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i s. 
9. 

This  t h e s i s  c r i t i c a l l y  e v a l u a t e s  and r e c o n s t r u c t s  
ir- 

, $.P, White I s  argumepg for a cornpulsor~  curyi'culum. A compul- 
< . \ *  ' - .  

; gory Li . r~dr r icu lum,  % f o r  'White, is  one s t r u c t u r e d  by o b j e c t i v e s  . J- 

. educa to r s  are pe rmi t t ed  t o  compel - ch i ld ren  to  a t t a i n .  Its 
, -  4 , . 
j u s t i  t i o n  i ves  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h a t  t h e  a t t a inmen t  of i t s  

-1 
o b j e c t i 9 . e ~  by ' p u p i l h  s e r v e s  e i t h e r  t h e i r  own goqd o r  t h e  good 

J 

s f  okAezs,--Whitels argument is-concerned w i t h  es tabl ishi ing4-  - 
- -- - - 

I 

t h e  fo rmer . ,  I t  has  two main s t e p s .  F i r s t ,  paying p a r t i c u l a r  

a t t e n t i o n  'to R.S. Peters ' s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argument, White . 
c r i t i c i z e s  a t t empt s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  o b j e c t i v e l y  t h a t  some p u r s u i t s  

a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  more va luab le  than  o t h e r s .  H e  t hen  a rgues  

s t h a t  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  v a l u e ' o f  t h i n g s  i s  determined by what -. 
. 

people want a l fhough it must/ be  what t hey  want when t h e y - a r e  

' f u l l y  aware of  t h e i r  o p t i o n s  and f u t u r e  p r i  White . 

i n f e r s  f r o m f i i s  t h a t  it i s  ve ry  much i n  a own i n t e r e s t  

t h a t  educa to r s  seek  t o  e n l a r g e  a s  much a s  p o s s i b l e  h i s  

knowledge o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  t h i n g s  he might want f o r  t h e i r  own 

sake and encourage him t o  r e f l e c t  on them, n o t  on ly  from t h e  

viewpoint  of t h e  p r e s e n t  moment b u t  h i s  l i f e  a s  a whole. 

I n  t h e  f i r s t  chap te r  of  my t h e s i s  I e x p l a i n  what White 
- - - - - - - - - -- - 

pp 

means by a compulsory cur r icu lum and o u t l i n e  what i t s  j u s t i f i -  
'I - - 

c a t i o n  involves ,  showing how it i s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  f u s t i f i -  
# 

c a t i o n  of compulsory scfiooling. I n  t h e  second chap te r  I 



o u t l i n e  and c r = i c i z e  White's argument.. I argue t h a t  White C 

. t 
m i s i n t e r p r e t s  ~e ters&irgument  and o f f e r  a m o ' r e  adequate 

counter-argument. I objec-t t o  t h e  method White uses  i n  arguing 

- f o r  h i s  account of i n t r i n s i c  value and show t h a t  it i s  no t  an 
* .  

account of i n t r i n s i c  value but  something more ak in  t o  va lue ,  ' 

, a l l  t h ings  considered. In  t h e  t h i r d c h a p t e r  I recons t ruc t  

@ h i t e a s  argument, Drawing on Richard Bfandt ' s  work on r a t i o n a l  
L 

i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s ,  I provide a moce adequate account of i n t r i n -  

-- s i c p w u e  :" Foffer .my ~eomf t -as  m - e r r l ~ ~ f ; o g f ~ = = = ~ w  &U=- = -- 
exp la ins  what* i n t r i n s i c  va lue  i s  and show t h a t  it meets t o  some 

x" 

degree the. complex condithons a f  adequacy of such accounts.  I 

then a r g f e  t h a t  White's o b j e c t i v e s  can be defended by e s t a b l i s h -  

ing  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  value of l i v i n g  o n e ' s  l i f e  autonomously. 
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. * * 
I. INTRODUCTION 

~lyd the4s is  is o f fe red  'as a  con t r ibu t ion  t o  the-  ph i lo -  .- " 

' sophica l i ioundat ions  of cu r r i c i lum theory.  %t i s  a  c r i t i c d  
i: a SL 

C '  

evalua t ion  and r ~ o n s t r u c t i o n  of J .P. ,Whitels  argument f o r  a  

com~ulsory  curriculum.' A compulsory c&riculum i s  one 

s t r u c t u r e d  by o b j e c t i v e  ' L d u k a t o r s  a r e  gezmi t ted  t o  compel 
- 7 .  3 .  

c h i ld ren  t o  a t t a i n .  d i t e  ' s argument f o r  t h e  -curriculum 
- -- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - -- at tempts  go-show t h a t p c e r t a i n  ob jeo t iveg  a r e  i n  f a c t  t h e  s o r t  

th%; permit compulsion. White c l a ims  t d a t  t h e r e  a r e  t;o 
3 . v a r i e t i e s  of t h e s e  ob jec t ives :  

- I . . . it would be r i g h t  t o  cons t ra in  a  c h i l d  t o  . ' learn- such and such only'  i f  ( a )  he Is  l i k e l y  t o  
be--harmed i f  he does not, do so ,  o r  (b)  o t h e r  
people a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be Karmed. - - k 

(b) i n d i c a t e s  one basl's of moral- educat ion (e .g. teach- 
\ . - 

ing ch i ld ren  no t  t o  cause s u f f e r i n g  t o  o t h e r s )  and White says . 
i 

d 

very l i t t l e  about t h i s .  He is mainly i n t e r e s t e d  i n  th inking  
F 

- through t h e  impl ica t ions  of ( a )  which he says i s  l o g i c a l l y  ' 

\ 
more bas ic  s ince  "with ( a )  we s h a l l  be s tudying what it i s  

4 

f o r  a  person t o  be harmed, a  n o t i o n  which w e  must c l e a r l y  
- 

understand &fore  we go on t o  ask what it i s  f a r  o t h e r s  t o  be 
h 

harmedn. White ' s a r g w e n t  forYa compulsory curriculum, then ,  
A 

- - - - -  -p------------ 

c o n s i s t s  of an at tempt  t o  e s t a b l i s h  ob jec t ives  t h e  a t t a inment .  

of which serves  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  good i n  such fundamental ways 
* 2, 

t h a t  educators  a r e  permit ted t o  deprive t h e  s tudent  of h i s  
B 

I 

l i b e r t y  i n  t h e  name of t h i s  a t t a h n e n t .  H i s  argument has two 2 



main s t e p s .  F i r s t ,  paying p a ~ t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  R.S. 

P e t e r s ' s  t ranscendenta l  a r g  e n t ,  White c r i t i C i z e s  at tempts  8" 
to  e s t a b l i s h  o b j e c t i v e l y  t h a t  some p u r s y i t s  a r e  i n t r i n k i c a l l y  

more valuable  than 0ther.s: He then argues t h a t  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  
'3 

valud  of th ings  i s  determined by what people want, al though 
1 

it must be what . they  want when they a r e  fu l ly . aware  of t h e i r  

op t ions  and f u t u r e  p r i o r i t i e s .  White i n f e r s  from t h i s  t h a t  

it i s  very much i n  a c h i l d ' 3  i n t e r e s t  t h a t  educators  (1) seek 
r . . 

t o  e n l a r g e  a s  f a r  a s  poss ib le  h i s  knowledge of t h e  var ious  * 
- - - - - - - - - - - - --- -- - < - - - -  - - -  - P _  - - 

--- - -- 

t h ings  he might want f o r  t h e i r  own sake and ( 2 )  encourage him 

t o  r e f l e c t  on them, not  only from t h e  viewpoint of t h e  present  

which p resen t s  a c r i t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of W h i t e ' s  argument and t h e  

t h i r d  which r e c o n s t r u c t s  i& ,- t h e r e  i& one prel iminary ppint .  

t h a t  should -be made, (a)  and (b) , d s  White p resen t s  them.,. 

represexit o n l y ' a  necessary ( d i s j u n c t i v e )  condi t ion  o f , t h e  

legi t imacy of infringements of t h e  c h i l d ' s  l i b e r t y ,  and t h i s ,  

I th ink ,  i s  q u i t e  c o r r e c t .  There a r e  o the r  condi t ions  besides 

t h e  na tu re  of t h e  curriculum ob jec t ives  (which c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  

p o i n t  3- f t h e  i n t e r f e r e n c e )  t h a t  must be s a t i s f i e d  i f  in f r inge-  

merits of t h e  c h i l d ' s  l i b e r t y  a r e  t o  be morally unobjectionable.  

%ccepta61e;le; compulsion should not ,  t o r  example, involve t h e  

use of fo rce  o r  t h r e a t s  o r  t h e  i n f l i c t i o n  of pain o r  i n j u r y .  

Secondly, edrrr=a$ors w s t  h e  good reason t o  be1 ieve t h e  

infringements of t h e  c h i l d ' s  l i b e r t y  a r e  necessary i f  t h e  c h i l d  - 



is  t o  a t t a i n  t h e  curriculum ob jec t ive .  No mat ter  how worth- 

while t h e  ob jec t ive  involved might be, it does n o t - j u s t i f y  
< 

g r a t u i t o u s  compulsion. Educators a r e  comm'itted t o - i n v e s t i g a t -  

ing ,  developing, and employi%g a number of ways i n  which they 

P might noncompulsively engage chi ldren  i n  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  they  

must success fu l ly  complete i f  t h e y d a r e  t o  a t t a i n  t h e  curriculum 

o b j e c t i v e s  which s a t i s f y  ( a )  and ( b ) ;  educators  might, f o r  . 
example, explore var ious  forms of i n t r i n s i c  and e x t r i n s i c  

- - mo-tivaticm, a t t e m p t  t o -  schedul'e _ a c t i v i t i e s  i n  -amore f l ~ x i b l e , , ,  

manner, et?. 
/ 

Consequently; i n  showing t h a t  c e r t a i n  c u r r i c u l u m  

ob jec t ives  s a t i s f y  ( a ) ,  White js - not  providing a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

f o r  t h e  use of compulsion i n  s c  001s. A l l  he i n d i c a t e s  i s  
- .  

something about t h e - k i n d  of c riculum t h a t  must be implemented 3 
- i n  compulsory schools  as a n e ~ e s s a r y . ~ o n d Z € i o n - o f  t h e i r  moral 

3 

legit imacy. So although it i s  t r u e  t h a t  i f  a schoo l ' s  use of 

compulsion is  l e g i t i m a t e ,  thkn t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  it implements 

must be d i r e c t e d  toward t h e  at ta inment  of o b j e c t i v e s  which 
Y 

s a t i s f y '  ( a )  o r  ( b ) ,  it does not  follow t h a t  i f  a school imple- 

ments a curriculum t h a t *  sat"isf '  s ( a )  and . (b) ,  then i t s  use of z 
compulsion i s  l e g i t i m a t e  - it may g r a t u i t o u s l y  employ ' 

compulsory measures which t ake  morally objec t ionable  forms. ' 

- -- - - - --- - 

The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of any compulsory institution o r  system of 
-- 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  must a l s o  show, then ,  t h a t  t h e  forms of compulsion 

such i n s t i t u t i o n s  employ a r e  l eg i t ima te  and t h a t  t h e i r  use i s  

necessary - and t h e  l a t t e r  i s  extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  show. It 



r e q u i r e s  t h a t  one consider  a hos t  of empir ica l  f a c t o r s  such a s  
-- -- , 

t h e  a b i l i t i e s  and i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  s tuden t s ,  t h e  motivat ional .  

s k i l l s  of t h e ,  t eachers ,  the s o c i a l  and f i n a n c i a l  F e a s i b i l i t y  

- of changing p resen t  a~rangements  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of less- 
-+ 

compuZsion, e t c .  I n  add i t ion ,  a moral problem must a l s o  be 

considered here:  t o  what e x t e n t  can we reasonabiy and l o g i t i -  

4 mately demand t h a t  educators ,  c u r r  culum planners ,  t eachers ,  
Ir 

e t c . ,  seek noncompulsory ways of .engaging c h i l d r e n  i n  -curr i -  

- l w - a ~ L i ~ i  t i e & 3 S h o u l _ d m ~ ~ ~ ~ o n = c m l y Y L u ~ L a ~ ~  -bs -k - - - - - - - - .  * ,  

r e s o r t ?  What counts  a s  a " l a s t  r e s o r t " ,  exac t ly?  Thus, Zn 
; 

j u s t i f y i n g  compulsoiy s c h o q i n g ,  mkch more 'is a t  i s s u e  than'  - 
determining what c u r r i c u l a r  requirements might be appropr ia te  

f o r  compulsory schools ,  and one should keep i n  mind t h a t  

White's argument, i f  c o r r e c t ,  provides a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of a 

c o r n p u l s o r y ~ c u r r l c u I ~  t h a t  is, s o r t  of ciEriculiim demanded 

of compulsory schools ,  not  of of compulsory 

schooling i n  B r i t a i n ,  Canada, o r  anywhere e l s e .  
P - 

B 



11. CRITIQUE 

- If White is t6 determine what objectives serve the 

' individual's good, he must, as he well realizes, have some 

coherent conception of the individual's good: , 

It appears that the fundamental problem ' 

which now confronts us is no less than the 
traditional philosophical problem of the Good 
for Man. Until we know what is good for a 
person; we cannot know what is bad crr-harmful - 

to him, and so we have no criteria for deciding 
.when we are justified -in restricting his liberty. 

') White then draws the familiar distinction between 

i n h i c  and extrinsic value and notes the corollary that 

claims about extxinsic goodness presuppose claims about 

intrinsic goodness (as something is good extrinsically in 

* virtue of being a means to something that is intrinsically 

good). Thus, the logically basic problem is that of the 

justification of claims'about intrinsic goodness. 

Before outlining his approach to the problem, however, 

White considers a particular substantive claim concerning the 

intrinsic worth of activities which is of considerable import- 

ance for the curricular theory he is trying to advance. The 
'L - 

b claim is that all men who want to pursue the most worthwhile 
- - - - - - -- - - 

activities in life must be committed, on pain of irrationality, 
- - - ---- - - -- - - - - -- 

to theoretical and aesthetic pursuits rather than gdes or 
\ 

simple pleasures such'as pinball or lying in the sun,. How, 

White asks, can one qvance such a, claim and avoid the 

charge of arbitrarinesi? After registering certain dissatis- 



f a c t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  p a s t , a t t e m p t s  o f  m i l 1  and Moore t o  answer t h i s  

q u e s t i o n ,  T i i t e  goes on t o  no te  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a r e c e n t l y  develop- 
* 

ed  approach t o  t h '  p o b l e m  which bears cons ide rab le  promise: . - Q 
t h e  use of a Kantian o r  " t r anscenden ta l "  t ype  of argument which 

i s  concerned wi th  p re suppos i t i ons .  One o f  t h e s e  a r g u m e n t s 7 t h a t  

of  R.S. Peters, h a s  e x e r c i s e d  cons ide rab le  i n f l u e n c e  on educa- - 
t i o n a l  t h e o r i s t s ,  and White cons ide r s  it i n  some d e t a i l .  

R.S .  P e t e r s ' s  

I n  P e t e r s ' s  argument White n o t e s ,  
% . . . w e  a r e  asked t o  imagine someone s e r i o u s l y  

ask ing  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  'Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  
t h a t ? '  (e .g.  'Why pursue poe t ry  r a t h e r  t han  
b ingo? ' )  P e t e r s ' s  argument i s  t o  show t h a t  p re -  
supposed t o  a sk ing  t h i , s  q u e s d  i s  a commitment 
t o  c e r t a i n  ' h i g h e r '  p u r s u i t s .  The person who 
a s k s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  s e r i o u s l y  must r e a l i z e ,  on 
r e f l e c t i o n ,  t h a t  it w a s  o t i o s e .  By t h i n k i n g  
about what i s  presupposed t o  ask ing  such a 
q u e s t i o n  he w i l l  come t o  see t h a t  he d u s t  va lue  
c e r t a i n  p u r s u i t s ,  e .g .  t h e  p u r s u i t  of l i t e r a t q r e  
and sc i ence ,  r a t h e r  t han  o t h e r s  .5 

a I n  what White r e g a r d s  as t h e  argument ' s  c r u c c a l  passage,  

P e t e r s  c la ims  t h a t ,  i n s o f a r  a s  a person s e r i o u s l y  a s k s ,  "Why 
\B 

do t h i s  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h a t ? " ,  he must 

. . . a l r e a d y  have a s e r i o u s  concern f o r  t r u t h  
b u i l t  i n t o  h i s  consciousness .  For how can a '  
s e r i o u s  p r a c t i - c a l  q u e s t i o n  be asked u n l e s s  a 
man a l s o  wants t o  a c q u a i n t  himself  a s  w e l l  a s  
-he can o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  o u t  of which t h e  q u e s t i o n  
arises and-ef- k k -  f a&+og-arious ki-nds which -- 
provide t h e  framework o f  p o s s i b l e  answers? The 

us theoretical W i e s  are e x p l o r a t i o n s  - 

of t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  f a c e t s  of h i s  exper ience .  To 
e 

ask  t h e  ques t ion  'Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  t h a t ? '  c C  
s e r i o u s l y  i s  t h e r e f o r e ,  however embryonical ly ,  

g t o  be committed t o  t h o s e  e n q u i r i e s  which a r e  
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de f ined  by t h e i r  s e r i o u s  concern w i t h  t h o s e  
J 

a s p e c t s  o f  r e a l i t y  which g ive  c o n t e x t  t!o t h e  
ques t ion  which he i s  asking.6  

The argument ' s  c e n t r a l  c la im,  t hen ,  i s  t h a t  i n  a sk ing  

about what ends i n  l i f e  a r e  most worth pursu ing ,  one is  

committed i n  some way t o  t h e  p u r s u i t  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

a t  l e a s t  t h o s e ,  as White nokes, concerned wi th  i l l u m i n a t i n g  _. 

t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  world and man's p l a c e  i n  it.  These w i l l  

c e r t a i n l y  include%.gctivi t ies l i k e  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e ,  h i s t o r y ,  

and philosophy.  One cannot  say  t h e  same of a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  

bingo and b i l l i a r d s ;  t h u s ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  occupy a  

s o r t  of  p r i v i l e g e d  p o s i t i o n .  

White, however, q u e s t i o n s  bo th  t h e  c l a r i t y  and v a l i d i t y  

of t h e  argument ' s p r e s u p p o s i t i o n a ~  c la im.  what e x a c t l y ,  he . 
wonders, a r e  t h e  p r a c t i c a l  q u e s t i o n e r ' s  commitments v i s -a -v i s  

t h e  p u r s u i t  of t r u t h ?  

I n  one sense  one could n o t  b u t  agree  t h a t  a  
per fon  who s e r i o u s l y  a s k s  t h i s  ques t ion  i s  
n e c e s s a r i l y  committed t o  t h e  p u r s u i t  of t r u t h .  
I f  he a s k s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  s e r i o u s l y ,  he must want 
a  t r u e  answer t o  h i s  ques t ion .  But t h i s  is  
commitment t o  t r u t h  i n  a f a r  weaker sense  t han  
t h a t  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  argument. For t o  say  t h a t  
he must want a  t r u e  answer .to h i s  q u e s t i o n  i s  
n o t  t say  t h a t  he must be committed t o  t h e  
P  &t of  t r u t h  i n  s c i e n c e  (o r  h i s t o r y ,  o r  
maths o r  ph i losophy) .  H e  cou ld ,  indeed,  be a 
s c e p t i c  a sk ing ,  'Why should I pursue sc i ence ,  
e t c . ?  Why n o t  b ingo? '  I f  he i s ,  he i s  c e r t a i n l y  
n o t  committe;hto W p u r s u i t  of such s u b j e c t s  as 
sc i ence  or h i s t o r y .  

White 's  l i n e  of  reasoning  i s  l e s s  t Q n  f u l l y  formed on - 

t h i s  p o i n t .  The s c e p t i c  i s  no t  f r e e  from any commitment t o  

t h e  p u r s u i t  of t r u t h  i n  s c i e n c e  simply because he q u e s t i o n s  

t h e  va lue  of engaging i n  s c i e n t i f i c  a c t i v i t y .  Rather ,  it i s  



because such questioning,is not ifself a~instanceCof scienti- . 
fic activity. "Why pursue science?" is not a scientific 

question; thus, in asking it, one is not ips0 facto committed . 
to science and scientific truth. However, consider the 

I 

question, "Why pursue ethics?", where ethics is construed 

fairly broadly as encompassing prudential questions concerned 

with'intrinsic worth and the individual's welfare. Here the 
# 

sceptic is not free from commitment to truth in ethics simply 

through asking, "Why pursue ethics?", for to ask this sort of . i 

question is to ask an ethical question and to seek some sort 

of true answer to it. Thus, in asking, "Why pursue ethics?", 
Y 

the sceptic is committed, at least prima facie, to truth in 

ethics. - -  

Howevc, White goes on to acknowledge that 

. . . there is perhaps more to the argument than 
this. The questioner must, to ask-his question, 
'want to acquaint himself as well as he can of 
the situation out of which the question arises' 
and this, we are told, will require some explora- 
tion of science, philosophy, literature and 
history. It must be stressed here that this 
cannot be taken to be an instrumental argument - 
that one should explore these things in order,to 
throw light on the questim. For this would make 
them at best extrinsically valuable activities, 
whereas the argument is designed to show that 
they are intrinsically valuable. It is rather 
that to ask this question presupposes some comrnit- 
ment to these activities, pursued as intrinsically 
valuable. But how far is commitment to them 
presupposed? One might well argue that some kind 
of understanding of them is presupposed. If a 
person is seriously asking himself which ki d of B activities he should engage in, he mg,s_t hay some 
kind of unerstanding of thedifferkt options. 
In so far as the options include the pursuit of 

- science, philosoph etc. he must have someAunder- 
standing of these. % ' 



This ,  t hen ,  i s  White ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  t r anscen -  

d e n t a l  argument. It i s  he re  t h a t  t h e  problems wi th  White ' s  

c r i t i q u e  o f  t h e  arguinent l i e  - c h i e f l y  i n  h h c o n f u s i n g  what 

i s  presupposed o r  e n t a i l e d  by t h e  no t ion  of making a  choice  L 

among o p t i o n s  w i t h  what i s  presupposed by t h e  no t ion  of p a r t i -  

c i p a t i o n  i n  pr&ctica. i  d i s c o u r s e ,  I . e . ,  o f  a sk ing  q u e s t i o n s  of 

t h e  form, "Why do an t h a t ? "  -- r a t h e r  t han  h i s  
0 

c r i t i c i s m s  of t h e  aygument s o  i n t e r p r e t e d .  Before developing 

t h i s  p o i n t ,  h q e v e r  , l e t  me proceed t o  White ' s  c r i t i c i s m s .  
7 .. 

White goes on t o  p o i n t - o u t  t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  one who 

s e r i o u s l y  a sks  himself  what a c t i v i t i e s  he should engage i n  
r 

must have some k ind  o f  unders tanding of t h e  v a r i o u s  o p t i o n s  

f a c i n g  him does n o t  

. . . prove t h a t  he would have t o  be committed t o  
t h e i r  p u r s u i t  above o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  e i t h e r  i n  t h e  weak 
sense  of  simply valuirfg t h e s e  t h i n g s  f o r  t h e i r  own 
s a k e  o r  i n  any s t r o n g e r  sense  of 'commitment' - f o r  
two reasons .  F i r s t ,  i t  has no t  been shown t h a t .  
unders tanding X imp l i e s  commitment t o  X ;  and second, 
o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  - such a s  bingo o r  b i l l i a r d s ,  
perhaps - a s  w e l l  a s  s c i e n c e ,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and s o  on,  
might w e l l  a l s o  f i g u r e  a s  o p t i o n s  and s o  f a r  a r e  
on equa l  f o o t i n g  wi th  t h e  l a t t e r .  4 

- White coun te r s  t h e  second p o i n t ,  a rgu ing  t h a t  
i 

-- . . . sc i ence ,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  e t c .  a r e  n o t  presupposed 
merely a s  p o s s i b l e  o p t i o n s ,  b u t  i n  ano the r  way t o o ,  
which i s  no t  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  bingo and b i l l i a r d s .  The 
man who s e r i o u s l y  a s k s  himself  what he i s  going t o  
do wi th  h i s  l i f e  must have some idea  of what kind 
of t h i n g  a  human l i f e  i s .  He must have some k ind  
of i d e a  of t h e  boundar ies  w i th in  which he can choose.1•‹ 

i White c i t e s  a s  an e-xample of t h e  kind of t h i n g  he i s  

t a l k i n g  about here  t h e  re levance  of  evo lu t iona ry  theo ry ,  of  

c la ims  such a s  t h a t  human l i f e  has no d i v i n e  purpose,  t h a t  man 



i s  descen e d  from' t h e  lower animals ,  etc. ,  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of L 1 

what one i s  t o  do w i t h  o n e ' s  l i f e .  H e  goes on t o  p o i n t  o u t  
i /  

t h a t  much t h e  same t h i n g  could  be s a i d  about phi losophy and 

p a r t s  of l i t e r a t u r e .  The p o i n t  White i s  t r y i n g  t o  s t a t e  he re  

has  i n  f a c t  been s t a t e d  q u i t e  s u c c i n c t l y  by P e t e r s  h imself  

e lsewhere  : 

. . . a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  h i s t o r y ,  l i t e r a r y  apprec ia -  
t i o n  and phi losophy,  u n l i k e  bingo and b i l l i a r d s ,  
involve forms of  thought  and awareness t han  can 
and should s p i l l  over  i n t o  t h i n g s  t h a t  go on ou t -  
s i d e ,  and t r ans fo rm them. For they  are concerned 
wi th  t h e  exp lana t ion ,  e v a l u a t i o n ,  and imagina t ive  3o 
e x p l o r a t i o n  of  forms of  l i f e .  A s  a  r e s u l t  of  
them, what i s  c a l l e d  ' l i f e '  develops d i f f e r e n t  
dimensions.11 

# 

White t h i n k s  t h a t  t h i s  p o i n t  e n s h r i n e s  an e d u c a t i o n a l l y  
b 

important  t r ,u th ,  and I am e d  t o  agree  w i th  him. 

