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C hapter One»

Happiness and M orality  

In troducto ry»



1.

In  t h i s  t h e s i s « I  have s e t  m yself th e  ta sk  of making some 

u se fu l comments about the  r e la t io n s h ip  between happiness and 

m o ra lity . I t  would be p le a sa n t to  th in k  th a t  w ith in  the  pages th a t  

follow  I  have s e t  out a theo ry  which w i l l  account f w  the many 

problems th a t  a r i s e  in  th in k in g  about m o ra lity  and i t s  p lace  in  

the l i f e  of men, bu t i t  w i l l  become obvious th a t  no such theo ry  

i s  to  be p re se n te d . A ll th a t  I  have f e l t  m yself capable of 

producing i s  a s e r ie s  o f comments, lin k e d  more by themes than  

con tinuous argum ent, %diich w il l  I  hope shed some l ig h t  upon an 

obscure r e la t io n s h ip .  Most o f what I  say needs fu r th e r  exam ination , 

n o t, I  hope, because i t  i s  in te r n a l ly  in c o n s is te n t  o r because i t  

invo lves non s e q u itu r s ,  bu t because I  p re se n t a view, or a way of 

looking  a t  th in g s , w ithout th en  argu ing  whether the  view i s  in  any 

sense ’t ru e * . I  hope and b e liev e  th a t  to  a la rg e  e x te n t t h i s  does 

not m a tte r , fo r  what I  am doing i s  not to  say th a t  ' t h i s  i s  how i t  

a l l  i s * , but to  say th a t  t h i s  i s  what I  take the  in te r n a l  r e l a t io n s  to  

be . I  am concerned p r im a rily  w ith  mapping concepts on to  one ano ther 

to  show how they  i n t e r r e l a t e  and I  am aware th a t  th e re  a re  b roader 

q u estio n s  which I  do not d ea l with* For t h i s  reaso n  I  am co n ten t 

th a t  I  sometimes appear to  be working in  a c i r c l e ,  fo r  though I  

accep t th a t  th e re  a re  problems concerning tlie p o s it io n  o f t h i s  c i r c le  

in  a s t i l l  l a r g e r  a re a  o f d isc o u rse , I  cannot and do not make any 

comments upon such a re a s  here* I  w i l l  not th e re fo re  be argu ing  

w hether m o ra lity  i s  p o s s ib le ;  I  s h a l l  no t take  up cudgels w ith  the 

d e te rm in is t , nor s h a l l  I  be argu ing  w hether we understand  m o ra lity  

a r ig h t  in  our moral l i f e *  I  take  a s  my 'given* the f a c ts  o f moral



l i f e  a s  I  see them and I  take a ls o  as 'g iven* the  f a c ts  of l i f e  a s  

I  l iv e  i t .

There a re ,  I  would c la im , p h ilo so p h ic a l a s  w ell a s  p e rso n a l 

reasons fo r t h i s  approach; th a t  th e  problems concerning the  r e la t io n 

sh ip  between what man 'ought to  do ' and what 'w i l l  make him happy' 

a r i s e  w ith in  the c i r c l e  th a t  I  have ske tched . I t  i s  only upon the  

assum ption th a t  m o ra lity  'makes se n se ' th a t  the  paradoxes claim ed 

to  a r i s e  can do so .

What then  a re  the problems th a t  a r i s e  in  th ink ing  about m o ra lity  

and happiness? There a re  o f course  many problems and th ese  a re  not 

sim ply th o se  o f th e  p h ilo so p h e r. The answer to  th ese  problems could 

make a g re a t  d if fe re n c e  to  our th in k in g  about our p o s i t io n  in  l i f e  

which would n e c e s sa r ily  r e s u l t  in  changes in  our l i v e s .  I f  we say 

th a t  we j u s t  cannot see the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a s e t  of ru le s  which 

in te r f e r e  w ith  our p u rs u i t  o f h app iness , then  I  would m ain ta in  th a t  

e i th e r  th e re  i s  something 'o d d ' about the  s e t  o f ru le s  under 

d isc u ss io n , o r th a t  th e re  i s  something 'o d d ' about the  n o tio n  o f 

m orality  th a t  i s  being worked w ith . In  e i th e r  ca se , the  r e s o lu t io n  

of the  problem would have profound e f f e c t s  upon the course o f th e  

l i f e  th a t  we have l iv e d  up to  th a t  p o in t , The reasons th a t  I  have 

fo r  making th i s  sta tem ent w i l l ,  I  hope, become c le a r  a s  I  p roceed .

There a re  many ways in  which a puzzlement about happiness and 

m o ra lity  can show i t s e l f .  The most im portan t o f th e s e , p e rhaps, i s



the  problem o f ' e v i l ' .  We take i t  hard  when a person who has done 

noth ing  but good s u f f e r s  some trag ed y ; we do not l ik e  to  see e v i l -  

doing 'rew arded ' w hile th e  good do no t p r o f i t .  Somehow we would l ik e  

to  see some connection  between doing good and rec e iv in g  good. Perhaps 

tlie n o tio n s  o f H ell and Heaven, in  t h e i r  most ' fu n d am e n ta lis t ' sen se , 

owe much o f t h e i r  power to  t h i s  d e s ire  fo r  'e te rn a l*  j u s t i c e .

They owe perhaps an equal amount to  a puzzle  over the 

m o tiva tion  o f human a c t io n . How, we ask , can we expect a man to  

a c t  j u s t l y ,  i f  by doing so he i s  s a c r i f ic in g  h is  own in te r e s t s ?

I f  th e  good man does a c t  w ithout concern fo r  h is  p e rso n a l advan tage , 

fo r  what reasons does be a c t?  Acting a g a in s t the d ic ta te s  o f m o ra lity  

i s  com prehensible, fo r  we can see why a man should a c t  in  the  way he 

does when he seeks h is  advcintage, bu t fo r  what reason  should a man 

a c t  were he to  claim  th a t  reasons o th e r  than  h is  advantage were h is?

The answer to  th ese  q u estio n s  canno t, 1 f e e l ,  be g iven  in  any 

o th e r way th an  by saying th a t  some men a c t  fo r  moral reasons and th a t  

such a c t io n  i s  i r r e le v a n t  to  a  c o n s id e ra tio n  o f  the  a g e n t 's  advantage. 

We must not expect th a t  the  good man w il l  re c e iv e  reward nor th a t  th e  

e v il-d o e r  w i l l  n e c e s s a r ily  s u f f e r .  To answer thus does not o f course  

remove th e  p u zz le , fo r  u n le ss  we a lre a d y  f e l t  t h i s  in  some way, the  

puzzlem ent would not a r i s e .  An answer then  must be attem pted  which 

w il l  r«Bove the  puzzle  and such an answer can be g iv en , I  h o ld , only 

by examining th e  n a tu re  of the  concep ts invo lved .

There i s  in  th e  puzzle  a m isunderstanding of th e  way th a t  moral



reasons become reasons and a m isunderstanding of th e  n a tu re  of 

h ap p in ess . The form er m isunderstanding o fte n  invo lves the  tak in g  

of moral d ic ta te s  a s  ru le s  p reven ting  us from doing what we 'w an t' 

to  do; th e  l a t t e r  m isunderstanding invo lves th in k in g  o f happ iness 

as the  r e s u l t  of the s a t i s f a c t io n  o f our d e s ire s  or i n t e r e s t s .

But even t h i s  i s  no t c le a r ,  fo r a lthough  i t  appears to  be 

sim ple to  t a lk  o f human a c tio n  a s  ' i n t e r e s t - s a t i s f y i n g ' ,  what 

c o n s t i tu te s  an ' i n t e r e s t '  i s  not s tra ig h tfo rw a rd ly  obvious.

Thus, my procedure w il l  be a s  fo llo w s, I  s h a l l  f i r s t  o u tlin e  

c e r ta in  th e o r ie s  th a t  a ttem pt to  account fo r  the p u ss ie s  and t r y  to  

show why they  a re  u n s a t is f a c to ry .  In  doing t h i s ,  I  s h a l l  make 

appeal to  the  f a c ts  o f th e  moral l i f e  a s  I  see them, I  s h a l l  t ry  

to  show th a t  th ese  th e o r ie s  a re  based upon a c e r ta in  view o f human 

a c tio n  and suggest th a t  i t  i s  here  th a t  th e i r  f a i lu r e  i s  g u a ran teed ,

I  s h a l l  t r y  to  suggest ways of in te r p r e t in g  th e  concept o f ' i n t e r e s t '  

th a t  throw added doubt upon th e  c l a r i t y  o f such th e o r ie s .

The i n te r e s t  th e o r ie s ,  a s  I  s h a l l  broadly  term them, invo lve  

a p a r t i c u la r  view of what c o n s t i tu te s  hap p in ess . Roughly t h i s  imy 

be c h a ra c te r is e d  a s  fo llo w st happ iness a s  a s t a t e  i s  th a t  s t a t e  o f 

having s a t i s f i e d  a l l  o n e 's  i n t e r e s t s .  F eeling  happy i s  th e re fo re  

to  experience  th e  emotion consequent upon such s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Although 

th e re  i s  no lo g ic a l  connection  h e re , the  n a tu re  of «no tion  i s  o f te n  

not c le a r  e i t h e r ,  and I  s h a l l  a ttem pt to  e x p la in  the concept in  o rder



to  d ea l l a t e r  w ith happiness i t s e l f .  Another reason  fo r  d ea lin g  

w ith em otion, i s  sim ply th a t  i t  w i l l  enable me to  in tro d u c e  a concept 

which I  th in k  i s  m ethodo log ically  v i t a l  in  ta lk in g  about th e  problem 

o f m o ra lity  and h app iness . T his i s  th e  concept o f im portance. I t  

i s  an a r t i f i c i a l  one in  some senses in  th a t  I  s h a l l  d e fin e  and use 

i t  f o r  my own purposes but i t  i s  not so very f a r  from the o rd in ary  

u ses  of th e  word 'im portan t*  as I  s h a l l  a ttem pt to  show. Indeed ,

when I  t a lk  about i t  in  d e t a i l ,  I  s h a l l  t a lk  o f i t  a s  being im p l ic i t

in  our language.

Having d iscussed  emotion and in troduced  th e  concept o f im portance, 

I  s h a l l  move on to  something resem bling an a n a ly s is  o f the  concept of 

happ iness making use in  p lac es  o f th e  new concep t, which I  s h a l l  then  

e x p la in  in  d e t a i l .  F in a lly ,  I  w i l l  make an attem pt to  r e l a t e  what I  

have been saying  to  m o ra lity , bo th  by ta lk in g  about m o ra lity  in  term s 

o f 'im portance* and by ta lk in g  abo>'t the  r e la t io n  between m o ra lity  and 

em otion. H ere, I  s h a l l  be only m arg inally  concerned w ith  th e  th e o r ie s  

o f th e  'E m o tlv is t s '•

I  hope in  t h i s  way to  be a b le  to  s e t  out some connections a lthough

I  s h a l l  not be, ab le  to  b u ild  upon a th e o re t ic a l  framework. My th e s is

i s  th e re fo re  th a t  moral reasons can be ta lk e d  o f in  term s o f  a 

concept o f im portance which i s  a lso  c e n tr a l  to  t a lk  about em otions 

and to  t a lk  about h app iness .

In  t h i s  way, I  hope to  dem onstrate th e  connection  th a t  I  see



between happiness and m o ra lity , by drawing out a common th re a d ,

My argument i s  r e a l ly  designed to  show how a  p o in t of view works, 

iMià th e  t e s t  of i t  w i l l  be whether th e  view does in  f a c t  l in k  th e  

phenomena tc ^ e th e r  in  the  way th a t  we f e e l  th a t  they  ought to  go 

to g e th e r .  I t  i s  a  concep tual unpacking of what we obscu rely  know 

a lre a d y .

L et me commence by s e t t in g  out more f u l ly  the n a tu re  o f th e  

problem th a t  my follo%d.ng rem arks a re  meant to  a s s i s t  in  d is s o lv in g .

There a re  v a rio u s  adages l ik e  'C hea ts never p ro sp e r ' and 'Honesty 

i s  the b e s t policy* which appear to  encapsu la te  the problem . Now in  

the  world of bu sin ess  fo r  example, i t  o f te n  t ru e  th a t  honesty  i s  

the b e s t p o lic y , fo r ,  e sp e c ia l ly  in  th e  co n tex t of buying and s e l l in g  

where tim e i s  v a lu ab le  and v e rb a l agreem ents a re  ac ted  upon p r io r  

to  th e  w r it te n  agreement being drawn up (sometimes months a f t e r  th e  

a c t io n ) ,  the d ish o n est man w il l  soon f in d  h im self shunned, Even 

among th ie v e s  we a re  to ld  th e re  i s  honesty . But here  we have th e  

beginning of th e  problem f o r ,  even in  the  co n te x ts  j u s t  d e sc r ib e d , 

honesty i s  the b e st p o lic y  only up to  a  p o in t .  Thus, th e re  may come 

a p o in t when i t  i s  more advantageous, to  th e  firm  th a t  one works fo r  

or to  o n e se lf , to  appear to  be honest r a th e r  than  be h o n est. One can 

sometimes fo o l the person  w ith whom one i s  d e a lin g , g e tt in g  him to  

a c t upon an agreement w hile backing out o n ese lf and fin d in g  some 

p la u s ib le  reason  to  excuse o n e s e lf .  I f  one does th i s  too o f te n  th e re  

would no doubt be a comeback, but o c ca s io n a lly  such a  procedure i s  

advantageous.



One can see the motive in  a c tin g  th u s , but how do we account 

fo r the man who re fu se s  to a c t thus? I s  the man who re fu se s  to  a c t 

d ish o n estly  even when such re fu s a l  appears to  be co n tra ry  to  what 

we understand by h is  i n te r e s t s ,  in  the 'long  run* made happ ier by 

h is  ac tio n ?

I t  i s  o ften  s a id , fo o lish ly  I  b e lie v e , th a t  the d ish o n est man 

w ill  always be found out and shunned, thus rece iv ing  th e  ju s t  

punishment fo r h is  *crim e*. T his seems to  me fo o lish  on many co u n ts . 

F i r s t ly ,  i t  i s  obvious th a t  the u n ju st man i s  not always d iscovered 

and secondly , in  the  world o f business he i s  not n e c e ssa rily  

shunned fo r occasional a c tio n s  of th a t  s o r t .  There i s  even an 

adm iration  expressed fo r the man who i s  'tough* erough to  ignore the  

'r i g h t '  th ing  to  do on occasion . True, i f  he always sought h is  own 

in te r e s t  he would be shunned fo r no one could ca rry  on business w ith 

him, but i f  he occasionally  seeks h is  own advantage, e x p e rtly  and 

e sp e c ia lly  when by doing so he w il l  remove him self from the c i r c le  

of those he *does down*., he i s  tre a te d  as a  hard-headed business 

man and as exem plifying c e r ta in  v i r tu e s .  On the co n tra ry  s id e  o f , 

the p ic tu re ,  the man who re fu se s  to  a c t d ishonestly  on occasion i s  

o ften  tre a te d  as 's o f t* , and even a s  a l i a b i l i t y  to  h is  firm  fo r  he 

w il l  not seek the advantage o f h is  employer by every p ra c tic a b le  means.

The problem here i s  a tw o-fold one. F i r s t l y ,  i t  seems u n ju s t 

th a t the  good man should s u f fe r  and the man who i s  prepared to  ignore 

moral rea so n s , p r o f i t ,  (There i s  no reason  to  c a l l  t h i s  second man

am e v il  mam. Few baurd-headed businessmen deserve a t i t l e  aeeorded



to  people l ik e  Barabas in  th e  Jew o f M alta, )  Secondly, th e re  i s  a 

problem of m otiva tion  which i s  of course  concep tually  connected w ith 

the  f i r s t  problem . We can understand  the man who a c ts  to  se rv e  h is  

own i n te r e s t  or the  in te r e s t  o f h is  firm , fo r th i s  nan in  se rv in g  

h is  firm  may w ell be se rv ing  h is  own i n t e r e s t ,  (Sometimes th e  problem 

i s  not s e t t l e d  in  t h i s  way. O ften , in  f a c t ,  th e  buyer or salesman i s  

hard-headed from p rid e  or v a n ity  r a th e r  than  fo r in t e r e s t  rea so n s .

T h is i s  perhaps something to  p ick  up l a t e r , )  Thus, i f  honesty  i s  a 

p o licy  which can be d iscarded  when no t a p p ro p ria te , honesty  i s  a 

means l ik e  a fund of good jo k e s , o r a t  l e a s t  i t  works in  the  same 

term s. However, why should the man who re fu se s  to  t r e a t  honesty  as 

a means, but a s  something resem bling a command, a c t a s  he does? I s  

he thereby  happ ier than  the  man Who does not a c t th i s  way?

I t  sounds an excess o f p ie ty  to  claim  th a t  'tru e *  happ iness can 

only be gained by a c tin g  r i g h t ly ,  fo r we do not always see unhappy 

v i l l a i n s ,  besides t h i s ,  th e  in tro d u c tio n  of the term 't r u e  happiness* 

i s  su s p ic io u s , (Q ualifica tions l ik e  t h i s  need ex p lan a tio n  and 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and a re  o f te n  a p e rsu as iv e  r e d e f in i t io n  o f the concep t.

My answer to  th e se  problems i s  along these  l in e s ,  I  do no t 

b e lie v e  th a t  ac tin g  wrongly b rin g s  unhappiness fo r  a l l  p eo p le . I t  

i s  only th e  ju s t  man who i s  w orried by u n ju s t a c t io n . Indeed, t h i s  

sta tem en t i s  c i r c u la r  fo r we could reasonab ly  define  the j u s t  man as 

he who i s  w orried about u n ju s t a c t io n . The man who c a re s  no th ing  fo r



m o ra lity  i a  not th e re fo re  w orried by a c tin g  a g a in s t i t s  d ic ta te s  

except when he i s  shunned because he does i t  too  o b v io u sly . Only 

th e  man who can fe e l  g u i l t  i s  tro u b le d  by the p o s s ib i l i ty  o f g u i l t .  

C e r ta in , perhaps i r r e s p o n s ib le ,  p s y c h ia t r i s t s ,  I  am to ld ,  have argued 

th a t  the g re a te s t  b a r r i e r  to  man’ s a tta inm en t of happiness i s  h is  

sense o f r ig h t  and wrong, 1 am su re  th a t  in  some sense a t  l e a s t  

t h i s  i s  a t ru e  i f  fo o l is h  comment. I t  i s  tru e  th a t  many people a re  

unhappy because they  fe e l  g u i l ty  o f some wrong, and would not be 

unhappy i f  they cared  noth ing  fo r  r ig h t  and wrong, but i t  i s  fo o lis h  

because th e  p s y c h ia t r is t  i s  a rgu ing  th a t  we should 'do  away w ith ' 

m o ra lity  and the  moral l i f e .  Q u ilt i s  a phenomenon of the moral l i f e  

and on ly , su re ly , becomes th e  su b je c t o f  p sy c h ia tr ic  concern i f  i t  

becomes i r r a t io n a l  in  th e  sense th a t  the  degree to  which someone fe e ls  

g u i l ty  i s  out o f p ro p o rtio n  to  h is  'c rim e* , ( I t  has always seemed 

to  me th a t  S t ,  Augustine overdid h is  * crime * of scrumping ap p le s  fo r  

exam ple,) Thus, I  th in k  th e  demand th a t  th e  moral man be rewarded 

and the  immoral man be n o t, i s  a r e f le c t io n  o f our concern tar  ju s t ic e  

but i s  a  demand th a t  we canno t, co sm ica lly , expect to  be s a t i s f i e d .

However, even i f  we cease  to  worry about t h i s  problem , and I  

do not suggest th a t  we shou ld , th e re  rem ains the  problem o f th e  

m o tiva tion  of the  moral man. Why does he a c t  as he does? Perhaps 

more im p o rtan tly , why should  he say th a t  he could not be happy a c tin g  

o therw ise? Here we beg in  to  see th a t  the  problem o f happiness i s  

not so lved  by ta lk in g  in  term s o f i n t e r e s t s ,  fo r  i t  i s  s u re ly  a 

com prehensible p o in t o f  view to  hold th a t  happiness i s  not achieved



by self-seeidL ng, By com prehensible I  mean th a t  i t  appears to  make 

sense to  say t h i s ,  and th a t  th e re  a re  recogn isab ly  human be ings who 

hold and a c t  upon th i s  b e l i e f .

The re s o lu tio n  o f th i s  problem i s  to  be achieved only by an 

exam ination of the  concept of happiness and i t s  r e la t io n s  w ith  such 

seem ingly s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  concepts l ik e  ’ in te r e s t s * .

There a r e ,  however some th e o r ie s  o f  m o ra lity  which seek to  

avoid the  paradox j u s t  describ ed  by re -d e f in in g  the moral l i f e  so th a t  

i t  does not a rise #  In  my opening rem arks I  s a id  th a t  I  would reg a rd  

as 'g iv e n ' tlie phenomena of the moral l i f e  a s  i t  i s  l iv e d . I  cannot 

see th a t  t a lk  about the concepts involved can be c a r r ie d  on in  any 

o th e r  way. Thus, X th in k  th a t  th e o r ie s  th a t  seek to  re -d e f in e  m o ra lity  

can be c r i t i c i s e d  i f  they lead  us to  p o s itio n s  th a t  c o n f l i c t  w ith  

our moral th in k in g . That i s  to  say , i f  a theo ry  t e l l s  us t l ia t  m o ra lity  

i s  o f such and such a n a tu re  and t h i s  im p lies  c e r ta in  phencwnena which 

do not square w ith our moral tliink ing  then  t h i s  i s  so much the  worse 

fo r  th e  th e o ry . The way th a t  any th eo ry  may be c r i t i c i s e d  fo r  doing 

t h i s ,  of co u rse , tias to  be dem onstrated in  term s o f the th e o ry , fo r  

i t  i s  always p o ss ib le  th a t  a  r e -d e s c r ip t io n  a s  opposed perhaps to  a 

r e - d e f in i t io n  may in  f a c t  both  square w ith our though ts about th e  moral 

l i f e  and he lp  us th e  b e t t e r  to  understand  i t .  Thus, 1 propose to  

ev a lu a te  two types of moral theo ry  in  an a ttem pt to  see w hether they  

a re  s a t is fa c to ry #  I f  they  a r e ,  then  the  problems th a t  we have 

d iscussed  w i l l  appear ch im erica l fo r  th ese  th e o r ie s  c laim  th a t  th e re  

i s  in  f a c t  no gap between m o ra lity  and ' i n t e r e s t ' ,  o r a t  l e a s t  what



gap th e re  ie  can be bridged# I  w i l l  c a l l  th ese  th e o r ie s  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,

the  's e l f - in t e r e s t*  and the 'f u n c t i o n a l i s t '  th eo rie s#  I th in k  th a t

i t  i s  t ru e  to  say th a t  both  th ese  th e o r ie s  have been held  in  the

form th a t  I  d isc u ss  them# I  s h a l l  take  a s  an example o f th e  's e l f -

i n t e r e s t '  th eo ry , th a t  put forward by G* R. G rice in  h is  r e c e n t ,

s tim u la tin g  book ' The grounds o f  moral .judgement'#  However, when

I  ccmie to  the  'f u n c t i o n a l i s t '  th eo ry , I  s h a l l  use a s  my sp ringboard

the theo ry  put forward by John Kemp in  h is  ' Reason, A ction and 
2

M o ra lity ' w ithout th ereb y  w ishing to  imply th a t  h is  comments 

re p re se n t f u l ly  what I  should want to  c a l l  a f u n c t io n a l is t  p o s itio n #

I t  seems to  me th a t  some rem arks in  c h ap te r eleven of t h i s  book 

suggest th a t  such a theory  i s  p u t forward bu t th e re  a re  o th e r  remarks 

which suggest d iffe ren ces#  I  choose the  book because I  w ish to  

d isc u ss  i t  from an o th er p o in t o f view l a t e r  and th e re fo re  th e re  i s  

economy in  using  i t  a s  a  springboard  here#

The s im i la r i ty  between the two th e o r ie s  i s  th a t  they bo th  claim  

th a t  m o ra lity  i s  a means to  m an's happ iness; the  d if fe re n c e  between 

them i s  th a t  w hile th e  's e l f - i n t e r e s t '  theory  ho lds th a t  man in  a c tin g  

m orally  i s  a c tin g  d i r e c t ly  in  h is  own ' i n t e r e s t s ' ,  th e  'f u n c t i o n a l i s t '  

theo ry  ho lds th a t  tlie r e l a t i o n  i s  in d ire c t#  They can be b r ie f ly  

c h a ra c te r is e d  a s  follow s# The ' s e l f - i n t e r e s t ' theory  ho lds th a t  a 

reason  to  be j u s t  can be g iven  to  any man in  term s of h is  i n t e r e s t s ;  

th a t  i t  i s ,  though i t  appear o th erw ise , in  f a c t  in  the i n t e r e s t s  o f

1# A ll re fe re n c e s  to  G rice  in  t h i s  th e s is  a re  to  t h i s  book# 
2 . A ll re fe re n c e s  to  K«np in  t h i s  th e s is  a re  to  th is  book#



th e  agent to  a c t  m orally# The 'f u n c t io n a l is t*  th eo ry , on the o th e r  

hand, ho lds th a t  m o ra lity  se rv es  a fu n c tio n  in  s o c ia l  l i f e ;  th a t  i t  

maintËiins the c o n d itio n s  necessary  fo r  man to  l iv e  a c e r ta in  s ty le  

of l i f e #  Thus m o ra lity  i s  a means to  some fu r th e r  end in  th a t  though 

the  motive fo r a c tin g  m orally  i s  not on each occasion  a s e l f - i n t e r e s t  

one, the i n s t i t u t i o n  of m o ra lity  i s  to  be j u s t i f i e d  in  term s o f i t s  

e ffe c ts#

Now, a s  I  mentioned b e fo re , i t  i s  not e n t i r e ly  c le a r  what i s  

covered by the  term s ' s e l f - i n t e r e s t ' o r ' i n t e r e s t s '  here# There a re  

many ways of using the  term ' i n t e r e s t '  which do not always add up to  

the same thing# Thus we ta lk  o f (1) a man being in te re s te d  (o p p o site  

u n in te re s te d )  in  s a i l in g  o r p o tte ry  where we mean something l ik e  he 

enjoys s a i l in g  or making p o tte ry , or fo llow s i t s  a c t iv i t ie s #  I f  a man 

i s  in te r e s te d  in  s a i l i n g ,  we should expect him to  fo llow  the  re p o r ts  

in  the  new spapers, to  take p a r t  in  ra c e s  o r r a l l i e s ,  to  t a lk  about i t ,  

read  about i t  and so on# Huch an in te r e s t  can of course  be c a su a l, 

p a ss in g , or a b id in g , th ese  term s r e f e r r in g  perhaps, to  the  amount of 

time the  man spends on h is  in te r e s t#  A man w ith  an ab id ing  in te r e s t  

in  s a i l in g  may have many books on b o a ts , be very  in te r e s te d  in  th e  

h is to ry  of s a i l in g ,  spend time in  h is  b o a t, w hile a man who i s  

c a su a lly  in te r e s te d  in  i t  may only crew fo r  a f r ie n d  o cca s io n a lly  

bu t ta k e , say , no tro u b le  to  le a rn  th e  i n t r i c a c ie s  o f sail-m aking#

I t  i s  im possib le  to  l e g i s l a t e  fo r  what the in te re s te d  man would do, 

o f co u rse , fo r  th e  i n t e r e s t  can tak e  many fw m s, but th e  c e n tr a l  p o in t,

I  take  i t ,  i s  th a t  th e re  i s  no end towards which h is  s a i l in g  i s  d irec ted #



He i s  not in te r e s te d  in  th a t  he expects o r hopes to  g a in  in  o th er 

ways from h is  a c t iv i ty #

Another sense o f i n t e r e s t ,  which I  th in k  i s  more c e n tr a l  to  

s e l f - i n t e r e s t  th e o r ie s  o f m o ra lity , i s  th e  sense in  which a man may 

be in te r e s te d  (2) in  th e  p roduction  o f a p lay  (o p p o site  d is in te re s te d )#  

There i s  no reason  to  suppose th a t  t h i s  mem i s  in te r e s te d  or indeed 

u n in te re s te d  in  sense ( 1 ) ,  tar  what we a re  say ing , p e rhaps, i s  th a t  

the man s ta n d s  to  g a in  or lo se  by th e  success o f th e  play# He may 

be th e  au tho r or he may have backed the p lay  f in a n c ia l ly ,  fo r example, 

or he may 'have an i n t e r e s t '  in  i t s  f a i lu r e  i f  he w ishes to  put ano ther 

p lay  on a t  the same th e a tre  or i f  he w ishes to  see h is  r iv a l  d i r e c to r  

f a i l#  In  r e p o r ts  o f c o u rt cases  we sometimes hear t a lk  of the 

'i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s ' being rep re se n te d  by counsel# Counsel .here i s  

r e ta in e d  to  'lo o k  a f t e r  th e i r  i n t e r e s t s '  -  to  ensure th a t  they a re  

not ad v erse ly  a f fe c te d  by th e  p ro g ress  of th e  case#

Yet an o th e r sense in  which we use the  word i s  th e  sense ( 3 ) in

which we speak of a man tak in g  an i n t e r e s t  in ,  sa y , th e  course of 

h is  s o n 's  education# Here, we may not mean th a t  he i s  in te re s te d

in  e i th e r  o f  th e  o th e r  two se n se s , but sim ply th a t  he c a re s  fo r  h is

son and seeks to  ensure th a t  h is  son i s  educated properly#  He may, 

to  do t h i s ,  have to  fo rce  h im self to  take  an i n t e r e s t  in  the th e o r ie s  

o f education#

I t  i s  f a i r l y  c le a r  th a t  what l in k s  th ese  uses to g e th e r  i s  the



concept o f m otivation# To ta lk  of a man being in te r e s te d  (1 ) ,  ie  to  

c la s s i f y  h ie  a c t iv i t y  in  a c e r ta in  way, to  say th a t  i t  i s  not end- 

d ire c te d  and to  l in k  i t  w ith  o th e r  m o tiva tion  concep ts l ik e  

'enjoyment* and so on# To say th a t  a man i s  in te r e s te d  in  sense 

( 2 ) ,  i s  to  say th a t  he seeks some g a in  by h is  a c t iv i t y  and th a t  

th e re  i s  a p o s s ib i l i ty  o f b ia s  in  h is  coimyients in  re s p e c t o f h is  

in te r e s t#  Sense ( 3 ) i s  not a s  c le a r  a s  the  o th e r  two, but roughly 

i t  seems to  mean th a t  th e  man c a re s  about something because he ca re s  

about something e ls e  in tim a te ly  connected w ith i t#

Much more could be sa id  about th ese  uses but i t  w i l l  be 

im m ediately more p ro f i ta b le  to  d isc u ss  them in  term s o f  th e  's e l f -  

i n t e r e s t '  theory# Which use i s  involved  here?

-hen we ta lk  o f something being in  sŒoeone's i n t e r e s t ,  we mean 

th a t  th e re  i s  a  reason  fo r  h is  doing i t ,  w hether he reco g n ise  i t  o r not# 

I f  X i s  in  A '8 i n t e r e s t ,  then A has an i n t e r e s t  in  x , w hether A 

reco g n ise s  t h i s  or not# Now, i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  to  say th a t  A was 

in te r e s te d  (sense  1) in  x , i f  he did no t reco g n ise  i t#  However, A 

could have an i n t e r e s t  in  x and not recogn ise  i t  in  sense (2 ) ,  fo r  

i t  could be th a t  what happens w ith  regard  to  x w il l  a f f e c t  A in  

some way. What A i s  unaware o f ,  th e re fo re , i s  acme em p irica l 

co n n ec tio n  between x and o th e r  o f h is  i n t e r e s t s  o r h is  aims# Thus, 

i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  t a lk  o f a c tin g  in  A 's  in t e r e s t  even when A does 

ho t recogn ise  th e  a c tio n  to  be such# Nor does sense (3 ) seem 

a p p ro p r ia te , fo r  t h i s  seems to  e x p la in  A 's a c tio n s  consequent upon



h is  tak in g  an in t e r e s t  a s  being the r e a l i s a t i o n  of a  connec tion  

between something he c a re s  fo r  and th e  su b je c t o f h is  in te r e s t#

Sense ( 3) seems c lo s e r  to  sense ( 1 ) ,  th an  i t  does to  sense  (2)#

However, i t  i s  not e n t i r e ly  c le a r  t h a t  a l l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  

th e o r ie s  do use only sense (2) o f th e  concep t, fo r  the s e l f - i n t e r e s t  

th eo ry  i s  one which a ttem p ts  to  explsdn  th e  m o tiva tion  o f a c t io n , and 

i t  seems obvious th a t  not a l l  human a c t io n  can be d ire c te d  a t  some 

fu r th e r  end. There has to  be a  s to p  somewhere# Thus, x i s  in  

A 's  i n te r e s t  only i f  x a f f e c t s  something th a t  m a tte rs  to  A# Thus, 

i f  the  p lay  th a t  A i s  backing w il l  make A a l o t  o f money, th e re  i s  a 

sense in  which c e r ta in  a c t io n s , l ik e  a d v e r t is in g  the  p la y , ta lk in g  

h ig h ly  o f i t ,  g e tt in g  a prominent p e rs o n a l i ty  to  speak w e ll o f i t  

and so on, a re  only in  A 's  i n t e r e s t  i f  A c a re s  fo r  th e  money th a t  i t  

w i l l  b r in g . (Of course A may have an i n t e r e s t  in  i t  i n  o th e r  ways; 

he may fo r example th in k  th a t  the  au th o r deserves some re c o g n itio n  

and so on, but i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  see  here  th a t  th i s  i s  h is  s e l f -  

i n t e r e s t . )  Thus, in  g e n e ra l term s we might say th a t  x i s  in  A 's  

i n t e r e s t  (2) i f  the  a c tio n  which i s  x w i l l  b rin g  about o r a s s i s t  

in  b rin g in g  about or p rev en t the f a i lu r e  o f ,  or some such form ula, 

something which i s  or w il l  b rin g  success fo r  scxne of A 's  aims#

1# I t  i s  p o ss ib le  fo r  some o th e r  person  to  say th a t  x i s  in  A 's 
in t e r e s t  even i f  A claim s not to  want some end a ided  by x# I t  
might be sa id  thatA  ought to  want t h i s  end or th a t  he w il l  come 
to  a p p re c ia te  i t#  I t  canno t, however, be sa id  of A th a t  he ^  
a c tin g  fo r  h is  i n t e r e s t s  u n less  the  end, which i s  supposed to  
re p re se n t,  a t  t h i s  moment, h is  i n t e r e s t s ,  i s  recogn ised  a s  such 
by th e  agent A. Allowance must be made here fo r p o ss ib le  d e sc r ip 
t io n s  o f a c tio n s  in  term s o f unconscious m o tiv a tio n , o f course#



However, ouch a formula w il l  not s a t i s f y  e n t i r e ly  the  needs of 

the s e l f - i n t e r e s t  theory# For example, suppose th a t  A*s aim i s  the  

r e l i e f  o f s u ffe r in g  in  some p a r t  o f  the  world# I t  i s  in  the  in t e r e s t  

of the r e l i e f  o f s u ffe r in g  th a t  A a c t s ,  not r e a l ly  in  term s o f h is  

own in te r e s ts #  Somehow, i t  seems th a t  what the  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  theo ry  

v/ants i s  some 'pe rsona l*  id e n t i f i c a t io n  of som eone's in te r e s ts #

L et us b r i e f ly  examine G r ic e 's  theo ry  and see whether t h i s  i s

so#

On page 22 o f  h is  book, G rice  c la im s th a t  h is  theo ry  w i l l  g ive 

any man a reason  fo r  a c tin g  in  accordance w ith the  d ic t a t e s  o f 

m orality#  In  f a c t  he proposes never to  claim  th a t :

"# # # s l, a s  a reason  fo r a m an's doing an a c t io n  x , i s  b e t t e r  

than  s2 as a reason  fo r h is  doing n o t-x , u n le ss  I  th in k  t h a t ,  

whoever he may be . he would be convinced th a t  i t  i s ;  provided 

only th a t  he understands what i s  be ing  sa id  to  him# Good w il l  

i s  not presupposed#"

(The emphasis in  t h i s  q u o ta tio n  i s  mine#)

G rice i s  th e re fo re  claim ing th a t  th e re  a re  reasons which make appeal 

to  any man, no m a tte r  what h is  i n t e r e s t s  are# Thus, he appears to  

hold th a t  th e re  i s  a type of reason  fo r  a c t io n  which every man would 

see a s  a  reason# He makes a d i s t in c t io n ,  i t  seems, between th ese  

reasons and the reasons which only th e  man of good w il l  could have#

In  o th e r  words, G rice i s  p o in tin g  to  what he tak e s  to  be a  f a c t  

about human nature# The in te r e s t s  a re  th e re fo re  to  be id e n t i f i e d
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i n  term s o f th e  man ac a  u n it  o r in d iv id u a l#  S e l f - in t e r e s t

th e re fo re  must be the s e t  of i n t e r e s t s  th a t  a  man h a s , seen  in

c o n tr a d is t in c t io n  to  the  i n t e r e s t s  of o th e rs  fo r  only the 'a l t r u i s t i c *

man as  G rice l a t e r  c a l l s  him, i s  in te r e s te d  in  o thers#  They a re

s e lf -c e n tre d  reasons in  th a t  they make re fe re n c e  only to  th e  s e l f

of the  agent# The e s s e n t ia l  th in g  i s  th a t  tliey must be seen  a s

belonging to  an in d iv id u a l and can be id e n t i f ie d  only in  d i s t in c t io n

to  the i n t e r e s t s  o f an o th er agent# Thus, take  a  man A who wants a ,

and sees  a c tio n  x a s  in  h is  in t e r e s t  because i t  w i l l  b rin g  about a .

Take an o th e r man B who wants b which can be rep re sen ted  a s  n o t-a .

then  we have a s i tu a t io n  in  which the i n t e r e s t s  o f A run co n tra ry

to  the i n t e r e s t s  of B, fo r  a s  long a s  th e  s i tu a t io n  i s  kep t to  th is

sim ple minimum# x i s  not in  B 's  i n t e r e s t  because i t  w ill  b rin g  about
1a s t a te  which he does not want# B has th e re fo re  a reason  to  

prevent x , and A a reason  to  encourage x . Now, G rice m ain tains th a t  

the use o f  such reasons con account fo r  th e  whole of moral th ink ing  

as  well# In  h is  words, he i s  c laim ing th a t

’*### reasons can be g iven  fo r  a c tin g  m orally  no t only to  a  

man who wants to  be moral but a ls o  to  a man who does not 

ca re  a  b ra s s  f a r th in g  whether he i s  moral or not#"

(o p .c i t#  P 23)

We should remember here th a t  th e re  i s  only  one type o f  reason  

p e rm iss ib le  -  th a t  in  term s of the a g e n t 's  i n t e r e s t s  defined  in

1. To say th a t  A wants a  i s  n o t, of course  to  say th a t  a i s  in  A 's 
in te r e s t#  I t  may be th e  case  both  th a t  A wants a  and th a t  a i s  
in  A 's i n t e r e s t s ,  bu t t h i s  i s  not alw ays so# In  G r ic e 's  d isc u ss io n , 
th e re  does not seem room fo r  t h i s  d i s t in c t io n ,  so I  have s e t  ou t 
the above in  h is  terms#



c o n tr a d is t in c t io n  to  th e  i n t e r e s t  of anyone e ls e .  But one th ing  

th a t  m o ra lity  commands us to  do on occasion  i s  to  g ive  up a c tio n s  

which a re  in  our i n t e r e s t s ,  fo r  the  sake of the i n t e r e s t s  of o th e rs . 

G rice i s  th e re fo re  committed to  showing how h is  theo ry  can account 

fo r  a d i s t in c t io n  between ty p es  o f reason  fo r a c tio n  which he has 

im p lic i t ly  denied i s  r e le v a n t .

Let us follow  through G r ic e 's  th eo ry  to  see what happens. I t  

w i l l  bo in s t r u c t iv e  because th e re  i s  a p o in t where he beg ins to  

confuse sense (1) and sense (2) o f th e  use o f 'in te r e s t*  which g ives 

a su rface  p l a u s ib i l i t y  to  h is  rem arks. To proceed , G rice  commences 

by making a d i s t in c t io n  between 'independent*  i n t e r e s t s  and *non- 

independen t' i n t e r e s t s .

The former i s  the  in t e r e s t  of the  agent a ssessed  independently  

of the  i n t e r e s t s  of anyone e ls e  w hile the l a t t e r  i s  the  i n te r e s t  of 

the  agent combined w ith th e  i n t e r e s t s  o f o th e r  peop le . The lo g ic a l  

connection  between th e se  two i s  very  obscure but G rice ex p la in s i t  

a s  fo llo w s: (P 3G)

"A man of a l t r u i s t i c  d is p o s i t io n  c h a r a c te r i s t i c a l ly  a c ts  in  

c e r ta in  ways because i t  i s  in  the  i n t e r e s t  o f o th e rs  th a t  he 

should do s o . . . t h e r e  i s  a good sense  In  which i t  i c  in  h is  

i n t e r e s t  to  a c t  In  th ese  ways; he i s  n o t, except o c c a s io n a lly , 

made more m iserab le  by doing so . On th e  c o n tra ry , he i s ,  on 

th e  whole, made h a p p ie r , '/hen we speak in  t h i s  way of i t s  

be ing  in  h is  i n te r e s t  to  a c t in  th e  i n te r e s t  o f o th e r  people .



X wish to  say th a t  t h i s  i s  an assessm ent o f h is  i n t e r e s t  which 

i s  not independent o f the i n t e r e s t s  of o th e r  p eo p le ."

Thus non-inderendent i n t e r e s t s  a re  i n te r e s t s  th a t  a re  not 

independent o f the in t e r e s t s  o f o th e r  peo p le . T his d i s t in c t io n  

which G rice  ho lds to  be c r u c ia l ,  i s  however only an I l lu s o ry  one.

I t  i s  only in  the i n te r e s t  o f an agen t to  co n sid er the  i n te r e s t s  o f 

o th e rs  i f  he i s  of 'a n  a l t r u i s t i c  d is p o s i t io n ' and i f  he i s  n o t, then  

th i s  d i s t in c t io n  d isa p p e a rs . Indeed, even fo r  the a l t r u i s t i c  person , 

the  d i s t in c t io n  i s  un im portan t, fo r  i t  marks, according  to  G r ic e 's  

psychology, m erely a  p a r t  o f h is  i n t e r e s t s .  He happens to  l ik e  

iielping o th e rs  j u s t  a s  tie happens, perhaps, to  l ik e  b reed iz^  ducks.

Thus, what i s  in  h is  ' non-independent ' i n t e r e s t  i s  sim ply in  h is  

in t e r e s t s  independently  a ssessed  -  i f  he does not do x which a id s  

someone e ls e  then  he i s  not doing something which i s  in  h is  in te r e s t s  

to  do. In  th e  same way, i f  he does not a tte n d  th e  le c tu r e  course  on 

liatctiing duck eggs, ne i s  (xa ittlng  to  do something wtxich w il l  enable 

him to  fu r t i ie r  h is  i n t e r e s t  in  breeding  ducks. For the  man who c a re s  

noth ing  fo r  ducks nor peop le , n e ith e r  a c t io n  i s  in  h is  in t e r e s t s  in  

any sen se , and th e re  can be ^  reaso n  fo r  cai*rying out the a c t io n s .

T his i s  60 because G rice has claim ed th a t  'good w i l l  i s  not p resu p p o sed '.

The su rfa ce  p l a u s ib i l i t y  of G r ic e 's  a ttem pt to  d e sc rib e  a l l  

reasons in  term s o f th e  concept of ' s e l f - i n t e r e s t '  comes from h is  

confusion  over ' i n t e r e s t ' .  There i s  indeed a  sense in  which the  man 

o f 'a l t r u i s t i c  d is p o s i t io n ' i s  in te r e s te d  in  tïie w e ll-be ing  of o th e r



people and indeed tak e s  an i n t e r e s t  in  t h e i r  w ell-be ing  but i t  i s  

sim ply a  confusion  to  say th a t  a c tio n  which safeguards t h e i r  w ell

being i s  in  the  a g e n t 's  i n t e r e s t .  G rice i s  using 'in te r e s t*  in  the  

l a t t e r  use here in  the  sense o f the  i n t e r e s t  of the  agent expressed 

in  c o n tr a d is t in c t io n  to  the i n te r e s t s  of o th e rs . A coincidence be

tween the  i n te r e s t s  of o th e rs  and the  i n t e r e s t s  of th e  agen t occurs

wlien i t  i s  in  the in te r e s t  of the  agent to  help  o th e rs  fo r  some

fu r th e r  end of h is  own. That the  agen t i s  in te r e s te d ,  or tak es an

in te r e s t  in  th e  w elfare  of o th e rs  does not mean th a t  i t  i s  in  h is

( s e l f )  i n t e r e s t  to  a c t  fo r  th e i r  w e ll-b e in g . Thus, suppose th a t  A 

does X because i t  i s  in  th e  in t e r e s t  of B th a t  he do i t  and th i s  i s  

h is  only rea so n , A being a  person  who tak es  an in t e r e s t  in  the w ell

being o f o th e r s ,  x cannot be in  A 's i n te r e s t  (sense  2 ) ,  u n less  e i th e r  

X w ill  enable B to  do something which in  A 's in t e r e s t s  or doing x 

fo r  B w i l l  persuade, say , ano ther person  C to  do something which i s  in  

A 's i n t e r e s t s .  These a l t e r n a t iv e s  being ex hypo thesi counted o u t, 

i t  cannot be sa id  th a t  A 's a c t io n  fo r  B i s  in  A 's i n t e r e s t .  T his i s  

because to  be ab le  to  id e n t i fy  A 's i n te r e s t s  (2) in  th e  f i r s t  p la c e , 

we had to  d is t in g u is h  them from B 's  and A 's in t e r e s t s  cannot be

served u n le ss  th e  r e s u l t s  of the a c t io n  'r e tu r n ' to  A, which again
1

ex h y p o th es i, they  do n o t.

I  have sa id  th a t  I  do not in tend  to  argue w hether a l t r u i s t i c  

a c tio n  i s  ' p o s s ib le ' fo r  1 take  a s  a f a c t  of moral l i f e  th a t  such 

a c tio n s  occu r. Thus, i t  would seem th a t  some n o tio n  o f 'good w ill*  

i s  in  f a c t  req u ire d  to  account fo r  d is in te r e s te d  a c t io n .



L et u s continue w ith  the exam ination of G r ic e 's  theo ry  to  see 

where th e  f a c ts  th a t  he has missed show up in  h is  account#

To proceed I G rice has defined  the sentence *A ought to  do x* 

such th a t  i t  im plies 'a  p ro p o sitio n  in  terms of the  concept of 

b e t t e r  reaso n  fo r doing x th a n * (any o th e r reason) (P 25) i and b e t t e r  

reaso n s a re  those which anyone who understands w ill  see a s  b e t t e r  

reasons fo r  a c tin g  w ithout recourse  to  good w ill#  That i s  to  say 

one reaso n  i s  b e t te r  than  any o th er only i f  i t  can be seen  to  appeal 

more su c c e ss fu lly  to  the a g e n t 's  in te re s ts #  There i s  a reason  to  do 

X and a reason  not to  do x . The reason  th a t  r a t io n a l i ty  demands we 

follow  i s  th a t  which serves our i n te r e s t s  best# G rice proceeds to  

make a d i s t in c t io n  between an a b s tra c t  (s im ila r  to  R o ss 's  "prima 

fa c ie " )  o b lig a tio n  and an a c tu a l o b lig a tio n , which he s e t s  out as 

fo llow s;

"A ought (a b s tra c t ly )  to  do x 

im p lie s

There i s  a reason  fo r A 's doing x which i s  b e t te r  than  any in  

term s of h is  o v e ra ll independent in te r e s t  fo r  doing e i th e r  x 

or not-x#" (P 51)

"A ought (a c tu a lly )  to  do x 

im p lie s

There i s  a reason fo r  A 's doing x which i s  b e t t e r  th an  any 

o th e r  reason  of the  same kind fo r  doing e i th e r  x o r not-x#"

(P 31)



An a b s t r a c t  o b lig a tio n  ho lds th a t  th e re  i s  a  reason  fo r  a c tin g  

which i s  b e t t e r  than  any reason  to  the co n tra ry  th a t  i s  e x p re ss ib le  

in  term s o f th e  a g e n t 's  in te r e s ts #  An a c tu a l  o b lig a tio n  i s  one which 

ho lds in  the c o n f l ic t  o f two a b s t r a c t  ones# The th in g  to  n o tic e  here 

i s  th a t  G rice i s  a lread y  beginning to  go back upon what he sa id  a t  

the beginning# I t  i s  no doubt tru e  (and I  would hold i t  to  be an 

e s s e n t ia l  p a r t  o f the  concept o f  moral o b lig a tio n )  th a t  a moral 

o b lig a tio n  y ie ld s  a reason  fo r  a c tin g  no m atte r what o n e 's  own 

independent i n t e r e s t s  a re  but u n less  G rice  can show some way in  which 

the  a c tio n  performed under th e  o b lig a tio n  i s  in  f a c t  in  the  i n te r e s t s  

of the  ag en t, then  he has e x p l i c i t ly  c o n tra d ic te d  h is  s ta tem en t th a t  

only reasons in  term s o f the  i n t e r e s t s  o f the agen t a re  r a t io n a l ly  

accep tab le#

He wants to  do t h i s  in  term s, of co u rse , o f h is  concept o f 'non - 

independen t' i n t e r e s t s ,  but we have a lre ad y  seen th a t  th e  d i s t in c t io n  

i s  i llu so ry #  I t  seems th a t  G rice  has n o ticed  a f a c t  about m oral l i f e  

which h is  th eo ry  w il l  not account f o r .

G rice says (P 92)

"'D oing X i s  a g a in s t  my i n t e r e s t ’ , i s  no t incom patib le  w ith ,

'The requirem ent upon everyone, in c lu d in g  me, to  do x , i s  in  

my in te r e s t# •"

G r ic e 's  p o in t i s  th a t  w hile x may be in  my i n t e r e s t s ,  i t  might 

fu r th e r  my in te r e s t s  even more, i f ,  even though i t  means my not doing



X, no one e ls e  d id  i t  e ith e r#  Thus, i f  I  can fin d  seme means of 

g e t t in g  everyone not to  do x , my in te r e s to  w ill  be the b e t t e r  

served#

T his method o r means, G rice seems to  su g g est, i s  m o ra lity , 

rep re se n te d  a s  a form of f ic t io n a l  c o n tra c t not to  do x# Thus he 

sa y s , to  say th a t  x i s  o b lig a to ry  (everyone ought to  do x) i s  to  

say th a t  everyone in d iv id u a lly  b e n e f its  by th e re  being  a p re s c r ip t io n  

to  do X -  or b e t te r ,  to  say th a t  x i s  o b lig a to ry  i s  to  say th a t  i t  

i s  in  ev ery o n e 's  in te r e s t s  to  make a c o n tra c t to  do x#

I t  i s  the presence of the  moral ru le  which i s  b e n e f ic ia l  to  each 

member o f the so c ie ty  and since  an o b lig a tio n  to  do x i s  to  be defined  

a s  a b e t t e r  reason  fo r  doing x than any reason  in  term s o f the  a g e n t 's  

independent i n t e r e s t s ,  every member o f the so c ie ty  has a b e t t e r  reason  

fo r  doing x , given the  e x is ten ce  of the  moral r u le .  Thus, w ith  v a rio u s 

m o d ifica tio n s  which follow  on from t h i s ,  G rice claim s to  have g iven  a 

reaso n  fo r  any person to  a c t m orally  -  good w il l  not being assumed# 

However, most people would be h ig h ly  su sp ic io u s  of t h i s  argum ent, 

and r ig h t ly  so fo r  i t  i s  r e a l ly  only a c le v e r  p iece of so ph istry#

There a re  two major d i f f i c u l t i e s  here# The f i r s t  i s  th a t  the 

argument depends upon the d i s t in c t io n  between independent and non- 

independent i n t e r e s t s  which we have seen to  be untenable# I f  i t  i s  

un tenab le  then  the move from x i s  o b lig a to ry  to  A has a reason  fo r  

doing X w il l  n o t, on G r ic e 's  s ta r t in g  p o in t,  hold# I f  only reasons



in  term s of the  a g en t’ s I n te r e s t s  a re  p o ss ib le , and th e re  i s  no 

reason  in  tertns of the a g e n t 's  i n te r  s t s ,  (a s  th e re  i s  not i f  

non-independent in te r e s t s  do not make sense , or a re  re d u c ib le  to  

independent o n es), then G rice has g iven  the  man w ithout good w i l l ,  

no reason  a t  a l l .

The second d i f f i c u l ty  i s  a l l i e d  to  t h i s .  I t  i s  alw ays up to  

some 'm a s te r-c rim in a l* , as G rice c a l l s  him, to  break th e  ru le s  so 

long a s  he can g e t away w ith i t .  G rice  t r i e s  to  defend h im self 

a g a in s t th i s  by saying th a t  such a c tio n  i s  p o ss ib le  but i r r a t i o n a l .

So long as someone understands G r ic e 's  argument, he w i l l  have a reason  

to  a c t  m orally . Some people w il l  not be ab le  to  understand , and to  

th a t  e x te n t th e i r  ac tio n s  w il l  be i r r a t i o n a l .

On page 133♦ G rice says;

" I f  th e re  a re  c la s s e s  of a c tio n  such th a t  i t  i s  r a t io n a l  th a t  

every member o f a so c ie ty  should be requ ired  to  do a c tio n s  of 

those  c la s s e s ,  then  we cannot deny th a t  i t  i s  r a t io n a l  fo r  

in d iv id u a ls  to  ^  such a c t io n s .. .w e  cannot then  deny th a t  th e re  

i s  a reason  fo r  everyone 's  doing them."

On page 139* he says

"For any in d iv id u a l, i t  may be' th e  case th a t  h is  g r e a te r  in te r e s t  

i s  served by everyone e ls e  doing such a c tio n s , w hile  he does not 

. . . .B u t  i t  cannot be r a t io n a l  to  a c t in  th i s  way. I t  i s  r a t io n a l  

only to  a c t  in  accordance with th e  requirem ents which a re  in  the  

c o n tra c tu a lly  harmonized in te r e s t s  of everyone."



In  the  f i r s t  quoted passage above, we must agree th a t  i f  a moral 

ru le  i s  a r a t io n a l  one, then  what i t  asks us to  do o r not to  do, 

must be r a t io n a l  as w e ll, in  the  sense th a t  i t  w il l  not be i r r a t io n a l  

to  c a r ry  out i t s  commands. Â moral ru le  which asked us to  c la p  our 

liands th re e  tim es every hour would, in  th i s  so c ie ty , be i r r a t i o n a l .

But th a t  something i s  a r a t io n a l  th in g  to  do, does not mean th a t  not 

to  do i t  i s  i r r a t i o n a l .  I t  i s  not i r r a t io n a l  to  p re fe r  mar-calade to  

jam nor v ic e  v e rs a . I t  i s  in  t h i s  sense th a t  th e  f i r s t  quoted passage 

i s  t r u e ,  b u t in  the  second passage we find  the words ' I t  i s  r a t io n a l  

only t o . . . '  which i s  not im plied  by the f i r s t  passage . G rice has 

proved th a t  m o ra lity  i s  not i r r a t i o n a l ,  not th a t  only m o ra lity  i s  

r a t i o n a l .

Thus, G rice  i s  not to  be allow ed to  escape the  'm as te r c r im in a l ' 

argument in  t h i s  way, and must face  up to  the f a c t  th a t  the m aster 

c rim in a l has reasons fo r  a c tin g  -  th a t  h is  a c t io n  i s  r a t i o n a l .  To 

say th a t  h is  a c tio n s  a re  i r r a t io n a l  i s  to  say th a t  they do not make 

sense aind, u n fo r tu n a te ly , they make sense only too  w e ll .

Thus, i t  seems to  me th a t  G r ic e 's  arguments f a l l  r ig h t  a t  the  

beginning o f h is  th e o ry , fo r  he cannot g ive "any one" a  reason  to  a c t  

m orally  o u ts id e  o f m o ra lity . He makes the  v i t a l  d i s t in c t io n  between 

s e l f - i n t e r e s t  and m o ra lity  and cannot b ridge  th e  gap between them. 

G rice  has a  p o in t,  which we w il l  d isc u ss  fu r th e r  in  ta lk in g  about 

fu n c tio n a lism , when he says th a t  i t  may o ften  be in  th e  in d iv id u a l 's  

i n t e r e s t s  to  make a  c o n tra c t  to  do or not to  do c e r ta in  th in g s . But



26.

a s  w ith  Hobbes and h is  c o n tr a c t ,  t h i s  a lread y  presupposes a concept 

o f m o ra lity  fo r  the  making of th e  c o n tra c t  to  be p o s s ib le .  The 

concept o f a c o n tra c t  i s  lo g ic a l ly  p o st and no t p r io r  to  m o ra lity . 

Thus G rice  must assume, a s  he does, an understand ing  o f  moral 

o b l ig a t io n  befo re  h is  a n a ly s is  o f i t  in  term s of i n t e r e s t s .  I t  

works b e fo re  t h i s  and w ithout t h i s .  Though i t  be in  an in d iv id u a l 's  

i n t e r e s t s  to  make such a c o n tra c t ,  what makes him keep to  i t  i s ,  so 

to  speak , h is  moral sen se , and not h i s  concern fo r  h is  i n t e r e s t s .

AS P e te r  Winch p o in ts  o u t, s o c ia l  l i f e  would be im possib le  w ithout 

r u le s  about t r u t h - t e l l i n g , but what s to p s  me ly in g  i s  not the thought 

th a t  s o c ia l  l i f e  w i l l  be harmed but the thought th a t  i t  i s  wrong. A 

moral in ju n c tio n  may be exp la ined  by re fe ren c e  to  i t s  fu n c tio n  in  

s o c ia l  l i f e ,  but in d iv id u a l a p p lic a t io n s  o f i t  a re  not so j u s t i f i e d  -  

they  do not need j u s t i f i c a t i o n .

We can th e re fo re ,  say th a t  the  connection  between m o ra lity  and

happ iness i s  not th a t  m o ra lity  i s  concerned to  make th e  agen t h a p p ie r.

S e l f - in t e r e s t  th e o r ie s  founder upon the  f a c t  th a t  m o ra lity  s e t s
2yrobleme fo r  us r a th e r  th an  so lv es  them fo r  u s .

There i s  th e re fo re  a d if fe re n c e  between rea so n s  in  term s of the 

a g e n t 's  i n t e r e s t s  (sen se  2 ) ,  and moral reasons and th e se  can semetimes 

c o n f l i c t .  G r ic e 's  f a i lu r e  i s  due to  h is  a b i l i t y  to  reco g n ise  th a t

1. 'N atu re  and Convention ' PAS 1959/60.
2 . As Winch a lso  says c . f .  Moral I n te g r i ty  (In au g u ra l L ec tu re  K ing 's 

C o llege , London (B lack w e ll) .



th e re  i s  a  d if fe re n c e  in  the f i r s t  p la c e , fo r  once t h i s  f a c t  i s  

recogn ised  th e re  i s  no r e a l  hope of fin d in g  a theory  which w il l  

reduce bo th  types of reason  to  the  same kind*

However, th e re  may s t i l l  be something to  be sa id  in  favour o f 

the  's o c ia l* ,  as opposed to  the 'p e rso n a l* , u t i l i t y  o f m o ra lity . 

G r ic e 's  m istake l i e s  in  a ttem pting  to  show th a t  th e re  a re  reasons 

fo r  any man to  be j u s t .  Among those th e o r i s t s  who we might term 

'f u n c t io n a l i s t s *  th e re  a re  those  who make the same m istak e . Kurt 

B aler and TArcus S inger c u ld  be numbered among these  but th a t  th i s  

i s  m istaken does not mean th a t  m o ra lity  does not serve  a fu n c tio n  in  

term s o f s o c ia l  l i f e .

The f u n c t io n a l i s t  p o s it io n  i s  th a t  m orality  e x is t s  to  guaran tee  

the c o n d itio n s  th a t  make s o c ia l  l i f e  p o s s ib le .  As Hume says in  h is  

P r in c ip le s  o f  M oralsi

"The s o c ia l  v i r tu e s  a re  never regarded  w ithout t h e i r  b e n e f ic ia l  

te n d e n c ie s , nor viewed a s  b a rren  and u n t ru th fu l .  The happiness 

o f  mankind, the  o rder o f s o c ie ty , th e  harmony o f fa m ilie s , the  

m utual support o f f r ie n d s , a re  always considered  a s  the r e s u l t  

of t h e i r  g e n tle  dominion over the b re a s ts  of men."

T his th eo ry  need not a ttem p t, on the su rfa ce  a t  l e a s t ,  to  g ive 

each man a  reaso n  to  be j u s t ,  fo r  i t  i s  much more in te r e s te d  in  

ex p la in in g  the  'r a t i o n a l i t y '  o f m orals. E f fe c t iv e ly , what i t  does

1. Selby-B igge e d it io n  o f E n q u iries  Sect 144, P l 8 l .



i s  to  s e t  up c r i t e r i a  fo r e v a lu a tin g  th e  p ro p rie ty  of any p a r t i c u la r  

moral code or statem ent* I f  the  code o r th e  p r in c ip le  which the  

sta tem ent im p lie s , se rv es  the  fu n c tio n  of b ring ing  about or main

ta in in g  a c e r ta in  le v e l  o f s o c ia l  l i f e ,  then  i t  i s  a  r a t io n a l  and 

p roper one*

John Kemp says}

"A moral r u le  must not m erely f u l f i l l  th e  c o n d itio n # • « th a t 

i t  can be ac ted  upon, or adopted as an id e a l ;  i t  must a ls o  

f u l f i l l  the more r e s t r i c t i v e  c o n d itio n  th a t  i t  can be adopted 

as  a moans o f i n i t i a t i n g  or p rese rv in g  or ex tending  some kind 

o f co -o p e ra tio n  o r s o c ia l  a c t iv i t y  between human beings#"^

Here Kemp i s  saying th a t  the  main fu n c tio n  o f moral r u le s  i s  th a t  they  

enable us to  'g e t  on* w ith  o th e r  people*

As I  s a id  b e fo re , th e re  a re  passages in  th is  book which suggest 

th a t  Kemp's theory  i s  not sim ply a  'f u n c t io n a l is t*  one, and I  w i l l  

come to  th e se  d if fe re n c e s  in  a  moment* However, l e t  us suppose fo r  

our immediate purposes th a t  we a re  d ea lin g  w ith a  sim ple f u n c t io n a l i s t  

p o sitio n *

Thus, the  f u n c t io n a l i s t  p o s i t io n  i s  th a t  th e re  i s  a form o f  l i f e  < 

c a l l  i t  the ’good l i f e *  -  which men wish to  a tta in *  In  a s t a t e  of 

n a tu re , i t  would be im possib le  to  ach ieve t h i s  'good l i f e *  because 

i t s  a tta inm ent depends upon c e r ta in  forms o f  in te r r a c t io n  which would

1* Op. c i t*  P 196*



29.

be, in  th i s  s t a t e ,  im p o ssib le . M orality  i s  seen  a s  a means whereby 

the  'good l i f e *  can be achieved and m aintained# The e x is te n c e  of 

m o ra lity  b rin g s  about g re a te r  happiness fo r  man.

