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General Introduction 

The central question of moral philosophy of language actually hinges 

on the question: how is 'what is the case' related to 'what ought to be the 

case'. 'What is the case' is a form of descriptive statement and 'what 

ought to be the case' is a form of an evaluative statement. Accordingly 

the question again can be reformulated like this: In what sense is a 

descriptive statement related to an evaluative statement? More 

succinctly it can be said in what sense statement of fact is related to 

statement of values. It is important to point out here that this issue has a 

prolonged historical background and it has been discussing since long 

back. However this issue still deserves philosophical attention because 

traditional moral philosophy as a whole actually hinges on this central 

issue. Why is this issue thought to be a central issue of morality? Why 

ethics needs to be related to statement of fact? Why the subject matter of 

ethics needs to be scrutinized in terms of statements of fact? A fact is 

something which makes a proposition or sentence as either true or false. 

Thus, the concept of fact has been an important issue in philosophy. 

Therefore, ethics being an evaluative discipline must be scrutinized in 

terms of factuality.· Many philosophers, in fact, have condemned ethics 

as devoid of cognitive values as they are neither true or false. The 

question of truth and falsity .in the case of ethical statements simply 

does not arise. For example emotivism is a case in point. Emotive 

statements are nothing but the outcome of emotion in which the 

question of truth and falsity simply does not arise. Contrary to this, a 

descriptive judgment must be interpreted in terms of truth and falsity. 

The issue that will be addressed in this thesis belongs to moral 
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philosophy of language. That means the traditional is-ought problem is a 

problem of moral philosophy of language and it has been suggested by 

many that to have a clear cut vision of this dichotomy, one has to 

evaluate the nature of language used in moral statements. This issue is 

highly debatable and contentious as there we find the diametrically 

opposite views regarding this issue. If we look back in the history of 

philosophy, we find that there are a good numbers· of moral 

philosophers who adhere to the view that an evaluative statement can 

be logically deduced from a descriptive statement through the process 

of linguistic clarification. On the other hand, there is another group of 

philosophers who hold that the nature of is-. statement is completely 

different from the nature of ought-statement. Therefore, the question of 

deducing or having an evaluative statement from a descriptive 

statement simply does not arise. 

One would like to say that moral judgments themselves are statements 

of fact. In fact the sentence "This action is right" is very like the sentence 

"This apple is red". Both sentences have the same grammatical 

structure. In the sentence "This apple is red", the sentence itself 

describes an apple. The question then is whether the sentence "This 

action is right" describing an action like the other sentence under 

consideration. According to some philosophers it actually does. 

According to them even though it would be the case that rightness is a 

very different sort of pr<Ypeny than redness, both the statements under 

consideration are capable of being either true or false. According to 

them "The action is right" states a moral fact just as "This apple is red" 

states a physical fact. Therefore, it has been said by many that moral 

statements are nothing but simply a sub-class of statements of fact It is 
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important to point out here that in the case of moral or ought statement 

there remains a hinted or an oblique force which is not there in the case 

of is statement. When it is said that 'this action is right', it implicitly 

means that the speaker in normal case desires it to be done. It is also 

meant that the speaker gets satisfaction by doing this action and he 

would equally be satisfied if somebody has done it. However, such an 

oblique force is completely foreign or far off in the case of descriptive 

statement. Thus, although the statements under consideration are 

grammatically as well as syntactically identical in form, the question 

then naturally arises whether they have precisely the same kind of 

meaning. The content of moral judgment is purely mental and the 

content of descriptive judgment is purely physical. A moral statement 

states what one ought to be done; whereas a statement of fact states 

what the case is. Accordingly, when one utters a moral judgment, he 

thereby sets a moral standard which belongs to mental state. That is 

why some moral philosophers expressed reservation by considering 

moral statements as the sub-class of factual or descriptive statements. 

As the nature of these two kinds of statement is different, the job they 

perform is also different. By uttering a moral statement, somebody is 

evaluating, prescribing, advising, and registering an attitude to that to 

which one applies these moral expressions. In fact Ludwig Wittgenstein 

warned us regarding the real and the apparent logical forms of 

proposition and it becomes -really up-to-the-minute in contemporary 

moral philosophy to hold fast to the view that there really underlies a 

logical gulf and a radical difference of meaning between statement of 

fact, i.e. is- statement and statement of value, i.e. an ought statement. Even 

if we accept that ought-statement is one aspect of is-statement, then 
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there remains the question in what sense or how are moral judgments 

and statements of fact related to one another? In fact, in ordinary 

interpretation, there we seem a close proximity as far as the use of these 

two types of statement is concerned. However, philosophers' eyes have 

caught this issue from an important dimension. In any form of 

dialogue, it is noticed that there is considerable overlapping in between 

is-statements and ought-statements. Even Professor R.M. Hare in his 

book Language and Morals reiterates that in every step of a dialoguing 

argument there involves the application of what may be called the 

moral, or the practical, syllogism. We think that in the case of moral 

statement, there always remain some hidden follow-up statements 

which may be interpreted in terms of statement of fact. For example, 

from the statement "Religion is debatable", it is entailed that "Religion 

ought not to be taught in schools" and again from this statement it is 

generalized subsequently, 'whatever is debatable ought not to be taught 

in schools'. This leads us to say that an evaluative statement cannot be 

directly deduced from a descriptive statement, but an evaluative 

statement is enthymetically submerged in is-statement and this would 

be portrayed or manifested when it has been structured syllogistically. 

What has been said above is given syllogistically below: 

Major Premise: Whatever is debatable ought not to be taught in schools. 

Minor Premise: Religion is debatable. 

Conclusion: Religion ought notto be taught in-schools. 

In the above syllogism the major premise is a universal ought principle; the 

minor premise is a descriptive or is statement and the conclusion is again a 

particular ought-judgment. It seems clear to us that in formulating the above 

syllogism, i.e. a logical dialogue, there we notice a twist of overlapping 
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between ought and is statement. More succinctly, it can be said that in the 

case of a valid moral reasoning the premises must include ought statement 

if the conclusion is to do so. Now the central issue that needs to be 

addressed here is that in what sense philosophers have admitted that an 

'ought' statement cannot be logically deduced from 'is' statement. Those 

who admit that an 'ought-statement' cannot be logically deduced from 'is

statement' have been challenged by some modern thinkers. Thus, the issue 

remains lively in philosophical discussion. So long moral philosophy of 

language survives or in short moral language remains visible in philosophy 

as such the problem of is-ought dichotomy remains worthy of philosophical 

discussion. Over the years philosophers have deeply engrossed with some 

key questions such as: Is the job which ought to do is logically so like or 

unlike that which it does? Is there really no way of deriving ought logically 

from is? Does moral reasoning require some logical character of factual 

judgments? These questions are the central issues of is-ought problem. 

Philosophers over the years have discussed these issues and the issues that 

have been discussed so far generate new dimension which will require 

further development. Interestingly, there we find two groups of which one 

holds that there underlies an unbridgeable gulf between is and ought 

statement and hence the question of deriving ought- statement from is

statement simply does not arise. Contrary to this view, there is another view 

which holds that ought- statement is a sub-class of is - statement and with 

proper linguistic clarification, it would be possible to derive ought

statement from is- statement. 

What we can say here is that the is-ought dichotomy is a long standing 

debate and so long moral philosophy will survive, this issue will remain a 

viable contentious philosophical issue. The general propensity is that there 
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remains a considerable gulf between is-ought statement. However, this does 

not make sense to say that we rule out any sort of possibility of deriving an 

'ought statement' from an 'is-statement'. In fact many philosophers, we will 

see in the course of our discussion, have attempted to derive an ought

statement from an is-statement. Having said this, it would be quite plausible 

to hold that the gulf between is-ought is prominent and vivid. We can 

explain in brief the is-ought gap from many philosophical contexts. 

Historically, it was Hume who famously introduced or presented the is

ought gap. He at the very outset raises the question: "How do you get an 

'ought' from an 'is"'t Hume realized that many people have prompted 

about what is the case in order to argue what ought to be the case. According to 

them what we could get what ought to be the case from what is the case. But 

how it could be done is not clear at all. According to Hume sentiments are 

not subject to truth or falsity and for him morality seems to require 

sentiments. As morality requires sentiments and sentiments are not subject 

to truth or falsity, it would be impossible to have 'ought' from 'is' because 

according to Hume moral endorsements would then just be an emotional 

reaction. What Hume insists here is that emotions are neither true nor false 

and moral approvals are based on emotions. Accordingly, following Hume, 

it cari be said that there remains a considerable gap between "ought" and 

"is", because moral facts cannot exist. Morality, for Hume, is merely an 

expression of our emotions. Hume's position here appears very similar to 

non-cognitivists. However, Hume never has made it clear that he was a non

cognitivist. However, his moral theory apparently looks like this. 

Historically, the issue of is-ought dichotomy first caught up in the 

philosophical writings of David Hume. In fact, Hume in his book Treatise 

1 Hume, David. A Treatise of Human Nature. Book ill, Part I, Section I. V. 18. 
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sets up a standard interpretation of is-ought. This issue has come in Hume' s 

mind from his famous doubts about induction based on the conjecture that 

an inference must be either deductive or inductive. Modem philosophers, 

however, do not find any reason for accepting Hume's dictum and as a 

matter of fact they have criticized Hume for making this doubt about 

induction. The same group of philosophers interestingly supported Hume 

on the point of the impossibility of deducing 'ought' statement from 'is' 

statement. Their point is that the impossibility of deducing 'ought' 

statement from 'is' statement indirectly leads to the assumption that any 

valid inference from 'is' to 'ought' must be either deductive or inductive. 

Hume's endeavour would certainly not to expose the unbridgeable gap 

between is-ought problem, rather Hume has attempted to show how an 

inference from the one to the other could be drawn. Hume at his time found 

some distortion in morality what he attributed at his time the religious 

morality. According to Hume morality being as a religious morality was 

based on the command of God. Being an extreme empiricist Hume is a 

disbeliever of God. Accordingly, the morality which is based on religion is 

not a true morality. Hume attributes it as the vulgar system of moralihJ. On 

this morality the judgment that X ought to be done can be inferred from the 

belief that God has commanded X to be done. Hume, in fact, has rejected the 

religious foundation of morality and instead of this sort of morality Hume 

seeks a kind of morality that would carry out the needs, desires and 

happiness of humans in general. 

One may raise a quip by saying that how do we know that this is exactly 

what Hume was trying to do? Commentator like Macintyre responded this 

question by saying that Hume actually intended to say that religious 

morality based on the verdict of God actually fails to find its logical 
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foundation. Hume, in fact, was not interested to bring the role of God in 

dictating religious morality; rather Hume was seeking a kind of morality 

that would be useful to serve the common interest of man, their happiness 

and health. In fact, Hume does not agree with Hare's formulation of moral 

principles. Hare has attempted to derive a particular moral judgment from a 

statement of fact by following universal principles. Contrary to this, Hume 

was convinced by the practical syllogism as propounded by Aristotle. 

However, Macintyre's interpretation had not been well supported by many. 

Even some commentators interpreted Hume's is-ought passage to mean 

entailment. Thus, we witness a high degree of controversy regarding the 

actual position of Hume's own interpretation of is-ought dichotomy. In the 

First Chapter of this thesis, we propose to analyze and examine Hume's 

view regarding is-ought dichotomy. 

After Hume, there we find another classical thinker, namely, Moore who 

did not rule out 'is-ought dichotomy'. Even though Moore did not interpret 

the 'is-ought' dichotomy directly, but his concept of Naturalistic FallaClJ 

provided sufficient clues on the basis of which one can develop Moore's 

position regarding this dichotomy. According to Moore, evaluative terms 

are non-natural. In this regard, he mentioned the concept of good. Moore 

interpreted good as a non-natural property. He then claimed that as good is 

a non-natural property, it cannot be defined in terms of natural property. 

Any attempt of defining non-natural property in terms of natural property 

invites naturalistic fallacy. We propose to analyse and examine Moore's 

position in the Second Chapter and it would be entitled as Moore on Fact

Value Dichotomy. 

The idea that value judgments are subjective is a piece of philosophy that 

has gradually come to be accepted by many great thinkers. According to 
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them 'statements of facts' are capable of being 'objectively true' and 

'objectively warranted' as well while value judgments are unqualified for 

objective truth and objective warrant. Value judgments are completely 

outside of reasoning. Accordingly, value judgments, in most cases, are 

purely subjective in nature. Carnap in his little book The UnihJ of Science 

inclines to say that all non-scientific problems are a confusion of pseudo 

problems. He writes, "All statements belonging to Metaphysics, regulative 

Ethics, and Epistemology have this defect, are in fact unverifiable and, 

therefore, unscientific. In the Vienna Circle, we are accustomed to describe 

such statements as nonsense (after Wittgenstein). This terminology is to be 

understood as implying a logical, not say a psychological distinction; its use 

is intended to assert only that the statements in question do not possess a 

certain logical characteristic common to all proper scientific statements, 

namely, verifiability; we do not intend to assert the impossibility of 

associating any conceptions or images with these logically invalid 

statements. Conceptions can be associated with any arbitrary compounded 

series of words; and metaphysical statements are richly evocative of 

association and feelings both in authors and readers."2 According to Carnap, 

the dichotomy is, at the bottom, not a distinction but a thesis, namely, the 

thesis that 'ethics' is not about 'matters of fact'. Ethical utterances were 

allowed no more meaning than 'any arbitrarily compounded series of 

words'. 

We think that when Vienna circle was formed the situation was different as 

it was in the time of Hume. Even though bacteria are not observables in the 

logical positivist sense, but still they are known to exist and although the 

reality of 'atoms' was denied by some of the world's best physicists prior to 

2 Carnap, Rudolf, The Unity of Science, London: Kegan Paul, 1934, p.22. 
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Perrin's experiments in 1909, but after those experiments, it was discovered 

that they are perfectly real things. In fact, the logical positivists themselves 

were deeply impressed by the success of relativity theory, which speaks of 

'curved space time', and quantum mechanics. However, after the 

publication of the celebrated book The Logical Construction of the World of 

Carnap in 1928, it was revealed that all factual statements are transformable 

into statements about the subjects' own sense experiences. Even some 

members of the Vienna circle insisted that a meaningful statement must be 

conclusively verified by confrontation with the direct experience. However, 

at bottom, the logical positivist's view was that a 'fact' was something that 

could be certified by mere observation. If this is the notion of a fact, then it is 

hardly surprising that ethical judgments turn out not to be factual. Thus, it 

can be said that logical positivists are the firm believers of fact-value 

dichotomy. 

But the pertinent question then is: what exactly did the logical positivists, 

who were the most influential markers of the fact-value dichotomy, 

understand by fact? As far as revised logical positivism criterion of cognitive 

significance is concerned, it can be said that it is the system of scientific 

statements as a whole that has "factual content." However, the logical 

positivists liberalized the famous "criterion of cognitive significance" by 

embracing that cognitively meaningful language could contain not only 

observation terms, but also the so-called theoretical terms referring to 

unobservable by-system of postulates, the postulates of the various scientific 

theories. According to Putnam, so long the system as a whole enables us to 

predict our experience more successfully than we could without them accept 

a sentence as empirically meaningful. However, to predict anything, according 

to logical positivists, means to deduce observation sentence from a theory 
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and again to deduce anything from a set of empirical postulates, we need not 

only those postulates but also the a toms of ma thematics and logic. 

According to logical positivists, many axioms such as "All bachelors are 

unmarried" do not s tate facts at all. They are analytic and thus empty of 

fac tual content. Thus, Putnam inclines to say that even though scientific 

statemen ts by and large are scientifically significant, but not every thing 

scientifically is a s ta tement of fact. Accordingly, Putnam goes on to say tha t it 

would be prerequisite to search for a satisfactory demarcation of the 

"factual" because the search for a satisfactory way of drawing "the analy tic

synthetic distinction" . In this regard, Putnam mentions the name of great 

contemporary thinker, W. V. Quine. In fact, Quine pulls down the 

metaphorically inflated notion of the analyhc as has been developed by Kant 

and many other great thinkers. Quine does not agree with the view that 

every statement in the language of science should be treated as a s tatement 

of fact. Instead of that, Quine suggests that the whole idea of classifying 

every sta tement including the statements of pure mathematics as "factual" or 

"conventional" what the logical positivists termed with analysis was an 

unpromising muddle. In this regard economist philosopher Vivin Walsh has 

said, "To borrow and adapt Quine's vivid image, if a theory may be black 

with fact and white with convention, it might well (as far as logical 

empiricist could tell) be red with values. Since for them confirmation and 

fa lsification had to be a property of a theory as a whole, they had no way of 

unraveling this whole cloth."3 According to Putnam even science may 

presupposes values as well experiences and conventions, science of course 

presupposes epistemic values. Even classical pragmatis ts, such as, Peirce, 

James, Dewey, all held that values and normativity fil ter through all of 

3 Walsh, Vivid. " Philosophy and Economics" , in The New Palgrave:A Dictionary and Economics, 
vol.3, ed. J. Eatwell , M. Milgate, and P. Newman, London: Macmillan, 1987, pp.86 1-869. 
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experience. Even in the philosophy of science we sense that normative 

judgments are essentially to the practice of science itself. The term simplicity 

itself as a whole a bundle of different values is presupposed by physical 

science. 

Likewise, the t~rms, such as, beauty, naturalness, etc., are also 

presupposed by physical science. Putnam, however, considers 

epistemic values as values even though he does not deny the difference 

between epistemic and ethical values. However, Putnam does not agree 

with the view as maintained by the fact-value dichotomists that 

scientific or factual value is objective whereas ethical or moral value is 

subjective. This is, according to Putnam, a mistake. For Putnam 

epistemic values guide us in perusing right descriptions of the world. 

While justifying epistemic value, Putnam here refers Roderick Firth. He 

says, "As Roderick Firth pointed out twenty years ago, it is not that we 

have some way of telling that we have arrived at the truth apart from 

our epistemic values and can, so to speak, run a test to see how often 

choosing the more coherent, simpler, and so on, theory turns out to be 

true without presupposing these very standards of justified empirical 

belief. The claim that on the whole we come closer to truth about the 

world by choosing theories that exhibit simplicity, coherence, past 

predicative success, and so on, and even the claim that we have made 

more successful predictions than we would have been able to obtain by 

replying on Jerry Falwell, or on imams, or on ultraorthodox rabbis, or 

simply relying on the authority of tradition ... because we have been 

guided by the very values in question in our reflections upon records 

and testimonies concerning past inquiries - not of course, all the stories 

and myths that there are in the world about the past, but the records 
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and testimonies that we have good reason to trust by these very 

criterion of "good reason".4 Thus, Putnam takes a different standpoint 

as contrary to the fact-value dichotomists and he has attempted to 

merge the gulf or gap between fact-value dichotomies by cognizing the 

epistemic value of science. In this regard, he was influenced by the 

image theory of W. V. Quine. In the Third Chapter, we propose to 

analyze and explain Putnam's outlook as an attempt of collapsing the 

fact/value dichotomy as expounded by the classical thinkers and this 

chapter would be entitled as Putnam on the Fact-Value Dichotomy. 

The attempt of collapsing the fact-value dichotomy has further been 

extended by Prof. Max Black. Even though like many others, Black has 

claimed that only statements of fact can follow from statements of fact, 

but still he believes that there is a good sense in which some statements 

about what should be done do follow from factual premises. Black here 

senses factual statements in a very narrower sense. For Black a factual 

sentence is one which contains the main verb 'is' or 'is not', but under 

no circumstance can be expressed by sentences containing 'should', 

'must', 'ought' etc. Black starts his attempt to show how 'ought' or 

rather 'should' can be derived from 'is' by a reference to Hume 'is

ought dichotomy' what he latter ascribes as Hume's Guillotine'. 

According to Black modern philosophers have committed two gross 

mistakes, such as, (i) they have presumed uncritically that no term of 

'ought'-in the conclusion of a valid argument which does not occur in .. 

the premises and (ii) they have taken it that ought statements make no 

truth claims and presume falsely that they are therefore not qualified to 

serve as either the premises or the conclusion of valid arguments. In the 

4 Putnam, Hillary, The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy, Harvard University Press, 2003, p.33. 
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Fourth Chapter we propose to explain and analyses Prof. Black's view 

regarding 'is-ought dichotomy' and also try to unveil the mistakes after 

Black. This chapter would be entitled as Attempts to reduce ought from 

is: Black's Interpretation. 

We think that Searle's attempt of deducing an 'ought' from an 'is' 

deserves worthy of philosophical consideration. In fact Professor 

Searle's paper "How to derive 'ought' from 'is"' has been the subject of 

much discussion. Searle actually opens up an avenue to show that there 

is a passage through which one can derive an 'ought' from an 'is'. In 

this regard, Searle at the first sight has given an argument through 

which he attempts to show how does an 'ought' statement can be 

logically deduced from an 'is' statement in a specific way. In this 

regard, Searle admits that the validity of his own argument depends on 

some other hidden conditions. One presupposed condition is that there 

remain some unmanifested premises behind every premise. Secondly, 

and more importantly, he admits the principles of ceteris paribus, means 

'other things are equal'. Thus, when Searle admits that an 'ought' can be 

deduced from an 'is', he thereby admits some concealed premises. 

The other important distinctive mark of Searlian attempt of deriving an 

'ought' from an 'is' is to make a subtle distinction between different 

kinds of facts. Searle himself realizes that his own derivation of an 

'ought' from an 'is' is not universal. It is not universal in the sense that 

there are some kind of facts where the derivation of an 'ought' from an 

'is' simply does not arise. In this regard, he distinguishes two kinds of 

facts, such as, brute fact and institutional fact. According to Searle those 

who adhere to the view that no evaluative judgment can be logically 

deduced from factual judgment fail to make the distinction between 
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brute fact and institutional fact. For Searle the derivation does not hold 

good in the case of brute facts. However, in the case of institutional fact, 

we can show that an 'ought' can be logically deduced from an 'is'. In the 

Fifth Chapter of this thesis, we propose to analyze and examine Searle's 

view of 'is-ought dichotomy' and this chapter would be entitled as 

Searle's View of Fact-Value Dichotomy. 

After Searle, there we notice another important philosophical approach 

coming from R. M. Hare. According to Hare moral statements do have 

descriptive contents because moral statements (prescriptive statement 

in the Hare's sense) like descriptive statements are universailzable in 

nature. Hare understands and interprets moral judgments in terms of 

prescriptive judgments. Here we propose to analyse and examine after 

Hare in what sense prescriptive statements are claimed to be 

universalizable. Because once the universabizability of prescriptive 

statements is established, the descriptive or factual contents of 

prescriptive statements would equally be established. Thus, Hare's 

position of moral universalizability will be discussed in the Sixth 

Chapter and it would be entitled as Hare's View of Fact-Value 

Dichotomy. 

The Seventh Chapter would be entitled as Concluding Remarks. Here 

I propose to assess myself in the context of this debate and I will equally 

draw my own position in the context of this debate. 

-----------x-----------
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Chapter One 

Hume's view on is-ought Dichotomy 

Historically David Hume was not considered as an ethicist. He was 

regarded as an absolute empiricist. However, careful study would 

reflect that his contribution to moral language was immense. In fact, it 

was Hume who in his Treatise explored the 'is-ought' dichotomy. Here 

he explored the autonomy of morality by claiming that no non-moral 

statement entails moral statement. In the last paragraph of his book III, 

part i, section i of Treatise, Hume repeatedly mentioned the gulf 

between 'is- ought' problem. Many ethicists like R.M.Hare, Professor 

A. N. Prior, Professor Nowell-Smith and a number of other writers 

drew their philosophical reflection on this passage. It would not be an 

exaggeration if we adhere to the view that the clue of Hume' s moral 

philosophy actually lies in the inner meaning of this paragraph. What 

Hume says is: "In every system of morality which I have hitherto met 

with, I have always remark' d, that the author proceeds for some time in 

the ordinary way of reasoning, and establishes the being of a God, or 

makes observations concerning human affairs; when of a sudden I am 

surpriz' d to find, that instead of the usual copulations of propositions, 

is, and is not, I meet with no proposition that is not connected with an 

ought, or an ought not. This change is imperceptible; but is, however, of 

the last consequence. For as this ought or ought not, expresses some new 

relation or affirmation, 'tis necessary that it should be observ'd and 

explain' d; and at the same time that a reason should be given, for what 

seems altogether inconceivable, how this new relation can be a 

deduction from others, which are entirely different from it. But as 
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authors do not commonly use this precaution, I shall presume to 

recommend it to the readers; and am persuaded that this small 

attention wou' d subvert all the vulgar systems of morality, and let us 

see, that the distinction of vice and virtue is not founded merely on the 

relations of objects, not is perceiv' d by reason."S 

What Hume has asserted in his above paragraph is that it is the 

philosophers' predisposition to s tart with common sense as the starting 

point of philosophy and then move gradually to somewhere where 

there is no relevance of common sense or empiricism in Hume' s phrase 

and ultimately take the asylum of God. This would equally be true even 

in the case of morality where the role of invisible God comes into being. 

The genesis of Hume is that he was not against morality, but he was 

against the 'vulgar system of morality' where the role of God is 

immense. Being a radical empiricist Hume does not agree with such 

vulgar system of morality. His own contention is that such vulgar 

system of morality where the distinction of v ice and virtue is made up, 

is not founded merely on the relation of objects, nor is perceived by 

reason. 

Whatever the Humean position may be, philosophers of ethical 

persuasion have considered the above passage as the 'standard 

interpretation' of Hume regarding morali ty. Such standard 

interpretation actually leads H ume to foresee that no set of non-moral 

premises can entail a moral conclusion. By upholding this view Hume 

not only denies the philosophical position of Prior who once attempted 

to find out a foundation for morality tha t is not already moral, he also 

conceives morality as an autonomous discipline. Hume becomes in this 

5 Hume, David. A Treatise of Human Nature, Book Ill 2 J080 
0 7 JUN 2014 
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light an exponent of the autonomy of morality and in this regard Hume 

at least akin to Kant. There was no question of doubt that Hume was 

skeptical regarding the unassailability of inductive argument. To 

assume that 'an ought-statement' is deduced from 'is-statement' 

actually means to say that it would must be either deductive or 

inductive. According to Hume certainly it would not be deductive 

because deductive argument is based on the principle of entailment and 

it has been fulfilled the principle of universality and necessity. Hume 

being an extreme or radical empiricist does not admit universality and 

necessity because such principles cannot be established through sense

experience. At the same time Hume was very skeptical regarding the 

authenticity of inductive argument. According to Hume inductive 

argument is defective. However, modern commentators have criticized 

. Hume on this ground. Philosophers like P. F. Strawson criticizes Hume 

by saying that Hume's skepticism about induction actually based on a 

misconceived demand what Strawson has called "the demand that 

induction shall be shown to be really a kind of deduction."6 This is 

certainly an accurate way of characterizing Hume' s transition from the 

premise that 'there can be no demonstrative arguments to prove, that 

those instances of which we have had no experience resemble those of 

which we have had experience' to the conclusion that 'it is impossible 

for us· to satisfy ourselves by our reason, why we should extend that 

experience beyond those particular instances which have fallen under 

our observations'.? According to Hume 'is-statement' is a form of 

deductive argument and 'ought-statement' being evaluative in nature, 

is a form of inductive argument. Therefore, any attempt to deduce an 

6 Strawson, P. F. Introduction to Logical Theory, 1952, p.91. 
1 Hume, David. Treatise, L iii. 6; Selby- Bigge, op. cit. pp. 89, 91. 
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'ought-statement' from 'is-statement' is just like to have an inductive 

argument from a deductive argument. But such deduction is not tenable 

because both these kinds of deduction are different in nature. Part of 

Hume's own point is that to render inductive arguments deductive is a 

useless procedure. To say that an 'ought statement' is logically deduced 

from 'is-statement' is just like in saying that 'The kettle has been on the 

fire for ten minutes' logically deduces the conclusion that ' the kettle 

will be boiling now'. This again paraphrases as: "Whenever kettles have 

been on the fire for ten minutes, they boil.' According to Hume here the 

question of justification comes into being. In the above cited argument 

as the major premise itself embodies an inductive assertion that stand in 

need of justification. Hume raises a question by saying that how can we 

establish the validity of the major premise by observing a few instances 

or a limited numbers of instances. What we can at best be said that so 

far we have examined a number or series of instances; we do not find 

any contrary instances. However, from this it does not establish at least 

conclusively that the major premise under consideration is valid. We 

can justify Hume' s position by making a distinction, though in brief, 

between entailment and presupposition. In fact the historical debate 

between Russell and Strawson lies submerged in the philosophical 

concept of entailment and presupposition. As far as entailment is 

concerned there is no entailment-failure. Contrary to this, in the case of 

presupposition there underlies the possibility of presupposition-failure. 

We think in the above case Hume definitely supports Strawson. That 

means the major premise of the above argument is based on the 

presupposition and there remains a possibility of presupposition

failure, i.e. there may be cases where the above argument may not hold 
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good. Such argument, opines Hume, actually deserves an infinite 

investigation which ultimately leads us to regress or retreat and therefore 

in assuming or anticipating the validity of such argument is entirely 

pointless. 

Hume perhaps would like to say that to present inductive argument as 

deductive is just like to conceive 'ought-statement' in terms of 'is

statement'. He holds in some passages on induction that arguments are 

either deductive or inductive. Hume was of the opinion that factual 

· premise cannot entail moral conclusions, because they are in different 

nature. Therefore there can be no connection between factual statements 

and moral judgments. If there be any connection, it would perhaps be 

the psychological connections. Many thinkers criticized Hume on this 

issue. For example, Hare would like to say that there may be a week 

sense or loose sense of entailment which perhaps Hume failed to grasp. 

Hume perhaps committed a mistake by sensing entailment in the true 

logical sense in the case of derivability of 'ought-statement' from 'is

statement'. 

Even though Hume rules out the possibility of deducing .an 'ought

statement' from 'is-statement', he however derives 'ought' from 'is' in 

his account of justice. Here Hume defends himself by saying that the 

justification of the rules of justice lies in the fact that their observance is 

to everyone's long-term interest. Accordingly here we ought to obey 

rules because there is no one who does not gain more than he loses by 

such obedience. Does it then lead us to say that by deducing 'ought' 

from 'is' Hume contradicts himself? Many philosophers would like to 

say that here Hume involves into a contradiction. Hare, Nowell-Srnith 

and Prior would like to say that here Hume is contravening his own 

20 



embargo. In the case of 'justice', 'ought' is deduced from 'is' in the 

following argument: 

interest 

We ought to do whatever is to everyone's long term interest. 

Obedience to this rule would be to everyone's long-term 

Therefore, we ought to obey this rule. 

What is the basis of this argument? Is there entailment relation? 

According to Hume in the above argument the first proposition or 

judgment cannot function as a major premise as it could not be a moral 

prindple at all rather it is at best a kind of compressed definition. Hume, in 

fact, inclines to say that the notion of 'ought' is only explicable in terms 

of the notion of a consensus of interest. To say that we ought to do 

something is to affirm that there is a commonly accepted rule and the 

existence of such a rule presupposes a consensus of opinion as to where 

our common interests lie. According to Hume, an obligation is 

constituted in part by such a consensus and the concept of 'ought' is 

logically dependent on the concept of the common interest and can only 

be explained in terms of it. We think Hume's position would be made 

clear if we contrast Hume with Mill in this regard. It has been argued by 

Urmson that Mill did not, in fact, commit naturalistic fallacy of deriving 

the principle that 'We ought to persue the greatest happiness of the 

greatest number' from some statement about what we all desire. Here 

Mill did not derive his principle at all. For Mill 'we ought to pursue the 

greatest happiness of the greatest number' is the supreme moral 

principle. The difference between Mill's utilitarianism and Hume's lies 

in this: that if we take some such statement as 'we ought to do whatever 

is the advantage of most people', this for Mill would be a moral 
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principle which it would be morally wrong to deny, but which it would 

make sense to deny. Alternatively, it can be said that whatever for Hume 

for denying this statement would be senseless, for it would detach 

'ought' from the notion of a consensus of interest and so relinquish it for 

meaning. More succinctly, it can be said that for Mill such principle 

would be a contingent moral truth and for Hume it would be a 

necessary truth underlying morality. Secondly, Mill's basic principle is 

a moral affirmation independent of the facts. According to Mill as long 

as some course of action will produce more happiness for more people 

than alternative courses will, it would at least give rise to some sort of 

effective moral criterion. However, it would be otherwise to Hume as 

Hume, unlike Mill, inclines to say that we have moral rules because we 

have common interests. According to Hume moral rules and principles 

have lost their justification if the so-called common interests ignored. 

What has been observed from the above is that Mill's basic principle in 

ethics is a moral principle, but Hume's basic principle in ethics is a 

definition of morality. 

Even though Hume in his famous passage of Treatise as . cited above 

denies the possibility of deducing an 'ought-statement' from 'is

statement', he however derives 'ought' from 'is' in his account of justice. 

Does it then lead us to say that by way of doing this Hume involves into 

inconsistency? The proponents of Hume would like to say that what 

Hume in fact denies in such a derivation is the rule of entailment. That 

means, what Hume denies is that 'is' statements can entail 'ought' 

statements. When Hume derives 'ought' from 'is' in terms of justice, 

there is no point of entailment. Macintyre thinks the other way round. 

For him Hume's interpretation of 'is' and 'ought' passage has nothing 
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to do with the point about entailment. What Hume actually says is that 

we cannot pass from an 'is' to an 'ought' because such derivation 

'seems altogether inconceivable.' For Hume such derivation cannot be 

brought about in the way in which 'every system of morality which I 

hitherto met with' has brought it about. Hume, in fact, understands 

deduction not in terms of entailment; but in terms of inference. In his 

celebrated passage what Hume does is to ask how moral rules may be 

inferred from factual statements. The other important thing is that in his 

celebrated passage Hume does not assert the autonomy of morals in the 

sense of something as self-explicable and guided by moral principles. In 

fact, the attempt to make Hume a defender of the autonomy of ethics is 

likely to conceal his difference from Kant, whose moral philosophy is, 

from one point of view, the natural outcome of the Protestant position. 

The virtue of Hume's ethics, like that of Aristotle and unlike that of 

Kant, is that it seeks to preserve morality as something psychologically 

intelligible. The autonomy of ethics as founded in Moore to Kant to 

Hare is somehow self-explicable as it would be logically independent of 

any assertion about human nature. Hume is not making a point about 

entailment as he does not mention it. Rather he was searching how the 

factual basis of morality is related to morality, how the transition can be 

made possible. Hume unlike Prior does not assert that morality lacks a 

basis, rather he is trying to point out the nature of that basis. 

Hume elsewhere fu his Treatise uses the phrase 'autonomy of morality'. 

By the phase or term 'autonomy of morality', Hume actually means to 

say that no set of non-moral premises can entail a moral conclusion. In 

other words, it can be said that by using such phrase Hume actually 

opposes non-moral foundation for morality. Unlike Kant and many 
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others, Hume inclines to say that morality is founded on sentiment and 

sentiments of mankind are uniform to a high degree. 

An alternative Interpretation 

What has been observed from the above is that Hume does not rule out 

the possibility of deriving an 'ought' statement from an 'is' statement. 