C e r t a i n l y  any cur r icu lum c o d e r n e d  wi th  developing and expand- 
1 

i n g  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  c a p a c d y  f o r  cho ice  must a s s i g n  an 

eminent p l ace  t o  such s t u d i e s  a s  philos&, l i t e r a t u r e ,  

h i s t o r y  and ce r%in  of t h e  human and n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e s .  How- 

e v e r ,  what t h i s  shows i s  t h a t  some unders tanding of s c i e n c e ,  

h i s t o r y ,  e t c . ,  does  n o t  j u s t  c o n s t i t u t e  an unders tanding of  

p a r t i c u l a r  o p t i o n s  one might choose bu t  modes of unders tanding 

o n e ' s  o p t i o n s  i n  gene ra l .  It  does no t  show t h a t  one must make 

c e r t a i n  cho ices ;  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  it does n o t  show t h a t  one must 

choose or va lue  a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  s c i ence  and h i s t o r y ,  

d i s t i n g u i s h e d ,  tn use an expres s ion  of P e t e r s ,  by t h e i r  wide- 

ranging  c o g n i t i v e  c o n t e n t .  Thus, Whi te ' s  f i r s t  p o i n t  s t i l l  

r e q u i r e s  a  r e p l y :  



. . . it i s  n o t  enough t o  show t h a t  unders tanding  a 

of  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  presupposed, one has  a l s o  
t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  i s  commitment t o  ( favourab le  
e v a l u a t i o n  o f )  them. On t h e  f a c e  of it, it looks  
a s  i f  one could a sk ,  'What ought I t o  choose? '  
unders tanding something of t h e  ' i l l u m i n a t i n g '  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  b u t  s t i l l ,  when it comes t o  t h e  cho ice ,  
va lu ing  something e n t i r e l y  d i f g e r e n t .  Since - 
P e t e r s ' s  argument i s  designed t o  show t h a t  s c i e n c e ,  
e t c . ,  a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  va luab le ,  i . e .  of such a 
s o r t  t h a t  any r a t i o n a l  man must va lue  t h e s e  t h i n g s  
f o r  t h e i r  own sake ,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  l eaves  t h e  
c l a im  unproven. 1 2  

The p o i n t  White makes he re  i s  a sound one.  One might 

argue t h a t ,  f o r  a cho ice  o f  o n e ' s  u l t i m a t e  ends i n  l i f e  t o  be 

r a t i o n a l ,  one must have some unders tanding of s c i e n c e ,  

phi losophy,  h i s t o r y ,  e t c . ,  no t  j u s t  because - they  r e p r e s e n t  

c e r t a i n  o p t i o n s  one might puruse ,  bu t  because one must have 

t h e  s o r t  of unders tanding  of  o n e ' s  o p t i o n s  t h a t  can on ly  be 

acqui red  through t h e  p u r s u i t  of s c i ence ,  e t c .  - y e t  no th ing  

about  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o r  c o n t e n t  of o n e ' s  c h o i c e s  fo l lows  from 

t h i s .  There i s  no l o g i c a l  i ncons i s t ency  i n  denying t h a t  one 

must choose t o  do s c i e n c e ,  e t c . ,  t h a t  t h e  p u r s u i t  of such 

t ru th - seek ing  a c t i v i t i e s  must be included among o n e ' s  b a s i c  

ends  i n  l i f e .  I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  c l a im  t h a t  o n e ' s  cho ice  i s  

knowledgeable does no t  e n t a i l ,  a t  l e a s t  prima f a c i e ,  t h a t  
. . 

what one chooses i s  t h e  p u r s u i t  o f  knowledge. White, however, 
1 ' 

acknowledges t h a t  such a c l a im  holds  on ly  prima f a c i e  and 

t h a t  it i s  open t o  P e t e r s  t o  " t r y  t o  show t h a t  d e s p i t e  

appearances ,  understandin$ t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  does  e n t a i l  
I' 
r! 

commitment t o  them". l3 P e t e r s  does ,  i n  f a c t ,  p r e s e n t  such an . 
Y 

- argument j u s t  p r i o r  t o  p r e s e n t i n g  h i s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

White quotes  t h e  argument a s  fo l lows:  



I n  t h e  c a s e  of  such a c t i v i t i e s  [ a s  s c i ence ,  e t c . ]  
a  s t r o n g  case  can be made f o r  Soc ra t e s  view t h a t  
i f  a  man does n o t  pursue o r  a t  l e a s t  f e e l  drawn 
towards what i s  good then  he does no t  r e a l l y  
unders tand it, f o r  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  q u e s t i o n  a l l  
have some g e n e r a l  p o i n t  which must be sensed by 
t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and they  a l l  have s t a n d a r d s  of 
c o r r e c t n e s s  and s t y l e  b u i l t  i n t o  them which g ive  ' 
rise t o  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  a p p r a i s a l s .  For a  man t o  
g ra sp  what t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  he must be on t h e  
i n s i d e  of them and be s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e s e  a s p e c t s  
of  them. Could a man r e a l l y  unders tand s c i e n c e ,  
f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  who was unmoved by t h e  pas s ion  f o r  
t r u t h  and concern about  evidence and c l a r i t y ?  
What s o r t  of  mathematician would a  man be who 
ca red  no th ing  f o r  nea tnes s  and e legance  o f  p roof?  . . . That i s  why we could and always would say  
of  a  man who seemed t o  r e f u t e  M i l l ' s  hypothes i s  
t h a t  he could n o t  have understood what t h e  
a c t i v i t y  was about .  For t o  unders tand an a c t i v i t y  
i s  t o  be committed i n  sdme way t o  i t s  pursuif .14 

White, i n  h i s  r e p l y ,  does n o t  r a i s e  t h e  q b e s t i o n  t h a t  

comes f i r s t  t o  mind he re :  Why does P e t e r s  t h i n k  t h p t  t h i s  

p o i n t  about unders tanding and commitment a p p l i e s  e x c l u s i v e l y  

t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  t ru th - seek ing  a c t i v i t i e s  such as sc i ence?  

A c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  f o o t b a l l  and chess  a l s o  "have some gene ra l  

p o i n t  which must be sensed by t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a n t s " ,  t h e y  a l s o  
9 

have "s tandards  of c o r r e c t n e s s  and s t y l e  b u i l t  i n t o  them which 

g ive  rise t o  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  a p p r a i s a l s " .  I f  one cannot  g ra sp  

what t h e  a c t i v i t y  of  s c i e n c e  i s  without  being committed t o  . 

( o r  "on t h e  i n s i d e  o f "  o r  " s e n s i t i v e  t o " )  i t s  g e n e r a l  p o i n t  

and a s s o c i a t e d  s t anda rds  and r u l e s ,  then  one e q u a l l y  cannot  

unders tand a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  foo tbaa1  and ches s  wi thout  be ing  

1 committed t o  t h e i r  g e n e r a l  p o i n t  and a s s o c i a t e d  s t anda rds  and 
- 

r u l e s .  But i f ,  on t h e  b a s i s  of Peters's exp lana t ion  of t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between unders tanding  and commitment, one can 



say  of any a c t i v i t y ,  a t  l e a s t  any a c t i v i t y  s t ructur 'ed  by some 

' d e f i n i t e  p o i n t  t o  which s t anda rds  of c e l l e n c e  i n  t h e  
* 

4 b A 
a c t i v i t y  a r e  r e l a t e d ,  t h a t  , t o  undefstand & i s  t o  be  committed 

in some way t o  i t s  seek o t h e r  

s o r t s  of  reasons  f o r  choosing t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  over  games 

and r e c r e a t i o n a l  p u r s u i t s  (main ta in ing  t h a t  t h e  s o r t  of commit- 

ment t h a t  unders tanding  a c t i v i t i e s  imp l i e s  i s  a  prima f a c i e (  

commitment o r  a commitment o t h e r  t h i n g s  be ing  e q u a l )  o r  admit 

(absurd ly)  &at non-a rb i t r a ry  cho ices  among 

grasped a r e  i m ~ o s s i b l e .  

White wants t o  make a  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t .  H e  
2% 

a d m i t s  t h a t  t l p r e  i s  a sense  i n  which t o  unders tand an a c t i v i t y  

l i k e  s c i ence  i s  t o  be committed t o  i t s  p u r s u i t i  b u t  wants t o  
9 

say  t h a t  t h i s  i s  s t i l l  n o t  t h e  sense  %ha t  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

a r g u m e n t r e q u i r e s ,  t h e  sense  of commitment which i s  a u t h o r i t a -  , 

t i v e  f o r  o n e ' s  cho ice .  d i s  argument, however, i s  S u r p r i s i n g l y  

weak. He simply r e i t e r a t e s  Peters 's c l a ims ,  making no a t t empt s  

a t  f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  and coun te r s  by r e i t e r a t i n g  h i s  
6 

prev ious  p o i n t  - t h e  p o i n t . a t  i s s u e  - t h a t  one can understand 

t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h e o r e t i c a l  " i l l umina t ing"  p u r s u i t s  such a s  

s c i ence  and s t i l l  c o n s i s t e n t l y  choose t o  pursue o t h e r  s o r t s  of 

a c t i v i t i e s :  

There is  a  s ense  i n  which t h i s  conc lus ion  i s  - 
r i g h t ,  t h a t  understandin-activity l i k e  
s c i e n c e  does  involve commityght to it. W e  may 
g r a n t  t h a t  a  man could n o t  unde r s t and ' s c i ence ,  
s ay ,  i f  he was 'unmoved b y ' t h e  pas s ion  f o r  t r u t h  
and t h e  concern about  evidence and c l a r i t y ? '  
I n  o r d e r  t o  come t o  unders tand sc i ence ,  he must - 
come t o  va lue  t h e s e  t h i n g s .  But t h i s  does  n o t  



imply t h a t  having understood what s c i e n c e  is, 
o r  more g e n e r a l l y  what o t h e r  i l l u m i n a t i n g  
a c t i v i t i e a  are, one cannot  g ive  up t h e i r  

A p u r s u i t  i n  favour  of big-game hunt ing o r  any- 
t h i n g  else. This  i s  n o t  t o  say t h a t  it i s  
f a l s e  t h a t  unders tanding  t h e s e  a c t i v i % i e s  
b r i n g s  wi th  it commitment t o  W m ;  b u t  t h a t  
i f  it i s  t r u e ,  it i s  t r u e  on1 as a  ma t t e r  o f  
f a c t  and n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  so .  l x  

? t 

This  i s  a  confus ing  r e p l y .  I f ,  as an i n e v i t a b l e  

r e s u l t  of f u l l y  unders tanding  sc i ence ,  a man comes t o  va lue  

t r u t h  and ev idence ,  how can he c o n s i s t e n t l y  dec ide  t o  d i s r e g a r d  

s c i e n t i f i c  p u r s u i t s . c o m p l e t e l y  and devote  himself  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  

l i k e  big-game hunt ing?  The problem wi th  White ' s  r e p l y  is  t h a t  

he d o e s n ' t  r e a l l y  e x p l a i n  t h e  sense  i n  which Peters's conclu- 

s i o n  i s  r i g h t .  Why i s  it, e x a c t l y ,  t h a t  we would say  t h a t  a  

man does n o t  unders tand s c i e n c e  i f  he i s  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  t r u t h  

and evidence? W e  must make t h i s  c l e a r  be fo re  w e  can e x p l a i n  

why t h e  s o r t  of  commitment t h a t  unders tanding s c i e n c e  r e q u i r e s  

i s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argument, a t  l e a s t  a s  

White i n t e r p r e t s  i t .  The require 'd exp lana t ion  proceeds ,  I 

t h i n k ,  from t h e  f a m i l i a r  p o i n t  t h a t  s c i e n t i f i c  a c t i v i t y ,  o r  

any a c t i v i t y  f o r  t h a t  m a t t e r ,  i s  c o n s t i t u t e d ,  m t  j u s t  by a  

sequence of p h y s i c a l  a c t s  o r  behaviors ,  b u t  behavior  r e g u l a t e d  

by, and in sepa rab le  from, a complex web of unders tandings  and 

concerns .  I n  o rde r  f o r  an i n d i v i d u a l  t o  be desc r ibed  as 

"doing-science" ,  h i s  behavior  must have a  p o i n t  o r  d i r e c t i o n  - 

of a  d i s t i n c t i v e  k ind ,  and t o  say t h i s  i s  t o  say t h a t  he i s  

Is. - 
concerned t o  do c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  and avoid doing o t h e r s .  - I n  

engaging i n  s c i e n t i f i c  a c t i v i t y  a n - i n d i v i d u a l  i s ,  roughly 

speaking,  t r y i n g  t o  a t t a i n  a  r a t i o n a l  unders tanding of t h e  



. world and t h i s  e n t a i l s  a coneern f o r  t r u t h ,  ev idence ,  and 

c l a r i t y . .  Thus, it i s  a l o g i c a l l y  necessary  c o n d i t i o n  of  an 

i n d i v i d u a l  be ing  desc r ibed  a s  engaging i n  s c i e n c e  t h a t  he i s  

no t  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  of t r u t h  and evidence and 

c l a r i t y .  But, what fo l lows  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s c i e n t i f i c  

a c t i v i t y  is  c o n s t i t u t e d  by behavior  r e g u l a t e d  by a concern 

f o r  t r u t h  and evidence and c l a r i t y ?  A l l  t h i s  e n t i t l e s  us  t o  
L 

say i s  t h a t ,  given t h a t  a person c la ims  t h a t  he i s  engaging 
>' 

i n  s c i ence  o r  i s  a t t empt ing  t o ,  we can s a y  t h a t  he does  no t  

understand t h e  n a t u r e  of  s c i e n t i f i c - a c t i v i t y  i f  he disavows 
/ 
/ 

"ny concern f o r  t r u t h ,  evidence,  and c l a r i t y .  But t h i s  i s  no t  

t h e  same a s  s ay ing  t h a t  i f  a person den ie s  any i n t e r e s t  i n  

spending h i s  t ime doing s c i e n c e ,  t hen  he does n o t  unders tand A. 
C 

t h e  n a t u r e  o f  s c i e n c e .  Moreover, t h i s  l a t t e r  c l a im  pre-  

supposes t h a t  s c i ence  .is c o n s t i t u t e d  by behavior  f e g u l a t e d  by 

t h e  concern t o  engage i n  s c i ence  which i s  imposs ib le ,  f o r  t h i s  

concern i s  a second o r d e r  concern,  one t h a t  presupposes o r  i s  

about  s c i e n t i f i c  a c t i v i t y ,  n o t  one t h a t  i s  c o n s t i t u t i v e  of 

s c i e n t i f i c  a c t i v i t y  i t s e l f .  Consider t h e  example of  a t eache r  

a t t empt ing  t o  i n t roduce  h i s  p u p i l s  t o  s c i e n c e .  I f  t h e  t eache r  . 

f a i l s  t o  g e t  h i s  p u p i l s  t o  s e e  t h a t  , in doing sc i ence ,  vaguely 

s t a t e d ,  u n t e s t a b l e  hypotheses a r e  bad t h i n g s  and c l e a r ,  

e m p i r i c a l l y  t e s t a b l e - h y p o t h e s e s  are-good t h i n g s ,  he has  f a i l e d  

t o  p rope r ly  t each  them sc i ence .  However, what i f  he f a i l s  t o  

d r a w - t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s c i ence  may be a worth- 

whi le  way t o  spend o n e ' s  t ime? The t eache r  here  has  no t  f a i l e d  



to teach his pupils some science but some ethics. In the 

case of the latter, the point of inquiry is not to explain 

why events happen $n tlx& world the way that they do but 

whether science is worthwhile. In this case) then, ethics is P 

ff 

inquiry about science and scientific understanding, the question 

being: Is the activity, considering all its intrihsic concerns 

and objectives, worthwhile? Thus, the claim that 'scientific 
$7 

activity is worthwhile is a second-order claim, not a first 
-r 

order claim that falls within the domain of science itself,. 

Consequently, an individual's commitment to science is a second- 

order commitment to those'commitments constitutive of - scientific 

activities. 

We must conclude that Peters's argument about the 
,b . 

relationship between understanding activities and wanting to 

spend one's time pursuing them fails. An individual's failure 

to be committed to science could only entail a failure to 

completely understand science if the commitment to science were 
J 

\ 

constitutive of science in the way that a concern for truth 

and evidence is. However, this is impossible because such a 
, 

commitment is necessarily up one logical level from where it .' 

is supposed to be. So the general point White takes against 

Peters is a sound one. The notion of a choice in which great 

value is placed on clearly understanding and being informed 

about one's options does not entail anything about the content 

of the options chosen;>in particular, it doescnot entail that 

they be activities concerned with the acquisition of knowledge 

and understanding. 



However, t h i s  p o i n t  does  no t  r e f u t e  P e t e r s ' s  t ranscen-  

d e n t a l  argument, f o r  Peters's argument does n o t  t u r n  ..on t h i s  

no t ion .  The no t ion  of  someone a sk ing  q u e s t i o n s  of t h e  form, 

"Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  t h a t ? "  does n o t  presuppose t h a t  t h e  

ques t ione r  a c t u a l l y  posses s  any u n d e r s q n d i n g  o f  h i s  o p t i o n s ,  

on ly  t h a t  he ,is concerned,  a t  l e a s t  i n  some vague way, t o  

acquI fe  such unders tanding.  P e t e r s  i s  q u i t e  e x p l i c i t  about -  

t h i s  i n  t h e  l i n e s L d i r e c t l y  proceeding t h o s e  which White quotes :  

A man's consc iousness  of p o s s i b i l i t i e s  may be - n 

highly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  i n  s c i e p t i f i c ,  a e s t h e t i c  
' h i s t o r i c a l  and r e l i g i o u s  forms of awareness. 
O r  t h e s e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  may only be obscu re ly  

. i n t ima ted  i n  an u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  way. But i n -  
s o f a r  a s  he can s t a n d  back from h i s  l i f e  and 
a sk  t h e  q u e s t i o n  'Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  t h a t ? '  
he must a l r e a d y  have a  s e r i o u s  concern f o r  
t r u t h  b u i l t  i n t o  h i s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s . ~ 6  

I n  l i g h t  o f  t h i s  passage ,  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  P e t e r s ,  
%?: 

i n  t h e  passage White himself  quotes ,  a l lows  t h a t  t h e  p r a c t i c a l  

ques t ione r  may on ly  be "embryonicalJy" committed t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  

a c t i v i t i e s , - i t  i s  a  l i t t l e  puzz l ing  why White, a t  t h e  c r u c i a l  

p o i n t  i n  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  says :  

But how f a r  i s  commitment t o  them [ t h e o r e t i c a l  
a c t i v i t i e s ]  presupposed? One might w e l l  a rgue 
t h a t  some kind of unders tanding of them i s  pre-  
supposed. I f  a  person i s  s e r i o u s l y  a sk ing  him- 
s e l f  which k inds  of a c t i v i t i e s  he should engage 
i n ,  he must have some unders tanding of t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  o p t i o p s .  I n  s o  f a r  a s  t h e  o p t i o n s  
inc lude  t h e  p u r s u i t  of  s c i ence  he must have some 
k ind  o f  unders tanding  of these .17 

- 
How d i d  White come t o  i n t e r p r e t  t h e  argument i n  t h i s  

way? Largely ,  I t h i n k ,  through focus ing  on what i s  presupposed 

by t h e  ques t ion ,  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  t h a t ? "  when t h e  



q u e s t i o n e r  aises it i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of an a t t empt  t o  make a  5-, B 

cho ice  between s p e c i f i c  o p t i o n s .  .In t h i s  c a s e ,  t h e  ques t ione r  

does presuppose some d r s t a n d i n g  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  q u e s t i o n e r  - , - a  9 ' 

of  h i s  o p t i o n s ,  o the rwi se  t h e  no t ion  t h a t  he i s  a t t empt ing  t o  

make such a  cho ice  o r  i s  conf ron ted  wi th  some cho ice  problem 

2- 
would be u n i n t e l l i g i b l e .  

However, f o r  P e t e r s ,  t h e  exp res s ion ,  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  

t han  t h a t ? "  r e p r e s e n t s  p r a c t i c a l  i n q u i r y  a s  such,  i . e . ,  any 

i n q u i r y  concerned wi th  what Leasons t h e r e  a r e  f o r  doing c e r t a i n  

t h i n g s  r a t h e r  t han  o t h e r s .  This  i n q u i r y  obvious ly  seeks ,  

u l t imate - ly ,  t o  guide cho ices ,  b u t  enga~gement i n  it does not  

n e c e s s a r i l y  involve  a t t empt s  t o  make cho ices  among o p t i o n s .  
\ 

An i n d i v i d u a l  may, f o r  exampJe, be exp lo r ing  c e r t a i n  p u r s u i t s  

wi th  t h e  a i m  of de te rmin ing  whether t hey  could be  o p t i o n s  f o r  

him, o r  he may be seek ing  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ' s  f o r  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  

f o r  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  worthwhile op t ions .  Nei ther  of  t h e s e  t a s k s  
i 

presuppose t h e  s i t u a t i o n  h e r e  t h e  i n q u i r e r  i s  conf ron ted  by 

o p t i o n s  an3 i s  t r y i n g  t o  dec ide  which one t o  choose.  I n  t h e  

former,  t h e  o p t i o n s  have y e t  t o  be p rope r ly  d i s t i n g u i s h e d ,  i n  
8 .  

t h e  l a t t e r ,  no s p e c i f i c ~ ~ o p t i o n s ,  a r e  a t  i s s u e ,  on-ly c r i t e r i a  f o r  

d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  o p t i o n s  as worthwhile.  

The,-question o f  what is  presu&osed by ask ing ,  "Why do 

t h i s  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h a t ? "  d o e s  no t  t u r n ,  t hen ,  on what r s  pre-  L 

supposed by t h e  no t ion  of sameone makixq a e f e e  b & w e e z ~  b 

o p t i o n s  ( o r ,  i n  terms t h a t  a n t i c i p a t e  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n ,  t h e  

person ask ing ,  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  t h a t ? "  i s  n o t  



i & 

necessarily2the chooser in the ideal ch~ice sit tion central 

to White's account of intrinsic value - White's own views 
have quite possibly disgorted his grasp of the transcendental 

argument). Thus, White's refutation of Peters's argument is 
3- 

false. h i t e  's argument was that the transcendental argument % 
% 

" does not establish a commitment to theoretical activities on 
- 

the part of one who asks, "Why do this rather than that?", 

because (1) what.this question presupposes is an understanding 
i 

of theoretical activitids and (2) this does not entail that 

they are valued or the sort of thing the individual would 

choose other things being equal; But asking practical ques- 

tiong dbes not presuppose such an understanding, so the point * 

. that understanding does not entail commitment, while sound, is 

irrelevant. Thus Peters's argument still stands. 
//" 

i / ' .  
Another Counter-Argument 

However, I am not convinced that tho transcendental 

argument establishes ?ithe= the intrinsic value.of theoretical 

activities or their intrinsic superiority to games or recrea- 
9 a % 

- # 
tiha1 pursuits. Before stating my criticisms, however, I 

should first offer a brief reconstruction of the argument. 18 

My approach here will be a dialectical or Socratic one. I 

will first attempt-to establish the clearest and strongest 
- 

account of Peters's txanscendental argument that-Ikcan - then 
-"a 

I will explain what is wrong with-it. 
3 

First, what the question, "Why do this rather than 

that?" does presuppose is a concern for "truth" which, as 
* 2  
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Peters's passage sugges t s ,  i s  a  concern t o  know and r a t i o n a l l y  

unders tand t h e  f a c t s  about  o n e ' s  o p t i o n s ,  t h e  c r i t e r i a  r e l e v a n t  

f o r  a s s e s s i n g  t h e i r  worth, t h e  s p e c i f i c  m n d i t i o n s  and conse- 
h 

quences o f  t h e i r  p u r s u i t  and a t t a i n m e n t t i a n d ,  a l though  t h i s  
I 

is a  l i t t l e  vague, t h e  g e n e r a l  c o n t e x t  w i t h i n  which t h e  

. - q u e s t i o n e r ' s  ends  a r e  formed and pursued - t h e  human pred ica-  

ment one might say .  This  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n a l  c l a i m  i s  n o t  an 

a r b i t r a r y  one, f o r  t h e  posses s ion  of such a  concern does  seem 

t o  be a  cond i t i on  of i n t e l l i g i n l y  d e s c r i b i n g  an i n d i v i d u a l  a s  

be ing  s e r i o u s l y  engaged i n  p r a c t i c a l  i nqu i ry .  Unless t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l  possessed - t h i s  concern ( i . e . ,  f o r  " t r u t h " )  w e  would 

n o t  be a b l e  t o  s a y  that what the i n d i v i d u a l  was engaged i n  

was, f i r s t  of  a l l ,  i n q u i r y ,  i .e . ,  a c t i v i t y  d i r e c t e d  toward 

f i n d i n g  o u t  about  something o r  j u s t i f y i n g  b e l i e f s ,  and, 

secondly, p r a c t i c a l  i n q u i r y ,  i-e., f i n d i n g  o u t  about  how t o  

conduct  o n e ' s  l i f e .  And u n l e s s  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  possessed t h i s  

concern,  he could  n o t  be desc r ibed  a s  ~ r i o u s l y  engaging i n  

t h i s  a c t i v i t y  (and, a s  w a s  p r ev ious ly  noted,  t h e  n o t i o n  of 

an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  ve ry  engagement i n  an a c t i v i t y  becomes problema- 

t i c  a s  he approaches t o t a l  i n d i f f e r e n c e  t o  t h a t  a c t i v i t y ' s  

d e f i n i n g  p o i n t ) .  Thus, s e r i o u s l y  ask ing ,  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  

t han  tha5?' undeniably presupposes  a  concern f o r  what P e t e r s  

calls "truth". 

How does €his commit u s  t o  t T i e o r ~ i c a l -  acTivDSez? Does 

t h i s  p re suppos i t i on  e n t a i l  commitment t o  such a c t i v i t i e s ?  I t  

does, and in t h e  following way. If a person i s  concerned to  



f i n d  o u t  how he should l i v e  h i s  l i i e ,  what r ea sons  tfiere a r e  
* 1 

7 

fer pursu ing  c e r t a i n  e n d s - r a t h e r  than  o t h e r s , e t 6 . ,  t hen  he 

must - va lue  o r  p r e f e r ' e e r t a i n  p u r s u i t s ' r a t h e r  t han  o t h e r s ,  v i z . ,  

t h e o r e t i c a l  p u r s u i t s ,  a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  s c i e n c e ,  h i s t o r y ,  

l i t e r a t u r e ,  phi losophy,  and e t h i c s ,  r a t h e r  t han  bingo,  

b i l l i a r d s ,  b r i d g e ,  boxing,  e t c . ,  because t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  are 

concerned wi th  forms of thought  which i l l u m i n a t e  human 
5 

a c t i u i ~ i e s ,  i d e a l s ,  a ims , .  a s p i r a t i o n s ,  e t c  . , and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  t o  t h e  human predicament.  Some .aw / Or Of 
t h e s e  forms of  unders tanding  i s  a necessary  p recond i t i on  f o r  

t h i n k i n g  s e r i o u s l y  and r a t i o n a l l y  about how one should l i v e  

o n e ' s  l i f e .  Furthermore', t h i s  commitment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  

a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  s c i ence ,  h i s t o r y ,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  e t c . ,  i s  no t  of 

an ins t rumknta l  s o r t .  This  commitment i s  i n t e r n a l l y  r e l a t e d  
D 

t o  t h e  presupposed concern f o r  t r u t h ;  t h e  l a t t e r  cannot  be 

desc r ibed  independent ly  of t h e  former. The concern t o  engage 
- 

i n  s c i ence ,  f o r  example, t o .  f i n d  o u t  t h e  f a c t s  about  t h e  

consequences of  pursu ing  c e r t a i n  ends,  l o g i c a l l y  i n s t a n t i a t e s  

t h e  concern f o r  t r u t h ,  it r e p r e s e n t s  a  s p e c i f i c  form of it. 

A d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  r e q u i r e d  mastery o f  such forms of  thought  
\ 

as sc i ence , ' ph i lo sophy ,  e t h i c s ,  e t c . ,  i s  n o t  an account of  t h e  

means t o  a t t a i n  t h e  end of  knowing t h e  t r u t h  about  how one 

should l i v e  o n e ' s  l i f e ,  it is  a f u r t h e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o r  f u l l  

a r t i c u l a t i o n  of t h a t  end.  

