CHAPTER 1

T1E DEVELOPME.L GOF HARE'S MORAL PHILOSOPHY
FROM TiE LANGUAGE OF MORALS TO MORAL THINKING

It must be true that few iiving philpsophers haVe attracted
critical comment than he. For a generation, analytical moral. |
vphiioéophers in Briﬁain anc America haﬁe ténded td formuLaté_
theif own‘opiniéns, by action and reaction, in relation ﬁo his.

In response to all this, the Ceyeldpment_bf Hare's philoSophy has

been nOt so>much a stcry of change or accretion, as of definitioh_‘
and defende.-To nave cefined a single position witn as much

clarity, aonered to it with as much consistency, and defended it

‘against all LOJth>with as much skill and cgiliby as Hare has

done, seems to ne - w remarkable anhievement by any standards. I

-shall in the sequel try to convey BOME impression of that‘achieve-A

. ment.

‘When Hare came 1nto woral philosophy eﬁotivism was in the
ascenuance, He adoptec its Central tenent that moral language is
'at bottom non Gescriptive in meaning. Stevenson, emotivism't.
most rainstaking bxponent sald that he derived it from obsarvation
of ethical discussions in daily life and Hare likewise looked to
the way ordinary peopte talk about what they ought to do as the
seurce and test of his moral_philosophy. Tywo teatures of ordinary |

moral discourse interested him, as they had intérested the emotivists,
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! namely ‘the connection moxal judg@mantj have reapechively with ths -
actions they are normally intended to aireet and the reasons that

- are normally given for them. But Hare was disaahtsiied with the ’

‘ emotiv:sts' account of theése conaeatlionse Thaaa who subbaribed

%' - ‘to psychological theory nf meaning explicitly confu»ed the

| .reasons given for moral Juagements with the causes of subsequent
'activity;'and thoou (@ege AddJs Ayer and: Rudolf Carnap) who assented

to the. verlficationlst theory of meaning e¢liminated, rather than

'expialned, the need for reasons by likening moral Judgementa to

ejaculations or imperatives. Hare'aaw the basic mistake of emoti-

'>vism as that of idéntifying the nmeaning of moral language Qith

‘its perlocutionary. rather:than its illocutionary. force, He set

hims elx to proviue a more adcquaLe account of how moral judgements

are connecteo ‘with dctiona and reasons by wcrking out ‘a rationalis
ckind of nondescriptivism. '

2. ~ Hare's explanation of the connection.betwéan’moral judgé4”»u 
" ments and sctions is dbriefly as follows: Moral Judgenents in their l
central and typical uses are prescriptive‘ and if a juagement is

prCSC£1ptiVe, then, in asscnt;ng to it with understanding and

sincerity, we nc»essarily be assenting also to an entailed impera-_
tive (L& 171~ 2). |

This is what he meant bY‘preScriptiVity. Critics have -

j - raised txo kinas of ObJeCthH which immedlately come to mind One




. ls Siﬁply that moral language sometimes has descriprive meaning
(ct. any déscriptivist). In a community, for instance, whare
.there das'general agreement that pGOple are good in so far as |
they tzll the truth, etc. one could, in appropriate circumstances,
predict that somebod, woulc tell the truth simply by saying that
he was a gooc ‘man-and that whether one approved oneself of truth=
Lelllng or not. Hare (LM 111 26) concedes as much from the first,
but lnSlth that the prescriptive, or evaluative, meaning of words
like 'good' is logically primary in that it remains constant and
can be used to change whatever éesoriptive meanings such words maj

- have acqguirec.

The other objection calls attentilon tc tinr wide wvarlety
of uses to thch moral language mAy be pﬁtaadvlﬁing. exﬁorting,
'implorihg,'COmmending, coudenming}_d&ploriﬂgq”rwﬁolving, confésa-
ing, undertaking, etc. Haré'a cr1Uica thihk 1t.implausiblﬁ,to
suppose that, in avery éingle instsnce of all these different
uses, there must be an entailed iw$erat1veuilﬁ w1tﬁgenstein,was4'
v_ccrrect in his opinion trat tne bOundariea ©of our monceptn cannot
be strictly- circumscribed, thnxa nust be - ‘some truth in this, but
he hlmself recognized that, in order to avoldd philosopnical
'confus;on, it ia sometimes necesaary to draw the bounaaries of
" language more tightly tihan they are arawn in ordinafy usa. If that
is allowed,.ﬂare is entitled-in the absence of compelling evidence

