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70. 
H i x w ' s  Xoral Theory,  by  J .  b. Wackie. (Rou t l edge  and 
Keqan Paul, London, 1 9 6 0 .  Pp. v i i  + 1 6 6 .  Paperback 

c l o t h i 8 . 9 3 . )  

--- 

A f t e r  z brief i n t r o d u c t i o n  and a s h o r t  c h a p t e r  on 
some o f  H U m e ' S  p ~ e d e c e s s o r s  - IIobbes, S h a f t e s b u r y ,  C l a r k e ,  

W o l l a s t o n ,  M a n d e v i l l e ,  Hutcheson and B u t l e r  - Mr. Mackie 

p r o c e e d s  t o  d i s c u s s  H u ~ n e ' s  own n o r a l  t h e o r y .  T h i s  Mackie 
d i v i d e s  i n t o  t h r e e  p a r t s .  F i r s t  t . h e r e  is a c h a p t e r  on 
Iiunie ' s moral  psychology.  Second ly ,  t h e r e  a r e  two c h a p t e r s  
on Eiume's moral  e p i s t e m o l o g y ,  one  on Hume's c r i t i c i sm of 
h i s  o p p o n e n t s '  view t h a t  moral  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a r e  d e r i v e d  
from (Mackic s a y s  'based upon ' )  r e a s o n s ,  and a n o t h e r  on 
H u m a ' s  p o s i t i v e  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  mora l  d . j . s t i n c t i o n s  a r e  
d e r i v e d  from a moral  s e n s e .  T h i r d l y ,  t h e r e  are a n o t h e r  
two c h a p t e r s  on Hume's c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  s u b s t a n t i v e  moral  
p h i l o s o p h y  - i f  t h a t  i s  what  it is. O n e  is on j u s t i c e  and 
t h e  o t h e r  a r t i f i c i a l  v i r t u e s ,  t h e  o t h e r  on t h e  n a t u s a l  
virtues. A c h a p t e r  on soini3 of  Hume's s u c c e s s o r s  - Smith 

( A d a m ,  n o t  t o  h e  confused  w i t h  t h e  lesser known 
Alexande r  S m i t h ) ,  P r i c e  and Reid - p r e c e d e s  a c o n c l u d i n g  
c h a p t e r  , which rlmoncj o t h e r  t h i n g s  d i s c u s s e s  t h e  advantacjes 
and d.isadvantnqc:s o f  moiral i ty .  

Mackic a p p e a r s  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  Hume's mora l  psy- 
choloqy i s  c c n f i n e d  t o  a d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  one s t a t e m e n t  

t h a t  r e a s o n  i s  and o u g h t  o n l y  t o  be t h e  s l a v e  of t h e  pas-  
s i o n s .  By ' o u g h t  only t o  b e  thi? s l a v e  of t h e  p a s s i o n s '  

tiu:nc mcans t h a t  i t  is  not: the czsi? t h a t  

s c ' n s o n  o u q h t  not t o  be. t.hr? s l a v e  of t h e  p a s s i o n s ,  which 
makes Mackie s u q g e s t  that H u m  is der,ying a moral p r o p o s i -  
t i o n ,  n o t  ar;!-;i:rtinq one .  B u t  i t  c o u l d  cqu ; i l l y  hc: t n k c n  t o  
near. t h a t  reason ough t  n o t  t o  be  a n y t h i n g  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  
s l a v e  of t h e  passions, which looks more like a moral pro- 
p o s i t i o n .  ( ! f  a l l  :floral p r o p o s i t i o n s  were f a l s e ,  t h e  f i r s t  
m i g h t  be t r u e ,  b u t  t h e  second  f a l s e . )  

Mackie c r i t i c i s e s  Hume's view on  t h e  grounds t h a t  
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t h e r e  i s  J. v c r y  coininon k i n d  of  e a s e  t o  which i t  does sot 
app1.y. 3: may w m t  t o  d r i n k  so much t h a t  I persuiidc myself  
t h a t  a l c o h o l  i s  y.ood f o r  me, and t h e n  b o t h  a vio; .cr , t  ? a s s i o n  
(desire f o r  a l c o h o l )  and a calm p a s s i o n  ( d e s i r e  f o r  my own 
good) combine to  makc m e  d r i n k .  I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  Mnckie s a y s ,  
w e  hnve ' a n  unholy a l l i a n c e  of calm p a s s i o n  w i t h  p r e s e n t  
d e s i r e  o p p o s i r g  and perhaps  s u p p r e s s i n g  wel l - founded b e l i e f ' .  

