsi3.3i-R, Zthiecs and Feets, Jt. Louia and
London, B, Herder 300X Co., 1952, Phe 237 L
12 JOaD, ope ¢it., p. 135.
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Stace's attexmpt to bring solution to the problem of value
statements in this direction ssems to me a complete failure.
One would think that he opposes sensism of loglosl positive
ists when he writes: ".,.. it ia mere dogmetion %o csonfine
the term experisnce to sense axperience...” Bui then he
continues: "There may be non-physical senses of which we
have o knowledze. Mystics elalm that direct non-physical
experiences soumetimes come to them... and I know of no
ground but prejudice for refusing to listen to their clasims...
For a genulne empiricism the term expericnce ought to mean
agy direet objective inpinging of the world upon any con=
ceivable nind. To say thet non-physicsl expsrienses are not
objestive 18 merely to beg the question...” 13 It seems to
me clear-that Itaoe is fighting for the nower of intellest
Lo paneirats deeper into reelity than the senses, to under-
etand that which senses perceive but caanol undsrstand; he
is fighting for admitting the possibility of sxlistence of
gertain other faculties similar to, or on the same level,
es the sensen, Ye, on the other hand, are elaiming that
sense perceptions are not the end of our knovledge, though
all our knowledge begins with the senses. ‘e mlso wilsh to
use terms such ss "truth”, "proof", and others, in a

waterial mode, or at leust not to limit them to their formsl

13 W.7T. 3T4iCE, The Congept of norals, !Hew YoIk,
The acmillan Co., 1937, Dps *:550"‘12?'.' T
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use as logloal positivists do. On their view, to quote Teigl,
"a sentence is true, if its terms are 8o applied to fact that
none of the designation rules of the language in question are
violated”, 3% 0On our view, truth consists in conformity of
the intellect to the thing Xnown. It has nothing to do with
the rules of languege, though we flraly hold that the commu-

nieation of truth hes to take languspge into acoount.

Zven the iaformalist type of non-cognitivists reco-
gnize thatl their emotivist colleagus "wishes to 1limit the
meaning and scope of 'resmning's For him, *truth', 'felsity'
and *proof! or ‘'verification' are features of logical, mathe-
matical or fastual ststements only, and strict prool or
fecotual verifiagstion the only kind of good reusoning whieh
ean be szid to support any statemeniM. 15

If sense sxperience is the only factor in verifying
8 statement of fact, then we cannot prove & simple statement
of faet, For how could we know thet there is no such thing
as non-sensory experience merely by sense exvperience”? 4is
3wing points out, "how ean we ever Know by sense-experience

that there i3 not a pert of the netning of & statemont thst

14 Herbert FiiGl., "ilntroduction” to the Readings in
Philosophieul Analys{s (H. Feigl and Jood Uellars, edd.),
Hew York, Appleton~Century-Crofis, 194%, p. ld.

15 stephen 2. TOULMIN, The Plece of Russon in ithies,
Canbridge Univeraity Press, 190U, D. O4.
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we cannot verify? The fast that we do not heve any sense-~
experiences of such a part proves nothing, since the point st
issue 13 whether there is something in what we mean bayond
sense~oxperience; and how can we ever xXnow by sense experisnce
thet there is not?* 36

Fhat the emotivigts asotuslly do i8 this: they d=Tine
"knowledge” in their own way, and whatever does not fall
under their definition of knowledge muast be nonsense, feeling
or what not. %7 If the proof for a statement is not such as
is given either in natursl sciences {inductive) or in mathe-
matics (decuetive), then it 1is not & proof., and if expe~
rience is not a simple sense experience avoountable complete-
1y by physiology and sxperimental psychology then it is to be
treated as an arbitrary logiesl construstion made out of
habit by our mind. No wonder, then, that statements of
value, as well &8 the bssic principles of epistemolegy and
metaphysics are viewsd by them with grest suspicion and sven
exiled to the world of irrational impulses und feelingas.
The intentional charscter of our moral and aesthetic 1life

is sompletely ignored; they put "all the signifiocant value

16 A.7. FEING, "Jeaninglessnessa™, ‘ind 46 (1837},
Pps G47~364, . 40,

17 As Wossner so well put it: “/Toricel positiviswp/™
invents s notion of what 1t wishes t5 tade ns true inowledpe,
end then says that nothing can be true knowlcdge which does
not £it into this notion”. Sthics snd Faets, p. S01.
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responses - such as love, enthusiesm, reverence - on a level
with the merely unintentional feeling sztates, ss no more then
meaningless sensation®. 18 They want to explain everything
by "sclentific” mothod and they refuse to recognize as ul-
timate faet nothing but sonse-data: overything else must be
reducibls to them. Genetloe explanations are thelr favorite
devices to give a "scientific® accoount of morsl and assthetie
experiencos. 1t doss not seem to ocour to them that such
experiences should first of all be examined ae they appear
and then be treated as the basie dats of ethliocel and ses-
thetls analyses, even if they could not be coordinated with
other established data or put into a preconcelived systen. 19

We may ssk the emotivisiszs why they simply endorse
the positivistic oriterion of mesning ss 1f 1t were 8 self-
evident, eternsl truth; why do they mnslyze every statement
from the point of view of this arbitrurily seleated device
and exclude as meaningless ell those statemonts whieh
ecannot be empirieally ( ® sensibly) verified. Are they not
eondenning ethies, not becsuse its judgments sre not meanino-
ful, but begause they are not meaningful In thelr sense?

And this, 1 think, is a distortion of sthical Judguents,

18 Dietrich von HILDEBRAHD, The Hew Tower 0of Babel,
London, Burns and Oates, L9594, p. 148.
19 #e can readily ogree with Xarl POPF. R who believes
that ".es the reluctence to admit that norus are some thing
rtant and irreducible is one of the maln sourees of the

ipfetiastott aad Shigr whachedste ot e ol PRSI
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not a ¢larifioation of them. It 1s just a loglesl genme, con-
sisting of maxing velid daduotlions from an unjusiificd axion.
Bwin's eritique of emotiviam on this point is especially
scute. He writesz: "If the sceptilc 20 demands for Judgments
in ethics a logicul proof as we have in nathemmties, or an
eapirical inductive prool as we heve in natursl science, s
is condenmning ethios bsceuse sthical cugnition is not like
cother xinds of cognition but has its own distinetlve nature,
which is lilke condemning empirical evidence because 1t is
not mathematicael or mathematicel proof because it 1z not

empirical®. 21

20 Hot only Irofessor Bwing but also many others con-
sider the emotive and other non-cognitivist snalyses as
seeptical . Thus, Thomas fIILl., in his classification of ethie-
el theoriss, writes: "Is terms of thelir accounts of the
meanings of the moral predigates, they sre &s follows:

(1) Skeptiesl theories, secording to which ethicsl prediocates

have no intelligible mesening 2% all but are merely emotive

gxpressions...” (ontemporary #thicsl Theories, p. 5.

g.D. BROAD states: °ihe most radleally scepsical view is that

what appear 1o be moral Jjudgments sre not really juﬁg%enta,

{.e., assertions of knowledge or opinion, at sll: ut are

mere axpressions of & gertain kind of smotion”. "Some of

the Mein Problems of Zthies™, in Readings in Philosophical
lysis {(Herbert Feigl and Wood Hedlars, edd.), (pp.

» Do B48. Borrows DUNHAY exprassses a similar view when he
writes that the positivistio eriterion of meaning on %the basis
of which the smtivists exolude ethieal Judgments from the
realm of sense "i2 an essumptlon which results from Vsking
seience and mathematics seriously, while lndulging an emanci~
pated acepticiam toward ethies”. Man sgeinst Myth, p. 204,

31 2.C. EHLHG, The Definition a% qug, %ew York,

The Maemillen Co., 1947, p. 34.
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The subject 1s too serivus to play gsmes with it. Ve
should dismiss the exclusive concern with the rules of len=-
guage and examine the experiences in reletion to the language
used to express them. "To settle the question of the nature
of 'ethical Judgenonts',” ssys Ewing, "what is called for is
& careful examination of our state of mind in making them™. 2z
#e find in sush sn oxeminetion thet in making & statement of
valuo we at lesst intend to say something, pronounce some~
thing which could be trus or falae; we slso find that we at
least delieve we are being suntradicted and that we contre-
diet others in certain cases of disputes concerning values;
further we find that we at lsast feel that certain wots
should be done and certain acts avoided; smd finally, 1t is
elear that we at least belliove thet we gan retionally Justify
or condemn certain sctions and not mersly psrsusde others
to feel in the saxe way as we do towards those setions,
C.le Broasd's penetrating parvagraph on this point seeas to
me to attach an unresolveble doubt To the validity of any

emotive interpretation of value judgments:

28 A.C. £FING, Zthics, London, dnglish University
Press, 1953, p. i21.
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Suppose 1 assert, deliberstsly and refleotively and
not merely talking like a parrot, that . on & cer-
tain ovoasion ought not to have broken a promise
which he had made to B. Then, prima facis, the
following things seem to be true: (1] That in utter-
ing this sentence... I am asserting an gpinion
(sorrect or incorreot) whioch I hold, and not merely
expressing an emotion which I feel. (2) that the
opinion which I am asserting is notl mersely about my
own feelings or wishes or bellefs. In saying that
A sought to have xept his promise to B, I seem fo
be asserting about 3 end B snd their relationship
something which is no more abhout me and my attltude
towards them than 1f I had esserted that 4 is B's
sesond cousin, (3) That what I assert about A's
breach ebout his promise to 3, viz., thet 1t wes
wrong acd ought LoV %o have happensd, is something
unique and pecullar, though perresotly familiar and
intelligible %o everyome., It cannoi be expressed
by any form of words whieh does not ocontain the
wards "right" or "ought® or some others which are
obviously mere verbal translations of them,

However, as soon as we mentlion the ward introspection,
they refuse to admit the validity of our aceount of moral and
sesthetic experiences. They mainteln thet sn objset 1s
locked at objeatively only if 1t is viewed from the outside
and if a scientific asoount of it can be siven, Since they
velieve that only netural science has a word aboul feets,
and the behavioristic psyechology -~ on their view - is the
only psychology that csn be oelled sclentifio, introspection
is nothin: but & wild goosechase of metaphysiocians sand

3ears.

23 C... BROAD, "Some of the Hain Problens of BEthies”,
in Heedings in Yhilosophisal analysis, pp. 547 f.
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Thus behavioristic outlook is snother presupposition
which preecludes the emotivists to see clearly what is in-
volved in our moral and sesthetic experience and conseguently
in our way of spaéking about those experiences. Of course,
logico~positivistio analysiz of ethical statsmentzs admittedly
desls only with the logie of langusge, with the formal
strueture of lenguage, and not with the objeets %o which
ethical languagze is related. Their consideration of moral
experiences 13 limlted to gonetic explanations of those ex-
periences - but in this case they are no longsr on philoso-
phical plane {understood as linguistic analysis) but on the
plane of psychology. and however useful and elucldeting
such explanetions may bs from a purely sclentific point of
view, we shall try to show that thasy -~ regardless of their
truth or falsshood - 40 not in any way affect statements
of value, for they answer the why and not the what of

those statsments.



CHAPTER V
CRITIWI OF GXATIC SXrLANATIONG

Having aessigned ethical and other value judgments to
the realm of nonsense, the enotivists seem to suspect that
their aaocount 1s unascgeptable unliess some additionel aon-
analytic 1 oxplanation of our existing moral and acathetieo
beliefs is given. They see that for certein beliefs of this
kind men did not hesitate to saevifice meny & selfish
pleasure end even to give their own lives. The Leliefs,
for instance, thet lying is avil, or that murder is wrong,
are commnonly upheld as something self-cvident and absoclutely
oertain, and any opposition is crushed in one way or another.
Furthermors, the view that there are degress of perfectlons:
of beauty, of goodness, and 80 on, is gc comaon and pre-
suppesed in all spheres of valus discourse that it simply
cannot be ignored even by the theory whioh labels velue
Judgments as expressions of feelings.

Explanations offered by emotivists for the sxistence
of athical end amesthetic belliefs sre mogtly genetic in ghg-

racter, These are zclentific theories about the origin and

1l Thet these explanations are not snalytic
(# philosophic in positivistic senee) is recognized even by
AY4AR when he writes concerning the question, Tvhat are the
moral habits of a given person or aroup of peopls, and whuti
causes them to have precisely those habits and feelinss®;

*This enquiry falls wholly within the scope of the existing
8ocial sciences™,

Langusge, Truth snd Logie, p. 112,
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development of beliefs in individusls, in modern primitive and
oivilized socisties and in prehistory. They ere based on
gcertain faots established or sssumed by the so-~called sooclsl
sciengcses - paychology, socioclogy, history, enthropology, and
economios; and they are subjeet to empirical verification by
meens Of observation, experimentation and induction in so

fer as social solences may be sald to employ the acientifioc
methods.

The genetic “"explenstions” offered are various: that
value judgments have foundation in lrrationsl impulses,
Teelings, emotions; 2 thaet our value jJjudgments are & direct
result of the conditioning to which we have been suggosted;
that habits of individusls and sustomns of the society to
whieh individumls belongz, through constant chenge end modi-
fication, force us to make the valus judgrents we in fueot
make, and s0o on., The "relativity of morsls” is the main
"fact” presented by them in support of the view that ethical
and other valuse Judgments are nothing but expressions of
f2elinzs made posslbly with e visew that thsy will corecte
similar feelin s in others, The enotive theory "assertis
that in ethical attitudesn and Jjudgments there i3 sn ultimate

irrational factor, an emotional elemsnt which is apt to

2 The ambigulty of the emotivist terminology is
notorious. (f. Sh. VI for a further discussion of this
point.
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differ from person to person, especially if temperanment,
training and environment differ markedly... The asseriion
of a moral rule cesn therefore never be anything more then an
expression of the demands of one’'s self, or the imposition
of the demands of the feslings of one individusl or group
upon another", s
Some extrenists, like Westermarck, sven cleim that
objectivity of sthical Jjudgments is not only questioned in
some way but disproved by the faot that they are based on
emotion. ¥ Similarily, to Ayer, genstio explan:tions provide
& conclusive solution to the puzzle presenied by the fact
that so many bheliefs seem to us self-evident, morel precepts
categorical, vslues absolute and intrinsiey Ho malntains
that there are no specifically momml sontents of any Judg-
menta, and that everything called “morsl” is reducible to
other, non-ethieasl factors. He writea: "When one comez $0
pursue the psychological enquiries which constitute ethical
science, one is immedintely enabled %o account for the
Kantian and hedonistic theories of morals, Ffor one Tinds that
one of the chief csuses of moral behaviour is fear, both

conseious and unconscious, of a god's displeasure, and fear

of the enmity of sooiety”. 9

3 Campbell A. GARHETT, The Joral Hature of iian,
Hew York, Ronald Press, Iﬁég. pe G0

4 Cf. his Zithical Relstivity, ilew York, Harcourt,
Braoce, 1933, p, 60.

5 Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 112 T.
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Often it 18 argued that individusl's vsluastions ere
e result of his conditioning, training, education., That is
the reasaon why we find so umsay conflioting views as to values
even among members of the same sociely, the same community,
the same clubs. Ve could reduce any value Jjudgment to the
non~axiclogical factors such aa fear of punishment, expecta-
tion of rewards, and others which played any role lun the
spesker's tralning and edusation.

How these are much greater elaims than that according
to which the smotione piovide only s nesgessary psythological
condition without which one could not be in the it state
to intult moresl end sesthetic values. ‘& deny the former
claims, but we certalinly admit the latter one, ¥We can whole-
heartedly agrec with 4.0. 3wing who stetes: "There is no
doubt that we may see for ocurselves later the truth of what
we are first taught on authority... T he fact that we were
first taught in ethles by somebody else nesd not ralse
doubts of it 1a our ming provided we can see ethiocel truths
for ourselves now, unlsess ilndeed we 2re io have similar
doubts of mathematics..., After all most people unly come
to know in the first instance that 5 ¢ 7 = 12 or shat the
three angles of an Huelidisn trisngle are equal to two

right angles because their teacher told them so®, ©

6 aA.C, Z4ING, Ethlos, English Universities Pross,
l?ﬁﬁ, De 124.




CRITIQUS OF QGuiunTic oX LANATIONS 84

What should we say adout the genetic explansiions?
Do they achievs thelr purposs, namely, %o reduse veluational
to noo-valuational factors, and %o show that the essentlal
defect of the traditional sthical theories as well as of
coumon sense is to trest "propositions which rofer to the
causes and attributes of our ethiocal Teelinge as if they
wers definitlons of sthical concepts”. ' In other words,
do they prove that any vslue statement whose origin and
development they are explaining is fslee or that 1t is even
a pseudo-statenent?

Definitely they do not prove nor disprove anything
in ethlgs - regardless of thelr own truth or falsity. 1t is
possible, for instance, that 8 genetic theury provided a
true answer %o the guestion, Why X lied t¢ Y on & certain
tecasion. But this would in no wey affeet the proposition,
Lying is wrong. In other words, genetic¢ explanations might
give & true acesunt of statements of fact, but they csanuopt
give sny account of statemenis of valus. The statement, "A
thinks it is wrong to steal f{rom ", 1s 8 statement of faot;
but the statement "It is wrong to steal™, ls a stoteuent of
value. One e¢an indeed show why A thinks 1t is wrong to
steal, how he came to the 1des of wrong, of steeling (as dis-
tinguished from taking), and of many other things, but this
is not %o show whether the statenment Stealing is wrong, is

true or false, mesningful or meaningless.

7 Zede &YER, P Qito, Pe 113,
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Supposing it were proved that whenever X tells truth
to Y, ne 15 in a state of fear either from Y or from soclety
or from a god; &nd that whenevour he tells lies %o Y, he is
not afraid of enything. Can we infer frum this fact that
telling truth is nothing but feasr of punishment, and lying
the state of reliel from this feer - as nany emotivists try
to explain truth and lie? I think such inference to be
false. Fear may induce onas to tell truth, but this is only
the ceuse for his esotion. Fsar may induce us to do many other
things whieh we wculd not eall telling truth. In fact,
knowiedge of truth is presupposed before fear gun asuse us
to tell it, 3Bimilsrily, the removal of {esr may male us
feel unrestrained in many respects, but this does not mesn
that lying which we might practice in this stste of unres~
treint hag anything to do with fear; only our prazotice of it
{or of anything else) may be relmted to it.