to the contrary-to maintain, as he dbes, that all the uses listed




above are, in 'typical ang central® casesy; species of the genus .
prescribing. In normal clrewumstances, it would indeed sound -
unnatural to say, 'I advise you to do X but don't do 1ﬁf5_‘i

depldre doing X but do {it', etc,

Hare'51eXblanation of the cbnnection between moral
-.judgéments and reaéons is briefly as followsz in offeriné any
" such Statement‘of'non moral fact as a reason for a moral Judge- .
’méni we are implying a.universal moral principle (FR 21 ££). For
examplé, if we give as our reason why X ought to be done the fact
that X is the fulfilment of a perise,lwe thereby imply that all
acts wnich fulfil promises ought ceteris paribus to be dones From
the ordinary meaning of"reason' it undoubtedly follows that a
reason must be adhergdAtu consistentl{w gut, according Lo Hare,
there is mﬁré to & moral reason than that. From'the ordinary
.neahing of 'moral' it foliows that alm0£al.reason must ngt.contain
T any feferehce to a particular individual; That is what he means
- by universalizability. The fact, for exaupie,,that she 1s the
particular indiviaual Mary Smith cannot be a mofal-réason why
John smith ought to help his mother, however cbnsistently he
is required to do.so, but the-faCt.tbat John‘s reJationship‘tor
‘Marv umltﬂ is an instance of the reldtionship between an agent
‘and the person who gave him birth and brouoht him up could

LOHC@lVBDly be a woral reason why he ought to help Mary Smith.




Here again, two criticisms that have been levelled‘ﬁp Hate on

this score, come quickly to ming..

One is that he has imported a moral principle-viz. that
we‘ought to be impartial in:our moral jﬁdgements-into what is ‘
supposed to be a logical analysis of the meéning of moral lénguage;
But this criticism is groundless. Hare (FR 30) is quite clearly
pointing out the indisputable‘fact that we would not normally
‘téke sémeone‘s being a partiCular individual called Mary sSmith
v(or whatever); in the absence of any cescription in more general
terms-as a moral raason why anYona ought to help that individual.
The other criticism is that Hare has overlpoked the partiéularity
of:some Of the situation in which moral Judgﬁnmnﬁs have to be made.
It 15’maintained~to toko familisr examples -~ thet 1f weé were in
the shoes of Sartre's famovs pupil who waéitdrn betweaen looking
after his mother or guing off to war, or in thoee of Melville's
Captain Vere who hu& to ueciue whether or not to condemn Billy
Bucd to death, . ve might well make a Judgemant which we dtu uot

want to seea univ;xaallzea but whiﬁh no one could dany was @ noral
one,. I think Hare (FR 38-9) aisposes of this criticism nuccessfully
by uliferentiattng thm distinction between 'uuchrbal’ und ‘parti-
cular' from between 'gencral' and ‘specific’,, He points out
- that a moral reason for action in a given_situation could con-
celvably be so spebific that it would not only be improbable. but
~even false, tnat any other actual situation instantiétéd iﬁ;'

andc yét ﬁhat'reason could be universalizab;e in a,hfﬁbtheical_
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. sense-it would apply to any other relevantly simi;af situatipn,

'

if such there were.

Bringing together these two defiuing charecteristics,

- prescriptivity and universalizability, Hére>(FRv123) arrives st

the following elucidation of the kind of question which oxdinary
pebple are asking wheﬁ, in a ‘sense that would normally be called
moral, they wonder what ought to be‘done. Any scceptable answer
to this questiod will'have to be such that they are prepered_to
act in accordahceiwitp it (prescriptivity) in all similér clr-
cumstances whoever.océupies the aifferent roles in the situation
(uhiversalizability). universalizability requires us to go ‘the
round of all the. affect..: parties ses giving equal Weighﬁ to the
;nterests cf all ...', ana pruscripti§ity, to ask ourselves,"bow
much (as I imagine myself in theﬁplacé of each man-in turn) do

