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" ABSTRACT

o 5 s # - ' :
This thesisbcritiCally evaluates and reconstructs

AJ P. White's argumen; for a. compulsory curriculum A compul-~-

LA

T soryflurriculum, for White, is one structured by objectives '

b

educators are permitted to compel children to- attain. Its R
:’,{- @( ";f‘ v : "

ugustifieationviyvolves establishing that the attainment of its
: {

objectives by pupilE)serves either their own good or the good
~e;;v~~~oﬁuothersthWhiteiswargument,islconcerned_withmestabli§h;gg:limr
the fOrmer._ It has two main steps. First, paying particular
attention to R.S. Peterss transcendental argument, White
criticizes attempts to establish objectively that some pursuits A
‘) ‘are intrinsically more valuable than others. He then argues o
‘that the intrinsic value of things is determined by what
people want although it must be 'what they want when they ‘are
" fully aware of their options and future pri rities. White
ninfers from this that it is very much in a :%ild's own interest
that educators seek to enlarge as much as possible his
knowledge of the various things he might wantrfor their own
sake and encourage him to reflect on them, not only from the

,viewpoint of the present moment but his life as a whole.

In the first chapter of my the51s I explain what White

means by a compulsory curriculum and outline what 1ts justifi-

cation involves, show1ng how it is different from the ﬁustifi-

L] . ,
cation of compulsory schooling. In the second chapter I

- iii -
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outline'and criticize White's argument.g I argue that White
mlslnterprets PeteraﬂiJargument and offer a more adequate
counter—argument.' I object to the method White uses in argulng

»

- for his account of intrinsic value and show that it is not an’
account of intrinsic value but something more akin to value,

,all things censidered. In the thlrd chapter I reconstruct

White's argument. Drawing on Richard Brandt's work on ratlonal
- \ .

intrinsic desires, I previde a more edequate account of intrin-
”§+éfV§fﬁéT5WT;UfféTTmY“&CEGBﬁtTaS*an“énteiegica%:ViveWhi€h:ffffi
ekplains what5intrinsic value is and show that it meets tolsoﬁe
degree the_Fomplex‘:endiﬁions of -adequacy of such accounts. I

then argue that White's objectives can be defended by establish-

ing the intrinsic value of living one's life autonomously.
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- 1. INTRODUCTION
Thfé thesis is offered as.a'eontribution to the philo-’

.

sophical{%oundations of curricﬁlum theoryl It 1s a critlcai .

evaluatlen and r;>onstructlon of J.P. Whlte S argument for a |

comRulsory currlculum.lv A compulsory currlculum is one

structured by ob]ectl (edubators are.Permitted to compel
)

chlldren to attain. te's'argument for the-curriculum

attempts to show that certaln ob]eotlve are in fact the sort
ZL

<

thét permit compulsion. White claims tYfat there are two

varieties of these objectives:

. . it would be right to constrain a child to
learny such and such only if (a) he is likely to
be ‘harmed if he does not do so, or (b) other

pebple are likely to be harmed. :
A Y

'(b)'indieateS”oneWbaSié'éf'méraiﬁedﬁéatidn (e.q. teach-

ing children not to cpause suffering to others) and White saysi.

very little about this. He is mainly interested in thinking

through the implications of (a) which he says is logically
S ~

more basic since "with (a) we shall be studylng what 1t is

- for a person to be harmed, a notlon which we must clearly

]

b
3 P\ -

B

"harmed".

understand before we gbran‘to ask what it is for others to be
> N 7 0

3 White's argument for“a compulsory curriculum, then,

con51sts of an attempt to establish objectives the attainment

of which serves the individual's good in such fundamental ways
that educators are permitted to geprive the student of his
liberty in the name of this attainment. His argument has two

-
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main étéps. First, paying pa%ticular attention to R.S.
Peters's transcendental argﬁéent, Whitq criticdizes aftempté'
to establigh objectively that some pursuits aré intrinéically
more vélﬁable than others: He then argues that the intrinsie
) valuéébf things is determined by what peopie waht, although
]'it must be WhAt;they want when they are fully.aﬁare of their
options and future'ﬁrid?itiés. Whitefinfers ffom'thisfthét
it is vefy much ih a child's interesﬁithatﬁéducators (1) seek

s )

~ to enlarge as far as pQ§§}b1erhigﬂkpowlque7§fﬂthe various !

things he might want for their own sake and (2) encourage him
to reflect on them, notvonly from the viewpoint of the preseht

moment but his life as a whole.
3

Before I proceed to the éecond'chabter of this thésis
which presénts a critical énalysis of Whité's arguéent and the
third4whichrreconstructsfitvftherefié.onewpreliminary;péint,~
that should be made . (a) and (b), aé White presents them,,A
represent only a neceésary (disjuncfive) condition of the
legitimac& of infringéments of the child's.liberty, and £his,
I think, is quité correct. There are other coﬁditions'besides
thé nature of the curriculum objectives. (which constitute the

point ©f the interference) that must be satisfied if infringe-

ments of the child's liberty are to be morally unobjectionable.

Firét;BETAiii the form of compulsion employed must be morally

acceptable; compulsion should not, for example, involve the
use of force or threats or the infliction of pain or injury.

Secondly, educators must have good reason to believe that

infringements of the child's liberty are necessary if the child -

-~



is tQ,atfain the curriculum objec&iVe. No‘métter h&% worth-
while the objective involved might be, it doeS-notijustify
gratuitous compulsigh; Educators are committed to'investiqat—
ing,vdéveloping, and empléyf%g'a number of ways in which they
might noncompulsiveiy engage children in activiﬁies that they
must successfully cbmplete if theyéare tovattainithe curriculumA
objectives whiéh safisfy’(a) and (b); educators might, forrr )

-

example, explore various forms of intrinsic and extrinsic

. motivation, attempt to schedule activities in a more flgxible _
‘manner, epp.; : . -

— . .
Consequently, in showing that certain curriculum-
objectives satisfy (a), White is not providing a justification
for the ﬁse éf compulsidn in sCRools. All he indicates is
sbmething about the;kind of cufriculum that must be implemented
i;n C o'mp’ul‘s’o:y S Cl‘iijb 1s as a necessary .condition of their mora l S
legitimacy. So although it is true that if a school's use of
compulsion is legitimate; thén the activities it implemehtsl
m&st be directed toward the attainment of objectives which
satisfy (a) or (b)i it does not follow that if a school imple-
ments a curriculum that satisfies (a) and (b), then its use of

éompulsionAis legitimate - it may gratuitously employf e

compulsory measures whiéh take morally objectionable forms.

The justification of any compulsory institution or system of

insgitutions must also show, then, that the forms of compulsion
such institutions employ are legitimate and that their use is

necessary - and the latter is extremely difficult to show. It
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the abilities and interests of the students,

requires that one consider a host of empirical factors such as

the motivational

skills of the. teachers, the social and financial feasibility

) of changing present arrangements in the direction of less-

compuls10n, etc. In addition, a moral problem must- also be

considered here: to what extent can we - reasonably’and legiti-” T

' mately demand that educators, curr*culum planners, teachers,

[

etc., seek noncompulsory ways of“engaging children in,curri-

_-culum actiylties?AJﬂxnﬂrL,gmpulSion,iny be—used»asfaflaqtf

resort? What counts as a "last resort", exactly?. Thus,rln

:;

justlfying compulsory schooling, much more ‘is at issue than

,.

determlnlng what curricular requlrements might be appropriate'

é: for compulsory schools, and one should keep in mind that

White's argument, if correct, provides a justification of a

vy ‘compulsory curriculum, that is, t

of compulsory schools, not of the a

3

sort of curriculum demanded

ual practice of compulsory

schooling in Britain, Canada, or anywhere else.
S




II. CRITIQUE

— -~ If White is to determine what objectives sérve the
individual'’s good, he must,qas he well realizes, have some
coherent conception of the individual's good: ‘ . .

It appears that the fundamentallproblem
which now confronts us is no less than the- v N

traditional philosophical problem of the Good

for Man. Until we know what is good for a
person, we cannot know what is bad or 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
intr ic and extrinsic value and notes the corollary that
claims about extrinsic goodness presuﬁpose 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 claimsfabout 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

()

s

. ‘claim is that all men who want to pursue the most worthwhile

activities in life must be committéd, on pain of irrationality,

to theoretical and aesthetic pursuits rather than,gaﬁes or
simple pleasures such as pinball or lying in the sun. How,

White asks, can one advance such a.claim and avoid the

"

charge of arbitrarines¥? After registering certain dissatis-

s
/



factions with the past,attempts of Mill and Moore to answer this

question, White goes on to note that there is a recently develop-

’

- . 4
ed approach to thjs problem which bears considerable promise:

the use of a Kantian or "transcendental” type of argument which
is concerned with presuppositions. One of these arguments$® that
of R.S. Peters, has exercised considerable influence on educa-

tional theoris¥s, and White considers it in some detail.

White's Refutation of R.S. Peters's TTT—

Transcendental Argument

In Peters's argument White notes,
K}

. we are asked to imagine someone seriously
asklng the question, 'Why do this rather than
that?' (e.g. 'Why pursue poetry rather than
bingo?') Peters's argument is to show that pre- i
supposed to asking this ques®ion is a commitment ke
to certain 'higher' pursuits. The person who
asks the gquestion seriously must realize, on
reflection, that it was otiose. By thinking
about what is presupposed to asking such a
question he will come to see that he mMust value
certain pursuits, e.g. the pursuit of literatwre
and science, rather than others,.

In what White regards as the argument's crucial passage,
Peters claims that, insofar as a person seriously asks, "Why
do this rather than that?", he must

. . already have a serious concern for truth

built into his consciousness. For how can a

serious practical question be asked unless a

man also wants to acquaint himself as well as

he can of the situation out of which the question

arises and of the faects of wvarious kinds which - ... - . .

provide the framework of possible answers? The

,yarlnusgthearetlcal,engu;rlesgage explorations =

of these different facets of his experience. To

ask the guestion 'Why do this rather than that?' e

seriously is therefore, however embryonically, ~
i to be committed to those enquiries which are

1
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defined by their serious concern with those
aspects of reality which give context to the
question which he is asking.

4 The argqment's central claim, then, is that in asking
about what ends in life are most worth pursuing, one is”°
committed in some way to the pursuit of theoretical activities,
at least those, as White notes, conterned with illuminating
the nature of the world and man's place in it. These will
certainly includet activities like natural science, history,
and éﬁzioSOphy. One cannot say the same of activities like
bingo and billiards; thus, theoretical activities occupy a
sort of privileged position.

White, however, questions both the clarity and validity
of the argument's presuppositional claim. What exactly, he
wonders, are the practical questionef's commitments vis-a-vis
the’pursuitrof truth?

In Qne sense one could not but agree that a
pergbn who seriously asks this question is
necessarily committed to the pursuit of truth.
If he asks the question seriously, he must want
a true answer to his guestion. But this is
commitment to truth in a far weaker sense than
that required by the argument. For to say that
he must want a true answer to his question is
not tp say that he must be committed to the

P it of truth in science (or history, or
maths or philosophy). He could, indeed, be a
sceptic asking, 'Why- -should I pursue science,
etc.? Why not bingo?' If he is, he is certainly
not committed\to the€” pursuit of such subjects as
science or history.

White's line of reasoning is less than fully formed on
this point. The séeptic is not free from any commitment to
the pursuit of truth in science simply because he questions

the value of engaging in scientific activity. Rather, it is

A



because such questioning,is not itself aqfinstance\of scienti-
fic activity. "Why pursue science?" is not a scientific
question; thus, in asking it, one is not ipso facto committed

»

to science and scientific truth. However, consider the

question, "Why éursue ethics?", where ethics is construed
fairiy broadly as encompassing‘prudential questions concerned
with;intrinsic worth and the individual's welfare.r Here the
sceptic is not free from commitment to trufh in ethics simply
through asking, "Why pursue ethics?", for to ask this sort of.

1Y

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

‘¢

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

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

ethics. ' - .
However, 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 questign. For this would make
them at best extrinsically wvaluable activities,
whereas the argument is designed to show that
they are intrinsically valuable. ' It is rather
that to ask this question presupposes some commit-
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 kigd of
activities he should engage in, he myst haggrsome
kind of understanding of the®differ®nt options.
In so far as the options include the pursuit of

. science, philosophg, etc. he must have some under-
standing of these. ad



This, then, is White's interpretation of the tranScen—
dental argument. It is here that the problems with White's |
critique of the argument lie - chiefly in h?%%confusing what
is presupposed or entailed by the notion of making a choice
among options with what is presupposed by the notion of parti—i
cipation in pqéctical discourse, i.e., of asking questions of

the form, "Why do this raégg;\ﬁPan that?" - rather than his
) g

criticisms of the argument so interpreted. Before developing

this point, h§}ever,.let me proceed to White's criticisms.

White goes on to point-out that the fact that one who .

seriously asks himself what activities he should engage in

must have some kind of understanding of the various options
facing him does not

. + « prove that he would have to be committed to
their pursuit above other things, either in the weak
sense of simply valuirdg these things for their own
sake or in any stronger sense of 'commitment' - for
two reasons. First, it has not ' been shown that
understanding X implies commitment to X; and second,
other activities - such as bingo or billiards,
perhaps - as well as science, literature, and so on,
might well also figure as options, and so far are

on equal footing with the latter.§

- - White counters the second point, arguing that
v . . science, literature, etc. are not presupposed
merely as possible options, but in another way too,
which is not applicable to bingo and billiards. The
man who seriously asks himself what he is going to

do with his life must have some idea of what kind

of thing a human life is. He must have some kind

of idea of the boundaries within which he can choose.l1l0

White cites as an example of the kind of thing he is
talking about here the relevance of evolutionary theory, of

"

claims such as that human life has no divine purpose, that man
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is descengsg from the lower animals, etc., to the question of

€

what one is to do with one's life. He goes on to point out
& ’ -

that mtch the same thing could be said about philosophy and
parts of literature. The point White is trying to state here
has in fact been stated quite sucéinctly by Péters himself
elsewhere:

. activities like history, literary apprecia-
tion and philosophy, unlike bingo and billiards,
involve forms of thought and awareness than can
and should spill over into things that go on out-
side, and transform them. For they are concerned
with the explanation, evaluation, and imaginative
exploration of forms of life. As a result of
them, what is called 'life' develops different

dimensions.ll
-

White thinks that this point enshrines an educationally
important truth, and I am inci}ﬂed to agree with him. .
Certainly any curriculum conéérned with developing and expandi
ing the individual'scapaciiyfor.choice must assign an
eminent place to'such studies as philosophy, litérature,
history and certgih of thé human and natural sciences. How-
ever, what this shows is that some understanding of science,
history, etc.; does not just constitute an understanding of
particular options one might choose but modes of understanding
one's options in general. It does not show that one must make
éertain choices; in particular, it does not show that one must
choose or value activities such as science and history,
distinguished, to use an éxpres$ion of Peters, by their wide-

ranging cognitive content. Thus, White's first point still

requires a reply:



- 11 -

. . . it is not enoygh to show that understanding , 5
of these activities is presupposed, one has also
to show that there is commitment to (favourable
evaluation of) them. On the face of it, it looks
as if one could ask, 'What ought I to choose?’
understanding something of the 'illuminating'
activities, but still, when it comes to the choice,
valuing something entirely different. Since
Peters's argument ‘is designed to show that science,
etc., are intrinsically valuable, i.e. of such a
sort that any rational man must value these things
for their own sake, this possibility leaves the
claim unproven.l2

The point'White makes. here is a soundipne. One might
argue that, for a choice of one's ultimate ends in life to‘be
rational; one.must have some understanding ofrscience,
philosophy, history, etc., not just because- they represent
certain options one might puruse, but beeause one must have
the sort of Understanding of one's options that can only be
acquired through tne pursuit of science, etc. - yet nothing
about the direction or content of one'e choices:follows from
this. There is no logicai inconsisteney in denying that one
must choose to do science, etc.; that the pursuit of such
truth-seeking activities must be included among‘one's basic

ends in life. * In short, the claim that one's choice is

knowledgeable does not entail, at least prima facie, that

what one chooses is the pursuit of knowledge. White, however,

acknowledges that such a claim holds only prima facie and

that it is open to Peters to "try to show that despite

appearances, undersﬁanding these activities does entail

13 Peters does, in fact, present such an

T

commitment to them".
argument just prior to presenting his transcendental_&%gpment.

