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ABSTRACT

©¥The thesi: examines chz bases upon which moral
judgments are mace and the relationships which may exisc
between joining ethical value judgments and learning values in
an educational setting. N
Three major theories for making ethical value judgments

are examined--naturalism, emcotivism, and intuitionism, with the

author nighlighting the virtues of naturalLsm'ﬁsing this as

v

a base upon which to criticize the other theories. Her ™-

3

conclusion‘regarding'moral judgments recognizes the dilemma
'phiIOSOPhers‘éiperience 0 attempting to resolve the questioﬁ
of éxplaining how moral judgments are made by referring to |
'only one theory. Th= author emphasizes that while‘the:e is
insurficient eyidence to suggest_tbat one tﬂeory wiil én§we:
the question, certainly sufficient evidence suggests chat all
‘three theories have merit.

[anad

) Snli cuier.y examines literature rggarding the way
+2 which wvalues areAiqpulcated in the learning environment,
While there are djffering opinions on what constitutes an ideal
learning environment, Qr which values are to be taught, the
author highlights the trends towards confluent eduéation.

In final conclusion, tae éuthor argues that not one, but
all three.theories are applicabl; fo méking moral -
judgments. She argues for an intergration of the three

theories and this, together with a learning environment

v



where a humanistic anpd skills may develop, will

encourage the individual lto m{<e valuations and reach moral

t =~

conclusions. o
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Chapter I: Introduction

)

The topic of Ethical Philosophy and Moral Education is

so vast that it is impossible to address even a small number
. ?
of the quesg%@ws which arise. It must be\realized that any

& e

1

conclus iondikats

iy’ e

b derived within the context of limited and
inconclusivé”évidence.

The iﬁtention of this thesis is twofold; to examine the
bases for making §alue judgments and to determine
relationships between the making of value judgments and
iearning of values in the educati&nal setting.

As it appears important for the educator to‘be
concerned about how moral judgments are made, it seems
equally important that he should be concerned about the
learning environment within which one may learn how to make
ethical judg..nts. It is a simple matter to create such a
léarning environment if it is accepted by the educatorathat

\

the ethical principleé defined by the culture and the state

are the primary principles to be accepted withqué question
énd inculcated into society's participants.

However, the'broader perépective of what constitutes
sound ethical principles cannot be ignored. This demands
that all persons in the culture should have the capability
of examining values and norms witﬁ the gpjecpive of either

accepting, rejecting or modifying them. The achievement

2
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requires persons toAreject paSsiVe learhing_environments,‘and
to begin to question how worthwhile areé the basic ethical
ﬁrinciples{ "The participant may begin with the basic
quéstioh of 'how are ethical judgments made?' This may be
synonymoﬁs with ansWering the Question,"how are ethical
judgmehts.justified?' From a realization that,ethics must
be viewed from basrc premises and just principles, it is
then possible to questlon whether the learning experiences
of the young, 1nclud1ng the;e acquired in educational
institutions, are adequate in terms of the young developing
- skills Wthh enable them to questlon existing cultural
values. |

It seems logical to begin with the question 'how ‘are
ethical judgments made?' by reviewing the major. theories
which are directed towards answering the question.
Naturalism, Intu1ti$nlsm and Emotivism are three maJor
theorles whlch hope o6 achieve thlS end.

The naturallsm theory argues that ethical‘judgmehts
rarg based upon an objective evaluatioh’onthe facts. 1Its
major premise is that the facts or.evidence are apparent
through observation of the natural environment; The
consequences of any action observed ere‘evaluated, and on
this rationalistic'besis, values are formed. Chapter”II
exeﬁines naturalism, mainly through the writings of Foot, who
is a firm proponent of this theory.

Some philesophers have recognized that all ethical

judgﬁents could not be explaihed simply by observing



natural phenomena and have argued that a person has a
generalized awareness of whether something is good or

bad. This intuitionist approach was supportec primarily by
Moore who argued that the meaning of certain words does

not contain natural properties and therefore serwves to
refute naturalism. I have examined Moore's theories in some
“depth because the acceptance of natnralism depends on the
rejection of intuitionism and as Moore is the major force;
an examination of his argument is necessary

Frankena suggests that ought may be derived from is,

N
whereas Searle argues to the contrary. Both
Prichard and Ross also support the intuitionist theory.

A third theory, cailed emotivism, recognizes a
deficiency in both the naturalistic and intuitionistic
tneories. This deficiency is the tendency to ignore tne
importance of words in arousing the emotions. One concerm

\\\\th the theory has been the absence of a llnk between words
andsvalue judgments, Barnes suggested that words
would cause one to act in a manner directed by

o

emotlons

It is Stevenson who argues most profusely that,
emotiye language is successful in attempting to change or
modify a person‘s interests. Although I‘have expressed
some concern about the tendency for Stevenson to argue, at:
tiﬁes; the cognitiVe approach, he is the most erdent

supporter of the emotive theory, and to that extent, 1

have directed much of my examination of this theory within

-



the cortext of his writings.

Chapter V is an attempt to.determihe whether one or.
more of the theories is appiicable‘td answering the
original question. "I have nd intention of doing so in
the introduction,. but rather encourage the reader to review
this part in order to understand my preliminary conclusions.
To understand why I draw‘these_conclusions, it is necessary.

for the reader to examine each argument and counter-

’ergument for each positionﬁ ) s

- The question of ethlcs in educatlon rs much more
dlfflcult to approach ané I would refer the reader to the
lnltlal portions of Chapter VI, where the major cohcerns
and problems are highlighted. .Briefly; the question is
not what values.are taught to the student; as this is an
ongoing and accepted role of’the educational system in
the culture. Rather, it is the question 6f how a person may
learn to make ethical judgments, not within the context of
the educational or cultural settlng, but from what may be
referred to as flrst principles.

By briefly rev1ew1ng the work of several major moral
educatlon phllosophers I can. only conclude that the existing
between ethical phllosophy and the.role of ethics in the
educational eetting'is not strong. - Indeed, a great deal
of further research is required. |

" On the question of the reiationship'between ethical
philosophy and moral_education; Hare,.Wilsoh and Kohlberg

have attempted to provide guidelines to the educators. Hare
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s

argues the principle of universalizability, Wilson that
morality centers on respecting the rights and interests of

others, and Kohlberg, who suggests that a person moves
V.’ﬂ :

through stages of development, within the social framework.

Unfortunately, an explanation on how ethicai judgments
ought to be madevis not forthcoming. |

T would trust that the reader would realize that only
a brief exémination of the research on this sﬁbjéct has
been conducted. However, I am confident it represents
recogpized major work on this topic. Consequently, the
conclusions in Chapter VII represent the major conclusions
dféwn from the works highlighted. While thgse are the
conclusions of the author, I would truét that with a}topic
so vast and amérﬁﬁbus,‘the reader at each part, will draw

personal conclusions.

e e e 2V
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Chapter II: Naturalism Theory

Naturalism is a philosophicadl term which refers to
something that' exists in a natural sense as being
explainable by using the natural sciences. Naturalism is
able to é;plain entities and/or events by using scientific
methodology. It does not describe what might exist in the
environment or in the universe in terms of the kinds -of
events or situations, but‘merely what does exist there
can be explained b& using scientific methodologies.
Therefore, naturalism must be considered as a form of a
métho@Plogy rather than a theory in itself.

- The basic tenets of naturalism might be described as

follows: the entire universe is comprised of natural

" objects which are observable and exist within a certain-

natural order. Chaﬁges in natural objects are the result of
natural causes. For a natural object to cﬁange from oné
state to another or frém one object to anothef: there mustr
have been a natural cause whichféxists within the system

of natural objects. Therefofe, there are no non-natural

causes but rather all natural causes are within the system

-

: "
of nature itself. The system of nature includes the natural

objects and natural causes. The natural order is not only

s

a system of natural objects, but of natural processes.

Nature is avself—contained_system in which the objects, and
! p .
those things which affect t % objects can be explained in.

6

~
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terms of natural processes,

Natural method is =simply explaining natural processes
through identification of the natural causes
responsible for them, and testing only given
explanation wi%h regard to consequences that must hold
if it is true.

The natural method seeks to establish.naturaa laws which

'serve to explain the interrelationship of objects to one

another. This applies equally as well to pefsons, as the

‘natural processes which make up the mental and social lives

of persons are equall§ within a syétem of nature. This

simply implies that all persons exist within the natural

system so that the philosopher who is examining the state of

a person must do so within the context of the natural order
of things.2 )

Whatever the individual does or thinks can be explained
in terms of what is happening and affecting him in the )
natural environment. It purports'to be a rational
explanation because the individual is affected by objects,
whether they are inanimate or living. Having to live
within the social:order of things creates a natural system
within wbich his behavior can beaanalyZed and perhaps
ﬁredicted. |

The natural method has as its basis a rationality.

- Rather than relying upon a set of doctrines, a scientific

methodology is viewed as a tool upon which anything can be
explained in the natural system. Therefore, reason is used

to determine what occurs.in the natural environment which

‘serves as a rational approach to explaining behaviors.

Lo et ws Sllsemenn L)



Whenever something is to be explained in nature, scientific
methodology is applied which will lead one through various
steps to a conclusion.

Science is the most thorough and rigorous method of
achieving explanations and reabhing conclueions. - It does
so'because premises or hypotheses can be tested according to
scientific methodology. There is nothing ultimate about
knowledge, but rather knowledge con%inues to increase because
of the constant application of scientific methodology. In
essence, science is a theory of logic which in turn is a
theory of enquiry.3 | Y

The naturalist claims that there is no knowledge that
exists outside of science.‘ However, when one attempts to
explain what is happening in the natural environment, the
scientific enquiry method is the only viable methodhj It
is a rational method which will lead omne to conciusione
about what is happening in one's universe.

It is important to know, as far as naturalism is
concerned, that the universe has no moral character except
for th; fact that human beings exist in this universe.

Human belngs are counted as among the objects whlch exist in
the natural environment, and therefore, they are explaineble
by means of the scientific methodology.

Human 1nst1tutlons ‘and practices, the}modes of . '

experiences of men, the goals and values of

individuals and groups are all natural and no less so
cr than the Wheellng of galax1es and the evaluation of

species.

The natural method ignores moral institutions as a
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means of explaining occurences in thelenvironmeﬂt. Moral
institutions are co&es which have been established by o
societies in response to some'particular need, that need

being the‘possible structuring of the universe. Therefore,
resolving moral disputes and explaining moral theories will "
be carried out in the same menne;\és exaﬁining any other
factor in the universe, namely by using scientific methods.
This allows for the examination, through scientific
methodology, e% the various institutions which exist in a
society. ”

Naturalists claim that nature itself exists as.a systemv
and all things within the system, including'human beings,
are only sub—systems. All persons and obJects are just part -
of the matural order of things, aqd this ineludes moral
institutions. These can all be e#amined by using scientific
methodoiogies. )

One aspect of naturalism is that it does not encompass
an explicit philosophy. Naturallsts simply leave the-entire
area wide open by statlng that there is a natural order or
system of things which can be explained through sc1ent1f1c
enquiry. The naturalists insist that philosophy examines
things which are different than that which exists in_real.

life. It seeks to answer questions in the abstract,

questions which exist more in the vagueness of mind than

are observable in the environment.. The naturalist does not

A

concede hisbposition by listening to these argumegts; simply

stating that the scientific enquiry method will be
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successful in responding to only philoeophical enquiries.5

Let us now examine naturalism in terms of ethical

. naturalism. It states. that there is no dlStln tion between -

establishing facts on any matter, and evaluating those facts.™
In order to evaluate facts, one must-have a clear
understanding and knowledge about the facts. If cme is to
make a moral assessment, one does so by examining what is

S

. . ‘ . 6 . . . .
in the environment first. This is consistent with the

naturalist viewpoint which states that all things can be

explained by examining the natural environment. The main

concern is that the empirical scientist is quite competent’ .

- to explain the natural world, but his view as to the moral

assessment is no more. authoritative than anyone else's.
"According to'ethical natﬁralism moral judgments just state
a special sub-class of facts about the- natural world. n’
Judgments about the rellablllty of certaln actlons are
factual judgments because they are examined w1th1n the
context of the ex1st1ng social order and the institutions.
2t
Hu%&n institutions exist as a fact in the universe, and only

exist as a set of sub-facts.which can be analyzed and upon

which an evaluation can be made. One may say that anything

“which an individual might be doing, he is doing so for the

*good of the social order, or for his individual pleasure,

or for the pleasuie/yhich it gives to others: Here one

criticism of naturalism is that if a man is doing something,

which represents a fact, then it does not follow that he

ought to be doing it, or that 1t is good that he is doing it.
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The ethical naturalism theory does not justify whether or

-~ not an individual ought to be doing something or whether it

is good that he is doing something which follows from the

fact that he is doing it. What one may question is whether

something ought to be done is identical with whether

something is being done. This is a basic question in terms
of observing facts and questioning whether an individual
should be performing an action or different action.