I want to have this, or to avoid t_hat?", where ‘th:_l.s' and 'that!?
refer to what is involved in acting accor¢ingif. Through this
exerciﬁé of imagihation we srae able to_wéigh the cumulative
Satisiaétion‘of aﬁfected pacrties 1f we perioxm any given action,

as ageainst their cumulative satisfaction if we performed,any of"

rhe conceivable alternative actions. These remarks bring out the

other three 'necessary ingredients' (FR 92«3, 97) in moral thinke
iy, which ere according to Hare an éxerxrcise of imagination, an

apreal te interest or inclination, and an investigation of relevan

cang available notters of fact. In so far as unjversalizability

calls for a consideration of all atfected partius, end prescrip-

tivity, of whot each wants, we can see why Hare claims that his




- analysis of-morél thinking providaa ‘a formal foundation of
‘ytilitarianism® (FR 123). He is not, so to speak, proposing
uﬁilitarianism as a version of the moral language game, which
’ordinéry pedple'shoulg_take up, but simply c¢lardfying the rules |
which he takes to be implicit in the game which, in his opinion,
they.are already playing-presumably, in ordexr to help thgm to play

it more effectively.:

In acGition to the criticisms of prescriptivity and

universalizability which I have alresdy mentioned, at lea&t two
others” have been brought to bear upon Hare's account of moral
thinking. One accuses him of assﬁming falsely that all satisfac-
£ioﬁs are of the saie kind. Is it not clear that the satisfection
to'be found, fbr oxanple, in affectionate family reiationahips
is éifférent from that to be gaipud by thé indulgence of andimal
ﬂpp@tit@S; Aor, that to'be felt in dding whatt one sincerely

iieves to be one's duty. £ rom that thch material orosperity’
~nqj bring? If the answer is affirmative, how can all these satis— v
ractlopc Pe accumuloted and ueighad aqainst ong anotherz? In effect,
Hare's (i 179) rcply~is twofolds One thing he ways is that.
-ueéLite sucﬁ différunces,'it is pousible to prefer a:giveg amount
Of any ind of satisiaction to a given_amdunt of any othér kinde
Javing gone the'féund of all the affectaed parties the only QUestiOn
we have to answer 1s 3 how mucﬁ do we prefer - i.e,, how ready'

are we to prescribe - the cuwauletive satisfaction of the preferences




df certain people to thosa of Othmr8 h3Ving pliséd ourselvés
imaginatively in all their shoes? The critlcism we areucbnside;ing
can be pressed nost forcefully whan the satisfaction concerned is
that to be found in doing Qnat one believes to be one's duty. Can
this be weighed againét any othér kind of sétiéfaction? suppose

a doctor, who believe? it morally wrong to perform sbortions has
to Gecide whether or not to perform one for & woman who is wprriéd
because ‘her stancard of living will decline if she has a child.

In going the round of the affected parties, is tha'dgctor supposed
to throw the-sétisfactibn which he finds in refraining.from doing
what he bélieves to be morally wrony in;o the scales along with
tinat which the woman finds in being relieved from materialistic
anxiety, as if they were,thé saﬁe kind of commodity? To say he is,
20 the criticiém-gdés. is to requ;re hiim to iguoré the significance
©of moral consideration in the very act of trying to make a moral
-decisionw-anc sﬁrely that is an iﬁcoherent, if not a selfecontra-
“uictory, requirement. licre's reply, i1E I underétand himiiorrectly,
is that it is tnis criticism iﬁself'which ié incoherenf or self-
contradictory. ror a method of deéiding what ought to be aone.
which prbcéeds on the assumption that whatlought'to be done is
"alreacy known, is, to say the leést, selfwﬁtultifying. On the face_
of it this réply may appea;'ﬁo ignore the fact that we often have
v'to-ﬁakelmoral judyements in situations where our minds are alfeady
mats up abdut the rightness or wrongness of certain courses of

action. iare can only make his . defence at this point effective
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by invoking a distinction between what he calla ‘taritical! and
'intuitive moral thinking, ané to this distination we shall return

in & moment tc two,

' The other criticism I have in mind is that Hare's elucida-
tion of moral thinkipg_shows him to be hﬁnﬁelﬁ a naturalisgt or -
descripﬁivist; Accordingito sometna 1ike qu. Foot, who'is indis-
putably a naturalist or deéscriptivist, to say that an act X.ought
to be done meéns, or impliaa. that it will satisfy certain Wants
(i.e. desires). If thereforeiwe (i)'uﬁderstand the logic of the
moral caneﬁts.(i;é. what 'oughﬁf means) and (ii) assent to ths
statement that X will satisfy the said wanta; we must (logically)
deduce that X odght.to be done. Well, 1s not Hare in the same gasé?
Does he not say, in effect, that if we (i) understand the logic