In fact, he anticipated such a derivation in the case of justice as we have 

already stated. Hume says, "When you pronounce my action or 

character to be vicious, you mean ~othing, but that from the 

constitution of your nature you have a feeling or sentiment of blame 

from the contemplation of it."s What Hume is saying here is that the 

action is vicious just means contemplation of this action causes a feeling 

or sentiment of blame in me. According to Hunter 'Contemplation of 

this action causes a feeling or sentiment of blame in me' is a statement 

of fact and Hume obviously thinks that a similar sort of analysis holds 

good for all moral judgments, including statements of moral obligation. 

Thus for Hume all morality depends upon our sentiments and we lie 

under an obligation to perform it. For Hume morality is determined by 

sentiment. It defines virtue to be wherever mental action or quality 

gives to a spectator the pleasing sentiment of approbation. We then 

proceed to examine a plain matter of fact. 

The new interpretation suggests that it is the central part of Hume' s 

moral theory -that moral judgments are statements of facts9, namely 

statements to the effect that there is a causal relation between the 

speaker's contemplation of some actual or imagined state of affairs and 

his feeling certain 'peculiar' sub-class of 'is-propositions', namely 'is-

8 Ibid. p.498. 
9 Hume, David. Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, edited by Silby-Bigge. P.289. 
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propositions' about the causation of certain sorts of feelings. This clearly 

suggests, Hunter claims, that Hume thinks that 'ought-propositions' are 

logically equivalent to certain 'is-propositions'. If this has been taken 

into account, then it would certainly be absurd to uphold the view that 

Hume denies that no-set of 'ought-statement' can logically be deduced 

from 'is-statement'. Hunter says, " .. .it is absurd to attribute to him 

(Hume) the view that no is-proposition can by itself entail an ought

proposition, or that no statement of fact can by itself entail a moral 

judgment."to Hunter inclines to say that the earlier interpretation of 

Burne's celebrated passage of Treatise does not reflect his own position. 

Therefore, in order to explicate the actual position of Hume regarding ' 

is-ought' dichotomy, it would be prerequisite to open up his actual 

position. In this regard, Hunter suggests two possible interpretations. 

First Interpretation 

'It seems inconceivable that ought-propositions should be deducible from 

is-propositions, but it is not in fact inconceivable'. According to Hunter, 

Hume writes 'seetns inconceivable' but not writes 'is inconceivable'. 

Following Hunter what we can say is that even though in normal or 

usual circutnstance, there is no point of claiming that an 'ought' 

statement can be logically deduced from an 'is' statement, but still there 

remains a distance possibility that in some situation an 'ought' 

statement can be logically deduced from an·'is' statement. The earlier 

interpreters have failed to understand Hume. In fact, Hume does not 

want to say that an -ought cannot be deduced from 'is'. Contrary to this, 

Hume rather sets out to explain how it is possible to derive an 'ought' 

10 Hunter, G. "Hume on is and ought" included in The Is-Ought Question, edited by W. D. Hudson, 
Macmillan, 1969, p.60. 
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from 'is'. Accordingly, it would certainly be a mistake to claim that 

Hume in fact rejects the possibility of deriving an 'ought' statement 

from an 'is-statement'. 

Second Interpretation: 

'Ought-propositions cannot ever be deduced from is-propositions. But 

the reason for this is that sentences expressing ought-propositions are 

paraphrases of certain sentences expressing is-propositions, and 

parap!rrasing is not deducing. To give a paraphrase is not to make any 

deductive move or inference, but only to say the same thing over again.' 

If we carefully study the above interpretation, it seems clear to us what 

has been said above has a close proximity with his earlier remarks such 

as 'We do not infer a character to be virtuous because it pleases: But in 

feeling that it pleases after such a particular manner, we in effect feel 

that it is virtuous'. If this is how Hume should be interpreted, then his 

rationale for saying that 'ought' cannot be deduced from 'is' is not that 

there is a huge gulf underlying between 'is-propositions' and 'ought

propositions', rather it would be better to say since ought-propositions 

are identical with certain is-propositions, it is absurd to talk of any sort 

of inferential move from one to the other. Importantly, what rules out the 

inference of 'ought' from 'is' is not that 'ought' is too far from 'is', but 

that it is too close. As far as the second interpretation is concerned, we 

can say that 'oughCstatement would be tfte sub-class of 'is' statement. 

In this sense 'ought' statement in some way or other underlies in 'is' 

. statement. Accordingly, the question of logical deduction from one to 

other simply does not arise. Rather what is relevant here is to set out 
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how an 'ought' statement would be logically deduced from an 'is' 

statement. 

According to Hunter the first interpretation is right. He, however, does 

not rule out the other possible readings of Hume' s passage. Whatever 

the interpretation may be, it would be wrong .to suggest that Hume 

rules out the view that moral judgments are not statements of fact. 

According to Hunter, any interpretation which anticipates the view that 

there is a logical gulf between moral statement and a statement of fact 

would be altogether impossible. James Ward Smith, however, claims 

that Hume in his Treatise in fact differentiates moral judgments from 

causal judgments. However, Hunter denies Smith in this regard. In fact, 

Hume inclines to say, Hunter claims, that in order for a moral judgment 

to be true, there must be a causal connection between something and a 

sentiment. For Hume such sentiment is not discoverable by the 

understanding, since, 'it is ·the object of feeling, not of reason'. 

Accordingly, it can be said that the truth of moral judgment is not 

discoverable by the understanding alone. What Hume is doing in the 

second part of the passage of differentiating moral judgments, not from 

causal judgments as Smith conceived, but from truths of fact, whether 

causal or not, that can be discovered by the understanding alone. 

So far our investigation goes, we have observed various interpretations 

regarding the celebrated passage as cited above. Some would like to say 

that Hume rules out the possibilfty that an 'ought' statement can be 

entailed from 'is' statement. Some other has claimed that Hume admits 

the possibility of deducing an 'ought' statement from an 'is' statement 

in the case of justice. Some other would like to say that as 'ought' 

statements are the sub-class of 'is-statements', the question of deduction 
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one from the other simply does not arise. Thus, it seems to us that 

commentators' interpretation of Hume famous passage of Treatise is a 

mix-bag. Therefore it would be difficult to surmise whose vieo/ actually 

represents Hume authentically. Anthony flew in his article "On the 

interpretation of Hume" has attempted to synthesis the apparent 

contradiction of Hume' s position as propounded by different 

philosophers and commentators. So far we have three diametrically 

opposite interpretations regarding Hume's standard passage. One view 

holds that there underlies a logical gulf between 'is' and 'ought' 

statement and the question of deducing an 'ought' statement from an 

'is' statement simply does not arise. This view is known as 'the Brief 

Guide interpretation' in short BGI. A. K. Macintyre has approached 

this theory. The second view holds that in some particular case, such as 

statement of justice, an 'ought' statement can be logically deduced from 

an 'is' statement. The reason behind this is that in the case of statement 

of justice there is no function of the rule of entailment. According to this 

view where the rule of entailment holds the key, the derivation of 

'ought' statement cannot be logically deduced from an 'is' statement. In 

the case of justice there is no function of the rule of entailment. There 

we find a third view as proposed by Hunter. According to Hunter 

'ought-statements' are nothing but the sun-class of 'is-statements'. As 

'ought-statements' are not logically equivalent to certain' is-statements', 

it would be absurd to talk of any sort of inferential move fi:om one to 

the other. 

Flew in his article cited above has claimed that even though Hunter has 

rejected the BGI, he has not given us sufficient grounds for rejecting it. · 

Accordingly, Flew rejects Hunter position regarding BGI. Hunter, 
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perhaps; would puzzle regarding the apparent contradiction of Burne's 

position. Therefore, Flew has attempted . to unearth the apparent 

contradiction of the standard interpretation of Hume. What Hume has 

clearly suggested is that moral judgments are not statements of either 

logically necessary truth of facts about the natural universe around us 

as like as factual statements or statement of facts. Unlike factuality all 

morality depends upon our sentiments. 

Accordingly, Burne's concern was not with the idea that moral 

judgments report some sort of fact about us, but with the contention 

that they cannot be analysed in terms simply of any sort of statement 

about some objective reality completely independent of human 

sentiments and human desires. In the first appendix to the second 

Inquin; Hume writes, "The hypothesis which we embrace is plain. It 

maintains that morality is determined by sentiment. It defines virtues to 

be whatever mental action or equally gives to a spectator the pleasing 

sentiment of approbation; and vice the contrary. We then proceed to a 

plain matter of fact - to wit, what actions have this influence.' This 

clearly suggests that when Hume was talking of the question under 

consideration, his main concern was not with a question of logical 

analysis, but with the issues of psycho-social fact. Accordingly, Hume 

seems to have believed that the admiration or blame cannot be worked 

of the judgment, but of the heart; it is not a speculative proposition or 

affirmation, but an active feeling or sentiment. What Flew intends to say 

is that Hume in his Treatise has given many overlapping remarks which 

apparently look inconsistent. However careful analysis would reflect 

that there underlies no apparent contradiction. Philosophers, however, 

over the years actually misinterpreted Hume by abstracting his view as 
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Hunter does when he falsely claims that 'it is the central part of Burne's 

moral theory that moral ju~grnents are statements of fact'. Burne's 

Treatise further suggests that when we pronounce any action or 

character to be vicious, we actually mean nothing but a feeling or 

sentiment of blame from the contemplation of it. Therefore, vice and 

virtue, for Hume, is nothing but something to be compared to sounds, 

colours, heat and cold etc., which are not qualities in objects, but 

perceptions in the mind. Thus, Burne's understanding of morality 

actually turns towards psychological and other non-linguistics facts 

rather than the favoured inquiry as done by the c=ent linguistic 

philosophers in terms of what the words actually mean. Flew narrates 

Hume by saying, "You pronounce .... , but 'you mean nothing but 

that .... ". It actually means "not that this is what your actual words do 

actually mean; but rather that this is what, if you would only face the 

facts and be entirely honest, you would have to admit. It is this sort of 

brilliant harshness which sometimes makes one want to describe the 

Treatise as Burne's Language, Truth and Logic" n 

What we can say at this juncture is that Hume does not entertain the 

view that an 'ought statement' can be logically deduced from an 'is

statement' where the derivation is made possible in terms of entailment 

as conceived by the logicians. That means Hume rules out the role of 

entailment while discussing the 'is-ought dichotomy'. Accordingly, we 

can draw the conclusion after Hume that no set of ought -statement can 

logically be entailed from is -statement. However, this does not lead us 

to say that the concept of logical entailment holds the key to make the 

deduction possible. Hume, of course, does agree with us that there 

11 Flew, Antony. "On the Inte!pretation ofHume" included in The is-Ought Question edited by W.D. 
Hudson, Macmillan, 1969, p.69. 
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remains other possible means through which the derivation of 'ought

statement' from 'is-statement' is made possible. Elsewhere he tells us 

that ought-statement is the sub-class of is-statement and hence the 

question of deducing one from the other simply does not arise. Having 

said this, Hume, in fact, gave much impo:itance not on the dichotomical 

aspect of the 'is-ought question', rather he concentrated more on the 

root cause what makes a question 'is-related question' and what makes 

a question 'an ought-related question'. If such investigation is 

philosophically made possible, the long-run debate between 'is-ought 

question' would perhaps be resolved without retaining further 

philosophical seeds. For Hume moral objectivism, egoism, social contact 

theory, natural law theory and religious morality began by observing 

specific facts about the world and then concluded from those 

statements something about moral obligation. As moral a~sessments are 

not rational inferences and as moral assessments are feelings or 

emotional reactions, therefore from any type of rational or factual 

inference we cannot derive ought statement. 

Hume states that all morality depends upon sentiments and performing 

a moral action is a matter of moral obligation. In his Treatise Hume says, 

"The distinction of moral good and evil is founded on the pleasure or 

pain, which results from the view of any sentiment, or character; and as 

that pleasure or pain cannot be unknown to the person who feels is, it 

follows, that there is just so much vice or virtue in any character, as 

everyone places in it and that 'tis impossible in this particular we can 

ever be mistaken." 12 According to Hunter the central part of Burne's 

moral theory is that ought-statements is a sub-class of is-statements and 

12 Hume, David. Treatise iii, p.546-47. 
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in this sense moral judgments are statements of facts. To say that ought

statement is a sub-class of is-statement is to say that there is a causal 

relation between the speaker's contemplation of some actual or 

imagined state of affairs and his feeling certain 'peculiar' feelings or 

sentiments. As Hume thinks that ought-propositions are logically 

equivalent to certain is-propositions, it would not be fair to acclaim 

after Hume that no is-proposition can by itself entail an ought

proposition or that no statement of fact can by itself entail a moral 

judgment. Hunter, therefore, inclines to say that the celebrated passage 

about is and ought must be interpreted very differently from the way it 

has already been interpreted in the past. In this regard, Hunter 

proposes two possible interpretations. These are as follows: 

(a) It seems inconceivable that ought-propositions should be 

deducible from is-propositions, but it is not in fact inconceivable. 

In this regard Hume writes 'seems inconceivable', but not 'is 

inconceivable'. On this interpretation, what Hume is objecting to 

in the work of earlier writers is their failure to explain the relation 

expressed by 'ought'. He is not saying that 'ought' cannot be 

deduced from 'is', only that earlier writers have failed to explain 

how the deduction is possible. He himself sets out to explain how 

it is possible. On this interpretation, Hunter opines, Hume is 

certainly not rejecting all theories in which 'ought' is deducible 

from 'is'. 

(b) 'Ought-propositions cannot ever be deduced from is

propositions'. But the reason for this is that sentences expressing 

ought-propositions are paraphrases of certain sentences expressing 

is-propositions, and paraphrasing is by no means deducing. According 
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to Hunter to give a paraphrase is not to make any deductive 

move ot inference, but only to say the same thing over again. We 

think that Hunter's observation is worthy of philosophical 

attention. In fact if it will assume that the philosophical 

foundation of is-proposition and ought-proposition is altogether 

different then just by paraphrasing one in terms of another does 

not ensure that one is logically entailed from another. 

Paraphrasing is a matter of linguistic analysis. To say that is

proposition is paraphrased in terms of ought-proposition or vice

versa is equal to say that one form of proposition is linguistically 

analyzed in terms of another. But from this it does to follow that 

one is logically entailed from another. 

We think that Hunter's interpretation of Hume finds some support in a 

passage already quoted. We do not infer a character to be virtuous 

because it pleases. But in feeling that it pleases after such a particular 

manner, we, in effect, feel that it is virtuous. If this is how Hume should 

be interpreted, then his reason for saying that 'ought' cannot be 

deduced from 'is' is not, as the BGI has it, that there is a great gulf fixed 

between is-proposition and ought-proposition, but rather that since ought

propositions are identical with certain is-propositions, it is absurd to talk 

of any sort of inferential move from one to the other. What rules out the 

inference of 'ought' from 'is' is not that 'ought' is too far from 'is', but 

that it is too close. 

Regarding the above two interpretations, such as, (a) and (b), Hunter 

prefers (a) unlike (b). According to Hunter interpretation (a) is the right 

one. Keeping the possible alternative interpretations of Hume's passage 

in mind, Hunter still bushes with the view that there remains a logical 
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gulf between a moral judgment and any statement of fact or the view in 

short that moral judgments are not statements of fact seems to be 

altogether impossible. Even Hunter differs from James Word Smith. 

According to Smith, Hume persistently differentiates moral judgments 

from causal judgments and in this regard Smith refers to sections II.iii of 

Treatise in support of his claim. Hunter disagrees with Smith in this 

regard. According to Hunter he does find anything from the referred 

passage 'quoted by Smith. Against Smith, Hunter interprets Hume by 

saying that morality consists not in any relations that are the objects of 

science in the Humean sense of 'science' in which science has to do only 

with relations of ideas. Reason or science is nothing but the comparing 

of ides and the discovery of their relations. What Hume has thought is 

that moral judgments are not analytic and that the truth of moral 

judgments cannot be discovered by the understanding alone. According 

to Hume, in order for a moral judgment to be true, there must be a 

causal connection between something and a sentiment which is not 

discoverable by the understanding as it is the object of feeling but not of 

reason. Accordingly, it can be said after Hume ~at the truth of moral 

judgment is not discoverable by the understanding, i.e. by the 

understanding alone. So what Hume has done in the second part of the 

passage is that here he has differentiated moral judgments, not from 

causal judgments, but from truths of fact, whether causal or not, that 

can be discovered by the understanding alone. 

What has been conceived from the above is that the distinction of vice 

and virtue is not founded merely on the relations of objects, because it is 

founded on the sentiments felt by people contemplating relations of 

objects. It is not perceived by reason alone, because these sentiments 

34 



themselves are the objects not of reason but of feeling. Hunter basic idea 

is that BGI cannot be correct. Hunter, for instance, points out Humeian 

position by saying that when you pronounce any action or character to 

be vicious, you mean nothing but that, from the constitution of your 

nature, you have a feeling or sentiment of blame from the 

contemplation of it. With this pronouncement Hunter goes on to 

conclude that since Hume thinks that ought-propositions are logically 

equivalent to certain is-propositions, it is absurd to attribute to him the 

view that no is-proposition can by itself entail an ought- proposition, or 

that no statement of fact can by itself entail a moral judgment . Thus, 

according to Hunter that the celebrated passage of Hume about is and 

ought must be interpreted very differently from the way it has already 

been defined. Hunter maintains that it is the central part of Burne's 

moral theory that moral judgments are statements of fact, namely, 

statements to the effect that there is a causal relation between speaker's 

contemplation of some actual or imagined state of affairs and his feeling 

certain peculiar feelings or sentiments. Our own sense is that as Hume 

understands and interprets statements of fact in terms of sentiments of 

the concerned speaker, it would be so much better to say that Burne's 

central insight was that moral judgments are not statements of either 

logically necessary truth or facts about the natural universe around us. 

In this sense Burne's view of Treatise, such as, all morality depends 

upon our sentiments, would be justified. In fact, we think that Burne's 

first concern was not with the idea that moral judgments report some 

sort of fact about us, but rather with the contention that they cannot be 

analyzed in terms simply of any sort of statement about some objective 

reality entirely independent of human sentiments and human desires. 
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According to Hume, when we say This is wrong, we are not stating 

anything, nor even that we have certain feelings; or that when we say 

He ought to resign, we are again not stating anything, but instead of we 

are uttering some devious sort of cryptic-command. We think that 

Burne's main concern here is not with a question of logical analysis but 

with the issue of psycho-social fact. The approbation or blame which 

then ensures cannot be the work of the judgment but of the heart and it 

is not a speculative proposition or affirmation, but an active feeling and 

sentiment. Hume gives due importance on the alleged psychological 

and other non-linguistic facts rather than on what the words actually 

mean. We think that Flew's understanding of Hume in this regard is 

particularly relevant. Flew says, "You pronounce ... but 'you mean 

nothing but that ... '. When phrases of this sort are employed the point 

usually is: not that this is what your actual words do actually mean; but 

rather that this is what, if you only face the facts and be entirely honest, 

you would have to admit. It is this sort of brilliant harshness which 

sometimes makes one want to describe the Treatise as Hume's Language, 

Truth, and Logic." 13 

We have observed different criss-cross and overlapping views 

regarding Hume' s position of is-ought dichotomy. However, on the basis 

of the above observation, we can draw a few observation about Burne's 

position of is-ought dichotomy. 

We think that Hume in a passive manner admits a transition from is to 

ought. According to Hume moral objectivism, egoism, social contact 

theory, natural law theory and religious morality began by observing 

specific facts about the world and then he concluded from those 

13 Flew, Anthony." On the Interpretation ofHume" included in The Is-Ought Question edited by W.D. 
Hudson, Macmillan, 1969, p.69. 
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statements something about moral obligation. Thus, he has intended to 

draw is from ought. Hume further contends that moral assessments are 

not rational inferences at all. In this regard, he would perhaps be 

differentiated from Putnam who does not think that moral assessments 

lack of rationality. According to Hume, moral assessments are feelings 

or emotional reactions. The world for Hume consists of many people 

with many different perspectives on religion. Therefore, it would be 

wrong to judge any view and deny the others. For example, a priest's 

job is to educate and care for his people attending worship. Therefore, it 

would be wrong for a priest to mistreat a child. A doctor's job is to 

assist the patient to survive and therefore it would be wrong on behalf 

of a doctor to practice physician-assisted suicide. A government is 

financially supported through taxes paid by its citizens and therefore 

government ought not to misuse its financial resources. All such actions 

as cited above are moral assessments based on feelings and emotional 

reactions. 

We think that the history of the fact-value dichotomy parallels in certain 

respects with the history of the analytic-synthetic dichotomy. 14 Like 

the analytic-synthetic dichotomy, the fact-value dichotomy is 

foreshowed by the Humean dichotomy inherent in the slogan that one 

cannot infer an 'ought' from an 'is'. He tenns, "No ought from an is."ts 

This view is philosophically known as Burne's Law. 

In fact, Hume' s classical distinction between matters of fact and relations 

of ideas, later to become the analytic-synthetic distinction as well as 

Hume' s dictum that an" ought" can never be derived from an "is", later 

to become the fact-value dichotomy. When Hume inclines to say that 

14 Putnam, Hillary, The Collapse of the Fact-Value Dichotomy, Harvard University Press, 2003, pp.l-3. 
15 Hare, R. M. Moral Thinking, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1981, p.6. 

37 



one cannot infer an 'ought' from an 'is', he thereby assumes a 

metaphysical dichotomy between 'matters of fact' and 'relation of 

ideas', i.e. the dichotomy that constituted his early anticipation of the 

analytic synthetic distinction. According to Hume, if an 'is' judgment 

describes a 'matter of fact', then no 'ought' judgment can be derived 

from it. Putnam says, "Hume's metaphysics of "matters of fact'' 

constitutes the whole ground of the alleged underivability of "oughts" 

from "ises"."16 Putnam further contends that Hume's criterion for 

"matters of fact" actually presupposes what he (Putnam) calls pictorial 

semantics. According to Hume' s theory of mind, concepts are ideas 

which are pictorial in nature because the only way they can represent 

any 'matter of fact' is by resembling it. However, all ideas, according to 

Hume, are not pictorial in nature. Some ideas are involved or associated 

with sentiments as well. Putting all the issues in perspective, what we 

can say here is that Hume perhaps does not tell us that one cannot infer 

an 'ought' from an 'is', rather he perhaps intends to say that there is no 

'matter of fact' about right and no matter of fact about virtue. According 

to Putnam, if there were matters of fact about virtue and vice, then it 

would have to be the case that the property of virtue would be pictorial 

in the way that the property of being an apple is pictorial. In fact, Hume 

was right in saying that there are no such matters of fact He justifies it 

by saying that the components of our ideas that correspond to 

judgments of virtue and vice are nothing more than 'sentiments' 

aroused in us by the deliberation of the relevant actions owing to the 

particular structure and framework of our minds. 

16 Ibid. p.l5. 
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Hume perhaps does not agree or intend to disintegrate the is-ought 

dichotomy mainly because of the fact that the very nature of such 

statements is different. Each of them has distinctive feature on the basis 

of which they have been enumerated. The very disadvantage of value 

judgment is that it incorporates so many sub-classes of concepts. The 

ethical use of ought is somewhat vague. In fact, Hume in his Inquin; 

Concerning the Principles of Morals hints that one may enlarge the class of 

value judgment containing not only the word "ought", but also "right", 

"wrong", "virtue", "vice", and such derivatives as "virtuous" and 

"vicious", as well as "good" and "bad" in their ethical uses. The 

resulting class may be called as the class of paradigmatic value judgments. 

We think that Kantian interpretation of value judgments is someway 

distinct from Hume even though it would be very difficult to read Kant 

in a superficial manner. However, many Kantian philosophers perhaps 

would like to share the view that value judgments have the character of 

imperatives. In fact Kant himself speaks of rules and maxims as well as 

the categorical imperatives. According to them "Murder is wrong'' is an 

alternative way of saying "do not murder" and this is not a description 

of any fact. In this regard, Kant perhaps would agree with Hume. But 

Kant equally disagrees with Hume on the ground that unlike Hume, 

Kant holds that even moral statements can be rationally justified. Kant, 

of course ,does not agree with Hume on the point that morality is all 

about a vulgar system. 

___________ " __________ _ 
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Chapter Two 

Moore on Fact-Value Dichotomy 

Like David Hume, J. E .Moore was another classical thinker who did 

not rule out the gulf between is-ought dichotomy. In the preface to 

Principia Ethica, Moore breezily ascribes the ills, past and present, of 

ethics to moral philosophers' failure to keep separate two separate 

questions, namely, " What kind of things ought to exist for their own 

sake?" and "What kind of actions ought we to perform?"The first 

question is directly associated with the question: what is good? And the 

second one is associated with the question: what makes an action a 

morally right one? According to Moore self-evident truths alone are 

capable of grounding answer to the first question and solutions to the 

second question will need to incorporate, in addition, causal empirical 

truths pertaining to the results of actions. Moore appears to move away 

from non-cognitivism and he notifies his readers that a substantive 

theory of the summum bonum will be soon urider way. 

Moore was a proponent of ethical non-naturalism. Ethical non

naturalism is the meta-ethical doctrine which states that ethical 

statements express propositions that cannot be reduced to non-ethical 

statements in the similar way that Ethical Naturalism assumes. In other 

words, it can be said that ethical non-naturalism is the meta-ethical 

view which claims that ethical sentences express propositions which are 

true because of the objective feature of the world independent of human 

opinion. According to non-naturalist these moral feature of the world 

are not reducible to any set of non-moral facts. This makes ethical non

naturalism a non-definist form of moral realism, which in turn a form of 
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cognitivism. Ethical non-naturalism stands in opposition to ethical 

naturalism, which claims that moral terms and properties are reducible 

to non-moral terms and properties. 

G. E. Moore is an ethical non-naturalist. His celebrated book Prindpia 

Ethica is often considered a revolutionary work that sets a new agenda 

for 20th century ethics. In meta-ethics Moore's non-naturalist position 

was close to that defended by Henry Sidgwick and other late 19th 

century philosophers such as Rashdall, Brentano, and McTaggart. 

Having said this, Moore's Principia Ethica presented its views with 

unusual vigor and force. Moore's non-naturalism consists of two main 

theses of which one was the realist thesis that moral and more 

generally normative judgments are objectively true or false. The other 

was the autonomy of ethics which states that moral judgments are sui

generis in the sense that they are neither reducible to nor derivable from 

non-moral, that is, scientific or metaphysical arguments. Thus, Moore 

theory of non-naturalism states that our knowledge of moral truths is 

intuitive in the sense that it is not arrived at by inference from non

moral truths but rest on our recognizing certain moral propositions as 

self-evident. 

Moore further extends the realist side of his non-naturalism by saying 

that fundamental moral judgments ascribe the property of goodness to 

state of affairs. Like others, Moore seems to have taken this realism for 

granted. However, Moore did not defend it extensively against anti

realist alternatives. In this regard, Moore was influenced by the 

grammar of moral judgments having a standard subject-predicate form. 

In his book Ethicsll , Moore showed that the subjectivist view does not 

17 Mooore, G. E., Ethics, London: Williams and Norgate, 1912, p.58. 
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allow for moral disagreements, since my report that I approve of x and 

you report that you disapprove of it can both be true. Even in his later 

stage, Moore encountered the non-cognitivist emotivism of C. L. 

Stevenson which states that moral judgments express rather than report 

feelings and therefore can conflict. Moore initially concluded that this 

anti-realist view had as good a claim as his own to be true, but shortly 

after he reverted to his earlier non-naturalism and saying that he could 

not imagine what had induced him to consider abandoning it.18 

Moore has given much emphasized on non-naturalism in his Prindpia 

Ethica. His non-naturalistist thesis advocates the autonomy of ethics 

which he expressed by saying that the property of goodness is simple 

and unanalysable, and in particular is unanalysable in non-moral terms. 

According to Moore, the property of goodness is non-natural which 

means that it is distinct from any of the natural properties studied by 

science. To deny this committed what Moore termed as "the non

naturalistic fallacy" 

Non-naturalism and the Open Question Argument 

Ethical non-naturalism is the meta-ethical doctrine that ethical 

statements express propositions that cannot be reduced to non-ethical 

statements in the way that Ethical Naturalism assumes. It therefore 

holds that it is not possible to define "good" in terms of any natural 

properties. As good being a non-natural property is indefinable, it 

cannot be denied in any other terms. Thus, the meaning of sentences 

containing the word 'good' cannot be explained entirely in terms of 

sentences not containing the word 'good'. 

18 See Ewing, A. C. "G. E. Moore" Mind, Vol.70, p.251. 
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What is naturalistic fallacy? What Professor Moore means by the 

'naturalistic fallacy' is the assumption that because some quality or 

combination of qualities invariably and necessarily accompanies the 

quality of goodness, or is invariably and necessarily accompanied by it, 

or both, this quality or combination of qualities is identical with 

goodness. If, for example, it is believed that whatever is pleasant is and 

must be good, or whatever is good is and must be pleasant, or both, it is 

committing the naturalistic fallacy to infer from this that goodness and 

pleasantness are one and the same quality. Thus, the naturalistic 

fallacy is the assumption that because the word 'good' and, say, 

· 'pleasant' necessarily describe the same objects, they must attribute the 

same quality to them. To make it clear, A. N. Prior says, "We might, 

with Mill, call the objects to which a term is applicable the denotation of 

the term, and the characteristics which an object must have for the term 

to be applicable to it, the connotation of the term.''19 Thus, for Moore the 

naturalistic fallacy is the fallacy of attempting to define evaluative 

concepts with descriptive concepts.20 

Now the pertinent question: how does naturalistic fallacy of Moore 

relate to the is-ought fallacy. There are some commentators and 

thinkers who adhere to the view that the naturalistic fallacy is related to 

but is not identical with the 'is-ought fallacy', which is the fallacy of 

drawing evaluative conclusions from descriptive premises. The 'is

ought fallacy' as we sa.w-in Hume's case, lies in the logical gap between 

ought-statements and is-statements. Is-statements are also known as 

descriptions. They are claimed about what ·there is. On the other hand, 

19 Mill, J. S. System of Logic, I, vi. 
20 See Gregor, Pence., A Dictionary of Common Philosophical Tenns, New York: McGraw- Hill, 2000, 
p.37. 
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ought-statements are also known as 'prescriptions' or 'evaluations' and 

they are associated with the assertion what should be. Is-statements are 

exemplified in the sciences, whereas ought-statements are exemplified 

in ethics and aesthetics. Hume claims that inferring ought-statements 

from is-statements is deductively invalid, because no amount of 

descriptive facts forces evaluative claims into us. This means that we 

can always have evaluative reasons for interpreting descriptive facts in 

one ways versus another. 

However, in order to get around Burne's is-ought fallacy, some 

eighteenth and nineteenth-century moral philosophers simply defined 

goodness in terms of natural properties, much like scientists define 

natural things in terms of natural properties. Such philosophers are 

called naturalistic philosophers. In this category, we particularly 

include utilitarians, namely, Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. 

Actually, in meta-ethics a philosopher who believes that moral concepts 

can be defined with natural concepts is called 'moral naturalist'. A 

moral naturalist is a proponent of 'moral naturalism'. Even though both 

Bentham and Mill have disagreed about what sort of pleasure should be 

emphasized, but they believed that the moral term 'good' can be 

defined entirely by the phrase "whatever produces the greatest amount 

of pleasure for the greatest number of sentient beings". 

Moore in his book Principia Ethica has claimed that the mere act of 

defining moral concepts with natural concepts .was a fallacy, what he 

attributes as the 'naturalistic fallacy'. Sometimes Moore used the 

phenomenal quality, i.e. qualia 'yellow' to make this point. Here he 

implicitly claimed that moral qualities were analogous to or were a sort 

of qualia. According to Moore, scientists can attempt to define yellow 
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with a naturalistic description such as "light with approximately 600nrn 

wavelength", but any such definition would not capture what yellow is. 

More succinctly, it can be said that no definition using natural concepts 

could capture the essential properties of yellowness. Moore says, 

"Consider yellow, for example. We may try to define it, by describing 

its physical equivalent; we may state what kind of light-vibrations must 

stimulate the normal eye, in order that we may perceive it. But a 

moment's reflection is sufficient to show that those light-vibrations are 

not themselves what we mean by yellow. They are not what we 

perceive. Indeed, we should never have been able to discover their 

existence, unless we had first been struck by the patent difference of 

quality between the different colours. The most we can be entitled to 

say of those vibrations is that they are what corresponds in space to the 

yellow which we actually perceive."21 The same goes for moral 

concepts, according to Moore. Defining the good as what produces the 

greatest amount of pleasure for the greatest number of sentient beings 

in fact fails to capture what is good even though it might track it. It may 

be the case, Moore opines, that all things which are good are also 

something else, just as it is true that all things which are yellow produce 

a certain kind of vibration in the light. In fact, ethics aims at discoverirlg 

what are those other properties belonging to all things which are good. 

However, when philosophers have thought that when they named 

those other properties they were actually defining good, but these 

properties were in fact simple not other, but absolutely and entirely the 

same with goodness what Moore calls the naturalistic fallacy. Thus, we 

21 Moore, G. E., Principia Ethica, section: 10.2, Retrieved May 29, 2007. 
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can say that Burne's 'is-ought fallacy' was reborn with Moore's 

introduction of the naturalistic fallacy. 

According to Moore "Goodness is simple, undefinable, non-natural 

property." However, to call goodness as non-natural does not mean 

that it is supernatural or divine. It does not mean, however, that goodness 

cannot be reduced to natural properties such as needs, wants or 

pleasures. Moore also stated that a reduction of ethical properties to a 

divine command would be the same as stating their naturalness. This 

would be an example of what he referred to as "the naturalistic 

fallacy."Conceiving 'goodness' as indefinable, Moore actually wants to 

say that goodness cannot be defined in any other terms. This is the 

central claim of non-naturalism. Accordingly, it can be said following 

Moore that the meaning of sentences containing the word 'good' cannot 

be explained entirely in terms of sentences not containing the word 

'good'. One cannot substitute words referring to pleasure, needs or 

anything else in place of 'good'. Moore was very clear when he 

attributed "goodness" as non-natural property. According to Moore 

there are two types of properties, such as, natural property and non

natural property. Properties, such as, hardness, roundness and 

dampness etc., are clearly natural properties. They are natural because 

we encounter them in the real world and can perceive them. On the 

contrary, other properties, such as being good and being right, are not so 

obvious. A great novel, for example, is considered to be a good thing; 

goodness may be said to be a property of that novel. Paying one's debts 

and telling the truth are generally hard to be right things to do; 

rightness may be said to be a property of certain human actions. 

According to Moore the nature of these two categories of properties is 
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different. Unlike the non-natural properties, natural properties can be 

perceived and encountered in the real world. Contrary to this, it is not 

immediately clear how to physically see, touch or measure the 

goodness of a novel or the rightness of an action. 

What we notice here is that Moore does not consider goodness and 

rightness to be natural properties because of the fact that they cannot be 

defined in terms of any natural properties. How, then, can we know 

that anything is good and how can we distinguish good from bad? One 

can response this question from the perspective of moral epistemology, 

the part of epistemology that studies how we know moral facts and 

how moral beliefs are justified. In fact some British epistemologists, 

following Moore, suggested that humans have a special faculty, a 

faculhj of moral intuition, which tells us what is good and bad, right and 

wrong. Even we have a good response from ethical intuitionists who 

assert that, if we see a good person or a right action, and our faculty of 

moral intuition is sufficiently developed and unimpaired, we simply 

intuit that the person is good or that the action is right. Moral intuition 

is supposed to be a mental process different from other, more familiar 

faculty like sense-perception and that moral judgments are its outputs. 