‘The emotivists arc very often confused by the fact
that value judgments ars accom.ariied by sirong Teelings.
Gradually they oome to ignore that thore 1s & difference
between the two end they sluaply procleim such jJudgments to
be nothing but & verbtal outburst of feclings, emotions,
irrational impulsesn. This, seems to me, 1s incumpatible
with the common conception of value judgments as norms and
with the fact that we recognize the distingtion betvesn s

porm end the action of the psople in resird to that norm.
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The statement, "I like telling lies”, doos not establish a
norm, "Telling liss is rightv'; in other worde, 1t doss not
elnim e&ny neceasity and universality. Horms, on the other
hand, present themselves as necessary and universal, regard-
less of how individuels st different tinmes feel. Uy irre-
tional impulses, my likes and dislikes, my selfish deslires,
cannot establish = norm, but this is presisely what the
emotivists meintain when they say that typlesl value Judgments
are nere expressions of such impulses. Yet, asis John wild,
"why should the desiderative element in obligstion be
thouwrht of as a blind eruption of arbitrary impulse snd thus
jdentified with rew appetite? Hrny faols seem lncompatible
with such s conclusion. Becgsuss I want something it does not
follow thet I gught to want it. There are many gascs where
obligation eonfliots with blind impulse and rew desire”. ©

On the other hand, many emotivists ~ especlially
stevenson - stress the fact that ressons esn redirect exist-
ing desires, feelinga, attitudes. Is it not possible that
such cognitive evidence could itselfl puide our nmorsl ~etions
and mould our desires in the direction of that which hase
been rationally apprehended as worthy of desiring, of

approvel, of doing? To quote agein Professor Wild:

8 Plato's -odern snemies and the Theory of Hatural
Law, Chicago University i’reas, 1950, pp. 215 T.
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if such evidenoe (true or false) may thus moderate

desire, why san it not ellcit and direct such

aotive tendenoy in the first plece, ss the facts

of morsl experience seem so ¢leiarly to indicate?

Thus, suddenly becoming aware of certain faets,

expressed 1in certain judgnenta that are true or

false, acute suffering before ue, snd powers «t

my comasnd, I may suddenly experience a new sense

of oblization having nothing te do with my raw _

appetlites and even radicelly oprosed %o them". -

Guils~complex is another favorite phrase in the esmo-

tivist paychologiosl explanations of certain types of moral
behavior. They consider gullt as a morbid condition arieing
from ths fzet that ths "sinner” knows he has done something
which he hged been taught was wrong; this condition may be
intensified by fear of gsonsequences. But are the emotivists
reslly speaking of gullt? Are they not rather deseribing
the psychological conditlions of a specific person who fesls
guilty and then egquate these conditions with sullt? Yet it
is evident thst such psyshological conditions are a con-
sequence of an insight into the naturs of values: the man
who feels guilty must have Tirst recognized that he ignored
certain call of value, for instance, the eall for respsct
of a person, of life, of truth, and so on. "“The conscious-
ness of guilt and repentance”, says Nessner, is primarily by
no means feeling of guild but insight into the wrong done en-

suing in the resoluticon to chanpge in sttitude..."” 1o

9 rlato's Modern idnemigs and the Theory of Jastural
Lew, p. 216.

10 Johannes }is331 iR, #thies end Faots, Lt. Louls and
London, 4. Herder Book 50., 1982, p. 308,
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One of the praominent emotivistas, Professor Stevenson
of the Univeraity of Miehigan, meintaina that "This is
right" means simply "I approve of thisj do so as well", 11
¥e might admit thet a genetic explanation might gzive & sa-
tisfaotory account as to why we appiy terms sueh as "right"
and "wrong" to the apecific actions to which we actuzlly
apply them. But, says Joad,

the reason why we call X right is not the ssme as what
we mean when we say that it is right. NHow, elther
the word "right" carries some speclific meaning not
coterminous with "gonducive $to the advantage of
selfl or group” or "felicifie™ in respect of sself
or group®, or it does nost. I 1% does not, 1if its
meaniag 1s exhausted by the ooncepia of happinsss
and adventage, if, in other words, to ssy "X is
right®, 1s to maxe sn ejaculation of emotional
approval for whet is thought to conducse to advan~
tage or to promote happiness, why use the word,
"right” at gll? Why not spesk direotly of
happiness and advantage, as we do when we mske
judgments whioh express feelings of plaagura or
adduce considerations of self~interest, +&

We might aedd: %Why should we not say, "1 approve of
this and I want thet you t20 approve of it¥, instesd of
saying, "This is right"? - if the two siatemoents are egui-
velentl

To sny that moral Judgments ore really commsnds
and not stutements is also a kind of genetic explanstion.
Zmotivists rsgognize thet norms cull for sotlions, that they

eannot be merely recorded as true and then left to the whim

11 Cf. his Zthics and Languagze, che 11, (pp. 20-36).
iz 2 gritique of lLogioul Uositivism, p. 128,
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of individuals. However, they draw from this fact & false
inference, namely, that norms are commands in a disgulsed
form. The reason why we taxe them as directives i3 not bhe~
cause they are disguised commands butl because they ars state~
ments of velue (a8 distinogulshed from stetements of faot)
and as sush involve 2 recognition of the demands of thet
valus: to find truth valusble is to find also a demand that
truth be loved and respected, regardless of circumstantisl
personal preferences: to find love disvalueble 1s also to
recognize that one ghould not tell lies.

Obviously, this recognition of the call of values
is radiecally distinct from seying that velue judgments are

sommands; for it presupposes knowledge of values, and follows

it. Perhaps onse could get confused by considering soms
special caszes of moral Jjudgment such as "you ought to do
so-and-ao", Using such and sinilsr phrases we want to
induce the other to somply with our wishes] we may strengthen
our demand by using vehsment langusge snd by threatening
with punishment if he will not obey. In this sense we do
uae such words os "you ought 0o do so-and-so” as an imperat-
ive. However, we should consider some other modes of speech
if we want to 40 justice to the significution of "right®

or "ought”; we should examine, for instance, the c¢azes where
our judgment of obligation refers to a third person:

"he ought %0 do so-and-s0"; or to the past: "you ousht to
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have done so~and-so"; or te an unfilfilled pest condition:
"if this and that had been the casse, you cught to have done
gso-and-s80"; Or Vo a contrary to fact ceondition: "if this
and that were the case, you ought to do so-~and-so”, and s0
on. We see olserly that "ought” has the ssame meening in sll
these cases and we see just ms elearly thast it does not ex-
press a command. 1t is true that we may use the present
indicative form, "you cught to do so-and-so”, to induos
someone to aet in a certain way, but thisz fsct does not
Justify us to conoclude that the apparent statement is in
reality an imparative. Am Roas points out, "What distin-
guishes 1ts meaning from that of the genuine do so-and-so®
is thet one i3 suggesting to ths person sddressed a2 rsason
for doing so~and-so, viz., that it is right. The attempt
to induce the person addrsssed to behave in & particulasr way
i a separable acoompaniment of the thought that the set is
right, and cannot for a moment bz acgepted ¢s the meaning
of the words ‘you ocught to do so~aad-go'”, 13
NHot only do we admit & nscsssary psychological conw
dition for any belief: we also admit the very lmrortant role
of education in formetion of ocur ethiocal and sesthetic
beliefs., But the fret that we learn to evsluste objeects snd
actions in a certain way does not make sny of our valuations

false, nor does it reduce thoze valuations to sxpressions

13 Y. invid Boss, Foundetions of #Zthics, p. 4,
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of our own or our tescher's likes and dislikes. '@ dan
achieve genulne insights of our own after the teacher has
pointed gertain values to usy we osn elzo sharpen our capa-
eity to percelve values and to make nore scourste Judgments
on them. Plato had recogpnized thias role of education, and
Haritein seoms entirely in agresesment with him when he itrests
of sesthetic perception:
Like the virtue of art itself, taste, or the

capacity to perseive bsauty and pronounce a jJjudge~

ment on it, presupposes an innate gift, but cen be

developed by education and instruction, ohiefly by

the study and ratlonsl explanation of works of

art. All things beling equal, the betier informed

the mind is of the rules, the methods and the

diffioulties of art, and above sll of the end

pursued by the artist and his intentions, the

better it 18 prepared to receivs by means of the

intultion of %E& sensas the intelligible splendor

enanating from the work and so sfentaﬁauusly to

perceive and ralish its besuty. 14

We pointed out that genestie explanastions of morsl and

assthetlc experiensss provide mearely the psychologicsl,
sociologioeal and historical aspeots of such experiences; such
explanations 40 not show that morasl and aesthetio slemsnts
are reducible to s-moral fastors. 3ut even If they eould do
that, they would still not touch the genuine charsoster of
the eand-product, thet is, of the experiences which we now
recognize as moral; for this would be equivalent to showing

that & house is nothing more then s eollectlion of bricxs,

14 Jaocques MARITAIN, Art and dcholagticism, London
Sheed and Ward, 1930, p. 164, H. S5B. ’ ’
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that nation is nothlng more than a collection of individuals,
thet Beethoven's Hinth Symphony 1s nothing but the sum-total

of its notes, thet Renoilre's Bal & Jougivel is just an ar-

rengement of patehes of ¢rlors, &nd s0 on. 58 acute ethical
enslyst writes in this comnnscetion:

Suppose it could be shown thet whet we take to
be the desire to do what is right ss such has
developed, elther in the history of each ipdi-
vidual or in that of human race, on reguler
prinsiples out of fesires which were all purely
non=-moral... It would he @ fallacy to conclude
that what we take to be the desire to do whst is
right &s such 1s not what i1 appesars to be, but
is reslly just one or a combinastion of purely
non~-moral desires. An account of the stages
out of which somsthing developed 1in a reagular
way is one thing, end an anslysis of it as 1%
is when fully developed is another. But it 1s
vory common 30 sonfuse the two and to imagine
that one has shown that the end-term of such a
process just aanaisga of the sarlier terms in

a disguissd form. 1

I think we &re justified in concluding that the
introduction in ethicsl litersture of long passagss con-
zerned with giving e genstic account of our moral and
assthetio expericncees is a futlle aticupt to undermine
ethics and .esthetlies; and I might add that they are also
a8 door-loek keeping us in the shadows of the cave rather

then a key to the light of truth: they hinder us from

15 Charles D. BHOLD, "Some of the !'ain Probless in
sthies”, in Readings in Jithieal Anslysis, pp. 560 f.
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echieving genuine insights into the realm of velues by

direoting our attention to the conuses of an individual's
beliefes instead of to the contents of those beliefs. We
should delegate such explanations to soalal sclences and

let them De judged by ths tests of seientific methed.



CHAPTER VI
CGRITI Wi OF AOTIVIOT TAMINOLOGY

Despite the celsim of the philosophers who gonceive
philosophy as a logicul olarificution of language, one does
not need to read very fsr in the epmotivist ethical writings
t0 see that many of the basia congepts of thelr value theory
are undefined, or defined poorly, and presented to the
resder as univocal. 3Sueh are, Tor instence, "expression”,
Teellng™, "emotion™, "attitude®, "sommend”, "right", "emotlve
language™, "cognitive language”™, and many others. It would
be of interest to us to exsmine asome of them, to determine
some poussible meanings of these terms and to point out how
improperly they are used in sthioal analysis.

1. “ANALYSLS oF sXeieS3Ion”

Aceordingz to emotivists, Judgmenis of value are
pseudo~judgments vLecsuse they are gxprossions of feelings,
emotions, attitudses. In whet szenze ecan value jJjudgments be
said to "exprasa” feelings? IFxpression means first of wll a
transparence of a person's fuce, volce, movements. In this
asnse we intuit in others such phenumens as fear, joy, snd
80 on; we are reading them in a persoun's Tece, in his volce,
in his way of welxging. There is no question of propositions
involved here, since the other is not st:ting thet he fears
or that e rejoices; on the contrary, he may be speaking of
something else, or may not be spesiing at all. He 18 not

intending to convey to us that he fesrs or rejoices, yet
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we can "reasd” these phenomeona on his feoe, in his volee, in
his aotions. This sense of "expression”, says von Hildebrand,
is the most authentic one; it "refers to the intuitively
given transparence of psychigal entities in a person®s face
or in his volce or moveuents. In this sense we say that &
fanoe expresses joy, & voloe expresses fear, & way of walking
expresses an affected or sophisticatesd attitude, In this
sense, too, we say that a certain face expresses Kindness,
purity, intelligenca”. 1

The emotiviste cannotl intend this sense of "express-
ion"™ to be spplicable to value judgments since they are not
analyzing persons' faces &t the time of wmaking & value jJudp~
ment, nor sre they interested in the volae of the spesker
$0 determine his feelings; they are interested in santences

mede with the intention to proelaim something valuable or

disvalusble. It is true that they often equete such sen-
tences with phreases pronounced in a speclel tone of voiee,
but this is different from "reeding™ in someone's voioce 8
particular expression, It is different becesuse in one crse,
namely, in saying ™:llling 1s evil™, and then translating it
into "iilling!li!” pronounced with a volce of disepiroval,

one is still intending to convey scmething. C. . Brosd

1 Dietrich von HILDEBRAND, Christisn Ethies, Hew
York, David Hacssy Co., Lub.,; D LE85.
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pointe out 2 that there is setually no more than a verbal
difference between the original and the translation - if we
admit thet value jJjudgments are expregsions in the first
place, There is, of course, more then 8 verbal difference
between saying, "I feel so-snd-~s50" and merely exclaiming
because I have that feeling. %We wlill see later whether the
relation between the emdpiivist translatlion and the original
value judgament could be of this kind, but st this point it
is important for us to reslize that the authentlic mesning

of "expression” has nothing te do with verbasl or non-verbal
#igns made to convey informastion, nor with any csusal rela-
tion between a feeling end an exclametion., When we say thet
& volce expresses fear, or that a face expresses joy, we are
reading - 35 to say - bebween the lines, though the lines
themselves are independent of the feeling in question. e
may see someone's fear even when he spesks of weather; his
Joy even when he is under the pressure of physicel discom-
forts.

We have a different sense of “expression” when we mean
by it en exteriorization of our feelings, such as singing,
tears, and even ocertmin words, phrases and sentenses. As
von Hildebrand obaerves, "$esrs may be an expression of

sorrow, singing an expression of joy, or jumping in the air

2 Cf, his article “dome of the llaln rroblems of Sthigs®,
in Philosophy, Xi1I, pp. 99-117.
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an expression of exubersnt ocheerfulness. In this sense ocer-
taln worda or even sentences may be cwnlled expressions of aur
Joy, our sorrow, our fear, ouyr enthusiassu”. &

It 18 this sense of "expression™ which is usuaslly in-
tended when it is ssid that velue jJudgments are expressions
of feelings. We quite sgree that neither tears nor nhrases
nor such sentences are statements, that they do not express
anything which sould be called true or false. Gonsequently,
we also agree that the emctivist theory does differ essen-
tially from the ordinary subjectivistic theories which cleim

that value judgments are stutements about the speaker's

feelings.

But our problen now is to determine whether value judge
ments are really expressions in this senss. Are we really
exteriorizing our feellngs with the judgment, "milling is
evil”, as we sre with sn lnterjeetion, ™Ouchl™ when we step
on @& thorn, or when we shed tears of Joy and sorrow? This
seems to me is sontrary %o sxperience. "Grest music™, says
von iiildebrand”, is given a&s besutiful to me, the quality
of beauty revealing itself univecelly as & proparty of the
objeet; it stands before uy mind es distinot from physicsl
experiences of my soul, sueh as joy, serenity, boing moved,

or sorrow und snxiety. The wmoral nobility of an agt of

3 Christien Hthias, p. 123.
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cherity 1s olearly given as & nroperty of the set, as some-
thing of the object’s side, definitely distinguished from
any psycshiocal happening in the soul®, 4

It seems plesusible to many peopls to believe thst
statements of what is right end wrong, beautiful or ugly, and
other valuations, are nothing but ezpressions uf sn indivi-
dual's feelings. The fact that we differ in evalusting is
often brought to the support of this beliasf. However, as
we try to deternine what is mesnt by "expression™, which
sense of the term is intended to be spplicable to veluse
Judgments snd then to ocompsre the emotivist claims with our
experienge, we ses that we have bsaen coceived by an lnnoecent
term into subsericimg to a most subjectiviatic view whish
would not be destroyed even 1f “expressions of feelinags®
were maintained to fall under the jJurisdiction of the cate~
gories of truth and falsehood, 5

2. AHALYSIS OF “ESLINIGY

The term "feeling® 15 ot as univocal as it is im-

plied by the emotivist writers. The acute ethical analyst

4 Christisn .thies, p. 1l23.

5 "Zven if Jthe emuilvist/ sdmitted thet value-judg-
ments can be true or false, the mein basis for his relstiv-
ism would not be overthrown: 1f velue-judgments really do
only refer to feelings independently of the more logieal
question whether they can be true or false, then values would
truly be something entirsly subjective”.

De von HILOHEBRAND, Christisn Jfthies, p. 123,




CRITIQUE OF AMUTIVIOT TUiRMIHOLOGY 89

von Hildebrand observes that “"feeling" 1la "sometimes used %o
denote mere states, such s fetigue, depression, irritation,
enxiety: sometimes for experiences, such s bodily pain or
pleasure; and somestimes for meaningful afiective responsss,
such as jpy, sorrow, fear, enthuslesm”,. ® Into which of these
threse categories are feelings of valus supposed to belong?
They sre not comparable %o fatigue or anxiety which have
nothins to do with the objects whioh we sre evalusting; then
there would de no guestion of how we feel towards certein
objecte or sotions; we could express our feelinges indepsn~
dently of morsl apnd sesthetic sets and objeots, and this is
ot oleimed even by the smotiviats,

Value feelings also cannot be on the level »f bodily
pain end pleasure - for the same reason. They may be com-
psrable %0 the affestive responscs, and these take us baok
to the objects: we could not rejolce unless we first rego-
gnized certain value over whioch to rejoice; we could not feasr
unless we perceived something as dangerous to us; similspily
we could not condemn killing a8 evil unless we Tirst intuited
its disvalue; we could not rejoloe over s sunsetl unless we
saw some beauty in it. JAnd ir the emotivists sbjeot thet
one c¢#n rejoice when he hes drunk wines, sven though there is

no objeet invelved here, we can atill rely on the evident

& OChristian Zthies, p. 1Z2l.
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difference between let us say joy over the conversion of cup
friend and between Jjoy begause of we know not whet when we
are intoxicated. It is merely the poverty of languege which
prevents us from pointing the difference between the two
cases verbally/.

In any ¢sse, the question still stands: which of
the senses of "feeling” is to be neent when one says that
velue statements are "expressions of feelings”.

3. ANALYSL3 OF “ATTITUDE"

HMaintaining thet value judgments eoncern attitudes
rather then feelings -~ as J3tevenszon does - is probably much
better, providsed thet we include ss eanstituents in the
congept denoted by that word some alsments of resson and
wili. Yet we must not forget thrt the term “sttitude@,
too, is vague. The gquestion to be amked 1s, Wherain lles
the difference between "sttitude” and “"feeling"? Profesaor
Joad provides a penetrating answer for us. The difference,

he ssys, lies,
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First... in the inelusion within the conocept of
attitude of the apprehension of an objective si-
tustion. This apprehension is both cognitive and
normative; it purports, in other words, %o inform
us not only of the existence, but of the desirabi-
1lity or undesirability of something other than our-
selves; fealings on the ocontrary sive us no inform-
ation exoept about ourselves.

Secondly, attitude includes an element of will.

One wills a particular line of conduct relatively
to an apprehended situation... L Je conelude that
it is retional to desire (or to depl-re) a certein
state of affeirs snd then will to bring about (or
to diminish) the state of affairs wgnse zeneral
charaester we rstionslly apprshend.