Note th a t  th e  theory  does not say th a t  in d iv id u a lly  each man 

w il l  n e c e s sa r ily  b e n e f i t  from h is  moral a c t s ,  and does n o t, on the  

su rfa ce  a t  l e a s t ,  o f f e r  m otives fo r  moral a c t io n . Indeed, i t  appears 

th a t  th e  only m otive fo r  moral a c tio n  i s  in  f a c t  re sp e c t fo r  th e  

moral code.

In  h is  paper, * M orality  and Advantage*, David G au th ie r d e sc r ib e s  

t h i s  th e s is  as fo llo w s. I t  i s  the th e s is  th a t*

"M orality  i s  a system  o f  p r in c ip le s  such th a t  i t  i s

advantageous fo r  everyone i f  everyone accep ts  and a c ts  upon

i t ,  y e t a c tin g  on the  system of p r in c ip le s  re q u ire s  th a t  some

persons perform  d isadvantageous a c t s ."

Elsewhere, G au th ier dem onstra tes th a t  the agent can expect to  b e n e f i t
2

from the d isadvantageous a c t s  of o th e rs  bu t not from h is  own.

However, a s  he p o in ts  ou t in  th e  f i r s t  mentioned work, i t  seems 

a f a c t  o f  our moral l i f e  th a t  m o ra lity  does not cease to  bind when i t  

begins to  be more advantageous to  l iv e  o u ts id e  the  moral system , r a th e r  

than  support i t .

W'hat i s  the fo rce  o f  t h i s  c r i t ic is m ?  The p o in t i s  th a t  even

1. I^ iloB ophical Review 196? P 461/462.
2 , ^ v id  Gauthier /^ T actica l Reasoning.



t h i s  theo ry  seeks to  j u s t i f y  m o ra lity  in  terms of the  advantage th a t  

can be gained  from i t*  I f  m o ra lity  can be taken a s  a means then  in  

p r in c ip le  a t  l e a s t ,  i t  i s  re p la c e a b le  in  the  event o f a  more e f f e c t iv e  

means* The connection  between means and ends here  i s  not a s  sim ple 

a s  in  th e  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  th eo ry , bu t in  e f f e c t  i t  comes to  the  same 

th in g .

Let us put i t  t h i s  way* Suppose a so c ie ty  found out th a t  i f  

everyone took a very  deep b re a th  a t  6 o 'c lo c k  in  the morning, a l l  

h u rr ic a n e s  would be avo ided . I t  could be q u ite  r ig h t ly  sa id  th a t  

everyone, whether they  l iv e d  on the normal tra c k  of h u rrica n es  o r 

n o t , had a  duty  to  take  the  deep b re a th  every morning. Now, i f  l a t e r  

a d i f f e r e n t  way o f c o n tro l lin g  the h u rric a n e s  was d iscovered  which 

was more e f f e c t iv e  than  th e  deep b re a th s  o f th e  populace, then  i t  

could  re p la c e  the  old system im m ediately . In  one se n se , the tak in g  

of th e  b re a th s  d id  no t m a tte r , i t  was only i t s  r e s u l t  th a t  m atte red .

I f  we pu t the whole of m o ra lity , (m o ra lity  a s  an i n s t i t u t i o n ) ,  

on a p a r  w ith  t h i s ,  th en  the  d iscovery  o f a d rug , fo r  example which 

made the  p o p u la tio n  amenable to  o n e 's  w i l l ,  could b ring  about th e  

c o n d itio n s  fo r  th e  'good l i f e '  and re p la c e  the  o ld e r , and probably 

more i n e f f i c i e n t  means o f having a m orality*  From th e  p o in t o f view 

of one member o f th e  s o c ie ty * the m o ra lity  se rv es  a fu n c tio n , and when 

t h i s  fu n c tio n  i s  b e t t e r ,  fo r  him, done by some o ther means, th e re  

seems on the  'f u n c t io n a l is t*  account no reason  why he should no t 

adopt i t .



I t  may be t ru e  th a t  o rd in ary  men need the moral system but 

once a man f in d s  th a t  he does not need i t ,  then  on the  fu n c t io n a l is t  

account th e re  seems no reason fo r  him to  s t i c k  to  i t .

N ie tz sc h e 's  Ubermensch d id  not need the  s o c ia l  system to  enable 

him to  l iv e  what fo r  him was th e  good l i f e .  On th i s  accoun t, th e re  

i s  no reason  fo r  him to  l iv e  accord ing  to  any m o ra lity  fo r i t  i s  not 

a  means th a t  he needs.

T his o b je c tio n  i s  o f course s im ila r  to  th a t  made concerning the  

s e l f - i n t e r e s t  th e o r ie s  and r e l i e s  upon the f a c t  th a t  m o ra lity  cannot 

be s o le ly  a means to  an end fo r  i t  i s  a lso  th e  judge o f any means.

Means and ends a re  them selves both  th e  su b je c t m atte r o f moral 

s c ru tin y .^

In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  the o b je c tio n  framed to  the fu n c t io n a l is t  p o s it io n  

r a i s e s  again  the  sp e c tre  o f ' i n t e r e s t ' ,  fo r  i t  i s  not c le a r  when 

speaking of the  good l i f e  whether t h i s  i s  to  be in te rp re te d  in  terms 

of the  's e l f - i n t e r e s t s *  of any agent involved or n o t . In  my o b je c tio n , 

I  spoke as  i f  th e  good l i f e  was some r e f l e c t io n  o f a body of ' s e l f -  

in te re s ts *  but in  Kemp's tre a tm e n t, t h i s  does not appear to  be so .

1. T his argument i s  designed to  show th a t  m o ra lity , a s  a whole, cannot 
be conceived a s  a me^ns to  some end. However, i t  i s  p o ss ib le  and 
probable th a t  some moral ru le s  g a in  t h e i r  fo rce  from the  f a c t  th a t  
they  a re  means to  some m orally  good end. This i s  e s p e c ia l ly  so of 
some ru le s  o f e t iq u e t te  perhaps -  wiping your f e e t  on the mat -  
but a lso  o f ru le s  fo r  p a r t i c u la r  s i tu a t io n s  -  re tu rn in g  books to  
the  l ib r a r y  prom ptly .



Thus, i f  th e  'good l i f e *  i s  m erely a  r e f le c t io n  of s e l f -  

i n t e r e s t s  w r it  l a r g e ,  then  th e  problem of ju s t i fy in g  i t  a s  the 

good l i f e  does not occu r. There can be no d isp u te  about ends.

However, K«np i s  p repared  to  countenance the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of a 

d isp u te  about ends. He a rg u es , fo r  examples

" I f  a man . . .  d isp u ted  th e  need f o r ,  or the value o f , 

c o -o p e ra tio n  and s o c ia l  a c t i v i t y ,  or the claim  th a t  i t  was 

the fu n c tio n  o f m o ra lity  to  promote th e se  ends, he would be 

committed e i th e r  to  a ttem p tin g  to  show th a t  c e r ta in  ends which 

he and h is  opponents agreed in  va lu ing  could be b e t te r  achieved 

in  some o th e r  way (and i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  see how he could beg in  

t h i s  a ttem p t, l e t  a lone succeed in  i t  ( A .1. ) t  o r to  r e je c t in g  

th e  ends fo r  the  achievement o f which some s o r t  o f s o c ia l  l i f e  

and some s o r t  o f m o ra lity  a re  e s s e n t ia l  c o n d itio n s  -  and to  do 

t h i s  would be to  r e j e c t  any kind of reco g n isab ly  human l i f e  

a l to g e th e r .  (A.2 . ) "

There a re  in  t h i s  passage two d i f f e r e n t  argum ents, which I  have marked 

by p u ttin g  (A .1 .) and (A .2 .) a f t e r  each r e s p e c t iv e ly . The f i r s t ,  

(A .1 .) ,  i s  r e a l ly  the  f u n c t io n a l is t  argum ent, which can be answered 

by th e  su p p o s itio n  of another means, fo r  example, a drug which caused 

g re a t  love fo r  e th e rs , or l e s s  p le a s a n tly ,  an o p e ra tio n  which reduced 

m an's a g g re ss iv e n e ss . These examples may seem fa r - fe tc h e d  but they 

a re  com prehensible and do, perhaps, have some s o r t  o f  c o u n te r-p a r ts  

in  r e a l  l i f e  (A lcohol, soous ' t r u t h '  d ru g s, i n  the  f i r s t  case and 

lobotomy in  the  second .) However, the  second argum ent, (A .2 .) ,  i s



d i f f e r e n t  in  form, re ly in g  upon th e  concept o f 're co g n isa b ly  human 

l i f e ' .  T his i s  p a r t ic u la r ly  in te r e s t in g  because i t  su g g es ts  th a t  the  

'e n d s ' which the  pure 'f u n c t io n a l is t*  or •s e l f - in te r e s t*  theo ry  

(perhaps 'naive*  i s  a b e t t e r  word than  'purèO p re-suppose , a re  

not in  f a c t  'm o ra lly  n e u t r a l ' .  The concept of a 're c o g n isa b ly  human 

l i f e '  seems to  me to  c o n ta in  moral v a lu e . I f  t h i s  end i s  not j u s t  

something 'd e s i r e d ' but 'v a lu e d ' then  m o ra lity  in  the  sense o f th e  

moral code might be termed a means fo r  b ring ing  about the 'm o ra lly  

va luab le  l i f e * .  However, t h i s  i s  no lo n g er to  claim  m o ra lity  as a 

means, fo r th e re  appears not a c au sa l but an in te r n a l  r e la t io n  

between the  form of th e  moral code and the ends th a t  i t  a ch iev es .

T his can no lo n g er be c a lle d  a f u n c t io n a l i s t  p o s i t io n .  Thus, I  f in d  

an am biguity in  th i s  work and s h a l l  come on to  d e a l more fu l ly  w ith  

the idea  th a t  th e  moral code i s  s e t  up to  achieve the  moral l i f e ,  

a somewhat obscure s ta tem en t, l a t e r  on in  c h ap te r 6 .

Up to  t h i s  p o in t,  I  have been d ea lin g  w ith th e o r ie s  th a t  claim  

m o ra lity  to  be a means to  happiness and have found reasons fo r  r e je c t in g  

them. However, one of th e  major reasons fo r r e je c t in g  them th a t  has 

been im p lic i t  in  wliat I  have been saying  i s  th a t  they  imply th a t  hap

p in ess  i s  the  r e s u l t  of the s a t i s f a c t io n ,  in  some sen se , of the a g e n t 's  

i n t e r e s t s .  My argument has th e re fo re  been d ire c te d  to  showing th a t  

in  th i s  sense m o ra lity  cannot be a means to  happiness because m o ra lity  

o fte n  re q u ire s  th a t  we ignore  our own i n t e r e s t .  However, I  do no t 

wish to  imply th a t  m o ra lity  must be conceived a s  a b a r r ie r  to  happ iness , 

fo r  we must account fo r  th e  man who could not be happy doing what i s



wrong. My theo ry  i s  th a t  fo r  some people r ig h t  a c t io n  i s  an in te g ra l  

p a r t  o f  th e i r  happineaa.

However, to  e x p la in  th i s  we have to  develop some concepts which 

w i l l  enable ue to  find  a d i f f e r e n t  way o f conceiv ing  o f human a c t io n . 

Both th e  'pure* fu n c t io n a l is t  and th e  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  th e o r i s t  see 

human a c t io n  a s  m otivated only "from the s e l f " .  Behind th e se  th e o r ie s  

th e re  ap p ears  to  l i e  a concep tion  of man as a  u n it  w ith  needs 

o p e ra tin g  in  a pu re ly  o b je c tiv e  w orld. Value in  the world C(»es 

only from th e  needo o f the  u n i t .  On a deep le v e l  t h i s  may have a 

g re a t  dea l of sense in  i t  but on t h i s  su rfa c e  le v e l  i t  i s  simply 

a m is re p re se n ta tio n . I t  seems to  be a p ic tu re  which 5s very  d i f f i c u l t  

to  escape and can lead  in to  some very wierd l in e s  o f th o u g h t. For 

example, the  p ic tu re  le a d s  the p sy ch o lo g is t sometimes to  ta lk  o f 

• a l t r u i s t i c  d e s ire s* ^  which t o t a l l y  confuses a cruc5j&l moral 

d i s t in c t io n ,  in  a  way s im ila r  to  the theo ry  o f G rice , w ith b is  ta lk  

of th e  'a l t r u i s t i c *  man*.

To t r y  to  develop some co n cep ts , I  am going to  in v e s tig a te  the 

concept of em otion. In  t h i s  in v e s t ig a t io n ,  I  s l ia l l  suggest th a t  a  

d i f f e r e n t  p ic tu re  of m an's r e l a t io n  w ith  h is  world must be used to  

account fo r  the  f a c ts  about our em otional l i f e #

1. bee In d iv id u a l in  S o c ie ty .  Krech, C ru tc h f ie ld , and Ballaohey 
P 97-99.



ükotlon  i s  re le v a n t here fo r  two rea so n s . F i r s t l y ,  emotions 

a re  o f te n  re fe r re d  to  in  ta lk in g  o f human m o tiv a tio n  and i t  i s  t h i s  

concept th a t  p lays a la rg e  p a r t  in  our p resen t problem . Secondly, 

i t  w il l  he lp  us when we come to  ta lk  about th e  concept of happ iness 

l a t e r .  In  th i s  c h ap te r on h ap p in ess , I  s h a l l  be t ry in g  to  show 

tlia t  the 'in te r e s t*  view o f  the  n a tu re  of happ iness i s  wrong

headed and I s h a l l  need, in  o rd er to  do t h i s ,  to  have suggested  a 

few p o in ts  f i r s t .



C hapter Two,

A ction  and Emotion 

(P a r t  One).



In  t h i s  c h a p te r , I  s h a l l  be concerned w ith  examining th e  

na tu re  o f some, though not n e c e s sa r ily  a l l ,  uses o f «no tion  words.

I  s h a l l  be p r im a rily  concerned w ith  examining those  u ses  which 

ex p la in  or account fo r  a c t io n .  In  o th e r  wodds, I  s h a l l  be in te r e s te d  

in  the r e l a t io n  between emotion and a c t io n .

The u n so p h is tic a te d  view o f t h i s  connection  i s  o f a fo rce  which, 

generated  from 'w ith in*  the  a g en t, causes overt b ehav iou r. A ll 

em otional behaviour on th i s  view i s  caused by some s t a t e  o f th e  

* se lf*  and i s  thus f a i r l y  easy to  f i t  in to  some kind o f  'in te r e s t*  

theory  i f  t h i s  concept i s  not too  c lo se ly  examined. I t  w il l  be my 

concern to  show th a t  such views a re  m istaken and th a t  em otional 

a c tio n  can be exp la ined  only in  term s o f a r e la t io n s h ip  between the  

agent and something 'e x te rn a l*  to  h im se lf .

Recent work on th e  concept o f emotion has been d ir e c te d ,  la rg e ly  

in  r e f u ta t io n ,  a t  th e  th e o r ie s  of W illiam Jam es. In  James we find  a 

p a r t ic u la r ly  c le a r  s ta tem en t o f a t r a d i t io n a l  approach to  emotion 

and fo r  th is  reaso n  h is  work p rov ides an e x c e lle n t  s t a r t in g  p o in t .  

Host modern th e o r ie s  d i r e c t  our a t te n t io n  to  the f a c t  th a t  James 

m isconstrues the  n a tu re  o f emotion words. He held th a t  words l ik e  

'a n g e r* , 'fe a r*  and so on, name c e r ta in  in te r n a l  experiences th a t  we 

have. Being in te r n a l  and p r iv a te ,  they  cannot be d esc rib ed  and i t  

i s  only " th e i r  r e la t io n s  to  the  o b je c ts  which prompt t h e m . . w h i c h  

can be d isc u sse d .

1. W illiam James Psychology P 373.



Emotions, fo r  Jam es, c o n s is t  in  the  conscious aw areness o f 

b o d ily  change, consequent upon percep tion*  Emotion fo r  James i s  

e s s e n t ia l ly  sensa tion*

His theo ry  might be rep re se n te d  in  a diagram th u s ;

'e x c i t in g  fac t* B.R*

sensa tio n )

(B.R# at Bodily r e a c t io n :  R. » re a c t io n  in  o v e rt te rm s .)

(F igu re  1)

The th eo ry  i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  a causa l one. The 'e x c i t in g  f a c t ' ,  

some p a r t  of the w orld , i s  perceived  through  the  se n se s , or p resen ted  

to  consciousness by the  im ag ination  o r memory, and c a u sa lly  produces 

a b o d ily  re a c t io n , which in  tu rn  produces a re a c t io n  (R) in  term s o f  

th e  a g e n t 's  p o s i t io n  in  the  w orld . S en sa tio n  i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  a by

p ro d u c t. We a re  aware of our re a c tio n  in  th a t  we a re  aware o f our 

bod ily  r e a c t io n  to  th e  s tim u lu s .



38 '

For Jam es, emotion i s  f e e l in g ,  th e  awareness of r e a c t io n  and not 

something which b rin g s  about such r e a c t io n .  Hence h is  famous 

comment;

"Common sense  sa y s , we lo se  our fo r tu n e , a re  so rry  and weep;

we meet a b e a r, a re  f r ig h te n e d  and r u n . . .  The h ypo thesis  here

to  be defended says th a t  th i s  o rder o f sequence i s  i n c o r r e c t . . .

and th a t  the  more r a t io n a l  sta tem ent i s  th a t  we f e e l  so rry

because we c ry , angry because we s t r i k e ,  a f r a id  because we 
2

t r e m b le . . ."  .

There can b e , in  James, no m eaningful a s c r ip t io n  of an emotion word 

w ithout th e  a s c r ip t io n  of f e e l in g s .  D is t in c tio n  between emotion i s  

a m a tte r  o f d i s t in c t io n  between fe e l in g s .  Anger i s  one s e t  of 

s e n sa tio n s , whereas f e a r  i s  an o th er s e t .

James says a t  v a rio u s  p o in ts  in  h is  w r it in g s , t h a t  emotions 

can be a r t i f i c i a l l y  induced ih  soneone, sim ply by inducing in  him 

the se n sa tio n s  c o n s t i tu t iv e  o f th a t  em otion. However, i t  i s  not 

e n t i r e ly  c le a r  th a t  James* theory  w il l  t o t a l l y  support t h i s  view .

I f  we say th a t  emotion i s  merely se n sa tio n  and any se n sa tio n  however 

caused w il l  co u n t, then  i t  fo llow s th a t  em otions can be a r t i f i c i a l l y  

induced. On the  o th e r  hand i f  emotions a re  those  se n sa tio n s  o f 

bod ily  chan^^e consequent upon p e rc e p tio n  o f some e x c itin g  f a c t ,  th en  

the converse i s  t r u e .  No s e t  o f fe e lin g s  i s  an emotion s e t  u n le ss  

i t  i s  the  consciousness of bod ily  change consequent upon p e rc e p tio n .

1. As d i s t i n c t  from D escartes fo r  example. The 't r a d i t io n a ln e s s *  
o f Jam es' th eo ry  i s  in  t r e a t in g  emotions a s  f e e l in g s .

2 . O p .C it. P 376 and elsew here in  works.
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To g ive  someone the sen sa tio n  of fe a r  in  th is  case , i t  i s  necessary  

to  sc a re  him; th a t  i s  make him perce ive  some e x c itin g  f a c t  which w il l  

liave the req u ired  e f fe c t  upon him*

In  ta lk in g  about emotion, James l in k s  them to  i n s t i n c t s .  The 

l a t t e r  fo r  James i s  a tendency to  a c t ,  and "Every o b jec t th a t  

e x c i te s  an in s t in c t  e x c ite s  an emotion as w e ll."  In  the  diagram 

(F ig . 1) above, the re a c tio n  to  the stim ulus i s  rep re sen ted  a s  

non-m ediated. I t  i s  an immediate re a c t io n , not mediated by though t, 

or d e c is io n  making. This i s  roughly what we mean by 'i n s t i n c t i v e  

a c t i o n ' , th a t  in  ac tin g  in s t in c t iv e ly  we a c t  w ithout co n sid erin g  the 

b e s t th in g  to  do. James seems to  take emotion, the awareness o f 

b o d ily  change, to  be awareness of th i s  type of bodily  change, an 

in s t in c t iv e  r e a c t io n . He su g g ests , (pps 386-390), th a t  bod ily  change 

which does not r e s u l t  in  a c tio n  (trem bling  as opposed to  running away 

in  f e a r ) ,  has in  fa c t  i t s  genesis  in  e a r l i e r  s tages of development o f 

man, when something l ik e  t h i s  d id  in  f a c t  a id  the a g e n t. One i s  not 

q u ite  su re  how se rio u s  he i s  a l l  of the time but he quotes Darwin, 

Spencer and o th e r e v o lu tio n a rie s  in  su p p o rt.

In  o th e r words, while James says th a t  emotion i s  m erely the  

aw areness o f bod ily  change, one i s  l e f t  w ith the fe e lin g  th a t  what 

he means i s  awareness of non-mediated b od ily  change in  re a c t io n  to  

some 'e x c i t in g  f a c t ' .  I f  he does not want to  imply t h i s ,  he 

should a ls o  accep t c e r ta in  k in a e s th e tic  se n sa tio n s , l ik e  th a t  o f

1. Op. c i t .  P 373.



1
moving o n e 's  le g ,  a s  emotions and he does not do th is#

I f  we suppose th a t  James would want to  say th a t  i t  i s  only those  

se n sa tio n s  of immediate a c tio n  which a re  the  em otions, then  h is  theory  

becomes l e s s  e a s i ly  seen as an in v e s tig a t io n  in to  the  concept of 

em otion. What he t e l l s  us i s  the na tu re  of em otional e x p erien ce .

He says th a t  what we f e e l ,  when we a re  experiencing  em otional f e e l in g s ,  

a re  se n sa tio n s  of bod ily  change.

To s p e l l  t h i s  out a l i t t l e ,  l e t  us suppose th a t  I  decide to  go 

to  the  shops in  a s tran g e  town, see a sig n  p o in tin g  to  th e  town c e n tre  

amd tu rn  in  th a t  d i r e c t io n .  My a c tio n  i s ,  th e re fo re , consequent 

upon a p e rc e p tio n . To make the s to ry  d i f fe re n t  from th a t  o f F ig .1 , 

l e t  us add th a t  I  reason  th a t  in  the  town c en tre  th e re  a re  l ik e ly  

to  be found the shops th a t  I  wish to  v i s i t .  According to  the s o r t  

of view th a t  James h o ld s, X have c e r ta in  se n sa tio n s  o f my le g s  

moving consequent upon my seeing  the  s ig n . Unless James i s  p repared  

to  say th a t  th ese  se n sa tio n s  a re  emotion, he i s  committed to  a view 

which makes a d i s t in c t io n  between types of a c tio n  consequent upon 

p e rc e p tio n . His trea tm en t of in s t in c t s  w ith  h is  trea tm en t o f em otions, 

and h is  ta lk  of 'e x c i t in g  f a c t s ' suggests th a t  he would make such a 

d i s t in c t io n .  Thus, he cannot s t r i c t l y  mean what he s a y s . His theory 

becomes no t the  r e d u c t io n is t  th e s is  concerning the concept of em otion, 

but a theory  about the  n a tu re  of fe e lin g s  in  (o therw ise  id e n t i f ia b le )  

em otional experience . As such, i t  i s  e m p iric a lly  f a l s e  a s  we s h a l l

1. The ex is te n ce  of k in a e s th e t ic  se n sa tio n s  may be d o u b tfu l, but James 
holds th a t  every b o d ily  change, inc lud ing  iiovement, i s  f e l t .
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l a t e r  see bu t i t  in c lu d es  by im p lic a tio n  the view of the  concept o f 

emotion which say s th a t  em otional a c tio n  i s  non-m ediated r e a c t io n  to  

a stim ulus*

I  f in d  the theo ry  of emotion which can be p resen ted  along th ese  

l in e s  p a r t i c u la r ly  a t t r a c t i v e .  I t  seems to  me th a t  p a r t  o f what we 

mean by say ing  th a t  someone i s  a c tin g  from emotion i s  th a t  what he 

i s  doing or the symptoms th a t  he i s  d isp lay in g  a re  not the rr s u i t  o f 

conscious d e c is io n  upon h is  p a r t .  In  the  r e s t  o f t h i s  c h ap te r  I  s h a l l  

be concerned to  am plify  th is  comment and to  show th a t  th e  a d d it io n  of 

th i s  neo-Jam esian view to  th e  conrnents made by more re c e n t w r i te r s  

w il l  enable  us to  g e t an o v e ra ll  view o f the  concept o f em otion.

The James theory  has been a tta c k e d  in  depth  by modern w r i te r s  

who use h is  th eo ry  a s  a  springboard  to  p re sen t th e i r  own. Before 

proceeding to  d e a l w ith  some o f th ese  th e o r ie s ,  l e t  u s sim m arise 

what James h o ld s .

He h o ld s , e x p l i c i t ly  a t  l e a s t ,  th a t  emotion words name se n sa tio n s , 

th a t  the  d if fe re n c e  between se n sa tio n s  i s  the d iffe ren c e ,b e tw e en  

em otions. Behaviour consequent upon p e rc ep tio n  of the  'e x c i t in g  fa c t)  

i s  c a u sa lly  connected w ith  i t  and th a t  the a s c r ip t io n  of an emotion 

word to  someone Im p lies the a s c r ip t io n  of fe e l in g s  to  th a t  p e rso n .

His theo ry  depends upon the  fa c t  th a t  th e re  a re  many d i f f e r e n t  s e t s



o f se n sa tio n s  -  many, th a t  i s ,  s e ts  of bodily  changes which we a re ,  

o r can be , aware o f .

P h ilo sophers have mounted fo u r main l in e s  of a t t a c k  on James. 

F i r s t l y , th a t  the  d i s t in c t io n  between emotions i s  no t a m atte r of 

em p irica l in v e s tig a t io n  in to  s e n sa tio n s . There a re  d i s t in c t io n s  o f 

a concep tua l n a tu re  to  be made. Secondly, th a t  emotion words do not 

sim ply name se n sa tio n s , but ex p la in  and account fo r  a c t io n .  T h ird ly  

and consequent upon the f i r s t  two p o in ts , tM t  th e  concept o f emotion 

i s  t ie d  c o n ce p tu a lly , and not e m p ir ic a lly , to  the concept of a c t io n . 

To say th a t  a man i s  a f r a id  i s  to  imply th a t  he i s ,  w i l l  be or fe e ls  

l i k e  doing som ething. L a s tly , th a t  emotion words can be p red ica ted  

of a man w ithout im plying thereby  th a t  he i s  experienc ing  any 

s e n s a tio n s .

P sy ch o lo g is ts  have mounted th re e  main l in e s  o f a t t a c k .  One, 

th a t  not a l l  b o d ily  changes a re  f e l t  ànd th a t  s u b je c ts  vary in  th e i r  

s k i l l  in  d e te c tin g  bod ily  change, w ithout dem onstra ting  thereby  a 

p ro p o rtio n a te  d if fe re n c e  in  v a r i a b i l i ty  o f em otional l i f e .  Two, th a t  

b o d ily  changes wliich a re  f e l t  in  em otional experience do not seem to  

v a ry , s u f f i c i e n t ly  to  s a t i s f y  James* account, w ith  d if fe re n c e  in  

em otion. There i s  in s u f f ic ie n t  v a r ia t io n  in  bod ily  change to  account 

fo r  the  r ic h n e s s  of em otional l i f e .  There would seem to  be , in  f a c t ,  

only two im portant bod ily  changes which can be a sso c ia te d  w ith  

em otional experience -  the s e c re t io n  of a d re n a lin  and o f n o rad ren a lin  

in to  th e  bloodstream  having a consequent e f f e c t  upon such fa c to r s  as
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h eart-ra te  or breathing rate and so on# Three. even these bodily  

clianges occur outside o f what would be ca lled  'em otional exp erien ce '.

I  w i l l  leave these psychological points u n til  la t e r  when I 

sh a ll deal with an in te re stin g  s e r ie s  of experiments carried  out by 

Stanley Gchaobter, and w il l  commence with the ph ilosoph ica l objections  

to  James' theory.

There are three main works in  recent lite r a tu r e  which deal with 

emotion, and a l l  o f these gain in sp ira tio n  from the work o f W ittgenstein,

I r e fe r  to  work by Errol Bedford, Philippa Foot, and Anthony Kenny.^
■ t .

Mrs. Foot argues that there i s  an in tern al re la tio n sh ip  between 

an emotion and what she terms i t s  'o b je c t ' .  Thus, she says that for  

a man to  be properly sa id  to be proud of something, what he i s  proud 

o f  must f u l f i l l  cer ta in  con d ition s. This i s  not to  be thought an 

em pirical matter but a fa ct o f the lo g ic  o f the terms involved .

Mrs. Foot, Bedford and Kenny a l l  in s is t  upon the 'in ten sion a l*  

nature o f emotion words, Mrs. Foot claim ing that c er ta in  'mental 

a tt itu d e s  and b e l ie f s '  carry an 'in tern a l re la tio n sh ip ' to  th e ir  

o b je c ts . Pride, she in stan ces as such a 'mental a t t itu d e ' for there

1. -  Errol Bedford, 'Em otions', reprinted from PAS 1956/7 in
Gustafson (ed) ,  Eissays in  P hilosophical Psychology.

•  PWLllipa Foot, 'Mwal B e lie fs '#  reprinted ftroa PAS 1958/9 
in  her Theories o f L th ics.

-  Anthony Kenny, Action Emotion and W ill.
A ll references to  Bedford, Kenny and Foot are to  these works, 
un less otherwise sp ecified #  Page numbers ( in  connection with  
Bedford and Foot) re fer  to  the c o lle c t io n s  mentioned.



a re  lo g ic a l  l im i ts  to  be s e t  fo r what a man can be proud o f .  I f  a 

man i s  p ro p erly  sa id  to  be proud, th en , assuming th a t  t h i s  i s  not a 

d e s c r ip t io n  o f h is  c h a ra c te r  but im putes some kind of emotion to  

him, th e re  i s  some x , or th e re  appears to  the  man to  be some x which 

stan d s in  a roughly s p e c if ia b le  r e la t io n s h ip  to  th e  man. Mrs. Foot 

suggests (P 86) th a t  the  c h a r a c te r i s t ic  ' o b je c t ' of p rid e  i s ;

" • • •  something seen (a) as in  some way a man's own and (b) as 

some s o r t  of achievement or advan tage ."

There i s  a s l ig h t  d i f f ic u l ty  about th e  use of the  word 'o b jec t*

here  fo r i t  need not be assumed tlia t  what c o n s t itu te s  th e  'o b je c t ' 

o f the  emotion i s  an o b jec t in  any o th e r sense . Thus, th e  'o b je c t ' 

need not be a ' th in g -in - th e -w o rld ' and need not even be sa id  to  e x i s t .  

The r e la t io n s h ip  between emotion and o b jec t seems to  be s im ila r  to  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip  between verb and o b je c t,  and perhaps t h i s  s im i la r i ty  

accounts fo r  the  choice of the word. W ittgenste in  uses the terra 

' t a r g e t '  to  express s u b s ta n t ia l ly  the same poin t but the  concept s t i l l  

needs fu r th e r  e lu c id a tio n .

Suppose th a t  a man i s  sa id  to  be proud of a p a in tin g . The 

p a in tin g  here  i s  th e  'o b je c t ' of h is  p rid e  and i t  would be n a tu ra l  

to  assume th a t  he i s  the a r t i s t  re sp o n sib le  fo r i t  or th a t  he owns i t .  

I t  i s  not the  'o b je c t ' simply qua ' th in g -in - th e -w o rld ' but in  v i r tu e

of the  f a c t  th a t  i t  i s  what he i s  proud o f .  Mrs. Foot cla im s th a t  i t

can only be th e  o b jec t of h is  p ride  both i t  re p re se n ts  some 

advantage or achievement (which we could here t r a n s la te  a s  the f a c t



th a t  i t  i s  a good or va luab le  p a in tin g  fo r example) and th a t  i t  

belongs to  him (which in  th i s  example could be t r a n s la te d  a s  the 

fa c t  th a t  the man p a in ted  i t  or owns i t ) .  Thus, the claim  th a t  

Mrs. Foot makes i s  th a t  the o b jec t qua * th in g -in -th e -w o rld *  i s  

on ly , and can only be, the  'o b jec t*  in  t h i s  more te c h n ic a l  sense 

i f  i t  i s  'r e l a t e d ' to  the man in  th ese  ways -  th a t  i t  i s  fo r  him, 

some advantage or achievem ent, and th a t  i t  belongs to  him in  some 

way.

To put th i s  in  terms of an o th er example, l e t  us suppose th a t  i

a tea ch e r i s  proud o f one o f h is  s tu d e n ts . The s tu d e n t i s  the  j
I

'o b je c t ' o f the  p rid e  i f  he has, fo r  example, gained b r i l l i a n t  

r e s u l t s  in  an exam ination and * be longs ' to  the te a c h e r  in  th a t  th e  j

teach e r taught him. Mrs. Foot i s  c a re fu l  to  po in t out th a t  the 

co n d itio n s th a t  she la y s  down do no t p retend  to  l e g i s l a t e  fo r the 

o b jec t qua ' th in g - in - th e -w o rld ' and th a t  a man can be proud of a l l  i

s o r t s  of th in g s . What she i s  claim ing i s  th a t  an a s c r ip t io n  o f 'p r id e ' i

to  a man in  re sp e c t of something makes sense only i f  t h i s  something 

f u l f i l l s  th e  c r i t e r i a  fo r  the use o f the  word 'proud* in  resy^ect o f I

i t .  I t  i s  th i s  th a t  she means by th e  'i n t e r n a l  re la tio n sh ip *  between !

an emotion and i t s  'o b j e c t ' .

Throughout what fo llow s, I  s h a l l  t ry  to  use W ittg e n s te in 's  term 

'ta rg e t*  in s te a d  of the term 'o b jec t*  and w il l  avoid using  the  terra 

'o b jec t*  to  r e f e r  to  ' th in g s - in - th e -w o rld *. I  s h a l l  th e re fo re , except 

when i t  i s  necessary  to  r e fe r  to  th e  w r i te r s ' own comments, use the  

term s 'ta rg e t*  and 'th in g * .



T his i s  u se fu l e s p e c ia l ly  when one has to  ta lk  o f t a r g e ts  

which cannot be sa id  to  'e x i s t ’ • Thus a man may have an im aginary 

f e a r  -  th e re  i s  a ta r g e t  fo r  h is  fe a r  bu t nothing which in s t a n t i a t e s  

th i s  t a r g e t .  Again a man may fe a r  th a t  h is  plane may c rash  -  th e re  

i s  a  t a r g e t ,  the  plane c ra sh in g , but since  th is  i s  only a fu tu re  

p o s s ib i l i ty  th e re  i s  no *o b je c t- in - th e -w o r ld ' which he f e a r s ,  a t  

l e a s t  a s  f a r  as t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  fe a r  goes.

Mrs. Foot ta lk s  of the  emotion of *pride* in  p a r t i c u la r  bu t 

Bedford and Kenny extend th e i r  rem arks to  emotions g e n e ra l ly .  They 

show th a t  fo r  a man to  be p ro p erly  sa id  to  be in  a c e r ta in  em otional 

s t a t e ,  or to  be 'under the  in fluence*  of an emotion, i t  must be the 

case th a t  th e re  i s  some ta r g e t  towards which the 's ta te *  i s  d ire c te d  

(where t h i s  ta rg e t  in c lu d es  re fe re n c e  to  some re la t io n s h ip  between 

the man and th e  world as i t  appears to  him ).

For a man to  be in d ig n an t about x , i t  must be th e  case  th a t  

X re p re se n ts  some wrong or some p u ta tiv e  wrong th a t  has been done 

the agen t or someone w ith  whom, lo o se ly  opeaicing the agen t 'id e n t i f ie s *  

For a  man to  be a f ra id  of x , i t  must be the case th a t  x re p re se n ts  

some danger, be i t  p h y sica l o r moral or w hatever.

Again, fo r  a man to  be in d ig n a n t, th e re  must be something which 

he i s  in d ig n an t about (some x ) ,  and fo r  a man to  be a f r a id  he must 

a t  l e a s t  have some n o tio n  o f th e  danger th a t  liis  fe a r  i s  d ire c te d  to .

In  the  case  of f e a r ,  however, th e  ta r g e t  i s  not involved  in  the same



way as the  case  of In d ig n a tio n . Thus, i t  i s  q u ite  p o s s ib le  th a t  a 

man be a f r a id  of something but not know what th i s  som ething i s  or 

even have reaso n s fo r  b e liev in g  th a t  anyth ing  i s  dangerous in  h is  

environm ent. Thus, th e re  a re  ’nameless* fe a rs  which c reep  up on 

one. When t h i s  i s  not a case  of an x ie ty  -  which might be c a lle d  

a s t a te  of vorrying what w i l l  happen -  such fe a rs  do s t i l l  f i t  in to  

the  s o r t  o f p a t te rn  th a t  we have been d iscu ss in g  fo r  i t  i s  th e  f a c t  

th a t  some danger i s  thought to  be p resen t ( th e  form being  unknown) 

which p e r a i t s  o f th e  use o f the  word ’ fe a r* .

The d if fe re n c e  l i e s  sim ply in  the  n a tu re  o f th e  t a r g e t .  Thus, 

we cou ld , fo r  example, say th a t  a man was ind ignan t about some wrong, 

and a man was a f r a id  o f some danger, but th i s  i s  very  u n in fo rm a tiv e .

I t  i s  s im ila r  to  saying th a t  a man i s  e a tin g  some e d ib le s  o r 

d rink ing  some l iq u id  or th a t  the  wind i s  blowing in  some d i r e c t io n .

We know from the use o f * ind ignan t * th a t  th e re  i s  some wrong

which the  man th in k s  has been done, and we know from tlie  use o f

the word ’a fra id *  th a t  th e  man th in k s  h im self in  some danger, j u s t  

a s  i f  we know th a t  a  man i s  d rink ing  we know th a t  i t  i s  some l iq u id  

th a t  he i s  d r in k in g . (There a re  odd excep tions to  th e  case  o f e a tin g  

and d rin k in g ; fo r  example th a t  a man i s  s a id ,  in  some c i r c l e s ,  to  

*eat* h is  soup. I  do not th in k  th a t  th ese  o d d itie s  a f f e c t  th e  c a se .)  

However, whereas i t  seems p o ss ib le  th a t  a man should have a ’prem onition* 

o f approaching danger w ithout knowing th e  form of the danger, i t  seems 

very unusual (though perhaps not lo g ic a l ly  odd) fo r  a man to  f e e l  wronged

but not know in  what way. Thus, th e  d if fe re n c e  noted above can be



accounted fo r  in  th is  way. I t  does not s u b s ta n t ia l ly  a l t e r  the  

p o in t th a t  a l l  emotions have 't a r g e ts * .

Indeed, the  f a c t  th a t  we know from a ( tru e )  a s c r ip t io n  o f 

in d ig n a tio n  to  a  man th a t  he th in k s  h im self wronged su p p o rts  the  

p o in t made. F o r, th e re  i s ,  i t  i s  h e ld , a conceptual r e l a t io n  

between an emotion and i t s  ta rg e t  which can be expressed in  the  

f a c t  th a t  a change in  the na tu re  o f the ta rg e t  involves a change 

in  the n a tu re  of an em otion. Thus, a man may be sa id  to  be a f ra id  

of b ears  only i f  the 'bears*  can a c t as a ta rg e t  fo r  fe a r  -  they must 

re p re se n t the source of some harm i . e .  they must be dangerous -  

whether such f e a r  be reasonab le  or n o t. Change in  the  way th a t  the  

agen t views b e a rs  n e c e ssa r ily  invo lves change in  the emotion word 

used . Thus i f  a man d isco v ers  th a t  bears a re  in  f a c t  cuddly and 

f r ie n d ly  when adm in istered  w ith a drug, say , he w ill  not be a f ra id  

o f them in  t h i s  c o n d itio n . They may become a ta rg e t  fo r  lo v e , when 

th e  man th in k s  o f them as cuddly and f r ie n d ly , but not of f e a r .

Ideas s im ila r  to  these  appear in  Hume, and indeed the  very  

phrasing  used su g g ests  a c lo se  p a r a l l e l .  Talking of th e  cau sa tio n  

o f p r id e , Hume say s:

"A nything, th a t  g iv es  a p lea san t se n sa tio n , and i s  r e la te d  

to  s e l f ,  e x c i te s  the passion  of p r id e , which i s  a lso  a g re ea b le , 

and has s e l f  fo r  i t s  o b je c t."

When d is t in g u is h in g  between p ride  and hum ility  he says:

"A ccordingly we f in d , th a t  a b e a u tifu l  house, belonging to  

o u rse lv e s , produces p rid e ; and th a t  the same house, s t i l l



belonging to  o u rse lv es , produces hum ility , when by any a cc id en t 

i t s  b au ty  i s  chang 'd  in to  defo rm ity , and thereby  th e  se n sa tio n  

of p le a su re , which corresponded to  p r id e , i s  tran s fo rm 'd  in to  

p a in , which i s  r e la te d  to  h u m ility ,"

For Hume, the d iffe re n c e  between p ride  and hum ility  i s  both in  

th e i r  experience , one i s  p le a sa n t and the o tae r  p a in fu l ,  and in  th e i r  

cause . Both share  tlie fa c t  th a t  they  a re  caused by something 'r e la t e d  

to  s e l f ,  but the q u a l i t ie s  of t h i s  something a re  d i f f e r e n t  in  each 

c a se . This sounds i n i t i a l l y  s im ila r  to  the  p o s i t io n  th a t  Mrs, Foot 

holds to  b u t, in  the  development of i t  a t  l e a s t ,  by Anthony Kenny, 

th e re  i s  in  f a c t  a g rea t d i f f e re n c e , Hume holds th a t  th e re  i s  a 

'so m e th in g ', in  t h i s  case a f e e l in g , which i s  p rid e  o r h u m ility , and 

tlia t  th is  i s  caused by c e r ta in  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  of the  world impingeing 

upon our se n se s . The view i s  thus very s im ila r  to  t tia t  o f W illiam 

James a t  t h i s  p o in t .  However, what Kenny a t l e a s t ,  i s  a t  pa in s to  

p o in t out i s  th a t  th ere  need be no such somethin^; to  be caused,

Hume's p o in t i s  a p iece  of g en e ra l psychology, whereas Kenny's p o in t 

i s  a conceptual one. To say th a t  a man i s  proud, or i s  a c tin g  from 

p r id e , or i s  fe e lin g  proud i s  to  say th a t  he i s  in ,  and i s  aware o f , 

a  c e r ta in  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith the  w orld. The fe e l in g s , a c tio n s  or 

w hatever, a s so c ia te d  with th i s  s t a t e ,  a re  the f e e lin g s  of p rid e  in  

th a t  they a re  so a s so c ia te d . To say th a t  a l l  emotions have t a r g e ts ,  

i s  not to  say th a t  a l l  em otions, id e n t i f ie d  as phenomena, a re  caused

1. Hume T re a tis e  Bk I I ,  p a r t  1, s e c t  i i i .  Green and Grose e d it io n  of
i h ilosoph iccil Works Vol. I I  Page 87 .



through p e rcep tio n  o f a c e r ta in  p a r t  of the world, but to  say th a t  

i t  does not make sense to  a sc r ib e  p ride^  to  someone u n le s s  one can 

p o in t to  what he i s  proud o f , or show th a t  s<xne such p o in tin g  could 

be c a rr ie d  o u t. In  saying  th a t  A i s  proud, on Hume's account i t  i s  

necessary  to  p o in t out h is  f e e l in g s ,  or the exp ress ion  o f them -  

p rid e  i s  a som ething. On Kenny's accoun t, i t  i s  to  say th a t  h is  

a c tio n s  or whatever a re  to  be explained  by re fe ren ce  to  h is  r e la t io n  

to  something in  the world th a t  he i s  aware o f .

WToat e x ac tly  th i s  comes to  we can only see by p ro ceed in g . sane- 

what fu r th e r ,  but the main p o in t h e re , i s  th a t  em otions a re  not 

considered  as phenomena -  th e re  a re  em otional fe e lin g s , em otional 

a c tio n s  but th e re  a re  n o t, in  the  same sense , em otions. The q u estio n  

of the cause of emotions thus does not a r i s e .

To say th a t  a man i s  a c tin g  from emotion, i s  to  say something 

about the  n a tu re  o f h is  a c t io n  and h is  r e la t io n  w ith  th e  w orld . The 

a c tu a l  emotion word used i s  s p e c if ic  a s  to  the r e la t io n s h ip .  To say 

th a t  the man i s  em otional i s  to  say th a t  he has a  ' t a r g e t ' .  I t  i s  

necessary  to  in v e s tig a te  what we mean here by 'r e la t io n s h ip *  o f co u rse . 

In  ray view, Kenny and the o th er th e o r i s t s  a re  not s u f f i c i e n t ly  c le a r  

about the  n a tu re  o f the r e la t io n s h ip ,  but the /nain p o in t i s  th a t  to  

say th a t  a man i s  ind ignan t and to  e x p la in  h is  a c tio n s  by saying , 

t h i s ,  i s  not to  say th a t  c e r ta in  o f h is  fe e lin g s  a re  of such-and-such

1. in  the  emotion and not c h a ra c te r  sense of the  word. The two a re  
c lo se ly  r e la te d .
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a k in d , nor th a t  they a re  causing  him to  a c t  in  such-and-such  a way, 

b u t to  exp la in  h is  a c tio n  a s  being brought about or dependent upon 

h i s  p e rcep tio n  o f c e r ta in  f a c to r s  in  h is  environm ent. To say th a t  

he i s  in d ig n a n t, i s  to  say th a t  i t  i s  h i s  p e rcep tio n  of some wrong 

which accounts fo r h is  a c t io n s .

On th i s  account to  say th a t  emotions a re  co ncep tua lly  r e la te d  

to  t h e i r  t a r g e ts ,  i s  to  say th a t  the  use o f a p a r t ic u la r  emotion 

word in c lu d es  re fe ren c e  to  the  environment of the a g e n t.

The s p e c if ic  way th a t  a c e r ta in  se n sa tio n  i s  r e la te d  to  the  w orld, 

be t h i s  r e la t io n  in  term s o f the cause of the bod ily  change o r the 

p re d ic tio n  th a t  can be made from the  ex is ten ce  o f the  se n sa tio n , i s  

a c c id e n ta l  to  i t s  being a  s e n sa tio n , A man cannot be in d ig n an t ( s a y ) , 

w ithout i t  being the case  th a t  h is  's ta te *  i s  r e la te d  to  th e  world 

in  a c e r ta in  way. Knowledge about the man's s i tu a t io n  from the  t ru e  

a s c r ip t io n  o f an emotion i s  y ie ld ed  in  q u ite  a d i f f e r e n t  fash io n  from 

knowledge y ie ld ed  given th a t  a man has a se n sa tio n . Thus, g iven th a t  

a man i s  fe e lin g  in d ig n a n t, we know by deduction  th a t  he f e e ls  h im se lf
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1
to  have been wronged in  some way* G iven, on the o th e r  hand th a t  a 

countrym an's to e  i tc h e s ,  we can deduce th a t  i t  w il l  r a in  l a t e r  only 

given a d d it io n a l  in fo rm ation  in  term s of co n stan t co n ju n c tio n , and 

indeed th e  sense of 'deduce ' in  the  second case i s  a weak o r inform al 

sen se . I t  may be tru e  both  th a t  the  man has an i tc h  and th a t  i t  

seems u n lik e ly  to  r a in  l a t e r ,  but i t  cannot be the case th a t  the  man 

i s  ind ignan t and th a t  he does not f e e l  h im self to  have been wronged 

in  some way. The l a t t e r  case i s  a case  of a misuse of a word w hile 

th e  former case  i s  a c o u n te r- in s ta n ce  to  the  'theory* r e la t in g  gouty 

to e s  and the  weather#

The toe in s tan c e  y ie ld s  a cau sa l r e la t io n s h ip  -  the theo ry  s t a te s  

presumably th a t  gouty to e s  a re  a f fe c te d  by changes in ,  say , hum idity .

1 . This i s  not s t r i c t l y  speaking s u f f i c i e n t ,  though i t  can be
expanded to  make i t  more conv incing . A man can be in d ig n an t about 
some wrong done to  someone e lse  and when he i s ,  t h i s  t e l l s  us 
something about the  way he fe e ls  about th a t  someone e ls e .  Thus 
a man may be expected to  be in d ig n an t i f  someone i s  rude to  h is  
w ife s in ce  i t  i s  taken fo r g ran ted  th a t  he c a re s  about h is  w ife . 
However, a man may a ls o  be in d ig n a n t, fo r  example about the  
s i tu a t io n  in  an o th e r country -  th e  l iv in g  co n d itio n s  o f the  negroes 
in  New York fo r example. A man would be accused of being in s in c e re  
i f  he proclaim ed h is  in d ig n a tio n  but made i t  c le a r  in  o th e r ways 
th a t  he did n o t , in  f a c t  care about the s i tu a t io n .  In d ig n a tio n  
proclaim s an in t e r e s t  in  the ta r g e t  of the em otion. To be in d ignan t 
about X, i t  must be tru e  th a t  what one i s  ind ignan t about can 
p ro p erly  a c t  a s  a ta r g e t  -  i t  must be a  wrong of some kind and 
i t  must m atte r to  the ag en t. As i t  i s  expressed above, the  ta rg e t  
i s  s im p lif ie d , but th e  po in t rem ains th a t  the  person experiencing  
the em otion, i s  only experiencing  th i s  p a r t ic u la r  emotion i f  
c e r ta in  co n d itio n s  o b ta in . I t  only makes sense to  say th a t  he 
i s  ind ignan t g iven  th a t  these  c o n d itio n s  o b ta in , fo r  saying th a t  
one i s  ind ignan t i s  saying th a t  the  world i s  a f fe c t in g  one in  a 
c e r ta in  way and from a c e r ta in  p o in t of view.
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b u t the  ta r g e t  of an «motion must be d is tin g u ish e d  from the  cause o f 

the  m an's being in  a c e r ta in  's t a t e * .  As Kenny p o in ts  o u t, i t  may 

sometimes be th e  case  th a t  cause and ta rg e t  c o in c id e , but t h i s  i s  not 

in v a r ia b ly  the  case*

"When a b u rn t c h ild  d reads the  f i r e ,  the o b jec t of h is  

f e a r  i s  th e  f i r e  which he i s  here and now a f ra id  o f ;  but 

h is  p re se n t f e a r  i s  the e f f e c t  o f  p a s t e x p e rien ce ."  (?1) 

and , a g a in ,

*"I dread the next war" does not re p o r t  the  occurrence in  

me o f an event caused by the  next war, nor can " I  hope 

E c lip se  w i l l  win" be rep laced  by " I  am hopeful because 

E c lip se  w il l  win."* (72)

I  am no t a t  a l l  su re  t h a t ,  s t r i c t l y  speak ing , the  cause o f the
2

fe a r  i s  ever th e  o b jec t o f the  em otion, even in  Mies Anscombe's 

case  o f the  hideous face  a t  th e  window. What causes th e  f e a r  i s  the 

p e rc e p tio n  o f th e  hideous face but what we a re  a f ra id  o f i s  the face 

no t th e  p e rc ep tio n  o f i t#  However, we do say  both th a t  I  was a f ra id  

o f th e  face  and scared  by i t  and so t h i s  p o in t i s  perhaps a b i t  pedan tic ,

According to  James, i t  i s  the p e rc ep tio n  th a t  causes th e  f e a r ,

sa y , o f a b u l l  and what causes the f e a r  i s  what we a re  a f r a id  of#

1 . Kenny u se s  th e  term  'o b j e c t '  h e re , f o r  ' t a r g e t * .
2 .  Q. E . M# Anscombe In te n t io n  ( 1 .1 0 ) .



However, t h i s  w il l  not do, fo r  i t  may be tru e  th a t  i t  i s  the  

pe rcep tio n  of the  b u l l  which causes our f e a r ,  but our f e a r  i s  o f 

the  anger o f o n e 's  w ife , fo r  one had fo rg o tte n  to^ buy th e  Sunday 

ro a s t ,  which the b u ll  r«minds one o f .  A fa c e tio u s  example 

ad m itted ly , bu t th e re  a re  many c ases  in  which what one sees i s  

connected, by memory, deduction  o r a s s o c ia t io n , w ith something 

th a t  we a re  a f ra id  o f .  The p e rcep tio n  of the f i r s t  th in g  b rin g s  

about th e  " s ta te "  of fe a r  which i s  however d ire c te d  a t  something e l s e .

The cau sa l theory  of emotion depends upon th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of 

being ab le  to  id e n t i fy  an emotion q u ite  se p a ra te ly  from i t s  cause , 

liume and James both  assume th a t  an emotion i s  a f e e l in g . Given 

th a t  i t  i s ,  then  i t  does make sense to  ask what causes t h i s  f e e l in g . 

The theory  o f Mrs. F oot, Bedford and Kenny, says th a t  emotion words 

do not name but e x p la in  and th a t  se n sa tio n s  a re  in c id e n ta l  to  the 

concept o f em otion.

What then  i s  th e  connection  between an emotion and i t s  ta rg e t?

We a re  not to ld  by Foot e t  a l . ,  what t h i s  i s  but th e re  i s  a connection  

th a t  can be expressed in  the  fo llow ing  way. The ta rg e t  of the  emotion 

may not cause the em otional experience but the rem oval, in  some sen se , 

o f i t  w il l  cause tlie emotion to  c ea se , i f  not Im m ediately the  

se n sa tio n s  wlrdch may be a sso c ia te d  w ith  i t .  T his seems to  go fo r  

a l l  em otions. Thus, i f  a man i s  a f r a id  of a b u l l ,  e i th e r  the  removal 

of the b u l l  o r a c le a r  dem onstration  th a t  the  b u ll  i s  no t dangerous 

(a s  when the  fa rm e r 's  in fa n t daughter le a d s  i t  o f f  by the nose) w i l l
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cause our emotion to  cease . I f  a man i s  ind ignan t about th e  

removal o f h is  c a r , the dem onstra tion  th a t  i t  d id n 't  happen w il l  

cause h is  in d ig n a tio n  to  cea se . Such a c ts  a re  not of course  a l l  

th a t  we can do to  s t i l l  emotions bu t they  a re  one s o r t  o f  way.

By 'rem oval' of the  ta r g e t  o f th e  emotion h e re , I  do not 

mean the  removal of a cause . I f  a c a r  i s  running 'rough* because 

o f some p a r t i c l e  o f d i r t  in  the c a rb u re t to r ,  then  th e  removal o f the  

d i r t  w i l l  s to p  the rough runn ing . The removal o f th e  ta r g e t  o f the 

emotion i s  not to  be construed  in  t h i s  way. For example, i f  i t  

could be shown th a t  the l iv in g  co n d itio n s  of the  negroes in  New 

York were e n t i r e ly  th e  f a u l t  o f the  negroes them selves, then  one 

could not be sa id  to  be ind ig n an t about them any more. There i s  no 

wrong being done to  them and as  such th e re  i s  no lo n g er any ta rg e t  

fo r  th e  em otion. The l iv in g  co n d itio n s  a re  o f cou rse  s t i l l  the  

same. Thus, 'removal* here can sometimes be construed  p h y s ic a lly  

bu t more o f te n  i t  means showing; th a t  a c e r ta in  d e s c r ip t io n  w il l  

not do . Sonetimes the  p h y sica l removal o f the  t a r g e t  w i l l  not 

se rve  th e  purpose in  any case . I f  a woman i s  scared  o f a  s p id e r , 

then  p u ttin g  th e  sp id e r  out o f s ig h t  u su a lly  w il l  not s top  her being 

a f r a id .

Kenny sums up the o b jec tio n s  to  the se n sa tio n  th eo iy  and a lso  

to  the b e h a v io u ris t a n a ly s is ,  which I  have not m entioned , in  th e  

fo llow ing way;

1. But see my paper 'Emotion and th e  P sy c h o lo g is t ' hew S c ie n t i s t  
1) Nov. 1969.



" I t  i e  n o t ,  in  g e n e ra l ,  p o s s ib le  to  a s c r ib e  a  p ie c e  o f  

b eh av io u r or a  s e t  of s e n s a t io n s  to  a  p a r t i c u l a r  em otional 

s t a t e  w ith o u t a t  the same tim e a s c r ib in g  an o b je c t  to  th e  

emotion* I f  a  man ru n s  p a s t  me, I  can say n o th in g  abou t 

h i s  em otions u n le s s  I  know w hether he i s  ru nn ing  away from 

A o r tow ards B; no f l u t t e r i n g s  o f th e  h e a r t  o r  m e ltin g s  o f 

th e  bowels could t e l l  I  was i n  lo v e  w ithout t e l l i n g  me w ith  

whom." ( 6 0 )

The o b je c t io n s  a re  d ire c te d  a g a in s t  a  th eo ry  w hich h o ld s  t h a t  

einotion^-words name se n sa tio n s  and th a t  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een 

em otions i s  th e r e fo r e  a d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een th in g s  named.

I f  emotion-words a re  bound up w ith ta rg e ts  in  t h i s  way, in  th a t  

d i s t in c t io n  between emotions tu rn s  upon a d is t in c t io n  between t a r g e t s ,  

t h i s  su g g ests  th a t  emotion-words do not ju s t  name. Given th a t  a man 

i s  e ,ao tio n a lly  u p se t, to  say th a t  he i s  ind ignan t i s  p a r t ly  to  e x p la in  

why he i s  upse t -  the word o f fe r s  a reason  r a th e r  than  a name.

The que6t io h  then  a r is e s  a s  to  w^iat p a r t  se n sa tio n s  p lay  in  

em otional s i tu a t io n s .  Bedford t r e a t s  them as alm ost in c id e n ta l  to  

the  em otion. He tak es 'be ing  angary* as lo g ic a l ly  p r io r  to  * fe e lin g  

angry*. Given th a t  we have taugh t a person what being angry i s ,  we 

can then  tea ch  what fe e lin g  angry i s  but not v ice  v e rsa ;

" I f  we can assume the meaning of *ie angry*, o r teach  i t . . . ,  

we can go on to  exp la in  'f e e l s  angry* by saying th a t  i t  i s



57.

to  f e e l  as people o f te n  do who a re  an g ry .” (79)

Bedford t r e a t s  'f e e l in g  angry* as a r e la t iv e ly  unim portant p a r t  

o f  th e  problem of understanding  em otion. He p icks upon th e  exp lanato ry  

or in te r p r e ta t iv e  power o f onotion-wcards as the most in te r e s t in g  p a r t  

o f th e  concep t. Emotion-words, a s  Kenny no tes and d isc u sse s  a t  

le n g th , fu n c tio n  o ften  a s  motive words. In  th i s  r e s p e c t ,  emotion 

i s  in tim a te ly  connected w ith a c t io n .

Kenny's account i s  more comprehensive than B e d fo rd 's , which the  

l a t t e r  adm its i s  only a sk e tch , but in  essence the  two accounts a re  

very s im ila r .

However, Kenny does not d ism iss se n sa tio n s  q u ite  as r e a d i ly  as 

does Bedford, though he does reduce them to  the  p a r t  o f  em otional 

e x p erien ce .

Kenny ta k e s  the degree of p h y s io lo g ic a l re a c tio n  th a t  a man 

e x p erien ces to  be one measure o f the  in te n s i ty  of a m an's em otion.

But we can a ls o  measure th e  in te n s i ty  of a man's emotion by th e  

amount o f  h is  behaviour th a t  we can account fo r by re fe re n c e  to  i t .

What dim ension we u se , say s , Kenny, depends upon e i th e r  the emotion 

i t s e l f ,  ( lo v e  i s  a long-term  em otion, w hile fury  i s  u su a lly  s h o r t

te rm ), o r  upon the ta r g e t  o f the  em otion. (One may be angry w ith 

a  man fo r  s tep p in g  upon o n e 's  toe  in  the  sh o rt term but angry w ith  

a p o l i t i c i a n  fo r o n e 's  whole l i f e . )  These c a te g o r ie s  do not o f



course  p retend  to  be e x c lu s iv e , fo r  i t  i s  not he ld  th a t  one canno t, 

lo g ic a l ly ,  be angry fo r  a long time w ith  a man who tro d  on o n e 's  

toe* I t  i s  very  unusual, th a t  i s  a l l .  Kenny suras up a s  fo llo w s |

" In  g e n e ra l, wlr^re emotions a re  immediate r e a c tio n s  to  p re se n t 

s t im u l i ,  such a s  anim als may d isp la y , the f i r s t  method w il l  

be n a tu ra l ;  where the o b jec t of an emotion i s  something d is ta n t  

in  space or tim e or something th a t  only a language u se r  could 

a p p re c ia te , th e  second method w il l  be the more a p p ro p ria te  

and o f te n  th e  only p o ss ib le  one ."  (36)

Thus the  ta r g e t  not only d is t in g u is h e s  between emotions bu t i t  

a ls o ,  in  p a r t ,  determ ines th e  measure of the  in te n s i ty .

T his d i s t in c t io n  i s  t ie d  in  w ith  Kenny's im portan t d i s t in c t io n  

between *em otion-as~ feeling ' and *em otion-as-m otive '.  The connection  

between the  two i s  sa id  to  be in  term s of the concept o f a c tio n  but 

i t  seems to  me th a t  the n a tu re  of t h i s  connection i s  somewhat obscure 

in  Kenny. In  my opin ion  we can make more of the connection  in  term s 

of the id ea  o f ' symptôme * and th a t  i f  we do t h i s ,  i t  w il l  c le a r  up 

what I  co n s id e r a la c k  in  Kenny's th eo ry .