When someone judges something to be good or some action to be right, 

then the person is using the faculty of moral intuition. The faculty is 

attuned to those non-natural properties. We think that the best ordinary 

notion that appropriates moral intuition perhaps would be moral 

intuition, i.e. the idea of conscience. 

So far we have expressed in brief the concept of naturalistic fallacy after 

Moore. In developing and narrating his concept of naturalistic fallacy, 

Moore convinced his contemporaries that the naturalistic fallacy was a 
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fallacy that cannot be stated by an argument what he called "The Open 

Question Argument" in his Principia Ethica. Moore's main argument 

against ethical naturalists' view was what he came to be known as the 

'open question argument'. Suppose a definition of "good" is 'pleasure 

causing'. If something is good, it causes pleasure and if it causes 

pleasure, then it is, by definition, good. Moore, however, asserted that 

we could always ask, "But are pleasure causing things good?" This 

would always be an open question. According to Moore, there is no 

predetermined conclusion that pleasure-causing things are good. In his 

initial argument, 'Moore concluded that any similar definition of 

goodness would be criticized in the same way. 

To make this point further clear, let us consider a particular naturalist 

claim, such as that "xis good" is equivalent to "xis pleasure". If this 

claim is true, Moore said, the judgment "Pleasure is good" would be 

equivalent to "Pleasure is pleasure", yet surely someone who asserts the 

former means to express more than that uninformative tautology. The 

same argument can be built up against any other naturalist proposal. 

Even if we have determined that something is what we desire to desire 

or more evolved, the question whether it is good remains "open", in the 

sense that it is not settled by the meaning of the word "good". We can 

ask whether what we desire to desire is good, and likewise for what is 

more evolved, more unified, or whatever. 

The open question argument was much discussed in the 20th century 

and met with many objections. One said that the argument's 

pervasiveness depends on the "paradox of analysis" that any definition 

of a concept will, if successful, appear uninformative. If an analysis does 

capture its entire target concept's content, the sentence linking the two 
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will be a tautology, but this would not be the reason to reject all 

analysis. Moore could respond that in other cases accepting a definition 

leads us to see that the sentence affirming it, while seeming informative, 

in fact is not. However, this does not happen in the case of 'good'. Even 

if we agree that only pleasure is good, no amount of reflection will 

make us think "Pleasure is good" equivalent to "Pleasure is pleasure". 

Interpretation of Good in terms of Ought 

We have seen that the main elements of Moore's non-naturalism are 

moral realism and the autonomy of ethics. According to Moore the 

fundamental moral concept is that of goodness which he expressed by 

saying that goodness is simple and unanalysable, even in moral terms. 

Sidgwick, however, disagrees with Moore in this regard. For Sidgwick 

the central moral concept had been ought and he defined good in terms of 

ought. Moore's Principia Ethica actually took the exactly opposite view 

defining ought in terms of good. Thus, there we notice an important 

distinction between Sidgwick and Moore. Sidgwick defines good in 

terms of ought, whereas Moore defines ought in terms of good. Thus, to 

Sidgwick ought is central and for Moore good is central. Whatever the 

distinction may be, what is important to note here is that ought can be 

defined or so to speak conceived in terms of good and vice-versa. In 

boarder sense they belong to the same category, i.e. they are non

natural properties. 

According to Principia Ethica, 'one ought to do x' literally means "x will 

produce the most good possible". However, Moore was quickly 

persuaded by Bertrand Russell that his last view is vulnerable to his 

own open-question argument in saying "one ought to do what will 
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produce the most good". Moore therefore holds in his later work that 

ought is a distinct moral property from good without jeopardizing the 

essence of his non-naturalism. However, Moore continued to prefer the 

view that good is a simple concept. On the Moorean view judgments 

about the goodness of state of affairs are not shorthand for judgments 

about how we ought to respond to those states. They are independent 

judgments that explain why we ought so to respond. 

The other innovative aspect of Moore was his view that the intrinsic 

value of a state of affairs can depend only of its intrinsic properties, it 

has apart from any relations to other states. Moore did not explicitly 

state his more restrictive view that intrinsic goodness can depend only 

on intrinsic properties. Whatever the innovation may actually be, it 

does not affect the core of a non-naturalist meta-ethics as expounded by 

Moore. However, critique would suggest that unlike Moore's non

naturalism, Sidgwick's non-naturalism was comparatively modest in 

the sense that there are truths about what people ought or have reason 

to do that we can know by reflection. However, Moore supplemented 

this modest view with an extravagant metaphysics of non-natural 

properties inhabiting a supersensible realm and a mysterious faculty of 

intuition that acquaints us with them. 

Naturalistic ethics 

We have seen that Moore defends non-naturalism and stands against 

naturalism. His ethics is non-naturalistic in nature. To make his 

standpoint clearer, let us explain naturalistic ethics in brief. Naturalistic 
. 

ethics is a theory of moral behaviour according to which ethics is an 

empirical science. According to this theory ethical statements are 
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reduced to the natural sciences (physical or social), and ethical 

questions are answered wholly on the basis of the findings of those 

sciences. Accordingly, it can be said that naturalistic ethics is a non

valuational enterprise. It states that any ethical value is to be 

confirmable through the method of science. It states that moral facts are 

facts of nature. Ethical values are reducible to natural properties. For 

example, a good action iS an action in conformity with the proper 

function of a thing. Even virtue ethics states that ethical good is the 

realization of the capacities of a human being as 'living well and doing 

well in the world'. Ethical values are a distinctive kind of property not 

reducible to those studied. 

Naturalism, Non-naturalism, Naturalistic ethics 

Naturalism as the doctrine assumes that a complete description of the 

world can be given using the conceptual resources of the natural 

sciences. More precisely, naturalism supposes that every concept we 

may use its correct descriptions of the world may be reduced to a 

concept of natural science, and that all explanations of worldly 

phenomena are at the root mere causal explanations. Naturalistic ethics 

admits that as moral facts are facts of nature, they can be in some sense 

or other defined. However, one thing should be kept in mind that 

naturalism is not at par with naturalistic ethics. Nor we can say that 

Moorian non-naturalism is at par with naturalistic ethics or naturalism 

as such. Those who advocate naturalistic ethics would perhaps admit 

that an ought can be reduced from an is. As Moore non-naturalism 

stands against both naturalism and ethical naturalism, it does not admit 

any logical deduction of an ought from an is. Moore was critical about 
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naturalistic fallacy. He did not say much more about the logical 

derivation of an-ought statement from an is-statement. However, 

naturalistic fallacy gives us sufficient clue from which we can assume 

that in Moorean ethics there is no scope of deducing an evaluative 

statement from a descriptive statement. He rules out any sort of 

naturalistic interpretation of the term 'good' which according to Moore 

is non-natural. Accordingly, it can be said that any attempt of reducing 

or deducing an evaluative statement from a descriptive statement or 

vice versa would commit naturalistic fallacy. Someone who believes in 

the descriptivist theory of meanirtg and that moral concepts have sharp 

definitions certainly commits the naturalistic fallacy if he commits the 

is-ought fallacy. Accordingly, the naturalistic fallacy appears to be a 

legitimate fallacy to ordinary people who engage in certain ordinary 

moral reasoning. 

Now the pertinent question is: Is is-ought dichotomy remained as same as 

naturalistic fallacy? We have already mentioned that Hume was talking 

of 'Is-Ought Dichotomy' what is philosophically known as 'Burne's 

Law'. Moore as we have stated did not mention the 'Is-ought 

Dichotomy" like Hume. Moore was concerned about the naturalistic 

fallacy. His theory is known as non-naturalism. Therefore, just like is

ought dichotomy, there is a similar dichotomy between naturalism and 

non-naturalism. Naturalism is associated with descriptivism and non

naturalism is associated with evaluative judgment. There may have 

some overlapping between naturalism and non-naturalism. Those who 

advocate ethical naturalism does not strict to this dichotomy between 

naturalism and non-naturalism. As Moore does not admit ethical 

naturalism, he therefore stands in favour of this dichotomy. Now if 
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naturalism can be conceived at par with is-statement and non-naturalism 

can be conceived at par with ought-statement, then certainly, it can be 

said after Moore that an ought-statement or non-natural statement 

cannot be logically deduced from an is-statement or natural statement 

and vice-versa. 

Even though the is-ought dichotomy is the main burden of ethics or 

moral philosophy in general, but the issue actually belongs to the moral 

philosophy of language because of the fact that any attempt of 

collapsing or not collapsing is-ought dichotomy actually hinges on the 

analysis of language. How can we have or have not an ought from an 

is? On both accounts we can take the help of the analysis of language. 

That means one can be linguistically defined in terms of another. 

However, unlike many others, Moore rules out any definition or 

analysis of non-natural concept such as 'good' in terms of natural 

concept. Moore has over emphasized on the view that any attempt of 

defining a non-natural concept such as 'good' in terms of natural 

concept would lead us to naturalistic fallacy. Billington summarizes 

Moore's naturalistic by saying, "Each proponent can defend his point of 

view as following naturally from the facts: each can claim to be deriving 

an ought from an is. What is clear, however, is that, however 

vociferously the claim may be made that a logical connection has been 

established between the two, the claim is fallacious. The whole theory is 

in fact known in philosophy as the naturalistic fallactj."22 

Like Billington, Richard also makes the same observation. Richard say:5 

that knowing about the material does not determine what ought to be 

done with it. What we decide to try to depend on our values, and facts 

22 Billington, Ray, Living Philosophy: An Introduction to Moral Thought, London: Routledge, 1988, 
p.88. 
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and values are separate things. He says, "Many philosophers have put 

it for a long time, "ought" cannot be derived from "is"; statements of 

value cannot be deduced from statements of fact. Achieving the ideal 

society depends on the separate activities of working out values and 

experimenting to find out facts."23 In the tradition of Moore, he will be 

on the look-out for the fallacious attempt to derive non-natural, ethical 

properties from natural, empirical properties. Or more generally, it can 

be said, he will be on the lookout for the fallacious derivation of 

evaluative conclusions from factual premises. 

Thus, according to Collingham, then, an acceptance that there is a gap 

between is and ought amounts to much the same thing as a healthy 

respect for Moore's warning concerning the naturalistic fallacy, which 

in turn has its general form an adherence to the supposed distinction 

between facts and values. In fact the combination of anti-naturalism 

with the denial of the fact-value distinction is not, of course, a new 

development. In fact its philosophical ancestry, from Plato to Moore, is 

most respectable; of late it has not commanded the attention it deserves. 

---:x----

23 Richards, Jenet, R, The Sceptical Feminist, London: Routledge, 1980, p.64. 
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Chapter Three 

Putnam on the Fact-Value Dichotomy 

The outlook of Logical Positivism regarding fact-value dichotomy 

We think that in the course of time everything has changed. Even 

philosophical doctrine cannot evade this trend. In every passing 

moment a new king appears and controls the key what may be called 

Control Concept in the current phase. The debate between 'is' and 

'ought' is just like the outcome of concept control. Beginning in the 

eighteenth century, some of the enlightenment thinkers declared that 

values could not be derived from facts. Kendler says, "The naturalistic 

fallacy rejects the possibility of deducing ethical statements from non

ethical statements. This principle, more precisely described as the fact/ 

value dichotomy, denies the possibility of logically deriving what ought 

to be from what is."24 Here we particularly call upon the name of Moore 

who, in fact,inclined to say that values are non-natural term and as a 

matter of fact they cannot be defined in terms of natural terms or 

qualities. For Moore any attempt to define a non-natural term in terms 

of natural term would lead us to naturalistic fallacy. In the twentieth 

century a group of like minded philosophers having scientific 

background known as logical positivists extented the idea of fact-value 

dichotomy even further. In fact, they were bothered or distressed by the 

continued· talk about God and religion and morality in the center of our 

scientific environment. In order to overcome the unscientific 

philosophical cordon, they at any rate, developed a kind of philosophy 

that not only emphasized on the dichotomy, but at the same time set 

24 Kendler, Howard H. "Psychology and Ethics: Interactions and Conflicts," Philosophical Psychology 
15:4, 2002, p.490. 
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out a philosophical environment which would be factual in nature. As 

Ean;test R. House notes, " The logical positivists thought that facts could 

be ascertained and that only facts were the fit subject of science, along 

with analytic statements like " 1 plus 1 equals 2" that were true by 

definition. Facts were empirical and could be based on pristine 

observations, a position called foundational. On the other hand, values 

were something else. Value might be feelings, emotions or useless 

metaphysical entities. Whatever they were, they were not subject to 

scientific analysis. People simple held certain values or believed. in 

certain values or did not. Values were chosen. Rational discussion had 

little to do with them."25 

The logical positivists seem to have believed that only facts could be 

called truth as they are derived from experiment and observation. At 

the same time they rejected all talk about values associated with ethics, 

morals, religions, aesthetics and philosophy not only as preferences 

without foundation, but as 'meaningless or non-cognitive babble'. As a 

matter of fact values were thus depreciated as mere matters of taste and 

as not subject to rational or objective discussion. According to logical 

positivists to ask whether it is wrong to lie or steal was equivalent to 

asking whether one prefers chocolate or vanilla ice cream. The answer 

was just a matter of person taste or choice ungrounded in any truth or 

reality because there was no experiment that could. be performed to 

prove the truth of any answer. Narrating the scientific development, 

Nancy Pearcey remarks, "The direction in intellectual history since the 

Enlightenment has been to grant to science the authority to pronounce 

what is real, true, objective, and rational, while relegating ethics and 

25 House, Earnest R. , " Unfinished Business: Causes and Values", American Journal of Evaluation 
22.3, p.313. 
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religion to the realm of subjective opinion and non-rational experience. 

Once the definition of knowledge is conceded, then any position that 

appears to be backed by science will ultimately triumph in the public 

square over any position that appears based on ethics or religion." 26 

There is no question of doubt that the 'fact-value dichotomy' has been 

created by logical positivists by conceiving or interpreting the term 

'meaningfulness' in terms of truth and falsity on account of the 

principle of verification as fulfilling on the basis of the limited number 

of observational data or evidences. Here we can particularly mention 

the name of A. J. Ayer who in his celebrated ?ook Language, Truth and 

Logic sets out the criterion of the principle of verification and thereby 

determined the meaningfulness of statement. It has been said that only 

factual statements can be determined as meaningful because such type 

of statements can only be verified on the basis of observational data. 

The question of verification of ethical statements or ought-statement in 

terms of observational data simply does not arise because the contents 

of ethical judgment are not factual or matter of empirical fact. As the 

nature of factual and evaluative statements is completely different from 

each other, there is no point of claiming that one can be logically 

deduced from .the other. According to Ayer the fact-value problem 

arises because moral statements cannot pass a critical test of meaning 

called the verification principle. According to Ayer moral utterances are 

only expressions of feelings or emotions. 

According to logical positivists' all meaningful sentences must be either 

tautologies or empirically verifiable. A statement which is true by 

definition or which is unconditionally true by virtue of its form alone is 

26 Pearcey, Nancy., "A New Foundation for Positive Culture Change: Science and God io the Public 
Square." Human Events, Sept. 15, 2000. 
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said to be tautology and any statement would be empirically verifiable 

which is said to be a statement regarding observation about the world. 

The value statement, such as, 'charity is good' neither qualifies as a 

tautology nor is it an empirically verifiable statement. Ayer simplifies 

his argument in the following way: 

A sentence is meaningful if and only if it can be verified. 

Moral sentences cannot be verified. 

Therefore, moral sentences cannot be meaningful. 

Ayer's soluti.on to the fact-value problem is to note that moral 

utterances function as a special non-factual way. According to Ayer 

moral utterances do not report our feelings, rather they express feelings. 

As the nature of moral statement is completely different from the nature 

of factual statement, there underlies a distinctive gulf between these 

two types of statement which is justified on the basis of the following 

accounts. 

Arguments in favour of 'is-ought dichotomy' 

1. No statement is both evaluative and factual. Since facts and 

values are separate, with facts being solid and provable and 

values being matters of personal taste, values play no role in the 

realm of facts, i.e. in science. 

2. There is no logical connection between evaluative and factual 

statements. A factual statement states what is there externally in 

the world and the reference of a factual statement can be 

identified in spatia-temporal framework. Contrary to this, 

evaluative statements evaluate the goodness and rightness of 

moral actions which are by no means the object of the external 
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world. Evaluate statements state or involve essentially reference 

to human sentiments or feelings. Sentiments are the object of 

feelings, not of reason or the understanding. Accordingly, 

evaluative statements cannot be validly deduced from factual or 

descriptive statements. 

3. Factual statements are true or false independently of any value 

judgments. There are different types of value parameters, such as, 

moral value, truth or logical value, external value, internal value, 

intrinsic value, instrumental value and non-instrumental value 

etc. Among these various kinds of values, there we find a broad 

classification, such as, truth value and other than truth value. This 

classification is justified by saying that logical or truth value is 

determined formally and all others values are determined 

informally.In the case of logical value there we have a decision 

.procedure on account of which the value of a proposition is 

formally determine. This would not to be the case in the case of 

moral values. In determining the moral values we have to 

evaluate so many things. lf we determined the value of a moral 

action in the line of Kantian ethics, we have to give due 

importance whether the action is done on the basis of categorical 

imperative or the principle of 'duty for duty sake'. lf we evaluate 

an action in terms of virtue ethics, we have to evaluate it whether 

the action is performed by a moral agent possessing virtues etc. 

Thus, in Kantian ethics a moral action is said to be good or 

valuable if it is performed on the basis of categorical imperatives; · 

in virtue ethics it would be valuable if it is performed on the basis 
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of some virtues; in consequential ethics it would be valuable if it 

is performed on the basis of the consequence of the action etc. 

4. Facts can, and values cannot, be established beyond controversy. 

What is a fact is fact. In Wittgensteinian model it can be said that 

a proposition pictures a fact and a fact makes a proposition as 

either true of false. This means that to be a fact is to be fact of 

something and to be a fact of something is to a fact of something 

interpreted as either true or false. Thus, anything lacks of truth 

value would not be a fact. Thus, while determining fact; there are 

rational and scientific grounds for knowing it to be a fact. What is 

a fact to me is equally be a fact to other as well provided that he 

has to have the same scientific knowledge. As a fact is determined 

on the basis of some rational systematic scientific method, there 

remains nothing hidden and as a matter of fact a fact is 

determined as a fact uncontroversially. Contrary to this as there 

are different value parameters, there remains possibility of 

controversy regarding moral values. Even though some moral 

philosophers, such as Kant, Hare etc., would like to say that 

moral principles are universalizable, but this would not be 

acceptable without question begging. Because there are many 

other moral philosophers and moral theories according to which 

moral rules and principles are subjective in nature. According to 

them what would be good in a particular person or a particular 

society may not be good to other person or other society. That 

means moral action is determined as good or bad in terms of the 

situation or moral luck. Thus, besides moral principles there may 
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have some extraneous factors which would play crucial role in 

determining the value of a moral action. 

5. Evaluative statements can neither be true or false. They do not 

possess any propositional value. Therefore, the question of their 

truth and falsity simply does not arise. Evaluate statements do 

possess value, but such kind of value is not truth-functional or 

factual or cognitive. Unlike truth-functional or factual value, the 

value of evaluative statement is determined on the basis of moral 

grounds associated with feelings, love, compassion, care and 

virtues. Thus, the value of an evaluative statement is determined 

on the basis of situation and circumstance. A fact is a matter of 

impersonal taste, whereas a value is a matter of personal taste. 

Therefore, unlike a fact, values play no role in the realm of facts. 

6. Values are not involved in the determination of what is a fact. As 

the realm of value and the realm fact are completely different in 

nature, value can not determine fact. That means no factual 

statement is logically deduced from an evaluative statement and 

vice-versa. We cannot say that 'everyone ought to do it' entails 'it 

would be a fact'; nor we can say that 'as it would be a fact, so 

everyone should do it'. In the case of logical deduction the 

conclusion must be at par with the premise or premises or the 

conclusion must be contained by the premise or premises. Either 

of these alternatives can only be fulfilled-if they belong to the 

same realm. But it has been already stated that the nature of value 

and fact are different. Therefore, the question of deducing of one 

from the other simply does not arise. 
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7. Values are not involved in scientific descriptions of fact. We have 

already stated that what is a fact is a fact. This is mainly for the 

reason that in the case of something as determining a fact there 

underlies scientific background for claiming it to be a fact. How 

do we determine moral or aesthetic value scientifically? As they 

are not part of the empirical world, neither they can be verified 

by observational data nor they can be falsified by observational 

data. Values can neither be experienced nor be rationalized. The 

so-called intrinsic or non-instrumental value has to be 

understood not a mere means to the end, but as an end in itself. 

Value is something inheres in the object; it is something to be 
• 

realized. In this regard values are transcendental in nature. 

Values are not part of the empirical world, they are not the 

furniture of the world, and values· are something associated with 

feeling, sentiment. In this regard, values are psychological in 

nature. Accordingly, it can be said that values are not intermixed 

in the statement of scientific theories or facts. Values being 

matters of personal taste cannot be reasoned about. 

8. Values are completely subjective and have no objective qualities. 

As values are matters of personal· taste, values can be 

differentiated from person to person. In this regard values are 

said to be subjective in nature. How can we objectify values 

which are predominantly associated with personat feeling, 

sentiment? Anything which falls short of reason cannot be 

objectified. When a person being a speaker says that 'this is a red· 

pen', the hearer has two options. Either the hearers would be 

agreed with the speaker or would be disagreed with the speaker. 
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Whatever the option the hearer would like to adopt, he or she has 

to adopt it on the basis of the objective qualities possessed by the 

red pen. If we say that this pen is really red, we mean to say that 

it is a fact that this pen is red. How do we come to know that it is 

really a fact that this pen is red? We come to know on the basis of 

the objective qualities possessed by the red pen and also on the 

basis of the knowledge of the concerned person under what 

condition a pen is said to a red pen. As this pen is red is a factual 

statement, it can be verified on the basis of the observational data 

which again are factual in nature. However, this would not to be 

the case when we are evaluating a value judgment. How do we 

know that the wall- hanging picture of Rabindranath Togore is 

good? How do we value such picture? Does this picture possess 

any objective quality? Is this valuing scientific? Valuing a picture 

requires some aesthetic sense or vision which is not objective, 

factual quality of the picture under consideration. Rather it 

depends on the subjective or individualistic quality of the person 

who values the picture. 

On the basis of the above observation, it has been concluded by logical 

positivists and their followers that there underlies a big gulf between 

'is' and 'ought' statement. Consequently, the question of deducing one 

from the other simply does not arise. 

Putnam's position regarding Fact-Value Dichotomy: 

Although positivism as a philosophical movement did not last long 

because of its self-referential absurdity, but the positivistic ideas of 

fact-value dichotomy are still quite prevalent among many scientists. 
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Even these ideas have become pervasive in our culture in part because 

they allow an easy and thoughtless rejection of value claims. In his book 

The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy, Putnam says, " There are a 

variety of reasons why we are tempted to draw a line between 'facts' 

and 'values' - and to draw in such a way that 'values' are put outside 

the realm of rational argument altogether. For one thing, it is much 

easier to say "that's a value judgment", meaning, "that's just a matter 

of subjective preference," than to do what Socrates tried to teach us: to 

examine who we are and what our deepest convictions are and hold 

those convictions up to the searching test of reflective examination."27 

Those who insist on the factfvalue dichotomy would like to cease the 

relevance of values in scientific discourse and other activity. However, 

philosophers over the years equally realize that the relevance of values 

cannot be avoided even in the scientific discourse. Reflecting on this 

view, Putnam says, "The worst thing about the fact/value dichotomy is 

that in practice it functions as a discussion -stopper, and not just a 

discussion-stopper, but a thought stopper." 28 

Putnam in his many writings was highly critical about the doctrine that 

'no statement is both evaluative and factual'. In one place, Putnam goes 

on to" say that one particular answer to the question of fact and value 

has assumed the status of a cultural institution , namely, the answer 

'that facts and value are totally disjoine~ realms, 'that the dichotomy 

'statement of fact or value judgment' is an absolute one." In fact thiS is 

the view Putnam wants to attack. Because in one place, Putnam says 

that he has defended the idea that something can be both a fact and a 

27 Putnam, H., The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Other Essays, Cambridge M.A: Harvard 
University Press, 2002, pp. 43-44. 
28 Ibid. p.44. 
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value. If this is taken into account, then the view as engrossed by the 

logical positivists that 'no statement is both evaluative and factual' can 

not be retained as valid. In this regard, Putnam says, " My purpose was 

to break the grip that a certain picture has on our thinking ; the picture 

of a dualism, a dichotomous division of our thought into two realms, a 

realm of 'facts' which can be established beyond controversy, and a 

realm of 'values' where we are always in hopeless disagreement."29 

Are facts and values totally disjoined? If we answer affirmatively, then 

the view that 'no statement is both evaluative and factual' holds good. 

On the other hand, if we answer negatively then the said view does not 

hold good. Putnam, however, does not agree with the view that 'no 

statement is both evaluative and factual'. Perhaps he wants to reject it. 

In fact, many statements seem to have both factual and evaluative 

content. In such a case, the view that 'no statement is both evaluative 

and factual' has to be rejected. Let us explain this point with an 

example. The statement 'Bill Clinton was a good president' seems to 

have a factual content, namely, Bill Ointon was a president, but it also 

seems to .express an evaluation. Accordingly, this statement must be 

regarded as both factual as well as evaluative as it has both factual and 

evaluative content. In such a case the view that 'no statement is both 

evaluative and factual' does not hold good. Again consider another 

example. John knows that promises ought to be kept. On the standard 

interpretatiort this entails-that John believes that promises ought to be 

kept (a factual content) and also that promises ought to be kept( an 

evaluative statement). Again this example goes against the above 

mentioned view. Even in the case of conjunctive statements, there we 

29 Ibid. p.44. 
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find both factual and evaluative content. For example, out of two 

separate statements, such as, Ram is a boy, Ram is good, we can 

formulate the statement 'Ram is a good boy' whose have both factual 

and evaluative content. 

Some commentators would like to say that a statement having both 

factual and evaluative content would be regarded as an evaluative 

statement. It should not be regarded as the mixture of both factual and 

evaluative statement. Accordingly, the view that 'no statement is both 

evaluative and factual' remains intact. The problem with this proposal 

is that even though it enables to retain the above view intact, but at the 

same time it renders the positivists' claim that 'there is no logical 

connection between evaluative and factual statements' false. If both the 

factual and the evaluative contents are very much there in an evaluative 

statement, then how we can say that there is no logical connection 

between factual and evaluative statements? We cannot say this. 

Accordingly, there requires further modification of the view that 'there 

is no logical connection between evaluative and factual statements'. 

Owing to overcome this problem the fact-value dichotomist would like 

to say that 'there is no logical connection between a pure evaluative 

statement and a pure factual statement'. Accordingly, it can be said that 

no pure factual statement entails a pure evaluative statement. This, in 

fact, is a version of Hume's Law as Hume has said that 'no ought

statement can be validly dedu-ced from any set of is-statements' where 

the logical deduction is determined in terms of entailment. 

However, Putnam gives a counter-example of Hume's Law or against 

the dichotomist view that' there is no logical connection between a pure 

evaluative statement and a pure descriptive statement'. In one place, 
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Putnam writes as follows: 'Even though each of the statements 'John is 

a very inconsiderate man', 'John thinks about nobody but himself', ' 

John would do practically anything for money" may be simply a true 

description in the most positivistic sense ( and notice 'John would do 

practically anything for money' does not contain any value term), if one 

has asserted the conjunction of these three statements, it is hardly 

necessary to add 'John is not a very good person'. What Putnam insists 

here is that any one who understands the meaning of the above three 

sentences perfectly, he or she would easily draw the conclusion that the 

person under consideration is not a good person because here he or she 

accepts certain moral principles to the effect that inconsiderate and 

selfish persons are by no means good. In this sense the view that 'no 

statement is both evaluative and factual' has to be violated. On the 

other hand, if it would be cl11imed that the three descriptive statements 

under consideration are also evaluative, at least in conjunction or that 

they entail an evaluative statement, then it would definitely violates the 

positivistic view that 'there is no logical connection between evaluative 

and factual statements'. 

Putnam also rules out the proposal of two-component theory as given 

by some commentator. For Putnam if factual statements are classified as 

evaluative, then they have two meaning components, such as, factual 

and emotive, which for him is not possible, because in such a case the 

factual component-can be separated from the statement as a whole and

as a matter of fact the statement would no longer be treated as factual in 

true sense. So long a statement would be regarded as factual; its factual 

content cannot be detached from it. In this regard, Putnam considers an 

example from our ordinary moral descriptive vocabulary, namely the 

67 



statement 'John is considerate'. Here Putnam's position is that if there 

are two components to the meaning of 'xis considerate', then the only 

description we can give of the 'factual meaning' of the statement is that 

it is true if and only if x is considerate. And that trivializes the notion of a 

'factual component'. Putnam, however, tells us that even though two

component theory is not tenable, but from this it does not follow that 'x 

is considerate' does not have a certain emotive force. Putnam admits 

that in normal situation 'x is considerate 'has a certain emotive force. 

However, it does not always have. In such a case the 'two-component' 

theory does not hold good. In fact, we can use the statement 'x is 

considerate' for many purposes, namely, to evaluate, to describe, to 

explain, to predict, and so on. Among all such uses, it does not require 

to deny the existence of such a statement as 'X is considerate'. Here 

perhaps Putnam wants to distinguish between statements on the one 

hand and uses to which these statements can be put on the other. By 

'statement', he probably means the same as 'sentence' in the generic 

sense, i.e. a linguistic form which can be used on many different 

occasions. However, a proponent of the fact-value dichotomy would 

certainly not want to classify sentences as factual or evaluative. It is 

natural to say that a sentence like 'John is considerate' may be used for 

different purposes on different occasions, but it is equally natural to say 

that it may be used to make different statements on different occasions 

and·accordingly it may have different meanings. Ih fact P.F. Strawson 

has shown this in his celebrated article 'On Referring". Here he makes a 

distinction between a sentence, a use of a sentence and an utterance of a 

sentence. According to Strawson a sentence can neither be true or false, 

only the use of a sentence what Strawson calls statement can be regarded 

68 



as either true or false and hence meaningful. However, the fact/value 

dichotomist would differ from Putnam in the context that such a 

sentence would express purely factual statements on some occasions 

and purely evaluative statements on other occasions. When 'John is 

considerate' expresses an evaluative statement, it has also a factual 

content. Putnam may be right in saying that this factual content cannot 

be expressed in 'the language of physical theory'. However, some 

commentator suggests that such proposal of Putnam does not give rise 

to a threat to the fact/value dichotomy. 

Values are deeply involved in the arena of facts: 

Those who adhere to the view that no value statement can logically be 

deduced from factual statement would like to say that values are not 

deeply involved in the arena of facts. Contrary to this, those who adhere 

to the view that at least in some non-logical sense value statement can 

be obtained from factual statement would like to admit that values are 

deeply involved in the domain of facts. Logical positivists would like to 

say that values are not involved in the domain of facts as their nature is 

completely different with each other. Putnam, however, would like to 

say that values are deeply involved in the domain of facts. Even though 

science deals with brute facts, but at the same time the practice of 

science involves much more than the assemblage or grouping of self

evident facts. Careful observation shows that definitions of·'true', 'fact', 

'observation' and the like are derived from philosophical 

considerations, from the epistemology of science and theses 

consideration involves values. According to Putnam even in the bare 

level of observation, "epistemic values guide us in pursuing right 
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descriptions of the world."30 In fact, careful analysis would reflect that 

the entire operational structure of science involves the use of standards 

or values. Here Allen makes an interesting comment. According to 

Allen "every intellectual inquiry has to be guided by standards for 

sorting the true from the false, established facts from uncertain ones, 

interesting facts and problems from those which will tell us nothing 

new or significant, promising lines of enquiry from probable deed-ends, 

well-conducted from ill-conducted inquiry. They are what R. G. 

Collingwood called categorical activities, ones which are not rightly or 

wrongly performed, but ones of which the performers as they go along 

necessarily judge the successes or failure of their own performances. 

Being trained in them included coming to appreciate and observe the 

standards employed." 31 From this passage, Allen then concludes, 

"This, then, is the first breach of the fact/value dichotomy: that 

. knowing itself involves the personal employment of standards, most 

implicitly, for judging what we know and whether we have succeeded 

or failed in knowing it." 32 

According to Putnam values are deeply involved in the domain of facts. 

Here he understands or interprets the truth of the factual statements in 

the same sense as acceptabilitJj or justifiabilitJj under ideal conditions. Even 

though Putnam in one stage does not defend the theory of truth, but 

when he attacked the fact/value dichotomy in his Reason, Truth and 

History, he-tlien says that truth is an idealization ofrafional acceptabilillj. 

According to Putnam we call a statement 'true' if it would be justified 

some epistemically ideal conditions. For him 'epistemically ideal 

30 Ibid. p.32. . 
31 Allen, RichardT., "Polanyi's Overcoming of the Dichotomy of Fact and Value", Retrieved 
September 21, 2004. 
32 Ibid. 
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conditions' are like 'frictionless planes' as we cannot really attain 

epistemically ideal conditions or even be absolutely certain that we 

have come sufficiently close to them. In every theory there involves 

values. In fact, Putnam himself claims that "theory selection always 

presupposes values". When we select one theory instead of others, what 

actually counts in our selection process? When we attribute a theory in 

terms of 'coherent', 'reasonableness', 'simplicity', 'plausibility', what 

actually helps us to do so? When we say that 'the beauty of the theory is 

such as such', on what count do we comment it? All these are normative 

requirements and in some sense or other, directly or indirectly, are 

associated with values. Putnam inclines to say that even though 

'coherence, simplicity and so on are presupposed by physical science, 

yet coherence, simplicity and the like are values'.33 Putnam further 

contends that in the case of a selection of a particular theory value also 

counts the most. That means even though science is factual in nature, a 

scientific theory is factual, but the true reality is that facts do not compel 

the scientists to choose a given theory. Bare scientific facts do not make 

a scientific theory sound. In fact science without normative values 

would be hollow science. A science or a scientific theory would be 

sound and beneficial to the mankind in general if it would be associated 

with or coherent with some normative values. This view has been well 

supported by environmental ethicists in recent times. In fact when a 

scientist goes on to select a particular theory as reasonable out of 

hundred theories, he does not do so on the basis of facts, because at that 

time sufficient facts may not be available to him. Instead of this, he 

applies value-based criteria that will permit him to determine whether 

33 Putnam, H., The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Other Essays, Op. cit.. P.l42. 
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or not a particular theory is -reasonable. Moreover, when we witness a 

conflict between a theory and a fact or between two theories, we ipso

facto observe that values are intimately associated in the working out of 

conflicts. Putnam says, " When a theory conflicts with what has 

previously been supposed to be a fact, we sometimes give up the theory 

and we sometimes give up the supposed fact, and ... the decision is .... a 

matter of informal judgments of coherence, plausibility, simplicity, and 

the like. Nor is it the case that when two theories conflict, scientists wait 

until the observational data decide between them .... "34 This leads us to 

say after Putnam that when scientists face a difficulty of selecting a 

theory instead of other and the sufficient data are not at hand , then 

they take the help of value-laden criteria. This was also happening 

when Einstein's theory was accepted and Whitehead's theory was 

rejected. Putnam says, "Yet Einstein's theory of gravitation was 

accepted and Whitehead's theory was rejected fifty years before anyone 

thought of an observation that would decide between the two. Indeed, a 

great number of theories must be rejected on non-observational 

grounds, for the rule: "Test every theory that occurs to anyone" is 

impossible to follow.""3S 

What has been noted so far is that values are inherently embedded as 

well as implanted in facts. This actually leads us to say that anyone who 

deals with facts equally deals with value-ridden in this process because 

values are automatically and persistently associated with facts: Even in 

advance it can be said that values are involved in the ordering and 

structuring of facts to give understanding and meaning to data. How do 

we interpret or evaluate facts? We do so in terms of values. Without 

34 Ibid. p.l42. 
35 Ibid. p. 142. 
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values, researchers will find endless unexplained data. Thus, values are 

necessary for the construction and operation of theory, process, 

methodology, interpretation, observation, description, and evaluation. 

