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THE FORMAL CONDITIONS OF AN EMPIRICAL ETHICS

CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM OF EMPIRICAL ETHICS

This thesis is written in agreement with Dewey's
contention that ethics is "the most human of all subjects.
It is that which is closest to human nature; it is in-
eradicably empirieal, not theological, nor metaphysieal,
nor mathematical.“l However, no one has stated with
greater clarity than Dewey the philosophical basis in
terms of which the very possibility of an empirical ethics
has been rejected. He has persistently pointed out that
this has its roots in the contrast between the conceptions

of nature held by ancient and modern science. Greek

thought experienced no difficulty in reconciling or

1. Dewey, J. Human Nature and Conduct, Modern Library
Edition, 1930, p. 295.

-] -
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adjusting the findings of science with the validity of
ideas about value, for its metaphysics were teleological
and qualitative, and its physics were in complete harmony
with its metaphysics. Nature was thought to be what it
ia because of the presence within it of ends, which, as
ends, represented complete or perfeet Being. All natural
changes were conceived to be striving to actualize these

ends as the goals toward which they moved by their very

nature. In a context in which ens, verum, and bonum were
identified there could be no separate problem of values,
since what are now called values were thought of as an in-
tegral part of the constitution of nature as the object of
natural science.3 Modern science, on the other hand, re-~
Jected the teleology of Greek science as a futile and
mischievous encumbrance; and qualities, excellences, and
ends were extruded from nature to find their habitat in a

4
spiritual realm.

2. Dewey, Joy The Quest for Certainty, New York, Minton
Balch and Co. 1929, p. 49,

3+ Deweyy Je, "Theory of Valuation," International Encyclo-
pedia of Unified Science, University of Chicago Press,
¥ol. 2, No. 4, pPPe 2-3; Influence of Darwin on Philoso-
Phy, New York, Henry Holt and Co., 1910, pe. 6.

4, The Quest for Certainty, ppre. 50, 53.
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The result which is of interest here is the sharp
dichotomy between fact and value. It is argued that "what
is" and "what ought to be" are two fundamentally distimct
affairs, in the sense that the latter cannot be derived
from the former. The former may, of course, coincide in
part with the latter; for "what is" may also be good; but
anything that exists and is good is not good because it
exists. And while it is good because it is of a certain
nature, everything that exists exists as characterized,
hence some further principle of differentiation is needed,
and the assertion is that this principle is underivable from
any factual proposition or set of such propositions,

This may be granted;5 what is important is that the
dichotomy between fact and value is taken as a reflection
of a similar dichotomy between empirical and normative
sciencess and on this basis, the very posgibility of an em-
pirical ethics has been ruled out beforehand, for it fol-
lowed that empiricism could not do justice to precisely
what was unique and important in ethics. However, it
would also seem to follow that no factual propositions
whatsoever should be included among the propositions of an

ethical system; and the formalism of the categorical

5. However, see Vivas, E., "Value and Fact," Philosophy of
Science, vol. 6 (1936), pp. 432=45, for an attempt to
show that there is a sense in which judgments of value
are judgments of facte. (See below, pp., 77 ff,)
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imperative, which has been the object of countless casti-
gations by subsequent ethicists, instead should have been
their model. This, at least, is the conclusion of Royce,
who, taking as the fundamental problem of ethics the dis~
tinction between the ideal and the real, argues that "from
the world of dead facts...you can get no ethical doctrine.
Physical truth never gives moral doctrine."6

The unsatisfactoriness of this conclusion for
ethical theory, however, is obvious; in Dewey's words, it
condemns ethics to "the circle in which the ideal has no
force and social actualities no ideal qua;lity."7 This un=
fortunate consequence provides a motivation to the reexam-
ination of the contention that the value~fact dichotomy
necessarily rules out empiricism in ethics. This means
that our problem is, not the validity of that dieh@temy,
‘nor the presentation of an empirical ethies, but rather
the essential, although preliminary task of determining
the possibility of such an ethies in the light of the
dichotomy bhetween value and factual propositiqns. Simply
stated, 1t is the problem of the formal conditions of an

empirical ethies. Such a consideration will of necessity

6. Royce, Josiah, The Rellgious ASpect of Philosophy, Boston
and New Ycrkg Hough‘ton Mifflin, 1885, PPe 23, 139.

7« Dewey, J., Human Nature and Conduct, p. 327.
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be primarily methodplogical, the verification of which,
insofar as any verification is possible, willvconsist in
its supplying procedures whereby the compatibility of
recognizing distinctively value propositions with the
establishment of ethics on an empirical basis may be
shown.

We shall proceed by assuming the possibility of
ethics as an empirical science; the task being, to work
out what such an ethics would be, in order to discover
whether objections would occur which would prove the
assumption an impossible one. And we can start with the
very simple analysis which distinguishes Bhetween a science
and its subject matter; and the further principle that the
science has the objective of providing an understanding of
the subject matter in terms of the laws which formulate the
behavior of that subject matter. This implies, then, that
the branches of our inquiry shall be three: (1) the mature
of the subject matter; (2) the nature of ethical theory;
and (3) the relationship between the two.

Our first question, then, ist What is the subject
matter of ethics? In one sense, this question is unanswer-
able, for there is no acceptable procedure for staking
claims on some segment of experience aé the exclusive pre=~
rogative of a given science. But the point is not really

so~difficult, nor so general in the present case. We do

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-6~
pot need to start de novo, but can refer to historical
ethical theories in order to ascertain what has been
viewed as the subject matter of ethics.

A consideration of Aristotle, Kant, and Mill, as
:epresentatives of idealistic perfectionism, intellectualis-
tie formalism, and hedonistic utilitarianism, respectively,
would appear to assure us that our investigation would not
overlook any dominant type of classical ethiecal theory.
However, what is of immediate significance is that a survey
of these theories is readily seen to justify the charge of
the relative "impurity" of ethics.s This can be shown by

reference to the different types of propositions which
they Qontain. The next three chapters will be concerned
with the presentation of this characteristic of classical
ethics, and its bearing upon our problem of the nature of

the subject matter of ethicse.

-~

8. See Ayer, A. J., Language, Truth, and Logie, London,
Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1936, p. 1503 Stocks, Je L.,
Reason and Intuition, London, Oxford University Press,
1939, p. 108.
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CHAPTER II
THE "IMPURITY" OF ETHICS. PROPOSITIONS OF FACT.

The propositions of fact which have been included
in ethical theories have intended to be informative about
the nature of human beings. Thus Aristotlefs doectrine of
virtue cannot be separated from his statements about the
nature of the soul, which he analyzes‘into the rational
and irrational parts, two aspects being distinguished
further in each of theset the rational is divided into
the practical and the intellectual parts, and accordingly
the virtues are classified as moral and intellectual, the
former coming about as a result of habit, the latter owing
ﬁboth its birth and its growth to teachin% (for which

reason it requires experience and time) " There seems to

1. Nichomachean Bthics, W. D. Ross trans. (Collected Works,
vol. IX, Oxford, at the Clarendon Press,1925) 1102a-1103a.

-
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be ﬂbvoause to suppose that Royce would not apply to this
his criticism of Plato, concerning whom he remafks, "Plato
himself has given us as the supportvfor his ideal, a fact,
or a supppsed fact, of human nature...The ideal justice has
come to be founded on a bare physical fact, namely, on the
gonstitution pf the soul, which might, for all we can see,
have been different."2 Certainly this criticism would be
applicable to Mill's consideration of "The Ultimate Sanc-
tion of the Frinciple of Utility."s Mill characterizes the
internal sanction of duty as "a fealing in our own mind;
a pain, more or less intense, attendant on violations of
duty." The essence of conscience is this feeling "when
disinierested, and connecting itself with the pure idea of
duty, and not with some particular form of it, or with any
Qf the merely accessory circumstances."4 The ultimate
sanction of all morality being a subjective feeling in our
minds, the sanction of the doetrine of Utility is “the con-
scientious feelings of mankind." Whether the feeling of
duty is innate or implanted (Mill believes the latter to be

true), does not, he thinks, have to be settled; the im-

2+ Royce, gg._cit., Pe 37

3s Mill, Jo Se, Utilitarianism, Everyman's Library Edition,
1929, Ch. III.

4. Ibid., p. 26.
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portant point is that there must be some natural basis of
sentiment for utilitarian morality. And "thére is this
basis of powerful natural sentiment; and this it is which,
when once the general happiness is re@qgnized as the ethi-
cal standard, will cpnstitute the strength of the utilitar-
ian morality. This firm foundation is that of the social
feelings of mankind; the desire to be in unity with our
fellow creatures.“5 The social state, according to Mill, _
is natural to man; hence any condition essential to society
is an inseparable part of every person's conception of the
state of things into which he is born. People grow up,
then, "unable to conceive as possible to them a state of
total disregard of other pepple's interests." Further, co-
operation with others is a familiar fact of experience.

The strengtheping of social ties leads the individual to
identify his feelings with the good of others, until it
becomes a matter of course to consider others. The con-

’viction, then, which people have, that there should be a
harmony between the feelings of each individual, and his
aims, with those of his fellow-creatures, is the ultimate

6
sanction of the greatest happiness morality.

5 Ibides, Do 29

6. Ibide, P 31
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The point here, of course, is not the’truth or
falsity of either Aristotle's statements about the parts
of the soul, or Mill's assertions regarding the social
sentiment in man, but the nature of these propositipns,_
which intend to be informative as to a question of fact.
ihe same holds)true of Aristotle's analysis of the rela~-
tion of moral virtue to habit. First, he points out,
none of the moral virtues arise in us by nature, since
nothing existing by nature can form a habitrgontra:y to
its nature, e.g. the stone by nature moves downward, and
cannot be habituated to move upward. "Neither by nature,
then, nor contrary to nature, do the virtues arise in usi
rather we are adapted_by nature to receive them, and are
made perfect by habit."7 Secondly, of those things which
come to us by mnature we first acquire the potentiality and
later exhibit the activity, €.ge we have the sense of hear-
ing or seeing before using them. But we get the virtﬁes by
first exercising them. "For the things we have to‘learn
before we can do them, we learn by doing them, e.g. men be-
come builders by building and lyre-players by playing the
Iyre; so too we become just by doing just acts, temperate

by doing temperate acts, brave by doing brave acts."8

7, Nichomachean Ethiecs, 1103a.

8. 1103a-Db .
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And this also is true of the destruction of the activity,--
both good and bad lyre players are produced by playing the
lyre. Likewise, "by doing the acts that we do in our
transactions with other men we become just or unjust, and
by doing the acts that we do in the presence of danger, and
being habituated tozfeel fear or confidence,‘we become
brave or cowardly. The same is true of appetites and feel-
ings of anger; some men become temperate and good=tempered,
others self-indulgent and irascible, by behaving in one way
or the other in the appro?riate circumstances. Thus, in one
word, states of character arise out of like activities.
%his is why the activities we exhibit must be of a certain
kindy it is because the states of character eorrespond tq
the differences between these. It makes no small difference,
then, whether we form habits of one kind or of another from
our very youths itrmakes a very great difference, or rather
211 the difference."9

That Mill's is a psychological hedonism is dhown by
his attempt to prove that "there is in reality nothing de-
sired except happiness. Whatever is desired otherwise than
as a means to some end beyond itself, and ultima#ely to
happiness, is desired as 1tself a part of happiness, and is

_ , 10
-not desired for itself until it has become so." But one

9. 1103%®.

10.Utilitarianism, p. 35,
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of the more familiar arguments in ethics is that by which
Mill seeks to derive an ethi@alrhedonism from this psycho-
lqgical hedonism. His contention that the desirable stands
in the same relation to the desired as the visible to the
seen, and the audible to the heard, has been fair game
since for ethicists who have been so concerned with expos-
ing the fallaciousness of Mill's reasoning that they have
not realized that at least it represents an attempt to
solve a problem which they also face but which in general
they ignore, mamely, how to establish the relevancy between
their_description of human naﬁure and their analysis of the
values involved in the behavior which is the conqrete
manifestation of that mature. Their failurerfo inspect
their own logic at this point is instruective. It should
be recognized that, in terms of his premises, Aristotle's
inclusion of factual judgments does not involve him in any
contradictionse As we pointed out at the beginning, there
‘was no separation between the normative and the factual im
the nature whiph was thought by Aristotle to be the objeect
of science. We may see this in its ethiecal context by re~-
ferring to Aristotle's rejectidn of the political life as
the happy life on the ground that honor depends upon those
who bestow it rather than on him who receives it, whereas
the good is something proper to a man and cannot easily

be taken away from him. Now one of the basic factors in
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Aristotle’s analysis of the good is the funetion-end re-
lationship. He points out that every action, art, or
science is aimed at some good; and as there are many
actions, arts, and sciences, their ends are many: as, for
example, the end in medicine is health, in strategy, vic~
torys inveaémmmies wealth.ll We can see then that his
criticism of the definmition of happimess in terms of honor
implies, mot only that he proposes to determine the con-
tent of happinmess by the function-end relationship, dbut
also that involved im this notion is the idea of a proper,
or appropriate, function. For his investigation proceeds
by inquiring as to the proper function of man, the activity
which man does not share with other beings, but is appro-
priate to him alone, The question is, What attribute is
peculiar to man? and it is not the life of nutrition and
growth, which man has in common with plants; nor the life
ef perception, shared by man with animals; but rather the
"active life of the element that has the rational princi-
pleo"lz

The significance of this is to show that Aristotle,

whose teleological science caused him to regard emds not

as merely historical but valuatiomal, could legitimately

11. Nichomachean Ethics, 1094a, 1097a.

12. 1098a.
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base his ethics upon propositions descriptive of the
nature of human beings. But those who reject this con-
ception of science in favor of the modern conception, and
then urge the value~fact dichotomy against empiricism in
ethics, have cut themselves off from this possibility.
That they continue to make propositions informative about
human nature a part of their ethical theory is a tribute
to their instinct that an ethices which ignores such data
is vicious abstractionism, rather than to the logilical

‘adequacy of their ethies.
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CHAPTER III
THE "IMPURITY" OF ETHICS. VALUE PROPOSITIONS.

The heterogeneous congxitution of ethical theories
evidences itself also in the éppearance in such theories
of value propositions proper. Fpr the Aristotelian ethies,
according to which happiness is defined as activity in
accordance with virtue, the happiest man will be the one
engaging in activify according to the highest virtue. And
a survey of the relevant criteria--Aristotle argues=—-shows

1 ,
this to be contemplation. TFor (1) conmtemplation is the

best activity, since (a) reason is the best thing in us
and (b) the objects of reason are the best ef knowable

objectse (2) It is the most continuous activity; we can

contemplate truth more continuously than we can de any-

thing, (3) It is the most pleasant of virtuous activities;

1. Nichomachean Ethies, 117%7a.
-] 5w
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the pleasures are "marvellous for their purity and endur-
ingness"; and certa@n}y happiness is thought to involve

pleasure. (4) It is gelf-sufficient; indeed, the philoso®

Pher needs the necessaries of life, as do those possessing
any other virtue, but the latter need other things‘besides,
eesge the just man needs people towards whom and with whom
he shall act justly. But the philasopher, even when by
himself, can contemplate truth. (5) It is most final, most
loved for its own sake, for nothing arises from it apart
from the contempla@ing, whereas from practical activi?ies
we gain more or less apart from the action. (6) It is
leisurely, and happiness is thought to depend on leisures
but political or military life, while exhibiting the prac-
tical virtues, are unleisurely. So if

the activity of reason, which is contemplative, seems both
to be superier in serious worth and to aim at mo end beyond
itself, and to have its pleasure proper to itself (and this
augments the activity), and the self-sufficiency, leisure-
liness, unweariedness zso far as this is possible for man),
and all the other attributes ascribed to the supremely
happy man are evidently those connected with this activity,
it follows that this will be the complete happiness of man,
if it be allowed a complete term of life (for none of the
attributes of happiness is incomplete).2

Mill also enunciates actual value propositions, as can be
seen in his answer to the objection, urged against Utili-

tarianism, that to suppose life to have no higher end than

2. 11770,
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Pleasure is a mean and grovelling doetrine, one worthy
only of swine. Mill's reply is, that not the Utilitarian,
but such @bjeetdrs, represent human nature in a degrading
light, for the latter suppose human beings to be capable
only of swinish pleasures., But, Mill insists, the Utili-
tarians not only give to the pleasures of the intellect,
and of the feelings and imagination, and of the moral sen-
timents, a much higher value as pleasures than to those of
mere sensations, because of their greater permanency,
safety, uncostliness, and the like; but also are able to
recognize that some kinds of pleasure are more desirable
and more valuable than others, i.e. there are gualitative
as well as quantitative distinctioms between pleasures,
The criterion in terms of which pleasures are to be ar-
ranged in a secale of this sort is the competent judge.