One p o ss ib le  sympton of an em otion, fo r Kenny, i s  the presehce 

o f b o d ily  change -  going pale  in  the fa c e , trem bling  and so on -  and 

sin ce  some b od ily  clianges in  t h i s  complex, p a r t i c u la r ly  those  

a sso c ia te d  w ith  th e  a d re n a lin -n o ra d re n a lin  system , a re  f e l t ,  ano ther 

symptom i s  the  presence of se n sa tio n , bu t says Kenny, in  a ve in  

s im ila r  to  Bedford;



"F eelings of emotion a re  the se n sa tio n s  lin k e d  w ith  th e  .

symptoms of an em otion; bu t the  se n sa tio n s  a re  f e e l in g s ,  

j u s t  a s  b o d ily  changes a re  symptoms only i f  they  occur in  

a c e r ta in  c o n te x t."  (99)

Thus a m an's going p a le  i s  a symptom o f an eii/iotiou ( f e a r  say) 

only i f  i t  occurs in  the  face  o f a t  l e a s t  p u ta t iv e  danger. S ensa tions 

a re  p a r t  of the em otional complex only i f  they  occur, lin k e d  in  

some way, to  a t a r g e t .

The same can be s a id ,  a s  Kenny h im se lf has shown in  argu ing  

a g a in s t the b e h a v io u ris t a n a ly s is  of em otion, fo r a c t io n s .  The 

re le v a n t passage has a lre ad y  been quoted , (see  my page 3$) but we 

can paraphrase  i t  as  ’A ctions , or behav iour, a re  symptoms o f emotion 

only i f  they occur in  a c e r ta in  c o n te x t. A m an's running away, i s  a 

symptom o f f e a r  only i f  i t  occurs in  the face  of a t  l e a s t  p u ta t iv e  

d a n g e r . ' Thus, s e n sa tio n s , o th e r  b o d ily  changes and a c tio n s  a re  a l l  

symptoms o f E only i f  they  occur in  the  co n tex t c o n ta in in g  a ta r g e t  

p roper to  E. Perhaps we should add h e re , a s  Kenny o ften  does, th a t  

an a s c r ip t io n  of E only makes sense (w hether i t  be tru e  o r no t) in  

these  c ircum stances.

I t  seems to  me th a t  g iven  t h i s ,  we s t i l l  need to  know something 

e ls e .  We need to  know what makes i t  t r u e  th a t  a c e r ta in  man A i s  

under the in flu e n ce  of an emotion E as opposed to  what c ircum stances 

make i t  i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  say th a t  A i s  E. This i s  a f a i r l y  sim ple



p o in t th a t  I  am making, fo r  a l l  I  am saying i s  th a t  th e re  i s  a 

d if fe re n c e  between the  c ircum stances th a t  make i t  i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  

say fo r  example, " I t  has been ra in in g "  ( th e  ground i s  w e t), and 

tru e  to  soy " I t  has been ra in in g "  ( th e  wetness of the  ground i s  the 

r e s u l t  o f w ater f a l l in g ,  n a tu ra lly  and due to  m eteo ro log ica l c o n d itio n s , 

frcra th e  sky -  and not the r e s u l t  o f some o v e r-e n th u s ia s tic  w atering 

o f  the  g a rd e n )« Kenny does not g ive  us t h i s  and i t  i s  t h i s  th a t  i s  

re sp o n s ib le  fo r  the weakness o f h is  account of emotions a s  m otives.

Kenny's account of m otives i s  too  d e ta ile d  and involved to  

d isc u ss  f u l ly  here  but th e  main bt nes o f i t  a s  i t  a f f e c t s  emotions 

can be p icked o u t. He d is t in g u is h e s  between m otives and in te n t io n s  

and to  e x p la in  th e  d i s t in c t io n  he ta k e s  a 'scheme* o f a c tio n ;

A i s  P (and d o e sn 't  want to  b e ) .

A a c t s .

A i s  Q (and i s  co n ten t to  be) -  (where the l im itin g  case  of

Q i s  th a t  i s  P ) .

As a sim ple e x em p lifica tio n  o f th i s  p a tte rn  he g iv e s , "When

a man being  c o ld , goes to  th e  f i r e  and warms h im se lf" . E xplanations 

of t h i s  s o r t  o f beliaviour may be in  term s of 'backw ard-looking '

(BL) reasons o r  forward look ing  (FL) reaso n s , o r in  term s o f  the  

whole p a t te r n .  Examples a re ;

(BL) ' I  was c o ld '

(ÎX) *I d id  i t  to  g e t warm'.

(BL) g iv es  a d i f f e r e n t  s o r t  o f reason  to  (FL). The l a t t e r  Kenny c a l l s



th e  sta tem ent o f an in te n t io n .  The a c tio n  can be exp la ined  a ls o  by 

t e l l i n g  th e  whole s to ry , the  whole p a tte rn  of behav iour, which nhen 

d escrib ed  by the use of one word, produces a motive word. Thus Kenny 

in v e n ts  a word h e re , 'T herm ophilia* , to  show th a t  i t  i s  as a r t i f i c i a l  

a s  t h i s ,  and says th a t  we could ex p la in  the m an's a c tio n s  by saying 

th a t  he ac ted  out of thern ioph ilia  (9 1 ) . P a t te rn  e x p lan a tio n s  a re  

m otive ex p lan a tio n s  but (BL) ejqplanations can a ls o  be c a l le d  motive 

e x p la n a tio n s , i f  not so n a tu r a l ly .  According to  Kenny;

"Which backward-looking reasons we s h a l l  n a tu ra l ly  c a l l  

'm o tiv e s ' depends upon the  com paratively  t r i v i a l  c ircum stance 

of whether or not we have a name fo r  the s p e c if ic  scheme 

ex em p lified ."  (92)

l̂ ntiat Kenny says here  i s  not a l to g e th e r  a c c u ra te , fo r  th e re  a re  

occasions when we use the  word 'm o tiv e ' somewhat d i f f e r e n t ly .  I t  

might be sa id  th a t  to  g ive a (FL) reason  i s  sometimes to  g iv e  tlie 

m otive, a s  when th e  hero o f a d e te c tiv e  novel says th a t  th e  g u i l ty  

man had a  motive to  k i l l  the  v ic tim  because he would in h e r i t  the 

money. The word i s  used to  mean 'p o s s ib le  m otive ' (he had a reason  

fo r  murder but did he a c t  upon i t ? ) .  The connection  here  i s  p o ss ib ly  

t h a t ,  when we say h is  motive fo r  murder ( i f  he committed i t )  could  

be expressed  in  terms of h is  fu tu re  in h e r i ta n c e , we mean th a t  t h i s  

(p o s s ib le )  motive would be a (ree l)m o tiv e  only i f  he wanted th e  money. 

Thus, th e  (FL) i s  re fe r re d  back to  a (BL) one. Kenny's account 

c o n c e n tra te s  upon occasions when we say th a t  someone was 'm o tiv a ted



by* p r id e ,o r  Jea lo u sy , o r g ree d . This e x p la in s  an a c tio n  by the  

agen t bu t an agent could be sa id  to  have a m otive, even though he 

d id  not commit the a c t io n .

There i s  a f e e l in g , m anifested  s tro n g ly  in  R y le 's  Concept o f 

Mind, th a t  to  use a  'p a tte rn *  word, in  t h i s  case  'Therm ophilia* i s  

to  imply th a t  th e re  i s  some r e g u la r i ty  about the m an's a c tio n s  -  to  

imply some c h a r a c te r i s t ic  of h i s  p e rs o n a l i ty .  Thus, to  say th a t  a 

man ac ted  out o f therm oph ilia  i s  to  imply th a t  the  man i s  a 

' theim iophiliac ' ,  but I  do not see th a t  th i s  i s  so . There a re

occasions when we want to  use the emotion word a s  a motive word

w ithout im plying th a t  th e  person re g u la r ly  experiences such an 

em otion. Thus, a woman may say in  su rp r is e  ''4 iy , y o u 're  j e a l o u s l ' , 

and whereas i t  might be n a tu ra l  to  hear her fo llow  t h i s  w ith , ' I

d id n 't  know you were the Jea lous type I ' ,  i t  seems to  me th a t  t h i s

may be answered by th e  ( t ru e )  s ta tem en t, 'I 'm  n o t* . I  do not wish 

to  say any more here  about t l i i s ,  but w i l l  come back to  th i s  l a t e r ,  in  

o rder to  d isc u ss  what i t  means to  say someone i s  the  'J e a lo u s  t y p e '.

Thus, fo r Kenny, embtion words must be seen  to  a c t  a s  motive 

words in  th i s  manner:

" ...w h e n  A a c ts  out o f fe a r  o f x the p a t te rn  vdiich he

exw iip lifies i s  t h i s :  A i s  in  danger o f x -  A a c ts  -  A

i s  out o f danger o f x ."  (92)

Kenny goes on in  the  r e s t  o f h is  book, to  e la b o ra te  upon what



63.

he says here about a c t io n s , but t h i s  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  fo r  our pu rposes. 

To e x p la in  an a c tio n  in  term s of an emotion word, i s  to  s e t  the  

a c t io n  in  a p a t te r n  o f behav iour. The ta rg e t  o f th e  emotion i s  

n e c e s s a r ily  r e la te d  to  the  a c t io n , in  th a t  a man i s  a f r a id  of x , 

only i f  X c o n s t i tu te s  some, a t  l e a s t  p u ta tiv e  danger to  him. Any 

a c t io n  th a t  he perform s in  the  con tex t o f x i s  a symptom o f h is  f e a r  

o f X and to  ex p la in  a m an's a c tio n s  a s  m otivated by h is  f e a r ,  i s  

to  say th a t  th ese  a c tio n s  must be seen a s  a ttem p ts to  avoid the  

danger which he i s  faced w ith . To e x p la in  a m an's avoidance o f 

t r a in s  as h is  being a f ra id  of them, i s  to  say something about h is  

e v a lu a tio n  o f the dangers o f t r a in - r id in g .

I  f e e l  th a t  the accounts which Bedford and i* ênny g ive a re  in  

essence c o r re c t  but a re  not s u f f i c i e n t ,  what they  do g ive us i s  a  

fu l ly  i n t e l l i g i b l e  account of the lo g ic  of d is tin g u ish in g  between 

em otions; they  show how some element o f knowledge must be p re sen t in  

accounting  fo r  em otions. The p a t te rn  account o f m otives i s  very 

a t t r a c t i v e .  However, i t  seems to  me tiia t  they c o n ce n tra te  upon 

the  symptoms of emotion and what makes one man's s t a te  f e a r ,  and 

a n o th e r 's  in d ig n a tio n . The power of emotions seems to  have been 

l o s t .  I  know th a t  t h i s  way of ta lk in g  may be dangerous, fo r i t  may 

seem to  sug^^est a r e tu rn  to  th e  'naming* theo ry , but what I  wart to  

know i s  how we account fo r  the f a c t  th a t  em otions, though to  a 

g re a te r  or l e s s e r  e x te n t c o n tro l la b le ,  a re  l ia b le  to  sp rin g  upon us 

and 'fo rc e*  us in to  a c t io n . Uhat, a re  we say ing , I  want to  know.



when we say th a t  a  m an's emotions g e t th e  b e t t e r  o f him?

There a re  two q u estio n s  wh^oh the James account e e ts  out to  

answ er. (1) What i s  the  d if fe re n c e  between emotions? and (2 ) What 

i s  a c tin g  em otionally? # Kenny to  my mind o f fe r s  us a very  i llu m in a tin g  

account o f the  f i r s t  questio n  but does not seem to  he lp  with th e  

second.

On the 'r e c o n s tru c te d ' Jam esian account th a t  I  gave e a r l i e r ,  

a c tin g  em o tio n a lly , or d isp lay in g  an em otion, i s  re a c tin g  in  an 

unmediated way to  a s tim u lu s . TM fe e l in g s  fo r  James a re  our 

aw areness o f t h i s  r e a c t io n .  Whereas Kenny and Bedford p ro p erly  

d ism iss  se n sa tio n s  a s  necessary  c o n s t i tu e n ts  of an emotion complex, 

and take emotion words to  be exp lanato ry  o f behaviour in  term s o f 

t a r g e t s ,  they  do no t account f o r ,  ns James does, th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  

i s  s d if fe re n c e  between em otional and considered  behaviour*

However, i t  i s  obvious th a t  em otional response i s  no t siffi]ly 

s t io u lu s - r e s ]  onse behaviour l ik e  knee-J exiting in  response to  a  tegp 

w ith a  ifiamtiier below th e  knee-cap . borne elem ent o f r a t i o n a l i ty  i s  

necessary  to  th e  concep t, in  th a t  em otional response can be ev a lu a ted  

a s  p ro p e r, o r i r r a t io n a l  in  v a rio u s  ways.

I t  seema to  b»  th a t  we must make an a ttem p t to  r e l a te  th e se  fo o ts  

to g e th e r  and account fo r  them. I  s l ia l l  a ttem pt to  do th i s  in  the  

fo llow ing  c h a p te r , by deeding f i r s t  w ith some work by p sy c h o lo g is ts  

on the  em otions.



Chapter T hree.

A ction and Emotion 

(P a r t  Two).



W ’

In  a  s o t  o f experim ents c a r r ie d  out in  1962, S ta n le y  S ch ach te r 

and Jerome S in g e r show th a t  em otional response  can be a r t i f i c i a l l y  

m an ip u la ted , along  one dim ension a t  l e a s t .  A d is c u s s io n  o f th e s e  

ex p eriiaen ts  w i l l ,  I  hope, en ab le  me to  pu t my o b je c tio n s  t o  K enny's 

accoun t more c l e a r l y ,  and to  pu t forw ard some p o s i t iv e  p o in ts  a s  

w e ll .

As I  s a id  b e fo re , most p sy c h o lo g ic a l experim ents in  th e  f i e ld  

o f em otion have re p re se n te d  a tte m p ts  to  p rove, d isp ro v e  or supplem ent 

James* th eo ry  o f em otional e x p e rie n ce , bu t i t  h a s , up to  f a i r l y  

r e c e n t ly ,  been t a c i t l y  accep ted  th a t  som ething l ik e  th e  Jam es' 

account i s  c o r r e c t .  Jc iia c h te r  and S in g e r t r y  to  g e t  away from t h i s  

by in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  p a r t  p layed  by ’c o g n itiv e  f a c t o r s ' ,  a s  th ey  

c a l l  them , i n  em otional re sp o n se .

To r e p e a t  a n o th e r  e a r l i e r  comment, th e  b o d ily  change most 

f re q u e n t i n  em otional ex p erien ce  i s  th e  s e c re t io n  o f  a d re n a l in  and 

n o ra d re n a lin  from the  a d re n a l g la n d s . The r a te  a t  which th e s e  

s e c re t io n s  occur i s  sa id  to  be in f lu e n c e d  by sym p ath e tic  nervous 

system  a c t i v i t y  which i s  d i r e c t ly  under th e  c o n tro l  o f th e  hypothalam us. 

Maranon, a s  J c lia c h te r  and S in g er r e p o r t ,  c a r r ie d  ou t some ex p erim en ts  

i n  1924 which showed th a t  s u b je c ts  ad m in is te red  w ith  a d re n a l in  d id  

n o t r e p o r t  any em otional e x p e r ie n c e . They re p o rte d  what Maranon 

c a l l s  *cold* o r  *as if*  em otions. They sa id  th a t  th ey  f e l t  a s  i f

1 . *The d e te rm in a n ts  of em otional re sp o n se* , F sycholo ;^ ical Review.
1962.



they  were angry , a s  i f  they  were e x c ite d , and so on# When, however, 

Maranon mentioned em otion-laden to p ic s  to  the  s u b je c ts ,  they  rep o rted  

'f u l l*  emotions#

I t  lias been c le a r ly  recogn ised  th a t  no in je c t io n  o r s im ila r  

s tim ulus can b rin g  about an em otional s t a te  per s e # In  th e  absence 

of anyth ing  th a t  can count as a t a r g e t ,  a l l  such a stim u lus can do 

i s  to  b ring  about c e r ta in  s e n sa tio n s . A c o ro lla ry  o f t h i s  which has 

not been e x p l ic i t ly  s ta te d ,  i s  th a t  no such stim ulus can b rin g  

about the s t a te  of beingr « n o tio n a l# even i f  we a re  u n sp e c if ic  a s  to  th e  

a c tu a l  emotion# A s t a te  of p h y s io lo g ic a l a ro u s a l , i f  such a concept 

can be u s e fu l ly  employed (and many p sy c h o lo g is ts  argue th a t  i t  c a n ) , 

i s  not pe r se an em otional s ta te #  J u s t  a s  no one se n sa tio n  s e t  

c o n s t i tu te s  the  presence of an em otion, so no u n sp e c if ic  se n sa tio n  

s e t  c o n s t i tu te s  the  presence of "e m o tio n a lity " •

The phrase  'b e in g  emotional* has many uses and the  way th a t  i t  

i s  being used here must be ex p la in ed . I t  can be used to  a s c r ib e  a 

d is p o s i t io n  to  a person  -  th a t  the  person  i s  l ik e ly  to  r e a c t  to  

any 'e m o tio n -s itu a tio n *  more v iv id ly  than  th e  norm# I t  can a ls o  

be used in  a p e rio d ic  sense -  th a t  the  person  i s  re a c tin g  w ith  h igh  

in te n s i ty  to  a p a r t i c u la r  s i tu a tio n #  The phrase  i s  o ften  used to

1# I t  i s  in te r e s t in g  th a t  James cla im s th a t  i f  you take away th e  
b o d ily  f e e l in g s ,  a l l  you a re  l e f t  w ith i s  a co ld  I n te l l e c tu a l  
Reeling# Maranon says th a t  i f  you take away the  * co g n itiv e  
elem ent*, a l l  you a re  l e f t  w ith  i s  a s e t  o f 'co ld*  fee lin g s#



im ply th a t  t h i s  perso n  i s  a c tin g  to  some degree i r r a t i o n a l l y  o r  can  ' 

be expected  to  do so . However, I  w ish tc  use i t  to  d e s c r ib e  th o se  

o ccas io n s  on w hich, whereas we know th a t  the  p e rso n  i s  r e a c t in g  in  

a way th a t  can be d esc rib ed  end e v e n tu a lly  ex p la in ed  by u se  o f  an  

em otion word, we do no t know which one to  use a t  th a t  moment. I  

w ish to  use i t  in  a sense n e u tr a l  to  any s p e c i f ic  em otion , in  a  way 

s im i la r  to  t h a t  i n  which I  use th e  word 'u p s e t* .

On some o ccas io n s  i t  i s  obvious t h a t  someone i s  e m o tio n a lly  

u p s e t ,  ( i s  be ing  em otional) b u t we do not know in  what way; we do 

no t know what i s  th e  L ia tter w ith  laim. I t  i s  o f te n  t ru e  t l i a t  i n  

th e se  s i tu a t io n s  th e  i-erson invo lved  does no t know e i t h e r .

Now w hile  i t  i s  no doubt tru e  t l ia t  fo r  some ty p es  o f em otion , 

th e  p re sen ce  of s e n sa tio n s  i s  a  n ecessa ry  p a r t  o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e , 

t h i s  i s  no t a l l  th e re  i s  to  i t .  îjao tio n s  in  t h e i r  s j) e c if ic  forms 

a re  r e la te d  to  th e  world in  s p e c i f i c  ways, ruid being  e m o tio n a l, i n  

th e  sense  t l ia t  I  hrr/e used the  p h ra se , i s  a t  l e a s t  to  know th a t  o n e 's  

’ s t a t e '  i s  r e l a t e d  to  th e  world in  some way o tlie r tlian  pui*ely c a u s a l ly .  

I t  i s  no t s u f f i c i e n t ,  fo r  a p erso n  to  be in  an em otional s t a t e ,  t h a t  

he should  liave c e r t a in  s e n s a t io n s .

Thus Maranon i s  no t e n t i t l e d  to  th in k  e i t l ie r  t l ia t  th e  i n j e c t i o n  

cou ld  b rin g  abou t s p e c i f ic  em otions ( a s  James would iiave us th in k )  

nor t l ia t  i t  cou ld  b rin g  ab o u t, d i r e c t l y ,  th a t  p e c u l ia r  e x p e r ie n c e  of



1
being em otionally  mixed up*

The s e t  o f very in te re s t in g  experim ents performed by Schachter 

and S in g er a re  to  some ex ten t based upon re c o g n itio n  o f t h i s  fac t*

They put forward the hypothesis th a t  em otional experience i s  a 

fu n c tio n  o f both co g n itiv e  and p h y sio lo g ic a l f a c to r s .  They p o s i t  

t lia t  in  th e  Maranon experim ents, the  su b je c ts  d id  no t repcsrt em otional 

f e e l in g s  because they  knew why they  were fe e lin g  a s  they  d id . They 

had some ex p lan a tio n  and were th e re fo re  not in c lin e d  to  say th a t  they 

were em o tional. They p o s i t ,  in  the preamble to  th e i r  exj^eriment, 

th a t  em btional s t a te s  can be m anipulated -  i . e .  i f  a person  i s  put 

in to  a s t a t e  o f p h y sio lo g ica l a ro u sa l w ithout being  aware of i t ,  he 

w il l  have no way o f accounting fo r  h is  s e n sa tio n s . I f  he i s  then 

o ffe red  'a n  a p p ro p ria te  c o g n itio n ' he i s  l ik e ly  to  put h is  se n sa tio n s  

down to  an em otional re a c tio n . I f  on the  o th e r  hand th e  su b je c t 

knows why he i s  fe e lin g  as he does, he w ill  not do so . They conclude 

from t h e i r  r e s u l t s ;

" (1 )  Given a s t a te  of p h y s io lo g ic a l a ro u sa l fo r  which an 

in d iv id u a l has no immediate ex p la n a tio n , he w il l  la b e l  t h i s  

s t a t e  and d e sc rib e  h is  f e e lin g s  in  term s of the co g n itio n s 

a v a i la b le  to  h i m . . . i t  should be a n tic ip a te d  th a t  p re c is e ly  

th e  same s t a t e  o f p h y s io lo g ica l a ro u sa l could  be lab e le d  

• jo y ' or 'f u r y ' or 'j e a l o u s y '. . .depending upon the  co g n itiv e

1. Although i t  i s  not p o ss ib le  to  t e l l  from M aranon's accoun t, i t
would be in te r e s t in g  to  sp ecu la te  upon th e  reasons why h is  su b je c ts  
rep o rted  fe e lin g  'a s  i f  tliey were happy, r a th e r  th a n , fo r example, 
e x c ite d  or f r ig h te n e d .



a sp e c ts  o f the s i tu a t io n .

(2) Given a  s t a te  o f p h y s io lc ^ ic a l a ro u sa l fo r which an 

in d iv id u a l has a com pletely  a p p ro p ria te  e x p la n a tio n , no 

e v a lu a tiv e  needs w il l  a r i s e  and the  in d iv id u a l i s  u n lik e ly  

to  la b e l  h is  f e e lin g s  in  term s o f th e  a l te r n a t iv e  c o g n itio n s  

a v a i la b le .

( 3 ) Given the same c o g n itiv e  c ircum stances, the  in d iv id u a l w il l  

r e a c t  em otionally  or d e sc rib e  h is  fe e lin g s  a s  em otions only to  

the  e x te n t th a t  he experiences a s t a te  o f p h y s io lo g ic a l a ro u s a l .”

In  th e  experim ent, v o lu n te e r  s u b je c ts  came to  th e  la b o ra to ry  

o s te n s ib ly  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  an experim ent on v is io n .  They were 

in je c te d  w ith what they thought was a drug *suproxin* which they  

were to ld  had some e f f e c t  upon p e rc e p tio n . Some of them were in  

f a c t  g iven  ep inephrine  ( a r t i f i c i a l  ad re n a lin ) and some a p lacebo .

The su b je c ts  can be d iv ided  in to  fou r g roups. ( I )  Those who were 

g iven  a d re n a lin  and to ld  what the  e f f e c ts  would be -  to  produce an 

in c reased  h e a r t r a t e ,  hand-trem or and a flu sh in g  o f the  fa c e . These 

s u b je c ts  b e lie v e d , of co u rse , th a t  the  drug was •suproxin* and they  

were to ld  th a t  these  e f f e c t s  were s id e  e f f e c ts  and nothing to  do 

w ith  th e  experim ent; (2) Those who were to ld  nothing about the  drug; 

( 3 ) Those who were misinformed about the  drug -  they  were to ld  th a t  

the  s id e  e f f e c t s  o f ’suproxin* were to  produce numbness in  the f e e t ,  

an i tc h in g  se n sa tio n  over p a r ts  of the body and p o ss ib ly  a  s l ig h t  

headache; (4) Those who were given a p lacebo and to ld  nothing about

1 . Op. c i t .  P 381/ 382.



th e  e f f e c t s  o f  's u p ro x in * . These s u b je c ts  were th e r e f o r e ,  in  te rm s 

of t h e i r  knowledge, in  th e  same p o s i t io n  as group ( 2 ) .  These g roups 

a re  r e f e r r e d  to  a s  ( l )  Z p i- in f  (2 ) E p i- ig n  (5) h p i-m is  (4 ) P laceb o .

The s u b je c ts  were tlien  in d iv id u a l ly  shown in to  a room, 

o s te n s ib ly  to  w a it fo r  20 m inutes • . . . f o r  the su p ro x in  to  g e t  

from th e  in j e c t i o n  s i t e  in to  th e  b lood stream *. (For most peo p le  

ep in ep lirin e -cau sed  symptoms b eg in  i n  about 3-5 m in u te s .)  I n  th e  

w aiting-room  was a  co n fed e ra te  who behaved in  a manner c a lc u la te d  

to  induce a t  one tim e , eu p h o ria , and a t  a n o th e r , a n g e r . The beh av io u r 

o f  th e  s u b je c t  was observed th rough  a  one way m irro r ,  and a f t e r  th e  

experim ent each s u b je c t  was asked  to  f i l l  in  a  q u e s tio n n a ire  in c lu d in g  

s c a le s  upon which to  mark down s e l f - r e p o r t s  of f e e l in g s  o f  an g er and 

e u p h o ria , hach s u b je c t  was t r e a te d  on h is  own, th e  * g roups * not 

r e f e r r in g  to  th e  way th e  experim ent was a c tu a l ly  c a r r ie d  ou t i n  th e  

la b o r a to ry .

D. H. D avies sums th e  r e s u l t s  up a s  fo llo w s;

" In  th e  eu p h o ria  experim ent ( f o r  exam ple), the  m isinform ed 

group was th e  most eu p h o ric , a s  judged from t h e i r  r a te d  

behav iour i n  the w a itin g  room and from t h e i r  s e l f - r a t i n g s  

on th e  q u e s tio n n a ire ,  fo llow ed by th e  ig n o ra n t g ro u p , th e  

p laceb o  group and the  c o r r e c t ly  inform ed group in  t h a t  o rd e r .

In  a l l  s u b je c ts  who iiad re c e iv e d  in je c t io n s  of a d r e n a l in ,  

p u lse  r a t e  in c re a se d  from th e  p r e - in je c t io n  le v e l  to  th e  p o s t

in j e c t i o n  le v e l  a t  th e  end o f the  experim en t, w hile  th e  means



fo r  the placebo group showed a decrease over the  same period* 

A pparently , th e re fo re , the drug succeeded In I ro re a s ln g  one

index of physio log ic  n l a rousa l « But the  tVtree jtroups who

received  the a c tiv e  drug , and wiiooe arousal le v e ls  were 

increased  to  much th e  same degree, behaved in  very  d i f f e r e n t  

ways in  th e  same stim ulus s itu a tio n *  The only f a c to r  which

oeems ab le  to  account fo r  th i s  d iffe re n c e  ic  th e  kind o f

In fO T iation  th n t th e  su b je c ts  were given beforehand#"^

Thus Gchnchtf^r and S in g e r, In  t h i s  experim ent, conclude th a t  

’cogn itive*  c lu e s  a re  im portant de term inan ts of em otional s ta te #

With t h i s  we must agree hut vdwit la  m l i t t l e  odd i s  the wmj th a t  

'’chaoh ter and R inger proceed to  egqplain the re la t io n s h ip  between 

n en sa tio as  and cognitions*  In  t h i s  they  show th a t  t h e i r  p o s i t io n  i s  

not th a t  f a r  removed from th n t o f Janos* Much of t h i s  can be pruned

from the  theo ry  w ith l i t t l e  loss#

What tsnkea th e  work I n i t i a l l y  obscure i s  the way th a t  o ch seh te r 

and S inger exp ress th e i r  s ta r t in g  poin t*  They how a man knows 

th a t  he i s  angry* This i s ,  o f cou rse , ra th e r  an unusual q u es tio n  in

the way in  which askinr^ now a man knows th a t  an o th er nan i s  angry i s

not* I t  I s  in d ic a tiv e  o f the  approach o f th is  theory  -  and Ixwîeed 

many th e o r ie s  in  psychology -  tM t  the  f i r s t  questio n  I s  t r e a te d  on a

1# D# B# iJavies’ ch ap ter on ’ Autonomic response zm tterns and em o tio n ', 
P 197, in  in troducing  psychology -  An ex p erm en ta l upnroacb. ed# 
by D* S* Wright and Ann Taylor#^ ' " " ' '



p a r a l le l  w ith  the second. I t  i s  im plied th a t  th e  evidence th a t  I  

have fo r  knowing th a t  I  am angry i s  of the same n a tu re  -  or the  same 

o rder -  a s  the evidence th a t  I  have fo r  knowin^^ th a t  you a re  angry . 

However, th e re  i s  an obvious asym etry between the two q u e s tio n s . I  

know th a t  you a re  angry from your behaviour; your f a c ia l  ex p re ss io n s , 

your words, your a c t io n s , a l l  in te rp re te d  w ith in  a c e r ta in  s i tu a t io n .  

(As Kenny p o in ts  o u t, a b e h a v io u ris t a n a ly s is  alone w i l l  not do -  i t  

i s  behaviour in te rp re te d  w ith in  a co n tex t th a t  m a tte r s .)

Now whereas i t  i s  t ru e  th a t  th e re  a re  occasions when I  come to  

r e a l i s e  th a t  I  am angry e i th e r  by someone e ls e  p o in tin g  o u t, or by 

m yself n o tic in g  my behavicur ( s a y ) ,  th i s  i s  th e  unusual and no t the 

u sua l c a se . Indeed sense i s  made of i t  by use o f the  word 'r e a l i s e *  

and not 'know*. In  the  normal case , i t  i s  not tru e  th a t  I  need 

evidence fo r  th e  sta tem ent *I am angry*. (V iz. W ittg e n s te in 's  comments 

upon t h i s  s o r t  of sta tem en t a s  an avow al.) The q u e s tio n  asked ' How 

do you know?' i s  a s i l l y  one when asked of the  f i r s t  person  s ta tem en t 

but not when asked of the th i r d  person , 'He i s  angry*.

S chachter and S inger t r e a t  a l l  cases of th e  use o f the sta tem en t 

*I am angry* as  examples of the  unusual r a th e r  than  th e  usua l c a se . 

Thus, throughout t h i s  work, they  t r e a t  my knowledge o f  my em otional 

s t a te s  as analogous to  my knowledge o f your em otional s t a t e s .  They 

reduce the f i r s t  person  case  to  the  t h i r d .  T h is g iv e s  r i s e  to  an 

e s s e n t ia l ly  d u a l i s t  p o s i t io n  which can be s e t  out th u s .
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I  p e rce iv e  th e  e itu e .tio n ; th e  p e rcep tio n  *in some fa sh io n  

i n i t i a t e s  a s t a te  o f p h y s io lo g ic a l arousal*  { then  g iven  th a t  I  am 

in  some s t a te  o f a ro u s a l ,  I  want to  know why, so I  in v e s t ig a te  the  

s i t u a t io n  to  fin d  what brought i t  about* In  (A), th e re  i s  a sh o r t  

form o f (B) which dem onstra tes the C a rte s ia n  n a tu re  o f such an 

exp lanation*  We a rc  g iven in  f a c t  TmfO uses of th e  word *1** The 

f i r s t  r e f e r s  to  my seeing  the o b je c t/e v e n t and the second to  my 

* seeing* the s t a te  o f a ro u sa l (w ith  the m ind 's eye)* The o b jec tio n s  

to  such an account a re  too  w ell known to  go in to  here and i t  i s  

enough to  p o in t out th a t  Schach ter and S in g e r 's  account does imply i t .

The two f a u l t s  in  the S chachter and S inger a n a ly s is  which concern 

us here  a re  (1) th a t  the p e rc ep tio n  i s  not to  be analysed  p u re ly  in  

p h y s io lo g ic a l term s -  as indeed Schachter h im self n o tic e s  c a l l in g  i t  

a p e rc e p tio n -c o g n itio n  a t  one p o in t and (2) the p o s it in g  of th e  

'e v a lu a t iv e  need* i s  a m etaphysical w hite e lephant a r is in g  out of 

th e  p a r a l l e l  w ith the  th i r d  person case  -  i t  re p la c e s  my concern or 

c u r io s i ty  about why you a re  a c tin g  as you are*

Schach ter ta lk s  about 'la b e l lin g *  ray em otional s t a t e s ,  

accord ing  to  ray in v e s tig a t io n  o f th e  s i tu a t io n  th a t  brought them 

about* T his assumes th a t  the  s i tu a t io n  brought about an 'em o tional 

s t a t e ' ,  my being unaware of i t*  Now while i t  i s  tru e  th a t  the  in je c t io n  

does g ive se n sa tio n s , i t  i s  n o t, nor cannot be tru e  th a t  i t  b r in g s  

about an em otional s ta te *  As we have shown b e fo re , a s e t  o f se n sa tio n s

1. Op. c i t .  P 380.



(p e r  se ) cannot be an emotion n e ith e r  can i t  be an em otional s ta te *

The se n sa tio n s  engendered in  us by the  in je c t io n  may be se n sa tio n s

th a t  a re  p re se n t in  em otional s t a t e s ,  bu t they cannot be the

se n sa tio n s  of an em otional s t a t e  u n t i l  we a re  p repared  to  say th a t

they  a re  in  some way connected n o n -em p irica lly  to  the  world* (U n til

we a re  o therw ise  p repared  to  say th a t  the su b je c t i s  em otionally  aroused*)

S chach ter and S inger t a lk  a s  i f  they could g ive  some c o n ten t to  

th e  u n sp e c if ic  s t a te  of being em otionally  aroused , s e p a ra te ly  from 

g iv in g  an account of anger, in d ig n a tio n , and so on. S in ce , befo re  

we 'add  i n '  the  'c o g n i t io n ',  a l l  we have a re  s e n s a tio n s , S chach ter 

i s  committed to  saying th a t  the s t a te  of physiolon ic  a l  a ro u sa l i s  

e q u iv a le n t to  th e  s t a te  o f em otional a ro u sa l which i s  q u ite  obviously 

u n tru e  *

Thus th e i r  q u estio n  should be not "How do I  know th a t  t h i s  

em otional s t a te  i s  anger?" b u t , b e t te r  "What i s  i t  which makes me 

account fo r  my se n sa tio n s  in  terms of an emotion word?".

Now, o f coui'se, X have suggested a  use of the  phrase 'em o tio n a lly  

auroused' o r 'b e in g /g e tt in g  em o tional' or 'b e in g  em otionally  u p s e t ' 

which i s  indeed u n sp e c if ic  a s  to  the a c tu a l em otion. But t h i s ,  I  

su g g e s t, i s  not to  be accounted fo r  in  term s o f se n sa tio n s  a lo n e .

Given th a t  ray h e a r t  i s  thumping and my b re a th  i s  s h o r t ,  (a s  au to 

b iog raph ic  a l ly  speaking I  have f e l t  a f t e r  re c e iv in g  an in je c t io n  a t  

the  d e n t i s t )  one i s  not c a l le d  upon to  say th a t  I  am em otionally



aro u sed , a s  Maranon and Schachter and S inger them selves, by 

im p lic a tio n  dem onstra te . Emotions a re  t ie d  to  a c tio n  and se n sa tio n s  

do not o f them selves g ive r i s e  to  a c t io n . (P a in  i s  n o t , o f co u rse , 

to  be analysed  out a s  a s e n sa tio n . I t  i s  n e a re r  to  a -so n sa tio n -  

t h a t - I - w a n t - to - g e t - r id - o f • An i t c h  i s  n e a re r  to  a - s e n s a t io n - t l ia t - I -  

w a n t- to -s c ra tc h .)  I f  emotions were not t ie d  to  a c t io n  they  could 

no t fu n c tio n  so n a tu ra lly  as m otive-w ords.

An example o f a s i tu a t io n  in  which we might want to  speak of 

someone being em otional w ithout sp ec ify in g  th e  emotion i s  tM s .  

Imagine a  mother whose youn^, sou has f in a l ly  a rr iv e d  home very l a t e ,  

w ell p a s t  h is  bed-tim e. His mother has been search ing  fo r  him fo r  

hours in  a frenzy  o f a n x ie ty . When she f in d s  him, she d o e s n 't  know 

' w hether to  be g lad  o r a n g ry '.  Slie d o e sn 't  know whether to  sco ld  

him or k is s  lii$ , send him to  bed w ithout £iny supper or c la sp  him to  

h e r bosom. Her fe e l in g s  a re  a l l  mixed up, not because her se n sa tio n s  

a re  (how could they  be? Of se n sa tio n s  esse  e s t  p e rc ip i  -  i f  you f e e l  

tlîera they  a re  th e re , i f  you do not tliey a re  n o t ) ,  but because she 

d o e s n 't  know i f  she wants to  sco ld  or lo v e . The use o f the word 

' f e e l in g ' here i s  no t th a t  of 's e n s a t io n ',  fo r  indeed , se n sa tio n s  

a re  only one of the th in g s  th a t  we f e e l .  I t  i s  l ik e  ' fe e lin g  th a t  

one wants to  do som ething (W hite 's  fe e lin g  of in c l in a t io n  ) .

Such u ses o f the  word 'f e e l i n g ' a re  not to  be analysed  a t  a l l  

in  term s o f se n sa tio n s  but a lready  inc lude  some 'c o g n itiv e*  elem ent,

1. Alan R* W hite. Philosophy of kind P 1 l4 f f .



in  Schachter*s phrase* For example, fe e lin g  l ik e  going svdmming 

f e e l s  n e ith e r  l ik e  nor u n lik e  fe e lin g  l ik e  going to  bed, fo r  i t  

exp resses something s im ila r  to  a d e s ire  or wish -  i t  does not 

d e sc rib e  a sensation*  Such a fe e lin g  could hard ly  be induced by a 

drug a lo n e . A drug could make us f e e l  t i r e d ,  and so " l ik e  going to  

bed", but the and so i s  very im portant* To say th a t  the drug made 

a man fe e l  l ik e  going to  bed i s  accep tab le  E ng lish  of co u rse , but

i t  i s  only tru e  i f ,  when he f e e ls  t i r e d ,  he l ik e s  to  go to  bed*

T his may not be t r u e ,  say , o f a  member of a t r ib e  who always s le ep

j u s t  where they fin d  them selves a t  n ig h t.

The i n i t i a l  p l a u s ib i l i ty  of S chachter and G in g e r 's  trea tm en t 

of the  ' unusua l' case  l i e s  in  t h i s  confusion  -  th a t  we can ta lk  o f 

peop le  being em otionally  aroused u n sp e c ific  as to  the  a c tu a l  emotion 

and in  t l i is  case  i t  does make sense fo r  me to  ask  o f m yself ' What 

emotion i s  th is ? * .  Working out what I  f e e l  in  t h i s  s i tu a t io n  i s  

working out what i t  i s  th a t  I  am upse t about fo r  g iven  th i s  I  can 

say what emotion i t  i s .  However, t h i s  d i f f e r s  from G ch ach ter 's  

case  in  two ways. (1) I t  i s  no t j u s t  se n sa tio n s  th a t  I  have but 

a ls o  w ishes, w ants, in c l in a t io n s  and so on a l l  jumbled up. (2)

What I  find  in  the world th a t  he lp s me to  s o r t  out my em otional 

s t a t e  i s  not a cause but a t a r g e t . H erein l i e s  the  t r u th  of S c lia ch te r 's  

t a lk  about 'd i r e c t io n ' fo r  i f  I  can f in d  what I  am up se t about I  am 

in  a p o s i t io n  to  s o r t  m yself out -  I  know where to  look  fo r  what 

to  do. th a t I  am upse t about by i t s  n a tu re , or b e t te r  by i t s  r e l a t io n  

to  m yself, determ ines what emotion i t  i s .  I f  i  am upset because my



c a r  has been s to le n  then i t  may be t ru e  th a t  I  am angry but i f  I  am 

u p se t because my work i s  going badly then  i t  may be t ru e  th a t  I am 

f r u s t r a t e d .  The 'u p s e t s t a t e '  i n  tem is o f any se n sa tio n  co n ten t may 

be th e  same (and according  to  th e  evidence o f sc h ac h te r  and S inger 

i t  does seem to  be tru e  th a t  i t  i s  the  sam e).

For c a se s  in  which I  do know, or b e t t e r  am aware o f ,  my em otional 

d is p o s i t io n ,  the fe e l in g s  th a t  I  have w il l  not always be the same no 

m a tte r  what em otion th a t  i t  i s ,  fo r  a s  long as we in te r p r e t  'f e e l i n g s ' 

h e re  no t a s  s e n s a tio n s , but as f e l t  in c l in a t io n s ,  w ishes, wants and 

so on. ^

I f  th e re fo re ,  we ask  n o t, 'What emotion s t a t e  i s  t l i i s ? ' b u t ,

"Why do I  have th e se  se n sa tio n s? " , tlie answer only  üaay be in  term s 

o f an em otion word. Whether i t  i s  or not does not depend upon what

caused my f e e l in g s  (se n sa tio n s )  fo r  th e re  i s  pore to  i t  than  ju s t  a

d if fe re n c e  in  cau se . I t  i s  lo g ic a l ly  necessary  th a t  our em otional 

f e e l in g s  a re  consequent upon c e r ta in  even ts  in  th e  w orld . I t  i s  

p o ss ib le  th a t  se n sa tio n s  should be caused by in je c t io n s ,  blow s,

d is e a s e s  and so on w ithout t h i s  a l te r in g  th e  f a c t  th a t  they a re

s e n s a t io n s . I t  i s  not lo g ic a l ly  p o ss ib le  th a t  a  c e r ta in  s e t  of 

s e n sa tio n s  should  be p a r t  o f an em otional experience  u n le ss  they  

a re  bound up w ith  th e  world in  a  s p e c if ic  way. I f  t l i i s  i s  a le x ic a l  

p o in t then  i t  i s  p a r t  o f the meaning of em otion-w ords. T h is , we 

m ight sa y , i s  wliat we mean by being em otional. To be em otionally  

u p s e t ,  i s  a t  l e a s t  to  say th a t  th e re  i s  some ta r g e t  somewliere -  the
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problem i s  to  s o r t  out which one.

I t  i s  not t ru e  th a t  the p e rc ep tio n  of tlie 'e x c i t in g  f a c t ' ,  as 

James c a l l s  i t ,  i s  a cause m erely in  appearing in  our v is u a l  f i e ld ,  

i t  must be perceived  a s . . . a s  w e ll. T his i s  why a man i s  u su a lly  

aware o f h is  own em otional s t a t e ,  s in ce  he i s  aware of what he sees 

and what i t  means. I t  tak e s  p lace  not only in  h is  v is u a l  f i e ld  but 

in  h is  a t t i tu d e  f i e ld  a s  w ell -  h is  p e rcep tu a l f ie ld  where seeing  

in c lu d es  meaning.

I f  we keep the  analogy of a f ie ld  fo r a moment we can see why 

S chachter and G in g e r 's  account f i t s  the th ird  person case  so w e ll.

The p e rc ep tio n  of X as f r ig h te n in g  i s  the p e rcep tio n  o f i t  as dangerous. 

I t  i s  a p e rc e p tio n -co g n itio n  as Schachter and S inger say  (though 

s tra n g e ly  they fo rg e t i t  as soon as  they  say i t ) .  Our re a c t io n  to  i t  

i s  thus an em otional re a c tio n  because i t  i s  a lread y  understood 

("c o g n itis e d " , in  Sctiachter and S in g e r 's  term s) and im /hediately g iv es  

r i s e  to  the  beginnings o f behav iou r. I t  i s  a f a c t  about human beings 

and a l l  anim als th a t  they avoid danger ( c e te r i s  p a rib u s) and i t  i s  

t h i s  avoidance a c tio n  th a t  i s  ev idence, among o th er th in g s , of f e a r .

The r e a c t io n ,  in  term s of bod ily  s e n sa tio n s , a re  post and no t p r io r  

to  our c o g n itio n  and our c a l l in g  i t  'a n g e r ' or 'f e a r  ’ex p resses  our 

'p e rc e p tio n -c o g n it io n ' in  th a t  the fe e lin g s  th a t  we have a re  those 

fe e lin g s  consequent upon a c e r ta in  'p e rc e p tio n -c o g n itio n * . I f  they 

a re  n o t, then  they a re  nothing but se n sa tio n s . I t  i s  in  the  th ird  

person  case  however, when I  am ta lk in g  about you, th a t  what I  have
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befo re  me a re  ju s t  bod ily  re a c tio n s  and I  have to  in te r p r e t  these

in  term s o f your s i tu a t io n .  In  tlie f i r s t  person case  the  i n te r 

p r e ta t io n  i s  a lready  done. To t e l l  you th a t  I  am angry about X,

t e l l s  you no t only about coy fe e lin g  s t a te  (and i t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t

I  may be c o r re c t ly  described  a s  being angry when I  have, a t  th a t  

moment, no fe e lin g s  o f anger) but a ls o  about my a t t i tu d e  to  X.

Thus, i f  a man a c ts  je a lo u s ly  regard ing  h is  n e ig h b o u r 's  w ife ,

th e  neighbour i s  very r ig h t  to  t r e a t  th e  man c ircu m sp ec tly . I t  i s

not the case only th a t  the  man r e a c ts  in  a c e r ta in  physiol<% ical way

to  the presence o f the w ife, but she has a c e r ta in  meaning fo r  him -

he sees  her in  a c e r ta in  way. Thus, from the f a c t  th a t  the  man d isp la y s

je a lo u sy , we can deduce th a t  he has c e r ta in  amorous or perhaps p o ssessiv e

fe e lin g s  about h e r -  one emotion o ften  q u a s i- lo g ic a l ly  im p lies  a n o th e r .

whereas, i f  the  man sa id  t r u th f u l ly  th a t  he had no regard  fo r th e  sa id

la d y , then  i t  i s  t ru e  th a t ,  whatever liis  fe e lin g s  may be , he f e e ls  no 
1

jea lo u sy  . The d ire c tio n  th a t  Gchachter and S inger t a lk  about i s  a 

le x ic a l  one.

uven i f  tlie in te rp r e ta t io n  th a t  Schachter and S inger pu t on t h e i r  

experim ents i s  la rg e ly  confused, what they can be taken to  show i s

1 . Again, the s i tu a t io n  i s  a l i t t l e  more complex than  t h i s .  There 
i s  a  use o f 'je a lo u s*  here which might be taken to  imply something 
s im ila r  to  envy. Thus the man may simply be je a lo u s  o f h is  
neighbour because he has an a t t r a c t iv e  w ife, fo r  he wants one 
to o . I  s im p lify  the s i tu a t io n  to  show th a t  th e re  a re  lo g ic a l  
im p lic a tio n s  concerning d e s ire s  and a t t i tu d e s  in  the use of emotion 
words. The p o in t can be made and s im p lif ic a tio n  perhaps does 
not m atte r fo r  as long as we remember th a t  i t  ^  s im p li f ic a t io n .
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th a t  em otional in te n s i ty  along one dim ension, a t  l e a s t ,  can be 

a r t i f i c i a l l y  m anipulated . They can be taken  to  show t tm t ,  in  some 

sen se , s e n sa tio n s  in d ic a te , i f  not the ty p e , the  degree of emotion 

fo r  a s  long a s  the su b je c t 'p u ts  h is  sen sa tio n s  down to* the em otion- 

complex and no t some a r t i f i c i a l  cau se . To avoid tiie im p lic a tio n  here 

th a t  such 'p u t t in g  down to ' by th e  su b je c t i s  a conscious a c t ,  we 

might re -p h ra se  i t  as sometning l ik e  ' take th e  se n sa tio n s  a ts .* . '

( I  am no t too  in te r e s te d  in  ph rasing  t h i s  ex ac tly  here  a s  I  in te n d  

to  tak e  an o v e r - a l l  view of i t  l a t e r ) .

In  th ese  experim ents, th e  su b je c ts  who had a r t i f i c i a l l y  induced 

se n sa tio n s  and d id  not have any knowledge o f the e f f e c t s  o f the 

supposed 's u p ro x in ' -  the E P l-ign . group -  both  ac ted  more em otionally  

and re p o rte d  them selves as fe e lin g  more em otional, as ccmpared w ith 

th o se  who knew 'w hat would happen to  them ' -  the E P I- in f . group -  

whereas tne l a t t e r  group both ac ted  and rep o rted  them selves l e s s  

em otional th an  d id  the placebo group. G ince, a s  S chach ter and S inger 

d e c la re , the  experim ents were designed to  make the  su b je c ts  angry or 

euphoric  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  a l l  groups were em otionally  involved to  some 

d eg ree , bu t th o se  who had no grounds fo r su sp ic io n  of t l i e i r  em otional

s t a t e  were more em otional than  those  who had grounds#

The E f I - i n f .  group, being somewhat a ilienated  by the  in fo rm a tio n  

th a t  tiiey  rec e iv e d  from t  ^eir normal response to  the s i tu a t io n ,  a c ted

l e s s  em otionally  than  did th e  p lacebo group who though they liad le a s



p h y s io lo g ic a l r e a c t io n , s t i l l  d ec la red  them selves to  be angry or 

euphoric a s  the  case  may b e . Thus, we may say th a t  se n sa tio n s  

a c t  as r e in fo rc e r s  fo r  the c o g n itio n  in  some sen se . To the  degree 

th a t  a man i s  p h y s io lo g ic a lly  aroused , to  th a t  degree he i s  

em otionally  a roused , fo r  as long as  i t  makes sense to  say th a t  the 

man i s  em otionally  aroused in  the  f i r s t  p la c e . The se n sa tio n s  a c t  

as  r e in fo rc e r s  only of co g n itio n s  when they a re  f e l t  in  som e.sense 

to  complement the  c o g n itio n , but in  the  case of the  S P I - in f . group, 

tiiey did not do so .

How angry we a re ,  how a f r a id  we a re ,  i s  to  be measured in  

terms of what we do (o r  what we a re  in c lin e d  to  do) where what we 

do can inc lude  our p h y s io lo g ic a l r e a c t io n s .  Tliis i s  Kenny's 

message. Yet an em otional re a c t io n  can be a reasonab le  one o r an 

unreasonable one. There a re  occasions when we fe e l  th a t  someone 

u n d e rreac ts  and occasions when we fe e l  tlia t he o v e rre a c ts , even to  

the e x te n t sometimes of considering  iiim somewhat m entally  u n s ta b le . 

The measure o f the reasonab leness o f a re a c t io n  i s  i t s  r e la t io n s h ip  

to  the  t a r g e t .  The g re a te r  the danger, the more reasonab le  i s  the 

g re a te r  d isp lay  o f f e a r .  G rea te r fe a r  i s  reasonab le  in  the face 

o f a herd of charg ing  b u ffa lo  tlian  in  the face o f a yapping poodle, 

(though a p sy ch o lo g is t may e x p la in  someone's f e a r  o f th e  p o o d le ).

1. The experiiïtental evidence i s  in te r e s t in g  h e re , in  th a t  in  the  
s i tu a t io n  in  which h e a r t - r a te  &c. increased  and in  the s i tu a t io n  
in  which i t  decreased , su b je c ts  s t i l l  ac ted  and rep o rte d  th e  
id e n t ic a l  em otions. Tliis seems experim ental d isc o n firm a tio n  of 
the James hypo thesis  about d i s t in c t io n  between em otions.
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G rea te r in d ig n a tio n  i s  reasonab le  in  the  face o f a d i r e c t  and 

in tended  i n s u l t ,  than  in  th e  face  of an a cc id e n ta l rem ark.

Someone who i s  being unreasonable about something may be asked 

to  c o n tro l h im se lf , «e show s u rp r is e  i f  somone r e a c ts  v io le n t ly  

to  something no t p ro p o rtio n a te  to  such re a c tio n .

Schachter and S inger show th a t ,  along one dimension a t  l e a s t ,  

our re a c tio n  can be m anipulated . They show not only th a t  the 

p h y s io lo g ic a l symptoms can be m anipulated but th e  degree to  which 

a  man becomes em otional can be a r t i f i c i a l l y  increased  or d ec rea sed . 

The man who shows a g re a te r  re a c t io n  i s  more em otional. T his i s  a 

c o ro l la ry , o f co u rse , of the f a c t  th a t  em otional in te n s i ty  i s  

measured by what we do. S ince our re a c tio n  i s  not im m ediately 

under our c o n tro l ,  t h i s  su g g ests  th a t  our e v a lu a tio n  of th e  s i tu a t io n  

i s  not a  conscious a c t .  f o r ,  were we to  consciously  ev a lu a te  the  

s i tu a t io n ,  tnen  no amount of a r t i f i c i a l  s tim u la tio n  could in te r f e r e  

w ith  our d e c is io n , and the  p h y s io lo g ic a l symptoms would be i r r e le v a n t  

to  th e  complex.

fu t  t i i i s  ano ther way. The degree to  which someone r e a c ts  to  

some s i tu a t io n  d e c la re s  now much i t  means to  him. Gome one, a c t in g  

very  upse t over sane in c id e n t, may be o ffe red  the excuse, " I  am 

so r ry . I  d id  not r e a l i s e  th a t  i t  meant th a t  much to  you", and i t  

i s  eq u a lly  p o ss ib le  th a t  he should re p ly , " I  d id n 't  e i t h e r " .  A man 

may, in  advance, d ec la re  th a t  he w il l  not be angry i f  X o ccu rs , bu t



when i t  does he may be angry a l l  th e  same* To account fo r  t l i i s  we 

o f te n  sa y , "When i t  came to  the  p o in t ,  I  r e a l is e d  what i t  meant"*

A m an's involvem ent in  the world -  what he b e lie v e s  in ,  what 

he c a re s  fo r  and how much he c a re s  fo r  i t  -  i s  shown by what he does 

a s  w ell a s  what he says* T his i s  a well-known tru th *  B ut, h is  

involvem ent i s  a ls o  shown by c o n fig u ra tio n s  of h is  em otional . l i f e *

hen I  say th a t  our é v a lu a tio n  of the s i tu a t io n  i s  not a 

conscious one, X do no t mean th a t  we c a rry  out an e v a lu a tio n

unconsciously  e ith e r*  There i s  no need to  suppose t h i s  though some

t h e o r i s t s  might find  i t  congen ial to  th e i r  way of th in k in g  to  do so*

*ie can e q u a lly  say th a t ,  in  a sen se , our ev a lu a tio n  i s  a lread y  done 

fo r  us*

J u s t in  G osling d e c la re s  th a t  we le a rn  to  c o n sid e r th in g s  dangerous,
1

th a t  we le a r n  in  a sense to  be a f r a id  of c e r ta in  th ings*  He d isc u sse s  

i i is s  Anscomlie's example o f the c h i l d 's  m istake, th in k in g  h is  nurse  to  

have s a id  *A p iece  of Gatau* in s te a d  of *A p iece  of s a t in '*  Before 

the  c h i ld  le a rn s  the (m istaken) d e s c r ip tio n  of the  p iece  o f c lo th ,  

he i s  no t a f r a id  of i t*  He le a rn s  th a t  i t  i s  dangerous*

I t  i s  not c le a r  whether we do le a rn  a l l  our fea rs*  James says 

th a t  a c h ild  has ' i n n - te  f e a r s ' o f la rg e  anim als l ik e  cows* T his 

i s ,  however, only to  d isc u ss  fe a r  o f o n e 's  l i f e  or fe a r  o f p h y sic a l

1* 'M ental caus<  ̂s and f e a r ' l.ind 1962#
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harm. O ne's l i f e  o r s a fe ty  i s  perhaps im portan t to  us w ithout 

lea rn in g *  Animals show f e a r ,  and avoid danger, but they  avoid  

p h y s ic a l danger only* They cannot avoid moral danger* They do 

not thereby  la c k  a s k i l l  bu t a  way o f liv in g *

Man p ro te c ts  not only h is  l i f e ,  but h is  i n t e g r i t y ,  and not

only h is  bu t th a t  of o th e rs  a s  well* A mother may fe a r  fo r  her

son who f i r s t  leav es  hcnae, not only in  term s o f h is  p h y s ic a l danger, 

bu t h is  moral danger* A man may fe a r  fo r o thers*  W# may break out 

in to  a co ld  sweat on seeing  a fr ien d  near the  edge of a  c l i f f *

C h ild ren  presumably a re  not born valu ing  th e i r  independence 

o r in te g r i ty  o r o th e r  people* P iag e t ta lk s  o f the  t r a n s i t i o n  from 

the e g o -c e n tr ic  s tag e  to  th a t  o f n o tic in g  and c a rin g  fo r  o th e r  

people * C h ild ren  must l e a m  to  value such th in g s , and in  va lu ing

them they take up a d i f f e r e n t  involvement in  the w orld, one which i s

shown in  the c o n fig u ra tio n s  of t h e i r  em otional l i f e *  For some 

em otions, i t  i s  probably t ru e  th a t  most c h ild re n  w il l  be incapab le  

of fe e lin g  them* Young c h ild re n  seem to  make no d i s t in c t io n  between 

d isappein traen t and r e g r e t ,  and to  have l i t t l e  concept o f shame*

Fear i s  consequent upon a th re a t  to  something we value* A man 

who no lo n g er c a re s  fo r  l i f e ,  i s  not a f ra id  o f death* In d ig n a tio n  

i s  dependent upon moral aw areness, i t s  range upon how much we ca re



fo r  o thers*  Such e v a lu a tio n s  a re  not n e c e ssa r ily  something we c a rry  

out on the spo t fo r  they  a re  p a r t  of our ^ay of liv in g *  They 

c o n s t i tu te  the l im i t s ,  a s  Winch has put i t ,  to  our liv e s*  A 

s i tu a t io n  then  can be seen a s  a f fe c t in g  something which we VGÜLue*

I t  can be seen as b ring ing  about something which we value* What 

we value in  th i s  way i s  how we see the  world as ordered*

The only analogy th a t  I  can th in k  o f  h e re , and perhaps i t  

i s  not such a bad one, i s  th a t  of a sp id e r  se a te d , i f  sp id e rs  ' s i t ' ,  

in  the  middle o f h is  web* Touch one p a r t  o f the web l ig h t l y  and 

the  sp id e r  im m ediately runs to  i t*  No time fo r th ough t, he ju s t

ru n s , and perhaps in  doing so , p u ts  h im self in to  danger* A man

i s  involved in  the world in  a s im ila r  way* I f  one p a r t  of th e  

web of h ie  involvem ent i s  a f fe c te d , he i s  l ia b le  to  reac t*  Vi/hat

p a r t  and how i t  i s  a ffe c te d  determ ines both what he does (o r  i s

in c lin e d  to  do) and what emotion we say th a t  he m anifests*  To say 

th a t  a man i s  ang iy , i s  to  say what s o r t  of way what he va lues has 

been a ffec ted *  To say th a t  a man i s  je a lo u s , t e l l s  us what s o r t  o f 

p a r t  of h is  involvement i s  being a ffe c te d  (o r he th in k s  i s  being 

a f f e c te d ) *

F in g a re tte  ta lk s  of 'e x p l i c i t  c o n sc io u sn e ss ', a va luab le  concept* 

We a re  e x p l ic i t ly  conscious o f what we a re  doing when we 's p e l l  out* 

what we a re  doing* A man p ee lin g  p o ta to es  a t  the  s in k , i s  not p e e lin g

1* ' Understanding a p r im itiv e  s o c ie ty ' in  D*Z* P h i l l ip s  (ed) R e lig io n
and U nderstanding*

2* S e lf-D ecep tion  P 3 8 f f*

2



p o ta to es  and th ink ing  about i t  i f  he i s  l i s te n in g  to  th e  rad io  as he 

peels*  He i s  not unconsciously  p ee ling  p o ta to es  e ith e r*  He knows 

what he i s  doing but i t  i s  no t u n t i l  he says to  h im se lf (o r suddenly 

• f in d s * ) th a t  he i s  p ee ling  p o ta to e s  th a t  we say th a t  he i s  e x p l ic i t ly  

conscious o f what he i s  doing* In  th i s  sen se , a  man i s  not e x p l i c i t ly  

conscious o f h is  involvem ent in  th e  world a l l  the  tim e , bu t he i s  

s t i l l  involved*

Thus, to  c o n tro l our em otions, i t  i s  necessary  th a t  we become 

e x p l i c i t ly  conscious of our involvem ent and the  way th a t  we a re  a c t in g , 

though as  F in g a re tte  shows, we may have reasons fo r  no t s p e l lin g  out 

what we a re  doing*

Kenny's p a t te rn  account o f m otives does not d is t in g u is h  between 

em otional a c tio n s  and p o lic ie s*  Both f i t  h is  scheme and d e c is io n s , 

which a re  p a r t  of the concept o f a p o lic y , can be sa id  to  a c t  a s  reasons 

fo r  a c tio n  as w ell as emotions* I t  i s  ty p ic a l  of em otional re a c tio n  

th a t  i t  sp rin g s  upon us and the way th a t  I  have suggested  above i s  a 

way of accounting  fo r th is*  The d if fe re n c e  between fe a r  and c a u tio n , 

i s  th a t  whereas we can throw c a u tio n  to  the winds -  decide  to  d ispense  

w ith or drop a p o lic y  -  we can only take  a firm  g r ip  upon cur fear*

A d e c is io n  to  p lay  the  fice on the  King, no m atte r what o n e 's  p a r tn e r  

p la y s , in  th e  hope o f gain ing  an e x tra  t r i c k ,  i s  a d e c is io n  not to  

be cau tious*  A d e c is io n  made by a c h i ld ,  to  go ahead and c ro ss  the 

f ie ld  a t  n ig h t, i s  a re so lv e  to  conquer h is  f e a r ,  something which he 

may have to  do whether or not th e re  a re  any grounds fo r  b e liev in g  

the n ig h t to  hold any dangers*



The d if fe re n c e  between w i l l  and emotion i s  th a t  the  form er 

a c t s  on th e  e x p l i c i t ly  conscious l e v e l ,  whereas the  l a t t e r  works 

a t  th e  p re -co n sc io u s lev e l*  The F reudian  analogy i s  u se fu l here*

Our « n o tio n a l involvem ent can become something o f which we a re  

e x p l i c i t l y  conscious and th en  make e f f o r t s  to  co n tro l*

The d i s t in c t io n  between an emotion as  a motive and a p o licy  

i s  th e re fo re  to  be found in  the  way th a t  the p a t te rn  comes about 

o r in  the  k ind  of way the a c tio n  can be prevented  or stopped by 

th e  agen t o r o thers*  Such a d i s t in c t io n  i s  not always easy or 

even p o s s ib le  to  make fo r the r ig h t  kind of evidence i s  not always 

to  hand* To th e  degree th a t  an agen t seems to  be c a r ry ir^  c u t, 

o r be p repared  to  c a rry  o u t, an a c tio n  in  the  face  o f  c o n tra ry  

re a so n s , or even w ithout wanting to  co n sid er c o n tra ry  reaso n s , 

to  th a t  degree th e  a c tio n  i s  an em otional one* Such a  d i s t in c t io n  

i s  no t alw ays c le a r  fo r a p o lic y  can be th e  r e s u l t  o f fo o lish  o r 

la z y  th in k in g , bu t given tim e we can u su a lly  decide* In  dec id in g  

we o f te n  decide  the  im portance o f th e  su b je c t of the  a c t  to  the  

agent*

I t  i s  t h i s  s o r t  o f fa c to r  which l in k s  the th re e  basic  s o r t s  

of a c t io n  o r behaviour c a r r ie d  out from an emotion* Kenny's account 

o f em otions-as-m otives i s  lin k e d  bu t obscurely  to  h is  account of 

e m o tio n s -a s - fe e lin g , and B ed fo rd 's  account does not so lv e  any o f 

our problems about the  p lace  o f se n sa tio n s  and fe e l in g s  in  em otional 

l i f e *
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We can now say th a t ,  g e n e ra lly , a p iece  of behaviour can be 

the  r  s u i t  of an em otion, o r i s  an em otional a c t ,  only  i f  i t  i s  

lin k ed  to ,  or consequent upon, p a r t  o f th e  a g e n t 's  environm ent in  

a way which i s  not the  r e s u l t  o f a conscious d e c is io n . I  take t h i s  

to  be a necessary  c o n d itio n  of saying th a t  an a c t io n  i s  an em otional 

one# I  a ls o  th in k  th a t  g iven  the  r e s t  o f th e  th re e  p rev io u s ly  

considered  th e o r i s t s '  p o in ts  about t a r g e ts ,  th a t  t h i s  e x tra  p o in t 

i s  s u f f ic ie n t  to  d is t in g u is h  emotions from p o l ic ie s ,  X a c ts  a s  

a ta rg e t  fo r an em otion, i f  and only i f ,  the a g e n t 's  behaviour 

d ire c te d  a t  X i s  something which i s  i n i t i a l l y  a t  l e a s t  unconsidered .