Putnam inclines to say that even 'the level of evidence that is required 

to prove a hypothesis' is a value choice in science. The problem, 

however, is not the presence of value in science, but the problem with 

the error which runs with the view that facts has nothing to do with the 

arena of values. It is the irony of modern science that even though it 

involves values or alternatively, even though scientists involve values 

in their work, but by denying that they do so, they are likely not to 

recognize the presence of values. In other words, we gather facts to 

support assumed rather than argued value commitments, all concealed 

by the veil of science. According to Harries, 'only by admitting to the 

role of values in the identification and processing of facts will scientists 

and others be able to debate openly their value commandments.' 

What has been established from the above is that values are deeply 

embedded in the factual or scientific statements. Does it then lead us to 

say that values statements like factual statements would be regarded as 

true? We have already shown after Putnam that truth is the same as 

'convergent' rational acceptability or justifiability under ideal 

conditions. Accordingly, following Putnam we can say: "A statementS 

is true if and only if, for any person Pat any timet, if P's condition at t 

were ideal (with- respect to S), S would be rationally acceptable 

(completely justified) for P at t, and the negation of S would not be 

rationally acceptable for P at t. "Here Putnam understands acceptability 

or justiftabilitlj in terms of epistemic values such as coherence and 

simplicity. For Putnam to say that a theory is coherence is equally 
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meant to say that it is justified and to say that the acceptance of a 

statement is justified is to say one ought to accept the statement. 

Accordingly, Putnam's position again be restated like this:" A statement 

S is true if and only if, for any person P at any time t, if P' s conditions 

were ideal (with respect to S) at t, P ought to accept S at t, and P ought 

not to accept the negation of S at t." This clearly suggests that for 

Putnam, a statement to the effect that a given statement is true is 

equivalent to an evaluative statement. Further, it is also important to 

observe here that Putnam accepts the 'equivalence principle' that any 

statement is equivalent to the statement that it is true. For Putnam an 

equivalence principle is philosophically dispassionate as on any theory 

of truth 'Snow is white' is equivalent to 'Snow is white'. That is why 

early Wittgenstein justifiably claims that such statements actually say 

nothing. Synthesizing all the points as mentioned above, it can be said 

after Putnam that ascriptions of truth are equivalent to evaluative 

statements and that every statement is equivalent to evaluative 

statement. If this stands as delivered, then it would definitely go rather 

well with a rejection of the fact-value dichotomy. The pertinent question 

is: if every factual statement is said to be evaluative, then why there 

remains a debate? Are all evaluative statements true or false in 

Putnam's sense? If it does then at least in the truth value there remains 

no distinction between a factual and an evaluative statement. It may 

happen that some statements are rationally acceptable for some peop1e 

under ideal conditions, but may not be rationally acceptable for some 

other people under ideal conditions. Such statements are neither true 

not false in Putnam's sense. Thus, to retain the fact-value dichotomy as 

a matter of philosophical discussion, we have to say that there are some 

74 



evaluative statements in which the question of truth or falsity simply 

does not arise. Instead of this if it would be held that truth and falsity 

are sue-generic concept of the evaluative statement then the dichotomy 

between fact and fact collapses again. 

Are values involved in the identification or determination of a fact? 

It seems clear at least from Putnam's observation that values are deeply 

involved in the facts. If this so happens, then does it leads us to, after 

Putnam, that values are involved in the identification or determination 

of a fact? The answer perhaps would be affirmative. Values inform the 

process and methodology of fact discovery. Even at the preliminary 

level values influence which experiments will be performed and which 

will not in determining fact. However, there we find different types of 

facts. For example, some facts are self-evident whereas others are not. 

Self-evident facts are not the result of interpretation and observation. 

However, in case of other than self-evident facts, there we need 

interpretation and observation. We think that in the case of self-evident 

fact there is no role of values. However, in case of other than self

evident facts values are deeply involved, because where there is a 

process of interpretation as well as evaluation, it must pass through a 

process of evaluation. In fact, Michael Polanyi makes it clear that in 

order to claim something to be a fact by a scientific community; it must 

pass through -a--process of evaluation which in turn involves value 

judgments. For Polanyi there are no mere facts in science. A scientific 

fact is a scientific opinion based on the ground of evidence favoring it. 

Science is not a mere collection of facts, but a system of facts based on 
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their scientific interpretation. Polanyi says, "In accepting the authority 

of science we accept the totality of all these value-judgments.'36 

Even scientific endeavor operates through a set of traditional values 

and part of these values include the standard of scientific merit which in 

turn help to determine whether something to be or not to be a fact. Just 

artistic, moral or legal traditions are transmitted; standards of scientific 

merit are also to be transmitted from generation to generation by the 

affiliation of individuals at a great variety of widely disparate points. 

These leads us to say that just like moral and artistic traditions, the 

appreciation of scientific merit is also based on tradition and in every 

passing year the succeeding generation accept and develop the previous 

scientific tradition on the basis of their own scientific opinion. This 

leads us to say that just like artistic, moral and legal traditions, the 

authority of science is equally traditional and whatever is based on 

tradition includes or incorporates a set of value judgments. Thus, like 

all other normative disciplines, factual science does require historical 

experiences which eventually help to determine what is valuable and 

what is not. 

When philosopher like Putnam has claimed that values are embedded 

in fact, he understands it in terms of epistemology. More succinctly it 

can be said that values determine facts on the basis of ~pistemology. He 

says, "Indeed, once we stop thinking of 'value' as synonymous with 

'ethics', it is quite clear that it (science) does presuppose values - it 

presupposes epistemic values."37 That means in order to determine or 

identify something as factual or not factual, one has to have · a 

36 Polanyi, Michael., " The Republic of Science: Its Political and Economical Theory." Retrieved 
September 21,2004. 
37 Putnam, H. The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Other Essays, Op. cit.. P.30. 
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commitment to certain values. In this regard, it can be said following 

Putnam that value-judgments and value-commitments must go before 

scientific and other fact-discovering. Putnam says, "Knowledge of facts 

presupposes knowledge of values. This is the position I defend This 

might be broken into two separate claims: (i) that the activity of 

justifying factual claims presupposes value judgments, and (ii) that we 

must regard those value judgment as capable of being right ..... " 38 

Putnam being an anti-realist rejects the externalist and transcendent 

point of view regarding the concept of truth. For Putnam truth is 

internal to the conceptual scheme and it would be determined on the 

basis of epistemic justified conditions. Truth is, after all, an ideal and a 

norm for guiding our epistemic activities. Accordingly, the theory of 

truth must be justified and also be logically coherent and consistent. 

Putnam says, " .... truth is an idealization of rational activity. We speak 

as if there were such things as epistemically ideal conditions and we call 

a statement 'true' if it would be justified under such conditions."39 

Unlike the logical positivists and the externalists, Putnam redefines 

truth as an ideal possibility to be discovered in language. For Putnam 

truth is not something that would be understood or determined in just 

two alternative ways, rather 'truth is plural, pragmatic and rooted in the 

domain of human language'40 

According to Putnam fact and value interpenetrate through the 

influence of value judgments on both theory and epistemology. 

Epistemology is interpenetrated by axiological (value) considerations 

and choices and facts are developed within that epistemological 

38 Ibid. p.I37. 
39 Putnam, H. Reason, Truth and History. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, I98 I, p.55. 
40 Pradban, R C. Recent Developments in analytic Philosophy, Indian Council of Philosophical 
Research, New Delhi, 2001, p.427. 
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framework. This, however, does not lead us to say that facts and values 

are one and the same thing. What can at best be said here is that values 

can play role in the determination of facts on the basis of epistemology. 

One thing should be kept in mind that when Putnam initiates to narrow 

down the fact-value dichotomy by showing that values are embedded 

in factual statements, he thereby understands values in an epistemic 

sense. That means his understanding of values is different from the so

called moral or ethical values in the true sense of the term. To say that 

what is a fact is influenced by values is not to say that facts are 

necessarily subjective. When Putnam claims that values are implanted 

in factual judgment, he thereby does not rule out the objectivity of 

values like the postmodernists. For Putnam value judgment can possess 

objectivity. 

The role of values in the determination of facts can also be justified by 

making a distinction between 'what really exists' and 'what we think or 

believe to exist'. In fact knowledge of what really exists is the goal of all 

truth lovers. However, belief about what exists is the result of our 

endeavors to know and such endeavors are predisposed by our values 

and theories. Our approach towards truth is a constant effort to 

improve our epistemic theories of knowing to get closer and closer 

towards truth. Observation does not guarantee what actually does or 

does not exist and it has been, according to Dickson, conceived by 

Einstein too. ·Rather it is our best theoretical attempts that would help 

us to make sense of the world. Thus, instead of giving only importance 

on observation as has been done by the logical positivists, it would be 

paramount importance, Putnam opines, to improve or develop our 

theories which in turn develops our knowledge, i.e. epistemic 
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knowledge, which helps us to get closer and closer towards truth. In 

supporting Putnam, Dickson says, "To put the point succinctly, as 

Heisenberg did (attributing these words to Einstein), "the theory 

determines what you can observe.""4I Let us make this point clear with 

the help of an example. Suppose there are two persons of which one is 

ordinary educated person and the other is a trained specialist in 

medical science. When a biopsy slide is given to them and ask: "What 

they observe?", both of them looking at the same thing. However, even 

though they observe the same thing, but each of them will see 

something very differently because each of them has a different theory 

of interpretation they learned. And what is most important here is that 

the trained person has a better theory of interpretation in the case of 

successful diagnostic as he comes to know 'what really exists' better 

than the normal educated person. This suggests that there are truths or 

facts that exist, but. which are not yet known to us through mere 

observation. This would again throw a challenge to the logical 

positivists which upheld the fact-value dichotomy on the idea of 

verificationism based on observation. Putnam's understanding of 

verification theory suggests 'it is metaphysically impossible for there to 

be any truths that are not verifiable by human beings.' Alternatively, it 

can be said that only such truth would be recognizable which would 

come through the principle of verification. That is why it has been said 

that verificationists' are the firm believers of fact-value dichotomy. 

According to Putnam the glory of verificationism did not last long as 

philosophy in general and science in particular has rejected this theory 

for its some immanent loopholes. According to Putnam, verificationism 

27. Dickson, P.S50 
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is nothing but a variety of 'anti-realism' in the eyes of current 

philosophers of language. However, problem of verificationism is that it 

limits the boundary of world on humans' verification capacities. 

However, it has been a proven case that there may remain facts which 

do not or perhaps ever cannot know. Even science at times has moved 

beyond the boundary of verifiability and it would equally be true to say 

that there are many truths that are beyond the power or capacity of our 

assertion. The development of science suggests that we are unlikely 

ever to know the exact number of stars in the universe before the Big 

Bank. This does not however mean to say the fact-value dichotomy 

loses it relevance at par or vis-a-vis with the rejection of the principle of 

verification theory. Verification theory just a pointer through which the 

fact-value dichotomy is well defended. Thus, there is no point of saying 

that fact-value dichotomy loses its relevance just like as the principle of 

verification loses its glory. 

Are values involved in the examination and description of facts? 

So far on the basis of above observation, it can be said that after Putnam 

that values are intimately associated with description. That means 

descriptive statements are no longer different from evaluative statement 

in some sense or other. Accordingly, it can be said after Putnam that 

values involve in the examination and description of facts. We have 

already pointed out that when Putnam was taking of values, ~is own 

sense of value is epistemic in nature rather than moral. Consequently, 

when we are approaching the view that values are involved in the 

examination and description of facts after Putnam, we are talking of 

epistemic values. It has already been shown in the foregoing discussion 
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that a fact is often been influenced by theoretical or other value-laden 

concerns and more notably an appropriate word to describe a fact is 

often inextricably associated to value concerns. When you look at an 

object, what are you actually looking at? How do you justify and 

explain your looking at on that object? To look at an object and 

subsequently saying it in terms of such and such is the justification of 

looking at on that object. However, 'saying it in terms of such and such' 

is actually making an evaluative statement and thereby imposing value 

terms upon factual statement. That is why Putnam aptly says, 

"'Valuation' and 'description' are interdependent- a possibility that is 

constantly overlooked by positivists and their ilk."42 Putnam regrets 

that it was not only the default of logical positivists, it was a mistake 

committed by many others as well. Putnam says, " ...... from Hume on , 

empiricists - and not only empiricists but many others as well, in and 

outside of philosophy - failed to appreciate the ways in which factual 

description and valuation can and must be entangled."43 There are many 

terms as used in language inherently possessing twin concepts such as, 

descriptive as well as evaluative, e.g. 'well nourished', 'self respect', 

'premature morality' etc. Facts and values are entangled as descriptive 

terms often involve evaluative connotations or meanings. When we are 

pointing an object as 'calculator', it equally means to say that the object 

named as calculator possessing a machine for which it is denoted as 

calculator~ According to Putnam when we describe something based on 

its function or principles of operation, the description implies that the 

object function properly and this represents an evaluation. Accordingly, 

to describe an object as a calculator it to evaluate it correctly and the 

42 Putnam, H. The Collapse of the Fact/Value Dichotomy and Other Essays, op. cit. p. 27. 
43 Ibid. p. 27 
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assessment of judgment, i.e. evaluation is based on empirical fact. In 

this sense a fact is entangled with value. This has not been something as 

applied in a particular case or domain, rather it would equally be true 

in everywhere even in unknown artifacts, biological world etc. Even 

Allen puts it by saying that even 'with reference to lining things and 

their operations and actions, description is necessarily evaluation." It 

this regard, it can be said that values are involved in the examination 

and description of facts. 

The affirmation of what ras been stated so far actually leads us to say 

that values are intermixed in many statements of facts. If this so 

happens after Putnam that values are entangled with facts then it can 

ipso - facto lead us to say that values may be intermixed in statements 

of facts. There is nothing wrong to suggest that in scientific and 

everyday use many statements of facts include both an empirical 

component and an evaluative component without rendering the 

statement non-factual or subjective. For example, there we find many 

linguistic phrase, where there intermixes the twin concept, such as, 

descriptive and evaluative. For example, the phrases, such as, 'a good 

result','a promising finding', 'a worthwhile experiment', 'an anomalous 

result', etc., are cases in point. 

Those who have actually favoured the fact -value dichotomy would 

like to say that since some value-judgments are subjective matters, they 

cannot be treated at par with factual statements. For them factual 

statements are objective, whereas not all value judgments are objective 

in the true sense of the term. Therefore, in order to establish that values 

are entangled with facts as claimed by Putnam, he has to show that 

value statements like factual statements are objective in nature. For 
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example, when a researcher says that one blood pressure machine is 

better than the other because of the colour of the pill, we simply 

recognize the subjective nature of the claim of 'better'; but instead of 

this if the same researcher says that one blood pressure machine is better 

than the other because one controls blood pressure without side effect 

than the other, we can say that here the statement of value 'better' is 

based on value-laden. Therefore, to say that the second statement is not 

factual, because it is only a value-judgment is clearly an error. Let us 

consider one more example to make this point clearer. The statement 

'Concrete is a good material to use for sidewalks' is declared a fact by 

anyone having experience with concrete sidewalks even though it 

entangles with values such as 'durability is better than non-durability'. 

This again leads us to say that a fact claims can include value claims 

without rendering them solipsistic or subjective. Putnam's own 

observation is that intermixing of fact and value in many factual 

statements is inevitable and necessary. He says, " ... the picture of our 

language in which nothing can be both a fact and value-laden is wholly 

inadequate and that an enormous amount of our descriptive vocabulary 

is and has to be entangled." 44 Putnam's view has been well supported 

by Smith as he says that 'knowledge must in some sense reflect value

judgments.' For Smith relying on knowledge and reflecting upon 

knowledge definitely includes evaluative aspects. 

Fact -value dichotomists, however, would like to say that since values 

are mere personal preferences, they are no longer the outcome of 

reason. In fact it would be simply pointless to suggest that one ethical 

code of conduct is better than other, because it would not be the 

44 Ibid. p61 
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outcome of rational decision. In this regard, it has been claimed that 

values are irrational and what is irrational would be subjective in 

nature. However, Putnam thinks the other way round. According to 

Putnam 'value disputes' are rational disagreements as such 

disagreements very often help us to find out where the better reasons lie. 

It has been suggested by saying that value disagreements often pointing 

to higher values and in this process it is directed towards objective facts. 

In this regard we can mention the remark of Leo Strauss who has 

beautifully narrated the objective criterion of value judgments by citing 

an example. For Leo Strauss 'if the historian shows, by objectively 

measuring the action of a statement against the model of 'rational action 

in the circumstances' that the statement made one blunder after 

another, he makes an objective value judgment to the effect that the 

statement was singularly inept.' It would be quite ridiculous to claim 

that value judgments are mere personal taste. A normal human being 

always takes rational decision, whether it is in the case of factual 

judgment or in the case of evaluative or value judgment. Therefore, it 

would be wrong to suggest that a rational decision would be a decision 

of pure reason just as it would be wrong to suggest that a science is a 

. pure factual science. The decision of a normal human being is a mixture 

of both factual and evaluative contents. Even Nobel Laureate 

economist Amartya Sen argues that not only reason and arguments but 

scientific evidence can be brought to bear profitably in value discussion. 

A science without values would be worthless science. Sen says, 

"Someone disputing a value judgment put forward by someone else can 

have a scientific discussion on the validity of the value judgment by 
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examining the scientific truth of the underlying factual premises." 45 

There is no question of doubt that most of our judgments are factual in 

nature because they are the outcome of science. However, the 

accurateness or precision of such factual statement actually hinges on 

the value judgments. It has been already stated that any form or kind of 

investigation, analysis and examination of factual statements actually 

enmesh with value ridden terms or elements. Precisely, it can be said 

that factual judgment gets its precision through the booster of value 

ridden elements. Putnam elsewhere goes on to say that no logical 

reason can be given for the logical irrelevance of fact to value judgments 

even if we stand by the logical positivists' standpoint. It is in fact true to 

say that brute fact is a fact that would be worthless in human life. 

However, a fact would be worthy of human consideration either in the 

form of acceptance or in the form of rejection if it would be ·encoded by 

value ridden elements. Alternatively, it can be said that just as we 

present arguments and evidence to support a claim that a given 

statement is a fact likewise we can present arguments and evidence to 

support a claim that a given practice is good or bad. Moreover values 

come into play in the description of reality. For example, 'This is a pen' 

- is a factual statement, but its' acceptance or rejection is determined by 

valuing it. It would be acceptable if it is good and it would not be 

acceptable if it is not good. That is why Putnam rightly remarks that 

'evaluation and description are interwoven and interdependent.'46 

Putnam's view has been supported by Smit by saying that an evaluative 

description can have a factual component. Smit says, "If value

judgments are descriptive, i.e. there is a matter of fact that determines 

45 Sen, Amartya. 
46 Putnam, H. p.3 
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the truth or falsity of value-judgments, then an assertion of value refers 

to a fact about a given object. Facts about values are then ... a perfectly 

delineable subspecies of facts in general.. .. " 47 

What has been suggested above is that there may have some factual 

statements where we dot find any affection of values. Such statements 

are called brute-factual statements. For example, the statement such as, 

'There are two pens on the desk' is a purely factual statement where 

there is no relevance of values. Contrary to this, there we again find 

some values that are not strictly factual. For example, the matter of taste 

or preference is a case in point. When one says that he likes pens better 

than pencils, his liking is based on values. Finally, there are some facts 

intermixing with practical values. For example, concrete makes a good 

material for sidewalls. Here the phrase 'good material for sidewalls' is 

an assertion of value and the word 'concrete' refers to a fact about the 

concrete. Owing to establish that value judgments are objective, Putnam 

goes beyond the presence of facts. He inclines to say that the rational 

quality of such judgments can call upon an external, objective standards 

· even presence in scientific research. In any scientific research certain 

processes and methods are used that value the compatibility, 

correlation and correspondence of results what may be over simplified 

as judgment of reasonableness. According to Putnam judgment of 

reasonableness can be objective not because of the fact that it is part of 

scientific research but because of the fact that 'they have all typical 

properties of value judgments'.4S Putnam further contends that ethical 

or even moral values can be objective if they are transcendent of the 

47 Smit. J.P." The Supposed' Inseparability' of Fact and Value", South African Journal of Philosophy, 
22:1,2003, p.52. 
48 Putnam. Hillary. P.l45 
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individual or the local society. For example, the values of justice, 

fairness, truth and respect for the dead are objective because they are 

universalizable or so to speak nearly universal. 

Objections against the objectivity of value-judgments 

First Objection 

As value judgments often differ from person to person, it would be 

hard to come by the objectivity of value judgments. There we find two 

problems in this regard, one comes from application and the other 

comes from degree. How to apply the given standard in a given case 

and where do we draw the line? In responding to the challenge of 

postmodernism's attack on the institution of law, it can still be said that 

objective laws are applied judiciously with an attempt at fairness. There 

is no question Of doubt that judges always strives for objective 

judgments with the idea of applying the law fairly. Likewise, in spite of 

the fact that our moral judgments may differ, we ought to strive to 

apply the same principles objectively as possible. At times we may of 

course fail, but this does not lesson us that what we are striving for 

loses its objectivity. If it does then we have to ignore the well 

established theory of moral universalizability as echoed by Kant and 

Hare. In this regard, the position of Strauss is particularly relevant as he 

elsewhere has said even though we may frequently differ in exact 

application o£. moral judgment but 'it would be absurd to deny that 

there is an objective difference between a blundering general and a 

strategic genius.' 49 Even though the drawing line between right and 

wrong, between bad and worse is not something concrete and based on 

49 Strauss, Leo. Natural Right and History, Chicago University of Chicago Press, 1953, p.63 
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degree but we still discriminate something as right from wrong, 

something as bad from worse. Putnam says, " ... the condemnation of 

unspeakable acts ... requires a strong distinction between conduct that is 

. merely 'not nice' and conduct that is unconditionally 10rong - and that is 

what any 'norm', any universal deontological statement, aims to give 

us."SO My own sense is that even though there we do not find any 

concrete and definite boarder- line between right and wrong, bad and 

worse in ethics and morality like the logico-mathematical disciples, but 

still there remains some moral laws and moral sanctions by means of 

which one can assume in degree what is right and what is wrong; what 

is good and what is bad. 

Second Objection 

The second objection states that not every person or every society meets 

the standard. As there we do not have any objective guideline of moral 

standard, then how can every person determine moral objectivity. 

In responding to this challenge, it can be said that failing to live up to 

the moral standard certainly would not to be the default of standard 

itself. There is no point of departure from moral standard. In fact we 

have all values we strive for but cannot live up to. The very nature of 

objective standard is that they represent ideals we can strive for even 

though we cannot fully attain them. The subjectivity of moral values 

would actually reflect the failure of moral agents to live lip to the moral 

standards. Anti-objectivists would like to say that very often one may 

raise question regarding the ethical standard upholding by our society. 

Such question is relevant because different people of the same 

50 Putnam, Hillary. P.l44. 
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community or society express different opinions regarding particular 

ethical standard. However, philosopher like Putnam would like to say 

that such argument is not against the objectively or moral standards 

rather an argument in favour of them. A question regarding ethical 

standard has been relevant only if we can see a higher standard of our 

own society. Strauss says, "But the mere fact is that we can raise the 

question of the worth of the ideal of our society shows that there is 

something in man that is not altogether in slavery to his society, and 

therefore that we are able, and hence obliged, to look for a standard 

with reference to which we can judge of the ideals of our own as well as 

of any other society." st The objectivity of values cannot be measured in 

terms of the finite moral agents through their actions, nor though the 

actions of our society, but the very values our society upholds and such 

values are transcendental in nature. 

Third Objection 

The third objection states that not all cultural values are standard. There 

may have many sick societies where cultural values may not be 

standard. Some cultures clearly have maladaptive characteristics where 

standard of social consensus are not necessarily objective. Even sick 

societies permit cruel and unjust practices. Moreover, not every culture 

practices the value in the same way. This variance is to be expected 

because different cultures may be at different places toward a true 

understanding and application of a given value. In responding to this 

criticism,. it has been said that like sick societies there we find some 

truth in science which at any given time is subject to both disagreement. 

51 Strauss, Leo, op. cit. p. 3 
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and change. Even historian Jacob Barzun observes in his essay "The 

Search for Truths", even in the disciplines such as cosmology, 

astrophysics, etc., where exactness and agreement appear at their 

highest. Having said this, science still remains an objective enterprise 

envisaging what is true. Whatever the variance we notice in different 

cultures and different societies the underlying value is still there. This is 

the genesis of ethical and moral values and that is why it has been 

claimed by many that moral statements are universalizable in nature. 

Can postmodernist interpretation be a way out of 

fact-value dichotomy? 

There is a point of view which suggests that postrnodernist 

interpretation of fact and value is a way out the fact-value dichotomy. 

Putnam does not agree with this proposal. According to Putnam the 

postmodemist interpretation actually leads to a wrong direction and it 

cannot give a solution of the fact-value dichotomy. Postmodernism 

which is notoriously difficult to define52 does not give due attention to 

the distinction between facts and values, nor it asserts that values as 

well as facts can depend on objective support. Instead of this, 

postmodemists believe that there is really no difference between facts 

and values because both ultimately reflect subjective preferences, 

rhetorical instances or ideological commitments. In fact postmodernists 

have asserted that all'facts' are really-only values- values as defined by 

the positivists as merely subjective expressions of personal taste. 

Postmodernists further contend that scientific explanation of fact is 

" Oelschlaeger, Max. ( ed) Postmodern Environmental Ethics, State University of New York Press, 
2007, p.l. 
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merely political and rhetorical game designed to gain, hold and exert 

power over others. 

According to Putnam the postmodernists' interpretation of fact-value 

controversy is no longer tenable as it fails both practically and 

philosophically. It fails practically because we do believe that there 

hinges a considerable distinction between fact and value even though 

there remains a complex relationship between them. Secondly, it fails 

philosophically as it is now a truism that the fate or ultimate destiny of 

postmodernism is nihilism by ruling out any distinctive feature 

between facts and values. We think that Postmodernists' interpretation 

of fact-value dichotomy has a close proximity to Hume in a venJ specific 

sense. We call it very specific sense because unlike the postmodernist, 

Hume accepts the distinction between fact and value. But what seems to 

be alike to us is that like Hume, Postmodernists use the phrase personal 

emotions and subjective preferences while explaining the concepts of 

facts and values. 

Conclusion 

According to Putnam the insistence that facts and values have nothing 

to do with each other is "the last dogma of empiricism". Philosophy in 

the past was burdened with many dogmas. Even W. V. Quine was very 

much critical about dogma-oriented philosophy. Philosophy has to be 

presuppositionless. The broad bank philosophy is the latest enterprise

to make philosophy a dogma-free philosophy. Putnam inclines to say 

that the flight from values was an exaltation of empiricism which 

ultimate objective is to gain personal moral freedom. Such empiricism is 

linked with directly or indirectly with positivism, modernism, 
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naturalism and philosophical materialism which fall under the same 

umbrella in broad sense. In this regard, Putnam makes interesting 

remarks. He says, "Apparently any fantasy - the fantasy of doing 

science using only deductive logic (Proper), the fantasy of vindicating 

induction deductively (Rieichenbach), the fantasy of reducing science to 

a simple sampling algorithm (Camap), the fantasy of selecting theories 

given a metaphysical available set of "true observation conditionals", 

or, alternatively, "setting for psychology" (both Quine) - is regarded a 

preferable to rethinking the whole dogma (the last dogma of 

empiricism?) that facts are objective and values are subjective and 

"never the twin shall meet'"'53 According to Putnam the 

postmodernists are main culprits to deny the objectivity of moral 

values. In this regard, they are very much influenced by the Romantic 

rebellion against authority, the denial of absolutes and the affirmation 

of relativism and above all the Nietzschean thrust into nihilism. As a 

matter of fact even though there we witness a considerable 

philosophical debate between modernists and postmodernists but they 

share the common view of values and values judgments. Putnam does 

not agree with this view. We can explicate the insights of Putnam in the 

following ways: 

(a). According to Putnam facts and values are often entwined and 

joined at the hip even though they have separate philosophical position. 

(b) Values are essential t() the realm of facts, because values are integral 

to the process of knowing. In this regard Putnam quotes Michael 

Polanyi. Polanyi says, "Science itself can be pursued and transmitted to· 

succeeding generations only within the elaborate system of traditional 

53 Putnam, Hillary. P.l45. 
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beliefs and values, just as traditional beliefs have proved indispensable 

throughout the life of society." 54 A science without value is a mere 

barren science; a fact without values is a brute-fact. As everything is 

measured in the context of the society, nothing remained apart from 

values. Every factual statement is a statement of hidden value. When 

someone says that he likes to swim every morning and if we ask him 

why he likes to swim every morning he replies that it is good for health. 

Thus we have the statement, such as; swimming is good for health 

which is a value statement. 

© Evaluation is an essential part of description. When an examiner 

evaluates an answer script of a student, he evaluates it on the basis of 

the description of an answer of the question under consideration. Even 

if we say that marking is again a factual content, but still we can say 

that the basis or criterion of marking is evaluative in nature. In this 

regard, it can be said that values are a necessary part of an accurate 

description of reality. 

(d) Both facts and values can be discussed and handled rationally. It 

would be wrong to suggest that facts are rational assessment unlike 

values. Those who adhere to the view that there remains a gulf between 

fact and value would equally believe that facts are rational outcome and 

values are emotional outcome. But this is not tenable as like factual 

statements evaluative statements do require rational assessment. 

(e) Value judgments or value statements can be objective like factual 

statements. Those who adhere to the view that values statements are 

not objective would like to say that values judgments are not empirical 

and the process of evaluation in the case of value judgments hinges on 

54 Polanyi, Michael. 'The Republic of Science: Its Political and Economic Theory" Minerva I, 1962, P. 
57.s 
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in most cases moral convention and moral taste of the society as well as 

the moral agent. However, Putnam does not agree with this proposal. 

According to Putnam value judgments may be objective and it would 

be wrong to suggest that value judgments are purely subjective in 

nature. If value judgments are held to be subjective then we cannot say 

that value judgments are universalizable. But we can say that value or 

moral judgments ar~ universalizable. 

(f) Logical positivists on the basis of the Principle of Verification have 

given a criterion of evaluating factual or empirical statement. For them 

a statement (factual state:r._nent) would be literally meaningful if and 

only if it could be completely verifiable or completely falsifiable by 

sc;ne or limited number of observational data. Thus, observational data 

are the criterion of verifiability of factual statements. There we do not 

have any observational content in evaluative statement. In fact 

evaluative statement is not something based on observation. However, 

Putnam (:1aims that there is no point of claiming that the standpoint of 

logical positivism is uncritically accepted. In fact the principle of 

verification or falsification have either been abandoned or modified in 

the arena of fact in order to allow scientific claims that cannot be 

verified or falsified. Thus, to claim the objectivity of factual statement 

on the basis of the principle of verification is not tenable and it is not 

reasonable to claim that evaluative statements are not objective because 

such statements are not tested by the Principle of Verification. - - - -

(g) Putnam finally claims that it is not reasonable to suggest that all 

non-empirical truth belong to the realm of values. Values are very much 

entangled with facts in the process of Speech Acts as conceived by 

Austin. Even though Austin in the earlier stages of his theory of Speech 
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Acts makes a subtle distinction between perfonnative and constative, 

but he eventually rules out such division. We think that Putnam in this 

context would stand by the concept of Austin's Speech Act theory. We 

strongly believe that in the Speech Act it would be really hard to 

maintain a clear cut division between factual statements and evaluative 

statements. 

The pertinent question then is: why are values so despised by the 

modernists? One reason of course is the colossal or massive 

development of science and technology. Science by its very nature 

relishes epistemological status based on truth or knowledge resulted 

from its processes and determinations. All other claims to knowledge 

from other sources, such as, revelation, natural law, tradition, 

philosophy, etc. are rejected by positivist-influenced modernists as the 

idle imaginings of subjective nature, i.e. values. Thus, there we find an 

environment where moral or ethical values are rejected as 

'unintelligible claptrap or hogwash'. However, Putnam thinks the other 

way round. He thinks that such positivist tendency needs to be revised 

and it has been realized by many that values play a role even in the 

scientific enterprise and that the fact-value dichotomy is false and 

impossible to maintain. Narrating Putnam position, Harries says, 

"Value-judgments can be objective and rational. They ·are subject to 

rational analysis like empirical facts. They can draw upon empirical and 

non-empirical facts for their basis. They may often be more--important 

than facts because they give meaning to facts."ss 

----------x---

55 Harries, Robert A. "A Summary Critique ofThe Fact/Value Dichotomy", December 21, 2005, p.20. 
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Chapter Four 

Attempts to reduce ought from is: Black's Interpretation 

There are philosophers who adhere to the view that ought-statement can 

be reduced from is-statement. In describing Humes is-ought dichotomy 

as 'Burne's Guillotine', Max Black inclines to say that modem 

philosophers have been disposed to endorse Hume's Guillotine as the 

result of making two mistakes. First they have presumed uncritically 

that no term in the sense of 'ought' may occur in the conclusion of a 

valid argument which does not occur in the premises .. In this regard, 

Black recalled the remarks of Karl Popper. Popper says, "' Perhaps the 

simplest and most important about ethics is purely logical. I mean the 

impossibility to derive non-tautological ethical rules - imperatives; 

principles of policy, aims; or however we may describe them - from 

statements of facts. Only if this fundamental logical position is realized 

can we begin to formulate the logical problem of moral philosophy, and 

to appreciate their difficulty."s6 We think perhaps Popper would 

presumably wish to make a similar claim about all non-factual 

statements. Like many other philosophers Popper equally shares the 

view that only statements of fact can be followed from statements of 

fact. This actually reaffirms the proverb available in English literature 

such as "Birds of a feather flock together". There is no question of doubt 

that factual statements deserve some exceptionality which other than 

factual statements do not deserve. The very nature of a factual 

statement is that it has cognitive values and it has been interpreted or 

cognized in terms of truth and falsity. Other non-factual statements 

56 Popper, Karl. Aristotelian Society Proceedings, supp. Vol. xxii, 1948, p.l54. 
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may be analyzed very close to factual statements but they by no means 

desire to have cognitive values. Therefore, Popper own sense is that 

only factual statements can be logically deduced from factual 

statements. This is all about the impulsion of logical positivism. 