White guotes the argument as follows:
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In the case of such activities [as science, etc.]
- a strong ;ase'can be made for Socrates view that
if a man does not pursue or at least feel drawn

towards what is good then he does not really
understand it, for the activities in question all
have some general point which must be sensed by

* their participants and they all have standards of
correctness and style built into them which give
rise to characteristic appraisals. For a man to
grasp what these activities are he must be on the
inside of them and be sensitive to these aspects
of them. Could a man really understand science,
for instance, who was unmoved by the passion for
truth and concern about evidence and clarity?
What sort of mathematician would a man be who
cared nothing for neatness and elegance of proof?
. . . That is why we could and always would say
of a man who seemed to refute Mill's hypothesis
that he could not have understood what the
activity was about. For to understand an activity
is to be committed in sdme way to its pursuit’.l4

White, in his reply, does hotvraise the éﬁestion that
comes first to mind here: Why does Peters think that this
point about understanding and commitment applies exclusively
to theoretical truth-seeking activities such as science?
Activities 1ike football and chess also fhave somé general
vpoint whiéh must be sensed by their participants", they also
have "standards of correctness and style built into them which
give rise to characteristic appraisalsq. If one cannot grasp
what the activity of sciegce is without being committed to
{or "on the inside of" or ‘"sensitive to") its general point
and associated standards and rules, then one equally cannot
understand activities like football and chess without being
pommitted to their general point ahd associated standards and
rules. But if, on the basis of Peters's explanation of the

relationship between understanding and commitment, one can

D i
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say of any activity, at least any activity structured by some

~definite point to which standards of cellence in the

L 1

activity are related, that to undefstand 1

is to be committed”
in some way to its pursuit bne must either seek other

sorts of reasons for choosing theoretical activities over games
and recreational pursuité (maintaining that the sortAof commit-

ment that understanding activities implies is a prima faciet

commitment or a commitment other things being equal) or admit
(absurdly) that non-arbitrary choices among ogfgghs-fully
grasped are imgossible.

White wants to make a somewhat different point. He

A

admits that there is a sense invwhich’to understand an activity

like science is to be committed to its pursuit, but wants to
. ] .
say that this is still not the sense ‘that the transcendental

Vargument.requires; the sense of commitment which is authorita-
,tive for one's choice. ﬁisiargument, however, is surprisingly
weak. He simply reiéerates Peters's claims, making no attempts
at furtherlflarification, and counters by reiterating his
previous point —’the point‘aﬁ issue - that one can understand
the nature of theoreticai "illuminating" pursuits such as

science and still consistently‘choose to pursue other sorts of

activities:

There is a sense in which this conclusion is
right, that understanding-.am.activity 1like
science does involve commi%ggnt to it. We may
grant that a man could not “‘understand 'science,
say, if he was ‘'unmoved by ' the passion for truth
and the concern about evidence and clarity?’

In order to come to understand science, he must -
come to value these things. But this does not

4
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imply that having understood what science is,
or more generally what other illuminating
activities are, one cannot give up their
pursuit, in favour of big-game hunting or any-
thing else. This is not to say that it is
false that understanding these activities
brings with it commitment to them; but that
if it is true, it is true only as a matter of
fact and not necessarily so.l

, :
This is a confusing reply. If, as an inevitable
reéhl£ of fully understanding science,'a man comes to value
truth and evidence, how can he consistently decide to disregard
scientific pursuits, completely and devote himself to activities
like big-game hunting? The problem with White's reply is that
he doesn't really explain tﬂe sense in which Peters's conclu-
" sion is right. Why is it, exactly, that we would say that a
man does not understand science if he is indifferentoto truth
and evidence? We must make this clear before Qe can explain
why fhe‘sort of commitment that understanding science requires
is irrelevant to the transcendental argument, at least as
White interprets it. The required explanatién proceeds, I
think, from the familiar point that.scient;fic activity, or
any activity for that matter, is constituted, not juét by a
sequence of physical acts or behaviors, but behavibr regulated
by, and inséparable from, é complex web of understandings and
concerns. In order for an individual fo be déscribed\as
"doing-science”, his behavior muSt ha&e a point or direction

of a distinctive kind, and to say this is to say that he is

concerned to do certain things and avoid doing‘others. "In
engaging in scientific actiVity an- individual is, roughly

speaking, trying to attain a rational understanding of the



- 15 -

-

" world and this entails a concdern for truth, eﬁidence,'and
clarity. . Thus, it is a logically necessary condition of an
individual beihg descriped as engaging in écience that he is

not indifferent’to considerations of truth and evidence and
clarity. But, what follows from the fact that scientific
Lactivity is constituted by behavior regulated by a concern

for truth and ev%&gnce and clarity? All this entitles us to

say is that, éiven that a person claims that he is engaging

in science or is attempting to, we canJEZy that he does not
dnderstand the nature of scientific,actiQity if hg disavowsv ///

ﬁany concern for truth, evidence, and clarity. But this is not

the same as saying that if a person denies any interest in

N\

3

spending his time doing science, then he does not understand
the nature of science. ‘Mofeover, this latter claim pre-
supposes that sciehce_is constituted by behavior rfegulated by
the concern to engage in science which is impossible; for ﬁhis
concern is a second ordgr c;ncern, onevthat presupposes or is
about scientific activity, ﬁot one that is constitutive of
écientific activity itsélf. ConSider:the example of a teacher
attempting to introduce his pupils to science. If the teacher
faiis to get his pupils to see thatﬁin aoing science, vaguely
stated, untestable'hypotheses are bgd things and clear,
empirically testable hypotheses areégood things, he has failed
to properly teach them science. However, what if he fails to

draw -their attention to the fact that science may be a worth-

while way to spend one's time? The teacher here has not failed:
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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 in the world the way that they do but

- whether science is wor£hwhile. In this casé; theﬁ, ethics is

inquiry about science and scientific umderstanding, the question
being: Is the activity, considering all its intrinsic concerns
and objectives, worthwhile?' Thus, the claim that scientifie -

? -

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

”
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
reiationship between understanding activities and wanting to
spend one's time pursuing them fails. Aan individual's failure

to be committed to science could only entail a failure to

completely understand science if the commitment to science were

constitutive of science in the way that a concern for truth
and evidence is. However, this is impossible because such a
commitment is nécessarily up one logic;i level from where i;
is supposed to be.\ So the general point White takes ag;inst
Peters is a sound one. The notidﬂ of a choice invwhich'gréat'
'vaiue is placed on clearly understanding and being ithrméd -
about One'é options does not entail anything about the COntenE
of the options chosen; in particular, it does not entail that

they be activities concerned with the acquisition of knowledge

and understanding.
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However, this point aoes not refute Peters'é £ranscehé
dental argument, for Pgters% argument does not turn on this
notion. The/notion of/someonefasking questions‘of the form,
fWhy do this rather than that?" does not prgsuppose that the
questioner actually possess any undersﬁ&nding of his options,
only that he is concerned, at Yeast in some vague way, to
acquirfe such understanding. Peters is quite explicit abou%i

this in the lineS‘directly proceeding those which White quotes:

A man's consciousness of possibilities may be o

highly differentiated in scientific, aesthetic

‘historical and religious formg of awareness.

Or these possibilities may only be obscurely

.intimated in- an undifferentiated way. But in-

sofar as he can stand back from his life and

ask the question 'Why do this rather than that?' '
he must already have a serious concern for - —

truth built into his consciousness.l6
In light of this passage, and the fact that Peters,
in the passage White himself quotes, allows that the practical.
questioner may only be "embryonically" committed to fheoretical
activities, .it is a little puzzling why White, at the crucial
point in his interpretation, says:
But how far is commitment to them [theoretical
activities] presupposed? One might well argue
that some kind of understanding of them is pre-
supposed. . If a person is seriously asking him-
self which kinds of activities he should engage
in, he must have some understanding of the
different optiops. 1In so far as the options
include the pursuit of science he must have some
kind of understanding of these.l7 .
How did White come to—interprét the argument in this

way? Largely, I think, through focusing on what is presupposed

by the question, "Why do this rather than that?" when the
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questioner ;é&fes it in the context of an attempt to make a
choice between specific options. gIn this case,Athe guestioner,
does presuppose some uﬁ@é;standing on the part of the qdestioner
of his options, otherwise the notion that he is attempting to
make such a choice or is confronted Qith some c?;ife problem

would be unintelligible.

However, for Peteré, the expression, "Why do this rather

than that?" represents practical inquiry as such, i.e., any

inquiry concerned with what reasons there are for doing certain
things rather than others. This inquiry obviously seeks,
ultimately, to guide choices, but engagement in it does not

-

necessarily involve attempts to make choices among options.

- An individual may, for example, be exploring certain Qursuits
with the aim of determining whether they could be options for

~him, or he may be seeking justifications for general principles

for distinguishing worth&hile optionmns. Eeither of these tasks.
presuppose the situation %here the inquirér isrconfronted by
options énd is trying to decide which one to choose.. In the
former, the options have yet to be properly disginguished, in

the latter, no specificvéptionsAare at issue, only-griteria for

‘distinguishing options as worthwhile.

The:question of what is presugbosed by askiﬁg, "Why do
this rather than that?” does4not turn, then; on what is pre-
supposed by the notion of someone making a choice between - -
options (Qr, in terms that anticipate the next section, the

person asking, "Why do this rather than that?" is not
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*necessarilthhe chooser in the iaealrchbice'sit'”tion central
g to White's account of intrinsic value - White;s own views
have qulte poss1bly dlstorted hlS grasp of the transcendental
argument}. Thus, White's refutatlon of Peters's argument is
false. White's argument was that the transcendental~argument
does not,estabiish a cemmitment 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

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

they are vaiued'or the sort of thing the inaividual would
vchoose other‘things being equal; But asking practical gques-
~tions dees not presuppese such an understanding, so the!point
that understanding,does not entail commitment, while sound, is

irrelevant. Thus Peters's argument still stands.

Another CTounter-Argument

However, I am not convinced'thatrthe transcendental
© argument establishes either the intrinsic value, of theoretical
ae£}v1t1es or théir intrinsic superlorlty to games or recrea-

tlénal pursuits. Before statlng my cr1t1c1sms, however, I

should first offer a brief reconstruction of the argument.18

My approach here will be a dialectical or~Sdcratic one., I

will first attempt*to establish the clearest and strongest

account of Peters s transcendental argument that Iecan - then

I will explain what is wrong w1th 1t.

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

that?" does presuppose is a concern for "truth" which, as

#

-

e e

o ,“{. ‘
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Peters's passade suggests, is a concern to know and rationally

understand the facts about one's options, the criteria relevant

for assessing their worth, the specific cenditions and conse-
quences of their pursuit and attainment,;and, although this
is a little vague, the general context within which thé
questioner's ends are formed and pursued - the human predica-
ment one might say.. This pfesuppositional claim is not an
arbitrary one, for the possession 6f such a concern does seem
to be a condition of intelligiBly describing an individual as
being seriously engagéd in practiéal inquiry. Unless the
individual possessed this concern (i.e.; for'“truth") we would
not be able to say that what the individual was engaged in
was, first of éll, inquiry, i.e., activity directed toward
finding out about something or justifying beliefs, and,
secondly, practical inguiry, i.e., finding out about how to
conduct one's life. And unless the individual possessed this
concern, he could not be described as Sé&riously engaging in

this activity (and, as was previously noted, the notion of

an individual's very engagement in an activity becomes problema-

tic as he approaches total indifference to that activity's
defining point). Thus, seriously asking, "Why do this rather
than that?" undeniably presupposes a concern for what Peters
calls "truth". : )
How does this commit us to theoretical activities? Does
this presupposition entail commitment to such activitiesé It

does, and in the following way. If a person is concerned to
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find out how he should live his life, what reasons there are

i~ . P
for pursuing certain ends-rather than others, etc., then he

must value or prefer~certain pursuits*rather than others, viz.,
theoretical pursuits, activities such as scienée, history,
literature, philosophy, énd ethics, rather tﬂ%n bingo,
billiards, bridge, boxing, etc., because these actiVities are
concerned with forms of thought which illuminate human

5 .
~ a -
actiwvities, ideals, aims, aspirations, etc., and their relation-

ship to the human predicament. ézfi;iygreﬁéks or mastery of
these‘fbrﬁs of unde;standing'is a necessary preconditionffor
thinking seriously and ratibnally about how one should live
one's life. Furthermore, this commitment to theoretical
activities like science, history, ;iteratﬁré, etc., is not of
~an instruméntal sort. This commitméntvis internally related

L

to the presupposed concern for truth; the latter cannot be

described independently of the férmer. The concern to engage
in science, for example,, to,find out the factq ;bout the
cdnsequences of pﬁrsuing éeftain ends, logically instantiates
£he concern for truth, it represents a specific form of it. ,
A description of the required mas&ery of such forms of thought
as science, philosophy, ethics, etc., is not an account of the
means to attain the end of knowing the truth about how one
should live one's life, it is a further specifiqation br full
articulation of that end. | |

An individual, then, cannot consistently assert thqt he

is %%ncerned with truth, with coming to know and rationally

understand the human condition, and deny any interest in
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engaging{ih such "illuminating"” activities as science, history,
and‘litetatUre, for sﬁch activities are articulations of this‘A
concern, it constitutes their underlying point. Thus, the
transcendental argument appears to make an impressive case for
theoretical activities. An individual who serioﬁsly asks, "th
do this rather than.that?" must be concerned about truth, for
such a concern is presupposed, it is a condition of being )
intelligibly described as asking the questioﬁ; in still other
terms, the individual who seridusly asks "Why do this rather

than that?" is ipso facto concerned with truth. But, if the

individual is concerned yith truth, he must, on pain of incon-
sistency (logical as well as practical), be concerned to engage
in theoretical, illuminating activities with wide-ranging
cognitive content such as science, histo;y, literature, etc.,
for the goncern for truth just is - it is nothing over and
aboVe - the concern to engage in such activities. A non-
instrumeatal commitment to theoretical‘activities is, then,aa
presupposition of practical inguiry. If so, scepticism about
the value of such activities appears to be incoherent, for the
sceptic who asks why he should choose to engage in theoretical
’1activities is employiﬁg practical discourse to challenge one
ef its presuppositions.
On closer examination, however, the argument has some
problems. First of all, it does not establish that an indivi-

dual is unconditionally unjustified in expressing indifference

to theoretical activities. What it establishes is that he is
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urijustified if he is committed to seriously asking, "Why do -
this rather than that?" But this raises the question: Are
we unjustified in being indifferent to practical inquiry?