O0f two pleasures, if there be one to which all or almost
all who have experience of both give a decided preference,
irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to prefer
ity that is the most desirable pleasure. If one of the
two is, by those who are competently acquainded with both,
placed so far above the other that they prefer it, even
though knowing it to be attended with a greater amount of
discontent, and would not resign it for any quantity of
the other pleasure which their nature is capable of, we are
justified in aseribing to the preferred enjoyment a super-

iority in quality, so far outweighing quantity as to render
it, in comparison, of small account.3

3. Utilitarianism, p 8.
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And Mill points out that the verdict of such competent
Judges has been given: unquestionably it is in favor of
the manner of existence which employs the higher facul-
ties. While & being of high faculties requires more to
make him happy and is capable of more acute suffering
than the being of lower capacities, he mever will be will~-
ing to sink to the lower stage of existence. "It is bet~-
ter to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfieds
better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied.
And if the fool, or the pig, are of a different opinion,
it is because they only know their own side of the ques-[
tion. The other party to the comparison knows both sides;"

Kant denies altogether that happiness is the goode.
He argues that no organ for any purpose will be found in
nature but what is also the fittest and best adapted for -
that purpose. In a reasoning and willing being, if the
proper objeet of nature weré its happiness, then nature
would have erred in selecting reason to carry out this pur-
pose. For the end would be achieved much better by in-
stinet; in fact, Kant remarks that an increase of reason
usually means a decrease of happiness, so that many evid~-
ence a certéim degree of misolegy. Hence, he concludes,

it seems "that our existence has a different, a far nobler

4. Ibide, Pe 9
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end, for which, and not fnr happlness, reason is properly
intended." The true destination of reason must be "to
Produce a will, not merely good as a means to something

else, but good in itself, for which reason was absolutely

necessary. This will, then, though not indeed the sole

and completé good, must be the supreme good and the condi-
5
tion of every other, even of the desire of happiness.”
It is "the paradox of method in a Critique of Prac=~

6
tical Reason" that "it is not the good as an objeet that

5. Kant, I., Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of
Morals, P. 12, in Kant's Theory of f Ethics, T.K.Abbott
trans., London, Longman's, Green and Coe., 1909,

6. Kant, I., Critique of Practical Reason (Abbott trans.),
pp. 154~5, This paradox depends upon Kant's conception
of the moral law as universal and necessary. It must be
valid, not merely for men, but for all rational
creatures generally, and not merely under certain con-
tingent conditioms, or with exceptions, but with absol-
ute necessity. The guestion then is, Are such laws
possible?_and this leads directly to "the paradox of
method in a Critique of Practical Reason, namely, that
the concept of good and evil must not be determined be-
fore the moral law (of which it seems as if it must be
the foundation), but only after it, and by means of it,"
For the will must be determined either by empirical or
by pure a prieri principles. Tf we begin with the con=
cept of the good, in order to deduce from it the laws
of the will, then the e¢riterion of good or evil could be
pPlaced only in the agreement of the objeect with our feel~-
ing of pleasure or paim. And experience alone can decide
what conforms +to the feeling of pleasure or paine. There=
fore, the very possibility of a priori practical law is
to be based on the experience of pleasure, which is al-
ways empiricale But this possibility is just what is at
issue; conmsequently, to begin with the concept of good
begs the question.
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determines the moral law, and makes it possible, but...on
the contrary, it is the moral law that first determines

the concept of good, and makes it possible, so far as it
deserves the name of good absolutely."’ Nothing can be
called good without quajifieation execept a good will.
Either talents of the mind, e.ge intelligence, wit and
Judgment, or qualities of temperament, €sZe COUTAZE, YESO=
lution and perseverance, while good in many repects, be-
come bad if the will whieh uses them is bad. The general
well-being, called happiness, inspires pride, even presump~
tion, unless controlled by the good will. Some qualities--
self-control, calm deliberation-~-have no intrinsic wvalue,
but always presuppose a good will, without which they be~
come bad, e.g+ the coolness of a villain. And a good will
is good simply in itself. "A good ﬁill is good not because
of what it performs or effects, not by its aptness for the
attaimment of some proposed end, but simply by virtue of
the volition, that isy, it is good in itself, and considered
by itself it is to be esteemed much higher than all that can
be brought about by it in favor eof any inelinmation, nay,
even of the sum total of all inclinations." Even suppesing

it should achieve nothing, there remaining only the good

7. Ibid., pPe 155.
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will (which is not a mere wish, but the summoning of all
| means in our power), "then, like a jewel, it would still
shine by its own light, as a thing which has its whole
value in itself. Its usefulness or fruitlessness'can‘
neither add to nor take away anything from this va.lue."8

Thus Aristotle pames as the hgg; kindrof activity
contemplation. Mill, on the basis of a qualitati#e dis-
tinction between pleasures, characterizes as the best »
kind those involved in the exercise of the "higher facul-
ties". And with Kant, the supreme good is pronounced‘to
be the will which is produced by a reason origimating
universal and necesary laws, respect for which is the sole
notive to moral action.

The problem raised here is the relationshipﬂwhich
these ethicists conceive ethics to bear to morality. The
very practical Aristotle remarksg that "the present in-
Quiry does not aim at theoretical knowledge...(fqr we are
inquiring, not in order to knqw what virtue is, but»in
order to become good, since otherwise our inquiry would

- 10
have been of no use)". Mead brings out clearly the -

-

8. Fundamental Prineiples, etce, pe 10,

9. E;chomachean Ethics, 1103b.

10.Mead, G. He, Movements of Thought in the Nimeteenth Cen-
turys University of Chicago Press, 1936, Ch. X, pp. 212
ff. especially.
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doctrine of social reform contained in utilitarianism.
In that it allowed one man to count for one and only one,
and in setting up a very simple statement of the end of all
institutions,~=~the good of the caommunity stated in terms of
an algebraic sum of pleasures and pains of the community--
utilitarianism;provided a method of cri@iéizing institu-
tiQns held over from the feudal period and a program to
mitigate the evils of the new industrial processes set up
without amy realization of the human misery they‘involved.
Kant, in justifying a metaphysic of mmrals,llclassifies.
all philosophy as either empirical or & priori, in the case
of ethics the division being between practidalvanthropology
(the empirical part)‘and morality (the rational part).
Since the moral law carries with it absolute nedessity,
"the basis of obligation must not be sought in the nature
of man, or_in the circumstances in thé world in which he is
placed, but a priori simply in the conceptions of pure rea-
son." And all moralrphilosophy rests wholly on its pure
part, not bOrrowing'the least thing from morality, but'

12
giving laws & priori to man as a rational being. "A meta~-

Physic of morals is therefore indispensably necessary,"

12
Kant pointedly says, "not merely for speculative reasons,

1l. Fundamental Principles, etc., preface, pp. 2=5,

I2. My italics.
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in order to investigate the sources of the practical
pr;nciples which are to be found @ prieri in our reason,
but also because morals themselves are liable to all sorts

12
of corruption, as long as we are without that clue and

supreme canon by which to estimate them correctly." TFor
an action to be morally good, it is not enough that it
conform to the moral law, but it must a&lso be done for the
sake of the Iaw; and "it is only in a pure philosophy that
we can look for the moral law in its purity and genuine-

12
ness (and in a practical matter this is of the utmost

consequence) «"

Thus Stocks' comment, that "the moral philosopher
does in fagt assert ethical values, recommend lines of
aqtion, advocate reform of existing institutions--all things
which as a practical man he has a perfect right to do, but
none of them in themselves activities pertaining to a,phil-
osopher,"laseems to be thoroughly justified. To comprehend
its importance we must recall that the question with which
we are concerned--What is the subject matter of ethics?--
grew out of the assumption of a distinction between a
science and its subject matter. But the foregoing has

shown that precisely this distinction has not been clearly

made nor maintainmed in classical ethical theorye. The:

12. My italics.

13. Stocks, op. cite
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inclusion in ethical theories of value propositions signi-
fies a confusion of the task of the ethicist with that of
the moral man. While there is a profound difference be-
tween the results of the ethicist and the moral man as to
the nature of the value judgments made, the precise char-
acter of this difference should be properly understood.
The moral man seeks to realize the good through right
action. This imposes upon him the necessity of knowing
both what the good is and the appropriate means of achiev~-
ing it. However slowly he ﬁay come to recognize--not to -
mention welcome--the fact, he is committed to the task of
reflectively examining the nature and validity of his know=
-ledge of values, the concrete and detailed character of the
good life, the organization of its elements, and the kinds
of actions which will enable him to realize his ends.
Because the ethicist has fulfilled the demands made by this
life, in the respects indicated, to a greater extent than
the ordinary person, there has seemed to be a differen@e in
kind between their results, whereas in reality there is a
difference only in degree, depending upon the nature and
Iength of training and opportunity and flair for the con-

tinuous reflection required. The nicer subtlety of the

professional ethicists enables them to rise to greater
heights in their attacks upon problems which, however, are

shared by every man of good will, who must also attempt
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their solution, with the aid of whatever facilities he can
command; unless he be one of those whose goods literalxy
come, not out of his experience in his own‘sphere<of agtion,
but from the reflections of other men. But, although tradi-
tion has not put the responsibility upon economics to cre-
ate wealth, or political science governments, or spciology
socitties,.yet it has looked to ethics for the production
of good men.

First, then, we must reinstate, and insist upon,
the distinetion between a science and its subject matter
as this applies to ethies. As yet we are not, nor could we
be, able to give a definitive statement as to the nature of
either ethics or its subject matter, but we can say that in
some sense morality is the subject matter of which ethics
is the relevantlscience. On'this basis, we can formulate
& principle of great significance for our task, namely,
the autonomy of morality. It will be advantageous to give
this principle general consideration, as it holds of any
subject matter in relation to its science, before discuss-
ing it directly with respect to ethics.

The autonomy of a sﬁbject matter relative to its
science means at least two things§ (1) thg subject matter
dqes nqt depend on the science for its existence. "Bodies
in motion" were not called into existence by the scienée of

Physies, nor are they maintained in existence by that science.
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(2) The subject matter does not_depend upon phe science
for its nature. "Bodies in motion" have certain character-
istica, manifest certain modes of behavior, and structures,
which were)not created by the science of physics. ‘It is
the task of physics to formulate the laws pertaining to
this subject matter, by subjeeting it ' to as close an in-
speetion as possible. Two qualifications‘necessary to the
foregoing appear at this point. (a) Phnysics is able to
formulate such laws by means of experiments, which involve
what might be considered an "interference®" with the nature
of that: subject matter, in the operational sense that
phanges are_introduced into a portion of the subject matter
for the sake of understanding its behavior. (b) The laws,
when secured, have predictive value, in terms of which con-
txol over the processes involved is established, which con-
trol is exploited in the form of our various technologies.
Despite these quaglifications, in a very important sense the
subject matter of a science is given to that science; and
this is what is meant by calling it autonomous relative to
that science.

In both senses Qf autonomy mo:ality is autonomous
;elative to ethics, i.e. the mqral life depends upon ethics
for neither its existence nor its nature. However, a sig-

nificant difference between the subjeet matter of ethics
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and that of th@ natural sciences cannot.be neglected here.
Employing our former example, the distinction between phy-
sics and "bodies‘in motion“ may be stated as a distinction
between two 1ev¢ls‘of theory and subﬁect matter; and we
note that reflective inquiry is present on only one of these
levels, namely, that of theory. Now with regard to ethics,
the complicating factor is that there is reflection on both
levels of_theory and subject matter. Ethiecs sharesywith
the social sciences the characteristic that its subject
matter is a function of consciousness. Therefore in ethics
fhe distinction between theory and subject matter resolves
itself into the question, What is the nature of the reflec~
tion on each level? And another gquestion immediately
arises: What is the relationship between the two?14

We shall have to forego, until a later time, any
specific remarks on the mature of the reflection on the
level of ethical theory; and also the question of the rela~-
tionship between this kindrof refleetion and that which is
involved on the level of subject matter. As to the latter
kind of reflection, which we can discuss briefly, its ob~

Jective is that of answering such a question as, "What

14. These questions will be recognized as a more advanced
statement of the three branches of our inquiry as formmlated
at the beginning (see supra, p. 4).
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should I do?"=~deliberation directed toward this question
always having a speecific locus; it is always a moral per-
Plexity of a particular sort at a particular time. What
is to be émphasized»is that such deliberation never takes
place in a wacuumj er, stated otherwise, it is never car-
ried on by @ monmdic self. The individual is born inte a
group whose structure is crystallized in institutions,~--
religious, economic, political, and the like,--representa-
tive of the success with which it has come to terms with
its environment, its history, and its agpirations. Within
this framework, goods arise to be striven for, evils to be
combatted. The individual is inducted into an established
set of obligations, and learns what claims he may expéet
to make successfully on others, what duties will normally
be imposed upon him, in the various speeific situations in
which he is an agent. In this sphere we have the primary
experience of walues and obligatioms. It has its own
actuating principles, principles of which the individuals
involved may be quite unaware, according to which the plas-
tie inheritance of the individual is defined with more or
less thoroughness in his milieu, his energies deployed
through available avenues of activity, and his impulses
concretized with respect to the domimant and compelling

ideals of the group.
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For example, the period loosely called the Renais-
sance was marked, as Randall points out,l5 "by the increas®
ing prevalence of interests that had hitherto played but a
minor role in the life of Western Burope," interests which
"burst the bonds of the narrow if intricately carved medieval
world." The forces that had created the medieval society de~-

- veloped until they outgrew the framework through which they
functioned. These forces bore a close relation to the econ-
omic growth that made the towns and was making the nation.

A money economy, instead of the barter and exchange of the
early Middle Ages, was demanded by an expanding eémmerce.
Silver was supplied by German mines, gold by America. The
merchant class grew rich; banks and bankers, and the mechan-
ism of credit, developed. Investments in extensive enter-
prises of mining, manufacturing, sheep~raising and wheat-
growing, created a full=fledged capitalisme. Guild methods
were inadequate to the large production needed by the mer-
chants and commercial companies. The discovery of India
and America caused trade to change from luxuries to staplese.
The unit of the town had to give way before the demands of
colonial empires for trade national in scope. As the old

city guilds proved inadequate, and either decayed or were

15. Randall, J. H., The Making of the Modern Mind, New York,
Houghton Mifflin, 1926,
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legislated out of existence, the new class of bankers and
capitalistic merchants rose to power, the Church being
superseded as leader in urban society by the bourgeasie,
which, needing a firm and stable government against their
rivals in other lands and also freedom from the interfer-
ence of the feudal nobility, built up strong centralized
monarchies, The latter were thus able to develop standing
armies, cut loose from reliance on feudal levies, and con=
solidate the national domaine The nobles were crushed,

their lands taken; the church was plundered and dispossessed;
the bourgeoisie used art and learning fgr their own glorifi-
cation, and held the lower classes in éubjection. On the
basis of its power of money and commerce this commercial
class became more and more & political and social power.

The aim of society no longer was the service of God in
Christian love, but national prosperity for the middle class.
"This rapid growth involved fundamental readjustments in
every institution of society," Randall remarks; "it also de-
magided thoroughgoing intellectual reconstruction. The
changes that came over the mind of Europe during this peried,
its new knowledge and new ideals, were conditioned by a mul-
titude of other factors, but every new belief, every changed
view of man and his destiny, was worked out by men living in
such a society and powerfully influenced at every turn by

the forces of this society. Only against this background is
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it possible to understand the new aspirations of the

16
European nations, their achievements and their errors."

Within such a matrix also developed the spirit whiech con~-
sisted in an increasing interest in human life as it can
be lived on this earth, and, concomitantly,,the decay of
the dualism which opposed spirit and flesh and denied the

- "new and vital perception of the dignity of man and of the
sweetness and glory of being a rational aniﬁ;aJ"lv Thus
the ground was ripened for the discovery of the humanity
of the classics and the growth of the humanistic spirit,
exemplified in its highest degree by Michelangelo and
Leonardo.