Another major criticism is that thére is a separation
between the questions of right and questions of fact.
Questions of fact are certainly not always questions of
right. However, the right or?ﬁréng of something in a
society is defined by law and laws éie\in essence,‘facts.A
Anti-naturalists may agree that/bn;\éhduld determine all the
facts before making an evaluation however, this. could be

4

interpreted to mean that ohe must consider basing wvalue
judgments on something other than facts.8
John Dewey stated:
that the educational process has no end beyond itself;
it is its own end; and that the educational process -
is one of conginually reorganjzing, reconstructing,
transforming. ' '
Dewey wassone of the major proponents.of naturalism. His
position was:that individuals learn best when théy are -

learning from life itself. It is the experiences which one

encounters that result in a sensé{gf growing of the: ™ - )

individual. The power to grow depends upon interacting with

others. Habits are formed from interacting with the natural
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objects. in the environment. Growth is the readjustment and
changing of learned habits. Therefore, growing is an
activity in itself, where the individual examines .
situations through experiences agd/éﬁggéeé\ghe course of
- >,
direction. The direction may fnclude attitu&és\ii? habits
. . » . I3 - - . - - » = '/
which constitute his individuality. The definition of—""
education is: "the increment of meaning cdrresponds to the

increased perception of the connections and continuities of

10 A11 activities.

the activities in which we are engaged."
are interconﬁected with one another so that as an individual-
pursues one particular activity, he learns from it aﬁd
therefére changes all future activities. TFor example, if I
were to place my finger into a flame, I would find it is hot
and the next time I see a flame, I would in all likelihood
reaiize that placing my finger in the fiaﬁé will result in a
burn. This implies that one now has.power ovex_the
direction one pufsues. A person can therefore better
anticipate whét is going to happen and be better prepafed

for its occurrence. Through the.educational procesé, an
indivicual develops skills in order to énticipate,what might
be happening as a result of a certain course of'action. Wé~
learn because after a particulat act is performed, we note
what has happened..'Dewey is stating'that‘individuals will
increase their growth by haVing_experiences but each time

¢ [

they havévsome experience they wili_chéﬁge their habits or

~ attitudes. To do means that an individual goes through a

process of evaluation of what haS’just,récéntly'been done

-
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and- how it impacted upon him and his future dispositions.11

To quote Dewey:
to learn from experience is to make a backward and
forward connection between what we do to things and
what we enjoy or suffer from things in consequence.
Under such conditions, doing becomes a trying; an
experiment with the world to find out what it is llke

the undergoing becomes instruction, discovery of the
connection of things.

= Moral development is within the context of the
individual's ability to'learn through social interactions
with others. >Sudh moral‘attributes as discipline,vnatural
development, culture, social efficiency, are moral traits
which are learned only through observing what the impacfs of
one's Behaviors are updn others. Critics of the .

naturalistic approach would claim that virtues should be

examined from first principles and not within the context of ..

,/‘/

their effect upon others.

Dewey further states that an individual develops and

trains his mind in an environment which encourages

intellectual.activity.' The‘real challenge is to find those
activities which will result inlreflective experiences.
Reflective experience is viewed as a process of confusion
about the state of things, interpretation of given facts, a
survey of fhat<which is considered felevant, development of
a-hypothesis and a cbnclusion based upon the hypot‘hesis.13

Therefore, Dewey is really saying that reflective experiences

are gained only through the scientific methodology, and

therein exists the link between his position ahd naturalism.

It is within the context of this ptoeess that- he defines

-
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e '
reasoning. It is interesting to note that the very basis of

his thinking concerns experiential approaches. The
experiences cannot be carried,oot in isolation. Although
Dewey advocates a reasoning approach includihg that
attributable to moral virtues, it must be done through
exper1enc1ng which is a function of the interaction With one's
total env1ronment Therefore, the evaluation occurs in terms
of examining what is happening in the naturasl'universe)l4

Ideas, as previously stated; are seen as some kind of
a conhection between activities and the consequehces of these
activities. They are usefuleonly inasmuch as they are acted
upon and until they are tested in certain situations, the full
usefulness of the idea does not become apparentl Ideas can
be generated by the individual from viewing the external
environment, testing those ideas and reaching conclusions as
to their worthiness. Testing ideas and observing their
mpacts results in a reflective sense of using the mind.

o \

How does Dewey link the method of reflective learning
through experience with morals? He clalms that moral
education, as part of the currlculum is practigally hopeless
when it is set up @s a means of developing the character
Lessons about morals simply spec1ﬁy what the idealized morals
are in soc1ety, but do not create w1th1nrthe individual a ﬁ'

N
degree of acceptance or rejection of those particular morals.
The‘individual musthsearchothat out for himself and decide
what moral values he feels are acceptable; This is possible

only by accepting a particular value,htesting it out on



others, and through the experience to judgé~wbether or not 1t
is” an acceptable moral value. Dewey further indicates that’

the Socratic-Platonic teaching "identifies . knowledge and

[ j

virtue - which holds that no man does evil knoYi gly, but
only because of ignorance of the good.”15 \\

This statement implies that man must have R wledge in
.order to gain some insight into what is good. De$ey would
argue that 'knowledge of the good was not a thing tp be got
either from books or from others, but was achieved through a
prolonged education." Furthermore, he argues that the term

knowledge may refer to many things, howéver based upon the

knowledge a person acquires, he gains convictions which are

- . i . 3 . < . 3
tested in experience. A perso \conv1ctlons will result in

conduct. From knowledge, tested through experiences, a

person develops convictions which form the basis of his

~

)

conduct. - -

- The relationship between knowledge and activity is a

" central point of Dewey's argument. What is learned through -

Q

activities in a social setting involves cooperation with
others. - Through this coopefation there is a development of

moral knowledge. To quote Dewey: _
" Just because the studies of the curriculum represents
standard factors in social life, they are organs of
initiation into social values. As mere school studies,
theiracquisition has only® a technical worth. Acquired
under the conditions where their social significance is
realized, they feed moral interest and develop moral .
insight. Moreover, the qualities of mind are discussed
under the topic method of learning; are all of them
intrinsically moral qualities. Open-mindedness,
single-mindedness, sincerity, thoroughness, assumption
of responsibility, for developing the consequences
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of ideas which are accepted, .are moral traits.l7.
He continues that certain character traits become implicit
within our social relationships such as truthfulness and

' p)

~honesty. He views them as. being moral in the sense that
they are not isolated but rather they are interconnected
with.thousands of other kinds of attitudes which the
individual carries and sttuctures in order to operate as
'fully and adequately as he can in a social enVironment We
are discuSSino moral and social conduct of persons when
interacting with others.18

Whitehead defined utilizing an idea as "encompassing
feelings, hopes, desires, and all.kinds-of mental activities
which ad]ust thoughts to thoughts, nl9 He further states
that when one has an idea, the next step is to prove it.
This is carried out either by experiment or logic. No
ideaébare proved unleSS«individuals‘feel it is worthy to do
so. Any ideas individuals want to prove must first pass this
test. He states that the environment of learning is a
function of: - |

~genius of the teacher, intellectual type of the

‘pupil, prospects in life opportunities. afforded by

the immediate surroundlngs of the school and the
allied factors of this sort.

Proving ideas Within a social setting permits a person
to test the ideas to determine which are valuahle. It also
enables one to discipline the mihé}so that it can be
"trained in the comprehension of abstract thought and in the

analysis of'facts.”21
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Whitehead afgues that "the profound change in the world
thch the nineteenth century has produced is that the growth.
.of:knowiedge has giveg Fforesight." He claims that foresight
is possible'onl& by’HQVing acquired special knowledge.
Throughfspeéialist study, a person exhibits style, according
to Whitehead ''the ultimate mbrality of mind." ‘The person
withAstyle ig one who<%ursues a speciai study of knowledge
for the love of the subject itself. Whitehead argues that
the education system must bé flexible in providing
opportﬁnities for persons to select their specialized areas
-of study. , |
ifhappeéps that both Whitehead and Dewey emphasize that
virtues cannot be taught. This controveréy exists betwéenE
what is taught to the individual, forming habits and
éttitudes, and wha£ the individual is capable of learning
through independent intellectualuactivitf? All persons are
creatures of habit in the sense that there are certain
common modes of behavior which everyone does adhere to %n a
social setting; Moral philosophers are ;oncerned with what
ought to.be and what ought to be done, using such words as
good, bad, right, and wrong, to assist in their analyses. <
These words can be used to express particular feelings éboﬁt
something without having if.related pregisely to a
particular fact or occurrence in the enVironment:‘ As R.S.
Petefs‘states, morality is concerned'with the reasons why
one 1is doing SOmething however we question the validity of

these reasons.22
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Peters accepts the premise that persons are creatures
of hébit and tradition aﬁa livé by certain rules and
regulations. However, he also argues that individuals will
look at. the "intelligent application:of these rules to
particular cases." He claims to be a "staunch supporter of
a rationally held and intelligently applied moral code;”23
He accommodates thisrﬁivergency between rationality and
habits by stating that a man must hold to a certain rational
code by subscribingwto higher level principles and theﬁ S
usihg intelligence to revise these highe: level prinéiplés
to changing circumstances. :The individual, through empirical

knowledge, will assess what is occurring in the environment,

will make evaluations, which will change his particular

’?i)
B

moral codes depénding upon the: conclusions that he derives
from testing. It is intéreéting that Peters finds the higher
o;derrprinciples to be: impartiality, truth-telling, liberty,
and the‘consideration.of interésts.?‘4 Thérefofe, since they
are very broad in nature, the individual is free to determine
the specific kind of conduct ?hat should -be adopted using
Tintelligent reasoﬁing to achi;ve the aims of these broad
principles. It is these higher order principles whichléerve
as the basis for making/§ﬁiés and regulations which can be
modified in accordanée with chgnging circumstahceé.

Although some might argue that ﬁhis implies that there

is rule-setting for society, Peters would counter-argue that

v

there are always some basic rules that must be followed.

These basic rulés are higher- order principles and leave
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flexibility for the individual to.rationally change the
rules within the context of changing circumstances. He
senses that any sbcial, economic or geographically-based
societies must have some rules and regulatioms for order to
exist.

Peters indicates that whgn:considering moral education,
there‘exist different positions on how virtues can be taught.
One position emphasizes habits and tradition while the other
emphasizes intellectual training. He argues that moral
education must pass on the procedural and basic fulgs of the
society.v The challenge'to moral education is héw to pass on
habits of beha&ior without stultifying the development of

rationality. Peters argues that the wide range of actions

possible under a set of circumstances makes it impossible for -

a person always to act fromfhabit. He learns concepts and
within these concepts applies intelligence to determine a
course of action. To quote Peters:

For the child has to see that a vast range of very
different actions and performances .can.fall under a
highly abstract rule which makes them’all examples of
a type of action. If the child has really learnt to
act on a rule, it is difficult to see how he would
have accomplished this without foresight and
intelligence. He might be drilled or forced to act in
accordance with a rule; but tha% is quite different
from learning to act on a rule. 5.

Foot states that the whole of moral philosophy could be
expressed in terms of the folloWing statement:

‘ the truth or falsity of statements of fact is shown by

means of evidence; and what counts as evidence is laid

down in the meaning of the expressions occurring in the
statement of fact.Z6
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Statements can be proven in terms of the kind of evidence
presented and what is considered to be valid evidence is
dependent upon ﬁhe meaning of the expressions in the
statement of fact. It is impossible for tﬁo persons to agree
with the same stetement of fact, and then consider different
things as evidence. If a man is given factual evidence upon
which to make Judgments he must accept the evidence. It is
impossible for him to rationally reject factual evidence;
'however, he is in a position to reject any kind of an
evaluation if he chdosesr

Foot suggests that "an evaluation is not connected
logically with the factual statements éﬁ which it is haSed.”
What a person may see in the meaning of 'good', another
person may see as sdmething entirely different.27
Foot considers two assumptions about evaluations; first,

"some individual may, without logical error, base his beliefs
ahont matters of value entirely on ‘premises which no one else
would recognize as giving evidence at all', and second,

"given the klnd of statement which other people regard as
‘evidence for an evaluatlve conclusion, he may refuse to draw
tthe.conclusion because this does not count as &vidence for
him.f28

Foot flrstly argues that the evaluatlve meanlng of
good' cannot be described using some obJect as a frame of
reference. If a person says that he is proud, dismayed or
frightened, the description of the object of pride, dismay

~or fear does not have a logical relation to the original
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statement. How one sees the object will determine . the
deg%ee of feeling of pride, dismay or fear as these imply an
internal. relationship to the object. Without what Foot
refers to as a special backgrouﬁd it is impossible to
determine what is an action to be proud of or to be in fear
of. To quote Fobt on this point: "it is surely clear that

moral virtues must be connected.,with human good and harm, and:

that it is quite impossible to call anything you like googigfwg

‘harm.”29

Assumption one is refuted by Foot, on the basis that:

A

"no one should be allowed to speak as if we can understaghd

'evaluation', 'commendation' or 'pro-attitude', wh§téver the
action concerned.'" With assumption two, Foot %Seé not accept
. y /-/"\

the premise that a person may acceptf%he fhetﬁ;l premise but
refuse to accept the evaluative conclusion. Otherwise it
would now seem that there_eiiéts:a logical gap between facts
and values.30 |
~ Foot disagrees with any notion that;a gap exists Bétﬁeen
fact”and value. Shé uses the term 'injury' within_the
context. of an 'action-guiding' sense wheré there are thingé
which one wishes to avoid. ’But she argues that 'action-
gﬁiding' or 'commendatory' words have an aftificiality EB'
associated with them. When one speaks of injury or courage,
a)person is doing so beyond tﬁg ﬁécts. HoW‘dbés one make
the evaluation that.somethiﬁgfis'injuribus’or courégéous?
One answér would be for é person ﬁo ésk;_'whefher it is
injurious to me', or 'whether I should be courageous'. Foot

>
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sees the crucial question as: whether we can give anyone a.
reason why they should be courageous or avoid injury. Foot
argues that such virtues as courage have a reason only
inasmﬁch as a man wishes to do something or aét in a certain

way. Whether it be injury, courage or justice, a person

~will always face a choice, to accept or not accept; to act

or not to act. Therefore, no logical gap between fact and

walue can be said to exist.31

j

Ay

Foot'sStates that we observe things happening around us

- which can be considered right or wrong, or just or unjust.