An i n d i v i d u a l ,  t hen ,  cannot  c o n s i s t e n t l y  a s s e r t  t h a t  he 

i s  Poncerned w i t h  t r u t h ,  w i th  coming t o  know and r a t i o n a l l y  

unders tand t h e  human c o n d i t i o n ,  and deny any i n t e r e s t  i n  



engaging i n  such " i l l u m i n a t i n g "  a c t i v i t i e s  a s  s c i e n c e ,  h i s t o r y ,  

and l i t e r a t u r e ,  f o r  such a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  a r t i c u l a t i o n s  of t h i s  . 

concern,  it c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e i r  under lying p o i n t .  Thus, t h e  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argument appears  t o  make an  impress ive  c a s e  f o r  

t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  An i n d i v i d u a l  who s e r i o u s l y  a s k s ,  "Why 

do t h i s  r a t h e r  th,an t h a t ? "  must be concerned about  t r u t h ,  f o r  

such a  concern i s  presupposed, it i s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of be ing  
9 

I i n t e l l i g i b l y  desc r ibed  as a sk ing  t h e  ques t ion ;  i n  s t i l l  o t h e r  
* 

t e rms ,  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  who s e r i b u s l y  a sks  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  

t han  t h a t ? "  i$ i p s 0  f a c t o  concerned wi th  t r u t h .  But, i f  t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l  i s  concerned wi th  t r u t h ,  he must,  on pa in  of incon- 

s i s t e n c y  ( l o g i c a l  as w e l l  as p r a c t i c a l ) ,  be concerned t o  engage 
C 

i n  t h e o r e t i c a l ,  i l l u m i n a t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  wide-ranging 

c o g n i t i v e  c o n t e n t  such a s  s c i ence ,  h i s t o r y ,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  e t c . ,  
C 

f o r  t h e  concern f o r  t r u t h  j u s t  i s  - it i s  noth ing  over  and 

above - t h e  concern t o  engage i n  such a c t i v i t i e s .  A non- 

i n s t rumen ta l  commitment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  i s ,  t hen ,  a  

p re suppos i t i on  of p r a c t i c a ' l  i n q u i r y .  I f  s o ,  s cep t i c i sm about  

t h e  va lue  of such a c t i v i t i e s  appears  t o  be i ncohe ren t ,  f o r  t h e  

s c e p t i c  who a sks  why he 
A, 

' k c t i v i t i e s  i s  employihg 

should choose t o  engage i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  

p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e  t o  cha l l enge  one . 

of  i t s  p re suppos i t i ons .  
j-% 

On c l o s e r  e x a m h a t i o n ,  however, t h e  argument has  some 

problems. ~ i r s t  of a l l ,  it does n o t  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  an i n d i v i -  

dua l  i s  uncond i t i ona l ly  u n j u s t i f i e d  i n  exp res s ing  i n d i f f e r e n c e  

t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  What it e s t a b l i s h e s  i s  t h a t  he i s  
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t r o u b l e d  ph i losophers  f o r  a  long l o  i m e ,  i s :  How i s  it 

p o s s i b l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  o b j e c t i v e l y  t c e r t a i n  p u r s u i t s  a r e  

worthwhile i n  themselves  o r  more worthwhile t han  o t h e r s ?  . 

It appears ,  t hen ,  t h a t  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argument 

P e t e r s  p r e s e n t s  i n  E t h i c s  And Education f a i l s  t o  even meet, 

much less s o l v e ,  t h e  fundamental e t h i c a l  problem of j u s t i f y i n g  

judgments of  i n t r i n s i c  va lue .  The argument t u r n s  on what a r e  

e s s e n t i a l l y  ep i s t emolog ica l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  of l o g i c a l  cons i s -  

t ency  and c e r t a i n  conceptua l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between p r a c t i c a l  

i n q u i r y ,  " t r u t h " ,  and t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  s c i ence ,  
. , 

h i s t o r y ,  l i t e r a t u r e , e t c . ,  r a t h e r  t han  e t h i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

t h a t  concern i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good-making f e a t u r e s  of t h i n g s .  

Some Rep l i e s  

However, w e  should no t  proceed t o o  qu ick ly  t o  White ' s  

account i n t r i n s i c  va lue ,  f o r  P e t e r s  I s  l a t e r  w r i t i n g s  19 

make it c l e a r  t h a t  he would v igo rous ly  denounce t h e  above 

assessment of  h i s  argument. such a n  assessment ,  P e t e r s  would 

claim; completely f a i l s  t o  g rasp  t h e  t h r u s t  of t h e  t ranscenden-  

t a l  argument. He has  accomplished something q u i t e  s i g n i f i c a n t  

i n  showing t h a t  a  (non- ins t rumental )  commitment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  

a c t i v i t i e s  i s  presupposed by engagement i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s cou r se ,  

f o r  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h i s ,  he has reached "bedrock",  a s  

Wi t tgens t e in  has  p u t  it, i n  t h e  a t tempt  t o  j u s t i f y  t h i s  

commitment and defend it a g a i n s t  s c e p t i c a l  charges  of  a r b i t r a -  

r i n e s s  - f u r t h e r  s c e p t i c a l  ques t ion ing  he re  about engagement 

i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e  i s  simply incohe ren t .  The s c e p t i c  



ask ing ,  "Why should one engage i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s cou r se?"  i s ,  

i n  a sk ing  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  engaging i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e ;  he 

i s ~ s k i n g  a  q u e s t i o n  of t h e  form, "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  

t h a t ? " .  The s c e p t i c  commits himself  t o  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e  

by t h e  very a c t  of ques t ion ing  t h i s  commitment. So t h e ,  

s c e p t i c ' s  p o s i t i o n  here  seems i n h e r e n t l y  pa radox ica l  o r  s e l f -  

d e f e a t i n g ,  presupposing what it i s  t r y i n g  t o  r e f u t e .  Thus, 

our, commitment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  cannot  f a i l  t o  be 

incoheren t .  S ince  t h e  s c e p t i c ,  i n  r a i s i n g  h i s  q u e s t i o n s  about 

t h e  commitment, i s  *so f a c t o  involved i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e ,  
> ' 

he cannot  c o h e r e n t l y  deny i t s  p re suppos i t i ons ,  one of  them 

be ing  a  non-instrumental  commitment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  
\ 

Transcendental  arguments would seem, then ,  tp have more appea l  

t han  e v e r .  Far from f a i l i n g  even t o  come t o  terms w i t h  t h e  

fundamental problems of e t h i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  t hey  appear t o  

o f f e k  t h e  panacea a g a i n s t  s c e p t i c a l  i l l s  t h a t  ph i lo sophe r s  have 

been t r y i n g  t o  develop f o r  c e n t u r i e s .  P e t e r s  has shown t h a t  we 

can immunize ou r  e t h i c a l  cornmitmenls a g a i n s t  doubt by e s t a b l i s h -  

i n g  t h a t  t hey  a r e  p re suppos i t i ons  of  p r a c t i c a l  i n q u i r y .  
> 

The s c e p t i c  accused of i ncohe ren t ly  ques t ion ing  p r a c t i -  

c a l  d i s c o u r s e  might r e p l y  t o  P e t e r s  i n  a  number of  ways, however. 

He might ,  f o r  example, admit t h a t  he i s  inexorab ly  committed - 
t o  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e  and consequent ly  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

b u t  go on t o  ques t ion  t h e  va lue  of engaging i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s -  

course  and t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  o t h e r s ,  no t ab ly  t h e  

upcoming gene ra t ion  of school  c h i l d r e n .  I f  he s t a t e s  h i s  



ques t ion  i n  t h i s  way, he can main ta in  t h a t  P e t e r s  must s t i l l  

meet t h e  ' i ssue of t h e  va lue  of en.gaging 1n p r a c t i c a l  i n q u i r y ,  

c la iming  t h a t  h i s  p rev ious  counter-charge of incoherence r e s t s ,  

i n  Dearden's  words, on "an - ad hominem argument which i s  c o n t e n t  

t o  have shown a r e l a t i v e  p re suppos i t i on" .  20 o 

P e t e r s ,  i n  h i s  l a t e r  w r i t i n g s ,  does  a t t empt  t o  make a 

ca se  f o r  t h e  demand t h a t  people  reason about and t r y  t o  j u s t i f y  
. . 

. t h e i r  conduct - and t h e i r  b e l i e f s  and f e e l i n g s  a s  w e l l  - which 

does no t  rest on t h e i r  t r y i n g  t o  argue a g a i  t t h a t  demand. #- 
P e t e r s ' s  .remarks he re  a r e  q u i t e  s t i m u l a t i n g ,  b u t  h i s  manner .- - 
of p r e s e n t a t i o n  i s  more sugges t ive  than  r i g o r o u s ;  t h u s ,  it i s  

necessary  t o  quote  a t  some l eng th :  

There i s  an important  sense ,  t o o ,  i n  which 
anyone who den ie s  t h e  va lue  of  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  n o t  
by making a c a s e  a g a i n s t  it which i s  t o  presuppose 
it, bu t  by u n r e f l e c t i v e l y  r e l y i n g  on f e e l i n g s  i n  
h i s  stomach o r  on what o t h e r  people s a y , , i s  him- 
s e l f  g u i l t y  of  a r b i t r a r i n e s s ,  f o r  human l i f e .  i s  a 

. con tex t  i n  which t h e  demands of reason a r e  
inescapable .  . . 

To e x p l a i n  t h i s  p o i n t  p rope r ly  would r e q u i r e  
a t r e a t i s e  on man a s  a r a t i o n a l  animal .  A l l  t h a t  
can he re  be provided i s  a s h o r t  ske t ch  of  t h e  
demand f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  i s  immanent i n  human 
l i f e .  Human be ings ,  l i k e  animals ,  have from t h e  
very  s t a r t  of t h e i r  l i v e s  e x p e c t a t i o n s  of  t h e i r  
environment, some of which a r e  f a l s i f i e d .  With 
t h e  development of  language t h e s e  e x p e c t a t i o n s  
come t o  be- formula ted  and s p e c i a l  words a r e  used 
f o r  t h e  assessment of t h e  con ten t  of t h e s e  expecta-  
t i o n s  and f o r  how they  a r e  t o  be regarded i n  P 

-. r e s p e c t  of t h e i r  ep i s t emolog ica l  s t a t u s .  Words 
l i k e  ' t r u e '  o r  ' f a l s e '  a r e  used,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t o  
a p p r a i s e  t h e  c o n t e n t s ,  and t h e  term ' b e l i e f '  f o r  
t h e  a t t i t u d e  o f  mind t h a t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  what 
i s  t r u e .  Pe rce iv ing  and remembering a r e  d i s t i n -  
guished by t h e i r  b u i l t - i n  t r u t h  c la ims  from 
merely imagining.  Knowledge i s  s i m i l a r l y  
distinguished from opin ion .  I n  l e a r n i n g  we come 
up t o  s t a n d a r d s  of c o r r e c t n e s s  a s  a r e s u l t  of  



T p a s t  exper ience .  Out language,  which i s  r i d d l e d  
P with  such a p p r a i s a l s ,  b e a r s  wi tness  t o  t h e  c l a ims  

of reason on our s e n s i b i l i t y .  It r e f l e c t s  ou r  
p o s i t i o n  as f a l l i b l e  c r e a t u r e s ,  b e s e t  by f e a r s  and 
wishes,  i n  a world whose r e g u l a r i t i e s  have 
l a b o r i o u s l y  t o  be d i scovered .  

The same s o r t  of p o i n t  can be made about  
human conduct.  For human be ings  do no t  j u s t  vee r  
towards g o a l s  l i k e  moths towards a l i g h t ;  t hey  
a r e  no t  j u s t  programmed by an i n s t i n c t i v e  equipment. 
They conceive of ends ,  d e l i b e r a t e  about  them and 
t h e  means t o  them. They fol lows [ s i c ]  - r u l e s  and 
r e v i s e  and a s s e s s  them. Assessment indeed ha&;,a 
toehold i n  every  f e a t u r e  o f  t h i s  form of  beh9vlor 
which, i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  i s  t o  be c o n t r a s t e d d f w i t h  ,-+ 
t h a t  of  a man who f a l l s  o f f  a c l i f f  o r  whose knee 
j e rks  when h i t  w i th  a hammer. Words l i k e  ' r i g h t ' ,  
'good ' ,  ' ought '  r e f l e c t  t h i s  c o n s t a n t  s c r u t i n y  
and moni tor ing of  human a c t i o n s .  Man i s  t h u s  a 
c r e a t u r e  who l i v e s  under t h e  demands of reason .  
He can,  of cou r se ,  be unreasonable o r  i r r a t i o n a l ;  
b u t  t h e s e  t e r m s  a r e  on ly  i n t e l l i g i b l e  a s  f a l l i n g s  
s h o r t  i n  r e s p c t  of reason .  An unreasonable  man 
has  reasons  b u t  bad ones;  an i r r a t i o n a l  man a c t s  
o r  ho lds  b e l i e f s  i n  t h e  f a c e  of reasons .  But how 
does it he lp  t h e  argument t o  show t h a t  human l i f e  
is  only  f n ' t e l l i g i b l e  on t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  
demands of r ea sons  a r e  admit ted and woven i n t o  
t h e  f a b r i c  of  human l i f e ?  It he lps  because it 
makes p l a i n  t h a t  t h e  demands of  reason  a r e  
j u s t  an  o p t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  r e f l e c t i v e .  SPt 

This  argument, l i k e  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argument,. seems 

t o  t u r n  on r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between concepts  r a t h e r  t han  empi r i ca l  

f a c t s ' a n d  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  about human behavior  and t h e  condi-  

t i o n s  of human e x i s t e n c e .  ( I  say  "seems" because I f i n d  

P e t e r s ' s  remarks a l i t t l e  t o o  ske tchy  and t o o  metaphor ica l ly  

expressed t o  be complete ly  c e r t a i n  about t h e  d i r e c t i o n  he 

wants t h e  argument t o  t a k e .  However, an  express ion  l i k e  ' 

9 
"human l i f e  i s  on ly  i n t e l l i g i h l e "  seems t o  m e  t o  i n d i c a t e  

t h a t  he i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  c e r t a i n  conceptua l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  demands of reason and t h e  concepts  



through which distinctively human life and behavior must be 
/ 

understood.) Peters here is not saying, ofsourse, that the 

concern for truth or justification is presupposed by descrip- 

tions of diskinctively human life and behavior. It is not a 

condition of being intelligibly (and non-programmatically) 

described as a hurnan&ng, a creature with beliefs and 
I 

intentions, capable of action rather than reaction, etc., 

ghat one is concerned with asking, "Why do (believe, feel) *this 

rather than that?" In forming beliefs, intentions, etc., 

individuals e certainly not ips0 facto concerned with 'g I 

.justification. What Peters d o ~ s  try to ehablish is that the 

demand for justification is presupposed by those descriptions 

that distinguish human life and behavior. Because we are 

human beings who are cqpable of choice, who have beliefs and 

interrelated intentions, emotions, and desires, we are willy- 

nilly subject to certain standards of assessment, viz., 

standards of rationality. 

Belief, for example, is no,$ just tKat naturalistic 

attitude of expectation humans share wi.th other animals. It 

' is characterized in normative terms as that attitude of mind 

appropriate to what is true. "Appropriate" here 'implies the 
C 

applicability of certain standards which are standards of 

rationality and justification, for, by definitionf, rational 
-, 

beliefs are those beliefs which we have reason to believe are 

true, i.e., which satisfy certain tests of truth and standards 

of evidence. And, as Peters's remarks suggest, one should be 
P 
/ 

able to say similar things about emotions, desires, and 



and s t a t e s  of mind a h r m e a t e d  wi th  b e l i e f .  Thus, i n d i v i -  

d u a l s  can ignore  t h e  demand f o r  I reasons  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  

and consequent ly  t h e  p u r s u i t  of knowledge and unders tanding,  

i f  t hey  l i k e ,  b u t  t h i s  does  no t  exempt them from c e r t a i n  

c r i t . i c i sms .  Such a  d i s r e g a r d  c o n s t i t u t e s  i r r a t i o n a l i t y  o r  

unreasonableness ,  and, i n  be ing  i r r a t i o n a l  o r  unreasonable ,  

/-- 
i n d i v i d u a l s  are i p s 0  f a c t o  f a i l i n g  t o  meet c e r t a i n  s t anda rds ,  

- 
t hey  a r e  " f a l l i n g  down" i n  c e r t a i n  ways. ' pe te rs  ' s argument, 

t hen ,  though it does n o t  a t t empt  t o  show t h a t  c e r t a i n  concerns  

a r e  w r i t t e n  i n t o  t h e  human c o n d i t i o n ,  c e r t a i n l y  shows t h a t  

c e r t a i n  l i a b i l i t i e s  a r e .  

However, one q u e s t i o n  comes ve ry  qu ick ly  to 'mind he re .  

The u n r e f l e c t i v e  person has  t o  accep t ,  on pa in  df f a i l i n g  t o  

\I g r a s p  t h e  concept  o f ' " r a t i o n a l i t y  , t h a t  ho ld ing  b e l i e f s  

about  t h e  world on t h e  b a s i s - o f  f e e l i n g s  i n  h i s  stomach i s  

i r r a t i o n a l  b u t  why does  he have t o  a c c e p t  t h a t  t h i s  i s+ad  

o r  u n d e s i r a b l e ? .  H e  has  t o  accep t  t h a t  ho ld ing  b e l i e f s  on t h e  

b a s i s  of evidence i s  r a t i on ' a l ;  b u t  does  t h i s  e n t a i l  t h a t  it i s  

good o r  worthwhile t o  hold  b e l i e f s  i n  t h i s  way? Why, i n  o t h e r  

words, a r e  t h e  v a r i o u s  c r i t e r i a  of r a t i o n a l i t y ,  on t h e  b a s i s  

of which c e r t a i n  behavior  o r  s t a t e s  of mind a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  

r a t i o n a l  ( r a t h e r  t h a n ,  f o r  example, no isy  o r  t i r i n g  o r  

depressed)  , s t a n d a r d s  f o r  a s s e s s i n g  behavior  and s t a t e s  of 

mind a s  good o r  bad? Granted,  i f  an i n d i v i d u a l  c a r e s  about 

t h e  t r u t h  of h i s  b e l i e f s ,  i f  he c a r e s  abou t th ink ing  about  



t h i n g s  as they  r e a l l y  a r e ,  t hen ,  on pa in  of f a i l i n g  t o  g ra sp  

what t r u t h  i s ,  he must admit t h a t  cons i s t ency  and re levance  

a r e  good t h i n g s  and incons i s t ency  and a r b i t r a r y  c la ims  are 

bad t h i n g s .  ~ u t  why ';&ould he be concerned w i t h  t r u t h ?  Why 

i s  iwwor thwhi l e ,  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  or o therwise?  P e t e r s ' s  

argument appears  t o  assume r a t h e r  t han  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  c r u c i a l  

p o i n t .  F a i l i n g  t o  ?- t t h e  "demands" of reason  can on ly  count 

a s  " f a l l i n g  down" i f  adher ing  t o  them has  some worthwhile * 

p o i n t ;  o therwise ,  we a r e  p re sen ted  with  t h e  s c e n a r i o  of 

r e f l e c t i v e  people  c r i t i c i z i n g  u n r e f l e c t i v e  people  i n  l i g h t  of  

t h e i r  own r e f l e c t i v e  va lues .  But P e t e r s  says  no th ing  he re  

about  t h e  va lue  of  t r u t h ,  (and i f  he c la ims  he d o e s n ' t  have t o ,  

t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  "Why c a r e  about  t r u t h ? "  i s  incohe ren t ,  

t hen  he i s  back, f u l l  c i r c l e ,  a t  t h e  s e l f - r e f u t a t i o n  argument 

and h i s  human. n a t u r e  argument i s  o t i o s e )  . It i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t ,  

of cou r se ,  t o  show t h a t  it i s  worthwhile t o  have t r u e  b e l i e f s ;  

one on ly  r e v e a l s  o n e ' s  f o o l i s h n e s s  i n  denying t h a t  it i s  

(a l though  we a r e  s t i l l  s i d e s t e p p i n g  t h e  problem of e s t a b l i s h -  

i n g  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  va lue  of  t r u t h ;  t h i s  i s  n o t  s o  e a s y ) .  

Consequently, it i s  q u i t e  n a t u r a l  t o  t h i n k  of t h e  c r i t e r i a  of 

r a t i o n a l i t y  a s  s t anda rds  and a  l i t t l e  odd t o  hear  someone say  

t h a t  i ncons i s t ency  and a r b i t r a a i n e s s  a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  bad 

t h i n g s .  Never the less ,  speaking of t h e  c r i t e r i a  of  r a t i o n a l i t y  

a s - " d e m a n d ~ ' ~ - o r  "s tandards"  assumes t h a t  t r u t h  and j u s t i f i e d  

b e l i e f  a r e  d e s i r a b l e ,  and P e t e r s ' s  argument does n o t  go any 

way toward e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h i s .  Thus, whi le  t h e  argument, f u l l y  



developed,  w i l l  most c e r t a i n l y  make an i n t e r e s t i n g  c o n t r i b u t i o n  

t o  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  anthropology,  showing j u s t  how c e n t r a l  t h e  

network of  concepts  f a l l i n g  under t h e  r u b r i c  o f  " r a t i o n a l i t y "  

a r e  t o  t h e  unders tanding - and exp lana t ion  of  human l i f e  and 

behav)[or, a s  an e thica1,argurnent  it i s  question-begging.  

P e t e r s  might r e p l y  t h a t  I have proceeded much t o o  qu ick ly  

he re ,  focus ing  on ly  on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  worth of 

r a t i o n a l i t y  and t h e  no t ion  of "ra t ionaJi ty"  a s  a p p l i e d  t o  

b e l i e f s .  The. c l a im  t h a t ' a  b e l i e f  i s  a r a t i o n a l  b e l i e f  may n o t  

imply it i s  d e s i r a b l e ,  . bu t  c e r t a i n l y  t h e  c l a im  t h a t  an a c t i o n  

i s  f u l l y  j u s t i f i e d  o r  r a t i o n a l  imp l i e s  i t s  d e s i r a b i l i t y ,  - 
because t h e  s t a t emen t  t h a t  t h e  ac t ionL  supported by t h e  b e s t  

reasons  i s  t h e  b e s t  t h i n g  t o  do i s  a n a l $ t i c . 2 2  The Good i s  

t h e  t e l o s  of r a t i o n a l i t y  i n  t h e  domain of a c t i o n ,  j u s t  a s  t h e  

True is  i n  t h e  domain of b e l i e f .  Reasons f o r  a c t i o n s  a r e  

good reasons  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  they  determine t h e  course  of 

a c t i o n  it would be most d e s i r a b l e  t o  pursue ,  j u s t  a s  a  reason 

t o  b e l i e v e  something i s  a  good reason t o  t h e  extenk t h a t  it 

e s t a b l i s h e s  t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  i s  t r u e .  Thus, t h e  c l a im  t h a t  an 

a c t i o n  i s  n o t  supported by good reasons  e n t a i l s  sohe th ing  about, - 
i t s  d e s i r a b i l i t y ,  o r  l a c k  of  it. 

This  p o i n t  i s  n o t  a s  h e l p f u l  t o  P e t e r s  a s  it f i r s t  

appears ,  however. A l l  it shows i s  t h a t  t o  escape cri t icism 

human be ings  must - do t h a t  which i s  supported by good reasons, 

n o t  t h a t  t hey  must have b e l i e f s ,  and t h u s  j u s t i f i e d  b e l i e f s ,  

about  t h e s e  reasons .  People a r e  allowed t o  l i v e  un re f , l ec t ive ly ,  
I 

f o l lowing  custom, t h e  advice  of  o t h e r s ,  e t c . ,  a s  l o n d a s  t h e i r  



action- be supported by t h e  b e s t  reasons  from an o b j e c t i v e  

o r  impersonal  p o i n t  of  view (and i n  p r i n c i p l e  t h i s  i s  p o s s i b l e ; ~  

a l though  it i s  open t o  P e t e r s  t o  show t h a t  t h e  human cond i t i on  

be ing  what it i s ,  and human c u l t u r e s  be ing  what t hey  a r e ,  

t h i s  -is no t  a c t u a l l y  an o p t i o n  f o r  p e o p l e ) .  But, w h a t ' t h e  

human n a t u r e  argument must s h o d i f  it i s  t o  ground t h e  t r a n s -  

cenden ta l  argument, and consequent ly  our commitment t o  educa- 

t i o n ,  i s  t h a t  people  a r e  c r i t i c i z a b l e  i f  t h e i r  b e l i e f s  about 

t h e  suppor t ing  r a t i o n a l e  of  tQeir  a c t i o n s  do n o t  conform t o  t h e  

- demands of reason ,  f o r  it i s  t h e s e  b e l i e f s  which p r a c t i c a l  

d i s cou r se  c a l l s  i n t o  q u e s t i o n .  So it t u r n s  o u t  t h a t  P e t e r s ' s  

human n a t u r e  argument t u r n s  on ou r  human l i a b i l i t y  t o  c r i t i c i s m  

about  t h e  r a t i o m l i t y  of  o u r  b e l i e f s .  ~ h u s ,  my prev ious  

argument s t ands .  u 

Undaunted, P e t e r s  might t a k e  t h i s  t a c k .  H e  might c l a i m  

t h a t  i f  someone d e n i e s  t h a t  r a t i o n a l  b e l i e f  i s  d e s i r a b l e  and 

i r r a t i o n a l  b e l i e f  i s  m d e s i r a b l e ,  he has f a i l e d  t o  f u l l y  

g ra sp  t h e  meaning of " r a t i o n a l "  as it a p p l i e s  t o  b e l i e f .  The 

c l a im  t h a t  b e l i e f s  a r e  r a t i o n a l  does imply by d e f i n i t i o n ,  t h e  

c l a im  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  d e s i r a b l e  s t a t e  of mind. Thus, i f  human 

b e l i e f s  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  i n  t e r m s  of  r a t i o n a l i t y ,  

t h e  u n r e f l e c t i v e  a r e  i n e v i t a b l y  l i a b l e  t o  condemnation. 

P re sen t ing  h i s  r a t i o n a l e , 2 3  P e t e r s  might go on t o  say he re  

t h a t ,  i n  focus ing  on t h e  c r i t e r i a  of  r a t i o n a l i t y  ( t h a t  i n d i c a t e  

t h o s e  p r o p e r t i e s  of  b e l i e f s  i n  v i r t u e  of which w e  t l a s s i f y  

them a s  j u s t i f i e d ) ,  a l l  w e  have noted i s  t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  # 

meaning of " r a t i o n a l i t y " ;  w e  have f a i l e d  t o  see i t s  e v a l u a t i v e  
5 



G 
meaning. Not a l l  terms a r e  l i k e  "good" i n  having almost a  - 
pure ly  eva lua t ive  meaning, Pe te r s  might cont inue,  o r  l i k e  

"red" i n  having a  pure ly  d e s c r i p t i v e  meaning; some a r e  l i k e  

" s t e a l "  which has a  mixture of desdr ip t ive  meaning ( t ak ing  

property belonging t o  another )  and eva lua t ive  meaning. (wrong- 
i 

f u l  a c t i o n ) .  "Ra t iona l i ty"  i s  one of these  "mixed" terms.. 

It has a  complex d e s c r i p t i v e  meaning (when appl ied  t o  b e l i e f s ,  

it means b e l i e f s  which a r e  c o n s i s t e n t , . c l e a r ,  v e r i f i e d ,  e t c . )  

and an eva lua t ive  meaning ( d e s i r a b l e  b e l i e f s  t o  hold)  . - 

Thks r e p l y  w i l l  no t  g e t  Pe te r s  very f a r ,  however. %•’ - 
r. 

t h i s  Harean d i s t i n c t i o n  between d e s c r i p t i v e  and eva lua t ive  
R 

f meaning is  sound (and i f  it i s n ' t ,  t h e r e  i s  no argument), 

then " r a t i o n a l i t y "  has two d i s t i n c t  senses;  consequently,  t h e  

above argument can be charged w i t h  committing t h e  f a l l a c y  of 

equivocat ion,  f o r  it runs a s  follows: (1). it i s  r a t i o n a l  f o r  I 

a   person's b e l i e f s  t o  be c o n s i s t e n t ,  supported by evidence - 
9 

i n  a  word, j u s t i f i e d ,  ( 2 )  what i s  r a t i o n a l  i s  good, so  the re -  

f o r e ,  ( 3 )  b e l i e f s  which a r e  c l e a r ,  supported by evidence - 
i n  a  word, j u s t i f i e d  - a r e  good. The argument s l i d e s  from t h e  

d e s c r i p t i v e  meaning of " r a i o n a l "  i n  (1) t o  it% eva lua t ive  

meaning i n  ( 2 ) ;  t hus ,  t h e  premises do no t  e n t a i l  t h e  conclu- 

s ion  and t h e  argument i s  i n v a l i d .  I -conclude ,  then ,  t h a t  my 

* o r i g i n a l  c r i t i c i s m s  of t h e  human nature  argument hold. 