As I sa id  b e fo re , our emotions sp ring  upon u s .

There a re  of cou rse , a c tio n s  which a ie  the r  s u i t  of considered  

thought which occur on occasions when we wish to  say th a t  the agent 

i s  a f r a id  or je a lo u s  and so on. We may even say th a t  such a c tio n s  a re  

e x p lica b le  only on the  assum ption th a t  the  agen t i s  a f r a id  or je a lo u s . 

I t  i s  t h i s  s o r t  of occasion  th a t  Bedford seeois to  t r e a t  as c e n t r a l  

to  th e  concept of em otion. However, in  my o p in ion , such occasions 

a re  not c e n tra l  to  the concep t, though they a re  im portan t c o n s t i tu e n ts  

of our em otional l i f e ,  and do no t form a counter-exam ple to  my th e s i s .  

T y p ic a lly , such a c tio n s  occur when the  agent has c o n tro lle d  h is  

im «ediate re a c tio n  b u t s t i l l  wants to  'd o ' something about the  t a r g e t .  

On such occasions th e  agent a c ts  calm ly and o f te n  c a re fu l ly  bu t 

what d is t in g u is h e s  th i s  case  from the  case  of an a c t  done from a 

p o licy  can be expressed in  term s o f a p e rc ep tu a l analogy . In  an 

unem otional s i tu a t io n ,  id e a l ly ,  every p o in t coun ts a s  equal value



w ith every o th e r j u s t  as in  a photograph th e  g e n e ra l a re a  i s  in  

fo cu s . In  an em otional s i tu a t io n  the  focus i s  l im ite d  to  the 

t a r g e t ,  and i t s  va lue  in  term s of d ec is io n s  i s  g re a te r  tlian 

o th e r  c o n s id e ra tio n s . Thus, ty p ic a l ly ,  a man a c tin g  from 

jea lo u sy  p u ts  h is  c o n s id e ra tio n  fo r  the o th er p a r t i e s  involved  

out o f focus; a man a c tin g  from am bition l im i ts  h is  view to  h is  

su ccess ; a  man a c tin g  from fe a r  may not look f a r  enough in to  the  

fu tu re , or devalue c e r ta in  p a r t s  o f h is  su rround ings, a s  when a 

man re fu s e s  to  obey commands from h is  superio r#

What i s  im portant here i s  the  way th a t  the agen t views t ’ne 

t a r g e t ,  what p a r t  i t  p lay s in  h is  th in k in g . Such an account can 

take care  o f W hite 's  views on fe e lin g s  in  em otions, k liite  ta lk s  

o f 'f e e l in g s  o f in c l in a t io n ' -  a  man who i s  a f r a id  f e e l s  l ik e  

avo id ing  th a t  which he i s  a f r a id  o f .  Such f e e l in g s  a re  lin k ed  to  

a c tio n  in  th a t  were i t  not fo r  the  f a c t  t lia t  th e  agen t i s  c o n tro llin g  

h is  a c t io n , he would c a rry  out tiie a c tio n s  th a t  h is  f e e l in g s  d ic ta te  

to  him# I t  i s  a necessary  p a r t  o f the concept o f  emotion in  such 

s i tu a t io n s  th a t  the  man Iiave such fe e l in g s ,  th a t  th e  t a r g e t ,  to  

be one, p lay s  such a p a r t  in  h is  feelii% ;s. The p resence  of such 

fe e lin g s  i s  one way of cashing my 'fo c u s ' metaphor -  bu t no t th e  only 

one,

S ensa tions a re  lin k ed  to  emotions not sim ply in  v i r tu e  o f the 

f a c t  th a t  they  occur when the  man i s  em otional, any more than  fe e lin g s  

of in c l in a t io n  a re  ïJart o f  the  em otional s i tu a t io n  in  t h i s  way, as

1 , Op. cit, P 114-115.



Bedford seems to  suggest, bu t in  v ir tu e  of the  f a c t  th a t  they  e re  

p a r t  o f  the  consciousness o f the  t a r g e t .  There liave been p sycho log ica l 

th e o r ie s  which have held  th a t  se n sa tio n s  p re se n t in  emotion a re  

f e l t  bod ily  changes o f the body 'p re p a r in g  i t s e l f  fo r a c t io n .

T h is i s  not the  p re s e n tly  accep ted  view but on my accoun t, i t  

should be tru e  th a t  se n sa tio n s  of b o d ily  change a re  in  some way 

connected w ith  a c t io n ,

What do we mean when we say th a t  a m an's emotions have got 

the  b e t t e r  o f him? We do not mean th a t  scxne fo rc e  w ith in  him, the 

em otion, makes him a c t  a g a in s t h is  b e t t e r  judgem ent, but we do mean 

som ething l ik e  t h i s .  To c o n tro l an em otion, i t  i s  necessary  to  

'come to  the s u r f a c e ',  to  become e x p l i c i t ly  conscious o f o u rse lv es  

i n  our re la t io n s h ip s  and see them o b je c tiv e ly . To see something 

o b je c tiv e ly  i s  to  see something from the o u ts id e , to  be ab le  to  

e v a lu a te  i t .  When we a re  overcome by our em otional response th i s  

i s  what we cannot do, fo r  we rem ain a t  the 'p re -c o n s c io u s ' l e v e l ,  

to o  much wrapt up in  the  s i tu a t io n .

U sually , to  say th a t  a  m an's em otion'have go t the  b e t t e r  of 

h i9 ,  i s  to  make a  judgement upon h is  a c tio n s  -  to  say th a t  somehow 

they  a re  i l l - a d v is e d .  Q uite o f te n  by t h i s  we mean th a t  th e  agent 

has m is-eva lua ted  the  s i tu a t io n ,  th a t  i t  i s  more com plicated than  

he th in k s . T his con be f i t t e d  e a s i ly  in to  our scheme, fo r  em otional 

behaviour on the account th a t  I  am p re se n tin g , depends upon p r io r  

e v a lu a tio n  o f s i tu a t io n s .  We r e a c t  according  to  the  p r io r  e v a lu a tio n



when perhaps we should a c t  on a  more f u l l  evaluation*  The focus 

metaphor can be used here  in  th a t  ty p ic a l ly  in  an emotion s i tu a t io n  

we do not see a l l  the ra m if ic a tio n s  u n t i l  a f t e r  we rea c t*

The d if fe re n c e  between the over-em otional and the unem otional 

man h e re , i s  th a t  the former r e a c ts  befo re  iie se e s  th e  whole 

p ic tu r e ,  and the l a t t e r  does not work a t  the p re-co n sc io u s le v e l  a t  

a l l#  He has no involveiient in  th e  world and th e re fo re  what happens 

can have no meaning fo r him*

To know, th e re fo re , whetlier a  man i s  em otional in  a  c e r ta in  

way, we do have to  look a t  what he does, or what he says he fe e ls  

l ik e  doin^;. The presence o f se n sa tio n s  i s  i t s e l f  only an in d ic a t io n  

of th e  s tre n g th  o f h is  em otion, a measure of how im portan t to  him 

the ta rg e t  o f h is  emotion is*  But i t  makes sen se , fo r  a man to  say 

th a t  he i s  em otional even i f  he does nothing and what he i s  t e l l in g  

us then  i s  something about th e  way th a t  the  ta r g e t  o f the  emotion 

behaves in  h is  consciousness* I t  t e l l s  us something about h is  

conception  of h is  environment and th e  way th a t  he i s  invo lved  in  

i t .

The d i s t in c t io n  between emotions i s  a m atte r of d i s t in c t io n  

between t a r g e t s .  As Mrs* Foot p o in ts  o u t, i t  i s  no t the  d e s c r ip tio n  

of the o b jec t qua th in g  th a t  counts but i t s  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith th e  

agent* To put t h i s  in  term s n e a re r  to  those  t h a t  I  have been u s in g , 

i t  i s  the a g e n t 's  d e s c r ip t io n  of the  th ing  as i t  a f f e c t s  him th a t  

m a tte rs .
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To say th a t  a roan i s  a f r a id  of X, i s  to  say th a t  X p lay s  a 

c e r ta in  p a r t  in  h is  l i f e  (long  term or s h o r t ) ,  or has a c e r ta in  

meaning to  him, even though i t  may not be im m ediately c le a r  how 

i t  does. Emotion i s  n e c e s s a r ily  connected w ith a c t io n ,  because 

the p a r t  th a t  X p lays in  a m an's l i f e ,  i s  shown by what he does 

or what he i s  in c lin e d  to  do about i t .  The degree to  which scxae- 

th ing  i s  im portant to  him i s  in d ic a te d , among o th e r  th in g s , by the  

way th a t  he r e a c ts  to  'w hat happens to  i t ' .  (One has to  use vague 

term s l ik e  t h i s  because the com plexity of the em otional l i f e  allow s 

only o f f a i r l y  g en era l comments.)

The way in  which th e  ta r g e t  has meaning, the  n a tu re  o f  the  

ta r g e t ,  i s  th e re fo re  connected w ith  the  way i t  i s  connected w ith  

or re p re se n ts  something which the  agent v a lu e s . Thus, a man who 

i s  a f r a id  o f f a i l in g  an exam ination must value what passing  i t  

would b rin g  or r e p re s e n t. Here the  ta rg e t  i s  not in s ta n t ia te d  in  

an 'o b je c t- in - th e -w o r ld * , in  th a t  i t  does not e x is t  l ik e  a b u l l  in  

a f i e ld ,  though th e re  i s  a sense in  which the p o s s ib i l i ty  of f a i lu r e  

of the  exam ination e x i s t s .  The d i f f i c u l ty  of accounting  fo r  ta r g e ts  

l i e s  in  th e  mamifold ways th a t  a  t a r g e t ,  say o f f e a r ,  can be connected 

w ith some form o f harm or danger. Thus, a man may fe a r  an exam ination 

because he fe a rs  f a i l u r e ,  or because he fe a rs  the opp ressive  c o n d itio n s  

of the  exam ination room, and so on. A man may f e e l  proud of h is  son 

because h is  son i s  good-looking , has won a p r iz e ,  i s  b rave , or has 

succeeded in  b u s in e ss . Thus, c o n d itio n s  fo r  something a c tin g  a s  a 

ta rg e t  can r e a l ly  only be sk e tched . However, i t  s t i l l  rem ains t ru e
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th a t  the  concept o f im portance p lay s  a  major ro le*  I f  someone 

c a re s  nothing fo r  something then  t h i s  something cannot a c t  as a 

ta rg e t  fo r  any but the  l im itin g  case  o f an emotion -  th a t  of 

in d if fe re n c e , which i s  probably b e t te r  c a l le d  an a t t i t u d e  th an  

an emotion*

I t  i s  im portan t h e re , perhaps, to  re-em phasise th a t  th e  ’ ta rg e t*  

i s  r e a l ly  a  s o r t  of lo g ic a l  c o n s tru c tio n , nbt n e c e s s a r ily  invo lv ing  

a th in g -in -th e -w o rld  and i s  not to  be considered  as a  something 

which i s  e x i s te n t i a l ly  se p a ra te  from the ’em otion’ * Thus emotion 

words e x p la in  a c tio n  in  term s o f a t t i tu d e s  of eva lua tion*  The 

ta rg e t  i t s e l f  i s  not n e c e s s a r i ly ,  and indeed i s  bu t seldom, th a t  

which i s  evaluated* I t  i s  r a th e r  a p o in te r  to  the  evaluation*

Thus, i f  a men i s  sa id  to  be a f r a id  of x (where x i s  the  ta rg e t)  

and proud o f y (where y i s  the  ta rg e t)  then  we know something about 

h is  r e l a t io n  to  x and h is  r e la t io n  to  y , bu t u n t i l  we know more 

about the s i tu a t io n  -  fo r example why he i s  a f r a id  or proud -  we 

do not know ex ac tly  what x o r y mean to  him*

iis s e n tia l ly  the  p o in t th a t  I have been try in g  to  develop here

i s  th a t  a man’s l i f e  i s  involved in  th in g s  which a re ,  i n  a sense

o u ts id e  o f him* We need n o t, a s  Kenny shows, p o s tu la te  s t a te s  o f

the body to  account fo r  the motive use of emotion words* A man

sees h im self as involved in  the  world in  term s of those  fa c e ts  of

l i f e  which he values* Thus we must beg in  to  t r e a t  man not a s  a

u n it  or a s  a sp e c ta to r  a s  th e  t r a d i t io n  beginning w ith Locke has i t ,  

bu t as an agen t in  th e  w orld.
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We may sum th i s  up by say ing  th a t  what p a r t  X p lay s  in  

a m an's em otional l i f e ,  shows what i t  means to  him# That t h i s  i s  

not always easy to  see i s  p a r t  o f th e  d i f f i c u l ty  o f  the  concept o f 

meaning here -  to  ex p la in  the  meaning o f something in  a l i f e  

invo lves tkie use o f a  sp e c ia l  form o f in s ig h t  and s k i l l*

An unders tan d in g , th e re fo re , of a m an's em otional l i f e  in v o lv es  

an understand ing  o f what he v a lu es and o f the  way in  which he va lues 

i t .  Such understand ing  i s  only m inim ally connected w ith th e  s t a te  

o f h is  body and i s  much more connected w ith what he co n s id e rs  

im p o rtan t•

In  th e  fo llow ing c h a p te r , I  s h a l l  a ttem pt to  make some comments 

upon the  n a tu re  o f  the concept o f h app iness , to  show how f a r  i t  i s  

connected w ith em otion. I  s tm ll use th e , a s  y e t undeveloped, 

concept of im portance to  ta lk  of h ap p in ess . 1 do not th in k  th a t  

t h i s  w il l  be too  much of a ba r to  understand ing  fo r  I  am not using  

the term in  a  very unusual way. However, I , s h a l l  dea l in  d e ta i l  

w ith  the concept in  ch ap te r f iv e .



C hapter Fouri

The Concept o f Happiness*
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In  th e  l a s t  c h ap te r , I  attem pted to  ex p la ih  some fa c e ts  of our 

em otional l i f e  in  terms of *a m an's involvement in  the w orld ' -  by 

what he co n sid ers  im portant -  what m atte rs  to  him. I t  i s  not tru e  

fo r  a l l  men, though i t  be tru e  fo r  some, th a t  i t  i s  only the a g e n t 's  

advancement, considered in  c o n tra d is t in c tio n  to  th a t  of o th e rs , 

which m a tte rs , and th e re fo re  we need not see human a c tio n  as  being 

e s s e n t ia l ly  's e l f - i n t e r e s t e d ' .  I f  t h i s  i s  so , then we need not see 

happiness a s  e s s e n t ia l ly  th a t  s t a te  o f having s a t i s f ie d  o n e 's  

d e s ire s  nor of having achieved or guaranteed o n e 's  advancement -  

th e re  i s  no prima fac ie  case fo r  assuming th a t  happiness r e f e r s  

only to  the  s e l f .

Happiness may be considered  a s  an emotion -  a t  l e a s t  i t  b ears 

c e r ta in  s im i l a r i t i e s  to  o th er emotions in  th a t  we ta lk  o f  fee lin g s  and 

a c tio n s  in  connection  w ith i t ,  bu t i t  d i f f e r s  from emotions in  g enera l 

in  v a rio u s  ways a lso  -  i t  appears , sometimes, to  have no s p e c if ic  

ta r g e t  ( a t  l e a s t  in  many of i t s  uses) -  i t  appears not to  g ive r i s e  

to  a c tio n  in  q u ite  the same way as o ther emotions. However, the 

concept o f happiness does seem to  depend upon some idea  of 'im p o rtan ce ' 

in  the same way as  o ther emotion words, and happiness i s  scxaething 

which may sp ring  upon us -  being happy i s  not c e n tr a l ly  something 

which we can decide to  be (a s  opposed to  being c h ee rfu l fo r  example^.

In  what fo llow s, I  s h a l l  t r y  to  show why I  th in k  t h i s .  I  s h a l l  

begin  by considering  the concept of happiness from the p o in t o f view 

of 'f e e l in g * ,  both to  d is c re d i t  th e  idea th a t  happiness ^  a  fe e lin g
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( t h i s  w il l  r e f e r  the remarks made o f the  genera l case in  th e  prev ious 

ch ap te r to  the s p e c if ic  case of h ap p in ess), and to  a ttem p t to  show 

th e  p lace  o f fe e lin g  in  happiness* In  doing t h i s ,  I  hope to  be 

ab le  to  show something o f th e  lo g ic  o f the  concept o f happ iness , 

in  p a r t ic u la r  th a t  p a r t  of i t  which i s  d i r e c t ly  re le v a n t to  ta lk  of 

m orality*

Thus, I  commence w ith  the f a i r ly  obvious q u e s tio n , ' I s  happiness 

a fee ling?*  but in ten d  th i s  question  to  cover a ls o  the  q u e s tio n  of 

whether th e re  i s  alw ays, when a man i s  happy, a fe e lin g  p re s e n t .

By 'f e e l i n g ' ,  I  do here mean simply se n sa tio n  but use th e  word to  

cover o th e r  senses of 'f e e l i n g ' as w e ll.

The answer th a t  I  reach  d iv id e s  the concept of happ iness in to  

two, in tim a te ly  connected p a r t s |  happiness as an emotion and happiness 

a s  an e v a lu a tio n . These la b e ls  a re  not in  fa c t  very  p re c is e  and I  

mean nothing to  stand upon them, bu t w il l  dem onstrate th e  d if fe re n c e  

between the  two uses as I  proceed.

I s ,  th e re fo re , happiness a fee lin g ?

But i f  i t  i s  a  fe e l in g , what s o r t  o f  fee lin g  i s  i t ?  Suppose 

we look a t  th re e  examples o f happy men and try  to  work out what they  

a re  f e e l in g . In  each case i t  seems th a t  there  i s  not one fe e lin g  

bu t a whole s e t  of them.

A fisherm an on a r iv e r  bank on a sunny a fte rn o o n , w ith  the  f i s h
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b i t i n g , perhaps not con tinuously  bu t enough, might fe e l  a sense 

of re la x a tio n ^  o f peace and inward calm* Another fisherm an in  the  

s te r n  o f a pow erful shark -boat out o f a Cornish p o r t ,  m ight f e e l  

in  the  te e th  o f the  A tla n tic  sp ray , anyth ing  but calm . He i s  

e x c ite d , hb blood i s  up, h is  h e a r t pounds. Again, the  marathon 

ru n n er, f in is h in g  26 m iles of hard -fough t sun and d u s t ,  i s  exhausted , 

d ra ined  bu t proud, having bare ly  th e  s tre n g th  to  acknowledge the  

ch eers  o f the  crowd. Here we have a l o t  of d if f e r e n t  f e e l in g s  bu t 

in  each case the  lucky man i s  happy and, i t  seems, undeniably  

fe e lin g  so . That i s  to  say , i f  we asked each of them, "Are you 

fe e lin g  happy?", each of them would alm ost c e r ta in ly  answer "Yes", 

whereas, i f  you asked them, each in  tu rn , "Are you fe e lin g  calm, 

ex c ite d  o r proud?", you would g e t the  answer "Yes", in  only one or 

a t  most two c a se s . Each man i s  fe e lin g  happy, but th e i r  fe e l in g s  a re  

d i f f e r e n t .

I t  seems im possib le  here to  p ick  out one fe e lin g  which i s  the 

fe e lin g  of h app iness . How then  do we know th a t  each man, i f  he i s

fe e lin g  as  we have d esc rib ed , i s  in  f a c t  fe e lin g  happy? L et us ask

the  q u es tio n  a  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t ly .  How, in  p o s tu la tin g  th e se  examples, 

d id  we know what fe e lin g s  to  c r e d i t  to  each man? Suppose we had 

c re d ite d  the f i r s t  fisheimian w ith  the  fe e lin g s  of the second. Suppose 

he went down to  the  r iv e r  fe e lih g  l ik e  t h i s ,  would we s t i l l  want to  

say , q u ite  so r e a d i ly  t t ia t  he was fe e lin g  happy? I t  sounds more as 

i f  he i s  fe e lin g  angry or e x c ite d . But how can we say th is ?  I s n ' t

i t  th a t  we know a  l o t  about the s i tu a t io n ?
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Given the  s i tu a t io n  and the  f a c t  th a t  the man i s  happy, then  

we seem to  know th e  r e s t ,  VJe can say what s o r ts  o f fe e l in g s  he 

w il l  have ^nd we can decide when some s o r ts  of fe e lin g s  a re  

in a p p ro p ria te . T his i s  because we know what happiness in  t h i s  

. s i t u a t i o n  i s .  Suppose we described  the  man's s i tu a t io n  and h is  

fe e l in g s ,  in  any one of these  case* , would te l l in g  anyone 'and 

he was happy' add very much to  what we had said?

F eeling  happy in  these  s i tu a t io n s  i s  fee lin g  ju s t  a s  we have 

described  the men as fe e lin g . I t  i s  fe e lin g  noth ing  over and above 

t h i s .

But, one might say, i t  ^  p o ss ib le  fo r a man to  sa y , fo r  example 

our ru n n er, "Oh, i t  was w onderful, and I  f e l t  feo proud and e la te d ,

bu t even then  I  was not happy". I t  c e r ta in ly  seems p o s s ib le , but

su re ly  t h i s  would come as a s u rp r is e .  We would want to  know why he 

sa id  i t  -  not out of c u r io s ity  but from a lack  of und ers tan d in g . I f  

he exp lained  h im self, by saying something l ik e  "My c h ild  i s  s e r io u s ly  

i l l " ,  th en  we would understand . There i s  something about the  s i tu a t io n  

which i s  before  the  man's eyes but not before  ours u n t i l  he t e l l s  u s .

(T h is b rin g s us to  a p o in t which I  would l ik e  to  examine more c lo s e ly

l a t e r .  Happiness i s  situa tion -bound  in  th a t  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  be 

happy doing x , but not to  be happy o v e ra l l .  I t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  a 

man be happy o v e ra ll  but fo r  h is  fe e lin g s  to  be d e sc rib a b le  in  o th e r 

terras from 'f e e l in g  happy '. I t  i s  fu r th e r  possib le  th a t  a  man's 

fe e lin g s  a re  in ap p ro p ria te  to  h is  s i tu a t io n  in  some way -  our f i r s t
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fisherm an may, fo r  example, have the  fe e lin g s  of th e  second -  th i s  

t e l l s  us not th a t  they fe e l happiness d i f f e r e n t ly  but t i ia t  what the  

man i s  happy about i s  not ju s t  h is  f is h in g . Thé ta rg e t  i s  not what 

i t  a p p ea rs .)

How do we know then th a t  the  fe e lin g s  th a t  a man has in  th ese  

s i tu a t io n s  a re  the fe e lin g s  of happiness? You can have th e  same 

fe e lin g s  in  o th e r  com binations or perhaps the same and no t ' f e e l  

happy*. One can be e la te d  but b i t t e r ,  calm and sad , proudly  

re s ig n e d . But i t  i s n ' t  ju s t  the  fe e lin g s  th a t  we must c o n ce n tra te  

upon bu t the  whole complex. In  t h i s  s i tu a t io n ,  th ese  f e e lin g s  

c o n s t i tu te  th e  fe e lin g  o f happ iness, w hile in  a n o th e r, the same 

f e e lin g s  may be d i f f e r e n t ly  d esc rib ed . The com plex(is what m a tte rs .

L et us look a t  i t  from a s l ip h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  a n g le . A man can 

be a happy man, and can have a happy l i f e ,  w ithout having any 

in c l in a t io n  to  t a lk  about h is  f e e l in g s . I  suppose th a t  a  way of 

ta lk in g  about t h i s ,  i s  to  say th a t  the  man's s i tu a t io n  i s  such th a t  

when he r e f l e c t s  upon i t ,  th e re  a r i s e s  in  him the fe e lin g  o f happ iness . 

But i f  we d ism iss th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of th e re  being one fe e lin g  which 

i s  the  c r i t e r io n  of happiness, then  we must ask what c o n s t i tu te s  

th e  fe e lin g  of happiness h e re . One could answer th a t  the  c o n s t i tu t iv e  

fe e lin g s  a re  those  o f s a t i s f a c t io n  and contentm ent.

But, to  be s a t i s f i e d  i s  to  be s a t i s f ie d  w ith som ething, and to



be co n ten t I s  to  be con ten t w ith som ething. The use o f bo th  words 

invo lves some re fe ren c e  to  a no tion  of judgement. There i s  obviously  

a g re a t d e a l of value in  considering  happiness in  co n ju n c tio n  w ith 

contentm ent and s a t i s f a c t io n ,  but to  be happy about o n e 's  s i tu a t io n  

cannot be e n t i r e ly  and always analysed  in  these  term s. One can , 

fo r  example, be co n ten t but not happy. While i t  seems odd to  say 

th a t  one i s  co n ten t but unhappy, one may w ell be p repared  to  use 

•content*  or *s a t i s f ie d * ,  when one would not use th e  word *happy*.

For many in s ta n c e s  of th ese  words, happiness i s  a d i f f e r e n t  th in g  

from contentm ent. Thus th e re  i s  a l o t  o f j u s t i f i c a t io n  fo r  

Mrs. A ustin*8 comment;

"That he should be happy, not con ten t but happy, i s  . . . t h e
1

h ig h es t assessm ent of a m an's t o t a l  c o n d itio n " .

More im p o rtan tly , fo r our iaunediate purposes, one cannot analy se  

being happy in  term s of fee lin g  c o n te n t, fo r  one can ^  co n ten t and 

fe e l  c o n te n t, and the  same problems a r i s e .  I t  i s  as d i f f i c u l t  to  

id e n t i fy  the  fe e lin g  of contentm ent as i t  i s  to  id e n t i fy  th e  

fe e lin g  of h app iness . The a n a ly s is  g e ts  us no f u r th e r .  ( I f  one 

Wants to  co n sid er th i s  f u r th e r ,  one should t r y  comparing fe e lin g  

co n ten t w ith  an e ssay , fe e lin g  co n ten t a f t e r  a m eal, fe e lin g  

co n ten t w ith  l i f e  and so on .) Not only does the a n a ly s is  g e t us 

no fu r th e r ,  but i t  could g e t us no fu r th e r  fo r  happiness i s  not 

the  same as contentm ent.

1. Jean A ustin  'P le a su re  and happiness* Philosophy. 1968.



I t  does seem th a t  the use of the word * happy* In  some c o n te x ts , 

does invo lve  some no tio n  of an assessm ent o r judgement. A fter a l l ,  

when we ask someone why he i s  happy w ith  som ething, what we o ften  

re q u ire  i s  some in d ic a tio n  o f th e  q u a l i t ie s  of the  th in g , some reason  

fo r  va lu ing  i t  h ig h ly . We a re  now ta lk in g  p a r t ic u la r ly  about the  

use o f th e  word in  co n tex ts  l ik e  *happy w ith .. .*  or *happy a b o u t. . .*  

where what i s  the  o b jec t of th e  assessm ent i s  a f a i r l y  e a s i ly  

I d e n t i f ia b le  th in g . , i

Suppose we take i t  as an assessm ent, what kind i s  i t  l ik e ly  to  

be? Jean  A ustin  might be taken  to  imply th a t  i t  i s  th e  h ig h es t 

p o ss ib le  assessm ent. However t h i s  cannot be so . Ranking i s  

involved but not ju s t  of the v ir tu e s  o f the  th ing  in  q u estio n  tre a te d  

o b je c tiv e ly . Thus, i t  i s  not nonsense to  say, 'T h is  i s  not the  b e s t 

c a r  in  th e  w orld, nor the  b e st c a r  I  could have bought, bu t I  am 

very happy w ith  i t * .  To rank something w ith  the b e s t ,  i s  to  rank 

i t  as  h igh  as  p o ss ib le  but to  be happy w ith something i s ,  approxim ately  

speakings, to  rank i t  according to  o n e 's  w ants. Thus, I  can be happy 

w ith  my M orris 1000, though I  know th a t  the  M orris I3OO i s  a b e t te r  

c a r .  R ea lly , I  might say , I  do no t do enough d riv in g  to  n o tic e  

the  d if fe re n c e . This does not imply th a t  I  d o n 't  n o tic e  the  

d if fe re n c e  n e c e s s a r ily , but th a t  i f  I  do, i t  d o e sn 't  worry roe.

The assessm ent i s  r e la t iv e  to  my w ants, not to  any ab so lu te  c r i t e r i a .

I f  I  say th a t  the M orris I 300 i s  the  b e s t c a r  fo r  i t s  p r ic e  on the 

m arket, th en  I  am opan to  your challenge to  prove i t  so according 

to  the  g e n e ra lly  accepted c r i t e r i a  fo r a good c a r ,  but i f  I  say th a t



I  am happy w ith i t ,  you cannot f a u l t  me by showing th a t  th e  R enault 

or Ford has a b e t t e r  eng ine . Of course , i f  I  am only happy with 

the  b e s t ,  then  th i s  w i l l ,  i f  t r u e ,  make a d if fe re n c e  to  me, bu t 

th e re  i s  no lo g ic a l  reason  why I  should only be happy w ith  the 

b e s t .

To use the  word 'happy* in  th i s  way, i s  not to  use th e  word in  

an emotion sense . I f  I  am happy w ith  my M orris 10C0 th en  i t  s u i t s  

my purposes; i t  does not make me f e e l  em otional about the cair.

There could be a case in  which th i s  i s  so , e s p e c ia l ly  i f  the c a r  

had some sp e c ia l  meaning fo r me but I  am assuming here th a t  i t  

does n o t. This use of th e  word 'happy* i s  very c lo se  to ,  i f  not 

id e n t ic a l  w ith  some uses of the word 'co n ten t*  and perhaps both  

come down to  the  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  nothing about the c a r  which 

causes me any worry or fe e lin g  th a t  I  would p re fe r  something b e t t e r .

I t  may be thought here th a t  th e re  a re  u ses of the  word 'happy* 

which a re  pu re ly  o b je c tiv e  in  c h a ra c te r . Thus we may mean by saying 

th a t  we a re  unhappy w ith  an argument th a t  we th in k  i t  i s  in v a l id .

' h i le  I  am sure  th a t  t h i s  i s  o ften  so , I  do not th in k  th a t  such a 

case m a te r ia lly  a f f e c t s  our p o s i t io n .  F o r, i f  *I am unhappy w ith  

t h i s  argument* means *I th in k  th a t  th i s  argument i s  in v a lid /w ro n g * , 

then  why not say the l a t t e r ?  There a re  o f course  reasons fo r  

adopting the former sentence and th a t  th ese  a re  not m erely s t y l i s t i c  

snows us th a t  th e re  i s  a d if fe re n c e  in  meaning h e re .



I t  seems to  me th a t  the  use of the  word 'happy* or * unhappy*, 

in  th ese  co n tex ts  i s  very  o ften  a form of p o l i te n e s s .  In  using  

t h i s  form of words, I  withdraw some of the  force o f my c r i t ic i s m .  

A fte r a l l ,  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  the  argument be e n t i r e ly  v a lid  bu t 

fo r  me to  be unhappy ebout i t ;  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  I  should be h a lf 

way convinced bu t s t i l l  be unhappy about i t .  I  could say , " I  am 

sure you a re  r i g h t ,  but I  am not happy about i t " ,  and by t h i s  mean 

th a t  I  cannot q u ite  see why you a re  r i g h t .  On t h i s  accoun t, on the 

occasions where I  am sure  you are  wrong, t h i s  form of speech i s  

t a c t i c a l  o r p o l i t e .  I  do not want to  sound too c r i t i c a l  o r pushing.

One of the  reasons why we can use the  word 'happy* on th ese  

occasions and e f f e c t iv e ly  mean something l ik e  'r ig h t*  o r 'accep tab le*  

depending upon the  c o n te x t, i s  th a t  in  such c ircum stances, both 

p a r t i e s  a re  assumed to  be agreed upon what i t  i s  th a t  i s  re le v a n t 

to  the d isc u ss io n . Thus, in  d iscu ssin g  an essay fo r  example, the 

fa c t  th a t  i t  i s  p r in te d  upon orange paper i s  pot re le v a n t to  i t s  

w orth. One o f the  p a r t i e s  may d is l ik e  such paper very  much but t h i s  

does not make him, in  the  sense th a t  we a re  d iscu ss in g  unhappy about 

the  e ssa y . The purposes or c r i t e r i a  fo r  e v a lu a tio n  a re  t a c i t l y  

accepted by both people in  the d isc u ss io n  whereas they  need not be 

in  ta lk in g ,  say , about a c a r . I t  i s  t a c i t l y  assumed th a t  what makes 

one unhappy w il l  make the  o ther so to o , fo r  happy about here  i s  a 

phrase used sim ply fo r e v a lu a tio n .
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The f a u l t  w ith Jean A u s tin 's  a n a ly s is  i s  th a t  she p re s e n ts  

a l l  u ses of the  word 'happy* a s  belonging to  th i s  p a t te r n ,  and 

i f  'happiness* has an em otional u se , which 1 suggest i t  h a s , then  

some idea  of the 'unmediated response* must come in* The use o f 

the  word 'happy* here i s  one in  th e  con tex t of conscious eva lu a tio n *

I t  i s  worth p o in tin g  o u t, however, th a t  even t h i s  use c a r r i e s  

some 'persona l*  elem ent. Any e v a lu a tio n  im plied in  t h i s  u se , 

sem an tica lly  i f  not t a c t i c a l l y ,  i s  e v a lu a tio n  according to  ^  

c r i t e r i a ,  in  a sen se . V a lid ity  a p p lie s  to  the argument independen tly  

o f my a p jr e c ia t io n  of i t ,  but whether I  am happy about i t  depends 

upon my rec o g n itio n  of th is  v a l id i ty .

I s  a happy man, one who i s  happy about h is  l i f e  then? I s  to  

claim  to  be hap]y to  rank o n e 's  l i f e  according to  o n e 's  wants?

There i s  something e lse  here which we should look a t ,  and which Jean  

A ustin  perhaps d o e sn 't  n o t ic e . To say  " I  am happy" may no t be to  

re p o r t  o n e 's  fe e lin g s  and may be to  re p o r t  the r e s u l t  o f an assessm ent 

but i t  depends fo r  i t s  scope upon when i t  i s  s a id .

I f  we say th a t  a man i s  happy, we may not mean th a t  he i s  a 

happy man or th a t  he i s  happy o v e ra l l .  This sounds a l i t t l e  

pa rad o x ica l but what I  mean should be c le a r .  Our f i r s t  fisherm an 

may say th a t  be i s  happy when we ask him on the r iv e r  bank but he 

may say th a t  he i s  not a happy man o v e ra l l .  In  the  f i r s t  in s ta n c e .



he i s  a sse ss in g  only what he th in k s  we are asking abou t, i . e .

*Is he happy f ish in g * , while i t  may be th a t  in  the  second in s tan c e  

he i s  a sse ss in g  h is  whole circum stance as a man. Indeed, we may 

say of a d e sp e ra te ly  unhappy man th a t  h is  only happiness now, i s  

h is  b i t  o f f ish in g  on a Sunday a fte rn o o n . We may ask someone a t  

the  cinema whether he i s  happy, but we do not expect a d i s s e r ta t io n  

about h is  whole l i f e .

The man who s t a r t s  brooding upon h is  whole l i f e  may w ell s t a r t  

to  f e e l  unhappy, i f  he th in k s  i t  unsuccessfu l in  some way, bu t the  

f a c t  th a t  a man i s  no t n e c e ssa r ily  happy about h is  whole l i f e ,  does 

not mean th a t  he i s  no t happy fo r  p o rtio n s  of i t  o r about p a r t s  of 

i t .  Of course a m an's l i f e  may be n e ith e r  happy nor unhappy; i t  

may be j u s t  *0K* or * a ll  r ig h t  *, end he n igh t say *I am not unhappy 

about i t * ,  which does no t mean th a t  he i s  happy about I t  e i t h e r .

Of course to  esk someone whether he i s  a happy man, i s  to  in v i te  

p h ilo so p h is in g , in  the  non-academic sense of the  word.

But l e t  us back track  a l i t t l e .  What would count a g a in s t a man 

being happy a t  a c e r ta in  time? Is  th e re  something th a t  he i s  

unhappy about?

As Jean  A ustin  sa y s , a man cannot be happy and bored , o r happy 

and w orried , and so on. But does th i s  mean, again  as Jean  A ustin



sa y s , th a t  happiness i s  a negative  concept? T his would be an 

encouraging th in g  to  b e lie v e , im plying as i t  does th a t  happiness 

i s  the  normal s t a te  o f man; th a t  in  th e  absence of any in te r f e r in g  

c ircum stances, he i s  happy. But su re ly , to  say th a t  one i s  f re e  

from worry, frc«n boredom and so on, w hile i t  may be a necessary  

co n d itio n  of being happy, i s  not a s u f f ic ie n t  one. I t  i s  f u r th e r  

necessary  th a t  th e re  i s  a p o s i t iv e  element as w e ll. Saying 

n eg p tiv e ly  th a t  th e re  i s  nothing wrong, i s  not l ik e  saying 

p o s i t iv e ly  th a t  a l l  i s  f in e .  One can be con ten t w ith  th e  average 

but contentm ent here i s  ano ther th in g .

What we need i s  something ’r ig h t* .  What makes a man happy 

i s  not simply the removal of a d iscom fo rt, fo r i t  i s  the  kind of 

d iscom fort which m a tte rs . The recovery  of o n e 's  w ife from a se r io u s  

i l l n e s s  i s  a p o s it iv e  even t, fo r  t r i v i a l  as i t  sounds, i f  one i s  in  

love w ith  o n e 's  w ife , then she i s  im portant to  one and perhaps 

(though the  philosophy o f love i s  a neg lected  su b je c t)  the  most 

im portan t person . P a rt o f what one means by saying th a t  something

i s  im portan t (when we mc;an ju s t  im portan t, not t o . . . )  i s  th a t  o n e 's

happiness i s  bound up in  i t .

(Being 'O.K.* d i f f e r s  from being happy in  th a t  the  form er i s

a negative  s t a t e .  Being happy, to  my mind, im p lies th a t  something

i s  r i g h t ,  whether t h i s  be a p a r t ic u la r  th in g , as w ith happy a b o u t . . . ,  

o r every th ing  in  g enera l as with ju s t  p la in  happy.)



106;.

Thus in  the  assessm ent which r e s u l t s  in  claim s to  be happy, 

what counts a s  the c r i t e r i a  fo r  the  assessm ent depends upon what 

th e  person involved counts as im portan t. Since a man u su a lly , 

though not alw ays, knows h im self b e s t ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  r e fu te  

a m an's claim  to  be happy.

I t  i s  here th a t  I  th in k  Mrs. A ustin  m isses ano ther p o in t .

There seems to  me to  be a d i s t in c t io n  betv/een m isusing the word, 

and having an unusual conception of happ iness. W© may not always 

understand  a man wnen he says th a t  he i s  happy but t h i s  does not 

mean th a t  he i s  n o t.

Let us look a t  some doub tfu l cases of happ iness, ( i )  A drunk 

says th a t  lie i s  happy, th a t  a l l  i s  w ell w ith the  world, and he can 

make e f f o r t s  to  show th a t  a l l  i s  w e ll. In  o th er words he has reasons 

fo r  h is  sta tem ent based upon h is  p e rcep tio n  of h is  su rround ings. He 

f e e l s  b e frien d ed , s a fe , warm-hearted and fo rg iv in g . I s  he th e re fo re  

happy? W ell, whether he i s  o r n o t, th e re  i s  a d if fe re n c e  between 

him and th e  so b e r, happy man. The d ru n k 's  judgement i s  im paired , 

h is  reasons a re  th e re fo re  d o u b tfu l. The sober m an's judgement i s  

unim paired. To the one, the  world seems f in e  through a  ro sy , 

a lc o h o lic  liase , to  the o ther the  world i s  f in e .  S u b je c tiv e ly , however, 

th e re  i s  no d iffe re n c e  and so a d e c is io n  upon whether one says th a t  

the  drunk i s  happy depends upon whether one i s  going to  i n s i s t  upon 

tlie  soundness o f the judgement o r upon the w illin g n e ss  to  make one.



Mrs. A ustin , wrongly I  th in k , i n s i s t s  th a t  the reasons th a t  a re  

o ffe red  in  support o f a happiness sta tem ent must be those  o f th e  

so c ie ty  in  which the man l iv e s ,  and she suggests th a t  i t  i s  a misuse 

o f  the  word i f  the  reasons o ffe red  c o n s t i tu te  an ou trage  to  th e s e .  

T his su g g e s ts , fo r  various reasons th a t  she would not c a l l  th e  drunk 

happy*

But t h i s  i s  su re ly  m istaken. The drunk c e r ta in ly  would c laim  

to  f e e l  happy and w ith in  h is  own e v a lu a tio n  he i s  happy. I t  may be 

th a t  when he sobers up, he w ill  be very unhappy, but t h i s  does no t 

mean th a t  he i s  unhappy while he la  drunk, ( i i )  There may be a 

d if fe re n c e  between the drunk and the  man under the  in f lu e n ce  o f  a 

h a lu c in a to ry  drug l ik e  L.S.D . For many ;)eople, being drunk does 

not com pletely remove o n e 's  powers o f reason in  th a t  one can see 

th a t  a l l  i s  not sometimes as f in e  a s  one th in k s . I  am to ld  t h a t ,  

on the c o n tra ry , one of the in f lu e n ce s  o f L.S.D, i s  to  remove a l l  

powers to  q u estio n  o n e 's  c ircum stance . (Thus i t  i s  always he ld  to  

be very  dangerous to  take such a drug w ithout su p e rv is io n .)  The man 

on h is  't r ip *  w il l  th e re fo re  claim  to  be happy no m atte r what i s  

po in ted  ou t to  him, and such a person might w ell be thought to  be 

happy in  a very a r t i f i c i a l  sense of the  word.

The problem th a t  we face in  th ese  two s i tu a t io n s  i s  th a t  in  th e  

w hort-terra, o ccu rren t sense , both th e  drunk and the  man on th e  ' t r i p *  

a re  happy, but both have reached th i s  s t a te  by a r t i f i c i a l  means and 

i t  could be th a t  both can be assumed to  be, in  th e  long-term  se n se ,



unhappy. T his need not be th e  case  -  the  drunk may be c e le b ra tin g  

aomethi.ng which makes him very  happy even when not drunk -  bu t i t  

i s  c o n s is te n t  w ith  the  su p p o s itio n  th a t  the  men a re  unhappy when 

in  a normal p h y s io lo g ic a l s t a t e .  T his i s  no t so d i f f e r e n t  from 

th e  unhappy man whose only 'b i t  o f happiness* i s  h is  f is h in g  on a 

Sunday a fte rn o o n . The d if fe re n c e  l i e s  in  the  means and the la c k  

o f a b i l i t y  of th e  drunk and th e  man on L .S.D . to  q u es tio n  t h e i r  

e v a lu a tio n . The d if fe re n c e  l i e s  not in  the  s t a te  th e re fo re , but 

in  the  means to  th e  s t a t e .

A much more v i t a l  d if fe re n c e  th a t  Mrs. A ustin  does not n o tic e  

i s  th a t  her in s is te n c e  upon the  'p u b lic*  n a tu re  o f the  c r i t e r i a  i s  

m isp laced . I t  i s  o f te n  sa id  th a t  a l l  s o r t s  o f th in g s  moke a  man 

happy, bu t w hile th e re  may be many reasons fo r  a m an's being happy, 

we do not f e e l  th a t  any th ing  can be a rea so n . I f  a man sa id  th a t  

he was happy when he hfid ju s t  th a t  moment l o s t  h is  w ife and c h ild re n  

in  a c a r  a c c id e n t, we should th in k  th a t ,  and j u s t i f i a b ly  a t  l e a s t  

a t  f i r s t  s ig h t ,  th e re  was something wrong w ith  him. W© would want 

to  say th a t  i t  i s  odd, because a man ju s t  cannot th in k  a l l  i s  w ell 

in  t h i s  s i tu a t io n .  I f  he d id  we should th in k  th a t  he vas some s o r t  

o f m onster.

However, i f  he s a id ,  " I t ' s  aw ful, and y e t I  f e e l  so happy* What 

i s  the m atte r w ith  me?", th e  c ircum stances a re  not so odd -  o r a t  

l e a s t  no t in  the same way. We should now th in k  th a t  th e  man i s  i l l .



and f a r  from saying th a t  he was happy, we should f e e l  even more 

so rry  fo r  him. He has l o s t  h is  fam ily  and h is  e q u ilib riu m .

But we should be somewhat c a re fu l  h e re . More c a re fu l  than  

Mrs. A ustin  i s ,  f o r ,  c h a r i ta b ly ,  we might co n sid er th a t  anyone 

who says th a t  he i s  happy in  th ese  c ircum stances must be unbalanced 

by g r i e f  bu t we could be m istaken . To p ick  up a p o in t made e a r l i e r ,  

what coun ts a s  c r i t e r i a  fo r  th e  happiness-assessm ent ( t o  con tinue  

fo r  now to  borrow Mrs. A u s tin 's  te rm s) , i s  a  m atte r fo r  th e  man 

h in a e l f .  Thus, i f  the  man d id  not care  fo r  h is  w ife , i f  he 

considered  her the  so le  bar to  h is  happ iness , th en , however 

uned ify ing  the  sp e c ta c le  i s ,  he may be sa id  to  be using  th e  word 

c o r r e c t ly .

To take  ano ther example, we might find  i t  odd i f  a  man claim ed

to  be happy because h is  name was Jo n e s . I f  he claim ed t h i s  and th i s

alone a s  h is  reason  fo r  being happy we should fin d  i t  very  d i f f i c u l t  

to  understand him a t  a l l .  I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  see how th e  f a c t  th a t  

h is  name was Jones could make any d if fe re n c e  to  h is  l i f e  -  how 

i t  could have any im portance fo r  him. But, i f  he could  show us th a t

he was an a rd e n t Welsh N a tio n a lis t  then  the  case  might have more

meaning. His name being Jones has a meaning in  term s o f h is  a lle g ia n c e s  

-  i t  p rocla im s h is  Welsh a n c e s try .

Mrs. A u s tin 's  in s is te n c e  upon the  'p u b l ic ' n a tu re  of th e  c r i t e r i a  

i s  m isplaced fo r  two rea so n s . F i r s t l y ,  she n e g le c ts  to  d is t in g u is h
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c le a r ly  between *I am happy (about x)* and *(x) i s  the  b e s t of i t s  

kind* and in  doing so she m isses what we might c a l l  the  e s s e n t ia l ly  

su b je c tiv e  na tu re  of happ iness . Secondly, she i s  somewhat confused 

over the  r e la t io n  of moral term s to  happ iness.

She says th a t  an a s c r ip t io n  of meanness, or unkindness, to  a 

man i s  lo g ic a l ly  incom patible w ith  th e  a s c r ip t io n  of happ iness .

I ,  however, do not f in d  those sen tences which a re  supposed to  

dem onstrate th is  in c o m p a tib ili ty , a t  a l l  odd. Look a t  these  

sen ten ces;

( i )  The m iser was a happy man u n t i l  he l o s t  h is  g o ld .

( i i )  Of course he i s  happyI He i s  so s e l f i s h  th a t  no one 

e l s e 's  m isfortune can touch him.

( i i i )  He i s  a wicked man and what makes i t  worse he seems 

q u ite  happy about i t .

( iv )  He i s  happy but he i s  so  lo n e ly .

(v) He i s  happy a lthough f i l l e d  w ith rem orse.

I  find  th a t  on most in te r p r e ta t io n s  of ( i ) ,  ( i i )  and ( i i i )  th a t  

these  a re  p e r fe c t ly  accep tab le  sen tences w h ile , again  on most 

in te r p r e ta t io n s ,  ( iv )  and (v) a re  n o t. The d if fe re n c e  th a t  I  fin d  

here i s  e x a c tly  th a t  which Mrs. A ustin fin d s  between lo n e ly  and a lo n e . 

In  lo n e ly  and in  ( iv )  and (v ) ,  the person reco g n ises  th a t  something 

i s  wrong (compare a lso  sad , anx ious, w orried . scared  &c), bu t in

( i ) ,  ( i i ) ,  and ( i i i ) ,  th e re  i s  no su p p o sitio n  th a t  the  man does so 

recogn ise  h is  s i tu a t io n .  He may indeed not recogn ise  the  v a l id i ty  

of the moral judgements th a t  a re  being passed on him. So long as
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th in g s  come up to  h is  e v a lu a tio n , he can in te l l i g ib ly  cla im  to  

be happy*

I t  may be d i f f i c u l t  to  understand a man when he says he i s  

happy ( th e  same d i f f ic u l ty  occurs in  a s im ila r  way w ith  'en joy* -  

how can the  E nglish  m ountaineer Joe Brown and h is  f r ie n d s  en.i oy 

c lim bing  up such dangerous ro ck -fn c es? )• This does no t n e c e s s a r ily  

mean th a t  he i s  m isusing the word. I t  does not mean th a t  we can 

never understand  h is  reaso n s , though i t  does mean th a t  i t  w i l l  

sometimes be more d i f f i c u l t  than  Mrs. A ustin  su g g e s ts . I t  i s  

o f te n  the  n o v e l i s t 's  job  to  help  us to  t h i s  understand ing . (Think 

o f Berman M e lv ille ' s Moby Dick or N athan iel Hawthorne's S c a r le t  L e t te r .

What goes fo r the  use of 'happy ' a t  t h i s  l e v e l ,  goes fo r  o ther 

u se s  a s  w e ll. To understand why I  am happy w ith my M orris 1000, 

you need to know how I  approach the a c t iv i ty  o f d r iv in g , what I  

need a  c a r  f o r .  S t i r l in g  Moss might be happy only w ith a F e r r a r i .

Mrs. A ustin  i n s i s t s  upon the p u b lic  nature  of the  c r i t e r i a  fo r  

what she c a l l s  th e  ev a lu a tio n  in  using  th e  word "happy", whereas I  

th in k  th a t  she should i n s i s t  upon th e  exact o p p o site . The c r i t e r i a  

f o r  u sing  th e  word a re  more e s s e n t ia l ly  p r iv a te ,  or b e t t e r  -  pe rso n a ls

Mrs. A ustin  f a i l s  to  d is t in g u is h  here between the  c r i t e r i a  fo r  

the  use of th e  word and the  c r i t e r i a  th a t  we expect people to  u se .

Tlie occasion  o f su rp r ise  may in d ic a te  not misuse but a d i f f e r e n t  s e t



of é v a lu a tio n s .

To re tu rn  once more to  t a lk  about f e e l in g s ,  we were ask ing  

e a r l i e r  how we knew th a t  c e r ta in  people were fe e lin g  happy, hhy 

do we say th a t  the  way th a t  each o f  them, ( th e  fisherm en and the 

ru n n e r) , was fe e l in g , c o n s t i tu te s  fo r them fe e lin g  happy? The

answer i s  su re ly  to  do w ith  the  f a c t  th a t  each of them i s  i

p a r t ic ip a t in g  su c c e ss fu lly  in  an a c t iv i t y  which he e n jo y s . We 

know the 'p o in t*  of the  a c t i v i t y ,  and we know what c o n s t i tu te s  

doing i t  s u c c e s s fu lly . W® know what would c o n s t i tu te  th in g s  going 

wrong and, a s  f a r  as our d e s c r ip t io n  goes, we know th a t  no th ing  i s  

going wrong.

Success i s  not of course the  c r i t e r io n  of h ap p in ess . One can
I

be unhappy about o n e 's  success bu t when the  success i s  t ie d  to  words j

l ik e  enjoym ent, im portance,and so on, i t  becomes, in  the  absence |
I

o f sp e c ia l  c o n d itio n s , t r i v i a l  to  use the word 'happy*. We th u s  '

id e n t i fy  the s t a te  o f happiness in  th i s  way; th e  fe e l in g s  a re  o f j

minor im portance. i
j

(The in ap p ro p ria ten e ss  o f the f e e lin g s  o f the  second fisherm an, |

when c re d ite d  to  the  f i r s t ,  i s  due to  our understand ing  o f what the  |

enjoyment o f fresh w ate r f ish in g  c o n s is ts  i n .  I t  i s  not lo g ic a l ly ,
!

or presumably e m p iric a lly  im possib le fo r  a man to  g e t e x c ite d  when he 

goes f ish in g  but then  we want to  say th a t  he does not en joy  i t  in  th e
I

same way as the  f i r s t  fisherm an. He does not f i s h  fo r the  seme rea so n s .



though these may be equally as good.)

Why i s  i t  th en , i f  fe e lin g s  a re  not of the f i r s t  im portance 

in  ta lk in g  about happiness, th a t  we a re  lo a th  to  say of a  person 

th a t  he i s  a happy man or has led  a happy l i f e ,  when a s  f a r  a s we 

can t e l l ,  he has never had any fe e lin g s  of happiness? I t  has been 

suggested to  me th a t  one o f the  c r i t e r i a  fo r  the c o rre c tn e ss  of 

a 'happiness* sta tem ent i s  th a t  the person involved must, a t  some 

time or a n o th e r, have had some fe e lin g s  o f happiness*

I  am in c lin e d  to  say th a t  th i s  i s  t r u e ,  but to  m ain tain  my 

sta tem ent th a t  the presence of some fe e lin g s  i s  not in  i t s e l f  enough 

to  say of a man th a t  he i s  happy* The problem i s  whetW r a man can 

in t e l l i g i b ly  claim  to  have led  a  happy l i f e ,  i f  he lias never 

experienced any fe e lin g s .

I t  seems to  me th a t  we a re  asking questions a b w t the 

unem otional man h e re . Can an unemotional man be a  happy one? On 

the  su rface  a t  l e a s t  t h i s  sounds p e r fe c t ly  p o s s ib le , a f t e r  a l l  the 

o to ic s  and the Epicureans both agreed tiia t the Iiappy l i f e  was th a t  

which was f a r th e s t  removed from the p in -p r ic k s  and s ta b s  of everyday 

a f f a i r s .  I t  seems odd to  me t l ia t  members of such i n i t i a l l y  opposed 

sch o o ls , should be le d  by th e i r  th e o r ie s  to  a p o s i t io n  where they 

a re  l ik e ly  to  end up in  neighbouring caves feed ing  the same g o a t, 

but i t  seems even more odd to  c a l l  th i s  happ iness. I t  minht be 

tru e  th a t  th is  i s  a s  much happiness as we can hope fo r  (which i s

1. Bv B* S* MeQiiwn im #0 nv#rmmtloa*
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not th e  same th in g  as being  happy), but the  man who withdraws from 

l i f e ,  sav ing  th e  r e l ig io u s  h e rm it, withdraws h im self from th e  

p o s s ib i l i ty  o f h app iness , even though h is  a ttem p t, l i k e  th e  S to ic  

and th e  Epicurean i s  to  avoid p a in .

T his i s  something th a t  the  unem otional man does, w hether he 

does i t  d e l ib e ra te ly  o r no.

The unem otional man as  I  sa id  e a r l i e r  i s  he who c o n s id e rs  very  

l i t t l e  of any im portance, fo r  to  co n sid er something im portan t seems 

p a r t  o f the concept o f em otional behaviour. I f  a man never considered  

anyth ing  im portan t then  we might w ell co n sid er th a t  happiness was 

always too  strong  a word fo r  him, though, of co u rse , we do not 

mean th a t  he i s  unhappy e i t h e r .

Thus, I  do not want to  say th a t  th e re  i s  no such th in g  as fe e lin g  

happy, but I  do want to  say th a t  th e re  i s  no such th in g  a s  a 

fe e lin g  of happ iness , th e  presence o f which i s  ever the  (one and 

only) c r i t e r io n  fo r  saying th a t  one i s  happy. There a re  l o t s  o f 

d i f f e r e n t  fe e lin g s  or s e t s  o f f e e lin g s  which in  th e  a p p ro p ria te  

s i tu a t io n s  count a s  fe e lin g  happy. I t  i s  not the  f e e lin g s  a lone  

th a t  count as c r i t e r i a  fo r th e  use o f the  phrase  'f e e l in g  happy' 

bu t the  s i tu a t io n  p lu s  the  In c l in a t io n  to  t a lk  about o n e 's  f e e l in g s .  

Thus, i t  i s  norm ally odd to  say th a t  one f e e ls  happy, b u t th a t  one i s  

not happy, whereas i t  i s  no t odd to  say th a t  one i s  happy w ithout 

having any in c l in a t io n  to  t a lk  about o n e 's  f e e l in g s .



One would no t know th a t  th e  f e e l in g s  th a t  one has a re  in  f a c t  

th e  fe e lin g s  o f happ iness w ithout knowing th a t  one i s  happy. The 

s i tu a t io n  i s  im portan t and n e ce ssa ry . Thus, in  th e  th re e  case s  

th a t  we have d isc u sse d , f e e l in g  happy i s  fe e lin g  ju s t  a s  the  men 

a re  described  a s  f e e l in g .  I f  a man i s  happy when he i s  f ish in g , 

th e re  i s  no need to  assume th a t  th e re  a re  amy o th e r fe e l in g s  th a t  

he has over and above th o se  f e e l in g s  th a t  c o n s t i tu te  doing what 

he enjoys about f i s h in g .  A man who seeks excitem ent i s  happy when 

e x c ite d . He i s  not e x c ite d  and happy, considered  th a t  i s  in  term s 

o f two d i s t in c t  s e t s  o f f e e l in g s .  In  o th e r  words, here i s  to  be found 

no feelin{< o f h ap p in ess , d e sc rib a b le  per s e .

However, th e re  a re  occasions when what we fe e l  i s  'happy*. On 

th ese  occasions, we need not be doing anyth ing  and enjoying i t .

There a re  occasions when we wake up fe e lin g  happy. We ta lk  about 

f e e lin g  happy and not knowing why. In  th e se  c ase s  i t  does seem th a t  

the  fe e lin g s  a re  c e n t r a l ,  and th e re fo re  t h i s  might appear a coun te r

example to  e a r l i e r  comments, b u t I  do not th in k  so .

There i s  an obvious p a r a l le l  here  between happiness and d ep ress io n  

in  th a t  one can fe e l  p o in t le s s  depression* However, what i s  m issing 

in  th ese  c a se s , i s  no t th e  ta x g e t, bu t the  cau se . . (T h is p o in t i s  

very c le a r ly  made by Anthony Kermyù When I  f e e l  happy, though I  

do not know why, I  do no t know what brought on my fe e lin g s  bu t I  can 

s t i l l  id e n t i fy  them a s  fe e l in g s  o f happiness because I  s t i l l  have a 

t a r g e t .  When one wakes up in  th e  morning and f e e ls  happy what one

1. Op, c i t .  P 60- 61.



f e e ls  happy about i s  e v e ry th in g , though what i t  was th a t  made one 

f e e l ,  th in k  or r e a l i s e  th a t  every th ing  was f in e ,  one does not know, 

nor i s  i t  r e a l ly  im portant fo r  our immediate purposes he re  to  

sp e cu la te  upon p o s s ib i l i t i e s  #

The problem o f the  id e n t i f i c a t io n  of the  fe e l in g s  i s  then  

reso lv ed  by the  d i s t in c t io n  between *cause* and * ta rg e t*  but th e re  

s t i l l  rem ains the co n ten t to  be examined.

Thus when we were ta lk in g  e a r l i e r  about th e  v a r ia b le  con ten t 

o f f e e l in g - s ta te e  r e l a t iv e  to  h app iness , i t  was f a i r l y  easy to  see 

th a t  the  problem though com plicated , was ex p la in ab le  by say ing  th a t
I

fe e lin g  hap y in  a s i tu a t io n  i s  fe e lin g  as one does wlien one i s  happy i
I

in  th a t  s i tu a t io n .  However, in  c o n tra s t  to  t h i s ,  what seems to  come |
I

f i r s t  here i s  the  f e e l in g ,  and not the  s i t u a t io n .  I t  seems th a t  to  |

g ive  a f u l l  account o f t h i s ,  we must g ive some account o f the  fe e l in g -  

s t a t e .

Uhat s t i l l  seems obvious i s  th a t  t h i s  i s  no t to  be g iven in  term s 

o f  se n sa tio n s  fo r  reaso n s d e ta i le d  b e fo re . L et us c o n s id e r  some o th e r  

u ses o f the word * fe e lin g * . Two p o s s ib i l i t i e s  come to  mind upon 

read ing  W hite 's  account o f the uses of the  word 'f e e l in g * .  F i r s t l y ,  

th e re  i s  what he c a l l s  'I n t e l l e c tu a l  fe e lin g * . T his a t  f i r s t  s ig h t  

seems to  f i t  the  b i l l  q u ite  n ic e ly . According to  Jean  A u stin , von 

Wright and o th e rs , to  say th a t  one i s  happy i s  to  make a claim  

based upon an e v a lu a tio n  o f o n e 's  c ircu m stan ces. Thus to  f e e l  happy,



w ithou t knowing why, on t h i s  account would be to  f e e l  th a t  o n e 's  

c ircum stances a re  good. T his use o f fe e l in g , accord ing  to  W hite, 

i s  ak in  to  having hunches, i n tu i t io n s  and su sp ic io n s , l i k e  th in k in g  

something i s  th e  case  w ithout having any evidence th a t  i t  i s  so . 