It is these physical occurrences in our environments, whether
people or objects, that lead one naturally to a conclusion.
Therefore, what happens in the universe leads us directly to-

N

evaluative conclusions in a logical fashion, &t

d there
cannot exist a_séparation between'statements ofl facts and

evaluations. It appears'that Foot is saying that given

- certain kinds of factual information, an individial must

always draw an evaluative conclusion.
Foot also argues against:

the version of argument in morals currently accepted,
seems to say that, while reasons must be given, no -
one need accept EQim un%sss he happens to hold "
particular moral views. :

Moral ~ ments may always break down because of the

WA

- partic r moral views that are held by individuals.

WheneVer there is disagreement between two individuals over -
what is right or wrong, it is a question of whether or not a

conciliation can be reached.



According to Foot, if a man in making moral judgments

is to’ be free from criticism; 'he must have brought forward

evidence where evidence is needed and must have disposed of
any contrary evidence offered."33

Hare states that moral judgments can be considered in
terms of a descriptivevpremise and an evaluative premise:
No evaluation is made from descriptions alone. There is
never any problem with descriptions'Because it represents
a fact to which all pefsons.would be e:rpected té agree.
The major problem, of course, is with the. evaluation. He
states that when making an evaluation, everyone is forced_
back to some major moral principle. One can say that a
particular action is bad, and if questioned as to why, one
can declare that a person is lying and that lying is bad.

One would then question why lying is bad under the premise

of higher moral principles. An individual can give no

23

reason at all for statements of evaluation because it happens

|

to be exactly the way he feels about the situation given a

certain kind of fact.34

This argument is made in support of the contention that

there is no logical relationship between statements of fact
and statements of value. Foot opposes these points of view
because she states that individuals will élways make
evaluations. The nature of the evaluations persons may
Adiéagree with, but given a certain set of facts, all will
agree on those facts; bﬁt pefhaps disagree with the

evaluations. Nevertheless, according to Foot, persons will
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always make an evaluation. She states in essence, that if
there is to be a relationship between facts end values based
upon the viewpoint of a descriptive premise, then it should
serve' as evidence for the eveIUation.. What'does Foot mean
by ‘'descriptive'? She.means that a descriptive word is not
emotive, does not commend, and does not entail an

imperative.35' If the non-naturalist claims the- the

- ' . b
separation between facts and values exists, he must do so an

the basis that he has found a special feature or -

characteristic in the value judgment. | He must determlne
xactly what the special feature of the value judgment mlght
be so that it exists .as a common criterion. ' This is some -
kind of a characteristic which is essential to an evaluative
word such as the word 'good!.

We do know that in the very ordinary sense, 'good' is
considered to be .a descriptive word. When I say 'he is a
good boy', I‘am describing a certain mode of behavior.

Foot says, that if there is a characteristic in evaluations,
then it might be possible for the characteristic to be in the
factual ptemise, asvwell as in the'evaluative conclusi.on.36
To reinforce this point, -Foot uses the word 'rude' as an
example. She saXs that rude is a fairly mild condemnation
and that it carries an evaluative_connotation. However
when pne says that'something‘is rude, we. are also. d01ng S0

in terms of how<someone s conduct has affectéd us. There

/

are'a host of conducts whlch are . deflned to be rude such as-

walklng away from a person who is talklng to you or forc1ng
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oneself upon others. | It is very dlfflcult to separate the
action which is cons1dered to be the fact and is descrlptlve
and the evaluation which the.action haS\engendered. Hence,
there is a kind of criterion.within the action itself which
is earried forward into the evaluation. In the example, the

nature. of the action gives one an evaluation that the action

>

is rude. The very major premise upon Whlch Foot's argument -

is based is that one cannot say that somethlng is ‘rude in

isolation from something happening. I cannot sit on a chair’

in a corner of an empty room by myself, and declare something

O

to be rude. It is meaningless in that context. Rudeness is
associated with some kind of action related to etiquette or
éood conduct.

Foot further indicates in her‘example, that there may
be very strict rules of evidence which are carried forward
to the evaluative conclusion. Anyone referring to moral
terms, must do so within the context of these rnles and even
when one is using words suchhas; good, right, wrong, or bad,
he.isvdoing so within the terms of the evidence whfch he

observed in the natural environment. Foot further states:
ko]
It is open to us whether moral ferms do ‘lose their
meaning when divorced from the pleasure principle or
from some other set of criteria, as the word loses’
Jits meanlng when the criterion’ of .offensiveness is
._:dropped To me it seems this is clearly the case;
- 1 do not know what could ‘be meéant by saying that it
" was someone's duty to do something, unless there was
‘an attempt to show whg it mattered 1f thlS sort of :
;thlng were not done :

‘Another example by Foot centers around the oplnlon a
I

person mlght have - regardlng torturlng people Upon what =
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basis is a man to determine whether the pain inflicted upon
another person for the extracting of information is or is
not beneficial. For the good of the state, a person may
consider this practice not only‘acceptable, but’also
necessary. The point being made is that it is impossible
for an individual to make an evaluation without looking at
the klnds of actions which serve as evidence to him. What‘
he sees as an evaluation is right and correct within the

/

context of his own mind. It may or may not be right»or

. wrong in terms of the state-defined moral code. The concept

of morality now enters lnto the question of evaluations}
-Adherence tc"moral codes places obligations on the individual
to-evaluate situations and to react in a manner acceptable
to the society. ; |

A person who holds to .the highest principles is one who
observes a_situation,‘makes an‘evaluatisn, draws a set of
principles.from.it, and then tries to pass those principles
on to others.i This framework is seen as a process of
establishing principles, the problem being that if one fails
to'accept the principle, it can never become part of the
moral code. The difference between-those who do or do not
hold to the pr1nc1ples 1s a questlon of moral and non-moral
'p01nts of view. 38 ) | ‘

The rules of ev1dence form the baSlS for maklng
‘llevaluatlon and ‘as such there is a close tie between,
statements of facts and statements of value Whether words: .

used are either descrlptlve or commendatory, the fact remains
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that the basis upon which individuals will make their
evaluations must be upon.some observable criteria. The
moral.principiés are established by evaluative acts to
determine if they are acceptable to oneself. It is a
quéstion of determining whether the principle is acceptable
within the context. of the moral code of the society.

It would appeér that Foot's arguments iﬁ‘support'of

naturalism are valid for in the absence of other means of

making moral decisions, especially as they relate to
. : s

feelings and the development of attitudes, it wquld seem
logical that moral conclusions are based upon statements of
facts. Emotivists and intuitionists maintain a different
point of view which will be examined later. Their claim is
ﬁhat moral principles must be examined from a higher pléne
than simply from obsef?inglso@ething in the natural worid.
Naturalism argues that all tﬁings are part of the
natuﬁal order. There seems to be credence to the‘argument
that evaluations are drawﬁ from observing what occurs in the

v . ‘ .
natural environments.

[f&~



Chapter III: Intuitionism Theory

~

One of. the major argumente"against the natural@em,
position was advanced by G.E. Moore. Moore claiﬁed ehat
moral judgment could not be based upon facts alohe and that
the word good is undefinable because it does not contaln
_naturai: definable properties, although it is an-:evaluation
tefm. The word_'good' is‘used in a‘generai manner by af
person who gives approval to something. ‘One may say that
the lunch is 'goéd' of'that he is a 'good boy' or simply,
'it is good'. The word is evaluatiﬁe ahd while Moore is
correee in stating that good has no definable properties;
it represents an attempt by a perédn te attachia degree
.of approval to a'person obJect or 81tuatlon A The degree
of approval 1s not deflned by - the person when he utters,

"this 1s‘good but it ‘is a commonly understood proce§S'by*
all who hear‘the“explanation; that the person haSigone
through abpr0cess'ofrevaluation, making a judgment which is
"positive and‘affirﬁative; A persoh'does,nOt eay“'this is
good' unless he has a very clear idea of what object‘or
. Property he is evaluating.
| The argument agalnst naturallsm based upon the premlse
'that evaluative Judgments are made in the absence of facts

extends to other words Wthh are considered undefinable

such as 'pleasure' and 'yvellow'. While Moore argues that

" such words are not definable and therefore cannot represent. -

A

v

28
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'V\érngfﬁzgi\;bjecﬁ, one must agree that these words do have
meaning, even if in a sense<on1y to the individual. When
I make a statement that 'it is good' or 'it is pleasant'
I have a very clear-ideaswhat the object or situation is about
wnich I am making an eValuatbry judgmentu When something is
~\\\///ap§;oved as.satisfactory,‘it can be proclaimed as good.
Good, pleasant and other so-called undefinable»words
naturally do not have’properties, but>they are used to
- communicate an evaluation or feeling about something which.
is obseiyable and does have natural properties. These
words then permit one to express_a general feeling about
some obse le phenomenon. o |
. Movre rggdéﬁEzésvthat.whén one thinks of something
, : <
being good, he is éttachingﬁan intrinsic value or wortn to
'theépartlcular object or SLtuatlon While-avnerson cannot

'deflne good as he would deflne a table ‘my contention is

.that there is no need to consider good' in terms of its

. definabilj been previously stated that the word
. _ - ¥ C : .
\>good is related to, he’evaluation-of some object or

1 i /
( -

\ e s ;
\occurrence, it indigates approval to some degree, and it
L N .

has~mean$ng to th‘ individuél.) Therefore, it is my beliéf
. =i that Moqﬁe's conténtion that naturalism can be disproved on

the bag;s that evaluative words do not contain

natural properties is an overstéted propositibn.

’

Moore makes several generalizations in his objections
to naturalism, namely that naturalism offers no reason

whatsoever for any ethical principle, and that it fails to

.
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satisfy the requirements of ethics as a scientific study.
He further argues that if one accepts lhe preﬁise that
goodrCOnduct is desirable then the conc1u51on will be
‘reached that good conduct is condu01ve to general
happiness. One may argue that the aim of ethics is to
ensure a genefalﬁlevel of happiness. He argues that
naturalism forces one to look around in a narrow sense of
good conduct and happiness as basic aims of ethical
judgments when in féct,"a person should look around with a
frée and open mind. Moore suggests that if a person looks
around w1th a deflnltlon of good in mlnd one wlll be
examining the env1ronme;t?w1th1n the contekt of gsod.haviﬁg
properties and w1ll concentrate\on dlscoverlng what those
properﬁies are \Jg - v i‘“., o = 4
it-is diffiéult to‘sgree Wifh'the—afgumeﬁf that
_nsturalism offers no reasons for ethical_pfingiples;
Naturalism suggests that ethical judgments can be
formuiated upon observing some situation dr'natural’bbjECt
and as such, does-offer a basis for ethiqal.judgments. He
assumes that naturalism forces one into s:definition Sf
good. 'Granted naturalism does fofce one intp a definition
of the dccur;gnges that happen around oneself, and does so
as a means of ask%pg the Questions of 'is it right or wfsng,
good or bad?' 1In order to sxamine,sdigntificallyvmy
question one’mustbobserve, andehat onesobserves mustxbe

defined in some manner. When I observe a certain phenomenon,

an evaluation is spontaneously made and I deflne in my mlnd
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my approval or cemdemnation of the occurrence. If I utter
a word to indicate myrevaluation, I may use any one of aw
number of words to define my feeling about the occurrence.
My contention is that natﬁralism may force one into
definitions of]occurrences as good or bad, but it does so
in a normal process of making evaluative judgments. Moore
seems to imply that one approaches an evaluation of
something from the wviewpoint of preconceived definitions,
and hence one should approach. the evaluation.with an open
mind. I agree that one's repbeitofy of.eveluations should
not cloud judgment in the evaluation of a particular
action. There is nothing artificially restrictive about
defiﬁing stephing as it is a mnatural human process. All
persons have structures or codes by ﬁhieh 511 actions are’
evaluated. I maintain that oﬁe observes a situation or“
occurrence and as part of the evaluation defines it.
Moore suggestseone.carries‘predetermined definitions and
matches them to some occurrenéés. I would suggest that

naturalism is a theory which permits one to examine a

situation and proclaim an evaluation. The evaluation may

- match one's predetermined definitions, but nevertheless

the evaluation was made on the basis of observation of

natural properties. If I observe some occurrence, I will

evaluate it in my mind and then define it. From the

occurrence I will determine whether it is good or bad |
and define it as sueh; Something cannot be defined to be

good or bad without a due evaluation.
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'observed, evaluated and defined the wvirtue and similar
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The argument is further advanced by Moore, that when
something is judged to be good, one judges its particular
effect and that the effect will be good. The premise is
that this is a causal judgment and universal truths are
difficult to formulate from causal judgments;4o

When one makes an evaluétion that something‘is good,
naturally one is defining the effect of the action. If I
observe something and declare it‘to‘be good, then I
would say that the éffects of that action would be good or
make me or others feel good. ‘Cértainly it is a _‘
judgment; However T must question Moore's content ,>n that
defining something to be good is done so inﬂa caus;lAmannef.y
I»haVe previously stated that the definitibn of something
is a natural consequence of evaluating the action or natural
object. Making_an evaluation brings together every
subjective and objective criterion which a person appliés
to a decision. Therefore, the judgments are causal and the

question is one of whether the judgments, given the same

o>
4,

situations, are consistent and provide for framing universal

truths.

e
v

Naturally.ﬁhe judgmeﬁts_differ somewhat iﬁhtheir
concluéionsbbecause evaluations are subjective. However,
so called universal truths are derived from generalizations
formed frop'dudgments about cer}ain situations. If I observe

a certain conduct such as a person helping another, I ﬁ§y

conclude that: charity is a desirable virtue. I have

Y]
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actions are defined in tﬁe same manner. If others reach a
similar conclusion, then a generalized truth emergeé.
Naturalism argues for precise scientific enduiry.in :
the determination of évaluations based ubon natural
properties. If Moore's argument against naturalism is based
upon the premise that anything judged to be good is a causal

judgment and universal truths can not be determined, then I

‘strongly disagree(wiﬁh the premise. Firstly, this premise

does not refute naturalism as a means of reaching ethical -

 judgments because in order to reach even causal judgments,

some natural property must be observed; Secondly, naturalism
specifies tﬂéﬁ precise scientific eﬁquiry must be used to
réaéh universaily accepted conclusions. |

Moore has maintained in his argumeﬁﬁs,‘thgt naturalism
presumes an objectivity in making value judgments, and that
such a case is impossible. In examining the question, |

'what things are good’', he enunciates a principle that

'the value of such a whole bears no regular proportion to

‘the sum of the values of its parts'. This principle

specifies that there are a good number of thingstwhich have

intrinsic value, many things that are bad and a larger class

of things which appear indifferent. A thing belonging to
these classes ma§ include two or more of the parts in its

whole; The argument continues that a thing formed of ra”

8 .