Thus deliberative inquiry instituted to answer

the question, "What should I do?" is always carried on
within a social system in which the activities and ener-
gies of men are defined, deployed, and concretized. But
in that the agent is a conscious being, by virtue of the ac-
gquisition of a language~-the contribution of society to the
individual which is basic to the entire process of produc-

18
ing a human being--and of the fact that each individual

16. Ibid', PPe 11l1-14. 17. Ibido, Pe 115.

18. See Mead, Ge Heo Mind, Self, and Society, University of
Chicago Press, 1934, for an impressive attempt to con~-
ceive mind and the self as social emergents made possi-
ble through the process of linguistic communication
within the social act. See also Mead, Philosophy of
:@e Act, University of Chicago Press, 1938, Introduc-
L10Ie
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actualizes a fresh set of relationships, he becomes able
to orient himself in a critical manner to the evaluations
to which he is heir, such criticism being initiated, at
least in part, by the heterogeneity of social groups and
the conflict of moralities consequent upon it.

Thus the moral life cannot legitimately be called
autonomous in the sense that it flows free of physical
and social eircumstance, in which, indeed, moral reflec-
tion is firmly embedded. Its autonomy is strictly rela-
tive to ethical theory. In this sense morality is given
to ethics just as "bodies in motion" are given to physics.
And this provides a significant conclusion regarding the
value=fact dichotomy considered as an objection to empiri-
cism in ethiecs. The distinction between science and sub=-
ject matter~-in this case, between ethics and morality--
involves the illegitimacy of including value judgments in
ethics. The consequence of this is that, as far as ethics
is concerned, there is no problem of "deriving values
from factse." This question does not arise at all in an
ethics properly distinguished from the subject matter of
which it is the theory. So the value~fact dichotomy can-
not function as a barrier to the possibility of an empiri-
cal ethics. The way is left open for such an ethics, al-

though its precise mature is not yet clear. And this is
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accomplished without denying the dichotomy itself. Indeed,
a further test of an empirical ethics is its sueccess in
ascertaining the appropriate locus of the dichotomy.

We have been speaking of the subject matter of
ehhics as "morality", and have said that on this level re=~.
flective inquiry is present. This characterization is ad=
mittedly vague; the determination of the precise nature of
the subject matter of ethiecs remains to be aceomplished.
This, however, cannot be done until we have examined a

third type of proposition which appears in ethical systems.
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CHAPTER IV
THE “IMPURITY" OF ETHICS. BEFINITIONS.

Definitions constitute a third, and very prominent
type of proposition discoverable in ethical theories. We
may attend first to Aristotle's analysis of the good, to
which three factors are basic. The first, as we have al~-
ready noticed, is the function~end relationahip. Secondly,
he 5rgues than an *X" and a "good X" have a function which
is the same in kind; for example, a lyre~player and a good
lyre=-player,~=-"eminence in respect of goodness being added
to the name of the function (for the function of a lyre-
player is to play the lyre, and that of a good lyre-player
is to do so well)"'.1 And finally, various ends are sub-
sumed under other, and more comprehensive,.ends, in the re-

lation of means to ends; “as bridle-~making and the other arts

l., Nichomachean BEthics, 1098a.
=34 =
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 concerned with the equipment of horses fall under the art

of riding, and this and every military action under strat-
egy, in the same way other arts fall under yet others~--in
all of these the ends of the master arts are to be pre-
ferred to all the subordinate ends; for it is for the sake
of the former that the latter are pursued."z

From this Aristetle proceeds naturally to the con-
cept of the good, or "that at which all things aim." The
good, he points out, is (1) final, (2) self-sufficient, and
(3) most desirable. On this basis he agrees with the com~-
mon idea that happiness is the goode This we choose always
for itself and never for the sake of something else.
"Honor, pleasure, reason, and every virtue we choose indeed
for themselves (for if nothing resulted from them we should
still choose each of them)," but "we choose them also for
the sake of happiness, judging that by means of them we
shall be happy.“s Happiness no one chooses for the sake of
these nor for anything other than itself. Happiness also
is self=-gfifficient, meaning by self-sufficient, not “"for a
man himself, apart from everybody else," but rather "that

which when isolated makes life desirable and lacking in
nothing"; and this we think happiness to be. It is not one

good among others, for if it were, it could be made more

2. 1094a. 3. 1097b.
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desirable by the addition of some other good. And finally,
happiness certainly is the most desirable of things.

However, Aristotle recognizes that to identify the |
good with happiness does mot get us very far, since it is
not clear just what is meant by happiness. It should be
remarked that his criticism of the various conceptiems of
happiness seems to be partly on the basis of the criteria
of the good (in terms of which he has identified happiness
and the good) and partly in terms of the criterion of
happiness. For example, the life of money~making is not
the happy life, for wealth is merely useful to something
else; i.ee; it is not a fimal end. But, again, virtue
is not the end of the political life, since virtue seems
compatible even with the greatest sufferings and misfor-
tunes, and no one would call happy & man who was living so.

We have already seen that Aristotle arrives at his
conception of the good in terms of an inquiry into the
appropriate or proper function of man, which he claims to
be "the active life of the element that has the rational
ﬁrinciple". The function of man is an activity or mctivi-
ties of soul implying a rational principle, and conse-
quently4the function of the good man is the good and noble

performance of these functioms. Thus "human good turns out

4, Supra, DPe 27, le. 5.
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to be activity of soul in accordance with virtue, and if
there are more than one virtue, in accordance with the
best and most complete."5

Aristotle defines the good, or happiness, then, as
an activity of the soul in aceordance with perfect virtueﬁ”
It is plain that an account of his analysis of the good is
inadequate without reference to his definition of virtue.
The first thing is to determime its genus, which Aristotle
accomplishes in terms of the assumption that things found
in the foul are of three kinds==passions, faculties, and
states of character. The genus of virtue then must be one
of these.

It is not passions for we are meither praised nor
blamed for our passions: The man who simply feels fear or
anger is not praised, but the man who feels them in a cer=
tain way. And we are praised or blamed for our virtues.
Again, we feel the passions, e.g. fear and anger, without
choice; but the virtues iﬁvolve choice. In respect of the
passions (finally) we are said to be moved; in respect of
virtue or viee, however, we are said to be disposed in a
certain waye.

" Nor are virtues or vices faculties. We are not

called good or bad, we are not praised or blamed, for the

5., 1098a. 6e 1102a.
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simple capacity of feeling the passions. We have the
faculties by nmature, furthermore; and we are not made good
or bad by nature.

Thus the virtues must be states of character, of
some sort. Now every virtue or excellence both brings
into good condition the thing of which it is the excellence
and makes the work of that thing be done well. As the ex~
cellence of the eye makes both the eye and its work good
(since it is by'therexcellence of the eye that we see well),
so the virtue of man will be the state of character which
makes a man good and which makes him do his own work well.

Thus the differentia of virtue is the disposition
to choose the mean between defect and exeess. "Both ex-
cessive and defective exercise destroys the strength, and
similarly drink or food which is above or below a certain
amount destroyse the health, while that which is propor-
tionate both produces and increases and preserves it.“7
This is also true of temperance and courage and the other
(moral) virtues. "For the man who flies from and fears
everything and does not stand his ground against anything
becomes & coward, and the man who fears nothing at all but
goes to meet every danger becomes rashs and similarly the

man %ho indulges in every pleasure and abstains from none

7. 1104a.
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becomes self~indulgent, while the man who shuns every
Pleasure, as boors do, becomes in a way insensible; tem~-
rerance and courage, then, are destroyed by excess and de=
8
fect, and preserved by the mean." And Aristotle makes
clear that by the mean he is referring to the intermediate
relative to us, not to the arithmetical intermediate.
Moral virtue then, as more exact and better than
any art, must aim at the inﬁérme&iate, which is determined
by the "right rule". We méy, for example, feel fear and
anger and pity too much, or too little,~~in bgth cases not
well; "but to feel them at the right times, with reference
to the right objects, toward the right people, with the
right motiwe, and in the right way, is what is both inter-
, 9
mediate and best, and this is characteristiec of virtue,"
Virtue, then,
is a state of cha:acter concerned with choice, lying in a
mean, i.c. the mean-relative to us, this being determined
by a raitanal principle, and by that principle by which the
man of practical wafdomvwould determine it. Now it is a
mean between two vies, that which depends on excess and
that which depends on defect; and again it is a mean be~-
cause the vices reppectively fall short or exceed what is
right in both passions and actions, while virtue both finds
and chooses that which is intermediate. Hence in respect of
its substance and the definition which states its essence

virtue is a mean, with regard to what is best and right an
extreme,10 : ‘

8. 1104a. 9. 1106b. 10. 1106b-1107a.
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Aristotle not only defines moral virtues but also
devotes considerable attention to the speecific moral vir-
tues,~-courage, temperence, liberality, magnificence,
righteous indignation, justice, and the like.lllﬂb likewise
treats of the intellectual virtues. The intellect is
divided intorthe contemplative and the calculative parts,
the object of the former being truth, of the latter, tfuth
corresponding with right desire. There are five major inf
tellectual virtues. Scientifie knowledge is demonstrative

i2
knowledge of the necessary, eternal, and invariable. Art
13

is"a state of capacity to make". Practical wisdom is a
knowledge of how to secure the ends of human life,=--what

ensures the taking of proper means to the proper ends de=
13
sired by moral virtue. Intuitive reason is knowledge of
14
the figst principles of sciencee. Philosophic whsdom is

"scientifie knowledge, combined with intuitive reason, of
15
the things that are highest by nature." Three minor in-

tellectual virtues are also mentioned,~~goodness in de-
16 17 ‘
liberation, understanding, and judgment or the right
18
discrimination of the equitable.

1l. Bk. III 1ll5a-Book V. 12. 1139b.

16. 1142a-Db. 17. 1143a. 18, 1143a~=b.
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Like Aristotle, Mill is a teleologist; and like
Aristotle he identifies the good with happiness. "By
'happiness'," however (he says), "is intended pleasure,
and the absence of pain; by 'dinhappiness', pain, thevpri-
vation of pleasure." Pleasure, and freedom from pain, are
the only things desirable as ends, and all desirable things
"are desirable either for the pleasure inherent in them~
selves, or as means to the promotion of pleasure and the
prevention of pain.“lg His conception of the right is based
upon this definition of the goode. "The creed which accepts
as the foumdation of morals, Utility, or the Greatest Hap-
piness principle, hold," he says, "that actions are right
in proportion as they tend to promote happiness,‘wrong as
they tend to produce the reverse of happiness,"lg This con~
ception is the antithesis to that of Kant's, of course.

The criticism that the standard of utilitarianism is too
high, because it is too much to require that people shall
always act from the inducement of promoting the general in=-
terests of society, confuses the ruie of action with the
motive of it, Mill argues. Ethics tells us what our duties
are; but it does not require that the sole motive of all we

do shall be a feeling of duty. Utilitarians, Mill points

out, "have gone beyond almost all others in affirming that

19, Utilitarianism, p. 6e
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thg motive has nothing to do with the morality of the
action, though much with the worth of the agent. He who
saves a fellow creature from drewning does what is morally
right, whether his motive be duty, or the hope of being
paid for his trouble; he who betrays the friend that
trusts him, is guilty of a crime, even if his object be to
serve another friend to whom he is under greater obliga-
tions."20

For Kant, however, an action, to have moral worth,
must be done from duty, rather than inclination, e.g. the
maxim‘of a man who because of adversity and hopeless sor-
row wishes death, yet preserves his life Withouf loving it
(not from inclination or fear) but from duty,--that maxim
has moral worth.gl And obviously duty is mot an empiriecal
notion. It is absolutely impossible, Kaﬁt points out, "to
make out by experience with complete certainty a single
case in which the maxim of an action, however right in it~
self, rested simply on moral grounds and on the conceptien
of dutyw"zz Even the sharpest inmer scrutiny may be unable

to ascertain, under the false appearances of duty, the real

secret impulse or motive of self=love; in any event, we can

20, Ibide, P 17.

21l. Kant, I., Fundamental Principles, etc., p. 14,
22 Ibid, pe 23,
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never be sure that this is not the case. However, this
fact does not change.the fundamental principle éet out,
and duty still remains duty, whether there‘are any cases
of it or not, just as pure sincerity in friendship is re=-
quired of every man, even though there might never yet
have been a.sincere friend, because, prier to all experi-
ence, this duty is involved as duty in the idea of a
reason determining the will by & priori principleso"gs

An action done from duty derives its moral worth,

not from the purpose which is to be attained by it, but

from the maxim by which it is determined; it therefore

23. Cp.s "From what has been said, it is clear that all
moral conceptioms have their seat and origin complete-~
ly a priori in the reason, and that, moreever, in the
commonest reason just as truly as in that which is in
the highest degree speculative; that they cannot be
ocbtained by abstraction from any empirical, and there=-
fore contingent knowledge; that it is just this purity
of their origin that makes them worth to serve as our
supreme practical prineiple, and that just in propor-
tion as we add anything empirical, we detract from
their genuine influence, and from the absolute wvalue of
actions; that it is not only of the greatest practical
importance to derive these notions and laws from pure
reason, to present them pure and ummixed, and even to
determine the compass of this practical or pure practi-
cal reasonm; and, in doing so, we must not make its
principles dependent on the particular nature of human
reasonee.sbut since moral lews ought to hold good for
every rational creature, we must derive them from the
general concept of a rational beinge"-~Ibid., pP. 28.
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does not depend upon the realization of the object of the
action, but merely on the principle of volition by which
the action has taken place, without regard»to any object
of desire.24 Duty is the necessity of acting from respect
for the 1aw,25 I may have an inclination fo: an object as
the effect of my proposed action; I may approve it,_some~
times, even, love it; but I cannot respect it, for it is
an effect, mot an energy of will. "Y“It is only what is
qonme@ted with my will as a principle, by no means as an
effect--what does mot subserve any inclination, but over-
powers it, or at least in case of choice excludes it from
~its calculations=~in other words, simply the law of itself,
which can be an object of respect, and hence a command."26

An action done from duty excludes the influence of
inclination and of every object of the will, hence nothing
remains to determine the will except objectively, the law,
and subjectively, pure respeet for this practical law, and
consequently, the maxim that we should follow this law even
to the thwarting of all our inclinations. In other words,

imasmuch as the moral worth of an action does not lie in

any effects expected from it, since these effeects could

24, Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 107, 1l4.
2’50 Ib‘ido’ PPe 164 ff.

26, Fundamental Principles, etces DPPe 16=17.
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have been brought about by other causes and there would be
no need of the will of a_rational being, the pre-eminent
good called moral consists just in the conception of law
in itself, possible only in a rational being in so far as
it, and not an expected effect, determines the will. There
remains simply the universal conformity of the will to law
in general,--the categorical imperative, which has a three-
fold formulation, each of which brings out a separate and
important aspect. ;

(1) The first places its emphasis upon forms Act
only on that maxim whereby‘thou canst at the same time will
that it should become @& universal 1aw.?7For example, & man
finds himself forced to borrow money, which he knows he
will not be able to repay. However, seeing that he will
not be able to berrow unless he promises to repay, the
guestion ariges, Is it not inconsistent with duty to get
out of a difficulty in this way? If he were to decide to
so act, his maxim would bet When I think myself in want of
money, I will borrow it and promise to repay it, although I
kn@w I never ¢an do so. Changing the suggestion of self-

love, it may be asked, How would it be if my maxim were a

-

87. Ibide, Pe 38. "Act so that the maxim of thy will can
always at the same time hold good as a principle of
universal: legislation."-~"Fundamental law of the Pure
Practical Reason."--Critique of Practical Reason,

Pe 119,
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universal law? It appears at once, Kant says, that it would
be self=-contradietory; for, "supposing it to be a,universal
law that everyone when he thinks himself in a difficulty
should be able to promise whatever he pleases, with the
purpose of not keeping his promise, the prpmise itself
would become impossible, as well as the end thatvone might
have in view i&n it, since no one would consider that any-
thing was promised to him, but would ridicule all such
statements as vain pretenses.“28

(2) The question arises as to the source of the
categorical imperative., Particular ends sought after by
rational beings are all only relative, inasmuch as it is
their relation to the particular desires of the subject
that gives them their worth; hence from this source prin-
ciples universal and necessary for all rational being can-
not be derived. In other words, from these»relative ends
only hypothetical imperatives can be gained. What is nec~-
essary, Kant asserts, is something whose existence has in
itself an absolute worth, something which, being an end in
itself, could be a source of definite laws, and hence could
afford the ground of a categorical imperative (practieal
law). Man--any rational being-~-exists as an en& in himself,

not merely as a means, to be used arbitrarily by this or

28, Fundamental Principles, etcey pe 40,
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that will. The principle is: "rational n&ture exists as an
end in itself." Thus We‘obiain the second formulation of
the categorical imperative, on the basis of the source from
which such an imperative might be derive@, It sayss So act
as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person or in
that of any other, in every case as an end withal, never as
means only.z9 Thus, he who makes a lying promise to another,
1n using that other as a means to his own ends, is violat~
ing the prineciple that persons as rational beings are ends
in themselves, and cannot be treated as things.