However, Max Black thinks the other way round. He tries to show that 

there is a possibility to reduce a should-statement from factual statement. 

Here Black interprets the term 'should' in terms of ought. 

We think that Popper's position has well been supported by R. M. Hare 

and P. H. Nowell Smith. Hare says, "Popper rightly refers to the rules 

as "perhaps the simplest and most important point about ethics."S7 

Although, Hare has attempted to deduce ought-statement from is

statement, but his treatment is different from others. In Hare's treatment, 

the autonomy principle takes the special form that no imperative 

conclusion can be validly drawn from premises that do not contain at 

least one imperative. Nowell Smith also rules out the possibility of 

deducing a non-factual statement from a factual statement. He says that 

an argument from factual premises to an ethical conclusion "must be 

illegitimate reasoning, since the conclusion of an argument can contain 

nothing which is not in the premises, and there are no 'ought' in the 

premises."ss We think that from the logical point of view Smith is right 

in saying that no ethical or ought-statement can be deduced from 

factual statement because an argument containing factual statements 

lacks evaluative content. In the case of a·valid deduction the conclusion 

is logically deduced from the premise or premises. In this sense the 

content of the conclusion must be there in the premises. If the content of 

the conclusion is no longer there in the premises, then how can we 

57 Hare, R. M. The language of Morals, Oxford, 1952, p.31. 
58 Smith, Nowell. Ethics, 1954, p.37. 
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assume that the conclusion is logically deduced from the premises? In 

this sense the question of deducing an evaluative statement from a 

factual statement simply does not arise. 

In this regard Smith refers Hume' s position. Hume in his Treatise regrets 

by saying that all the moralists make an imperceptible transition from 

observations about human affairs or assertions about the existence of 

God, what Hume calls the vulgar system of moralihj. Here an attempt 

has been drawn to deduce a normative conclusion connected with ought 

or ought not from the factual proposition associated with is or is not. 

According to Hume such logical deduction is entirely inconclusive and 

inconceivable because here a new relation between the premises and the 

conclusion is established where the premises and the conclusion are 

entirely different in nature. According to Black if Hume' s position holds 

good and if we abide by the position of Hare and Smith, then we have 

to assign to the principle that only factual statements can follow from 

exclusively factual statements what Black attributed as Hume's 

Guillotine. A factual statement is a statement that can be expressed by a 

sentence whose copula is 'is' or 'is not' and such statement by no means 

is constituted by 'should', 'must', 'ought' and so forth. 

Black raises question regarding Hume's position of is-ought dichotomy. 

According to Black, Hume' s position regarding is-ought dichotomy is 

not clear. There is no question of doubt that Hume was very much 

skeptical about this dichotomy. In this regard, Black supportS 

Macintyre. Macintyre argues against the customary interpretation of 

Hume's remarks. He contends that Hume was not only raising a 

question about the derivation of an ought from an is, which is 

subsequently answered affirmatively in Hume's own ethical theory. 
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According to Black, Hume' s position regarding is-ought dichotomy is 

unconvincing. For Black it would not be prudent to introduce into a 

conclusion 'some new relation or affirmation' expressed by 'ought' or 

'ought not' that is entirely different from the relations or affirmations 

occurring in the premises. In fact, the strength of Hume' s position lies in 

the expression 'entirely different' as Hume elsewhere remarks that there 

are 'some new relation or affirmation' expressed by 'ought' or 'ought 

not' that is entirely different from the relations or affirmations occurring 

in the premises. Black, however, inclines to say that if Hume thought 

that this was sufficient to disqualify the 'ought conclusion' from factual 

premises, then Hume himself was committing an error of reasoning. 

The sense of 'entirely different' that Hume needs is one in which A 

counts as entirely different from B when and only when a statement 

containing A cannot logically be derived from premises containing A, 

but not B. Black observes that whether 'ought' is entirely different from 

'is' in this sense is the very question at issue. 

Now the most pertinent question is: why are modem philosophers 

predisposed or so to speak inclined to sanction Hume' s Guillotine? Black 

thinks perhaps modem readers are inclined towards Hume's Guillotine 

simply because they were convinced by the principle that 'no term may 

occur in the conclusion of a valid argument unless it occurs somewhere 

in the premises. But Black thinks that such apprehension is mistaken. If 

'valid argument' means the same as valid syllogism in the true logically 

sense then it would be correct to say that the conclusion must be the 

part of the premise or premises and the conclusion can never be 

overlapped the premises. For Black even though in the case of logical 

syllogism the conclusion is logically entailed or followed from the 
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premises, but this would perhaps not be true in general. In this regard, 

Black cites an example. 

Premise: A citizen is a person 

Conclusion: Therefore a married citizen is a married person. 

According to Black the above argument is valid because if the premise 

is true, the conclusion must be true. However, in the case of this 

argument the word 'married' is present in the conclusion but it is absent 

in the premise. Does it then lead us to say that the argument is invalid? 

Certainly, it is not the case. The argument is valid as it stands as valid 

without benefit of suppressed premise. The question then is: how does 

the word 'married' is contained in the premise as cited above? It is the 

logical dogma that in the case of a valid argument the conclusion is 

logically contained in the premises. In responding to such question, 

Black inclines to say that there is no usual sense in which the conclusion 

of a valid argument can be said to be 'contained' in the premises. For 

Black this in fact a misleading way of saying that the conclusion really 

does follow from the given premises without the addition of 

accompanying assumptions. In this regard, Black refers Moore. 

According to Black, Moore in his Commonplace Book interprets 'p 

contains q' to mean that p is a conjunction having q as one of its conjuncts. 

Reflecting on the literal construction of the metaphor of containing, 

Black inclines to say that it is not surprising that Moore speedily 

concludes that p can contain q without containing it. 

On the basis of the above observation, Black, then attempts to show that 

there are some kinds of 'ought-statements' which really do follow from 
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'is-premises'. On this regard, Black considers the following valid 

argument: 

Vivisection causes gratuitous to animals 

Nothing that causes gratuities suffering ought to be done. 

Therefore, vivisection ought not to be done. 

On the basis of the above valid argument, Black then goes on to derive 

another valid argument taking place from 'is' to 'ought'. 

Vivisection causes gratuitous suffering to animals. 

Therefore, if nothing that causes gratuitous suffering 

ought to be done, vivisection ought not to be done. 

According to Black what has been said above can be expressed in 

general in the following way: 

'If A then B' entails 'If B ought not to be done, A ought not to 

be done'. 

In this regard, Black refers A. N. Prior.s9 Prior, in different ways, tries to 

show how an evaluative statement can be deduced from a descriptive 

statement. Black goes on to say that the above argument certainly goes 

against the dogma committed the view that an 'ought' is never 

derivable from an 'is'. However, Black does not rely much on the face 

value of this argument. In fact, he does not think that such argument 

actually solve the problem of 'is-ought' dichotomy. He thinks that the 

conclusion of the above argument " If B ought not to be done, A ought 

not to be done' will serve no useful purpose in an ethical argument. 

However, one has prompted to do so because it will be our knowledge 

of the truth of the factual statement 'If A then B' from which we can 

59 Prior, A. N. "The Autonomy of Ethics", Australasian Journal of Philosophy, vo138, 1960, p.l99-
206. 
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derive any consequences that follow from the trivial ethical statement 

that it entails. 

The second reason that may predispose or bias modern philosophers to 

accept Burne's Guillotine is the view that statements associated with 

ought lack truth-values or more specifically it can be said that 'ought

statements' make no truth claim at all. 'Ought statements' do not 

possess any truth value; they are thus debarred or disqualified to serve 

either as premises or as conclusions. Truth values are the hallmarks of 

factual statement and when we are talking of 'is-ought' dichotomy, we 

are very much predisposed of truth values of is-statement. Now, how 

can we talk about the derivation of 'is' from 'ought' or vice-versa, where 

one class of statement is determined in terms of truth values and other 

class of statement is determined in terms of non-truth values. That is 

why modern philosophers were predisposed by Hume's Guillotine. 

According to Black even though 'is' statement is measured in terms of 

truth values which is unlikely in the case of 'ought' statement, but there 

remains a considerable possibility to deduced one from the other. We 

are very much in a position to say, at least in the conceptual level, that 

one can conceive an 'ought statement' from a factual statement or 

statement of fact. Here we particularly call upon the name of J. L. 

Austin. While discussing the concept of Speech Act, Austin at the 

preliminary stages finds a distinction between perfonnatives and 

constatives. A constative is something which is either true or false and all 

logical propositions, so to speak, are constatives in this sense. On the 

other hand, all speech acts are performatives. He then draws the 

conclusion that all constatives are performatives, but not all 

performatives are constatives. However, in the course of time, Austin 
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rules out this distinction because he comes to realise that in the process 

of linguistic paraphrasing the distinction between performatives and 

constatives does not stand. Therefore, even following Austin we can say 

that in the conceptual level and linguistic level one can conceive a 

descriptive statement in terms of evaluative statement. We think Black 

does the same. Black thinks that one can take it as certain that we can 

reason from expressed to unstated orders other than that of making a 

truth claim. For example, from the orders ' Answers questions on every 

page' and' Initial page on which questions are answered', we can infer 

the unstated order ' Initial every page'. According to Black the 

conjunction of first two orders. logically implies the third in the sense 

that it would be impossible to obey the first two orders without obeying 

the third. In this way we can exhibit logical relations between orders, or 

for that matter, between promises, resolutions, and so forth that are 

involved in all kinds of arguments. 

A fresh and unprejudiced interpretation of Hume' s Guillotine 

On the basis of the above observation, Black then goes on to give a fresh 

and unprejudiced interpretation of Hume's Guillotine. We have 

observed that Hume's Guillotine is based on the assumption that there 

underlies an obvious gulf between 'is' and 'ought' statement and the 

logical derivation of one from another simply does not arise. Black 

offers a counter-example in this regard. The counter-example is like the 

following: 

Fischer wants to mate Botwinnik. 

The one and only way to mate Botwinnik is for Fischer to move the 

Queen. 
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Therefore, Fischer should move the Queen. 

According to Black in the above argument both the premises state 

matters of fact, while the conclusion is a non-factual 'should statement'. 

It should be kept in mind that Black interprets both should and ought in 

the same sense. Black further contends that the first premise of the 

above argument is factual. An immediate question may rise in this 

regard. How does a statement of desiring or wanting in nature be 

regarded a factual statement? Black's reply in this regard is clear. For 

him the relevant sense of 'want' is that of actively wanting, but not a 

free floating desire, wish or aspiration. In this regard, Anscombe's 

remake is particularly relevant. Anscombe says, "The wanting that 

interests us, however, is neither wishing nor hoping nor the feeling of 

desire, and cannot be said to exist in a man who does nothing towards 

getting what he wants." 60 In the first premise of the above argument, 

Fischer himself to make a corresponding first-person utterance which 

might perhaps be taken to be expressing only a resolution to achieve 

the end and so to be making no truth claim. The second premise of the 

above argument is a straightforward third person factual statement 

about Fischer supported by the usual sort of evidence about human 

behaviour. Now anybody who wishes to deny that the example 

discredits or dismantles Hume's Guillotine would like to say that the 

correct conclusion deducing out of two factual statements must be a 

factual one. Accordingly, instead of the existing conclusion the correct 

conclusion would be like 'Fischer's best move is the Queen move' or, 

perhaps, 'The one and only in which Fischer can win is by moving the 

Queen'. Thus, the objection runs against the counter-example of Black 

60 Anscombe, G. E. M. Intention, Oxford, 1957, p.67. 
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regarding Hume' s Guillotine really follows from the premises only if 

the conclusion is itself given a factual interpretation. In this regard, we 

can particularly call upon the name of Professor Von Wright. Wright in 

his paper "Practical Inference" argues against the counter-example of 

Black. In this regard, he considers the following practical argument: 

A wants to make the hut habitable. 

Unless A heats the hut it will not become habitable. 

Therefore, A must heat the hut. 

According to Von Wright the validity of the above argument actually 

depends upon how we interpret the word 'must' as used in the 

conclusion. For him, if we understand the phrase 'A must heat the hut' 

to mean the same as 'unless A heats the hut, he will fail to attain dome 

end of his action' or to mean the same as 'there is something A wants 

but will not get, unless he heats the hut', then the answer is affirmative. 

The ingenuity of Von Wright is that he eventually manages to certify his 

practical inference as valid only by interpreting its conclusion as factual. 

However, Black disagrees with Professor Wright. Wright inclines to say 

that if we are asked what we mean by saying that so-and-so 'must' do 

such and such, or 'should' do such and such, we should sometimes 

answer in the way that Von Wright has claimed. However, Black thinks 

that this would not be the right approach because in so doing we 

should be giving the meaning of our 'must' statement. If we say 

someone 'Do your best' what does it mean? It means 'work as hard as 

you can, without worrying about successes. However, the alternative 

forms of words do not mean the same. Even though language bewitches 

us in the voice of Wittgenstein, but language has its own dispositional 

sense. Accordingly, to say what the speaker meant may be only to 
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specify the implications of his utterance in a given context. According to 

Black the words, such as, 'must', 'should' and similar words used with 

normative force in practical inferences are highly schematic and admit 

of various specifications in alternative contexts. However, to admit this 

is not to concede that the 'must' statements are synonymous with their 

appropriate specifications- nor is to concede that the meaning of 'must' 

varies from context to context. We think that what Black wishes to 

argue is that the 'should' conclusion of the counter example is not 

intended to be merely another way of saying that the best move is such 

and such and that the only way the player can achieve his end is by 

making that move. Instead of this Black rather gives much importance 

on the performative aspects of the utterance 'Fischer should move the 

Queen' while trying to show that 'should' statement without reduction 

to its factual implications in context, still follows from the premises. 

We think that Black's plea towards performative utterances reminds 

Austin. According to Austin every speech act is a performative 

utterance. More specifically, it can be said that Austin understands 

speech acts in terms of performatives. By doing an act through speech 

or language, one has to perform some act following conventions. 

According to Austin performative utterances are not judged or 

evaluated in terms of truth values. Black also interprets performatives 

in the Austinian line of thinking. In saying that there is a performative 

aspect to saying 'Fischer should move the Queen', Black intends to say 

that a speaker who uses this form of words counts or doing something 

more than truth values. Here the speaker is not just saying something 

that is true or false, but is doing and counts as doing something more 

than that. Language has its multifarious functions and it would be 
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wrong to suggest that the function of language is objective in nature. 

The very function of language is not something fixed. Like Austin, 

Black inclines to say that the second person use of language is most 

pertinent in understanding the proper use of language. This is what 

Austin calls the illocutionan; force of an action. For Austin illocutionan; 

force is the centrality of speech-act theory. In the same manner, Black 

remarks that the second person use of language is primary in the hope 

of explaining the first and third person uses. Black further contends that 

it is quite reasonable to say that the primary function of the second 

person formula is to urge the hearer to adopt a cause of action selected 

by the speaker as preferable, optimal, or correct. If a teacher asserts 

before the students that 'This is a red pen', the students either would 

agree with the teacher or would disagree with the teacher. Here the 

agreement or disagreement of the students regarding the redness of pen 
' 

can be interpreted in terms of correctness or incorrectness. The students 

would reply that yes sir you are correct or they would reply that no sir, 

it is not a red pen. Black's point is that the valuation of the course of 

action available to the hearer is subordinate to the urging function in 

the sense that the speaker's evaluation of a selected action as preferable 

or obligatory gives him a reason for urging his hearer to perform that 

action. When the speaker, for example, urging the hearer by saying 

'please bring for me a glass of water', it would create an illocutionan; 

force to the hearer by ineans of which he has prompted to act an action. 

There seems to be no linguistic violation in urging a man to do 

something, even when the speaker has no reason with which to back 

the recommendation. 
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The pertinent question then is: what does the hearer convince to back 

the recommendation? When I say to someone, please bring for me a 

glass of water, in most usual cases, perhaps in almost every case there 

would be a theoretical possibility that my urge would be fulfilled. 

Perhaps there lays rational contribution on the part of the hearer to 

fulfill such urge. Even Caton here anticipates the relevance of 

rationality. Caton says, ""Ought" -judgments are logically a kind of 

statement which must be supported by reasons ... if he (the speaker) 

cannot give reasons, he should hesitate to reiterate his assertion or 

should retract it."61 It might be said that the use of second-person 

'should' -formula normally arouses a _presumption that the speaker has 

reasons for s~ying what he does, but since the same might be said about 

any kind of statement whatever, this cannot be the distinctive 

peculiarity of the meaning function of 'should'. By making a 

locutior\ary act, the speaker by and large wants to his hearer to do what 

he says that he should do. However, such inclination or so to speak 

desire on the part of the speaker can again be defeated in special 

circumstances. Black says, " If I have bet heavily on your losing the 

game of chess in which you are engaged, I shall not want you to win, 

but if you ask my advice and I see that you can win by moving the 

Queen, I am still required to say, 'You should move the Queen"'.62 

Let us consider the following argument given by Black. 

The one and only way in which you can mate is by moving the Queen. 

Your best move is the Queen move. 

You should move the Queen. 

Therefore, move the Queen. 

61 Caton, Charles, E. "Philosophical Quarterly" vol.!3, 1963, p.l50. 
62 Black, Max." The gap between 'is' and ;ought'", p.l05. 
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According to Black, in the above argument the first premise is neutral, 

non-performative comment in a situation, whereas the last one, i.e. the 

conclusion is a straightforward imperative statement In between there 

we find a statement containing the word 'should' which functions as a 

sort of hybrid implying an evaluation based upon matters of fact but 

partaking also of the imperative force of the bare incitement to action. 

As the term 'should' function as a crossbreed it may count as advising, 

inciting, admonishing, urging, suggesting and so on the basis of 

circumstance or situation. Black's own view is that even though we do 

not have any single word to incorporate all such linguistic activities, but 

still !t can be said that there remains something common to all of them. 

The word 'advising', Black opines, in an extended sense covers 

everything which we do in telling other person what he should do. 

Black then goes on to emphasize that 'should' in the second person uses 

has the practical function of advising. 

After giving the counter example of Hume' s Guillotine in the above, 

Black then goes on to render prominent the performative aspect of the 

second alternative. In this regard, he again gives an argument in the 

following form: 

You want to achieve E. 

Doing M is the one and only way to achieve E. 

Therefore, you should do M. 

· If we carefully examine the above argument, it would be clear to us that 

in the above argument the conclusion is intended to express 'advice' not 

in terms of the factual conditions expressed by the premises. Keeping this 

understanding in mind, can we then say that the conclusion follows by 

logical necessity from the premises? We can say if we understand the 
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insight of the argument. We think that there remains some linked sub

premise in the above argument. That means, to say that in the case of 

the above argument the conclusion is logically follows from the 

premises; we have to have some additional premise. In this regard, it 

can be said that the form of the above argument is enthymeme in nature. 

Accordingly, to test the validity of this argument, we have to add the 

following premise: 

Evenjbody should do anything which is the one and the only way to achieve 

anything that he wants to achieve. 

The additional premise is a general premise. It is not factual in nature; 

rather it is normative or practical according to Black. Accordingly, its 

addition is held to convert the original inference into a formally correct 

one still confronting to Hume' s Guillotine. However, Blacks claims that 

the proposed additional premise must be analytic in nature so that it 

can guarantee the meanings or function of the terms it contains. If it 

does, then according to Black, its presence is unnecessary as in the 

parallel case of an argument from contingent premises to contingent 
' 

conclusion. If an argument is valid it would remain as valid when an 

analytic premise is imported. However, if somebody wishes to insert 

the supplementary premise as proposed in the above argument which 

is supposed to be analytic in nature, he would be very indisposed, Black 

opines, to agree that non-factual conclusion might follow from 

exclusively factual premises .because in such a case he ought to make 

him reject the idea of a necessarily true conditional having a factual 

antecedent but a non-factual consequent. In such as case, he would not 

be able to retain Hume's Guillotine. Black's contention is that those 

who adhere to the view that such inferences, like the above cited one, 
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are enthymematic and insist upon adding a general premise actually 

shifted the question of validity to that of the validity of the imported 

premises. 

One more misconception can be perceptible from Kant. According to 

Kant the conclusion of any practical argument would be hypothetical. 

Accordingly, it can be said after Kant that only correct conclusion from 

the given premises must have the hypothetical or conditional form, 

such as: 'If you want to achieve E, you should do M.' Now in any 

conditional statement, the antecedent is supposed to be the cause and 

the consequent is supposed to be effect. Accordingly, if we have a 

different statement similar to the antecedent of the conditional 

statement as mentioned above then by applying the rule of Modus 

Ponens (M.P), we have the conclusion as categorical statement, such as, 

'You should do it'. According to Black, so long we intend to 'go all the 

way' there would be no point in invoking the first premise. Moreover, 

we have interpreted the word 'should' as an umbrella term meaning as 

in. terms of advising, inciting, admonishing, urging, and suggesting and 

so on. Accordingly, the sentence 'You should do M' is oblique and 

cryptic which really means the same as 'If you want to achieve E, you 

should do M'. The question then arises: what does the term 'should' in 

the expanded sentence mean? One way of conceiving 'should' in the 

expanded sentence would be like: 'If you want to achieve E, you should, 

if you want to achieve E, do M.' However, such interpretation of 

'should' actually leads to an infinite regress. Contrary to this, there is no 

good reason to suppose that 'should' means two different things in 

'You should do M' and 'You should do M, if you want to achieve E', 

respectively. A good reason against the second alternative is that in 
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such a case there we have a different meaning of 'should' in both 

premises and conclusion. The 'should' as used in the premise would tell 

us something different from the 'should' as used in the conclusion. As a 

matter of fact any attempt of deducing 'ought' from 'is' would be 

invalid. 

However, Black inclines to say that those who insist on the 

'hypothetical' nature of 'should' conclusion may have some important 

point. Suppose A is playing chess with B. A seeks advice from D 

whether he (i.e. D) sees that the one and only way to checkmate is to 

move the Queen and says to A 'You should move the Queen'. Let us 

suppose further that the request of A to D and the advice of D to A is 

being heard by C. A bystander, namely C knows some information 

regarding B which in unknown to both A and D. C objects to A 

regarding the advice of D that 'You should move the Queen'. C says 

that the health condition of B is precarious and that the sudden shock of 

losing game to an inferior player might induce a stroke and kills him. C, 

therefore, says to A that he (i.e. A) should not move the Queen and 

considering the health condition of B, it would be prudent for A to 

break off the game. The question then arises: Is C' s advice or 

caution in conflict with D? We think the advice of D to A is confined to 

the rules of game and game alone. On the other hand, the caution of C 

to A regarding B is p'urely out of the context of the game. However, 

saving the life of a- contestant is far more important than winning or 

losing of a game. Now prima-facially if we say that the advice of D to A 

is contradictory with the caution of C to A, then according to Black we 

cannot properly argue that the advice of D follows from the two factual 

premises about A's purpose and the necessary and sufficient condition 
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for achieving it. For the addition of further premises - for example, 

about B's state of health and probable consequences to him of defeat

would produce a conclusion contrary to D's advice. Moreover, C's 

caution to A involves a change of subject. When A seeks advice from D, 

A understan<;J.s D as a professional chess player and expecting an advice 

accordingly. It would have been the case that D's advice to A may not 

be succeeded in the context of the game if B thinks more authentic ploy 

than D. This may happen. But it does not change the context of the 

game. 

However, to introduce moral consideration while playing a game 

would actually change the context of the game. Considering the moral 

context of the game under consideration, if A asks what he should do in 

this game, C perhaps, in effect, would reply to A not to continue the 

game at all. The question that needs to be addressed here is that: Are 

moral considerations subordinate to those of chess strategy? Professor 

Black does not think so, nor does he claim that C's caution to A is 

wrong. What he insists is that it may be morally right to answer 

irrelevantly just the same way as to seek 'technical advice on firearms 

by a would-be murderer'. The truth behind the view is that the 

conclusions of 'practical' arguments are hypothetical can now be made 

clear. The use of 'should' and its normative cognates in such contexts is 

specified in a certain way. 'You should do M', has the force of 'You 

should do M-- given that you are playing chess and the -question is

about that'. One might say that it is a presupposition that the advice is 

restricted in answering a question about game strategy, -such as, a legal 

question, a prudential one and so on the basis of the circumstances. 

However, moral injunction cannot be restricted or limited in a parallel 
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manner and that is why Professor Black says that 'it may be morally 

right to answer irrelevantly'. Nothing seems to fit except' given that you 

are a moral agent'. Henry Sedgwick statecj. the point accurately when he 

said of Kant's so-called hypothetical imperatives that "they are not 

addressed to anyone who has not accepted the end." 63 

Returning back to Black's argument, it can be said that the truth of the 

factual premises provides at least a good reason for saying 'You should 

do M'. In fact the truth of the premises constitutes a conclusive reason 

for saying, in the given context, 'You should do M'. When A is playing 

chess and seeks advice from D and thereby comes to know from D that 

he (here A) can mate the opponent only by moving the Queen. Since 

'moving the Queen' is the conclusive ground or reason, it would be 

prudent to urge him to do it rather than anything else. It would 

therefore be absurd to say that 'the one and only way you can mate the 

opponent is by moving the Queen - and that is why you should move 

the Queen'. According to Black if anyone has prompted to say such a 

manner, we should reasonably suppose him to have made a slip of the 

tongue, to be joking, transmitting a code message, making some esoteric 

allusion, or otherwise using his words in some unusual way. Because in 

such a case, it would be presumed that he did not understand what he 

was saying. However, one sense could be made of the supposition that 

he did understand what he said, spoke literally, and still meant what he 

seemed to be saying~ However, Black differs from this: His own 

understanding of the counter-example of Hume's Guillotine is based on 

the same principle as applicable to the factual arguments. Any factual 

argument is guided by the principle of entailment or in broad sense the 

63 Sedgwick, Henry. The Methods of Ethics, 1890, p.6. 
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principle of material implication. Here if one admits that the 

proposition P and the proposition P-> Q is true in isolation, then he can 

detach the proposition Q as the conclusion from the given two 

premises. That means, to say that if one admits P and P implies Q as 

true premise and denies the conclusion, i.e., Q he thereby involves a 

contradiction. According to Black, P, if P then Q therefore, not-Q 

makes no sense. Following Black, what we here mean by saying is that 

the factual premise entails the factual conclusion on the basis of strong 

criterion of entailment. We think that the moral criterion of entailment 

as outlined by R. M. Hare is particularly relevant here. Hare defines 

entailment as follows: "A sentence P entails a sentence Q if and ·only if 

the fact that a person assents to P dissents from Q is a sufficient 

condition for saying that he has understood one or other of the 

sentences." 64 

Accordingly, when a man thinks that P and also that if P then Q, it is 

logically impossible for him not too think also that Q. In such a case, he 

may assert the premises explicitly without uttering the conclusion. 

However, it would be impossible that he should fail to think Q. 

According to Black, to assert the premise in question while expressing 

doubting or wondering about the conclusion would be an indication of 

stupidity, failure to understand, or some other cognitive deficiency. 

However, a man might refuse to say 'You should do M', even though he 

had affirm the factual premises whose truth conditioned a conclusive 

reason for making the 'should' statement. He might have trained 

himself to desist from giving it that he did not even think 'You should 

do M' in his heart. Even we could not properly call such a man 

64 Hare, R. M. Language of Morals, p.25. 
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irrational or ignorant of the language because giving advice is 

performing a voluntary action. Giving advice by means of 'should' 

formula is a linguistic practice just as much as the making of promise is. 

Just a man may have reasons so good for making a certain promise that 

it would be irrational for him to give a contrary promise but might 

choose not to make a promise at all. The same may be true in the case of 

advice as well. If it stands then it can be said that moral conclusion 

cannot follow from factual premises. If it does, then it can be said that 

non-moral premises would not have to accept the moral conclusion, 

because in such a case he might refrain or desist from drawing the 

moral implications from the facts. This would perhaps not be an 

indication of incapacity to reason or failure to understand the meaning 

of 'ought', but a sign of moral deficiency. This has been attributed as 

moral deficiency because one can at times blamelessly abstain from 

non-moral practices, but nobody has the right in general to neglect the 

relevant moral consideration. According to Black it would have to be 

very exceptional kind of a person who could evade the question by 

saying 'I never pass the judgment'. It certainly would be a moral 

courtesy, moral compulsion to obey the moral conclusion "You should 

do M" while admitting the other two as cited above. 

What we notice from the above is that Black himself anticipates a 

considerable gap between 'is' and 'ought'. However, he has his own 

proposal to minimise the gap or even with special prescription he has 

succeeded to get rid of this gap. Even though he has been vocal about 

the entailment relation, but at the same time he desires to qualify the 

concept of logical entailment in terms of latent necessih; or virtual 

necessihj. According to Black the practical conclusion is hypothetical in 
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quite another way from that in which Kant has thought of. However, 

there remains a gap between the factual premises and the practical 

conclusion that can be narrowed down only by an agent's willingness to 

engage in the relevant activity or practice. Given the truth of the factual 

premises concerning a man's end and the necessary and sufficient 

condition for attaining that end and given that one is to make some 

second person 'should' statement, one must say 'You should do M' -

and nothing else. The term must be used here has a forceful logical 

implication. It has been used to mean that when anybody affirms the 

premises of a valid deductive argument, he has to affirm the conclusion 

as well. That means affirming the premises and denying the conclusion 

is not possible in the case of a valid deductive argument. Likewise 

nobody who understands the premises of the practical arguments and 

knows the rules of the proper use of 'should' can honestly offer any 

other 'should' conclusion. In this sense, the parallel with theoretical 

arguments is strong. Black thus claims that the relevant principles are 

familiar ones that have been employed throughout deductive 

reasoning. 

Black further goes on to say that in case of some performatives some of 

the conventions governing the correct use of the performatives 

prescribe that if certain factual conditions obtain, specifiable 

performatives of the type in question may properly be used. If a 

performative fails to use in proper, it would be called 'infelicities' in 

Austin's phrase. Moreover, what Black calls 'factual condition' is 

termed as 'circumstances' 6Sby Austin. In fact Austin would count the 

use of the wrong performative in the circumstances what Black class 

65 Austin, J. L. How to Do Things with Words, Oxford, 1962, p.l8. 
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'misapplication'. Thus, according to Black we do require a strict 

practical argument where the necessity of logic is a must. In fact logic, 

Black opines, requires the act to be rejected as improper. In this regard, 

Black gives the following argument: 

Unless I do understand about it, you will take action A. 

If you take action A, you will be killed. 

Therefore, I warn you not to take action A. 

Superficially, the above argument is different from the earlier counter

example of Hume's Guillotine. However, careful reading would reflect 

that one way of giving the warning would be to say 'You should not do 

A'. Therefore, Black draws the conclusion by saying that some non

factual conclusions do follow and can be shown to follow from factual 

premises. Thus, there is no point to regard Hume' s Guillotine. For Black 

one can find more important arguments containing valid transition 

from 'is' to 'ought'. In this regard, Black finally gives an argument 

where a 'ought' statement as a conclusion is logically deduced from 

factual premises. The argument is as follows: 

Doing A will produce pain. 

Apart from producing the pain resulting from A, doing A will-have the 

same consequences that not doing A would have had. 

Therefore, A ought not to be done. 

In a nutshell, what the above argument states is that if the consequences 

of doing some action differ from those of abstaining from that action 

only by producing available pain, that action ought not to be done. In 

this regard, Black says, " If I am to be shown mistaken in this claim, 

somebody will have to demonstrate that a person ready to make a 

moral judgment and accepting the premises could decline to make the 
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moral judgment by the conclusion, without thereby convicting himself 

of failure to understand the term used, or some other cognitive defect." 

66 

Critical observation: 

Even though Black has attempted to overcome the gulf between 'is' and 

'should', however, he has been criticized by many contemporary 

thinkers. Phillips in his paper "The possibilities of moral advice" 

challenges Black on three main points. First, Phillips disagrees with 

Black by saying that in many typical cases where a moral conclusion 

follows, or appears to follow, from factual premises there is only a 

single possibility as to what the conclusion should be. Developing 

Black's own example of a request for moral advice by a chess player, A, 

who can win the game in circumstances where his opponent, namely B, 

is in precarious health and may be killed by the shock of defeat. In such 

as case, we have observed, Black's suggestion was to discontinue the 

game or so to speak stop the game. Phillips in this regard adds the 

supposition that B would also be upset to know that he had been given a 

game, loves chess· so much that he insists on playing it despite his 

doctor's advice, and so on. Phillips here raises a question against Black 

by saying that it would be wrong on the part of Black to assume that 

there is only a 'single possibility' of moral advice in the situation under 

consideration. Unlike Black, Phillips thinks that there seems to be a 

number of alternative possibilities. Secondly, unlike Black, Phillips 

concedes thai: 'within a given moral viewpoint', the facts may well bind 

those who share it to draw the same conclusion. However, Phillips 

contends that there is no straightforward move from the facts to a should 

66 Black, Max. "The gap between 'is' and 'should', p.ll3. 
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-conclusion. It is the moral beliefs men hold which give the facts their 

relevance, where moral advice is sought. It is these which limit advice 

to a 'single possibility' where it is so limited, not the facts as such. 

Thirdly and finally, Phillips takes the Black's challenge to show how the 

conclusion of his final example could be rejected. In this regard, Phillips 

suggests the case of a man convinced that he ought to .die for a cause 

even though he knows that the cause is lost; or of a soldier refusing to 

make known plans to an enemy under torture even though he knows 

that the plans have already been discovered. 

Phillips further contends that Black himself underestimates the 

significance of his own example because the distinction between games 

and morality is not as rigid as Black would make it. Consider, for 

example, the conflict between attitudes such as, 'Win at all costs' and 

'observe the spirit of the game'. Black says that it is no doubt an 

important point that moral injunctions cannot be limited in the same 

way as advice on strategy during a game, but it is doubtful, Phillips 

opines, whether he has recognized the nature of the importance 

involved. Had he done so, he would not have tried to establish an 

analogy between advice in chess and moral advice. Having been tried 

to do this, Black himself is guilty of serious confusions. 

Black has maintained that there are differences between two pieces of 

advice. He elsewhere says that to think Pis also to think Q. Failure to 

think Q entails failure to understand P. However, it is not so in the case 

of moral should - conclusion. Moral advice unlike other advices is a 

voluntary activity. A man may train himself to abstain from giving 

moral advice or he may refrain from drawing a moral conclusion from 

the facts because of moral deficiency. That is why Black is hesitant to 
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say that the should - conclusion is entailed by the factual premises. 

However, once a man chooses to be involved in moral practices the 

differences are unimportant. According to Phillips this is not tenable. 

Black commits mistake by conceiving morality as a game. For Phillips 

morality is not a game and philosophers are not the best people who 

have special insight into its rules. Phillips concludes by saying that 

Black ought to take another look at Hume's Guillotine because 'his 

arguments are on the block'. 