But it is very doubtful thet the word ™attitude™
carries such & olear cut mesaning and distinetion from
"feeling™ in the writiags of sStevenson; for both of these
terms in so far as they are utilized by that suthor are
rooted in his emotivistic preconceptions. There is no ques-
tion of an insight into values and consequently noc recogni-
tion of the ¢gall of values, No wonder, then, that despite
his efforts to show that one should n;t stop short discussw
ing only the basic principles of othies but study also the
goncrete ethical proble~s and the methods of solving them,
he does not do justice t0 sctual humen moral consciousness
and the certitude about the basloc sthiocal norms. 48 for
the mesning of "attitude”™ he tries o explain it by relating
the term "%o purpouses, aspirations, wants, preferencos,

desires, in short, intsrests; attitude 1s accordincly a very

7 Coleils JOAD, 4 Critique of Logicul rPositivisn,
pp 126 .
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vagus word... only a very inexperienced persom eould believe
he is oapadble of really ohanging the thief's sttitude by
purely emotive neans wes, for instance, by inspiring fear
that he 1s asking for trouble with the police or thzt he ia
going to ruin his life. Secundly, i[ someone asonsiders him
a8 8 hopeless esse and haands hin over to the police or the
psychologist, he would be sure that the rect that steasling
is objeotionable 1s independent of his and the thief's
sttitude and "persuasion” in the sense of an emotive cs-
tegory . 8 Yet, according to 3tevenson, one would be simply
expressing his sttiiude towards thiefs in different ways,
and this is the esr-ence of ethical dissgreemsnis.
Stevenson's view that valus judgments are expressions of
attitudes farss then no better then the view thet value judow
ments sre expressions Of fealings, becruse It r«sts on &
vague oonecept of attitude which - in his sense - 1s hardly
distinguishable from fesling.

. AHNALYSI3 OF "RIGHT™

Another anbiguity liew in the eumotivist usapes of
the term "right” and comparsble normative terus. Ordinasrily
we say thr ¢ if an sotion is rignt it is ri "t in the sanme
way a3 #n argument 1s valld or a statemsent true; in other
words, we belleve thet an aetlon cannot be right and wrong,

that the principle of contrsdicetion aoplies here a3 elsew ere

& Johannes LESSNKR, Sthics and Feats, e Su7a
] %
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The attempt of Stevenson to show that an action could be
right st time t and wrong at time %, 9 goes not arfect in
any way the charaster of universallity of rightness. It is
true thet an ectlion may be wrong at tine t but be right et
time t; e.g., that stealing is wrong generally but risght in
self-preservation. But 3tevenssn doss not for only this
kEind of relstivity of right; he is claiming that 1f & man
says "Murder is evil"” et 1l s.z. and "Hurder is good" at
12 a.m., he was right in both ceses. Ia fact, he could be
changin: his mind every aminute end be right all the times,
for "right® mesus "that which the zpesker approves”.

These implications of subjegtivism which tries %o
give eny meaning %o valua tarms had deen recognized long ago

in 3.8, Hoore's Prineipia HKthios and werc repsated in his

"Heply %o My Crities". The great father of philosophieal
anelysis states: "io single person who seid of the seme
action on two different oecssions theat it wes right or would
be right, would ever be ssylng the ssus thins 2bout 1t on

the one occasion as he said it on the other, since on the

one ogcasion he would be saying that he approuved of it at
ihet, 2nd on the other would be seying thet he approv~d of it

at that other, different, time”. 10

9 Cf. his erticle, "Moure's Arguments agsinst cer-
tain ggrmu o{ &thigﬁl Heturelism®, in The shilosophy of
Ge s HOOT®, {Feds c:iﬂ,éw, ed.), pp. 68-30,

. 10 George K. MOGHZ, ™a ﬁeply to ty Critics™, in
Ihe Philosophy of G.Z, T10U4, (pp. H35-677), p. 5562,
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Hoore also recognized that no two persons could be
using "right™ in the same sense, for 1f "right™ mesns "thet
which i3 approved by the spes:ier”™, then the statement,
Honesty is right, effirmed by two different persons would not
mean the seme thing. In Hoore's words, "no two people, who,
using 1t /Fright"/ in this way /T.e., in Otevenson's sense/,
said of the same asction that it was right or would be right,
would ever be saying the same thing sbout it, since oune
would De saying that he, at the time of sapesking, approved
of it, while the other would be ssying that he did...” 11
6. ANALYSIS OF "COMZAND"

The identirficetion of value ststenent with commands
is another issue which seems 1o rest eithsr on & misunder-
standing of value judgments or on s false notion of ocomuand,

Supposing we staste, Xilliss is evil, .Je certeinly
refer to & chsracteriatic property, =tiribute, of the smet
of xilling; we are charsaeterizi:y Lillins 1o a cerinin way.
But are we oxpressing say prohibition” we are not expressing
1%, though we are pointing %o a faot which demsands ol us not
only to affirm it, but also to follow 1ts onll. It is not
snocugh to reeognize thut killing is & disvelue; it is ne-
cessary to follow its demand, navuely, thet one should avoid
end probBibit that aet. In steting thet killing is evil we

rofer, as von Hildebrand asays,

11 The ~hilosophy of G.i. Hoore, p. 550.
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to something whioh 1s, on the one hand, the reason
and basis for the prohibitioh, and from whieh, on
the other hand, the prohibition logieally follows.
The seme applies when we stute that sherity is
good, We must realize thot the ocunneetion between
both fagts -~ the goodness and the command to goodw
ness - 18 evidently such that the goodness is the

%ﬁgaoigéum, and the oommend, the prinelpiatum.
us, 1t is impossible to substitute the command
for the value because the commend, as scon &s it
is & moral somsand and not @ meye positive comuend...
necessarily presupposess the value of the ubjeat
to whieh 1t refers.

To what specific kind of ocommsnd should value judg-
zents bs eguivelent? Hmotivists believe that the statesent,
"Killinz is evil™, is squivalent to, ™ivold killlngi™ or
"Do not killi"; "This plcture 1is bseutiful” to "Like this
picturel”; Tehaikovsky's Swan Lake is sublime” to "Appre~
ciete the Bwan Lage"; yet 1s not their translation only a
logical sequence of the originel and presupposing truth of
the originsl? Value has to be reccgnized bhefore a command %o
respond to it can follow. Von Hildebrend ls very insistent
on this point. "Not only does one definitely mean something
slse“, he writes, 'but the very resson for commamiing such
responses is preeisely the value of the object. This involves
the same confusion as if one would say, 'It is true that
Cessar was murdered in 43 B.C.', and make this stetement

synonymous with the commend to be convinced of it%. 13 and

he comments further on the emotivist tdentification of value

12 Ghristisn Ethies, pp. 127 T.
15 1b 23 Po» »
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judgments with comnunds: "It would be just ss nonsensical if
one s&id thet truth is nothing but the command to be con~
vinsed of something. In reality the truth of ¢ sentence is
presupposed in its independence in order to require convig-
tion end oblige belief im it". 14

If value judgments on the one hand do not state any-
thing and zre on the other equsted with commends, then it is
clear thet the emotivists consider commends us something
complately devoid of resason. Sinee there is no guestion of
truth and faelsehood involved in value judgnents (because they
are really commands), it follows that it does not matler by
what means do we "supportY them; at least we gannot prove
retiocnally that some "reasons"™ behind our commands (expressed
in the fora of value stetements) ore more cogoent than others,
since thero is no logieal relationshlp betwsen such ressons
and the command whieh they csre supporting. S3olentlfic Tacts,
propagsnda, police $ricks, or brain weshing, &re on equal
level} we can judge their “support” only by the efflcieney
they exhibit.

This emotivist belief that the value of “reasons®
supporting the commends is to be consildered solely by the
efficiency of such "reusons" indicatos & pross nisuncerstrnd-
ing of the term COMAND: 1t is meintulned by them "that

the function of & command is to affect the hearer gausally,

14 Christian 3thies, p. 128.
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or get him to do something”. 15 Yet, telling someone to do
something, and getting hin to do it, are logieally distinct.
As Hare points oud,

to tell someone that sanething is the osse 1Is lo-
gloally distinot from getting (or trying to get) him
to believe 1t. Having told someons that somsthing
18 the c¢ase we may, if he i1s not disposed %o believe
whet we say, atart on 8 quite different proecess of
trying to get him to bslieve it (trying to per-
suade or convince him that what we sald is true).

Ho one, in seeking to explain the function of in-
dicative sentences, would say that they were attemptis
to persuade someone that somethinz is the suse.

And there is no more reason fur saying that commands
ars attempits to persuade or get somgone %o do soe-
thing; here, too, we first Yell sowneons whrt he is
to do, end then, if he is not disposed tu do what

we say, we mey stert on the wholly digrarant pro-
gass of trying to get him to do it.

Commasnd is not equivalent to getiing someone to do
something; 1t is equivalent to telling someone to do some-
thing. A copmmnd answers the question, ¥What shall I do?

The hearer may or may not follow it, but we were not trving
to get hium, or influence him, to follow it. 4s Hare points
out, ™wes may tell someons, elther thut something is the case,
or to do something; here there is no etisnmpt at jersuasion
{or influencing or inducing or cetting to). If the person
is not disposed to assent to whet we tell him, we may then
resort to rhetoric, propagends, mershalling of edditionel

facts, psychologiocal tricks, threats, bribves, torture,

15 Rioherd Mervin lliHg, Languame mnd Morsls, Oxford,
1985, pe 15. I1talics mina!

18 Language angd Morals, pp. 13 f.
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mockery, promises of protectiuon end a varisty of other expe-
dients. All of these sre ways of inducing hic or getting
him t0 do something; the first of these ars weys of iundusing
him or getting him to d.o something; the {lrst four are also
ways of getting “1im to belleve something; nune of then sre
ways of telling him something®. 17

Our purpose in giving e oommand is not to influence
the hearer to act in a certsin direstion; our purpose is to
tell him what he is to do, leaving him with his own rewson
to consider the fueols, the rezsonableness of our gomnand,
and then to deoide of his own amcouunt to sct as he was told,
Propaganda sad other forms Of persuasion is not sddrssssi %o
his reaszon; it is 8 mes~ns of getling him to do something; it
aims et getting him t0 decide und %o sat in & partioular way.
In Hera's words, "telling someone to 4o sumething, or that
something 1is the case, is answering the question, YWhat shall
I do?' or 'Yhat are the facts?' ¥ hen we have answered trese
questions t:e¢ hearer xnows what Vo do ur whut thes fsots are -
if what we have told him is right. He is not neces-urily

thereby influenced one way or the other, nor have .e Telled

if he 12 not; for he may decide to disbelleve or discbey us,
and the aere tellin~ him does nuthing - rnd see«<s o do
nzthiiny - to urevent him doing this. But persussion is not

direeted to a person 2s & rational srent, who {8 asiine

17 Language vnd Morals, p. 14,




CRITI UK OF BIOTIVIOT TllaINOLOGY 109

himself (or us) 'What shall 1 do?'; it is not an answer %o
this or asay other question; 1t 1ls an attesupt to muxe him
answer i{n a particulsr way"™. 18

7. ANALYSIS OF "SMOTIVE® AND “AIvR.OGIVLT Ll lbUads

The emotiviats ma.ie an ertificial distinction betwaen
the dsseriptive, referential, cognitive or theoretical mernw
ing snd ths expressive, interjectional or emotive meuning, =&
distinetion whioh, Af not critieally ex«iined and xgept in
mind a8 only s worxiing description, may do much hsrm Lo our
considerations of value Judgments. This distinetion, tu be
sure, has g foundation in reslity, for frelince nertalinly
are invoived in our proaounsements on values; in fact,
faelings are a necessary resstion to our recognition of ve-
lues. But to ma<e an insurmountable wall between the two
types of meaning 1s to deform the frue nsture of ocus .unice-

tion and mesnings. It is true that we could not elways
peint out what xind of mesning is primerily involved in e
phrsse or sentence, imblguous use of “.orus is guite Ireguent
and may extend aven to zrrmmatleal mowods., shen a mother

says "Neughty!” to her ohlild, she may mean nothing more then
"3topil”. But she could mean by it something eluze. .nd "the
entire distinction... between Lhe cuotive and the referentisl

use 0of language”, comments John Laird, "sceus very much

18 lLanguage and Horals, p. 1lb.
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overdrawn, and the interjeotional applleation of it a buare
sxagraration”. 19 4g further points out thet langungs aof,
lat us say, some passage of amotive literaturs, 1s not merely
interjectional b:ceuse 1t "1z not devoid of refereatisl
meaning”. 20 If lsngunge hed no rufereniial mesning, thers
would be mere noises whish would not be espable »f produeing
the speoific type of fealing in the hLenreri in other words,
there would be no objleet %o whioh the iDzarer eould recsond,
no object towards which he would mssume an atiitude or In
fece of which he would experience certain leelings.
If there ever wes s pasasge of eunctive literature,

it 1s the following one in verse:

Blow, windas, axi ormox your chesssl! rage! blowl

You catsracts and hurricanoes, spout

Till you heve drench'd our asteeples, drown'd the gocks!
- L4 » - ] 8 * L J L] L * - 4 » « L] - L - * o » - - ® 2 L] -
Rumbls thy bellyfull Spitfire! Spous, rain!

Hoy rain, wind, thunder, fire, are my alaughlers:

I tax you not, you slements, with unkindness:

I never zave you kingdom, cealled you e¢hildren,

You owe me no supseripiion...

.20 Ol '$is foul!l 21

Yet this paszcage 1s smotive grecisely boesuse the
words, phrases and sentences have & referentiul or deseript-
ive meaning. It hus s very rich desoriptive meaning - about

the Lear's dsughters snd about thelr charseter; sbout Lerr's

19 The ldea of Value, Cambridge, Sngland, 1939,

20 1Ibid., pe. 308,
a1 "HITiam SHALIGFEARL, Eing lLear, sct I1I, sec. .

pe 308,
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charactar, his fcelings; abaut the specifls situ-tion in
whlch these words are spoken, about the nature of umteornlo-
gicel and physiogrepniocel phenomens, snd so osn. How could
this be possibls if language were purely euotive? Here,
says .axrl 3ritton, the anotive theory resents gany puzzles:

¥hat, in more detall, ls the oxplenation of the frot
that words have this peculiar power of relieving
emotional tension in a poetl, and slao of exciting
emotional tension in his audience? Have they this
power 1n virtue of belag verbal signs with reference,
or mersly as physioeasl events - sopunds or warks on
paper? Obviocusly thelr referends mist be very im-
portant, even here: for, after sll, most of the
sounds that poetz use sre indiv.duelly symbolie

send not mere jingles. But if the dynemie use of
words does depend, at least in parit, upon thalr
reference, cen we ssy that, after all, the langunge
of poetry is informative, whatever elae it mesy be?
Again, could we say that the emotive mesnings of
wordis enable the poet to cunvey & pecuyll-r sort

of truth - s trath verifisd, not in the sensgs,

but in emotion? llay we even go so a1 s£g Lo s8y
that "Poetic Truth' ineludes facts about the more
intimeate structure, or the more fundamentsl physis
of the word? And if poetry does convey a peeuliary
sgort of t%ruth, to what sanoas Hf loric are its
propositions amensble? If not the loglise of
science, perhaps tu 3o.e alteractive logie - 1if
indeed, this term has any se¢nse at all. ==

Another suthor, Trom amons the smotiviast sympathi-
zers themselves, oriticlizes the artificiul isvlation of the
two functiocns of languege in view of the feot thet we cun
form about any event ox relation a number of statenents
which range [rom primarily dessriptive to primarily smotive

in function. lie writes:

22 Gommunication: 2 Philosophiesnl Jiudy of langunge,
New York and London, f. PBJL, 1Tench, TIUDACT NG GOes L9909,

pP. 14.
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Tha tendeacy bto ocuntrest suize valuative stste-
wmants which comsonly have a high degrae of emotive
stinulus-capacity with factuasl stoter.eais which
ordinarily have a hizh desoriptive stimulus-capa-
eity and thaen to regerd this diffesense as “inherpent”
or "irreducible®™ difference between fastusl and va-
luative stsboments shows fallure to rocognize that
all events and relations may be subject matter for
both factusl cnd valuetive statencnts und thset in
differont contexts and with different intents each
form of stutonent verles from the couplately vese
eriptive in reference and funstion to the comple=~
toly expressive and/or emotive in reference aud
function, <<
Similsrily, exelamstions end comnmsnds -~ if value
Judgments be 8o rezarded, could not be understood, unless
they embody some informstion that the person uttering the
command or exclemation wanis something to be done or that he
has certain feelings. 24
Fe do not object to recognition 52 the %wo basio
uses of our langusge; for it is svident from experience th:t
we often intend to uase words emoatively, parhaps just es often
&8 wa want to preserve aertsin words completely neutral, de-
tacned, "sclentifie”. But the Lfaet that most of our :dis-
course lies betwesn the two poles - tne emotive and the
deseriotive - doss not permit us todivide our rotuel use of
langusge into two isolated spheres snd to proclain one son-
sentual, the other one deyold of eoncepts. ¥For then we
should remsin silent post of the time; ss Halph larton Verry

observes, "if verbal usage were to be 30 smended as to leave

23 Rey LzPLIY, "Verifiabilliy ol Value”, in Value:

a Cooperative Inquir (R. Lepley, ed.), p. B2,
P S T e BAAITT, Ethies and Politiesl Theory,
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only exelamations, exhortetions, somplerments, and insults, on
the one hand, and rigorous soisntific concepts, on the cther
hend, most people all of the time, would have to remsin mute.
Statenents which smploy suoch terms as "good”™ and "dbad™ nay,
and usuelly do, convey objestively nsaningful concepts,
either expressly or by implication". a3

It seens that if we oonsider any utterance {in its
context) we will find some information about the spesker
himaelf end about other wmatters. In regerd to the informa-
tion conveyed by an utterance, 'nx Blasck spesks of personsl
and impersonsl asspects of th-t uttersnce. Iersonel aspect
is "the information given about the spesier, and more espe-
elally sbout the sttitudes, feelings, and wishes that gaused
bhim to mske the utterance”. =0 He divides the personsl as-~
peects into the expressive agnd the dynamic onss. "The utter~
ence is expresgive insofer as it is ccused by the spesker's

feelings or sttltudes, without any desired effect on & hearer,

An involuntsry c¢ry of paln or joy is markedly expressive in
this sense, The uttorance is dynamies insofar as it is caussd
by the spesker's desire to produce actions or other effects
in s hesrer; s command or s question is rarkedly dynamioc in

this sense". 27 Black, however, would not sdmit that velue

25 R.B. PERARY, Rcelms of Velue, p. B.
26 Critieal TﬁinE{uw, Pe 1074

27 Wisidtg pt TBVQ
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Judgments are pure expressions as Ayer believes, or that they
are pure dyasrniec devises node with the pur;ose of prndueing
aotions, or that thery are a combination of the tws aspeots

end nothing more. For he iz spesking of informstion about

the spesker, and this ia orthodox subjcotivism condemned by
the emotivists. Black's notlon of the subjective aspoots

of an uttarsnge ~ if regarded ~a tho only mspscts of value
statecents -~ ocould only suppert the traditional subjsctivism
aceordinm to which sueh statemenis are true il the spesnlier
really has the Teelinzis in questlon =nd felse i7" he does
not.