Whcther p a s s i o n  might  l e a d  one t o  s u p p r e s s  a b e l i e f  
i s  n o t  something Hnmc c o n s i d e r e d  , though d o u b t l e s s  he o u g h t  
t o  have done. B u t ' I  t h i n k  h e  might  have s a i d  t h a t  s u p p r s s -  
s i n g  a b e l i e f  i s  an a c t i o n ,  f o r  which thizre a m o t i v e ,  
d e s i r e  f o r  a n x i e t y - f r e e  d r i n k i n g ,  coupled  w i t h  t h e  ( t r u e )  
b e l i e f  t h a t  i f  I s u p p r e s s  my b e l i e f  t h a t  d r i n k i n g  is bad 
f o r  m e ,  I w i l l  a c h i e v e  a n x i e t y - f r e e  d r i n k i n g .  We may sup-  
pose ,  i t  is  t r u e ,  t h a t  e v e r y  be l ie f  wants  t o  s t a y  a l i v e ,  so  
t o  speak .  O r  r a t h e r ,  I must  have a want t o  r e t a i n  my b e l i e f  
t h a t  a l c o h o l  i s  bad f o r  m e  f o r ,  u n l e s s  I do r e t a i n  i t ,  I 

w i l l  d r i n k ,  and I do n o t  want  t o  do what  is bad for  m e .  
There  i s  no r e a s o n ,  however, why t h i s  d e s i r e  t o  go o n  be- 

l i e v i n g  t h a t  a l c o h o l  i s  bad  f o r  m e  s h o u l d  n o t  be o v e r r i d d e n  
by a s t r o n g e r . d e s i r e  t o  have  a n x i e t y - f r e e  d r i n k i n g .  When 
my b e l i e f  t h a t  a l c o h o l  is bad f o r  m e  is  f i n a l l y  s u p p r e s s e d ,  
t h e r e  i s  no problem. I a m  no more a c t i n g  c o n t r a r y  t o  reason ,  
i n  Hume's sense - Hume s h o u l d  r e a l l y  have  s a i d  ' c o n t r a r y  t o  
r a t i o n a l  o r  i r r a t i o n a l  b e l i e f '  - t h a n  I was i n  s u p p r e s s i n g  
i t ,  f o r  t h i s  b e l i e f  no l o n g e r  e x i s t s .  

Maclcie nlso a r g u e s  t h a t  i f  C l a r k e  and B u t l e r  are 
r i g h t  i n  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n s  n e c e s s a r i l y  demand t h e  
a c t i o n s  which f i t  them, Hume must be wrong i n  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  
b e l i e f s  a l o n e  c a n n o t  move us  t o  a c t i o n ,  f o r  t h e  judgement 
t h a t  sorcethiny i s  f i t  h a s  ' i n e x t r i c a b l y  in te rwoven i n  i t  
t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r  and t h e  m o t i v a t i n g  c h a r a c t e r  
which Hume t h i n k s  can  be long  only (G) t o  d i s t i n c t  i tems ' .  
I can n o t  nake  s e n s e  of t h i s ,  any more t h a n  I can o f  B u t l e r ' s  
' s e n t i m e n t  o f  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and . . . p  e r c e p t i o n  of t h e  
h e a r t '  which Nackie  q u o t e s  w i t h  some a p p r o v a l .  Mackie 
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l a t e r  a r g u e s  t h a t  fIume mus t  be wrong i n  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  

r c a s o n  must  be t h e  s l a v e  of t h e  p a s s i o n s  i f  someone c a n  
S c r l i e v e ,  i f  o n l y  r n i s t a k e n l y ,  t h a t  t h e r e  zrc. n e c e s s a r y  f i t -  
ncs s (? s .  Bu t  1 c a n n o t  s t e  t h a t  one  wou ld  be moved b y  t h e  
bc l ie f  t h a t  an  a c t i o n  wzs f i t  u n l e s s  o n e  h a d  t h e  d e s i r e  t o  
20 w h a t  was f i t .  I n  a n y  case,  I t h i n k  it is r e a l l y  Mackie's 