.good and an indifferent part has greater value than the good

thing itself posséSses,.['f::L | W ﬂl e

I say that this argument presumes -an objectivit&rin

A
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the sense that it appears to follow some law very much like.
the natural laws. But Moore has always argued against the
objective ﬁotion that any judgment can be based upon
observable natural phendmena.‘ Iﬁhénunciafing this principle,
he‘appears to condone the naturalism approach which he - |
actively opposes.

The difficulfy is always in determining what one means

by 'good' or 'bad'. Defining 'good', 'bad' or 'indifferent’

is a matter of personal evaluations. However, it is conceivable

that things are comprised of elements having an intrinsic
value established by the person making an evaluétion, as well
as some things having bad or indifferent characteristics.

One would presuppose that a thing having indifferent
characteristics would be something which fails to engender
any evaluation from some person. Nevertheless, while we can
agree wifh the premise that 'good', 'bad' or 'indifferent'

characteristics do exist, it is difficult to determine what

these characteristics might be as they defy definition. THis

matter of definability is one of Moore's mdjor weépons
against the naturalism theéry. To/quote Moore; ''the value of
the whole must not be assumed to be the same as the sum of
the values of its parts." -

“As an example, Moore illusﬁrates the case where 'an
object and consciousness of the object‘form parts of the

whole 'beautiful object'. No matter how conscious one may be

of an object, the part of the value which the consciousness

attributes to the whole 'beautiful object' is proportionately
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less than the value of the whole objects.42

To further disprove naturalism, the argument centers
on the premise that good denotes a_simple quality and, that
not one but many things possess thié quality. .This premise
which forms the basis of the 'naturalistic fallacy', presumes.
that all pfoperties contain a property, namely good.43
It is difficult to believe that a person will accept the fact
that good denotes a simple quality, or indeed, that good
itself chtains properties. As I have previousiy argued,
when one declares something to be good, there is the premise
of degrees of approval. It is incorrect for anyone to define
the absolute state of 'good' #n terms of the object or
situation, for everyone has a different perspective of how
good sométhing is., Furthermore, a person does not attempt
to communicate-to another how good something is, but rather
décla?es something;to be good, without consideration of its
properties, as én indication of one's approval of something.
Good is~a¥word which is used to communicate ohe's approval
of. something and therefore is not considered by persons to
refer to propefties.

1f this is the case, then what of the main argument
against naturalism, thaﬁ is, the undefinability of goodé
" The argument against naturalism caﬁnot be based upon this’
simple premise for good®is a word used in our laﬁguage to
express something without a great deak of thought whether or
not it acts as an adjective or noun. If I'say it is a gopd

car, I am not concerned about how good the car is, only that



it meets with my approval. I: I say, 'it is good', again,
I am onl? admitting that it is not bad. If I wish to qualify
the properties of an object further, I must use means other
than the expression 'good'. 'Good' is an expression similar
to using 'ouch' to express pain. This expression doeé not
define the ‘degree of pain, it only admits pain is present}
Naturalism is defined by Moore to be a theory of ethics
in which good consists in some properties at éome point in
time and itself can be defined by reference to. such
properties. He argues fur;her that 'natural'.denoteé
something related to ﬁature and‘that nature definés that
which is good is considered to be normal. The argument
suggests.that many things which are not good are not

1.44

norma The argument continues that naturalism denotes

something good when we speak of natural affections and here
nature is meant, not so much as ;omething normal, but as a
substance of what ié needed‘as a necessity of life. Moore
argues - that although certain acts are necessary for Ehe
preservation of life, there is.no need to praise them. .The
argument that sdmethihg is good because it is natural and

bad because it is unnatural is fallacious as a systematic
approach to ethiéé. Evaluation is an important consideration
as it shows -the directibn which we are developing and gives
some insight into the way we should develop. It is important
because it is based upon the premise of natural selection,
but as well, it is linked to the study of ethics .n that

1

ethics deals with conduct and to understand conduct, one muét,

o~

A
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examine the evolution of conduct. Universal conduct emerges
at the highé¢st stages of evolution and is exhibited by ¢
persons who display the highest kind Qf-éoﬁdué? byvbéing
forced té live with others in groups. Ethiéal conduct gains
sanctions as it begins to display certain characteristics.45
This is a position put: forth by Spencer, and Moore criticizes
it as a fallacy on ﬁhe basis that one cannot presume a
connection between conduct and natural evolution.

What does one mean by universal conduct? Inasmuch as
man evolves through‘a ﬂatural évelution he has not only
developed and adapted to his surroundings in a physical sense,
but also in a social sense. As the culture matures its
members develop rules of conduct that serve as the standard
upon which allhbehaviors are judged. Some members may elect
not to adhere to the standards which place the society at
large in a diiemma. It must review the standard for
acceptability, or must confirm its ;cceptability by demanding
that all members adhere to the standard. The standard is
constéﬁtly under evaluation, and aé the society continues.
to develop itsiinstitutions, generally acceﬁted codes of
condﬁcé’emerge{ Fox the’community or sociéty in question,
we may refer to conduct under these accepted standafds as
~universal conduct. h

Moore argueé that a simple consideration of the course
which evolution takes it not sufficient to inform us of the

. _course which we ought to pursue. One must examine all

aspects of evolution to distinguish the less valuable from
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the more valuable in order to determiﬁé if a theory of

evolution gives any assistance to the study of ethics.46
What then are the main premises of this argument as it

relates to naturalism? It presumes that one should .move in

the diréction of evolution because that is the right

direction. It also presumes that the forces‘of nature move

a persoﬁ in the right\directionf Therefore, the naturalistic

fallacy is to presume tﬁat nature is on the side of the

good. |

In examining naturalism, some key points emerge.

‘Naturalism insists the good must be examined in terms of the

prdperties or by reference to the properties of something in

\J

nature. If I say 'it is good because » I have a
conception of why I like something.
Natural af§ections are an outgrowth of nature itself

and should:be praised as good. There is no fallacy in’

" recognizing that it is from nature itself that natural

\ . . v
affectlons evolve. The culture determines the importance

placed upon compassion and concern about one's fellow human
belngs There is the natural tendency to feel a high degree
of affection for one's relatives and immediate‘family
members . Indeed, living in a communlty of fellow creatures
demands that certaln ‘behaviors are necessary to give order
to the society. These behaviors are accepted as normal and
good for the group as a whole, and indeed are considered tog

be natural in themselves. The question one may ask is

whether ethics is founded in natural evolution. I disagree
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with the arguments that the relationship between natural
evolution and ethics is a fallacy. E
- . ( .

Indeed Spencer's argument on the relationship between

\
evolution of conduct has merit. 1In Darw1n s 'Laws of

Natural Evolution' theuuaxlm is that only the strongest

v
e

physically and mené{{*“ysurvive. In human evolution, the
weakest also surv1ve ~But in order to”give'order to the
society and give persons some idea how they should relate

to each other, ‘rules of conduct must exist. .These rules

of conduct evo;ve as time and circumstances change, to

meet situations not previously foreseen, with some
permanently adopted by the culture as being desirable. This
process of evolution in determining conduct, looks at all
aspeets of the changing culture and adjusts to new
definitions of that which is acceptable and therefore
desirable. It is desirable_because'through the process of
-evaluation, by eiamining the implications of certain actions
on the total group, a common code of conduct is developed,
albelt it changes constantly, and is declared to be good at
a point in time.

It appears that my argument now turns a full circle to

support the premise that something is good because it refers
to properties of something elsej' This is quite correct. 1
have argued that defining progerties_of good is irrelevant
as any kind of ethical argument, but I support the notion
that a declaration of good is based upon.observation of some

natural properties. What I see, I will evaluate as being

[}
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good or bad. As well, I will act in a certain manner which
may or may not be in adcordance with cdﬁes of conduct. If

it is not, it is judged bad,;bﬁt this is not to detract from
the argument that codes of conductbdoééxist‘énd evolve
through the sum total of human éxperiences, Does this mean

it is good? Of course not, it is simply that the‘society
judges the conduct to be good as part of acceptlng it, but as
part of learning, adJustments will take place, as conducts
are added or dropped based upon actions"and expefienses and

people's attitudes»towards them. Natural evolution plays an

“important role in the determThation of what is right and

wrong, bad or.good, as a process where man judges those
actions which give order Eo the éﬁlture. -

I would like ﬁo br%efly consider Moore's arguments
regarding metaphysical‘ethiCS as ip seems to give a good
argument against basing value judgments ubon'someth}ﬁér hich
one wouid call a natﬁral objéct' Ethical Judgments based
upon objects contalnlng natural propertles have been
considered with Moore's conclusion that one cannot, for ab
&ariety 6% reasons, base value judgments solely on observing
ﬁature. I have refuted his objections, basing my argumenté
on the premise the naturalism cannot be refuted because of»
an undefinability of good. I also have recognizeq‘that
good does exist in one's mind in an undefinable state. On
this basis, I might be classified as being a metaphysician.

To examine metaphysics, there is the argument that

there are things which are good and exist in mental life.
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Moore states that it is this class of objects whose
properties cannot be defined by nature, that he includes the
adjectlve good"v There are things which have no observable
propertles but do relate to things which represent unlversal z{j

-

truths and he uses the example of the number two which l{%
. i

added to two, gives the universalvtrutt,_four.47' /
.Moore defined metaphysics in t%rms of "non-natural
ebjects or qualities, that is,-objects or qualities that are
constituents of the universe but mot of temporal,eXents
(nature) ." He viewed things in the universe in terms of
those “which do exist, and are observable and those Whlch are,
but do not exist Observably. Moore distinguishes between these
two categories in three ways those things that exist have
belng and can be descrlbed whereas those thlngs that do not
" exist cannot have belng_or be described. Thirdly, if things
only exist as imaginery objects and do not exist in
observable form, then they exist only as thoughts.

In terms of being, "Moore distinguished between three
kinds of objects: perticu}ars, truths or facts, and
universals." Particulars were seeh as material things,
truths as true beliefs such as mathematical equations and
universals as relations and relational proﬁerties. ﬁxamples
of universals are numbers and non-natural qualities such as
'good'. 48

The argument continues that metaphysics descrlbes the

Supreme Good in terms of something tbat'does exist in the

stupersensible reality but not_in mature. Something which
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is perfectly ‘good exists by displaying characteristicg
possessed by the supersensible reality,;but is.not natural.
This premise forms the basis of recognizing ethical
principles in terms of the perfect goodnésé, a quality which
cannot be described in terms of what exists in the present.
The argument continues that metaphysics,implies.the question
'what is real' and in turn implies 'what is good'. .The
conclusion on the nature of the ideal good cannot be
established except by éonsidering Whethef the ideal is real.
According to Moore, to derive what is good, in itself, from

statements of what is real is to commit the naturalistic
49 b

~

"I do not deny that there are things which exist in

the mental life and for which one has firm opinions\base

upon feelings.. These opinions may be reflected in uni sal

truths such as those which evolve through)religioﬁT—SE/also
do not argue that metaphysics is a study of something which-
is not part of ﬁature, but for the purpoée of this topic,

I find it difficult to believe that metaphysics plays an
important role in fefuting naturalism. Unquestionably, I
come to conglusiohs aboﬁt something which is good or bad,
righf or wrong. But it is not something which is derived
from, or evenxexists-in the absence of, nature. It is
difficult“ﬁo remotely  determine what is.meant by the phrase
'it is good in itself'. Indeed, it is meaningless for how
can anything be good‘orrbad'unless there is some basis upon

which to make such a declaration.
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If metaphysics implies 'what is real' as a basic
premise of determining 'what is good', then I have faith in
metaphysics as a means of determining values. 1 may say
that 'this is good', and I maytmean that this is good in
itself. It may, in the extreme sense, be real in terms of
acceptiﬁg the 'universal truth' as defined by the culture.

However, in other cases, my judgments reflect my
perceptions of reality. If I say 'he is a good boy' I must
have some very clear-premise as to why he is a good boy.
Was it something he did or said? One can argue that the
- existence of the boy, and the cdnsequences of his actions
are certainly observable in nature, the main premise’then
belng why is it good. Introspecﬁion and the demands of

l

the society, learned after centurles of experlmentatlon have
determineq the good or appropriate gehav1ors. fA philosopher
may contemplate on whether something is or is not good, but
to do so, he must examine this question in terms of the
consequences of the actions. One does contemplate good
and what is good by observing what happens in reality.
There must be some action which gives one good reason why
it is good or not good. I can question whether somethiné—
is bad when others might believe it to be good But this

o
forces one back into reality because an evaluatlon cannot be
made until one observes the effects of a different action.
I have the poweg-to feel that something is good. But to

argue that one can simply declare something to-be good in

the absence of consequences, is to deny any grounds for -
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making judgments.