--------x-----
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Chapter Five 

Searle's View of Fact-Value Dichotomy 

Professor J. R. Searle in his paper "How to derive 'ought' from 'is"' has 

attempted to show in what sense an evaluative statement can be 

logically deduced from descriptive premises. His position is unique in 

nature because he advocates a different view which is very much 

. dissimilar from Hume and Black. He does not agree with Hume's 

Guillotine nor does he agree with Black's position. Hume's Treatise tells 

us that one cannot derive 'ought' from 'is'. This has been developed as a 

principle in the form like: No set of statements of fact by themselves 

entails any statement of value. In more contemporary terminology it is 

stated as: No set of descriptive statements can entail an evaluative 

statement without the addition of at least one evaluative premise. Any 

attempt to think otherwise would commit the naturalistic fallaC1J. Here 

we particularly call upon the view of R. M. Hare who attempts to show 

that an evaluative (prescriptive) statement can be logically deduced 

from a limited number of premises of which at least one must be 

prescriptive or evaluative in nature. 

Searle provides a counter-example against the philosophical view that 

no set of statements of fact by themselves entails any statement of value. 

Searle, however, does not think that a particular counter-example 

would not be enough to counter the modem philosophical thesis. He 

rather starts with a counter-example against the modem philosophical 

thesis and then in addition gives some account of explanation of how 

and why it is treated as counter-example. In this process if he can put 

forward a theory to back up the counter-example with which he started 
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with, then as a follow up theory there will generate an indefinite 

number of counter-examples. This would help us to cast light on the 

original thesis. Searle thinks that if we do all these things as we wish to 

do, we may ourselves to the view that the scope of the thesis was more 

restricted than we had originally supposed. With this philosophical 

background, Searle then gives rise to a counter-example which is purely 

factual and descriptive in nature even though they need not contain the 

word 'is'. Searle then goes on to show how they are logically related to a 

statement which a proponent of the thesis would regard as clearly 

evaluative containing an 'ought'. Let us consider the following series of 

statements given by Seale: 

(1) Jones uttered the words 'I hereby promise to pay you, Smith, 

five dollars'. 

(2) Jones promised to pay Smith five dollars. 

(3) Jones placed himself under (undertook) an obligation to pay 

Smith five dollars. 

(4) Jones is under an obligation to pay Smith five dollars. 

(5) Jones ought to pay Smith five dollars. 

According to Searle careful study would reflect the fact that there 

remains a sort of relationship among these statements cited above. 

What type of relationship is it? Is it just a contingent relation? The 

answer perhaps is not to be the case. According to Searle even though 

such relation falls snort of entailment relation, it would certainly not to 

be a contingent relation. Why does he suggest that the relation is fallen 

short of entailment relation? He thinks so because to make the 

entailment relation one has to add or presuppose some additional 

statements. However, the additional statements necessary to make the 
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relationship one of entailment do not need to involve any evaluative 

statements or moral principles or anything of this sort. 

How is (1} related to (2)? According to Searle in some circumstances 

uttering the words within the quotation marks in (1) is the act of 

making a promise. That means there underlies a suppressed meaning of 

promising within the quotation marks of (1). For Searle the suppressed 

premise which lays bare in between (1) and (2) and by means of which 

the entailment relation between (1} and (2) is made clear would' be like 

the following: 

(1a) Under certain conditions C anyone who utters the words (sentence) ' I 

herelnj promise to pay you, Smith, five dollars' promises to pay Smith five 

dollars. 

We think the term 'under certain conditions' stated in (1a) deserves 

worthy of clarification. Are these conditions situational? Even though 

Searle does not make it clear what does he mean by these supposed 

conditions, but such conditions are associated with states of affairs for 

the utterance of the words to constitute the successful performance of 

the act of promising. Searle further contends that these conditions 

contain the view that both the speaker and the hearer are very much 

conscious about their moral commitment of promising and both 

speakers belong to the same language, i.e. English and finally what they 

speak of seriously. When the speaker is making a promise, he is very 

much aware of what he is doing, i.e. at the time of his promising he is · 

not under the influence of drugs, he is not hypnotized or acting in a 

play, nor even telling a joke or reporting an even and so forth. 

According to Searle this list would be long listing and to be precise 

somewhat indefinite because just like there we do not any specific 
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boundaries of the most concepts in a natural language, there is no 

boundaries of the concept of promise. According to Hart the concept of 

promise 'is a member of a class of concepts which suffer from looseness 

of a peculiar kind, viz, defeasibility.' 67 Even though the conditions are a 

bit loose, indefinite in nature, but one thing is clear that the conditions 

under which a man who utters 'I hereby promise' can correctly be said 

to have made a promise are straightforward empirical conditions 

however loose the boundaries may be or however difficult it may be to 

decide marginal cases. Such empirical conditions have to be fulfilled in 

order to make an entailment relation between (1) and (2). In this regard, 

Seale assumes or adds an extra premise which states that these 

conditions obtain. 

(1b) Conditions C obtain. 

According to Searle from (1), (1a), and (1b), one can derive (2). That 

means (1), (1a), and (1b) jointly entails (2). In this sense the entailment 

relation between (1) and (2) can be established. Searle then proceeds on 

to formulates the following assertion: 

IfC then (ifU then P) 

In the above assertion 'U' stands for utterance, 'C' Stands for Conditions 

and 'P' stands for promise. Accordingly, it can be said that (2) is 

logically entailed from (1) if we add the premises U and C to the 

hypothetical. However, as far as logical derivation is concerned, Searle 

rules out any relevance of moral premise. After establishing the 

entailment relation between (1) and (2), Searle then goes on to make the 

same relation between (2) and (3). 

67 Hart, H. L.A. 'The Ascription of Responsibility and Rights' included in Logic and Language edited 
by A. Flew, Oxford, 1951, p.32. 
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According to Searle the term 'promising' by definition means to an act of 

placing oneself under an obligation. To make a promise is to make an 

obligation under every normal situation. A promise would no longer be 

regarded as a promise if the person who makes a promise is committed 

to fulfill the promise. More succinctly, it can be said after Searle that no 

analysis of the concept of promising will be completed which does not 

incorporate the feature of the promiser placing himself undertaking or 

accepting or recognizing an obligation to the promise. A promisee on 

behalf of the promiser logically leads to a moral commitment towards 

the promisee under every normal situation. It leads us to assume that 

the promiser will perform some future course of action which would 

normally benefit the promisee. Accordingly, it would be very natural to 

assume that promising would lead some follow-up action which would 

be helpful to somebody in the course of time. Thus, one may be tempted 

to think that promising can be analyzed in terms of creating 

expectations in one's hearers. However, everything depends on the 

intention of the promiser or on the nature of degree of commitment or 

obligation undertaken in promising. 

The distinguished point here is that if promising is taken in its natural 

or usual sense as discussed above following Searle, then there ·is 

nothing wrong to claim that (2) entails (3) straight off. Here the very 

meaning of (3) is contained in the very meaning of (2). If one 

understands the implication of the term 'promising', he would be in a 

position to assert (3) without hesitation. Having said this, there would 

be nothing wrong if one wishes to add a tautological premise for formal 

neatness and clarity. The supposed premise is like the following: 
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(2a) All promises are acts of placing oneself under (undertaking) an 

obligation to do the thing promised. 

Once the very meaning of promise as stated in (2) is amplified in the 

form of (2a), then it would be obvious that (3) is neatly entailed from 

(2). Thus, the entailment relation between (2) and (3) holds good. 

The question then is: How is (3) related to (4)? According to Searle the 

relationship between (3) and (4) is tautological in nature. It is 

tautological in the sense that the very meaning of (3) is similar to (4). 

Here he defends himself by saying that if one has placed himself under 

an obligation, then, if other things remain the same or equal, one is 

under an obligation. In this sense the concept of tautology holds good. 

We think that nothing would be fulfilled if other things will not remain 

the same. Even though it has been claimed by many that moral 

principles are universalizable in nature but the concept of 

universalizability holds good on the condition whether 'other things 

remain the same or not'. There is no question of doubt that the 

implication of moral rules would be different if there are different 

situations. How can we deny the implication of moral luck as conceived 

by Nagel? It would be the case that the promiser makes a promise 

under certain obligation in a particular situation and the promiser is 

honest towards his promise. But in course of time it may happen that 

the condition or situation has changed and the promiser unfortunately 

facirig some adverse situation and in consequence he is no longer in a 

position to retain his promise. In a situation like this there is a moral 

possibility of violating the promise on behalf of the promiser. In this 

regard the phrase 'other things being equal' is very important. Even 

though Kant does not put up with any kind of moral violation, but 
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there are many moral philosophers who adhere to the view that the 

application of moral rules and principles are situationally evoked. The 

concept of 'Moral Luck' of Nagel is a case in point. Therefore, in the 

context of moral philosophy in general and the present context is 

particular, the phrase 'others things remain equal' has paramount 

importance. Accordingly, to ensure the entailment relation between (3) 

and (4) we need the following qualifying statement to the effect: 

(3a) other things are equal. 

According to Searle (3a) is known as ceteris paribus. 

Now in anticipating (3a), we can, following Searle, establish the 

entailment relation between (2) and (3) with the help of the following 

tautological premise: 

(3b) all those who place themselves under an obligation are, other things being 

equal, under an obligation. 

Searle then claims that the move from (3) to (4) is very mush similar to 

the move from (1) to (2) as stated above. It is like the following 

hypothetical: 

IJE then (ifPUO then UO) 

(Where E stands for 'other things are equal', PUO jointly stands for 

'place under obligation' and 'UO' stands for 'under obligation') . 

. Searle own understanding is that by addition the two premises, such as, 

E and PUO, we can logically derive UO. He further contends that the 

relation between (4) and (5) is also tauj:ological in nature and is similar 

to the relation between (3) and (4). Accordingly, following Searle, we 

can say that if other things being equal, one ought to do what one is 

under an obligation to do. Thus, to find out the entailment relation 
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between (4) and (5), we have to put in, opines Searle, the ceteris paribus 

clause such as: 

(4a) other things are equal 

According to Searle the ceteris paribus clause is essential for moral 

action. It actually helps us to eliminate something extraneous to the 

relation of obligation to ought. The genesis of morality is to make moral 

judgments 'universalisable. It has been attempted by Kant and Hare as 

well. The first requirement that needs to be fulfilled in this regard is to 

est<J.blish the principle of ceteris paribus. We think that the argument 

stated by Searle is enthymematic in nature because there are some 

hidden premises which must be amplified for making this argument 

clear. When Searle has made an attempt to show the relationship 

amongst (1) to (5) as stated above, he has in mind the logical 

background known as enthymeme. Now the point that needs to be 

addressed here: Are the hidden premises evaluative or factual in 

natuie? If they are evaluative in nature, there is no point of claiming 

that ought statement can be logically deduced from is-statement or an 

evaluative statement can be logically deduced from factual statements. 

Fortunately, Searle himself senses this issue. He anticipates the 

possibility of its evaluative· implications as he thinks that such clause 

frequently involves evaluative considerations. Keeping this issue in 

mind, Searle introduces ceteris paribus clause in order to get rid of the 

possibility that 'something extraneous to the relation of 'obligation' to 

'ought' might interfere'.68 We think that irrespective of the nature of 

hidden premises underlying in the Searlian is-ought argument, the 

ceteris paribus clause is a J,llUSt for morality. Ethical laws are by no 

68 Searle, John. 'How to derive 'ought' from 'is", included in The Is-Ought Question, edited by W. D. 
Hudson, Macmillan, 1969, p.l21. 
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means subjective in nature. One has to maintain its objectivity. Ethical 

law runs with the principle: what is good to x would equally be good to 

even;one if other things remain the same or equal. Accordingly, it can be 

said that if something would remain good in John's case, it will remain 

good in other than John cases a well if the principles of ceteris paribus 

holds good. Accordingly, the argument from (4) to (5) stands as: 

'If E then (if UO then 0)' 

Or,' if (E and UO) then 0'. 

Where E for 'other things are equal', UO for under obligation, 0 for 

ought. According to Searle by adding the premises E and UO we derive 

0. The linguistic interpretation would be like this: If Jones is under an 

obligation to pay Smith five dollars (UO) and at the same time 'other 

things remain equal' (E), then certainly Jones ought to pay Smith five 

dollars. 

According to Searle in normal course of action the phrase 'other things 

being equal' would be retained. He was very much concern about the 

employment of this phrase in his argument. Even though it would be 

very difficult, Searle opines, to show its application, but he was very 

much specific in saying that the 'satisfaction of the condition does not 

necessarily involve anything evaluative'.69 If the hidden premise by any 

me!l.ns would be evaluative in nature, then his whole program would be 

devoid of significance. Searle says that we have some reason or we are 

actually prepared to give some reason for supposing the obligation is 

void or the agent ought not to keep the promise or he was conscious at 

the time of his promising that he would not fulfill the promise 

eventually, then the obligation holds and he ought to keep the promise. 

69 Ibid. p. 124. 
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According to Searle the intention of the speaker of not fulfilling the 

promise is no longer associated with the phrase 'other things being 

equal'. Morality is all about of honesty. There is no place of deception. 

Thus, in the moral environment when somebody is making a promise, 

it is usually assumed that he is committed to his moral obligation. In 

negative universal statement it can be said after Searle that "no reason 

could ever be given by anyone for supposing the agent is not under an 

obligation or ought not to keep the promise. That would be impossible 

and would render the phrase useless. It is sufficient to satisfy the 

condition that no reason to the contrary can in fact be given."7o 

Searle further contends that even if we assume that the obligation is 

void or the promiser ought not to keep the promise then in such a 

situation the question of calling for an evaluation arises. It may happen 

at times that the promiser acts wrongly even though we grant that the 

promiser did undertake an obligation. In such a case ought he to keep 

the promise? There is no established procedure at out hand to arrive at 

an objective decision in advance in a case like this. One has to take, 

Searle opines, an evaluative procedure. Searle's point here is that so 

long we have some reason to the contrary; the ceteris paribus 

conditioned is satisfied. No evaluation in this regard is necessary. 

However, Searle reminds us that it would always be an open possibility 

that we may have to make an evaluation in order to derive 'he ought' 

from 'he promised'.~ Even though evaluation is a welcoming 

philosophical concept, but an evaluation is not logically necessary in 

every case. There are some cases where evaluation does not give rise to 

counter-examples. In normal situation when we derive the conclusion 

70 Ibid. p.l24. 
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'Therefore he ought to do .. .' from the premise 'He promised to do .. :, 

there is no point of evaluation because it does not produce any counter

example. Therefore, Searle point of observation is that there is nothing 

necessarily evaluative about the ceteris paribus condition even though 

"deciding whether it is satisfied will frequently involve evaluations." 71 

According to Searle the ceteris paribus clause is a must for moral 

decision. According to Searle even if there is a possibility of cognizing 

ceteris paribus in terms of evaluation, but in the strict sense of derive, we 

can have an evaluative statement from a descriptive statement. He 

conceives that such extra premise which make entailment relation 

possible are by no means moral or evaluative in nature; rather they are 

closely associated with· 'empirical assumptions, tautologies, and 

descriptions of word usage. Searle classifies 'ought' into tautological and 

categorical. Accordingly, when Searle assumes that an ought can 

logically entailed by is, his understanding of ought is categorical. 

Accordingly, (5) does not say that Jones ought to pay up if he wants 

such and such (hypothetical ought), rather it says he ought to pay up, 

period. The other most notable issue here is that the steps of derivation 

are carried on in the third person. According to Searle, here we are not 

concluding ' I ought' from ' I said " I promise"' , but ' he ought' from 

'he said " I promise"' .72 

Careful study, however, would reflect that there underlies a lot of 

things· in the Searle's proposed derivation of. ought from is. In fact, the 

speech act mechanism of Austin would help us to assess Searlian 

position in this regard. Austin in his Speech-acts theory tells us that 

language can be revolved in a constant fashion. In the course of the use 

11 Ibid. p.l24. 
72 Ibid. p.125. 
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of language, a sentence may take different forms and also may be used 

in different contexts. Even though Austin at the earlier stage of his 

theory of speech-acts makes a distinction between performatives and 

constrative, but eventually he rules out this classification because of the 

transference of our language in daily use. According to Austin every 

meaningful utterance is performative and constratives are those 

utterances having descriptive or assertive or logical contents and 

accordingly can be interpreted in terms of truth and falsity. However, 

Austin then rules out this distinction because he realizes that such 

distinction cannot be retained ultimately. Language is so complicated 

and so flexible in its use that any performative utterance can be 

expressed differently in different situation. We think that the logical 

derivation Searle has proposed actually hinges on different follow up 

orders. The proof unfolds the connection between the utterance of 

certain words and the speech act of promising and then in turn unfolds 

promising into obligation and· then moves obligation to 'ought'. 

However, the step from (1) to (2) is radically different from the others 

and requires special comment. According to Searle, in (1) we interpret 'I 

hereby promise .. .' as an English phrase having a certain meaning. It is a 

consequence of that meaning that the utterance of that phrase under 

certain condition is the act of promising. Accordingly, by presenting the 

quoted expressions in (1) and by describing their use in (1a), one can 

invoke institution of promising. · 

We think even though Searle conceives an entailment relation in the 

case of deducing an-ought statement (evaluative statement) from is

statement (factual or descriptive statement), but his understanding of the 

concept of entailment is somehow different from the logical concept of 
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entailment. In Modal logic, the concept of entailment is defined as: 'P 

entails Q' equally means 'it is impossible that Pis true but Q is false'. In 

other words, it can be said that 'P entails Q' means 'it is necessary that if 

P then Q'. Thus, in Modal logic, the concept of entailment can equally be 

interpreted in terms of necessitlj. Is Searlian concept of entailment 

similar to the concept of entailment of Modal logic? If not, then in what 

sense it differs? In this regard, we may distinguish between two types 

of entailment or necessity, namely, logical entailment or logical 

necessity and theoretical entailment or theoretical necessity. In the case 

of logical necessity, there is no exception. Logical necessity rules out 

any exception. The denial of logical necessity leads into contradiction. 

In contrast, when Searle claims that an evaluative statement can be 

deduced from a set of descriptive statements or more precisely, when 

he adheres to the view that an evaluative statement is entailed from a 

set of descriptive statements, his interpretation is not at par with the 

logical interpretation of the term entailment. Where the logical necessity 

rules out exception, Searlian interpretation of entailment seeks to find 

out at least a case where the derivation between set of factual statements 

and an evaluative conclusion is made possible. Thus, Searle's attempt is 

not to establish the entailment relation between factual premises and an 

evaluative conClusion, rather he attempts to deny the view of the earlier 

philosophers who have committed to the view that the gap or gulf 

between factual statement (i.e. is-statement) and evaluative statement 

(i.e. ought-statement) is permanent and no set of evaluative statement 

can be logically deduced from descriptive statement. We think that the 

title of his paper' How to derive 'ought' from 'is" actually makes the 

distinction clear. Here an attempt has been made in what sense an 
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evaluative statement can be entailed from a set of descriptive 

statements. The other important distinction is that in the case of logical 

entailment there is no scope of criticism regarding the logical 

derivation, whereas in the case of moral entailment there always 

remains the scope of moral scrutiny or moral inspection. Thus, unlike 

the moral entailment, modal entailment stands beyond criticism. 

Thirdly and more importantly, in the case of modal entailment there is 

no scope of entailment failure whereas in the case of moral entailment 

there always remains a distinct possibility of moral entailment failure. 

Even though Searle introduces ceteris paribus clause in the case of moral 

entailment, but it would no be so effective as there is no hard and 

distinct criterion by means of which such clause can be established. 

It thus reveals that the so-called moral entailment as suggested by 

Searle is far more different from the modal entailment as far as its 

application is concerned. The question then arises: What then rest to 

look after moral entailment? In this regard, we can say that speech- act 

strategy holds the key of defending of the so-called derivation as 

expounded by Searle. According to Searle speech-act or linguistic-act is 

all about of doing philosophy. If philosophy is all about of the 

clarification and analysis of language, then there is no point of 

departing from speech - act strategy. In this regard, Searle was highly 

influenced by J. L. Austin. It is true to say that language has its 

dispositional power. Language in its own form remains passive. 

However, language is activated and acts as a sharp tool when it has 

been used by to communicate thoughts. Thus, when language is used 

by a person in order to communicate his or her thoughts, then in this 

processes language is activated and thereby generates a force, i.e. 
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illocutionanJ force, as used by Austin. Through the dispositional power 

of language, i.e. illocutionary force, the intention of the speaker is being 

manifested. Accordingly, it can be said that to make a promise one has 

placed himself under an obligation which eventually prompted one to 

fulfill what he has been promised. 

Objections raised against Searle 

There is no question of doubt that the is-ought dichotomy is an ever 

ending debate and so long moral philosophy survives as an 

independent branch of philosophy, this issue remains standstill. There 

is nothing wrong to suggest that moral philosophy is all about of 

evaluation of moral action. Moral action is manifested through 

evaluative judgment. Therefore, assessing moral judgment is at par 

with assessing or evaluating moral action. One can evaluate moral 

judgment in valuing them. They are valued in terms of good or bad, 

right or wrong. We can also evaluate logical proposition by valuing 

them. But unlike moral judgment, here we give different types of value 

to logical proposition. Logical proposition is valued in terms of truth 

and falsity. Thus, as far as valuing is concerned, there remains a classic 

distinction between factual statement, i.e. logical proposition and moral 

judgment, i.e. evaluative judgment. The nature of these two types of 

judgment is completely different. Their formation in the language is 

different,. their valuing is different and their function is different. 

Therefore, deriving one type from another type is an astounding task. 

Most philosophers in the past have ruled out any sort of distinct 

possibility of deducing one from the other. However, those who have 

attempted to do so have fallen into a severe criticism. Searle senses this. 
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Accordingly, he presumes some possible objections that can be raised 

against him and accordingly he gives answers of these questions. 

In the first place it has been objected by saying that in the Searlian 

argument, the first premise is descriptive and the conclusion is 

evaluative and the concealed premise, namely, (1b) is again evaluative. 

Accordingly, there remains a distinctive gulf between (1) and (2) and 

therefore (2) cannot be entailed from (1). In order to overcome this 

possible objection, Searle then goes on to make a distinction between 

two types of evaluation, namely, categorical evaluation and other than 

categorical evaluation . When Searle inclines to say that (2) is entailed 

from (1), he interprets it in terms of categorical evaluation. According to 

Searle when the concept of entailment is used in moral philosophy or in 

any other descriptive discipline, it would be interpreted in terms of 

categorical sense. We agree with Searle in this regard, because there is no 

point of claiming that· the concept of entailment as claimed in the 

derivation of 'is- ought' argument is at par with the concept of 

entailment used in Modal logic. According to Searle the categorical 

sense of evaluative judgment actually turns an evaluative statement 

into a descriptive statement in the weak sense. Thus, we can say there 

are two senses of descriptive statements, such as, Strong and weak sense. 

The descriptive statements that we normally talk in developing logical 

propositions are called strong. But those statements or judgments which 

are prima-facially evaluative in nature, but could be turned into 

descriptive statement are called weak descriptive statements. Therefore, 

weak descriptive statements are disguised in nature. They are disguised 

in the sense that even though they look like evaluative statements, but 

in true sense of the term there are descriptive contents in such 
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judgments. That is why Searle has rightly pointed out by saying, 

"Uttering certain words in certain conditions just is promising and the 

description of these conditions needs no evaluative content."73 

According to Searle to move from (1) to (2) is just a move from the 

specification of a certain utterance of words to the specification of 

certain speech act. One can legitimately have this move because here 

the speech act is a conventional act. Accordingly, the utterance of the 

words, as per as conventional act is concerned, constitutes the 

performance of just that speech act. 

The upshot of the above can alternative be stated. It states that all we 

can say and show is that promise is an evaluative, but not a descriptive 

content. However, Searle inclines to say that such objection again begs 

question and at the end it leads to end that it will prove disastrous to 

the original distinction between descriptive and evaluative. Searle's 

point in this regard is that when a man uttered certain words 

meaningfully, this would assure us that they do have objective facts. If 

this so happens, then the descriptive facts plus a description of the 

conditions of the utterance is sufficient to entail the statement (2) which 

the objector alleges to be an evaluative statement aones promised to 

pay Smith five dollars). In as situation like this an evaluative conclusion 

is derived from descriptive premises. 

In the second place, it has been objected by saying that the principle 

that one ought to keep one!s promises is purely a moral principle and hence 

it is evaluative in nature. In responding to this objection, Searle has 

inclined to say that he does not know whether 'one ought to keep one's 

premise' is a 'moral principle'. However, what he demands is that it is 

73 Ibid. p.l26. 
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certainly tautological as it is nothing more than a derivation from the 

two tautologies: 

All promises are obligations and one ought to keep one's obligations. 

According to Searle unfortunately many thinkers and philosophers 

have failed to grasp the tautological nature of such principle. In this 

regard, he has claimed that there are at least three things which have 

concealed its character from them. The first is the failure to distinguish 

external questions about institution of promising from internal 

questions asked within the framework of the institution. According to 

Searle, questions such as, 'Why do we have such an institution as 

promising? 'Ought we do have such institutionalized forms of 

obligation as promising?' etc are external question that has been raised 

not within the institution of promising, but they are asked about the 

institution. Searle further contends that the question 'Ought one to keep 

one's promise?' can be confused with or can be taken as an external 

question presumably expressible as 'Ought one to accept the institution 

of promising?' Unlike an external question, an internal question is about 

promise and not about the institution of promising. Accordingly, the 

question 'Ought one to keep one's promise?' is as empty as the question 

'Are triangles three sided?' To recognize something as a promise is to 

recognize in equal that it ought to be kept if other things being equal. 

The second fact which has fogged up this issue is that there are many 

situations, real and imaginable, where one ought to keep a. promise and 

where the obligation to keep a promise is overridden by some further 

· considerations. That is why, Searle has introduced the principle of 

ceteris paribus clause in his derivation. In fact, the introduction of such 

clause in the derivation actually rules out alternative sort of proposal 
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that would hamper the genesis of the principle of moral universality. 

However, Searle at the same time draws out attention to the fact that 

'obligation can be overridden does not show that there were no 

obligations in the first place'. Rather he thinks the other way round as 

for him the original obligations are all that would be required to make 

the proof workable. Thirdly and more importantly, many 

philosophers, according to Searle, actually fail to realize the full force of 

saying 'I hereby promise' as a performative expression. In fact, by 

uttering such sentence one performs but does not describe the act of 

promising. Now Searle's point is that if promising is conceived as a 

speech act of a different kind from describing, then it is easier to see that 

one of the features of the act is the undertaking of an obligation. 

However, if one thinks that the utterance 'I hereby promise' is a 

peculiar kind of description, for example, one's mental state, then the 

relation between promising and obligation would entangle in the 

unfathomable of horizon. 

In the third place, it may be objected by saying that the fact-value 

distinction remains intake even though an attempt has been made by 

Searle by incorporating some hidden premises. It has been claimed that 

here the derivation uses only a factual sense of the evaluative terms, but 

nothing evaluative would be included. The step (2) is equivalent to 'He 

did what they call promising' and step (5) to 'According to them he 

ought to pay Smith five dollars'. As all the steps are in oratio oblique and 

disguised statements of fact, the fact-value distinction remains 

unaffected. Searle, however, denies this charge. According to Searle this 

objection fails to smash up the derivation. What it says is that the steps 

can be constructed as in oratio obliqua. We can take to mean them as a 
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series of external statements. We can construct parallel a similar 

argument that would fail to refute the fact-value distinction does not 

show that this proof fails to refute it. For Searle the argument raised 

against the fact-value derivation does not deserve accuracy. 

Thus, Searle himself presents three possible counter-examples on the 

basis of which it may be claimed that one cannot derive an 'ought' from 

an 'is'. He then considers three possible objections separately and at the 

end nullifies their legitimacy. Having said this, Searle admits that still 

there we do not find any concrete resolution. He even conceives that 

there remains certain scope of uneasiness even though we claim that an 

'ought' can be derived from an 'is'. He, therefore, feels that there must 

be some hoax somewhere. The problematic area is that: how can we 

grant a mere fact about a man, such as the fact that he uttered certain 

words or that he made a promise , commit me to the view that he ought 

to do something? This is the most vulnerable area of this theory and one 

must be cautious about it. Let us find a resolute way out in this regard 

following Searle. 

Searle in this regard gives due importance on the boarder philosophical 

significance and eventually tries to make a philosophical basis or 

foundation from which he claims that an 'ought' can be deduced from 

an 'is'. According to Searle in the strict sense of the term there remains a 

considerable distinction between descriptive and evaluative statements. 

There is no· point of taking it away. There is no point of disputing that

the descriptive and evaluative statements represent the picture of the 

world in different ways and their approach of representation would 

completely be different. Even though they represent the world 

differently, but in a complicated and in extricated ways that it is not 
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entirely to what extent the sheer presentation of counter-examples can 

challenged it. However, according to·Searle the point that needs to be 

taken care of is that how and why this classical empiricist's picture fails 

to deal with such counter-examples. One reason for this is that the 

nature of descriptive statement is completely different from the nature 

of evaluative statement. Let us contrast after Searle a few descriptive 

statements with their corresponding evaluative statements. 

(a) my car goes eight miles an hour 

(a') my car is a good car 

(b) Jones is six feet tall 

(b') Jones ought to pay Smith five dollars. 

In the above (a) and (b) are descriptive statements and (a') and (b') are 

evaluative statements. Anyone can see the distinction here between (a) 

and (a') and (b) and (b'). According to Seale barring so many other 

distinctions the most notable one is that in the case of descriptive 

statements the question of truth and falsity is decided objectively 

because to know the meaning of the descriptive expressions is to know 

under what objective ascertainable conditions the statements which contain 

them are true or false. However, this is completely unfamiliar in the 

case of evaluative statements. To know the meaning of the evaluative 

expressions is not by itself sufficient for knowing under what conditions 

the statements containing them are true or false. The meaning of 

evaluative expressions, Searle opines, is such that the statements are not 

capable of objective or factual truth or falsity at all. Evaluative 

statements, of course, we think, do have meaning on the basis of which 

they can be judged, but the meaning an evaluative statement possesses 

is by no means descriptive meaning. The unique feature of descriptive 
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meaning is that it has cognitive assertability. It can be ascertained in 

terms of truth and falsity. Unlike the descriptive meaning, the 

evaluative meaning can not be ascertained in terms of truth and falsity. 

By uttering or saying an evaluative statement, i.e. an 'ought statement', 

the speaker essentially involves in some moral attitudes; such as, 

requesting, pleading, appealing, commanding etc. That means the 

evaluative statement.of a speaker essentially involve some 'appeal to 

attitude, he holds, to criteria of assessment he has adopted, to moral 

principles by which he has chosen to live and judge other people'.74 

Thus, Searle finds the distinction between descriptive and evaluative 

statement in the following ways: 

(a) Descriptive statement has cognitive values; whereas evaluative 

statement lacks cognitivevalues. 

(b) Descriptive statement can be ascertained in terms of truth and 

falsity; whereas evaluative statement cannot be ascertained in 

terms of truth and falsity. 

(c) The standard of a descriptive statement is judged by means of 

truth and falsity; whereas the standard of an evaluative statement 

is judged by means of moral assessment. 

(d) The value of a descriptive statement does not rest on the valuer, 

whereas the value of an evaluative statement is determined on 

the basis of the action of the moral agent. 

All these underlying assumptions so far analyzed and examined have· 

impelled us to make a clear cut inlet between descriptive and evaluative 

statements. It seems clear to us that the job a descriptive· statement 

performs is completely different from the job an evaluative statement 

74 Ibid. p.l29 
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performs. Their nature is completely different. In the language there are 

many types of sentences. However, only assertive sentences with some 

modification fall under the category of descriptive statement. 

Statements of fact or factual statements are descriptive in nature. 

Emotive statements, prescriptive statements, imperative statements and 

statements associated with value ridden terms are called evaluative 

statements. As the cognitive values of descriptive statements are 

objectively determined, descriptive statements, according to Searle are 

objective in nature. On the contrary, evaluative statements are · 

subjective in nature. They are subjective in the sense that they can be 

evaluated in terms of situations. If the situations under which an 

evaluative judgment is evaluated are different, the judgment would be 

different. In this sense evaluative judgments are subjective in nature. 

On the basis of the above observation, we can say, after Searle, that the 

job of descriptive statement is different from the job of evaluative 

statement. Unlike a descriptive statement an evaluative statement 

expresses the speaker's emotions, attitudes. Thus, the job of an 

evaluative statement is to praise or condemn, to laud or insult, to 

command, to recommend, to advice and so forth. Thus, there is no point 

of ignoring the bay between descriptive and evaluative statement. 

Metaphorically, it can be said that the value that·we are talking of in 

evaluative statement is a kind of value which cannot lie in the world, 

because if they lie in the world of facts they would cease to be values 

and would just be another part of the world. One cannot define an 

evaluative word in terms of descriptive words. The problem is that if 

one defines then one would no longer be able to use the evaluative 

word to commend, but only to describe. Thus, there remains a strong 
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conviction as it is usually to be case that it would be a waste of time in 

attempting to derive an 'ought statement' from an 'is' statement. Even if 

it does then there would remain some obscurity either in 'ought' or in 

'is'. In such a case the 'ought' or the 'is' or both would be disguised. 

Searle says, " ... even if it succeeded would be that the 'is' was not a real 

'is' but only a disguised 'ought', alternatively, that the 'ought' was not a 

real 'ought' but only a disguised 'is'."7S 

The problem with traditional empirical view 

Even though Searle thinks that the traditional empirical view deserves 

worthy of philosophical consideration and it has a point to guard 

against the logical derivation of 'ought' from 'is', but it has been very 

brief. According to Searle, the traditional empirical view is wrong as it 
,,, 

eventually fails to give ?~s any coherent account of such notions as 

commitment, responsibility and obligation. The traditional empirical 

view in fact fails to account for the different types of 'descriptive' 

statements .According to Searle those who adhere to the view that it 

would be impossible to derive an evaluative statement from a 

descriptive statement would conceive descriptive statement in the brute 

sense of the term. For them the so-called descriptive statements are those 

which are associated with empirical matters of facts. Statements which 

are mere empirical or relating to brute facts are called non-institutional 

form of descriptive statements. Searle agrees that if the descriptive 

statements are non-institutional, then there definitely remains an 

unbridgeable gulf between descriptive and evaluative statements. In 

such a case there is no possibility of having or deriving an evaluative 

75 Ibid. p.l30, 
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statement from a descriptive statement. However, Searle notices 

ano!Jler kind of descriptive statement what he calls institutional fact. 

Let us explain the distinction between these two kinds of facts, such as, 

institutional fact and non-institutional fact with example. According to 

Searle, the statements 'My car goes eight miles an hour', 'Jones is six 

feet tall' are non-institutional. They are non-institutional in the sense 

that they describe mere or brute facts, i.e. facts having no institutional 

requisite. However, statements like 'Jones got married', 'Smith made a 

promise' etc are institutional descriptive statements, because here 

whether or not someone got married, made a promise etc. is as much a 

matter of objective fact. Thus, the fact that is associated with an 

institutional descriptive statement is objective and the fact that is 

associated with a non-institutional descriptive statement is not 

objective. According to Searle, it would be quite reasonable to claim that 

a man gets married or makes a promise only within the institutions of 

marriage and promising. Without an institution, all he does, Searle 

opines, is utter words or make gestures. Thus, Searle has characterized 

such facts as institutionalized facts, and then makes contrast them with 

brute facts or non-institutional facts. Searle then claims that the 

traditional empirical theory or the classical picture actually fails to 

account for the difference between statements of brute fact and 

statements of institutional fact. 