Moreover, Peters, if he wants to gstablish the intrinsic

worth of theoretical activities, must jﬁstify.the intrinsic
concern to ask practical questions. He must show that asking
practical questions is worth valuing for i%ir9wn sake. This
leads me to my second and more fundamental criticism. Peters's
argumeht does not, in fact, establish anything at ail about -
the value of engaging in certain pu;suits. All his argument
shows is that if one has a certain valuative attitude (a
concerﬁ for truth), then one must, on pain of inconsistency,
havé other valuative attitudes (cdmmitments to theoreticgl
activities). The practical questioner'g ;ttitude of indif-

ference toward theoretical activities is less than fully

rational or unjustified, at least prima facie, not because
theoretical activities are in fact valuable or worth valuing,
making concern rather than indifference the appropriate
attitude, but rather bec;uséﬁthis attitude is inconsistent
with the attitude he logically must have if he is to be
described as a practical inquirer. But consistency does not _
guarantee Goodness anymore than it does Truth. What Peters's
argument tells us, or enables us to say, is that we must admit,
on pain of inconsisten;y, that theoretical pursuits are intrin-
sically worthwhile if asking practical questions is intrinsi-
cally worthwhile. However, this leaves all the work to be

done, for the problem that originaliy faced us, and which has
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troubled philosophers for a long lon ime, is: How is it
possible to establishﬁobjectively t certain eursuits are
worthwhile in themselves or more worthwhile than others?

It appears, then, that the transcendental argument

Peters presents in Ethics And Education fails to even meet,

much less solve, the fundamental ethical4problem of justifying
judgments of intrinsic value. The argument tu;ns on what are
essentially epistemoloéical considerations of logical consis-
tency and certain conceptual relationships between practical
inquiry, "truth", and theoretical,aetivities>such as science,
history, literaturefefc.; rather than ethical considerations

that concern intrinsically good-making features of things.

Some Replies

However, we should not proceed too quickly to White's
account of intrinsic wvalue, for Peters's later writings19
make it clear that he would vigorously denounce the above
assessment of his argument. Such<an asseseﬁent, Peters would
claim; completely fails to grasp the thrust of the transcenden-
tal argument. He has accomplished something quite significant
in showing that a (non-instrumental) commitment to theoretical
aetivities is presupposed by engagement in practical discourse,
- for in establishing this, he has reached "bedrock", as
iWittgenstein has put it, in the attempt to justify this
commitment and defend it against sceptical charges of arbitra-

riness - further sceptical questioning here about engagement

in practical discourse is simply incoherent. The sceptic
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asking, "Why should one engaye in practical discourse?" is,

in asking the question, engaging in practical.discourse; he
isﬂgsking a question of the form, "Why do this rather than
that?". The sceptic commits himsslf to practical discourse

by the very act of questioning this commitment. So the.
sceptic's position here seems inherently paradokica; or self-
defeating, presupposing what it is trying to refute. Thﬁs,
our. commitment td theoretical activities cannot fail to be
incoherent. Since the sceptic, in raising his questions about

the commitment, is ipso facto involved in practical discourse,

he csnnot coherently dspy its presuppositions, one of them
being a non-instrumental cqmmitment to theofetical activities.
Transcendental argumepts would seem, then, £p have more appeal
than ever. Far from failing even to cpme to terms with the
fundamental problems of ethical justifiéation, they appear to
offer the panacea against sceptical ills that philosophers have
been trying to develop for centuries. Peters has shown that we
can immunize ourrethical commitments against doubt by establish-
ing that they are presuppositions of practical inquiry.

The sceptic acéused 6f incoherently questioning practi—‘
cal discourse might reply to Peters in a n¥ymber of ways, however.
He might, for example, admit that he is inexorably‘committed
to practical discourse and consequently theoretical activities,'
but go on toiquestion the value of engaging in practical dis-

course and theoretical activities for others, notably the

upcoming generation of school children. If he states his
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question in this way, he can maintain that Peters must still
meet the ‘issue of the value of engaging in practical inquiry,
claiming that his previous counter-charge of incoherence rests,

_in Dearden's words, on "an ad hominem argument which is content

to have shown a relative presupposition“.20 o

Peters, in his later writings, does attempt to make a
case fof the demand that people reason about and try to justify
.their conduct - and their beliefs and feelings as well - which
does not rest on their trying to argue agai?éE\Ehat demand.

Peters's remarks here are gquite stimulating, but his manner

of presentation is more suggestive than rigorous; thus, it is
necessary to quote at some length:

There is an important sense, too, in which
anyone who denies the value of justification, not
by making a case against it which is to presuppose
it, but by unreflectively relying on feelings in
his stomach or on what other people say, is him-
self guilty of arbitrariness, for human life is a
context in which the demands of reason are
inescapable. . . ‘

To explain this point properly would require
a treatise on man as a rational animal. All that
can here be provided is a short sketch of the
demand for justification that is immanent in human
life. Human beings, like animals, have from the
very start of their lives expectations of their
environment, some of which are falsified. With
the development of language these expectations
come to be formulated and special words are used
for the assessment of the content of these expecta-
tions and for how they are to be regarded in — -
respect of their epistemological status. Words
like 'true' or 'false' are used, for instance, to
appraise the contents, and the term 'belief' for
the attitude of mind that is appropriate to what
is true. Perceiving and remembering are distin-
guished by their built-in truth claims from
merely imagining. Knowledge is similarly
distinguished from opinion. 1In learning we come
up to standards of correctness as a result of
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past experience. Out language, which is riddled
with such appraisals, bears witness to the claims
of reason on our sensibility. It reflects our
position as fallible creatures, beset by fears and
wishes, in a world whose regularities have
laboriously to be discovered.

The same sort of point can be made about
human conduct. For human beings do not just veer
towards goals like moths towards a light; they
are not just programmed by an instinctive equipment.
They conceive of ends, deliberate about them and
the means to them. They follows [sic] rules and o
revise and assess them. Assessment indeed has\a
toehold in every feature of this form of behavior
which, in this .respect, is to be contrasted ‘with - cy
that of a man who falls off a cliff or whose knee
jerks when hit with a hammer. Words like 'right',
'good', 'ought' reflect this constant scrutiny
and monitoring of human actions. Man is thus a
-creature who lives under the demands of reason.
He can, of course, be unreasonable or irrational;
but these terms are only intelligible as fallings
short in respect of reason. An unreasonable man
has reasons but bad ones; an irrational man acts
or holds beliefs in the face of reasons. But how
does it help the argument to show that human life
is only intelligible on the assumption that the
demands of reasons are admitted and woven into
the fabric of human life? It helps because it
makes plain that the demands of reason are Sit
just an option available to the reflective.

This argument, like the transcendental argument;'seem;i
to turn on relationships between concepts rather than empirical
facts and generalizations about human behavior and the condi-
tions of human existence. (I say "seems" because I find

Peters's remarks a little too sketchy and too metaphorically

expressed to be completely certain about the direction he

wants the argument to take. However, an expression like
"human life is only intelligible" seems to me to indicate
that he is interested in establishing certain conceptual

relationships between the demands of reason and the concepts
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through which distinétively human life and beha&ior must be
understood.) - Peters here &s not séying, of course, that the
rconcern for truth or justification is présuppqsed by descrip-
tions of distinctively human life and behavior. It is not a’
condition of being intelligibly (and non-programmatically)
described as a humanfﬁgzhg, a creature}with beliefs and
intehtions, caéable of actiohlrather’thén reaction, etc.,

that one is concerned with asking, "Why do (believe, feel) -this

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

individualé‘a:g¥éertéinly not ipso facto concerned with
‘Justification. What Peters does try to establish is that the
demand for justification is presupposed by those descriptions
that distinguish human life and behavior. Becaﬁse we are
human beings who are capébié of choice, who have beliefs and
interrelated inténtions, emotions, and desires, we are Ellli‘
nilly subject to certain standarés of assessment, Viz.,
standards of rationality.

Belief, for example, is not just tHat naturalistic
attitude of expectatign humans share with other animals. _It
is characterized in normative terms as that attitude of mind -

appropriate to what is true. "Appropriate" herelimplies the

applicability of certain standards which are étandards of
:ationality and justification, for, by definitioqé rationél
beliefs are those beliefs which we have‘reaéon 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

e

able to say similar things about emotions, desires, and
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1

'intentions,‘particularly in light of the way these attitudes

and states of mind $}E~pe§meated with belief. Thus,lindivi-
duals can ignore thérdemand for'reasons.and justification,
and conseéuently the pursuit of knowledge and understanding,
if they iike,‘but ﬁhis does not exempt them from certain.
criticisms. Such a disregérd constitutes irfationality or

unreasonableness, and, in being irrational or unreasonable,

T .
~~  individuals are ipso facto failing to meet certain standards,

S

fhey are "falling down" in certaih.ways. /Peters's argument,
then, though it does not attempt to show that certain concerns
are written into”thé human congition, éertainly shows. that
certain liabilities are.

However; one gquestion comes Very'quickly to mind here.
The unreflective person has to accept, on pain 6f failing to
grasp the concept of'"rationalityt; that holding beliefs
about the world on the basis of feelings in his-stomach is
irrational but why does he have to accept that this is‘béd
or undesirable?" Hé has to accept that holding beliefs on the
basis of evidence is rational; but does this entail that it is
good or worthwhile to hold beliefs iﬁ this waf? Why, in other
words, are the various criteria of rationality, on the basis
of which certain behavior or states of mind are classified aé
;ational (rather than, for example, noisy or tiring or
depresséd), standards for assessing behavior and states of
mind as good or bad? Granted, if én—individual cares about

the truth of his beliefs, if he cares about thinking about
4

\
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things as they really are; then; on pain of failing to grasp
wnat truth is, he must admit that consistency-and’rslevance
~ are good things and inconsistency.and arbitrary claims are
bad things. But why should he be concerned with truth? Why
is'it/wcrthnhile, intrinsically or ctherwise? Peters's
;argument appears to assume rather than establish the crucial
pcint. Failing to(gegt the "demands" of reason can only count
as "falling down" if adhering to them has some worthwhile
pcint; otherwise, we are presented with the scenario of
reflective people criticizing unreflective people in light of
their own reflective values. But Peters says nothing nere
about the value of truth. (and if he claims he doesn't have to,
that the question; "Why care about truth?" is incoherent,
then he.is back, full.circle, at the self—refutation argument
and his human. nature argument is otiose). It is not difficult,
of course, to show that it is worthwhile to have true beliefs;
one only reveals one's foolishness in denying that it is
(althongh we are still sidestepping the problem of establish—
ing the intrinsic value of truth; this is not so easy) .
Consequently, it is guite natural to think cf the criteria of
rationality as standards and a little odd to haar someone say
that inconsistency and arbitrariness;are not necessarily bad
things: Nevertheless, speaking of the criteria of rationality
" as-"demands" or "standards"® assumes that truth and justified
belief are desirable, and Peters's argument does not gc any

way toward establishing this. Thus, while the argument, fully
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- developed, wiil most certainly make an interesting contribution
to philosophical anthropology, showing just how central the
network of concepts falling under the rubric of "ratiqnality"
are to the understanding §nd explanation of human liﬁe and
behavfor, as an ethical argument it is question-begging.

Peters might reply that I have proceededlmuch too quickly
here, focusing’only on the relationship between the worth of
rationality and the notion of'“rationg;ity“ as applied to
‘beliefs. The claim that a belief is a rational beliefjmay not

imply it is desirable, but certainly the claim that an action

- is fully justified or rational implies its desirability,

because the statement that the action‘supported,by the best

reasons is the best thing to do is analftic.22

The Good is

the telos of rationality in the domain of action, just as the
True is iﬁ the domain of belief. Reasoné for actions are

good reasons to the extent that they determine the course of
action it would be most desirable to pursue, just as a reason
to believe something is a good reason to the extent that it
establishes that the belief is true. Thus, the claim that an
action is not supported by good reasbns entéils s&mething about,
its desirability, or lack of it.

This point is not as helpful to Peters as it first
appears, however. All it shows is that to escape criticism
human beings must do that which is supported by good reasons,.
not that they must have beliefs} and thus justified beliefs, |

about these reasons. People are allowed to live unreflectively,

following custom, the advice of others, etc., as long)as their
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) aCtioﬁE‘BqE be supported by the best reasons from an objective
or impersonal point of Vieﬁ (and in principle this is pdssible,w
although it is open to Peters to show that the human condition
béing what it is, and human cultures being what they are,

this *is not actually an Optioﬁ'EOr people). But, what‘thé
human nature éngumenthust show?if it is to ground'tﬁe trans-
cendental argument, and consequently our coﬁmitment to educa-
tion, is that people are criticizable if their beliefs about
the supporting rationale of tqéir actions do not conform to the
demands-of reason, for it is these beliefs which précticaln
discourse calls into queétion, - So it turns out that Peters's
human nature argument turns on our human liability to criticism
about the ratiomality of our beliefs. Thus, my previous

-

argumént stands.
Undauhfed,.Peters might take this tack. .He might claim
that if someone denies that rationél belief is desirable and
.irrational belief is iundesirable, he has failed to fully
grasp the meaning of “;ational" as it applies to‘belief. The
claim that beliefs are rational does imply by definition, the
claim ﬁhat this is a desirable state of mind. Thus, if human
beliefs are nécessarily characterizgd in terms of rationality,
the unreflective are inevitably liable to condemnation.
Presenting his‘r'ationale,23 Peters might go on to séy hefe
that, in focusing on the criteria of rationality (that indicate

those properties of beliefs 'in virtue of which we classify

them as justified), all we have noted is the descriptive

meaning of "rationality"; we have failed to see its evaluative
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meaning. Not all terms are like "good" in having almost a

purely evaluative meaning, Peters might c;ntinue, or like
"red" in having é purely descript;;e meaning; some‘afe 1iké
"steal" which has a mi#ture of descriptive ﬁeaning (taking
property belongingvto anothef) and evaluative meaning. (wrong-
ful action). “Rationality" is one of these "mixed" terms. ﬁ
It has arcomplex deéc;iptive méaning (when applied to beiiefs,

it means beliefs which are consistent,.clear, verified, etc.)

and an evaluative meaning (desirable beliefs to hold).
This reply will not get Peters very far, however. i@;

. . “~
this Harean distinction between descriptive and evaluative

meaningvis ;;und-(énd if it isn't, there is no argument),

then "ratiénality" has two distinct senses; consequently, the

above argument can be charged with committing the fallacy of
equivocation, for it runs as follows: (1) it is rational for ;
a ‘person's beliefs to be conéistent, supported by evidence -

“in af;ord, justified, (2) what is ratioﬁal is good, so there-

fore, (3) beliefs which are cleér, supported by evidence -

in a word, justified - are good. The argument slides from the
deScriptiQe meaning of "raional" in (1) to itérevaluative N

meaning in (2); thus, the premises do not entail the conclu-

sion and the argument is invalid. I -conclude, then, that my

-

There is, perhaps, one other argument Peters might

original criticisms of the human nature éfgﬁment hold.

use to defeat the sceptic who argues against the commitment

to practical discourse but avoids paradox by raising his doubts

N | ' E ,

/
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on behdlf of others.Z??