of the.mbral concepts and (11) assent to the statement that, of
all conceivable acts in the given situation, X is the one that
will niaximize satisfactions among the affeétediparties. than we
cannot (logicall&) refrain from Saying that X ought.to be done?
'As i read him, Hare {(MI' 218~26) defends himself against.'this
criticism by calling attention to what he considers a crucial
voiife:ence. On Mrs Foot's account of nwral thinking, to work out
what will satisfy desires that all men have is to arrive at a
Qescriptions but on his own acéount of thno matt@t. to work out
what will maximiZG the satisfaction of preferences amonﬁ the
affected partigs is-aince fo prefex something is to be willing to

cribe it-to arrive at a cumulative prescription. That being 80,
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the moral judgement at which we arrive by this route is naither
descriptive (in the sense that its meaning determines its-trutp—
conditions) nor naturalistic (in the sense that it is derived £rom

a statement of fact).

3. According to Hare (LM 56-78), we are each one¢ free to make

ouf own deéiSions of princip%e. We can propose &ny non-moral
statement'of.ﬁct as'a.possibie reason for a moral judgement. All-
we have to do, in ofder to determine whether or not we Qan a¢¢é§€'
it as an actual reason, 1s.tb test whether or not we are prepared
to accept the impliéations of prescribing and universalizing it
consistently. Some critics have 6bjected that this makes & mockery

of moral reasoning. Consistent prescribing and universalizing is

not enoughs madmen and criminals could conceivably conform to

these criteria and come out prefgrring the fulfilment of their own

 crazy or wicked intentions rather then the avoidance of the

suffering which the latter will cause. Thus Hare is accused of

leaving ps free in morality, not only ﬁo make up our own minds,
but also our own evidencaes to deciée for ogrselvés not bnly_whaﬁb
ouyht, or oughﬁ not, to be done, but also what'cchstitutés a-
sufficient reason why. And this, it is said, ialhot rationality
but the‘denial of it., what then do such c¢ritics think Hare has

left out of account? There are at least five ansﬁers to thaﬁ. I

will say briefly_what‘they are and how Hare defends Limseli against

each of them in turn,
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One is that he has omitted any refaerence o human wants.-
The main contention on which this criticism resty is that an.agent |
is given a reason for action, if and only if he is shown that it is
the way tb sométhing he wants. of many wants«so the argument goes-
it makes sénse to ask why they are wanted; but of some - €.gs those
for freedom fxrom borédom, lanelineﬂa,lphysi¢al injury, etCe = it
does not. Reasons why we ought, or ought not, to do sométhing . are
said to be only légically compalling in so f£ar ag théy afa grounded
in theszultimate wants. Hare's (1363b3ll5-34) reply to this kind
of criticism;if I grasp it cbrrectlyuis as follows. Things are
wanted, or thought good, because they have what have been celled
‘desirability characterizations'. Two senses can be given to this
expression. A desirability charactefization may be (1) something
sbout an object.(e.g. the fact that it tastes sweet) whiéh makes
one desire it, or (ii) something ebout it (e.ge its being said
.to'be vleasant) which ihplies'that the speaket desires 4t. Equivo-
cation on these two senses leads t6 the fallecious conclusion that
beczuse there are only some words which are desirsbility charace

terizations in sense (i1) there must be only some things that can

be the subjects of desirability characterizations in csense (i)e

A second thing Hare is sometimes accused of Qﬁe:looking
is human needs. Is there better reason to think that moral judge-
meﬁts are légically grounded in needs than in wants? Needs are
certainly différent from wants. It makes éobd sense to say that

we want - though not that we need - something for its.own sakes
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the question ‘'What do you want it for?' can be diﬂmiSsed with |