(3) The third statement of the categorical,impera-
tive, which has special reference to the factor of inter-
est, suggests: "the idea of the will of every rational
being as a universally legislative will,"so This means that
"the will is not subject simply to the law, but so subject

that it must be regarded as itself givimg the law, and on

this ground only, subject to the law (of which it can re-
_ 31 : )
gard itself as the author)g" The function of this formu-

lation is to bring out in clearer relief than is done in the
other two "that in the case of volition‘from duty all in-
terest is renounced, which is the specific criterion of

32
catggorical as distinguished from hypothetical imperatives!

29, Ibido, Pe 47 30, Ibido, P 490

31l. Ibid. 32. Ibide, pe 50
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This explains,-—-according to Kant,=-why previqus attempts
to discover the principle of morality have failed; for man
was conceived only as subject to a law, Which required
some interest=~either by way of attraction or constraint--
gince the law did not originate from his own will, but this

will was obliged by something else to act in a certain man-

ner. On this basis, duty was not elicited, but only the
necessity of acting from a certain interest; and hence the
imperative remained conditional, i.e. hypothetical: the re=-
sult was moral heteronomy. The principle of the univer-
sally legislating will, however, provides the basis for
moral autonomy.ss

Thus ethical theories have manifested a preoccupa=-
tion with the definition of the good and the right. Aris-
totle attempted to give the differentia of the good, and
sought to define moral virtue, even though he pointed out
that the definition does not cover all moral virtue,34 and
that‘moral virtue is only one kind of virtue. He tried
also to define both the speeific moral and intellectual

virtues. Mill attempted to define moral good and right,

and Kant gave at least what he considered to be the essen-

ety

33, And for the conception of the kingdom of ends. See ibid.,
PPe 51"20

34, See Nichomachean Ethics, 1107=z.
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tial properties of the right_in the three~fold formula=-
tion of the categorical imperative.

| We are now in a position to consider the precise
nature of the subject matter of ethics. And since our
concern here is with the possibility of an empirical
ethics, ourrapproach to this problem will be in terms of
its relationahip to scientific method. For by "empiricél“
here is meant, not the bias toward sensationazlism, mwomin-~
alism, individualism, and retr@spe@tionalism characteristic
of philosophic empirieism in the past, but the adoption of
the methodology developed by those disciplines which give
us our most assured knowledge, the natural sciences. The
différence between an empirical ethics and the traditionall
ethical theories could not consist in the circumstance that
the latter have no contact with, or’temper for, moral fact.
Indeed, an investigation into the empirical content of the
various ethical theories would be neither fruitless nor of
short enough extent to be dealt with adequately here.
Bather, an empirical ethics is characterized by a clear
recognition of its methodological unity with the empirical
sciencess. This methodology may be described very gener-

ally, as an attempt, originated by a contradietion between
accepted explanations and new phenemena at variance with
sﬁhﬁ.explahatians, to foermulate and test by the use of

'vappropriate techiiical methods, hypotheses as to an order
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among facts within a given abstracted subject matter; an
attempt which, when sucecessful, results in knowledge in
the form of generalizations that, in virtue of formulating
such an order in the clearest fashion possible, have the
status of laws with predictive value.35 More specifically,
Wolf's distinction between the logical and technical
methods of science?6 is convenient here, if it is not taken
to assert anything further about the relationship of these
methods. Both the logiecal and technical methods, broadly
speaking, deserve the name scientifice. The former are
methods of reasoning according to the nature of the data
obtained, and as such are more or less common to all the
sciences., The latter are methods of manipulation and
measuring the phenomena under investigation, and differ
from science to science.

The first question then is, the relationship of
logiecal methdd to subject matter. In view of the actual
procedures of the natural sciences it is impossible to
separate the observational—hypothetioal-deducmive method

from its achievement of generalizations which have the

8tatus of laws with predictive value. In other words, the

35. See the admirable discussion in Mead, G. H., Movements
of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, pp. 132 ff.

36 WOlf’ Aey Texthook of Logicf’ Na Yo, Macﬁillan,lQZ)O,
PP 17-18.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



D -

logical methods of science determine the kind of results
attainable by their application. But it is evident im~
mediately that logical method does not determine the kind
of subject matter to which it is to be applied. Theoret-
ically, at least,~-the practical difficulties are not im=-
portant here,~--there is no kind of subject matter which
scientific method cannot be used to investigate, if there
is a desire for knowledge about that subject matter of the
sort which such a method entails.

This is to say that the "empirical" character of the
science of ethies is quite independent of the question of
the proper subject matter of ethics, or, in other words,
that we must determine this subject matter apart from the
nature of logical method. Whether the same relation of
independence holds between subject matter and technical
method remains to be seen.

We turm, then, to a critical appraisal of the con-
ception in traditional ethics of its subject matter, with
a review of the various kinds of propositions found in the
theories which we examined, viz. (1) factual propositionms,
(2) valuational propositions, and (3) definitions. We
shall reexamine each of these to ascertain what light they
thfow upon the nature of ethieal subject matter.

With regard to the first, it is obvious that the

Propositions of an empirical ethics will be informative,
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or factual, in nature; the problem is, the nature of the
information. The statements of fact contained in ethical
theory are indicative of the conviction that the nature of
human beings, and the laws of their conduct, constitute an
integral part of the subject matter of ethicse This cer-
tainly is true; but its adequacy is impaired by a failure
to provide the differentia which would mark off the sub-
ject matter of ethies from that of other sciences; or at
least, this differentia is only implicit, and needs to be
stated explicitly.

This is accomplished by reference to the second
type of proposition. We saw that the inclusion of value
propositions among the propositions of ethics itself was
illegitimate; and this bBecause it evidenced a confusion be-
tween ethics and its subjeet matter. This suggests that
value judgments constitute in some sense the subject matter
of ethics. ’

Finally, the significance of the inclusion of defi-
nitions in ethical theories is to call attention to the in-
terest classical ethical theory has had in the meaning of
moral concepts. It requires only the reflection that these

moral concepts function as terms in value judgments, and
that value judgments of this kind provide us with the

differentia which we said was either lacking or only
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implicit in the first statement of subjeect matter, and we
may conclude that the subject matter of ethics may be most
precisely characterized as moral judgments.

Suth judgments represent a subjecet matter marked
off from that of other fields of inquiry. As the issue of
deliberative ingquiry they are integrally related to the con-
ditions and circumstances of that inquiry. They do not
float free and high above, but are firmly embedded in,
moral lifes; they are not phantoms, suspended inanimately in
a vacuum. And the important senée in which moral judgments
are objective can be yeadily mpprehended. Not only have
they received direct expression in the formulated codes of
civilizations, but they are embodied in those civilizations
themselves, which indubitably reveai, in a thousand ways,
what goods men celebrate and what rights and virtues they .
honor. Further, it is ebvious that this conception is in
harmony with the fact of the autonomy of morality. For the
subject matter, it will be noted, is, not ethical, but
moral judgments. The former is either another name for the
latter~-and representative of the familiar ambiguity be-
tween morality and ethiesy,~-or it is simply the name of
those concepts which make up ethical theory==themselves no
more "ethical" than the concepts of physics are "physical".

Thus ethical theory is represented, on this view, as having

b
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the task of studying "what is thought obligatory, not what
ought to be thought obligatory; what is considered good,
not what it is good to consider good.”37 Hence this eon-
ception of the subject matter of ethics is a guarantee
against the exclusiveness of past ethical theories. The

38
field of moral fact is seen to be enormously extensive.

37. Stocks, oD« Cite, Do 121.

38. The most impressive fact about the realm of moral phe-
nomena is its extraordinarily variegated character, to
which even a casual glance at a history of culture will
attest. Here can be seen the rich and abundant forms
which "human nature" can assume, all assertions as to
its fundamental identity and umchangeability to the
contrary notwithstanding. A list of some of these ex~-
pressions of the human ethos ean suggest--although only
suggest~~this characteristic. The Hebrew emphasis upon
righteousness, obedience to the supreme law of God:
hatred of injustice and zeal for the oppressed: Justice
and mercy. The Greek ideals of temperance and wisdom.
The Christian virtues of love, humility, meekness, obed~
ience, gentleness, compassion, resignation, and renan-
ciation of the worlde The medieval ideal of the saint.
In feudal society, the knightly ideal: valor, loyalty,
and liberality. The Humanistie ideal of the gentleman,
--=-uomo universale, the all=sided, universal, well- :
rounded personality, of which Leonardo is the incompar-
able representative. The virtues of the pecuniary
classy=-thrift, industry, productive labor. The ideal
of power, so able ministered to by Machiavello. The
Enlightenment virtues of humanitarianism, toleration,
pacifism, and cosmopolitanism, The open-mindedness
and receptivity to all experience exalted by the
Romanticists. The middle~class virtues of respecta-
bility, self-reliance, ambition, initiative, thrift,
prudence and caution, shrewdness, practicality, and
worldly=successe.
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Here is insurance against the ignoring of one manifesta-
tion of the moral life in terms of another, on the basis
of the initial acceptance of premises in which condemma-
tion andsapproval are implicite This comception of the
subject matter of ethics disposes sweepingly of this pro-
cedure and promises an investigation of moral life in its
entiretye. | |
But the value of explicitly designating moral
Jjudgments as the subject matter of ethics cannot be fully
established except in connexion with the question of the
relation between thé subject matter of a science and its
technical method. It has been pointed out that the logi~-
cal method of seience determines the kind of results which
are obtained, but that it does not determine the kind of
- subject matter to which they are applied. However, it is
plain that, in its turn, the subject matter determines
the kind of technical method which is to be employed.
Tools appropriate to one material are not appropriate to
another. A statue cannot be carved with a paint bruéh,
nor a picture painted with a chisel. The microscope is
useful in one science, the telesecope in another. This is
why technical method was said to differ from science to

science; this differentiation is a function of the differ-

ent subject matters of the various sciences.
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We can expeect the principle that the subject matter
determines technical method to hold for ethics as well as
for any science. Consequently the significance of the
formulation of the subject matter of ethics as moral judg-
ments should become apparent when the question is asked:
What is the technical method of the science of ethies? j

Since the technical method of a sclence must be
appropriate to the subject matter of the science, and the
subjeect matter of ethics is moral judgments, it follows
that the technical method of ethies must be appropriate
to the investigation of moral judgments. Now moral judg-
ments constitute a speéﬁic case of sign functioniﬁg.

Moral concepts are special types of symbols. We can con«-
clude therefore that the technical method of ethics should
be appropriate to the investigation of the functioning of
signs; in short, it should be a method of meaning-analysis.

The significance of holding the subjeet matter of
ethics to be moral judgments now becomes clearer. Explic-
itness here leads to an identification of the proper tech-
nical method with which to investigate this subject matters
and the suggestion of meaning=analysis as the appropriate
technical method provides us with a new way of looking

at moral judgments.
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What is now needed, to give conereteness to the
foregoing analysis, and to its future dévelopment, is some
indication of the nature of the technical method which has

been suggested.
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CHAPTER V

A TECHNICAL METHOD FOR ETHICS.

That the subjeect matter of ethics indicates some
form of meaning=analysis as its technical method does
not determine which fype of meaning=-analysis would be
most satisfactory. The working out of an adequate
"theory of meaning" has been the concern of philosophers
since the Cratylus, but of late the problem has assumed
especial importance. It is in order to point out at
the very beginning that on one theory the kind of prop-
ositions in which we are interested would be excluded
entirely from the sphere of the "meaningful". Before
referring in more detail to this theory, we shall first

give a somewhat exténded account of C. W. Morris®
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"gemiotie", the warrant for which is ita systematic char-
acter, and its inelusion in the International Encyclopedia

1
of Unified Science.

According to Morris, the general desideratum of
semiotic is a synthesis of the results gained by histori-
cal empiricism in its attack on rationalism from the
standpoint of the theory of signs.2 The basic concepts of
semiotic have been named wariouslys; the terminolegy is not
important in itseif. The strueture analyzed by Morris is

3
fairly clear. Semiosis, the process in which something

l. A series of monographs, the first two volumes of which
are in the process of publication at the University of
Chicago, and collaboratively written by those "who
agree in considering the unity of science as the ideal
aim of their efforts, im eliminating any form of specu-
lation other than that recognized in science, in
stressing the importance of logical analysis in various
fields, and in taking into account the historical devel~-
opment of scientific concepts and regulative principles.t"

2., See Morris, C. W., "Semiotie and Scientific Empiriecism",
Actes du Congres Internaticnal de Philosophie Scienti~
fique, ~i-4, 1935, Sectiom 1, "Notes on the History of
Empiricism," pp. 42-9. Also, Urban, W. M., Language and
Reality, London, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1939,
Chapter I, Part II.

3. The following is based on Morris, C. W., "Foundations of
the Theory of Signs," International Encyclopediz of
Unified Science, University of Chicago Press'(lgsgj,
vole I, Nose 2. Prior formulationms also will be referred
toe. A brief summary, containing a diagram, is provided
also in Morris'"Estheties and the Theory of Signs,"

The Jourmal of Unified Science (Erkenntmig), vol. VIII,
SecC. 2’ PP 132=3 .
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funetions as a sign, involves three(or four) factors:
that which acts as a sign, that which the sign refers to,
and that effect on some interpreter in virtue of which
the thing in question is a sign to that interpreter.
These components are called, respectively, the sign-
vehicle, the designatum, and the interpretant (the inter-
preter may be included as a fourth factor). The triadic
character of semiosis may be seen by the illustration
of a traveller who prepares himself to deal appropriately
(I) with the geographical region (D) in wirtue of the
letter (S) received from a friend. S is the sign-vehicle
(and a sign in virtue of its functioning), D the designa-
tum, and I the interpretant of the interpreter.4 The
study of the process of semiosis is called semiotiec; then

semiotic is concerned, not with the study of a particular

4. "The most effective characterization of a sign is the
followings 8 is a sign of D for I to the degree that
I takes account of D in virtue of the presence of S.
Thus in semiosis something takes account of something
else mediately, i.ee by means of a third something.
Semiosis is accordingly a mediated taking~acecount=of.
The mediators are sign~vehicles; the takings-account-
of are interpretants; the agents of the process are
interpreters; what is taken account of are designa-
tas"==-Ibid. » PPe Swl o
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kind of ebjeet, but with ordinary objects in so far (and
enly in so far) as they participate in semiosis; the
properties of being a sign, g designatum, an imterpreter,
or an interpretant are relatiomal properties which things
take on by participating in the functional process of
semiosis. Finally, one further term must be introduced,
due to the circumstance that, while a sign must have a
designatum, yet obviously every sign does not, in fact,
refer to aﬁ actual existent objeet. But the designatum
of a sign is the kind of object which the sign refers to;
that is to say, a designatum is not a thing, but a class
'af'objects; and a class may have many members, or one
member, or no members. The members of the class are
called denotata. "Where what is referred to actually ex-~

6
igts as referred to the object of reference is a denotatumf

5 The instinctively isomerphic interpretation eof concepts
is ome of the reasoms Morris gives for deliberately
avoiding the term "meaning". Men "find it diffieult to
think clearly about complex functional and relational
processes, a situation reflected in the prevalence of
certain linguistic forms. &ction centers aroumd handling
things with properties, and in the fact that the things
and properties appear only &= complex contexts is a much
later and more difficult realization. Hence the natural-
ness of what Whitehead has called the fallacy of simple
Iocation. In the present case this takes the form of
looking for meanings as one would look for marbles; a
meaning is considered as one thing among other things, a
definite something definitely located somewhere."~-Ibid,.,
Pe 44, Cf. fn. 7, below. -

6e Ibido’ PP 5, 2b=6.
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In terms of the three corredates of the triadie

relation of semiosis three diadic relations become import-
ant, namely, the relation of signs to the objects to which
they are applicable, the relations of signs to interpreter,
and the formal relation of signs to one another.v "Thus
the language symbol '‘house' is correlated with, and under
some conditions functienally substitutable for, certain
physical objects; when used in certain ways, it arouses
responses (and fulfils certain functions) of a psycholog-
iecal, bioclogical, and sociological nature; it sustains cer~
tain relations with other symbols of the language of which
it is a part, so that certain combinations of these symbols

are substitutable feor it in discourse." | Each of these

7« Cp. Peirce, C. Sey Collected Works, ed. C. Hartshorne,
P. Weiss, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1932, vol.
2, #93, p. 523 "Logic is the science of the general
necessary laws of Signs, and especially of Symbols. As
such, it has three departments. Obsistent logic, logic
in the narrow sense, or Critical Logie, iz the theory
of the general conditiens of the reference of Symbols
and other Signs to their professed Objects, that is, it
is the theory of the conditions of truth. Originalian
logic, or Speculative Grammar, is the doctrine of the
general conditions of symbols and other signs having
the significant character....Transuvasional logie, which
I term Speculative Rhetoriec, is substantially what goes
by the name of methodology, or better, of methodeutic.
It is the doctrine of the general conditions of the
reference of Symbols and other Signs to the Interpret-
ants which they aim to determine." See also ibid.,
#252, p. 145; Morris seems to follow Peirce in restrict-
ing the term "meaning", if used at all, to the relation
of a sign to its interpretant.
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relations is termed a dimension of semiosis--the semant-
ical, the pragmatical, and the syntaetical.s Correspond=-
ingly, the sub=sciences of semidtic are semanties, prag-
matics, and syntactics.