- 4  There i s ,  perhaps, one o t h e r  argument p e t e r s  might 

use t o  d e f e a t  t h e  s c e p t i c  who argues a g a i n s t  t h e  commitment 

t o  p r a c t i c a l  d iscourse  bu t  avoids paradox by r a i s i n g  h i s  doubts 



on 'behalf of o t h e r s  .24  ~ e t # r s  might r e p l y  t o  t h e  s c e p t i c  t h a t  

demanding a  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  p r a c t i c a l  

d iscourse  i s  no more coherent when requeGed f o r  t h e  p a r t i c i -  

pat&on of o t h e r s  than it i s  f o r  t h e  s c e p t i c ' s  own p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

I n  both cases ,  t h e  s c e p t i c  wants t o  k w  what good reasons - 
3 

/ 

t h e r e  a r e  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  p rac t i ca l /d i scourse ,  and what 

t h i s  ques t ion  amounts to  i s  a demand f o r  p r a c t i c a l  reasons 

( a s  he i s  seeking reasons f o r ' d o i n g  something, v i z . ,  p a r t i c i p a t -  

ing  i n  p r a c t i c a l  d iscourse)  f o r  demanding p r a c t i c a l  reasbns 

( f o r  i n  asking,  "Why t h i s  r a t h e r  than t h a t ? "  an ind iv idua l  

is  demanding reasons f o r  doing some th ings  r a t h e r  than o t h e r s ) .  

But t h i s  demand i s   incoherent^ f o r  it r u l e s  o e h e  condi t ions  . 
requi red  f o r  . i ts  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The s c e p t i c  does no t  want t o  

emotively persuaded, manipulated, brainwashed, hypnotized, 

coerced i n t o  accept ing t h e  demand f o r  p r a c t i c a l  reasons.  

w i l l  accept  t h e  demand f o r  p r a c t i c a l  reasons i f  and only 

he has good p r a c t i c a l  reasons t o  do so .  But he cannot 
- .. . 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  accept  any p r a c t i c a l  reason,  f o r  t h e  o b j e c t  of 

h i s  scept ic i sm i s  t h e  e n t i r e  c l a s s  of demands f o r  p r a c t i c a l  

reasons,  and one cannot c o n s i s t e n t l y  ques t ion  t h e  demand f o r  

something and accept  t h e  o b j e c t  of t h a t  demand. Thus, t h e  very 

substance of t h e  s c e p t i c ' s  demand makes it impossible t o  

s a t i s f y ,  for  t h e  o b j e c t  of t h e  s c e p t i c ' s  doubt c o n s t i t u t e s  

+he -y w f f i & e &   for- al&evia3zirg h i s  

doubt. Consequently, t h e  s c e p t i c ' s  ques t ioning  of t h e  comrnit- 
L. 

m n t  to p r a c t i c a l  d iscourse  should be summarily dismissed, f o r  

it f a i l s  t o  even make sense.  



Unfor tuna te ly ,  t h i s  argument .a lso  f a i l s  t o  d e f e a t  t h e  

s cep t i c . '  The s c e p t i c ,  i n  cha l l eng ing  engagement i n ' p r a c t i c a l  

i n q u i r y ,  i s  no t  demanding reasons  f o r  demanding reasons .  H e  

i s  n o t  cha l l eng ing  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of reason i n  t h e  domain of  

a c t i o n ,  sugges t ing  t h a t  it  might be b e t t e r  i f  a c t i o n s  w e r e  
, . 

based on custom, h a b i t ,  i n s t i n c t ,  f a i t h ,  r e v e l a t i o n ,  o r  t a s t e .  

Rather he i s  demanding reasons  F d e m a n d i n g  reasons ;  i .e., he 

wants t o  know why people should be more concerned t o  know t h e  

reasons  t h a t  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  own and o t h e r s '  a c t i o n s .  He g r a n t s  

t h a t  people  must be concerned t o  perform a c t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  

sanc t ioned  by reason ,  b u t  h6 wants t o  know why t h e y  must s t o p  

-?I1 What t h e  s c e p t i c  is  and a sk ,  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  

doubt ing,  i n  o t h e r  words, i s  t h e  a c t  of demanding r ea sons ,  n o t  

t h e  o b j e c t  of t h i s  a c t  - b u t  it i s  t h e  a c t ' s  o b j e c t  t h a t  

c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  of a l l e v i a t -  

i n g  h i s  doubt.  Thus, t h e  s c e p t i c ' s  demand f o r  r ea sons  f o r  

demanding p r a c t i c a i  r ea sons  i s  n o t  i ncohe ren t .  Because he .. 
\ 

demands r ea sons ,  no t  a c t s  of  demanding r ea sons ,  h i s  demand , does , 

n o t  r u l e  o u t  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  of  i t s  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Again, it 

appears  t h a t  P e t e r s  cannot  say  t h a t ,  i n  showing t h a t  a  commit- 

ment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  presupposed by p r a c t i c a l  
/ 

d i scour se ,  he has  reached j u s t i f i c a t i o n a l  bedrock. 

There i s  one f u r t h e r  reason  f o r  doubt ing  t h a t  t h e  

transcendental argument represents t h e  end-poise for a l l  

coheren t  r e q u e s t s  f o r  3 u s t i f i c a t i o n  (of t h e  p u r s u i t ,  of know- 

ledge ,  educa t ion ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  e tc . )  which concerns  
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t h e  ep i s t emolog ica l  s t a t u s  o f  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e .  A s c e p t i c  

might a sk  P e t e r s  whether we r e a l l y  have any reason  t o  b e l i e v e  

t h a t  w e  have good r ea sons  f o r  doing apything.  25 HOW do w e  

know t h a t  our  c r i t e r i a  of  good reasons  a r e  non-a rb i t r a ry  and 

n o t  merely mat ters .  of  convent ion o r  ' p re fe rence?  I f  P e t e r s  

cannot come up wi th  any good reasons  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  have 

good reasons .  f o r  do ing  s o m e  t h i n g s  r a t h e r  t han  o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  

o r  f o r  doing something r a t h e r  than  nothing,  t hen  how does he 

know t h a t  t h e r e  such good reasons?  Does he have any 

a p r i o r i  guaran tee?  But i f  t h e r e  a r e  no good r ea sons  t o  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  any end i s  worth t h e  expendi ture  of  e f f o r t  

r equ i r ed  t o  a t t a i n  it, then  t h e r e  i s  no p o i n t  i s  ask ing ,  "Why 

do t h i s  r a t h e r  t han  t h a t ? "  Thus, i f  P e t e r s  cannot  provide 

good reason  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  good reasons , for  a c t i o n s ,  

h i s  demand t h a t  people  engage i n  p r a c t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e  i s ,  a t  , 

bottom, a r b i t r a r y .  The s c e p t i c  can a l s o  add t h a t  t h e  burden 

of proof r e s t s  squa re ly  on P e t e r s '  shoulders  h e r e ,  because 

P e t e r s  i s ' t h e  one who has  taken  it upon himself  t o  i s s u e  t h e  

demand t h a t  people  t a k e  t i m e  t o  s t o p  and a s k ,  "Why- t h i s  r a t h e r  

t han  t h a t ? "  Consequently, it i s  up t o  him t o  f i n i s h  t h e  job 

of j u s t i f y i n g  t h a t  demand. A l l  t h e  s c e p t i c  has  t o  do here  ,is 

, show t h a t  h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  coheren t .  

P e t e r s ,  of  cou r se ,  would probably  be q u i t e  w i l l i n g  t o  

argw that it isn ' t .  T h e  sceptic, he would say ,  has to pre- 

suppose some c r i t e r i a  of good reasons  t o  g e t  h i s  c l a im  o f f  t h e  
% 

ground. I f  t h e  s c e p t i c  has  no c r i t e r i a  whatsoever f o r  t h e  



i d e n t  i f i c a t i o n  o f  good r ea sons ,  t hen  he d o e s n ' t  know what a  

good reason i s .  If so ,  t hen  he q u i t e h i t e r a l l y  d o e s n ' t  know 
It 

what he i s  t a l k i n g  about ,  and h i s  p o s i t i o n  can be d i smissed .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  he does adduce t h e  necessary  c r i t e r i a ,  
r p  6 

then  h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  s e l f - r e f u t i n g .  

This argument w i l l  no t ' do ,  however. I t  i s  j u s t  no t  

t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e  s c e p t i c  has  t o  presuppose t h e  c r i t e f i a  of  

good reasons  he i s  ques t ion ing .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  t h e  s c e p t i c  i s  

n o t  c la iming  t h a t  w e  c a n ' t  know o r  possess  t r u l y  good reasons  

f o r - a c t i o n .  He i s  not  c la iming  a p r i o r i  a u t h o r i t y  a g a i n s t  

t h e o r i e s  of p r a c t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  He i s  n o t  denying,  i n  

o t h e r  words, t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  r a t i o n a l  p r L c t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a -  

t i o n .  A l l  he i s  c la iming  i s  t h a t  w e  d o n ' t  i n  f a c t  have a  good 

reason  f o r  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  t h e r e ' a r e  good reasons  f o r  doing 

e anyth ing .  I n  o rde r  t o  c l a im  t h i s ,  he does no t  have t o  c la im 

t o  know what a  genuinely  good reason  would look l i k e .  He 
' ? ,  

j u s t  has t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no e x i s t i n g  account t h a t  ade- 

q u a t e l y  and cohe ren t ly  e x p l a i n s  what a  good reason  f o r  a c t i o n  

i s ,  and t h i s ,  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  he can do. H e  simply has  t o  

t a k e ,  one by one,  accounts  of p r a c t i c a l i  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  and 

show t h a t ,  on t h e i r  own te rms ,  t hey  a r e  a r b i t r a r y  o r  incoheren t .  

Take, f o r  example, t h e  view t h a t  a c t i o n s  a r e  j u s t i f i e d  because 

t h e y  conform to  c e r t a i n  s t a n d a r d s ,  26  e. g.  , of  e f f i c i e n c y  and 

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  wi th  r ega rd  t o  promoting t h e  end of p l ea su re .  

The s c e p t i c  can ask  here:  Are t h e s e  s t anda rds  themselves 

j u s t i f i e d ?  A t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h e  account  encounte rs  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  



Cons is ten t  w i th  i$s own view o f , j u s t i f i c a t i o n  it must j u s t i f y  

P ' our  acceptance 
I 

on s t anda rds .  

appealed t o  i n  

begging. But 

of t h e s e  s t anda rds  by showing it t o  be based 
. 

However, i f  t h e  s t anda rds  t o  be j u s t i f i e d  a r e  
t 

t h e i r  own defense ,  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  ques t ion -  

i f  o t h e r  h igher  o r d e r  s t anda rds  a r e  appealed 

t o ,  t h e  same s o r t  of q u e s t i o n  can be r a i s e d  about  them, lead-  

P 

i n g  us t o  e i t h e r  an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  o r  an a r b i t r a r y  d e c i s i o n  - 

t o  s t o p  a t  some p o i n t  and j u s t  accep t  t h e  s t anda rd  t h a t  we 

f i n d  ou r se lves  w i th .  Thus, i f  p r a c t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  c o n s i s t s  

i n  appea l ing  t o  s t a n d a r d s ,  a c t i o n s  can never be j u s t i f i e d .  

This  account  of  p r a c t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  on ly  meant 

t o  be an i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  o f m c o u r s e .  I am no t  t r y i n g  t o  sugges t  

here  t h a t  t h e  s c e p t i c ' s  p o s i t i o n  might be j u s t i f i e d ,  on ly  t h a t  

it cannot be r e f u t e d  i n  an a p r i o r i  way. I t  i s  n o t  incoheren t  

t o  sugges t  t h a t  we have no good reqson t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  

have good reason  t o  do anyth ing .  We can on ly  defend our  
. 

c l a im  t h a t  w e  do i n  f a c t  have good p r a c t i c a l  r ea sons  by s t a t i n g  

and defending t h e o r i e s  of  p r a c t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and,  l i k e -  

w i s e ,  t h e  s c e p t i c  can on ly  defend h i s  c l a im  by r e f u t i n g  t h e s e  

t h e o r i e s  one by one.  Thus, w e  have a  f u r t h e r  reason  t o  con- 

c lude  t h a t  w e  do n o t  r each  bedrock i n  ou r  a t t empt s  t o  j u s t i f y  

normative p r i n c i p l e s  by showing t h a t  t h e y  a r e  p re suppos i t i ons  . 
of p r a c t i c a l  d i s cou r se .  

The c o n c f u s i m  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  t h i s  r a t h e r  long s e c t i o n  

on t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of Whi te ' s  argument, t h e n ,  i s  t h a t  t h e  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  argument P e t e r s  p r e s e n t s  i n  E t h i c s  And Educa- 

t i o n  is  no t  an argument about  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  va lue  o f  t h e o r e t i -  



i - 3 9  - 

i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  a l l ;  it r e s t s  on ep i s t emolog ica l  cons idera -  

t i o n s  of  l o g i c a l  cons i s t ency  and conceptua l  coherence which go 

no way toward e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h a t  c e r t a i n  f e a t u r e s  of a c t i v i t i e s  

a r e  genuinely  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good-making p r o p e r t i e s .  Fu r the r -  
- 

more, t h e  argument cannot  be conjoined wi th  arguments abo'ut 

t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of r a t i o n a l i t y  t o  show t h a t  ques t ion ing  t h e  

commitment t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e  p u r s u i t  of know- 

ledge i s  incohe ren t .  

Whi te ' s  Account of  I n t r i n s i c  Value 

White ' s  account  i s  an a t tempt  t o  s t a t e  t h e  l o g i c a l l y  

necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  say ing  t h a t  something 

i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile o r  good i n  i t s e l f .  H e  beg ins  i n  

an "ob l ique"  manner by examining t h e  c r i t e r i a  of  worth pre-  

supposed i n  s p e c i f i c  c a s e s  where we t h i n k  w e  know what i s  good 

f o r  people.  W e  t h i n k  t h a t  dep r iv ing  a  drunken man of a  k n i f e  

wi th  which he has  been p l a y i n g  i s  i n  h i s  i n t e r e s t ,  because 

u n l e s s  we do,  he i s  l i k e l y  t o  i n f l i c t  p h y s i c a l  damage on 

h imse l f ,  and w e  are confident t h a t  t h i s  counts  a s  a harm. 
* 

However, White s ays ,  w e  would n o t  be s o  con f iden t  t h a t  depr iv-  

i n g  him of t h e  k n i f e  i s  i n  h i s  i n t e r e s t  i f  w e  found o u t  t h a t  
e 

he wanted t o  commit s u i c i d e  by s t abb ing  himself  t o  dea th ,  

1 because t h e  reason  f o r  ou r  conf idence i n  t h e  f i r s t  pJace was 

our  b e l i e f  t h a t  p h y s i c a l  damage p reven t s  a  person from a t t a i n -  

i n g  d e s i r e d  ends ,  and, i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  dep r iv ing  t h  man of  t h e  e 
k n i f e  f r u s t r a t e s  h i s  a t t a inmen t  of  a  d e s i r e d  end, v i z . ,  t o  d i e .  

What t h e s e  c a s e s  seem t o  imply, White t h i n k s ,  i s  t h a t  what i s  



e x t r i n s i c a l l y  good f o r  a person is  a means towards g e t t i n g  
u 

what he wants f o r  i t s  own sake .  This  i n  t u r n  seems t o  imply 
t 

t h a t  what i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good f o r  a  person i s  wwt he wants 

f o r  i t s  own sake .  However, White n o t e s ,  t h e r e  a r e  problems 

wi th  t h i s :  3 

A drunkard who was p l a y i n g  wi th  a  k n i f e  and n o t  
wanting t o  commit s u i c i d e  might have wanted t o  
p l a y  wi th  it f o r  i t s  own sake ,  bd t  t h i s  could 
s c a r c e l y  be cons idered  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile 

L 

i f ,  on sobe r ing  up, he was g r a t e f u l  t o  us , fo r  
t a k i n g  it away from him. I f  a  person want3 X 
f o r  i t s  own sake  b u t  X cannot  be i n t r i n s i c a l l y  
worthwhile because on r e f l e c t i o n  he would n o t  have 
wanted X ,  t h i s  l e a d s  one t o  a  f u r t h e r  hypothes i s  - 
t h a t  what i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile i s  i d e n t i -  
f i a b l e  wi th  what a  person would want on r e f l e c t i o n  
f o r  i t s  own sake .27  

This  passage r a i s e s  problems of i t s  own, however. As ide ,  

from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between drunken and sober  

p re fe rence  i s  n o t  t h e  same as t h a t  between r e f l e c t i v e  and 
t 

u n r e f l e c t i v e  'p re fe rence  (drunkenness i s  one p o s s i b l e  cause  of 

u n r e f l e c t i v e n e s s  b u t  it i s  n o t  c o n s t i t u t f v e  of it; t h e r e  can 

be drunken a s  w e l l  a s  sober  r e f l e c t i o n  - fur thermore ,  s o b r i e t y  

does n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  involve  r e f l e c t i o n ) ,  Whi te ' s  example does 

n o t  show, a t  l e a s t  i n  any ve ry  c l e a r  wy, t h a t  be ing  wanted on 

r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  i t s  own sake i s  a  l o g i c a l  c o n d i t i o n  of i n t r i n -  . 
s i c  worth,  much l e s s  a  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  one.  It  seems 

a t  l e a s t  e q u a l l y  p l a u s i b l e  t o  c la im t h a t  t h e  drunkard was 

g r a t e f u l  because s o b r i e t y  made him more f u l l y  aware of what 

it was t h a t  he wanted, and he r e a l i z e d  t h a t  d e a t h  has  no 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  make it worth wanting i n  i t s e l f .  Sober 

r e f l e c t i o n ,  i n  o t h e r  words, could j u s t  be a  means of becoming 



aware of t h e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good-making p r o p e r t i e s ,  o r  l ack  

of  them, c o n s t i t u t i v e  of  t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  one:s wants.  But 

t h i s  means t h a t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  of  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" 

have t o  ,do w i t h  c e r t a i n  f e a t u r e s  of what i s  wanted, n o t  

whether t h i n g s  a r e  wanted, r e f l e c t i v e l y  o r  o therwise .  Thus, 

White ' s  example does n o t  conc lus ive ly .  show t h a t  being wanted 

on r e f l e c t i o n  i s  p a r t  of  ou r  concept  o f  i n t r i n s i c  worth,  much 

l e s s  equ iva l en t  t o  it; i n  f a c t ,  p r e - a n a l y t i c a l l y  a t  l e a s t ,  it 

would s e e m  t o  sugges t  t h e  oppos i t e .  

However, a t  t h i s  p o i n t  White beg ins  t o  wonder how t h e  

"hypothesis"  t h a t  what i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile i s  i d e n t i -  

f i a b l e  wi th  what i s  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  f o r . i t s  own sake 

might be more adequ&%ly t e s t e d ,  and, a s  a r e s u l t ,  l e aves  t h e  

examinqtion of  spec i f ic"examp1es  behind.  The problem wi th  t h e  
.% 

argument s o  f a r ,  he s ays ,  i s  t h a t  "it rests & what one might 
7 

be i n c l l n e d  t o  say  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e .  Here, a s  e lsewhere ,  

common usage might h ide  l o g i c a l  inadequac ies" .  28  HOW can we 

be reasonably  c e r t a i n  t h a t  "wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  'for i t s  own 

sake". does i n  f a c t  mean t h e  same a s  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile"? 

White o f f e r s  t h e  fo l lowing  tes t .  Can w e ,  White a s k s ,  ask  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  " I  want X on r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  i t s  own, b u t  i s  it 

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile?" I f  it i s  c o r r e c t  t o  d e f i n e  ( i n  t h e  

s ense  of a  s ta tement  of l o g i c a l l y  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  

c o n d i t i o n s )  i n t r i n s i c C w o r t h  i n  t e r m s  of  what i s  wanted on 

r e f l e c t i o n ,  t h e  ques t ion  d o e s n ' t  make any sense ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  

it i s  q u i t e  s i l l y ,  f o r  what w-e a sk ing  i s ,  "I want X on 



r e f l e c t i o n  for i t s  own sake ,  b u t  do I want it on r e f l e c t i o n  

f o r  i t s  own sake?" However, i f  t h e ,  ques&& does make sense  7 
- and t h e  onus, White t h i n k s ,  i s  on t h e  person who c la ims  t h a t  

it does make sense  t o  be q u i t e  s p e c i f i c  about how and why - 
t hen  being wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  i s  no t  a  neces sa ry  and 

s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  s ay ing  t h a t  something i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

worthwhile, and t h e  proposed d e f i n i t i o n  must e i t h e r  be r e j e c t e d  

o r  supplemented i n  v a r i o u s  ways. 

C r i t i c i s m s  of ~ e t h o d  

White ' s  d e c i s i o n  t o  use t h i s  t e s t  is- somewhat i r o n i c  i n  

view of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he o f f e r s  a  kind o f  n a t u r a l i s t i c  d e f i n i -  
t 

t i o n  of i n t r i n s i c  va lue  ( i .e . ,  one w h i c h + i d e n t i f i e s  i n t r i n s i c  

worth wi th  an e m p i r i c a l  p rope r ty  such a s  be ing  t h e  o b j e c t  of  

; a. r e f l e c t i v e  want o r  p r e f e r e n c e ) ,  f o r  t h i s  t e s t >  t h e  b a s i s  

. of  a  famous argument - c a l l e d  t h e  " ~ ~ e n - ~ u e s t i o n ~  argument - 
e .  

G.E. Moore dev ised  t o  show t h a t  n a t u r a l i s t i c  meta-e th ica l  

t h e o r i e s  a r e  un tenable  a s  such. The argument pu rpo r t ed ly  - 
shows, i n  advance of any sys t ema t i c  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  &f t h e  a c t u a l  

waning of terms l i k e  "good" and " r i g h t " ,  t h a t  any account  
CF 

which c la ims  t h a t  "good1' o r  " r i g h t "  means t h e  same a s  "having 

a  c e r t a i n  e m p i r i c a l  p rope r ty  P" must be mis taken,  simply 

because it i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  doubt t h a t  the* mean t h e  same. The 
9- 

argument runs  a s  fo l lows .  29 The n a t u r a l i s t  sugges t s  t h a t  some 

tefrn "P" which r e f e r s  t o  an empi r i ca l  p rope r ty  meahs t h e  same 

a s  some e t h i c a l  term "En. Now, it i s  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  no one can 

doubt t h a t  t h e  concept  of "P" i s  equ iva l en t  t o  t h e  concept  of 



II p n . So if the concept of "P" is in fact equivalent to the 

concept of "E", then by substitutivity of identity it should 
- %. 

be impossible to doubt that the concept of "P" is equivalent 

to the concept of "En. But it is always possible to doubt this, 

it is-always an "open question"; thus, naturalistic synonymy 

cla'ims can never hold. (Consequently, Moore thought that 
* 

"good" had to refer to an unanalyzable non-empirical property. 

However, non-cognitivists like Hare offer another explanation 

of this supposedly unbridgeable gap between the meaning of 

empirical and ethical terms. I will be discussing Hare's 

version of the open question argurneqt.in Chapter Three. 

Mdore's argument, however, is fallacious because it 

turns on whether. we believe that the concept of "P" is the same 

as the concept of "EM. However, we do not necessarily believe 

every proposition that is true (nor is every proposition we 

believe true). Thus, given that one believes the concept of 

"P" is equivalent to the concept of "P", and 'that it is true 

that the concept of "P" is equivalent to the concept of "En, it 

does'not follow by substitutivity of identity that one believes 

that the concept of "P" is equivalent to the concept of " E n .  

Thus, the fact that one can doubt a proposed identi.ication of f 
ethical and empirical concepts is no reason for thinking the 

identification to be mistaken. 

However, although- White's open question test cannot be 

used in advance of systematic investigation of the meaning 

of "intrinsically worthwhile" to refute hib account, it cannot 



be used to justify it either. If, for example, it seems to 

White tha& the question, "I want-X on reflection fox its own 

sake, but is it intrinsically worthwhile?" is pointless or 

silly, or at least that it is not at all obvious what answer 

to give, all this shows is that it is not obvious to White, 

given his grasp of how to use "intrinsically worthwhile" and 

"wanted on reflection for its own sake", that the two ex res- 
i % 

- sions do not mean the same. In other words,, all &hat White 

is appealing to here are his pre-analytic intuitions about 

what "intrinsically worthwhile" means and what expressions 

are synonymous wit-h it. This might be adequate if all that 

were at issue were the synonymy of expressions like "son" and 

"male child" which to every competent speaker of English are 

obviously, or, to use a term of R.B. Brandt's, "overtly" 30 

synonymous. However, Yn the case of "is intrinsically worth- 

while", or any other philosophically interesting expression 

(e.g.,'llis true", "is meaningful", "is the cause of " ) ,  the. 
- 

defining expression, when fully spelled out, is likely to be , 

quite complex, and, if it is, it will not be obvious, even to 

frequent users of ,the expression, that it means the same as 
-2 

"intrinsically. worthwhile". Nevertheless, after careful 

' examination of the application of "intrinsically worthwhile" 

and its defining expressions, it is possible to say that the 

defined and defining expressions are synonymous, although, to 

use another term of Brandt's, "covertly" so. .So white's 

condition of,the adequacy bf his account itself-appears to be 



q u i t e  inadequate .  Desp i te  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  odds a r e  t h a t  

t h e  d e f i n i n g  exp res s ions  of  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" w i l l  

be c o v e r t l y  synonymous wi th  it, White s e l e c t s  what i s  

e s s e n t i a l l y  a  t e s t  f o r  o v e r t  synonymy. G 

Furthermore,  t h e  open ques t ion  tes t  on ly  a p p l i e s  t o  

strict synonymy, i . e . ,  where t h e  d e f i n i n g  exp res s ions  

* i n d i c a t e  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i ons  f o r  t h e  use of 

t h e  def ined  exp res s ions .  However, it may no t  be t h e  c a s e  

t h a t  t h e  meaqing " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" has  i n  o rd ina ry  

Engl i sh  can be a s  p r e c i s e l y  s t a t e d  a s  t h i s .  Very few o r  none 
9 

of  t h e  c r i t e r i a  governing i t s  use  may be l o g i c a l l y  

There may be on ly  a  range of  cond i t i ons  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  use 

t h e  exp res s ion ,  an imprec i se  number of which a r e  j o i n t l y  

s u f f i c i e n t ,  b u t  n o t  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t .  I f  s o ,  no 
6 

proposed i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  could  pas s  t h e  t e s t ,  includir ig  

hypotheses t h a t  do c o r r e c t l y  i n d i c a t e  a  number of  condit ion's  

r e l e v a n t  f o r  t h e  use  of  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" i n  Engl i sh .  

I n  c a s e s  where t h e r e  a r e  no l o g i c a l l y  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  -. 
c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  use of  a t e r m ,  t h e  t e s t  g i v e s  us  no 

i n d i c a t i o n  a t  a l l  of  t h e  adequacy of  proposed d e f i n i n g  expres-  

s i o n s ,  and i t s  use  pre judges  the i s s u e  of  t h e  l o g i c a l  

s t r i c t n e s s  of  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s ,  an i s s u e  t h a t  can on ly  be 

r e so lved  by a  c a r e f u l ,  s u s t a i n e d  examination of  s p e c i f i c  

uses  of " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" wi th  t h e  aim of  s t a t i n g  

some l o g i c a l l y  necessary  condt ions  t o  be t e s t e d  by a s e r i e s  

of p o s s i b l e  counter-examples. 