What does Searle mean by the term institution? What sort of institutions 

facts are these? In responding to these questions, Searle goes on to 

distinguish between two different kinds of rules or conventions, 

namely, regulative rules and constitutive rules. To make the 

distinction between regulative and constitutive rules, Searle says, 
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"Regulative rules regulative activities whose existence is independent 

of the rules; constitutive rules constitute (and also regulate) forms of 

activity whose existence is logically dependent on the rules."76 Let us 

make this distinction clear with the help of example. For example the 

rules of polite table behaviour regulate eating, but eating exists 

independently of these rules. In this sense, it can be said, after Searle, 

that regulative rules are those kinds of rules which regulate 

antecedently existing forms of behaviour. On the other hand, there are 

some rules which do not merely regulate but create or define new forms 

of behaviour. For example, the rules of chess do not merely regulate an 

antecedently existing activity called playing chess; they also create the 

possibility of or define that activity. Thus, the activity of playing chess 

is constituted by action in accordance with these rules. The game of 

chess has no independent existence apart from the rules of chess. Like 

the chess, any other games are rule following and the rules of a 

particular game actually constitute the games. 

Now the distinction between regulative and constitutive rules is made 

clear. Constitute rules actually constitute the game. Thus, constitutive 

rules are primary and regulative rules are secondary. Or alternatively, it 

can be said that constitutive rules are defining rules; regulative rules are 

so to speak accompanying rules. When Searle is talking about 

institutional facts, his understanding of institution is about the systems 

of constitutive rules. For example, the institutions of marriage, money 

and promising are like the institutions of chess in that they are systems 

of such constitutive rules or conventions. Thus, according to Searle 

institutional facts are those kinds of facts which have taken for granted 

76 Ibid. p.l32. 
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such institutions. Searle further contends that as soon as we are in a 

position to be familiar with the existence of such facts and also be in a 

position to take hold of the nature of such institutional facts, we as a 

follow up step further notice that many forms of obligations, 

commitments, rights, and responsibilities are similarly institutionalized. 

· According to Searle, it is often a matter of fact that one has certain 

obligations, commitments, rights and responsibilities, but it is a matter 

of institutional fact. We have to examine two things here. Why 

according to Searle the term 'obligation' is fact and why is it 

institutional? When somebody says that he has obligations towards his 

parents, what does he actually mean? Under what conditions are we in 

position to say that he has fulfilled his obligations? We can say that the 

term 'obligation' is relevant only in the context of an institution or a 

society or a community or in a form of life and more importantly there 

underlies a conceiving point of measurement through which one can 

say that he has fulfilled his obligation. Thus, when Searle inclines to say 

that an 'ought' is deduced from an 'is', he conceives an 'is' not in terms 

of non-institutional fact or brute fact, rather he understands an 'is' in 

terms of institutional fact - a fact at par with constitutive rules. Searle 

says, "It is one such institutionalized form of obligation, promising 

which I invoked above to derive an 'ought' from an 'is'."77 What Searle 

has proposed here is that he has started with a brute fact and then 

invoked the institution· in such a way so that he can create institutional 

facts. He eventually arrives at the institutional fact. The whole proof he 

has presented before us actually hinges on an appeal to the constitutive 

rules that to make a promise is to undertake an obligation. 

77 Ibid. p. 131. 
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The ingenuity of Searle is that he has made a successful attempt of 

deriving an ought-statement from an is-statement by making a careful 

distinction between institutional fact and other than institutional fact. 

We think ·that Searle's view can be judged and defended to some extent 

with regard to the very concept of speech-act theory or the theory of 

language-act that has been developed by Austin and many others. 

There is no point of departure that Searle was an ardent follower of . 

Austin as far as the development of speech act theory is concerned. 

Within.the form of life or conventions or social customs there we notice 

an infinite series .of speech-acts performed in many different ways. In 

the course of interpersonal communication between the members of the 

community, language has been used as a tool, an instrument, 

incorporating human feeling, sentiment and what not. In this sense, 

language should be counted as the threads of communication and in 

this process of communication one sentence can be transformed into 

another sentence. However, from this it does not follow that everything 

can be expressed in terms of everything else. If it were to be the case, 

then there would not be different forms of sentences. In fact factual 

sentences or statements of facts have a different cognitive status which 

is unlikely common in other statements. Truth and falsity are the marks 

of descriptive statements and evaluative statement cannot have such 

property. This was the main point of departure between descriptive and 

evaluative statement. Searle was careful while deriving an evaluative 

statement from a descriptive statement. He does not think that any form 

of evaluative statement can be logically deduced from any form of 

descriptive statement. In this sense his enterprise of deriving an 

evaluative statement from a descriptive statement is conditional or 
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partial in nature. Howe~-er, the important point is that if Searle's view 

holds then the general perception that has been addressed by the 

classical view that' no set of evaluative statement can be logically 

deduced from any set of descriptive statement' can be ruled out. 

On the basis of the above consideration, Searle then draws our attention 

to the question how does an evaluative statement such as, 'one ought to 

keep one's promise' would be tautologous if one would be in a position 

to conceive it in an institutionalized form of obligation? For example, 

'one ought not to steal', can be taken as saying that to recognize 

something as someone else's property necessarily involves recognizing 

his right to dispose of it. According to Searle, this is a constitutive rule 

of the institution of private property. If one denies such promise, it 

eventually gets its paradox and its force by using terms which are 

internal to the institution in order to attack the institution. To deny such 

promise would lead us to anticipate the views, according to Proudhon, 

"Truth is a lie, marriage is infidelity, language is uncommunicative, law 

is a crime', and so on with every possible institution." 78 Thus, 

according to Searle, the evaluative statement 'one ought not to tell lies', 

can be taken as saying that to make an assertion necessarily involves 

commission an obligation to speak truthfully. Likewise, 'one ought to 

pay one's debts' can be construed as saying that to recognize something 

as a debt is necessarily to recognize an obligation to pay it. Thus, 

according to Searle there underlies necessarily moral commitment to 

evaluative statement which eventually makes such statements as 

institutional form of factual statements. In such a case, there is no point 

78 Ibid. p.l32. 
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of ruling out the view that some evaluative statements can be logically 

deduced from descriptive statements. 

Considering all these things put into perspectives, Searle then makes a 

tentative conclusion in the following ways: 

(i) The classical picture fails to account for institutional facts, 

(ii) Institutional facts exist within systems of constitutive rules. 

(iii) Some systems of constitutive rules involve obligations, 

commitments and responsibilities. 

(iv) Within those systems we can derive 'ought' from 'is' on the 

model of the first derivation. 

Now we are in a position ·to assess Searle's position of deriving an 

'ought-statement' from an 'is-statement'. Unlike the classical 

interpretation, Searle makes a subtle distinction between institutional 

facts and brute facts. He then states that in case of brute facts, there is 

no point of deducing an ought- statement from an is-statement. In 

this sense, Searle shares the same view .with the classical 

interpretation. However, Searle radically differs from the classical 

interpretation in the sense that unlike the classical interpretation, 

Searle not only finds the concept of institutional fact, but at the same 

time he shows that in case of institutional fact, an ought-statement 

can be deduced from an is-statement. In this sense, Searle denies the 

general classical statement that no set of ought- statement can be 

logically deduced from any set of is - statement. 

One can however begin to raise a question by saying that how does a 

promise commit me to view about what he ought to do? A plausible · 

answer would perhaps be like this: to state such an institutional fact 

is already to invoke the constitutive rules of the institution. In fact, it 

151 



is those rules that give the word promise its meaning. Searle claims 

that the word promise has two senses of implication, namely, it is an 

evaluative word and it would also be purely descriptive. Classical 

thinkers have considered the word promise as purely evaluative 

word. For them the word promise does not have descriptive 

implication. However, as we have noticed above that Searle thinks 

the other way round. Our assessment regarding Searle is that he is 

not a blind thinker while deriving an ought-statement from an is

statement. He is very careful regarding the distinction between an 

ought-statement and an is-statement. In this regard, he distinctively 

has cited two important distinctions between an ought-statement 

and an is-statement. In the first place it can be said that they belong 

to different speech-acts, one family of speech acts including 

evaluations and another family of speech acts including descriptions. 

In this regard, it can be said that they are distinct as they have 

different illocutionanJ force. Secondly, the statements of facts are 

objectively determined as true or false, but evaluative statements are 

not objectively determined as either true or false. Such statements 

are matter of personal decision or matters of opinion. Accordingly, it can 

be said that the first form of diction is a special case of the latter and 

what is more important to note here is that if something has the 

illocutionary force of an evaluation, it cannot be entailed by factual 

premises. 

However, Searle, as we have seen, has established that the above 

mentioned contention is false. For him factual premises can entail 

evaluative conclusions. Searle then claims that if he is right in his 

assertion, then the alleged distinction between descriptive and 
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evaluative utterances holds good only in the case that both kinds of 

statements have different illocutionary force. However, Searle's 

anxiety here is that if such standpoint is taken into account then 

'they are only two among hundreds kinds of illocutionary force'. But 

this would not tenable. 

Critical observations 

There is no question of doubt that Searle has given an important 

insight of how one can deduce an ought-statement from an is

statement- an attempt which has been nullified or boiled-down by 

most of the classical and traditional thinkers. There is_ no question of 

doubt that Searle has attempted to bridge the gap between 

descriptive and evaluative statements. Searle in this process actually 

overlooks the naturalistic fallacy as advocated by Moore. According 

to Searle naturalistic fallacy is no longer a fallacy and in this regard 

he has given many signs of thinking of his aspirations in Austinian 

terms. However, his theory is no longer free from bagging questions. 

Anthony Flew in his article "On not deriving 'ought' from 'is"' 

criticizes Searle on many accounts. According to Flew, Searle's 

interpretation of naturalistic fallacy does not match up with the 

characterization of the naturalistic fallacy as developed by the 

classical thinkers. Secondly, Searle has never cited, nor even quoted 

any precise references to any statements by the philosophers with 

whom he wishes to disagree. What he wishes to say is that 'no..set of 

descriptive statements can entail an evaluative statement without the 

addition of at least one evaluative premise' and to believe otherwise 

is to commit naturalistic fallacy. 
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Moreover, moral obligation is based on moral decision and moral 

decision is no longer a fact. Making of a decision is a fact, the 

adoption of a standard is a fact,, but the norm which has been 

adopted is not a fact. In fact, most people agree with the norm "Thou 

shalt not steal "is a sociological fact, but the norm "Thou shalt not 

steal" is not a fact and in fact it can never be inferred from sentences 

describing facts. It is impossible to derive a sentence stating a norm 

or a decision from a sentence stating a fact. This is only another way 

of saying that it is impossible to derive norms or decisions from 

facts. For Flew, it involves the idea of the Naturalistic fallactj on which 

the clash of world-outlooks and personal commitments actually 

hinges on. It governs the notion that 'we are free to form our own 

moral opinions in a much stronger sense than we are free to form 

our own moral opinions as to what the facts are'. Following Popper, 

Flew criticizes Searle on the point that the classical thinkers fail to 

understand the distinction between different kinds of facts. Popper, 

at least, suggests that the fundamental discrimination in terms of 

which the Naturalistic Fallacy is being characterized is not a clear cut 

feature of all actual discourse. In fact, it is not something, Popper 

opines, which one cannot fail to observe everywhere as already there 

and given, if once one has learnt what to look for. There is rather a 

differentiation which has to be made and insisted upon and the 

distinction is one the development of which may go again the grain 

of the set of habits and powerful inclinations. Searle inclines to say 

that a-misguided spokesman is committed to the is-ought dichotomy 

which the alert natural historian of utterances could not fail to 

notice. However, if we carefully examine Popper's position, we find 
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that there is nothing at all to suggest any commitment to the 

erroneous ideas as Searle desires to state. Unlike Searle, Popper 

inclines to say that there remains nothing ambiguous between 

statements of fact and statement of value. According to Popper every 

actual utterance is either purely a statement of fact or purely 

normative. According to Flew, what Popper emphasizes is "the 

epoch-making importance of the development of this sort of 

distinction, the great need to insist upon it, and the difficulty of 

appreciating fully what it does and what it does not imply." 79 Searle 

here perhaps is misled by Burne's mockery even though Searle 

himself disclaims concern 'with Burne's treatment of the problem'. 

According to Flew, Searle works with the example of promising 

where the proof unfolds the connection between the utterance of 

certain words and the speech act of promising. He then in turn 

opens up promising into obligation and eventually moves from 

obligation to 'ought'. He has started with a purely descriptive 

premise such as 'Jones uttered the words "I hereby promise to pay 

you, Smith, five dollars." He then proceeds by a series of deductive 

moves to the purely normative conclusion 'Jones ought to pay Smith 

five dollars'. Flew's anxiety is that Searle here does not give due 

attention while deriving an evaluative conclusion from a series of 

descriptive statements. For Flew considerable elaboration is 

necessary in the attempt to deal with the impediments arising from 

is-ought dichotomy because the utterances of such words will not 

always rate as a making of the promise and the prima facie 

obligation to keep a promise can be nullified or overridden. Searle 

79 Flwe, Anthony. "On not deriving 'ought' from 'is"' included in The Is-Ought Questions edited by W. 
D. Hudson, op cit. p.l38. 
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has to distinguish normative and descriptive elements in the 

meaning of words like promise. According to Flew whatever the 

meaning Searle adopts, it would still not be possible to deduce the 

normative from the descriptive part of the combination. Flew in this 

regard comments: "The best place to insert the wedge in Searle's 

argument seems to be where he maintains: 'one thing is clear; 
• 

however loose the boundaries may be, and however difficulty it may 

be to decide marginal cases, the conditions under which a man who 

utters "I hereby promise" can correctly be said to have made a 

promise are straightforwardly empirical conditions."so For Flew the 

weakness becomes obtrusive if we summon for comparison some 

obnoxious contentions of the same form. There are some terms such 

as nigger, few-boy, colonialist etc. when employed in certain circles 

do carry both normative and descriptive meanings. Accordingly, in 

Searle's assessment it would presumably be the case that the 

descriptive element of that meaning can correctly be said to apply 

whenever the appropriate 'straight-forwardly empirical conditions' 

are satisfied. According to Flew 'the oddity of this non-committal 

price of pure description would lie simply in the perversity of 

suggesting a policy of non-involvement in an institution which is 

surely essential to any tolerate human sociallife.'Sl 

80 Ibid. p.l39. 
81 Ibid. p.l39. 
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Chapter Six 

Hare's View of Fact-Value Dichotomy 

The genesis of traditional ethics is to make ethical statements as 

universal statements. The concept of universal is well known to all of 

us. The philosophical debate between universal and particular is a well 

known dichotomy from Greek tradition to the present philosophical 

discussion. As far as particular is concerned there is no problem, but as 

far as universal is concerned there is problem. However, attempts have 

been made to have the concept of universal from the concept of 

particular. We are equally acquainted with the very concepts of 

universal and particular in logic. As logic is a formalized form of 

language, there we do not find any philosophical problem as far as their 

dealing is concerned. Interestingly, there is a propensity witnessing in 

ethics where attempts have been made by some philosophers to 

enlighten ethical statements as universalibale like the logical 

apprehension of the concept of universal. Here we particularly refer the 

three classical traditional ethical principles witnessing in Virtue ethics, 

Kantian deontology and the consequential ethics as developed by 

ethical utilitarianisms. As far as virtue ethics is concerned, it can be said 

that any ethical action would be universally good if it would have been 

performed on the basis of or on the dictation of cardinal virtues. As far 

as Kantian deontology is concerned, it can be said that any moral action 

would be universally good if it would have been performed on the basis 

of the maxim based on the principle 'duty for the duty sake'. Kant in 

stating the categorical imperative goes on to say, "Act only on that 

maxim so that you can at the same time will that it should become a 
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universallaw."B2 As far as consequentialism is concerned, it can be said 

that any moral action would be universally good if it would have been 

fulfilled the principle of the greatest number of the greatest happiness. 

Thus, it would not be an exaggeration if we claim that there always 

underlies a propensity of ethicai statements to be universalisable or 

generalisable. When it is said 'You ought to do this work', it ipso-facto 

means that 'Everyone like you ought to do this work in the same 

situation'. Likewise, when it is said that' you ought to run in a burn 

house', it. actually means, 'everyone ought to run in a burn house'. Each 

of the above statement leads to a general statement. What we can say 

here is that when a moral judgment is associated with the term 'ought' 

or 'should', it always earns the dignity of universalizability. Unlike, 

logic, ethical generalization or universalization is a method of 

standarising the situation under which something has been generalized. 

In fact the generalizing process of ethical statement actually hinges on 

the principle of ceteris-paribus. In any general form of is-statement, there 

underlies an ethical principle which ultimately turns the moral 

judgments towards its universal application. For example, when it is 

said that," If everyone did then the consequences would be disastrous" 

it leads to the moral standard like this, " One ought not to do that". 

However, the situations in which this sort of moral consideration might 

be advanced are, of course, exceedingly diverse. When it is asked, "If no 

one voted, then democratic government would collapse", it entails 

finally the moral judgment, "Everyone should vote". What we want to 

say here is that there underlies an ethical predisposition towards ethical 

generalization and in fact this would be the genesis of ethics. It states: 

82 Kant, I, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, Translated and analysed by H.J.Paton, Hruper 
&Row Publishers, 1948, p.30. 
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"What is right for one person must be right for even1one in the same or similar 

circumstance or circumstances." 

It should equally be kept in mind that even though ethical situation is 

important while generalizing ethical statements, but side by side one 

should give due importance on characteristics, relationships or abilities 

on the part of moral agent while generalizing ethical statement. In 

standarising the principle of ethical generalization the ability on the 

part of moral agent should be taken into account barring the principle 

of ceteris paribus. Accordingly, the web of moral universalization or 

moral generalization can further be qualified as: 

"What is right or duhj for one person is also to be right for or a duhj for 

anyone in similar circumstances provided the person under consideration has 

got the abilihj to do the moral responsibilihj." 

Hare on Moral Universalizability 

The theory of moral universalizabilihj is intimately associated Hare's 

moral philosophy. Besides Hare, we can also mention the name of Kant 

in this context. However,. in this sequel we particularly confine 

ourselves within Hare's proposal of moral universalizability. The 

philosophical novelty of Hare is that he alone conceives moral 

judgments as imperatives or rather attribute moral judgments as 

imperative judgments. He then attempts to show that all imperative 

moral judgments are potentially universalizable. m his article 

"Prescriptive universalizability", Hare tries to show in various ways 

how prescriptive judgments are claimed to be universalizable. Hare 

clearly and elaborately outlines the principle of moral universalizability 

in his book Freedom and Reason. In his book Freedom and Reason, Hare has 
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developed his theory that moral judgments are universalizable. In this 

regard, Hare at the very outset mentioned Kant. In fact, the concept of 

moral universalizability actually lie submerged in Kantian ethics. 

Kantian model of categorical imperatives is a classical system of the 

principle of moral universality. Following Kant, Hare seems to conceive 

that 'whatever rules any agent applies to one person; he must also 

apply it to himself and vice-versa. However, there are some points of 

discussion where we sense a clear-cut discrepancy between Hare and 

Kant as far as their understanding of the theory of moral or ethical 

universalizability is concerned. 

While establishing the principle of universalizability, Hare actually 

intends to establish how the is-ought dichotomy can be minimized. 

Hare inclines to say that the concept of universality is a logical concept. 

There we find some universal proposition in logic as well as some 

universal principle applied in logic. His understanding of the concept of 

universality is not theoretical at this present juncture. Hare tells us that 

descriptive statements (i.e. is-statements) are universal because they are 

guided by some logical principles. Hare claims that like descriptive 

judgment, prescribe judgments too would be universalizable because 

they have the descriptive content like descriptive judgment. According to 

Hare, when a man thinks something morally, he is compelled to 

universalize his volitions which would definitely be a logical 

compulsion - a compulsion which cannot be misapprehended and 

ruled out. 

Hare, of course, tries to establish the principle of moral universalizabiliy 

of prescriptive (moral) judgments rather indirectly. He has taken into 

account the well founded universal concept of descriptive judgment He 
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then tries to show that the descriptive contents for which descriptive 

judgments are claimed to be universal are also present in the 

prescriptive judgments. Therefore, there is no point of ignoring the 

view that prescriptive judgments would be universalizable. Thus, Hare' 

originality lies not in establishing the principle of universalizability of 

imperative judgment, but to show that moral judgment or precisely 

imperative judgments are universalizable simply because there are 

some common elements in imperative judgments like descriptive 

judgments for which imperative judgments would be claimed to be 

universalizable. Accordingly, Hare at first attempts to clarify for what 

grounds descriptive judgments are universalizable and then he moves 

on to establish that the elements for which descriptive judgments are 

universal are elements common in prescriptive or imperative 

judgments. Accordingly, Hare's logical argument can be formulated 

like the following: 

Any judgment having descriptive meaning must be universalizable. 

Moral (imperative) judgments do have descriptive meaning. 

Therefore, moral (imperative) judgments are universalizable. 

The sanctity of the above logical argument is based on the explicit 

answer of the following questions: 

(i) What does Hare mean by descriptive meaning? 

(ii) In what sense or senses moral judgments do have descriptive 

meaniftg? 

(ip.) In what sense a moral judgment having descriptive meaning is 

universalizable? 

While explicating descriptive meaning, Hare, at the very outset begins 

with descriptive judgment. According to Hare, a judgment is said to be 
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descriptive if it has descriptive contents and the judgment would be 

indicative or assertive. Hare says, "A judgment is descriptive if in it the 

predicate or predicates are descriptive terms and the mode is 

indicative."B3 The very characteristic of a descriptive judgment is that it 

has descriptive content for which it would turn into universal. Now 

Hare claims that prescriptive or imperative moral judgments do have 

descriptive contents. The only difference between them is that unlike a 

descriptive statement, an imperative statement does not have indicative 

or assertive mood. For example, the word, 'silent' in the indicative 

sentence 'Be silent' is said to be a descriptive term but the sentence 

under consideration should not be considered as descriptive judgment 

because it is not in the indicative mood. Other important aspect of a 

descriptive judgment, Hare conceives, is that besides one place 

predicate, it may have relational predicate. The predicate 'hit', e.g., as 

used in the sentence 'John hit Jones' is understood as a two place 

relational predicate as it is predicated of the ordered pair of the subjects 

John and Jones. 

According to Hare moral utterances are essentially imperatives. 

However, from this it does not follow that moral imperatives are similar 

to singular imperatives. According to Hare moral imperatives differ 

from singular imperatives because unlike singular imperatives moral 

imperatives are universalizable because of possessing descriptive 

contents. Hare contends that singular imperative, say, e.g., 'I say to 

John: Shut the door' is not universalizable as it actually means 'John 

shut the door here and now'. In the case of singular imperative, the 

imperative term is associated with or related to singular person. 

83 Hare, R. M. Freedom and Reason, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1963, p.l99. 
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Accordingly, it cannot take home the right to be universalizable. 

However, instead of this, when we say that 'John ought to shut the 

door', we are thereby inclined to say, 'Let everyone in John's 

circumstances to shut the door'. According to Hare every moral 

utterance must possess two fundamental features, namely, 

prescriptively and universalizability. Singular imperatives, Hare claims, 

do have prescriptively, but they do not have the property of 

universalizab~ity. 

Thus, Hare at the very outset classifies imperatives into two types, such 

as, singular imperatives and other than singular imperatives. He then 

goes on to say that except singular imperatives, all other imperatives 

are claimed to be universalizable because of the very fact that they do 

have descriptive content or meaning like descriptive judgments. Let us 

explain following Hare in what sense or senses imperatives do have 

descriptive meaning? Hare mentions a number of points through which 

he defends himself in this regard. He claims that imperatives do have 

descriptive meaning common to indicative. At the beginning, Hare 

makes it clear by making a distinction between phrastic and neustic. 

According to Hare there must have some common element between the 

imperative, e.g., 'Shut the door' and the indicative, e.g. 'You are going 

to· shut the door' as both are about the same thing, namely, 'your 

shutting the door in the immediate feature'. Hare attributes this 

common property the phrastic. Hare· says, " I shall call the part of the 

sentence that is common to both moods 'your shutting the door in the 

immediate feature' the phrastic; and the part that is different in the case 

of commands and statements ('yes' or please'); the neustic."B4 Hare 

84 Hare, R. M. The Language of Morals, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1992, p.l8. 

163 



further contends that the procedural part phrastic means 'to point out' 

or 'to indicate' and the procedural or technical part neustic means 'to 

nod assent'. Hare conceives that both phrastic and neustic are used 

differently in imperative and indicative speech. Following the very 

meaning of the words phrastic and neustic, the utterance of the sentence 

containing these words can be linguistically paraphrased as: 

(i) The speaker points out or indicates what he is going to state to be 

the case or command to make the case. 

(ii) He nodes, as, if to say, 'It is the case or do it'. 

Thus, it seems clear from the above consideration that it is mainly for 

the phrastic part that an imperative possesses descriptive meaning. That 

is why prescriptive statements are universalizable. Apart from this, 

Hare also inclines to believe that there are some other common grounds 

between indicative and imperatives for which the demand for 

univesalizability of imperative judgments can be further strengthened. 

He goes on to say that sometimes it seems to be the case that the assent 

of both indicatives and imperatives is common. For example, when I 

said, 'you are going to shut the door' and you replied 'yes', this would 

be a sign of assent. This type of assent appears at pat with the assent 

arising from imperative, say, e.g., when I said 'shut the door', and you 

replied, yes Sir. 

Secondly, Hare contends that the negation sign 'not' has the part of the 

phrastic of both indicatives and .imperatives. The sentence, 'you are 

going to shut the door', can be linguistically paraphrased similar to 

'your not shutting the door in the immediate feature, yes'. Likewise, the 

sentence 'do not shut the door' can be linguistically analysed similar to 

the sentence 'your not shutting the door in the immediate future, 
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please'. Here the negation sign 'not' has got the same use in the case of 

neustic. It appears in the modal sentence containing the word 'may', The 

modal sentence, 'you may shut the door' equally means, ' I do not tell 

you not to shut the door' and this in turn again is transformed into 

'your not shutting the door in the immediate future, not please'. 

Likewise, the modal sentence, 'you may be going to shut the door; can 

finally be transformed into 'your not shutting the door in the immediate 

feature, not-please.' 

Thirdly, Hare further claims that like the negation sign 'not' , the other 

logical connectives, such as, 'either-or', 'if-then', etc., can also be 

regarded as part of phrastic of sentences. They have also common basis 

between indicatives as well as imperatives. The same is true also in the 

case of quantifiers, namely, 'all' and 'some' or universal and particular. 

Generally, it may be the case that the use of these words in the case of 

indicatives differs from the use of these words in the case of 

imperatives. But Hare tells us that the surface disparity of use is mainly 

caused by an accident of grammar. In this regard, Hare goes on to say 

that 'by using the ordinary logical connectives, as they are used in the 

indicative mood in the phrastic of our remodeled imperative sentences, 

we could do with the revised imperative mood everything that we now 

do with the natural one.' ss Accordingly, it would be possible for us to 

have an indicative sentence instead of a simple command. The simple 

command 'shut the door or put the door in position, said to John', can 

linguistically be transformed into an indicative sentence 'John is going 

to shut the door or put the door stop in position; true. 

" Ibid. p.21. 
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Fourthly, the principle of contradiction can equally be taken into 

account in the phrastic of both indicatives and imperatives. According to 

Hare like two indicatives, two imperatives can also be shown 

contradictory with each other. The simple indicatives, for example, 'you 

are going to shut the door' is contradictory to 'you are not going to shut 

the door'. Likewise, the simple imperative, 'shut the door' is 

contradictory to 'do not shut the door'. However, Hare elsewhere 

reminds that sometimes the contradiction of simple imperative may not 

seem apparent. In a situation like this, it would be possible for us to 

have the sense of contradiction by giving due importance on some other 

considerations. 

Fifthly, the law of excluded middle, in symbol 'p v - p' can also be 

relevant in case of imperatives. According to Hare one's non-utterance 

of the sentence 'shut the door' does not clearly indicate 'do not shut the 

door'. It may actually mean 'You may either shut the door or not to shut 

the door' or 'it can say nothing at all'. Similarly, one's non-utterance of 

the sentence 'you are not going to shut the door' does not clearly 

indicate 'you are not going to shut the door'. Rather it may actually 

mean 'you may be going to shut the door or you may be going not to 

shut the door' or it can say nothing at all. However, the situation would 

be complexly different if anybody is being asked 'Are you going to shut 

the door or not?' In a situation like this, if he is willing to reply, he has 

to reply in the form of 'p v- p', i.e. in the form 'Either I am going to 

shut the door or I am not going to shut the door'. Similarly, if he is 

asked 'shall you shut the door or not? He has to reply: 'Either shut it or 

do not shut it'. 
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Finally and importantly, like indicatives the relation of entailment also 

holds in the case of imperative. To say that P entails Q, means 'it would 

be logically impossible that P is true but Q is false'. Or in alternatively, 

it can be said that 'it is necessary that P implies Q'. Similarly, in moral 

language, it can be said that a sentence P entails a sentence Q if and 

only if the fact that a person assents to P but dissents from Q is a 

sufficient condition for saying that he has misunderstood one or other 

of the sentences. Now, if it is claimed, of course following Hare, that 

imperatives are supposed to be universalizable, then they have the 

logical form of 'all'. Now let us consider the following argument based 

on the relation of entailment" 

Take all the boxes to the station. 

This is one of the boxes. 

Therefore, take this box to the station. 

The above argument is based on· the relation of entailment. Here 

anybody who understands the meaning the premises of the argument 

under consideration and also understands the meaning of the 

conclusion, he will definitely involve into a contradiction if he assents 

the premises and dissents the conclusion. More succinctly, it can be said 

that one who understands the meaning of the imperative 'Take all the 

boxes to the station', and also understands the meaning of the 

descriptive statement 'This is one of the boxes', but refuses the 

conclusion 'Take this box to the station', it logically means to say that he 

actually fails to make out any of these three sentences used in the 

argument. This failure is simply for the fact that he somehow or other is 

missing the relation of entailment as embedded in the argument. 
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So far we have after Hare have developed various ways through which 

the parallelism between indicative and imperatives can be established. 

What has been seen above is that both imperatives ru:d indicatives have 

the same phrastic element. We think that this phrastic part is related to 

the possible state of affairs. For example, there underlies a possible state 

of affairs referred to by the phrastic: 

Your shutting the door in the immediate feature. 

An immediate question may crop up. Does the state of affair associate 

with the imperative can b.e verified at all? Can we then say that 

imperatives can be verified like indicatives as they are related to state of 

affairs? At this juncture, one can raise a point by saying that as all the 

phrastic part of both indicatives and imperatives are related to a state of 

affairs, what would be wrong in claiming that imperatives are very 

much similar to the descriptive statements as conceived by the 

logicians? Hare, however, does not rule out the relevance of such 

question. Anticipating the gravity of such objection, Hare then goes 

onto say that" it would be unfortunate if the verification criterion were 

thought to impugn the meaningfulness of all but indicative sentences -

as if 'shut the door' was as meaningless as' Frump the bump.' 86 

So far we have established in what sense an imperative judgment is 

linked with a state of affairs. We have also seen that like descriptive 

statement, imperative statement possesses all logical principles, such as, 

the principle of negation, the principle of contradiction, the principle of 

excluded-middle, the principle of entailment, etc. Hare also indicates 

that like a descriptive statement (is-statement) an imperative statement 

(ought-statement) may possess descriptive content. Let us pass on to 

86 Ibid. p.24. 
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envisage the question in what sense a moral judgment having 

descriptive meaning is universalizable. Before delving into the issue, let 

us first examine in what sense a descriptive judgment is claimed to be 

universal? Let us examine the following argument: 

Premise: This is red. 

Conclusion; Therefore, everything like this in the relevant respect is red. 

In the above argument there is one premise. Here the conclusion is 

deduced from the single premise. In this argument, the premise is 

conceived as a descriptive statement. It is a singular descriptive 

statement. Here the premise actually entails the conclusion 'Everything 

like this in the relevant respect is red'. In the above argument there 

underlies the principle of entailment which turns out this argument as 

valid. In the argument the phrase such as 'relevant respect' is important 

in the sense. that the validity of this argument actually hinges on the 

very meaning of the phrase 'relevant respect'. It actually means that a 

person who under certain circumstance is allowed to call a thing red is 

also allowed to call every other thing is red in the same circumstances 

or in the relevantly similar circumstances. The fulfillment of the term 

same 'circumstances' is said to be the verbal force or linguistic force. 

Here the verbal force of the conclusion is logically entailed by the verbal 

force of the premise. Accordingly, to assert the premise and to deny the 

conclusion leads one into inconsistency. That means, to admit that 'This 

is red' and to deny that 'some other things which resemble it in the 

relevant respect are red' is nothing but simply to misuse the word 'red'. 

That is why the word 'red', says Hare, is supposed to be the descriptive 

term. Hare says, " ... to say that something is red is to say that it is of a 
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certain kind, and so to imply that anything which is of that kind is 

red."87 

One may raise a question by saying that the conclusion of the above 

argument cannot be universalizable as it contains the singular term 

'this'. The term 'this' is a demonstrative pronoun. So such term cannot 

be taken as universalizable even in the predicate logic. Therefore, the 

term 'this' in 'Everything like this in the relevant respect is red' cannot 

be regarded to be universalizable. Hare, however, rules out this 

objection. He says that although the word 'this' is a singular term, but in 

the above cases it is associated with the word 'like'. When a singular 

term or demonstrative pronoun is associated with the term 'like', it can 

be designated ·as universalizable in moral philosophy. Hare says, 

" ... when singular term is governed by the word 'like' or its equivalent, 

it has the property of being turnable into a universal term by 

substituting for 'like this' a term which describes the respects in which 

the thing in question is being said to be like this."ss 

Unlike logic here we find a different interpretation. It states that there is 

a property such that the predicates 'red' has got it and such that 

everything which has it is red. Logically, there is as property 'x' such 

that 'R' (red) possesses 'x' and for all values of y, if y possesses x, then y 

is similar to R'. Importantly, in the later interaction the singular term 

'this' is not found and hence it should be considered as universalizable. 

The property which·is ascribed in the descriptive term 'red' is redness. 

When we come to know what sort of the predicate term 'red' is, we 

ipso-facto come to know that it is a descriptive word. According to 

Hare, the proposition 'There is a property such that everything which 

87 Hare, R. M. Freedom and Reason, op. cit. 11. 
88 Ibid. p. I I. 
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has it is red' is trivial or obvious as the word 'red' being a descriptive 

word is. trivial and the judgment in which the word 'red' is applied 

must be universalizable in an obvious manner. Hare seems to have 

conceived that any singular descriptive judgment is universalizable in a 

trivial sense. According to Hare to commit a singular descriptive 

judgment is to commit that everything exactly similar to a descriptive 

judgment in the relevant respects must possess the property attribute to 

it. 