Syntactics is the study of the logico~grammatical
relation of signs to one another in abstraction from the
relation of Signs to objeets or to interpreters. Linguis-
tie gnalysis; the concern of logic with the study of the
relations between certain combinations of signs within a
language; the presentation of mathematics as deduective or
axiomatic, with its emphasis upon the pattern of a closely
knit system of signss and the developments in symbolic
logiec since Leibniz by Boole, Peano, Frege, Peirce, Russell,
Whitehead, and others, provide the historical background for
the assertion that syntacties is the best developed of all

9
the branches of semiotic.

8. "Foundations of a Theoery of Signs," op. ¢it., pP. 6. See
also by the same author, "Philesophy of Science and
Seience of Philosophy," Philesophy of Science, vol. 2
(1935), pe 278; "The Concept of Meaning in Pragmatism
and Logieal Positivism," Proceedings of the 8th Inter-
national Congress of Phileosophy, Prague, 1934, pp.135-6;
Bemiotic and Scientific Empiricism,"op. cit., pp. 49-50
(from which the last quotation was takenTT—Instead of
"syntactical" the term "formal" is sometimes used;
instead of "pragmatical" "biotie"; and instead of
"semantical" "existential" or "empirical".

9. "Foundations of a Theory of Signs," op. cit., pp. 13-14,
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Semantics deals with the relation of signs to
their designata and so to the objects which they may or do
denote. Although semantiecs has not attained a clarity and
systematization comparable to that of syntactics, semant-
ical investigations have had a prominent place historic-
ally, €.ge in the attempt of the philosophical empiricists
to determine the conditioms under which a sign can be szid
to have a denotatum; or discussions of the term truth,
which have always involved the relation of signs to thinég.
There is an obvious relation between "pragmatics"
and pragmatism. The permanent significance of pragmatism
'is taken to lie in the fact that "it has directed atten-
tion more closely to the relation of signs to their users
than had previously been done and has assessed more pro=-
foundly than ever before the relevance of this relation in
understanding intellectual activities.”ll The meaning of
anything whatsoever, according to the pragmatists, is iden-

12
tical with the set of expectations its presence arouses;

10. Ibidey, PPe 21-22. 11, Ibidey PPe 2930,

12. Cp. Peirce's statement: "If one can define accurately
all the coneceivable experimental phenomena which the
affirmation or denial of a concept could imply, one
will have therein a complete definition of the conseept,
and there is absolutely nothing more in it." Collected
Works, V, #212, 273+ See also, Morris, Ce W., "The
Concept of Meaning in Pragmatism and Logical Positiv~-
ism,;." ODe Ej;‘_to’ PPe 132=3.
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although James, Peirce, and Dewey are agreed upon this,
James stresses the place of the private, Dewey and Peirce
the social or common, aspects of meaning.

Morris frequently referslsto the fact that there
have developed more or less specizlized languages which
follow to some extent the various dimensions of semiosisg=-
mathematics and logic (syntactical), empirical science
(semantical), and morality and the fine and applied arts
(pragmatical)e. These have arisen in part because of the
fact that in any given case, certain of the dimensions may
actually or practically vanish.l4 But this fact 1s likely
to be misleading if two important emphases are not kept in
mind. |

One is upon the unity of semiotic.» This is ex-
pressed by the assertion that a type of translation is
possible from one dimension to another. "The meaning situ-

ationm can be stated from either the object pole, the formal

pole, or the life pole, and all such statements prove upon

13. "Science of Philosophy and Philosophy of Science," op.
eit., PP. 271, 286; "Semiotic and Scientific Empiricismf
ops €itey pe. 50; "Foundations of a Theory of Signs," op.
eit., pp. 12, 57=-8. "Science, Art, and Technology,"
Kenyon Review, vol. I (1939) pp. 409=-23.

14, That is, "a sign may not have syntactieal relations to
other signs, and so its actual implication becomes null;
or it may have implication and yet denote mo object, or
it may have implication and yet no actual interpreter
and so no expression=~~as in the ease of a word in a dead
language. Wewwibide s De e
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analysis to be equivalent in meaning." The doctrine of
the unity of semiotic manifests itself in several ways,
most obviously, of course, in the fact that Morris be-~
lieves the "comprehensive point of view, embracing at once
radical empiricism, methodological rationalism, and criti-
cal pragmatism", constitutes a distinctive vrosition, which
he names "“seientic empiricism.“l6

The second emphasis is upon the fact that together
the three dimensions exhaust the meaning of any sign.

"To specify the triple set of relations which a sign

15, "Semiotic and Scientific Empiricism," op. cite., p. 50

. Cpe.s "The Concept of Meaning in Pragmatism and Logical
Pogitivism," ope citey, pPe 1362 "Thus if we say that
the meaning of a symbol is the expectation it arouses,
this is practically equivalent to saying that the mean-
ing of a symbol is its possible extention (i.e. all
the objeets to which it can be applied), and this in
turn is similar to saying that the meaning of a symbol
is determined by the specification of those characters
which an objeet must have for the symbol to be applied.
And then since these characters must in turn be speeci-
fied by the use of other symbols, we find ourselves led
to the formalistic position that the meaning of a sym-
bol is determined by its syntactical connections with
other symbols (i.e. by the grammatical rules of its
usage) " Also, part VI ("The Unity of Semiotie"),
"Foundations of a Theory of Signs," op. cite., pe. 43.

16, See "Scientific Empiricism," International Encyclopedia
of Unified Science, vol. I, Noe«l, PPs63=75, espec.pp.63
ff.; Section III,"Scientific Empiricism," in "Semiotice
and Scientific Empiricism,"op. cit.,pp.52-6; "Phileso-~
phy of Science and Science of Philosophy," op.cite.,pp.
285-6, Notice also his definition of philosophy as the
"language of languages"(ibid.,p.286)and his account of
the "variable a priori"("The Relation of the Formal and
Empirical Sciences within Scientific Empiricism,"
Erkenntnis, vol. 5 (1935), ppe 10=11.
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sustains to objects, persons, and other signs is to ex~
haust the meaning of that sign, however difficult it may
‘be to carry through the actual analysis";lv"the meaning of
& term is completely specified when it is known what ob-
jeets the term designates, what expectations it produces
in the persomns for whom it has meaning, and what its con-
nections are with other terms in the language of which it
is a part.“18 In principle, at least, any sign whatever
may be studied from any of the three standpoints,lgand, a
fortiori, moral judgments~-as a speeific case of sign
functioning=--can be studied in terms of any of the three
dimensions; indeed, an analysis of the complete meaning of
the moral judgment must be from the tri~dimemnsional stand-
point,~~a fact which is obscured by characterizing "moral-
ity" as one of the specialized languages of the pragmati-~
cal dimension.

At the beginning of this chapter, we remarked that
moral judgments are judged to be "meaningless" on one
theory, namely, logical positivismj; and obviously it is

relevant to consider its criterion of intelligibility, the

17. "Semiotic and Scientific Empiricism," ope.cit., p. 51.

18, "Philesophy of Science and Science of Philosophy," op.
citey, pPo R78i"Esthetics and the Theory of Signs," op.
) _c_ii@’ Pe 133,

19, "Foundations of a Theory of Signs," ope cites Pe 53,
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verifiability principle, of which Bridgman's operational-
ism?ois regarded as a special case, independently arrived
at.zl This principle assertss "The meaning of a proposi-
tion is the method of its verification.”nghis is not to

say that the meaning of a proposition is its verification,
for this would lead to the absurdities that a proposition
could not have sense unless it was verified, and that

23
false propositions wou®xd have no sense. Schlick points

20, See Bridgman,P.W.,The Logic of Modern Physics,NewYork,
MacMillan, 1928,p.53"Operational Analysis," Philosophy
of Science, vol. 3 (1938), pp. 114=31,

21. See DuCasse, C.Je«,"Verification, Verifiability, and
Meaningfulness," ¥ournal of Philosophy, v01e33(1936) 9De
2333 Boas, Georgée, and Blumberg, A.E., "Some Remarks in
Defense of an Operational Theory of Meaning," Journal of
Philosophy, vol.28 (1931), p.545 fn.; Black, M., "The
Principle of Verifiability," Analysis, vol. 2 (1934),

Pe 23 Schlick, M., "Meaning and Verification," Philo-
sophical Review, vol. 45 (1936), p. 343,

22, Schlick, ibide, p. 341.

23. See Weinberg, J., An Examination of Logieal Positivism,
New York, Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1936, p. 178; Black,
OpPe cites PPe 1=2. Werkmeister so interprets the princi-
Ple, and argues against it both of these "absurdities¥
(Werkmeister, W. "The Meaning of "Meaning# Re-examined,"
Philosophical Review, vol. 47 (1938), pe 263.) Concern=
ing the issue=-which is raised here, as to the relation
of meaning and truth, Carnap points out that in an ob-
vious sense the question of truth presuppeses the ques~
tion of meaning: we must understand, i.e. know the mean-
ing of 4, a sentence, before we can try to find out
whether it is true or not; but, he continues, from the
point of view of empiricism there is a still closer con-
nexion between the two questions. "In a certain sense,
there is only one answer to the two questions. If we
knew what it would be for a given sentence to be found
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out that the criterion is not verification but verifi-
ability, i.e. possibility of verificafion.24

There are problems connected with both the term
possibility and the term verifiability. With regard to
the former, Reichenbach finds it necessary to distimguish
three kinds of possibilitys technical, physiecal, and
I@gical.25 The first concerns facts the realization of
which lies within the power of individuals or groups of
mene. Thus & bridge across the Hudson is a techniecal
possibility but a bridge across the Atlantic is a tech-

nical impossibility. The second demands only that the

true then we would know what its meaning is. And if for
two sentences the conditioms under which we would have
to take them as true are the same, then they have the
same meaning. Thus the meaning of a sentence is in a
certain sense identical with the way we determine its
truth or falsehoed, and a sentence has meaning only if
such a determination is possible."-=Carnaps, Re,
"Testability and Meaning," Philosophy of Science, wol.
31 (1936), pe. 420, ‘ , ,

24, Schlick, ope Cite;, DPPe345,347. The interpretation of
the verifiability principle as identifying the meaning
of a proposition with the proposition's wverification is
perhaps made more plausible by the conmexion of this
criterion with the doctrine of methodological solipsism,
which seems to involve the “here=now" fallacy. Cp. Mor-
risy CueWey "The concept of Meaning in Pragmatism and
Logical Positivism," op. c¢it., p. 132; Morris, C. W.,
"Pragmatism and Metaphysics," Philosophical Review,

- vol, 43 (1934), p. 5503 Brandt, R. Be., "On the Possi-
bility of Reference to Inferred Entities," Jourmal of
Philosophy, vol. 35 (1938), pp. 394-9, Weinberg, op.
cite, Che VII, Linguistic Solipsism."

25+ Reichenbach, He., Experience and Prediction, Chicago,
University Press, 1938, pp. 38 ff.
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faet in question be oonformable_to physical laws, regard-
less of human power. Thus the conmstruction of a bridge
across the Atlantic is physically passible, but‘to con=
struct a perpetual motion machine constantly furnishing
energy is physically impossible., Logical possibility de~-
mands{only that_the fact involve no contradiction:‘ the
perpetuum mobile is logically possible, although it would

26
be logically impossible to construct a quadrangular cirqle.

With regard to verifiability, a distinction also

has been found necessary, between a strong and a weak
- 27 ' 28
senses or between verifiability and confirmability.

In the strong sense of verifiability a proposition is

<N

26. The distinction between practical verifiability and
verifiability in principle (Ayer, op. c¢it., Pp.20-22)
is meant also to take into account such differentia-
tions; but Reichenbach's analysis is more precise.
Reichenbach emphasizes the fact that a choice between
"physical meaning" and "logical meaning" is a question
for a volitional decisions it is not a question of,
"What is the true conception of meaning?*=~although,
once the decision is made, it entails ecertain conse-
quences which are not a matter of decision. It is ob=-
vious, of course, that the conception of possibility
adopted affects the range of meaningful propositions
which will be allowed. Reichenbach himself decides on
the advisability of utilizing both physical and logi-
cal meaning (ope. cit., pe 42) Ducasse (op. cit. pp.
232 ff.) insists that logical possibility must be re-
duced to physical possibility; and Schlick (op. cit.,
Pe 349) interprets possibility in the purely logical
sense,

27@ Ayer,, ODe Cito«’.:ppa 22=6,

28. Carnap, op. cit., p. 425,
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verifiable only if its truth (or falsehood),is conclusive-
'1y verifiable in experience. But it is easy to see that
on this basis all universal propositions-~e,g. a law of
Physics or bioclogy~-must be meaningless. For, as Carnap
points out, such universal sentences can never be com=-
Pletely and definitively established as true. Even if each
single instance of the law were supposed verifiable, the
number of instances to which the law refers is infinite
and can never be exhausted by our observations which are
always finite in number. We can only test the law by
testing its single instances, i.e. the particular semtences
which we derive from the law and from other sentences es-
tablished previously. If in such testing no negative in-
stance is found, and the mumber of positive instances in=~
crease, then our confidence in the law will grow step by
steps, Thus, instead of verification we should speak of
gradually increasing confirmation of the law. And this
hplds good likewise of particular sentences; the difference
between universal and particular sentences with regard to

29
verifiability is only one of degree. In short, the

-

29. The illustration Carnap gives of the verificatory (con-
firmatory) process is that of a singular proposition.
See Carnapy, Re, Philosophy and Logical Syntax, London,
Pgyche Miniature, Regan Paul, 1935, ppe. 11«12,
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weakened verifiability principle states that the criterion
of meaningfulness is the possibility of deducing from the
proposition in question, together with previously verified
propositions, some propositions about future perceptions
or other experiences. > |

This principle, of course, is the basis of the
1ogiqa1 positivists! rejection of metaphysics as meaning-
lesss What has not received so much attention is the fact
that it is used, as well, to condemn ethical judgments to
the limbo of nonsense.31 Carnap, referring to the distinc~
tion between a norm and a value judgmgnt,_pronounces it to
be merely a difference of formulation. The norm has the
imperative forms "Do not killl!" The corresponding value
Judgment is: "Killing is evil." The Practical importance of
the different formulation is that "Do mot kilXi", having
the grammatically imperative form, is not taken to be an
assertione. But the value judgment, "Killing is evil", has
the grammatical form of an assertive proposition, and
philesophers have been thereby deceived into thinking value

Jjudgments are really assertive, hence either true or false,

But the value Judgment does not, in fact, assert amything,

50" Ibid.’ Pp. 13-14, _gpo Ayer, Ope _9_]:&.