Petgrs might reply to the sceptic that
demanding a justification for participation in practical
discourse is no more coherent when’requéq;ed for the partici-
patioﬁ of others than it is for the sceptic's own participation.
In both cases, the sceptic wants to Epow what gbod reasons

there afé for participating in practicab/discourée, and what
this question amounts to is a demand for practical reasons

(as hé is seeking reasons for' doing something, viz., participat-
iﬁg in practical discourse) for demanding practical reasons

(fof in asking, "Why this rather than that?" an individual

is demanding-reasons for doing some things rather than others).
But this demand is incoherent; for it rules o he conditions .
required for .its satisfaction. The sceptic does not want to

be emotively persuaded, manipulated, brainwashed, hypnotized,

or coerced into acéepting the’demana for,préctical reasons.

He will accept the demand for practical reasons if and only»

if he has good pra?tical reasons to do so. But he cannot
consistently accept any éfactical feason, for th;{gbject of

his scepticism is the entire class of demands for practical
reasons, and one cannot consistently gquestion the demand for
something and accept the object of that demand. Thus, the very
substance of the sceptic's demand makes it impossible to
satisfy, for the object of the sceptic's doubt constitutes

the necessary and sufficient cenditiﬁﬁé=fpr*aiieviating'his
doubt. Conseguently, the sceptic's quesfiéning of the commit-
ment to practical discourse should be summarily dismissed, for‘L

it fails to even make sense.

o,

e

=
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Unfortunately, this argument also fails to defeat the
séeptic;‘ The sceptic, in challenging engagement in practical
inquiry; is not demanding réasons for demanding reasons. He
is not challenging the authority of reason in the domain of
action, suggesting that it might be better if actions were
based 6n‘custom, habit,'instinct, faith, revelation, or tésﬁe.
Rather he is demanding reasons,£9£4deménding reasons; 1i.e., he
wants to knowvwhy people should be more concerned to know the
reasons that justify their own and others' actions. He grants
that people must be concerned to perform actions that are
sanctioned by reason, but hé wants to know why they must stop
and ask, "Why do this ratheg\thaﬁrzggi?" What the sceptic is
doubting, in other words; is the act of demanding reasons, not
the object of this act - but it is the act‘s_object that |
cohstitutes the necessary and sufficient conditions of alleviat-
ing his doubt. Thus, the sceptic's démand for reasons for
vdemanding practical'reaSOns iélnot incoherent. Because he -
demands reasons, not acts of demanding reasons, his Qe@and does
not rule out the conditions of its satisféction. Aga%n, it
appears that Peters cannotrsayrthat, in showing that a commit-
ment to theoretical activi;ies is presupposed by practical
discourse, he has reached justificational bedrock. '

There is one further reason for doubting that the
transcendental argument represents the end-point for all
coherent requests for justification (of the puréhit of know-

ledge, education, theoretical activities, etc.) which concerns

of
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the epistemological status of practical discourse. A sceptic
might ask Peters whether we really have any reason to believe
that we have good reasons for doing anything.25 How do we
know that our criteria of good reasons are non-arbitrary and
not merely mattefé,of convention or preference? If Peters
cannot come up with any good reasons to believe that we have
good reasons. for doingrsome things rather than other things,
or for doing something rather than nothing, then how does he
know that there are such good reasons? Does he have any
apriori guarantee? But if there afe no good reasons to
believe that any end is worth the expenditure of effort
required to attain it, then there is nolggigg is asking, "Why
do this rather than that?" Thus, if Peters cannot provide
good reason to believe that there are good reasons,for actions,
his demand that people engage in practical discourse is, at ,
bottom, arbitrary. The sceptic can also add that the burden
of proof rests squarely on Peters' shoulders here, because
Peters is 'the one who has taken it upon himself to issue the
demand that people take time to stop and ask, "Why this rather
tﬁan that?" Consequently, it is up to him to finish the job
of justifying that demand. All the sceptic has to do here ‘is
show that his position is coherent.

Peters, of course, would probably be quitevwilling to
argue that it isn't. The sceptic, he would say, has to pre-
suppose some cr;teria of good reasons to get his claim off the

=~ .
ground., If the sceptic has no criteria whatsoever for the
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identification of good reasons, thenihe doesn't know what a
good reason is. If so, then he quité/iiterally doésn't know
what he is gglking about, and his positién can be dismissed.
On the other hand, if he does adducerthe'necessary criteria,
tgen his position is self-refuting.

This argument will not ‘do, however. It is just not
the case that the sceptic has to presuppose the criteria of
good reasons he is questioning. First of all, the sceptic is:
not claiming that we can't know or possess truly good reasons
for-action. He is not claiming apriori authority against
theories of practical justification. He is not denying, in
other words, the possibility of rational praétical justifica-
tion. All he is claiming is that we don't in fact have a good
reason for thinking that there  are gogd reasons for doing
anything. In order to claim this, heldoes not have to claim
to\§now what a genuinely good reason would look like. He
jus£ %as to show that there is no existing account that ade=
guately and cohefently explains what a good reason for action
is, and this, in principle, he can do. He simply has to
take, one by one, accounts of practical(justification, and
show that,von their own terms, they are arbitrary or incoherent.
Take, for example, the view that actions are justified because

26 e.g., of efficiency and

they conform to certain standards,
effectiveness with regard to promoting the end of pleasure.
The sceptic can ask here: Are these standards themselves

justified? At this point the account encounters difficulties.
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Consistent with its own view of.justification it must justify

‘our acceptance of these standards by shbwing it to be based

on ;tandards. However, if the standards to be justified are
appealed to in their own defehse,rthe justification‘is question-
begging. éut if other hﬁgher order standards are appealed
to, the same sort of question can be raised about them, lead-
ing us to either an infinite regress or an érbitrary decision
to stop at some point and just aécept the standard that we
find ourselves with. Thus, if practical justification consists
in appealing to standards, actions can never be justified.

This account of practical justification is only meant
to be an illustration; of -course. I am not trying to suggest
here that the sceptic's position might be'justified, only that
it cannot be refuted in an apriori way. It is not incohereht
to suggest that we have no good reason to believe that we
have good reason to do anything. We can only defend our
claim that we do in fact hévé good practical reasons by stating
and defending theories of practical justification and, like-
wise, the sceptic can only defend his claim by refuting these
theories one by one. Thus, we have a further reason to con-
clude that we do not reach bedrock in our attempts to justify
normative principles_by showing that they are presuppositions
of practical discourse.

The conclusion established in this rather long section

on the first half of White's argument, then, is that the

transcendental argument Peters presents in Ethics And Educa-

tion is not an argument about the intrinsic value of theoreti-

LY



) 39 .

1

! cal activities at all; it rests on epistemological considera-h
tions of logical consistency and conceptual cohérence whichvgo
no way toward establishing that certain features of activities

~are genuinely intrinsically good-making properties. Further-

more, the argument cannot be conjoined with arguments about
the justification of rationality to show that questioning the
commitment to theoretical activities and the pursuit of know-

ledge is incoherent.

White's Account of Intrinsic Value

White's account is an attempt to state the logically
necessary and sufficient conditions for saying that something
is intrinsically worthwhile or good in itself. He begins in
an "oblique" manner by examining the criteria of worth pre-~
supposed. in specific cases where we think we know what is gobd
for people. We think that dépriving a drunken man of a knife
with which he has been playing is in his interest, because
unless we do, ﬁe is 1likely to inflict physical damage on
himself, and we are confident that this counts as a harm.
However, White says, we would not be sé confident that dépriv—
ing him of the knifebis in his interest if we found out that
he wanted to commit suicide by stabbing himself to death,
because the reason for our confidence in the first place was

. our belief that physical.damage prevents a person from attain-
ing desired ends, and, in this case, deprivihg the man of the
knife frustrates his attainment of a desired end, viz., to die.

What these cases seem to imply, White thinks, is that what is
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extrinsically good for a person is a means towards getting

- .
what he wants for its own sake. This in turn seems to imply

f : ,
that what is intrinsically good for a person is what he wants

for its own sake. However, White notes, there are problems

with this: :

A drunkard who was playing with a knife and not
wanting to commit suicide might have wanted to
play with it for its own sake, biut this could
scarcely be considered intrinsically worthwhile
if, on sobering up, he was grateful to us for
taking it away from him. If a person wants X

for its own sake but X cannot be intrinsically
worthwhile because on reflection he would not have
wanted X, this leads one to a further hypothesis -
that what is intrinsically worthwhile is identi-
fiable with what a_person would want on reflection
for its own sake.

This passage raises problems of its own, however. Aside-
from the fact that the distinction between drunken and sober
preference is not the same as that between reflective and
unreflective‘preference (drunkenness is one possible cause of
unreflectiveness but it is not constitutive of it; there can
be drunken as well as sober reflection - furthermore, sobriety
does not necessarily involve reflection), White's example does
not show, at least in any very clear wy, that being wanted on
reflection for its own sake is a logical condition of intrin-
sic worth,lmuch less a necessary and sufficient one. It seems
at least equally plausible to claim that the drunkard was
grateful because sobriety made h%g more fully aware of what
it was that he wanted, and he realized that death ﬁas no

characteristics that make it worth wanting in itself. Sober

reflection, in other words, could just be a means of becoming
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aware of the iﬁtrinsically good-making properties, or lack

of them, constitutive of the objects of one's wants. But

this means that the criteria of "intrinsically worthwhile™
have to;éo with certain features of-whét is wantea, not
whether things are wanted, reflectively or otherwise. Thus,
White;s example does not conclusively. show that being wante@
on reflection is part of our concept of intrinsic worth, much
less equivalent to it; in fact, pre-analytically at least, it
would seem to suggest the opposite.

| However, at this point White begins to wonder how the
"hypothesis" that what is intrihsically worthwhile is identi-
fiable with what is wanted on reflection fo},its own sake
might be more adequdf%ly tested, and, as a result, leaves'thé
examination of specific“exampl%§ behind. The problem with the
argument so far, he Says, is tﬁat "it rests Sn what one might
be inclined to say in a particular case. Herg,'as elsewhere,
common usage might hide logical inadequacies“.28 How can we
be reasonably certain that "wanted on reflection for its own
sake" does in fact mean the same as "intrinsically Qorthwhile"?_
White offers the following test. Can we, White asks, ask
significantly, "I want X on reflection for iﬁs own, but is it
intrinsically worthwhile?" If it is correct to define (in the
sense of a statement of logically neceséary and sufficient
conditions) intrinsic¢worth in terms of what is wanted on
reflection, the question doesn't make any sense, or at least

it is Quite silly, for what we_are asking is, "I want X on

\
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reflection for its own sake, but do I want it on reflection
for its own sake?" However, if the,qués;igg does make séﬂge
- and the onus, White thinks, is on the person who claims that
i£ does make sense to be quite specific about héw and why -
then being wanted on reflection is:not a necessary and
sufficient condition for saYing‘that something is intrinsiéally

worthwhile, and the proposed definition must either be'rejected

or supplemented in various ways.

Criticisms of Method

White's decision to use this test is® somewhat ironic in
view of the fact that he offers a kind of naturalifticAdefini—
tion of intrinsic value (i.e., onerwhich¥identifies intrinsic
worth with an émpirical property such as being éhe-object of
; a feflective want or preference), for this test‘zk the basis
of a famous argument - called the “Open—questigﬁﬁ argumént -
G.E. Moore¢ devised to show that néturalistiénmeta—ethical
theories are untenable as suchf The argument purporfedly
shows,.fh advance of any systematic investigation of the actual
meaning of terms like “good" and "right", that any account
which claims that "good" or “;ight" means the same as "having
a certain empirical property P" muét be mistaken, simply L
because it is possible to doubt that they mean the same. The
argument runs as follorws‘.29 ?;; naturalist suggests that some
texm "P" whiéh refers to an empirical property means the same

as some ethical term "E". Now, it is the case that no one can.

doubt that the concept of "P" is equivalent to thevconcept of
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"pr_ So if the concept of "P" is in fact equivalent to the
thcept of "E", then by substitutivity of idéntity it should

be impossible to doubt that the concept of "p" is equivalent

to the concept of "E". But it is always possible to doubt this,

it is "always an "open question"; thus, natufalistic»synonymy B
claims can never hold. (Consequently, Moére thought that
"good" had to réfer to an unanalyzable non—empificai property.
However, non—coghitivists like Hare offer another explanation
of this supposedly unbridgeable gap between the meaning of

" empirical and ethical tefms{ I will be discussing Hare's
‘version of the open question argument .in Chapter Three.

Mdbre's argument, however, is‘fallacious because it
turns on whether we believe that the concept of "P" is the same
as the concept of "E". However, we do not necessarily believe
every proposition that is tfue (nor is every proposition- we
believe true). Thus,rgiven 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 equivalen£ to the concept‘of."Ef, it
does not follow by subStitutiQity of identity that one believes
that the concept of "P" is eQuivalent to the concept of "E".
Thus, the fact tﬁat one can doubt a proposed idenfi?iéation of
ethical and empirical concepts is no reason for thihking the
identification'to be mistaken.

However, although Wﬁite's open guestion test cannot be
used in advance of systematic investigatibn of the meaning

of "intrinsically worthwhile" to refute hi% account, it cannot

SN
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be used to justify it either. 1If, for éxample, it seems to
White that the question, "I want-X on reflection for its own
sake, but is it intrinsically worthwhile?"ris poihtless\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,
giveh his- grasp of how to use "intrinsically WOrthwhilef and
"wanted on reflection for its ownisake?,EtEat the two expres-
sions do not mean the same. 1In other words, all that White
is appéaling to here'are his pre—analYtic intuitions about
what "intrinsically worthwhile" means and what expressions
are synonymous with it. This might be adequate if all that
were at issue were the synonymy of expressions like "son" and
"male child" which to every éompetent speaker of English are
obviously, or, to use a>term’of R.B. Brandt's, “overtly"30
synonymous. However, in~theicase of "is intrinsically worth-
while", of any other philosophically interesting expression
(e.g., "is true", "is meaningful", "is the cause of "), the
defining expressionﬂ when £ully spelled ogt, is likely to be
quite compléx, and, if it is, it will not be obvious, even to
frgquent users of the expréssioﬁ, that it means the same as
"intrinsicaily worthwhile".} Nevertheless,iaffer careful
examination of the application of "intrinsically worthwhile"
~and its defining’exbressions, it is possible to say that the
defined and defining expressions aré:synonymous, although, to
use another term of Brandt's, "covertly" so. .So White's

condition of, the adequacy Of his account itself -appears to be
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quite inadequate. Despite the fact that the odds are that
the defining expressions of-"intrinsically worthwhile" will

be covertly synonymous with it, White selects what is

essentially a test for overt synonymy. &Jﬁ
Furthermore, the open quéstion test only applieS'to
strict synonymy, i.e., where the defining expreésions‘
indicaté‘necessary and sufficient conditions for the use of
the defined expressions. However, it may not be the case
that the meaning "intrinsically wbrthwhile" has in ordinary
English can be as precisely stated as this. Very few or none
of the criteria governing its use may be logically necessary,
There'ﬁay be only a range of conditions relevant to the use
the expression, an imprecise number of which are jointly -
sufficient, but hot necessary and sufficient. If so, no
proposed identifications could pass the test, including
hypotheses that do correctly indicate a number of conditions
relevant for the use of "intrinsically worthwhile" in English.
In cases where there are no logically necessary and sufficient
conditions for the use of a term, the test gives us no
-indication at all of the adequacy of proposgd defining expres-
sions, and its use prejudges the issue of the logical
strictness of the conditions, an issue that can only be
resolved by a careful, sustained examination of specific
uses of "intrinsically worthwhile" with the aim of stating

some logically necessary condtions to be tested by a series

of possible counter-examples.
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White might reply at this point that the fact that

the defining expressions he considers pass his open question .