view no t  t h a t  i t  so h a p p e n s  t h a t  an a c t i o n  is n o t  f i t ,  b u t  
t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  an a c t i o n  i s  €it has s o m e t h i n g  funda -  
m e n t a l l y  wrong wi th  i t ,  and so  c a n n o t  p c s s i b l y  be t r u e .  Eis 
view t h e n  i s  t h a t ,  thoi;gh o n e  c a n n o t  be moved t o  a c t i o n  
by a n  o r d i n a r y  c o h e r e n t  b e l i e f  a l o n e ,  o n e  c a n  a l o n e  be 

moved t o  a c t i o n  by an  i n c o h e r e n t  o n e .  I d i d  n o t  f i n d  t h i s  
view . p l a u s i b l e .  

I n  C h a p t e r  IV, ' M o r a l i t y  n o t  Based on  R e a s o n ' ,  
Mackie d i s c u s s e s  t h e  a rgumen t  by which  Rume a t t e m p t e d  t o  

demolish t h e  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  views o f  h i s  o p p o n e n t s ,  wh ich  
u s e s  a5 i t s  p r e m i s e  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  j u s t  d i s c u s s e d :  a 
b e l i e f  ( r e a s o n a b l e  b e l i e f ?  i n f e r e n t i a l  b e l i e f ?  belief 
a r r i v e d  a t  by d e m o n s t r a t i o n ? )  c a n n o t  a l o n e  movc u s  t o  
a c t i o n ;  apprehending a moral d i s t i n c t i o n  c a n  a l o n e  move 
us to a c t i o n :  t h e r e f o r e  a p p r e h e n d i n g  a moral d i s t i n c t i o n  
i s  n o t  a matter of a r r i v i n g  a t  a b e l i e f .  To o n e  of rr.y 

cr i t ic isms of t h i s  a rgumen t  ( i n  Hurre 's  Moral E p i s t e m o l o q y ,  

0.3. P. , 1 9 7 6 )  %. , t h a t  t h e  s e c o n d  premise is  n o t  t r u e ,  
and  t h a t  i t  is  q u i t e  easy €or a r a t i o n a l i s t ,  o r  anyone  e l se  

who t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  such t h i n g s  a s  r a t i o n a l  b e l i e f s ,  
t o  tsxplain how k h i s  b e l i e f  moves u s  t o  a c t i o n ,  i f  o n l y  he  

w i 1 . 1  p o s t u l a t e  - as so:ne of them do - a desire t o  do w h a t  

is r i q h t ,  Mackie r e p l i e s  t h a t  p o s t u l a t i n g  a desi.re t o  do 
w h a t  is  r i g h t  wou ld  i n v o l v e  g i v i n g  up t h e  p r e s c r i p t i v e n e s s  

o f  moral d i s t i n c t i o n s .  13ut 1 c a n n o t  see that a p r e s c 2 r i p t i o n  
can alone move u s  t o  a c t i o n ,  w i t h o u t  t h e  c o - o p e r a t i o n  of a 

pass ion ,  any  more t h a n  a b e l i e f  can .  T!ie p r e s c r i p t i o n  

'Take two ar: b e d - t i m e ' ,  f o r  example ,  c a n n o t  a l o n e  mod i fy  
t h e  b c h a v i o u r  of sonicone who does not want  t h e  e n d  wh ich  
it is a p r c s c r i p t i o n  f c r  a t t a i n i n g  o r ,  a t  any r a t e ,  S O ~ C  e n d  
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t h a t  moral  j utlgements were s. tate:r ,cnts a b o u t  people Is s e n t i -  

men t s ,  Mackie p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  IIune (who h e  s a y s  w a s  n o t  
i c te rcs ted  i n  clues t i o n s  of x c n n i n g )  did n o t  d i s t i n g u i s h  
betweer1 thc views that such ju6gcn;crits a re  about t h e  
s p s a k e r ' s  f c c l i n y s ,  aSo.;-c t h e  s c n t i m : n t s  of h i s  cjroup, 
abou t  t h e  sent: lmeilts  of t h e  whole of marikind, o r  a b o u t  t h e  