Frankena contends.that theinaturalistic fallacy is
connected with the distinction between 'ought' and 'is',
'value' and 'fact'. It centers on the notion tﬁat "ought'
is derived from 'is'. For the intuitionists, this notion is
unacceptable for they believe that ethical conclusions
cannot be drawn from premises which are non-ethical. More
precisely, the intuitionist's beliefs can be expressed in
three statements; ethical propositions are not duducible
" from non-ethical ones; ethical characteristics are not
definable in terms of non-ethical ones, and; ethical
characteristics are different in kind from non-ethical ones.50

Whereas ﬁurely intuitive definitions of ethicél
principles can bé formed, such as those of right and
pleasure, it is nonsense to presume that ethical
propositions are deducible ffom non-ethical ones. Indeed, I
have maintained that while words such as good might be
intuitive, any notion of why something is good is directly
félated to natural properties. Otherwise, there cannot be
a definition of good or any othef ethical term.

Ethical characferistics are not different than non-
ethical ones for how also can one define an ethical premise
except in terms of naturai properties? I agree with Moore
‘that good is undefinable in terms of contéining ﬁatural
properties; however, I disagree that it is a good argir—ent =

against naturalism. Good is definable only in terms of

general feelings or the qualities of the natural properties.
_ .
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If I say that he is a good boy, he is not good because he is
good?khe=i§ ggod because I approve of his actions in some way.

Frankena conterids that the three statements do7not
. represent a{naturalistic fallacy as much as it is a definist
fallacy. The definist fallacy is defined as the process of
confusing two properties or defining or substituting one |
pro@egty for another. It further states that it is the
process of confusing two properties with one.51 '

A definist fallaéy does not exist as ethical
propositions can be defined by non-ethical ones. Goodness is
undefinable unless it is used to descriﬁe the charactéristics
of some object or occurrence. The intuitionists.may hold to
the position that they have a view of the simplé, unique
quaiity or'relatiqn of goodness or rightness but their
inability to define it in a unique @énner leads me to believe
that such a revelation does not exist.

Searle presents a counter-argument to the thesis that one
cannot derive 'ought' from 'is'. The argument centers on the
premise that the evaluations can be derived from the
descriptive by examining an objective, factual statement. It
is worthwhile to examine this argument as one attempt to refﬁte
the traditional view that there exists a logical gulf”betweén
evaluative statements and descriptive sgateﬁents. A descriptive

1

statement, such as, 'he ‘has a good car' is not considered
evaluative by‘the intuitionists. An opinion may exist as to
the factual conditYons under which a car is indeed good or

bad. Evaluative statements, under this view, do not indicate
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Ta-gtatement pay be considered to bé true or false. The

evaluative statement is based upon a subjective premise
rather than objective reality.
. : {
However, the counter argument centers its proof on the

premise that Gtteyring certain objective words such as 'I

"promise’, lesds .ope to a state of obligation and therefore

to what one oWght to do. The argument continues that if I
utter a stgtehent tﬁat I promise to do something,.then it
is only logical that I ought to do it. It must be noted ,
that this angmQﬂt a&sumes that promises ought to be kept. 52
Searle YQcaguizas several possible objections to this
counter—argumaﬁt, tha first being that there must be an
e%aluative @sSumptidh in .the descriptive statement, and the
second, that the derivatiqn rests upon the premise that one
ought to keep ong's promises. ’However, the‘argument
concludes thal 'ought' can be derived from 'is' because

evaluative pyamises aép based upon descrlptlve srtuatlons >3

oo

°EQ¢E

If T were to- Ras: ﬁ;ng and declare it to be good,  and

another pexson seesl “s not good, I am entitled to try to
change his mind, but oneuthlng is certaln we have formed V
different evgluatrjona. Based upon elther conclu81oﬁ tde‘
person will dchde what he ought to do when confronted wi
a similar subStaﬂce, Further, eact -i1l possibly advise"
others on what they nght to do w e similar circumstances.
This argument dQes 1n a linguistic sense sOmeWhat o
justify the premjise Rthat ought‘,may be derived from 'is'

although it i not based upon an'extensive foundation but

_.‘\\
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only onehekample. As long as one accepts the premise that
one oughu“tolmeet one's obligations, then the argument is
valid. There is wvalidity in the counter- argument as it
were, that there 1s}a suggested evaluatlve assumptlon in the
descriptive statement. But as long as accepted
' institutional rules of behavior'exist, this conclusion
will be drawn whenevettstétements are made. |

Where the 'ought' from 'is' argument does break down
is that it gives no indication if value judgments are made
in the absence of descriptive.SituatiQns. It asSumes that
all evaluations are made from obsefving factual situations
and that new codes of conduct may be established from th3se
observations. I am not totally discounting the notion that
value judgments may be made ffomdintuition or emotions; on
the contrar&, I have every reason to believe that many
statements express our\feelings without the immediate
evidence f;chSOme object or situaticn.

Much of the argument againSt ethical naturalism was
aduanced'ﬁy Moore, but two other philosophers are worthy@of

_ . 4
mention because of their contributions. H.A. Prichard
‘centers his argument on the notion that man seeks proof of
why he ought to act the way he is actlng He asks himself
‘th uestlon, 'why should I do these thlngs7' The moral
question of why something should be done is'expres;}d in
terms of the perscn's happiness or the goodness c

som.ething.54

This direction of thinking considers
evaluative judgments to be based, not solely upon

o -



observations,;but rather upon reflection on what the

implications of a particular act-on will be. It assumes
pl N

that a person can conceptualize the consequences of the

actions and based upon this data, will decide whether or

not to take the action. One may argue, in favor of

naturalism, that all actions are the result of all past
learned experiences anq/therefore no person can objectively

evaluate the consequences of an action without some past

experien-e upon which to base future decisions.

One problem emerges, that doing something
because it is good or right is no proof at all. One mav be

told that one should work towards a certain objective
] . .

because it is for one's own happiness. However, this may

fail to convince the iﬁdividual that his action is good
because it makes him happy. The central thesis'of the
argument is that if we fail to recognize an action as
beiﬁg»good, then we will fail to recognize that ﬁe ought
to do it. It is perhaps because of the difficulpy in
determining how‘oﬁﬁ@g@ould act that preference is often

given to the naturalism approach. I cannot find a basic

‘disagreement with Prichard as thece are actions which are

motivated by some desire such as; affection, hate, charity,
gratitude and public spirit. The argument suggests that

certain actions are the consequence of an obligation, but

that they are also the result of a desire to do something

. because one wants to do it. Moral codes are‘génerally not

strict to the extent that particular actions nmay be

48



¢carried out in any one of a numher of ways. N

Prichard argues that it is impossible to p;inr out to
person the goodness or happiness which will result from
taking some action. A person can only be told what the
action is, then he must make up his mind whether or not it
has some significance to him. Prichard uses duty as an
example. A person may be told that doing something is his
duty. Indeed the consequences of the action may be
described to him, but until he«reaches that point where he
decides whether or not he will do somethlng, no one can
"predict his actlons on the basis of duty. If one is to
determine if one has any obllgatron to act u?ﬁer a certain
situation, ‘he will do so only upon encounterlng the
situation and directly appreciating the results of hlS
actions.

Ross disagreed with Prichard's doctrine of the self-
.evidence of our obligations on the basis that determining
one's obligatipns will be a matter of self-evidence. As an
erample, he suggests that one may perform a euty because of
obligations, but thar %ircumstances may arise where another
action may be perfprméés in which case a conflict of duties
will occur. : | |

Secondly, Ross was aware that if good and right were
simple and intuitive properties, then it seems reasonable
that whenever one considers good or right, -irlmuet possess
one ‘or the other of these properties and consideration of

any other propertles would be simply irrelevant. But Ross'

49
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argues that goodness cannot be identified as part of other
properties nor can right be descriptive of zn action
without reference to other properties. Indeed, Ross argues

that :

th> goodness of a thing depend: on its possession of
certai~ other properties, that there are other
fea'ures of an action which make it a right action.
Goodness and rightness, then, according to Ross,
though intuitable, must be regarded as 'dependent' or
'consequential' properties; they are not, as it were,
stuck on objects /like postage stamps, quite
indifferently t¢ any other features of those objects
or actions, nor are other groperties quite irrelevant
to goodness and rightness.>5

Prichard argued that obligaéions are self-evident
whereas Ross suggests that conflicts 6vér courses of acfions
as well as thetﬁremise that the goodness or rightness of a
thing are deﬁendent on other properties, leads one to |
conclude that obligations are difficult to define.
IntuitiVely, a persén may have a sense of duty. Con&ersely,
he may have beén conditioned by the culture. Duty and
obligation are'difficult to define in terms of good and
right and unless a person reaches a conclusion, either
within the framework of the culture's standardg of duty or
through some vague, ''self-evidence'", we are unlikely to
reach a cdncise definition. .Does tﬁis argue further for
intuitionism? Only inasmuch_as\goqd and right are
difficult to define relative to their prbperties. But “Ross '
counter argﬁment tends to support the naturalism point of

2

ariew.



Chapter IV: Emotivism Theory

Emotive analysis emerged in response to the
recognition that naturalism did not necessarily answer all
the questions on how value judgments might be made. It is
a thedry which suggests that certain words or statements are
made simply to arouse in a listener, certain responseé and
to create a certain state of mind. Words are used to
either simply convey information or arouse emotions and it
is in this latter sense that language is considered to bel
emotive.56 |

The question of wﬁegher dr not emotive language serves
as the basis of making evaluative judgments was examined by
Barnes. It is plausible to accept the premise that certain
words createlemotional feelings within a person, but it
' may not influehce the making of a value judgment.57 If I
accept the notion that charity is a virfue, then my
‘reflection of one being charitable may give me a good
feeling. It might be argued that I have now made a value
- judgment or naﬁely that one ought to be charitable. But I
can only illustrate the judgment by translating this feeling
into some action. In this case, although'ther; may be many
reasons why a feeling is invoked within oneself, one may :
decide against taking any action which will reinforce the

notion that a value judgment has been made. I may feel

51
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distressed when I observe someone starving, and I may feel
that someone ought .to do something in the name of charity,
'but I may decide against{taking any personaﬁ action.
Therefore, what relation can one draw between feeling
strengly.about something ind}making a value judgment? On
what parameter does one determine whethér a value judgment
'+ has been made? If I say 'L feel good', is that the
exclamation of a feeliné; or is it a value judgment? My
initial inclination is to lean®towards the former, however, a
furfher,labk at emotivism may Shed some 1ight on this question.
Barnes held the.view that value judgments were not
judgments at all but rather simply exclamations of approval.
It therefore follows that there must be a class of words
which include emotive meaning, either with or without value
disclosure. Urmson draws the conclusion, after examining
various definitions of emotivism, that the connectioﬁﬁ
between feelings and emotions, and the attitudes and
actions is practically non—existent.58. .
Stevenson argues that the requirements for a "sense of
goodness'" are that; 'goodness must be’a topic for |
intellectual disagreement, it must be magnetic and it must
not be discovered solely through scientific methods'. He
bargues the first point on the premise that 'this is good'
translates to 'I desire this' when in fact persons may
declare something to be in the community good but it may not
be individually desired.59 Emotivism is a theory which

seeks to respond to the deficiencies of naturalism. 1In
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this instance, ‘'this is good' does not necessarily mean
;this'is desired', on the contrary, it may mean "I like it'
or 'I approve of it' or any number of other phrases which do
not imply action much as 'I des1re it' does. -

Statlng that goodness has magnetism is to lmply that a
person will have a tendency to act in a direction which
promoteé the 'good'. This is undecidable infthe abaence of
being able to defiﬁe what is meant by the 'gccd'.

Finally, it implies that goodness cannot be discovered
through scientific enquiry. More precisely, it divorces
ethics from scientific methodology. One may’argue that what
is good is that which is accepted and approved by others.

On the contrary, persons may take actions which one could
deem to be not good.

Stevenson accepts the three requirements on the premise
that ethlcal words do not simply descrlbe the existing
state of facts but they attempt to 1nten51fy or change a
person's interests. The argument continues that words are
used to either communicate beliefs or to express feéliﬁgs.60»
I1f one usea the phrase 'to be succinct', it may communicate
the intention to be concise, or it may indicate annoyance.
Therefore voice tone, gestures and general circumstances
' glve some indication as to how one perceives the message.
Where expre381ng,fee11ngs, a word has a general aura
attached to it. When considering the emotive premise of
a word, all factors afe present. If I say "well, I don't

know . .. . ', when in fagg I have concluded to myself that



I am not agreeing and therefore, wil; not be influenced in
the direction which the speaker desires, I am hoping that
he will perceive my signals that it‘is not adva .tageous
for one to move in his direction.

The argUmeﬁt further considers that there may be
agreement or disagreement in interest rather than belief.

Stating that the 'pie is good' may be an attempt to:

‘convince another that the pie is good but it says nothing

\
\

about the prémise that all people ought to eat pie. A
moral evaluation cannot be drawn from the premise that the
pie tastes good.

The argument concludes that the empirical @%thod is
Y b4

X

< g (,
necessary only inasmuch as a determining factor 4n our
interests. When one likes something, he usually has a
factual basis upon which to base his liking. But, the

empirical method is not sufficient for determining ethical

judgments for agreement or'disagreementvwili not solely

54

depend upon implications of certain outcomes but, rather how

persons feel about somethihg.

