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6 4 .  

ON HUME'S IS-OUGHT THESIS 

The famous t h e s i s  o f  Hume about  I l i s "  and "ought" I 

(1) For  any f a c t u a l  s t a t e m e n t  e and any e t h i c a l  
s t a t e m e n t  h ,  h i s  n o t  deduc ib le  from e, 

t a k e  t o  be,  as I b e l i e v e  it h a s  g e n e r a l l y  been t aken  t o  be: 

My o b j e c t  i n  t h e s e  brSef  n o t e s  is n e i t h e r  t o  defend n o r  t o  
a t t a c k  (l), b u t  j u s t  t o  p o i n t  o u t  c e r t a i n  mis takes  which 
have been made, o r  are apt t o  be made, about  (1) , or &out  
what H u m e ' s  t h e s i s  is. 

"only. statements of  f a c t  can  fo l low.  from statements o f  fact?: 
a t h e s i s ,  Black t h i n k s ,  which Popper and "many o t h e r  p h i l -  
osophers"l  b e l i e v e .  
be : 

A. Max Black has  t aken  Hume's 'thesis t o  be  t h a t  

That  i s ,  Black took  Hume's t h e s i s  t o  

( 2 )  For any f a c t u a l  e and any non-fac tua l  h ,  

I t  i s  certain,  however, t h a t  Popper does n o t  
h is n o t  deduc ib le  from e. 

b s l i c v e  ( 2 ) ,  and I hope it i s  un t rue  t h a t  many o t h e r  p h i l -  
osophers  b e l i e v e  it. For  ( 2 )  is  obvious ly  f a l s e ,  and on 
the contrary, cvnry f a c t u a l  s tn t cmcn t  has a t  l c a s t  onc non- 
f a c t u a l  consequence; s i n c e  from any f a c t u a l  s t a t emen t  ' f '  , 
t h e  S ta tement  ' f  o r  n o t - f ' ,  which is n o t  f a c t u a l ,  i s  deduc- 
i b l e .  But t h i s  l e a v e s  Hume's t h e s i s  (1) untouched, s i n c e  
t h e r e  is no  excuse f o r  confus ing  it w i t h  t h e  f o o l i s h  
t h e s i s  ( 2 ) .  

ment e,  then  g iven  e ,  t h e  f a l s i t y  of  h is p o s s i b l e ;  o r  i n  
o t h e r  words,  h has  less than  maximum p r o b a b i l i t y  i n  re- 
l a t i o n  t o  e. So p a r t  a t  l eas t  o f  t h e  c o n t e n t  of  Hume's 
t h e s i s  (1) is: 

(3 )  For any f a c t u a l  e and e t h i c a l  h ,  P ( h / e ) < l .  
S e v e r a l  t h i n g s  d i s p o s e  u s  t o  confuse  (3) w i t h  

B. I f  a s t a t emen t  h i s  n o t  deduc ib le  from a state- 

ano the r  p r o p o s i t i o n  which is r e a l l y  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from it, 
and which it is  impor t an t  n o t  t o  cDnfuse w i t h  it. This  i s  
t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n :  
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( 4 )  For  any e l ,  any f a c t u a l  e and any e t h i c a l  

To g r a s p  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between (3) and ( 4 )  , t h e  
h ,  P (h /e '  . e )=P(h /e ' ) .  

b e s t  way i s  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e i r  ana logues ,  where t h e  arguments 
from e t o  h are n o t  f a c t u a l - t o - e t h i c a l  arguments,  b u t  i n -  
s t e a d  are i n d u c t i v e  ones:  t h a t  i s ,  arguments from observed 
t o  unobserved i n s t a n c e s  of  e m p i r i c a l  p r e d i c a t e s .  