Howavar, 3laek recognizes also the impersonal sg~
pacts which he defines az "whatever other informstion may be
conveysd by the utterance®, 28 snd these may, and {(sccording
to objectivists) must, bve present in value judgmenta.

Why assign, then, %o the purely emotive realm all
evaeluative discourse which at least olaims to be concernsd
with objects absolutely sutonomous, independent of the spoak-
er's psychologic:l condition, end independent of the vote of
the majority, if even the poetical and explieitly inter-
jectional lenguegs which does not forward sny such clsins,

dependa for its effects on the references which it embodies.

28 Critical Thinking, p. 167.
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Such a mistake could only be made by men who have a sst oF
preconceived ideas about the funotions of our language and
who want to compartmentaslize those functions for the pul-

pose of eliminating the troublesome sistements of velue

from the sphere of rational discourse.



CHAPTER VIX

EMOTIVIST AMALYSIS AND THE FROBLEM
OF JUSTIAICATION

A8 we noted, the emotivists maintain that statements
of value are sxpressions of our feelings, usually heving sn
additional funetion of attempting to evoke similaer feelings
in others., These expressions have no cognitive sense, are
not stetements about anything, but simply propossls of our
feelings, desires and asttitudes to serve as norms for every-
ona. V¥When one seys, Murder 12 evil, he is expressing an
adverse feeling toward the ect whieh we call muprder snd in
addition wants others to share his fesliangs. Carnap seys
that this expression is equivalent to a commend, Don't kill!l

However, if value judgments are not really Jjulgments
and do anot state anything which could be ssid to be either
trus or falsze, how are we Jjustified in nmaking them snd how
can we expect anyone to follow them? Why should we impose
our feelinge upon others by means of emotive language or by
other forms of persussion.

All the emptivistas agree that statements of fact asn
somehow jJustify certein expressions of desire and feselings
ané condemn others. When we argue, says Ayer, we Srgue
about mattors of Tact which are éamehgw relevent $0 our &x-
pressions of feelings, but the expressions themselves cannot

logically contrrzdliet each othar.
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8tevenson, too, beliseves frctusl statements to be re-
levant to ethlcal and aesthetio 1issues, IHe devotes almost
his entire Bthids and lLanguaze %0 the neture and methods of
ethical disagreements. Having pointed out that peenliarily
ethlical disagreement iz one in attitude and not one in be-
lief, he begins to inguire what methods could be used to
resolve it. First he finds that in certain eases a mutual
sonsideration of faets resulted la &n sgreement between two
or more disputins parties who differed in sttitude towerd
soma object or action. Then he mekes an explicit assumpiion
that all dissgreement in attitude is ultimaetely rooted 1in
disagreement in belief. 1 Prom here on it wes saay for him
to sdducs thet zince sclence has the word about fects, it
ean be invoked to support or fo condemn statemenis of value.
Stevenson, howsver, sensed a further gquestion. If

in ethical disputes we meke this inference from a factual
reason %o an ethical conelusion, 1s our step valid? He
reached the conclusion thet it is not velid in sny ordinery
sense of "valid” becsuss the relstionaship between our nore
mative conelusion and the ressons supporting 1t is neither
of the logleal type whers the conclusion negessarily follows
from the premisses, nor of the selentific Yype where the

inference is made ss a gencralization from a namber of

1 Cherles L, 3TEVEH.ON, HEthles and lLangusge, p. 136.
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observed phenomens. The relationship between norms and
facts is only psychologmical 2 and as such may appesy reason-
able or sogent to one person but not to another, or to one
person at time t, but not &% time tl. There is no possibi-
lity of rroving a norm by a valid argument. "When 2
[evalustion/ is supported or opposed by R /Teasons/, R nei-
ther proves nor diaproves the truth of the deseriptive
neaning of E. 3o unless 'valid' is to heve & misleadingly
extended ssense, the guestion 'Does R permit a valid infer-
ence to £7' is devold of interest". °

Stevenson'as explunation thrt the relationship of va-
lidity between a value statesent snd our "reasons™ behind
it is "devoid of inverssi” hardly ssatisfies our common sense
thinking, Toulmin ssks: *If a man tells me that it is right
for him to ziek nirgers sround beonuse sveryone clse doss,
is it of no intersst whether his ergument is vealid or nats® 4
Joad 1is oven more sarcastic about sush a view: "We may feel,

most of us¥”, he smays, "that kindness is better, but feelinss

2 "The reasons which support or sttack an ethicel
Judgnent ... are related to some judgment psychologically
rether than logicelly. They do not strietly inply the judg-
ment in the way that axioms imply theore-s; nor are they
related to the judgnent inductively, as slatements desoribing
obzervetions sre relatad to scientifie luws., HRather they
support the judgment in the way that ressons support lm-
peratives®. ©.L. STEVINS0L, Zthies end Lengusge, p. 113,

% CeL. UPEVEIGUN, wthics ang I&ngusﬁ%, P. 185.

4 The rlace of Hesson in “thigs, p. 39,
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have no suthority over ihuse who do not share them, and we
have, therefore, nothing to gey to the guard in the concen=-
tration eamp who prefers oruslty, we csn only meke noises
expressive of our feelings of repulsion”, °

It scems that we are left simply with our preferences
which we try to rationslize thioush scientific faects. There
is no possibility of retional ethics, no possibllity of
morel justification ultimately; one qesire is &s good as
another, and one method to shange or redirect it ms good as
enother -~ as long as it is effisient. Sometimes mere
oratory will change the hearsr's feelinzs or attitude toward
an objeot or setion; st other times subile propsginda will
be more effisient, and at still other times brainwashing will
40 the Job bast. When our opponent questions whot we son-
slder sn obligation, we oan only persuade him by emotive
words or aven oy physical compulsion; we cannot show him thet
Bis views are not correct, sines there is no guestion of thew
oretical cognition inval#eﬂ, ne moral or acsthetie world to
be known. The best method would be to oxplore exheaustively

the physiological foundation of our feelings and behavior

and then try to regulate them by chanzing their foundetions

with drugs. 6

5 A Critique of Loglesl Positivisa, p. 118.
8 It is interesting %o noteé that “the central 'ethia=
al' property /of termg/ - capugity 10 move the hearar - is

gonoelved >tevenson &8 & natursl property, ut s pro rt
in the fir2¥ fnst&nce of the varbhal gi 5 itzelf %a.a. %ﬁ
or 'ought') and not a propert BZ or objeet signif-

h anee" rhilllp 3. AICE, On the Znow~
T YL T T St Y ? ,
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Stevenson himself explicitly says thet "any state-
ment about any matter of faot whioh any speaker conaiders
likely %o alter attitudes may be sdduced ss a resson for or
egsinst sn ethieal Judgment”. 7 Persussion seems to be the
method, and naturally it is not s parsuasion to an objeot-
ively cogent belief But to the temporsry wonts of the
speaser,

All these curious implicutions of the emotivist view
follow from their original mistake of refusing to grent to
norns the status of propositions, thereby removing sll coe-
guitive eloment from valurtionsl disoourse. But they also
eut themselves from the efficacy of "reusons” about whieh
they speak. For if statensuts of velus “ere neither true
nor false, not only would such 'Judgments' not be strictly
proveble..., but nothing whatever could be said in their
support. For to sey something in their support would be to
say something wilech maxes thelr truth more llkely, but they
gan no more be truc on this view then a blow aan be trus”. B

It is true that "reussons” may help to shange my
feolings so that I will maie in the future different evelus-
tions of the same unjecle or asetions, but thoy will not prove

my previous cvaluations fslse and my Taturs ones sorrect.

7 Zthics and Languase, pe. 1ll4.
B L.G. BEWLIG, e pefinition of Uood, p. 1B,
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"Reasoning® could only predispose people to feel the same way
a8 we do. It is just one form ol persuasion, very likely not
even the most effective ons. And to keep our lenguege elear,
we should rofuse to spesak of this kind »f rhetorio predis-
posing the hearer to feel in & certain way as reasoning.
Stevenson has not shown us sny possibllity of rational jJjusti-
ficatlon of norns if they are what he belisves them fo be,
namely, expressions of feelings and attitudes, His Bthics
and lLangusge has not 1lifted the emotivists from their sceplt-
ieism. They can, of course, still act in aceordance with
their likes and dilslikes, but -~ as Rwing points out - "&g the
theorstical sceptic csunot claim that there is sny Justifi-
cation for amy of his acts, that any s¢t iz wmore retional
than any other possible act”, 8

One will resdily &sk the smotivists: ¥hy should I
want my stzte of mind to be changed since there is no gques-
tion of objeotive right or wromy but merely of personal
feelings? If I like to steal, why should I not entertain my
lixe, espescially if I am & skillful thief? If I enjoy tor=
turing prisoners, why should I not 20 ahesd und enjoy myself?
It i8 true that if someone inforss me about certain fuets
such @8 psrticular circumstances and econsequences of my

aetions, I may come to feel differently, perhaps the way ny

9 Hthies, p. 126,
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informer feels. But this wlll not justlfy my future beha~
vior; it will merely show that I have been persueded, subtly
or opealy. Ny new feelings, hovever, will anot indicate that
I have aschieved an insight the state of facts, nsmely, thet
stsaling or torturing is objectively the thing to be ree-
Joctad.

Similarily, when I try to decide what is my duty in
a given ause, I sm, sccording to the emotivisis, trying to
decide how I should feel about the sotion in guestion. 4nd
when I seek advice on aan edhical metter, I waut to be brought
into certaein emotionsl state in reperd to that mrobvlem; I
want to ve paersusded by the osher to fsel in a oderisin way.
There i3 no question of recognizing something as imposing
upon me and demanding from me an adequate Iresponse.

4gain, on the emotive vieiw, no loglioal contradigtion
in evelustions is possible; there are only d4ifferent po-
licies, different proclamations of attitudes, different
aims. ‘/hen one says, Fraticide ls wrong, and the other says,
Fratricide is right, there 1s no logiecal vonirediagtion;
eagh of the spesakers is merely venting his own emotion and
perhaps trying to arouse similur feelings in the other.
One cannot present sny logically velid argument to prove
thet the othexr should feel differently; one could only
persuade him t0 do 30 - using any concelveble meuas for

that purpose: enotlve langusge, enumerations of sclentifie
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facts which are ccnnected with the act or object in gueation,
brainwashing, drugs, physicul torture and so on.

The emotivist lnterpretation of velue judgments
cannot sosount for justification of sny velue statenent whatw
ever nor for & rstional use of any value term. 4ind a simple
reflscetion on our moral and sesthetic 1ife elesarly contrad-
iets such asn interpretation. Ve know thet certein things
are right end certain >thers wrong; thaet somo value stste~

meats eamtrasdict others; that in a moral deliberation we

are trying to find out something and this is an zttempt to
discover truth; and we know that we 40 not merely want %o be
influenced or persuaded when ssking for moral asdvice, Zven
the emotivistis are conscious 2f this; they see that their
analysis is not gquite sonsistent with our concrete experience,
Thet is the reeson why Ayer speaxs of arcumentation on the
factual level that might besr on our evalustions; end thet
iz the reason why Jtevenson spesuss of "supporiing reasoas®
behind our wvalue uttersncss, The emotivists simply cannot
scecept the consequences of thelr own theory. Herrows Dunhean
reports the cese of a l=2ading sdvocate of the theory:
n/[Reishenbsch/ demonstrates in eleven pages th:t there is no
ethics end in fiftven subseguent pages that one can be
ethiesl anyway. He could not endure his own viows, liaving

demolished morality, he wrote:



ESOMIVIST aHALYSIS &ND ™S »u0BLLM
OF JUSTI ¥I2aTION 124

"Does that mesn resignetiont Does it mnan that there
&re no moral directives, that everybody may do what he wents?
I do not think so«.." 10

"But of sourse it does”, 1} gonoludes Dunhas, and we
ean readily agrse with him. For once we know that we heve
no rational ground for doing something, or opposing something,
we will begin %¢ sel on whet is merely mubjectively satisfye
ing, and that we could herdly interpret otherwise thsn as
moral resignation.

Jefore we conelude ovur critigue of apecific smotiv-
ist fallaclies, we should point ouv thst there is & celf-
distruetive element in the theory: to endorse the emotive
interpretation of value Juagmenis may be to deprive the
theory itself of its objest. Blaek asis in this connecetion:
"Jjould not & wide-spresd sceepiance of his /Stevenson’g/
anslysls tend io destroy the present persussive characier
of athical uttersonces and a0 lesve his theory without an
objeet?s 12

aven while ethicsl ter3 still preserve thelr emtive
charge, the emxotive snslysi: does not suecgeed in finding

sdequate grounds for one to secept any valus stateient.

10 Dunhem's quotstion is from Hens Reichenbasgh's
Rise of Jolientific rhilosophy, Berkeley snd Los Angeles,
e University of callforaia .ress, D. L067.

1l Glant %n Chains, p. 232,
12 Hax ACK, "Somne questionz sbout ZBmotive leaning”,
ia Philosophieal Review, LVII (1848), p. 188, footnote {(40).
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Again, Blasok observes: '"This is good' is snslyzed into 'I

approve of this' (uttered with warmly expressed approval,

equivalent to ssying, 'Do 80 as well')., 41l that would seem
to be relevsnt to the ethieal issue {(¥Was the spesker risht
in saying, 'This is good?') wuld seem to be (a) thet the
spesker approves the objest, (b) that he wants us also to
approve, And these grounds would asc¢em guite inadequate,
however ‘coatageoualy' his judgment is expressed”. 13 gug
what i{s s0 interesting sbout knowing the likes and dislikes
of the spedater?

“hen we consider an ethical Judgnment, Lyins is wrong,
we are not interested in the likes or dislikes of the people;
that might be of intersst to sogliolomy or psychology; the
philosophieal guestion about such & judgment is whether it
is sorrect or inecorrest; end whether the object or sciion
approved or disspproved is worthy of approval or disapprovel.
Of eourse, the anslysts will try to escape our critioism by
saying that they went to determine what - 17 anythine - could
such an utterance mean. And we may grant thet their inguiry
is leglitimate. But the point is that they should not try to
answer thls question werely by relatin- such uticrences to
their eriterion of meaning but by roletlng thum to expericnce.

The experienece, hovever, shows that the mesniuz of a value

13 rhilosophigal Review, LVII (1948), p. 175
footnote (37). ' ( e s o
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utterance is not exhausted by, "approval or disepprovual, LY
the spesger of an objeetl or setion”. sSzpsrience points to
the faot that approval or disapprovul rfolloss the recognition
of sertain vulue or disvalue, thet it is loglically secondary
end dependent on sosething.

If the problem is serious in the case of fully work-
ing emotive temimBology, 1t besomes ¢vsen more serious whsn
such terminology loses its emotive strength ~ which would
Beypen quite readily oance we hed fully eecepted the emotlv-
ist view, The late Professor Jowd warned the emotivists
about this consequence of thelr theory ln his acute Critigue
of lLoglcal Positivism:

If I conaistently belleve that the statement,
*stealing is wrong™, does no more than express an
emotion of horror at steasling, 1% will presently
cease to express the emotion of horror. Hot to

put too ine a point on 1%, i i%all ceuse o bae-
lieve that stealing is wrong.

and further,

Cen s man really sontinue to feel indignant at
crueliy, if he is convinced that tae ststowent,
*eruslty is wrong” is nmeaningless? aAn emotion of
indignatlon may, indeed, De felt; it way sven be
expressed; but it will not long survive the con-
vigtion thet it 13 wi}hoat authority in noruls
or basls in resson, v

Again, if we are conscious thet the morrlist is

morely trying to persuade us, or even %o command us, 0 feel

14 Philosophicel Heview, p. 146.
15 Zbidc», Pe 1L4&H. ’



BAOTIVISY ANALYSIS AND THH PROBLEM

OF JUSTIFICATION ABY
and 8ot as he does, we would soon start to ignore himp "if
we delieved", writes Alken, "that our protagonists were
merely trying to influence us, and not to give us loglcal or
empirieal ressons for chenging our minds as well as our
hearts, we would very shertly conslude our diascussions with
them”. 1% Similarily, sommands will not have their intended
effect unless we have a resson to obey them. In ocase of
nmoral commands, we should have a specifically moral ground
for oveyinz them, and such & ground sould only be ocur own
insight into the neture of the morsl ncetions in guestion
and the status of the suthority issuing the comaand., Ve
are always led to the grounds of epproval, desire, commend -
namely, to the regognition presupposed in sll these aots
that something 1s worthy of approvsl, worthy to be desired,
worthy to be done. 5o are led from the pure lingulistie
considerations to our moral and sesthetlic experiencas
themselvas, and only et this point d0 we become senuine

empiricists.

18 Henry Devid é%KEH, "Xthies and Langusge®, (Book

Ravig;), in Jourpel of Philosophy, XLIL (1945}, pp. 46889,
Pe .
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INTRODUCTION TO 2THICAL AHD AUTHETIC
PHENOMENOLOGY
A striking fact about the emotivist theory of velue

judgnents is 1ts flat contrsdietion with ocommon sense and
with everyday experiences. Although Ayer explicitly stntes
that "the philosopher has no right to deapise the bdelisfs of
coumon sense”, it is sasy to ses that neither he nor other
emntivists do not really despise them. How vould their basie
tenet that statements of value are mesningless be sald to
respeet beliefs of common sensze? How could thelr equation
of the proposition "Almsgiving is good” with an exhortation
"slmagivingli! Let us all practice 1i%!!!" be squared with
our experience which certainly tells us that the two sides
of this equation are not equivalent? Wo matter what iﬁe
8xpliolt claims of emotivists are, their sotuael doatrines
indioste tha$ they igoore experience., C.Z.H. Joad, in exa~
mining Aysr's ethical anslyasis, remsriks:

ses When one remembers that the upshot of his

theory is to stigmatize the belials of commonsense

people about ethles ~ &s, for example, that some

things are wrong, and thet s man ought to do his

duty - as groundless and meeningless, it is hard

to credit the assurenee thet the bdeliefs themuelves

are embraced and that 1t is gnly their sommonsense
analyeais which is rejeoted.