This argument has merit on several important points;

\it recognizes that one attempts to influence others through

the use of certain words, and it indicates a difference

' between interests and béliefs. The argument emphasizes

that certain words will re-direct our interests because of
the emotive nature of the word, but will not influence our
beliefs. I do not strongly disagree that emotive words,

engender feelings and that these feelings are translated
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into action. But there is no definite gap between the

ethical and 'directive' context of these words. Feelings

are communicated in.any number of ways but 'the why'
T , . :

such feelings exist is the matiie of ethics. One may

simply have a good feeling about something because it;makésr’;,

RIS

6ne feel comfortable, pleasant or excited, but the
belief i; reinforced by experiéncing something which
engenders the belief. The empirical method iS£Q$erI in
that the consequences of one's actions will strengthen or
eliminate the belief. But one asks, how does one know.4
that the right belief exists even in the face of '
empirical evidence? The answer to this question ié that
one evaluates in one's own mind, how one feels about the
consequences. |

Stevensoﬁ argues for a conception of the personal
decision which he claims to borrow from Dewey, Hobbes and -
Hume. The pefsonal decision process is to determine
whether or mnot someone approves of something. Approving
of a particular action depends upon an evaluation of
the conseqhences’which is a cognitive process. Where a
person is undecided about his beliefs, he must resolve
theée beliefs'by reference to attitudes and
dispositions. _ ' :

This argument recognizes that séme attitudes arep
particularly morai in contrast to those éhat are non-

moral. It argues that primary moral beliefs are general

dispositions about how one should act and which can only



be proven by analyzing the consequences of one's actions.
The argument continues that there is a relationship bétween
the emotive and fhe cognitive elements.61

This argument recognizes the cognitive process in
making decisions and linké this process with the person
aﬁproving or disproving something by analyzing the
consequences of the actions which one takes. But it also
recognizes that there are some opinions or actions which
are taken, not beéause one is capable of analyzing

consequences of some actions, but rather because the

interplay of one's feelings and attitudes indicates

v

how one should behave. This is a position which recognizes
neither the pure cognitive nor emotive aspect of méking

judgments. _

Steve;;on further argues that the emotive concept of
ethics does not deprive ethics“of its thoughtful reflective
élements, but on the cbntrary, has thé opposite effect.

For example, it may be that the consideration of whether
something is good or bad depends upon the degree to which

it increases or decreases the chances of survival of the
society. - There may exist a conflict betweén the cognitive
and emotive”considerations when evaluating a certain course
of action. Certain conducts may be considered to be for the
good of all persons, however, it may inhibit personal
freedom to an extent which is unacceptable to the individual.
From the cognitive viewpoint, the actiom which specifies the

collective good fof survival of the society may inhibit —
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individual freedoms.

In order to examine the worth of the emotive approach,
Stevenson éssumes emotive meaning refers to certain words
which evoke or express‘attitudes. I believe this view to
Be raghér limiting as it implies that an attitude must be
formed about something. It seems specific when in factf a
peréon confronted by a set of circumstances will develop
éertain feelings which may then become more ingrained into
baSic attitudes. Attitudes are a characteristic which one
carries with oneself and are developed from a complex sét of
interactions with people and circumstanceé in the
environment. While I am tending towards John Dewey's
theories, it seems logical thag‘attitudes are to a large
extent, influenced by experiences.- Feelings about something
are an instaﬁtaneous'reéponse,‘attitudes are developed
characteristics which . are developed'tthugh the cognitive
‘prncevﬂes.

Scevaenson recognizes)this concern by viewing man's
ethical te.. s as either expressing attitudes qr'designating
attgtudes. v defining attitudes in Ehis way, Stevenson
argues that -signating aﬁtitudes simply describes man's
state »f mi- whereas expressing attitudes leads to a pure
emotive exs iination of the question.®3 . -

Buft  w does Stevenéog}zgconcile the view that eﬁotiﬁé
meaw' . will enhghge the cdgnitive approach to evaluations?
Quite simply, he a;gues that man will give reasons for his

judgments and hence, the cognitive aspect. However,

S
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judgments are based upon how one evaluates somethlng and
evaluatlons are founded upon beliefs, feelings and attitudes.
The cognition is then enhanced by the emotive only inasmuch

+

as the beliefs are delegated to the reasons and not the

, ‘ 7 |
judrments. - That is, the beliefs form part of the . !
e 7 cions and give reasons for the evaluations but they do /

N . ' . . '
not form part of the - judgment. The emotive view presumes J

AN . /
N o N4

that a pefson will re-examine reasons for doing something in /

a certain manner. The impetus for change does not always |
l

come from thinking about the shortcomings of a certain

course of action. Indeed, change is often initiated by

general feelings that the_situation&is not as it should be

and that a change is necessary \The non-emotive analyst

Wlll attempt to examine ephlcs by evaluatlng cognitively

the consequences of actioné without recognizing that

evaluations are founded in Ehe emotions as well.

There is a distinction herween beliefs and attitudes
according to Stevenson. The egotive theory recognizes that
certain words will arouse favoreble or unfavorable feellngs'
and attitudes. It is not the purpose of a person to change

f«\ another personﬁs beliefs, indeed theee bellefs may form
part of the very nature of a person \It is the attltudes
of a person which one wishes to alter \ By altering a
person s attitudes towards something, regardless of his
b;}lefs it is hoped that h1s conduct w1ll\be changed.

This is qulte different from the p031t10n of the

other theories which viewed words as merely d scriptive.
L
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The emotivist insists that what makes a judgment moral in

regard to ahy individual is ''that the -terms applied to him

1

also express and induce a favorable attitude toward him,

and both evince and arouse certain feelings towards that

person.”64



Chapter/V: Conclusion One

o ; : ,
In examining the naturalism non- naturallsm dlchotomy '

an attempt to determlne how value Judgments are made it

is obvious that no 31ngle argument or theory w1ll provide

. .
an answer to the question. Foot argued that naturalism was

R

a sound theory upon which ‘to make ethlcal judgments. The
argument was centered on the pPremise that two persons will
.v1ew factual - occurences in different ways. Physical
objects or phenomena'will be interpreted differently‘by
persons in making ethical judgments Furthermore -a
person observ1n0 the natural _state of thlngs may fail to
draw any evaluatlve conclusions. " While 1t was agreed that’
“different persons w1ll arrive at dlfferent evaluations from .
‘identical natural phenbmena,'I found the second argument to
be a weak defense of naturalism. It seems loglcal that
. some kind of an evaluatlon will occur under all
circumstances. Nevertheless the major premise is that
ethlcal evaluations will follow fromvthlnklng about what
one has observed and that evaluations logically follow.
Foot dld not consider the impact of bellefs and attltudes
an ;pproach which was left for Stevenson to follow

Stevenson, at times, appears to argue the cognitive

approdch and then returns to the emotive theory_ as a

framework for making ethical judgments. His cognitive

60
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approach, which implies support for naturalism, is

centered on the notion that man gives reasons why

.

,Jevaluative judgments are made and should be accepted by

others.
Hare also argues that persons will observe the same

phenomena, but that each person makes individual

‘evaluative judgments.

.Proponents of naturalism object to the notion that

‘naturalism can be disproved on_the'basis of the

1ndef1nab111ty of certain words whlch in themselves contain

no natural propertles.‘ Dewey in particular, argued that
empirical methods could be used to‘arrive at ethical -
judgments. - This argument centered on the premise that a
theory of values must be connected with concrete experlences

It suggests that analytlcal technlques can be used to arrive

 at ethical Judgments by centerlng one's attentlon upon the

v

consequences of any actions. This pOSltlon is cr1t1c1zed
by opponents of naturalism on the basis that emplrlcal
analysesarezun:suff1c1ent as a means of‘maflng evaluations.
The brlef review-of the naturallsm theory leads one to
severar conclu31ons. ThlS theory argues that all ethical
Judgments are made from observ1ng occurrences which have

natural propertles. It doesgnot argue for a con31stent

~ethical Judgment nor does it argue for the establishment of

standard values in the soc1ety 1t only argues that ethlcal
Judgments are derived from observing natural phenomena The

naturalism.theory is a_Cognitive theory, emphasizing.that
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reason is paramount in arriving'at ethical judgments.
.Non-naturalists argue on the basis of an emotive or
intuitiue approach to explaining how one makes ethical
judgments. Moore argued against naturalism on the basis
that certaln words such as 'good"are undefinable. I would

dlsagree with thlS approach on the bas1s that the

: naturallstlc theory cannot be refuted simply by contending

. that certain evaluative words do not contain natural

N

\

.

properties. The argument also considersdall things to
contain something good as part of its properties. The
degree of goodness will vary from one situation to

another. I would argue that deflnlng propertles of good is
1rrelevant as the basi for any kind of an ethical argument,
but I support the noti that a declaration of something

being good is based upon -an observatlon of some natural

B
&

properties. e ‘ : =

ﬂ&oore bases his metaphysical argument upon the premise
that ethical principles are advanced on the notion of
universal truths, It asserts that something is good unto
itself and should be accepted as such without the_rigors ’
of.examinatian:‘ This_argument forms-thetbasis of the
intuitive theory, namely that certain principles, such as

religious principles, are to be aocepted for what . they

are and no more. I do not argue that 'such principles do

indeed exist, however, I cannot support the contention that

this is an effective argument against naturalism.

Other arguments against naturalism center on the
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following notions; first that 'ought' is not derived from

L4 |

is' or in other words that values cannot be derived from

facts. Intultionists do not accept the argument that N
ethical conclusions can be drawn from non- ethical ones. I A !
do not agree with the argument and mainta}n that 'ought'

~
may be derived from 'is'. Searle counter- argues the
'ought' from 'is' question with the contention that when
one utters words which have no physical properties such

as 'I promise', it implies an obligation which leads one

o bami e e e

to what ought to be done. The point'is that evaluatigns
may be made from descriptive situations, which further

serves to support naturalism. The ought from 'is'

argument assumes, in accordance with naturalism that all

ethical judgments can be deriveu from observed properties.

There are sound premisee upon which to declare that
naturalism cannot in itself explain how value judgments
~are made, indeed, there does exist a ganeral attitude about
what represents the collective good that serves to
intuitively direct a person in reaching ethical conclusions.
The major deficiency of the intuitive theory is in
determining the degree of something's goodness.
rPrichard,argued in this way, stating that man aeeks

proof of why he is.acting the way he is.. A man will

. e ) 3
question his action in terms of whether it is good-or

‘ a : S
right, but all arguments are irrelevant because we cannot

define their properties. Therefore a man will only“knqy - j%‘

if hlS action is good or right when he carries out the
\
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action. It will then become self—evident_as to what is a
right or good action.

But the intuitive theorists maintain that the ethical
judgment is derived, not from ebserving some natural object,
but from an intuitive sense of what is good, right, bad, or.
wrong. It argues that these words represent principles
upon which one makes judgments, but the principles are
contained within the mental‘being. A’person has a very real
conception of what is good, and makes a comparison og‘the{
dction to the conception under all circumstarices. The théory
says nothlng about how one arrlves at the conception of good
or duty, only that a person is quite capable of d01ng so.

While the naturalistic theory leads one from the natural_
object to the'evaluation the intuitive theory moves in the
opposite direction. One must agree-that evaluations are

made from.observ1ng natural prcoerties. ~One must also agreé
that there exists in one‘s mind preconceived ﬁotions of what

. constitutes good of bad. The weakness in the process is
twofold, namely, how can the observation of natural

properties engender ®valuat: H»n in terms of the kind or degree

of evaluation, and further where have the preconceived notions
f ethical values, as;prbmoted by the intuifionists, been
derived? The emotive theory attempts to answer theséAquestions.

Emotive theorists suggest tﬁat certain words create .
feelings within a person and therefore arouse value

judgments. Stevenson argues that words will change a person's

beliefs and attitudes. The premise that words will influence
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other persons is plausible as it is a normal function of our
language. But Stevenson recognizes that the notion that
ﬁwords engender feelings, and therefore move: persons to ma&é
evaluations, falls short of explaining how judgments are

made. To account for this deficiency, he describes the

interplay between the emotive and dsturalist positions. As

each theory has been described in relationship'to naturalism,

it is useful to détermine if any exists between intuitionism -
and emoti&ism

i Intultlonlsm argues that cerﬁkln words are intrinsically

‘v

unlversal They are accepted for their ethical . s

\,\\ ﬂ}u S ~

connotatloNS and influence ethical judgments Emotivism
states that;words ;rouse feellngs and develop attitudes. It
seems réasonable that the very ‘words which arouse feellngs-
are the same universal principles, expressédéin words, which
oﬁe intditively feels represent the éthical truth.
Naturallsm then, ties back t? these two theories in that it
provides a ‘base upon which one reacts 1ntu1t1ve1y and from
‘'which one tests emotive pr1nc1p1es. '

There exist words like duty, patriotic, and democracy
. which create certain feelings. There are also the-universal
’prihciples UPen which society isAstrqctured.f‘HoweVer, it is

necessary to examine the consequences of actions in the

_ n{tural environment to prove or disprove our belief in

universal truths. -One will evaluate based upon natural
-circumstances, but will do so only through an interplay
between‘one's.beliefs'and an intuitive sense of what is

¢ )

Y4




good or bad, right or w*rong.\i
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Chapter VI: Discussion in Moral Education

The preceding section examined three theories which
" endeavor to explain how moral judgments are made. This
treatise makes no attempt to be all-encompassing, but rather
will briefly examine the relationships between ethics and
educatioﬁ inasmuch as the latter is concerned with aims and
values. 1In Chaptef I, the question was: '"how are value
judgmeﬁts made?' 1In this chaptér, the question continues
to be about the way in which value judgments are made and
justified. This premise leads to the further question of
Iwhether values often accepted in the education system ought
to be questioned. If, indeed, they are questioned, then
what skills or criteria are necessary in qfder for one to
examine gxisting valugsj///d | \

- )

When a teacher expectsa certain modeggﬁ‘conduct or

attitude from the students, he is defining values which

determine the behavior of the student. This does not imply -

that the student understands the rationale behind the values.

Indeed, in the rapidly changing;educational environment,
there is a strongylikelihood that he will not‘accépt values
without opén questioning. This requires the teacher t6
reflect upon the values waizgﬁhe/she asks others.to accept.