White might r e p l y  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  f a c t . t h a t  

t h e  d e f i n i n g  exp res s ions  he cons ide r s  p a s s  h i s  open ques t ion  

test  e s t a b l i s h e s  a prima f a c i e  c a s e ,  a t  l e a s t ,  f o r  t h e i r  -9 

c o r r e c t n e s s ,  c la iming  t h a t  a l l  he i n t e n d s  t h e  tes t  t o  show i s  

t h a t  it i s  n o t  obvious t h a t  h i s  proposed deTining exp res s ions  
P 

do no t  mean t h e  same, n o t  t h a t  i tu i s  obvious t h a t  t hey  do, 

and going on t o  add t h a t ,  a f t e r  he has made some a t t empt  t o  

show t h a t  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  de f ined  and proposed 

d e f i n i n g  exp res s ions  is an  open q u e s t i o n ,  t h e  onus i s  then  on 

t h e  person.who con t inues  t o . d i s a g r e e  t o  show t h a t  t h e  

exp res s ions  do n o t  mean. t h e  same. This  p o s i t i o n  i s  un tenable ,  

however. It i s  n o t  on ly  t h e  case  t h a t  two expres s ions  can f a i l  

t h e  open q u e s t i o n  tes t  b u t  n e v e r t h e l e s s  be synonymdus, a l though 

c o v e r t l y  s o ,  b u t  two expres s ions  might p a s s  t h e  test  b u t  f a i l  

t o  be synonymous. 31 Again, t h e  reason i s  t h a t  t h e  t e s t  on ly  

appea ls  t o  what i t s  u s e r  t h i n k s  a t e r m  o r  exp res s ion  means 
t 

'i be fo re  sys t ema t i c  i n q u i r y .  For example, many people  would 

probahly cons ide r  "bache lor"  and " u m a r r i e d  man" t o  be 

synonymous'in o r d i n a r y  Engl i sh ,  and t h u s  would claim t h a t  

"John is  an unmarried man b u t  i s  he a bache lor?"  i s  u n i n t e l l i -  

g i b l e ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  it i s  i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  a s  t h e  - 
q u e s t i o n e r  could be  a sk ing  whether John was a widower o r  

divorced. .  Being a man and be ing  a bache lor  a r e  n o t  necessary  
i 

and s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  of being c a l l e d  a bache lor .  Few 

people  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  r e a l i z e  t h i s ,  however, because few 

people spend t h e i r  t i m e  t h i n k i n g  about necessary  c o n d i t i o n s  



I 

f o r  t h e  use 05 words and t e s t i n g  them by proposing p o s s i b l e  

counter-examples, p a r t i c u l a r l y  words l i k e  "bachelor : .  A s  a 

r e s u l t ,  many people  w i l l  draw f a l s e  u s ions  from t h e  open 

ques t ion  t e s t .  

Thust I have s e r i o u s  doubts  about  White's c r i t e r i o n  of 

t h e  adequacy of  h i s  account , .which seems, a t  least ,  t o  aim a t  

. c a p t u r i n g  t h e  meaning "intrinsically-worthwhile" has  i n  Engl i sh .  

(Whether t h i s  i s  t h e  s o r t  of  account w e  want when we i n q u i r e  

about t h e  n a t u r e  of i n t r i n s i c  worth i s  m a t t e r .  I n  t h e  

l a s t  p a r t  o f  Chapter  Three,  I w i l l  of meta- 

e t h i c a l  t h e o r i e s  which does n o t  r ega rd  t h e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  semantic - 
i n t u i t i o n s  of  speakers  of Engl i sh  a s  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  i n  r e s o l v i n g  

II 

conceptua l  i s s u e s . )  These doubts  about Whi te ' s  method a r e  

v i n d i c a t e d ,  I t h i n k ,  by t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  c r i t i c i s m s  I develop 

f below. They show t h a t  White ' s  use  of t h e  open ques t ion  test  

does no t  p revent 'h im from going s e r i o u s l y  a s t r a y  i n  h i s  t h i n k i n g  

about t h e  meaning o f  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile".  

Subs t an t ive  C r i t i c i s m s  

Returning t o  W h i d s  development o f  h i s  account ,  it 

t u r n s  o u t  t h a t  he does t h i n k  t h a t  " I  want X f o r  i t s  own sake,  

b u t  i s  it i n t r i n s i c a l l y  va luab le?"  can be s e n s i b l y  asked: 
k 

A man who has  thcrughk over t h e  thiags he wanted - - 

f o r  t h e i r  own sake  might w e l l  wonder whether 
what he  w a n t s  fer i&s o m  sake i s  in+xi,nsFczdly - - 

va luab le .  'After a l l ' ,  he might s a y , t o  h imse l f ,  
' I ' v e  changed my v a l u a t i o n s  of my wants i n  t h e  
p a s t  and I may w e l l  change my mind about  my 
p r e s e n t  wants. 

One may w e l l  arg,-hat t h i s  g i v e s  a s e n s e G  
t o  h i s  ques t ion ,  b u t  it does  no t  g e t  t h e  s c e p t i c  

k 
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ve ry  f a r ,  s i n c e  i n t r i n s i c  worth is s t i l l  t o  
? 

be understood i n  terms of  what i s  wanted on 
r e f l e c t i o n .  But t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  

f - ?  "-- 
t w o  must c l e a r l y  be q u a l i f i e d ,  s i n c e  what .is 
wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  a t  t i m e ,  may be d i f f e r e n t  
from what i s  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  a t  t i m e .  32 , 

It is  n o t , c l e a r  t o  m e  why t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o n e ' s  wants 

can change on f u t u r e  r e f l e c t i o n ' i n d i c a t e s  t o  White t h a t  h i s  

accourrt of  r e f l e c t i o n  must be supplemented i n  c e r t a i n  ways. 

If i n t r i n s i c  wor th  i s  i d e n t i f i e d ' w i t h ,  o r  9 r s t o o d  i n  terms 
\ 

i 
\ 

o f ,  what i s  wanted on  r e f l e c t i o n ,  a l l  t h a t  fo i lows '  frdm t h e  
\ 

c l a im  that one's wants change on r e f l e c t i o n  a t  a  l a t e r  d a t e  T 
is  t h a t  what i s  worthwhile a t  one t i m e  i s  no longer  worthwhile 

a t  a  l a t e r  t i m e ,  n o t  t h a t  it w a s  no t  wor thwhi le ' in  t h e  f i r s t  

p l ace .  (And *one ,does n o t  have t o  .be a  s u b j e c t i v i s t  about 

i n t r i n s i c  va lue  t o  a c c e p t  t h a t  something can be va luab le  a t  
Q .  

one t i m e  and n o t  v a l u a b l e ' a t  ano ther .  One can c l a im  t h a t  

something can  be r e d  a t  one t i m e  and green a t  ano the r ,  f o r  

example, wi thout  denying t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  c la ims  can be made 

about  t h e  c o l o u r s  of  t h i n g s . )  Furthermore, it seems t h a t  any 

s p e 2 i f i c  example t h a t  might r e v e a l  t h e  reason  why wants must 

wi ths tand  t h e  test  of r e f l e c t i o n  over  t i m e  would pose t h e  

same d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  White's account as h i s  drunkard example. 

It would l i k e l y  sugges t  t h a t  r e f l e c t i o n  over  t i m e  is  -a condi-  

t i o n  of  an i n d i v i d u a l  becoming aware of  a l r t h e  good-making 
- - - 

and bad-making f e a t u r e s  of h i s  ends s o  t h a t  he can come t o  a  

- 

e s s e n t i a l  problem wi th  White ' s  account t o  t h i s  p o i n t  i s  t h a t  

he h a s n ' t  exp la ined  why wants must be r e f l e c t i v e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
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p l a c e .  Consequently, it i s  q u i t e  unc lear  why, o r  i n  what way, 

h i s  account must be  supplemented - and t h e  fo l lowing  passage 

does no th ing  t o  h e l p  matters.  -I 

W e  need t o  e s t a b l i s h  some s o r t  of c r i t e r i a  f o r  * 

what counts  a s  'on r e f l e c t i o n  wanting X f o r  i t s  
own s a k e ' .  Would months of  c a r e f u l  d e l i b e r a t i o n -  
and exc lus ion  of  a l t e r n a t i v e s  be s u f f i c i e n t ?  But 
suppose t h e s e  were months of  p h y s i o l o g i c a l l y  
induced depress ion :  a  year  l a te r ,  i n  good mental  
and p h y s i c a l  h e a l t h ,  t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  might be 
q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  Again, suppose t h e  c a r e f u l  de- 
l i b e r a t i o n  had on ly  been about  a  l i m i t e d  number 
of cho ices ,  a  year  l a t e r  a l l  o t h e r  s o r t s  of 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  m i g h t  r e v e a l  themselves and aga in  
t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  might a l te r .  This  i n d i c a t e s ,  I 
t h i n k ,  t h a t  t h e  want i n  ques t ion  must be judged 
i n  terms of an i d e a l .  I n  t h e  i d e a l  c a s e  what i s  
wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  i s  what a man would want f o r  
i t s  own sake given a t  l e a s t  ( a )  t h a t  he knows of  
a l l  of t h e  o t h e r  t h i n g s  which he might have 
p r e f e r r e d  a t  t h e  t ime and (b )  t h a t  he has c a r e f u l l y  
cons idered  p r i o r i t i e s  among t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  cho ices ,  
bea r ing  i n  mind n o t  on ly  h i s  p r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n  b u t  
a l s o  whether he i s  l i k e l y  t o  a l t e r  h i s  p r i o r i t i e s  
i n  t h e  f u t u r e  ( ( b )  e f f e c t i v e l y  r u l e s  o u t  any 
p re fe rence  adopted i n  a  s t a t e  of dep re s s ion ,  

4 euphor ia ,  e t c :  a  depressed  person i s  s h u t  o f f  by 
h i s  depress ion  from cons ide r ing  c e r t a i n  o p t i o n s  
which would o the rwi se  be open t o  him. ) 33 

I f  what w e  want t o - e s t a b l i s h  i s  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  va lue  of  

X ,  i . e . ,  va lue  which i s  based s t r i c t l y  on X ' s  i n t e r n a l  

f e a t u r e s  ( i t s  X-making p r o p e r t i e s ) ,  and t h u s  i s  independent 

of X ' s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  anyth ing  else, why do we have ; t o  r e f l e c t  

on a l l  t h e  o t h e r  t h i n g s  w e  might want? White, a t  f i r s t  g lance ,  

seems here  t o  be e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  t e s t  f o r  t h e  most i n t r i n s i -  

c a l l y  va luab le  t h i n g ,  o r  a  procedure f o r  ranking  t h i n g s  i n  

r e s p e c t  of t h e i r  i n t r i n s i c  va lue  which c o n s i s t s  of t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  rank-order ing of  h i s  r e f l e c t i v e  

p re fe rences ;  c e r t a i n l y  he c la ims  t h a t  w e  must c a r e f u l l y  



> e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  among our  wants.   ow ever, i f  such  a  

t es t  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  

s ay ing  t h a t  one t h i n g  i s  more i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile t han  

ano the r ,  t h e  c l a im  t h a t  it i s  v a l i d . p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  what 

makes something worthwhile i s  i t s  be ing  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  

f o r  i t s  own sake ,  f o r  t o  say  t h a t  an i n d i v i d u a l  p r e f e r s  X t o  

Y is  t o  s ay  t h a t  he wants it more. Thus, ( a )  does  no t  confirm, 

r e f i n e ,  o r  e x p l a i n  t h e  hypothes i s  t h a t  be ing  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

worthwhile i s  i d e n t i f i a b l e  w i t h  what i s  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  
I 

f o r  i t s  own sake .  

However, why i s  White s o  concerned t h a t  people  bear  i n  - 

mind t h e i r  f u t u r e  p r i o r i t i e s  and t h e  chances of a l t e r i n g  

them? W e  seem t o  be back t o  t h e  problem.of  e x p l a i n i n g  how 

ch'anges i n  i n t r i n s i c  wants and p re fe rences  a r e  r e l e v a n t  t o  

judgments o f  i n t r i n s i c  worth.  There i s ,  however, one o t h e r  
,-\ 

t h i n g  t h a t  White might be sugges t ing  here ,  a l though  it 
\ 

i nvo lves  an e r r o r  s o  g l a r i n g l y  obvidus on h i s  p a r t  t h a t  it - 
seems q u i t e  implaus ib le  t h a t  he does i n  f a c t  i n t e n d  t o  sugges t  

it. White could  be s ay ing  t h a t  what i s  p r e s e n t l y  wanted on 
~ - - -  - - -- - - -  --- ~ 

r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  i t s  own sake  i s  n o t  worthwhile i f  i t s  p r e s e n t  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  i s  l i k e l y  t o  o b s t r u c t  t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of  a  

f u t u r e  want, p o s s i b l y  one which one viewsf as more important  i n  

a "coo ln  moment. This  a t  l e a s t  makes it c l e a r  why we must 

r e f l e c t  on p r e s e n t  wants i n  l i g h t  of f u t u r e  p r i o r i t i e s  (and 

how w e  come t o  r ega rd  our. p a s t  wants a s  u n d e s i r a b l e ) .  How- 

e v e r ,  i f  t h i s  i n  f a c t  i s  what White i s  sugges t ing ,  t hen  not  



only  i s  be ing  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  i t s  own sake no t  

c o n s t i t u t i v e  of  i n t r i n s i c  worth (o r  worth of any k ind  f o r  

t h a t  m a t t e r ) ,  b u t  t h e  no t ion  of worth t h a t  ends  up being 
B 

de f ined  i s  no t  t h e  no t ion  of  i n t r i n s i c  worth.  A l l  t h a t  White > 
would be drawing a t t e n t i o n  t o  he re ,  and a l l  t h a t  i s  t h e  o b j e c t  

of our  concern when w e  r e f l e c t  upon our wants,  are t h e  conse- 

quences of a t t a i n i n g  what i s  p r e s e n t l y  wanted f o r  i t s  own 

sake,  aqd a l l  t h a t  t h i s  shows i s  whether what i s  p r e s e n t l y  

wanted f o r  i t s  own sake on r e f l e c t i o n  is e x t r i n s i c a l l y  worth- 

whi le .  S u r p r i s i n g l y  enough, it t u r n s  o u t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  f a i r l y  
* 

c l o s e  t o  t h e  t r u t h .  However, t o  s ee  t h i s ,  and t o  see t h e  

e x a c t  n a t u r e  of  White ' s  confus ion ,  it w i l l  be necessary  t o  

examine t h e  c u r r i c u l a r  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of  t h i s  account of i n t r i n -  

s i c  worth, p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h o s e  of ( b ) .  

White t h i n k s  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  s a t i s f y  c o n d i t i o n  ( a )  

c h i l d r e n  must become aware of  a l l  t h e  p o s s i b l e  t h i n g s  (e .g . ,  

activities and ways of l i f e )  t hey  might wan t ' f o r  t h e i r  own 

sake.  34 This  o b j e c t i y e  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  

(a l though  it r a i s e s  d i f f i c u l t  i s s u e s  about t h e  s e l e c t i o n .  of 

c o n t e n t  which, f o r t u n a t e l y ,  a r e  beyond t h e  scope of t h e  

p r e s e n t  d i s c u s s i o n )  .. The c u r r i c u l a r  imp l i ca t ions  of .(b) a r e  

a  l i t t l e  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  g rasp .  ~ s s e n t i a b ,  ( b )  e n j o i n s  

educa to r s  t o  develop i n  c h i l d r e n  t h e  a b i l i t i e s  t hey  w i l l  

r e q u i r e  t o  a s s e s s  t h e i r  p r e s e n t  o p t i o n s  from t h e  p o i n t  of  

view no t  j u s t  of  t h e  p r e s e n t  moment b u t  t h e i r  l i v e s  a s  a  

whole i n  o r d e r  t o  e s t a b l i s h  some long t e r m  p r i o r i t i e s  among 
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them. 35  white makes two recommendations here .  The f i r s t  

concerns  what White c a l l s  " i n t e g r a t i o n " .  Each c h i l d  i s  t o  

acqu i r e  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  b e l i e f s ,  e t c . ,  t h a t  w i l l  

enab le  him t o  t a k e  h i s  unders tanding of d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  

and ways of l i f e  and "weave what he l e a r n s  - r e j e c t i n g  some 

m a t e r i a l ,  r e t a i n i n g  o t h e r  - i n t o  a  coheren t  p a t t e r n  of  l i f e .  1136 a 

Children must, i n  o t h e r  words, l e a r n  t o  develop a  s p e c i f i c  

7 p l  n  of l i f e  f o r  themselves ,%aving r ega rd ,  White adds ,  n o t  

on ly  t o  t h e i r  own but  o t h e r s 1  i n t e r e s t s .  37 The second 

recommendation White makes concerns  t h e  development of  under- 

s t and ing  - which White c a l l s  " p r a c t i c a l "  unders tanding  - t h a t  
fl 

enab le s  c h i l d r e n  t o  develop e f f e c t i v e  means f o r  a t t a i n i n g  
C 

t h e i r  ends and overcoming v a r i o u s  psychologica l ,  s o c i a l ,  and 

p o l i t i c a l  o b s t a c l e s  t h a t  impede t h e i r  a t t a inmen t .  38 

The o b j e c t i v e s  t h a t  ( b )  imp l i e s  a r e  n o t  concerned,  

t hen ,  wi th  developing t h e  c h i l d ' s  unders tanding of t h i n g s  

which a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile.  The f i r s t  recommendation 
i 

i s  concerned wi th  t h e  c h i l d ' s  unders tanding of t h e  j n t e r -  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  ends from c e r t a i n  p o i n t s  of  view ( s e l f -  

r ega rd ing  and o t h e r  r e g a r d i n g ) ,  and t h e  second i s  concerned 

wi th  t h e  c h i l d ' s  unders tanding of o b s t a c l e s  t o  t h e  p u r s u i t  

of  ends  and t h e  means t o  surmounting them. Never the less ,  it 

i s  on ly  White ' s  f i r s t  recommendation t h a t  r e v e a l s  t h e  confu- 

s i o n  i n  his t h i n k i n g  about i n t r i n s i c  worth. His cur r icu lum 

i s  concerned wi th  t h e  development of  p r a c t i c a l  unders tanding 

because,  a s  a  compulsory cur r icu lum,  it a t t empt s  t o  s e r v e  t h e  

p u p i l  I s  good on t h e  whole. Thus, it is' concerned wi th  



e x t r i n s i c  a s  w e l l  a s  i n t r i n s i c  goods. White ' s  second recom- 

mendation concerning p r a c t i c a l  unders tanding does  no t  seem t o  

be i n f e r r e d  d i r e c t l y  from ( a )  and ( b ) ;  r a t h e r  it seems intended 
' 

t o  complement t hose  o b j e c t i v e s  which a r e .  The o b j e c t i v e  of 

" i n t e g r a t i o n "  does s e e m ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t o  be a  d i r e c t  

a p p l i c a t i o n  of ( b ) .  When an i n d i v i d u a l  "weaves" ends he 

cons ide r s  h igh ly  worthwhile i n t o  a "coherent  p a t t e r n  of  l i f e " ,  

he must a s s e s s  h i s  d e s i r e s  t o  a t t a i n  t h e s e  ends from t h e  p o i n t  

of  view of  h i s  l i f e  a s  a  whole i n  o r d e r  t o  e s t a b l i s h  some kind 

of long-term p r i o r i t i e s .  When an i n d i v i d u a l  t r i e s  t o  develop 

s p e c i f i c  p l ans  and g o a l s  f o r  himself  a f t e r  coming t o  some s o r t  

of conc lus ion  about t h e i r  i n t r i n s i c  worth, he must,  on pa in  

of imprudence, a r r ange  h i s  a f f a i r s  s o  t h a t  p r e s e n t  p u r s u i t s  

d o n ' t  f r u s t r a t e  f u t u r e  ones  and t r y  t o  s e l e c t  t hose  ends  which 

r e s u l t  i n  t h e  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  l i f e  o v e r - a l l  f o r  him. This  

r e q u i r e s  t h a t  he e s t a b l i s h  some long-term p r i o r i t i e s  and, 

more g e n e r a l l y ,  a  coheren t  l i f e - p l a n .  So, t h e  o b j e c t i v e  of  

i n t e g r a t i o n  does s e e m  t o  be what White had i n  mind i n  s t a t i n g  

( b ) .  But when an  i n d i v i d u a l  i n t e g r a t e s  ends i n t o  a coheren t  

p a t t e r n  of  l i f e ,  he a s s e s s  them i n  t e r m s  of  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  t o  o t h e r  ends ,  i . e . ,  t h e i r  consequences f o r  t h e  p u r s u i t  
\ 

and a t t a inmen t  o f  o t h e r  ends .  Thus, White does seem t o  be 

making t h e  e r r o r  it i n i t i a l l y  seemed s o  implaus ib le  t o  accuse 

him of making. 

H o w e v e ~ , i t  i s  a  l i t t l e  mis leading t o  p u t  t h e  p o i n t  t h i s  

way because it s u g g e s t s  t h a t  White has a  clear i d e a  of  what 



i n t e g r a t i o n  o r  t h e  format ion o f ' l i f e - p l a n s  i nvo lves  bu t  t h a t  

he mis takenly i d e n t i f i e s  it wi th  t h e  meaning of  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

worthwhile". The f a c t  i s ,  however, White spends very  l i t t l e  

O 6  t i m e  d i s c ~ s s i n g ~ t h i s  o b j e c t i v e  and he does n o t  have a  very  . 
c l e a r  i d e a  of what it invo lves .  This  is  r evea l ed  more than  

anyth ing  e l s e  by h i s  c l a im  t h a t  i n t e g r a t i o n  i s  an i d e a l  of  

educa t ion  and no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  of l i f e ;  i . e . ,  a f t e r  .an i n d i v i -  

d u a l  unders tands  what i s  involved i n  weaving h i s  ends  i n t o  a  

t o t a l  p a t t e r n  of l i f e ,  it i s  up t o  him whether he goes dn 
v' 

t h i n k i n g  about h i s  l i f e  a s  a whole, o r  a c t u a l l y  does  t r y  t o  

develop a  l i f e - p l a n .  !' A n  i n d i v i d u a l  might dec ide  t o  l i v e  

impuls ive ly  and c h a o t i c a l l y ,  l e t t i n g  c i rcumstances  shape h i s  

f o r t u n e s ,  b u t  as long a s  he has  r e f l e c t e d  about  how he wants 

t o ' l i v e  h i s  l i f e  i n  a  way t h a t  s a t i s f i e s  c o n d i t i o n s  ( a )  and 

(b )  we have t o  accep t  h i s  d e c i s i o n  a s  l e g i t i m a t e .  However, 

even i f  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  va lue  of  a n  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  ends i s  

P determined by h i s  wanting them on r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  h e i r  own 

sake ,  t h e  t a s k  of i n t e g r a t i n g  h i s  ends i n t o  a  f u l f i l l i n g , p a t t e r n  

of  l i f e  is  s t i l l  n o t  o p t i o n a l  f o r  h?m. It i s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of 

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  pursu ing  h i s  ends  i n  a way . tha t ,  a t  t h e  ve ry  

l e a s t ,  i s  n o t  s e i f - d e f e a t i n g .  H e  i s  simply being i n c o n s i s t e n t  

(oE; i n  Kantian terms, he -is i n c o n s i s t e n t l y  w i l l i n g )  i f  he 

s t r o n g l y  v a l u e s  c e r t a i n  ends i n  themselves b u t  chooses t o  l i v e  

i n  such a manner that  t h e i r  a t t a inmen t  is a  matter of  chance. 

No one who p rope r ly  recognized t h e  n a t u r e  and va lue  of t h e  

i n t g g r a t i v e  t a s k  would c l a im  t h a t  it i s  o p t i o n a l  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  

", 



who want t o  r a t i o n a l l y  pursue t h e i r  good, and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

White does c l a im  t h i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  he does n o t  have a  c l e a r  

g ra sp  o f  t h i s  o b j e c t i v e .  

However, it should be po in ted  o u t  he re  t h a t  p r u d e n t i a l  

r a t i o n a l i t y  does n o t  demand t h a t  i n t e g r a t i v e  t a s k s  be 

performed autonomously. The i n d i v i d u a l  may no t  have t o  do a l l  

o r  most of h i s  p lanning  h imse l f .  He may r e l y  l a r g e l y  on t h e  

advice  of p a r e n t s ,  f r i e n d s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  e t c .  The concern' t o  

perform t h e  i n t e g r a t i v e  t a s k  i n  a  c e r t a i n  manner, i . e . ,  

autonomously, is-a concern f o r  a  s p e c i f i c  end o r  l i f e - i d e a l  

which i t s e l f  must somehow be woven i n t o  a  t o t a l  p a t t e r n  of  

l i f e  ( c e r t a i n  i n d i v i d u i l s  may f i n d ,  f o r  example, t h a t  s e l f -  

d i r e c t e d - i n t e g r a t i o n  i s  t o o  c o s t l y  o r  i n e f f i c i e n t  and t h a t  i n  

o r d e r  t o  a t t a i n  a  f u l f i l l i n g  p a t t e r n  of l i f e  t hey  must r e l y  

l a r g e l y  on t h e  adv ice  of  o t h e r s ) ,  it must no t  be confused 

wi th  i n t e g r a t i o n  i t s e l f  whicK i s  t h e  l o g i c a l l y  higher-order  

end of  weaving a l l  o n e ' s  ends i n t o  a  coheren t  p a t t e r n  of l i f e .  
'j* 

White, i n c i d e n t a l l y ,  does confuse  t h e  two. Because he i s  s o  
, 

unc lea r  about t h e  n a t u r e  of  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e ,  

he t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  of  t h e  b e s t  t o t a l  p a t t e r n  of 

l i f e  f o r  an i n d i v i d u a l  i s  t h e  same a s  f o r  any o t h e r  end: it i s  

simply t h a t  p a t t e r n  of l i f e  which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  wants on 

r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  i t s  own sake .  S ince ,  f o r  White, t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  

i s  b e s t  s i t u a t e d  t o  determine what it i s  t h a t  he wants,  i n t e -  

g r a t i o n  i s  op t ima l ly  a s e l f - d i r e c t e d  a f f a i r .  Thus, i n s o f a r  

a s  White g rasps  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  i n t e g r a t i v e  t a s k  a t  a l l ,  he 



t e n d s  t o  i d e n t i f y  it wi th  t h e  i d e a l  of i n t e g r a t i o n  pursued 

and a t t a i n e d  autonomously. 