1l 4 Oritigue of Logical rositivism, pp. 184 L.
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The emotivist snalysis is often offered in the form
of translations. *This 18 good™ means, "I approwve of this®;
"This is had* means "I disapprove of thls”, and so on. Are
such transletions falthful to experisnce? Do I reelly mesn
by saying “Fratricide is wrong" nothing more then "I dislike
fratricide™ {and perheps "I wan$ you and everyone else to
dialike 1t")? Definitely 1 mean something else, even though
I may imply this also. When & man pronounces a proposition,
*"This i3 good”, he meens, cbaerves Joad, "that this 1s good,
Whatever anybody mey happen %o think or feel ebout it. In
other worda, he believes that there are ethicul qualities
whish really belong %o ghjleets such es people, thelr che-
racters, situetions and lines of conduct, snd there ars
independent ethical principles by which these qualities
ean be jJjudged and sssessed, The ordinary men in other words,
is an unrefleeting athical objectivist®, 2

There is normstive nmeaning of velue torms embodied
in the ordinary discourse., When one steates & norm -~ thst is,
when he pronoundces sn indicative sentence conteining an
ethical or aesthetio predicete, he 1s not merely expressing
a personsal taste; and when he expresses a nora in the ime
perative mood, he 1s not merely expressing e wish that other

people would bsheve aso-and-so. On the contrary,"when people

2 4 Oritique of Logionl Posltivism, p. 23.
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use the adjective good in 1ts characteristiocally moral sense,
they mean thaet such and such &a end is worthy to be deasired.
They do not, as 2 rule, mean merely that such and sush act
is done or that such and such end 1s deaired®, 3

It is possible, and very often s fact, that I desire
something, yet know thest I ought not %o desirs 1t, thet 1%
is not worthy to be desired, that it is wrong for me o
deaire {t. I may like to stesl, for imnstance, yet I know I
should not like 1t. How is one to translate this state of
affeirs into emotivist terms? 3Stesling 1s bad, yet 1
desire it. I suppose 1% should be transleted as "I don’s
like stesling (= stesling is bad), yet 1 like stesling”.
There iz cexrtsinly a contradiciion here, if we take the emoe
tivist equaiions sericusly, a2 contradiction which dves not
arise on the common-senss level. Yhen I say "Stealing is
wrong® 1 mean precisely thet -~ if I had correctly appre-
hended stealing es s disvelue. I know that stealing is wrong
even if I like it or if someone elses llkes it%. The guestions:
Is stealing wrong?, and Do 1 like stesling?, arc logically
independent of sach other: a positive reply to cne doss not
imply & positive reply to the other and s negative seply to
one does not imply a negative reply to the other. The pro-
blem of ethieal life is not how I feel but how I should

3 Dunham 78, Glent in Cheins, Hoston, Little,
Brown and Co., 1 s Pe 230
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feel. The opposition between desire and duty, in other words,
is unexpleinable on the emotive view: ™"This is what I wani
to do"™ and "this is what I ought %o do" 1s a recognition ef
menkind whieh cannot be translated according to the smoiivist
model.

Peelings, as it is universally noted, pley a very
prominent role in ethical and aesthetic life. The emotivists
noted this, but they confused the presence of strong Lesl-
ings in the uttersry of value Judgmenis with the content of
such Jjudgments. Resognition of an mbligaﬁiaﬁ, for instence,
is very likely to produce certasin typiseal Teelings, but -

@8 an ethical oritic points out, "unless the vest me jority
of people are eantirely deceived about it, the obligetion
recognized does not itself eonaist of emotions, nor does
its existence chiefly depend upon the emotionszl states of
the person subject to obligation™. 4

It is clear to common~sense that an actlon becomes
objeet of feeling of approvel or disapproval only in so fer
as it is alreasdy belisved to be right or wrong; thet a
pleture creates a feelling of like or dislike only in so far
as it 1s besutiful or ugly. 3tevenson himself says that
the statement "This is good”™ is ulmost equivalent %o "This is

worthy of approval™. % put he twists the lasue by claiming

4 Garnett, A. CAMPBELL, The iorsl Huture of Han
Aew York, The Ron&ld Press Eo.: 10BE, pe. 60 *
$ Cf. his Zthies end Languege, p. 107.
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that this {a 8o only beceuse "worthy" adde more emotive foree

to the expression of approval. So, he ssys, "X is worthy

of epprovel” is equivalent to "I approve of X's belng approv-

ed by others™. But let us ¥ry %o translate the statement "I

approve of X because 4 ia worthy of approvsl®. Does i3

Teally mean, &8 it should on dtevenson's view, "I approve

of X beocause I approve of X's being approved by others"?

Approval follows the sapprehension of velue in the objeoct; i%

presupposes 1t and consgquently eannot aconstitute it. “When

psople say something is worthy of sn»provel”, writes Garnett,

*they mean to assert that 1t hes some facstual charsctsrs of
the kind they osll geod. When 2 number of pecple ... sgree
that sn aotion ig zood, they sgree that it hes such faotusl
eharacters end that itheir emotions of spproval are merely a
normal and appropriste response %o resognition of the exist~
ence of such churasters”, 6

In our veluational discourse we sonstantly uss Qom=
paratives and auperletives. ‘¢ say, for instance, that it
is better to live homeatly than o live dishonestly, or
that one pleture is more besuiiful thsn snother. What could

"beticr” and “more besutiful” mean on the emotivist view?

Acoording to emotivists ths meaning of vaelue jJjudgments is
exhausted by the feelinsgs they expross; in other words, the

eontent of value judgments is composed exclusively of

& QEQ alt., p. 67,
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feslings whioh they express., Now are one man's feellngs
better than another's in the senss of beling more truly fels?
"¥hat, indeed", asks Joad, “could it mean to say thet one
man's feelings were better than anather's on Ayer's, oOr ...
on eny view?" 7

Furthermore, how can the emotive theory explain the
sharp differentiation by common-sense betwesn eidhies and
aesthetica? JAyser says that the statement, "This action is
wrong® indloates thet the spesker "is simply evineing moral
disepproval of it". Does "moral" stend for some specific
quality of disepproval? If not, our guestion between ethics
snd mesthetlics still stand. Joed, ageln, asxce: "Why moyal
epproval and disspproval, if there is no uniquely moral
fagtor in the universe to be af once the zource and the ob~
jeet of the moral feelings which are our response 3o it?» 8

sAnother problem for the smotivists is a differentiat-
ion « on the asommon sense level - bet.een the meaning of
ethical terns, e.g., "right" and "good”™. If only approval 1is
expressed by these and comparable-ethical terms, then there
could be no distinction of meaning between thesm. Yeol, it is
more than & question of idiometic use according to which we

apply "right” to ectlions and "good" to things. Ve regognizes,

; % ?ritigue of Logical Positivism, p. 131.
l' p. -
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for instence, degrees of morul goodness -~ while we 4o not
recognize degrees of morel rightness: an action is elther
right or wrong., Purthermore, we regognize even in regard to
actions distinet feotual csharacteristics whioh enmble us %o
speak of both rightness and goodness of an sotion. Almegi-
ving, for exanmple, is morally right, but it is slso morelly
good: the person giving slms performed sn astion whish is
permiseible, but he also performed an action whioh is mo-
rally meritoriocua, besasuse he may not heve done morsl svil
by not performing that sction, yet he hasz performed it. 4all
of these distinctions would be impossible 1f sthiesl and
other value terms concerned only the spprovsl or disapproval
of the speaker.

There is a further dischotomy between ethiosl judg-
ments and the statements of feelling: we regognize the former
to olaim an suthority and publicity while we 40 not resomize
anything lLike i¢ in the lstter. To quote Professor Joad,

*weg expect other paople to share our ethiocal julgments end
feel that they are moral obtuse if they do not, and we expect
ourselves and others to et in acoordance with their diotates
and feel that we and they are wrong if we do not. Kow, we do
not entertain any similar convietions epd expecistions in

regard to the deliverance of our judguments of feeling”. o

9 A Crxitigue of Logical lositiviam, p. 139,
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Aceording to emotivists, the statsment, "8tealing
from the poor is wrong” is eguivalent to "Stealing from the
poorii!® pronounced with a voice of horror and disepprovel.
In the same way, “Headache is nuisance” should be equivelsnt
to "Horrible headachell!!” Yet why 4o we morslize our dia-
approval of atealing but not our disepprovel of hesdeche?
Is it not becsiuse in the csse of moral approval or disapprove
el wo have fixed our geze on something oblective, & velue or
8 disvalue on something which is clsiaing suthority over every
rational being, whereas in the easse of perscnal dissatisfag-
tion we have correctly spprehended the situstion ss epplying
only te our own biologloml well-baing? It is commonly re-
cognized, for instence, that whatever is an cbligatl on for
one person is an obligation for svery person in pregisely
the same situation; this is rocognized ot bessuse we bhelieve
that the sazme gituation would work on svery person’s emotion-
gl constitution but beceuse we belleve that s perticulsr
situation ocan ereate an oblizgation for every rational being,
howevaer he feels about It &%t one moment or another.

sgain, we may ilgnors or suppress an unplesssnt feelw
ing and experiencse Jjoy over the comgueat of paln, but we do
not consider as a satisfuotory solution %u ignore s&n obli-
gatlion, whether pleassnt or unpleasant. The rssponse to
morel feelings, in other words, is completely &iffereant

fror the respolise o non-moral ones: we treat noral
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feolings with a respeoct anvi ascorded Lo other types of feelw
ing. Ia responding to something subjeetlively satisfying we
do n0% find that our respcnse is due to the objleat; only in
the respense to moral and aesthelle veluss 40 we hear ihe
gall for response binding us uncondi tionslly.

Oon the spprovel theory we slso carnet aceosunt for
the sherp differentiation beiween cihies und sesthetics.
Professor Joed esks the emotivists:

If to say 'Genercelty is noble' or ‘Honesty is

& virtue and ought to be valued', is8 tc eojasulante
one's emotions of admiring approval for genercvslity
and henesty, and to say ":ozartts G minor quintet
is & work of execeptional beasuly end cught to be
vailued®’, is to sjaeuls te ocne's omotion of admiring
approval for Hozar$, how is it thet ethice hus
some to be 80 sharply distinguished from sesthe-
ties?een 10

Another difficult problem for the emotivisstuy is thet
of deliberation. Vhat am I trying to do whea 1 consider
whether I should betray my friend and thereby escape anemy
or whether 1 should not betrsy him &nd suffer myself? im X
trying to envelop myself into a sextain siteste of Iweling
toward the act of betrayiug wy friend or am I trying to find
out what is my obligation? Cleerly, "#hen I txy toc Gecide
what I ought to do in a given cepe, I am consclous of irying

to find out something, not merely of feeling in a certaln

10 4 Gritique of Lomical rositivism, p. 130.
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way, or rescolving, or wanting to do something, or trying to
produce & certeln stete of mind in myself, and to try %o
£ind out is to txy to discover whet 1s truev, 11

In faet we may aspesk of deliberstion not only in
these elear-cut cases, but also of all those noments of
thinking vefore we pronounce & velus judgront, Contrary Lo
emotiviste, a Judgment, “Betraying my friend is evil™, is
not an {nvoluntary sryj it is mads only after a deliberation
end with a conseious purpose to convey some truth which is
independent of either the spesker's or the hesrer's wishes.
Besides, why should we make gremmatioally correct senienoss
as if we were talizing, if there were no objeetive world of
values, no gehulns charscteristics of moral actions, no guea~
lities in objects of assthetie delight? iHave all people of
all times been 80 nafve & to make this grotesque uistake?
It iz 8 handful of emotivists, the only zroup so0 enlightened
as to avoild this error and %0 proclaim thet in the evalua-
tional disoourse we do not telx but only vent our emotions?

Asking for advice, again, is not asking to be in-
Jected with a certain type of emotionsl state or feeling
about the proposed aot. "When I sm asking for ethical

advice”, observes Zwing, "I an asking, if I em genuine,

1l a.6. Z&ING, The Definition of Good, New York,
The daocmillan Cou, 47, D .
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whether a propased ast hins any ovbjective charsoteristic end
not merely ubou: its relation to my own emctions®., 42
Peslinge of the sdviser are pot in gquestion; only the nature
of the act intercsts us, and we a8k s person for advise
beoause v e believe thet he is more gapable than we to cor-
reetly epprehsent the situation. Eis feslings and my feelings
whish usually follow the aprebension are sscondary and de-~
rivetive, snd the Judgment we maxe ia esbout setions or obw
Jects, not aoeut auyome's fselings.

Carmnep's interpretation of value judgments ea com~
meads fares no better than iysr's ejaculation theory or
Stevensouts approval cad persussien theory. For there isg a
generally recognized distinetion between morel jJudgments
and commznds in genersi. A conbemporary ethicasl analyst
writes ir this connection:

«ss &0 jmperative may be uttered in isclsiion, ang
gain its persussivensss entirely from the supsprior

foree of the person who uttere it. 4 morel judg-
ment, on the other hand, sceems to involve & refer~

encd to somethil L@ 4 the mere wil the

Judges. ~ And aIm%Iar%%y sn athical §négman¥ tries
to persusde the audience to fsel in a ocertsin wey,
by referring {(impllsitly or explieitly) to some-

thing neyond the feelilings of the momsnt -~ the ex=-
press feelings either of apesssr or of hesrer.

12 The pefinition of Good, p. 8,

13 Tarl HULTTON, Communication: 4 ¥hilosophiesl
Jtudy of usge, Rew TOrK: He F8ul, Troneh, Trupner end
GQ-, \39, p' 213.
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¥inally, why should a doguatio acceptence of the
positiviast exhaustive elsssifiontion of mesningful statements
stand above overyday experiencs which shows such & clessifi~
gation to be too nerrow snd ertificial? It scems to me that
most of the emotivist ineonsistencies with the evidensce of
experience flow from the preocccupation with purely verbsl
aspeots of moral end sestheitic discourse. 4nd onee we
refuse to consider the sgtual experiences, to take them Tox
what they are rather $then explain them sway with soms genstis
aceount of how and why we come %o have them, we are bound to
Tamove ourselves from reality snd lose ourselves in lin-
guistic analysis. Thia iz -here the emotivistis found them=
gelves and why their theory appesers so artificiml as to
ignore ~ for the sake of consistency with the starting
point - the most fundemenisl faats of our oconcrete moral

and sesthetic life.



CHAPTER IX

INTERPRETATION OF VALUZ JUDRIENTS
AS ViLUR RESPONSES

The emotivist identificetion of value judmments with
expressions of feeling has a foundation in two fsets: in the
particular ¥Weltanschanung, openly or tacitly uphelid by the
proponents of emotive theories, snd in their superfiecisl exe-
mingtion of the states of feelings snd emotions * which u-
sually accompany value judgments.

The particuler ¥eltanschanung, or the general outlook
on the world, of all prominent emotivists is positivistic or
solentifico-empiricel. 2 They endorse the view that there is
no genuine knowledge beyond that of genses and that of logle
or mathematics; no genuine knowledge beyond that which satisf-

ies the eriterion of mesning which says: &8 statement is

1 By "feeling” we meen any sensation, usually short
lived; by "emotiocn®” we mean sometimes & strong, intensified
feeling, but more often n prolonged siate of feeling.

2 ¥. Sehlick was the founfer of the Vienna Cirels
end R. Carnap one of hls oo~founders. 4.J. iyer's Language,
Truth and Loglc mey be considered s bible of logliaal posi~
tivism; C.L. 3tavenson, though usually not openly essociated
with logical positiviem, upholdas implioitly the belief thet
positive selence is the sum of khowledge; H. Peigl, Hans
Reigchenbaoh, A, Pap and G. Bergmann, ell of whom steted
their views on ethics in emotivistic ways, are logioesl
positiviasts,
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meaningful 1f and only if it is empiricelly verifiable or is
analytiec. Further, they are fond of scientifis explanstions
of every phenomenon, physiocal or psyshic, taking the word
“selentifio™ in the sense of eapable of sense observations,
quantitetive measuring, snd controlled experiments. 'They
thus admit only of knowledge of phenomena which is expressed
in wore or less probable hypotheses, sud a knowledge of loglew
al and mathematical truths whieh are absolubtely trus but not
telling us anything sbout the external worid. They sre from
the very start withdrawing from realities of our religious,
ethical and aesthetlc experienses presisely becsuss they
seratch only the surfase, the phyeical, the outward uspeets
of those experiences. The language which they sre so eager
to "elarify” is to be cencerned - in their opinion - only with
things which we can obmerve snd messure. "The whole of phi-
losophyY, says Professur ¥ild in discussing legloel posi-
tivism, "1s exhsusted in o discussion of linguistic and me-
thodologlicel teehnique. The knives are constantly sharpened
and resharpensd. But the rosst ls never cut”. 3

The majority of people must be saying nothing but

nonsenae most of the Vime 1P we take thelr eriterion of

3 John W1LD, "Husserl's Critiqus of Psybhologlsm:
Its Historio Roots and Contemporary Helsvance®, in

Philosophiocsl Zsseys in Memory of Zdmund Husserl (:. Farber,
od.], Harvard university Jress, 1940, p. 38,
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meaningfulness seriously. A distinguished contewmporary au-
thority on the philoasophy of language presents this radieal
limitation of meening in the following lucid pessage:

ses 1T we consider how difficult it is to cons~
$ruot a meaningful language that shsll meet neo-
positivistio standards, 1t is quite ineredible that
people should ever  say anything st all, or under~
stand saoh other's mopositions. A% best, human
thought is but a tiny, gromuar~bound islend, in the
midst of a ses of fesling expressed by "Oh-oli™ and
sheer babble. The island hes a periphery, perhaps,
of mud-feotual and hypotheticsl concepts broken
down by the wuotionsl tides into the "meteriel
mode®™, a mixture of mesning and nonsense,. lost of
us live the betier pert of cur lives on this mud~
flat; but in srtistic moods we taske to the deep,
where we flounder about with symptomstic ories that
sound like propositions eabout 1life and death, good
end evil, subatence, besuty, snd other non-existent
toples”,

That thelir examination of the feelings ususlly eceom-
panying value judgments is superficial and fallaclious is
especlally evident from their na%?a agsertion that since feel-
ings are present, these judgments musk reslly be nothing but
expressions of those feelings. Aind in so far as they do not
maxe thls atrsight-forwsrd identificetion of value jJudgments
with expressions of feelings, they do not glve any other than
genetic explenation of moral and sesthetic feelings. They
throw out velue Judgments imto the realm of nonsense oa the
ground thet they defy their eriterion of meaningful statew-

ments. ASthical and asesthetic (as woll &8s meny religious end

4 Sussnne . LANGEH, Fhiloso in s Mew Zey,
Harvard University Press, 1942, Dpe E%zf;
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metaphysical) statements contain terms such as "good"”, "beauw
tiful", "wrong", "sublime®, and so on, whish point to certain
non-sonaible, experimentslly undeterminable guelities or pro-
perties in codbjeots and mctions in the extemal world; conse-
gquently, they deny to statements which ceoncermn velue all ob-
Jestivity; in fact, ithey deny to them even the charecter of
subjeotivity, namely that they are about the feelings of the
speaker. They pronounce such statements to be theoretieally
mesningless utterences whieh help to vent our feelings in =
verbal form. Although grammatieslly correct, astatemsnts of
value are exocluded from the realm of mesningful discourse
on syntactieal grounds. 5

The emotivists thus draw & false conclusion Trom @
generally admitted fact. The faect 18 that we feel deeply on
moral and artistio metfers, that our affeetive life is often
very strongly aroused in consideration of values. The felse
eccnelusion is that our Jjudgments of value are nothing but a
verbal exteriorizstion of our feslings.

wo admlt the great roale plaved by our feelings in

evaljuations, and our value jJjudgments might be sald to express

5 Barrows Dunhem noticesz meny objections whiech have
been brought asgainst ethiocal end other value theories in his-
tory. But - he says - "not until the twentieth ocentury...
had 1% ocourred to anyons to gritiscize ethisul theory om the
ground thst value-judgnents are synteotically soanfused".

Men igainat fyih, New York, Frederiex Muller, 1948, p. 250.




INTERFRETATION OF VALUY JUDGIENT S
AS VALUE R&SA0HGES 144

feelings were it not for the fact that they also, and prims-
rily, make an objestive truth olaim whieh puts them into the
sategory of assertions. But we resognize further that moral
and sesthetic feelings sre feelings about something, that they
point %o an object which srouses us when we grasp it. Such
feol ings must be clesrly distinguished from mere states.