' Naturalism is a theory which presupposes that a value
judgment is made in a rational mammer by 6bserving facts. 1

have argued previously that the consequences of an action

67
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really serve as the justification in making a moral judgment}
But the relevancy of the congequencé.is deférmined only by.
some printiple upon which a comparison 's made. The moral
principle now becomes the action guiding factor in human
behavior. A major problem is that in using words: like 'good',
there is no concise defihition as to what constitutes 'good
conduct’.
: -~

In response to this problem, the intdition theory
emerged with the claim thatitheArightness of the principle
is a matter of ;seeing' or !grasping' some quality. This
theory covers the main weakness of naturalism in its.
inability to deéefmine which principles are moral and
ethical. However, intuitionism also fails to explain how a
person determines meaning of certain qualities which are
ciaimed to be of the highesf principles and serve to guide
conduct. | |

To explain the arbitrary tendency of intuitionism,
anothér theory, referred to.as‘emotivism, emerged. This
theory recognized that words arouse feelings and opinions
and that any sense of morality must come from the emotions.
The word 'murder' means nothing 'in itself, but the feelings
- it engenders éause one to reach certain conclusions about
morality and ethics? The weakness of this theory is that
the general feeling about what is good“or«baa, right or -
wrong, must be expiicitlyrlinkéd to some princible in order
to give an ethical context to the feeling. Furfhérmore,

actibnsfalso'create feelings so that what is observed in the

4
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natural environment wili create feelings leading to moral
judgments. Iﬁ all things ethicél, none of the three theories
in isolation’&%cceeds in determining how moral judgments are
made on a raé{Bnallbasis; an awareness basis, or a general
‘feeling about somgthing. The fact remains that certain
conduct is demanded in the educational setting, and that
;here must be’ reasons for specific conducts. Having reached
thié‘conclusion, as well as the position that ethical
judgments are reached by means of all three prbcesses, one
encounters difficulties in defining not only how principles
of conduct are reached, but now they are justified; Moral
philosophy must attempt to bridge the gap between the
‘evaluation of social values and the study of the nature of
such values. Unquestionably, societies develop moral ‘codes
and principles which they'expeCt their participant; to

adhere to. Therefore, it is common, in a society, that
education is oriented towards inculcating pfinciples and

the nature of ethical philosophy is to eXamihe the
principles byAwhaEever means or theories are availaBle. It
is in thié setting that we ask whetherVreasoningior’emotions

form the basis for making value judgments.

~But moral philosophy has limitations in its contribution

o .
4 3

to moral education. I canmot justify what values aﬁe good
or right but rather can only '"clarify alternative positions
on such issues énd to:argug for one position rather than'A
another;" The moral philosopher can only clarify assumptions

and indicate which actions or programs are consistent with
. s -
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those assumptions.65

There is no methodology by which moral
philosophy can approach the examination of values. It does
not describe the deéelopment of the child as this is the
domain of psychology. Nor does it develop specific

pedagogic principles which may or may’not'be related to
66

values, but are always related to conduct . %®

- The importance of a'moral upbringing is highlighted by
Hare, who claims the inculcation of moral principles will
serve as an objective moral law, by which a person may
rationally or intuitively adscertain what he should do.
Adults, including educators, teach principles uponbwhich
moral decisions are made. Principles should‘not be dogmatic,
but rather should be ﬁodified or -abandoned, depending upon
the changing environment. h ) 1

This argument recognizes the existence of a base of
_ principles and suggests that-a person has the capébility to
evaluate the justification for principles. A society
constantly changes values throughout time which suggests that
some. process exists whereby some peréons actively question
the established social principles which guide coﬁduct;67
- Hare further argues in favof of the 'thegry of

uniyersalizability' whéréby a moral principle applies to all
persons under all Qircumstances. “The child; according to Hare,
éﬁst not blindlyvaccept principleé, but must leafn to examine
the principles in order to determine-whatdis morally acceptable

to him/her. How do the children learn to examine principles .

. . . . . u* .
- by functioning in an environment in contact with as many
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persons as possible, by observing the actions of others, and
w13h1ng to follow their example? - |

This premise 1is l%rgely unfounded as 1t counters the

premise upon which moral judgments are made. If one accepts

the premise that one should examine principlesvgg assess

their worth, simply interacting with large numbers of persons.

will not allow one to achieve this end. The mass

saciety has relatively homogeneous values, depending

upon the culture. This culture‘creates a significant inertia
to any change to established value systems. From an early
age, the child is bombarded with identical principles =Ye)
that While‘he'may question why different values apply to

the young, in general, he accepts the fact that those

,Values guide his conduct at a point in time. Therefore, the
environment serves to constantly reinforce established
principles rather than create a forum for examination of
values. This is not to say thgr principles of morality are
not examined in the classroom, only that the same
conclusions are reached as in tﬁe soeiety.

Conversely, expectations that adults will set an-
example for learning moral prlnciples reinforces the
argument that the®young will simpl& adopt aceepted values.
Adults, whether‘parenfs dr educators, have a Very clear
conception of what constitutes acceptable morel behavior'at
various levels of development and exert pressures within
controlled social and classroom env1ronments to ensure Suchl

‘behavior is achieved. This is not to ;mply that»edueators

4




and parents7do not radically question basic\moral
principles. In ali likeiihood‘they do, but in\éhdeavoring
to control the‘ectivities and behaviors c* the young, an
extremely conservative approach is taken. frinciples of
conduct, moral in the sense that behavior is cdntrolled, srel
taught to ensure that through general acceptances of values
and a homogeneous”grouu attitude, individual conflict is
minimized; The ideal young adolescent believes in the
ideals of the culture, principles of fairmess, freedom and
justice, is‘polite'and respectful. The point is that
because of the'conservatism of . educators and the need to
prescrdbe codes of conduct, with few exceptions, neither'

the family nor the cIassroomvsetting‘provide the opportunity
to examine moraleprinciples.“

" Wilson holds the view that it is difficult to determin-
what type of education is necessary unless one kuOWS what »
'bconstltutes a morally educated person. &hls view holds that a
certaln features are essentlal to morallty, namely that
overt behav1or 1n'1tself is not sufflcient as every action
must be cOnnected'to-a mbral»reason for ecting ‘Good moral
reiaiys muSt be based upon . ratlonal con51deratlons of othery
people S lnterests Further moral pr1nc1ples emerge from
this ratlonal examlnatlon of respectlng the 1nterests of
others.68 -

I haue'referred to thisﬂergument as quite-typieal:ih
terms of the approach tb'ﬁoral education. It presumes that

a morally educated person understands the reasons for
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a

actions which he may take within the context of established
moral principles. It implies that the morally educated
person has not 'learned' to examine from first principles
the validity of a moral principie but rather rationally‘
examines whetﬁer his actions violate the moral principles
as they are defined for the culture. 1Indeed, Wilson states
that a man must'determine whether he is committed to his
principles. This further illustrates that there is an

emphas1s on examining one's behav1or relative to ex1st1ng

—
P .

\
pr1nc1ples rather than asking the questlonfas to whether

jthe principle is worthwhile. /f

' i
Kohlberg does not hold the view that the moral

t
i
i
i
i
|
i

development of the child is a function of learned moral
behavior from adults. Through the preeonventional,
cenventibnal and post conVentional'leVels;.the individual, .
examines moral principles apart from those specified by the
groups. Kohlberg specifiés varieuslstages of moral
development within each.ef these levels.69 |
At the'ptecbnventional level, according te Kohibérg, it
seems that the orientation is towards an emotive context. A
persen reacts;Based upen feelihgs and opinions, directiﬁg*
‘actions based upon a reward and puhishment systeﬁ. The
second level views the individual as tendlng towards |
conformlst behav1or At the third level, a person compares
actlon to rlght behav1or as deflned by the standards of

society. There is an awareness of personal values regarding

right or wrong with a -final orientation towards self-chosen 7

v
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ethical principles. But these are uﬁiversal principles such -
as'ﬁruth,.justice and freedom so thet‘the person continues |
qe.function_within the framework of social standards.

This approach to moral development is.verified to some
extent by empirical research, howevef, it(does not explain o
how moral jigments are made. It describes a ﬁfgéEss of
moral educatipn where the culturevdefines certain

expéectations rom persons at certain age levels. At pﬁe

higher stagesf persons will examine the meaningfulness of a
value but normally in terms of whether one is 'going to
conform to the yalue, and not in térms of whether the value.
ought to be modified or discarded. This impiication'isj
inherent in Kohlberg's, theo;§ inasmuch as the child moves
‘into the education system of the culture. If the child is

. . - {
"excluded from the normal education system as we view it,

theg/different value structures are learned. Regardless

of the environment, the child learns certain values. These
values-may not conform to those generally aeeepted'as
standard in the society. pNeverthelese, the values do exist
‘in the particular environment and as gach are leafned.

Why is this an important point to consider? 1£
,illustfates the nature ef a complex society with many varied
value systems. A person; at stage five of Koh@berg's‘theory,
is simply evaluating which of many different kinds of
_standards he is prepared to accept without challenging the
‘basic. framework of standards. The ghefto standards are as

A feal_to'the culture as those téught by the finishing school.

AN

N
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Kohlberg's ¢ « y of moral development suggests that
development occurs in a step—w1se fashion and that one moves
;through successively higher steps until a stage of "universal
ethical principle orientation' is reached. I would suggest
thatvkohlberg'Sgtheory does give insight into the processes
of moral development and that it does free our thinking from
absolute reliance on the impact of cultural expectations on
human motivation. It argues that the 1nd1v1dual moves through
various stages of development adhering to group values to a
higher order development ofrprincipleg which serves as the
.besis of one's personal philosophy d% life.

. The cognitive- development approach to moral education
centered its views on ‘the notion that moral development of
the child is achieved in stimulating the active thinking of
the»ehild.nlIt»was Dewey who stated that the aim of the
sehool is\to(foster intellectual and morel development. He
argued'that ethical principles can aid tﬂé school in |
building a strong and powerful character. vThe cognitive-

) developmental approach suggests thatrmoral development occurs .

through stages -and. therefore the school must provide the

o conditldns under which the psychological and moral

'.fdevelopment must occug 70 o - : vx"‘iiff
RN )

%y There is no doybt ‘that moral development occurs in

.J‘stages., Mbral development is closely aligned with the

fdevelopment of the‘mind for’ w1thout a ‘mature understanding

T :of ;he world a person is unlikely to obJectively question

iﬁthe mnral principles Kndwledge and understanding are

: .,,‘,ﬂ;«'
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achieved through training of the mind, both intellectually
and morally, so that a meaningfﬁl personal moral.philosophy'
ought to be developed. Educational institutions are
charged with the‘responsibility of carrying out the aims of
education, whichztheoretieally are to engender a sense of
equality, freedom and respect for persons. They hope to
achieve this end by appealing to the interests of the
students Interest is heightened by students
participating in what might be called worthwhile aé?ivities.
But the institutions also maintain degrees of social'
control by using.rewards and punishments. The authority
'stroeture is extremely formal with the teacher remaining
the centralrsonrce of all authority. Consequently, the aims
of education, which advocate the moral development of a
o ;
~child, are implemented in an environment which is far less
: demoqratic than is'necessary to stimulate the active
thinking reouired in the cognitive developnent approach.
While I do not intend to further pursuelthe'questiOn'of
:the democratization ofvsghools, Kozoi.and Holt~have
discussed this QVestion quite fully. What-is of concern
however is.the oremise that mogfl development occurs
through actlve thlnklng Educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns -because
.of the need'fgr soc1al control, promote conformity and
homogenelty The student is not expected to queStion»moral'
_»prnnciples,,but rather is asked to adopt the moral and
cultural norms. There is no clear ev1dence that educators

“

" are prepared.to function in more democratic environments
- o ¢ . * ’

0
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which Will promote unrestricted analyses of moral
.principles. But ‘I dare say, there probably are some
educators who have the courage to introduce challenging
subjects regarding laws, eex and conduct, in order that

studerits might determine for themselves if they are

[

worthwhile.
But the question of which mgréi principles one ought to
adopt'or discérd is not necessarily rational. On the
contrary, moral behavior is more a -function of the pefsan
and not simply ﬂis capacity to think logically or to learn
the norms of the culture. A new kind of thinking, |
integrative as it were, is required in the area offmoral

education.71

' One technique suggests affect and system
problem-solving where the class is given an exercise which-
centers on moral issues such as: discrimination, abortion,
or Lawlessness.v,The variety of experieﬁces, both~cognitiﬁe
and affective, will provide the incentives forvthe students
to argue a certain course of action. |
¢ Coﬁflueﬁt\%dﬂcation is emerging ‘as a branch of the
pfogressive school of thoughtr It recognizesAthe affective
or opinion espéct on issues” as well as the cognitive.

a

Thls new approach comblnes ‘the theories of Dewey with the

humanitles and technlques of mental health education

: L

The- basic premlses of confluent educatlon empha31zenthe o

- 1dea that the individual knows and aontrols his or her own
’ salues in the world. Secondly, emotlons and opinions do-

. exist, and remain a maJor force in the shaping, modifying or

Jo
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discarding of values. Thirdly, it is hot possible to
separate the physical and ihtellectual heing from the
affective. Fourth, the individual's experiences are
grounded in the past and all. future decisions will be
influenced by the past.. Autonomy may be found by seeking
the good life for others as well as for oneself. -These
perises are basic and suggest that the schools must develop
an environment which, accordigg to Simpson, optimizes

human creative potential.72 |

Simpson views-conflueht education as being facilitated

by ensuring the gratification of basic needs. Small group

experlences ensure the f1na1 development of 1nd1v1dual

identity and the selfw “f ;:ems légical however, that
there will exiifthe group conformity pressures any time a
group ‘discussed~an issue. Lanéuage as a symbol.system is
effective in expending the conceptual abilities of the
learner. ,Use'of body for the physicalizatidn of“abstract
concepts develops feeling and thinking comuetence. The
study of the erts engenders eXpressidn of the subconscipus,
in partiqular where it assists in the development of the
imaginetion 73 |
I have hlgh71ghted these technﬁﬁues because they reflect
lsome of the work in progress 1n the confluent educatlonal
area. It recognlzes that there are certaln technlques which
mayvbe used to develop creat1v1ty and that creativity and
examination of moral values may\be synonymous. Creatlvity

includes both intellectual and affectlve freedom to
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examine and to feel freely ‘about certaln issues and to adopt

7y
~t

them as personal values. I have not - attempted to examine
whether or not creativity.can be learned. Certainly, the
learning proeesses constitute a large part of life;s -
experiences, and it is within the context of these
experiences that a person's irc ination to accept or examine
moral principles is formed. Further examination of the
relationship between creativity and moral issues 1is
necessary. It is a simplistic premise when we admit that
creative persons will critically examine alternatives to
issues, and perhaps give direction to the remaining culture.

o

One must be cautious in presupposing that creative pexsons

are any more able to dlscern dlfferences between good or bad.