The i n d u c t i v e  analogue of (3)  is: 
(5) for  any e and h such t h a t  t h e  argument from 

e t o  h i s  i n d u c t i v e ,  P ( h / e ) c l .  
Now t h i s  is simply a judgment o f  non-deduc ib i l i t y ,  o r  of 
non-maximal p r o b a b i l i t y .  I t  s a y s ,  o f  any i n d u c t i v e  argu- 
ment, j u s t  t h a t ,  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  premiss  e ,  t h e  f a l s i t y  
of  t h e  conc lus ion  h i s  p o s s i b l e .  (5) , t h e r e f o r e ,  asserts 
no more than  t h e  f a l l i b i l i t y  of  every  i n d u c t i v e  argument. 
With (5)  , consequent ly ,  everyone w i l l  agree .  

For  t h e  i n d u c t i v e  analogue o f  ( 4 1 ,  it w i l l  be simp- 
l e s t ,  and s u f f i c i e n t ,  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  s p e c i a l  case where e '  
i s  t a u t o l o g i c a l . .  Here, w r i t i n g  ' t '  f o r  some t a u t o l o g y ,  t h e  
analogue is: 

( 6 )  For  any e and h such t h a t  t h e  argument from 
e t o  h i s  i n d u c t i v e ,  P ( h / t . e ) = P ( h / t ) .  

Now t h i s  i s  n o t  a judgment of non-deduc ib i l i t y ,  b u t  a pro- 
p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  k i n d  which Keynes a p t l y  c a l l e d  a judgment 
o f  i r r e l e v a n c e .  I t  s a y s ,  o f  any i n d u c t i v e  a rgunen t ,  t h a t  
i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  premiss  e conjo ined  w i t h  a. t a u t o i o g y ,  
t h e  f a l s i t y  o f  t h e  conc lus ion  h i s  no less p robab le ,  o r  
more, t han  it is i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  t au to logy  a lone .  Hence, 
whereas (5) i s  a t h e s i s  of i n d u c t i v e  f a l l i b i l i s m  r e r e l y ,  
( 6 )  i s  a t h e s i s  o f  i n d u c t i v e  s c e p t i c i s n j  f o r  it s a y s ,  i n t e r  
a, t h a t  i n d u c t i v e  ev idence  neve r  raises t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  
of a hypo thes i s  above i t s  v a l u e  p r i o r  t o  a l l  expe r i ence ,  or 
i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  a t au to logy .  With t h i s  t h e s i s ,  u n l i k e  (5) , 
few w i l l  agree1  a l though Hume main ta ined  a s c e p t i c a l  t h e s i s  
about  i n d u c t i o n  which, i f  I have e l sewhere  i n t e r p r e t e d  him 
r i g h t l y 1 2  was p r e c i s e l y  (6). 
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The d i f f e r e n c e  between ( 5 )  slid ( 6 )  should  now be 

manifest , .  Well, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between (3)  and ( 4 )  above 
is c x o c t l y  t h c  samc; on1.y more so, s i n c e  ( 4 )  asserts t h e  
i r r e l e v a n c e  o f  factuals  t o  e t h i c a l s ,  n o t  i:: r e l a t i o n  t o  
t au to log ica l .  e' only, b u t  t o  any 0 ' .  

What are t h e  t h i n g s  which di:;posc us t o  confuse  ( 3 )  
wi th  ( 4 ; ?  One i s  t h e  cur rency  o f  vay.~c? phrases  silch as "th3 

autonomy of e t h i c s " .  For  t h e  judgment of i r r e l e v a n c e  ( 4 )  ' 

has  a t  l e a s t  as good a claim as t h e  judgment of non-deduci- 
b i l i t y  ( 3 ) ,  t o  be d e s c r i b e d  as a s s e r t i n g  t h e  autononty of 
e t h i c s .  Another t h i n g  which l i n k s  (3)  t o  ( 4 )  i n  some minds 
i s  ' the cu r rcncy  of t h e  t h e s i s  of deduct ivism: 

( 7 )  For  any e and h ,  i f  P(h /e)  <1 t hen  
P ( h / t  .e) =P ( h / t )  . 