Experiencing a bodily pleasure is & feeling complete-
ly within us, something internsl snd subjeetive in the sense
of being sxperienced only by vurselves: no sxistence of
bodily plessure ocutside ourselves cen be conceived., Bodily
pain, fatigue, depression, lryitation, anxiety, and other
psychic states are feelings whose expressien in a verbal or
any other form would never be thought of a3 morsl or asesthe~
tie. Professor Joad cbserves thet the oceurrence of these
feelings "is normally tsien to be the effect of some priop
peyochologiscl and/or physiclogical event whisk 1s thelr come
pletely determining cazuse. 7o are not in s position to say
that we propose either to feel o3 not %o feel & certain emo-
tion; it oceurs in spite of us, nor are we responsible Tor
its osourrence”., ¢

Velus feelings, on the othsr heua, &re not g direst
effect of certain bodily state. They refer to objscts and

presuppose = knowledge of those objectiss An experience of

6 C.E. M. JOAD, A Critique of l.osical Positivism,
The University of Ghicago rress, 19u0.
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gertain moral value, for instance, forgiveness, or of an seas-
thetle value, such as the sublimity of & reinbow ever s water-
fall; produces in us feelings completely different from thoae
which follow a good meal, or & sound sleep. In the sphere of
noral ity and art we experience certain autonomy of the phe-
nomens about which we feel deeply von Hildebrand dwells on
this point a8t & great length and we may quote g few relsvent

lines from his Christian Zthies: “The moxsl gooduess of

suotherts act of charity in no way depends on its being wit-
nessed by ourselves”. 7 our awarecsss of it sen neither add
to 1ts realiiy nor sabtreet from i¥. 4And he seys further:

in stating that forglveness is morally good,
revenge morally evil, we mean by morally good the
angragter of an attilude, snd pnot of any Teeling
which 1 experiance in withessing these sttitudes
in snother person. When, oz the contrery, someons
says, 'l cennot atand angry people; they frighten
me to death’, he mesns s Feoling which sngry people
ezuse in him. Fhen somsone says of a landscape
that it is sublime, or that & human person hes a
higher value than an animel, he certainly doss not
mesn by sublime or by value a feeling which he dis-
govers in hisz soul. Bublinmity, noral goocdnssa,
the velus of & humen person are elther preopserities
of g beinz or they sre fletitious... T hey cen
never be feelings, beceuse predications whieh
are meaningful and eorrect when spplied to feel-
ings of psychiczl entitiss become senseless when
applied toc valuss. 8

The feslings end emotions of whioh the emotivists

spesk in connestion with wvalue judgments are on the level of

2 Dietrich von HILDEBRAMND, Christien dthies, HNew York
David HoKay, 1983, p. lﬁ.c
g ;hid., Pe 1Z2.
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snimal oeries of pain and plessure. Thet is 0 say, a Judigment
"Murder is wrong" 1s comparsble %o the spontaneocus expression,
"Quehl®, when I step berefooted on & ehiarp stone and cut the
skin. In elther case, they srgue, we expressed s fesling of
dislike. But it ia not diffieult to see that the two in-
atsnces are not comparable. In thse csse of exclaiming “Ouchl”
we need not know the esuse of our pain; we exclaeim sponta-
necusly. The relationship between pain in the fout end my
interjection 1s esusal., In the csse of our Jjudgment "Hurder
is wrong”, on the otheor hand, we hsve to know why we went to
characterize the act of murder the way we do. HNot only do
we have to resognize the act which we ¢all ¥Killing; we have
to recognlize it precisely es sn object which sslls for dis-
approval before we oapn meaningfully and genuinely pronounce
e judgment on 1lt. This differengse betwaen the osussl rela~
tion snd the intentional relstion is brought ocut exsellently
by Frofessor von Hildevrand. Comparing the state of being
tired and experienoing joy, he writes:

Wheress our feeling tired in no way presupposes

a knowledge of the osuse, any intentional expe-

rience (such s joy) essentielly presupposes s

knowl edge of the cause of our experience; that is

to say, of an object whieh motivates ocur expe-

rience, In the asse of joy, this intentional

character distinguishes it from a mere state of

cheerfiulness, Tiredness remsmins gha Bame
whether or not I snow its osuse.

% Dietrieh von HIL 28RN, Christien Zthics, p. 131.
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The faet that moral and artistic feelings point beyond
themselves, that they are alweys feelings of, 10 gpnd that
their existence would not be possible without our swareness
of objeots to whieh they point must not be lost of our sight.
Fot it is precisely this intenticnality that distinguishes
ther 80 radiocally from different bodily siastes which are
caussed physiologically or psychologically and which do not
in any way depend for their being on our awareness of that
sause.

The objects of which we spesk are entities possessing
a certain ilmportance, certain opposition to nsutrality: they
are either values or disvalues. They arouse us when we
grasp them end we cannot withhold our reaponse if we are
genuine. ogur response is a certain feeling: joy, reversnce,
admiretion; condemnamtion, haetered, and so on. This response
need not be expreased in a verbal form, but it can be, and
often is, expreased in judgments. Our response to sn sot
of forgiveness (which we have witnessed or asbout which we

read or about which we drsamt or which we imagine) may be

10 The intentional cherscter of value-feeling is
brought out excellently by von Lildebrand in the followng
paragraph: "There ias no enthusiasm, no veneration, no ss-
teen 48 sueh, Jjust as there 1s no convioction ss sueh,

Bvery veneration 1s essentislly veneration of someone; every

enthusiasm an enthusisam about something; every esteem, the

esteem for & person; every convietion iz necesserily s con-

vistion of a faat. The feelings to which, acoording to this
e emotivist/ theory, the value must be reduced, themselves

presuppose an importance of the object”.

Christian Zthies, pp. 125 £,
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expressed in a Judgmend, for instance, "Porglveness is s
good act™, Have we by meens of this judgment characterize
the object in any way, or is this simply‘g vanting of the
feeal ing which we experience toward the aset of forgiveness?
The emotivists claim the letter. But we certainly cannot
adait their view o be correct. For we see thet the besls
for our feeling is rooted in our pereeption of that set
precisely as an aoet which calls for & feeling of egproval we
realize thet we should have such a fealing, snd that the sot
would preserve the ilmportance galling for a response of
approval even though we in & eertein instence would prefer
that that acst did aot take plece. Values have an sutonomy
which mekes them imamune from the actusl feeling the people
may have in different situation. Just as a diversity of
opinions on the formation of the dolar System does not Jus-
tify us in conoluding that there is no objeotive state of
affairs to be discovered - sven if we have proved thet zll
existing opinions are felse, 80 & divoersity of opinion on the
moral quality of an aet of injustioce, Oor on the asesthetic
gquality of a painting does not justify us in concluding that
there are no moral or seathetisc quulities and that we can
simply voice our feelings towaerd certain objects which ore
completely neutral in themselves. Where would those feelings
eome from? There 1s no cause comparable to eauses which are

responsible for our bodily states suoh es feeling tired,
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being wine-happy, or be pleased with good food, unless we
admit & spiritual cause such as our gresp of an ast of in-
Juatioce or Jjustice, ocharity, and so on. In eny ocase, we may
not confuse feelings with the ocognitive content of our value
judgsments. "Thers are cases™, writes A.l. Ewing, "where I
clearly see that aamething is good or bad, right or wrong,
and this insight has of'ten been confused with the feeling
whieh usually accompanies it®., 11 another ethiosnl scholsr
remarks: "doral langusge is frequently emotive simply bew
sause the situetions in whieh it is typiocally used are si-
tuations about which we often feel desply". 12

Emotions sccompanying ocur eveluations are only s

symptoa of such & use of language. 4and 1f people wers per~
Tectly brought up so &s to schieve osorrest imsights into the
world of values ond consequently reszpond to the call of that
world without reservetion, our feelinge would suffice %o mmrk
the presence of evil or goodness or besuty snd other velues

or diasvelues. As Pather D'Arcy points out,

11 4.0, E¥ING, The Definition of Good, Hew York, The
Mecmillsn Co., 1947, p. B

iz Riochard !'l, HARE, lLanguege end Morels, Oxford, 1952,
pe 144. C.D. Brosd recogni i sg the same fsst: "It is Just an
ultimete fact about humen nsture thet most people tend to fasel
a certain kind of emotion when they contemplate, e.g., an sot
of promise~bresxing"., And then he xsks, "iIs this explicable
by general psychological prinociples and the pasrtioulsr in~
fluenses to which mos% people are subjected in early ehild-
hood?" "Some of the Mein Problems of Ithics", in Hesdings in
Fhilosophical Analysis {(H. Feigl and W. Sellars, amﬁ%m"
York, Appileton-Century-Urofis, 1949, p. 562,
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In normal sireumstiences the judgments of reason

and the feelings go hand in hand, When one watshes

an act of cruelty ome Knows that 1t is unworthy of

man end unfair to the vietin, and & feeling of in-

dignation is aroused at the sight. 1lience as @

ghort aut the feeling 1ls often taken zs a sufficient

evidence of the presence of evil, and in an ideal

soglety the feelings, bein§ parfectly trained,

would tell us the truth. 3

Unfortunately our conorste situation is different.

#e often llke to diotate rather than to obey: instead of
csondeming lie everywhere and at ell times, we retionallize
about it and call it by & more respected name; instesd of
abhorring sbortion, we give 8ll kinds of alibis for its jus~
tirication; instead of condemning killing of the inocurable we
brand the act with the term euthanssia whieh suggest that the
welfare of others is the only thing under our consideration;
instesd of condemning divorce, we get one beceuse 1t is sub-
jeetively satiafying at ths moment. Our power of moral and
assthetic insight, too, 18 olesuded by psssions, subtle pre-
sonceptions and prejudiceas, by precccupation with lesser
goads, end especially by our pride. We do not want to bow to
reslity; we went to dietate to it and preserve a feeling of
superiority. Borrows Dunhem characterizes this tendeney of

modern mind in his brillisnt wark, Jan Agalinst Myth: "ire

some things good and others evil? Yes, so far as they sult
or sontrsdi ot my feelings end desires. T he things coxist

13 Martin D'ARCY, 3.J., Christisn Morsls, lLondon
Longmans, Green and 59.,'1937,’9. o2, ’ ’
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beceuse ! think them. The values exist begause I think them,
It is thinking that makes it so". 1% 3l coustruct or oreate
or impose our own reelings upon things; we think we impert
properties to objeets by our judgments sbout them. Further~
moye, our emotions ere often aroused by some confused belief
or by akillful propagenda, aad the only solution is to chee¢k
our feelings by reason, Juszt as resson tells us thet we
should gonfora vur intellect to the nature of a beilng, so it
tells us that we should conform to the importsnce in itselrlS
to velues. The basie task of our education of charscter 1is
the formation of & willingness to conform t¢ reality: %o
truth, to goud, and %9 beauty, even though at times this son~
Tormity =may not be subjsotively setlsfying.

We cannot stress enough the grest abyss which sepa-
rates value feelings from feglings in the ordineyy sense of
the word. Value feolinge are not simple culbursts of ins-
$inets or direct effects of mleohol or drugs injected into
aur body. The emotion invelved in perception of morsl and
aesthetic values 13, as Haritain points out, "snother kind of

emotion - one with knowledge...» Suech an emotion transcends

14 Barrows DUNHAM, Men sgeinst Myth, p. 150,

15 The term "importance™ s used here in a techniss)
gense as "that propexty of a being whioh gives 1t the che~
ragter of a bonum or a melum; in short... the sniithesis %o
neutralisy or indifference s Von Hildebrend, Christian
Zthi ﬂa, P 17
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mere subjectivity, and draws the mind toward thinge inown and
toward knowlng more®, 16 snd, treating of assthetioc expe-
rience, he speaks of a feeling of joy which is produced in us
by the sight of the beautiful. “This Joy"™, he =mays, *is
doubtless a feeling... HNevertheless there is & question of s
very special feeling, depending simply upon knowledge, and

the happy fullness prosured to the mind by & sensible intul-
tion. Hmotlon im the ordinary meaning of the word, the de-
velopment of passions and feelings other than this intelleot-
ual joy, is merely s result - asn absolutely normal result -
of that Joy: 1% is as such posterior, if not in time, a2t all
events in the nature of things, to the perception of the
besutiful, and remsains extrinsic to what fomally constitutes
the beautiful", 17

Emotivists, when apesiing of the feelling of value
must be using the term "feeling analogically”. 18 we pro~-
perly speak of feeling a pleasure and of feeling e pain. Why
speak of "feeling” moral values. uhy not say thet we perveive

moral values? Thie would be a much clearer use of langusge,

16 Jacques MARITAIN, Art end Sgholasticism, London,
Sheed and Ward, 1.935, PDe 165 i.’ Be ?;5.

2 1 Gay PDe 165 f£., n. BH.

18 is point is brought out by Father Copleston:
*1f an exclazmstion like 'Chi' uttersd when I run a pin into
myaelf, is an emotional utterance, a statement like 'I ocught
to ve more xind %o L' is an emotional utterance in an anng~
logical sense, in so far, that is t0 say, s it is proper to
eall it en emotionel utterance at all”. Contemporary Phi-
losophy, -e¢stminster, Hd., llewman Press, 1756, pp. 40 f.
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a use which would recognize that feelings and emotions - in
80 far aa they enter value Judgments - are feelings «nd emo-
tions with knowledge. It would resognize the faet that
"feelling™ moral valuss sould not be mchieved by animals who
do not possess rational knowledge snd who depend for their
feelings purely on physical csuses sush as enting food,
drinking water, falling on a shayp rook, &nd so on. And ir
they refuse to recognize that there are objects and scois
whieh call for a specific feeling, why spesk of values atb
all; why not speak only of objeets (nsutral, of course) end
of whet we think of them., And why spesk of value fselings if
there are no values? FMurthermore, why us¢ such a large nume
ber of predicates if there is only & question of personsl
likes and dislikes. +hat is the point of difference betwesen
testing good food, approving of an set of charity and ex-
pressing likes for a pileture? Any theary which rejects ob-
Jectivity of walues cannot acoount for this intultively
greaped distinetion by common sense people.

Considering the intentional sharacter of feelings
involved in moral and ertistic experience cannot possibdbly
lead us to the emotivist conclusion that there sre no values
to be known and no velues to call for a specific response
which we may later oxpress in the form of a written or spoken
judgment. The fact that objsots of morality and srt are

different from Lthat of noturel sclence doas not allow the
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smotivist conclusion that they esre simply objleats of our ime-
ginetion, e result of "super-naturel” thinking, snd what not.
Father Coventry writes on thlis point;
If I see 2 man loose his temper and strike his
wife across the mouth, the reaeson why I Judge this
to be brutal, eowardly and wrong is, surely, be~
cause it is brutsl, cowardly and wrong. There can
be no more reason for thinking that e moral juidg-
ment gives one unresl, or less real, information
about the physiocal world, just beosuse it glves
one & differant kind of informstion Trom that
which a methematicel, & scientifia or a historie-
al judgment provides. It gives us an irreducible
kind of informption about the neture of humen
action. 19
The olue, then, to the sutonomy of the world of values
and to the irreducible charsster of our vsiue experiences
lies in the intentionality of moral and aesthetic feelings.
We must distinguish, howsver, two besic types of intentionsal
experiences, between the COGHITIVE ACTS3 and RysSpowsss, =9
To the class of cognitive asts belongs, above all,
perception. e do not mesn here only the perception of co-
lors, tones, end other szo-ozlled sense-perceptions, but salso
the perception of space, of relations, of material bodles,
of other persons, as well as the intellectual intuition of
essences themselves and values., Hven imaginstion and memory
are sognitive sotivities despite thelr great differences

from perception.

19 John COVENTRY, 8.J., Morals end Indepandencs
London, Burns Oates, T@%%, yp.’ﬁé fa ’

20 Cf. Ds von HILDEBAAND, Christien Sthies,
Chapter 17. ]
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On the other hand we have a large class of responses
such #8 belief, conviction, doubt, hope, fesr, joy, sorrow,
enthusiasm, indignetion, estesm snd ocontemnt, trust and
mistrust, love and hatared.

Morel and sesthetlc perse.tion is, acecording to von
Hildebrund, not essentielly dirfferent from any other percep-
tion. We 4o pereeive Justloe or besuty, just as we per~
ceive eolors, tones, persons, substances, numbers, and so
on; for all the merks of genuins perception are present. 21
And we volee our responess to veiues or disvelues in the form
of velue judgments.

The theme of our vslue julgments, however, is not the
existence and the knowl edge of objecis, and this is the fsot
which emotivists seem %Yo have graspesd. What they did not
grasp is that this theme ias alrendy settled snd that only
bgcause it 18 settled we oan experisnce certain feelings and
pronounge Judgments of value. When one uses predicastes such

as "right”, "wrong", "good®, "bad", "besutiful™, "ugly", he

21 "The three decisive murks of perception in general
distinguishing 1t from all other cognitive sets such as in-
ferring, remembering, and others sre: firast, the resl pre-
sence of the cobjeot; secondly, the fsoundating contact with
the object in whioch the object discloses itself %o my mind
in its autonomous dbelng; thirdly, the intuitive qharacter
of the contect. The object deployes its Ysuch being' bufore
my mind, as opposed to all discursive contact through
goncepts”.

Christian Hthics, pp. 229 f,
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is not trying to dlscover objucts as they stand in n:zture
without addin: or diminishing; he is trying to give his voloe
to the demands of those objests, Iu von lilldebrand's terms,
value Judgment “"imparis to the object & word which 1s in &
ruch more oukspoken way & rssponsae. 1% is, like oonviction,
not only a repetition of whet the object imparis to my =zind,
a repatition of the sellf=-alflirmation of the sbject on our
part, but a completing word, a new word. Ths thene is thus
aot avetic, sueh B3 we find in konowledge itself, bdut
alfectiver. 22

Affective responses always presuynvase the knowledsze

of a datum. Conversion of & friond causes in us joy, but
only if we have sorrectly ;r sped the nature of the ect of
gonversion; 1f it uppesrs to us ns neutral or indifferent,
pur response = joy, would be lmpossible mad we o¢yuld not
honestly pronauncs s Jjudgment of value on the set. Yor our
original sontaat with valuea is not & Jjudgmend; it is not the
aet whereby we affira a2 property in an object; it is "the
perception of something aulonomous. The originel expsrience
is the perception of the importance of an objeci; only ufter
this inlitiel disclousure of the valus may we by a Jjudmrent
attribute to an object”. 23

232 De voa HILDE D, op., sit., p. 202,
23 Ibid., pe 106 !
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3inoe value Judgments involve pereeption of something
autonomous, it is no wonder thet they have veen put by the
gomaon sense of svery age on ke level of selentific judgnenis.
Goodagss uand truth have been put together as the provinee of
the =:ind rether than senses, The pressnce of feslings and
ewotions in value judgmsents, however, seans to rake them so
very different from selisnsilic statesente, wut this - as we
already pointed out -~ iz not & sufficient ground for conclud-
ing that they are aimply expressions, exteriorizationg, of
those feelings.