s e n t i m e n t s  an i m p a r t i a l .  s p e c t a t o r  would have. Mnckie sug- 
g e s t s  t h a t  sometiriies moral s e n t e n c e s  meari one t h i n g ,  and 
t h a t  sometiines t.hey ~nean nilother. And Mackie siigcgests t h a t  

perhaps moral judcjcnients b o t h  s t a t e  f a c t s  e x p r e s s  cmo- 
t i o r i s  and arouse them i n  o t h e r  people 2 s  a r e  a l s ~  p r e s c r i p -  
t i v e .  T do n o t ,  however,  t h i n k  Mackie r e a l l y  t h i n k s  they 
arc: p r e s c r i p L i o n s ,  s o  much as t h a t  t h e y  a r e  s t a t e m a t s  
a s c r i b i n g  a ki.rid of 'f.%?se p r e s c r i p t i v e n e s s  ' t o  thf o b j e c t s  
d e s c r i b e d .  (The vi.ew tha t  t h e y  2ire solely p r e s c r i p t i v e  he 

r i g h t l y  re jec ts  O i l  t he  grounds  t h a t  mora l  judgements  a t  
l2sst p u r p o r t  t o  a s c r i b e  a n  o b j e c t  i.vc q u i i l i t y  t o  somet.hing.1 
'L'he view that. H a c k i e  f a v o u r s  i s  t h a t  t h e y  a s c r i b e  a. Elc- 
t.: ei .ous q u a l i t y  t o  i l h i n g s .  Thc f a c t  that t h i s  f i c t i t i o u s  
q u a l i t y  is  ii projection o f  OUT se::tirr.ents on to thc a c t i o n  

e x p l a i n s  how w e  azc moved t o  a c t i o n  by the belief that 
s c i m t h i n g  p o s s c ~ s s t ? ~  i t ,  T h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  is a l s o  t h e  pro- 
j c c t i o n  of c e r t a i n  s o c i a l  demands rneans thnt ' t h e  f i c t l -  
t . ious  f e a t u r e s  are t a k e 3  t o  i n v a l v e  cor respanding  requixe- 
r.x?ntrs arid n c c x ? s s i t i e s  ' . S i n c e ,  i n  a t t r i b u t i n g  f i c t i t i o u s  
q u a l i t i e s  t o  t .hinc;s ,  we nlre a t t r i b u t i n g  t o  them q u a l i t i e s  
t h e y  c a n n o t  h;ivc, this v j  c w  seems t o  :c;,d t o  t h e  con-  

clusion (uriPortuniit.e o r  cheeriiriq, depcnci r ig  on how y o u  look 
air i t) th l i t  a l l .  rnor:ai judgen1ent.s a r e  f a l s e .  h c k i e  t h i n k s  

t h a t  there a i - ~  h i r t t s  o f  this v i m  t o  be found i n  Hur,:e. I t  

i s ,  howcver, worth ment.ioning t h a t . ,  if s o ,  Hunie woulci s t i l l  

____I_ 

cdect i n  e x p l a i n i n g  - any mom ttia:~ C% b;.&i! - 
h o w  moral juciqcxncnts alone could move u s  t o  a c t i o n .  D i s -  

c c r n i n g  a moral d i s t i n c t i o n  Would still i s s u e  i n  a ju<.qc;mcnt, 
a l b e i t  an i .nvariai i ly  f a l s e  o n e ,  and i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to see 

how a j u d c j c i n c n t ' s  a s c r i b i n g  bogus and i m p o s s i b l e  q u a l i t i e s  
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1.0 'chi.Eg:i ::;I, movc: a:; to a c t i o n  wi 

i t ~ ;  i\rant; XI a v ~ i b  tlie a c t  ' 0 3 s  o n m  
I_. . 