Fcr  i 3 )  c m j o i n c d  wi th  ( 7 )  does e n t a i l ,  n o t  indeed  ( 4 1 ,  but 
i ts  i n p o r t a n t  s p e c i a l  case f o r  tauto!.ogical e ' : 

( 4 4  For  any f a c t u a l  e and ethical  h ,  
P ( h / t  .e )  =1.' ( h i t )  . 

(Th i s  l a s t  p m p o s i t i o n  cor responds  e x z c t J y ,  of ccurse, t o  
t h e  i r ,duc t iva  s c e p t i c i s n  (6) above.) 

But doduct iv ism ( 7 )  is folsc, as 1 havo c l scwhcrc  
shosrn. Uiiless cocjo ined  w i t h  t h i s  F e l s i t y  , ( 3 )  does n o t  
c n t n i l  cvcn ( 4 i l ) .  H c n c c  i 3 )  docs not. c n t a i l  ( 4 ) .  .Nor docs 

j 4 j  e n t a i l  ( 3 ; .  Hence ( 3 ) ,  the non-deduc ib i l l t y  of e t h i c a l s  
from f a c t u a l s ,  nnd ( 4 1 ,  t h o  i r r e l e v a n c e  of f a c t u a l s  t o  
- th i ca l c - ,  a r o  i:irfepmdent t h e s e s  i n  the s e n s e  t h a t  n e i t h e r  
e n t a i l s  t.he o t h e r .  

Y e t .  even klocre, f o r  example,  g i v e s  s t s o n g  ev idence  
of having  confused "chi: t w o  t h e s e s ,  and even of having  
thought  t h a t  (3 )  e:ii-.ails ( 4 )  . 4  

c e p t i o n  I :iO writer known 'io ne has u n t i l  now d i s t i n g u i s h e d  
v i t h  any c l e a r n e s s  between t h e s e  twc ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  
"aut.onomy o f  e t h i c s "  tiieses, (3) and ( 4 )  , 

who f i n d s  ( 3 )  p l a u s i b l e  is likely t o  find. ( 4 )  p l a u s i b l e  
too. And Ham9 for  one is com.itted. a t  least t o  the s p e c i a l  

And, w i t h  a so l i t a ry  ex- 
5 

C. Although ( 3 )  and ( 4 )  are independent ,  anyone 
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case (4a )  of ( a ) ,  i f ,  as I have olsewhsxe t r i ed  to show , h? 
main ta ins  t h e  d e d u c t i v i s t  ( 7 ) ,  as well as ( 3 ) .  For t h e s e  
roasoiis i t  will bc: worthwhile  t o  show t h a t  ( 4 a ) ,  l i k e  i t s  
i n d u c t i v e  analogue ( 6 )  , can be  very . e a s i l y  r e f u t e d ;  and 
hence t h a t  ( 4 )  t o o  i s  false. 

6 

The g e n e r a l  con j u n c t i o n - p r i n c i p l e  of p r o b a b i l i t y  i s  : 
( 8 )  

( 9 )  I f  P (q /p . r )=  ? ( q / r )  ther. P (p /q . r )=  P ( p / r ) .  

r ( p . q / r ) =  P ( p / r ) x  P ( q / p . r ) =  P ( q / r ) x  P ( p / q . r ) .  
Prom t h i s  it fo l lows  t h a t :  

T L i s  s a y s  t h a t  i f ,  i n  r e i a t i c n  t o  r ,  p is  ( i n  Keynes's  
s ense )  i r r e l e v a n t  to.¶, t h e n ,  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  r ,  q is a l s o  
i r r e l e v a n t  t o  p. I n  s h o r t ,  irrelevaiice i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  1' is 
symmetr ical .  Now ( 4 4  asserts t h a t ,  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  a t&it- 

ology, any f a c t u a l  s t a t e m e n t  i s  i r r e l e v a n t :  t9 any ethics' 
one. I f  t h i s  were t r u e ,  then  the syrr.met?y of irrelevance 
(9) would ensu re  t h a t  conve r se ly ,  i n  re l i? t ion Lo a t a u t -  
o logy ,  any e t h i c a l  s t a t emen t  is i r r e l e v a n t  t ~ /  aiip r'dct1Jnl 

one. But t h a t  i s  n o t  so. Wri t ing  as b c f o r e  ' t '  f o r  z c i k  

t a u t o l o g y ,  i t  is t r u e  t h a t  

B u t  it is also t r u e  t h t  
(10) P(Socra t ea  i s  a man/t) e l .  