31. Carnap, ODpe Cito, PPe 22%6 o
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and can be neither proved nor disproved; for, applying

the verifiability principle, from the statement "Killing
is evil" we cannot deduce any propositions about future
experiences, thus it is not verifiable and so has no theo~-
retical sense. Moral judgments (1ike propositions in
metaphysics) have an emotive, as distinguished from a
representative, function.32

A translation of Carnap's conclusion into Morris'
terminology reveals Carnap té be asserting that, on the
basis of logical analysis, it is evident that in ethical
pPropositions the semantical dimension is entirely absent.
Such a situation 1s, of course, admitted to e a possi-
bility within the framework of semioti_c.»33 For Carnap,
then, the absence of the semantical dimension is evidence
of the meaninglessness of moral propositions.

With regard tp the verifiability oriterion of mean-
ingfulness, we may ask, first, what is the justification
for ignoring the pragmatical dimension of a& proposition in
the consideration of its meaning? The only factor in the

logical positivist analysis which would seem to be relevant

32. For Ayer, too (op. cit., ppPe. 149~68), normative moral
symbols are "psuedo=concepts", and see Stevenson, C.F.
"The Emotive Meaning of Ethical Terms", Mind, N. S.
vol. 47 (1937), pp. 14=-31.

33+ See supré, pe BBy and fn, 14,
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34

to this question is discoverable in Schlick's remark
that»Carnap rightly stresses the fact that the éuesti@n

of meaning has nothing to do with the psychalogical ques-
tion as to’the mental processes of which an act of thought
may consist. "Werifigbility has nothing to do with any
images that may be associated with the words of the sen-
tence in question." But it is obviously possible to sym-
pathize with an attack upon psychologism and yet insist
upon the relevance, for the consideration of meaning, of
the psychologieal, biological and socialogical phenomena
which occur in the functioning of signs. This, in fact,

is the position taken by Morris,55 who characterizes the
contribution of Peirce, Mead, and Dewey, as that of recog-
nizing the inadequacy of the psychologistic interpretation
of signs. Postively, there seems to be no justification
for refusing to utilize, in the interests of throwing light
on the meaning of judgments, the meth&é of looking at signs

in terms of the interests which are expressed and served by

the production and use of the signs in question. Our know=
ledge is meagre enough, in any event, and the instrumental
character of signs provides a field whose riches we can ill

afford to ignoree.

34, Ope Cites DD 355, 3564

35, "Foundations of a Theory of Signs," op. cit., pPp. 30,31,
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Secondly, the assertion of the absence in moral
Jjudgments of a semantical dimension ig~-if it can be sub~
stantiated--a significant assertion regarding the meaning
of such judgments. It is not irreleyant to point here to
the disagreement}expressed by both Dewey and Vivas, with
Carnap's contention that the concept of verifiability (and
hence assertibility) is inapplicable to moral judgments.
According to Dewey, value propositions exist whenever
things are appraised as to their suitability as means; for
suoh propositions are concerned, not with things or events
that have occecurred or that already existy but with things
to be brought into existence. “The required appraisal of
desires and ends-in=view, as means of the activities by
which actual results are produced," Dewey asserts, "is
dependent upon observation of consequences attaimed when
they are compared and contrasted with the content of ends=-
in-view...Since desire and valuation of objects proposed
as ends are inherently connected, and since desire and ends—
in-view need to be appraised as means to ends (an appraisal
made on the basis of warranted physical generalizations)
the valuation of en@s-in-view is tested by consequences
that actual}y ensuef' It is verified to the degree in which
there is agreement wpon results. Failure to agree, in case

deviations are carefully observed, is mot mere failure but

e
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Provides the means for improving the formation of 1ater
desires and ends-in~view."36

Vivas approaches the problem in terms of the :ela-
tion between judgments of value and judgments of facte.
Judgments of value do not &iffer from judgments of Tact,
he claims, but are jJjudgments of fact "in the sense that
they are verifiable by means of the same kind of opera-
tions which serve to verify any other factual judgment.“sv
Fundamental to his definition of objectivity is his dis~
tinction between a value in isolation and a value in sys~
tem, the former being a wvalue which does not affect nor is
affected by other values of the individual holding it, the
latter being one which affects and is affected by other
values. U"If a system mctually obtains it is possible to

find by empirical means tthe rule' which governs the judg-

ments made within it. Objeectivity is defimed in terms of

this rule. For the rule can be stated and verifieds and by
‘means of it the single concrete judgment within the system

can in turn be verified and correcteds The procedure of

36+ Dewey, Johny, "Theory of Valuation," International Ency=-
clopedia of Unified Science, vole. II, No. 4, pp. 51=2.

37. Vivas, Eliseo, "Value and Fact," Philosophy of Science,
vol. 6 (1936), pe 433,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-] 8 -
verfication consists in finding out whether the judgment
in question obeys the rule of the system in terms of which
it claims validity.zsg |

In short, for Dewey verifiability of value judgments
is in terms of the agreement of a content of the end=in-
view (gg'gxpothesi ideational) with the actual results when
that end-in-view is concretized by personal effort; for
Vivas, it is in terms of agreement of a specific judgment
With the rule of the system to which it belongs. What is
important here, of course, is the fact that each position
represents an attempt to present an acceptable notion of
verifiability with respect to value judgments, as opposed
to Carnap's rejection of the applicability of the concept
in this realm. And what we wish to emphasize in this.
connection is that semiotic analysis does not prejudge
the issue in advance, but provides a schematism within
which such disagreements may be brought to a fruitful
issue.

Whether or not semiotic be adopted as a technisal
method in empirical ethics is not the primary question
here, however. Discussion‘of it does enable us to see hoe
the projected ethics might be realized and opens the way for

the more concrete discussion of the objective of ethics wh

which is contained in the next chapter.

38. Ibide, DPDP. 437-8.
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CHAPTER VI
THE OBJECTIVE OF ETHICS

) We are now in a position to discuss more specific-
ally the nature of an ethies the subject matter of which
is moral judgmenta and the technical}method someetype of
mganing-analygié; “Fromvthe methpdqlqgioal point of vigw
the utilizaﬁion of semiqtic would invdlve three types of
apalyses:‘(l) an investigation of the syntactical dimsn-
gipn of moral judgments, téuagcértain what light can be
thrown on thgir meaning with{respeet to the logicp-‘
grammatical status of value-terms appearing in them; (2)
an investigatipn‘of the semanticalldimansion, to indicate
the precise referents qf the\terms; an@_(s) gn_ipves?iga-
tion of the pragmatigal4d1men§ion, to determinewthe'sqcio~
vpsygholpgical condit@cpg under which Fhe terms function

as value terms,--what interests they express and serve.

-7Q~
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~ The objective of these investigations can be |
stated by saying that what igs desired is a formulation of
the respective r;les of the dimensions 1ndicated.l
~ From the general point of view of syntactics, a
1angnage is any set of things relgtad‘in accordance with
two classes of rules. The formation rules determine per-
m;gsible ;ndependent combinatiqns of membera_of the sgt
‘(;.e. sentengea); the transformation rules determiné‘ths
sentences which can be obtained from other sentences.
These are brought together under the term syntactical
rule. Thus syntactics may be'defined as "the oensideration
of signs and sign~-combinations insofar as they are subject
to syntactical rules.“2 Now while it is obvious that con-
formity to "formgtion rules® is an indispensable prerequi-
site of meaningfulness'fezmany kind of proposition, pre~
ciaely what further intelligence can be gaimed as to the
meaning of moral judgments by the detailed analysis of

3
their syntactical dimension is not obvious. However, it

l. "...the meaning of a sign is exhaustively specified by
‘the ascertainment of its rules of usage."--Morris, op.
cit. p. 47.

2. Ibid., p. 14.

3. See below, pp.110ff. for a further discussion of the
problem here.
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‘ 4
is of interest to reexamine Carnap's argument in this con-
nexion. For the negative conclusion which it reaches about
the referents of moral judgments is an inference from the
grammatical form of such judgments; in other words, & pro-~-
position about the syntactical dimension is taken to imply
a proposition gbout the semantical dimension.

Semantical rules determine under which conditions

a sign is applieaﬁle to an object or situation. 8Sueh rules
correlate signs and situations denotable by the signs. "“A
sign denotes whatever conforms to the conditions laid down
in the semantieal rule, while the rule itself states the
conditions of designation and so determines the designatua!
This enables us to restate the distimction between the task
of the ethicist and that of the moral man, and to under-
stand the significance of the question of moral truth. The
Job of the ethicist is to discover what the gsemantical
rules are whiech in any particular case determine the usage
of moral terms. Statements about these rules would be
statements of fact, and possible of verification or falsi-
fication, Thus it might be found that the following seman-
tical rule states the conditions of designation for the

term purityt 1r you have gone through certain rites,

4, Sngr&, P. BR, 73-4,
5. Morris, ibid., p. 23,
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performad certain ceremonials, ete. you are pure. The
term "certain" here indicates the necessity for further
’speoifieatien; the conditions may be fairly complex. This
is exemplified also in another semantical rule for the
same terms If you are innocent, guileless, chaste, etc.
you are pure. The terms employed in the semantical rule
may need further definition in order that the conditions
of applying the term "pure" may be stated with the maximum
exactitude. The value of semantical analysis this is ex-
hibvited: for, roughly speaking, the first semantical rule
describes the Hebrew, the latter the Christian, usage of
the term "purity"; the difference between the virtues is
hidden by the use of an identical term for each. In this
way semantical analysis would enable us to penetrate the
formal identity of m@ral values as expressed by the use
of abstract terms to the underl&ing plurality of aeneretev
values. '

| We have pointed out that the statements made by
ethies about these semantiecal rules are factual in nature
and verifiable at least in principle. But what of the
level of the moral judgments themselves? We may suppose
the individual to be born into a group whiech haa a devel-
oped moral code, i.e. a system of Judgments about good and
bad, right and wrong, virtue and vice. The individual has

first the task of taking over these judgments, i.e.
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andqrstanding the conditions under which the terms are
gpplied, where“aooeptanee and understgnding?--truth and
meaning,--are fused. But upon the reflective level, and

in a context the complexities of whieh rule out .the over-
sim@lifieations of ehildheqd, the separate question of
truth arises, in two forms. (1) The first is illustrated
by such questions as, Is this act right? Is this end good?
These problems may ariae"beeauae the ocase in#elved is of
such a naturg that the applicability of any accepteq norm
is_not clear. One of two possibilities then exists. It
may be that a more careful analysis will result in such
clarification that the applicablility of some norm is
finally seen. The other possibility is @hat reflectibn
fails to éstablish such an applicability. (2) Here ghen
appears the second type of questien,--Whnt 1s good? What
is right? What are the real virtues? These are more funda-
mental questions than the former; it may be that they arise
only in the minds of a few, and only at relatively rare
periods,--periods which represent moral revolutions. Such
a situation is dramatically portrayed in a passage in The

Nazarene, through the reflections of the homan Hegemon Cor-

nelius“ upoﬁ Jesus. Scholem Asch represents Cornelius as

asking himself, What is the goal of this man's doctrine?

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-34‘

And the answer was clear: He seeks to unde and wipe out
everything that man has accumulated by experience, whatever
has been won in the struggle for mastery and supremacy,
everything that tradition has ratified, whatever custom and
law have validated, everything that has been cultivated and
is controlled by institutions, rulers, and spiritual lead-
ers--and to create in their place a new world and a new
order founded on diametrically opposed principles. The

~ things that we regard as virtues, as the highest achieve-
ments of man's peculiar and separate greatness, he would
condemn as vices and defects; and contrariwise, vices and
defects are exalted by him inte high moral commandments,
the truly good whieh has subdued the world and laid it st
the feet of man. Not dignity and pride, which have ham-

~ mered out the charaeter of man, but weakness and submis-

sion, lowliness, modesty, and softnesss these will inherit
the earth, and theirs will be the kingdom of heaven. Not
wealth, accumulated by industry and conquest, but poverty,
the consequence of negleet and surrender~-~that is to be the
ideal of mankind. To avoid anger and hatred, which are
the parents of battle and victory, to renounce, to love
your foe, to fly from the battle field before you have set
foot on it,~to forgive your enemies their sins in order
that your father in heaven may forgive you yours. Not to
taste the pleasures of life and the glory and abundance of
wealth, not to give free reign to the natural passions jo
that they may live themselves out in the fullness of their
strength and marrow, but to repress and deny them, to burn
them outeece

Here we have an example of a struggle between values them-
selves, rather than merely a perplexity as to the applicg-
bility of aﬁ accepted set of values to a particular case.
The relationship between the two kinds of ques-'
tions under diseussion can easily be shown: "Is this a
rigpt act?" and "What is right?" have an obviéus connex-
ion. Verifieation of thewfiret. if any is possible at all,
is in terms of the second. The problem is, can the second

be verified? It might be argued that the lafter is
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determined only by convention; yet it remains true that
conceptions of right'and good are defended by reference to
pPrepositions of fact. Thus Aristotle argues that happiness
is the goqd because it is final, self-sufficient, and most
desirable.6 But the problem here is not to determine the
true relation between value and factual propositions, but
only to indicate that the problem of the value~fact dicho~
tomy findg its locus in the semantical dimension of moral
Judgments. The problem of the “"derivation of vaiue from
fagt¥=~if such is possible~~-is a problem for the moral man,

not for the ethicist,--although, of course, it does pre~

sent a gpse;iptivé Problem for the latter.

Pragmatical rules state "the cendiﬁiens in the
interpreter under which the sign-vehicle iéia sign."v In
this context, "a linguistic sign is used in combination
with other‘signs by the members of a social group; a
language is a social system of signs mediating the respon-
ses of members of a community to one another and to their

8
environment." The problem here is to state what psycho-

6. And note his "proof" that the contemplative life is the
 happiest 1life. (See supra, p. 12-13) It certainly geems
that he is attempting to prove that the oontemplative
life is the good 1life by reference to stateméngs of fact,
e.g. that it provides the most, and the best kind, of
Pleasures. In connexion with this general issue, cp.
~ Suprs pp.76-8

7. HeriS’ ibido’ Pe 35.
8. Ibide, Do 36
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logically, biologically, and sociologically is involved
in the occurrence of signs 6f the kind ealled moral. Al~
though Vivas is concerned, in the following passage, with
-the practical predicaments involved in the objective
" verification of value judgments, he sums up with.greét
vfarce the task which would be involved in securing‘sueh

a statement:

In a modern civilized community the systems of value in
which individuals partake well nigh defy the human power

- of analysis. The complexity and eonflicts of modern
society are reflected in the individual, and his values
must perforce remain inconsistent and vague, and it is
often practically impossible, therefore, to discover the
eriteria which govern them. Were not the social scene
split by conflicts of all sorts, our values would be some-~
what more congruous, and a closer agreement between our
Judgments would be the result. But we are split and
fractured into_small groups, some of which have and some
of which lack material locii; we share criss-crossing
traditions; different religious, cultural, and political
loyalties claim us; we are members of different sconomic
classes, and these are in rapid flux; and within the same
nation we are divided by regional differences. Our judg-
ments are chaotic because they are made by men whose in-
terests are vague and confused, inconsistent and unstable.
The first and most elementary task in defining the oriteria
of value must therefore be the practical task of defining
the groups and classes to which the individual belongs.
The second would be that of finding out the particular
eriteria which are unconsciously used in each system, and
if possible the laws of their change. This 1s an empiri-
cal job, and falls within the province of the sociologist,
in the widest acceptation of this term. I do not know of
any work in this field that begins to tackle the questions.
here raised. Nor do I know of other hypotheses, outside
the organismic and the marxist, by means of which we could
begin to tackle these jobs. Bu the organismic hypothesis - -
commits the investigator, it would seem, to neglecting or
underemphasizing the importance of the very divisions
within society which it would be necessary to study before
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the laws of social valuation could be discovered. And the
marxist, so far as I know, has not been applied to the
task I have in mind, though its application to the study
of the dynamics of political power has been one of the

major ashievementa of social theory in the last fifty
yearse.