However, there is a point that needs to be addressed upon. The 

linguistic expression 'exactly similar' is difficult to define. It is really 

difficult to say under what circumstance one thing is exactly similar to 

another thing. In logic, Leibnitz's principle of indiscernible holds that 

two things cannot be established similar to each other. Mackie says, 

" ... in practice no two cases will ever be exactly alike, even if they were, 

they would still be numerically different just because they are two. 

Universalizability would be trivial and useless, therefore, if we could 

not rule out many of the inevitable differences as irrelevant."S9 Hare, 

however, thinks the other way round as he claims that the problem of 

detecting two similar objects in the relevant circumstance does not come 

into being if the meaning of the descriptive term is properly 

apprehended. In such case the concept of similarity is important to be 

noted in detecting descriptive meaning. According to Hare to claim that 

any singular descriptive judgment is universalizable is equal in 

claiming that the meaning rules for the descriptive term or terms are 

universal rules of a certain type. So to identify two similar objects in the 

tribulation of resolving the unique meaning in which the speaker is 

89 Mackie, J. L. Ethics, Penguin Books, 1977, p.l3. 
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being used 'x is red', we mean to say that anything which is exactly 

similar for x in the relevant respects is red. However, if we are asked 

what we exactly mean by the phrase 'the relevant respect', we may 

possibly reply that it is about x that makes us to call it red. Such type of 

interpretation is nothing but simply the definition of the term red. 

It has been objected by saying that the predicate term 'red' at times may 

not be defined specifically. It is to be noted here that one who calls a 

thing red may not be regarded as red by somebody else. Thus, there 

always underlies a possibility of misunderstanding regarding the very 

term 'red' as far as its definition is concerned. The disagreement, 

however, may not be about colour vision, but simply for the use of the 

word red. Hare, however, somehow manages to overcome the problem 

above. He says that by using the word red in any occasion the speaker 

must get some sense of an object in mind to which he is drawing 

attention in using the word in question. Having been acquired 

knowledge of an object in this process, the speaker may be ambivalent 

about the precise boundaries of the object under consideration. 

Irrespective of this difficulty, it can be said that there always underlies 

something regarding the object in question which eventually authorizes 

the speaker to call that object 'red'. Hare conceives that if anybody fails 

to follow the due course of procedure that one needs to have that what 

he intense to say would have no descriptive meaning at all. 

According to Hare the principle of universality of descriptive statement 

is obvious. Many would like to say that as the so-called universal 

proposition generated by any singular descriptive judgment is a mere 

matte of meaning of the descriptive terms contained in the judgment, it 

cannot be a matter of substance. When Hare goes on to say that 'xis red 
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and anything which is similar to x is all red', he thus employs some 

universal rules by using the descriptive term 'red'. However, this view 

has been criticized by saying that the so-called universal rule gives rise 

to the meaning of 'red'. It is verbal explanation or linguistic clarification 

of how the word 'red' is being used. Hare, however, anticipates the 

logical force of this objection. He inclines to say that unlike the 

evaluative terms the meaning rules of descriptive terms are verbal. The 

universal rule which are employing in all descriptive expressions are 

meaning-rules. Meaning rules are supposed to be universal. 

Accordingly, the logical argument of the descriptive universalizability 

can be formulated in the following manner: 

Every descriptive judgment must possess meaning rules. 

Meaning -rule are universalizable. 

Therefore, every descriptive judgment is universalizable. 

When Hare claims that a singular descriptive judgment entails a 

universal judgment, he thereby means to say that the meaning-rule of a 

singular descriptive judgment leads to the meaning-rule of universal 

judgment. Accordingly, it can be said that the entailment relation 

between the above mentioned judgment hinges on linguistic 

explanation. However, -in many philosophical contexts such type of 

verbal explanation seems to be unworthy even though it deserves a 

special attention in measuring or evaluating the universality of value 

judgment. Hare says, "The way which I have chosen of explaining what 

I mean by this is by saying that the feature of value judgment which I 

shall call universalizability is simply that which they share with 
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descriptive judgments; namely the fact that they both carry descriptive 

meaning."90 

According to Hare moral judgments are universalizable simply because 

like descriptive judgments moral judgments do have descriptive 

meaning. We have seen in the course of our discussion that Hare 

himself categorically stated this view by the phrastic term. When we 

claim that 'xis red', we equally mean to say that 'everything which is 

like x in the relevant respects is red'. This is exactly the same case that 

we do establish in the moral judgment. In the case of moral judgment 

when we say that 'x is good', we are equally obliged to say that 

'anything which is similar to x in the relevant respects is good'. 

However, if we very much careful regarding the judgments cited above 

we find that there underlies a subtle distinction between them. The 

universal rules that determine the descriptive meaning of descriptive 

judgm~nt are meaning-rules, whereas the universal rules that determine 

the descriptive meaning of moral judgment are not mere meaning-rules, 

but moral principle of substance. That is why Hare introduces the term 

neustic. A naturalist, however, does not agree with the proposal. He 

may think that the rules which determine value words are completely 

descriptive meaning rules. For him a value term is at par with a 

descriptive term. According to Hare to understand a value word with a 

descriptive word does not mean to say that it is the soul view of 

naturalism. Besides a naturalist, we can also mention a non-naturalist 

descriptivist, namely, Moore who actually understands value word at 

par with the descriptive terms. But there of course underlies a specific 

distinction between a naturalist and a non-naturalist descriptivist. 

90 Hare, R. M. Freedom and Reason, op. cit. p.l5. 

174 



Unlike a naturalist descriptivist, a non-naturalist descriptivist holds that 

a value-word is sue-generis. 

What position does Hare hold? Is he a naturalist or non-naturalist? We 

think that Hare is neither a naturalist, nor a non-naturalist descriptivist. 

He is a prescriptivist. In fact Hare introduces the doctrine of 

prescriptivism in moral philosophy. While introducing the doctrine of 

prescriptivism, Hare does not rule out the descriptive element of moral 

judgment. This is made clear with the help of the following explanation. 

Let us assume that 'U' stands for .the thesis: moral judgments are 

prescriptive. We think that Hare's thesis of moral universalizability is 

the combination of both U and P. It is also to be noted here that the 

prescriptive character of moral judgment is twofold, namely, the 

stronger and the weaker. Let us again presuppose that the letter'd' stands 

for the stronger sense. We asserts that the descriptive meaning of moral 

judgment exhaust their meaning. This theory is called prescriptivism. 

Again let us suppose 'di' stands for the weaker form of prescriptivism 

which states that moral judgments though may possess other elements 

in their meaning, still they have descriptive meaning. As a universal 

prescriptivist Hare affirms 'P', 'U' and 'di'. For him they are mutually 

consistent. He holds that 'di' logically entails 'U'. To say that moral 

judgments do have descriptive meaning is to say that they are 

uri.iversalizable. Hare further contends that P is consistent with 'di'. For 

him to say that a moral judgment is prescriptive is not to say that the 

prescriptive meaning is the sole meaning it has, rather it means that it 

does carry prescriptive meaning along with other meaning. This makes 

sense to say that the prescriptive meaning rules are not exhaustive as 

far as understanding of the prescriptive judgment is concerned. 
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According to Hare, any combination of 'P and U' or 'P and di' is 

morally valid: However, Hare denies the combination of 'P' and'd' as it 

leads into inconsistency. According to Hare both 'P' and' d' do not co

exist. So the logical argument is again restated like the following: 

Any judgment luzving descriptive meaning must be universalizable. 

Moral judgments, though prescriptive, do luzve descriptive meaning. 

Therefore, moral judgments are universalizable. 

Our point of Contention 

The objective of my thesis is not to establish moral universalizability 

after R. M. Hare, but to explicate his own reflection regarding the 

classical is-ought diclwtomy. We have established Hare's position of 

moral universalizability of prescriptive judgment. In this process we 

have noticed a few important aspects through which we can reflect on 

the classical is-ought dichotomy. Let us point out these issues in the 

following ways: 

(l)According to Hare is-statements are very much descriptive 

statements or assertive statements. Every descriptive 

statement can be expressed in terms of proposition. When an 

argument is formed along with descriptive statements and 

where the conclusion is logically followed from the premise or 

premises, the conclusion is said to valid universally. The 

descriptive universality is pure in the sense that there we do 

not entertain any other proposition except descriptive 
• 0 

proposition. Now, Hare indirectly claims that like descriptive 

statement, prescriptive statement can also be universalizable. 

The only problem or so to speak the only difference between a 
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descriptive argument and a prescriptive argument is that 

unlike a descriptive argument, a prescriptive argument is not 

pure. A descriptive argument is formulated only by 

descriptive proposition; whereas in the case of a prescriptive 

argument, there remains at least one descriptive proposition. 

In this sense, it can be said that the concept of moral 

universality as we have noticed in the case of prescriptive 

argument is a weaker form of moral universalizability. Our 

point is that even though the moral universalizability as 

established by Hare in the case of prescriptive judgment is not 

the same as we notice in the case of descriptive judgment, but 

there remains a considerable relevance of deducing an ought 

statement from a descriptive or is-statement. 

(2) Hare tries to show that the rules and principles which are 

common in the case of descriptive arguments are also common 

in the case of prescriptive argument. In this regard, he has 

explained the rule of entailment, negation, contradiction, 

excluded middle, etc. It is important to point out here that the 

rule of entailment plays an important role in establishing the 

principle of universalizability. Hare shows us in what sense 

the rule of entailment has played the similar role in 

establishing the concept of universalizability both in the case 

of descriptive judgment as well as in the case of prescriptive 

judgment. We think that the relevance of entailment in the 

case of prescriptive judgment actually boosts the logical 

possibility of moral universalizability. 
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(3)Hare classifies different meaning rules. Meaning rules according 

to Hare would be two different types. Some meaning rules are 

purely descriptive in nature which is intimately associated 

with brute facts. However, there are other kinds of descriptive 

meaning rules which are equally associated with prescriptive 

judgment as well. Such meaning rules are called moral principle 

of substance by Hare. Thus, prescriptive judgments do have a 

very specific descriptive meaning, a weaker form of descriptive 

meaning (di) by means of which Hare has attempted to deduce 

an ought-statement from an is-statement. 

(4)In his The Language of Morals, Hare appears to use the term 

'evaluative' and 'descriptive' in slightly different context. 

Therefore, his attempt of deriving an imperative statement 

(evaluative in broad sense) is relative. For Hare, a value word, 

or a word used evaluatively, has both evaluative and 

descriptive meaning, and is to be contrasted with a purely 

descriptive use of a word, which has no evaluative meaning. 

Thus, it seems clear to us that Hare gives two different types 

of interpretation as far as his understanding of descriptive 

statement is concerned. In one type of descriptive statement, 

there is no evaluative meaning and it is a pure form of 

descriptive statement and in another form there is both 

descriptive and prescriptive meaning. Only in the later case, · 

an evaluative statement, i.e. an ought statement can be 

logically deduced from an is-statement. 

-----------x----------
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Chapter Seven 

Concluding Remarks 

It seems clear to us that the philosophical implication of is-ought 

dichotomy is immense in the field of moral philosophy. This classical 

distinction was the central or focal point in the past, it equally remains 

the central point at present and it will remain forever so long moral 

philosophy will survive as an independent branch of philosophy. We 

have examined the views of different philosophers in this thesis. Since 

the very nature of descriptive and evaluative judgments is different, it 

would be very difficult to deduce an ought-statement from an is

statement . without begging questions. Truly speaking the is-ought 

dichotomy is very distinct and forceful and there are many aspects 

through which the distinction between 'is' and 'ought' can be 

established. Thus, to establish the difference between 'is' and 'ought' is 

not so philosophical imp~rtant as to show how does an 'ought' can be 

logically deduced from an 'is'. We have seen in the course of our 

discussion that there are various perspectives through the dichotomy 

between 'is' and 'ought' can be judged. In this regard, we have 

examined the classical views of Burne and Moore. 

In fact Burne's position holds the centrality of this dichotomy. There we 

have noticed some overlapping reflections regarding Burne's position 

about 'is-ought' dichotomy. Many ethicists have reflected on Burne's 

famous passage as mentioned in my thesis. Burne approaches morality 

as the vulgar system of moralihj because being an empiricist Burne does 

not want to presume the asylum of God in morality. For Burne, the 

problem with morality is that it eventually approaches the role of 
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invisible God. In fact, Hume was not against morality, but he was 

against the vulgar system of morality where the role of God is immense. 

Hume, in fact, approaches a kind of morality which would be 

autonomous. Hume rules out the derivability of ought from 'is' on the 

following grounds: . 

Firstly, to assume that an 'ought-statement' is deduced from an 'is

statement' actually means to say that it would be either deductive or 

inductive. Hume being an empiricist does not admit deductive 

argument because deductive argument is based on the principle of 

entailment which would equally be universal and necessary. Hume 

does not admit the principle of universality and necessity. Thus, for 

Hume deductive argument is not tenable. Hume was equally skeptical 

about the authenticity of inductive argument. For Hume as the nature 

of 'is-statement' is completely different from the nature of 'ought

statement', there is no point of relevance of deducing one from the 

other. 

Secondly, Hume elsewhere in his Treatise uses the phrase 'the autonomy 

of morality'. By certifying morality as autonomous, Hume, in fact, 

wants to establish that 'no set of non-moral premises can entail a moral 

conclusion'. Thus, by denying the logical deduction of an 'ought

statement' from an 'is-statement', Hume actually opposes the non

moral foundation of morality. As morality for Hume is based on 

sentiments of mankind, there is no point of claiming that an 'ought

statement' can be logically deduced from an 'is-statement'. 

Thirdly, the interpretation of Burne's famous passage of Treatise is a· 

mix-bag and it would be very difficult to assess which was actually the 

position of Hume. We think what Hume clearly suggests is that moral 
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judgments are not statements of either logically necessary truth of facts 

about the universe around us. Unlike factual statements, morality 

depends upon our sentiments. Elsewhere in the Treatise, Hurne 

considers 'ought- statement' is the sub-class of 'is-statement' and 

therefore the question of deducing an 'ought-statement' from an 'is

statement' simply does not arise. 

We think that Hume stands in favour of 'is-ought' dichotomy because 

of the very nature of these two kinds of judgment. Moreover, the logical 

derivation of 'ought-statement' is linked with some inherent logical 

principles which do not match up with his empiricism. Hume's 

empiricism does not accept the principle of universality and necessity, 

principle of entailment etc., which are the genesis of deductive logic. 

Considering all these issues, we think that Hume does not admit the 

possibility of deducing an 'ought-statement' from an 'is._,s.tatement'. 
:~;, 

' " 
Thus, the 'is-ought- dichotomy' holds in Hurne's empiricisrri, .. ' 
Like Hume, Moore too has defended the 'is-ought dichotomy' in a 

different manner. Moore was not concerned about the 'is-ought 

dichotomy' directly. His interpretation is indirect. He was vocal about 

the naturalistic fallaClJ. As a non-naturalist, Moore claims that non

natural property cannot be defined in terms of natural property. For 

him the term 'good' is a non-natural property. Accordingly, good 

cannot be defined in terms of natural property. As every non-natural 

property is unanalysable, simple, any attempt to define them in terms of 

natural property would lead into naturalistic fallaClJ. Following the 

concept of naturalistic fallacy, we can say here after Moore that an 

ought-statement cannot be logically deduced from an is-statement or an 

evaluative statement cannot be logically deduced from a descriptive 
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statement because any attempt of deducing such statement involves 

into a naturalistic fallaClJ. Thus, we can defend the classical is-ought 

dichotomy after Moore by interpreting naturalistic fallacy. Here we 

assume, though relatively, that moral judgments are non-natural in 

general and descriptive judgments are natural in general. 

Thus, we can say that both Hume and Moore admitted the gulf between 

is-ought statement. Hume considers ethics or morality as the vulgar 

system and thereby rules out the logical deduction of one from the 

other. Moore brings the concept of naturalistic fallaClJ and attributes 

moral terms as non-natural and descriptive terms as natural. He then 

spells out the subtle distinction between natural and non-natural terms 

by bringing the concept of naturalistic fallaClJ. His conclusion is that there 

is no point of deducing one from the other because any attempt of 

deducing one from the other leads into naturalistic fallaCJj. 

In contemporary philosophy; we find a stiff resistance of deducing one 

from the other from the logical positivists. According to the logical 

positivists the question of deducing an ought-statement from an is

statement simply does not arise because the very nature of ought

statement is different from the very nature of is-statement. According to 

the logical positivists is-statements do have cognitive value; whereas 

ought-statements do not have any cognitive values. Secondly, is

statements state something or describe something about the world in 

which we live. Ought-statements do not state anything at all about the 

world in which we live. As the nature of 'is-statement' is completely 

different from the nature of 'ought-statement', there is no point of 

upholding the view that an 'ought-statement' can be logically deduced 

from an 'is-statement'. Thus, the classical thinkers such as Hume and 
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Moore and the logical positivists' stand in favour of the 'is-ought 

dichotomy'. 

We think that Hume, Moore and the logical positivists are right in 

saying that 'no set of 'ought-statement can be logically deduced from an 

'is-statement'. We agree with such proposals. In fact, we have stated 

above that it would really be difficult to establish that an 'ought

statement' can be logically deduced from an 'is-statement' or a set of 'is

statements'. 

However, there are some philosophers who have said that there are 

means through which one can show that an 'ought-statement' can be 

logically deduced from an 'is-statement'. In this regard, we have 

explained the view of Hillary Putnam in great detail. Putnam in his 

book The Collapse of fact/value Dichotomy explores various grounds on 

the basis of which he has claimed that an 'ought-statement' can be 

logically deduced from an 'is-statement'. What Putnam intends to say 

here is that facts and values are totally disjoined realms and accordingly 

he not only criticizes the view of classical thinkers and logical 

positivists' that 'no set of 'ought-statement' can be logically deduced 

from a number of 'is-statements'. Putnam, on the contrary, insists that a 

statement can be both a fact and a value. Thus, Putnam attempts to 

break the grip of the classical thinkers of the 'is-ought dichotomy'. He 

does not agree with the view that 'no statement is both evaluative and 

factual'. In this regard, Putnam has provided the counter-example 

against Hume's law that 'there is no logical connection between a pure 

evaluative statement and a pure descriptive statement'. In fact Putnam 

interprets the truth of the factual statements in the sense of acceptability 
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or justifiability under certain conditions. In this regard, Putnam. says 

that truth is an idealization of rational acceptability. 

We think that when Putnam has claimed that values are embedded in 

fact, he thereby understands fact in terms of epistemology. More 

precisely, it can be said after Putnam that values determine facts on the 

basis of epistemology. For Putnam truth is internal to the conceptual 

scheme and it would be determined on the basis of epistemic justified 

conditions. Accordingly, values can play role in the determination of 

facts on the basis of epistemology. As values are intimately associated 

with description, a descriptive statement is no longer different from an 

evaluative statement. Putnam claims it was the mistake of the logical 

positivists and the .classical or traditional thinkers of not conceiving the 

fact that valuation and description are interdependent and entangled. 

Putnam opines that there are many terms available in the usage of 

language possessing twin concepts such as descriptive as well as 

evaluative. In this regard, he has mentioned the terins, such as, 'self

respect', 'well nourished' etc. where descriptive terms involve 

evaluative connotative meanings. We think unlike Putnam, logical 

positivists failed to grasp the epistematic value in the evaluative 

statement. According to Putnam every description represents an 

evaluation because evaluation is based on the empirical fact. Hume was 

wrong in conceiving morality as the vulgar system of morality. Hume 

rules out the role of God in traditional morality and he wishes to 

establish morality as an autonomous discipline. In this regard, Hume 

perhaps would ·be close to Moore. Because Moore gives moral terms a 

special privilege by conceiving them as non-natural properties. That 

means, by conceiving Good as non-natural property. Moore gives an 
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independent privilege to morality. That is why Hume and Moore do 

not admit any kind of merger between 'is-statement' and 'ought

statement'. 

According to classical thinkers value judgments are subjective in nature 

and hence they cannot be treated at par with factual statements. 

Moreover, value judgments are not the outcome of reason like factual 

statements. Therefore, deducing a value statement from a factual 

statement simply does not arise. Putnam, however, thinks the other 

way round. According to Putnam value disputes are rational 

disagreements and very often such disagreements often are pointing to 

higher values and in this process it is directed towards objective facts. 

This standpoint of Putnam even has been well supported by Amartya 

Sen. Sen in this context remarks that not only reason but scientific 

evidence can also be brought to bear profitably in value discussion. 

Putnam further contends that moral values can be objective if they are 

transcendent of the individual. For example, the values of justice, 

fairness, etc., are objective because they are universalizable or nearly 

universal. Thus, Putnam differs from the classical thinkers in many 

ways. Unlike the classical thinkers, Putnam inclines to say that facts and 

values are often entwined. Secondly, values are essential to the realm of 

facts. Thirdly, evaluation, for Putnam, is an essential part of description. 

Fourthly, like facts, values are also rational assessment. Fifthly, value 

judgments like factual judgments are objective. Considering all these 

points, Putnam then draws the conclusion that it would be a dogma of 

philosophy in drawing the conclusion that no set of evaluative 

statement can be deduced from factual statement. 
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Like Putnam, Professor Black also attempts to deduce an 'ought

statement' from an 'is-statement'. In this regard, he attributed Burne's 

position as Hume's Guillotine. In this regard, Black examines various 

arguments through which he eventually has drawn the conclusion that 

the 'is-ought' dichotomy as conceived by the traditional thinkers is not 

conclusive. For Black it would be a logical dogma in conceiving that in 

the case of a valid argument the conclusion is logically contained in the 

premises. While defending his position against Hume, Black takes the 

help of Austin's theory of speech act. Even though Austin in the earlier 

stage anticipated the distinction between performatives and 

constratives on the basis that a constrative is either true or false unlike a 

performative, but in the later stage, he ruled out such classification of 

speech act. He perhaps would realize that within the speech act 

mechanism such classification would no longer persist in the tru~ sense 

of the term. What Black lessons from Austin is that even though there 

remains a considerable gap between 'is' and 'ought', but such gap 

cannot persist in the process of the functioning of language. There we 

notice a considerable process of overlapping and criss-crossing relation 

in language. Therefore, it would be very difficult to maintain the gulf 

between 'is' and 'ought'. 

It is important to point out here that Professor Black interprets 'ought' 

and 'should' in the same way. Black claims that there are some words 

used in natural language having both factual and evaluative forces. For 

example, words such as, 'must', 'should' etc., are cases in point. Having 

said this, Black however does not rule out the gap between 'is' and 

'ought'. Instead of this, he has attempted to minimize the gap. The 

classical thinkers actually supported the gulf between 'is' and 'ought' 
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and they saw that there was no point of reducing the gap between 'is' 

and 'ought', because of the very nature of such statements. But 

philosophers like Putnam and Black do not agree with the classical 

thinkers that such gap cannot be minimized. Contrary to this, they have 

attempted -to show that there are ways through which one can 

anticipate a weak form of 'ought' from an 'is'. What is most important 

to observe here is that if the philosophical position of Putnam and Black 

holds then definitely the philosophical position of the classical thinkers 

regarding the 'is-ought dichotomy' does not stand. We think that the 

gap between 'is' and 'ought' cannot be ruled out, but such gap can be 

narrowed down with the help of linguistic presuppositions. However, 

whether presuppositions can be taken into account is again a matter of 

philosophical inquisitions. 

We think besides Putnam and Black there we notice a proposal - an 

important proposal in the context of the issue as propounded by Serale, 

where attempts have been made meticulously to deduce an 'ought' 

from 'is'. I think in the context of this debate Searle's proposal deserves 

philosophical worthy. Searle was critical against the classical thinkers 

who adhered to the view that 'no set of statements of fact by themselves 

entail any statement of value'. In this regard, he has examined an 

argument consisting of a series of factual statements of which the 

conclusion is an evaluative statement. However, in this derivation he 

anticipates some hidden premises and principles. In this regard, he at 

first specifies the phrase 'under certain conditions'. He then specifies 

the phrase 'an act of placing oneself under an obligation'. More· 

importantly, his attempt of deducing an 'ought' from 'is' is 
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predominantly based on the principle known as 'ceteris paribus', i.e. 

other things are equal. 

I think that there is a lot of presuppositions underlying in the 

derivation. The most one, of course, is ceteris paribus. In fact this is the 

principle of morality by virtue of which moral statements or judgments 

are claimed to be universalizable. Such moral principle actually ruies 

out the possibility of Moral Luck as expounded by Nagel and his 

followers. In fact, the concept of moral universa'uzability wouid be 

vitiated if the principle of ceteris paribus is being ruled out. We think that 

by incorporating such principle, Searle has attempted to nullify or boils 

down the possibility of moral deception in the case of promising. Searle 

elsewhere claims that the ceteris paribus clause is must for moral 

decision, because this is the main clause on the basis of which one can 

have an evaluative statement from a descriptive statement. Searle in this 

regard classifies two types of ought, such as, categorical ought and 

tautological ought. He then claims that when 'ought' can be logically 

entailed from 'is', it actually means categorical ought. I think that 

categorical ought is far more epistemological than logical whereas 

tautological ought is far more logical than epistemological. In this sense, 

Searle's position is very close to Putnam. Because Putnam has 

attempted to derive an 'ought' from 'is' in the epistemological sense. 

What we have observed here is that Searle's derivation of 'ought' from 

'is' is based on so many other hidden issues. In this sense, we can say 

that Searle's famous argument is enthymematic in nature. Does it then 

lead us to say that Searle's position regarding the derivation is 

uncritical? Certainly, it is not. Even no proposal regarding this issue 

would be uncritical because of the nature of this issue. Searle himself 
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antiCipates the problems and possible criticisms that may be raised 

against his standpoint. In this regard, he considers three possible 

objections that might have been raised against him. What Searle insists 

here is that he does not think that any form of 'ought' can be logically 

deduced from any form of 'is'. In this regard, he distinguishes two 

kinds of fact, viz., institutional fact and non-institutional fact. Some 

other philosopher distinguishes as brute facts and other than brute 

facts. Searle understands non-institutional facts as brute facts. 

According to Searle, no 'ought' statement can be logically entailed by 

'is' statement. However, he claims that an 'ought' can be entailed by an 

'is' if the supposed 'is' is an institutional fact. 

In this regard, Searle again refers Austin's ideas of regulative rules and 

constitutive rules. Regulative rules are those kinds of rules which 

regulate antecedently existing forms of behavior. On the contrary, 

constitutive rules actually constitute the game. Thus, when Serale 

inclines to say that an 'ought' is deduced from an 'is', he thereby 

conceives an 'is'; not in terms of non-institutional fact or brute fact, but 

in terms of institutional fact - a fact that is associated with constitutive 

rules. Searle in this regard comments that it is the institutional form of 

obligation where one can derive an 'ought' from an 'is'. 

Thus, it seems clear to us that there are some similarities between Searle 

and Putnam. Both of them have adopted the same standpoint. They 

have attempted to deny the classical standpoint as expounded by Hume 

and Moore not by establishing the position that any 'ought-statement' 

can be logically deduced from any form of 'is-statement', but by 

establishing the philosophical position that there are some cases in 

which one can derive an 'ought' from an 'is'. In this regard, Putnam 
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distinguishes brute facts from non-brute facts and he then interprets 

other than brute facts in terms of epistemic justified conditions on the 

basis of which one can derive an 'ought' from an 'is'. Likewise, Serale 

has admitted the clause ceteris pan1ms as the main principle of morality. 

He then distinguishes between institutional and non -institutional facts 

and interprets institutional facts in terms of constitutive rules and 

eventually acknowledges that one can derive an 'ought' from an 'is', 

when the 'is' is conceived in terms of institutional fact. Thus, we can say 

that the derivation of an 'ought' from an 'is' as propounded by Searle 

and Putnam is partial in nature. They have attempted to minimize the 

gap between 'is-ought dichotomy', but certainly, they could not succeed 

to overcome such dichotomy. 

Finally, we have examined the philosophical position of R. M. Hare in 

this regard. We think Hare's position is equally relevant in context of 

this issue. In fact, Hare introduces an innovative moral interpretation as 

far as the nature of prescriptive judgment is concerned. Hare does not 

tell us the possibility or impossibility of deriving an 'ought' from an 'is'. 

He rather justifies such moral dichotomy in a different manner. At the 

very outset Hare specifies the nature of prescriptive judgments. 

According to Hare, all imperative judgments, such as, 'Shut the door', 

'Please bring a glass of water for me', etc., are prescriptive in nature. 

Whatever is prescriptive in nature would equally be evaluative. The 

other important feature of Hare's morality is that he was vocal in 

acknowledging the view that prescriptive judgments are 

universalizable. In this regard, Hare mentions the name of Kant. In his 

article 'Moral Universalizability', Hare has attempted to establish in 
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what sense imperative moral judgments are claimed to be potentially 

universalizable. 

Our object of contention is not to establish or analyse Hare's theory of 

moral universalizability, but to show in what sense Hare's theory of 

moral universalizability is particularly relevant in the context of the 

classical philosophical debate moral philosophers have been rolling of. 

In this regard, we have shown at the very outset after Hare in what 

sense imperative judgments are evaluative in nature. Then we have 

examined Hare's position of moral universalizability in great detail. 

Then we have examined Hare's view that prescriptive judgments like 

descriptive judgments are universalizable. It is important to point out 

here that universalizability is the sole criterion of descriptive statement. 

When descriptive statements are formalized in the logical manner and 

accordingly construct a valid argument, it is then claimed as universal. 

That means the concept of universalizability is associated with 

descriptive statement. Now, a descriptive statement is a factual 

statement or a statement of fact. Accordingly, if a prescriptive statement 

is claimed to be universalizable like a descriptive statement, then on the 

same ground it can equally be claimed that like a descriptive statement, 

a prescriptive statement contains factual content. If this would be the 

case, then one can assume that an 'ought' can be logically entailed from 

an 'is'. Hare has done this. He has shown us step by step systematically 

that like a descriptive statement, a prescriptive statement is 

universalizable. 

In this regard, he has considered the following argument as stated 

earlier on 

Take all the boxes to the station. 

191 



This is one of the boxes. 

Therefore, take this box to the station. 

In the above argument, the conclusion is a prescriptive statement that 

has been on the principle of entailment. That means, here the conclusion 

is logically entailed from the premises. Anyone who affirms the 

meaning of the premises but denies the conclusion involves into a 

contradiction. This is the genesis of the principle of entailment. Hare in 

this regard, introduces two important concepts, such as, phrastic and 

nuestic. According to Hare, in the above argument, both the imperatives 

and indicatives have the same phrastic element and this phrastic part is 

related to the possible state of affairs, such as: You're taking the box to 

the station in the immediate feature. 

If we carefully scrutinize the Searle's argument stated above, we will 

see that in the above argument the first premise is prescriptive and the 

second premise is factual and again the conclusion is prescriptive. 

Accordingly, in this case we cannot say that a prescriptive statement is 

logically entailed from a set of statements which are purely descriptive 

or factual in nature. Following Hare we can say alternatively, that a 

prescriptive statement can be logically entailed from a set of statements 

as premises of which at least one must be prescriptive in nature. 

Accordingly, we cannot say that Hare is right in claiming that an 

evaluative statement can be entailed from a descriptive statement. Hare, 

we have seen, has tried to establish that every prescriptive statement 

must have descriptive content and even though the premise of the 

argument under consideration is a prescriptive statement in nature, it 

contains descriptive or factual content. In this sense, Hare perhaps 

would claim that an evaluative statement can be entailed from a set of 
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statement having descriptive or factual content. In such a case, we can 

say that Hare attempt of deriving an 'ought' from' is' again partial and 

based on qualification, condition or presupposition. In this sense, Hare 

too belongs to the group of Putnam and Searle. 

After examining the philosophical positions of all great thinkers 

contributed on this issue, I am now in a position to draw a few 

comments on my own rationale in the following ways: 

1. There are distinctive marks on the basis of which one can 

conclude that the very nature of 'ought -statement' is different 

from the very nature of 'is-statement'. In this regard, the classical 

position and the standpoint of logical positivism holds good. 

2. Hume's famous argument appeared in the Treatise is ambiguous. 

It does not reflect the actual position of Hume. In fact subsequent 

commentators had been misinterpreted it. We think Hume's 

position of sensing morality as autonomous is rigid. However, if 

his position of morality as a free vulgar system of morality 

stands, then his follow-up position will stand. 

3. We think that Moore's position of non-naturalism is again a 

rigorous standpoint as far as understanding of morality is 

concerned. If Moore thinks that non-natural property is very 

distinct from natural property, then it would be considered as an 

over-simplified theory. It would be really difficult to separate 

naturalism from non-naturalism in the way Moore had 

anticipated. However, Moore, of course, is right in saying, if his 

theory of non-naturalism holds good, that an 'ought' statement 

without naturalistic fallacy can be logically deduced from an 'is' 

statement. 
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4. Logical positivism was distrusted by the nature of morality. For 

them morality is the outcome of sentiments, emotion, etc. 

Therefore, the question of verifying or falsifying moral statements 

in terms of observational data simply does not arise. Their 

interpretation of factuality is different from others. Perhaps, they 

anticipated factuality in terms of brute facts and thereby claimed 

that no value-statement could be logically deduced from factual 

statement. 

5. We think that the position of Putnam is radical. It is radical in the 

sense that he first foresees that there remains possibility through 

which one can derive an 'ought' from an 'is'. In this regard, he 

brings the concept of epistemic truths based on justified 

conditions. He perhaps classifies epistemic truth from logical 

truth because unlike logical truth, epistemic truth is the outcome 

of justified conditions. Moreover, he claims that epistemic truths 

are very much part of descriptive statement. Even though, 

Putnam enables to show a specific kind of derivation of an 

'ought' from an 'is', but his position would be sufficient to deny 

the classical position. In this regard, Putnam holds an important 

position in the ongoing 'is-ought dichotomy'. 

6. Searle's position is equally important. In this regard, he stands 

with the deontological position as far as his introduction of the 

clause ceteris paribus is concerned. He denies the concept of Moral 

Luck which would particularly relevant in the case of contextual 

ethics. He then classifies facts in terms of institutional and non

institutional. He then claims that institutional facts are guided by 

constitutive rules and eventually draws the conclusion that only 
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in the case of institutional fact, one can show that an 'ought' can 

be logically deduced from an 'is'. Thus, Searle's position is again 

partial and again based on qualifications. However, Searle's 

position again can stand as a severe blow to the classical position 

because if Searle's standpoint holds good, then the classical 

position will not stand. 

7. Hare also contributed a unique philosophical theory as far as the 

understanding and scrutinizing the traditional 'is-ought 

dichotomy' is concerned. Here we have interpreted Hare 

indirectly and eventually enabled to show in what sense he has 

been anticipated the view that an 'ought' can be logically entailed 

from a set of statement of which one is prescriptive. We think, 

Hare position here would be relevant if we have accepted his 

view that all prescriptive judgments must be universalizable like 

descriptive statements and all prescriptive judgments must have 

factual contents like descriptive statements. 

At the end, I conclude by saying that the philosophical debate of 'is

ought dichotomy' persists so long moral philosophy as an 

independent branch of philosophy· will survive. However, keeping 

the nature of the debate and the literature of the theme in mind, I 

will favour the modern interpretation of 'is-ought dichotomy' 

instead of the classical or traditional interpretation. 

---x---
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