(11) P ( S o c r a t e s  i s  a nien/Socratcs is &: 

good man. t) =l. 
Whence t h e  e t h i c a l  ' 'Socrates  is .a good msn"  i s  nor i r re lc-  
van=, b u t  on t h a  ccjntrary favourably  re.'.cvant to t.he fac t ; .d  
"Soc ra t c s  is a man", i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  a t a u t o l o y y .  so ( 4 . 3 )  

is  f a l s e .  Hence a f o r t i o r i  ( 4 )  i s  f a l s e .  
D. (1) and (3 )  are non-dcducib i l i ty  t h e s e s ,  and 

are c o n t r o v e r s i a l .  I.Iany o t h e r  non-deduc ib i l i t y  t h e s e s ,  
however, are non-con t rove r s i a l ,  and even obvious. For 

example,  the t h e s i s  t h a t  ' u n d i s t r i b u t e d  middle:  13 a fa:- 
lacy : 

( 1 2 )  For any log ica l ly - independen t  ?re%cates 
F and G I  P ( x  is F/A11 F are G.x is G ) < 1 .  

Another exmiple i s  i n d u c t i v e  f a l l i b i l i s r c  (5) above. A n o 3 1 ~  

is Hume's " t h e r e  car. be  no demonst ra t ive  a r g w e n t s  f o r  a 
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mat te r  o f  f a c t " ;  t h a t  i s ,  
(13) For  any necessary  t r u t h  e and any c o n t i n g e n t  

Another non-deduc ib i l i t y  t h e s i s  which seems obvious 
h ,  h i s  n o t  deduc ib le  from e. 

t o  m e ,  and which w i l l ,  I t h i n k ,  seem so t o  o t h e r s  as w e l l ,  
is : 

( 1 4 )  For any l o g i c a l  t r u t h  e and any e t h i c a l  h ,  
h i s  n o t  deduc ib le  from e. 

I f  ( 1 4 )  were f a l s e  then  e t h i c s ,  o r  p a r t  o f  it a t  least ,  
would be s imply a branch of  l o g i c 1  so t h a t  e t h i c a l  disputes- 
f o r  example, about  h ,  "Abortion i s  wrong" - could  sometimes 
be d e c i s i v e l y  s e t t l e d  s imply by f i n d i n g  o u t  t h a t  h ,  o r  i ts  
nega t ion ,  i s  among t h e  theorems of  l o g i c .  I t  seems ob- 
vious  t h a t  t h i s  i s  an i d l e  f an ta sy .  

But now, a judgment of  non-deduc ib i l i t y ,  i f  t r u e ,  
i s  t r u e  n o t  i n  v i r t u e  of  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  any s t a t e m e n t  to  
t h e  a c t u a l  un ive r se ;  b u t  j u s t  i n  v i r t u e  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  
between t h e  t w o  s t a t emen t s  which t h e  judgment o f  non- 
deducib i  l i t y  mentions.  Hence a judgnsnt  of non-deducib i l i ty ,  
i f  t r u e ,  is a l c g i c a l  t r u t h .  

l o g i c a l  t r u t h s .  And then ,  i n  view of ( 1 4 1 ,  it f u r t h e r  
fo l lows  t h e t  t h e s e  non-deduc ib i l i t y  t h e s e s  of H u m e  , i f  
t r u e ,  have no e t h i c a l  consequences.  I n  s h o r t ,  

I t  fo l lows  t h a t  (1) and (3)  zihovs, i f  t r u e ,  are 

(15)  For any e t h i c a l  h ,  h i s  n o t  deduc ib le  
from (1): 

and 
(15 ' )  For  any e t h i c a l  h ,  h i s  n o t  deduc ib le  from 

These conclus ions  are impor t an t  , because b e l i e f s  
( 3 ) .  