'‘Not for anything. I just want it'; but what would we mﬁﬁe'of '
somebody who told us that he needed something but make of sdmebody t
who told us that he neaded something but did not neel it fo# }
anything? Can it then be argued against Hare that, just as we have
reasonito do what Our doctor tells us because it will £fulfil our
need for heélth, 80 we have géod reason to abide by moral judge-
"ments in so far as they wiil fulfil our‘need for ‘humanAflourishe
ing®? Once again, Hare's defence turns on a distinction between what
is true of words and of things respectively. In certain contexts

it would be odd for me to say that I needed something but did not
think it good. The word ‘good' is logically tied to théiwbxﬁ ‘need*
in such cases. But from them it does not ﬁolldw that 'giod' is
logically tied to certain things that are genarélly thought to bé

neeas,

A third thing Hare is cxitivizau for leaving out of account
is the true end~that is, nature or £unchion (felos)- of man., Most
fundamentally, this Neo-aristofellan attack reste on the contentioh
that the evaluative terms we use in making morai Juddgements are,
in their primary maeanilng, attribuﬁive rather ﬁhén predicativa>, In
cther words, what is meant by, for example, a.goodlchaﬁadtar._a
right action, a way wé ought‘to live, etcs. cannot be understood
until we know what human agents are, or are for = Just as the
'meéning of 'a good knife' would not ba clear to anyone who ddid

not know that a knife is an instrument for cutting; One obvious
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reply to this criticism is that languagamusers e by no means-

as agreed about whai people are for as about what knives are fore
However, the criticism may still be presaited simply in texrms of»
beliefs about the nature aﬂd function of hanq Moral judgenient, it
is sald implies'belieﬁs of three kinds‘s'namely sbout (1) man as
he héppens'to be, (il) man as he would be if he realized‘hia'telos.
and (iii) what must be done, 1f any given agent is tO:move from
what he is (Cf. (1) to what he could be (Cf. (ii)e Morél Judge-

ments are beliefs of the third kind, but their aignificancé is

parasitic upon beliefs of second kind. If peopls caase to have any

beliefs about men's tirue nature and-function.,the;bottom drops cut

of their morality.

In reply, lisre says that this criticism confuses what people
can dﬁ'with what they cught to do. Sone béliefs about man's true
nature of functilon - é;g. that it is rational oy socialeseam
compatible with the v;ew'that it can be fulfilled in act: which
nost pecple would regard as evil no leés than in cnes they would
consitiar good. Such beliefs &are therefore of little use morally.
But other teieological veliefs - most obviously religious or
political cnes-do éviuently imply that Whatever fulfila their
COﬁcéptiof man's true and must be good and not avil.-A Christian,
for esample, would maintain tnat whatever fulfils man's true end
of glorifying God and enjoying him fo:ever'must be morally.good:
Jjust QﬁAa Marxist would that whatever helps to bring about the

Gictetorship of the proletariat must., Hare is entitléé to reply,
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as in effect he does (H 1957§106-11), that all this proves is
that these teleological beliefs, though they may look flétly
constative, are in reality also commissive, in their illodutionary

forces

Some Neo-aristotelians recommend us to stop thinking ébOut
the precise natufe of man's telos and to éon¢entrate simply on the
faét that the cardinal virtués of Justice, prudence, seif-control,
and courage:are necessary conditions of sﬁccess in ‘any largee
scale, worth enterprise's Against this ménoeuvra two cbjections
seem selfwevident as hardly toénéed stating. One is that it reduces
morality to mere expediency. TheAathef. that it begs the question
at issue by its use of the word ‘worthy'. In any teleological é
morality one's beliefs about the particular nature of man's teldé
necessaﬁily determine what is right or Wﬂéng; and 50 it is self-

"
[

vdeféating for any Neo-aristotelian to think that we can bypass
} .
the question of what this telos is. 4 ' %

A fourth thing Hare-is'écmused of av@rluoking is public
norms; By the latter are meant ganarally accépted judéeméntﬂ of
what ought, or ought hot, to be done in_certaiu kihds'ﬁf situations.
Those who advance this critiwism think of rétionality 48 essentially
soclal (which, 1960324). They contend that a reason for a moral
Judgemént cannot be grounded solely in an individual's decisions
qf principle, because that would leave unanswered the question as

to why he had made these decisions. This reason why=if it is to
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be intelligible-will have to refer to somg gauwmully agreed
‘desirabilitcy chararturizations‘ which s?gy it to be, &0 to spe&k.
oecision—worthy. In suppor. of this linag/eriticlsm, wittgenstein'
(1974b: Part I, 242) famous dictum ~ that 'i'f:v language is to be a
means of communication there ‘mus'b.be not only agreement in dgfini-
tions, but ‘also in judgements = iz wildely quoted, in mort;lity. an

act 1s sometimes said to be obligatory because Jt is c:ourmgezduso

honest, generous, etc. Such expressions ere descriptive, but they

also encapsulczte publié approval of acts which conform to the
description. As such, it may be so (Norman 1971:67), they are
contrary to Hare's 6p.inion-logidally moxe fundamental in moral
jubégement than purely evaluative words such as ‘good', 'right*,
‘ought's The meaning of the latter 1s taken to be parasitic on
these éescriptive»evaLUatibe words. Even if such criticism impliés
that the need for ‘desirability charucterigations'® continuea to

infinity, these criticd do not demur (Norman, 1971365).