Indeed we a re  not p repared  to  o f fe r  any ev idence, in  making t h i s  

s o r t  o f s ta tem en t, only to  p o in t to  " th e  a sp ec ts  of th e  m a tte r  

which cause the fe e l in g " .

But, s u re ly , t h i s  w il l  not do, fo r  i t  would mean th a t  th e re  

were two types of f e e l in g , in  f e e l i r g  happy; the  f i r s t  when we a re  

happy and know why (we have a ta r g e t  and reaso n s) and th e  second when

we do not know why (we ju s t  have a t a r g e t ) .  For the  p o in t i s  th a t

we can and do f e e l  happy when we a re  happy and have the b e s t  o f 

evidence fo r th e  f a c t  th a t  a l l  i s  f in e .  We cannot be su re  w ithout 

evidence (an  in tu i t io n )  and w ith  evidence a t  one end the same tim e.

White ex p la in s  t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  use of th e  word 'f e e l i n g ' a s  being 

p a r t  o f a fam ily  of words w ith  'b e l i e v e ',  'b e ing  s u re ' and so on, 

none o f which appear to  have any connection  w ith emotions or fe e lin g s  

in  any o th e r  sen se . Happiness i s  not however the name o f a  c e r ta in  

type of knowledge -  i t  i s  not c e n t r a l ly  im portan t th a t  we know a l l  

i s  w ell when we a re  happy but th a t  i t  i s  a l l  w ell and we reco g n ise  , 

i t .  Lven th e n , the  re c o g n itio n  i s  not the  happ iness , f o r ,  w hile i t  

appears very odd, i t  does seem p o ss ib le  to  me th a t  a man should  

recogn ise  th a t  a l l  was w ell but was not happy. Somehow, and t h i s

i s  i t s  connection  w ith  em otion, happiness in v o lv es a r e a c t io n  to

1. A. S. %lte #D. eit. ?



such re c o g n itio n ; not a  s t a t e  of knowledge but something proceeding I

I
from i t  perhaps. i

II
i

Another use of 'f e e l in g *  th a t  '^liite p icks o u t, i s  what he 

c a l l s  ' fe e l in g  as an i n c l in a t io n ' which. White say s , i s  re le v an t 

to  em otion. Thus, he rem arks:

" . . .  to  f e e l  in d ig n an t i s  to  f e e l  in c lin e d  to  p r o te s t ;  to  

f e e l  a f r a id  i s  to  f e e l  l ik e  tak in g  measures of avoidance or 

p rev en tio n  . . . "  .

The d if fe re n c e  between anotlon-w ords l ik e  ' f e a r '  and th e  concept 

o f happiness i s  dem onstrated by the d i f f i c u l t y  o f u sing  t h i s  sense I

of 'fe e lin g *  in  connec tion  w ith  happ iness . Whereas i t  seems p o ss ib le  ,

to  g ive  some in d ic a t io n  o f  what a man who i s  a f r a id  might f e e l  l ik e  

doing , i t  i s  not p o ss ib le  to  g ive any such in d ic a t io n  w ith  the  happy !

man. C e r ta in ly , a man who i s  happy may d e sc rib e  h im se lf as ' fe e lin g
I

l ik e  jumping over the  moon' bu t the  connection  between th e  (q u a s i-)  I

a c t  o f jumping over the moon and happiness i s  not the  same as the 

connection  between the  a c t  o f tak in g  measures o f avoidance and f e a r .  !
I

In  the l a t t e r  c a se , th e re  i s  a connection  between the  ta r g e t  of f e a r ,  I

something seen as  dangerous, and th e  a c t  -  th e  m in ira isa ticn  of th e  |
I

danger. However, s in c e  th e re  appears to  be no one s p e c if ia b le  ta r g e t  |

to  happiness ( th e  ta r g e t  o f te n  apnears to  be 'e v e r y th in g ') ,  no one 

a c tio n  can be c a r r ie d  out w ith  re fe ren c e  to  i t .  However, a c tio n  i

I
does seem to  be connected w ith  happ iness , bu t th e se  a c tio n s  a re  not j

th o se , as in  the  case  g e n e ra lly  o f o th er a c tio n s  proceeding from 

em otion, which w il l  e f f e c t  the  ta r g e t  of th e  em otion. Indeed, how

1 . Op. c i t .  P 115.
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could  one a c tio n  a f f e c t  every th ing?  On the  co n tra ry  they  seem 

to  have noth ing  s p e c i f ic a l ly  to  do w ith  the ta r g e t  u n le s s  one 

remembers th a t  happiness i s  o fte n  connected w ith  c e le b ra t io n .

A ctions which we f e e l  l i k e  doing when we a re  happy, ex p ress  our 

happiness more in  a sym bolic o r r i t u a l  se n se . There i s  a d if fe re n c e  

here  between 'conven tional*  and ' r i t u a l ' in  th a t  w hile our f e a r s  

may be expressed in  'conven tional*  ways -  the  a c tu a l n o tes  of a  

scream fo r  example -  such conven tiona l a c ts  c o n ta in  no ' i n t e r n a l ' 

meaning. I t  seems to  be im portan t to  the ex p ress io n  o f happiness 

t lia t  what i s  done i s  o f te n  d e l ib e ra te ly  out of the o rd in ary  -  

extreme happiness i s  expressed  in  term s o f d e s ire s  to  do something 

im possib le , l ik e  wanting to  jump over th e  moon.

Thus, 'f e e l in g  a s  i n c l in a t io n ' does have some re lev an ce  to  

happiness and fe e lin g  happy, bu t i t s  connection  i s  no t the  same as 

w ith  o th e r fe e l in g s  and what they  a re  symptomatic o f .  However, 

t h i s  should not be taken  to  mean th a t  the p resence o f f e e l in g s  o f 

t h i s  kind i s  e i th e r  a n ecessa ry  or s u f f ic ie n t  c o n d itio n  of 

h app iness , fo r  a s  we p o in ted  out e a r l i e r  a man may be happy bu t have 

none o f th ese  f e e l in g s ,  and indeed may have th ese  fe e l in g s  but not 

be happy. A man may sim ply d e s ire  a g la s s  o f champagne or have an 

insane  am bition  to  be th e  f i r s t  man to  jump over the  moon. Again, 

s in ce  th e re  i s  no r e a l  hope of d e lim itin g  the s o r t s  o f th in g s  th a t  

a man may f e e l  l ik e  doing when he i s  happy, o r to  exp ress h is  

h app iness , no one d e s c r ip t io n  o f an  a c t  o r d e s ire  to  a c t  can have 

the  stan d in g  of a c r i t e r i o n  o f  an a s c r ip t io n  of happ iness . What



one f e e ls  l ik e  doing when one i s  happy, what i s  ex p re ss iv e  o f o n e 's  

hap p in ess , depends upon th e  immediate na tu re  of i t .  To express 

happiness a t  re c e iv in g  a l e t t e r  o ffe r in g  a job scmsewhere, may make 

one f e e l  l ik e  jumping up in  the a i r  perhaps. To be happy because 

a t  l a s t  someone has died a f t e r  long pa in  when the  d ea th  can be 

seen a s  a re le a s e  from p a in , i s  not l ik e ly  to  be expressed  in  

th ese  term s. The n a tu re  o f the exp ression  depends upon the  n a tu re  

o f the  c ircum stances and only in  c e r ta in  c ircum stances i s  an a c tio n  

ex p ress iv e  o f happ iness . Given th a t  we know the  s i tu a t io n ,  then  

an a c tio n  o r a declared  in c l in a t io n  to  a c t ,  may s tan d  a s  a c r i t e r io n  

or a s ig n  th a t  someone i s  happy, bu t th e  a c tio n  a lo ne  o r the  d ec la red  

in c l in a t io n  a lo n e , w i l l  no t be s u f f ic ie n t  to  d is t in g u is h  between 

v a rio u s  em otions.

O ften , th a t  saaeone does something odd, or im m ediately ( in  th e  

sense of 'w ith o u t (appearing  to  h ave)though t), i s  a s ig n  o f em otion, 

or a s ig n  th a t  some emotion word w il l  exp la in  h is  conduct, bu t alone 

i t  w il l  not t e l l  us what emotion word to  u se .

However, though fe e lin g s  of in c l in a t io n  may sometimes be 

re le v a n t to  ta lk  o f happ iness, we need not assume t î ia t  every man 

who f e e ls  happy, f e e ls  l ik e  doing some a c t which w i l l  exp ress h is  

happiness pe r s e .  Thus, i f  one asked one of the fisherm en what they  

f e l t  l ik e  doing, one might expect the  answer th a t  they  f e l t  l ik e  

ca rry in g  on what they  were a lready  doing.
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HoweverI i t  i s  c le a r  from t h i s  th a t  happiness i s  r e la te d  to  

o th e r  words which we c a l l  emotion words, in  th a t  i t  i s  connected 

w ith a c tio n  and w ith  f e e l in g , even though i t  i s  not to  be analysed  

in  term s of fee lin g *  I t  can indeed be used to  ex{)lain a c t io n s ;  no t 

only those  which a re  ex p ress io n s o f i t  bu t of some which arc not*

That one i s  fe e lin g  happy or overjoyed can a c t  a s  an  excuse*

To break a cup by o n e 's  ex p re ss io n  o f joy  may be a  fo rg iv e a b le  a c t  

because o f o n e 's  jo y . In  t h i s  sense i t  does a c t  l ik e  o th e r  emotion 

words.

Ilnppinese may a ls o  make us fo rg e t to  do th in g s  th a t  we perhaps 

ought to  have done. Thus, a man may fo rg e t a chore o r a duty  and 

o f f e r  a s  h is  excuse th a t  he was fe e lin g  so happy th a t  i t  s lip p e d  

h is  mind.

In  t l i i s  u se , happiness can be a d is tu rb an ce  in  the  way th a t  

anger i s .  Happiness inv o lv es some p e rc ep tu a l 'focusing*  which can 

make u s , when fe e lin g  happy a c t  in  an unconsidered manner.

Now, according to  Mrs. A u stin , to  say th a t  a  man i s  happy i s  

to  ev a lu a te  h is  whole circum stance -  to  say th a t  ev ery th in g  about h is  

s i tu a t io n  i s  good or f in e .  There a re  obvious problems about such a 

th eo ry , in  any c a se . For example, i t  would be im possib le  fo r  us to  

know someone's whole s i tu a t io n  and i t  would be im possib le  fo r  anyone 

to  ev a lu a te  h is  whole s i tu a t io n  -  he sim ply would never f in i s h  tlie



ta s k  in  o rder to  make any judgement on i t .  We cannot and do not 

ev a lu a te  a m an's whole s i t u a t io n  when we say th a t  he i s  happy*

The f a c t  th a t  happ iness can a c t  a s  an excuse (o r  a t  l e a s t  a 

p u ta tiv e  one) seems a ls o  to  re q u ire  th a t  a happy man i s  no t 

n e c e s sa r ily  one whose whole c ircum stances a re  good. A man can 

be w ild ly  happy ( in  g e n e ra l)  because of x (a  s p e c if ic  th in g ) which 

le a d s  him to  fo rg e t some minor worry w, and perhaps excuse h im self 

fo r  not doing anyth ing  about w, because of h is  h ap p in ess . I t  need 

not be tlie case th a t  w i s  fo rg o tte n , only th a t  i t  somehow ceases  to  

coun t.

I f  we m ain tain  th a t  happ iness has some connection  w ith  em otion, 

through the concept o f 'd is tu rb an c e*  o f the  concept o f f e e l in g , then  

i t  w il l  be tru e  th a t  th e  h ap p ie r the man, the  more 'd is tu rb an ce*  and 

fe e lin g s  he w il l  ex p e rien c e . I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f c o u rse , th a t  th e re  a re  

vary ing  degrees of h ap p in ess , and i t  i s  not the  a l l  or no th ing  

th in g  th a t  Mrs. A ustin  and von Wright seem to  im ply . A g a in ,if  we 

s t i l l  m ain tain  th a t  happ iness i s  a p o s i t iv e  s t a t e  a s  opposed to  ' 

contentm ent, then  i t  can be seen th a t  not n e c e s s a r ily  everyth ii%  need 

a c t  as the  ta r g e t  o f h ap p in ess .

The more happy th a t  a nuin i s  regard ing  some success or a t t a i n 

ment or w hatever, the  more im portan t t iia t  success or a tta in m en t i s  

to  him. One could say th a t  th e re  were two dim ensions which determ ine 

th e  degree o f a m an's happ iness;



(1 ) th e  degree to  which whet i s  a t ta in e d ,  fo r  exanqple, m a tte rs  

to  him,

(2) the  degree to  which the a tta in m en t i s  com plete.

However, these  two can be seen to  c o lla p se  in to  one fo r  i t  i s  

obviously  more im portan t th a t  what i s  a tta in e d  i s  com pletely  a t ta in e d  

than  p a r t i a l l y  so . (2) i s  r e a l ly  red u c ib le  to  ( 1 ) ,  in  th a t  i t  i s  

th e  r e s u l t  which determ ines the em otion.

I f  a man a t t a in s  something which i s  t o t a l ly  un im portan t, then  

th a t  man i s  not going to  be happy (nor indeed unhappy), but perhaps 

only m ildly  amused. Thus when we say of a man th a t  he i s  happy then  

we imply th a t  what has gone r ig h t  i s  im portant to  him in  th e  s p e c if ic  

case  (happy about) or th a t  every th ing  which m a tte rs  to  him has or 

seems to  have 'gone r ig h t*  in  the  g enera l c a se . R efe rrin g  back to  

the comments made upon th e  non-m ediated n a tu re  of em otions, th e re  

i s  no need to  assume th a t  the judgement th a t  every th ing  has 'gone 

r i g h t '  i s  a conscious one. Mrs. A u s tin 's  comments upon happiness 

sta tem en ts  a s  e v a lu a tio n s  a re  th e re fo re  a re c o n s tru c tio n  o f the  

s i tu a t io n  and not a d e s c r ip t io n .

I t  may be t ru e  th en , a s  fo r  o th e r  u ses o f  o th e r  «no tion  words, 

th a t  the  agent involved may not be aware th a t  he c a re s  about 

som ething, and th a t  the  f a c t  th a t  he f e e ls  happy when i t  goes w ell 

may s u rp r is e  him and lead  to  exam ination o f h is  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  

i t .  E s s e n tia l ly ,  happiness in v o lv es some awareness o f something 

im portan t having gone w ell -  the  f e e lin g s  of happiness when they
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a re  l ik e  feeling ;s in  o th e r  emotions a re  fe e lin g s  of in c l in a t io n  

in  th a t  the  a c tio n  th a t  one i s  in c lin e d  to  do has some r i t u a l  

connection  w ith the  t a r g e t .  The fe e lin g  o f com pletion th a t  üTilte 

t a lk s  about -  a  fe e lin g  o f g en era l c o n d itio n  -  may a g a in  be p a r t  

of the  'f e e l in g  complex' bu t i t  may not always be so . Happiness 

must be d iv ided  in to  th e  p e rio d ic  (em otion) sense and a long term 

( s t a t e )  sense though bo th  invo lve  some s o r t  of e v a lu a tio n . T his 

e v a lu a tio n  i s  t ie d  to  what the agent c o n sid e rs  im portan t in  a  way 

th a t  i s  s im ila r  to  o th e r  emotion concep ts .

Thus i t  becomes p o ss ib le  to  take  an o v e ra ll  view of the concept 

o f h ap p in ess . There appear to  be two c e n t r a l  u ses  o f th e  concept -  

one which i s  c lo s e r  to  emotion-words than  the o th e r . When happiness 

appears to  be an em otion in  the  p e rio d ic  sense (when i t  can a ls o ,  

in  f a c t  a c t as a m otive or excuse word), then  fe e lin g s  o f in c l in a t io n  

appear sometimes to  be r e le v a n t .  I t  i s  here  th a t  we si^eak of 'f e e l in g  

l ik e  jumping over the m oon'. The r i t u a l  ex p ress io n  o f th e  emotion 

o f happiness i s  connected , though not c a u s a lly , w ith f e e l in g s  which, 

g iven  the  c o n te x t, we c a l l  f e e lin g s  o f happ iness . However, a man 

can be happy, and indeed can be fe e lin g  happy, w ithout having th ese  

fe e l in g s  th a t  we might c a l l  fe e lin g s  o f h ap p in ess . Thus, i f  a  man 

i s  fe e lin g  those  em otions and i s  doing those  th in g s  which he seeks 

and v a lu e s , i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  say th a t  he i s  fe e lin g  happy, even i f  

he has no fe e lin g s  o f in c l in a t io n  in  the sense d e sc r ib e d . I  r e f e r  

here  to  the examples o f th e  fisherm en and the ru n n e r. F ee ling  as 

he does i s  fe e lin g  happy in  t h i s  s i tu a t io n .  Happiness a s  an em ction



o r a s  a comment on o n e 's  l i f e ,  does seem to  invo lve  an e v a lu a tio n  

th a t  a l l  i s  going w e ll, though what c o n s t i tu te s  the  ' a l l '  here  may 

vary in  scope. I t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  a man should not make such an 

e v a lu a tio n  and s t i l l  be fe e lin g  happy, in  th a t  i t  i s  only  when 

asked whether he i s  happy th a t  he co n sid e rs  h is  p o s i t io n  which 

befo re  he was sim ply immersed in .  Happiness a s  an em otion, l ik e  

o th e r  em otions, may sp rin g  upon us which appears to  in d ic a te  th a t  

th e  e v a lu a tio n  may not be ( i f  i t  ever i s )  o fte n  a  conscious p ro ce ss , 

bu t th a t  e v a lu a tio n  i s  im p lic i t  in  human l i f e .  Again, von W right 

fo r  example i s  c o r re c t  when he says th a t  ' I  am happy* means something 

l ik e  'A ll  i s  w e ll ' but in c o r re c t  i f  he means by t h i s  t h a t  ' a l l '  has 

to  be considered  befo re  the judgement i s  en u n c ia ted . That something 

happens which b rin g s  about something th a t  we value may be enough 

fo r  every th ing  to  look 'w e l l ' -  one occurrence may b r ig h te n  up our 

l i f e .  In  f a c t ,  th e  ' a l l '  should be made to  r e f e r ,  no t to  ev e ry th in g , 

but to  every th ing  which m a tte rs . What i t  i s  th a t  m a tte rs  depends 

upon our e v a lu a tio n s  in  l i f e ;  what i s  im portant to  u s .

I f  a man d e c la re s  th a t  he has a happy l i f e , ,  he need not be 

taken  to  mean th a t  he has experienced the emotion o f happ iness a l l  

h i s  l i f e ,  o r even a t  frequen t in te r v a l s .  What he. probably  means i s  

th a t  he th in k s  h is  l i f e  has been worth w h ile , th a t  he has l iv e d  in  

a m eaningful way.

Throughout th e  above and the  p rev ious c h a p te r , I  have been 

using  a concept o f 'im portance* -  o f s«Maething th a t  m a tte rs  to



someone -  of e v a lu a tio n s . I  hope th a t  t h i s  has no t been m islead ing  

fo r  I  do not th in k  th a t  I  have used th i s  concept -  I  th in k  tlm t 

th e re  i s  only one a lthough  th e re  a re  se v e ra l d i f f e r e n t  v e rb a l 

forms -  in  a sense which i s  so f a r  removed from sense in  everyday 

speech . However, I  do use i t  in  a sense which a llow s me to  t a lk  

o f a man being m otivated by what he c o n sid ers  im portan t a s  opposed 

to  what might advantage him in  a s e l f - i n t e r e s t  se n se . In  o th e r  

words, I  use the  concept to  r e l a te  to  a c t io n .  In  th e  fo llow ing 

c h a p te r , I  s h a l l  be concerned to  exp ress what I  mean by th i s  concept 

in  a more r ig o ro u s  form, and I  hope th a t  what I  mean by i t  in  t h i s  

c h ap te r  w il l  become c le a r  th en , i f  i t  i s  vague now.

This concept o f im portance I  find  v a lu ab le  because i t  en ab les  

me to  see connections between em otions, h ap p in ess , and moral th in k in g  

which I  s h a l l  t i e  to g e th e r  in  the f in a l  c h a p te r . T his ch ap te r  has 

been but an a n a ly s is  of a concep t. In  the f i n a l  c h a p te r , I  s h a l l  

a ttem pt to  pu t the f le s h  on th e  bones, by co n sid erin g  happiness in  

r e l a t io n  to  a c t io n  and to  moral th in k in g .



C hapter Five#

The Concept o f  Importance 

and reasona fo r  action#
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The degree to  which someone r e a c ts  to  a  s i tu a t io n  i s  a measure 

o f i t s  im portance to  him. A g r e a te r  degree o f in d ig n a tio n  i s  bo th  

reasonab le  and to  be expected the  g re a te r  th e  wrong or th e  n e a re r  to  

th e  a g e n t, the  r e c ip ie n t  o f th a t  wrong. A m an's happ iness i s  bound 

up w ith  what he co n sid e rs  im portan t and fo r  something to  be a p a r t  

o f a  m an's happiness i t  i s  necessary  th a t  i t  i s  im portant to  him.

T h is , in  b r i e f ,  re p re se n ts  the  conclusion  o f the  l a s t  two 

c h a p te rs . That something i s  im portant i s  shown by what a  man does 

o r i s  in c lin e d  to  do about i t  -  im portance i s  connected w ith  a c tio n  

and w ith  em otional a c tio n  in  p a r t ic u la r*  The e v a lu a tio n  o f something 

as im portan t i s  no t n e c e s sa r ily  a conscious e v a lu a tio n . The e v a lu a tio n  

may come included  in  a way of l i f e  -  an a t t i tu d e  to  or an involvem ent 

in  the  w orld.

As I  suggested in  the  In tro d u c tio n , a c tio n  i s  o ften  seen , 

perliaps c o v e r t ly , to  be th e  s a t i s f a c t io n  o f c e r ta in  d e s i r e s  of the  

a g en t, where such d e s ire s  a re  id e n t i f i a b le  w ith  some n o tio n  o f the  

a g e n t 's  ' i n t e r e s t s ' .  The fe e lin g  seems to  be th a t  a c t io n  which 

le a d s  to  prom otion of some ' i n t e r e s t ' id e n t i f ie d  a s  the  a g e n t 's  

in  c o n tr a d is t in c t io n  to  those  o f o th e r peop le , i s  th e  only 

com prehensible form o f a c t io n . Reasons, th e re fo re ,  tor  a c t io n  

must be those  which make appeal to  such n o tio n s , hence th e  a ttem p t 

to  show such reasons a t  work in  th e  moral l i f e #

In  ta lk in g  about the  concept of emotion and about th e  concept
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o f h ap p in ess , I  suggested  th a t  many fa c e ts  o f human l i f e  can only 

be understood in  term s o f something th a t  i s  'im portan t*  to  the  agen t 

and X now wish to  am plify th ese  comments by in v e s tig a t in g  and 

ex p la in in g  th i s  concept o f  ' im portance ' « With i t s  in tro d u c tio n ,

I  th in k  th a t  we can in tro d u ce  a  new way of th in k in g  about a c tio n s  

o f human ag en ts  -  a  way o f th in k in g  about them in  term s o f v a lu e , 

and what th e  agent va lues in  p a r t ic u la r#

T his way o f looking a t  human a c tio n  canno t, in  any ab so lu te  

sen se , be shown to  be c o rrec t#  I t  i s  a m atte r o f decid ing  w hether 

th e  in tro d u c tio n  of the  concepts w il l  enable us to  make c le a r  c e r ta in  

d is t in c t io n s  th a t  we in tu i t iv e ly  f e e l  a re  there*  The t e s t  o f the  

u se fu ln e ss  o f the d e s c r ip t io n  i s  u l tim a te ly  whether i t  makes th e  

r ig h t  d i s t in c t io n s ,  bu t even then  th e  problem may no t be solved*

Thus, G# £• Moore, in  p u ttin g  forward h is  ' I n t u i t i o n i s t '  theory  was 

ab le  to  make c le a r  c e r ta in  phenomena o f th e  moral l i f e ,  to  make 

d i s t in c t io n s  between a c tio n s  performed fo r  c e r ta in  'consequences ' 

and a c tio n s  performed fo r  the  sake o f something u ltim a te ly  valued*

His scheme involved the  use o f concepts which were them selves dubious -  

the  no tio n  o f ' i n t u i t i o n '  in  i t s e l f  has been a ttac k ed  re p e a te d ly  

befo re  and s in ce  M oore's use of i t  -  bu t i t  was th e  d is t in c t io n s  

th a t  he drew th a t  were im portant# I f  M oore's thought has as l i t t l e  

to  recommend i t  a s  scmie modern commentators seen to  th in k , then  i t  

becomes hard to  understand the impact th a t  i t  had upon h is  

contem poraries who were f a r  from being fools*
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k h ile  not p re ten d in g  th a t  I  am capable o f doing any th ing  l ik e  

the  job  th a t  Moore d id , 1 am co n ten t to  r e s t  my case  upon the  f a c t  

th a t  the  d is t in c t io n s  th a t  1 hope to  draw make se n se , even i f  some 

of th e  term s need, in  them selves, f u r th e r  an a ly sis#  I t  i s  w ith  t h i s  

in  mind th a t  X a ttem pt to  in tro d u ce  the concept o f 'im portance*#

An a c t io n ,  o b je c t o r w hatever can be im portant a s  a means to  

an end# B# W. Beardooore, i n  h is  book Moral Reasoning, o f f e r s  a s  

an example o f t h i s  u se ;

-  (1) I t  i s  im portan t to  keep on f r ie n d ly  term s w ith  the boss#

(See P 16 fo r  B eardsm ore's trea tm en t o f th is # )

To ask  in  t h i s  example why i t  i s  im p o rtan t, i s  to  ask what purpose 

o r end i s  being served# I t  i s  im portan t to  keep on terras w ith  th e  

boss in  the  case th a t  one wants to  r e t a in  o n e 's  job and e n te r ta in  

hopes of advancement in  i t#  What i s  being claim ed i s  th a t  keeping 

on good term s w ith  th e  boss i s  a necessary  (though not n e c e s sa r ily  

s u f f ic ie n t )  means or p a r t  o f the  means to  an end# He who w i l ls  th e  

end, w i l ls  th e  means h e re , so  to  speak# However, keeping on good 

term s w ith  the  boss i s  im portan t to  an agent only in  th e  case th a t  

he w ishes to  rem ain w ith  th e  firm  or perhaps g e t a  good re fe re n c e .

For a man who, fo r  w hatever reaso n , does not seek advancement, then  

the a c t io n  becomes unim portan t fo r  i t  does not se rve  any end which 

he w ishes to  a t ta in #  In  t h i s  s o r t  of example, th e  im portance of

1# In  the  case  in  which th e  agen t w ishes to  'g e t  the  s a c k ',  i t  might 
be sa id  to  be im portan t fo r  him to  avoid being on good term s w ith  
the  boss#
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th e  a c t  depends upon th e  aims o f the  agent#

There a re  examples no t so sim ple a s  t h i s  one th a t  beg in  to  

throw up the  f a c t  t h a t  th e re  a re  o th e r  u ses o f the  word 'im p o r ta n t '#  

Take the  fo llow ing  example;

-  (2 ) I t  i s  im portan t to  look in  th e  rea r-v iew  m irro r  befo re

making a  r ig h t  tu rn .

I n i t i a l l y  a t  l e a s t ,  t h i s  example looks the  same a s  example ( 1 ) ,

The im portance o f th e  a c t  o f look ing  in to  the  rea r-v iew  m irro r l i e s  

in  th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  i s  a necessary  (though no t s u f f ic ie n t )  means o f 

avo id ing  an acc iden t#  I f  you do not look  in to  the  m irro r you w il l  

no t be ab le  to  see any fo llow ing  o r o v ertak in g  c a rs  and may be 

s tru c k  a s  you c ro s s  tow ards the  crown o f th e  road# However, i t  

i s  not th e  case  th a t  i t  becomes unim portant to  ca rry  out th e  a c tio n  

in  th e  event o f o n e 's  not p a r t i c u la r ly  wanting to  avoid an acciden t#  

The end i s  no t one th a t  one can choose to  seek  or not to  seek# The 

a c t  o f looking  in to  th e  m irro r i s  w r i t te n  in to  the  Highway code a s  

being re q u ire d  o f any d r iv e r  about to  tu rn  r ig h t  -  i t  becomes a 

duty# The d if fe re n c e  here l i e s  in  th e  end and not in  th e  means#

In  example ( 1 ) ,  i f  we take  i t  as  i t  s ta n d s , the  end i s  sim ply 

a m a tte r  o f cho ice  fo r  the  agent# He may choose to  advance in  h is  

c a re e r  or no t and th e  im portance of h is  g e tt in g  on good term s w ith  

the  boss dei^ends e n t i r e ly  upon th i s  choice# However, in  example

( 2 ) ,  the  end i s  no t a  m a tte r  fo r  cho ice  and i t s  im portance comes 

from c o n s id e ra tio n s  a p a r t  from th e  a g e n t 's  wishes#
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N otw ithstanding  t h i s ,  bo th  a c ts  a re  them selves only c o n d it io n a lly  

im portan t in  th a t  they  a re  sim ply means to  an end -  t h e i r  im portance 

stems only from t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip  to  some end. T his r e la t io n s h ip  

cou ld , o f co u rse , a l te r #  Thus, were some a l te r n a t iv e  means o f 

a s c e r ta in in g  the  p o s i t io n  o f fo llow ing c a rs  a v a ila b le  to  the  m o to r is t , 

which was more e f f i c ie n t  than  th e  use o f rear-v iew  m ir ro rs , th en  the 

a c t  o f look ing  in  the  rea r-v iew  m irro r might cease to  be im p o rtan t, 

in  th e  same way th a t  the  g iv in g  o f hand s ig n a ls  i s  now thought to  

be unim portant because we have m echanical in d ic a to rs  which g ive  a 

c le a r e r  in d ic a t io n  o f our in te n t io n s  to  o th e r road users#

Some a c ts  however a re  not im portan t only in  t h i s  fu n c tio n a l 

sense# T h eir im portance comes from o th e r  c o n sid era tio n s#  Thus 

suppose a man asks h is  wife

-  ( 3 ) Does i t  m atte r i f  I  do not change fo r  d inner?

whether o r no t he should change for d in n e r m ight, of c o u rse , 

depend upon c e r ta in  ends in  view but i t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  i t  does 

no t# . For example, supposing th e  w if e 's  mother i s  coming to  d in n er 

th a t  evening , h is  not changing h is  c lo th e s  could be a s ig n  o f 

d is re sp e c t#  The w ife might fin d  i t  'u n f i t t i n g ' th a t  he re c e iv e  

h is  m other-in -law  in  h is  gardening c lo th es#  What he does, m a tte rs , 

no t in  v i r tu e  of i t s  r e s u l t s  but in  term s of what i t  means# The 

meaning o f the  a c t ,  and i t s  im portance, i s  s<mehow ' i n t e r n a l '  to  the act#  

Here the  a c t  i t s e l f ,  no t being cond itioned  by re fe ren c e  to  e x te rn a l  

r e s u l t s ,  m a tte rs  in  the  same sense th a t  the  end served by checking 

th e  rea r-v iew  m irro r , m atters#
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Let us look a t  t h i s  in  term s o f two o th e r  examples#

-  (4) My work i s  very im portan t to  me#

-  ( 5 ) Pure ly  I  am more im portan t than  th a t  dogI

In  example ( 4 ) ,  I  am supposing an a r t i s t  ta lk in g #  New i t  might 

be the  case th a t  th e  a r t i s t  f in d s  h is  work ju s t  a  congen ia l way of 

earn ing  a l iv in g ,  bu t the use o f th e  word 'very* su g g ests  something 

e lse#  What seems more l ik e ly  i s  th a t  th e  a r t i s t  i s  e v a lu a tin g  h is  

a c t iv i t y  not in  term s of the  purpose i t  se rv es bu t in  d i r e c t  c o n tra s t  

w ith  o th e r  a c t i v i t i e s  th a t  he might engage in# Im plied i n  t h i s  

e v a lu a tio n  might be th e  f a c t ,  though we would need to  know much 

more about th e  a r t i s t  to  be su re , th a t  he would s a c r i f i c e  any th ing

e ls e  fo r  th e  sake o f h is  work, th a t  he would go fu r th e r  out o f  h is

way to  engage in  h is  work than  fo r  anything e l s e ,  th a t  he would 

pu t up w ith  a g re a t  d ea l o f p e rso n a l d iscom fort to  con tinue  i t  

and 60 on# In  term s of the  p rev ious c h a p te r , i t  would be tru e  to  

say th a t  h is  happiness was, in  some way, bound up w ith  h is  work#

Example ($) i s  a  com plaint th a t  som eone's a c tio n s  appear to  

d isp la y  the  f a c t  th a t  he v a lu es a  dog over a human being# Here 

a g a in , th e  ev a lu a tio n  could be expressed  in  texnss of th e  fu n c tio n s  

th a t  man and dog se rv e , bu t we need not assume t h i s .  The im portance 

o f  a  human being  over a  dog i s  expressed  in  cho ices reg a rd in g  t h e i r  

com fort, o r liv e s#  While a dog i s  f a r  from being unim portant# f i r s t  

c o n s id e ra tio n  should be shown, in  most c ircum stances, to  human beings# 

For example, most people would agree t h a t ,  i f  when d r iv in g  on a



s l ip p e ry  road a dog runs ou t in  f ro n t  o f th e  c a r ,  th e  p roper th in g  

to  do i s  not to  take  avo id ing  a c tio n  when th e re  appears a chance 

th a t  th e  occupants o f th e  e a r  might be in ju red#  The d ea th  o f th e  

dog i s  p re fe r re d , no doubt r e g r e t f u l ly ,  to  the  in ju ry  of human 

beings#

I t  i s  n o t, th e re fo re , only a c tio n s  which a re  eva lua ted  a s  

im p o rtan t. I t  i s  not only 'im p o rtan t to  ^  x ' ,  bu t something may 

be i t s e l f  im p o rtan t. Thus, in  example (1 ) ,  i t  i s  an a c tio n  which 

i s  im p o rtan t, while in  example (5) i t  i s  a  person# However, even 

when we a re  d ea lin g  w ith  what we might c a l l  'o b je c t s ' as opposed 

to  a c t io n s , n o tio n s  o f im portance s t i l l  seem in tim a te ly  connected 

w ith action#  T his i s  obvious when the  ev a lu a tio n  sp r in g s  from th e  

fu n c tio n  th a t  the  o b je c t might perform , fo r  here what i s  being 

considered  is a  te le o lo g ic a l  eva lua tion#  The n o tio n  o f an end i s  

obviously  r e la te d  to  a c t io n , fo r  w hile th e re  may be a c tio n s  which 

do not serve ends, th e re  can h ard ly  be ends which, in  p r in c ip le ,  

ceumot be achieved by ac tio n #  Of c o u rse , a  man may have many ends 

which he cannot ach iev e , through l im i ta t io n s  o f h is  own c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  

bu t i f  an 'end* i s  in  p r in c ip le  unach ievab le , then  i t  i s  not 

p ro p e rly  c a lle d  an end#

However, i f  a s  i t  seem s, we can ta lk  of im portance e v a lu a tio n s  

which do not depend upon fu n c tio n a l rea so n s , then  one can beg in  to  

see the reason  fo r  th e  use o f the  phrase ' im portant in  i t s e l f  or 

'a n  end in  i t s e l f #  S<xne o b je c ts  a re  sough t, and some a c tio n s



perform ed, not fo r  reasons o u ts id e  of them selves b u t because they  

a re  sim ply Im portan t, j u s t  fo r  what they  a re .  I t  has been suggested , 

and I  th in k  r i g h t l y ,  th a t  moral aims o r a c tio n s  can be understood 

in  t h i s  way. While th e re  a re  a c tio n s  which might be seen a s  m orally  

req u ire d  in  v ir tu e  o f the  r e s u l t s  th a t  they  b rin g  about -  fo r  

example th e  a c tio n  o f buying f r u i t  has i t s e l f  no moral co n ten t

bu t may be m orally  re q u ire d , o r a t  l e a s t  m orally  p ra isew o rth y , in

a man going to  v i s i t  a  s ic k  fr ie n d  -  th e re  do seem to  be cases of 

moral requ irem ents which do not o b ta in  th e i r  fo rce  from any r e s u l t s  -  

the  behaviour o f the  sea  c a p ta in  going down w ith  h is  sh ip  may be 

an example o f t h i s .

I t  would not be tru e  to  say , I  th in k , th a t  a l l  o b je c ts  o r 

a c t io n s  'im p o rta n t in  them selves ' a re  n e c e s sa r ily  moral ones, 

though th e  l in e  may be d i f f i c u l t  to  draw# Thus, th e  a r t i s t  in  

example (4) may not th in k  of h is  work a s  'm o ra lly  im portant* w hile 

s t i l l  not th in k in g  o f i t  a s  se rv in g  a  purpose#

Thus, I  th in k  th a t  from th ese  examples we can p ick  out th re e

types o f  *im portance evaluations*  which we could roughly  c h a ra c te r is e  

as fo llow s:

Type-F. -  where what i s  im portan t i s  so because o f i t s

fu n c tio n a l r e la t io n s h ip  to  some end#

T ype-I# -  where what i s  im portan t i s  so in  i t s e l f #  Serving

no end, i t  i s  valued more h ig h ly  than  o th e r  th in g s , 

by the agent#



Type-A. -  where what i s  im portan t i s  a b so lu te ly  so and where |
I

no a p p lic a t io n  to  th e  agent i s  made# I

T his d i s t in c t io n  i s  not r e a l ly  adequate of co u rse , fo r  i t  i s  |

p o ss ib le  th a t  an a c tio n  should be o f both  t:/pe-F. and type-A. in  |
I

im portance in  one sen se . Thus, in  th e  case of example ( 2 ) ,  th e  i

a c t  o f look ing  in to  th e  rea r-v iew  m irro r i s  fu n c tio n a lly  im portan t 

bu t i s  s t i l l  a b so lu te ly  requ ired#  However, l e t  me am plify th e se  !

c a te g o r ie s  in  an a ttem pt to  e x p la in  them# I

I
II

T ype-F ., which I  take  to  be an in s tan c e  o f what W ittg en ste in
I

c a l le d  'r e l a t i v e  value* , i s  a measure o f im portance in  term s of !

e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  I t  i s  a f a c tu a l  m atte r in  th a t  th e  argument about |

som eth ing 's  im portance i s ,  in  p r in c ip le ,  s e t t l e d  by te s t in g  the
I

e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  Any res id u e  o f argument would be not in  term s o f
II

th e  means but in  term s o f th e  end. I t  can be t ru e  th a t  i t  i s  i
I

im portan t to  keep on f r ie n d ly  term s w ith  the  boss ^  one wants to

g e t on in  th e  firm , but no t be im portan t fo r  me# I t  has no im portance |

fo r  me i f  I  do not want to  g e t on o r i f  I  co n sid er honesty in  human I
'  I

r e la t io n s h ip s  to  be more im portan t than  success in  a career#  Thus, |

i t  i s  only im portan t fo r  A to  do x , i f  the  end £ which x le a d s  to ,  |

i s  i t s e l f  o f ( s u f f ic ie n t )  im portance to  A# I f  £ i s  i r r e le v a n t  to  |

A, th en  x i s  not im portan t fo r  A, though i t  i s  s t i l l  (an) im portan t

(means) to  £ fo r  anyone who wants E# |

!
I

The q u estio n  of th e  end i t s e l f  may le a d  to  q u estio n s o f  |

1. 'L ec tu re  on E th ic s ',  - P h ilosoph ic a l  Review 1963#



U K

im portance o f ano ther nature# Thus, th e  im portance o f looking 

in to  the  rea r-v iew  m irro r on tu rn in g  r ig h t  depends upon i t s  

fu n c tio n  a s  a means to  scwne end, sa fe ty #  However, th e  end i s  

not one which one can choose, and th e re fo re  the a c t  of checking 

the  rea r-v iew  m irro r (s in c e  i t  i s  no t sim ply a means bu t the  only 

p ra c t ic a b le  one) becomes im portan t no m atte r what anyone wants*

I t  i s  s t i l l  i t s e l f ,  only o f fu n c tio n a l iiQ>ortance, and i t  i s  only 

an em p irica l m atte r th a t  i t  s tan d s  alone a s  th e  means to  a requ ired  

end. I t  rem ains th e re fo re ,  an in s ta n c e  o f type F importance#

At t h i s  p o in t ,  we move on to  type-I#  I f  something i s  

im portan t to  a person as  an end and not fo r  i t s  fu n c tio n a l r e la t io n 

sh ip  to  some end, then  we can say th a t  fo r  th i s  p e rson , E i s  

im portan t in  i t s e l f # I t  i s  something th a t  t h i s  person  v a lu es 

more h ig h ly  th an  o th e r  th ings#  I t  need not be ^  im portan t fo r  

him as  o th e r  th in g s , bu t th e re  must be a tendency fo r  him to  a c t  

fo r  i t  and want to  a c t  fo r  i t ,  in  p re fe ren ce  to  some o th e r th ings#  

Again, i t  need not be im portan t fo r  o th e r  people e ith e r#  A p a in te r  

can , though he may n o t, c o n s is te n t ly  allow  th a t  fo r  o th e r  peop le , 

a r t  i s  t o t a l l y  unim portant#

When we begin  to  f a i l  to  understand someone when they  do not 

hold something im portan t, or th in k  th a t  everyone ought to  hold 

something im p o rtan t, then  we beg in  to  g e t in to  the  realm s o f ty p e- 

A$ Moral v a lu e s , I  suggest a re  o f t h i s  ty p e , and when we use the



word * im portan t * i n  m orals, i t  i s  typs-A  use th a t  we employ* 1 

tak e  t h i s  to  be an example of what W ittg en ste in  c a l le d  'a b s o lu te  

v a lu e ' and th a t  i s  why I  c a l l  i t  type-A*

I t  i s  one th ing  to  show th a t  examples can be analysed  out in

t h i s  way, but i t  i s  ano ther to  show how i t  i s  in te l l ig ib le *

One of the  th in g s  th a t  we use 'im portan t*  to  say i s  th a t  

something i s  in d isp en sab le  in  th e  achievement of some end* I  

suggest th en , th a t  ty p es I  and A borrow upon th is  use and mean 

( to  a g re a te r  or l e s s e r  e x te n t)  in d isp en sab le  to  ' l i f e '#  However, 

t h i s  i s  obviously  no t a sim ple use f o r ,  when we a re  ta lk in g  l ik e  

t h i s ,  ' l i f e '  does not mean sim ply th e  c o n tin u a tio n  of b io l< ^ ic a l  

mechanism -  l i f e  in  th i s  sense i s  h a rd ly  an end which any of u s 

seek -  and i f  i t  were we could s t i l l  ask why we sought i t#  What 

we mean by saying th a t  i t  i s  im portant to  ' l i f e '  i s  not th a t  i t  

ach ieves an end but th a t  i t  i s  p a r t  of the end -  p a r t  o f our l iv e s#

To say th a t  something m a tte rs  i s  to  g ive a  reason  fo r  doing i t ,

In  term s o f th e  in te r p r e ta t io n  put upon ( 1 ) ,  i t  i s  to  g ive  a reason

which can be backed up by re fe re n c e  to  c e r ta in  re le v a n t f a c ts  about 

the achievem ent o f th e  end in  view# However, i f  nothing of t h i s  

s o r t  can back up s ta tem en ts  l ik e  (4) or (3) th en  fo r  ' I t  m a tte rs '

1# Op# c i t#
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to  be a  reason  fo r  a c t io n , i t  must be the  case th a t  t h i s  sta tem en t 

i s  s u f f ic ie n t  in  i t s e l f .  To say th a t  i t  m a tte rs  b locks fu r th e r  

q u e s tio n s  in  the sense th a t  th e re  i s  no end in  view , in  term s of 

which i t  does m a tte r . The reason  i s  non-purposive.

Â6 J .  L. S tocks p u ts  i t ;

"Purpose, th e n , j u s t i f i e s  the  e f f o r t s  i t  e x a c ts , only 

c o n d it io n a l ly , by th e i r  f r u i t s " .

Something which i s  im p o rtan t, only in  so fa r  a s  i t  b rin g s  about 

something e l s e ,  rem ains im portan t only fo r  a s  long a s  i t  can e x is t

1 . 'The l im i ts  o f purpose ' in  M orality  and Flirpose. (ed ) D. Z. 
P h i l l ip s ,  P 20 .
H. W« B. Joseph ( 'P u rp o s iv e  a c t io n ' in  h is  Ancient and Modern 
Philosophy) argues a g a in s t th e  id e n t i f i c a t io n  o f 'p u rp o s iv e  a c t io n ' 
w ith  a c tio n s  a s  a means to  an end. H is o b je c tio n s  a re  p o ss ib ly  more 
v a lid  a g a in s t A r i s t o t l e 's  view in  Nichomachean E th ics  (Books I I  and 
I I I )  than  a g a in s t S to ck s . A r is to t le  appears to  take  a s  a  c r i t e r i o n  
o f r a t io n a l  a c t io n  th a t  i t  be a c t io n  towards an end. The word th a t  
Joseph tak e s  as 'p u rp o se ' in  A r is to t le  ( TC poat^psoiç) i s  taken  by 
S i r  David Ross in  h is  t r a n s la t io n  a s  'c h o ic e ' ,  and i f  A r is to t le  means 
th a t  a l l  r a t io n a l  a c tio n  i s  a m a tte r  o f choosing means towards some 
end then  t h i s  seems s tra ig h tfo rw a rd ly  f a l s e .  In  E n g lish , to  a c t  
'o n  purpose '  i s  no t n e c e s s a r ily  to  a c t  tow ards some end and Joseph 
i s  c o r re c t  in  p o in tin g  t h i s  o u t. To a c t  'o n  purpose ' o r 'p u rp o se fu lly *  
(which a re  no t id e n t ic a l)  may mean only to  a c t  d e l ib e ra te ly  o r ' i n  
f u l l  knowledge o f what one i s  do ing ' or 'h av ing  thought out what one 
i s  do ing ' and re fe ren c e  to  consequences need not be made# However, 
to  a c t  w ith  a purpose i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th is#  Joseph i s  m istaken in  
tak in g  the  word 'p u rp o se ' to  have a  u n ita ry  meaning# I t  may be th a t  
the  word comes from the L a tin  proponere bu t etymol(%y i s  bu t a  guide 
to  p re se n t day meaning and sometimes a f a l l i b l e  one.

One should ask  fo r  th e  meaning o f  the  q u e s tio n , ' What i s  your 
purpose in  doing th a t ? ' to  understand  t h i s  use# Such a  q u e s tio n  seeks 
understand ing  of the  n a tu re  o f the a c tio n  being c a r r ie d  out but does 
60 in  term s o f type-F  reasons# That i s  to  say , i t  assumes th a t  the  
a c t  can be explamned by re fe ren c e  to  some f a c to r s  o u ts id e  of i t s e l f #
I t  seems to  me th a t  t h i s  i s  th e  p o in t th a t  J# L# Stocks i s  a ttem p ting  
to  make#
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as  a  means. When the  end i s  achieved o r when the  p u ta tiv e  means 

tu rn s  out n e t to  be s u c c e s s fu l,  th en  i t  lo s e s  i t s  im portance.

Imagine hunting  through some old p a p e rs , we come a c ro ss  a 

l e t t e r  in v i t in g  us to  a  p a r ty .  You a sk , " I s  th i s  s t i l l  im portant?" 

o r probably  more l i k e l y ,  "Do you s t i l l  want to  keep t h i s ? " . There 

a re  two senser in  which we can ev a lu a te  the im portance o f the  l e t t e r  -  

two ways of ex p la in in g  whether we s t i l l  want i t  or n o t . I f  the 

p a r ty  to<^ p lace  a  long while ago, i t  i s  no lo n g er im portant to  

keep th e  l e t t e r  as p roo f o f our r ig h t  to  e n te r .  However, i t  might 

be the case th a t  i t  enab les us to  remember a p a rticu lau rly  e x c itin g  

occasion , or t h a t ,  the p a rty  being g iven  by a  famous man, we can 

s e l l  the  l e t t e r  fo r  a  l o t  o f money. In  these  in s ta n c e s  the  l e t t e r  

i s  s t i l l  im portant -  th e re  i s  good reason  fo r  keeping i t .

But th e  case may be d i f f e r e n t  fo r  we may ju s t  tre a s u re  the  

l e t t e r ,  no t fo r  what i t  can do fo r  u s , bu t for  what i t  means -  

the  l a s t  l e t t e r  of a  dead f r ie n d  -  the  l e t t e r  which le d  one to  

meet the  woman who was to  become o n e 's  w ife . In  t h i s  se n se , th e re  

i s  no change in  term s o f the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f a c tio n  which w il l  

re -v a lu e  the  l e t t e r .  T his i s  not to  say , however, th a t  i t  w ill  

always rem ain im portant to  u s , fo r  we may d isco v er the  fr ie n d  

to  have been a  b lack m aile r, tlie w ife to  be f a i t h l e s s .  Then the  

im portance o f the  l e t t e r  w il l  change.



We may d iscover th a t  something i s  im portant to  someone by 

d isco v erin g  th a t  i t  se rv es  some end which we know he d e s ire s  or 

values* We may a lso  d isco v er th a t  something i s  im portan t to  someone 

by h is  a c tio n s  in  re sp e c t o f  i t  -  we d isco v er th a t  he i s  p repared  

to  go to  some le n g th s  to  a t t a i n  or p reserv e  i t*  To say th a t  someone 

th in k s  something im portant i s  to  say th a t  he w il l  s a c r i f i c e  o th e r  

th in g s  fo r  i t s  sake or fo r  th e  sake o f something th a t  i t  w il l  

a ch iev e . When im portance i s  o f type-F , th e re  i s  a fu r th e r  

ex p lan a tio n  which can be a; pealed  to  to  a id  our understand ing  

o f th e  value th a t  someone p la c e s  on the  'o b je c t* .  However# when 

the  im portance appears to  be in  term s of ty p e -I  o r type-A , then  

i t  i s  a c tio n s  which show the importance* To say th a t  something i s  

im portan t i s  to  g ive a reason  fo r  seeking i t ,  end when no fu r th e r  

end can be appealed to  to  support the  evaluation#  the claim  th a t  

something i s  im portan t appears to  'block* fu r th e r  question ing*  

^Explanation o f such e v a lu a tio n s  cannot be in  term s of something 

•o u ts id e  of* th a t  which i s  valued but must r e ly  upon g e tt in g  the  

q u e s tio n e r to  see th a t  the e v a lu a tio n  makes sense*

In  o th e r  words# a d if fe re n t#  though no t unusual# form o f 

ex p lan a tio n  i s  requ ired*  Claims o f im portance 'block* fu r th e r  

questions#  when they do, of a c e r ta in  kind -  they  block q u estio n s  

in  term s o f function*

The concept o f a 'questio n -b lo ck in g *  re p ly  i s  o f course  

d iscussed  a t  le n g th  by Nowell-bmith*
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In  h is  E th ic s . Nowell-Smith ta lk s  of 'lo g ic a l ly  complete* 

answers to  q u e s tio n s . Such answers b lock fu r th e r  q u estio n s  about 

the reason  fo r an a c t io n . Such answers make re fe ren c e  to  what 

Nowell-Smith c a l l s  *p r o - a t t i tu d e s *• To r e f e r  to  a  *p ro -a t t i tu d e  * 

in  answering a qu estio n  concerning th e  reason fo r  an a c t io n ,  

i s  to  g ive  what Nowell-Smith c a l l s  a lo g ic a l ly  good rea so n . Of 

t h i s ,  he says;

"By a *lo g ic a l ly  good reason* I  do not mean a  m orally  good 

reason ; I  mean anything which, when o ffe red  a s  an ex p lan a tio n  

o f why someone chose to  a c t  a s  he d id , has the  fo rce  o f 

making th e  question ing  lo g ic a l ly  odd".

Among th e  examples which he l i s t s  of words hav ing , on many 

occasions of th e i r  use a t  l e a s t ,  a p ro - or con- fo rc e , he concludes 

such words as * lik e* , * enjoy*, * approve o f* , 'h ap p in ess* , end 

'i n t e r e s te d  in * . Examples th a t  he 3 i s t s  of con -fo rce  include  'h a t e ' ,  

'd i s l i k e ' ,  'p a i n ' ,  'd is a p jro v e  o f* . He does not in c lu d e  moral term s 

such a s  'duty* o r 'r ig h t*  in  h is  l i s t s  and says of them th a t  a 

p ro - a t t i tu d e  i s  only 'c o n te x tu a lly  implied* by th e i r  u se .

Now c e r ta in ly  th a t  one enjoys doing something i s  a  very good 

reason  fo r  doing i t .  However, except fo r  the complete e g o is t ,  i t  

i s  no t n e c e ssa r ily  a good enough reason  fo r  doing i t#  f o r  example, 

in  a s i tu a t io n  in  which one has c a l l s  o f duty which guide one in  

ano ther d i r e c t io n ,  th a t  one wants to  do sometiling i s  no t a good 

enough reason  fo r  doing i t .

4. 9  _



Even 80, in  the absence o f o th e r  c o n s id e ra tio n s , th a t  o w  wants 

to  do som ething, when given as a reaso n , i s ,  in  a sen se , a  b lock to  

f u r th e r  q u e s tio n s . What Nowell-Bmith has n o ticed  h e re , i s  th a t  not 

a l l  reasons make appeal to  ends beyond them selves. To say th a t  one 

i s  doing something fo r  th e  p lea su re  o f i t ,  i s  to  say , among o th e r  

th in g s , th a t  th e re  i s  no rea so n , beyond the  na tu re  o f the a c t  i t s e l f ,  

fo r  carry in g  i t  o u t. However, th e  f a u l t  w ith N ow ell-Sm ith 's a n a ly s is  

i s  th a t  having no ticed  th a t  th i s  I s  so , he makes no d i s t in c t io n  

between such * lo g ic a l ly  good reaso n s* . For him, the  f a c t  th a t  th e re  

i s  no fu r th e r  end in  view, p u ts  a l l  th ese  reasons on a l e v e l .  For 

Nowell-Sf^ith, th e re  i s  no d if fe re n c e  in  rank between say , d isapp roval 

and d iscom fo rt, a s  reasons fo r  avo id ing  an a c tio n .

One d i f f i c u l ty  th a t  we might f in d  w ith N ow ell-Sm ith 's accoun t, 

i s  th a t  he g iv es  no c r i t e r i a  fo r  recogn ising  th a t  a word i s  being

1. I t  i s  im portant to  s t r e s s  th a t  i t  i s  reasons * o u ts id e  of* th e  
a c t which do not app ly . The q u e s tio n s  which a re  'blocked* a re  
* Why?* q u estio n s  which demand a re p ly  in  term s o f some fu r th e r  end.
I  am not su re  i f  Nowell-Smith reco g n ise s  t h i s ,  fo r  he ta lk s  o f  '
exp lan a tio n s which makes a l l  f u r th e r  question ing  'l o g ic a l ly  odd*.
T his need not be so , fo r  more ex p lan a tio n  can o f te n  be g iven  and 
r a t io n a l ly  demanded by way of s e t t in g  the  a c t  in  i t s  c o n te x t. In  |
o th e r words, answers to  fu r th e r  q u estio n s would enable th e  i
q u estio n e r to  see wh) answers in  term s o f fu n c tio n  could no t be 
g iven .

Even when we answer a  q u es tio n  concerning our a c tio n s  by re p ly in g  
th a t  we ju s t  wanted to  do i t ,  o r  j u s t  l ik e  doing i t ,  we can o f te n  be 
asked why we th in k  i t  en jo y ab le . We can be asked what we see in  i t .
Such questio n s sp rin g  from a lac k  of understanding o f how we enjoy 
som ething, and need not be in te rp re te d  as demands fo r  answers in  I

term s of the  fu n c tio n  of what we a re  do ing .
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used w ith  p ro - o r con- fo rc e , beyond a  s o r t  o f  behav iou ra l one.

He d e fin e s  a p ro - sen tence (a  sen tence being used w ith p ro -fo rce  

-  perhaps p ro -sta tem en t i s  b e t te r )  a s  one which makes fu r th e r  

q u estio n in g  odd. However, he says h im self, th a t  o f some s ta tem en ts  

o f  t h i s  k ind , fu r th e r  q u estio n s can be asked, s p e c i f ic a l ly  moral 

ones. He d is t in g u is h e s , a s  we have seen between 'l o g ic a l ly  good' 

and ' m orally  good' reasons fo r  a c t io n , in  th a t  a  man can ' s i t  

upon' h is  reason  fo r  a c tin g  in  the  face  of moral c r i t ic i s m .  But 

we should n o tic e  t h a t ,  except in  th e  case of the complete 

a m o ra lis t , who may or may not e x i s t ,  to  say th a t  one j u s t  wants 

to  do something does in  fa c t  inc lude  a re fe ren ce  to  m o ra lity .

I t  e i th e r  d e c la re s  th a t  m o ra lity  i s  i r r e le v a n t  o r th a t  in  t h i s  

case  the agen t i s  j u s t i f i e d  in  d ism issing  an only "prima fa c ie "  

d u ty , Im p lic i t ly  t h i s  does in c lu d e  some moral judgem ent. The 

moral qu estio n  i s  answered by some r e p e t i t io n  o f the 'wont* s ta te m e n t. 

I f  t h i s  i s  so , then  a l l  'want* sta tem en ts  a re  open to  some fu r th e r  

q uestion ing  -  fu r th e r  question ing  o f some h igher o rder than  them

s e lv e s .  Thus, no 'w an t' s ta tem ent i s  o f i t s e l f ,  complete -  i t  

depwinds upon the  s i tu a t io n .

I t  i s  s t i l l  t ru e  th a t  any h igher o rder e v a lu a tio n  i s  not to  

be expressed in  terms of any pu rpose . There i s  a rank ing  involved 

w ith in  'l o g ic a l ly  good* rea so n s . I t  i s  because Nowell-Smith m isses 

t h i s  p o in t th a t  he wants to  say th a t  moral s ta tem en ts  a re  not made, 

except by im p lic a tio n , w ith  p ro -fo rc e . However, i f  the  only 

c r i t e r io n  of the  use of a  sentence w ith  p ro -fo rce  i s  th a t  i t  has



th e  e f f e c t  o f b lock ing  fu r th e r  question ing  about the  reasons fo r  

the a c tio n  in  term s of fu n c tio n , then  i t  seems to  me th a t  in  f a c t ,  

i t  i s  a phenomenon o f our moral l i f e  th a t  th i s  i s  j u s t  what moral 

exp lan a tio n s u su a lly  do . Nowell-Smith* s  p o s it io n  i s  dangerously 

l ik e  the  e m o t iv is t 's .  He wants a moral sta tem ent to  work in  

connection  w ith  some form of 'want* sta tem ent and does no t r e a l i s e  

th a t  wants a re  evaluated  by m orals.

I f  we cem break in to  Nowell-Smith*s theory  in  t h i s  way, then

o th e r  f a c ts  may a ls o  be re le v a n t .  For example, he says th a t  no
1 2 sta tem en ts  o f fa c t  a re  q u e s tio n -b lo ck in g . However, A. I .  Melden

claim s th a t  th e  s ta tem en t, *Ue i s  my fa th e r* , does j u s t  t h i s .  I f

i t  i s  a f a c t ,  and i t  does seem to  be one, th a t  s ta tem en ts  o f th i s

kind do, fo r  some people a t  l e a s t ,  a c t  in  th i s  way, then  Nowell-

Smith* s claim  beg ins to  look more l ik e  dogma than  o b se rv a tio n .

I  would suggest th a t  no l im i ta t io n s  can be p u t , a  p r i o r i ,  

upon what can a c t  a s  a question -b lock ing  emswer. Nowell-Smith* s  

c r i t e r io n  of the way th a t  a sta tem en t works i s  the  only c r i t e r io n  

th a t  we can use to  d isco v er the  p resence of some s o r t  o f  'p ro -  

a tt i tu d e *  in  u se . The term , *p ro -a tt itu d e *  r e a l ly  covers a l l  

sta tem en ts which answer q u estio n s  w ithout re fe ren c e  to  a  fu r th e r  

purpose, and I  suggest th a t  we must make d is t in c t io n s  o f rank 

between such 'a t t i tu d e s * .

Op. c i t .  P 117.
2 . R ights and Hi^ht Conduct.



The term  'a t t i tu d e *  i s ,  a s  Nowell-Smith say s , a  l i t t l e  o f a 

misnomer fo r  not a l l  the  s ta tem en ts  th a t  he says c o n ta in  p ro - fo rc e , 

a re  s ta tem en ts  reg a rd in g  a t t i t u d e s .  To enjoy x i s  not n e c e s s a r ily  

to  have any a t t i tu d e  towards i t .  I t  c e r ta in ly  does not imply th a t  

one approves o f x . One can enjoy something w hile one d isapproves 

o f i t  -  one may be sa id  to  enjoy i t  d e sp ite  o n e 's  d isap p ro v a l or 

d e sp ite  o n e se lf .  I f  someone asks about our a t t i tu d e s  tow ards x , 

to  re p ly  th a t  i t  i s  p le a sa n t or th a t  we enjoy i t  i s  not r e a l ly  to

say , except by im p lic a tio n , what our a t t i tu d e  i s .  To say th a t  i t

i s  p le a sa n t and to  say noth ing  more im p lies  (though not lo g ic a l ly )  

th a t  we th in k  th e re  i s  nothing wrong about x bu t i t  s t i l l  could be 

tru e  th a t  we enjoyed x and thought i t  wrong. To ta lk  o f  a t t i tu d e s  

towards x i s  to  ta lk  of x in  a much more im portan t way than  to  ask  

sim ply i f  i t  i s  p le a s a n t .