White f a i l s ,  t o  g ra sp  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  i n t e g r a t i v e  - 

t a s k  because he never a c t u a l l y  examines what c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a r e  

a t  i s s u e  when an i n d i v i d u a l  chooses among t h e  v a r i o u s  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  ways of  l i f e ,  e t c . ,  t h a t  he wants on r e f l e c t i o n  

f o r  t h e i r  own sake w i t h  t h e  aim o f . c o n s t r u c t i n g  a  t o t a l  p a t t e r n  

o f  l i f e .  Much more i s  involved than  weighing t h e  i n t r i n s i c  

worth of ends o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  some gene ra l  un i fy ing  p o i n t  of 

view such a s  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  - b u t  t h i s  i s  a l l  White r e a l l y  

t a l k s  about .  Despi te  ( b )  and i t s  demand That  educa to r s  g e t  
-- 

c h i l d r e n  t o  t h i n k  about  a s s e s s i n g  t h e i r  wants i n  t e r m s  of  long 

term p r i o r i t i e s ,  White says  no th ing  about how an i n d i v i d u a l  

might op t ima l ly  and r a t i o n a l l y  p l an  h i s  1 i f e . l '  He d o e s n ' t  

e x p l a i n  what i s  involved i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  long-term p r i o r i t i e s  

o r  i n d i c a t e  t h e  importance of cons ide r ing  whether t h e  pu rSu i t  

and a t t a inmen t  of  one end might f r u s t r a t e ,  f a c i l i t a t e  o r  

r e a l i z e  t h e  a t t a inmen t  of o t h e r s .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  White f a i l s  

t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  i n  t r y i n g  t o  r a t i o n a l l y  p l an  

h i s  l i f e ,  i s  concerned t o  choose ends  which a r e  va luab le ,  

a l l  t h i n g s  cons idered .  qhen an i n d i v i d u a l  s e l e c t s  from a l l  

t h o s e  ends he has  come t o  cons ide r  t o  be va luab le  i n  them- 

s e l v e s  t h o s e  ends which w i l l  s t r u c t u r e  what i s  hope fu l ly  t h e  

b e s t  p o s s i b l e  l i f e  o v e r a l l  f o r  him, he i s  concerned w i t h  t h e  

va lue  they  have cons ide r ing  t h e i r  i n t r i n s i c  worth and t h e  

p r i c e  of  t h e i r  p u r s u i t  and a t t a inmen t  i n  terms of t h e  conse- 



ir 

quences f o r  a l l  of  h i s  o t h e r  ends .  For example, even i f  a  

c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t y  possessed an extremely h igh  degree  of i n t r i n -  

sic worth f o r  an i n d i v i d u a l ,  it would n o t  be worthwhile f o r  

him t o  i n t e g r a t e  i t s  p u r s u i t  i n t o  t h e  way o f  l i f e  he a c t u a l l y  

i n t e n d s  t o  adopt i f  h i s  c i rcumstances  were such t h a t  i t s  
- 

p u r s u i t  would f r u s t r a t e  t h e  a t t a inmen t  o f  many of h i s  o t h e r  

ends.  Such a . p u r s u i t  might be extremely worthwhile i n t r i n s i -  

c a l l y ,  bu t  it i s  no t  worthwhile a l l  t h i n g s  cons ide red , . and ,  a s  

such,  cannot f i t  i n t o  any coheren t  p a t t e r n  of  l i f e . '  

I f  White had r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h e  value-concept c e n t r a l  

t o  t h a t  p a r t  of h i s  cur r icu lum concerned wi th  i n t e g r a t i o n  is 

t h a t  of va lue ,  a l l  t h i n g s  cons idered ,  r a t h e r  t han  i n t r i n s i c  

worth, it would c e r t a i n l y  have dawned on him, I t h i n k ,  t h a t  

( a )  and (b )  do n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  an account of i n t r i n s i c  worth 

a t  a l l ,  b u t ,  i f  any th ing ,  a  vague s o r t  of  account  of  t h e  

f r e f l e c t i v e  procedure one goes through i n  t r y i n g  t o  c o n s i d e r , \  

a t  any given t i m e ,  which o p t i o n  it i s  most worthwhile t o  

pursue ,  a l l  t h i n g s  cons idered .  ( I f  someone asked us  how he 

could determine whegher something he wanted f o r  i t s  own sake 

was t h e  b e s t  t h i n g  t o  pursue,  a l l  t h i n g s  cons idered ,  w e  would 

probably f i n d  o u r s e l v e s  vaguely e n j o i n i n g  him t o  make s u r e ,  

w h e n p  makes h i s  d e c i s i o n ,  t h a t  ( a )  he knows of  a l l  t h e  # .  

o t h e r  t h i n g s  which he might have p r e f e r r e d  a t  t h e  time and (b )  

t h a t  he has  c a r e f u l l y  cons idered  p r i o r i t i e s  among t h e s e  

d i f f e r e n t  c h o i c e s ,  b e a r i n g  i n  mind no t  on ly  h i s  p r e s e n t  

s i t u a t i o n  bu t  a l s o  whether he i s  l i k e l y  t o  a l t e r  h i s  p r i o r i t i e s  



i n  t h e  f u t u r e . )  A s  it w a s ,  t h e  no t ion  of i n t e g r a t i o n  exe rc i sed  

an unexamined i n f l u e n c e  on White ' s  t h ink ing ,  which, t o g e t h e r  

wi th  h i s  l a c k  of c l a r i t y  about why i n t r i n s i c  worth w a s  t o  be 

i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  what i s  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n  f o r  i t s  own sake 
--& . - 

and h i s  use of t h e  open ques t ion  t e s t  of synonymy7 r e s u l t e d  
< 

i n  h i s  account of i n t r i n s i c  worth. 

C u r r i c u l a r  Imp l i ca t ions  of C r i t i q u e  

What t h i s  c r i t i q u e  of  White ' s  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  concept  

of " i n t r i n s i c  worth" shows, t hen ,  i s  t h a t  White does  no t  

p r e s e n t  a coheren t  a n a l y s i s  of i n t r i n s i c  worth,  and, i n  f a c t ,  
\ 

h i s  account  cannot  be cons idered  an e x p l i c a t i o n  of  any c l e a r  

v a l u a t i v e  no t ion  a t  a l l .  Consequently, he cannot c l a i m s t o  &+ 

have provided educa to r s  w i th  any reason t o  be concerned wi th  

a t t a i n i n g  h i s  o b j e c t i v e s .  Why now should they  be concerned 

wi th  developing t h e  c h i l d ' s - u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of as many a c t i v i t i e s  

and ways of l i f e  has  p o s s i b l e ?  The c o r r e c t  account  of  

i n t r i n s i c  worth may t u r n  o u t  t o  t e l l  them t h a t  very  few 

t h i n g s  i n  l i f e  a r e  a c t u a l l y  worth pursu ing  f o r  t h e i r  own sake ,  

and any cur r icu lum must be extremely s e l e c t i v e  about  t h e  

% a c t i v i t i e s  it o f f e r s  on t h e  grounds t h a t  t h e y  a r e  among t h e  
9 

/ most i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile t h i n g s  i n  l i f e .  With r ega rd  t o  
I 

t h e  o b j e c t i v e  of i n t e g r a t i o n ,  however, White might a rgue ,  

appea l ing  t o  t h e  very  grounds I used i n  c r i t i c i z i n g  h i s  

account of t h i s  o b j e c t i v e ,  t h a t  educa to r s  cannot  s h i r k  t h e  

demand t h a t  t hey  develop those  c a p a c i t i e s  i n  c h i l d r e n  t h a t  

t hey  w i l l  need t o  r a t i o n a l l y  develop coheren t  l i f e - p l a n s  
T 



here  one must ( i i i s t i ngu i sh  between i n t e g r a t i o n  and t h e  s p e c i f i c  

l i f e - i d e a l  of  i n t e g r a t i o n  pursued autonomously. I n d i v i d u a l s  

must somehow come t o  do t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  b e s t ,  a l l  t h i n g s  

cons idered ,  b u t  t hey  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  have t o  accomplish 

t h i s  through t h e i r  own unders tanding of why c e r t a i n  l i f e - p l a n s  

r a t h e r  than  o t h e r s  a r e  op t imal  f o r  them. They may r e l y  l a r g e l y  

on t h e  advice  and recommendations of p a r e n t s ,  b r o t h e r s ,  

unc l e s ,  p r i e s t s ,  g randparen ts ,  mentors,  e t c .  The i r  l i v e s ,  o r  - 
a t  l e a s t  t h e i r  p u r s u i t  of t h e i r  good, may no t  be no tab ly  s e l f -  

d i r e c t e d .  But heteronomous i n t e g r a t i o n  does  n o t  s e e m  t o  be 

very  s i g n i f i c a n t  a s  an e d u c a t i o n a l  object ive ' .  One might 

d i s p u t e  t h i s ,  of  cou r se ,  b u t  it  would be much more d e s i r a b l e  
r 

t o  have a  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  i d e a l  of i n t e g r a t i o n  pursued 
\ 

autonomously. (This  p o i n t  should seem f a m i l i a r .  It  i s  

e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  r e q u e s t  f o r  a  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  demand t h a t  

people be more concerned t o  a sk ,  "Why do t h i s  r a t h e r  than  

t h a t ? " )  A s i m i l a r  p o i n t  can be made about t h e  development of 

p r a c t i c a l  unders tanding.  No one would deny t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  

of i n d i v i d u a l s  coming t o  s e l e c t  e f f e c t i v e  means t o  t h e i r  ends 

and overcoming o b s t a c l e s  o f  va r ious  k inds  - l e g a l ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  

f i n a n c i a l ,  psychologica l ,  e t c .  But why must t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  

s e l e c t  e f f e c t i v e  means and surmount o b s t a c l e s  on t h e  b a s i s  of 

h i s  own unders tanding of t h e s e  means and o b s t a c l e s ?  Why c a n ' t  

he rely on t h e  resources of kriends and f ami ly  and the aid of 

an assor tment  of  e x p e r t s  - lawyers ,  p s y c h i a t r i s t s ,  bankers ,  

s tockbrokers ,  and p o l i t i c i a n s ?  Again, it would be an 



e d u c a t ~ a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  achievement t o  show t h a t ,  f o r  any 

, i n d i v i d u a c t h e  p u r s u i t  of  an i d e a l  of r a t i o n a l  s e l f  - d i r e c t i o n  

f is extremely worthwhile i n t r i n s i c a l l y , .  
P 

The r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  of  White ' s  argument f o r  a compulsory 

cur r icu lum req&res, then ,  some j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o,f t h e  demand 

(a) t h a t  educa to r s  i n t roduce  c h i l d r e n  t o  a s  many a c t i v i t i e s  and 

ways of l i f e  a s  p o s s i b l e  s o  t h a t  t hey  might determine f o r  - 

themselves which a r e  most worth pursuing f o r  t h e i r  own sake 

and ( b )  t h a t  they 'deve lop  i n  c h i l d r e n  those  c a p a c i t i e s  r equ i r ed  63 
f o r  t h e  s e l f - d i r e c t e d  i n t e g r a t i o n  of t h e s e  ends  i n t o , a  coheren t  

p a t t e r n  of  l i f e  and t h e i r  e f f e c t i v e  p u r s u i t .  Toge the r ,  ( a )  

and ( b )  o u t l i n e  a f a i r l y  s p e c i f i c  i d e a l  of autonomy: t h e  s e l f -  

exp res s  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  concept ion of t h e  l i f e  t h a t  i s  most 

d e s i r a b l e ,  a l l  t h i n g s  considered: f o r  him t o  l ead .  This  i d e a l  

i n d i c a t e s  something about  t h e  way o r  manner i n  which i n d i v i -  

d u a l s  should l e a d  t h e i r  l i v e s ;  it i n d i c a t e s  something about  a 

t h e  form t h e i r  l i v e s  should t a k e .  The s o r t  of  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

w e  a r e  looking f o r  i s  one 'which e s t a b l i s h e s  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  

worth of t h e  i d e a l ,  Not on ly  i s  it t h e  s t ronges t -  s o r t  of  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  a s  it shows t h e  i d e a l  t o  posses s  a worth t h a t  < 
i s  no t  con t ingen t  upon i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  o t h e r  t h i n g s  which 

a r e  va luab le  i n  themselves ,  it i s  a l s o  t h e  s i m p l e s t .  In order 

to see whether C k e  idea2 possesses e-xCr ins2  wertk, w e  ka;e - 

"---T 

t o  exp lo re  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between l i v i n g  autonomously and 
a 

choosing and pursuing most e f f e c t i v e l y  t h e  most i n t r i n s i c a l l y  L 



worthwhile a c t i v i t i e s ,  goals ,and l i f e - i w s .  Furthermore,  

t h i s  approach presupposes a knowledge of  t h e  va r ious  ends  

t h a t  a r e  worthwhile i n  themselves - b u t  t h i s  i s  p r e c i s e l y  

t h e  knowledge we have been hav ing  such a  d i f f i c u l t  t ime t r y i n g  

t o  acqu i r e .  Nei ther  P e t e r s ' s  t r a n s c  nden ta l  argument nor f 
White 's  " d e f i n i s t "  argument has  o f f e r e d  even a c l e a r  

concept ion o f  w h a t  might count  a s  

t h a t  some a c t i v i t y  o r  way of l i f e  

l e s s  an adequate  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of 

i n t r i n s i c  worth.  Thus t h e  f i r s t ,  

r e c o n s t r u c t i v e  t a s k  t h a t  f a c e s  us 

qdequate account  of  t h e  n a t u r e  of 

a  good reason  f o r  t h i n k i n g  . 

worth,  much 

s p e c i f i c  judgments of  

i n  f a c t  t h e  e s s e n t i a l ,  

i s  t h e  development of an 
'7 

i n t r i n s i c  va lue .  Once i n  

t h e  posses s ion  of such an account ,  w e  should be i n  a  b e t t e r  

p o s i t i o n  t o  determine whether o r  no t  autonomy is  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

worthwhile - o r  whether w e  can,  i n  f a c t ,  c o n c l u s i v e l y ~  

determine t h i s  - and consequent ly ,  t h e  f a t e  o f  White ' s  c u r r i -  

, culum. More g e n e r a l l y ,  we should have some i n d i c a t i o n  of  , 

j u s t  how promising it i s  t o  s t a t e  and defend o b j e c t i v e s  of 

compulsory c u r r i c u l a  - p a r t i c u l a r l y  a common compulsory 

cur r icu lum such a s  Whi te ' s  - i n  terms of c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  of  

i n t r i n s i c  worth.  



111. RECONSTRUCTION 

Towards an ~ n t o l o q i c a l .  View 

I s h a l l  begin by at tempting t o  e s t a b l i s h  White's 

hypothesis t h a t  i n t r i n s i c  worth i s  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  with what 

i s  wanted f o r  i t s  own sake on r e f l e c t i o n .  The argument i s  

not based on a c a r e f u l  examination of a number of s p e c i f i c  - 
a p p l i c a t i o n s  of " intrinsically worthwhile", "good-in-itself  " , 

"valuable  f o r  i t s  own sake",  e t c . ;  l i k e  White, I want t o  o f f e r  

" r e f l e c t i o n s  of a more genera l  s o r t "  t o  support  t h e  hypothesis,  

'al though I do not  of coufse in tend t o  use t h e  open quest ion 

t e s t .  

The f i r s t  ques t ion  we should ask ourse lves  i n  th inking  

a about what t h e  c o r r e c t  c r i t e r i a  of " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" 
1 

might be is: What s o r t  of  property i s  it most p l a u s i b l e  t o  

t h i n k  t h a t  " i n t r i n s i c  worth" r e f e r s  t o ,  such t h a t  when some- 

t h i n g  - ari a c t i v i t y ,  pass ive  experience,  event ,  cha rac te r  

t r a i t ,  e t c .  - possesses  t h i s  property,  we c a l l  it " i n t r i n s i -  

c a l l y  worthwhileA? E s s e n t i a I l y ,  what w e  a r e  asking here i s  

an on to log ica l  ques t ion .  We want t o  know what i n t r i n s i c  

value - is ;  we want t o  become a s  c l e a r  a s  .we can about t 
- - - 

4 9 sort 
of e n t i t i e s  o r  p r o p e r t i e s  our t a l k  about i n t r i n s i c  values 

r e f e r s  t o .  



Some Non-Coqnitivist Objec t ions  

A t  t h i s  p o i n t  a non-cbgn i t i v i s t  such a s  Hare might 
+ 

i n t e r j e c t  w i th  a  v e r s i o n  of  t h e  open ques t ion  argument.' A s  

wi th  Moore's argument, t h e  appea l  of t h i s  argument l i e s  i n  

i t s  purpor ted c a g a c i t y  t o  d e f e a t  i n  advance any opposing view - 
i n  t h i s  ca se ,  accounts  which t r y  t o  i d e n t i f y  i n t r i n s i c  va lue  

e 
wi th  a  p rope r ty  o r  set of  p r o p e r t i e s ,  e m p i r i c a l  or",metaphysi- 

c a l .  The f a i l u r e  of any such account ,  no m a t t e r  what i t s  

c o n t e n t  might be, i s  guaranteed a p r i o r i .  Hare ' s  f o r n u l a t i o n  

is  as fo l lows .  
1-  

Now a r e  a t t a c k  upon f i a t u r a l i s t i c  d e f i n i t i o n s  of 
'good' was based on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i f  it w e r e  
. t r u e  t h a t  ' a  good A '  meant t h e  same as 'an  A 
.which i s  C ' ,  t hen  it would be impossible  t o  use  
t h e  sen tence  'An A which i s  C i s  good' i n  o r d e r  
t o  commend A ' s  which a r e  C;  f o r  t h i s  sen tence  
would be a n a l y t i c  and e q u i v a l e n t  t o  'iQ A which 
i s  C i s  C ' .  Now it seems c l e a r  t h a t  we do use  
s en t ences  of  t h e  form 'An A which is  C i s  
good' i n  o r d e r  t o  commend A ' s  which a r e  C;  and 
thapwhen we do s o ,  w e  are n o t  doing t h e  same 
s o r t  o f  t h i n g  as when w e  say  ' A  puppy i s  a  
young dog ' ;  t h a t  i s  t o  s ay ,  commending i s  no t  
t h e  same s o r t  of l i n g u i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  a s  d e f i r ~ i n ~ . ~ l  

Hare ' s  argument, t hen ,  i s  t h a t  any a n a l y s i s  of  a 

value-concept i n  t e r m s  of  a set of  e m p i r i c a l  o r  non-empirical 

p r o p e r t i e s  makes it imposs ib le  f o r . u s  t o  commend t h i n g s  f o r  

having t h o s e  p r o p e r t i e s ,  something w e  q u i t e  obvious ly  do. 

Thus such a n a l y s e s  must be r e j e g t e d  and a l l  o n t o G g i c a l  d i s -  

cussim +&timed +%~e's a ~ g t m m t ,  l i k e  ffoore k, t h e n ,  

p u r p o r t s  t o  show t h a t  t e r m s  l i k e  "good" cannot  be de f ined ;  

t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  whether something t h a t  pos ses se s  a set  o f  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r e f e r r e d  t o  by d e s c r i p t i v e ,  e m p i r i c a l  t e r m s  i s  



good i s  always an "openl%.one. However, Moore thought  t h a t  

t h i s  was because "good" r e f e r r e d  t o  a  l o g i c a l l y  s imple  o r  

unanalyzable p rope r ty .  Hare, on t h e  o t h e r  hand , th inks  it i s  

because of t h e  non-asser t ive  speech a c t  p o t e n t i a l s  of  

sen tences  c o n t a i n i n g  v a l u a t i v e  and moral t e r m s . )  

Hare ' s  argument, however, rests on a f a l s e  premise:  

t h a t  t a u t o l o g i e s  cannot be used t o  perform speech a c t s  of 

commending, approving,  recommending, adv i s ing ,  e t c .  4 2  Consider,  
- 

f o r  example, t h e  coach,  who, a f t e r  h i s - t e a m  has  won an import- 

a n t  game but  i n  a  less than  impress ive  manner, exp res se s  

approval  t o  d i + i n f u l  r e p o r t e r s  by saying,  "A win i s  a win",  

o r  t h e  impoverished student.who, a f t e r  accep t ing  a  p h y s i c a l l y  

demanding job wi th  an unimpressive wage, exp res se s  h i s  g r a t i *  

t ude  by say ing ,  "A job i s  a  job". Furthermore, nori-tautologous 

a n a l y t i c  s t a t emen t s  can a l s o  be used t o  perform non-asser t ive  

speech a c t s .  4 3  Suppose t h a t  f o r  t h e  p a s t  week a. man has  

r e t u r n e d  from a  s t o r e  where he r e g u l a r l y  purchases  h i s  

g r o c e r i e s  t o  d i scove r  t h a t  he has n o t  r ece ived  t h e  proper  . 
change. The nex t  day,  a f t e r  aga in  purchasing some i t e m s ,  t h e  

man, suspec t ing  t h a t  he might aga in  be d e l i b e r a t e l y  s h o r t -  

changed, hands t h e  c a s h i e r  twenty d o l l a r s  . for  a  f i v e  d o l l a r  

and twenty-five c e n t  purchase  and r e c e i v e s  t h i r t e e n  d o l l a r s  

and seventy- f ive  c e n t s  i n  change. The man then  performs t h e  

speech a c t  of  warning by say ing  i n  a  menacing tone ,  '+Five 
J 

d o l l a r s  and twenty-f ive  c e n t s  and t h i r t e e n  d o l l a r s  ~ n d  seventy- 

f i v e  c e n t s  e q u a l  n ine t een  d o l l a r s ! "  Thus, it appears  t h a t  



Hare i s  q u i t e  wrong i n  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  it i s  impossible  t o  

perform non-asser t ive  speech a c t s  l i k e  commending through t h e  
% 

use of  t a u t o l o g i e s  and a n a l y t i c i t i e s .  I f  s o ,  Ha re ' s  open 

ques t ion  argument o f f e r s  no reason  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  o n t o l o g i c a l  

d i s c u s s i o n s  about  what s o r t  of p r o p e r t i e s  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

worth" r e f e r s  t o  a r e  wrong headed. 

A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  however, Hare might- s t a t e  a  more pos i -  

t i v e  p o s i t i o n .  He might c l a im  t h a t  it is  p a r t  - t h e  most 

important  p a r t  i n  f a c t  - of  t h e  meaning of  "good" t h a t  it i s  

used t o  perform speech a c t s  of commending, recommending, and 

adv i s ing .  Consequently, any a n a l y s i s  such a s  Whi te ' s ,  which 
. -  

d e f i n e s  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good" s t r i c t l y  i n  t e r m s  of words whose 

func t ion  i s  n o t  t o  i n d i c a t e  c e r t a i n  s o r t s  of non-asser t ive  

speech a c t s  b u t  t o  r e f e r  t o  c e r t a i n  empi r i ca l  o r  non-empirical  
'-' 

p r o p e r t i e s ,  must be f a l s e .  However, t h i s  p o s i t i o n  rests on 

t h e  much c r i t i c i z e d  assumption t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  word t 
used t o  perform a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  of speech act  can be o f f e r e d  

a s  a t  least a  p a r t i a l  e x p l i c a t i o n  of  t h e  meaning of  t h a t  word. 

There i s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of adequacy which any a n a l y s i s  of t h e  

meaning of a  word must meet, b u t  which ana lyses  i n  t e r m s  of  a 

word 's  employment i n  speech a c t s  f a h l  t o  m e e t ,  v i z . ,  t h a t  any 

a n a l y s i s  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  word means t h e  

same t h i n g  i n  a l l  o f  t h e  grammatically d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of 

s en t ences  i n  which it can occur .44  This  i s  an obvious condi-  

t i o n  of adequacy, because u n l e s s  t h e  meaning of words remained 

c o n s t a n t  a c r o s s  c o n d i t i o n a l s ,  nega t ions ,  i n d i c a t i v e s ,  i n t e r r o -  



g a t i v e s ,  e t c . ,  communication and conve r sa t ion  would be 

impossible .  45 However, an a n a l y s i s  l i k e  t h a t  which states 

t h a t  t h e  meaning of "good" i s  given by t h e  f a c t  it i s  a word 
& 

used i n  t h e  performance of speech a c t s  l i k e  commending and 
B 

adv i s ing  f a i l s  t o  m e e t  it. It seems obvious t h a t  "good" means 

t h e  same i n  s en t ences  l i k e  " I s  X good?" o r  "I wonder i f  X i s  

good" o r  " I f  X i s  good, t hen  Y " .  a s  it does i n  i n d i c a t i v e s ,  

b u t  it would be odd t o  unders tand t h e  speakers  of  such 

sen tences  t o  be commending anyth ing .  How, f o r  example, could 
> 

w e  p o s s i b l y  be unders tanding  t h e  speaker  of  t he  \ above s o r t - o f  

c o n d i t i o n a l  which c o n t a i n s  "good" i n  i t s  an tecendent  c l a u s e  t o  

be performing t h e  speech a c t  of ~ o m r n e n d a t i o n ? ~ ~  It i s  much 

more p l a u s i b l e  t o  f i r s t  of a l l  a ccep t  t h a t  "vood" does mean t h e  

same i n  a l l  of  t h e  above sen tences  o r  sen tence- types ,  and 

e x p l a i n  t h i s  i n  terms of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  same p r o p o s i t i o n  
d 

i s  expressed ( t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  X pos ses se s  a  c e r t a i n  kind 

of p rope r ty )  by t h e  u t t e r a n c e  of  each sen tence ,  a l though  i n  

u t t e r i n g  t h e  s en t ences  t h e  speaker  i s  performing a d i f f e r e n t  

speech a c t  each  t i m e  .47 Thus, it. i s  f a r  from clear t h a t  moral 

and v a l u a t i v e  concepte  are t o  be p rope r ly  understood i n  t e r m s  

o f * n o n - a s s e r t i v e  speech a c t s .  Analyses of t h e  u se  w e  make of 

e t h i c a l  terms i n  speech do n o t  seem t o  be adequate  a n a l y s i s  
3 

of t h e i r  meaning. 



- - Is I n t r i n s i c  Worth An Objec t ive  Proper ty?  

The ques t ion  w i t h  which I began my argument was: What 

p r o p e r t i e s  does " i n t r i n s i c  worth" r e f e r  t o ?  The c e n t r a l  

i s s u e  he re  concerns  whether " i n t r i n s i c  worth" r e f e r s  t o  a  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h a t  e x i s t s  complete ly  independent ly  o f ,  o r  has 

o n l y , a  l o g i c a l l y  con t ingen t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o ,  what human be ings  

want. It  i s  q u i t e  l i k e l y  t h e  ca se  t h a t  our  p r e - a n a l y t i c  

i n t u i t i o n s  make us  want t o  say  t h a t  i n t r i n s i c  goodness i s  such 

an o b j e c t i v e  p rope r ty ,48  b u t  on r e f l e c t i o n  it i s  n o t  d i f f i c u l t  

t o  see  t h a t  o b j e c t i v i s t  views f a c e  a s e r i o u s  problem. How can 

t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  c o n s t i t u t i v e  of va lue  be n o n - a r b i t r a r i l y  

i d e n t i f i e d  independent ly  of our  wants and p re fe rences?  The 

o b j e c t i v i s t  might c la im,  f o r  example, t h a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an ' 
- 

a c t i v i t y  i s  concerned wi th  t h e  p u r s u i t  of t r u t h  makes t h a t  

a c t i v i t y  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile independent ly  of whether 

anyone wants t o  engage i n  t ru th - seek ing  p u r s u i t s .  How can - 
such a c la im avoid t h e  charge o f  a r b i t r a r i n e s s ?  Tru th ,  w e  ' 

want t o  s a y ,  i s  t r u t h ;  i n  what way i s  it a l s o  goodness? Why 

does " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" r e f e r  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  v i r e u e  

t o  t h e i r - c o n c e r n  f o r  t r u t h  a s  opposed t o  something e l s e ?  It 

i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see what exp lana t ion  t h e  o b j e c t i v i s t  could 

p o s s i b l y  g ive  he re ,  H e  might say  that it is simply a r u l e  of 
7 

l i n g u i s t i c  usage t h a t  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" a d l i e s  t o  
= I 

a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  concerned wi th  t r u t h ;  however, a s i d e  from 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we might s t i l l  r e q u e s t  an exp lana t ion  of t h i s  

usage,  t h i s  r e p l y  c r e a t e s  s t i l l  more problems f o r  t h e  o b j e c t i -  
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v i s t .  It  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  he wants t o  say  t h a t  a  concern f o r  

t r u t h  i s  a necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i on  f o r  c a l l i n g  an . 

a c t i v i t y  worthwhile i n  i t s e l f  - " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" 

i s  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  a synonym f o r  " a c t i v i t y  concerned w i t h  t r u t h " .  