Thaeoretisal eognition is goncerned with the antolo-
glesl order of things, while moral and sestheilic order gom—
prises the c¢lsss of things to bve schisved through natural
teadendies by intelligent and free beings, thet is, by folluw~
ing the c¢all of knomn values, by glving an unconditional
response 1o the demands of values. Jelentific jJjudgments
affirm & correspondence hetween intellsct and objscts; morsl
and seatheotio Jjudgments, on the other hend, contain over end
apove theoretical coznitions certain presceription, directive,
gomeand, what to do, whst %o omnmit, what to value and what
to éisvelue., This normative part of valus Jjudgment s
preeicely what we mean whan we say that obdjects and soets of
art and experience call for an appropriate res;ponce as soon

a8 they are nraspsd.
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Another distinotion between purely scelentifio and nor-
mative Judgments lies in the faet thet objsets of the former
are somparatively detached and abstraet while objeots of the
latter are conerete and pertinent to our life's meaning and
destiny. PFather D'Aroy writes im this connection: “%What &
man notives or does in conduct ia not seen through & tele-
scope; it 1s not a subjeet for ecatalogulng in s museum; 1t
toushes him to the quick, end it is greetod with approbation
or disapprobation in varying degrees, Hence there is a
whole range of moral emotlons which we Know of as attaghed to
the common virtuss and vices". His conolusion is that "moral
Judgments are a mixture of thought and emotion, or bhetter
that our reslisation of right snd wrong ere accompanied and
supporied and hightensd by fesling and emotion and sendi~
ment*. %% This conclusion does not contradict our thesis
that eognition of value end realization of right and wrong is
presupposed in every genulne vaslue judgment, even though we
may not like Father D'iArcy‘'s expresslion thst "morsl jJjudgments
are a nixture of thought end smotion” which suggests thet
these two elements #ye concomitsnt in origin - wheress we
claim that feelings presuppose recognition of good and bad,
right and wrong.

We may eompare valus responscs to & theoretical res-

ponse, for instence, to c¢onvietlion. Just as convietion hes

24 Martin D'ARCY, $.J., Christisn Morals, p. 10.
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$0 follow certain evidence presented by a statement of fact,
so an affective response has to follow the cvidence presented
by a statenent of velue. LU quote Frofeasor von

Hildebrand,

Just as an evident faot not only negesssrily
motivates conviotion if it hus been grasped in its
evidence but slso salls for conviction since cone
vietion is the due and adequate response to the
value on the obJjeet side, there exiasts an sxiolo-
glcsl relstion whioch we could express in seying,
*Ts every g od endowsed with & value, a3 waell as
to every thing teined by o disvelue, an adequete
response is due". &U

The same writer, still considering the ressonss of
conviction and the af eotive response given to & moral nct,

points out the absurdity of the smotivist identirication of

25 Statemonts of faot are true or felss, of sourse,
and 30 are statements of value; we may be deluded by both
types. 3ut we can chesk the truth~valus of stastemeonts
either by asking an suthority or by sn original experience.
de do not deny tho subjestive elenent and we recsognize thet
mistaxes are possible. Ve admit thaet esrteain things aey be
"true”, or "good”, secundum modum recipientis, but the theo-
retical response of conviction and Lhe Gf{eoLive response to
the good on part of the recesient remein genuine, provided
he wss unprejudiced towurd reality. As von Hildebrand
writes, "the content of the vaelue response necessarily re-
fleots the specific nature of the value insofar as it hie
disclosed itself %o e person or in the weasure in which
the person has understood 1t, provided, of course, thet it
is ¢ pure value responase, that ias to say, that in the moti-
vation of our response there is not the slightest intrusion
of another poiant of view”.

Ghristisn Ethics, p. 240.
26 . von HILDEBRAND, cnristisn dthics, ps. 240,
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values with expressions of feeling. He writes: "To belleve
that in stating the moral goodness of Justice we only exte-
riorize our enthusisam about justise is as adbaurd as to be-
lieve that the statemsnt 2 x 2 = 4 is nothing but an exte-
riorization of our convietion. The sets which in both these
cases are ssid to exteriorize themselves in B statement can-

rot be separated from the objest which they essentially pre-

suppose”. 27

When we introspect on our state of nmind when it for-
rulates value judgments, do we really find that we do not
mean anything &t all by seying "Hurder iz evil"? Or does
our intyroespection show perheps that there sre only strong
feelingas of disapproval towards the got which we eall murder
and that our only intention 1s %o volice those feelings? MNo.
Introspsetion shows that we, in pronouncing a value Jjudgment,
want to predicate of an object or eset certain sharsoteristics
which are given to us in en originel contaat with thet ob-
jeot or act. It also shows us thet these chsraocteristics of
objeote and aots arouse us emotionally, creste certain rsele
ings and attitudes, such as admiration, joy, sorrow, love,
hatered, snd so on. Further we recognize that by making a
statement about those objeots end acts we do not intend pri-

marily to imply, and certainly not to say, how we fesl;

27 D. wvon HILDABH.ND, Christien 2thies, p. 240.




INTARPHETATION OF VALUN JUDGLIENTS
A3 VALUS HEPOHLES 161
that we, on the contrary, intend to charscterize objects and
acts themselves, to attribute to them quelities whieh were
disclosed to us in our exparience of them., If we wented to
say how we feel we would state, for instance, "I dislike
purder®, or "Marder crestes in me e feeling of dlisapproval™.
All such statements eould be true, but would be psychologleal
in charscter, not moral. JGenuine normative statement oalls
for a universal ageeptance and purporits to pressrve its au~
thority regardless of the metual feslings that people muy
haeve. It i8 true, howaver, that by the Judgment, "Hurder
i8 ovil”®, we imply that we disapprove of murder. But fyom
this {1 does not follow that the sistement "Hurder is evil®
mesans "I dislike murder” or "Murder!!l!" - pronounced with e
voice of disapproval. BEwing exposes this ambiguity of
approvel and disapproval in the following srgument:
']l epprovse of A' ig then jdentical with 'I
Judge 4 good', "1 disapprove of 4Y with ‘I Judge
A bad',.., 481l ethical Jjudgesients express spprov-
al or disspproval in this sense, as sll Jjudge~-
ments without exespiion express the thoughis of
the person who makes them., But 1f 1 therefore
went on to say that I meant by 'A is good*' thut
i1 approve of 4, 1 should be saying that I meant
by "4 is good' that I Jjudge thet A is good.
This es a definition is obviously eireular., 48
Qur introspection also shows that the resognition of

objective sharacteristics of moral and srtistic objests asnd

28 alfred C. EWIHG, The Definltion of Good, p. 9.
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sots is prior to feellngs; it shows -~ &8 2¥ing observes 8o
well - that "a conviotion that something is really objeot-
ively good or bad, right or wrong, is normally prior to the
@more practiceal end amotlonal side of the sttitude or a2t least
intimately linked up with it, and that without this gon-
vietion the attitude is not reelly ethical but aimply & met-
ter of teste or unethlosl preferenca™. 29 Feelings, then,
eould not be the primery - and certainly not the whole -
content of value judgments. Xyen if we speak in emotivist
terms and say thal our Judgment, "durder ls evil"™, is en
expression of the feeling of dislike, we have still expressed
our feeling about something whieh we recognized ss worthy of
dislike. T“Whatever oc true of dislike™, states Ross, "it is
impossible to disapprove without thinkin~ that what you dig-
approve is worthy of disapprovel®. 50

When we deliberate on & morel malter, we are not

teying to acquire certain feellngs; we &re trying Vo dige
cover whrt 1a the true answer to our question. 4nd in argu~
ing, are we trying to prove thet our feelilngss sre such and

such? To put the question in Ross' terms,

B9 A.C. EJING, Bthics, London, #nglish University
Press Ltd., 1883, p. 122.

3 %.D. ROSS, Foundstions of Ethies, Oxford,
Clarendon Press, L0539, P Ods
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Is A erguing to prove thet he likes the given aet,
and B %o prove that he dislikes 1t? Olearly not.

does not doubt thet B8 dislikes it, nedeIthat A

ikes 1%; and 1f they did doubs, they would sedopt
quite different means of convineing one another,
Y by conasistently seeking to do similar sets
and B by consistenily avoiding them. What they
are attempting to do Py the proceszs Hr. Ayer deg~
eribed is to convince each other that the liking,
or the dislike, is Justified, in other words that
the sct hses a chareoter thet deserves to be liked
or disliked, is good or bamd.

In 8ll arguments wo essume that a true statement is
worthy to be believed and that a false statement is nos
worthy %o be belioved. Any declarative sentence is a elsim
upon helief. 48 we saeld, in saying thet murder is evil we
imply thadt we disapprove of it and that we want the hesrer to
disapprove of it also. But are we doing wmerely this? Yo, we
ere saying that aurder is really worthy of disapproval, that
it ealls for disapproval,. And we use rationel arguments to
prove that it is such. We are not trying to persusde the
hearer by way of rhetoric to fsel the way we 4do; we are $ry-
ing to show that he should feel the way we do by revealing
to him the object in its authentic nsture. If there were no
value or disvaiue in the objeets snd acts we sould not srgue
thet anyone should feel or sct in one wey rether than annther:
eny statement of value would be as good as another and any
ergument of justificntion would be doomed to feilure from

the beginning.

31 Foundations of Zthics, p. 41l.
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BEvery consilderation of ethicel as well as of other
value judgments is sericusly deficient unless humsn nature is
ta<en into sccount, But human nature could not be trested in
isolation: ell the relotionships in which man is essentially
iovolved muat be taken into oconsideration. Only then can we
go to the depth of the question, what do our value judgments
in genarsl, and ethical judgments in partieular, mean, For
enly then can we ses the reason, the gsuse, why certain ob-
Jéots are valuable, why certsin 2ots sre right or wrong.

;@ csanot discuss here &t any length the nature of
men; 'we can only poiat to an gbvious fact that he is a ration~
al being es.oentially different from animals, from plantn, and
from inert matter, even though in him operstions of aninals
and operations of plants are found ss a substructure to his
rationel soul, exd even though the material elemsnts whieh
compose his body are not different from those found anywhere
else in nature, following the same universal laws of matter,
We also mailntein gg 8 fact that he is not his own cause, but
on the contrary that he is a being created by God, 2% abao-

32 Of course, many contemporary movements do not admit
this. 48 J. iiessuer observes: "Dislestieal materialism,
biological evolutionism, amlytical psychology, end logiosl
posltivism all asrrive et the conclusion thet apart from the
reelity open to the senses there 1s no other reality, and
hence that there can be no morality in relation to such a
rﬁﬁlity#v
(Eshics and Facts, St. Louls end London, 3. !lerder Jo., 1958,
Pe 313) .
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lutely dependent for his existence on the Crestor, and thet
he - juast as all other cereatures - 1s direoted toward an end,
B8ut while other belngs attain their goal through thes guidance
of instinets and inherent physical laws, man, having an in-
$ellect and a free will, hes a power to discern the laws 33
and then %o follow or not tu follow then.

“hat 1s a Jaw? 3aint Thomss defines it sa “an ordi-
nance of reason for the common good, made by him who has care
of the camuunity, and promulgeted”. 34  3ince all srestures
are subject to their COreatoy and to the Divine providense,
they are ruled and measured by the lew existing eternally in
the Creator. 41l things perticipate in this law "in so far
a8, from ils being imprinted on then, they derive their res-
poctive inolinetions to their propsr asts anl ends”. <5 Bug
man, being & rational ereature, 1s a partsier of a share of
Jivine providence; he "has a nstursl inclination to its pro-
per act and end; &nd this participstion of the eternal law in

the rationsl erssture is called the natural law®. 86

33 we are concernsd here only with the moral laws,
that 1s, the lews which besr & relationship to man's last
end and to which the actus humenus (ss distinct from motus
hominis) is dirscily subjected.

34 Sailnt THUMAS, Summa Tgealo%ia&, 1«11, g. 80, a.l.

1) ;"_l_g_;i.ns iﬁﬁﬂ&g, 2D 8it.,, I-Il, @« 91, BeBa

36 Ivld.
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Esch inolinstion or tendenay is directad toward cer-
tain vslue, toward somsthine whieh 1s loveble gt lenst in the
metaphoricsl sense. Juch values we nawve ends, For man the
Tirst and the last value, -und conssquently the last end is
Gode To this eud all others must be subordinated. In gorre-
lation to this supreme velue #ll other values arrsnge them-
selves 1n an order in whioh man 18 to try to reach them and
to love then.

In the ontologleal aorder the cognition of truths is
cheraeteristic. Truth 1s a correspondence betwesn intsllect

and objeat. 37

Horal principles, on the othoy hand, contain
more than an assertion of facts; ther tell how thiags should

be, how and whet actions are %0 be perfomcd., We savy thst

37 agsin, not sll moderns agree as to the neture of
truth. ™according to the cohersnce theory... truth is
systematic coharence., This is more than logical consistency.
~ proposition 1s true insofsr as it is & necvssary consti~
tuent of & systematically cohereant whole. aAceprding to some,
this whole must be sueh that every element in it nocessifetes,
indeed entalls, every other element. 3trictly, on this view,
truth, in its fullness, is a charcoteristic of only the one
systematic coherent wnole, whioh is the absaolute., It «ttache
ez to propositions as we know them only to a degrees. 4 pro-
position haa & degree of truth proportionste to the completew
ness of the systematic coherence of the systems of entities
to which it belongs.

"asccording to the fragmeatice theory of iruth, a propo-
sition 13 true inszofar as 1% works or satisfles, working or
setisfying being desoribed veriously by different sxponents
of the view. dome writers insi:=t that truth charsoterizes
only those propositions (idess) whose sa$isfectory woriking has
sectually verified them; others stute thet only verifisbility
through auash consequences is necessary., In either oese,
writers dirfer as to the precise noture of the verifyving ex-
periences required”. Dietionery of Philosophy, (J. Runes,ed.)
imes, Iowa, Littlefield, 5dams mnd Co., 1¥55.
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they 2re normrtive in ohareoter.

The morel imperntive origins tes in the absolute ne-
cessity of the laat end ond in the sutonomy of values whose
realizetion leads us to the lszst end.

The besic precept of nstural lasw iz known %o all who
have reflected at lesst a little on the gquestion of right and
wrong, good snd evil. It may not be explicitly formulated,
but everyone knows and asserts to himself that good is to be
done and evil svoided. Jven 1f one seeks tu infliet death
upon himself, he seexs 1o Jdo this under the sspect of =cod.
All other precepts sre buged upon thisg one.

Value, or =ood, Is ultimately an end to which man
simg. Kow if we find in us sny nasturel inellinstion toward
gertain things, then those things are discerned hy rasson
a8 being goodj otherwise nature would be self-frustrzting.

ind so Saint Thomss says:-
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“Therefore ascordii: to thu urder of netural inclina-
tions, 1s the order of the pregepts of the natural
law. Seccauss in man there iz first of sll an in-
alination to good in ascordanse with the nature which
he has in comaon with all substancec: inssmuch as
every substance seeks the pressrvation of 1ts own
belng, according to its nature: and by reason of
this inclinstion, whatever is = means of preserving
humen lifs, and of warding off its abstaclss, bhew
longs to the natural lsw. Jecondly, there is in
man an inollination to thinzs thed pertain to hin
more specislly, mecording to that neture which he
hes in common with other maimsls: and in virtus

of this inclination, those things sre s2id to be-
long to the natural law, which nature hss taught

to 8ll animalsé..., Suoh 88 sexusl 1ntercourse, edu-
cation of offspring and so forth, Thirdly, there
is in man an inclination to good, eccording %o the
nsture of his reascn, whi:h nature is proper ito
him: thus man hes & natural inclination to know
the truth sbout God, snd to live in s00icty.., o8

The will of moral belngs is moved pegessarily tuierd
the zood; however, it can be moved only toverd thet which has
bean apprehendead, 39 cognlzed, is xnown, a3 good; hence the

dictun, pil volitum nisi comitstum. This position is & come

plete antithesis to the emotivist oontention thet the basis

why we easll eaything a value is the fret thet we approve of

38 Bumma Theologise, I-II, g. 94, a.2.

39 %Wvery aot of will mey be considered »s a responsa
to & ¢ertsin good. But ell responses grgaugﬁmae eognlitive
acts, ‘fo quate Frofessor von Hildebrand, ey are essential-
ly bassed on sognitive sets. This fundemental truth has been
expressed in the scholastie philosophy thus: Nihill volitum
nisi cogltatum... Volitum is here the general term for a
Tesponses, oositatio the general term for sognitive acts®,
Shristisn Etnics, p. 197.
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it, or lixe it, or desire it, snd t.al consequently vec want
to persuade others to approve of it or to Llike it. Our diet-
um, nil volitum nisi cogitatum, ismplies that intellect plays
an essential pert end tost our volitions follow sots of in-
tellect. But we at tne seme time admit that there are in us
spontaneous, nstural itsndencies - as mentioned in the preced-
ing quotstion from Salnt Thomas - aod that our afrfections are
eroused towsard certain objest and +ets to the vxtent that they
urge us to more Knowledge, and to more perfect knowledge, of
thosze objeots.

It would be well to discuss in our procent ahapier
the concept of affectivs consnsturality 40 sund the role of
this mstephysical propriely in our mo.al and assthetic 1ife.
Then we will better oe able to uelermine the refereucss of
our valus judgments =nd the sub jestive factors which seen %o
be involved i them.

Jur intellect dealing with the sbsirsct, with gene-

ralities, is reslly not satisfied with mere cognlizance when

40 For the discussion of this topic I am grestly in~
debted %o an essay, "ilumani generis et L' xistantislisme"”, by
Rev. Jacques CRUTHAU, o.m.i., to whom I express my sincere
gratitude for lending it %o me.

The term "connaturality” need not alweys be asso-
ciutec with "affective™, for we could speak of conngturality
in general as ol "that metaphysical propriety through whieh
a faculty is proportioned to its objJeot either in virtue of
itself, or in virtue of an asoquiresd disposition”.
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it comes to morality. The inteational being does not seem to
put it to rest; and 50 we find in the cornitive subject a
desire to possess the reul being, that is to say, %0 possess
objects snd hold them #8 they are in theumselves. Here, our
appetites come to play, for it is they who aim et the possess~-
ion of objects in their gonorete stsise. AS 80951 &8 we laarn
about those objocts, a love 1z oreated to sppropriate them,
and this appropriation follows the rules of ajpetites. Thus
we have & syele of conssious 1life which begins with knowledge,
is followed by love, and then by action. Here human and
snimal powers gome togethsr into 2 unity. As Father Brennsn
writes, "... by knowlisdge, love, and setion, the cyele of
consclous life is complete, and the powers of man and animel
are brought into a perfeet union®™, 41

This union, ocsused by love, ia - zocording to 3alng

Phomas, more coaplete than thet crused by knowledge. The
angelie Doetor writes: “"Enowledge is perfected by the thing
spown being united, through 1is liken. ss, to the knower. But
the efrect of love iz that the thing ltself which iz loved,
is, in a wasy, united %o the lover. Consequently, the union

caused by love 1z closer thsen the union ceused by knswledxaﬁg

41 Robert E. BRENAK, o.p., Thomistic PFsychology,
New York, The Meomillan Co., 1950, pp. 147 f.

42 Seint Thomas INAG, Summe Theologise, p. I-II,
Qo 28’ aul, and J?Opl?‘ ta obJ. -
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Love and hatred, desire end aversion, joy &nd sorrow,
and other affective phenomsnz are sll proper responses to
their objects. The good sreates in the concupiscivle appeti-
te & certain inelinstion, connaturalnsas, in respect of it-
selfl; the evll, on the contrary, svolies a power of repulsien
in the subjeet. And so, Fether Brennsn, agein following the
path of st. Thomes, writes:

Such an inelination /Renersted by zood things
pertsins %o the pusaion of love to which hatred is
opposed in reapect of the evii. again, iT the good
which is loved is not yet possessed, it rrouses in
tne appetite an lmpulse to sequire {t. This per~
teins to the possession of degire to which eversion
is opposed in respsot of the evil. - inally, when
the good is possessed, Lt causes the appetite to
rest, 8 it were, in the satisfuction of sitrin-
ment. ‘This pertains to tne passion of Joy to whicgh
sorrow is opposed in respect of the evil.