Hare (M 70) in self~defence warns against being misled

by Wwittgenstein's dictum. He insists that wo people can both use

words like 'right' in the same sense and yet dlsagree fundamentally

on what propert'Les of at.tions make them r.ght, It is; he thinks,

a m:.stahe to suppose that words have to have commonly agreed
criteria of application before they can be. used for communication.’
Anyone who thinks not i1s advised to test the point with 'Don't

do it', the meaning of which is clearly known prior to any inkling

of what-or even what kind of~action is prohibited the.reby. It is
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worth noting that wittgenstein himself evidently did not - regard
bhis quoted remark as applying to the words ‘beautiful® or ’ugly' -
a consideration which suggests that he may not hEVe:thought £ it

as applying to moral terms such as 'right!, etce eithers
\

The fifth thing Hare is accused of ovexrlooking is.institst
tional facts. The fact that A'promised to do X is said £ be an
institutional one, whéreas tﬁe fact that A said 'I promise to do

X' is merely a brute fact, Institutional facts do not exiét outside th
| systems of constitutive rﬁles which create new forms of behaviour =
€ Qe chéckmating in chess. The rules for the use of ‘to promise?

are such that *A promised to do X! implies 'A ought to do X'¢ This

implication mekes promising an institutional faat, Therefore we
. ,‘l
would'appear to have here a reason, whiah 1is faotual, for & judge4
| : )
ment that is plainly woral, apamt‘frwm'&ny intervening decision i

!

‘0of principle. Hare (M 10m20)-d0&s not @15pute the linguistic k

facts on which this srgunent is baaed#ﬁﬂmely, that in ordinary

use, ‘A promised to do X' entails 'A ought o do X' ~ but he
contends that no conclusions of nmfal substance can bé deduced ;
from‘exclusively linguistic premdisses. In mther-WOrds, it would
still make sense for gomsone to ask whether Whau\has been promised
ought to be done. sdch a questiloner would not be askihg whaﬁ
implications the word (proﬁise)normally has in our language, but
.whether or not the institutlon of promiaing 1s morally acceptable.
And the answer we would give to this question Qould in the £inal

analysis depend, not on somea rule about tha use of wbrds; but on
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some decision of principle about what 0ugh§; o ought not, to be
Gone in circumstances of the relevant kind, Hére is hexe iﬂaisﬁing

once again on the point which is fundamental to his presciiptivism,

namely that moral languagé may always ba used in an evalustive

. . |
sense in order to revise any deseriptive meaning it may have acquired.

4. ~ Hare (FR 12) drews & comparison between hls elucidation of
moral thinking and Popper's of scilentific, Just as Poppex paid
that, in science, empirically falgifieble prédiutiona are daduced
from univeréal hypbthéses.in conjunction with certain initial
conditions, so Hafe,ia saying that, in morals,; deductions about
what ought to be cone are derived from universal principles in
éonjunction with imégined’situations. In order to kiow which moral .
ptin¢ip1es to adopt = just as mutatis mutandls which scientifié‘
hypothbsés - we‘mUSt abide by the.logic of the discourse concerned
and the relevant and available £écta which our investigation brings
to light. In each case we are frea to draw uplphe majoi premiss.‘

be it hypothesis or principle, but for the rest our freedom‘is.a

'freedom to reason' (M 6=7) in the light of logic &nd the fsctsg

Again like Popper., Hare, has been criticized for<£ailing'?
to recognize the part played by receivedlaﬁlnion in the kind of ;
‘thinking he is 1ntént upoﬁ analysing. We do not work out the answer
to evéry moral - any than to every scientiﬁie»qUestién from sctgtdh.
We set the question within a context of accepted conclusion and

read off the answer from that thereby treating the question as a

'*puzz le' rather than a 'problem'., True though that may be, Hare
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woulc claim - as would Pbpper-tﬁat his philosophy brings to light
the possibility of revisilonary critical thinking in the £ield which
he 1s concerned to elucidéte. wé always can go back énd start again.
from scratch. Rationality-freedom to think and think again in

accordance with logic and the facts-both constrains and liberates.