Thus, e f f e c t iv e ly ,  a l l  we have under the  term 'p r o - a t t i t u d e ' 

i s  a s e t  o f reasons fo r  a c t io n  which do no t make any appeal beyond 

them selves fo r  th e i r  cogency. To in tro d u ce  some term  l ik e  a t t i tu d e  

i s ,  in  f a c t ,  to  be-fog  the  i s s u e , fo r  i t  beg ins to  su g g es t, no doubt 

a g a in s t N ow ell-Sm ith 's w ishes, th a t  a l l  th e  reasons a re  to  be 

grouped under some o th e r heading- o th e r  than  by th e  f a c t  th a t  they 

behave in  the  way d e sc rib e d . To t r y  to  In troduce  a  term l ik e

'a t t i t u d e '  i s  to  allow  some form o f egoism to  attem pt an e n try  by

the  back d o o r. T his i s  som ething which I  f e e l  occurs in  Nowell- 

Smith ' s  book.



fHÜ

The re c o g n itio n  of the e x is ten ce  of o th e r reaso n s fo r  a c t io n  i s  

a m a n ife s ta tio n  o f a  way of being involved in  th e  w orld . A c h i ld ,  

accord ing  to  P ia g e t, cannot co n sid e r any reasons o th e r  than  the 

s a t i s f a c t io n  o f i t s  own w ants. The c h ild  la c k s  a  moral sense and 

by t h i s  I  mean th a t  i t  la c k s  a way of l i f e .  In  term s of th e  th re e -  

] , ^ t  d i s t in c t io n  made e a r l i e r ,  a  c h i l d 's  reasons a re  always in  term s 

of type-F  reasons r e la t iv e  to  i t s  w ants. G u il t ,  r e g re t  and s e l f -  

c r i t ic i s m  a re  phenomena which in d ic a te  the  presence o f the  a b i l i t y  

to  see th a t  o th e r reasons a re  p o s s ib le . The complete e g o is t  cannot 

s u f f e r  g u i l t  in  th a t  he does not recogn ise  i t s  p o s s ib i l i t y .  There 

i s  no rec o g n itio n  of a d is t in c t io n  between reasons o th e r  th an  in  

term s o f success in  s a t is fy in g  h is  own d e s i r e s .  Thus, g u i l t  i s  a 

phenomenon which the young c h ild  does not m an ife s t. I t  i s  only 

w ith  th e  rec o g n itio n  of o th e r  ways o f being involved in  the  world 

th a t  th e  c h ild  can m anifest g u i l t .

Thus, when we say th a t  moral reasons a re  more im portan t than  

reasons in  term s o f the a g e n t 's  p le a su re , we mean th a t  t h i s  i s  so 

fo r  the  agent who can recogn ise  th a t  such reasons a re  p o s s ib le .  We 

do not co n sid er th a t  a c h ild  can recogn ise  t h e i r  re lev an ce  and so we 

do not blame bu t with an a d u lt  we take i t  th a t  he can see the 

p o s s ib i l i ty  o f such reasons and th e re fo re  we a re  p repared  to  blam e. 

The problem of the  psychopath i s  a problem concerning the p o s s ib i l i ty  

of an a d u lt  who seems unable to  conceive of such re a so n s . The 

d i f f i c u l t y  o f understanding th e  psychopath i s  a d i f f i c u l ty  o f 

understand ing  how an a d u lt can l iv e  h is  l i f e  w ithout conceiv ing



of reasons fo r  a c tio n  o th e r  th an  th e  s a t i s f a c t io n  o f h is  own d esire s#

Given th a t  d is t in c t io n s  can be made between reasons fo r  a c t io n  

which do not r e f e r  th e  a c tio n  to  some fu r th e r  end (rea so n s  making 

re fe re n c e , th a t  i s ,  to  'p r o - a t t i t u d e s ') ,  to  say th a t  one ought to  

do something i s  a b e t te r  reason  fo r  doing i t ,  than  say ing  th a t  one 

wants to  do i t .  B e tte r  perhaps, only i f  the  two reasons c o n f l ic t  

a s  when one wants to  do x bu t ought to  do y , bu t c e r ta in ly  th e  

reason  in  term s o f 'ought* i s  the  more powerful rea so n , i f  no t 

always the one th a t  we choose to  a c t  upon. By t h i s ,  a l l  1 mean 

i s  th a t  g iven a c o n f l i c t ,  the more powerful one wins the  day.

However, i t s  winning th e  day cannot c o n s is t  in  i t s  being ac ted  upon, 

fo r  even i f  we do in  f a c t  do what we want to  do in  p re fe re n c e , the  

'o u g h t ' reason  i s  s t i l l  the  more powerful one. How can we exp ress 

th is ?

There i s  noth ing  wrong w ith  doing what one wants fo r  a s  long 

as th e re  a re  no o th er reasons fo r  doing o th er th in g s . The presence 

o f  an o th er reason  enab les us to  ev a lu a te  the a c t io n  which we want 

to  do, b u t here again  th e  e v a lu a tio n  i s  not c a r r ie d  out in  term s o f 

any p a r t i c u la r  c r i t e r i a .  The more powerful rea so n  i s  the more 

Im portant one -  the  one th a t  m a tte rs  more, Wants, d e s i r e s ,  and 

30 on, do y ie ld  reasons fo r  a c tio n  but reasons a t  a  c e r ta in  le v e l  

o f im portance. (W ithin wants, to o , th e re  i s  a ran k in g . I t  i s  

more im p o rtan t/u rg en t to  s a t i s f y  some wants than  o th e r s ,)  For the  

e g o is t ,  i t  may be tru e  th a t  h is  wants a re  the most im portant reaso n s



fo r  a c t io n , bu t i t  i s  im portan t to  remember th a t  not a l l  men can 

be described  as e g o is ts*  E go ists  a re  those who c o n s id e r t h e i r  wants

to  be the  most im portant reasons fo r  action* Seme may n o t, indeed ,
1

recogn ise  the  ex is te n ce  of any o th e r  reasons*

Reasons g iven  in  term s o f o n e 's  wants or d e s ire s  a re  l e s s  

im portan t than reasons g iven  in  term s of o n e 's  duty* O bviously, 

and t r i v i a l l y ,  the  reaso n  fo r  t h i s  i s  th a t  n^orality i s  more im portant 

than  the  s a t i s f a c t io n  o f our (im m ediate) wants* The 'pow er' o f 

the  reason  comes from the im portance of the p a r t  o f l i f e  i t  r e f e r s  

to*

The concept o f 'w inning th e  day* th e re fo re  can only be explained  

by what appears to  be an e x p l ic i t ly  c ir c u la r  method# That a  reason  

'w ins the  day* can be seen only in  th a t  i t  fu n c tio n s  to g e th e r  w ith 

the  ' ough ts ' o f th e  s i tu a tio n *  With these  oughts go c e r ta in  o th e r

1* That th e re  may be people who can be described  a s  e g o is ts  does 
not imply th a t  a l l  human a c tio n  i s  e g o tis t ic a l*  The p h ilo so p h ic a l 
th eo ry  o f egoism seems to  me to  deny many fa c ts  o f l i f e ,  and in  
p a r t i c u la r  the  moral l i f e ,  a s  i t  i s  lived*  Someone who i s ,  by 
n a tu re , an e g o is t may fin d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  b e liev e  th a t  th e re  a re  
any o th e r  reaso n s , o th e r  than  h is  own wants or i n t e r e s t s ,  fo r  a c tio n  
and may th e re fo re  f e e l  drawn to  a theo ry  concerning human n a tu re  
th a t  a l l  men a re  ego is ts*  However, the fa c t  th a t  someone cannot 
see a d i s t in c t io n  does not mean th a t  such a d i s t in c t io n  cannot be 
made, and the  ira o s s ib i l i t y  o f making d is t in c t io n s  which seem to  
many people v i t a l ,  coun ts , in  my view, a g a in s t the  theo ry  o f egoism* 
A theory  th a t  ho lds th a t  not a l l  men a re  ego5usts can account fo r  th e  
e x is te n ce  of e g o is ts ,  bu t a theo ry  th a t  holds a H  men a re  e g o is ts  
cannot account fo r a lt ru is m , and must be held e i th e r  by th e  e g o is t  
h im self or by someone who cannot recogn ise  d if fe re n c e s  between 
c e r ta in  o f h is  reasons fo r  action*



phenomena l ik e  'r e m o rs e ',  ' s e l f  re sp e c t* , ' s e l f  c r i t ic i s m '*  For a  |

man who cannot experience rem orse, then  no o th e r  reasons fo r  a c tio n  j
i

o th e r  than  h is  own d e s ire s  cem be given# What the  man la c k s  i s  a way j

o f being in  the  w orld , in  the  same sense th a t  young c h ild re n  have |

such a lack* I f  a man cannot see th a t  c e r ta in  reasons have s tro n g e r
I

claim s than  h is  own (b o d ily  determ ined) d e s i r e s ,  then  th e re  i s  no t ,

much th a t  can be sa id  to  him* But a man may le a rn  th a t  an o th e r reason  |

r e a l ly  won the  day, when he experiences remorse a f t e r  an ac tion*

These term s do e x is t  w ith in  a c i r c le  fo r th e re  i s  no p o s s ib i l i ty ,  !
I

a s  we saw e a r l i e r  in  ta lk in g  about s e l f - i n t e r e s t  th e o r ie s ,  of 

t r a n s la t in g  them in to  o th e r  terms* I t  can only be exp la ined  as i t  

stands*  Thus my ex p lan a tio n  o f th e  concept of 'w inning th e  day ' i

must n e c e s s a r ily  seem c i r c u la r  i f  an exp lan a tio n  in  term s o f some 

non-moral o r fu n c tio n a l type i s  requ ired*

C o n flic t  between reasons fo r  a c tio n  comes u su a lly  only w ith  

d e c is io n s  over a l te r n a t iv e  ac tio ns*  Thus, the  id ea  o f 'w inning
i

the  day ' a p p lie s  to  those occasions when th e re  i s  a choice  between
I

a c t io n s ,  one perhaps th a t  one wants to  do, and one th a t  one f e e ls
1

one ought to  do but does no t want to  do*
I
I

1* O ccasionally  we may worry over our reasons fo r  ca rry in g  out an 
a c tio n  -  we may ask o u rse lv es whether we did i t  from duty  or because 
we wanted to  do i t#  Pace Kant, in  my op in ion , t h i s  makes bu t l i t t l e  |
d if fe re n c e  to  th e  q u a li ty  o f the act*  We worry about i t ,  i t  seems i
to  me, because we a re  w orried about the  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f b ia s  in  any 
in s is te n c e  we may put upoi doing the  a c t ,  or a re  w orried  about our 
q u a li ty  as moral agen ts  in  general* Thus a man whose d e s i r e s  always 
co inc ide  w ith h is  d u tie s  a s  ho sees them i s  susp ic ious*  He i s  e i th e r  '
a s a in t ,  o r a se lf -d e c e iv e r*

II



There I s  not always a c o n f l ic t  between wanting to  do som ething 

and fe e lin g  i t  o n e 's  duty fo r  one can , a s  Mrs. A ustin p o in ts  o u t, 

take  p lea su re  in  doing o n e 's  duty  and even fin d  p lea su re  in  doing 

what one ought to  do*

Tlie concept of p lea su re  i s  y e t an o th er m o tiva tion  concep t, 

p a r t i c u la r ly  when one r e a l i s e s  th a t  p le a su re , no more th an  iiappinees, 

cannot be analysed  out in  term s o f sen sa tio n s*  Indeed, even when 

what i s  p le a su ra b le  i s  a s e n sa tio n , th e  se n sa tio n  does not i t s e l f  

fu l ly  cover the  case* Thus, g iven  two p l^ s u r a b le  s e n sa tio n s , 81 

and 82, t h e i r  being se n sa tio n s  of p lea su re  depend upon t h e i r  being 

p le a su ra b le  sensa tions*  P le a su re , even o f th i s  k ind , i s  not i t s e l f  

a  sensa tion*  T his i s  qu ick ly  r e a l is e d  i f  one reco g n ises  th a t  one 

can ask  o f two p lea su ra b le  se n sa tio n s , what makes them both 

se n sa tio n s  of p le a su re , i f  th ey , 81 and 3 2 ,a re  not id e n t ic a l  a s  

sensa tions*  Thus, suppose th a t  81 i s  the  se n sa tio n  o f warm brandy 

t r i c k l in g  down o n e 's  th ro a t  on a  co ld  day, and 32 i s  the  se n sa tio n  

of s tro k in g  a  fu r  coat* 81 and 82 ' f e e l '  noth ing  l ik e  each o th e r  

bu t a re  both  p leasan t*  Unless we p o s i t  y e t ano ther se n sa tio n  which 

both  th ese  se n sa tio n s  g ive r i s e  to ,  th e  only th in g  th a t  connects 

81 and 82 i s  th a t  they  a re  p leasan t*  The su p p o s itio n  o f a th ird  

se n sa tio n  caused by both  81 and 82 i s  an  odd one in  i t s e l f  fo r  i t  

appears to  be u n fe l t  and in d e sc r ib a b le  * Apart from t h i s ,  i t  s t i l l  

seems p o ss ib le  to  ask  of t h i s  s e n sa tio n , why i t  i s  p le a s a n t, which

1. üp* c i t*  P 57 .



153.

p rev en ts  i t  from being th e  's to p p in g  place* of th e  q u estio n in g  th a t  

i t s  su p p o s itio n  in te n d s  fo r  i t .

Thus, se n sa tio n s  of p leasu re  a re  r e a l ly  b e t te r  d e sc rib ed  a s  

p le a su ra b le  se n sa tio n s  and are  ohly one of the  types o f experience  

in  which we f in d  p le a su re .

I f  p lea su re  i s  not to  be t r e a te d  as a s e n sa tio n , th e re fo re , 

the  problem a r i s e s ,  a s  Bernard W illiams p o in ts  out , o f  making 

sense of the  r e la t io n s h ip  between the  p leasu re  and the  o b je c t of 

p le a s u re . Were p leasu re  a se n sa tio n , th e  connection  would be , 

more or l e s s  sim ply , a cau sa l one -  the o b jec t causes in  th e  view ing 

o r p a r t ic ip a t in g  agent a c e r ta in  s e n sa tio n .

W illiams t r e a t s  'p leasu re*  as an a t te n t io n  concept I

" I f  I  am p leased  by som ething, my a t te n t io n  i s  drawn to  i t ;

and th e  more I  am p leased  by i t ,  th e  more my a t t e n t io n  i s
2

absorbed in  i t " .

Of co u rse , i t  i s  not only p lea sa n t th in g s  th a t  absorb  our 

a t t e n t io n ,  a s  W illiams rec o g n ise s , fo r  the  h o rr ib le  and th e  ugly 

can e x e r t  a  f a s c in a tio n  as w e ll. Thus W illiams d e c la re s  th a t  

p le a su re  i s  'one mode or sp ec ie s  o f a tte n tio n *

1. 'P le a su re  and B e l i e f ,  PAS 1959.
2 . Op. C i t .  P 70.
3 . Op. C i t .  P 71.



W illiam s' p o s i t io n  i s  s im ila r  to  th a t  of Ryle and G a l l ie ,  and

i s  one a tta c k ed  by Manser who say s: . , ,

" • • •  i t  does not seem to  follow  th a t ,  a s  Ryle and G a llie

appear to  a rg u e , because la c k  o f a t te n t io n  i s  a s ig n  o f

enjoym ent, enjoyment i s  a p a r t i c u la r  kind o f a t t e n t io n " .

In  (4anser's op inion!

"To say th a t  I  enjoy something i s  to  g ive a  reason  fo r  my

doing o r experienc ing  th a t  th in g ; th e re  i s  no need to  look
2

fo r  a reason  fo r  i t s  being a reason"#

^ianser'B s tan d p o in t sh a res  in  i t s  tu rn , s im i l a r i t i e s  w ith  th a t  o f
3 4P e te rs  and Nowell-Smith .  They a l l  take  p lea su re  to  be c e n t r a l ly

connected w ith  m o tiv a tio n . To say th a t  one g e ts  p lea su re  from

doing X, is to give a reason for doing it, denying that there is anything

beyond the  a c t  i t s e l f  which, in  term s o f purpose or u l t e r i o r  m otive,

i s  re le v a n t to  o n e 's  doing the  a c t .  As P e te rs  says:

" . . .  to  say th a t  one en joys doing something i s  a way o f

denying th a t  one has a m otive fo r  doing i t  and u su a lly

blocks fu r th e r  'why' q u e s tio n s" .^

Though th e re  appears to  be a r a d ic a l  disagreem ent between th ese  

th in k e rs ,  I  f in d  m yself in  agreement w ith  a l l  of them, because i t

1. 'P le a s u re ' P ^  1960/1, P 231. 
2 # Manser, op. c i t .  P 238.
3 . The Concept o f M otivation .
4*. Op. c i t .
5 . P e te rs , op. c i t .  P l4 4 .



seems to  me th a t  they  d i f f e r  only in  em phasising d i f f e r e n t  fa c e ts  

o f the  concept* There i s  an o b sc u rity  in  what they say because 

they  do not d is t in g u is h  between the  use o f the word a s  a motive 

word (1  do X fo r  p lea su re )  and the  use o f the word a s  a d e s c r ip t io n  

o f an a t t i tu d e  ( I  am enjoying x ) .  Indeed, p a r t i c u la r ly  in  M anser's 

tre a tm e n t, no d iffe re n c e  i s  n o ticed  between the  use o f the  word 

'enjoy* and the  uses o f the  word 'p le a s u re ' which a re  not 

e q u iv a le n t to  i t#

There a re  many lo c u tio n s  which invo lve  the concept o f p lea su re  

in  d i f f e r e n t  ways# Thus we have fo r  example *

Group M.

(1) Doing X fo r  p leasure#

( 2 ) Doing X because I  enjoy i t ,

( 3 ) T rea tin g  x a s  a p leasure#

Group A#

(4) Enjoying doing x .

( 5 ) F inding p lea su re  in  doing x#

( 6 ) F inding x p leasan t#

Group W,

( 7 ) Taking p lea su re  in  doing x#

(8) Doing X w ith  p leasure#

There a r e ,  I  am su re , many o th e r  uses o f the  words 'p l e a s u r e ',  

'p l e a s a n t ' ,  and 'e n jo y ' th a t  I  do not m ention h e re , bu t I  th in k



th a t  in  th e se  e ig h t examples can be seen  th re e  f a i r l y  d i s t i n c t  

u ses of the  concept of p le a su re , which I  have marked M, Â, and W«

The use o f the  concept in  group M i s  to  e x p la in  the  reason  o r 

n a tu re  of th e  a c tio n  -  i t  i s  a  m o tiva tion  u se , c la s s ify in g  the

a c t io n  a s  being o f a c e r ta in  k in d . i

j
In  group A, th e  use appears to  me to  make re fe re n c e  to  th e  |

1
a t t i tu d e  of th e  agent in  th e  a c t i v i t y .

I
These two uses a re  connected in  th a t  i f  a man does something

1

fo r  p le a su re , then  he w il l  norm ally enjoy i t  w hile he i s  doing i t .  j

Thus, i f  a  man p lay s fo o tb a l l  fo r  p le a su re , then  while he i s  p lay ing  

t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  game, we can suppose th a t  he i s  enjoying h im se lf .

However, a man may p lay  fo o tb a l l  fo r  p le a su re , bu t not enjoy t h i s

p a r t i c u la r  game ( i t  i s  too w et, th e  o th e r  team a re  too  good or

too  bad & c.), but i f  t h i s  happens too  o f te n , the  man may cease to

say , i f  he co n tin u es to  p lay  f o o tb a l l ,  th a t  he does i t  fo r  p le a su re .

A lte rn a tiv e ly , a  man may p lay  a game of fo o tb a l l  fo r  some o th e r

reason  (be i t  money, d u ty , f r ie n d sh ip  &c.) and enjoy i t ,  even to

h is  own s u r p r i s e .  |

1. I  do no t wish to  claim  th a t  th e  examples must be in te rp re te d  
in  th e  way th a t  I  in te r p r e t  them fo r  I  am su re  th a t  th o se , fo r  
example in  ?:roup M, might be used in  the  same way as those  in  group I

A on occasion . I  hope, however, th a t  t h e i r  most freq u en t uses w i l l  i
bear out the  d i s t in c t io n s  th a t  I  wish to  make.
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Enjoyment norm ally r e f e r a  to  the  a t t i tu d e  in  th e  a c t iv i t y  so 

th a t  example (2 ) may be sa id  to  d i f f e r  s l ig h t ly  from example ( 1) 

in  th a t  i t  im p lies  (though no t lo g ic a l ly )  th a t  the  agent always 

en joys doing x wlien he does i t ,  whereas in  example ( 1) ,  the  

im p lic a tio n  i s  no t so s tro n g . Again, example (2) im p lies  th a t  th e  

agen t has done x befo re  (and knows th a t  he enjoys i t )  whereas 

example (1) does n o t . A man may do x fo r  p le a su re , even i f  he 

has never done i t  befo re  (b u t th in k s  th a t  he w il l  enjoy i t ) .

I f  a man t r e a t s  x a s  a p le a su re , then  th e  supi>osition i s  th a t  

he en joys x and does x fo r  p lea su re  -  though th e re  may W o th e r  

reasons fo r  doing x , h is  reason  i s  th a t  he enjoys i t .

I  do no t suppose to  d e a l i n  d e ta i l  w ith  th ese  two groups any 

fu r th e r  except to  say th a t  i t  appears to  me th a t  W illiam s, G a l l ie , 

Ryle e t  a l .  c o n cen tra te  upon the  s o r t  o f use o f the  concept of 

p lea su re  exem plified  by group A. w hile P e te rs  and IHanser appear 

to  c o n ce n tra te  upon examples l ik e  group M. Thus I  th in k  th a t  

bo th  groups o f p h ilo so p h ers  a re  c o rre c t  in  what they  say , but 

th a t  n e ith e r  group covers th e  ground f u l ly .

In  what fo llo w s, I  am c e n tr a l ly  in te r e s te d  in  p lea su re  as 

m o tiva tion  (group H.) -  g iv in g  p lea su re  a s  a  reason  fo r  doing 

som ething.



Group W, i s  s l ig h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  o th e r  two groups o f 

exam ples, in  th a t  i t  seems to  me th a t  p lea su re  i s  not c e n t r a l  to  

e i th e r  the  m o tiva tion  or the  a c t iv i ty *  A man who tak e s  p lea su re  

in  doing h is  d u ty , fo r  example, does not do h is  duty because he 

enjoys i t ,  but does i t  w i l l in g ly *

We have a lread y  seen th a t  th e re  a re  reasons fo r  not a c tin g  

fo r  p le a su re , fo r  in  any given s i tu a t io n  th e re  may be cogent moral 

reasons fo r  a c tin g  otherw ise* The reason  fo r  t h i s ,  accord ing  to  

my th eo ry , i s  th a t  moral reaso n s ( fo r  th e  good man a t  l e a s t )  a re  

more cogen t, more powerful -  not because o f  what they  provide or 

le a d  to  bu t in  them selves*

I t  seems to  me th a t  in  a d d it io n  th e re  may be o th e r  rea so n s , 

o th e r  than  obviously  moral ones, fo r  forgoing  p leasure*  T his i s  

because to  say th a t  x i s  done (on ly ) fo r  p lea su re  i s  to  rank i t s  

im portance to  th e  agent* In  i t s e l f  th e  a c t  i s  unim portant -  i t  

i s  done ' m erely fo r  p le a su re ** By th i s  I  do no t a t  a l l  mean th a t  

i t  i s  the  p lea su re  and no t the  a c t  which i s  im p o rtan t, fo r  th in  

would be to  commit the same f a l la c y  a s  P e te rs  e t  a l*  have warned 

ag a in st*  What I  do mean i s  th a t  to  g ive p lea su re  a s  th e  reason  

fo r  doing something i s  to  say th a t  what one i s  doing i s  not 

im portan t to  one* There a re  occasions when we say tlm t someone 

ought to  enjoy them selves, th a t  they  ought to  'ta k e  time o f f , 

bu t t h i s  i s  no t to  say  th a t  what they  w i l l  do i s  more im portan t 

th an  what they  a re  doing , bu t th a t  re la x a t io n  i s  i t s e l f  o f te n



necessary*  I f  someone does not take  any p le a su re , th en  he may 

•c rack  up** To say th a t  p leasu re  i s  im portant however, i s  no t 

to  say  th a t  any a c t  of p leasu re -seek ing  i s  im p o rtan t, fo r  th e  

im portance o f the p leasu re  i s  importance as a means* The end to  

which i t  le a d s  or a s s i s t s ,  i s  what g ives im portance o r  value to  

th e  means*

I t  i s  in d ic a tiv e  of something being a p lea su re  th a t  no * ought * 

i s  invo lved  in  the  doing of i t .  I f  something i s  done 'm ere ly  fo r 

p leasu re*  then  ( t r i v i a l l y )  i f  we do not f e e l  l ik e  doing i t  on a 

p a r t i c u l a r  occasion , th e re  i s  no reason  fo r  doing i t*  To say th a t  

X i s  done fo r  p leasu re  i s  to  say th a t  x w ill  only be done when we 

want to  do i t  -  c e t e r i s  paribus* However, i f  something i s  im p o rtan t, 

then  th e re  i s  a reason  fo r  doing (something about) i t ,  whether we 

f e e l  l i k e  i t  o r not* The p a in te r  may p a in t even when he does not 

want to  ( in  one sense)* He may fe e l  th a t  he would l ik e  to  spend 

such a  sunny day laz in g  upon th e  beach, but in  f a c t  spend th e  day 

p a in t in g  because t h i s  i s  more im portant to  him* To say t h i s ,  i s  

to  say th a t  p a in tin g , fo r him, can on occasions p re sen t i t s e l f  

a s  something th a t  ought to  be done* We express t h i s ,  sometimes, 

in  term s o f ’se lf - re sp e c t*  or 'p r id e  in  o n e s e l f  * T his 'o u g h t ',  

however, being lim ite d  to  o u rse lv es , i s  not n e c e ssa r ily  a moral 

ought*

1* C<Mnpare here  J .  S. M ill on the  'q u a l i t a t i v e ' d if fe re n c e s  between 
p le a s u re s .  M ill confuses, as Jean  A ustin p o in ts  o u t, doing something 
fo r  p lea su re  w ith  tak ing  p leasu re  in  doing i t , but perhaps more 
im p o rta n tly , he m isses the  p o in t th a t  those th in g s  n e a re s t  to  our 
s e l f - r e s p e c t  a re  not simply p le a su re s*



m

There I s  no t a one-to-one correspondence between doing x because 

i t  i s  p le a sa n t and doing x because i t  g iv es  p leasure*  Thus, when 

a speaker sa y s , " I t  g iv es  me g re a t  p l e a s u r e * w e  need no t assume 

th a t  he i s  enjoying making the speech* We might argue th a t  the  

proposing  o f the to a s t  g iv es  p lea su re  but th a t  th e  making o f  the  

speech which i s  the  m atte r o f the  proposing o f  the  to a s t  i s  something 

th a t  he does no t enjoy* But the  essence here i s  th a t  th e  speaker 

i s  saying  t  a t ,  even though th e re  may be reasons o f duty  fo r  

proposing the to a s t ,  h is  m otive i s  not forem ost th a t  o f duty*

He welcomes th e  oppo rtu n ity  o f proposing the to a s t  even though i t  

commits him to  making a p u b lic  speech which he does no t enjoy*

Saying th a t  i t  g iv es  him g re a t  p lea su re  i s  say ing  th a t  th e re  i s  

no 'o u g h t ' f ig u r in g  in  h is  reasons fo r  a c t in g , th a t  he does i t  

w il l in g ly  and welcomes the  opportunity*

An a c t  can be d escribed  in  i t s e l f  or a s  a  p a r t  of something

e ls e  and t h i s  v a r i a b i l i ty  o f d e s c r ip tio n  g iv es  r i s e  to  what

appears to  be something of a paradox concerning p leasu re*  Thus, 

a  man can p ro p erly  be describ ed  a s  doing something fo r  p lea su re  which 

i s  no t obviously  p leasan t*  Thus, when th e  a c t  i s  d escribed  in  i t s e l f ,  

i t  may be , a s  in  the  case o f th e  man making the  speech, unp leasan t 

bu t a s  a way of doing something e ls e ,  or considered  a s  p a r t  o f  the

t o t a l i t y  o f some o th e r  a c t ,  i t  can s t i l l  be sa id  to  be done fo r

p leasu re*  S a ilin g  has been d escribed  a s  'S tand ing  under a co ld  

shower, te a r in g  up f iv e  pound n o te s '*  Indeed, i f  one th in k s  only 

o f the  p h y s ic a l a c t  o f s a i l in g  then  i t  i s  not always p leasan t*
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'S i t t i n g  out* in  a dinghy in  heavy w eather i s  decided ly  uncom fortable, 

wet and exhausting* However, i t  i s  not j u s t  t h i s  a c t  which counts*

The p lea su re  i s  in  d riv in g  the  boat to  windward a g a in s t th e  fo rc e s  

o f n a tu re  by means of them, b e t t e r  than  anyone e lse*  The a c t iv i t y  

of s a i l in g  i s  one 'done fo r  p leasure*  bu t one which in v o lv es  (though 

no t always) a c ts  which may not be in  them selves p leasan t*

The d if fe re n c e  here i s  between doing something fo r  p lea su re  

and tak in g  p lea su re  in  doing i t .  'P le a s u re * , c e n t r a l ly  in v o lv es 

the  n o tio n  o f 'w il l in g n e s s ' to  do something*

The d if fe re n c e  here  between doing i t  fo r  p lea su re  and f in d in g  

p lea su re  in  i t  i s  th a t  th e  former reason  su g g ests  th a t  the  only 

motive i s  p leasure*  However, a  man who tak e s  p lea su re  in  doing 

h is  duty  fo r  example i s  not m otivated n e c e s sa r ily  by p leasu re*

Indeed i f  he d id  no t th in k  th a t  he ought to  do i t  then  i t  would 

make no sense to  say th a t  he took p lea su re  in  doing i t  a s  h is  duty*

An a c tio n  done m erely fo r  p lea su re  or sim ply because i t  i s  p le a sa n t 

o r ju s t  because the  agent en joys i t  i s  not an a c tio n  th a t  one tak e s  

p lea su re  in  doing -  one g e ts  i t*

In  one o f the examples e a r l i e r ,  th e re  was mentioned th e  case  

o f a man saying th a t  h is  work was very  im portan t to  him* Now i t  

may be th e  case  th a t  the man lo v es  h is  work, th a t  he goes to  i t  

w ith  r e l i s h ,  and l i t e r a l l y  d o e sn 't  enjoy anyth ing  e l s e ,  b u t i t  i s



more l ik e ly  the  case th a t  w hile he o ften  enjoys i t ,  th e re  a re  

occasions when he has to  make h im self work a g a in s t h is  in c lin a tio n s *  

Now, i f  i t  i s  not the  case th a t  on th ese  occasions he has to  work 

fo r  money (and the  example i s  com prehensible w ithout t h i s  assum ption), 

then  we a re  faced w ith  exp la in ing  th a t  he works when he d o e s n 't  

want to .  The answer i s  obviously th a t  he co n sid ers  h is  work more 

im portan t than  h is  p leasu re  -  im portant in  i t s e l f  i f  we can assume 

t l ia t  th e re  i s  no immediate end in  view*

Thus we can say th a t  th e re  a re  o th e r  p ro -a t t i tu d e s  b e s id es  

p leasu re  and m orals which a man can g ive a s  h is  reason  fo r  a c t in g ,  

and th a t  some o f these  reasons a re  more cogent than  a c tin g  fo r  

p leasure*  Some th in g s  are  more im portant to  a man th an  h is  p leasu res*

Nowell-Bmith does, in  f a c t ,  n o tic e  a d iffe re n c e  between g iv in g  

' p le a s u re ' a s  a reason and o th er 'p ro -w ords '*  He sa y s ,

"A man who says he l i s t e n s  to  B eethoven 's Grosse Fuge o r read s  

P a rad ise  Lost because he f in d s  i t  p lea sa n t e i th e r  has a  l o t  to  

le a rn  about music or l i t e r a t u r e ,  o r , more p robab ly , i s  abusix^  

th e  E ng lish  Language"*

However, having sa id  t h i s ,  Nowell-Smith does no t go on to  

draw any conclusions concerning 'p r o - a t t i tu d e s '*  I t  i s  no t ju s t  

the  case th a t  we do not use the  word 'p le a s a n t ' of P a rad ise  L o s t, 

in  the  some way th a t  we do not use the  word 'herd* o f a  group o f

1* Op. c i t*  P 138*



p igeons. That we do n o t, i s  in d ic a t iv e  o f a value judgement made 

about P a rad ise  Lost a s  opposed to ,  fo r  example. The Im portance o f 

being E arn e s t. The l a t t e r  i s  l ig h t  and amusing, bu t no t a g re a t  

work in  the sense th a t  P arad ise  Lost i s .

A m an's happiness i s  bound up w ith  what be c o n s id e rs  im portan t -  

im portan t in  i t s e l f  -  and i f  we can say  o f h is  p lea su re s  th a t  they  

a re  not im portant th in g s  in  them selves, then  the  d i s t in c t io n  between 

p lea su re  and happiness i s  c le a r .  P leasu re  can be but i s  not 

n e c e s sa r ily  a  p a r t  o f happ iness . I t  can be, and u su a lly  i s ,  because 

men norm ally co n sid er a  c e r ta in  amount o f p leasu re  to  be im portant 

in  l i f e .  For some men th e re  i s  nothing e ls e  im p o rtan t, but t h i s  

i s  a f a c t  about the  way th a t  they see  l i f e  and not a  f a c t  about the  

lo g ic a l  connections between th e  concept o f p leasu re  and the  concept 

o f h app iness . We might f in d  i t  odd th a t  a  man who did noth ing  fo r  

what we could c a l l  p le a su re , was a  happy man, but t h i s  would be an 

odd ity  about the  man and not an odd ity  about language. We might 

f ind  him to o  s e r io u s , too  much wrapped up in  a v o ca tio n , somewhat 

inhuman, bu t we could not say th a t  he was m isusing language i f  he 

sa id  th a t  he was a  happy man.

I t  seems then  th a t  th e re  a re  reasons fo r  a c tin g  which cannot 

be understood in  term s of purpose, nor in  term s o f p lea su re  but 

which a re  not moral reasons e ith e r*  I t  i s  t h i s  form o f  reason  

fo r  a c tin g  which comes under ty p e - I ,  in  term s o f importance*
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I f  we ask  why Ahab chased the  White whale, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  

see  t l ia t  i t  was fo r  any moral reason  and im possib le  to  say th a t  he 

d id  i t  fo r  p le a su re . M elv ille  shows us a man d riv en  by a  d e s ire  

wliich overcomes him and he o f te n  shows i t  i n  term s o f revenge. He 

su g g ests  sometimes th a t  Ahab seeks to  revenge h im self upon Moby 

Dick because the  whale removed h is  le g ,  but th e re  i s  much more to  

i t  than  t h i s .  For Ahab as  fo r  M e lv ille , th e  White Whale i s  a  

symbol, and has meaning beyond i t s e l f .  That th e  whale took o f f  

Ahab*6 leg  could  be a reason  fo r  d es tro y in g  i t ,  bu t a weak one -  

one th a t  only an insane person  could u se , and Ahab, though a  man 

d riv en  by powers beyond h is  c o n tro l ,  i s  not in sane  in  t h i s  way.

For him, the  d e s tru c tio n  o f th e  whale i s  a symbolic a c t ,  Guod lias 

meaning only w ith in  th e  l i f e  o f Ahab. The f a c t  th a t  the  whale i s  

w h ite , not j u s t  huge^should make us su sp ic io u s  o f accep tin g  th e  

sim ple revenge m otive. The whale i s  d i f f e r e n t  in  i t s  shape and i t s  

n a tu re  and though z o o lo g ic a lly  speaking i t  i s  a  w hale, fo r Ahab i t  

i s  more th in  t h i s  -  i t  i s  a d i r e c t  ch a llen g e  to  h is  manhood, to  h is  

power over the  sea  and i t s  c re a tu re s .  For Ahab, h is  l i f e  must be 

seen in  term s o f h is  a t t i tu d e  to  th e  sea  -  he i s  a  champion w haler, 

th e  lo rd  of th e  Nantucket seaman and Nantucket seamen, we a re  to ld ,  

a re  th e  lo rd s  among w h alers . Ahab, u n lik e  the o th e r  whalemen th a t  

we meet in  the  book, does no t seek s o le ly  to  c a tc h  w hales. His

1. And even more im possib le  to  say th a t  he found i t  p le a s a n t .  I t  
i s  conceivab le  (o u ts id e  o f the  co n tex t o f  th e  book) to  say th a t  Ahab 
should have commenced h is  chase o f the  White Whale fo r  p lea su re  -  
th a t  h is  m o tiva tion  was o f t h i s  k ind . I t  i s  no t conceivab le  th a t  
anyone should enjoy the experiences th a t  Ahab had on the ch ase .
The d if fe re n c e  here i s  again  between th e  m o tiv a tio n  use of 'p leasu re*  
and the a t t i t u d e  or a c t iv i ty  u se .



whaling i s  not sim ply a commercial e n te rp r ise *  He i s  a man, a s  

we see in  the in c id e n t of the  e l e c t r i c a l  storm , who can challenge  

th e  Gods -  he goes beyond th e  normal endeavour o f the  w halers because 

fo r  him whaling i s  a way o f l i f e ,  no t one among o th e rs  bu t h is  way 

of l i f e .  The 'ifhite Wiiale c h a llen g es  h is  dominion, th re a te n s  h is  

view o f h im se lf and so he has to  k i l l  i t .  That i t  d e s tro y s  him and 

th e  u n fo rtu n a te  crew who a re  w ith  him in  the Peqod, i s  M e lv il le 's  

comment on those  who seek to  usurp the  kingdom o f th e  Gods. (The 

whole book can be, o f co u rse , seen a s  an a lle g o ry  -  a s  a dem onstra tion  

th a t  man i s  not a god aind cannot go beyond h is  l im ite d  powers#

Ahab*8 s to ry  ie  the  s to ry  o f a man whose l i f e  has a  meaning in  

terras of h is  l iv e l ih o o d , i t  i s  an in s ta n c e  of the  g en era l c a se .

To be an in s ta n c e , i t  must be s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t . )  To say  then  th a t  

fo r  Ahab, th e  d e s tru c tio n  o f th e  White Whale m a tte rs , i s  to  say 

something about th e  way th a t  h is  l i f e  has meaning. The meaning 

of the  d e s tru c t io n  of th e  White Whale, i s  p a r t  o f the  meaning o f 

Ahab' 8 l i f e .

Ahab' 8 chase of the  whale i s  a p a ss io n , something beyond h is  

c o n tro l .  P a rt o f h is  'w e b ', indeed the  most im portan t p a r t  h is  

concept o f h im se lf , has been a ttac k ed  -  tlw  sp id e r  ru n s  to  th a t  

p a r t  of the  web, no t a f t e r  a d e c is io n  but au tcm iatica lly  -  Ahab 

i s  d riv en  to  h is  hunt o f th e  whale and cannot s to p  h im se lf because 

o f th e  im portance o f th e  p a r t  o f h im se lf which i s  under a t ta c k .

I t  i s  a p a ss io n  and no t j u s t  an anger by co u rtesy  o f th e  degree o f



Hi.

im portance o f the  a c t  and the  degree response involved#

To understand  th a t  something i s  im portan t to  an a g e n t, A, 

th e re fo re , we may sometimes seek and fin d  what i t  le a d s  t o ,  what 

p u r ;ose i t  s e rv e s . The degree to  which i t  i s  im portan t depends 

upon (a ) the  degree to  which i t  i s  v a lu ab le  in  ach iev ing  the

end and upon (b ) the  im portance of the  end to  th e  a g en t. The

l a t t e r  can be seen by how much tro u b le  A i s  p repared  to  go to  

to  a t t a i n  i t ,  what he w i l l  s a c r i f i c e  a s  l e s s  im portan t and so 

on, but to  understand  how i t  i s  im p o rtan t, we need to  understand  

wMt meaning i t  has fo r  him, what p a r t  i t  p lay s  in  h is  l i f e .  But 

i f  a  m an's happiness depends upon what i s  im portan t to  him and not 

only im portan t as a a  ana , th en  to  understand  th a t  he i s  happy and

how he i s  happy we need to  know something about the  n a tu re  of h is

l i f e .

To say th a t  th e re  a re  some th in g s  which can be more im portan t 

th an  p lea su re  i s  n o t, in  my view , to  make an e v a lu a tiv e  s ta tem en t 

about p lea su re  -  i t  i s  no t to  m o ra lise . To say th a t  something i s  

p le a sa n t i s  to  ev a lu a te  th a t  som ething, to  say th a t  th e re  a re  reasons 

fo r  (doing) i t ,  but not reasons which a re  o f the s t ro n g e s t .  I t  i s  

to  say th a t  th a t  something i s  n o t , in  i t s e l f ,  im p o rtan t. Thus, i t  

i s  p le a sa n t to  read  C. S . F o re s te r , a very  en joyable  n o v e l is t ,  

bu t h is  books a re  u lt im a te ly  only p le a s a n t.  They a re  not Im portant 

n o v e ls , nor g re a t  works of f i c t io n .
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The reason  why a  man who i s  en joy ing  something i s  o f te n

d e sc rib a b le  a s  happy i s  th a t  to  be f u l ly  en joy ing  som ething« i t

i s  necessary  th a t  o n e 's  a t t e n t io n  i s  focused upon what one i s

doing# In  th e  case  where o n e 's  a t te n t io n  i s  so  focused , every th ing

th a t  can be considered  in  a  happiness judgement (ex  hypo thesi)

going w ell and th e re fo re  the  word happy ( i n  i t s  sh o rt term sense)

i s  c o r r e c t ly  used# As soon a s  the man s to p s  doing what he i s

en jo y in g , o r s to p s  enjoying  what he i s  do ing , th en  the  focus 
1

ceases  and th e  r e s t  o f h is  l i f e  can come back befo re  him# I t  

need not be th e  case  th a t  he i s  a happy man# Thus, we can say of 

the  unhappy man th a t  h is  only b i t  o f happiness i s  h is  f ish in g  on a 

Sunday a fte rn o o n , because when he i s  f is h in g  he manages to  fo rg e t 

in  h is  enjoyment what makes him unhappy. The 'focus*  when he i s  

f ish in g  l im i ts  h is  view to  h is  fish in g #  P le asu re  i s  then  connected 

w ith happiness bu t n e ith e r  the  whole nor a necessary  p a r t  o f i t#

What I  want to  say i s  th a t  i f  a man f in d s  x im portant ( I ) ,  

th en  h is  l i f e  i s  o r ie n ta te d  around i t ;  x has meaning in  h is  l i f e ;  

i t  i s  p a r t  of th e  meaning of h is  l i f e ;  i t  i s  p a r t  of what makes 

l i f e  m eaningful fo r  him# To understand  th a t  x i s  im portan t i s  to  

understand  th a t  x has meaning# To understand  how x i s  im p o rtan t, 

i s  to  understand  what m an ing  i t  has# What makes a man happy, what 

form h is  happiness ta k e s , (what f e e l s ,  does, and f e e ls  l ik e  doing 

when he i s  happy) depends upon what he ta k e s  as im portant » what meaning

1# T his i s  n o t a  cau sa l bu t a lo g ic a l  po in t*



l i f e  has fo r  him# I f  a  man f in d s  l i f e  m eaningless, then  on th i s  i

accoun t, n e c e s sa r ily  he i s  an unhappy man#

When a man says of x th a t  he could not be happy w ithout i t ,
1

what he i s  not saying i s  th a t  h is  happiness i s  the e n d -s ta te ,  th e  

means to  which happens to  c o n ta in  x# T his i s  a  m istake th a t  M ill 

makes in  d t i l i t a r i a n i s m # M ill t r e a t s  happiness a s  an a t t i tu d e  o f 

mind which j u s t  happens to  be produced, fo r  d i f f e r e n t  men, by 

d i f f e r e n t  th in g s . I f  ray account i s  c o r r e c t ,  then  to  say th a t  one 

could  no t be happy w ithout x , i s  to  say th a t  x i s  im portan t to  one -  

th a t  i t  i s  c o n s t i tu t iv e  o f th e  c ircum stances which, fo r  th e  sp eak er, 

a re  going 'r ig h t*  when he i s  happy# I f  to  say th a t  one i s  happy i s  

to  say th a t  every th ing  (im p ortan t) i s  f in e ,  then  i f  x i s  Im portan t, 

o n e 's  happiness depends upon i t ,  no t c a u sa lly  but lo g ic a lly #

To say th a t  x i s  in d isp en sab le  to  l i f e ,  i f  by t h i s  we do not 

mean x i s  p a r t  of the  b io lo g ic a l ly  necessary  co n d itio n s  fo r  l i f e ,  

i s  to  say th a t  l i f e  has no (o r  le s s )  value w ithout x# I t  i s  not 

to  say th a t  one w il l  d ie  w ithout x , though sometimes i t  to  say 

th a t  one might a s  w ell die# (Man does no t l iv e  by bread alone#)

Q# J# Warnock, in  h is  Contemporary Moral Philosophy# a rgues



fo r  some co n stan t elem ent In  th e  concept o f  h ap p in ess , saying  th a t  

though th e re  a re  many th in g s  which human be ings want or need, a l l  

o f them need food, warmth, and a f f e c t io n .  That a l l  human beings 

need th ese  th in g s  in  v a rio u s  degrees i s  obviously  t r u e ,  bu t th i s  

n e ith e r  proves th a t  th e re  i s  some c o n s tan t elem ent in  th e  concept, 

nor indeed th a t  th ese  th in g s  a re  c o n s t i tu t iv e  o f every m an's 

h ap p in ess . That they  a re  necessary  to  l i f e  i s  no t to  say th a t  they  

a re  necessary  p a r ts  of h app iness . Indeed , I  should  want to  say 

th a t  i t  i s  only the  very deprived  man who would see  any consummation 

in  the  possession  of th ese  th in g s  a lo n e . The meaning th a t  l i f e  has 

fo r  a man depends no t upon what he b io lo g ic a l ly  needs, b u t upon the 

way th a t  he sees  l i f e  a s  o rg an ised .

J .  R* Jones d is t in g u is h e s  w ith  W ittg en s te in  between two 

q u e s tio n s . The one 'How th e  world i s * ,  i s  th e  ta s k  of s c ie n c e , 

the  o th e r  'T h a t the  world is*  i s  the  experience  o f th e  m y s tic a l. 

(W ittg e n s te in  N o teb o c^  P 74% "The fe e l in g  o f th e  world a s  a l im ite d  

whole i s  the m y stica l f e e l in g " .)  He says th a t  sc ien ce  i s  concerned 

w ith th e  t o t a l i t y  o f f a c ts  and " In  one sense th e n , a l l  you have i s  

s c ie n c e " . B ut,

"On th e  o ther hand, a s  we face our l iv e s  and in  those  moments 

when th e  q u estio n  a r i s e s  fo r  us w hether our l i f e  has any 

meaning a t  a l l  -  when we suddenly have what might be d escribed

1. 'Love a s  the p e rc ep tio n  of meaning* in  D. Z. P h i l l ip s  (ed) 
R elig ion  and U nderstanding P 14$.



170,

as  an aw areness of e x is te n c e  and the  whole q u e s tio n  whether 

e x is te n ce  has sense a r i s e s  fo r  u s , then  we know p e r fe c t ly  

th a t  th e  world i s  no t unm ysterious"*

To ask  q u estio n s  about l i f e  in  t h i s  manner i s  to  a b s t r a c t

o u rse lv es  from i t ,  to  see i t  a s  a whole. However, s in c e  th e re  i s

no th ing  beyond l i f e ,  no e x te rn a l v iew point from which to  look  back 

on l i f e ,  such a q u estio n  i s  an odd one. I t  i s  one th a t  W ittg en ste in  

was in c lin e d  to  c a l l  in  term s of th e  ' T ra c ta tu s *. which i s  up 

a g a in s t th e  boundaries o f language.

P e te r  Winch a rg u e s , supporting  t h i s  p o in t, th a t  

" . . .  a  concern w ith o n e 's  l i f e  a s  a  whole, i f  i t  i s  to  be 

expressed w ith in  a p e rs o n 's  l i f e ,  can n e c e s s a r ily  only 

be expressed  q u a s i-sa c ramen ta l l y .  The form o f the  concern 

shows i t s e l f  in  the  form of the sacram ent".

To see  a  meaning in  l i f e ,  i s  to  see th a t  i t  can be u n if ie d

according  to  c e r ta in  r u le s .  To s t a t e  th a t  l i f e  has a  c e r ta in  reason  

i s  to  t a lk  about l i f e  from the o u ts id e , bu t the  s t a t in g  o f such a  

meaning i s  done 'q u a s i-s a c ra m e n ta lly ' by the  l i f e  th a t  we le a d , by 

the  way th a t  our a c tio n s  r e l a te  to  what we c o n s id e r  im p o rtan t. To 

hold th a t  X i s  im portan t in  i t s e l f  i s  to  have a  c e r ta in  a t t i tu d e  

tow ards x , which i s  expressed  by th e  way th a t  we a c t  in  r e l a t io n  to

1. 'U nderstanding a p rim itiv e  socie ty*  in  D. Z. P h i l l ip s  (ed) R e lig io n  
and U nderstanding.



X. Since x , ex h y p o th es i, se rv es  no purpose beyond i t s e l f ,  i t  

behaves in  our l iv e s  l ik e  a sacram ent. I t  i s  som ething which 

we hold sa c re d , to  be va luab le  in  i t s e l f  and fo r  i t s e l f .

The * s c ie n t if ic *  view th a t  Jones ta lk s  about i s  th e  view which 

ho lds a l l  th in g s  on a l e v e l .  To d e sc rib e  x i n  term s of s c i e n t i f i c  

d isco u rse  i s  to  d e sc rib e  i t s  fu n c tio n a l r e la t io n s  w ith  o th e r  p a r ts  

o f the w orld . To se e , on the o th e r hand, a meaning in  l i f e  i s  to  

see l i f e  in  a  c e r ta in  way, the  c o rre c tn e ss  o f which i s  not te s ta b le  

as  a m atte r o f f a c t .  To hold c e r ta in  th in g s  a s  im portan t invo lves 

see ing  a c e r ta in  sense in  l i f e .  I f  someone e ls e  sees d i f f e r e n t  

th in g s  a s  im p o rtan t, then  he sees a d i f f e r e n t  sense in  l i f e .  There 

i s  no argument th a t  can be reso lv ed  in  th e  way th a t  the  argument 

concerning the  im portance of looking in  th e  rea r-v iew  m irro r can 

be re so lv e d .

Since th e re  i s  nothing beyond l i f e  by which we can judge the 

meaning o f  l i f e  -  th e re  a re  no lex ico n s  fo r  l i f e  -  the c o rre c tn e ss  

of a sta tem en t about value ' i n  i t s e l f *  or meaning, cannot be e v a lu a ted . 

The sense th a t  we se e , and the im portance th a t  we g ive to  c e r ta in  

fa c e ts  of our l iv e s  a re  i n te r r e l a t e d ,  bu t th e i r  co n sis ten cy  i s  a  

necessary  c o n d itio n  of t h e i r  p ro p r ie ty  not a t e s t  o f t h e i r  t r u th .

J ,  R, Jones ex p resses th is  f a c t  when he ta lk s  about love  y ie ld in g  

a p e rc ep tiv e  understand ing  o f th e  meaning o f the w orld . Such meaning



is  not a f a c t  about the world -  not y e t another f a c t  which i s  on 

a p a r w ith f a c ts  about g ra v ity  or th e  s o lu b i l i ty  o f s a l t*  To pu t 

i t  in  the  term s of th e  l a t e r  W ittg en ste in , to  see th e  meaning i s  

to  see th e  world a s  ordered in  a c e r ta in  way* There i s  no way of 

exp ressing  such a perception* To see i t  i s  a perfo rm ative  in s ig h t  

and th u s , o f q u estio n s  concerning the sense of l i f e ,  John isdom 

says;

"We must however remeuher th a t  what one c a l l s  answering 

such a  qu estio n  i s  not g iv in g  an answer* X mean th a t  one 

cannot answer such a  q u estio n  in  the  form; 'The meaning i s  

th is* "* ^

We may be ab le  to  see th a t  something has meaning fo r  someone 

bu t not be ab le  to  see wliat meaning i t  has* On occasions however, 

we a re  ab le  to  say th a t  we understand someone, th a t  we can see i t  

h ie  way* Yet t h i s  form of understanding  cannot be communicated in  

a form o f words which says ’The meaning i s  t h i s '  # W ittg en ste in , 

in  the  In v e s t ig a tio n s , ta lk s  of see in g  an a sp ec t; o f seeing  the  

p ic tu re  a s  a duck or as a rab b it*  I f  you can see i t  th en  a l l  w ell 

and good, bu t i t  i s  im possible to  prove to  someone who cannot see 

i t ,  say , a s  a duck, th a t  i t  can be seen  th i s  way* I  can indeed draw 

my f in g e rs  along c e r ta in  l in e s  and say 'T h is  i s  i t s  beak* That i s  

i t s  fo reh ead ' and in  t h i s  way 'g e t*  th e  o th e r  person to  see i t  fo r

1* I  r e f e r  here  to  W ittg e n s te in 's  use o f the phrase * see ing  as* in  
th e  In v e s tig a tio n s  P 193-194 (2nd e d it io n  196?)•

2 . Paradox and Discovery P 41*



a t  l e a s t  a s  long a s  he i s  try in g  to  see  i t ;  fo r a s  long as he I s  

w illin g  to  co -o p e ra te  in  th e  exerc ise*  Tor him to  co -o p era te  i t  i s  

a t  l e a s t  necessary  th a t  he i s  w il l in g  to  concede t h a t ,  in  g e n e ra l, 

p ic tu re s  can be seen more than  one way* I f  he re fu s e s  to  admit 

t h i s ,  then  th e re  i s  r e a l ly  no p o s s ib i l i ty  of h is  try in g  to  see  i t  

as a duck*

Seeing i t  as a duck, see ing  an a sp ec t i s  r e a l ly  g e tt in g  in to  

a way of looking  a t  th in g s , o f  o rdering  o n e 's  p e rc ep tu a l experience* 

W ittgenste in*  8 comments upon t h i s  * seeing  as* can be used, 

m etap h o rica lly  i f  you l i k e ,  a s  a way of ex p la in in g  th e  idea  o f 

l i f e  having a  meaning or being m eaningful to  someone*

In  th e  T ra c ta tu s , W ittg en ste in  ta lk s  of f a c ts  being a l l  on

a le v e l  (6*373) and says a t  6*41;

"The sense of the world must l i e  o u ts id e  the world* In  the

world every th ing  i s  as i t  i s ,  and every th ing  happens a s  i t

does happent in  i t  no value e x is ts  -  and i f  i t  d id  e x i s t ,

i t  would have no value***For a l l  th a t  happens and i s  the  case 

i s  a c c id e n ta l" .

In  th e  language o f th e  T ra c ta tu s  as I  heve s a id , to  t a lk  of 

th e  sense o f the  world i s  to  go beyond what can be sa id  and th e re fo re

beyond, cla im s W ittg en s te in , what can be thought* He c a l l s  such

ex p erien ces , th e  experience  of th e  m y stica l and in  the  L ecture  on 

E th ic s  he g iv es  examples of such experiences to  show what he means*

1* Loc* c it*



T his experience i s ,  however, only m y stica l i f  one t r e a t s  language, 

as W ittg en ste in  d id  in  the  T ra c ta tu s  a s  a way o f  d e sc rib in g  the  

s c i e n t i f i c  world -  th e  only p roper p ro p o s itio n s  being  th o se  of 

science*  I t  seems to  me th a t  t h i s  way o f  th in k in g  about the  

re la t io n s h ip  between man and the  world -  a  t r a d i t io n  th a t  f in d s  

Locke as  a founder member -  o f see ing  man as e s s e n t ia l ly  a  p a ss iv e  

re c e iv e r  and ta b u la to r  o f s t im u la tio n  from th e  'o u ts id e  w o rld ',  

n e c e s s i ta te s  fo r  W ittg en ste in  t h i s  way o f ta lk in g  about th e  

m ystical*  I f  the  only re la t io n s h ip  between man and th e  world i s  

in  term s of knowledge o f f a c ts  about th e  c o n s t i tu t io n  o f s p a t io -  

tem poral o b je c ts , then  any o th e r  th in k in g  about the  world i s  bound 

to  be odd* But i f  we see th e  s c i e n t i f i c  way of looking  a t  th e  world 

as only one way, and a  'co ld*  way a t  t h a t ,  then  language, though i t  

can be and i s  used to  r e p o r t  f a c t s ,  can be used in  term s o f  o th e r  

ways o f seeing  the world a s  well* A way o f seeing  the world would 

be c o n s t i tu t iv e  of a way of being involved in  the  w orld , a way o f 

l iv in g ,  and in  the langusige o f h is  l a t e r  w r it in g s , we could say w ith  

W ittg en ste in  th a t  'a n  ex p ress io n  has meaning only in  th e  stream  

of l i f e '* 1

C o lerid g e , in  B iographia L i t t e r a r i a , says of the  s im i la r i ty  

between p o e ts  and p h ilo so p h ers ;

" In  poems, e q u a lly  a s  in  p h ilo so p h ic  d i s q u is i t io n s ,  gen ius 

produces th e  s tro n g e s t im pressions o f  novelty  w hile i t

1* Quoted by Malcolm in  h is  Memoir o f  W ittg en s te in , P 93* 
(See a ls o  Z e t te l  173»)



re scu es  th e  most adm itted  t r u th s  frcm t h e i r  impotence caused 

by the  very  c ircum stance o f t h e i r  u n iv e rsa l adm ission"*

The key word here  i s  " re sc u e s ' fo r  he says o f W ordsw orth's genius 

th a t  i t  comes from h is  a b i l i t y  to  " f in d  no c o n tra d ic t io n  in  the 

union o f o ld  and new; to  contem plate the  a n c ien t o f days and a l l  h is  

works w ith  a fe e lin g  a s  f re s h , a s  i f  a l l  had th en  sprang f o r th  a t  

the  f i r s t  c re a t iv e  f ia t" * ^  '

The f a c ts  th a t  C oleridge i s  ta lk in g  of a s  being  'rescued*  a re  

not f a c ts  in  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  se n se , o r a t  l e a s t  no t th e se  f a c ts  as 

used fo r  th e  purposes o f science* He i s  ta lk in g  about f a c ts  which 

can make a d if fe re n c e  to  our l iv e s  -  f a c ts  which a re  keynotes o f a  

way of fin d in g  th e  world* P o e try , fo r  C o leridge  makes o r remakes 

the  world meaningful* Poetry  in  o th e r  words en ab les  us to  see th e  

world d i f f e r e n t ly  -  to  change the aspect*  But fo r  i t  to  be ab le  to  

do t h i s ,  i t  i s  both  necessary  and expected th a t  we a re  prepared  to  

see i t  d i f f e r e n t ly  and a re  p repared  to  admit th a t  i t  can be seen 

d if fe re n t ly *

I f  f a c ts  in  every sense were *on a  lev e l*  th en  the  f a c t  th a t  

g ra s s  i s  g reen  would be on a le v e l  w ith  the  f a c t  th a t  men d ie  w ithout 

a ir*  However whereas the  form er f a c t  y ie ld s  a  rea so n  fo r  a c tio n  only 

in  th e  case th a t  one wants to  fin d  the  lawn o r d is t in g u is h  between 

th e  g ra s s  and the ho llyhocks, the  l a t t e r  f a c t  g iv e s  a  reason  fo r  a c tio n

1* B iographia L i t e r a r i a  in  the  Shawcross e d i t io n ,  Vol* 1* P 60* 
2* Op* c i t*  P 59*



m

independent o f any o f my wishes# I t  i s  a  f a c t  which g iv es  r i s e  to  

moral pronouncements and ip so  fa c to  to  l im i t s  upon our ac tio n s#

The d if fe re n c e  between th e  acorn  g iv in g  r i s e  to  a t r e e  which 

su p p la n ts  th a t  from which th e  acorn  f e l l ,  and p a r r ic id e ,  in  Hume's 

famous example, i s  a d if fe re n c e  not to  be seen , a s  Hume h im self 

im p lie s , in  term s o f f a c ts  bu t in  term s of the  meaning o f th e  

re la tio n sh ip s#  There i s  no meaning to  the  r e la t io n s h ip  between 

a t r e e  and an acorn  in  term s o f the l i f e  of e i t h e r ,  bu t th a t  

someone i s  my f a th e r  g iv es  r i s e ,  a s  Melden shows, to  c e r ta in  

d u tie s#  In  term s of Hume's law , oughts a re  im plied  in  ' i s -  

s ta te m e n ts ' because, in  human l i f e ,  c e r ta in  f a c ts  'jump out o f 

the  w orld ' a s  im portant# Many apparen t 'i s - s ta te m e n ts ' invo lve  

'o u g h ts '#  That they  do, i s  something to  do w ith  th e  form o f l i f e  

in  which they  appear# Ibe  same two f a c t s  may have d i f f e r e n t  meanings 

in  d i f f e r e n t  forms o f l i f e  though one might want to  say th a t  in  t h i s  

case  they only appear to  be th e  same fac ts#

The ex p ress io n  of meanings o f t h i s  kind -  th e  ex p ress io n  o f the  

re c o g n itio n  th a t  something or someone i s  im portant -  can be seen 

in  two ways; th a t  x i s  im portan t can be seen in  th e  way th a t  o th e r  

th in g s  a re  s a c r i f ic e d  to  i t ,  bu t where th e re  i s  no such oppo rtu n ity  

fo r  such s a c r i f i c e ,  th e  exp ress ion  o f e v a lu a tio n s  o f t h i s  kind can 

only be c a r r ie d  out in  term s o f what Winch has c a lle d  'q u a s i -

1# R ights and Right Conduct#



1
sacram ental* a c t s ,  I  take  I t  th a t  he adds th e  p re f ix  'quasi*  

because a  sacram ent I s  something w ith in  a  p a r t ic u la r  form o f 

l i f e  -  a  r e l ig io n  o f  a  p a r t i c u la r  kind -  bu t he does no t want to  

r e s t r i c t  h im self to  comments upon r e l ig io n .  The ex p ress io n  o f 

meaning or importamce n o tio n s  cannot be in  term s of ' e x p la n a tio n s-  

why* s in c e  no 'Why?' q u estio n  can be answered bu t i s  in  term s of a c ts  

which show th a t  th e  e v a lu a tio n  has been made -  which show th a t  th e  

"object* m a tte rs  to  th e  a g e n t. T his need be no g re a t  ceremony, 

fo r  love fo r  o n e 's  m other i s  shown sim ply by never f a i l in g  to  k is s  

her goodbye -  a  k i s s ,  i t  seems to  me, being  a conven tiona l a c t  

( Eskimos we a re  to ld  rub n o se s) , i s  a  very  good example o f what 

Winch means.