Indeed, the moral principles of the culture are so greatly

inculcated that deflnltlons of good even if 1mp11c1t1y in
the mlna, do exist. And it may be that the creatlve person
thinks about what is important and what is not, at least to

him personally, but Within established moral principles.

This indicates that not only are persons thinking about

a more 1ntegrated theory to the questlonlng and establishing
of moral values, they are experlmenting in the classroom,
using technlques whlch will hopefully create within a
student a desire to examine and evaluate moral issues. Why
is moral education Important? There is-presently only a
general relationship between'noral philosophy :and moral
education The oppositlon to the Vietnam war, the~demand

for ethical princ1p1es by those in high offlces, and the

3

%
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general social unrest of the 1960s were indicative of the
changing scene. ' |
The state has embraced certain principles tc ensure
- o
social control and enhance its material issues. The
,breakdoWn in respect for tradifional concepts and offices
forces the proBlem of defining moral principles for the
good of the society. ‘Further, the econcmic‘a%ms of the
state are meaniﬁ%ful only if .all people feel that tife
pr1nc1ples requlred to achieve these aims are worthwhf@e
'The liberal society has dif. :ulty in establlshlng the rules

under which its citizens w1ll live as-the kind of leadership v

style requires a respon31veness to the multlp}e needs of the
74 . ® "
( . #

Some of the attitudes, such as fée opinion that the aim

society.

of education is to indoctrinate, are under critical

- L4 A “ .
examination. Wilson et al’ state that when confronted with
75

> . . I3

a loss of our values, we attempt to structurd’a new set.
Unfortunately, our experience has an authorltarlan basis.

/
Under what c1rcumstances does one accept that the-p '
¥
tradltlonal values no longer apply? Fu;;a%r upon *hat basis >
does one build a new set of values? How does one Justlf?

the moral values and establlsh new ones? A ba51s for moral
o | v .

educatlon‘ehould consist‘of a recognltlon that skills are

required to examine moral principles, and that there must be'

b3

some means of le%;niﬁg these skills. -

Wilson'states that the child must. be taught certain

basic skills which wifl allow him to function meaningfully
[ . R - ) . )

Y - ‘_.\ X
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_in the society. The child ﬁust have a code to follow but
the ¢ode which parents pass on may not permit the child to
»fuhction well as an adult. The norms passed on are,
however, the stt set as determlned by the pr1nc1ples of

& -
ratlonallty.76

-1

Wilson et al. ask whether or not moral
education is a subject, and they come to the conclusion that
it is based on the premise that morally educated persons have
certain characteristicsysuch as an awarenesS for the‘feelings
of others A certain program or subject may aSSlSt one in
developlng these characteristics. Therefore moral ‘
. - education is only 1nd1rect1y part of educatlonal processes.
Rather various dlscipllnes one studies may sharpen the
®kills in evaluatlng moral pr1nc1ples 7
his interesting notion suggests that. only a person who
is as broadly educated as possible will develop .uch skills.
-1t can glve no prescribed pattern of educatlonal programs
. which will lead to morally developed persons. It assumes
the’prihciplqubf rationality are the vehicles by which,
Yalues are. examined. The premise iﬁplies that the child must
be taught certaiﬁ’moral skills; but assumesvthat broadlymbased/i\
education will résult in the spirit of a creative mind.
. The common thread which exists throughour;the
| discﬁssion‘is that,there is little connection between moral
xeducation and moral philosophy. In this paper it is
suggested that there are theories W1thin which. moral
Judgments are made Mbral educatlon with few exceptlons

such as confluent educatlon centers on prlnciples of
. ‘ : A



rationality.

A further commonality is that there is a tendeﬁé;
towards the 'morally educated person'. This £mpiles that

D

codes of conduct are not emphasized but rFther a person
learns the skills of analysis and enqquy by which values
might be questioned. Whi}e this notion does seem appealing,
the techniques available are inadequefe to permit the normal
~educator to teach the skills. The methodology is not
sufficient to say that if followed bv the educator, it will
guarantee morally educated persomns. -

‘The basis of Kohlberg's philosophy is twofold; the
cultural relativity of ethicé is i.. error, and that
morality is not based on emotional processes of habit,
rewards, punishment, identification and defense. According
to Kohlberg, - the noﬁ—relativist, "cognitive development'' '
theory is.a rational approach towards the explanation of the
moral education processes, Kohlberg proposes that moral
development - the rearlng of ethical prineiples is the end
of a natural developmentlln social functioning and thinking.

Cultural relativity - the facet of :uleﬁral
diversification - leadse;o confusion on exactly what should
' be.ideal morality - "re;listic ideas of zolerance (ethical
relativism) whlch lead to confusion about the facts
(cultural relativism). n?9

Thelconfusion exists betWeen the relativity of moral
principles and the relativity of blaming or punishing persons

or groups who do not act in accordance with these principles.

78
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The question is, then, one of the relativity of moral

3?
[ A w

1nd1v1dual in certaln 31tuatlons - and the argument:t

bellefs - how shall they be defined as applicable to

such beliefs must be inculcated into the indivigdual ‘to serve
as a framework for behavier. In the absence of these 'beliefs
as outwardly displayed, the person must'be outwardly
‘ punished. Kohlberg<atgues that there is a higher order
‘scheme of pfinciples which determines the moral behavior of
others.  Moral principles rise above-the diotates of
culturally developed norms and the reasoning individual
evaluates and acts in accordance with personally_defined
prlnclples based on justice. o
Kohlberg considers the question of ratlonallty in terms

of‘the scientific cultural.;nfluence - the value

neutrality ; based on cognltion, and concludesvthat
rationality can exist only where there is atmethodlor process
lof"evaluation'in'explainingiand attaining moral beliefs and
.. it is to this end that kohlberg dedicated himself to the
; emplrlcal study of a process of moral development. 80

| I cannot argue against the cognltlve development ‘aspect
of Kohlberg s view, but it is my.bellef that Kohlberg had a
distaste for an indoctrinating type ofamoral philosophy and
a."bag of virtues»approach“-that he decided to go on at the
* other end of the spectrum. P . I .
| - The person must. also‘héve mature soc1a1 skllls for‘to s
counter accepted value systems requires the person to ﬁ

rationalize-his new positlon. While the quallty of a value
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may be perceived through feelings or some awareness, it must
be explainable, and therefore rationalized tb,others. No
absolute methodology presently exists for the educétor to
follow. Nor is there likely to be one as in the development
of a morally educated person, the educator is decidedly on
his own. The overwhelming tendency is to remaih cautious,
teaching the young useful conventional techniques within

predetermined cultural standards.
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d ‘ , Chapter VII: Conclusion Two

The answer to the questions of how ethical judgments
are made, and whether the educational system acts as an O
influence in this process areinconciusive. Howe#er, I will
briefly h:>h_ight the conclusions which are frequently
stated throughout this treatise. i}

There is ho one, single absolute theory which effectively
explains how ethical jidgments are made. Naturalism, as
a theory, is defended by Foot who views man as making
ethical judgments depending upon thé manner in which he
perceives the evidence. Beliefs are formed from the
evidence which one views, and how one peréeives the evidence

i will depend upon the nature of the beliefs.

{ How one forms beliefs within the framework of

established codes of conduct is another question. It may

s

(g | i be that experiences and attitudes will affect how one views
yf3  o the world and thereon makes ethical judgments. Man

naturally evaluates whether it be from £ t principles

-

g or within the framework of existing moral codeés. The

consequences of all actions are viewed as to whether they

=

.are“WOrthWhilé, and based upon this evaluation, a person:

o X, ., will determine if the action is to be repeated.
‘ Accep;ablllty of certain courses of action will be determined

by what ls considered to be good or bad. How one determlnes

<.
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what is good, is a difficult question. But the question
exists within the context of existing cultﬁtal'nbfms. If
the consequences of anvactionsare considered to be ethically
good, it must be set»éithervwithin the context of thed |
culturally defined good; or it iéldefined to be so from
firét principles. If the'consequences of the action are

o

not affirmed by the culture, fhe individual must have some
basis for evaluation from first prlnélples |
The second major conclus1on is: that the Naturalism
Theory cannot stand as an absolute theory of the way in which
etﬁiéal judgments'are derived. Naturalism provides some
:insight into the pﬁﬁbéss of evaluation when exanining
fécts, but fails to explain hoﬁ ethical judgments are
fofmed whgn confronted by a cdurse of action.contrary to
the culturally accepted direction: |
Intuitivism blaims that man is aware of what is good ~
or bad. It does so on the basis that certain words, such
as good, are evaluative But have no natural properties.
While I have argued that the indefinébility of good is
“insufficient evidence upon which to refute the Naturalism
Theory, nevertheless, it does providersome insight as to
how ethical»judgmenté may be made from first principies,;

» The third majon conclu81on is: that while the
Intu1tlonlst Theory prov1des 1n81ght~1nto how a person may
derlve ethlcal judgments from flrst pr1nc1ples
- irrespective of the cdultural norms, it does not successfully

4

. - . . .o o . . . i
refute the Naturalism Theory,~nor does it provide an
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absolute theory for deriving ethical judgments.

Emotivism recognized ‘that persons have feelings and

opinions about certain subjects. The feelings are arcused

by certaln words or actlons Wthh are observed w1th the
consequence that certain responses will ensue. Ethlcal
judgments can be made only when feelings are translated
into some action. It is not sufficient‘tobargue that

feelings about something represent -an ethical judgment,

"unless-there is some evidence to confirm that an ethical

Judgment was made. Evaluations cannot be made on feeling
alone. Certalnly words will arouse feellngs and direct.

actions, but ethical Judgments are based on other criteria

‘as‘well.

The- fourth major conclusion lS that whlle the
Emotlve lheorylrecognlzes that ethlcal Judgments lnvolves
feellngs and oplnlons it neglects firm ev1dence‘upon .
whlch ethlcal Judgments have been made Ethlcal Judgments

must be based upon mere than 51mple emotlons

ﬂTherefore the Emotlve Theory falls to provide an absolute

theory for maklng ethlcal Judgwents ) , -

The flfth maJor conclu31on argues for reconnltlon of”

ah lntegrated theory It recognlzed the complexrtles of -
the determination’ of ethlcal Judgments and argues for the
integration of the»three theoriesu This theory would
view Intuitionism and. Emotivism as ﬁajorkcontributors by

L}

lead one to develop ethlcal Judgments Further the

recognizing that elements: of awareness and strong feellnas’



.S’feelings or awareness are engendered by life's experiences,
;and the consequences of any‘actions initiated from feelings
about_something are reflected’in natural occurrences.
Judgments may originate from observing natural Qceurrences,
rationally evaluating the’circumstanceskand, %hrough_the
interplay of intuition and feelings reaching a'conclusion
What kind of education is necessary, not simply for the
moral development of the child, but for building the skllls
necessary to analyze ex1st1ng values and to determlne
changes7 Cognltlve—development is insufficient, there must
tbe a development of the 1nd1v1dua1 to a state where ethlcal

judgments are actlvely pursued o S .
B » ,-a 1 . y . - . M -
The sixth major conc}u&ion is: the'young must develop

{

.1analyt1cal’an§lmﬁamlstlc skhils so that whether

, tally, 1ntu1t1vely, or emotlonally ex1st1ng
“v ?ﬁngles can be %Ballenged The’ forms of
LY 'and emot1v1sm concelved in support of thlS»_\ e
lﬂfﬁﬁnclu81on would be consistent w1th the use of reasonlng‘as
| well as feeling and- 1ntu1tlon 1n making moral Judgments
A cruc1al aspect of the phllosophy ougﬂlned here is
that 1t assumes the educatlonal system should perform a total
role of. educatlng, soc1allzlng, and satlsfylng a ide?
spectrum of the needs of the young It further ssumes-that
'educators are highly 1ntegrated vltal soc1a11y responsible}
and concerned 1nd1v1duals who have been adequately educated

to perform thls multitude of duties well

— U

I strongly suspect_and recommend that whlle the

k]

v . 1)

s
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philosophy expressed in the last concluéion gives the teacher
aibroéa mandate to act and with a definite aim, the teécher
w1ll govern the class in a style unique‘tb hims~1£ - a style
which is natural to his persohality. Education is an art,
not a routine.

Students exhibit value structures not favored by ghe
étate,and their basic skills and abilities to critically

evaluate are not being developed. The reactionaries are
. ) . |

v

quick to point out that ‘the progressive, confluené education
system is not working. I would submit that it néver worked
since it was never adequately implemerted. The rigidity of
the ﬁublié system and the inadequate competencies and
confidence of the teéchers, never allowed them to
subsfantially depart from the rigid, authoritarian
environment. Thegefore, tﬁe conclusion should also read;
the educators mqgt\develbp analytical and_humanistic skills
S

so that whether natufalistically, intuitively, or emotionally,

existing ethical principles can be challenged.
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