i n c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  them are widespread.  A few y e a r s  ago I 
read  i n  an undergraduate  e s say  words t o  t h i s  e f f e c t ,  
( u n f o r t u n a t e l y  I d i d  n o t  make a copy of t h e  exact words) :  
"Since no ethical  s t a t emen t  can be deduced from a f a c t u a l  
one,  it fo l lows  t h a t  w e  can do what w e  l i ke . "  Now c l e a r l y ,  
t h e  second "can" h e r e  w a s  an e t h i c a l  one: "we can do what 
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w e  l i k e "  was a v e r s i o n  of t h e  ' u n i v e r s a l  p e r m i s s i o n '  : 

(16)  Anything i s  m o r a l l y  p e r m i s s i b l e .  
And ( 1 6 )  i s  c l e a r l y  an  e t h i c a l  s t a t e m e n t ;  i n d e e d ,  it is  
o n l y  an extreme e x p r e s s i o n  of an e t h i c a l  a t t i t u d e  which h a s  
r e c e n t l y  been  q u i t e  common i n  t h e  w e s t ,  G. l i b e r a l i s m  or  
p e r m i s s i v e n e s s .  

I n  b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  (1) e n t a i l s  (16)., t h i s  s t u d e n t ,  
i n  view of (15)  , w a s  wrong. But h e  erred i n  good, o r  a t  
any rate numerous, company. F o r  it h a s  been q u i t e  wide ly  
believed, or a t  l e a s t  vaguely  f e l t ,  t h a t  Hume's non-deduc- 
i b i l i t y  t h e s i s  (1) does h a v e  (16)  as a consequence.  I t  i s  
i n  this way, I believe,  t h a t  i n  t h e  west i n  t h i s  c e n t u r y ,  
Hume's p h i l o s o p h y  h a s  h e l p e d  t o  b r i n g  a b o u t  t h e  loss of 
moral c o n f i d e n c e  which i s  e x p r e s s e d  i n  (16)  , and which is 
one a s p e c t  of t h e  phenomenon of "modern nervousness" .  

S i n c e  1965,  e t h i c a l  l iberalism h a s  been t o  a 
c o n s i d e r a b l e  e x t e n t  r e p l a c e d  i n  t h e  w e s t  b y  t h e  e t h i c a l  
f a n a t i c i s m  of l e f t - r e v o l u t i o n a r i e s .  Some o f  t h e s e  r e v o l u t -  
i o n a r i e s  reject  Hume's (1) because  t h e y  reject  t h e  l i b c r a l  
( 1 6 ) .  T h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e y  s h a r e  w i t h  nany l ibera l s  t h e  
e r r o n e o u s  b e l i e f  t h a t  (1) e n t a i l s  ( 1 6 ) .  

7 

I h a v e  m a i n t a i n e d  i n  e f f e c t  t h a t :  
(17)  For  any e t h i c a l  h ,  P ( h / ( l ) ) < l ,  

(17') For  any e t h i c a l  h ,  P ( h / ( 3 ) ) < 1 .  
and that:  

But  I would go much f u r t h e r  t h a n  t h e s e  mere n o n - d e d u c i b i l i t y  
t h e s e s .  I t  seems t o  m e  obvious  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  irrele- 
vance t h e s i s  i s  t r u e :  

(18)  F o r  any e l ,  any logical  t r u t h  e and any 
e t h i c a l  h ,  P ( h / e ' . e ) =  P(h/ .e ' ) .  