I t  i s ,  I  th in k  im portan t to  remember th a t  s ta tem en ts  th a t  

p u rp o rt to  be about ' l i f e '  in  th e  sense th a t  they  r e f e r  to  the  

purpose of l i f e ,  the  meaning of i t ,  and so on, a re  no t s ta tem en ts  

th a t  sim ply r e f e r  to  the  world o f fac t*  A sta tem ent of the  meaning 

of l i f e ,  i s  a  reason-backing  s ta te m e n t, o r  a  reason  g iv in g  statem ent* 

Thus, i f  we th in k  about rem arks l ik e  'No one g e ts  any th ing  fo r  

noth ing  in  t h i s  l i f e * ,  o r 'L i f e  i s  a s t ru g g le , th e  weakest go to  

the  w a l l ' ,  one can see t h a t ,  a lthough  th e re  i s  a sense in  which 

th ese  s ta tem en ts  can be 'te s te d *  (one can p o in t to  th e  e x is te n ce  

of o r the  need fo r  c h a r i ty ,  or th a t  th e re  a re  d if fe re n c e s  between 

ev o lu tio n ary  e x p lan a tio n s  o f anim al and human development and

1* In  'U nderstanding  a  p r im itiv e  S o c ie ty ',  lo c ,  c it*



b eh av io u r), they  p rim a rily  serve  a s  ex p ress io n s o f a t t i t u d e s ,  and 

a s  such g ive  r i s e  to  th e  re levance  o f c e r ta in  s o r t s  o f j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

fo r  a c t s .  These a t t i tu d e s  a re  'expressed* in  a c tio n  more a r t i c u l a te ly  

than  in  words, fo r  in  words such s ta tem en ts  o fte n  sound ' t r i t e *  or 

' s i l l y * .  T h is , I  take  i t ,  i s  what Winch means by 'q u a s i-sa c ra m e n ta l 

a c t s '  -  a c ts  which g ive  ex p ress io n  to  such s ta te m e n ts , even i f  the  

agent has never form ulated (o r  s p e l t  out ) h is  engagement or a t t i t u d e .  

I n s in c e r i ty ,  even s e lf -d e c e p tio n , i s  a p o s s ib i l i ty  where the 

v e rb a l is a t io n  o f  such a t t i tu d e s  does not correspond w ith  the
2

ex p ress io n  of them in  term s of a c t io n , a s  F in g a re tte  p o in ts  o u t.

There i s  l i t t l e  p o in t in  a ph ilo sopher sp e cu la tin g  upon why 

such ex p ress io n  needs to  be c a r r ie d  out except to  say th a t  such 

e x p ress io n  i s  a way o f dem onstrating o n e 's  e v a lu a tio n s .

Thus, to  see c e r ta in  th in g s  a s  im portan t i s  to  see th a t  they  

have meaning, th a t  they  a re  p a r t  o f th e  meaning, a l a r g e r  one th a t  

one se e s  in  th e  w orld. To be ab le  to  see th a t  t h i s  i s  p o ss ib le  i s  

to  recogn ise  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of being engaged in  the  world o th e r 

than  as  a sp e c ta to r  -  i t  i s  c o n tra ry  to  L ocke 's view o f  man fey  i t  

i s  a view o f man as  an agent and not a p assiv e  r e c ip ie n t  o f ' 

in fo rm atio n .

The happy man i s  he who sees  what he v a lu es a s  in  some way 

'w ell*  o r ' f i n e '  ( th e  in te r p r e ta t io n  of what counts a s  'w e l l ' o r

1. In  F in g a re tte * s  u se fu l phrase  in  3 e lf -P e c e p tio n .
2 . Op* c i t .
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'f in e *  depends upon the In d iv id u a l case) and th is  need n o t, and 

alm ost c e r ta in ly  does not r e f e r  to  h ia  own (bod ily  id e n t i f i a b le )  

d e s ir e s  b u t to  the way th a t  he i s  involved w ith o th e r people and 

id e a l s .  For the  unhappy man, th e  world i s  'o u t o f j o i n t ' , which 

may be what W ittgenste in  i s  say ing  in  the T rac ta tu s  where he says 

th a t  th e  world o f the happy man i s  a  d i f f e re n t  world from th a t  of 

the  unhappy one.



C hapter S ix .

Happiness and M orality  -  

C onclusion.



Up to  t h i s  p o in t ,  I  b a rs  been a ttem p tin g  to  g en era te  and employ 

the  concept o f im portance -  using  i t  to  d isc u ss  happiness and emotions 

in  g en e ra l and a ls o  using  i t  to  d isc u ss  reaso n s fo r  a c t io n .  Among 

such rea so n s , 1 have included  moral re a so n s . Thus, th i s  concept 

can be seen  to  be u se fü lly  employed in  ta lk in g  about m o ra lity  and 

about happ iness . In  th i s  c h a p te r , I  s h a l l  a ttem p t to  draw to g e th e r 

the  th re e  concepts in  an  in fo rm ativ e  and m eaningful manner. I  s h a l l  

t r y  to  dem onstrate the  p lace  o f happiness i n  m o ra lity  by means of 

the  concept o f im portance, thus answ ering , I  hope, th e  q u estio n s  

th a t  I  posed in  c h ap te r one.

In  the  p rev ious c h a p te r , we saw a th re e p a r t  d i s t in c t io n  between 

reasons fo r  a c t in g . I  c a l le d  th e se ; Type-F where the reason  was 

given in  term s of some fu n c tio n  th a t  the  in ten d ed  a c t  se rved ; Type-I 

where the a c t  was im portant in  i t s  own te rm s, the reason  fo r  a c tin g  

being given in  appeal to  th i s  im portance e v a lu a tio n ; Type-A where 

the  a c t  had an im portance s im ila r  to  those  under ty p e - I  but was f e l t  

to  be in  some way not r e s t r i c te d  to  th e  l i f e  o f one man.

In  term s o f  th e  concept of blam e, a man not fo llow ing a type-A 

reaso n  fo r a c t in g  may blame h im self fo r  not doing so and may fe e l  

t ïm t he i s  open to  blame by o th e r  peo p le . He may blame some o th er 

person  f a r  not follow ing such a rea so n , where he th in k s  th a t  i t  

a p p lie s  to  them, whether or not they reco g n ise  th a t  i t  does o r n o t.

The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r t h i s  depends, o f c o u rse , upon the  in s ta n c e .

A man not fo llow ing  a ty p e - I  reason  my accuse h im se lf o f b a ck slid in g



bu t could not accuse someone e ls e  of the  same u n le ss  he knew th a t  

they  held im portance ev a lu a tio n s  s im ila r  to  h is  own which generated  

such ty p e - I  rea so n s . I f  someone does not hold an im portance 

e v a lu a tio n  which g en e ra te s  a c e r ta in  ty p e - I  reason , th en  noth ing  

can be sa id  about h is  a c tio n s  in  re sp e c t of o b je c ts  covered 

by such ty p e - I  re a so n s . However, i f  a man does not reco g n ise  

a type-A reaso n , th e re  can s t i l l  be grounds fo r  saying th a t  he 

ought t o .  Type-F reasons d i f f e r  from th ese  two in  th a t  the  concept 

o f blame a p p lie s ,  when i t  does, only in  an in c id e n ta l  way. A man 

no t fo llow ing a type-F  reason  can only be accused o f fo o lish n e ss  

or s tu p id i ty  u n le ss  the  fu n c tio n  th a t  the  a c t io n , re q u ire d  by the 

type-F  rea so n , se rv es  i s  in  i t s e l f  im portan t in  some moral way. 

S tu p id ity  can be c a s t ig a te d  fo r example when i t  r e s u l t s  in  some 

event which more ca re  would have p rev en ted , and which should have 

been p rev en ted . Thus, a man who, when tak ing  the baby o u t, le a v e s  

the pram on a h i l l  w ithout checking the  brake end goes in to  a  shop 

jko buy c ig a r e t t e s ,  does noth ing  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  wrong. However, i f  

th e  pram runs away down the h i l l ,  the  man i s  re sp o n sib le  fo r  the 

harm th a t  comes to  the baby.

We have, i t  might be s a id ,  a duty to  be c a re fu l  in  re s p e c t  

o f  those th in g s  considered  im p o rtan t. Indeed t t i i s  i s  t r i v i a l l y  

t ru e  s in ce  our way th a t  th e  im portance of something i s  dem onstrated 

i s  through the ca re  th a t  we take or ought to  take w ith  re sp e c t to  

i t .  Thus, in  th e  example above, the  man might be c a s t ig a te d  fo r  

doing som ething, o r om itting  to  do som ething, which might have.



even though i t  did not a c tu a l ly ,  r e s u l t  in  harm to  th e  baby* Thus, 

suppose th a t  the pram had ro l le d  only a few yards down the h i l l ,  

coain i’: to  r e s t  a g a in s t a fo r tu n a te ly  s i tu a te d  t r e e ,  th e  man would 

s t i l l  be open to  a charge of care le ssn ess*  The a c t  of p u ttin g  

the  brake on the pram m atters  however, only c o n d itio n a lly  in  

e i th e r  case*

I  want a t  th i s  p o in t to  go back a l i t t l e  to  co n sid er a th eo ry , 

not mentioned in  chap ter one, concerning the  r e la t io n s h ip  between 

m o ra lity  and happiness* I  s h a l l  d ea l w ith th is  using th e  d is t in c t io n  

th a t  1 have ju s t  r e i t e r a te d ,  and, by means of d isc u ss in g  i t ,  hope 

to  throw l ig h t  on the re la tio n s h ip  as I  see i t*

The question  a r is e s  fo r some ph ilo sophers of th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  

of d e lim itin g  in  some way, the scope of type-A reasons* The qu estio n  

i s  asked whether th e re  a re  any d e fin in g  c h a r a c te r i s t ic s  of a type-A 

reason  -  in  o ther words, the q u estio n  i s  adced whether m o ra lity  i s  

about anytaing*

A re c e n t, though b r i e f ,  d isc u ss io n  of t i l l s  problem occurs in  

G. J .  warnock's book. Contemporary Moral Philosophy, which I  propose 

to  d iscuss*  I t  may be th a t  I  am in  the follow ing d isc u ss io n  o f 

Warnock s l ig h t ly  m isrep resen ting  him* My excuse fo r  th i s  i s  twofold* 

(1 ) I  wish to  d iscu ss  a p a r t ic u la r  form of attem pt a t  f in d in g  a 

c o n te n t to  m orals and Wamock's a ttem pt i s  very c lo se  to  t h i s ;  (2)
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th a t  i f  I  am re - in te rp re t in g  Warnock, I  th ink  th a t  i t  i s  a s tro n g e r 

th e s is  th a t  I  c re d i t  him w ith , than  th e  o ther p o ss ib le  in te r p r e ta t io n  

th a t  can be put upon h is  work#

I  take Warnock to  be saying th a t  m orality  makes demands upon 

us which safeguard  the in te r e s ts  or happiness of o thers#  I t  r e s t r i c t s  

our a c t io n s  in  such a way th a t  we do not harm other people# T his 

i s  not a s e l f - i n t e r e s t  theory in  th a t  the  motive fo r  my a c tio n  i s  

not to  g a in  anything n y se lf , my g a in  being only in c id en ta l#  My 

g a in  w il l  be in  o th e rs  a c tin g  in  accordance with the  moral law , bu t 

my a c tio n  i t s e l f  cannot guarantee the  occurrence of th is#  My 

m otive, on th i s  th eo ry , i s  e i th e r  concern for o th tr»  or re sp e c t 

fo r  th e  moral law .

In  h is  book, Warnock argues fo r  the  urgent n e c e ss ity  o f a 

study of the  'province* of m orals, in  o rder to  a s c e r ta in  how 

moral view s, b e l i e f s ,  and arguments a re  to  be d is tin g u ish ed  from 

non-moral ones# U n til t h i s  study i s  completed, he says;

" . . .  i t  seems th a t  moral ph ilo sophers cannot r e a l ly  know 

what they  a re  ta lk in g  about, o r a t  any r a te ,  perhaps no 

l e s s  im p o rtan tly , cannot be su re  whether or not they  

a re  a l l  ta lk in g  about the same th in g " .

We m ust, c la im s Warnock, be ab le  to  id e n tify  the f i e ld  o f 

m orals befo re  we can investigage  i t s  lo g ic a l  n a tu re .

1. Op. c i t .  P 52.
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Why d e lim it the  f ie ld  o f m orale? Q« J ,  Warnock th in k s  th a t  

an a ttem p t to  do t h i s  i s  p a r t  o f a l a r g e r  a ttem p t to  uncover the  

lo g ic  o f moral d i s c o u r s e , ' I f  we can I s o la te  those  p r in c ip le s  

which a re  moral ones, those  argum ents which a re  moral ones, and 

so on, we can then  make m eaningful comments about th e  lo g ic a l  

n a tu re  of such p r in c ip le s  and argum ents. Thus, he a t ta c k s  

C. L . S tevenson fo r  making s ta tem en ts  about the  n a tu re  o f moral 

judgements w ithout being c le a r  w hether he i s  ta lk in g  about m o ra lity  

i t s e l f  or w hether he i s  ta lk in g  about a c e r ta in  a re a  o f  d isc o u rse , 

p a r t  of which i s  m o ra lity . In  the  l a t t e r  c a se , i t  i s  up to  

Stevenson to  say why and how we mark t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  a rea  o f f  

a s  m o ra lity . S t i l l ,  I  am su re  th a t  Warnock*s c r i t ic is m s  of 

Stevenson a t  t h i s  p o in t a re  not wholly su c c e ss fu l fo r  the  l a t t e r  

can re p ly  th a t  what m o ra lity  sh a re s  w ith  o th e r  s o r t s  o f language 

i s  i t s  emotive meaning and fo r  th e  purposes o f S tev en so n 's  work, 

t h i s  s im i la r i ty  i s  a s  im portan t a s  any d if fe rsn c e o  th a t  may a lso  

be d isc o v e ra b le . S tevenson i s  a f t e r  a l l ,  la rg e ly  in te re s te d  in  

tlie 'F ae t-V alue  c o n tro v e rs y ', and h is  answ er, however inadequate  

on o th e r  grounds, i s  not n e c e s sa r ily  open to  ^ sm o c k 's  c r i t ic i s m ,  

s in c e  h is  answer i s  th a t  moral Judgements l ik e  o th e r s o r t s  o f 

langu^ige-uae, do not s t a te  f a c t s .  What does seem o b jec tio n a b le  

in  S tev en so n 's  th eo ry , a s  Warnock and o th e rs  have argued , i s  th a t  

he does not account fo r  many o f th e  phenomena o f moral d isc o u rse , 

p a r t i c u la r ly  th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  i s  no t the  case  th a t  sim ply any reason  

can be o ffe re d  in  support o f a moral s ta te m e n t. According to  

S tevenson, the  r e la t io n s h ip  between any s e t  o f f a c ts  and a m oral
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s ta te m e n t, i s  simply a cau sa l one. Brutus thought th a t  Caesar ought 

to  d ie  because o f h is  dangerous p r id e , but on th is  th e o ry , i t  would 

have been as  equally  r a t io n a l  fo r Brutus to  have chosen a s  h is  reason  

the f a c t  th a t  Caesar could read .

I t  i s  a f a c t  in  B ru tus ' favour th a t  he a s sa s s in a te d  Caesar fo r  

reasons concerning the in te r e s t s  o f Rome, while i t  i s  a  p o in t a g a in s t 

C assius th a t  he acted from envy. On S tevenson 's scheme however, 

i t  i s  only an in te re s t in g  psycho log ical fa c t  about e i th e r  o f them, 

•vhile th e re  might be psycholog ical reasons fo r  C a s s iu s 's  envy, i t  

seems to  me th a t  th i s  does not nor cannot excuse h is  a c t io n ,  nor 

even a c t  as an ex tenuating  circum stance. On the o th er hand, B ru tu s ' 

love of Home does ju s t  t h i s ,  as  Anthony d e c la re s . ( 'T h is  was the  

n o b les t Roman o f them a l l ' . )

The f a c t  th a t  some reasons do seem to  be m orally re le v a n t w hile 

o th e rs  do n o t, does indeed m il i ta te  fo r  an exam ination o f why t h i s  

i s .  An exam ination of th i s  kind m ight, though not n e c e s s a r i ly ,  be 

termed an in v e s tig a tio n  in to  the con ten t of m orals.

However, one should remember, and th i s  w il l  be picked up l a t e r ,  

th a t  the f a c t  th a t  moral s ta tem en ts need reasons does not n e c e s sa r ily  

imply th a t  th e re  i s  only one kind of reason  th a t  can be g iv en .

1. I t  may a ls o  be tru e  th a t  the  e s s e n t ia l  humanity of C assius makes 
us f e e l  more sym pathetic towards him than  the a u s te r i ty  o f B ru tus, 
bu t t h i s  does not a f f e c t  the q u a lity  of what they do.
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The te n ta t iv e  suggestion  th a t  Warnock makes concerning the  

province o f m orals i s  s im ila r  to  th a t  made by Mrs. F oo t, and i t  

i s  th a t  m o ra lity  i s  in  some sense concerned w ith the  harm and 

happiness of human be in g s . Warnock says:

" I s  i t  not n a tu ra l ,  and b esid es a p e rfe c tly  d e fe n s ib le  

p o s i t io n , to  rese rv e  the a p p e lla tio n  of moral id e a ls  fo r  

those whose p u rsu it  i s  supposed to  tend a c tu a l ly  to  do 

good r a th e r  than  harm, to  make th in g s  on the  whole b e t te r  

r a th e r  than  worse, w hile regard ing  as not forming any p a r t  

of any 'm oral po in t of view* such id e a ls  as a re  openly 

d e s t ru c t iv e , damaging or insane?"

There i s  an a i r  of t r i v i a l i t y  about what Warnock says h e re , 

bu t I  th in k  th a t  he i s  in  fa c t  try in g  to  make a p o s i t iv e  p o in t -  

thiat m o ra lity  i s  concerned to  make the human lo t  h a p p ie r . At t h i s  

p o in t th e re  i s  a g re a t deal of resem blance to  the fu n c t io n a l is t  

th e o r ie s  th a t  we d iscussed  e a r l i e r ,  but the resem blance i s  not 

com plete.

Mrs. F o o t 's  arguments fo r  some 'content*  to  th e  word 'moral* 

a re  very s im ila r  to  those of Warnock. She argues th a t  i t  i s  not 

tru e  th a t  sim ply anyth ing  w ill  do as a moral p r in c ip le .  She p o in ts  

to  the f a c t  th a t  we do have and understand the concept o f a moral 

argum ent, bu t i f  anyth ing  a t  a l l  could count as the grounds upon

1. Mrs. Foot 'M oral Arguments' in  Mind 1958 and a ls o  in  'M oral 
B e lie f s ' lo c .  c i t .

2 . Op. c i t .  P 59.
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which such argum ents a re  based , then  th e  concept would bee «ne 

m eaning less. There must be, she sa y s , some determ inab le  boundary 

to  the evidence th a t  can be adduced to  a  moral s ta tem en t to  make 

such arguments p o ss ib le  a t  a l l .  I f  n o t, then ;

"One man may say th a t  a th in g  i s  good because of some fa c t  

about i t ,  and ano ther may re fu se  to  tak e  th a t  f a c t  a s  

evidence a t  a l l ,  fo r  nothing i s  l a id  down in  th e  meaning o f 

'good* which connects i t  w ith  one p iece of evidence r a th e r  

than  a n o th e r" .

She goes on to  say th a t  the  most r id ic u lo u s  grounds may be 

o ffe red  in  support o f a c e r ta in  p r in c ip le ,  i f  'm oral* i s  l e f t  as 

a  s o r t  o f 'blank-cheque* word as  fo r  example Hare seems to  leave  

i t ,  fo r  a l l  h is  t a lk  about u n iv e r s a l i s a b i l i ty .

I t  can be, of c o u rse , im inedlately argued a g a in s t  Mrs. Foot th a t  

moral argum ents a re  indeed o f te n  o f the  kind th a t  she d e sc r ib e s . 

However, t h i s  argument i s  not conclusive  a s  i t  i s  p u t s in ce  i t  

le a v es  open ttte q u estio n  of why some s ta tem en ts  could never 

i n t e l l i g i b ly  be o ffe red  in  support o f a  moral judgem ent. For 

example, the s ta tem en t, 'He d id  not c la sp  and unc lasp  h is  hands 

w hile tu rn in g  NNE from SSW,* could  n o t, i f  o ffe re d  in  t o t a l  

absence o f fu r t l ie r  e x p la n a tio n , ever be a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  sending 

a man to  C oventry. I t  i s  n o t, a s  i t  s ta n d s , m eaningfully  a moral 

judgem ent.

1. 'Moral B e l i e f s ' ,  lo c .  c i t . ,  P 84.
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Thus, Mrs. Foot might a rg u e , even i f  some room i s  l e f t  fo r  

manoeuvre, th e  f i e ld  must be lim ite d  in  some r e s p e c ts .

There i s ,  th en , w ith  th ese  two p h ilo so p h ers  a  decided in te r e s t  

in  d isco v erin g  what i t  i s  th a t  makes a p r in c ip le  a moral p r in c ip le .  

(T h is indeed i s  the  t i t l e  o f a paper pub lished  by I-irs. Foot in

1954.L

>

What, however, i s  the  n a tu re  of th e  d i s t in c t io n  th a t  they  a re

try in g  to  make? In  in v e s tig a t io n s  such a s  t h i s ,  i t  i s  w ell known

th a t  th e re  appear two d ichotom ies: m oral-non-m oral, and m oral-

immoral, which i t  i s  o fte n  d i f f i c u l t  to  s e p a ra te .  I  take  i t  th a t

i t  i s  th e  form er d i s t in c t io n  th a t  Warnock i s  a f t e r ,  bu t h is  comments

on page 59 (quoted above on P 1Ô6) suggest th a t  he wants to  use

t h i s  d i s t in c t io n  to  make moral comments. Indeed, i t  seems to  me

th a t  no d i s t in c t io n  of th e  f i r s t  kind can be made w ith o u t.making

a d i s t in c t io n  o f the  second k in d . The two d icho tom ies, when we

ta lk  o f id e a ls  or a c tio n s  and so on, c o lla p se  r e a d i ly  in to  one th ree-
2

p a r t  d i s t in c t io n ;  th e  m oral, th e  immoral and th e  m orally  n e u tr a l .

G. J .  Warnock argues th a t  th e re  a re  id e a ls  th a t  a  man may 

u n s e lf is h ly  follow  which a re  not moral id e a ls .  T h is seems in  many

1. 'When i s  a p r in c ip le  a moral p r in c ip le ? * , PAS 1954*
2 . The two dichotom ies may rem ain se p a ra te  i f  one i s  ta lk in g  about 
s ta te m e n ts . I f  a man makes a s ta tem en t, c laim ing fo r  example no 
in te r e s t  in  th e  m o ra lity  o f the  c a se , h is  s ta tem en t i s  in  t h i s  sense 
a non-moral one. The a c t o f making th e  s ta tem en t would s t i l l  be 
c la s s i f i a b le  only a s  m oral, immoral or m orally  n e u t r a l ,  i n  th e  way 
th a t  I  d e sc rib e  in  what fo llo w s. Warnock i s  no t p r im a r ily  in te re s te d  
in  s ta te m e n ts , bu t in  id e a ls  and a c t io n s , however.
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sen ses t r u e .  I f  a  man e le c ts  to  devote h is  l i f e  to  the c o l le c t io n  

o f stam ps, or sea -cF ea tu res , then th i s  seems to  lie a case  th a t  

Warnock se ek s . I f ,  on the o ther hand a man devotes h is  l i f e  to  

help ing  th e  poor th i s  seems to  be a case of a  moral i d e a l .  Again 

i f  a nan devo tes h is  l i f e  to  the d e s tru c tio n  of every th ing  th a t  

can b rin g  happiness to  anyone, th is  seems to  be s tra ig h tfo rw a rd ly  

an iinmoral id e a l .  I f  th ese  id e a ls  a re  tra n s la te d  in to  a c t io n , i t  

appears th a t  we have th ree  types o f a c tio n . One which i s  moral3-y 

good, one which i s  m orally bad, and one which i s  m orally  n e u tr a l .

I t  i s  the  case  of the m orally n e u tra l  th a t  a t t r a c t s  ray 

a t t e n t io n .  When one says th a t  an a c t i s  m orally n e u tr a l ,  then  

presumably one means th a t  i t  d o e sn 't  m atter whether one does i t  o r 

n o t. By t h i s ,  we mean, of course th a t  i t  d o e sn 't  m atte r m orally , 

fo r ,  in  tlie  case o f the man who c o l le c ts  se a -u rc h in s , the  g iv ing  

up o f a good opportun ity  to  c o l le c t  a ra re  specimen might make 

him accuse h im self of la z in e s s  and so on*

I t  does o f course m atter to  him. I t  i s  an example of a ty p e - I  

reason  bu t one can agree with Warnock th a t  i t  i s  not a type-A rea so n . 

But w hether he c o l le c ts  the  sea -u rch in  or not does not seem to  m atte r 

m orally , a t  l e a s t  when we consider the  a c tio n  in  i t s e l f .  But i s  i t  

tru e  th a t  a m orally  n e u tra l a c tio n  i s  always m orally n e u tra l?  Suppose 

tlie man has a choice of saving a drowning man or c o lle c t in g  a 

p a r t i c u la r  sea-u rch in?  I s  h is  a c tio n  in  c o lle c tin g  the  se a -u rc h in  

s t i l l  m orally  n eu tra l?  I t  seems n o t. He ought to  have g iven  up



the  sea -u ro h ln  and made ( c e t e r i s  p a rib u s) an attem pt to  save the 

drowning man, fo r  the  f a c t  th a t  he chooses to  c o l le c t  the  se a -  

u rch in  in s te a d  makes h is  g u i l t  so much worse.

Thus, a m orally  n e u tra l  a c tio n  i s  only m orally  n e u tra l  when 

th e re  a re  no moral demands made upon th e  man. In  o th e r  words a 

m orally  n e u tra l  a c tio n  i s  only m orally  n e u tra l  in  th e  absence of 

moral demands, or to  put i t  b lu n t ly ,  a m orally  n e u tra l  a c tio n  i s  

only m orally  n e u tra l  when i t  i s  m orally  n e u tr a l .  T his seems a 

very un inform ative rem ark, but i t  i s  not e n t i r e ly  so .

Warnock ta k e s  the  harm and happiness o f human beings to  be 

the c r i t e r io n  of moral c o rre c tn e s s . Human beings can f lo u r is h  

(a s  Miss Ansccmibe p u ts  i t  ) o r can be harmed, but they a re  not 

alone in  t h i s .  There i s  a v a s t ca tego ry  o f th in g s  o f which i t  makes 

sense to  ta lk  of them f lo u r is h in g  or f a i l in g .

For example, take  a bed o f ro s e s .  Any a c tio n  which harms the 

ro se s  i s  'b a d ' fo r  them, and a c tio n  which r e s u l t s  in  t h e i r  f lo u r ish in g  

i s  'good ' fo r  them, and th e re  a re  some a c tio n s  (many in  f a c t)  which 

as f a r  a s  we know do not a f f e c t  them in  any way. These we may c a l l  

'r o s e -n e u tr a l* .  However, the  d iscovery  th a t  any ro s e -n e u tra l  a c t 

in  f a c t  harms the  ro s e s , w il l  mean th a t  th e  a c t  becomes 'bad* fo r 

the ro s e s . A lte rn a tiv e ly , a 'good ' a c t  may prove 'b ad * , o r a  'bad*

1. In  th a t  he considered  the se a -u rc h in  more im portan t than  th e  man.
2 . 'Modern Moral Philosophy* in  Philosophy 1938.
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a c t ro s e -n e u tra l  and so on# The c a te g o r ie s  a re  not n e c e s s a r ily  

s ta b le  bu t depend upon our knowledge# There a re  no a c ts  in  t a i s  

case which a re  i n t r i n s i c a l ly  aombers o f any o f the  th re e  c a te g o r ie s , 

fo r t h e i r  c a te g o r is a tio n  depends s o le ly  upon t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip  

to  the  roses#  There a re  some s e t s  of course  th a t  by the  la r g e s t  

s t r e tc h  o f the  im agination  a re  l ik e ly  to  rem ain ro s e -n e u tra l  ( a t  

l e a s t  in  our so c ie ty )  but i t  i s  of course  an em p irica l m a tte r  th a t  

i t  i s  so# There i s  no lo g ic a l  reason  why ray saying  'Bool* to  my 

frien d  in  S w itzerland  should not a f f e c t  my ro se s  in  L e ice s te r#

There a re  th e re fo re  some a c ts  which a re  *r o s e -n e u tr a l*• I s  

i t  tru e  th a t  th e re  a re  a c tio n s  which a re  m orally  n e u tra l  -  a c t io n s  

in  which m o ra lity  does not i n te r e s t  i t s e l f ?  I t  does seem, on the  

su rfa c e , th a t  th e re  a re  such ac tio n s#  I f ,  fo r  example, I  were to  

s c ra tc h  my fo o t now, no comments on the  m o ra lity  o r upon the 

im m orality  o f t h i s  would be made# I t  would be a fa n a tic  o f the  

s tra n g e s t  p e rsu as io n  who wanted to  say anyth ing  about i t ,  in  the  

same way th a t  i t ' would be the  oddest o f fe llo w s who thought th a t  my 

shout of 'Bool* might harm my roses# There a re  th e re fo re  some 

a c tio n s  which a re  m orally  'i n d i f f e r e n t '#  However, i t  i s  su re ly  

re le v a n t to  ask why, and how we decide t h a t ,  t h i s  i s  so#

1# I  say , ' i n  our s o c ie ty ' ad v ised ly , s in ce  connections o f t h i s  
kind depend upon the understanding^ th a t  a  c u ltu re  has o f th e  n a tu re  
of the  world# Thus, in  L e v i-o tra u s s*s book. The Savage Kind, i t  i s  
po in ted  out th a t  no t a l l  c u ltu re s  have the  same way of look ing  a t  
th ings#  In  the  lakou te  t r ib e  fo r  example, the  touch of a woodpecker*i 
beak i s  thought to  be 'good f o r '  toothache# We should remember th a t  
the  concept o f 'good for* may not be id e n t ic a l  in  t h i s  case  w ith  what 
we should mean by i t .
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Suppose fo r  the moment th a t  we take  m o ra lity  to  be about the 

w elfare  of human b e in g s , then  in  the  case  o f my sc ra tc h in g  my fo o t 

no one i s  a f fe c te d  by my a c tio n  e i th e r  way# However, i n  decid ing  

t h i s ,  one has to  decide whether o th e r  people a re  a f fe c te d  -  the

a c t io n  has to  be considered  from a c e r ta in  p o in t o f view# I f  I

were to  look a t  the  a c tio n  from the  p o in t o f view of my ro s e s , 

q u ite  obviously  I  would decide th a t  i t  was ' r o s e -n e u tr a l '  -  i t  i s  

q u ite  i r r e le v a n t  to  th e  w elfa re  of my roses#  In  decid ing  whether

i t  e f f e c t s  o th e r  peop le , I  look a t  th e  a c tio n  from th e  p o in t o f

view of t h e i r  harm or happiness# In  bo th  cases I  make a  d e c is io n  

from a  p o in t of view# I f  m o ra lity  a m atte r o f the  hazvi and 

happiness of o th e r  peop le , then  the  d e c is io n  th a t  I  made th a t  th i s  

a c tio n  i s  in d i f f e r e n t ,  i s  i t s e l f  a moral d e c is io n  fo r  I  looked a t  

i t ,  in  W’a m o c k 's  term s, from the  moral p o in t of view# I  am asking  

m yself what m o ra lity  says about t h i s  action#

I t  i s  not q u ite  c le a r  th a t  t h i s  i s  the  way th a t  karnook approaches

th i s  problem o f the  word ’moral*# The way th a t  I  have o u tlin e d  here 

of d ea lin g  w ith  th e  dichotom ies g iv es  a s o r t  o f ’dim ensional*

approach# There i s  a  dimension o r mode o f  thought -  a way which

looks a t  the world from a c e r ta in  p o in t o f view (one in c id e n ta l ly  

among many o th e rs  -  no answer i s  y e t g iven  a s  to  why t h i s  way should 

be any more cogent than  any o th e r ) .

I t  seems a t  tim es in  Weirnock's book th a t  he has an o th e r way of 

looking  a t  the  q u estio n  -  one on an analogy o f a  'f ie ld *  or 'c la ss* #



He seems to  say th a t  th e re  a re  a number of id e a ls ,  a c t io n s  and 

so  on which do, a s  a m atter of f a c t  a f f e c t  the happiness and harm 

o f o thers»  These a re  to  be c a lle d  moral ones and w ith in  t h i s  

ca tego ry  those  th a t  b ring  harm a re  immoral and those  which b ring  

good a re  moral ones* This i s  somewhat confusing fu r  in  the  passage 

on page 39 « barnock says th a t  insane or d e s tru c tiv e  o r damaging 

id e a ls  a re  no t p a r t  of the moral po in t o f view whereas one f e e ls  

th a t  he wants or needs to  say th a t  they a re  not p a r t  o f th e  m oral* 

moral p o in t of view* Being connected w ith human good and harm, 

they  a re  a su b je c t of moral concern -  and they a re  immoral on th i s  

count*

Thus, Warnock seems to  take i t  a s  a m atter o f f a c t  th a t  a c tio n s  

which connect w ith  human good and harm a re  d e s c r ip tiv e ly  'm o ra lly  

re le v a n t* , bu t i t  seems th a t  no evidence fo r  th i s  'f a c t*  can be 

given* S u re ly , m ora lity  ^  concerned w ith human w ellbeing  bu t th i s  

i s  because i t  i s  m orally im portan t, and to  say th i s  i s  to  make a 

moral statem ent*

The th re e -p a r t  d is t in c t io n  w ill  throw up d i f f e r e n t  d i s t in c t io n s  

based upon what one takes as a m atter fo r  moral concern and to  choose 

'human good and harm ', to  which X have no moral o b je c tio n , i s  to  

choose a c e r ta in  way of looking a t  m orals -  to  choose a c e r ta in  s e t  

o f reaso n s and make them type-A reasons fo r action*  There i s  nothing

1* Quoted above on P 186*



wrong w ith  t h i s ,  bu t i t  i s  a moral p o in t o f  view and not a f a c t  

about language th a t  human w ellbeing  i s  m orally im portan t -  re s p e c t  fo r  

i t  g e n e ra te s  type-A reasons#

One could  r e - in te r p r e t  what Kemp says in  l in e  w ith  t h i s  

approach* I f  in s te a d  o f t r e a t in g  m o ra lity  a s  a  means to  sane 

f u r th e r  end d e s ire d  by a l l  men -  some form of s o c ia l  harmony -  

we took him to  mean th a t  s o c ia l  harmony was m orally  im p o rtan t, 

then  a s im ila r  'dimension* theory  can be generated* I t  no lo n g er 

becomes a m atte r o f f a c t  th a t  m o ra lity  e x is ts  to  b rin g  about s o c ia l  

harmony, bu t a c r i t e r io n  of a moral sta tem en t th a t  i t  shows concern 

fo r  such harmony* A ctions a re  considered  m orally good, n e u tra l  or 

bad in  so f a r  a s  they a f f e c t  such harmony but th e  reason  fo r  t h i s  

i s  a  moral s tan d p o in t -  th a t  s o c ia l  harmony i s  of u ltim a te  value*

However, Kemp's approach, on t h i s  accoun t, would suggest th a t  

the  only u ltim a te  i s  s o c ia l  harmony which seems f a c tu a l ly  f a l s e ,  in  

th a t  th e re  a re  reasons g iven as  moral reasons (type-A  reasons) which 

do not conform to  t h i s  p a tte rn *  The same could be sa id  of W am ock's 

approach, th a t  i t  i s  f a c tu a l ly  f a ls e  a s  an account o f moral th ink ing*  

Both th e o r ie s ,  i t  seems to  me, would y ie ld  on t h i s  in te r p r e ta t io n ,  

su b s ta n tiv e  moral codes o r p o s i t io n s , in  th a t  they y ie ld  one type 

o f type-A rea so n , and ignore  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of any other#

D* Z. P h i l l ip s  appears to  argue a g a in s t th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of 

m o ra lity  being construed  in  anything l ik e  th i s  fashion* In  se v e ra l



p la c e s  he has argued th a t  th e  p h ilo so p h er should not i n t e r e s t  h im self 

in  th e  m a te r ia l  a ide  o f m o ra lity  bu t in  i t s  form. He a rg u e s , w ith  

K ierkegaard , th a t  philosophy o f m orals should not be 'in q u is i t iv e *  

concerning th e  a c tu a l  n a tu re  of a moral p o s i t io n  except in  i t s  log ic#  

His a t ta c k  i s  mainly d ire c te d  a t  Mrs. F o o t 's  p o s i t io n  in  'M oral 

B e lie fs * , where she argues th a t  the  j u s t  man w i l l  and must p r o f i t  

by being j u s t ,  but in  g en e ra l he argues a g a in s t a l l  a ttem p ts  to  

• ju s t ify *  m o ra lity .

In  t h i s ,  he i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  c o rre c t  a s  we had reason  to  see 

e a r l i e r ,  th a t  any attem pt to  j u s t i f y  m o ra lity  in  the  sense th a t  

Mrs. Foot means i t ,  must f a i l  because i t  makes m o ra lity  a  means 

to  some end, and th u s , in  p r in c ip le  re p la c e a b le . In  o th e r  words, 

any a ttem p t to  j u s t i f y  m o ra lity  from o u ts id e  o f m o ra lity  i s  doomed 

to  f a i lu r e  in  th a t  i t  m isses the  e s s e n t ia l  p o in t th a t  m o ra lity  can 

ev a lu a te  the  moral worth of any such j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  I f  an a c t  

i s  to  be j u s t i f i e d  by th e  end i t  a ch iev es , then  m o ra lity  can not 

only make rem arks about th a t  means bu t about th a t  end a s  w e ll.

However, i t  seems to  me th a t  I ^ l l i p s *  enthusiasm  fo r  t h i s ,  

ad m itted ly  c o r r e c t ,  p o in t le a d s  him to  r e j e c t  azor a ttem pt to  j u s t i f y  

a moral p o s i t io n  or moral s ta tem en t, and su re ly  t h i s  i s  not c o r r e c t .

I t  should be n o ticed  o f the  s o r t  o f th eo ry  th a t  Wamock and on 

th e  r e - in te r p r e ta t io n ,  Kemp pu t forw ard, can be seen  a s  aoaie kind o f

1. In  p a r t i c u la r  in  two e ssay s: *0n m o ra l i ty 's  having a p o i n t ' ,
(w ith  H. 0# Mounce), Philosophy I963 and 'Does i t  pay to  be 
good?' in  PAS 1964/3.



'conB equentlA list*  p o sitio n *  A man a c ts  c o r re c t ly  i f  h is  a c t  does 

produce happiness or reduce harm; o r does bring  about or safeguard  

th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f s o c ia l  l i f e .  Of co u rse , th e  agen t may only be 

obeying th e  ru le s  but h is  a c tio n  based upon th ese  r u le s ,  or the 

p ro p r ie ty  o f the ru le  can be te s te d  by re fe ren c e  to  's o c i a l  l i f e '  

o r ' happiness o f o th e rs '#  T his p o s i t io n  i s  very complex, f a r  more 

so than  perhaps P h i l l ip s  a llow s fo r  i t  may be the  case  not th a t  the 

ru le  produces the end r e s u l t  d i r e c t ly  but th a t  th e  r u le  forms p a r t  

o f a complex o f ru le s  which a c ts  in  term s of the  end r e s u l t .  T h is , 

perhaps i s  the d if fe re n c e  between 'a c t - '  and ' r u l e - '  U t i l i ta r ia n is m ,

I t  i s  the  purposive n a tu re  of t h i s  theo ry  th a t  D, Z, P h i l l ip s  

c r i t i c i s e s .  In  h is  view , a l l  'con ten t*  th e o r ie s  a re  d i r e c t ly  

involved in  the d i f f i c u l ty  o f r e ta in in g  o b je c t iv i ty ,  in  t h a t ,  

s in c e , a s  he c la im s, the co n ten t o f m o ra lity  i s  a changeable th in g , 

a p h ilo sopher hold ing  such a th eo ry  i s  in  danger o f m ain tain ing  a 

su b s ta n tiv e  moral p o s i t io n , and so not ta lk in g  about the  n a tu re  of 

m o ra lity  a s  a  whole. Thus, he might claim  th a t  the  Foot-Warnock 

p o s i t io n  i s  being p re s c r ip t iv e  and not d e s c r ip t iv e ,  however much 

a g a in s t i t s  p roponen ts ' w i l l ,  a charge th a t  has much to  s u b s ta n t ia te  

i t .

What P h i l l ip s  i n s i s t s  upon i s  th a t  a good a c tio n  i s  done because 

i t  i s  good. The a g e n t, in  doing h is  d u ty , i s  doing i t  because i t  i s  

h is  d u ty . I t  i s  t h i s  th a t  i s  in d ic a t iv e  o f the  a c t being a moral one, 

What th e  man i s  doing i s  o f  no concern to  the ph ilo so p h er fo r  i t  i s
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n a tu re  o f the a c t io n .

T his way of ta lk in g  i s  very rem in iscen t o f W ittg e n s te in 's  

'L e c tu re  on E th i c s ', in  which a d is t in c t io n  i s  made between 

r e l a t i v e  ( to  a purpose) values and abso lu te  v a lu es , and i s  meant 

to  show th a t  the  ph ilo sopher must concern h im self w ith  the  form 

of the moral s ta tem ent and not i t s  co n ten t. T h is , say s P h i l l ip s ,  

i s  the p o in t o f K ierkegaard 's  comment, th a t  h is  ta lk  i s  not ' i n q u is i t iv e ' .  

What the  purpose of a type of a c tio n  i s ,  i s  not what makes i t  a moral 

a c t io n  and a man a c tin g  m orally i s  not ac tin g  in  o rder to  achieve 

any th ing  but a c tin g  in  a way th a t  i s  requ ired  o f him. Thus, the 

f a c t  th a t  c e r ta in  a c tio n s  th a t we c a l l  moral a c tio n s  can be seen 

as  ach iev in g  something i s  not an in d ic a tio n  th a t  t h i s  i s  what the  

moral 'c o n te n t ' c o n s is ts  in .  P h i l l ip s  id e n t i f ie s  a s  'm oral a c t io n s ',  

those  th a t  a re  req u ired  of a man. This i s  the form of m o ra lity  and 

the  a c tio n s  th a t  a re  requ ired  c o n s t i tu te  the con ten t which may vary 

from so c ie ty  to  so c ie ty .

K ie rk eg aa rd 's  a tta c k  upon ' consequen tia lism ' i s  mounted in  

term s o f h is  concept of 'double-mindedness* which P h i l l ip s  e x p la in s .

He say s:

"A ctions a re  m orally  in d if fe re n t  fo r  a person when i t  no 

lo n g er m atte rs  to  him whether he does one th in g  r a th e r  

than  a n o th e r" .^

1. Loc. c i t .
2 . 'Does i t  pay to  be good?' lo c .  c i t .  P 53*
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The example th a t  he g iv e s  i s  o f g iv ing  alms to  a beggar which 

i f  done in  o rder to  cu rry  favour w ith my boss i s  a  purposive  a c t io n  <* 

done as a means to  an end. But as he says "help ing  a b lin d  man 

a c ro ss  the s t r e e t ,  b r ib e r y , . . .  f l a t t e r y , . .#  might have done j u s t  

a s  w ell in  secu ring  the  d e s ired  end".  ̂ However, i f  I  he lp  the  

beggar because i t  i s  my 'duty* so to  do, I  do i t  fo r  no end. I t s  

' j u s t i f i c a t i o n * ,  so to  speak, i s  con tained  in  the  a c t io n .  Thus, 

P h i l l ip s  say s;

"One cannot e x p la in  remorse u n le ss  one r e a l i s e s  th a t  the
2

ju s t  man c a re s  about ju s t  a c t io n s " .

The p o in t about ' double-m indedness '  can be summed up in  the  

fo llow ing  way. Any a c tio n  th a t  i s  done fo r  a purpose -  which has 

an end in  view so  to  speak -  can , in  p r in c ip le  a t  l e a s t  be 

rep la ce d  by an o th e r a c tio n  which ach ieves the same end. I t  i s  

a m a tte r  o f em p irica l f a c t  th a t  one a c t io n  se rv es  the end b e t t e r  

than  a n o th e r . However, in  moral a c t io n , i f  an a c tio n  i s  o n e 's  d u ty , 

i t  cannot be rep laced  by ano ther a c tio n  fo r  i t  i s  th a t  a c tio n  and no 

o th e r  which i s  req u ire d  of us in  t h i s  s i tu a t io n .

I t  w i l l  be seen  th a t  t h i s  i s  an argument which i s  from th e  

f a c ts  o f moral l i f e  -  the phenomenology of m orals, hence P h i l l i p s ' 

comment about rem orse. To have ac ted  i n e f f i c i e n t ly ,  in  the  sense  

of choosing the wrong a c tio n  to  achieve a  c e r ta in  end, in  i t s e l f .

1. Op. c i t .  P 34.
2 . Op. c i t .  P 36/ 7#
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i s  no t s u f f ic ie n t  to  account fo r  the  phenomenon o f rem orse. The 

man who d o e sn 't  achieve h is  end through choosing the wrong a c tio n  

has ac ted  fo o lis h ly  not e v i l ly .  (Though there  may be occasions 

when i t  i s  o n e 's  duty to  do something fo r someone and in  a c tin g  

fo o lis h ly  one i s  g u i l ty  in  some way.)

How does th i s  a f f e c t  the p o s i t io n  th a t  we a re  examining?

Let us take  the example of ly in g . I f  on every occasion th a t  we 

th in k  o f t e l l in g  a  l i e ,  we consider whether th i s  w il l  harm an o th e r 

person , or b ring  about h is  happ iness , P h il l ip s  suggests th a t  we 

a re  fo rg e t t in g  th a t  ly ing  i s  wrong. We can indeed j u s t i f y  ly in g  

on acme occasions (w hite l i e s  and so on), but i t  i s  a f a c t  th a t  such 

a c tio n  needs j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  I t  i s  wrong, prima f a c ie ,  and only on 

s p e c ia l  occasions acc ep tab le . The 'c o n s e q u e n tia l is t ' p o s i t io n  i s  

thereby  accused of g e ttin g  th in g s  back to  f ro n t. I t  i s  not the 

p ro h ib it io n  th a t  needs j u s t i f i c a t io n  in  everyday l i f e ,  bu t the 

breaking o f  i t ,  while the c o n se q u e n tia lis t  p o s itio n  suggests th a t  

every occasion  in  i t s e l f  when we consider an a c tio n , we have to  

co n sid er i t  a f re s h .

Thus, P h i l l ip s  says th a t  the purpose of a type o f a c t io n  i s  no t 

what makes i t  a  moral a c tio n  and a man ac ting  m orally i s  not a c tin g  

In  o rder to  achieve any th ing , but a c tin g  in  a way th a t  i s  req u ire d  

of liim. Thus the fa c t  th a t  c e r ta in  a c tio n s  th a t  we c a l l  moral 

a c tio n s  can be seen  a s  achieving something i s  not an in d ic a tio n  

th a t  t h i s  i s  what the  moral co n ten t c o n s is ts  in .  P h i l l ip s  I d e n t i f ie s
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a s  'moral* a c t io n s , those  th a t  a re  re q u ire d  o f a man. T his i s  

the  form of a moral s ta tem en t and the a c tio n s  th a t  a re  req u ire d  

and what they  do a re  th e  con ten t which may vary w ith the  moral 

c lim a te .

There a r e ,  of co u rse , some d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  such a p o s i t io n ,  

e s p e c ia l ly  in  th e  way th a t  i t  depends upon a  s o r t  o f b c h a v io u r is tic  

t e s t  fo r  a p r in c ip le  being a 'm oral* one. I t  can a ls o  be shown 

th a t  the Foot-Wamock p o s i t io n  can avoid most o f  the i n i t i a l l y  

pow erful o b jec tio n s  th a t  a re  r a i s e d .  To show t h i s  i t  i s  necessa ry  

to  r e tu rn  to  th e  use o f th e  term  'a b so lu te  value* th a t  W ittg en s te in  

u se s .

The term  'a b so lu te  value* as used by W ittg en s te in , i s  s a id  

to  have i t s  o r ig in s  in  K ie rk eg aa rd 's  id ea  o f 'w il l in g  one t h in g ' ,  

but b o th , a s  they  s tan d  do not mean very  much. I t  i s  only when we 

see them in  c o n tr a d is t in c t io n  to  th e i r  o p p o site s  th a t  they  make 

sen se . Thus, W ittg en ste in  uses h is  term to  show a d i s t in c t io n  

between t h i s  and ' r e l a t iv e  v a lu e s ',  and i t  i s  r e l a t i v e  v a lu es 

th a t  must f i r s t  claim  our a t t e n t io n .  Of th ese  W ittg en ste in  say s;

" . . .E v e ry  judgement o f r e l a t iv e  value i s  a  mere sta tem en t 

o f f a c ts  and can th e re fo re  be pu t in to  such a form th a t  i t  

lo s e s  a l l  th e  appearance of a judgement o f values In s te ad  

o f say ing  'T h is  i s  th e  r ig h t  way to  G ra n tc h es te r* , I  could  

e q u a lly  w ell have s a id ,  'T h is  i s  th e  ( r ig h t )  way you have 

to  go i f  you want to  g e t to  G ran tch es te r in  the  s h o r te s t
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Thus, W ittg en ste in  i s  saying th a t  r e la t iv e  judgements a re  

th o se  judgements which when fu l ly  opened out to  Include  a 

re fe re n c e  to  the  purposes of the a g en t. become no more than  

fac tu ad  ones. A r e la t iv e  value-judgem ent i s  one which in c lu d es  

an im p lic i t  ' i f  you w a n t... t h e n . . . '  s t r u c tu r e .

There have o f course been many ph ilosophers who have sa id  th a t  

t h i s  i s  a l l  th e re  i s  to  i t  -  th a t  a l l  value-judgem ents a re  o f t h i s  

form and th a t  th e  function  and tru e  study of m orals i s  to  fin d  what 

purposes m o ra lity  se rv es . T his i s  what P h i l l ip s  i s  d isp le a se d  about 

bu t i t  seems to  me th a t  th e re  i s  noth ing  wrong with th e  p re sen t

p o s i t io n  u n le ss  we in te rp r e t  'p u rp o ses ' to  mean the  purposes th a t

concern th e  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  of the  ag en t.

T h is , s u re ly ,  i s  p a rt o f the  p o in t of W ittg e n s te in 's  d i s t in c t io n  •

th e  d i s t in c t io n  i s  made f i r s t l y  between those a c ts  th a t  I  want to  do

because I  d e s ire  th e  r e s u l t  or because the a c t i t s e l f  i s  'p le a s u ra b le ' 

where th e  in t e r e s t s  o f  anyone e ls e  a re  .just not co n sid ered , whether 

they  ought to  be or n o t, and those a c ts  which I  o'oght to  do whether 

I  want to  or n o t. I t  i s  because many ph ilosophers have t r i e d  to  

understand  a l l  human a c tio n  as s e l f - i n t e r e s t  m otivated th a t  

W ittg e n s te in 's  d is t in c t io n  i s  necessa ry .

I t  seems to  me th a t  the  d i s t in c t io n  between ab so lu te  and 

1 . 'L ec tu re  f i tm e s ' Lee. c i t .  P 6 .
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r e l a t i v e  va lues i s  a d i s t in c t io n  th a t  i s  made to  combat s e l f - i n t e r e s t  

th e o r ie s .

I n te r e s t  th e o r ie s ,  a s  we have seen , a re  in  g e n e ra l a ttem p ts  to  

amswer th e  q u e s tio n , 'Why should I  be moral?* in  term s o f th e  fu n c tio n  

of morel r u le s .  However, they t r y  to  answer th e  q u es tio n  in  non- 

moral term s -  by appea ling  to  c o n s id e ra tio n s  and m o tiv a tio n s beyond 

m o ra lity . Thus we may see th e o r ie s  c o n stru c ted  in  term s o f th e  

'e v o lu t io n  of th e  species*  or th e  'g e n e ra l happiness* fo r  example.

Of th ese  th e o r ie s ,  i t  always makes sense to  ask why such ends a re  

d e s i r a b le ,  and th e  answer i s  o f te n  f a t a l l y  g iven  in  term s o f the  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f in te r e s t s  o f the  agen ts  concerned. Such a theo ry  

i s  o f course  not a moral th eo ry  bu t one concerning prudence.

Thus th ese  th e o r ie s  sp ring  from an acceptance o f two f a l l a c i e s .  

F i r s t l y ,  tliey accep t the  meaning fu ln e s s  o f the  q u estio n  'why should  

1 be m oral? '  and secondly they take  a l l  man's a c tio n s  to  be s e l f -  

in te r e s te d  in  some sen se .

The f i r s t  f a l la c y  i s  one i f  one ta k e s  i t  a s  a sim ple q u e s tio n  

which demands an answer on a  p a r a l le l  w ith 'Why should I  look bo th  

ways on c ro ss in g  th e  r o a d ? '.  I t  i s  not in  f a c t  a q u es tio n  which 

can be answered fo r  the  'should* i s  empty. I t  cannot be answered 

in  term s of inrudence w ithout n u l l i fy in g  the  m o ra lity  i t  recommends, 

and i t  cannot be a moral '  should '  s in ce  t h i s  would assume what i s  

a t  i s s u e .  S t i l l ,  the  q u estio n  i s  not a s i l l y  one, in  th a t  though
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i t  cannot be answered in  a form of words, i t  does exp ress a worry -  

i t  asks what i s  the poin t o f m o ra lity , bu t such a  p o in t cannot be 

dem onstrated in  words -  only seen by the questioner*  T h is problem 

i s  v i r tu a l ly  id e n t ic a l  to  th e  one d iscussed  e a r l i e r  where a man might 

ask  in  d e sp a ir  'What i s  the meaning of i t  a l l ? ' .

The second fa lla c y  -  th a t  a l l  a c tio n s  a re  s e l f - in te r e s te d  -  

stems m erely from an in a b i l i ty ,  or a r e f u s a l ,  to  see th a t  men do 

no t always a c t  out of {.reed, or d e s ire  or whatever* Such a b lin d n e ss  

sim ply g uaran tees the in a b i l i ty  to  understand the n a tu re  o f the  

moral l i f e .

I t  i s  t h i s  p o s it io n  th a t  W ittgenste in  a tta c k s  in  h is  L ec tu re , 

a ttem p tin g  to  show us th a t i&orality i s  a sp ec ies  of human behaviour 

which i s  not lin k e d  to  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  To look fo r an account of i t  

on the 'd e s i r e '  theory account of human a c t io n  i s  to  miss the  p o in t 

and th e re fo re  he makes the d is t in c t io n  between r e la t iv e  ( to  my 

purposes) v a lu es and abso lu te  ( i r r e le v a n t  to  my s e l f - i n t e r e s t  

purposes) v a lu e s . The d i f f ic u l ty  o f ex p la in in g  the  d i s t in c t io n  

in  term s of t a lk  o f 'v a lu e s’ widch a re  always concep tua lly  t ie d  to  

purposes to  which the evaluated th in g  i s  p u t , le a d s  W ittg en ste in  

to  t a lk  of 'go ing  beyond the w orld ' o f bald  f a c ts  which i s  to  go 

' beyond s ig n i f ic a n t  language ' .  But i t  i s  to  do so fo r  j u s t  as 

long  as human conduct i s  seem in  a p a r t ic u la r  way and %fith i t  human

1. 'Lecture on E th ics ', loc» c i t .  P 11.
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values# T his i s  what i s  meant by m o ra lity  being non-purposive, 

th a t  i t  has l i t t l e  to  do w ith  my or your purposes, i f  by purposes 

we moan something th a t  r e f e r s  back to  ' i n t e r e s t s '*  Not a l l  reasons 

fo r  a c t io n  a re  of type-F  nor do they a l l  r e ly  upon d e s ire  fo r  th e i r  

potency# We can d is t in g u is h  w ith in  W ittg e n s te in 's  ca teg o ry  of 

'a b s o lu te  value* two types o f reason  fo r  a c tio n  which I  have c a lle d  

type-A and ty p e -I  n e i th e r  o f which make re fe ren c e  to  the ' s e l f -  

i n t e r e s t '  o f the  agent a s  p rev io u s ly  described* Thus, W arnock's 

q u estio n  concerning the f ie ld  of m orals rem ains a se n s ib le  one i f  

we tak e  him to  be ask ing  not fo r  reasons to  be m oral, b u t , accep tin g  

th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f moral (type-A ) rea so n s , to  be asking what i s  

m orally  im portant*

In  p lac in g  'a b s o lu te ' value on the happiness o f o th e rs  a l l  we a re  

saying i s  th a t  the happiness o f o th er people i s  im portan t to  us* Such 

happiness i s  not im portant because we want to  do anything w ith  i t  

o r even re c e iv e  any re tu rn s  -  though we may rece iv e  them and we may 

say th a t  people ought to  recogn ise  u n se lf ish n e s s  and be g r a te fu l  -  

i t  i s  sim ply im portant* R ecognition  of th i s  and re c o g n itio n  of the  

f a c t  th a t  a man may a c t  r a t io n a l ly  and i n t e l l i g i b ly  in  ways th a t  

do not 'p r o f i t*  him i s  a necessary  p re -c o n d itio n  fo r  being ab le  

to  d isc u ss  m o ra lity  and c e r ta in ly  W ittg e n s te in 's  and K ie rk eg aa rd 's  

in s is te n c e  upon th i s  go a long way tow ards coun tering  a  view of 

m an's a c tio n s  th a t  make t h i s  im possible* In  W ittg e n s te in 's  term s, 

we might say th a t  i t  i s  a gram m atical remark th a t  man does not a c t 

s o le ly  fo r  h ie  own p le a su re ; what we have a re  two ways of a ttem p tin g
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to  understand human a c t io n .

However, these  p o in ts  do not wholly answer P h i l l i p 's  o b je c tio n s  

fo r they do no t account fo r the  f a c t  th a t  o ften  i t  i s  no t th e  

r e s u l t s  o f an a c tio n  which a re  'req u ired *  of u s , but the a c t io n  

i t s e l f .  Again, I  th in k  th a t  P h i l l i p s ' c r i t ic is m  of th e  s o r t  o f 

p o s it io n  th a t  we a re  here d iscu ssin g  i s  m isplaced, fo r  i t  i s  no t 

r e a l ly  r e s u l t s  th a t  m a tte r . In  Kemp's view a t  l e a s t ,  the  q u e s tio n  

o f r e s u l t s  does not loom very la rg e  fo r  what he i s  concerned to  

show i s  th a t  something ( fo r  Warnock the  happiness o f human be ings 

and fo r Kemp the  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f th e  good l i f e )  a c ts  a s  the  r a t io n a le  

o f the moral systwn under c o n s id e ra tio n . Note here th a t  such a 

r a t io n a le  need not be of m o ra lity  in  g en era l but of a p a r t i c u la r  

moral way of l i f e .  Thus, karnock could say , though changing h is  

tune somewhat no doubt, t h i s  (some p a r t ic u la r )  m o ra lity  can only 

be understood on th e  assum ption th a t  t h i s  ( f a c e t  of l i f e  or way of 

l i f e  and so on) m a tte rs  to  th e  a g en ts . I t  i s  no t the  case  th a t  moral 

a c tio n  r e s u l t s  in  a c e r ta in  s t a t e  o f a f f a i r s ,  but th a t  something 

being valued g iv es  r i s e  to  c e r ta in  moral judgements.

what ivarnock and Kemp appear to  be doing i s  to  r e -e v a lu a te  the 

moral l i f e  a s  i t  i s  now, ask ing  whether a l l  of i t  s t i l l  makes se n se . 

They ask  t h i s  by asking what m a tte rs  in  l i f e  -  or b e t t e r  what m a tte rs  

in  l i f e  considered  as  s o c ia l .

T rue, bo th  Warnock and K«np ta lk  o f m o ra lity  a s  a  whole and not
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in  tenns o f th i s  or th a t  moral system but i t  would not be

p o ss ib le  to  ta lk  otherw ise without a t  the  same time ad m ittin g  th a t

perhaps what one decided m attered did so only to  a  l im ite d  e x te n t . 

When dec id ing  what i s  m orally im portant one does not make such 

d e c is io n s  l im itin g  oneself to  a p a r t ic u la r  c u ltu re ,  fo r  such

d e c is io n s  can only be made by and fo r the e^ent fo r  th e  whole of

h is  l i f e #  Adm ittedly, the s o c ia l  an th ro p o lo g is t d isc o v e rs  d i f f e r e n t  

v& lue-systeras but these  in te r e s t  us a s  p o ss ib le  a l t e r n a t iv e s  to  our 

way of l i f e  -  a l te rn a t iv e s  or a d d itio n s  of course , because the  

re c o g n itio n  of d if fe i 'e n t p o s s ib i l i t i e s  i s  a necessary  c o n d it im fo r  

re -e v a lu a tio n  of our own way of l i f e #  In  deciding what m o ra lity  i s  

'a b o u t* , I  am deciding what I  ought to  do, what d u tie s  I  have and 

50 on# Such a d ec is io n  i s  made fo r me and fo r ( a t  th a t  moment) a l l  

time (though th is  does not preclude the p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  I  may change 

my opin ions a t  some l a t e r  date)#  P h i l l ip s  may be c o r r e c t ,  w ith  

K ierkegaard , th a t  th is  i s  not to  do moral plillosophy# but t h i s  

depends upon o n e 's  view of philosophy#

I t  i s  not r e a l ly  necessary th e re fo re  to  see the  p o s i t io n  th a t  

can be c u lle d  from these  w rite rs  as 'c o n s e q u e n t ia l i s t ',  and c e r ta in ly  

wrong to  say tlia t they  are  's e l f - i n t e r e s t '  th e o r is ts#  However, i t  

seems to  me tlja t they a re  m istaken in  oversim plify ing  th e  case# I t  

seems to  me h igh ly  Improbable th a t  the whole of m o ra lity  can be 

understood in  terms o f ju s t  one or two eva lua tions of importance#

I t  seems f u r th e r  th a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  see 'h ap p in ess  o f o th e r s ' 

a s  a  moral aim in  the simple way th a t  Wamock t r e a t s  i t#
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Warnock recogn ises se v e ra l l in e s  of a ttac k  th a t  m ight be mounted 
1

upon Ills  t l ie s is ,  the most im portan t fo r our c o n s id e ra tio n  i s  the  

th ir d  which i s  in  two p a r t s .  I t  i s  f i r s t ,  and her© Warnock switchem 

from ta lk  ab u t a man's happiness to  what i s  'good fo r him* -  a  p o in t 

which I  w il l  deal wd.th in  a moment -  th a t  wlrnt i s  'good fo r  a man' 

i s  not sim ply a  m atter of fa c tu a l  d iscovery , th a t  the n o tio n s  o f good, 

in  th is  sen se , and harm "a re  them selves 'e v a lu a t iv e ' no tions"#  , i 

Secondly th a t  th ese  e v a lu a tiv e  n o tions include re fe ren c e  to  moral 

evaluation#

O bviously, were i t  tru e  th a t  what c o n s titu te s  harm, fo r  example, 

i s  a m atte r fo r  ev a lu a tio n  and not em p irica l d iscovery , then  the 

answer th a t  Wamock a ttem p ts to  g ive  i s  v i t ia te d  because i t  so lv es  

n o th ing . VJamock i s  a ttem pting  a ' n e o -n a tu r a l is t ' r e s o lu tio n  o f the  

problem of m orality  and i f  h is  s tandard  i s  seen not to  be a  'n a tu ra l . ' 

one then  the staindard c o lla p s e s . I f  moreover, t h i s  's tandard*  i s  

seen to  include  moral ev a lu a tio n s  a lre a d y , i t  becomes a c i r c u la r  

argument to  nay th a t  m orality  i s  concerned with i t#

Wamock argues th a t  n e ith e r  o f these  c r i t ic is m s  a re  l ik e ly  to  

be su s ta in a b le  on fu r th e r  in v e s tig a t io n  (which he does not c a rry  

ou t) bu t i t  seems to  me th a t  h is  hopes a re  not l ik e ly  to  be f u l f i l l e d #

A gainst the f i r s t  po in t o f th e  c r i t ic is m , he argues th a t :

1# Warnock, op# c it#  P 60# 
2# Loc# c i t#
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" •••  we a l l  have, and should not l e t  ourselves be b u llie d  

out o f ,  the con v iction  that a t le a s t  some questions as to  

what i s  good or bad for people, what i s  harmful or b e n e f ic ia l,  

are not in  any ser iou s sense matters o f opin ion . That i t  la  

a bad th ing to be tortured or starved , humiliated or hurt, 

i s  not an opinioni i t  i s  a fa c t . That I t  i s  b e tter  for  

people to  be loved and attended to , i s  again a p la in  fa c t ,  

not a matter o f  opinion",^

Against the second p o in t, he does not r e a lly  o ffe r  az^ argument but 

claim s that even i f  human good or harm i s  a matter for judgement, 

i t  i s  not c le a r  that i t  i s  n ecessa r ily  moral judgement that i s  

involved . Thus, wamock appears to  have the view that 'human good' 

can be described qu ite apart from moral eva lu a tion s. This im plies  

the view , as I sh a ll  attempt to  demonstrate in  a moment, that 

happiness can be seen as something apart from m orality , and indeed 

that m orality a c ts  a s a sort o f barrier to the achievement o f our 

happiness. I t  constra ins us to act for the good o f o th ers, a t le a s t  

some of the tim e, instead  of seeking our own happiness. M orality 

puts l im it s  upon the ways in  which we can seek our happiness. I t  

seems that amock might agree with the p sy ch ia tr is t  referred  to  

e a r lie r  th at man would, h im self, be a lo t  happier i f  he did not f e e l  

bound to act in  cer ta in  ways by moral eonsideraticm s.