'To accommocate this two fold conceptlon of rationality within his

'ratibnalist kind of n03mdesdriptivism'. l.are in his most recent
writings, like many a philosophgr before him, distinguishes two
tlevels'® of moral thinking from each othexr, He calls them the
'intuitiVe' and the ‘critical’ respecﬁively. on the former level,
we think in accordénce with the hitherto deliverances 6£ logic

and the facts; on the latter, we undertake reviglonary eprsﬁré to

them.

The-utilitariun coafidanm@ that all mormLAQuestionﬁ ¢an be
énswered through felicifie calculation has oonw in for fisrce
critiéism recently. Conviction and conflict are said to charac- .
terize the ordinary man's moéral thinking and éxperience much more
radically thén calculation. Hare wonderxs if muuh of thishcriticism
is not over-drémétizmu. but he is ready to conuede that groinary
people may well not be any heppier thean Miss Anﬂéombe with the
idea that the Judiclial execution of the innocent could conceivably
be justified on grounds of utilitarian expediency. To £ind room for
such truth as theré may be in these antieutilitarisn criticisms,

he (MT 44;5) draws hils daistinction between the moral thinking of

‘proles' and 'archangels'. 'Archangels' are complstely rational,

|
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omnisclent, and free frdm partialityy they have ﬂhefafore a‘ﬁﬁrfect
command ot logic and the factie In consequanca, agcording to Hare.' N
they always get the correct answers to moral questions ande~this 15
more surprising»the same ones Lo boqt_(MT 46). ’Proleg' are ﬁhe

very opposite of ardhangéls,_Th&ir only hope of thinking in hceordanée
with logic and the facts is to go by what others hava téld them,
These two classes of moral thinker are not such that one mﬁat be
either-the one or the other. Lach of ﬁs is part archanggl‘,part
prole. In so far as we rely in our mdral thinking upon received
opinion, we are on the intultive level, In so far as we ra-examine

it as fully as our capacity allows in the light of logic and the
facts, we are on the critical level, Our convistions on the intuie .
tive level serve us well enough in most of life's ordinary situa-
tions. But where they conflict, where we are uncertain whether or
not they apply in a given'situaﬁion; where we wonder whether they

are worth'passing on toroui children, critical thinking comes to

our aid (H 1976a3124). Both levels of thinking are thereforé

required by the exigencies of daily life.

Hare (M 46) accords 'epistemological priorxity?® to critical
thinking. I? aléne has complete overridingness I 24,~53-62).
Intuitive ﬁoral thinking has only a dérived overridingness, in so
far as the convictions which guide it have 'acceptance utiiity'

(Mr S0ff )- i.e. in so far as their general acceptance is calculated
to achieve the fulfilmeht of principles which have been addpted-at
the critical level. Hare's opinion that all who thinkWWiﬁh complete

H
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clarity and honesty at the critical level will.arriVQ,at the same
moral judgements is evidently grounued, in the last analysis, onfﬁ
matter of purative empirical fact. what he (4 170-82) calls 'puie
fanaticism' he regards as & 1ogical,.but not an enpirical, possi-
bility. It is logically conceivable that somegone could in ¢ohplete
accordance with logic and thé facts arrive at conclusions which
were justifiéb;e by utilitarianfreasoning provided he was é-fanatic
with incredibly strong and eccentric desires; he could end up )
thinking, for example, that all Jews ought to be exterminated,‘of
even adhering to such up-market versilons of fanaticism as that a.
doctor ought to proloﬁg the lives of his patients as long ais
possible, howeVer great might be tha consaguent ﬂufﬁéring tha;
they had tb‘ehdur@u but Hare (140 182) 48 Quitﬁ sure that suc¢h cases

tare not going to occur' in real lifes

5 Hare is still et the centre of axL%iual attention, defending

:the twin foundatione of his uuivexsul preguriptivdem, namely that

'the treedom which we have as moral thivikers 1 a treedom to reason'
(i 6=7) end that ‘we remain free to préfer what we prefex’ (ir

225).