I f  so, t h e n  s i n c e ,  again, (1) and (3)  are l o g i c a l  t r u t h s  i f  
t r u e ,  it follows that:  

' P ( h / e ' ) ;  
(19)  F o r  any el and any e t h i c a l  h ,  P ( h / e ' .  (1) I =  

and t h a t  
( 1 9 ' )  F o r  any e '  and any ethical h ,  P ( h / e ' . ( 3 ) ) =  

P ( h / e ' ) .  
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That  is ,  Hume's non-deduc ib i l i t y  theses (1) and ( 3 )  n o t  only 
have no c t h i c a l  s t a t c m e n t s  among t h e i r  consequences,  b u t  
a r e  even i r r e l e v a n t  t o  every  ethical  s t a t emen t .  

phi losophy I t a k e  t o  be: 

T h i s  thesis has  sometimes been h e l d  i n  con junc t ion  w i t h  (I), 
if,  indeed ,  t h e  two have n o t  been though t  t o  be  p o s i t i v e l y  
connected i n  some way. For t h i s  reason  it w i l l  be worth- 
whi le  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  (1) i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  non- 
cogn i t iv i sm ( 2 0 ) .  

e, then  i f  c is n o t  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y ,  then t h e  conjunct icn  
of e w i t h  not-h is n o t  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  Where e is 
f a c t y a l ,  i t  is  n o t  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  Hence i f  h is n o t  
deducib le  from a f a c t u a l  s t a t emen t  e, t h e n  e-and-not-h is 
n o t  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y ;  w h e n c e . i t  is p o s s i b l e  f o r  e t o  be 
t r u e  and h false. Hence i f  (1) is t r u e ,  t h e n ,  wherever e 
is  f a c t u a l  and h i s  e th ica l ,  it is  p o s s i b l e  for e t o  be 
t r u e  and h fa l se .  I f  it is possible for e t o  be t r u e  and 
h f a l se ,  then  i t  is p o s s i b l e  f o r  h t o  be fa lse .  I f  it. is 
p o s s i b l e  for h t o  be f a l s e ,  it is  pos.s ible  for it t o  be 
false or t r u e .  Hence i f  (1) i s  t r u e  then  it is p o s s i b l e  
f o r  an  e t h i c a l  s t a t emen t  t o  be false o r  t r u e ;  tha t  i s ,  (20) 
is fa lse .  

E. The thesis  of  'non-cogni t ivism'  i n  moral 

(20) E t h i c a l  s t a t e m e n t s  cannot  be  t r u e  or false. 

I f  a s t a t emen t  h is n o t  deduc ib le  from a s t a t emen t  

'Theses  (1) and ( 2 0 )  are i n c o n s i s t e n t ,  t h e n ,  a t  
l e a s t  i f  i n  (1) t h e  words "h is n o t  deduc ib le  from e" 
t h e i r  u s u a l  s ense :  t h e  s e n s e ,  t h a t  is, t h a t  it is p o s s i b l e  
for e t o  be t r u e  and h false. Y e t  I am n o t  s u r e  t h a t  t h i s  
i t a l i c i s e d  addendum is really needed he re .  For i f  it i s ,  
then a similar  addendum would be needed wherever t w o  state- 
ments are asserted t o  be i n c o n s i s t e n t .  (Evcn "not-p",  after 
a l l ,  i s  n o t  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  "p",  un les s  the word "not"  
has  i t s  usua l  scnse . )  And t h i s  consequence seems absurd.  

main ta in  (11, as long  as he a t t a c h e s  a s u f f i c i e n t l y  ur.usual 
S t i l l ,  one who s u b s c r i b e s  t o  (20) can c o n s i s t e n t l y  
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s e n s e  t o  "h i s  n o t  d e d u c i b l e  from el'. But by a d o p t i n g  t h i s  
c o u r s e  a n o n - c o g n i t i v i s t ,  w h i l e  h e  a v o i d s  i n c o n s i s t e n c y ,  
i n c u r s  a n o t h e r  d i s a d v a n t a g e .  T h i s  i s  t h a t  h e  no l o n g e r  
a f f i r m s ,  by a f f i r m i n g  (1) , what  most n a t u r a l i s t s  have 
d e n i e d  by denying  it: f o r  t h e y  have  t h o u g h t . t h a t  some 
e t h i c a l  statements are d e d u c i b l e  from f a c t u a l  o n e s ,  i n  t h e  
u s u a l  s e n s e  of "deducible". 