Can however, Warnock*s defence be maintained a t th is  point? I 

think n ot, for he seems to  miss some of the e s se n t ia l elem ents o f

1 , V,amock op. c i t ,  P. 60,
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the  concept o f h app iness .

However, l e t  us f i r s t  deal w ith  W amock's s h i f t  from ta lk  

about happiness to  t a lk  about 'good and harm' in  an a ttem p t to  

j u s t i f y  a c o n tin u a tio n  of the  use of th e  concept o f happ iness in  

ta lk in g  about Wamock, I t  might be though t, and with some 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  th a t  in  moving from ta lk  about 'happiness*  to  ta lk  

about 'good and harm' a major s h i f t  has o ccu rred . A fte r a l l ,  

what makes a man happy may w ell not be good fo r  him. On a sim ple 

l e v e l ,  e a tin g  a whole box of ch o co la tes  may make a c h ild  happy, bu t 

i t  w i l l  h a rd ly  be good fo r  him. I t  may w ell b ring  about stomach

aches, cause h is  te e th  to  decay and so on. Thus, one might a rg u e , 

i t  i s  not a good th ing  to  a c t  fo r th e  happiness of the  c h ild  but 

b e t t e r  to  b ring  about what i s  good fo r him, a llow ing fo r  th e  f a c t  

th a t  indu lg ing  h is  d e s ire s  to  some e x te n t i s  proj^ably good fo r  him.

However, the  confusion  here i s  over the  two senses o f 'happy ' 

th a t  we n o tic ed  e a r l i e r .  P a ra d o x ic a lly , a c t in g  fo r  som eone's 

happiness need not involve making him, a t  th a t  tim e , happy. The 

p e rio d ic  or em otional sense o f the  word d i f f e r s  from the e v a lu a tiv e  

or long term  sen se . Acting to  make someone hapjy in  the  em otional 

sense i s  a c tin g  to  b ring  about a c e r ta in  re a c t io n , a c e r ta in  mcmentary 

a t t i tu d e  to  th e  world which nmy or may no t r e f l e c t  the tru e  p o s it io n  

o f the  person  in  the  w orld, v i s - a - v i s  th a t  which he c o n s id e rs  im portan t. 

P a ss io n s , a s  we have n o tic e d , whether fo r  ch o co la tes  or fo r  the death  

o f w hales, r e s u l t  in  a d i s to r t io n  of th e  focus which th e  agen t has
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upon the w orld, s e t t in g  sane th in g s  up as im portant o r u l t im a te ly  

d e s ira b le  which the agent might not consider on m aturer r e f l e c t io n .  

Thus, th e  emotion of happiness i s  in lie ren tly  su sp ic io u s  sim ply 

because i t  r e f l e c t s  a momentary a p p re c ia tio n  of th e  world which 

may not re p re se n t (though of course  i t  may on occasions) the t ru e  

c o n fig u ra tio n .

We ought to  co n sid er h e re , a s  a u se fu l s id e tra c k , what i t  means 

to  a c t  'f o r  the sake o f h a p p in e s s '.  J .  S . M ill ta k e s  i t  to  be a 

m atte r of f a c t  th a t  what men seek i s  happiness bu t th e re  seems to  

be an a i r  of t r i v i a l i t y  about th i s  -  i t  seems t r i v i a l l y  t ru e  th a t  

men seek happ iness , a s  i f  such an end i s  not as a  m a tte r  o f f a c t  

the u ltim a te  end, but i s  so 'by  d e f in i t io n '*  However, people have 

argued th a t  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  seek o th er ends than  happiness# Thus, 

we f in d  John Wilson say ing :

" I t  i s  p e r fe c t ly  i n t e l l i g i b l e  fo r someone to  seek money ra th e r  

than  happ iness , or even fo r  someone to  seek something d i r e c t ly  

opposed to  happiness ( I t ' s  not r ig h t  to  be happy w ith a l l  

t h i s  su ffe r in g  around u s ,  we ought to  fe e l  sad -md w orried 

about i t ) " * ^

There i s  some t r u th  in  t h i s ,  th a t  both these  case s  a re  p o s s ib le , 

bu t they  do not mean e x ac tly  what Wilson tak es them to  mean. In  f a c t ,  

I  th in k  th a t  i t  can be shown th a t  happiness must be th e  u ltim a te  end 

fo r  human l i f e ,  and th a t  th e re fo re  M ill i s  in c o rre c t  in  tak in g  i t  to

1. 'H appiness', in  A nalysis 1968, P 18,



be only e m p iric a lly  tru e  th a t  men seek happiness* T his,m ust be 

seen in  terras o f the d i s t in c t io n  made between the emotion sense 

and the  e v a lu a tio n  sense o f the  word*

A cting fo r  happiness must not be seen  as  a c tio n  designed to  

b rin g  about the  emotion of happ iness , but s in c e  a m an's happiness 

i s  bound up w ith  what he c o n s id e rs  im portant h is  happiness i s  

n e c e s s a r ily  connected w ith h is  ac tions*  Thus, i f  we take  th e  

e v a lu a tio n  sen se , a  man a c tin g  fo r  happiness a c ts  d i r e c t ly  fo r 

those  th in g s  which m atte r to  him* The e v a lu a tio n  o f im portance, 

a s  we have seen , i s  in tim a te ly  connected w ith a c t io n , fo r such 

e v a lu a tio n s  a c t  a s  reasons fo r  action*

W ilson 's m istake in  the  passage above depends upon an 

in s u f f ic ie n t ly  c lo se  exam ination o f h is  examples* I t  i s  indeed 

p e r f e c t ly  i n t e l l i g i b l e  fo r  a  man to  a c t  in  a way d e sc rib a b le  a s  

a c tin g  fo r  money r a th e r  than  h app iness , but d o e sn 't  t h i s  in d ic a te  

a r a th e r  jaundiced  view of the world? In  the f ilm , 'The Pawnbroker* , 

a t r a g ic  t a l e  o f  a  Jew ish  pawnbroker working in  Harlem and see ing  

where he works echoes o f th e  h o rro rs  o f Nazi Germany, th e  c e n tr a l  

c h a ra c te r ,  Sol Nazerraan, c la im s, w illin g  h im self to  b e lie v e  i t  one 

f e e l s ,  th a t  only money m atters*  Money w i l l  p ro te c t  you fo r  happiness 

i s  u n a tta in a b le  in  t h i s  d rea d fu l world* The tragedy  of the  a f f a i r  

i s  th a t  S o l, a humane and b a s ic a l ly  lo v in g  man, causes th e  d ea th  of

1* From the novel of the  same name by Edward Lewis W allant*
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h is  negro a s s i s t a n t  and i s  h im self broken upon th e  id e a l  th a t  he has 

s e t  h im se lf , committing s u ic id e  in  a most aw ful fa s h io n . The p o in t 

o f t h i s  example i s  th a t  the agent chooses to  seek money a s  th e  only 

th in g  th a t  can p ro te c t  him in  th is  world -  he does no t choose to  

seek i t  bu t r e a l i s e s  th a t  he has to ,  not in  p lac e  o f  happiness 

but a s  a way of m ain tain ing  what l i t t l e  th e re  i s  l e f t  to  him. With 

h is  money, he i s  ab le  to  c a rry  on l iv in g .  He i s  not happy but 

he i s  a t  l e a s t  a l iv e .  Only w ith  a view of th e  world l ik e  t h i s  one, 

does i t  seem p o ss ib le  to  seek money r a th e r  than  h ap p in ess , fo r  in  

seeking  the  l a t t e r ,  one seeks the fu lf ilm e n t o f  ev ery th in g  th a t  one 

v a lu e s . The r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  the  sea rch  l im i t s  the  consciousness o f  

v a lu e . The tragedy  of th e  pawnbroker i s  th a t  he a ttem p ts  to  fo rce  

h im self not to  ca re  but h is  e s s e n t ia l  humanity b reaks through and 

he cannot avoid c a r in g .

Again, when Wilson claim s th a t  th e re  a re  occasions when we fe e l  

th a t  we ought not to  f e e l  happy, he con fuses th e  em otion sense and 

the  e v a lu a tio n  se n se . I t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  f e e l  happy when th in g s  go 

w e ll, a s  we have d isc u sse d , even when one recognisow th a t  o th e r 

th in g s  a re  going i l l .  There a re  two ways o f accoun ting  fo r  t h i s .  

F i r s t l y ,  those  th in g s  th a t  a re  going i l l  a re  e i th e r  devalued by 

our emotion response or we do no t ca re  about them. In  th e  f i r s t  

c a se , r e f e r r in g  back to  W ilson 's  example, one would expect the  

emotion of happiness to  cease when one becomes aware o f th e  s u ffe r in g  

o f o th e rs . In  the  second e a se , we f e e l  th a t  we ought to  c a re  -  th a t
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a lthough  i t  appears th a t  our involvem ent w ith  th e  world does not 

in c lu d e  th e  su f fe r in g  of o th e rs , we f e e l  th a t  i t  ought t o .  In  o th e r  

words, the im portance n o tions th a t  a re  bound up w ith  our happ iness 

ought to ,  but do n o t, inc lude  the  s u f fe r in g  o f o th e r s .  Such a comment 

i s  no t a d e c is io n  no t to  seek happiness bu t a c r i t i c a l  comment upon 

o n e se lf  a s  a moral a g e n t.

Wilson argues th a t  th e  sta tem ent 'You ought to  pursue h ap p in ess ' 

i s  a  m eaningful one and th a t  i t  i s  a  way o f say in g :

" . . . 'Y o u r  d e s ire s  ought, i f  y o u 're  going to  be reasonab le  

about i t ,  to  be arranged  in  a c e r ta in  way, i . e .  to  avoid 

c o n f l ic t  & c . ', and n e i th e r  a way o f sa y in g , 'P u rsue  your 

d e s i r e s ' ,  nor a way o f sa y in g , 'Choose t h i s  o b je c t o f d e s ire  

r a th e r  than  the o th e r '" .

He claim s th a t  the  s ta tem en t i s  s im ila r  to  th e  adv ice  'Check your 

f a c t s '  or 'Bee i f  the  experim ental r e s u l t s  confirm  i t '  in  sc ie n c e .

I  cannot see th a t  any o f t h i s  i s  j u s t i f i e d ,  and w hile not wanting 

to  say th a t  the  sta tem ent 'You ought to  pursue happiness* i s  never 

used m ean ingfu lly , I  f ind  i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  understand  what i t  cou ld  

ever mean. W ilson 's th eo ry  again  d iv id e s  happ iness from m o ra lity  

in  th a t  i t  i s  something th a t  can be 'm o ra lly ' commanded, can be 

g iven up fo r v a rio u s reasons and so on. W ilso n 'r  p o s i t io n  seems to  

me dubious because he has no t f u l ly  grasped th e  n a tu re  of happ iness -

1. Op. c i t .  P 19.



he s t i l l  tak es  i t  a s  only an emotion word* I n te r  a l i a ,  he seems to  

th in k , w ith  M ill, th a t  happiness i s  th e  r e s u l t  o f the  s a t i s f a c t io n  

o f d e s ire ;  th u s  he argues th a t  happiness can be achieved by the 

'arrangem ent* o f d e s ire s  so th a t  they  do n o t c o n flic t#  When we 

reco g n ise  th a t  d e s ire s  a re  not a l l  th e re  i s  to  i t ,  then  W ilson 's 

adv ice  becomes an argument fo r  compromise which fo r  some people 

would be out o f the  question# ( I t  would make them more unhappy#) 

W ilson 's adv ice  i s  very  much l ik e  a id ing  someone to  'come to  term s 

w ith the  w orld ' which i s  o f te n  misguided in  th a t  the  'te rm s ' 

involved may not be common to  the g iv e r  and the re c e iv e r  o f the 

advice#

W ittg e n s te in 's  cwiment th a t  the  world o f th e  happy man i s  a 

d i f f e r e n t  world from th a t  of the unhappy man i s  re le v a n t h e re , 

fo r  i f  a l l  which m a tte rs  to  us ' f i t s  toge ther*  then  the  »o rld  w il l

make sen se , but i f  a l l  th a t  i s  im portan t to  us in v o lv es us in

c o n tra d ic tio n s  end im possib le  c h o ic es , th en  th e  world w il l  not 

make sense# Wilson i s  c o r re c t  in  saying  th a t  happiness comes

when the world makes sense bu t he cannot ex p ress  t h i s  thought i f

he sees happ iness a s  connected w ith  only d e s i r e ,  o r th in k s  th a t  

compromise can bring  about the  sense o f th e  world# As Hoyd-Thomas 

p o in ts  o u t;

"# .#  a person cannot ju s t  decide fo r  h im self what s tan d ard s  

he w i l l  adopt fo r  a happy l i f e :  o n e 's  freedom to  choose

stem dards i s  l im ite d  by the k ind o f  person  th a t  one is"* ^

1# T ra c ta tu s  6.43#
2 . I). A. Lloyd-Thomas, 'H a p p in e ss ', Ph il#  quart#  1968. P 105#
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1 do not th in k  th a t  't h e  kind o f person  th a t  one i s '  i s  to  be 

understood , even i f  t h i s  i s  the  way th a t  Lloyd-Thomas understands 

i t ,  in  term s o f  p sycho log ica l f a c to r s  of p e r s o n a l i ty ,  fo r  i t  seems 

to  me th a t  the  kind of person  th a t  one i s  depends upon the  way th a t  

one i s  involved in  the world*

A form of compromise s o lu t io n  to  the  dilemma o f l i f e  might be 

seen to  be o ffe re d  by Creon, in  A n o u ilh 's  'A n tigone*• Faced w ith  

the dilemma o f decid ing  between executing  Antigone fo r  d isobeying  

h is  commands a g a in s t burying the body o f h e r b ro th e r , and saving 

her l i f e ,  he i s  faced w ith  the  choice between h is  du ty  a s  he sees  

i t  to  th e  C ity  of Thebes and h is  love  fo r  h is  niece* He j u s t i f i e s  

h is  a c tio n s  on b eh a lf  o f Thebes, rep ly in g  to  A n tig o n e 's  im plied  

c r i t ic i s m  th a t  he ought to  have re fu sed  th e  ta s k s  he perform ed, 

say ing :

" I t ' s  easy to  say no* To say y es , you have to  sweat and r o l l  

up your s le e v e s  and plunge bo th  hands in to  l i f e  up to  th e  

elbow s"* ̂

He sees  th a t  l i f e  must be l iv e d  s a c r i f i c i i ^  some v a lu es fo r  

the  sake o f l i f e ' s  con tinua tion*  He sees  man as  an anim ait

"Animals a re  good, sim p le , tough* They move in  d ro v es , nudging 

one an o th e r onwards, a l l  t r a v e l l in g  th e  same road* Some o f 

them k e e l over; but the r e s t  go on; and no m atte r how many

1* Jean  A nouilh, A ntigone* Methuen e d i t io n ,  t r a n s la te d  by Lewis 
G a lan tie re*  P 51#



2*7

fa ].l by the  wayside, th e re  a re  always th o se  few l e f t  which

go on b rin g in g  th e i r  young in to  the  w orld, t r a v e l l in g  the

same road w ith the same o b s tin a te  w i l l ,  unchanged from
1

those  who went before"#

His view o f h is  d u t ie s  to  th e  c o n tin u a tio n  of the  Theban S ta te  

Bprtngs th e re fo re  from h is  view of man’s p lace  in  th e  world# I t  

i s  perhaps t ru e  to  say th a t  Creon, even before  the  tro u b le  w ith 

A ntigone, i s  not a happy man fo r h is  view o f happiness seems 

d i f f e r e n t  from h is  a p p re c ia tio n  of what he has to  do# He says* 

"L ife  i s  a c h ild  p lay ing  around your f e e t ,  a  to o l  you hold

firm ly  in  your g ra sp , a bench you s i t  down upon in  th e
2

evening in  your garden"*

I  say th a t  perhaps ho i s  not happy fo r  one cannot be su re  th a t  t h i s  

i s  not sim ply the  se n tim e n ta li ty  o f the  man of ac tion#  I t  may be 

tru e  th a t  Creon i s  happy w ielding the r e in s  o f power# One cannot 

be su re  because A nou ilh 's  c h a ra c te rs  a re  nothing i f  not complex* 

indeed i t  i s  t h i s  com plexity th a t  i s  much o f the  i n t e r e s t  o f the 

play#

However, even i f  i t  can be sa id  th a t  Creon i s  no t happy, i t  

need not be thought th a t  h is  d u tie s  a c t ,  p e r s e ,  a s  b a r r i e r s  to  

h is  happiness# C e r ta in ly , h is  view o f h is  d u tie s  p rev en ts  h is  

a t ta in in g  t h i s  r a th e r  sen tim en ta l aim o f l iv in g  c lo se  to  h is  sim ple

1# Op# c i t .  P $1# 
2 , Op, c i t#  P $6#
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v/orkbench and h e a r th , but he would not W happy i f  he re fu sed  to  

do h is  d u ty . He sees  tlie c o n tin u a tio n  o f the  l i f e  o f Thebes a s  

im portan t and as  something which defends upon him -  i t  i s  p a r t  of 

h is  happ iness . In  t h i s  sense h is  d u t ie s  are  not in  c o n f l i c t  w ith  

h is  happiness bu t p a r t  o f i t ,

Creon o f f e r s  Antigone the compromise, t e l l in g  h e r th a t  the

view o f l i f e  th a t  slie has i s  im p ra c tic a l. He asks h e r to  g ive

up her id ea s  o f  d u t ie s  towards her b ro th e rs  and l iv e  'h a p p ily * , 

Antigone would be happy i f  she d id  not f e e l  bound to  bury h e r 

b ro th e r , but she does n o t, in  r e je c t in g  Creon, c laim  th a t  she wished 

t lia t  she d id  no t have to  bury her b ro th e r  -  she r e j e c t s  C reon 's  

id ea  of happ iness ,

"What kind o f happiness do you fo resee  fo r  me? Pa3.nt me the 

p ic tu re  of your happy A ntigone, What a re  the  unim portant 

l i t t l e  s in s  th a t  I  s h a l l  have to  commit befo re  I  am allow ed 

to  s in k  my te e th  in to  l i f e  and t e a r  happiness from i t ?  T e ll  

me I to  vhom s h a l l  I  have to  l i e ?  Upon whom s h a l l  I  liave to  

fawn? To whom must I  s e l l  m yself? Whom do you want me to  

leave  dy ing , while I  tu rn  away my eyes?"

I t  i s  in d ic a t iv e  th a t  she a ls o  r e j e c t s  h is  view o f l i f e *

"Animals, eh, Creonl I h a t  a  king you could be i f  only men
2

were an im als" .

1. Op, c i t ,  P 5 6 /7 .
2 , Op, c i t ,  P 51#
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A ntigone 's  i ro n ic a l  use of the  word 'happineBs* here  ia  in  

d ism issa l o f C reo n 's  a t t i tu d e  to  l i f e .  The acceptance o f th e  

compromise th a t  he o f fe r s  i s  im poasible fo r her fo r  moral rea so n s ,

3he could  not be happy accep ting  i t  fo r i t  goes a g a in s t what she 

co n s id e rs  im p o rtan t. To accep t the compromise, she would have to  

accep t th a t  some o f the  th in g s  th a t  have meaning in  h e r l i f e  do

not m a tte r , and she p re fe rs  to  d ie  r a th e r  tlian g ive  them up.

Here *we do not have the  emotion sense o f happiness fo r  we 

a re  ta lk in g  not about f e e lin g s  but about e v a lu a tio n s , and some o f 

the e v a lu a tio n s  a re  moral ones, Antigone could not be happy i f

she v;ere to  g ive  up h er d u ty , any more than  Creon could be. The

dead-1ock th a t  appears between the  two d isp u ta n ts  i s  a dead-lock  

about the purpose o f th e i r  l iv e s  o r the form th a t  makes i t  meaning

f u l .

Thus Wamock i s  wrong on both  counts fo r  what c o n s t i tu te s  

happiness depends upon the way l i f e  i s  l iv e d , and a lthough  c e r ta in  

ev a lu a tio n s  a re  l ik e ly  to  be common to  most ways of l iv in g ,  c e r ta in ly  

th o se  a p p e rta in in g  to  p h y sica l w e ll-b e in g , th i s  i s  not n e c e s sa r ily  

tru e  fo r  a l l  o f them. Moreover, many of these  e v a lu a tio n s  a re  a lread y  

moral ones.

T his problem a r i s e s  whether one ta lk s  about happiness o r 'w hat 

i s  good f o r ' someone. I f  one igno res  th e  m o tio n  sense o f the  word,



then  a c tin g  fo r  someone's happiness i s  a c tin g  fo r what they  co n sid er 

im p o rtan t, w hile a c tin g  fo r  som eone's good i s  a c tin g  to  make th e i r  

l i f e  b e t t e r  or enabling  them to  l iv e  th e i r  l i f e  in  the  p roper way# 

What c o n s t i tu te s  'b e t t e r '  and 'p ro p e r ' here can only be understood 

in  term s of th e  l i f e  i t s e l f ,  and w i l l  no t n e c e s sa r ily  be co n stan t 

through the l iv e s  o f d i f f e r e n t  people#

I t  seems th e re fo re  th a t  m ora lity  cannot be explained  sim ply in  

term s o f a c tin g  fo r  the  h ^ p in e s s  o f o th e rs  s in c e  moral e v a lu a tio n s  

a re  p r io r  to  an understanding  of what th a t  happiness c o n s is ts  in#

Yet i t  i s  t ru e  th a t  i t  i s  a good th in g  to  a c t  fo r  th e  happiness o f 

o th e rs  a t  l e a s t  some of the time# However, the q u es tio n  can and 

does a r i s e  of whether a c tin g  fo r  the  sake of som eone's happiness 

i s  r ig h t#  The c o n f l ic t  here i s  between what one co n sid e rs  m orally  

im portan t and what one reco g n ises  a s  p a r t  of someone e l s e 's  

happiness#

What th en  i s  the conceptual connection  between happiness and 

m orality?  The answer l i e s  in  what has been sa id  a lre a d y , bu t I  w i l l  

t r y  to  s p e l l  i t  out more c le a rly #  In  doing so , i t  w i l l  be 

p ro f i ta b le  to  sp e cu la te  upon the connection  between m o ra lity  and 

emotion fo r  i f  we can answer the q u es tio n  o f th e  g en esis  o f emotion 

then  I  th in k  we can answer the q u estio n  of the g en esis  o f m orality#

There a re  se v e ra l th e o r ie s  of m o ra lity  which, in  one way or 

an o th e r, claim  th a t  moral language i s  in tim a te ly  connected w ith



em otions. A, J ,  Ayer,^ fo r  example, tak e s  n*oral s ta te m e n ts  to  be 

th e  exp ression  o f , and th e  a ttem pt to  arouse, a  p a r t i c u la r  'm oral*
2 Ay:.

em otion, C. L, S tevenson 's  theo ry  i s  very s im ila r  to  t h i s .

I t  i s ,  however, not c le a r  what i s  «v;ant by 'e x p re ss in g  emotion* 

fo r  w hile many moral s ta te m e n ts , indeed those we perhaps most o ften  

h e a r , do have em otional 'con ten t*  in  the sense th a t  they  a re  very  

f a r  from being unemotional comments, the  examples o f moral judgem ents 

th a t  Stevenson and Ayer seem to  tak e  a s  ty p ic a l  (X i s  good* you 

ouKht to  do X* Y i s  r i g h t ) a re  not o f t h i s  k in d . T yp ical « n o tio n a l 

s ta tem en ts  of a moral o rder are* How aw ful! Uow w onderfult What 

a d rea d fu l th ing  to  do% How could he do such a  th in g ?

On the o th er hand, s ta tem en ts  l ik e  That i s  good a re  more o f te n , 

when sa id  a t  a l l ,  sa id  'co ld ly *  a s  the r e s u l t  of a considered  

judgement which i s  not ty p ic a l  o f th e  c o n fig u ra tio n  o f  em otional 

l i f e .

I t  i s  t ru e  th a t  Stevenson tu rn s  from ta lk  of 'e x p re s s in g  

emotion* to  ta lk  of 'ex p ress in g  a t t i t u d e s ' .  A tt itu d e s  can , o f 

course  be 'c o ld ly ' exp ressed , in  a way in  which em otions can n o t. 

However, Stevenson s t i l l  r e ta in s  the  concept o f 'em otive meaning' 

a s  a  fa c e t o f what he c a l l s  the  'dynamic use o f la n g u a g e '. Indeed,

1, A, J ,  Ayer Language. T ru th  and LoKic,
2 , C. L, Stevenson e th ic s  and Language,
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i t  seems to  me th a t  S tevenson 's change o f terms i s  very  l i t t l e  more 

than  sim ply a verbal change, fo r  h is  term 'a t t i tu d e *  appears to  have 

the  same lo g ic  a s  h is  use o f 'emotion* e a r l i e r .  In  o th e r  words, he 

appears to  see both a t t i tu d e s  and emotions a s  r e a c t io n s .o r  fo rce s  

r e s u l t in g  in  rea c tio n s , which ore of an e s s e n t ia l ly  n o n -ra tio n a l 

n a tu re . In  t h i s ,  he i s  s t i l l  a f u l l  member of the e m o tiv is t sch o o l. 

I t  s t i l l  makes sense to  ask , in  the  term s of h is  th e o ry , whether 

M orality  sp rin g s  from the emotions or n o t . In  my view , t h i s  i s  not 

a p o ss ib le  q u estio n .

Fundamental to  any 'em otive theory* and indeed to  many th e o r ie s

not c e n tr a l ly  em otive, i s  a re c c ^ n itio n  of a d if fe re n c e  between

sen tence  or s ta tem en t-types ( th e  fa c t-v a lu e  d i s t in c t io n ) .  Thus,

fo r  what A ustin  c a lle d  'c o n s ta tiv e * ^  language use ( f a c t - s t a t in g )

th e re  a re  t e s t s  fo r  t r u th  or f a l s i t y  supposing only r a t i o n a l i ty  and

a knowledge o f the  o n to lo g ic a l p o s it io n  of the term s in  u se . A

fa c tu a l  sta tem ent in  p r in c ip le ,  can be shown to  be t ru e  o r f a ls e

w ith in  i t s  own evidence term s and th i s  in c lu d es , a s  Carnap shows,
2

e x is te n t i a l  s ta tem en ts as w e ll. T h is i s  tru e  whether th e  sta tem ent 

be 'Most swans a re  w h ite ' or 'B odies in  a  vaccuum a c c e le ra te  a t  

32 f t / s e c / s o c ,* , Again, c e r ta in  s ta tem en ts  in  M athematics a re  o f 

t h i s  n a tu re ; *32 squared equals 1024* can be te s te d  by sim ple

1, J ,  L, A ustin , 'P erfo rm ative  U tte ra n ce s ' in  h is  P h ilo so p h ica l P apers,
2 , Rudolf Carnap, 'em piric ism , Sem antics and Ontology*, Revue 

In te rn a tio n a le  de P h ilo so p h ie , re p r in te d  in  R ichard Rorty (ed)
The L irucuistic Turn. P 78,
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procedures of A rithm etic  a s  can any theorem in  Geometry o r Logic 

fo r  example. In  a  sen se , th ese  sta tem en ts  a re  u n p ro b lem atica l.

However, i t  i s  eq u ally  obvious th a t  th e re  a re  many sta tem en ts  

which w il l  not f i t  such a framework -  tîiey do not n e c e s s a r ily  

have a  public  te s t- f ra m e . Among th ese  sta tem ents a re  some th a t  

S tevenson has c a lle d  th e  ' dynamic use o f language’ bu t not I  

th in k  what A ustin a t  one time c a lle d  th e  'P erfo rm ative  u se ' o f 

leiaguage. The d i s t in c t io n  th a t  I  am making here i s  not between 

s ta t in g  and doing in  language fo r  I  do not th in k  th a t  the problem 

i s  th a t  sim ple, but between two types o f ' s t a t i n g ' .  The type o f 

sta tem en t th a t  I  am concerned w ith  i s  th a t  which appears to  be 

o f  th e  same form as what we would norm ally recogn ise  a s  f a c tu a l  

s ta te m e n ts . Among these  we can number c e r ta in  a e s th e t ic  e v a lu a tio n s , 

P icasso  i s  a K ieat p a in te r , H  Greco i s  a very em otional p a in te r  and 

60 on.

Thus, while i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  say , in  the  sense th a t  i t  i s  not 

a g a in s t  any obvious ru le s  o f  r a t i o n a l i ty  or evidence t e s t s ,  th a t  

P icasso  i s  a lousy  p a in te r  o r th a t  i t  i s  El G reco 's  f r i g i d i t y  th a t  

a t t r a c t s  one, i t  would be someone w ith a very odd t a s t e  or way o f  

look ing  a t  p a in tin g s  th a t  sa id  i t .  S t i l l ,  th e re  i s  a  d if fe re n c e  

between the person who says th i s  and tlie person vho d en ie s  th a t  

bod ies f a l l  a t  3 2 f t /s e c /s e c , in  a vaccuum. While we may want t e  

say th a t  the f i r s t  person knows nothing about a r t ,  we cannot a c tu a l ly

1, A ustin  op c i t .
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say i t  on th is  evidence alone but we could say that the second 

person knew nothing about p h ysics. I t  i s  possib le  for two d ifferen t  

people to agree to hold contrary position s on art but not p o ssib le  

in  sc ien ce  i f  a l l  the evidence i s  to hand.

I t  i s  th is  d ifference that a ttr a c ts  the a tten tio n  o f Stevenson  

and Ayer and y e t , in i t ia l l y  a t le a s t  there are no grounds for  

diem issing the claim s of a esth e tic  and e th ica l remarks to  be 

statem ents. Suppose someone to  say that while they loved l is te n in g  

to  Beethoven, they thought that B erlioz was quite an atrocious

s t y l i s t  and unbearable. There i s  something very odd here, for while
:

there are d ifferen ces obviously between the two composers, B erlioz  

i s  so much within the same tra d itio n  o f ccxnposition as Beethoven 

th at the d ifferen ces do not seem marked enough to warrant such a 

statem ent. One could perhaps understand the remark made about 

Poulenc or Ibert whose music i s  of a d iffe re n t order, but, and 

th is  i s  the p oin t, unless th is  person i s  using c r ite r ia  of an 

unusual so r t , then he i s  making a fo o lish  remark. Now there i s  

nothing to stop him using unusual c r ite r ia  but th is  does not 

a lt e r  the in i t i a l  point that in  form such statem ents to  obey the 

same ru les of appeal to  c r ite r ia  that what we have c a lle d  'fa c tu a l'  

statem ents do. What remains to be explained i s  the nature o f these  

c r ite r ia  and how i t  comes about that we use them. The e s se n t ia l  

th ing i s  that these c r ite r ia  while not e s s e n t ia lly  private  may be 

personal in  a way that c r ite r ia  for remarks about s c ie n t i f i c  

su b jects cannot be. Disagreement in  a tt itu d e , as Stevenson has



c a lle d  i t ,  i s  not u ltim ately  of the same nature as disagreement 

in  b e l ie f .

One need not b e liev e  that these c r ite r ia  are exp ressib le  in  

terms of u n iversa lised  ru les  o f art or e th ics  any more than the 

c r ite r ia  for the propriety of s c ie n t i f ic  statements can be sp e lt  

out. S c ie n t is ts  recognise acceptable reasons for making statem ents 

in  the same way that tine judge and jury recognise the relevance  

or irrelevance of evidence presented in  court, and the lack  of 

co d ified  ru les need not lead one straightway to suppose that 

statem ents l ik e  'X i s  right* are expressions of emotion. Such 

statem ents when they are made need as much or aa l i t t l e  support 

8J3 any 'factual*  statem ent. In other words and pace Ayer and 

Stevenson, reasons are given and required for the making of such 

statem ents, but pace Hare, such reasons need not be generalised  

in to  universal metaphysico-morol pronouncements.

I t  seems to  me to  be p la in  s i l l y  and qu ite against what we 

see and hear of moral arguments to say that statem ents l ik e  'X 

i s  good* are expressions of emotion, V/h n they are made, and i t  

i s  not often  that they are made, they are ty p ic a lly  the presentation  

of the r esu lt  of thinking and argument.

However, i t  i s  worth asking whether the b a sis  upon which such 

statem ents are made i s  'emotional* for here a t le a s t  we do have an 

assyoetry with 'fa c tu a l' statem ents. For the b a sis  upon which they



are made, as we saw before, can be personal in  a sense that 'factual*  

ones cannot.

From our previous remarks upon the nature of emotion, we can 

say that the c r ite r io n  of an emotional l i f e  i s  that the agent be 

involved in  the world in  such a way that he sees cer ta in  th ings as 

important. The apparent ir r a t io n a lity  o f human l i f e  comes only  

from the fa c t that often  we are faced with contradictory eva lu ation s, 

A man charged with the carrying out of a certa in  task  may be 

em otionally committed by lo ya lty  or love to  the completion of that 

task but i f  he i s  anything l ik e  a normal man there w i l l  be certa in  

th ings which he w il l  not do to a tta in  that end. In other words, 

i t  i s  only when he i s  so single-m inded that nothing e ls e  matters 

to him that the p o s s ib i l ity  of choice between ends important in  

them selves w ill  not a r ise , host human beings are thankfu lly  not 

l ik e  t h is .  The d ifference between man and a computer as we know 

tktem a t the moment i s  that no computer can be 'd irected ' a t the 

attainment of more than one ta sk . In th is  sen se, no emitter what 

e ls e  goes, one can hardly say of a ccmputer that i t  could have 

anything more than a single-minded nature,

Emotional commitment comes from importance evaluations -  not 

n ecessa r ily  conscious ones -  which are c o n stitu tiv e  o f the way that 

a man i s  involved in  the world, ke could say of a man's moral 

commitments that these involve and are made up from h is  'ab so lu te' 

commitments, I have expressed th is  before by saying that the



configuration  of a man's moral l i f e  i s  determined by those th ings  

which he takes to  be o f overriding importance and have tr ie d  to  

describe th is  by d escrip tion  o f the phenomenology o f g u i l t  and 

remorse.

I t  seems therefore p ossib le  to  agree with Stevenson and in  

saying that a t t h is  ' commitment ' leveH., morality i s  co rrec tly  

described in  the language of emotion. But th is ,  I think would be 

a mistajie by oversim p lifica tion . I t  i s  true that man's emotional 

l i f e  springs from hie way of l i f e ,  and i t  i s  true th at a man's 

moral l i f e  i s  structured in  the same fashion but th is  does not 

mean that the two things are one or that the la t t e r  i s  a subset 

o f the former. We must ron«nber here, I think, that we have decided  

tliat there are no such thirtf.~s as emotions, and that th erefore , i t  

i s  r e a lly  o f no explanatory value to say that m orality comes from

emotion. Emotion words are words which describe and exp la in  c er ta in

types of behaviour, sen sation s, fe e lin g s  and so on. They t e l l  us 

not wliere they come from but of what nature they a re , We should 

not be surprised that men get emotional over moral problems but 

wo should be wary of saying tliat emotion i s  a l l  that there i s  to  i t ,

V.bat i s  true i s  that the p o s s ib i l ity  o f a moral l i f e  depends

upon the p o s s ib i l ity  o f an emotional l i f e ,  in  that for a man to  

care about anything morally, scaae th ings must matter to  him and 

for a man to  'get emotional' over anything, some th in gs must matter 

to  him.
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However, th is  does not mean that the expression o f a moral 

evaluation  i s  an expression of an emotion, for emotion concepts 

describe ways that importance ©valuations are expressed whereas 

moral evaluations are a type o f  importance evaluation* Thus, the 

two concepts are not at a l l  on the same le v e l .  M orality i s  not

l ik e  emotion nor unlike i t ,  sin ce  there i s  no p ossib le  way that they

can be compared.

Emotional expression can be given to any importance evaluation  

from type-F to  type-A, but, i t  seems to  me^morality i s  a matter o f

type-A evaluation . I have tr ie d  before to d istin g u ish  between type-I

and type-A, and I do not f e e l  that I have been p a rticu la r ly  su ccess

fu l ,  but I sh a ll not try  to improve upon i t  because th is  th e s is  i s  

not one about the nature of moral th ink ing. The d is t in c t io n  that 

I fin d , I have pointed to  before , but i t  i s  enough for my purposes 

to  say that morality appears to  spring from man's a b i l i ty  to  involve  

him self in  tho world such that some th ings matter to  him. Since  

I have tr ied  to analyse the concept of happiness in  terms o f what 

matters to  a man, my answer to  the problem of the re la tio n siiip  

between happiness and m orality must be c lea r . Morality must be 

part of iiappiness.

The problem of t h i s  th e s i s  now re v e rse s  i t s e l f  fo r  we s ta r te d  

by considering  tlie man who acted  from reasons of 's e l f - in t e r e s t*  

as  com prehensible and the  man who re fu sed  so to  a c t a s  a  problem . 

Given th is  remark, th a t  m o ra lity  i s  p a r t  o f happ iness, we now fin d



that i t  i s  the former nan who represents the problem. This i s  

not e n tir e ly  so for the eg o is t  represents no rea l problem s t i l l ,  

for he i s  the nan who cares nothing f o r  anything but h is  own 

advancement or does not recognise the a p p lic a b ility  of reasons 

other t>ian those couched in  terras of h is  own advancement# The 

problem i s  the nan who sees m orality as a barrier to  h is  happiness. 

In order to see t h i s ,  he must obviously have some appreciation  o f  

moral demands or e ls e  the problem would not a r ise  for him.

In ray opinion, th is  view , that m orality i s  a barrier  to  

happiness, springs from a misapprehension concerning the r e la tio n  

o f m orality to  l i f e  -  a fa ilu re  to  make sense of the p o s itio n  o f  

moral demands and th e ir  ju s t if ic a t io n . The actual nature o f the  

m orality that th is  man holds i s  odd in  some way.

M orality i s  a function of so c ia l l i f e .  This i s  not an 

em pirical fa c t  -  i f  there were no s o c ia l l i f e ,  there would be 

no m orality -  th is  i s  almost a 'grammatical remark*. S oc ia l l i f e  

i s ,  t r iv ia l ly ,  l i f e  with other j>eople, but not l i f e  simply in  

c o n tig u ity  with other people, for no haphazard group o f people
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1
would be a society*  A so c ie ty  i s  a group of people who share, 

in  at le a s t  a minimal sen se, a way o f liv in g *  The way that these  

people interconnect i s  the form of the so c ia l l i f e *  I t  may be tru e, 

and probably i s ,  th at many ru les  that spring from th is  are, in  

them selves, meaningless for they simply do a job . They enable 

the so c ia l l i f e  to  continue in  the way that the laembers want 

i t  to* (Examples o f th is  are t r a f f ic  reg u la tio n s , tax laws and 

so  on*)

Morad r u le s , on the other hand, are somewhat d iffe re n t in  that 

they cannot be changed without changing the form o f the so c ia l l i f e *  

We could , w ith some upheaval, decide tomorrow to  drive on the r igh t  

in  B rita in  and nothing would e s s e n t ia l ly  change* We could not, 

however, change our moral 'r u le s ' against rape for example*

There seem to be severa l important fa cto rs in  l i f e  -  in  a 

shared l i f e  -  which g ive  r is e  to  sp ec ia l ways o f  re la tin g  to  other

1* I t  has been suggested to  me that there might be moral r e la tio n s  
between people who simply liv e d  near one another in  this haphazard 
manner* I t  might s t i l l  be p ossib le  to  use the word 'murder' i f  one 
man k il le d  another* I think that th is  p o s s ib i l i t y  e x is t s  in  two 
ways* (1) The concept could be applied from the outside in  the 
(erroneous) manner in  which people use moral concepts to  apply 
to  the behaviour of animals* (2) The inh abitants o f th is  a r t i f i c i a l  
group may in  fa c t belong to  other groups, the s o c ia l  l i f e  o f  which 
explains th e ir  morality* In th is  sen se , the moral l i f e  i s  l iv e d ,  
but i t s  configuration  depends not upon the nature o f the a r t i f i c i a l  
group but upon the extended groups to  which the people resp ec tiv e ly  
belong* The point remains in  e ith er  case that the p o s s ib i l i ty  o f  
the moral l i f e  depends upon the p o s s ib i l i ty  o f meaningful s o c ia l  
l i f e *  My example o f the haphazard group of people i s  meant to  
r e fe r  to  a group which had no external nor in tern a l a lleg ian ces*
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people. These factors y ie ld  the l im it s  in  which we l i v e .  Actions 

which a f fe c t  other people in  respect o f these factors are subject 

to  sp e c ia l rules*

However, m orality and so c ia l  l i f e  changes and the one i s  only

meaningful w ith the other* Thus, i f  so c ia l  changes occur without

accompanying moral changes, the moral ru les  become meaningless*

There i s  t h is  much truth in  Lord D ev lin 's  comments upon m orality
1

and the s o c ia l order*

Let us take the example o f the changing a tt itu d e s  towards 

sexual r e la tio n s  between men and women in  our so c ie ty  and try  

however am ateurishly, to  s e t  out c er ta in  so c ia l changes which 

might account for or at le a s t  go along with th is  change* The 

purpose of th is  i s  not to  g ive  some form o f so c io lo g ic a l account 

o f a moral change but to attempt simply to  describe in  terms of 

a perhaps f i c t i t io u s  example the sort o f change that I take a moral 

change to  imply.

Along with the fa c t  that sexual r e la tio n s  between men and 

women are no longer u n iversa lly  taken to  be r e s tr ic te d  w ithin  the 

context of a marriage go a l l  so r ts  of other changes in  the r e la tio n 

ship between men and women* For example, i t  i s  no longer thoroughly 

accepted that a man stands up for a woman on a bus or tr a in .

1* Lord D evlin , 'The Enforcement o f M orals', M&ccabean Lecture in  
Jurisprudence to  the B r it ish  Academy, 19^*
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e sp e c ia lly  among commuters in  the Home counties* Men no longer  

f e e l  required to r a ise  th e ir  hats to women, and perhaps the fa ct  

that men no longer wear hats frequently i s  s ewe thing to  do with i t  

as well* The tra d itio n  that women are the weaker sex  i s  dying out*

In some ways i t  i s  obvious that the average woman i s  p h y sica lly  

weaker than the average man, desp ite  certa in  evidence that women 

l iv e  longer than men and that women are capable of surviving certa in  

hardships b e tter  than men, but th is  i s  not the relevant sense in  

which women have been considered weaker in  any case* Women were 

protected not only from physical hardriiip but from mental e ffo r t  

as well* Thus, in  the 'trad ition a l*  fam ily, i t  was always the man 

who made d ec ision s regarding money, the place o f h ab ita tion  and so 

on* This i s  no longer so* T rad ition a lly , again, women did not work 

for wages, or i f  they did then they chose work which was 'temporary* 

a t le a s t  in  the sense that they did not very much consider  

advancement w ithin  th e ir  employment as an aim -  the 'career  woman* 

i s  a r e la t iv e ly  new phencxsenon as an accepted and common occurrence*

Perhaps a caricatu re, but a r* cognisable one o f the re la tio n sh ip  

between men and women tr a d it io n a lly , was of the man as the 'bread

w inner', the independent sou l who included in  h is  l i f e ,  though only 

parts of i t ,  a w ife and fam ily . The woman was the fam ily provider* 

Ehe e s s e n t ia l ly  took the p o s itio n  o f the provider of sexual pleasure  

and the ch ild -ra iser*  Often her job was to  provide a s itu a t io n  in  

which the man could relax  a fte r  h is  work which fed the family*



From t h is ,  certa in  views of a woman's place in  a man's and 

her own eyes -  a metaphysical p o s itio n  in  the world -  derive#

A fter a l l ,  in  the marriage serv ice  the woman was given to  be 

married in  church by her father (not by her mother) and she 

promised to obey her husband# Changes in  the marriage serv ice  

are taking place of course, for the man no longer promises to  endow 

Ills w ife with h is  worldly goods ( i t  i s  not taken to  be the case 

that the w ife needs th is  secu rity ) and the woman no longer promises 

to  obey# (Note here that she in  fa c t gave over not her worldly 

goods but h e r se lf  in  promising to  obey -  ju st as her father gave 

her to her husband# She has no r ig h ts  here as an independent agent#) 

One can understand from th is  how the sexual ru les in  our 'received  

m orality' applied# I f  a woman i s  g iven , then she has no r e sp o n s ib ility  

as an agent except to  keep h erse lf pure as an object to  be given to  

a man la ter#  Thus, i t  i s  p ossib le  to d istin gu ish  between women of 

pleasure (note -  of the man's pleasure) and wives# In a marriage 

the man promises to keep h is w ife , so that her giv ing h e r se lf  has 

a return in  secu r ity , but a woman of pleasure rece ives no such 

assurance but remains an independent individual dependent upon 

monetary reward for her se rv ic es .

That such women were looked down upon, by men as w ell as women 

shows us something about the moral sta tu s of a l l  th is#  The sexual 

r e la tio n sh ip , including notions of v ir g in ity , of love and so on, 

r e f le c t  a concern with the rela tion sh ip  between the man and the 

woman# Notions l ik e  v ir g in ity , which i s  only in c id en ta lly  a physical



s t a t e ,  and i s  not always th a t, have a symbolic content in  that they 

have meaning and express the meaning of a certa in  man—woman r e la t io n 

ship#

Now a l l  th is  i s  only p ossib le  for as long as the p a r tic ip a n ts  

in  the re la tion sh ip  can see each other in  the relevant way# I t  i s  

when a ten sion  a r ise s  between the symbolical and the p ra c tica l that 

the re la tio n sh ip  changes. When i t  becomes d i f f ic u lt  or in creasin g ly  

im possible for a woman to see h e r se lf  as something to  be given  

or as a person with s t r ic t ly  lim ited  p o s s ib i l i t i e s  in  the world, 

and when i t  becomes lik ew ise d i f f i c u l t  for a man to see a woman 

as m etaphysically weaker that the symbolism and the moral thinking  

and action  which expresses th is  meaning begins to  break down# I f  

a man begins to  see that a woman has the same p o s s ib i l i t i e s  in  the

world as h im self -  that she too can have a career, can r e je c t  a l i f e
?

as a fam ily provider -  that he begins to see her as an in d iv id u al 

l ik e  h im self. Again, when the woman begins to  see th a t her l i f e  

i s  not ruled by certa in  set-ou t pattern s, that she i s  not lim ited  

to  a fixed  p o s itio n  in  the world, she begins to  recognise that she 

i s  an ind ividual lik e  a man# The re la tion sh ip  now has a d iffe r e n t  

symbolic meaning, and those parts o f behaviour which are most c lw e ly  

re la ted  to  th is  meaning -  sexual r e la tio n s  -  must n ecessa r ily  place  

them selves d iffe r e n tly  in  the metaphysic. An act which once 

expressed a rela tion sh ip  now can become simply an a ct o f p leasu re , 

in  that the fact that i t  i s  expresses, the conclusion that th is  part
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o f l i f e  does not matter any more.

I f  the moral ru les are held s ta t ic  however, then a ten sion  

i s  s e t  up between what i s  considered 'normal* and what i s  

considered 'right*  and the rule becfxnos meaningless because i t  

derived i t s  meaning from importance evaluations no longer h e ld .

In t h is  s itu a t io n , the moral ru les  do become b arriers to  happiness 

because they are out of tuno with the form o f l i f e .

The truth  in  Warnock's theory i s  not in  the content so much 

as in  the form. I t  seems to  me that a moral p o sitio n  can be 

ju s t if ie d  w ithin  i t s  own terms, by pointing out the importance- 

évaluations that underlie i t .  Thus, Kemp's approach i s  su rely  

correct in  attempting to show that m orality makes sense i f  we see  

th is  as an attempt to show that m orality, or a p articu lar  m orality , 

i s  concerned with those things that we fe e l  are nor a l ly  important.

In one way th is  i s  a c ircu lar process but th is  does not appear to  

be a fa u lt  u n less one construes the argument as an appeal to  the 

man who does not care for m orality at a l l .  Kemp's explanation of 

m orality , in  i t s  form, i s  an explanation for the man who sees  the 

p o s s ib i l ity  of moral reasons -  can understand the p o s s ib i l i ty  of 

what I have c a lled  type-A reasons -  but cannot see the ra tion a le  o f  

the m orality that he i s  faced w ith. An explanation along these l in e s ,  

given that the man does in  fact value some th in gs, could bring him

1. I do not s ta te  that th is  i s  what has or must happen. I  have 
exaggerated the s itu a tio n  to  show what I consider the lo g ic  of  
the case to be.
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to  understand the moral n ecessity  of the moral system . This i s  

what I referred  to  e a r lie r  when I said  that ohe fa ce t o f Kemp's 

argument appears to  be that morality guarantees the p o s s ib i l i ty  

of the co ra lly  good l i f e .

Thus, i t  surely  can be sa id  that we do ju s t ify  our moral 

pronouncements by reference to  certa in  reasons, but these reasons 

must be of a particu lar  order -  they must be in  terms o f those  

th in gs which we hold to be absolutely  iaqportant. Such reasons -  

for the good man -  override a l l  other reasons, and i t  i s  through 

these reasons that we understand the configuration o f  h is  moral l i f e ,  

arnook clsdms that the only type-A reasons that there are, are 

reasons in  terms of the harm or happiness o f human beings -  Kemp 

sometimes claim s that the only type-A reasons are in  terms of 

'making so c ie ty  p o ss ib le ' .  Both these reasons seem to me to  e x is t  

in  our m orality but not to  be necesaaurily a l l  that there i s  to  i t .

Suppose then, that there are s e ts  of reasons for actin g  

which behave in  th is  way that they are f e l t  not to  be v a lid  as 

reasons in  terms o f some purpose but in  themselves and that they 

appear to , for the good man, override a l l  other p o ssib le  reasons 

for a c tin g . In studying the configuration o f a moral p o s it io n ,  

we look for those reasons for acting which a man g iv es  as those which 

he find s d i f f ic u l t  to conceive that others do not ac t upon -  which 

he would blame others for not actin g  upon in  cer ta in  circum stances. 

How i s  the Iiappiness of the good man connected with th is?



From our d iscu ssion  of happiness we said that a man's happiness 

was bound up with that which he considered important and, ex 

hypothesi, that a man recognises the ex isten ce o f a c er ta in  s e t  

of type-A reasons im plies that he find s the ob jects o f  these  

reasons to  be o f the greatest importance* Thus, to  put i t  simply 

h is  happiness i s  bound up with these o b jects . For the good man, 

happiness cannot be found apart from these ob jects -  he cannot be 

happy in  acting against the fu lfilm en t of these id e a ls  and w i l l  

judge the v irtu e  of a man's character by how far he can be happy 

acting aga in st them.

This i s  obviously a s im p lifica tio n  i f  only because we are 

ta lk ing here about the 'p erfectly  good roan* -  the man o f Kant's 

p e r fe c tly  good w i l l ,  to  whom morality does not appear as the  

ca tegorica l im perative. To th is  man m orality s t i l l  appears as 

unconditionally  important and necessary but sin ce  he recogn ises  

th is  ' in  h is  h ea r t', he i s  not cnomanded to act or not to  act in  

c er ta in  ways but does what he does w il l in g ly .

How do we account here for the man who obeys the 'ca te g o r ica l  

im perative' but s t i l l  f e e ls  that o ften  he would be happier doing 

otherwise? Purely the answer l i e s  in  the fa c t that t h is  man 

recogn ises the p o s s ib ility  of type-A reasons as those enshrined in  

m orality but does not en tire ly  fe e l  that they are h is  reasons. I f

1 . I am using Kant's terms m etaphorically here -  not s t r i c t ly  in  
accordance with the way that they are used in  h is  work.



for example we take m orality to  be, for the mcxnent, connected w ith  

the happineea o f o th ers, then th is  second man recogn ises that 

m orality may make demands upon him, and indeed would not be happy 

in  acting  against i t ,  but he does not fu l ly  recognise th at the 

happiness of others i s  o f ultim ate importance* For t h i s  man i t  i s

that the command bears the imprint of morality that makes i t  ,

aecessai^' to  fo llo w , for to  him m orality i s  important, he may have 

no p articu lar  love for h is  fellow s#

A ten sion  i s  s e t  up when a moral p o s itio n  becomes no longer  

fu l ly  meaningful as X sketched b r ie f ly  in  talk ing about man-wcxoan 

rela tion s*  Here we begin to  be l e f t  with an idea that cer ta in  

action s are required of us but cannot f i t  th is  in to  a meaningful 

and comprehensible s e t  of reasons* We cannot understand why i t  i s

ttxat cer ta in  a c ts  are wrong* That they seem wrong to  us but not

comprehensibly so , brings about a s ta te  of skepticism  regarding the 

'r u le s ' that the moral opinions may by now be couched in* Such a 

skepticism  by a form of sickn ess becomes a general sick n ess -  a 

fe e lin g  that nothing matters* When a l l  that i s  l e f t  of a moral 

p o s itio n  are certa in  unsupported ru les  then m orality becomes r e s tr ic t iv e  

and operates on a d ifferen t le v e l  to  happiness* The man who does 

not understand what i s  happening to  him comes to  see m orality as 

a s e t  of ru les  r e s tr ic t in g  h is  attainment of h is happiness# But 

when the ru les  are meaningful, as bamock' s  comments on m orality  

are to  him, then there i s  not th is  ten sion  between happiness and 

m orality for in  understanding the reasons that support a moral
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pronouncement a man i s  understanding why the ob jects of the moral 

statement are valuable in  the vmy that they are* I f  he grasps t h is ,  

there i s  no p o s s ib i l i ty  o f m w allty  in te r fe r in g  with h is  happiness -  

indeed i t  i s ,  in  a sense safeguarding i t ,  for an inmoral act i s  

an act against wliat the man considers important* I say , ' in  a 

sense*, for th is  i s  not the purpose of the morality* The m orality ,

quite on the contrary springs from h is  evaluation and does not come

along afterwards to  safeguard it*  The 'im perfectly  good w ill*

in  these terms i s  the man who does not see that what m orality

'p ro tec ts ' i s  what i s  valuable -  but against Kant one can argue 

that m orality i s  not the 'same* the world over and that m orality  

must d if fe r  according to  d ifferen ce  in  form of l i f e  -  i t  i s  not 

the case (pace M ill) that happiness d if fe r s  but m orality sta y s  

the same, nor the case that happiness i s  the same but m orality  

d if fe r s  (thus bringing about happy or g u ilt  ridden s o c ie t ie s )  but 

that m orality and happiness d if fe r  a s a un it from other units* I f  

one wanted to  f i l l  in  the r e s t  o f the gaps, one would want to say 

that the form of the so c ia l  l i f e  d iffered  with these two as well* 

M orality r e f le c t s  the form of l i f e  which a lso  r e f le c t s  what i s  held 

valuable in  the society*  At moments o f  moral change -  one w il l  find  

change in  terms of the 'u ltim ate aims' of l i f e  and in  terms of the  

form that the so c ie ty  takes -  the way that members of i t  r e la te  to  

one another*

The conclusion , th erefore , o f th is  th e s is  i s  that for the 

good man, h is  happiness i s  bound up with doing what i s  right* A
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man's happiness depends upon those th in gs that he considers  

important, and m orality springs from such evaluations* Thus, 

id e a lly ,  there i s  no ten sion  between the two* However, happiness 

i s  in tim ately  connected with emotions and the emotional l i f e  i s  

n ot, i n i t i a l l y  at l e a s t ,  under conscious control* Evaluations 

which g ive r is e  to  emotional response are not always carried  

out consciously  but o ften  spring from an a ttitu d e  to  l i f e ,  or 

a way of liv in g *  I have not in vestiga ted  the conceptual problems 

involved in  ta lk ing  in  th is  fash ion , except to  say that the use 

of the teitn 'evaluation* here i s  more a reconstruction  than a 

factu a l d escrip tion  o f 'what happens'* What s t i l l  needs to  be 

done includes a d iscu ssion  of the concept of 'personality* in  the 

psych olog ica l use o f  the term* Within th is  person ality  there may 

be c o n flic t in g  evaluations* A man may be involved in  l i f e  in  

ways that do not happily co -ex ist*  There may be con trad iction s in  

p eop le 's  l iv e s  a r is in g  from contradictory evaluations* Hence my 

examples o f the business man who a c ts  contrary to the ten ets  o f h is  

m orality , not from s e l f - in t e r e s t  but from pride* One part o f h is  

l i f e  in vo lves the view of i t  as a stru gg le  for domination -  

involving admiration for the 'strong Bian' -  whereas he a ccep ts, 

a t other tim es, values which deny th is  view of l i f e *  I t  i s  not 

im possible for a man to  appear to  l iv e  two liv e s*

The idea that the sou l o f man i s  divided in to  two p a r ts , the 

conscious and the unconscious, i s ,  o f course, not a new one* I t  

i s  part of the problem of 'se lf-d e c e p tio n * , of the problem o f  the



concept o f 's e lf -c o n tr o l* , and o f 'stren g th  of w il l '*  The unhappy 

man, l ik e  the man who i s  the jea lou s type for example, i s  o ften  the 

man who cannot recon cile  h is  'unconscious' involvement with h ie  

'con sciou s' recogn ition  of the world*

The truth  o f W ilson's ta lk  about arranging one's d es ir es  to  

avoid c o n f l ic t  i s  that the absence of c o n f lic t  i s  a necessary  

cond ition  of happiness* However, he i s  to ta l ly  wrong in  thinking  

that such re-arrangement i s  simply or e a s i ly  carried out* Often, 

as I have pointed out, i t  i s  not even possib le*  A man does not 

choose h is  involvement in  the world ; i t  i s  something that he 

grows into* S a rtre 's  d escrip tion  o f Koquentin f in a l ly  succeeding
2

in  finding a way of 'accepting' h im self, o f overcoming the 'nausea', 

ia  a r t i f i c i a l  simply in  that i t  happens too qu ick ly , and too  

consciously* The passage from the 'conscious* to  the 'unconscious' 

i s  a slow process when one i s  ta lk in g  about fa c e ts  o f personality*

A man seeking happiness has to  so r t out h is  l i f e ,  and find  

a meaning or ration a le  in  the world* M orality does not act aa a 

barrier to  t h i s ,  for in  sorting  out a meaning, one i s  so rtin g  out 

what m atters, and in  doing so one crea tes  moral evaluations*

1* Op* c it*
2* Jean-Faul üartre, Nausea. (Penguin ed ition ) P 252 f f .
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Emmaary

This th e s is  represents an attempt to  d isso lv e  the problem of the 

r e la tio n sh ip  between happiness and morality* M orality i s  o ften  seen  

as a barrier to  the achievement of happiness, and many th eo r ies  have 

been created to  show that th is  i s  not so . Unfortunately most of these  

th eo r ies  assume that man a c ts  only in  h is  own in te r e s t  and therefore  

attempt to tre a t m orality as a means to  happiness. This i s  held to  be 

a misunderstanding o f the nature of m orality .

The concept of s e l f - in t e r e s t  i s  examined b r ie f ly  here and found 

not to be so self-exp lan atory  as i s  sometimes thought. For th is  and 

other reasons, these th eo r ies  are r e je c te d . An attempt i s  then made 

to  generate a d iffe re n t way of viewing human a c tio n . To th is  end, 

the nature of emotional behaviour i s  discussed a t len g th , both

because i t  i s  rela ted  to  the concept of happiness and because i t s

in v e stig a tio n  permits the generation of a m ethodologically u sefu l 

concept -  the concept of 'importance*. This concept i s  explained only 

by a d escrip tion  o f i t s  behaviour, for  i t  i s  to  some extent an 

a r t i f i c i a l  one, generated to  serve a fun ction , although i t  i s  held

that i t  i s  im p lic it  in  ordinary language. The concept i s  used as a

bridge between m orality and happiness, both of which are d iscussed in  

terms o f  i t .  I t  i s  argued that reasons for  human a c tio n  do not o ften  

spring from in tern a l 'fo rc es ' or ' s t a t e s ' ,  but from a man's 

appreciation  o f what matters in  the world.

The conclusion o f the th e s is  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  summarise, but 

depends upon the fa ct that what m atters, may o ften  be what m atters 

morally. Thus, i t  i s  held th a t, for the good man, happiness i s  

inseparable from r igh t a c tio n , and that when m orality i s  seen as a 

barrier to happiness, i t  i s  p o ss ib le  that i t  i s  e ith er  being mis

understood or that the p articu lar  form o f i t  i s  f o s s i l i s e d .