We now can see how the adoption of sign-analysis
as a method of invéstigatien would enable éthiea to make
use of the social sciences. The pragmatical investigation
would need to call upon all the social sciences for in-
formation which would throw light on the nature of the
interpretant. In passing we can note that this obviates
the difficulty implicit in Irving's rejection of moral
Judgments as the subject matter of ethics. "Clearly,"
he says,lo“we cannot take the moral'Judgments on the sur~
face of consciousness, immediately given in intrespection,
as the objects of such a science," But all the resources
of the social sciences are avallable for the analysis of
the functioning of signs, including not only those con-
tributions which have been made directly by psychoansly-

11
sis, but also the social~psycholegical studies whose

g

10. Irving, John Allen, “Toward Radical Empirieism in
Ethies," p. 243, American Philosophy Today and Tomorrow,
ed. H.M.Kallen, S.Hook, N.Y., Lee Fum&n, Ineo, 1935.

11, S8ee Eliseo Vivas, "Freud and Philosophy," Kenyon Re-
view, vol. 2 (1940), pp. 182-5,

9. 1\!in§,$, Q_RQ Citg, 'p' @;40,
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field is that broad context of forces which function in

}énd through our responses without being present to con-
éeiensness in tke case of any partieulafﬁreap@nse. It is
easy to see that such a conception of ethies does not fall
inte"the error of archaic Ethics-~the error of classify-
ing examples of these moral Juégments according to types

- and of prescribing hierarchies of duties."

Here the interesting aspect of Irving's discussion
is that he approaches the prospect of "radical empiricism
yin ethics" in terms of meaning-analysis, and that not only
his formulation of the problem of ethics but also his gen-
eral conceﬁtion_of the relation of ethies to the social
aciences eclosely approximates that which is envisaged here.
According to Irving the primary question of ethics is,

What is the function of the moral consciousness in a speci-
fic moral order? and an answer to this question, he thinks,
"will require the mobilization of the data of psycholeogy
and of the social sciences on a large and unprecedented
scale. Those who undertake this task will investigate the
moral consciousness at all levels 6f development in the
attempteto discover its function in a complex culture pat-
tern. They will study all théee elements and factors which
eontrol the origin and growth of“moral practices and moral
values., They will realize that all sociological facts are

very -gomplex; and that ethical science must include a
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complete analysis of the moral behavior and moral ideas of
men as they actually exist and function within a concrete
and complex sociological eontext.“12 The problem, Irving
concludes, "will be the elucidation of the elements and
factore in terms of which the moral consciousness func-
tions in a specific culture pattern. Such a study cannot
be conducted in isolation from psychology, Ristory, law,
poXities, economies and sociology. Ethies will in the
future become the queen of the social sciences, for it will
at lést have been placed in that human context, foreseen
long ago by Dewey, where it can illuminate and guide the
life of man.‘la But Irving ignores the possibility of
elucidating "the elements and factors in terms of which
the moral consciousness functions in a specific culture
pattern® by considering value terms as signs of a speecial
order, and so overlooks the potentialities of his owm
orientation of meaning-analysis.l4

The objective of ethies, then, is the achievement
of generalizations as to the meaning of moral judgments

exhaustively analyzed as cases of the funetioning of signs.

The value terms whose meaning is to be analyzed are taken

12, Irving, op. cit., p. 245-6.
13, Ibid. '
14, See ibido’ PP, 229-33.
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¢1gtxibutively. Different sets of operative judgments or
Judgment-systems are to be investigated instead of the
#ttempt to derive the "essential nature", once and for
311, of the good, the right, justice, temperance, and the
1ike. As a eonseéuence, speeificity and conoreteness ef
subject matter together with a unity of ethical theory is
seéured within the limits of empiriecism, avoiding any
departure from a standpoint from which generalizations may
be checked within experience. This may be pointed up by
a reference to Hartmann,lswha, although characterized by a
Profound sense of "the historical multiplicity of moral
Qommandments,‘ sees the unity of ethies to consist in a
unity of values. Every age and every people, he says, has
its "positive morality®. "Historiecally, there is a moral-
ity of bravery, a morality of obedience, a morality of
Pride; likewise of humility, of power, of beauty, of
strength of will, of loyalty, of eompassion.16 But from
every positive morality ethies, as such, is distinguished
by its universal ideal challenge of the good, as it is.

implied and is presupposed in every special morality.

15, See Hartmann, Nicolai, Ethies, trans. Stanley Coit,
Ne Yoo MacMillan, 1932, vol. I, Section II, "The
‘Plurality of Morals and the Unity of Ethics."

16, See also his classification in the section, "Further

Dimensions of the manifold," ibid., pp. 77-8; also
vol. II, "Meoral Values."
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Its affair is to show what in general is good. BEthies
seeks for the criterion of the good, which is lacking in
the positive moralities.“17 Admitting that we do not pos-
ess & unity of ends, that it is unknown, he points out
that we must content ourselves with discovering a unity of
system,~-with answering the question, Is there a system of
values?l8

But an empiriecal ethies, while accepting as valua-
ble Hartmann's stress upon the multiplicity of moral phe-
nomena, would have, in common with the other sciences, the
objective of a unity and simplieity of theory, of a body
of generalizations, rather thaﬁ a system of values. The
guestion then arises as to whether ethies, so conceived,
shares also the characteristiec of the other sciences of
providing controls,~-a question the answer to which com-
prises the third branch of our inguiry. We have seenlgthat
the distinction between a science and its subject matter
may be terms a distinetion between two "levels®; thét in
the natural sciences, there is reflective inguiry on only

the one level of theory; that in ethiecs reflective inquiry
is{present on both levels; and that consequently the

17. Ibide, vol. 1, PPe 74-=5.
18. Ibid., pp. 79-80.

19, Supra, p. 21, and fn.
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question arises as to (1) the nature of the reflection
on each level, and (2) the relationship between them. We
have answered the first question; it is the second which
is now being raised. To consider the problem in ethies
properly we should again prefaée it with a consideration
of the situation in the natural sciences. These are said
to be Ypractieal® in the sense that they afford us control
of nature; and as such they are contrasted with the sci-
ences of ancient times, characterized as ‘sontemplative".
An examination of this deseription :haws, however, the
need for aom§ distinctions.

We point out first that while seience does provide
us with a control over nature the scientists themselves do
not have as their task the control of nature. This simple
statement provides us with the distinction between science
and "applied science", or technology. The ready ceonfusion
of science and technelogy probably is due to the fact that
they both involve doing something; aleng with the vague
impression that "we owe to science our technological eivil-
ization®. But the doing of science is strictly relative to
& subject matter; insofar as there is experimentation the
science institutes actual changes in portions of this sub-

" Jeet matter. That ia, science is %@n~eentemplativ¢" in

the sense of being operationals but its operations are

directed on a subjeet matter for the purpose of establish-~
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}ng general 1awa. Kowithe "deing"_@f_any givan technology
may be distinguished from that of science in at least
three ways: (1) it presupposes the laws discovered by the
relevgnt aeignee or sciences in virtue of eperations on a
specific subject matter; (2) it involves speecial skill,
which, in terms of the presupposed laws, (3) 18 used for
particularistic ends. Thus (1) physical laws (2) may be
utilized by engineers (3) to build a bridge. That is,

20
technology is utilitarian.

Turning, then, to ethics, conceived as an empiri-
cal acience, we note agaln, as characteristic of its sub-
ject matter (in contrast to that of the natural sciences),
the presence of reflective inquiry. The moral judgments
which constitute the preoper subject matter of ethics are
the issue“bf'this inquiry. We thus recognize the deliber-
ation of which the judgments are the result to correspond
to the technological aspect of the natural sciences. It
presupposes (1) generalizations informative about past
evaluations, and (2) special skill (the truth of the an-

cient contention that “virtue is hard®), which, in terms of

20, Of course, the making of the distinction involves show~
ing the relationship, and this distinetion doés not pre-
clude either that a science may have arisen out of teech-
nological problems or that technology may net contribute
to a science by providing it with problems. Neither of
these possibilities, however, invalidates the distinec-
tion.
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the presupposed generalizations (3) £s used for particu-
laristic ends,-- the desire is to answer such a question
as "What should I do?" in a specific situation.zl
Insofar as ethies has failed it is in the sense
that it has not provided the generalizations in terms of
whigh moral reflection eould be carried on with greater
adegquacy. As we have already pointed out, what it did
offer to the moral man was often only further--and con-
flicting--value judgments themselves. The objective of
gmpirical ethies is that of provi&ing such knowledge, and
it_ie thereby that it may contribute to the control of con-

duct. We have said that the object of its analysis is moral

2l. This view does not correspond exactly to Morris' inter-
pretation of morality as a “technology of techmologies."
Morris, "Science, Art, and Teehnology," op. ¢it., section
#6, ppe 417-18.) In the first place, he does not seem to
distinguish between moral deliberation, which I refer to
as "technolegieal" and the moral judgments which are the
issue of that deliberation and which constitute the pro-
per subject matter of ethies. Secondly, I would only
say that such deliberation is analogous to technology:
it seems very strange to call it technology. One inter-~
esting consequence of the view I am defending is that,
while it seems possible for the natural sciences to
exist without technology, it would be impossible for
ethics to do so, inasmuch as, in the case of ethics (as
contrakted with the natural sciences), its subject mats
ter, as the product of moral reflection, is inseparable
from its "technology", which is precisely that moral
reflection; and no one has ever held it possible for a
science to exist without a subject matter. This inte-
gral relation between moral reflection and ethics may be
the cause of the confusion of the two, or at least of
the view that the ethicist must be a "good man®; the
foregoing analysis shows that this does not follow.
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Judgmenta, its objective to_provide knowledge about these
Jﬁdgments in virtue of an exhaustive analysis of their
geaning,--coneretely, in terms of thg tri-dimensional anal-
yeis of semiotic. To say that such knowledge can assist in
the making of further morm; judgments is simply to recog-
nize the fact that "past experience, when properly anaiyzed
and}ordered, is the sole guide we have in future experienii!
As Dewey poinmts out,25 "on account of the continuity of
human activities, personal and associated, the import of
present evaluations cannot be validly stated until they are
Placed in the perspective of the past valuation~events with
which they are continuous." An or@anized body of knowledge
about valuations means the bringing to bear upon present
problems of evaluation intelligence rather than the sanc-
tion of custom and special interest. And by means of the
service performed by ethical analysis, along with, perhapg,
~eertain additional techniques, an alteration of the system

24
of judgments may be effected.

22, See Dewey, J., "Theory of Valuation," op. cit., p. 58.
23. Ibid., p. 59.

24 . cpo Vi‘!‘as, *Value and F&ct" op. 9__1_30, Pe 443' and
Dewey, ibid., pp. 59-603 "Suppose, for example, that it
be ascertained that a particular set of current walua-
tions have, as their antecedent historical conditions,
the interest of a small group or special class in main-

taining certain exclusive privileges and advantages,
E4

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



o796

- Thus the Questign, “Can the_ethigistvdetgrmine
the good?" can be answered in the negative, but not unam-
bigueualy. The ethicist does not have the task o£ making
value Jndgmgnts but rather of following out the‘meaning
of the preexisting value judgments of moral men., Ethies
is not prescriptive; in the direct, creative sense, it
can neither provide ends of action nor supply sanctions
for such ends. Or, stated otherwise, it is pest-normatives
as Vivas puts it so well: "The normative aspect of the
act of valuation is found in the will itself that chooses

this ‘way or that; not in the theory, but in the actual

and that this maintenance has the effect of limitimg both
the range of the desires of others and their capacity to
actualize them. Is it not obvious that this knowledge of
conditions and consequences would surely lead to revalua-~-
tion of the desires and ends that had been assumed to be
authoritative sources of valuation? Not that such re~

- “ygaiunation would of necessity take effect immediately.

- But, when valuations that exist at a given time are found
te lack the support they have previously been supposed to
have, they exist in a context that is highly adverse to
their continued meintenance. In the long run the effect
is similar to a warier attitude that develops toward cer-

, tain bodies of water as the result of knowledge that these

‘ bodies of water contain disease germs. If, on the other
hand, investigation shows that a given set of existing
~valuations, including the rules for their enforaeement, be
sugh as to release individual potentialities of desire and
interest, and does so in a way that contributes to mutual
reinforcement of the desires and interests of all members
of a group,y it is impossible for this knowledge not to
serve as a bulwark of the particular set of valuations in
question, and to induce intensified effort to sustain
them in existence,"
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25

~urgent aims and needs of soeial animals." And this
normative will is presupposed, if the knowledge of empiri-
cal ethics is to be put into effect, just as a similar
will is presupposed for the knowledge of the natura; sci-
gnces to bg put into effect. However, this will, insofar
as it ;g‘afféetéd by such knowledge, is a rational will,
which effects a reconstruction in the moral environment;

and in this senseé-and in this sense alone~-can ethies be

said to "determine" the good.

‘
—m -

25. Vivas, op. cit., D 443.
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CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

| Our problem has been to state the formal condi~
tions of an empirical ethics. We began with the recogni-
tion that the chief obstacle to admitting the possibility
of an ethics of this kind is the value~fact dichotomy,
interpreted as a reflection of a fundamental differentis-
tion between normative and descriptive sciences. What we
wanted to inquire into was not the dichotomy itself, the
truth of which we were willing to grant, or at least teo
leave in abeyance, but its alleged bearing upon empiridism
in ethics. To accomplish this we determined to assume that
there could be an empirical ethies; to work out what such
an ethics would be; and also to establish that the success,
and insofar forth the verification, of this procedure, de-
pend on its fulfilling these requirements: (1) that

)8
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empiricism in ethics be shown to be unaffected by the
value-fact dichotomy, and (2) that, on this basis, the
proper locus of the problem of the value-fact dichotomy
be discovered.

Aséuming an empirical ethies to be possible, we
began with the fact that the distinction would apply here,
as in all such cases, between a science and its subject

-matter. This distinction meant that our inquiry must
concern itself with three problemss (1) the nature of the
subject matter, (2) the nature of the theory, and (3) the
relationship between the two. Beginning with the first,
we decided to examine three types of traditional ethical
theories in order to ascertain what conception of the
subject matter of ethies was contained in them. But in
this we were immediately confronted with the fact of the
“impurity" of éthies, i.e. the fact that the propositions
in classiecal éihieal theory are not homogeneous. We dis-
tinguished within such propositions three types, (1) fac~
tual propositions, (2) value propositions, and (3) defin-
itions. In general the first kind provides information
about human nature and conduct; the second consists of
actual value judgments; and the third seeks to provide
statements about the meaning of moral concepts. Thg in-~
elusion of the first two types is evidence of the con-

fusion introduced into ethice by the assumption of the
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relevance to ethical theory of the value~fact dichotomy.
Ihe inclusion Qf the fixst type ig dictatedn gpt b‘ this
basis assumption, te‘which, indeed, it does logieal vipf 7
1ence, but by the anomalous appearance of an ethics deveid
of reference to human beings. The inclusion of the second
indicates a confusion between the task of the ethieist and
the moral man;-the significance of whieh is that the effect
of accepting the value-fact dichotomy as relevant for
ethics is to confuse a science with its subject matter, a
distinction basiec to any diseipline, of whatever character.
This enabled us to formmlate the principle of the autonomy
ef morality, in the sense that morality depends upon
ethies for neither its existence nor its nature. The in-
clusions of the third type of prepesitien--definitions-é
indicates the interest ethicists have had in the meaning
of moral concepts, and gives a clue to the true subject
matter of ethies. In that the inclusion of value proposi-
tions'themselves was illegitimate precisely beéause they
signified a confusion between theory and subject matter;
together with the faet that the meaning of moral con-
cepts~--which funetion as terms in such walue Judgments--
Provide a distinctive field of inquiry; we concluded that
the proper subject mattér of ethics is moral judgments.
And here our first requirement, that of showing the value-

faect dichotomy to be irrelevant as an objection to an
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empirical ethics, is fulfilled; value-propositions con-
stituting the subject maffer of ethical theory rather than
pPart of that theory itself, the problem of "deriving values
from facts" drops away from ethies, the prepositions_ef
which are all of a}f&et&ai nature. In otler words, & basis
is provided whereby the factual propqsitienn‘in classical
ethical theory may become a 1egioaily consistent part of
ethics. However, there remains the problem of stating
more specifically the precise locus of the problem of the
value~-fact dichotonmy.