However, i f  he c la ims  t h a t  " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" p i c k s  

o u t  a  vague concept  wi th  c l u s t e r  of independent c o n d i t i o n s  of 

a p p l i c a t i o n  (e .g . ,  t h e  presence i n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  o b j e c t s ,  and 

exper iences  of harmony, p ropor t ion ,  symmetry, freedom, 

consciousness ,  t h e  Divine,  e t c . )  an inde te rmina te  number of 

which a r e  l o g i c a l l y  s u f f i c i e n t ,  and t h a t  one of t h e s e  i s  a  

concern f o r  t r u t h  (which by i t s e l f  i s  s u f f i c i e n t ) ,  how can 

he answer t h e  charge t h a t  he has  made " i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" 

a  homonym? Again, t h i s  i s r c o u n t e r - i n t u i t i v e .  What seems t o  
% 

a 
be miss ing he re ,  and what t h e  o b j e c t i v i s t  seems unable t o  

provide by p o i n t l n g  t o  p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  are c o n s t i t u t i v e  of 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  o b j e c t s ,  expe r i ences ,  e t c . ,  i s  some gene ra l  . 

exp lana to ry  p r i n c i p l e  through which we can unders tand why 

" i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" i s  a p p l i e d  t o  t h i ~ g s  i n  v i r t u e  of 

posses s ing  c e r t a i n  c o n s t i t u t i v e  o r  i n t r i n s i c  p r o p e r t i e s  r a t h e r  
4 

t han  o t h e r s .  A non -cogn i t i v i s t  d k e  Hare, of cou r se ,  f e e l s  

t h a t  t h e  r e q u i r e d  exp lana to ry  p r i n c i p l e  cannot be framed i n  

terms of some g e n e r a l  u n i f y i n g  p rope r ty  t h a t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  of 

t r u t h ,  harmony, p ropor t ion ,  achievement i n  

might posses s ,  but mst appeal t o  t he  fac t  

worthwhilen i s  used t o  perform speech a c t s  

recommending, adv i s ing ,  etc.  E s s e n t i a l l y ,  

s c i e n c e ,  o r  a r t  

t h a t  " i n t ~ i n s f e a l l y  

of  commending, 

t h e n ,  non-cognivis ts  
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seek t o  exp la in  away t h e  p r o p e r t y - r e f e r r i n g  f e a t u r e s  of 

" i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile".  From a l o g i c a l  p o i n t  of  view, it 

i s  n o t  necessary  t h a t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  i n  v i r t u e  of  which " i n t r i n -  

s i c a l l y  worthwhile" i s  a p p l i e d  t o  t h i n g s  'be of  a  c C r t a i n  

s p e c i f i c  s o r t .  Commending,unlike commanding, imp l i e s  t h a t  

reasons  can be given f o r  the-rnmendation; t h u s  c e r t a i n  

s t anda rds  a r e  presupposed by' such speech a c t s  b u t  t h e s e  need 

on ly  be of a convent iona l ized  s o r t ,  it i s  not  necessary  t h a t  

t hey  r e f e r  t o  d e r t a i n  p r o p e r t i e s  r a t h e r  t han  o t h e r s .  However, 

a s  w e  have seen ,  t h e  conceptua l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h e  non- 

c o g n i t i v i s t  p o s i t i o n  i s  extremely doub t fu l ;  t h e r e  is  an 

important  d i f f e r e n c e  between our  s k i l l  i n  u s ing  e t h i c a l  terms 

i n  speech and ou r  g ra sp  of t h e  concepts  t hey  p i c k  o u t .  What 

t h e  exp lana t ion  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  on ly  c e r t a i n  f a c t s  about 

o b j e c t s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  e tc , ,  count  as good reasons  f o r  saying 

t h a t  t hey  a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile seems t o  r e q u i r e ,  t hen ,  

i s  an appea l  t o  some g e n e r a l  un i fy ing  p rope r ty .  However, t h i s  

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  must n o t  have a  l o g i c a l l y  a c c i d e n t a l  q u a l i t y  

l i k e  " A l l  t h e  c o i n s  i n  my pocket  a r e  n i c k e l s " .  I t  should 

h@p us see why a l l  and, as f a r  a s  w e  can see, on ly  those  

i n t r i n s i c  f a c t s  about  t h i n g s  t h e  cr.iteria o f  a p p l i c a t i o n  of 

" i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" p i c k  o u t  are good reasons  f o r  say- 

i ng  t h a t  an a c t i v i t y ,  ob j ec t ,  e t c  . , i s  i n t r i n s & a l l y  worthwhile.  

The ques t ion  which c a n ' t  h e l p  b u t  come t o  mxnd here is: What 

else could t h i s  g e n e r a l  un i fy ing  p rope r ty  be b u t  t h a t  of being 

t h e  o b j e c t  of a  want or p re fe rence?  A s  w e  s h a l l  see, t h i s  



s u b j e c t i v i s t  sugges t ion  w i l l  have t o  be cons ide rab ly  r e f i n e d ,  

and it admi t ted ly  has d i s t u r b i n g  r e l a t i v i s t  i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  b u t  

a t  l e a s t  it has t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  exp la in  why c e r t a i n  f a c t s  

r a t h e r  than  o t h e r s  a r e  r e l e v a n t  f o r  us  i n  judgments about 

i n t r i n s i c  worth - t h e s e  f a c t s  a r e  r e l e v a n t  because they  a r e  

t h e  o b j e c t s  of wants and p re fe rences .  

There i s ,  however, one type  of meta-e th ica l  theory  

t h e  o b j e c t i v i s t  might appea l  t o  he re  which does  appear  t o  have 

a c e r t a i n  exp lana to ry  power: Moorean i n t u i t i o n i s m .  Moore , 

c l a ims  tha t  goodness i s  an o b j e c t i v e  p rope r ty  t h a t  i s  inde f in -  

a b l e .  Like t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of yellowness and p l easan tnes s  it 

i s  l o g i c a l l y  s imple  o r  unanalyzable  i n t o  f u r t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s .  

However., un l ike  yellowness and p l easan tnes s  it i s  non-natural .  

It cannot  be known e m p i r i c a l l y  bu t  only  through a  p roces s  

Moore c a l l e d  i n t u i t i o n .  Now, t h e  reason why on ly  c e r t a i n  
'.- 

e m p i r i c a l  f a c t s  count  i n  favour  of  c e r t a i n  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  

be ing  judged i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good i s  t h a t ,  as a  ma t t e r  of 

u n i v e r s a l  and necessary  f a c t ,  t h e  simple non-natural  p roper ty  
T 

o f  goodness i n h e r e s  i n  e m p i r i c a l  p r o p e r t i e s  o r  s t a t e s  of 

a f f a i r s  such a s  f r i e n d s h i p .  The c la im t h a t  f r i e n d s h i p  is  good 

i s  a  s y n t h e t i c  c l a im  - it i s  n o t  p a r t  of t h e  meaning of "good" 

o r  " f r i endsh ip"  t h a t  t h e  former i n h e r e s  i n  t h e  l a t te r  - 

n e v e r t h e l e s s ,  it seems t o  have f o r  Moore, an a p r i o r i  n e c e s s i t y .  
1 

The problem wi th  i n t u i t i o n i s m  i s  t h a t  it s e e m s  t o  i n c u r  

insuperab le  ep i s t emolog ica l  and o n t o l o g i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

Even l eav ing  a s i d e  t h e  problems wi th  t h e  no t ion  of s y n t h e t i c  
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a p r i o r i  t r u t h ,  it i s  one t h i n g  t o  p o s t u l a t e  i n d e f i n a b l e  

p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  by t h e i r  very  na tu re  r e l i e v e  Moore of t h e  

burden of developing a d e t a i l e d  account of  them, b u t  it i s  

q u i t e  another  t o  d e s c r i b e  how w e  might come t o  d e t e c t  t h e i r  

presence i n  t h i n g s .  Moore c la ims  t h a t  w e  come t o  know whether 

. t h i n g s  a r e  good through a  non-empirical ,  n o n - i n f e r e n t i a l  

p rocess  he c a l l e a  i n t u i t i o n ,  and h i s  accoun t - runs  i n t o  

no to r ious  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  The c l a s s i c  o b j e c t i o n  r u n s  roughly ' 

a s  fo l lows .  4 9  The problem w i t h  ou r  i n t u i t i o n s  i s  t h a t  t hey  

c o n f l i c t ,  and when t h e y  do, s i n c e  they  have a  c e r t a i n  proposi-  

t i o n a l  con ten t  ( t h a t  some p rope r ty  e x i s t s ) ,  one of them must 

be f a l s e .  Thus, t hey  are n o t  i nco r r , i b l e  o r  s e l f - c e r t i f $ i n g .  

But t hen  w e  cannot  appea l  t o  o t h e r i n t u i t i o n s  t o  determine 

which o f  t h e  c o n f l i c t i n g  i n t u i t i o n s  i s  t y u e ,  f o r  i f  i n t u i t i o  s !-+ 
a r e  no t  i n c o r r i b l e ,  t h e i r  v e r a c i t y  ,is suspec t .  It seems, t h e k  

t h a t  we have t o  appea l  t o  e m p i r i c a l  grounds i f  w e  are t o  

j u s t i f y  our  acceptance of ou r  i n t u i t i o n s  t h a t  c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  

posses s  non-natural  p r o p e r t i e s  - b u t  t o  s ay  t h i s  i s  j u s t  t o  

say t h a t  w e  have no i n t u i t i v e  knowledge. Furthermore,  do we 

r e a l l y  have an unders tanding of  what t h i s  non-natural  p rope r ty  
= 

of goodness i s  l i k e ?  Although it i s  i n d e f i n a b l e ,  w e  should 

a t  l e a s t  know by acqua in tance  what it i s  l i k e .  But - I have 

never  d e t e c t e d  i n  my exper ience  t h e  non-na tu ra l  p rope r ty  Moore 

t a l k s  about ,  y e t ,  i f  it does  e x i s t ,  I f e e l  I should have. 

(Aren ' t  va lues  p a r t  of t h e  mainstream of human exper ience?)  

My conc lus ion ,  t h e n ,  i s  t h a t  t h e  k ind  of  meta-e th ica l  



theorySMoore o f f e r s  - which seehs  tocprovide t h e  on ly  o b j e c t i -  

v i s t  account o f  i n t r i n s i c  worth which has some exp lana to ry  

power - r a i s e s  t o o  many d i f f i c u l t  ep i s t emolog ica l  and on to lo -  

g i c a l  ques t ions  (no t  t o  mention t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of squa r ing  

an account of i n t u i t i o n  wi th  contemporary psychologica l  t heo ry )  

t o  be p l a u s i b l e ,  a l though  t h i s  does no t  e n t a i l ,  of cou r se ,  

t h a t  it i s  unt rue .  

Why Wants Must B e  R e f l e c t i v e  * 
~ h u s ,  t hose  o b j e c t i v e ,  i n t r i n s i c  c h a r a c t e r i s f  i c s  of 

t h i n g s ,  i n  v i r t u e  of  which w e  app ly  " i n t r h s i c a l l y  worthwhile" 

t o  them, cannot ,  it seems, be n o n - a r b i t r a r i l y  i d e n t i f i e d ,  a t  

l e a s t  i n  any p l a u s i b l e  way, independent ly  o f  what people  want. 

Any accep tab le  d e s c r i p t i o n  of what i n t r i n s i c  worth i s ,  o r  i s  

t o  be l o g i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th ,  must d e p i c t  it as be ing ,  i n  

some way, t h e  o b j e c t  of a want o r  p re fe rence .  So t h e  f i r s t  

p o i n t  t h a t  can be s a i d  i n  suppor t  of Whi te ' s  hypothes i s  t h a t  

i n t r i n s i c  worth i s  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  what i s . w a n t e d  on r e F l e c t i o n  

f o r  i t s  own sake  i s  t h a t  i t s  s u b j e c t i v i s t  o r i e n t a t i o n  appears  

t o  be c o r r e c t .  But why must i n t r i n s i c  worth be i d e n t i f i a b l e  

wi th  what i s  wanted on r e f l e c t i o n ?  White, w 

succeeds i n  answering t h i s  ques t ion .  The be 

answer, however, i s  no t  r e a l l y  very  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g ive .  The 

c la im t h a t  X i s  d e s i r a b l e ,  a s  opposed t o  d e s i r e d ,  imp l i e s  
.4 - - 

t h a t  d e s i r i n g  X i s  j u s t i f i e d  o r  r a t i o n a l .  So any accoun? which 

tr ies t o  unders tand i n t r i n s i c  va lues  i n  terms of i n t r i n s i c  

wants should,  it seems, e x p l a i n  what it i s  f o r  qn i n t r i n s k c  



d e s i r e  t o  be j u s t i f i e d  o r  r a t i o n a l .  ~ h i t e ' s p c c o u n t  of 

r e f l e c t i o n  can be seen a s  an a t tempt  t o  do t h i s ,  a l though  a 

r a t h e r  wrong-headed one. 

, R.B. B rand t ' s  Account of  Ra t iona l  I g t r i n s i c  Desires 

The proper  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  o h '  t e  ! s hypo%esis, the? ,  

f a c e s  t h e  formidable  t a s k  of  somehow dbveloping an adequate 

account  of what it i s  t o  r a t i o n a l l y  d e s i r e  something f o r  i t s  

own sake .  The on ly  phiIosopher  t o  my knowledge who has 

s e r i o u s l y  Considered what " r a t i o n a l "  might mean when a p p l i e d  

--V d i r e c t l y  t o  i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s  i s  R.B. Brandt. 50 B r a n d t ' s  

account i s  e s p e c i a l l y  r e l e v a n t ,  i n  f a c t ,  because he o f f e r s  it 

q u i t e  e x p l i c i t l y  a s  a c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  d i s c u s s i o n s  about  what L 

t h i n g s  a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  v a l u a b l e ,  sugges t ing  t h a t  t h e  o l d  

ques t ion  about which s t a t e s  of  a f f a i r s  a r e  worthwhile i n  them- 

se lves .migh t  be more p r o f i t a b l y  s t a t e d  a s :  Is it r a t i o n a l  f o r  

a c e r t a i n  i n d i v i d u a l  to  d e s i r e  c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  f o r  t h e i r  own 

51 sake? 

To begin, ,  s i n c e  Brandt i s  t a l k i n g  about  t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  

of i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s ,  w e  should B i r s t  have some i d e a  of what 

he means by an " i n t r i n s i c "  d e s i r e ,  For Brandt,  an  i n t r i n s i c  

d e s i r e  ( o r  a v e r s i o n )  f o r  a c e r t a i n  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  S, a t  t i m e  

t i s  one "which would persist a t ' t  i f  t h e  person involved - 
bracke ted ,  ignored ,  o r  p u t  o u t  of mind a t  - t any thought  o r  

r a t h e r  judgment about  the probable consequences of S f  or indeed 

any thoughts  about  S n o t  in=luded i n  t h e  concept  of S". 52 This  

seems q u i t e  s t r a i g h t f a r w a r d  and i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a more p r e c i s e  
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s ta tement  of " d e s i r e s  'X f o r  i t s  own sake" .  L e t  us  now proceed 
> 

t o  Brand t ' s  concept  of r a t i o n a a i t y .  

R a t i o n a l i t y ,  on B r a n d t ' s  account ,  i s  a  l o g i c a l l y  

dependent o r  l o g i c a l l y  p r i v a t e  no t ion .  By a  " r a t i o n a l "  

i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e ,  Brandt means a  d e s i r e  t h a t  i s  n o t  i r r a t i o n a l .  53 I 

H e  does no t  mean by a r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e ,  a d e s i r e  it would be 
0 

i r r a t i o n a l  n o t  t o  have, b u t  merely a  d e s i r e  t h a t  it i s  no t  

i f  it  i s  one which 
4 -2 7 

. . .would n o t  s u r v i v e ,  i n  a given person ,  i n  - 
t h e  presence of v i v i d  awareness of knowable 
p r o p o s i t i o n s .  O r ,  t o  be a  b i t  more e x p l i c i t ,  
I mean by say ing  t h a t  a  c e r t a i n  d e s i r e ' i s  
i r r a t i o n a l  f o r  a  given person ,  t h a t  t h e  person 
would no t  con t inue  t o  ha,ve t h e ' d e s i r e  i f  he 
go t  be fo re  h i s  mind v i v i d l y ,  wi th  f i r m  b e l i e f ,  
no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  j u s t  once b u t  on a  number of  
occas ions ,  a l l  t h e  r e l e v a n t  p r o p o s i t i o n s  t h e  
t r u t h  of  which can be known t o  him. a t  t h e  ve rv  
moment a t  which he w q a  r e f l e c t i n g  bn t h e  objeck 
i n  a d e s i r i n q  way.54 

"Rat iona. lW, t h e n ,  p i c k s  o u t  d & s i r e s  t h a t  would 

i r r a t i o n a l  t o  have.  A d e s i r e  i s  i r r a t i o n a l  t o  have, f o r  Brandt, 

t h i s  hy&he t i ca l  r e f l e c t i v e  p roces s  i f  t hey  w e r e  sub jec t ed  

t o  it. (Not ice  t h a t  Brandt ,  l i k e  White, r e s o r t s  t o  an i d e a l  

su rv ive  

k ind  of r e f l e c t i v e  p roces s  framed i n  t e r m s  of  c o u n t e r f a c t u a l  

c o n d i t i o n a l s . )  

The prdblem w i t h  Brand t ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  t o  t h i s  p o i n t  i s  

t h a t  it does n o t  e x p l a i n  t h e  way i n  which b e l i e f s  can be 

r e l e v a n t  t o  a given d e s i r e .  A l i t t l e  l a te r ,  however, Brandt 
- 
, 

does p r e s e n t  two c r i t e r i a  of re levance :  a 

F i r s t  w e  want t o  i n s i s t  on a  c a u s a l  p roper ty :  a 
b e l i e f  w i l l  be deemed r e l e v a n t  on ly  i f  v i v i d  
r e f l e c t i o n  on it w i l i  t e n d  t o  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  
d e s i r e  o r  a v e r s i o n ,  e i t h e r  by, ex t ingu i sh ing  o r  



r e in fo rc ing  it. Second, t h e  b e l i e f  must beT 
about e i t h e r  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  na ture  of the  s t a t e  
of a f f a i r s  a t  which t h e  d e s i r e  o r  avers ion  i s  
d i r e c t e d ,  o r  about t h e  d e s i r e  of aversion 
i t s e l f ,  o r  about t h e  cond i t ions  o r  consequences 
of these.58 i 

It i s  not  a t  a l l  c l e a r  t o  me why .Brandt ts  second 

c r i t e r i o n  i s  so  loose.  Why, i f  what i s  a t  i s s u e  a r e  r a t i o n a l  

i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s ,  a r e  f a c t s  'about t h e  consequences of s a t i s f y -  

ing such d e s i r e s  r e l e v a n t ?  Ref lec t ing  on , the  ave r s ive  conse- 

quences of s a t i s f y i n g  a  d e s i r e  f o r  X may modify o r  ex t ingu i sh  

t h a t  d e s i r e ,  but  how does t h a t  f a c t  r e f l e c t  upon %he ra t iona-  

l i t y  of t h e  i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e  f o r  X whicli involves d e s i r i n g  X 

f o r  i t s  own sake q u i t e  ingependently of t h e  consequences of 

s a t i s f y i n g  o r  possessing t h e  d e s i r e ?  For example, an ind iv i -  

d u a l ' s  d e s i r e  f o r  a  n igh t  spent  dr inking  Scotch f o r  i t s  own 

sake ( a s  opposed, f o r  example, t o  . f u l f i l l i n g  a  s o c i a l  obl iga-  

t i o n )  may d i s s i p a t e  i f  he br ings  v i v i d l y  and repeatedly  t o  h i s  

mind t h e  p a i n f u l  f a c t s  about hangovers;"but what does t h i s  

have t o  do with t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of h i s  having t h e  d e s i r e  t o  

dr ink  Scotch q u i t e  independently of h i s  d e s i r e s ,  concerns,  o r  

b e l i e f s  about anything e l s e ?  I f  h i s  d e s i r e  t o  d r ink  Scotch 

B f o r  i t s  own sake does d i s s i p a t e  on r e f l e c t i o n ,  a l l  t h i s  seems 

t o  show us i s  t h a t  he wants t o  avoid hangovers more than he 
g/ 

wants t o  d r ink  Sgotch. What Brandt 's  - - c r i t e r i o n  --- of a  r a t i o n a l  
-- -- -- -- 

d e s i r e  - i .e. ,  a d e s i r e  which surv ives  repeated v i v i d  r e f l e c -  
- - - - - - 

t i o n  on - a l l  t h e  r e l e v a n t  f a c t s  - seems t o  say,  then ,  i s  t h a t  

it . i s  r a t i o n a l  t o  d e s i r e  k i f  X i s  what t h e  ind iv idua l  would 

want, a l 1 t h i n g s . c o n s i d e r e d .  Thus, Brandt seems t o  make 



exac t ly  the' same e r r o r  a s  White , and,- i f  h i s  account of 

f i o n a l  i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s  i s  t o  serve  a s  t h e  b a s i s  of an 

$mount of i n t r i n s i c  worth, h i s  second c r i t e r i o n  of relevance 

must be t ightened up so t h a t  it only includes b e l i e f s  about 
+ 

t h e  i n t r i n s i c  na ture  of t h e .  s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  t h e  d e s i r e  i s  

d i r e c t e d  toward. 

There a r e  a l s o  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  Brandt 's  f i r s t  c r i t e r i o n  

of relevance which i s  concerned with t h e  causa l  re levance of 

b e l i e f s .  Why does t h e  c a u s a l  re levance have t o  do with t h e  
- 

tendency of a  b e l i e f  t o  modify a  d e s i r e  a s  opposed t o  what 

b e l i e f s  a c t u a l l y  cause o r  c a u s a l l y  s u s t a i n  t h e  des i re?56  Brandt, 

appeal ing ex tens ive ly  t o  l ea rn ing  theory,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  @ 

l i t e r a t u r e  concerning t h e  e x t i n c t i o n  of response tendencies ,  

+rguesS7 t h a t  r ecen t  psychological  theory g ives  us  good reason 

t o  th ink  t h a t  d e s i r e s  t h a t  a r i s e  from acc iden ta l  a s soc ia t ion  

in tense  avers ion  t o  non-achievement a s  a  r e s u l t  of an . r ' 
e a r l y  t raumatic  e x p e ~ i e n c e  of  censure b$ t eachers  a t  school)  i 
o r  excessive genera l i za t ion  (e.g. ,  d e s i r e  f o r  i n t e l l i g e n t  + 

conversat ion based on enjoyment of a  p a r t i c u l a r  spec ies  of 

such conversat ion)  must ex t ingu i sh  on repeated confronta t ion  

wi th  r e l e v a n t  f a c t s ,  Brandt t h i n k s  t h a t ' s u c h  cases  provide 

support  f o r  t h i s  c r i t e r i o n  t h a t  desires a r e  i r r a t i o n a l  i f  they 

- 

woul-ir ex€intglLsh upon r e p e a t e e  ref 1ectiom.- ffowever; i sSrar r&tIs  - - --  - 

C r  i t C ~ e n - ; I h l p q ~ ~ P I - p c + l ~ ~ p ~ - i t E a t h ~ y - ~ ~ T +  - -- - 

once w e  know t h a t  a  d e s i r e  is  formed on t h e  b a s i s  of a r b i t r a r y  

associakinn, excessive g e n e r a l i z a t  ' o r  t raumatic  e a r l y  - 



deprivation, we have good reason.for calling such desires 

irrational, because they are based on irrelevant facts, and it 

isn't clear that we obtain any further reason upon finding out 

that such desires would extinguish upon repeated reflection. 

Furthermore, if we do regard the extinction of the aversion to 

non-achievement based-on the accidental association of trauma: 

tic censure and the excessively generalized desire for intelli- 

gent conversation of any sort by repeated, vivid reflectlon 

as a reason for thinking the desires are irrational, isn't it 
- 

because we assume they were extinguished through being over- 

laid by-increasingly strong motivational responses caused by 

relevant beliefs about the untraumatic nature of non-achievement 

and the different varieties of intelligent conversation? 

Consider another example. If an individual develops a strong 

intrinsic desire to take up playing the-piano because the girl 

he kan?ttop thinking about plays the piano night and day, 

we have reason to think that the desire is irrational quite 

independently of finding out whether the desire would extin- 

. guish upon reflection, for it is not based on an appreciation 

of the intrinsic satisfactions of piano-playing. But, more- A 

over, if the individual becomes fully and vividly aware of $11 

the relevant facts about playing the piano (which will concern - J* 4 
only the intrinsic nature of the activity), his desirepmight 

not =mlnisT or Ee e ~ t i n ~ s n e d ,  and it may noTyetan-y 

stronger (let us assume he is madly in love), but it may end 

up being based 

. c  

on a& appreciation of the intrinsic nature of 



t h e  act ivi ty  of p laying  t h e  piano. This does not  show t h a t  

t h e  or ig ina l  'Love-struck d e s i r e  t o  play t h e  piano was not  i n  

f a c t  i r r a t i o n a l  d e s p i t e  a r i s i n g  from a r b i t r a r y  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  
u 

r a t h e r  it shows t h a t  what was once an i r r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e  because 

based on a r b i t r a r y  as soc ia t ions  now i s  a r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e  because 

it i s  causa l ly  sus ta ined  by an apprec ia t ion  of t h e  natu tiP Of 

piano playing. 

Thus, I th ink  t h a t  causa l  relevancy must not  be uader- 

stood, a s  Brandt sugges ts ,  i n  terms -of t h e  tendency o f ' a  b e l i e f  

t o  modify a d e s i r e ,  but  i n  terms of what it i s  t h a t  a c t u a l l y  

causa l ly  s u s t a i n s  a d e s i r e .  Brandt 's  f i rs t  c r i t e r i o n  of 
e' 

relevance,  then: cannot be understood independently.of t h e  

second, r a t h e r  it presupposes it; we cannbt i d e n t i f y  t h e  b e l i e f s  

' t h e  causa l  e f f i c a c y  of which i s  re levan t  f o r  determining t h e  

d e s i r e ' s  r a t i o n a l i t y  u n t i l  we know what t h e  b e l i e f s  should be 

about.  
k.* 

Towards a Correct  Account of I n t r i n s i c  Worth 

The above remarks suggest  t h e  following account of 

r a t i o n a l  i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s .  An i n d i v i d u a l ' s  d e s i r e  f o r  X f o r  

* its own sake i s  f u l l y  r a t i o n a l  i f  and only i f :  (1) t h e  person 

has a complete set of r a t i o n a l  ( c l e a r ,  coherent ,  c o n s i s t e n t ,  

supported by evidence,  e t c .  ) b e l i e f s  a b o u t  t h e  na ture  of X o r  

i ts  X-making p r o p e r t i e s  and the coii@leTeset o f  b e l i e =  

ind ica ted  i n  ( l ) ,  and only these  b e l i e f s ,  causa l ly  s u s t a i n  t h e  

d e s i r e  f o r  X.  



t 

This definLtion is not complete, of course; much more 

needs to be said abouk epistemic rationality (rationality of 

belief) and what it is for a belief to cause a desire - (1) and 

d (2) provide what is essentially a framework for an adequate 
- 

definition. A few additional points should be made here. 

First, although the definition indicates an ideal, it is not 

stated in the antecedent clause of a counterfactual condi- 

tional. The claim that an intrinsic desire is rational does 

not commit us to claims about what will occur in hypothetically 

ideal situations, but about what approximation to an ideal 

actually is the case with respect to the epistemic rationality 

of the individual's beliefs and the network of causal relations 

tht actually support the desire. Second, the ideal (1) and 

(2) indicate is an ideal of rationality. Rationality is not, 

as on Brandt's account, a logically privative notion signifying 

the absence of-,irrationality, but a positive ideal to which 
\ 

there are quite obviously degrees of approximation. Not all 

of the individual's beliefs about what he desires may be true 
\ 

or fully justified, not all of them may causally regulate his 

motivational responses, and the desire may be partially 

supported by arbitrary considerations. As a result, the above 
.8 

notion of intrinsic worth which identifies intrinsic worth 

with what is rationally wanted for its own sake will have a 

certain vagueness, for there can be no precise statement about 

how close to the ideal the individual must come before his 

desiring X for its own sake can count as ra-nal and thus 
I 

intrinsically worthwhile. ) 
I 
t 



This las tr+oint  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of i n t r i n -  
J 

s i c  worth must be s t a t e d  a s  follows: some s t a t e - o f  a f f a i r s  S 

is i n t r i n s i c a l l y  valuable  f o r  a  person P a t  time - t i f  and 
P 

only i f ,  and t o  t h e  degree t h a t ,  P ' s  d e s i r e  f o r  S i s  ra t iona ' l  

a t  time - t - where " r a t i o n a l "  i s  understood t o  i n d i c a t e  degrees 

of approximation t o  t h e  i d e a l  indica ted  by (1) and ( 2 )  . 
In  closing., it should be noted t h a t  t h e  i d e a l  of r a t i o n a l  

d e s i r e s  a s  ou t l ined  by (1) and ( 2 )  i s  not  an e t h i c a l  i d e a l .  