test establishes a prima fecie"case; at least, for their
correctness, claiming that -all he intends the test to shew is
that it is not obvious that his preposed defining expressions
do noénmean the same, not that it%ig obvious that they do,

and going on to add thaf,.after he has made some attempt to
show that the identification of the defined and proposed
defining expressions is an open question, the onus is then on
the‘personAwho continues to disagree to show that the
expressions do not mean the same.' This position is untenable,r
however. It is not only the case that two expressions ean fail
the opeh question test but nevertheless beAsynonymeus,falthOUgﬁ
covertly so, but two expressions might pass the test but fail

- to be synonymous.3l Again, the reason is that the test only
appeals to what its user thinks a term or exéression means
before systematic inquiry. For example, many people would
probably consider "bachelor" and "unmarried man" to be
synonymous in ordinary English, and thus would claim that
"John is an unmarried man but is he a bacheler?" is uﬁintelli—
gible, despite the fact that it is intelligible, as the
‘questioner could be askingiwhether John was a widower or
divorced.. Being a man and being a bacheior are not necessary
and sufficientrconditions of being callee a bachelor. Few

people are likely to realize this, however, because few

people spend their time thinking about necessary conditions
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for the use of words ané testing them by propoéing pogsible
counter-examplés, particularly words like "bachelor:. As a
result, many people will draw falseiggﬁZYﬁsioﬁs from the open
guestion test.v |

Thus; i have serious doubts about White's criterion of
the adequacy 6f his account,-which seems, at least, to aim at
capturing the meaningﬁ"intrinsically-worthwhile" has in English.
(Whether this is the sort of account we waﬁt,when we inquire
about the nature of intrinsic worth is another matter. 1In the

» \BS\H view of meta-

last part of Chapter Three, I will presen

ethicai,theories which does not regard the specifically semantic

intuitions of speakers of English as authoritptive in resolving.

conceptual issues.) These doubts about White's method are
vindicated, I think, by the substantive éfiticisms(I develop
beiow. ‘They show that White's use of the open gquestion fest
does not prevent him from going seriously astray'in his tﬁinking

about the meaning.of "intrinsically worthwhile".

Substantive Criticisms
Returning to Whi;gjé de&elopment of his account, it
furﬁs>outrtha£ he does think that "I want X for its own sake,
but is it intrinsically valuable?" can be sensibly asked:

A man who has thought over the things he wanted
for their own sake might well wonder whether

what he now wants for its own sake is intrinsically I

valuable. 'After all', he might say, to himself,
'I've changed my valuations of my wants in the
past and I may well change my mind about my
present wants. ,

One may well argpe-~that this gives a sense:
to his question, but it,dzss not get the sceptic

-



-487

s

w2

very far, since intrinsic worth is still to ‘ .
be understood in terms of what is wanted on
reflectlon. But the identification of the

“¥wo must clearly be quallfled since what is

wanted on reflection at time, may be different

from what is wanted on reflection at time. 32 _

It is not clear to me why the fact that one's wants
can change on future reflection indicates to White that his
account of reflection must be supplemented in certain ways.

If intrinsic worth }s identified with, or uﬁ%efstood in terms
of, what is wanted.%m reflection, all that foilows’fron the
ciaim that one's wants change on reflection at a 1ater»date(§\
is thatewhat is'worthwhile at one time is no longer worthwhiie
at a later time, not that it was not'wotthwhile‘in the first
place. (Bnd ‘one does not have to be a subjectivist about
intrinsic value/to accept that something can be valuable at
one time gnd'not valuable’at enother. One can claim that
something can be red at one time and green at another, for
example, without denying that objective claims can be made
about the colours of things.) FurthermoreL it seems that any
Aspé%ific example that might reveal the reason why wants must
withstand the test of reflectiongover time wonld pose the
‘same difficulties for White's account as his drunkard example.
It would likely suggest that reflection over time is -a condi-

tion of an individual becoming aware of allethe good—naking

and bad—maklng features of hlS ends SO that he can come to a

fully 1nformed judgmeé% about their intrinsic worth. The
essentlal problem with Whlte s account to this point is that

he hasn t explained why wants must be reflective in the first
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4place. Consequently, it is quite unclear why, or in what way,
his account must be supplemented - and the following passage

does nothing to help matters.

We need to establish some sort of criteria for -~
what counts as 'on reflection wanting X for its
own sake'. -Would months of careful deliberation.

and exclusion of alternatives be sufficient? But
suppose these were months of physiologically .
induced depression: a year later, in good mental
and physical health, the priorities might be

quite different. Again, suppose the careful de-
liberation had only been about a limited number

of choices, a year later all other sorts of
possibilities might reveal themselves and again
the priorities might alter. This indicates, I
think, that the want in question must be judged

in terms of an ideal. 1In the ideal case what is
wanted on reflection is what a man would want for
its own sake given at least (a) that he knows of
all of the other things which he might have
preferred at the time and (b) that he has carefully
considered priorities among these different choices,
bearing in mind not only his present situation but
also whether he is likely to alter his priorities
in the future ((b) effectively rules out any
preference adopted in a state of depression,
euphoria, etc: a depressed person is shut off by
his depression from considering certain options
which would otherwise be open to him.)33

If whaf we want to-establish is the intrinsic value of
X, i.e., value which is based strictiy on X's internal |
features (iﬁs X-making properties), and thus is lndependent
of X's relationship to anything else, why do we have ‘to reflect
on all the égggg things we might want? White, at first glance,
seems>here to‘be establishing a test for the most intrins%—
-cally valuable thing, or a précedure for ranking things in
respect of their intrinsic value which consists of the
individual establishing a rank-ordering of his reflective

preferences; certainly he claims that we must carefully
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establiéh priérities among our wants. Howévei; if';uch a
test represents the necessary and sufficient conditions for
saying that one thing is more intrinsically worthwhile than
another, the claim that it is validtpresupposes that what
makes something worthwhile is‘its being wanted on reflection
for its own sake, for to say that an individual prefers X to
f is to say that he;wants it more. Thus, (a) does not confirm,
refine, or explain the hypothesis that beihg intrinsically
worthwhile is identifiable with what is wanted on reflectign
for its own‘sake.‘

However, why is White so concerned that people bear in
mind their future priorities and the chances of altering
them? We seem to be back to the problem of explaining how
changes in intrinsic wants and preferences are relevant»to
judgments of intrinsic worth. There is, howéver, one other /k\
thing that White might be suggesting here, although it | \
involves an error so glaringly obvidus on his part that it \~

seems quite implausible that he does in fact intend to suggest

it. Whlte could be saying that what is presently wanted on

reflection for 1ts own sake is not worthwhlle if its present
satisfaction is likely to obstruct the satisfaction of a
futurerwant, possibly one which one views(as more imporﬁant in
a "cool"” moment. This at least makes it clear why we must
reflect on present wants in light of future priorities (and
how we come to regard our'pést wants as undesirable). How-

ever, if this in fact is what White is suggesting, then not
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only is -being wanted on reflection for its own sake not
constitutive of intrinsic worth (or worth of any kind fbr‘
tha% matter), but the notion of worth that ends up being _
defingg is not the notion of intrinsic worth. All that White
would be drawing attention to here, and all that is the object
of our concern when we reflect upon our wants,vare'the’conse-
quences of attaining what is presently waﬁted for its own
sake, and all that this shows is whether what is preséhtly

wanted for its own sake on reflection is extrinsically worth-

while. Surprisingly enough, it turns out that this is faifij‘
clése to the truth. However, to see‘this, and to see the
exact nature of White's confusion) it will be necessary to
examine the cufricular implicationé of this account of intrin-
sic worth, particularly those of (b) .

White thinks that in order to satisfy co&dition (a)
children must become aware of all the possible £hings (e.qg.,

éctivities and ways of life) they might want:for théir own
sake.34 This objective is relatively stfaightforward
(although it raises difficult issues about the selection of
content which, fortunately, are beyond the scope of the
present discussion). The curricular impliqations_of (b) are
a little more difficult to grasp. Essentigliy, (b) enjoins
educators to develop in children the abilities they will
require to assess their present options from the point of

view not just of the present moment but their lives as a

whole in order to establish some long term priorities among
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them.35 sWhite makes two recommendations here. The first

concerns what White calls "integration". Each child'is to
acquire the principl;s, attitudes, beliéfs, etc., that will
enable him to take his understanding of different acti&ities
énd ways of life and "weave Ghat he learns - rejecting some
material, retaining other - into a coherent pattern of life."36
Children must, in other words, learn to develop a specific
-pliP of life for themselves,*%aving regard, White adds, not
only to their own but others' in‘terests.37 The second
recommendation White makes concerns the deveiopment of under-
standing - which White calls "practical" understanding - that
enableé children to develop effégtive means for attaining

¢ .
their ends and overcoming various psychological, social, and

political obstacles that impede their attainment.38

The objectives that (b) implies are not concerned,
then, with developing the child's understanding of things
which aré intrinsically worthwhile. The first recommendation
is concerned with the child's understanding of the\inter—
relationship of ends from certain'points of view (sélf-
regarding and other regarding), and the second is concerned
with the child's understanding of obstacles to the pursuit
of ends and the meansrto surmounting them. Nevertheless, it
is only White's first recommendation that reveals the confu-
sion in his thinking about intrinsic worth. His curriculum
is concerned with the development of practical understanding

because, as a compulsory curriculum, it attempts to serve the

pupil's good on the whole. Thus, it is concerned with

VRN
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extrinsic as well as intrinsic goods. White's second recom-
mendation concerning practical understanding does not seem to
be inferred directly from (a) and (b); rather it seems intended
to complemenﬁ those objectives which‘afe. The objective of
"infegration" does seem, on the other hand, to be a direct
application‘ofl(b). When an individuél "weaves" ends he
considers highly worthwhiie into a "coherent pattern of life",
he mﬁst assess his desires to attain these ends from the point
‘of view of his life as a whole in order to establish some kind
of long-term priorities. When an individual tries to develop
specific plans and goals for himself after coming to some sort
of conclusion about their intrinsic worth, he must, on pain

of imprudence, arrange his affairs so that present pursuits
don't frustrate future ones and try to select those ends which
result in the best possible 1life over—allnfor him. This
requires that he establish some long—term\priorities and,

more generally, a coherent life—plan. So, the objective of
integration does seem to be what White had in mind in stating
(b). But when an individual integrates ends into a coherent
pattern of life, he assess them in terms of their relation-
ship to other ends, i.e., their consequences for the pursuit
and attainment of other ends. Thus, Whit;\does seem to be
making the error it initially seemed so implausible to accuse
him of making.

However,it is a little misleading to put the point this

way because it suggests that White has a clear idea of what
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integration Qr‘the formation of‘life-plansvinvolves but that
he mistakgnly identifies it with the meaning of "intrinsically
worthwhile". The fact is, however, White spends very little
time discussing-this objective gnd he does not have a very 03
clear idea of what it involves. This is revealed more than
anything else by his claim fhat inteération is an ideal of
education and not necessarily of life; i.e., after an indivi-
dual understands what is involved in weaving ﬁis ends into a
total pattern og life, it is up to him whethe; he goes on
thinking about his life as a whole‘or actually does try to
develop a life—plan.B,9 An individual might aecide to live
impulsively and chaotically, letting circumstances shape his

- fortunes, but as long as he has reflected about how he wants
to live his life in a way that satisfies conditions (a) and
(b) we.have to accept his decision as legitimate. However,
even if the intrinsic vaiue of an individual's ends is
determined by his wantiné them on reflection for @heir own
sake, the task of integrating his ends into a fulfilling pattern
of life is still not optional for him. It is a condition of
the individual pursuing his ends in a way .that, at the very
least, is not seif—defeating, He is simply being inconsistent
(o®;, in Kantian terms, he -‘is inconsistently willing) if he
strongly values certain ends in themselves but chooses to live
in such a manner that their attainment is a matter of chance.

No one who properly recognized the nature and value of the

intégrative task would claim that it is optional for individuals
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who want to ratibnally pursue their good, and the fact that
White does claim thisﬁindicateé that he does not have a clear
grasp of this objective. |
However, it should be pointed out here that prudential
ratiohality dqes not demand that intégrative tasks be
performed autonohously. The individual‘may not have to do all
or most of his planningvhimseif.' He may rely largely on the
advice of parents, friends, teachers, etc. The concern to
perforﬁ the integrative task in a certain manner, i.e.,
autohomously, is.a concern for‘a,specific endror life-ideal
which itself must somehow be woven into a total pattern of
life (certain individuais may find, for example, that self-
directed integration is too costly or inefficient and that in
order to attain a fulfilling pattern of life they must rely
largely on the advice of others), it must not be confused
with integration itself whicH is the logically higher-order
end of weavjng all one's ends into a coherent pattern of 1life.
White, incidentally, does confuse the two. Because he is so
’qnclear about\the nature of integration in the first place,
he thinks that the criterion of the best total pattern of
life for an individual ié the same as for any other end: it is
simply that pattern of life which the individual wants on
reflection for its own sake. Since, fof White, the indiwvidual
is best situated to determine what it is that he wants, inte?
gration is optimally a self—directed affair. Thus, insofar

as White grasps the nature of the integrativé fask'at all, he
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tends to identify it with the ideal of integration pufsued
and attained autonomously. \

White fails to grasp the nature of the integrative
task because he never actually examines what considerations are
at issue when an individual chooses among the various
activities, ways of life, etc., that he wants on reflection
for their own sake with the aimkofuconstructing a total~pattern
of life. Much more is involved than weighing the intrinsic
worth of ends or establishing some general unifying point of
view such as self-interest - bu£ this is all White :eally
talks about. Despite (b) and its demand That educators get
children tovthink about assessing their wants in terms of long
term priorities, White says ﬁothing‘aboUt how an individual
might optimally and rationally plan.his life.40 He doesn't
explain‘what is involved in establishing long-term priorities
or indicate the importance‘of‘considering whether the pursuit
and attainment of one end might frustrate, facilitate or
realize the attainment of-others. As a result, White fails

to realize that the individual, in trying to rationally plan

his life, is concerned to choose ends which are valuable,

all things considered. When an individual selects from all

those ends he has‘comé to consider to be valuable in them--

selves those ends which will structure what is hopefully the
best pbssible life overall for him, he is concerned with the
value they have considering;their intrinsic worth and the

price of their pursuit and attainment in terms of the conse-
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quences for all ef his other ends. For example, even if a
eertain'activity possessed an extremely high degree of intrinF
sic worth for an individual, it would not be wortnwhile for
him to integrate its pursui; into the way of life.he'actually
intends to adopt if his eircumstances were such that its
pursuit would frustrate the attainment ofrmany of his other
ende. Such a,pursnit might be extremely WOrthwhile intrinsi—
caliy, but it is not worthwhile all things censidered,cand, as
such, cannot fit into any coherent.pattern of life.