i b i l i t y  or o t h e r w i s e  o f  e t h i c a l  s t a t e m e n t s  from f a c t u a l  
o n e s ,  f a c t u a l  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  d e d u c i b l e  from e t h i c a l  o n e s ,  
i n  t h e  u s u a l  sense of "deducib le" .  (Such examples  as t h e  
d e d u c i b i l i t y  of " S o c r a t e s  i s  a man" from " S o c r a t e s  is a 
good m a n "  show this.) And t h i s  f a c t  w i l l  n o t  be e a s y  t o  
r e c o n c i l e  w i t h  non-cogni t iv i sm ( 2 0 )  . 

- 
B e s i d e s ,  w h a t e v e r  t h e  t r u t h  may b e  a b o u t  t h e  deduc- 

D. C. S t o v e  
Department o f  T r a d i t i o n a l  and 

Modern P h i l o s o p h y ,  
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Sydney. 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4 .  

5. 

These q u o t a t i o n s  are from p.99 o f  Hudson (ed . )  The 
Is-Ought Q u e s t i o n ,  (Macmil lan,  1961)  , where B l a F s  
a r t ic le ,  o r i g i n a l l y  i n  The Phi . losophica1  Review , 1964, 
is r e p r i n t e d .  

See  my P r o b a b i l i t y  aild Hurne 's  I n d u c t i v e  S c e p t i c i s m  
( r e f e r r e d  t o  h e r e a f t e r  as P r o b a b i l i t y )  , (O.U.P. , 1 9 7 3 ) ,  
c h s .  1 - 4 .  

P r o b a b i l i t y ,  ch .  6 ,  s e c t i o n  ( i v ) .  

Moore s a y s ,  f o r  example,  t h a t  it is  commit t ing t h e  
n a t u r a l i s t i c  f a l l a c y  t o  h o l d  t h a t  from a f a c t u a l  s tate- 
ment "we can i n f e r ,  or o b t a i n  c o n f i r m a t i o n  f o r " ,  an 
e t h i c a l  s t a t e m e n t .  Agaln,  he  s a y s  t h a t  an e t h i c a l ,  
s t a t e m e n t  "cannot  be  reduced  t o  any a s s e r t i o n  & o u t  
r e a l i t y ,  and t h e r e f o r e  must remain u n a f f e c t e d  by" any 
s u c h  asser t ion.  ( P r i n c i p i a  Z t h i c a ,  p. 1 1 4 .  I t a l i c s  
n o t  i n  t e x t  i n  e i t he r  case.) 

M r .  R. F. A t k i n s o n ,  ( i n  a v a l u a b l e  a r t i c l e  i n  The P h i l -  
o s o p h i c a l  Review, 1961, r e p r i n t e d  i n  t h e  Hudson volume 
r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  f o o t n o t e  1 above); b u t  even he  s u g g e s t s  
what is false,  t h a t  ( 4 )  e n t a i l s  ( 3 ) .  
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6 .  

7. 

P r o b a b i l i t y ,  ch.3,  

Th i s  e f f e c t  o f  (1) 
when Moore rev ived  

s e c t i o n  ( i v )  , and ch .4 ,  

i s  a l l  t h e  more cu r ious  
t h i s  Humean t h e s i s ,  i t s  

s e c t i o n  (v).. 

because.  
f i r s t  e f f e c t  

was r a t h e r  t o  i n c r e a s e  moral conf idence .  T h e t o n o m y  
of e t h i c s ,  in fhe form of  (1) , was c l e a r l y .  thought  o f ,  
by Moore and t h e  o t h e r  i n t u i t i o n i s t s ,  as s e t t i n g  t h e i r  
own e t h i c a l  knowledge, for t h e  f i r s t  time, on so l id  
ground. Only l a t e r  d i d  (1) come t o  be thought  of as 
implying t h a t  athlcal 'knowledge' is groundless .  