The second part of our inquiry~--the nature of eth-
ical theory--follows from the dependence of technical
method in science upon the nature of the subject matter of
the science, The techmhical methed must be appropriate to
the investigation of the subject matter§ moral judgments
constituting a special cagse of the functioning of signs,'
the technical methoed must be fitted to investigating sign-
funetioning; in short, we concluded that it must be some
type of meaning-analysis. 8Such is Hbrris' semiotie, which
we discussed in order to make possible a more concrete ex-
position of the nature of ethical theory. If semiotic
were to be adopted, the objective of ethies would be that

of arriving at generalizations informative about moral

evaluations, which generalizations would be derived by

8 tri-dimensional analysis of moral jJjudgments, their
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syntactical, semantical, and pragmatical dimensions. A
discussion of the nature of such analyses, the end of
which is to formulate the relevant dimensional rules, en-
abled us to locate the value-fact diehotemy in the seman-
tical dimension of moral judgments. And the way is left
open to ethics for appeal to the resources of the social
sclences in order to throw light on the nature of the in-
terpretant (pragmatiecs).

The third branch of our inquiry is the relation-
ship between ethical theory and its subject matter. We
stated this distinction once more in térms of the matural
sciences, where, on the two levels of theory an@ subject
matter, reflective inquiry was present only on the fermer.‘
This reflective inquiry is operational, invelving the ex~-
perimental institution of changes in the subject matter,
for the purpose of achieving laws with predictive value.
Distinguished from science as operational is technology
as utilitarian, whiech, presupposing the laws discovered
by the relevant science or sciences, applies them in terms
of a special skill for the sake of achieving particular
ends. In applying this analysis to ethies, an important
difference was noted at the beginning, namely, that re-~
flective inquiry was present at beth the levels of theory
and subject matter. We took the reflective inquiry of |

which moral judgments--the proper subject matter of ethies
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-=-agre the result, as analogous to the technological aspect
of science, in the senee that such inquiry presupposes the
Iaws of evaluation discovered by empirigal ethics, for the
sake of solving moral problems im a speéific context, a
process which involves a special skill,--differing, for
example, from that demsnded in the production of a besuti-
ful object. A final statement of the objeetive of empiri-
cal ethics thén becomes possible, as that of securing, by
careful analysis of past evaluations, generalizations which
can be called upon for guidance by moral agents, as the laws
of physics are called upon for guldance by the engineer.

It seems appropriate to extend this summary to ine
clude a reference, however brief, to the contribution
ethics has to make to general theory of value. The con-
ception of ethiecs developed here does not depend upon the
Prior acceptance of any particular theory of value, Rather,
the relation is the reverse: empirical ethics would provide
material for a theory of value. This material is in the
form of the results of a number of investigations into
Judgments of the specifiec kind called moral. Obviously
ethics itself cannot coincide with value theory, since it
gstudies judgments which involve only one type of value.

But an empirical theory of value becomes possible in the
sehae of being the result of abstraction from precisely

the sort of material which the seience of ethies can give
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it. This abstraction of the generic characteristies of
the moral judgment from the data provided by ethics would
be neither the function of ethiecs nor would it complete
the task of value theory, which ieuld have as further data
the results of investigations by other disciplines the
subject matter of which would involve other types of value
€.g. esthetics.

This can be stated more specifiecally by reference,
again, to semiotic. One of the important issues in value
theory has been the "objectivity" or the "subjectivity" of
values. In Morris' terminolegy, this problem can be stated
as arising from a disagreement as to the relative import~
ance of the semantical and the pragmatical dimensions.
Subjectivism, for example, may be d#fined as the view which
asserts that the pr@gmatieal dimension is the sole dimen-
sion of value judgments. What is important here is to ree-
ognize what contribution empirical ethics, within the re-
gstrictions imposed upon it by its subject matter, could
make to the treatment of such an issue by value theory.

It would provide, first, painstaking analysis, from the
point of view of all three dimensions, of actual moral
Judgments. Perhaps the point should be made explicitly
here that the pragmatical investigation, while it is con-
cerned with explaining the origin, character, and mode of

change of interests, in so doing is not necessarily giving
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gjd to, and certainly is not presupposing, the interest
theory of value. That interests are invelved in the value
situation, ndfg;nies; the question is thelr status and
character; and satisfactory conclusions on this head re-
guirte the kind of amalysis which a pragmatical investiga-
tion would undertake to carry out. Likewise of the semant-
ical dimension; moral judgments—-like all value judgments--
do seem to have objective reference; and to determine what
it is, or whether it is only illusery, would be a problem
for a semantieal invgatigatien.l Secondly, and consequent-
ly, émpirical ethics would provide the possibility of
asSessing more carefully the relative importance of each
dimension. It might thus show the inadequacy of any theory
which stressed one dimension to the exclusion of the rest,
and so secure the basis for a more balanced statement of

2
the nature of moral judgments as a whole. In any event,

l. In this connexion, the concept of "levels of semiosis®
is relevant. See Morris, “"Foundations of a Theory of
Signﬂ,“ OPe Qito, PPe. 28, 39,

2. Thus Britton believes that moral Judgments are informa-
tive as well as emotive,-~-"they make statements about
the relation between the interests of the audience and

~certain events or objeets and they make them in such
words that the audience is moved immediately to feel in
a certain way towards or agaimst the objects concerned."
-=Britton, Karl, Communication, New York, Harcourt,
Brace, and 600, 1939’ PP 8“1@, 213, gﬂo n@rriﬂ&g ibido’
P« 583 "The maxims of the applied arts rest on true pro-
positions relevant to the accomplishment of certain pur-
poses ('to accomplish x, do so and so'); moral judgments
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generalizations in value theory as to the uaturevof its
subjeet matter could not fail to gain an advantage from
the accessibility of material obtained from concrete and
detailed studies of at least one type of value judgment.

The question naturally arises ag to what steps
would be taken if an attempt were made to explore the
fruitfulness of the conception of ethies which it has been
the purpose of this thesis to expoumd. We may try to an-
swer this query in at least an elementary way. The first
pProblem is that of choesing a specific method of meaning~
analysis. Semiotic has been discussed here, as a possible
answer to this problem, the precise nature of which becomes
clearer in the light of Morris' statement that logicians
Yhave for the most part restricted their attention to the
language of seienee,'3 i.e. in general, theories of meaning
have been elaborated within the context of those statements
which are utilized by scientists. This Morris admits to be
true of semiotic; it is obviously true of the logical pes-
itivists' criterion of verifiability. And it holds true

likewise for the empirical theory of meaning advanced by

may similarly have an empirical component, but, in addition,
assume the desirability of reaching a certain end and aim
to control conduct (' You ought te have your child vaccin-
ated', i.e. *Taking the end of health for granted, vaceina-
tion is in the present situation the surest way of realiz-
ing that endy so have it done.')."

3. Morris, "Science, Art, and Technology," op.cit.,p. 411,
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Benjamin, as can be seen by a brief examination of the
three assumptions basic to 11:.4 (1) Symbols which are
Precisely defined are to be preferred to symbols which are
either undefined or defined inadequately. This is to formu-
late the task of a theory of meaning as that of showing how
symbols take on a maximum degree of precision in signifi-
eance. Examining any symbol from this point of view,
Benjamin says, we see that it has two very important rela-
tions, both of which contribute to its meaning, namely, the
relation of the symbol to its referent (its extemsion), and
the relation of the symbol to other symbols in the system
(its intension). Symbols whose meanings are determined
essentially by extension Benjamin ¢alls descriptive, those

whose meanings are determined essentially by intension he

calls suppositional,--since their referents are not given
eléarly.5 Since the meaning of a descriptive symbol is a
function of its referent (and also of the operational

route followed in passing from the referent to the symbol),

if the meaning of such a symbol is vague we should turn

4. Benjamin, A. C., "The Operational Definition of Supposi-
tional Symbols," Actes du Congres Internationale de Philos-
ophie 8cientifique, 5-8, 1935, p. 18; "Concept of the
Variable-Given," Journal of Philesophy, vol. 33 (1936),
P. 230; “Outlines of an Empirical Theory of Meaning,"
Philosophy of Science, vol. 3, (1936), pp. 250, 264.

5. Ibide, pPp. 251-2; "The Operational Definition of Sup-
positional Symbols," op. cit., p. 9.
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immediately to that which is presumed to be its referent.
'Therefere: (2) wherever possible, symbols are to be defined
through the extensional route. But the denotative method
is obviously inappliecable to intensional symbols. However,
such symbols have presise intensional relations to other
symbols in the system.raqa may take on meaning ¥hrough this
route. Therefore (3) whére symbols cannot be defined
through the intensional route, viz. through their relatiens
to symbols which ean be defined through the extensional
route. Benjamin makes the point that this does not lead to
g division of symbols into two sharply differentiated
groups, extensional and intensional: for intensional sym-
bols are simply extensional symbols whose "distance" from
the *given“ is great instead of small.6 Thus an empirical
theory of meaning has the task of arranging all symbols
into a series, on the basis of their "operational distance
from certain clearly given entities which may be calleéd
empirieal elzilta..'7

That the elaboration of theories of meaning has been
restricted for the most part to the language of science is

shown in particular by the fact that, as Morris points out,

6. For an account of the "given", as Benjamin uses this
~ term, see "Concept of the Variable-Given," op. cit.

7¢ Ibid.; "Outlines of an Empirieal Theory of Heaning.' op.
cit., p. 265. Compared with Morris' sign~analysis,
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logieal syntax (from which originate the names “syntgctics”
vgnd “the syntactical dimension") "has limited its investi-
gation of syntactical structure to the type of sign combina-
tions which are dominant in science". And he adds that
there are, then, "syntactical problems in the fields of per-
ceptual signs, aesthetic signs, the practical use of signs,
and general linguistics which have not yet been treated
within the framework of what today 1s regarded as logical
syntax, and yet which form part of syntactics as this is

8
here conceived.® This no doubt is the reason why it was so

Benjamin's empirical theory of meaning represents the
meaning situation as a two~dimensional affair; for Benja-
min expressly neglects the pragmatical dimension. "I shall
congider symbols only in their function as conveyors of
meaning," he writes. "That symbols have emotive and vol-
itional properties as well, that they have elaborate and
complicated relations to the self which uses them...these
facts I recognize but choose to neglect." (Ibid., p. 250)
It thus is less adequate in this respect than the view
formulated by Morris; but a further aspect is also worthy
of notice, namely, the relationship between “extensiongl"
and "intensional® symbols. As Benjamin expresses it, the
difference between them is simply in terms of distance
from the "given". In other words, "intensional" symbols,
relative to "extensional" symbols, only represent a higher
degree of abstraction. Hence Benjamin's distinction between
extensionak and intensional symbols cannot--as might at
first appear--be sald to correspomd to Morris' distinction
between the semantical and the syntactical dimensions. On
Morris' account of syntactics, what is taken note of are
all the formal properties involved in the relationship of
symbols &m another, abstraction from referents and users
being made for all such symbols. Thereby the variety of
such formal characters may be taken into account and their
full influence upen the meaning of the judgment may bve
assessed.

8. Morris, "Foundations of a Theory of Signs," ep. cit., p.16.
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9 . .
difficult to see the precise way in which a syntactical
vanalysis might aid in throwing light upon the meaning of
moral judgments. Involved here is the distinction between
pure and descriptive semiatic,lﬁ-a distinction whieh applies
as well to each of the sub-sciences of semiotic; thus syn-
tactices has a pure and a desceriptive part, the fo:mer elab=-
orating the language in which to talk about the syntactical
dimension of moral signs, the latter consisting of any
actual case of analysis of this dimension of a moral judg-
ment. The difficulty with which we are here concerned is,
then, a difficulty in pure syntactics. Invspeaking of
esthetic syntactics, Morris claims it to have the relation
to esthetic discourse that logical syntax has to sclentific
discourse, both being subdivisions of the still more inelu-
sive field of syntactics concerned with the syntactical
relations of all forms of discourse, art and science being
only two such forms. And he reﬁarks that logical syntéx,
being the best developed part of syntactics, offers a fer-
tile field of suggestions in this respect: the concepts of
logical syntax (such as formation and transformation rules,

primitive terms and sentences, consegquence relation, pro-

bability relation, demonstration, derivation, valid,

9. Su Y&y Po BX. 80
10. See MNorris, ibid., p. 9.
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_Qontravalid, synonymity) can be regarded as special cases
téf even more general concepts which equally well find
special exemplifications in other fqrms of discourse
(aesthetic, technological, etc.).”ll Thus the task of eth-
ieal syntactics is to arrive at those special exemplifica-
tigns of logical syntax, if any such exist, with which to
investigate the syntactical dimension of moral jmdgment.lg

It may, or may not, be of some significance, with
regard to the relative importance of the various dimensions
of moral judgments, that a systematic approach to the prag-
matical investigation of the funétiening of signs in such

Judgments can, in outline at least, be most readily envis-

aged. It should be the virtue of the pragmgtieal analysis

1l. Morris, C. W., "Esthetics and the Theory of Signs," op.
citey, Po 142. He continues, with regard to esthetiocss
WThus in any work of art (say a piece ofmusiec) there are
only certain sign vehicles which are used ("primitive
terms"); these are initially combined only in certain
ways (“formation rules"); from certain combinations other
combinations are obtained, or the range of combination
obtainable is at least limited in certain respects
(*tranformation rules", "consequence relation*, "proba-
bility relation"); certain combinations are congruous
or incongruous with other combinations ("valid", "econtra-
valid")."

12. If the first problem is that of selegting a specifie
method of sign analysis, then this would be a special
problem implicated by the selection of semiotie. That is,
if semiotic were chosen as the technical method, in that
it is oriented to the analysis of "scientific discourse"
one of the problems which would devolve on the ethicist
would be that of working our a language to talk about
the syntactical dimension of moral judgments.
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to provide a corrective for the scandalously thin concep-
tion of human nature which has characterized too many eth-
ical theories in the past.13 The suggestion here is that
pragmatics would require at least three types of informa~
tion: (1) information which is formal fin the sense that
it describes in general the factors which would be referred
to in any genetic account of human nature. This is needed
in order to know both what sciences give us relevant know=-
ledge, and with regard to these, the relative importance
of the factors which are the objects of study of the vari-
ous sciences. (2) Information which is material, in the
sense that it provides heuristic concepts, the character of
which is determined by the results of the first type of
analysis (e.g. the soeial-paychalagiéal approach will pro~
vide a different set of concepts than the psychologistic or
* biolegical). Such concepts will constitute a more or less
flexible schematism for the puiposes of (3) information
which is concrete in the sense that it is composed of the
results gained by particular investigations indicated by
the second type of analysis and carried out by means of what-
ever methods have been developed in the relevant fields.

Doubtless there would arise out of the pragmatic

analysis a recognition of the lacumae in the knowledge

13. Curiously enough, this indictment holds true very often
of so-called Yempirieal® theories of ethiecsa.
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provided by the soecial scieﬁees upon the correction of
which a successful investigation would dapend.l4 For
example, until there is a unified pasychology, fruitful in-~
vestigations ef the pragmatical dimension will be delayed;
since, obviously, this is a case in whiech the philesopher
must wait upon the psyeholegist.15 However, in clarifying
the need for information, and the corresponding failure
of any particular science in this respeect, empirical ethies
may perform the traditional function of philosophy of
stimulating the sciences.

In a sense the conception of ethies for whiech at
least a suggestion as to a program has been made, involves
a tasgsk of real enormity. It tgkegmgll moral experience

tar its province, promises a close study of it as it is

brought to a focus in the moral judgments of mankind, and

14. C¢f, Lynd, R., Knowledge For What? Princeton University
Press, 1939, for a critical consideration of the present
status of the social sciences.

15, Cf. Waodworth, R. S., Contemporary Schools of Psychel-
ogy, New York, The Ronald Press Co., 1951. Parentheti-
¢cally, it would appear that the fact of a lack of a uni-
fied science of psychology should curb, to some extent,
at least the dogmatism with which ethical theories make
Psychological pronocuncements; but such dogmatism appears
even in the case of avowedly "empirical" treatments of
ethics (see, e.g. Schlick, M., Problems of Ethics, New
York, Prentice Hall, 1939).
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seeks after generalizations which may serve a recomstruct-
ive function in the 1life of the moral man. From another
roint of view, however, such an ethlics has taken upon it~
self the vow of humility, insofar as it genuinely embodies
the methodological outlook of the empiriecal sciences.
Its: conclusions must eschew the absolute certainty for
which its past ambitions have entertained a desire. And
while it has a basis in the achievements of past ethicists,
yet it is sufficiently altered in viewpoint and orientation
‘a8 to involve the undertaking of it in some risk. Whether
it would fulfil the promises envisaged here can be dis-
covered only by an attempt to carry out the procedures to

which it directs use.
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