But what conasction is there between this union of
love and the union of intellcet with the intentional being?
How can we 81y that affestions plsy a role in our moral snd
artistic sogunition? An examinstion of 5. Thomea' statement,
rpicitur amor discernere in quentum movet rationem snd dis-
eernendgm”,*4 will help us to answer this nuestion,

It is & sommon experisnce that s will-aet is always

required for an aet of intellect. Our search for any kind of

43 Op. ¢it., pp. 156 1.
44 Saint Thomwes ALUINAS, Jumma Theoleogise, II-1I,
§. 47, 8.1,
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knowledge 1s commanded by the love of an end. *° However,
this is not yet the nffective connaturslity, for then we
should speek that our effections nre indispensible in know-
ledgze of stars or of chemical elements. The affective conna-
turaslity begins where the subject is not neutrsl towsrd the
objeat of his seerch, 40 ne subject must have & certain
affinity or aversion toward the object becsuse of certain con-
formities or diseonformities with his own efrective tenden-
cles which he discovers in the objest. Thus s person may
evoke in us an intense love, end we want to know that person
better in order to disoover more lovable things, more va-
lusble things, snd thus to intensify our love. The affegtion

becomss then an active prineciple in search for eoanformities

45 The objeut must possess a gertein "importance”,
a property which gives it the charecter of s bonum or melunm,
an entithesis to neutrslity or indiffsrence. Cf. note
of the present chapier,.

46 This means that one may be ables to love even
though he does not yet yrasp an objeot fully. Love alms st
pilercing the mystery. And so 3%, Thomus states: "Ob hoo
contigit guod mliquid plus amatur quam cognoscaltur: quis
potest perfeste amari etiam sl non perfecte eognoscatur..."
But some knowledge or awarencas of the object and its value
is always presupposed. Unoconscious love is impossible,
unless we want to extend the measning of the term "love”
to an unjustifisble degree.
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(or discomformities) of the objest with the dispositions,
tendencies of the subject. Vo are directed intensely towerd
diselosing every aspect of the objeot which creates that gone
formity, and it very often happens thet we reject every trait
not in such confarnity. Thus a lecser or greater distortion
of the objeot of our sffestion is not uncommon. This defor~
mation - under the pressure of intense sffections - is one of
the reasons why our value Judgments in regard to the some
object differ so often;%” this 13 the subjectivity of vulue
Judgments whieh we admits Dut the sweeping oonclusion that
values are relstive $o the person, or to a group of persons,
does not follow., "Just as the meaning of objeoctive truth is
pot touched by the faot that two persons hold opposite posi-
tions to be true, so tog the notion of morel good and evil,
of something objeectively valid which calls for obedience and
sppeals to our consoience, is always untouched, even if one
msn says that poligamy i2 evil and another that poligamy is

morslly permissible”. 48

47 This, of course, 1s not the only resson why our
value Judgments contradict each other or difler to e degree.
Jaint Thomes resognizes thet, whilce zenersl principles of
ethics are known to sll and are %Yxue for all, the «ppliosntions
of them sre 80 complicated th-t the truth of our conclusions
may be relstive to the asitu: tion, "In matiers of action”, he
says, "the truth or practlcal rectitude is not the same for
all, a8 to matters of detall but only as to the genersl prin-
eiples: and where there is the ssme rectitude in matters of
deteil, it i3 not egually Xmown to all... It may fsil... &s
t. knowledge, since in zome the reason ia perverted by pas~
don, or evil habit, or en evil disposition of nature™.

Summa Theologlae, I~11, g. 94, 8.4.
48 Dietrioch von HILJABHAUD, Christlen Zthics, p. 106,
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One may asx, ln regard to objsotivity of our love=-

acts, whet 1s the medium quo, comparable to the medium guo of

our purely cognitive connaturality - namely the clarity of

the object Litself which lidposes itself upen our intellest or
sensse, It should he slear from our discussion of the impetus
of the sffeotions in cansidering morelly ilmportsnt, un-neutral
objects that in the case of affective connaturality the
medium guo eould not be simply the luelidity of the object.
llers, the conformity is one of the objsct seized as fitting

in a gertsain way to the affective state of the asubject., ODur
affective state is essential in morality and art, for it is
love which 18 urginz us to enter more fully into an object in

order to love it more and more because of its agpects of
fittness to our dispositions, It drives us toward the un-
Enown end it intensifies our experience of knowledge of
things when we have taken cognizence of them.

We must point out, however, that love by itselfl does
not give us knowledge. as Father Croteau siressos, "/Les
puissances affectives/ n'ont pes de vertu intuitive, mais le
seule pulssance d'alder la raisun®. Love aids the intellect
by moving it to know more, but it ltsell follows knowledge
ettained by senses ond the intellesot; 1t presupposes Know-
ledge. The more we xnow en objset the more we are capable
of loving it. There is no love »8 such but love of; and

generally, there iz no affectlon, as such, but always affeci~
lon of.
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Summerizing our discussion we msy say thet knowledge
by affective connsturality is a result of a peculiar tendency
of our sifections driving us to diseover, in the sphere of
moralisy and art, more and more in order to love more per-
fectly. Zven though we love something beceuse it conforams to
our owWn natural tendenciwvs and dispositions, our love is not
purely subjective becsusse it presupposes st least some knoww
ledze of the objects loved. ovur basic thesis, then, that
affestions and aversions in morslity and rrt are responses
to the loveble, valuable objeots, is not contradioted by the
stetenent of 3t. Thomas, "Dicitur amor disgernere in quentum
Taovet ratiocnsm ad discernendum®; on the contrary, it is
supplemented by 1% by beling shown the reason why our affeef-
ions drive us to more perfect knowledge, namely, that ocur
responss to the Known objects msy bs more intense and per-
feet. 3t. Thomas' doetlrine of affective conn.turelity ex—
plains in addition the great role of subjeotivity in our moral
gnd artistic experience end consequently, in our nmorel and

sesthetic judgmenta.
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The emotivist interpretastion of the meaning of value
statemants flatly contradiots experience. 48 we saw, it is
not even based on an independent anslysis of the moral and
aesthetio phenomena of our lives but depends on the positivist
eriterion of meaning. Their anslysis of @ value Judgment,
2.8, "a1lling is evil”, is in fact this: (1) Is this state-
ment verifieble by o sense experience? Does evil stand for s
sense properiy? HNo. (2) Is this statement anslytiocsl, that
is, true sclely on the analysis of terus? No. (&) OQur cri-
terion of meaning does not admit of any other king of me@w-
ningful atatements and cersainly not o synthetic a priori
statements (which is the status ususlly cleimed for valus
statements). Therefore we eannot assign "Hilling is evil® %o
& class of mesningful statements. What 1s mors, we cennot
even grant 1t the stabtus of a genuine statemsnt because 1%
containg a word, “evil"”, which is mot s aymbol, repres.nting
something real, but only s conventional wsy of verbally ex-
pressing one's disapprovel of en act. i

How 1f we are correctly apprehending thelr gaslysis
of a value statement, then it follows that their position
stands or falls with their oriteriocn of meaning. ‘e should

prefer to discuss with the emotivists a more basic epistemo~

1 The indebtednsas of the emotivist position to Hume
may be made aspparent if we read the famous passage from his
Enculry Concerning Humen Understandiase quoted in the third
chep ter of our thesis.
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logical quasstion: Are all meeningful statements either those
which ¢sn be verified by sense expsrience or are anslytio,
or do we have acesss to knowledge which - though errived at
through senses -~ ig not sense knowledge? In othsr words, we
should argue whether there is s eriterion of meaning broader
than theirs, and perhaps such that would edmit stetements of
value as an important realm of knowledge. This matter has
admittedly not bean settled and the positivists themselves
are puzgled by the fast thet their oriterion of meaniag
cannot peas 1ii8 own standsrd.

The eriterion, as we often pointed out, is stated

thus: A propoajition hes sense If and only Iif it is verifig-

ble in senss expsrience or 18 sneslytiec. Let us subject thie

statement to the tesit which it itsell presoribes to ses 1f it
is meaningful. Let us ask: (1} Is this statement verifiable
in a sense experiense? No. 4And if 1% were, then 1t would be
only probable (the next sense experience could prove it to be
false) and should not{ be presented so categoricslly as an
absolutely true proposition applicable to all instances.

Let us ask rfurther: (2) Is this statement anslytie?
If it is such, then it is sbsolutely snd universally true,
but 1t doss not say anrthing new; all its meening con be de-
rived from the definition of the constituent terns and the
syntactical rules of language. And we oould devise sll kinds
of such analytical statements amd proposs them a&s principles

of meaning, making them more or less inclusive as o what will
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pass for sense and what will be ruled out &8s nonsense, But
this woull not be a atudy of reality; it would simply be a
loglosel game Of little value &3 un exercise in formel ressonw
ing snd sterile ss an epistemclogic=l study,

How if the above statement is uneither smpiriesl nor
analyticel, then it is itself nonsensical., 4ind what iz more,
since it is itsell saserting thet only empiriesl or snslvtio-
el statemants are meaningful, then it is paredoxicsi: it is
true if it is false and it is false 1f it is true., We usual-
ly eall such paradoxical statements self-contredict.ry and
treat them as such.

dost of the contemporary positivists, having noted
the puradox, acgept this oriterion mainly ms a2 gulde in pur-
sulng knowledgze; consequently %hﬁy remein within the elear-
eut limits of naturdl solences {including many common sense
observation and prediction statements) and of methematics
{inciuding formal logiec and the lingulstic snalysis whieh is
$0 meke statements of secience and of mathemetics precise).
i.et them do so if they want to, but then they should not ask
us to exclude as meeningless most of the traditional philoso-
phy as well as moest of the common-sense philosophiogl opi-
nions end even the basiec philosophicel questions themselves,.
One could make meny sush criteris, exeluding or including as

xnowledge anything he wented., K. Popper observes:
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All you need .., i8 to determine the conception
of "sense"” or of "meaning® in a siitably narrow way,
and you can say of all uncomfortable questions that
you caanot find any "sense"™ or "meening" in them.

By recognizing the problems of natural seience alone
as "meaningful”, svery debate sbout the concept >f
gsense or of meaning must become nonsensical. Once
enthroned, the dogms of meaning 1s for ever raised
ebove the possibility of attask, 1t is “unsssail-
able and definitive~, 2

Yet, amotivists ere holding explieitly or inmplieitly,
to the posltivist eriterion in spite of the fant that the
whole philosophic tradition and the common sense point to a
broedsr eriterion, snd they oconstruct on its basis a system
of dootrines which exeludes theology, metuphysics, ethics and
aesthatios from the sphere of kanowledge. It ssems thut all
seriousness has been abandoned in contemporary logico-positi-
vistis philosephy. The notion of moral judgments has fallen
baex to the view of the Gresk sophistis desnpite the seriocus-
ness of events in the history of the prezent eentury.

Hr, Junhen meditates on this point:

It i3 at once absurd and fitting thet sy just
that moment of history whon the most exquisite tor-
ments have been Inflicted and the gsreatest agonies
endured there should exist g philoszophy which holds
morasl judgments %o be capable of no proof. COne
might think that phllosophers of sush aind would
recoil from the consequences of thelr theory end
re-oxemine the postulates which hud genersted such
folly. Por the cunsegquences are that one cannot
rationelly choose {(i.8., choose on the basis of
argument) between desth campus end liberation; one
gan only "evince” approval or disapprovael. One
cannot demonsirate that fascist prectices are an
evil; one oan only express dislike of them,.." 3

~ 2 Upen 3%cietx and 1%@ Ensmiss, Princeton Universitv
Press, 1950, Pps Gy Us S .

3 Man Agesinst ilyth, Frederlck liulle~r, 1948, pp. 253 r.




EPILOGUE 180

Modern men bas a tendenoy to divtats how reality
should look like rather thaen to follow i{ts strueture; he ad-
mits only those "wvalues® whish he himself c¢reetes; he admits
of "right" and “wrong” only in so fer as it is subjsctively
satisfying to him. and only such a man can go so fer as %o
propose to the warld an emotivist acocount of judgments of
velue, defending it within the systen of logico-positivistio
doctrines. ¥e ocun fully agree with » luecid passage of the
great man of letters, T.3. EZliot, who writes:

Logical positivism ie not a nourishing dlet for
more than the small minority which has been condi-
tioned to it, When the time of its exhaustion
arrives, it will appsar, in retrospect, %o have
been fur our age the ecounterpart of surrealism:
for as surreslism seemed %¢ provide a method of
producing works of srt without imsglnation ao

logical positivism scems to provide s method of
philospphising without insight and wisdon.

4 "Introduction” to Joseph Pleper's leisure - the

%ga;g of Culture, Hew York, Fantheon Books, 1952,
?p'l-r s Da 12,
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RESUME

The emotive theory of value judgments is not another normative aystem;
it is an analytieal study which tries to deterwine what valus Judgments can or
do mesn, Its object s not a reslm of values but the valuational discourse.

Emotivists deny that statements of value express propositions; that
1s, that they express anything which could be seid to be true or fslse., DBut
they deny this only in regard to normetive valus statements, not to the many
statements of fact which are usuelly found in tresiments of walue, nor to the
analytieal statements which are true or false by definition. But the typiosl
statements of value, statements about the ends, are on their view expressions of
our feelings,

Emotive interpretation of wvalue judgwents is only one possibile interw
pretation and is comparatively new. Ue have had in the history several types
of objectivistic and zeveral types of ardtmw subjectivistic interpretations,
a1l of which shsore in common the view that statements of value are genuine and
say something either abeut ths object out there or asbout one's own psychologle
cal condition, The emotive theory as well az cother types of nonsognitivienm
(e.g. informlism) deny to such statements sny cognitive cheracter,

The distinction between the cognitive and the expressive or emotive
function of langusge has its roots in Ogden snd Richards' Meaniny of Meaning
in which the basis for emotive charseter of walue judgments 1s l2id on
linguistic ground. Velue predieates are proolsimed to refer to m‘pmpert:y in
the object nor to any feeling of the spssker: they sre not symbolie but expres-
sive, verbs) mediurx to vent cur smntions.

The aystematic spplication of Ogden snd Richards' distinction between

the cognitive and the expressive functions of language to statements of value
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was made 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 1s merely expression of feelings., The long empirical tradition at

the University of Vienna and the great impact of Wittgenstein's doctrines at
the time suggest why they chose a positivist criterion which states that a
proposition is meaningful if and only if it is verifiable by sense experience or
is analytic. OStatements of value cannot pess this requirement, consequently
they assigned them to the expressive realm, Statement such as "Killing is evil"
is equivalent to "Killing!!” pronounced with a volece of disapproval., It may be
conceived as an exclamation or as an imperative (Doen't kill!) or as an optative
(I wish you wouldn't kK111!) or as a persuasion (I disapprove of killinge.you
should disapprove as well!),

To answer the question how is it possible that people of every age
entertain such strong beliefs sbout right and wrong, beautiful and ugly, and so
on, the emotivists invoke genetic explanations, These, however, do not in any
way affect the content of those beliefs, but only show (correctly or incorrectly)
how people came to these beliafs, The emotivist analysis suffers also from the
extreme sensist prejudices of its proponents: any statement that camnot be veri-
fled by experience or is not true on definition is to b2 excluded from the
realr of knowledge; and experience 1s equivalent to sensory experience. Introe
spection of our state of mind in making value Judgment, which leads one to an
objective 1nt¢mr;tation of such judgments, is rejected by them since they
endorse generally only bshavioristic approach in psychology. The everyday
experience of common sense people that statements of value assert an opinion and
that that opindon is not merely one's own psychological state is rejected ss a
mistake Bdused by the grammtical similarity of statements of fact and statements

of value. The belief that we can genulnely disagree as to values is proclaimed
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to be a result of the same confusion. Thus the emotivists prefer to reject
everyday experience in order to preserve a formal consistency with their
positivistic starting point,

In spite of their conception of philosophy as a logieal clarification
of language, the basic terms of their analysis of value judgments are left utterly
arbiguous. Buch terms are for instance "expression,* "feeling," "attitude,”
"right," "commend,® and the "cognitive," snd Yemotive langusge."

Perhaps the most important flaw in the emotivist theory is its failure
to account for the generally aecepied view that we can justify at lezst some of
the value statements, If-.as the emotivists contend..ststements of value do not
asgert anything, but are simply expressions compsrable %o "Ouch!®, "Hurrah!®,
and even animal cries, what could be sald in their support? HNo one disputes the
genuine character of such expressions., But are some of the expressions better,
or more Justifisble, than others? Does "better® mean "more truly felt®?

Nothing could be sald against such expressions; we can only voice our
difference of feeling and try to create in the other 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 2 matter of value, or our seekdng of an ethicsl advice, makes no
sense on the emotivistic view: it would seem that I merely want to acquire
certain feeling toward an cbject or action-~-which is decidedly not what we think
we want to achieve in deliberstion or in asking for advice, We could also not

really disagree by pronouncing two apparently contradietory statemsnts of value.

The emotivist translations of value Judgmentz 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 emotivist view that such judgments
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ars nothing but expressions of the feeling of like or dislike, The theory is
decidedly agninst experience snd stands or falls with the positivistic pre.
suppositions « spacifiecslly the eriterion of mesning - on whioh it is based.

¥hat one should do 1s not to relate our velue Jjudgments to en srbitrery
acoepted oriterion of mesning btut to determine whethsr the cluim of such
judgmente to zay something about objects anc acti-ne hes any foundatiom In
reality. Thls, however, will be irpossitle unless we comsider cbjests and actions
evaluated as they revesl to us in the coperete experisnce,

fuch conslderation of sthical and nesthelic data ss revesled in our
conorete experiences point clesrly %o snother intervretation’'of value judgments;
they show that a recognition of value ls presupposed in every evalustion, that
gvery value judgment is & response to the velus :nd those feelings which
accompany the recognition of value are a logicsl congsquence of ihat recognition
rather than ths whole content of our value Judgments,

Our concrets situstion necessitetes slec thet we consider moral acts,
and judpwents about morsl sete, in relstionship to human mature, Such consideratio
shows that the judements we make about roral gocdnes: or budness eertaisnly do
charactsrize acts themselves rather than our sititude toward themy and it cer.
tainly chows that such Judgments sre not simply verbsl exteriorization of cur

azntional states,