If White nad realized tnat the value—concept central
to that part of his curriculum concerned with integration is
that of value, all things considered, rather than intrinsic
worth, it would certainly»have dawned on him, I think, that
(a) and (b) do not constitute an eccount of intrinsic worth
at all, but, if anything, a vaguevsert'of accdnnt of the
reflective procedure one goeé through in trying to consider,i,
at any given time, which option iﬁ is most worthwhile to ;;
pursue, all things considered. (If'someone asked us how he
could determine whether something he wanted for its own sake
was the best thing to pursue, all things considered, we would
probably find ourselves vaguely enjoining him to make sure,
'when/he makes his decision, thatv(a) he knows of all the
other things which he might have preferred at the time and (b)
that he has carefully’eonsidered priorities among these

different choices, bearing in mind not only his present

'situation but also whether he is likely to alter his priorities
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in the future.) As it was, the notion of integrationtekercised
an unexamined influence on White's thinking, which, together
with his lack of clarity about why intrinsic worth was to be
identified witnﬁfhat is Qanted on refiecticn for its own sake

and his use of the open question test of synonymj*.resulted

in his account of intrinSic worth

Curricular Implications of Critigue

What this critique of White's analysis of the concept

of "intrinsic worth" shows, then, is that White‘does not
present a coherent analysis of intrinsic worth, and, in fact,
his account cannot be considered an explication of any clear‘
valuative notiogggt all. Consequently, he cannot claim ito
have provided educators with any reason to be concerned with
attaining his objectives. Why now §houldrthey be concerned
with deveioping the child'sﬁunderstanding of as many activities.
and waYS of life has possible? The correct account of
intrinsic worth may turn out to tell them that véry few
things in lifc are actually worth pursuing for their own sake,
and any curriculum must be extremeiy selective about the
}acthltleS it offers on the grounds that they are among the
/;most intrinsically worthwhile things in life. With regard to

the objective of integration, however, White might argue,

appealing to the very grounds I used in criticizing his
~account of this objective, that educators’ cannot shirk the

demand that they devélop those capacities in children that

they will need to raticnally develop. coherent life-plansd But



here one must diStinguish between integration and £he specific
;ife—ideal of integration pursued autonomously. Individuals
must somehow come to do the thingsvthat are best, all things
considefed, but they don't necessarily have to accomplish

this tnrough their own understanding ofamhy certain life—pians'
rather than others are optimal for them. They may rely largely‘
on the advice and recommendations of parents, brothers,

nncles, priests, grandparents, mentors, etc. Their lives, or

-

at least their pursuit of their good, may not be notably self-

directed. But heteronomous integration does not seem to be

~very significant as an educetional,objeciiVeZ One might

dispute}this, of course, but it would be much more desireble«
to haveia justification of the ideal of integration pursued
autonomously. (fnis point should seem familiar. It is
essentially the regquest for aujusﬁification of the demand that
people be more concerned to ask, "Why do this rather than
that?") A similar point can be made ebout the dévelopment of
practical understanding. No one would deny the desirability
of individuals coming to select effective means to their ends
and overcoming obstacles of various kinds - legal, political,
financial, psychological, etc. But why must the individual
select effeotive means and surmount obstacles on the basis of
his own understanding of these means.and obstacles? Why'can't
he rely on the resources of friends and family and the aid of

an assortment of experts - lawyers, psychiatrists, bankers,

stockbrokers, and politicians? Again, it would be an

= A S

e
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educat%enally significant achievement to show that, for any
individual{ﬁtherpursuit of an ideal of rationai self—directiOn
?tis extremely Qorthwﬁile intrinsically.

s The reconstruction of White's argument for a cempulsory
curriculum reqdires, then, some justification of the demand
(a),that‘educators introduce children to‘as meny activities and
ways of life as possible so that they might determine for -
themselves which are most worth pursuing for their own sake
and (b) that thezjdeveioP in children those capacities requiied
for the self-directed integration of these ends into, a coherent '
pattern of life and their effectiVe'pursuit. Together, (a)
and (b) outline a fairly specific ideal of autonomy: the self-
directed formation and execution of rational life‘%lans which
express the individual's conception of the life that is most
desirable, all things considered, for him to lead. This ideal
indicates something about the way'or manner in which indivi-
duals should lead their lives; it indicates somethingvagout
the form their lives should take. The Sort of justification
we are looking for is one which establishes the intrinsic
worth of the ideal. Not only is it the strongest sort of
justification, as it shows the ideal to possess_a'worth that
is not EOntingent upon its relatioﬁship to‘other things which
are valuable in themseres, it is also the simplest. 1In order
to see whether the ideal possesses extrinsic worth, we have - _
to explore the relationship between living aPtonomously and

choosing and,pursuing most effectively the most intrinsically
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worthwhile aCtivities,goals,andrlife-iéeals. ?urthefmore,
this apéroach presupposes'a knowledge of the various ends
that are worthwhile iﬁ.themselves - but this is precisely
fhe knowledge we have been having such a difficult time trying
to acquire. ‘Neither ?eters's transeendeptalrargument nor
White's "definist" argument has offered even avclear
rconception of what ﬁight.count,as e good reason for thinking
thet some activity or way of life has intffisic worth, much
less an»adequéte justificatioﬁ of specific judgments of
intrinsic worfh. Thus the first, in fact the essentiai,v
reconstruetive task that faces us i§ the development of an
edequete account of the nature of iitrinsic value: Once in
the possession of such an accounﬁ, Qe should be in a better
position to determine whether or not autonomy is intrinsically
worthwhile - or whether we can,‘in fect, conclusivelyfr
determine this - and consequently, the fate of Whiteis curri-
culum. More generally; we should have some inaication of
just hpw‘promising it is to state and defend objectives Qf
compulsory curricula - particularly a common compulsory -
curriculum such as White's. - in terms of consideraiions of

intrinsic worth.
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III. RECONSTRUCTION

Towards an Ontological View

I shall begin by attempting to estqblish White's
‘hypothesis that intrinsic worth is td be identified with what
is wanted féf‘its own sake on reflection. The érgumeht is
not based on a careful examination of a number of speécific
applications of "intrinsically worthwhile“, "good~in-~itself",
"valuable for its own sake", etc.; liké White, I want to offer
"reflections of a more general‘sorf“ té support the hypothesis,
‘although I do not of course intend to use the open question
test. \\\

The first question we should ask ourselves in thinking’
. about what the correct c%iterié of "intriﬂsically wOrthwhileﬁ
mightfbe is: What sort Qf property is it most plausible to'
think that "intrinsic worth" refers to, such that when some-
thing - an actiVity, paséive experience, event, character
trait, etc. - possesses thisrproperty, we call it "intrinsi-
cally worthwhile®™? Essentially, what we are asking here is
an ontological question. We want to know what intrinsic

value is; we want to become as clear as we can about t sort

of entities or properties our talk about intrinsic values

refers to.
kN
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Some Non-Cognitivist QObjections

At this point a»non—cbgnitivist such as Hare might
interject with a version of the open guestion arguhenf.' As -
with Moofe's argdment, the appeal of this argument lies in
its purported capacity to defea£ in advance any Qpposing view -
in this case,’accounts which try to identify‘inﬁrinsic value
with a property or set of properties, emSirical of;metaphysi-
cal. The failure of any such account, no matter what its
content might be, is guaranteed apriori. Hare's formulation

is as follows.

Now are attack upon nmaturalistic definitions of
'good' was based on the fact that if it were
~_true that 'a good A' meant the same as 'an A
“which is C', then it would be impossible to use
the sentence 'An A which is C is good' in order
to commend A's which are C; for this sentence
would be analytic and equivalent to ' A which
is C is C'". Now it seems clear that we do use
sentences of the form 'An A which is C is
good' in order to commend A's which are C; and
that? when we do so, we are not doing the same
sort of thing as when we say 'A puppy is a
young dog'; that is to say, commending is not
the same sort of linguistic activity as defining.4l

Hare's argument, then, is that any analysis of a
value-concept in terms of a set of empirical or non-empirical
properties makes it impossible for ‘us to commend things for
having those properties, something we quite obviouély do.
Thus such analyses must be rejeg£éd and all ontélégical dis-
cussion jettisoned %Hgfe!s argument, like'MOOreks, then,
purports to show that terms like "good" cannot be defined;
that the guestion whether something that possesses a set of

characteristics referred to by descriptive, empirical terms is

®
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good is always an "open“ﬁone. However, Moore thought that
this was because "good" referred to\avlogicélly:simple or
unanalyzable property. Hare, on the other hand, thinks it is
because of the non—assertivé speech act potentials of-
sentences containing valuative and moral terms.)

Hare's argument, however, rests on a false premise:
that tautologies cannot be used_to perform speech acts of
commending, approving, recommendihg, advising, etc.42 'Consider,
for example, the coach, who, after hié:team has won an iﬁport-
ant game but in a less than impressive manner, expressés»
approval to disgpinful‘reporters by saying, "A win is a win",
or the impoverished student -who, after accepting a physically
demanding job with an unimpressivé’wage, expresses his grati~
tude by saying, "A job is'a job". Furthermore, nori-tautologous
analytic statements can also be used to,perfdrm non—assértiVe
speech acts.43 Suppbse that for the past week a. man has
returned from a store where he regularly purchases his
groceries to discover that he has not received the proper
change. The next day, after ;gain purchasing some items, the
man, suspecting that he mightAagain be deliberately short-
chapged, hands the cashier twenty'aollars for a five dollar
and twenty-five cent purchase and receives thirteen dollars
andrseventy—fivé éents in Change. The man theniperforms>the
speech act of warning by saying }h a menacing tone, "“Five
dollars and twenty-five cents and thirteen dollars and seventy-

five cents equal nineteen dollars!" Thus, it appears that
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Hare is quite wrong in thinking that it is impossible to
perfo;T non—assertive speech acts.like commending through the
use of tautologies and analyticities. If so, Hare's 0pén
guestion argument offers no reason to think that %ntOIOgical
discuséions abqut what sort of~properties "intrinsically
worth" refers to are wrong headed. |

At this point, however, Hare mightrstate a more posi-
tive position. He might claim that it is part - the most
important part in fact - of the meaning of “gpod" that it-is
used to perform speech acté of commending, recommending, and
advising. Consequently, any analysis such as White‘s, which
defines "ih;rlnsically good"_stfictly in‘terms of words wﬁose
function is not to indicate certain sorts of non-assertive
speech acts but to refer to certain empirical or non-empirical,
properties, must be false. However, this position reéts[;n
the much criticized assumption that’the fact tha£ a wordﬂig}
used to perform a certain sort of speech acﬁ can be offered
as at least a partial explication of the meaning of that word.
There is a condition of adequacy which any anaiysis of the
- meaning of a word must meet, but which analyses in terms of a
word's employment in speech acts fail to meet, viz., that any
analysis be consistent with the fact that a word means the
same thing in all of the grammatically different kinds of
sentences in which it can occur.44 This is an obvious condi-

tion of adequacy, because unless the meaning of words remained

constant across conditionals, negations, indicatives, interro-
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gativés, etc., communication and conversation would be
impossible.45 However, an analysis like that which states
that the meaning of "goodf is gizen-by the fact it is a word
used in the performance of speech acts like commending and
aéviSing fails to meet it. It seems obvious that "good" means
the same in sentences like "Is X good?" or "I wonder if X is
good" or "If X is good, then Y". as it does in indicatives,
bﬁt it would be odd tO‘understand the speakeré of such

" sentences ﬁo be commending anything,' How, for example, could

we possibly be understanding the speaker of the above sort of

conditional which contains "good" in its antecendent clause to
46

be performing the speech act of commendation? It is much
more plausible to first of all accept that "good" does mean the
same in all of the above sentences or sentence-types, énd
explain this in terms of the fact that the same proposition“

is expressed (to the effect that X possesses a certain kind

of property) by the untterance of each sentence, although in
uttering the sentences the speaker is performing a different
speech act each time.47 Thus, itAis far ffom clear that moral
.and valuative concepte are to be préperly understood in terms
of ‘non-assertive speech acts. Analyses of the use we make of

ethical terms in speech do not seem to be adequate analysis

of their meaning.
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~— Is Intrinsic Worth An Objective Property?
‘ The guestion with which I began my argument was$7What
properties does "intrinsic Qorth" refer to? The centrai
issue here concerns whether "intrinﬁic Worth" refers to a
characteristic that exists completely independently of, or has
only a logically contingent relationship’to, what human beings
want. It is quite likely the case that our pre-analytic
intuitions make us want to say that intrinsic goodness is‘such
an objeétivé property,48 but on reflection it is not difficult
to see that objectivist views face a serious problem. How can
the characteristics constitutive bf value be non-arbitrarily |
identified independently of our Qants and preferences? ,Thev
ijg;tivist might claim, for example, that the fact that an
activity is concerned with the pursuit of truth makes that
actiVity intrinsically worthwhile independently of whether
anyoquyants to engage in truth-seeking pursuits. How can
such a'éléim avoid the charge of arbitrariness? Truth, we
want to say, is truth; in what way is it also goodness? Why
does "intrinsically worthwhile" fefer to activities in virtue
to their .concern for truth as opposed to something else? It
is difficult tb éee what explanation the objectivist could
possibly give here. He might say th;t it is simply a rule of
linguistic usage that ﬁintrinsicélly worthwhile“fzgzlies to
activities that are concerned with truth; however, aside from
the fact thqt we might still request an-e#planation of this

usage, this reply creates still more problems for the objecti-
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vist. It is ﬁnlikely that he wanﬁs to say that a concern for
truth is a neéessary and sufficient condition for calliﬁg an |
activity worthwhile in itself - "intrinsically worthwhile"

is- certainly not a synonym for "a¢tivity concerned Qith truth".
However, if he claims that "intrinsically worthwhile" picks
out a vague concept with cluster of independenf conditions of
application (e.g., the presence in activities,'objects,'and> 2
experiences of harmony, proportion, symmetry, freedom,
consciousness, the Divine, etc.) an indeterminate number of
which are logically sufficient, aﬁd that one of these is a
concern for truth (which by itself is sufficient), how can

he answer the charge that he has made "intrinsically worthwhile"
a homonym? Again, this is counter-intuitive. What seems to

be missing here, and what Ehe objectiyist seems unable to
provide by poinfgng té properties that are constitutive of
activities, objects, experiencéé, etc., is somergeneral
explanatory principle thréﬁgh which we can understand why
"intrinsically worthwhile" is applied to things in virtue of
possessing certain conétitutive or‘intrinsic properties rather
than others. A non-cognitivist &iﬁe Hare, of course, feels
that the required expl@natory principle'cannot be framed in
terms of some general unifying property that tﬁe criteria of
truth, harmony, proportion, achievement in science, or art
might possess, but must éppeal to the fact that "intrinsically
worthwhile" is used to perform speech acts of commending,

recommending, advising, etc. Essentially, then} non-cognivists
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seek to explain away the property—referring features.of
"intrinsically worthwhile“. From a logical point of view, it
is not'necessary that the criteria in virtue of which "intrin-
sically worthwhile" is applied té-things'be of a cértain
specific sort. Commending, unlike commanding, implies that
reasons can be given for thé commendation; thus certain
standards are presupposed by“sﬁchbspeech acts but these need
only be of a conventionalized sort, it is not necessary that
they refer to certain properties rather than others. However,
as we have seen, the coﬁceptual significance of the non-
cognitivist position is extremely doubtful;vthere is an
important difference betwéen our skill in using ethical terms
in speech and our grasp of the concepts they pick out. What
the explanation of the fact that only certain facts about L
objects, activities, etc., countras good reasons for saying
that they are intrinsically worthwhile seems to require, then,
is an aépeal to some géneral unifying property. However, this
generalization must not have a logically accidental‘quality
like "All the coins in my pocket are nickels".\ It should

hedp us see why all and) as far as we can see, only those
intrinsic facts about things the criteria of application of
"intrinsically erthwhile" pick‘out'are good reasons for say-
ing that an activity, object, etc., is intrinsi%®ally worthwhile.
The guestion which can't help but come to mirnid here is: What
else could this general unifying property be but that of being

the object of a want or preference? As we shall see, this
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- subjectivist suggestion will have to be considerébly refined,
and it admittedly has disturbing relativist implicétions, but
at least it has the potential to explain why certain facts
rather than others are relevant for us in judgments about
intrinsic worth - these facts are relevant because they are
'the objects of wants and preferences. |

There is, however, one type of meta-ethical theory
the objectivist hight appeal to here which does appear to havé
a certain explanatory power: Moorean intuitionism. Moore .
claimsthét goodness is an objective property tha£ is indefin-
able. Like the p£0perties of yellowness andppleasantness it
isllogically simple or dnanalyzable into further properties.
However, unlike yellowness and pleasantness it is non-natural.
It cannot be khown empirically but only through a process
Moore called intuition. Now,4the reason why only certain
empirical facts count in favour of certain states of affairs
being judged intrinsically good is that, as a mafter of
universal and‘hecessary fact, the simple non-natural property
of éoodness inheres in empirical prOperties or states of .
affairs such as friendship. The ciéim that friendship is good-
is a synthetic claim - it is not part of the meaning of "good“
or “friendship“ that the former inheres in the latter -
ne&ertheless, it seems to Eave for Moore, an apriori necessity.