" Idea l "  here simply r e f e r s  t o  t h e  h ighes t  degree t o  which a  

c e r t a i n  property a t t a i n s ,  t h i s  property being t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  , 

t of d e s i r e s ,  understood i n  terms of t h e  ep stemic r a t i o n a l i t y  
I 

and causa l  e f f i c a c y  of r e l e v a n t  b e l i e f s  which, i n  t h e  case of 

i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s ,  have t o  do with t h e  i n t e r n a l  f e a t u r e s  of 
' \  

what i s  des i red .  There a r e  no e t h i c a l  not ions involved here.  

Accepting t h e  above d e f i n i t i o n  of i n t r i n s i c  o r t h  does not % 
r equ i re  t h a t  one adopt a  p a r t i c u l a r  va lua t ive  o r  moral s tance ,  

bu t  r a t h e r  t h a t  one accepts&,)  t h e  adequacy of t h e  account 

of r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e s  a s  a  conceptual account - i . e . ,  assuming 

t h a t  t h e r e  is  some coherent ,  v i a b l e  not ion of r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e s ,  

i s  it c o r r e c t  t o  t r y  t o  e x p l i c a t e  t h i s  i n  terms of t h e  p 
\ 

epistemologal adequacy and causa l  e f f i c a c y  of r e l e v a n t  b e l i e f s ?  

- and (b) the o n t o l o g i c a l  p r e s q q o s i k i o n  that what intrinsic- 
\ 

values a r e ,  a r e  t h e  o b j e c t s  of r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e s .  An ind iv idua l  

might accept  my account of r a t i o n a l  i n t r i n s i c  d e s i r e s  but  deny 

t h a t  it has any more relevance t o  an e t h i c a l  not ion l i k e  

i n t r i n s i c  goodness than  t h e  not ions of r a t  n a l  b e l i e f  o r  

d 



r a t i o n a l  a c t i o n  - a t  

being concerned wi th  
. . 

' r e i a t i o n  t o  h i s  ends  

l e a s t  when t h e  

t h e  o p t i m a l i t y  

whatever t h e s e  

l a t t e r  i s  understood a s  

of  an  a g e n t ' s  a c t i o n s  i n  

ends  might be.  H i s  d e n i a l  

would probably be mot ivated,  unders tandably I t h i n k ,  by t h e  

r e f u s a l  t o  accep t  t h 9  i n  t a l k i n g  about v a l u e s  w e  are simply 
. Y 

t a l k i n g  abouf t h e  o b j e c t s  of i n d i v i d u a l s  ' d e s i r e s ,  r a t i o n a l l y  

cons t r a ined  o r  o therwise .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  of  t h i s  chap te r  I 
a 

presen ted  some c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  which I t h i n k  might i n c l i n e  

people  t o  accep t  subjectivist~dntolo~ical c l a ims ,  b u t  I am 

'qui te  prepared t o  admit t h e y  are n o t  conc lus ive .  However, I 

am n o t  s u r e  it i s  complete ly  c l e a r  what coun t s  as conc lus ive  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  What range of  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  e x a c t l y ,  can be 

b rough t  t o  bea r  on a  meta-ebhichl theory?  Before n o t i n g  t h e  

imp l i ca t ions  my account  o f  i n t r i n s i c  worth has  f o r  cur r icu lum 

theo ry ,  I would l i k e  t o  i n d i c a t e  - a l though  t h i s  i s  n o t  
'I I 

in tended  t o  be an exhaust ive .  ' l i s t  t h e  " c o n d i t i o n s & o f  adequacy 

J-. f o r  meta-e th ica l  t h e o r i e s .  These>cond i t i ons  should g ive  us .. 
b b- 

some i d e a  o f  what a  complete j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of m y  d e f i n i t i o n  of  

i n t r i n s i c  worth would involve ,  and abso c l a r i f y  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  
I 

t h e  account I have been t r y i n g  t o  p rpsen t  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s .  I 
7 

w i l l  a l s o  t r y  t o  make b r i e f  c~ rnpa r i sons ,  w h e r e 4  can ,  between 

t h e  va r ious  me ta -e th i ca l  theories- 1 have been d i s c u s s i n g  wi th  

r ega rd  t o  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  $0 s a t i s f y  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o ~ .  
-- - 



Condi t ions  of  Adequacy f o r  Meta-Ethical  Theor ies  58 

F i r s t ,  I should b r i e f l y  exp la in  t h e  view o f  meta-e th ica l  

t h e o r i e s  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  presuppose.  On t h i s  view, meta- 

e t h i c a l  t h e o r i e s  a r e  t r e a t e d  a s  explana tory  accounts  of what 

va lue  and o b l i g a t i o n  a r e .  The aim of  such t h e o r i e s  i s  n o t  t o  

p rov ide  an a g a l y s i s  o f  t h e  meaning of moral t e r m s  which, 

a l though  it can t i g h t e n  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  e l i m i n a t e  vageness ,  e t c . ,  

must u l t i m a t e l y  square  w i th  t h e  i n t u i t i o n s  of  competent u s e r s  ' 

of Engl i sh  a s  t o  what t h e s e  terms a c t u a l l y  mean. The aim 

r a t h e r  i s  t o  p rov ide  r e d u c t i v e  accounts  of  moral concepts  which 

a r e  a n a l o g o u s f a t  1 8 a s t ,  t o  r e d u c t i v e  accounts  i n  t h e  s c i ences .  

The meta-e th ica l  b i - c o n d i t i o n a l ,  "Some s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  S  i s  

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  va luab le  f o r  a person P a t  t i m e  t i f  P's d e s i r e  - - 
f o r  X is  r a t i o n a l  a t  t" i s  n o t  in tended t o  c a p t u r e  t h e  meaning - 
" i n t r i n s i c a l l y  v a l u a b l e M  has  i n  Engl i sh ;  l i k e  "Heat i s  mean 

* 

k i n e t i c  i b s  c l a im  f o r  acceptance l ies  i n  i t s  explana- . , . . 
t o r y  power. It i s  accep ted  on t h e  b a s i s  of showing t h a t  w e  

can say  and do eve ry th ing  kha t  we want t o  say  and do,  e .g . ,  

commend, persuade,  argue,  g i v e  reasons ,  c o n t r a d i c t ,  e t c .  - 
and a l s o  e x p l a i n  how it i s  t h a t  w e  say  and do t h e s e  t h i n g s  - 
by t a l k i n g  about  i n t r i n s i c  worth i n  terms of  w h a t  i s  r a t i o n a l l y  

d e s i r e d .  I f  t h i s  can be s h o ~ n , ~  w e  w i l l  have "reduced." t a l k  

about va lues  t o  t a l k  about  what i s  r a t i o n a l l y  wanted, and i f  

no o t h e r  account i s  adequate  we w i l l  have conc lus ive  reason  

f o r  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  what va lues  a r e ,  a r e  t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  our  

r a t i o n a l  d e s i r e s .  The fo l lowing  i s  a  b r i e f  account  of a  number 
0 



of  c o n d i t i o n s  of exp lana to ry  adequacy which any good m e t a -  

e x h i c a l  r educ t ion  should meet. 
% 

1. A s  i s  t h e  c a s e  w i th  any good theo ry ,  t h e  meta- 

e t h i c a l  r educ t ion  should be c o n s i s t e n t  ,w i th  e s t a b l i s h e d  
0 

r e s u l t s  i n  s c i e n c e  and t h e  rest of  philosophy.  Moorean i n t u i -  

t i on i sm,  as I have no ted ,  i s  committed t o  a number of  problem- 

a t i c  ep i s t emolog ica l  and o n t o l o g i c a l  c la ims  and i s ' d i f f i c u l t  

t o  square  

a l s o  seen 

t o  m e e t  a 

m e + ~ i n g .  

wi th  contemporary psychologica l  t heo ry .  W e  have 

t h a t  Hare ' s  non -cogn i t i v i s t  p r e s c r i p t i v i s m  may f a i l  

c o n d i t i o n  of adequacy r equ i r ed  o f  any theo ry  of 

The n a t u r a l i s t i c  account  of i n t r i n s i c  worth I have 

p re sen ted ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i n c u r s  no obvious  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

he re ,  and,  i n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  i s  reason  t o  b e l i e v e  i t s  ref inement  

w i l l  proceed apace wi th  psychologica l  t heo ry .  

2 .  Another gene ra l  t h e o r e t i c a l  demand i s  t h a t  of 

s i m p l i c i t y .  Meta-ethical  accounts  should n o t  p o s t u l a t e  

p rob lemat ic  e n t i t i e s  o r  p roces ses  t h a t  do no exp lana to ry  

work. Again, i n t u i t i o n i s m  f a i l s  t o  m e e t  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n .  My 

account ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t a l k s  on ly  about d e s i r e s ,  b e l i e f s ,  

and causes ,  which a r e  metaphys ica l ly  unproblematic.  It  should 

be noted t h a t  s i m p l i c i t y  is no t  j u s t  a ma t t e r  of  economy, 

convenience, or a e s t h e t i c  p re fe rence .  T h e  more enizkties 'which 

cannot he understad ar in t e n a s  of o t k  things a 

t h e o r i s t  p o s t u l a t e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  do what he r ega rds  a s  t h e  

necessary  exp lana to ry  work, t h e  less comprehensible h i s  account  

of t h e  account o f  t h e  world becomes. 59 Moore's t heo ry  i s  a 



p e r f e c t  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of t h i s .  

3 .  A good meta-e th ica l  r educ t ion  must,  o f  course;  be 

non-c i rcu la r .  I ts account of i n t r i n s i c  worth must n o t  be 

a e r s t o o d  i t e r m s  of moral o r  v a l u a t i v e  no t ions .  A s  I have 7' a l r e a d y  expla ined  near  t h e  end of t h e  prev ious  s e c t i o n ,  my b i -  

c o n d i t i o n a l  i n c o r p o r a t e s  no d i s t i n c t i v e l y  e t h i c a l  n o t i o n s .  

4 .  C lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  ( 3 )  i s  t h e  demand f o r  normative 

n e u t r a l i t y .  Meta-etht 'cal accounts  must have no d i s t i n c t i v e l y  

normative '  impl icat ions . .  My account must no t  e n t a i l  c la ims  l i k e  

"The on ly  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good t h i n g  i s  p l e a s u r e " .  This  condi-  

t i o n  has  become a m a t t e r  o f  con t roversy  of  l a t e ,  a s  t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between normative e t h i c s  and meta-e th ics  has 

become i n c r e a s i n g l y  s u b j e c t  t o  a t t a c k .  A t  any r a t e ,  I t h i n k  

it i s  f a i r l y  c l e a r  t h a t  my b i - cond i t i ona l  does no t  e n t a i l  any 

s u b s t a n t i v e ~ c l a i m s  about what s o r t  of i n t r i n s i c  p r o p s r t i e s  of 
r 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  expe r i ences ,  e t c . ,  a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  good - a t  

l e a s t  n o t  i n  i s o l a t i o n  from e m p i r i c a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  about  

t h e  o b j e c t s  and causes  of  human d e s i r e s .  On t h e  o t h e r . h a n d ,  

it i s  n o t  complete ly  n e u t r a l  about  what w e  a r e  t o  do. For 

example, it g i v e s  some g e n e r a l  advice  about how t o  a t t a i n  .. 

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile t h i n g s .  One of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  w e  

can  do i n  t h i s  r e g a r d  is  to t r y  and make our helids about 

t h i n g s  a s  r a t i o n a l  as p q s s i b l e .  Also, i n  t e a c h i n g  and c h i l d -  - 

r e a r i n g  w e  should t r .y  t o  avoid excess ive  r e l i a n c e  on e x t r i n s i c  

forms of  mot iva t ion  and t r y  t o  g e t  c h i l d r e n  t o  want more 

t h i n g s  on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e i r  i n t r i n s i c  f e a t u r e s .  Furthermore,  



t h e  b i - cond i t i ona l  has  an important  r o l e  t o  p l a y  i n  reason  

g i v i n g  as t h e  l a s t  move up a h i e r a rchy  o f  p r i n c i p l e s  o r  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  d is t inguis&g t h o s e  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  " 

worthwhile.  When pressed  t o  t h e  l i m i t  about why X i s  " r e a l l y n  

worthwhile i n  i t s e l f  w e  w i l l  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  p o i n t  w e  say  t h a t  

something is  worthwhile i f , a n d  on ly  i f  it i s  r a t i o n a l l y  d e s i r e d  
? 

f o r  i ts  own sake,  and  i n  t h i s  ca se  P r a t i o n a l l y  d e s i r e s  X f o r  

i t s  own sake ,  and t h u s ,  X i s  worthwhile i n  i t s e l f .  So, a l though 
0 .  

t h e  b i - cond i t i ona l  does prov ide  an exp lana t ion  of  what i n t r i n s i c  

va lue  is ,  it can a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  i n  a p r a c t i c a l  

argument. 

5. With any r e d u c t i v e  t heo ry  t h e r e  should be a  rough - 

e x t e n s i o n a l  equ iva lence  between reduced and reduc ing  theo ry ;  

i . e . ,  i n : t h e  c a s e  of  my account ,  most of t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  t o  

t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  t h i n g s  a r e  good should r e t a i n  

t h e i r  t r u t h  v a l u e s .  " I n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile" should r e f e r  

t o  roughly t h e  same t h i n g s  as it does now. I f  t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  

case, then  it would be b e t t e r  t o  c la im t h a t  I have e l imina t ed  

r a t h e r  t hen  reduced i n t r i n s i c  va lue  ( i n t r i n s i c  va lue ,  i n  o t h e r  

words, goes t h e  way of  p h l o g i s t r o n  and c a l o r i c  r a t h e r  t han  mean 

k i n e t i c  ene rgy ) .  Non-cogni t iv i s t  accounts  a r e  examples of  

el i m i n a t i v i s t  accounts .  - 

equiva lence  is  t h e  requirement  t h a t . t h e  s t a t emen t s  i n  t h e  

reduc ing  theory  have t h e  same l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  e.g.,  

c o n t r a d i c t o r i n e s s  and c o n t r a r i e t y ,  a s  t h e  s t a t emen t s  i n  t h e  
. 



reduced theory. The issue is too complex to be entered into 
C .  -t 

, here, but this condition does pose difficulties fbr my account's 

claim to 'be a reductive rathe2 than eliminativist . Roughly, . n  

the problem concerns whether the logical relationships of 

contradictoriness and GontrarietL which keem to exist among 

"goodv-statements persist among statements about rational 
I 

desires and preferences. ' 

. 7.' My reductive bi-conditional must be employable in 

nun-assertive speech acts such as commending and advising, and 

must the influence moral and valuative language has 

on human conduct. Ideally, it should also explain such 

phenomena. Now, as my critique of Ha e's version of the open "1 
question argument has shown, naturalistic accounts do not 

render moral and valuative statements unemployable in non- 

assertive speech acts such as advising andocommending. However, 

it i&i not hard to see that my bi-conditional also explains the 

central role of terms like "good in itself" in speech acts 

like advising if it does in fact capture something central 

about the meani-good in itself" in English. When a 

d \ ,speake advises a hearer to take a certain cour%e of action he 

intends to be understood as saying that there are reasons why 
i 

J 
the hearer should choose or prefer a certain course of action. 

-- 

1 In light of this fact, and the fact that my bi-conditional 

\i identifies intrinsic worth with wha.t is rapnally v wanted, it 

is quite clear why "good in itselfn, "intrinsically worthwhile", 
/ 

r.. 
etc . , are used in speech acts sueh as advising. 60 ~ h &  b4- 



c o n d i t i o n a l  a l s o  makes it c l e a r  how "good i n  i t s e l f "  i s  used 
\ 

by speakers  t o  engage t h e  mo t iva t ions  of h e a r e r s .  I f  va lues  
- 

a r e  understood i n  terms of wants, t hen  it i s  easy  t o  s e e  how 

s o  much o f  our  v a l u a t i v e  language has  an emotive o r  pe r suas ive  

q u a l i t y .  I t  should a l s o  be c l e a r  t h a t  when people  speak 
@ 

about  what is  r a t i o n a l l y  wanted, none of t h e  so -ca l l ed  "dynamic" 

c h a r a c t e r  of v a l u a t i v e  language i s  l o s t .  Can one say  t h e  

same t h i n g  about  Moorean i n t u i t i o n i s m  here?  Doesn' t  d i s c o u r s e  

about non-natural  p r o p e r t i e s  have a contemplat ive  q u a l i t y  - i n  

what way do t h e s e  e n t i t i e s  p r a c t i c a l l y  engage us? 

8 .  The l a s t ,  and perhaps  most impor tan t ,  c o p d i t i o n  I 

w i l l  d i s c u s s  i s  t h e  demand t h a t  my accoupt e x p l a i n  t h e  p r a c t i c e  

I 

of g i v i n g  reasons  f o r  judgments t h a t  a c e r t a i n  t h i n g  k j n t r i n -  

s i c a l l y  worthwhile.  It  must e x p l a i n  why c r i te r ia  a r e  appealed 

' / t o  which -;ate -ce*ain f a c t s  about a c t i v i t i e s ,  experience., 

e t c . ,  which count  a s  good r ea sons  f o r  say ing  t h a t  $hey a r e  

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  worthwhile.  I d e a l l y ,  a good r e d u c t i o n  e x p l a i n s  

why w e  employ roughly t h e  c r i t e r i a  t h a t  w e  d o y i n  such a way 

t h a t  w e  can c l a im  t h a t  t h e s e  ar,e t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  c r i t e r i a ,  - 
t h a t  i s ,  t h o s e  which p i c k  o u t  t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  r e a l l y  arce 

r e l e v a n t  t o  judgments of  i n t r i n s i c  worth - r a t h e r  t h a n  matters 

of  convention which suppor t  no th ing  more t h a n  t h e  appearance of  

o b j e c t i v e  argument. A s  I have a l r e a d y  expla ined  i n  t h e  
9 

- - pp-p - -  - 

argument I p e s z e d  i n  my support  of White ' s  sub jec t iv i sm,  

it i s  one of  t h e  m e r i t s  of t h e  s o r t  o f  account  I a m  presenting,  - 

t h a t  it has t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  e x p l a i n ,  i n  a complete ly  gene ra l  



and n o n a r b i t r a r b  way, why we regard t h e  range of d i v e r s e  

i n t r i n s i c  f a c t s  about a c t i v i t i e s ,  o b j e c t s ,  e t c .  (e .g . ,  symmetry, 

harmony, concern f o r  t r u t h ,  enjoyment) t h a t  we do as 'good and 
4 

r e l evan t  reasons f o r  making judgments of i n t r i n s i c  worth. 

The above list i s  q u i t e  sketchy but  it does c l a r i f y  

t h e  na ture  of t h e  adcount I have been t r y i n g  t o  g ive ,  t h e  

problems it t r i e s  t o  so lve ,  and t h e  range of  cons idera t ions  - - 

r e l evan t  t o  i t s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  Also, perha$s t h i s  much can 
4 

be s a i d  about my meta-ethical  account, viewed s an explana- 5 
t o r y  rdduct ion , a g a i n s t  accounts l i k e  Hare ' s and Moore ' s : 

There i s  no good reason t o  be l ieve  t h a t  my account does o r  w i l l  

f a i l  t o  meet any 'of  t h e  above condi t ions  with t h e  poss ib le  
'G 

exception of (6)  ; on t h e  o the r  hand, t h e r e  i s  good reason t o  

th ink  t h a t  a theory l i k e  Hare's w i l l  f a i l  t o  meet ( 1 1 ,  (51, 
- 

and ( 6 ) ,  and t h a t  i n t u i t i o n i s t  accounts w i l l  f a i l  t o  meet ( 1 1 ,  
% 

( 2 )  , and ( 7 )  . Thus, a t  t h e  present  t i m e ,  t w o r t  of account 

I o f f e r  is  t h e  most promising, incur r ing  t h e  l e a s t  c r i t i c i s m .  
/ 

i 

I 
Conclusions 

I t  i s  now time t o  draw some conclusions.  It should IjC? 
apparent by now t h a t  my account of i n t r i n s i c  worth does no t ,  

l i k e  White 's ,  o f f e r  any d i r e c t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  autonomous 
- - - -- - - -- - - --- pp 

form of l i f e  and consequently of White's curriculum. A s  I 
-- -- 

explained i n  my d i scuss ion  o f  of a rneta- 

e t h i c a l  adcount 's  adequacy, my account 's  b i -condi t ional ,  which 

i d e n t i f i e s  i n t r i n s i c  worth with what i s  r a t i o n a l z y  des i red ,  

while it gives some p r a c t i c a l  guidance, does no t ,  i n  i s o l a t i o n  
\ 



- - 

- 89 - 
'2. 

, - 
from e g p i r i c a l  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  about t h e  o b j e c t s  and causes  

of  human d e s i r e s ,  e n t a i l  any th ing  "about what i n t r i n s i c  f e a t u r e s ,  
= - 

of  o b j e c t s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and expe r i ences  (e .g . ,  enjoyment and 

concern f o r  t r u t h )  a r e  i n t r 4 n s i c a l l y  good-making. Thus, P can. - ,  

on ly  s tate t h e  ~ o n c l u s i o n  of  t h i s  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  h y p o t h e t i c a l l y  

r a t h e r  than  c a t e g o r i c a l l y :  I f  w e  can j u s t i f i a b l y  c l a im  t h a t  ' 

r , - 
1. childr 'en w i l l  come t o '  r a t i o n a l l y  d e s i r e  &he autonomous form of  

l i f e  f o r  i ts  own sake ,  t hen  w e  a r e  permi t ted  t o  compel them t o  

a t t a i n  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  of.  White ' s c&riculum. However, wi thout  
* 

o b t a i n i n g ' e m p i r i c a l  evidence a b o u t a t h e  n a t u r e  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s '  ' I 

t - 
d e s i r e s  for  autonomy - v i z . ,  t h e  r a t i o n a l  s t a t u s  of  t h e i r  

b e l i e f s  about autonomy and t h e  c a u s a l  re levance  o f  t h e s e  

b e l i e f s  - armchair  cur r icy lum t h e o r i s t s '  have no. 'good reason f o r  
r . b  

t b ink ihg r s tha t  theV'antecedent '  tlille. Aqd t h e  t h e o r i s t  c a n n o t  

argue, i n  t h e  manner of  .. whi te ,  t h a t  t h e  requirement  of  *my 
* ,  b. 

.' a c ~ o u n t  i f  r a t i q n ~ y  dets&es th6t. t h e  person ' s  b e l i e f s  abouf ?. . . - .  ", 

t h e  i n t r c n s i c  q A t u 5 e  of  .what he d e s i r e s  be  f u l l y  r s tgona1-  has  
t *, . . h ' 4 ,  

9 - 
s, ' . 

c e r t a i n  educati ional  % .  i m p l i c a t i o n s .  Demanding t h a b  ~ h i l d r e n ' ~ ~ ~ 6  ' 
L, . + 

r -  
C * R r *  

through -,a c & r i c u l A e  l i k e  White ' s i n  o r d e r  t o  acqhire f;llg 
d ,  

4 

+> .., 
, r a t i o n a l  beliefs about  t h e  autonoLous form of  l i f e  o n l y ' a i d ~  . 

z = ,  
e 6 .  

t a ,m 

t h e  e m p i r i ~ a l ~ r e s e a r c h  of c u r r i c u l u m ~ t h e o r i s t s  and p$dnners0,- 
> 

U r  

it does- n o t  p r m m t e  t h e  chi ldren 's-gaud - - a t l e a *  i e h e  -: - ---- 

. < -  * - 
absence of any qood reason  t o  t h i n k  that,th'ese b e l i e f s *  w i l l  
- -- 

L 
C 

cause o r  s u s t a i n  a  d e s i r e  f o r  a l i f e  ~" ived  autonomously, 
' 

cu r r i cu lum-p lanne r s  have no good reason  
- - -  - 

It might be .  better,  per.+ps, t o  a t t empt  

7 
,, , 

to, t h i n k  t h a t .  it does .  
- - - -  A 

t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  



t h e  i d e a l  of a; i n a i v i d u a l  who autonomously forms and execu te s  

r a t i o n a l  l i f e - p l a n s "  from a s o c i a l  o r  p o l i t i c a l  p o i n t  of  view, 

Perhaps t h e  s o r t  of p o l i t i c a l  community t h a t  has  any ' r ea sonab le  
* - >  

I - 
chance of promoting t r u e  human f l o u r i z h i n g  r e q u i r e s  autonomous e 

' \  
i n d i v i d u a l s .  At any r a t e ,  t h i s  c r i t i q u e  of  Whi te ' s  argument 

has  derndnstrated t h e  e d u c a t i o n a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  i d e a l  of 
. " 

autonomy, a t  least, and expla ined  what coun t s  hs '  a good reason 

f o r  s ay ing  t h a t  it i s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  Morthwhile. Thus, i n  t h e  

f i g h t  of t h e  seriutzs confus ions  i n  t h e  arguments of  P e t e r s  

and White, I t h i n k  I migh; c l a im  t h a t  I have 

c l a r i t y  t o  f o u n d a t i o n a l i s t  d i s c u s s i o n s  about  

a9de9j a  c e r t a i n  ' 

t h e  curr iculym.  
3 .  
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Darwall's. See " P r a c t i c a l  Skept ic ism and The Reasons f o r  Action,  " 
Canadian J o u r n a l  of  Philosophy 8(June  1978):  247-58. 



2 6 ~ h i s  theory  of j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and i t s  r e f u t a t i o n  i s  
presented by John Kekes i n  "Ra t iona l i ty  and Problem Solving,"  
Philosophy of t h e  S o c i a l  Sciences 7(December 1977):  351-66. 
See a l s o  William Warren Bar t ley  111, "Ra t iona l i ty  versus  t h e  
theory of R a t i o n a l i t y , "  i n  The C r i t i c a l  Approach t o  Science 
and Philosophy, ed. Mario A. Bunge,'(New York: Free Press ,  
l 9 6 4 ) ,  pp. 3-31. . 

2 7 ~ o h n  P. White, Towards a  Compulsory Curriculum, 
p .  17. *+ 

.281bid., p .  18. 

2 9 ~  obtairied t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  open quest ion 
argument from David A.J. Richards, A Theory qf Reasons f o r  
Action (Oxford: Clarendon Press ,  1971),  pp."9-10. The 
explanat ion of t h e  f a l l a c y  i s  my own formulation, however. 

3 0 ~ i c h a r d  B. Brandt develops t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
o v e r t  and cover t  synonymy i n  E t h i c a l  Theory (Englewood C l i f f s ,  
N . J . :  Prent ice-Hall ,  1959) ,  pp. 163-66. 

3 2 ~ o ~  P. White, Towards a  Compulsory Curriculum, p. 1 9 .  

4 -- -- 
, 3 8 ~ b i d . ,  pp. 56-59. 

4 0 ~ n  t h e  manner of John Rawls, f o r  example, i n  A Theory 
of Jus t i ce"  (Cambridge: Harvard Universi ty  Press ,  197L), 
pp. 399-446, 



' l ~ i c h a r d  M. Hare, The Lanquage of Morals (Oxford: 
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4 4 ~ o h n  S e a r l e  , Speech Acts (Cambridge : C a q i d g e  
Un ive r s i t y  P r e s s ,  19701, p .  137." 
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)an argument which i s  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  S e a r l e ' s .  See h i s  
"Ascr ip t iv i sm" ,  i n  E t h i c s ,  ed .  J u d i t h  J.  Thomson and Gerald 
Dworkin ( N e w  York: Harper and Row, 1968) , pp. 22-26. 

4 7 ~ a v i d  A. J. Richards ,  A Theory of Reasons f o r  Action 
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of Rational Desires," Canadian Journa1,of Philosophy 8(June 
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59Arth~r C. Danto presents a good discussion about the 
importance of theoretical economy in What Philosophy Is (New 
York: Harper and Row, 1968), pp. 85-90. 
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Justice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971), pp. 404-7. 
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