The problem with intuitionism is that it seems to incur
insuperable epistemological and ontological difficulties.

Even leaving aside the problems with the notion of synthetic
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apriori truth, it is one thing to postulate indefinéble
properties that by their very natufe relieve Moore of the
burden.of developing a detailed account of them, but it is
guite another to describe how»we might come to detect their
presence in things. Moore claims that we come tolknow whether
things are good through a nonfempirical, non;ihferential |
process he called intuition, and his'acqougt'runé into
notorious difficulties; The classic objection runs roughly
49

as follows. The problem with our intuitions is that they

conflict, and when they do, since they have a certain proposi—

ftional content (that some property exists); one of them must

be false. Thus, they are not incor;ible or self—certif&ing.
But tﬂen we cannot appeal to other-ihtuitions to determine
thchhpf the conflicting intuitions is true, for if intuitio é
are-not incorrible, their veracity‘is'suspect. It seems, the
that-wé‘have to appeal to empirical grounds if we are to
justify our acceptance of our'intuitions that certain thiﬁgs'

possess non-natural propertiés - but to say this is just to

say that we have no intuitive knowledge. Furthermore, do we

really have an understanding of what this non-natural property
of éoodness is like? Although it is indefinable, we should

at least know by acquaintance what it is like. But I have
never detécted in my experience the non-natural property Moore
talks about, yet, if it does ékiét, I feel I should have.

(Aren't values part of the mainstream of human experience?)

My conclusion, then, is that the kind of meta-ethical
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7 theory'Moore cffere - which seetis tc%provide the dnly objecti;
‘ vist account of intrinsic worth which’has some explanatory |
power - raises too many difficult epistemological and ontolo-
gical questions (not to mentionvthe difficulties of squaring
en account of‘intuition with contemporary psjchologiCal thecry)
to be plausible,ralthough this does not entail, of course,‘

that it is untrue.

Why Wants Must Be Reflective

Thus, those objective, intrinsic characteristics of
things, in virtue of which we apply "intrinsically wcrthwhile“:
to them, cannot, it seems, be non-arbitrarily identified, at
least in any plausible way, independently of what people want.
'Ahy acceptable description of what intrinsic worth'is, or is
to be logically identified with, must depict it as being, in
some way, the object of a want or preference. So the first
point that can be said in support of Whitels hypothesis that
intrinsic worth is identified with what is wanted on‘reflection
for‘its own sake is that its'subjectivist orientation appears
to Be correct. But why must intrinsic worth be identifiable

with what is wanted on reflection? White, we_ have seen, never

succeeds in answering this question. The be;%ﬁning'of an
answer, however, is not really very difficult to give. The
claim that X is desirable, as opposed to desired, implies

that desiring X is justified or rational. vSo any eccount which

tries to understand intrinsic values in terms of intrinsic

wants should, it seems, explain what it is for an intrins{g'
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desire to be justified or rational. White's)account'of
reflection can be seen as an attempt to do this, although a

rather wrong-headed Qne;

R.B. Brandt's Account of Ratlonal Iutr1n51c Desires

The proper reconstructlon offét te's hypg}§e51s, then, °
faces the formidable task of somehow 4 veloping an adequate
account of what it is to rationally desire somethihg for its
own sake. The only phiiosopher to my knowledge-who has
’ eeriously COnsideted.what "rational” might mean when applled
dlrectly to, 1ntr1nslc desires is R.B. Brandt. >0 Brandt's
account’ls espec1ally relevant, in fact, because he offers it
éuite explicitly as.a contribution to discuseions about yhat
things are intrinsically'vaanble, suggesting that the’ola
queSticn abodt thch;states of affairs are worthwhile in them-
selves.might be more profitabiy stated as: Is it rational for
a certain individual to desire certain thinés for their own
sake?51 | '

To becin,‘s;nce Brandt is talkiag,about*the rationality
of inttinsic aesiges, we ehould first have some idea.of what
he means by an "intrihsic"rdesire. Fot Brandt, an intrinsic
desire (or aversion) for a certain state of affairs S, at time
t is one "which would persist at t if the person involved
bracketed, ignored, or put out of mind at t any thouéht or
rather judgment about the probable consequences‘of S, or indeed
' 52

any thoughts about S not included in the concept of S". This

seems quite straightforward and is essentially a more precise

K
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statement of "desires X for its own sake". Let us now proceed
o -

to Brandt's concept of réﬁionality,
ﬁationality, on Brandt's account, is a logically
dépehdent or logically private.notiop; By a “;atiohal"
intrinsic"deéire, B:ahdt/meansva desire that is not irrational.

" He does not mean by a rational desire, a desire it would be

irrational not to have, but merely a desire that it is not
irrational to have. A desire is irrational to have, for Brandt,

if it is one which
—3 = - )
. . would not survive, in a given person, in
the presence of vivid awareness of knowable
" propositions. Or, to be a bit more explicit,
I mean by saying that a certain deeire-is
irrational for a given person, that the person S
would not continue to have the’ desire if he
got before his mind vividly, with firm belief,
not necessarily just once but on a number of
occasions, all the relevant propositions the
truth of which can be known to him, at the very
. moment at which he was reflecting on the object
> in a desiring way.

"Rational", then, picks out désires that would survive
this hypé&hetical'reflective process if they were subjected
to it. (Notice that Brandt, like White, resorts to an ideal
kind of reflective process framed in terms of counterfactual

conditionals.)

3

The prdblem with Brandt's definitioh to this point is

that it does not explain the way in which beliefs can be

relevant to a given desire. A little later, however,'Brandt

S

does present two criteria of relevance: -

First we want to insist on a causal property: a
‘belief will be deemed relevant only if vivid
reflection on it will tend to influence the
desire or aversion, either by extinguishing or’

5
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reinforcing it. Second, the belief ﬁust be”
about either the intrinsic nature of the state
of affairs at which the desire or aversion is
directed, or about the desire of aversion
itself, or about the conditions or consequences
of these.®8 ) ‘ .

It‘is not at all clear to me why Brandt's second
criterion is so loose. Why, if what is at issue are rational
5intrinsié desires, are faéts about the consequences of satisfy-
ing suéh deéirgs relevant? Reflecting 6n,the~aversiveyéonse—
quences of satisfying a desire for X may modify or extingﬁish
that désire; but how does\thét fact refléct upon the rationa-
lity of the intrinsic desire»for X whi¢H involves desiring X
for its’oyh saké quite independently of the consequences of
satisfying or possessinglthe desire? For example, an indivi-
dual's desire for a night spent drinking Scotch for its own
sake (as opposed, for example, tojfulfilling a social obligaQ,
tion) may dissipate if he bringsjviQidiy and repeétedly'toihis
mind the painful facts about hangovefsf’but what doés this
have to ao with the rationality of his having thevdeéire to
drink Scotch quite independently ofihis desires, concerns, or
beliefs aboﬁt anything else? If his desire to drink Scotch
for its%own sake does dissipate on feflection, all this seems

to show us is that he wants to avoid hangovers more than he v

wants to drink Sgotch. What Brandt's criterion of a rational

desire - i.e., a desire which survives repeated vivid reflec-

tion on all the relevant facts - seems to say, then, is that
it ‘is rational to desire X if X is what the individual would

want} all things .considered. Thus, Brandt seems to make
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e#aétiy the same error as White, ana;fif his.accbunt of
?4¥ional inérinsic desires is to serve as the basis of an
ébqount of intrinsic worth, his second criterion of relevance
must»be tightened up so that it only includes geliefs about
the intrinsic natﬁre of the'state of affairs the desire is
‘directed toward.

There are also difficulties with Brandt's first criterion
of relevance which is concerned with the causal,relevaﬁce of
beliefs. Why does the causal relevance havé to do with the
feﬁdency ofra belief to ﬁodify a deéire aé oppoééd to what
beliefs actually cause or causally sustain 'the'desire?56 Brandt,
appealing extensiVely to learning‘theofy, pafticularly,the . é%
literature concerning the extinction of response tendencies, |
@;gue557 that :ecent psychoiogical theory gives us gobd reason

~to think that désiresrthaﬁ arise from accidentalrassociatiqn
. (e. intense aversion tb non-achievement as a result of an
early traumatic experience of censure b§ teachers at school)
or excessive geheralization (e.g., desire for intelligent .
chversation based on enjoyment of a particular species of
such conversation) must extinguish on repeated confrontation
with relevant facts. Brandt thinks thét°such cases prdvide
support for this criterioh that desires are irrational if they
'ﬂ””""”’wculﬁ”éxtiﬁgﬁish”upCﬁ”fépéatedﬁre%lectionafhﬁoweverT*iS"Brandtisﬁfuﬂm*‘*'

——~—-———efitefién—deiﬁg;f work here? It se -

once we know that a desire is formed on the basis of arbitrary

association, excessivegeneraliza;3g:f or traumatic early . -
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deprivatién, we have good reason- for callihg such desires
irrational, becausegthey 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 aﬁd the excessively éeneralized desire for intelli-
gent conversation of any sort by repeated,‘vivid refiection

as a reason for thinking the desires are irrational, isn't it
because we assume they were éxtinguished through being over-
laid by increasingly strong motivational respons€s 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 can’t _stop 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 wouldrextin-
guish upon reflection, for it is not based on an appreciation
of the intrinsic satisfactioﬁs of piano-playing. But, more-
over, if the individual becomes fully and vividly aware of 5il
the felevant facts about playing the piano kwhich will concern

O
Y

only the intrinsic nature of the activity), his desire might

" not diminish or be extinguished, and it may not get any
stronger (let us assume he is madly in love), but it may end

up being based on ah appreciation of the intrinsic nature of
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the activity of playing the piano. This does not show thaf
the original love-struck desire to play the piano was not in
fact irrational despite arising from arbitrary associations,
rather it shows that what was once an irrational desire ;anuse
ba;ed oﬁ arbitrary associations now is a rational desire because
it is causally sustained by an appreciation of theAnatuﬁg of
piano playing. |
Thus, I think that causal relevancy must not be upder-
stoéd, as Brandt suggests, in terms of the tendency of'a‘belief
to modify a desire, but in termé of what it is that actually
causally sustains a desire. Brandt's first ¢riterion‘df
relevance,’theni cannot be understood independently .of thg
second, rather it presupposes it; we cannot identify the beliefs
"the causal“efficacy of which is relévant for determining the

desire's rationality until we know what the beliefs should be

about.

ﬁh
-

Towards a Correct Account of Intrinsic Worth

The’above remarks suggest the following account of
rational intrinsic desires. An individual's desire for X fér
its own sake is fully rational if and only if: (1) the person
has a complete set of rational (clear, coherent, conSistent,
supported by evidence, eﬁc;) beliefs about the nature of X or
its X-making properties and (2Z) the complete set of beliefs
indicated in (1), and only these beliefs, causally sustain the

desire for X.

o
9
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This definition isinbf coméiete, of céﬁrse; much more
needs to be said about epistemic rationality (rationality of
belief) and what it is for a belief to cause a desire - (1) and
(2) provide what is essentially a framework for an adequate
definition. A few additional points should be made here.
First, although the definition,indicates'ah.ideal, it is not
stated in the antecedent clause of a counterfactua; condi-
tional. The claim that ah intrinsic desire is rational does
not cbmmit us ﬁo claims about what will occur in hypothetically
ideal éituations;but about what approximation to an ideal
actually is the case with respect to the epistemic rationalify
of the individual's beliefs and the network of caﬁSa} relations
tht actually support the desire. Secopd, the ideal (1) and
(2) indicate is an ideal of rationality. Rationality is’not,
as on,Bréndt's account, a logically privative notion signifying.
the absence of-irrationality, but a posit%ye ideal to which
there are quite obviously degrees of approximation. Not all
of the individualfsrbeliefs about what he desires may be true
or fully justified, not all of them may éausally regulate his
motivational responses, and the desire may be partially
supported by arbitréry considerations. As a result, the above
notion of intrinsic worth which identi%ies intrinéic worth
with what is rationally'wanted for its owh éake 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‘fﬁtiqgal and thﬁs

)
intrinsically worthwhile. )

—
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This las?«point indicates that the definition of intrin-
sic worth must be stated as follows: some state of affairs S
is intrinsically valuable for a person P at time t if and
d;ly if, and to the degree that, P's desiré for S is rational
at time t - where "rational" is-understdod to indicéte degrees
of approximation to the ideal indicated by (1) and (2).

In closing, it should be noted that the ideal of rational
desires as outlined by (1) and (2) is not an ethical ideal.
"Ideal" here simply refers tq the highest degree to which a
certain property attains, this property beiﬁg the rationality :
of desires, understood in terms of the ep{stemic rationality
and causal efficacy of relevant beliefs whﬁch, in the case of
intrinsic desires, have to do with the integnal features of
what is desired. There are no ethical nétggzzainvolved here.
Accepting the above definition of intrinsic:%?rth does not

require that one adopt a particular valuative or moral stance,

but rather that one accepts ~a) the adequacy of the account

of rational desires as a éoncepfual account - i.e., assuming
that there is some coherent, viable notion’of rational desires,
is it correct‘to try to explicate this in terms of the Qt
epistemoldgal adequacy and causal effiéacy of relevant beliefs?

- and (b) the ontological presupposition that what intrinsicT, | _
values are, are the objects of rational desires. An indiyidﬁél
might accept my account of rational intrinsic desi:es but deny

that it has any more relevance to an ethical notion like |

intrinsic goodneés than the notions of ratitnal belief or
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ratibnal'actioﬂ'— at least when thé latter is un@lerstood as
being concerned w;th the optiﬁality of an agent's actions in
\réiétion to his ends whatever thgse ends might be. His denial
wauld probably bé ﬁotivated,vunderstandably I thiﬁk, by the
refusal to accépt th}¥ in talking about values we are éimply
télking about the objects'éf iﬁdividuals' desires, ratidnally
conftrained or otherwise. In-ﬁhe‘first part of this chapﬁer I
presented some considerét;ons which I think might incline
pébple to accept subjeétiéistfdntdiogical.claims, but I am
‘quite prepared to admit they are not conclusive. bHQwéver, I
am hot sure it is completely clear what counts as conclusive
justificaﬁiqn. What range of considerations, exactly, can be
brdugﬁt‘to begr on a ﬁefa-ethical theoryg Before noting the
implications my account of intrinsic worth has for curriculum
tﬂeory, I would like to indicgte - although this is not
intended to Ee an exhaustive list - the conditions of adequacy
for meta-ethical theories. These{conditions Sh?f}d give us

some idea of what a complete justificatioh of my definition of

intrinsic worth would involve, and also clarify the nature of

the account I have‘been trying to prgsené in this thesis. I
will also try to make brief chparisons, where-1I. can, between

the various meta-ethical theories.I have been discussing with

regard to their ability to satisfy these conditions.

o
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Conditions of Adequacy for Meta-Ethical TheoriesSa'

First, I should briefly explain the view of meta-ethical
theories these conditions presuppose. On this §iew, meta-.
ethical theories are treated as explanatory accounts of what
valﬁe and obligation are. The aim of such theories is not to
provide an analysis of the meaning of moral terms which,
although it can tighten distinctions, eliminate vageness, etc.,
'must ultimately square with the intuitions of competent users
of English as to what these terms actually meah. ‘The aim
rather is to provide reductive accounts of moral concepts which
are analogous, at léast, to reductive accounts in the sciences.
The meta-ethical bi-conditional, "Some state of affairs’S is
intrinsically valﬁable for a person P at time t if P's desire
for X is rational at t" is not ihtended‘to capfuré the meaning
fintrinsically valuable" has in English; like "Heat is mean ‘
kinetic ené?%yf itts claim for acceptance lies in its explan?-
tory poﬁer. It is accepted on the basis of showing that we
can say and do everything that we want to say and do, e.qg.,
'commend, persuade, argue, give reasons, contradict, etc. -
and also explain how it is that we say and do these things -
by talking about intrinsic worth in terms of what is rationally
desired. If this can bé shoﬁnh Qe wili have "reduced” £alk
about §alues to talk about Qhat is rationally wantéd, and if
no other adcoﬁnt is adequate we will have conclusive reason
for thinking that what values are, are the objects of our

rational desires. The following is a brief account of a number

&
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of conditions of explanatory adequacy which any good meta-
ethical reduction should meet,

1. As is théﬁéase with any good theory, the meta-
ethical reduction should bé consistentvwitﬁ established
results in scienc; and the rest of philosophy. Moorean intui-
tionism, as I have noﬁed, ié committed to a‘numper of problem-
atic epistemological and dntological claims and is difficult
to square with contemporary psychological theory. We have
also seen tha£ Hare's non-cognitivist piescriptivism may fail
to mee£ a conditibn'of adequacy required of any theory of
meaning. The naturalistic account of intrinsic Qorth I have
présented, on the other hand, incurs no obvioﬁé difficulties
here, and, in fact, there is reason to believe its refinement
will proceed apace with psychological theory.

2. Another general theoretical demand is that of
simplicity. Meta-ethical accounts should not postulate
problematic entities or procésses~that do no explanatory
work. Again, intuitionism fails to meet this condition. My
account, on the other hand, talks only about desires, beliefs,
and causes, which are metaphysically unproblématic. It should
be noted that simplicity is not just a matter of economy,
conveniencez or aesthetic preference. The more entities’ which
cannot be understood or explained in terms of othér things a
-theorist postulates in order to do what he regards as the
necessary explanatory work, the less comprehensible his account

of the account of the world becomes.59 Moore's theory is a
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éerfect illustration of this.

3. A good meta-ethical feduction_must, of COurse; be
non-circular. Its account of intrinsic worth must not be
ﬁhderstood/;g/ferms of moral or vaiuative notions. As I have
dlready explalned near the end of the previous sectlon my bi-
conditional incorporates no distinctively ethlcal notions,

4. Closely related to (3) is the demand for normative
neutrality. Meta-ethical accounts must have no distinctivély
normative implications. My account must not entaii dlaims like
"The only,iptrinsically good thingtis pleasure”. This condi-
tion has become a matter ofrcohtrovérsy of late, as the
distinction between normative,éthics and meta—ethids has
become increasingly‘subject to attack. At any rate, I think
it is fairly clear that my bi-conditional does not entail any

-

substantive'claims_about what sort of intrinsic propérties of
— A

"activities, experiences, etc., are intrinsically good - at
least not in isolation from empirical generalizations about
the objects and causés of human desires. On the other- hand,
it is not completéiy neutral about what we are to do. For
exdmple, it gives some general advice about how to attain . -
intrinsically worthwhile things. ©One of the things that we
‘can do in this regard is to try and make our beliefs about
things as rational as pdssible. Also, in teachlng -and gh;ld—
rearing we should try to avoid excessive reliance on extrinsic

forms of motivation and try to get chlldren to want more

things on the basis of their intrinsic features. Furthermore,
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thefbi—conditional has an important role to play in reason
giving as the l;st move up a hierarchy of principles or
criteria for diStinguisﬁfgg those things that are intrinsically
worthwhile. When pressed to the limit ébout why X is "really"
worthwhile in itself we will arrive at the point we say that
something is worthwhile if and only if it is rationally desired
for its own sake, and in this c;se P rationally désires X for
its own sake, and thus, X is worthwhile in itself. So, although
the bi-condi#iénal does provide an ékpianatiqn of what intrins;c
value is, it can also serve as a principle ih a practical
argument. V |

5. With any reductive thebry there should be a rough
extensional equivalenée‘betweenfreduced and reducing theory;.
i.e., in' the case of my account, most of the propositions to
the effect that certain sort of things are good should retain
their £ruth values. “"Intrinsically worthwhile" should refer
to roughly the'same things- as it does now. If this is not the
case, then it would be better to claim that I have eliminated
rafherlthen reduced intrinsic valueA(intrinéic value, in other
words, goes the way of phlogistron and caloric rather than mean
kinetic energy). Non-cognitivist accounts are'exahpies of
eliminativist accounts.r : -

6. A slightly stronger condltmnthanextensmnal
equivalence is the requirement thafdthe statements in the
reducing theory have the same logical relationships, e.qg.,

i
contradictoriness and contrariety, as the statements in the
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reduced theory. The issue is too complex to be entered into

: . .. - Y
. here, but this condition does pose difficulties for my account's
claim tofbe‘é reductive rathe? than éliminativist. Roughly,

the problem concerns whether the logical relationships of

contradictoriness and édntrariet§ which seem to exist among
"good"-staﬁements pers%st amoﬁg statements about ra£ional
desires‘and preferences.

7. My reduct;ve bi-conditional must be employable in
rnon—assertive speech acts such as coﬁmending and advising, and
must presefve the influence moral and valuative‘langﬁage has
‘on humén conduct. Ideally, it should alsd explain such
phenomena. Now,‘as my critique of Haﬁé's version of the open L.
guestion érgument has shown, naturalistic accounts do not’
render moral and valuative statements unemployable in non-
assertive speech acts such as adVisingvand.commehding. However,
it is not hard to see that my bi-conditional also explains the
central role of terms like "good in itself" in speech acté
like ad§isin§ if it does in fact capture something central'
about the meani "good in itself"” in English. When a
tspeakeﬂ'advises a hearer to take a certain'courée of action he
intends to be understood as saying that there are reasons why
thé hearer should choose or prefer a certain course of action.
In light of this fact, and the fact that my 5i-condi£ional
identifies intrinsic worth with what is rg;}gaflly wanted, it
is Quite clear why‘“gooé in itself", "intrinsically worthwhile",

B .
60

etc., are used in speech acts suc¢h as advising. The bi-
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a-

conditional also makes it clear how "good in itself" is used

by sﬁeakers to engage the motivations of hearers. If values

are understood in terms of wants, then it is easy to see how

so much of our valuative languaée has an emotive or bersuaéive
guality. It shouid also be clear that wgen people speak

about whet is ratidnally wanted, none of»the.so—called “dynamic“
character of valuative language is lost. Can one say the

‘same thing about Mooreah intuitionism here? Doesn't discourse‘
about non—natural properties have a contemplative quality - in
what way do these entities practically engage us?

8. The last, and perhabs most important; condition I
will discuss is the demand that my account explain the practice
of giving reasdns for judgments that a certain thing rs\;ntrin-
sically worthwhile. It must explain why eriteria are appealed"
to which %ﬂdicete=certain facts about activities, experieneeé,
etc., which‘count as good reasons for saying thét they are
intrinsically worthwhile. Ideally, a good reduction explains
why we employ roughly the criteria that we doj~in such a wa§
that we can claim thar these are the appropriate eriteriaj—
that is, those which pick‘out the facts that reglly are
relevant‘to judgmente of intrinsic worth - ratherrthan’matters
of convention which sﬁpport~nothing more than the appearance of
objecfive aréﬁmentr~,és I have'eiready expleined iﬁuthé -

7

argument I presented in my support of White's subjectivism,
it is one of the merits of the sort of account I am presenting, -

that it has the potential to explain, in a completely general
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- and nonarbitrar§ way; why'wé regard the range—of diverse
intrinsic facts about activities, objects, etc. (e.g.;'éymmétry,
“harmony, concern for truth, enjoyment) that we do as‘qudvand
relevant reasons for making judgménts of int:insic worgh.

The above list is quite sketchy but it dqes ciarify
the nature of the aécountvI have been’trying to give}‘the
problems it‘ﬁries to solve, and the range of considerations -
relevant to its justification. Alsp: perhaﬂsbthis much can
be said about my meta—ethibal account, Viewedzis'ah egpIana—
tory réﬁuction, against accounts like Hare's and ﬁoore's:
There‘ié no gobd reason to believe that my account does or Qill
fail tbimeet any‘Qf the above conditiohs with the possibie
exceptidn of (6); on the other hand, theggvis‘good reason to
think that a theory like Hare's will fail to meet (1), (5),
and (6), ané tha£ intuifiéﬁiéf acéounts willffail to meet (1),

(2), and (7).—>Thus, at the present time, tpg\fort of account

I offer is the most promising, incurring the least criticism.

. 7 . /

. ) t A
Conclusions

It is now time to draw some conclusions. It should 9@

iy

- apparent by now that my account of intrinsic worth doés not,

like White's, offer any direct justification'of the autonomous

form of life and consequently of White's curriculum. As I

explained in my discussion of the fourth condition of a meta-
ethical adcount's adequécy, my account's bi-conditional, which
identifies‘intrinsic worth with what is rationally desired,

while it gives some practical guidance, does not, in isolation
A



from empiricaliéeneralisations about the'objects:and causes ,f—'
of human desires, entail anything“about what intrinsic‘fqatures,
of objects, activities, and exﬁeriences (e.g., enjoyment and -
concern for truth) are intrlnsically,good;making. Thus, ¥ can -
only state the COnclusion of this reconstruction hypothetically

ratherrthan.categorically. If we can justlflably clalm that

children will come to ratlonally des1re the autonomous form of
life for its own sake, then we are permitted to compel them to

attain the objectives of White's curriculum. However, without
S Y ; . ¥

obtaining empirical evidence about,the nature of indiyiduals'
) de51res for autonomy - v1z., the rational status of thelr
bellefs about autonomy and the causal relevance of these:

sbellefs - armchair curriculum theorlsts have no. good reason for
g t

thlnklng that the antecedent tnue. And the theorlst cannot

-

argue, in the manner of Whlte, that the requirement of :my

”

account of ratlonal‘desrreS’thatfthe penson's bellefs about§=~'

~ the 1ntr1ns1c nature of what he des1res be fully ratlonal has

4certa1n educatlonal 1mpllcatlons. Demandlng that*chlldren go
through a currlculum llke Whlte s in order to ach1re fully

E

rational beliefs'about the autonomous form of life'only’aids

4

e

the emplrlcal research of currlculumftheorlsts and planners,

¢

it does not. promote ‘the children' sfgood meatgleastrlngthe

&

“absence of any good reason to think that these bellefs w1ll
cause or sustain a des1re for a- llfe llved autonomously,

curr1culum planners have no good reason to. thlnk that 1t does.”;

It mlght be_better,'perhaps, to attempt the justlflcatlon'of



ty

*
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“the ideal of Eﬁ;inaividual whovautopomously forms aqd exeédtes
ratiqnal life—plané’from‘a social of politiéal point of view,
Perhaps the'sbrt of politiéal'copmﬁniﬁy that.hés any'reasonabie
chance of pr;moting true Auﬂ;ﬁ{flourighing rééuires autonomous
individ@als. At any rate, this critiéue ;} Whitg's aréument
has demQﬁstrated the educational éignificange qf the ideal of
autonomy; at least, and expléined'what count$ as a good reason
for saying that it is intrinsically'WO;thwhile. Thus, in the
light Qf‘thewsé;io&S'confusions in the‘apgumeﬂtS'of Peters
and White,'I think I migh} claim that I have a@de@}a certain

clarity to foundationalist discussions about the curriculum.
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calls "mixed" terms and the fallacies of equivocation they
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and the Pursuit of Truth (Cambridge: The University Press,
"1967), pp. 25-28, 36-38. ' '

24One discussion I found extremely useful in developing
this argument was Paul W. Taylor's analysis of the question,
"Why be rational?" in Normative Discourse (Englewood-Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1961), pp. 178-86. ’

251 was influenced here by an article of Stephen L.
Darwall's. See "Practical Skepticism and The Reasons for Action,"
Canadian Journal of Philosophy 8 (June 1978): 247-58.




- 93 -

26This theory of justification and its refutation is
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See also William Warren Bartley III, "Rationality versus the
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1964), pp. 3-31. '
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John ©P. White, Towards a Compulsory Curriculum,
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argument from David A.J. Richards, A Theory gﬁ Reasons for
Action (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), pp. 9-10. The
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Oxford University Press, 1952), pp. 90-91.

~42David Zimmerm!n, "Open Questions, Speech Acts and
Analyticity" Philosophical Studies 37 (February 1980): p. 153.
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Zimmerman's. )
44 7ohn Searle, Speech Acts (Cambridge: Camb:}dge
University Press, 1970), p. 137. -
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46This is a significant example for Peter T. Geach in
>an.argument which is gquite similar to Searle's. See his
"Ascriptivism"”, in Ethics, ed. Judith J. Thomson and Gerald
Dworkin (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), pp. 22-26.

4—7David A.J. Richards, A Theory of Reasons for Action

(Oxford: Claredon Press, 1971), p. 6.

48John L. Mackie says some interésting things about the
pressures toward objectification 1n Ethics (Harmondsworth'
Penguin, 1977), pp. 42-46.

49John A. Bailey, "Are Value Judgments Synthetic A
Posteriori?", Ethics 89 (October 1978): 43.
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. 56Robert K. Shope, "Rawls, Brandt, and the Definition
of Ratlonal Desires," Canadian Journal.of Philosophy 8 (June
1978) : 334-35. I am much indebted to this article for my

criticisms of Brandt's first criterion of relevance.
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of the American Philosophical Association 43{(1969-70): 53-61.

58This section is completely indebted to an article by
David Zimmerman, "Meta-Ethics Naturalized," Canadian Journal
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York: Harper and Row, 1968), pp. 85 90.
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