.. rojC:ct<>d 1i1orLl. a ~ t r i b ~ t e s .  \\IC   US'^, 

presuinaS!.y have the s r n t i m e n t s  t h a t  we pro jcct. ox t o  t h e  
actions judged o f ,  but i t :  is  s t i i i  ou r  sentiments, no t  

our j u d y m e n t s  a ione ,  t h a t  move xi t o  a c t i o n .  I t  seems t o  
mc t h a t  many rnud d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  = o r a l  O k J j c c k i V i s n  would 
be v e r y  much improved i f  t h e y  pa id  nore attention to t h e  

c h a p t e r s  on t h i s  Subjec t  i n  G .  E. Moore's Kc&&= (a much 
b e t t e r  book t h a n  the more well-known P r i n c i p i a  E!r!ii,ca) . 

When i t  coxes t.0 d i s c u s s i n g  Eu:w B s c b s t s n t i v e  
-_I___ 

t r ea tmen t  of moral x a t t e r s ,  a s  opposed t o  h i s  answer t o  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  ' I I o w  l o  w e  know t h a t  c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  tire r i g h t  o r  

wrong, v i r t u o u s  o r  v i c i o u s ? '  Mackie s a y s  t h a t  Kume does n o t  

. t ry  t o  answer t h e  ques t ion  'What t h i n g s  arc v i r t u o u s ? '  so . 
much as t o  answer t h e  ques t ion  'What t h i n g s  do F e o n l e  

approve o f ,  and how does i t  come about  t h a t  they  approve of 
t h e  t h ings  they  d o ? ' .  But I1ume (sometimes) defines a v i r -  
t u e  a s  ' any  a c t i o n ,  senti .ment o r  c h a r a c t e r  which cjives us 
p l e a s u r e  by t h e  mere view and con templa t ion ' .  T h i s  e n t a i l s  
t n a t ,  .if a ' c h a r a c t e r '  a rouses  such a p l e a s u r e ,  i t  & a 
v i r t u e .  Hence t h e  s o c i o l o g i c a l  su rvey '  iiume was er.gaged 
i n  should t e l l  u s  what c h a r a c t e r s ,  e t c . ,  a r e  v i r t u e s ,  and 
why they  a r e ,  n o t  j u s t  what c h a r a c t e r s  a r e  comman1:y rcgarded 
as being v i r t u e s ,  and how it comes about  t h a t  wz approve of 
them. 

There are  two k inds  of v i r t u e ,  H u m  t h i n k s ,  arti- 
f i c i a l  v i r t u e s  (discussed i n  Book 111, P a r t  II of t h e  

T r e a t i s e )  - .__.  ". and n a t u r a l  v i r t u e s  (d i scussed  i:i nook 111, P a r t  

11). Mackie docs r?i;t g ive  a c o n s i s t e n t  account o f  what Hum(? 
tihouqht, an zirt:ifici,dl. virkuc was. In t.iic I n t r o r l i i c t i o n  

(3ar;e 5 )  h e  s,iys ' b o t h  t h e  tendency L O  act i n  edch of these 

ways &:id t h e  ttndcln?::; to approve of s a c t  ions <:,.I fi be sGi"::: 

ay i R v c n t i . o n n ,  ikl2 0mi:S. t o  s a y  t h Z V  rl.Il.,2L wc ?..;prove 0 5  _--.I I. 

zi'e isve::kions) I 2x . i .  fici.2.l dev ices  which h a v i  how Seen 
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t o  remote i1dv;rzntage. The re  i s  no need f o r  govern?.ent to 

he j u s t i f i e d  by ii s o c i a l  c o n t r a c t ;  t h e  r u l e  that .  govern-  
ments  be obeyed and thzlt promises  b e  k c p t  Sot-h incicpend- 

e n - t l y  deri:Jc fron: t h e i r  a s e f u l m s s .  I 's cri.ticism of  

t k c  soc.iil1. co r , t . r ;~c t  t hes ry  i s  concluslvc. (1 a s r e e )  . 
R e b e l l i o n  s just:i f i e 2  1 : -  i s  s 3  b a d  t h a t  

- r -eSel l ion i s  t.hc: l e s s  of two c v i l s ,  b u t  t h e  d r e a d f u l n e s s  
of c i v i l  w a r  m e m s  t h a t  t h i s  will seldom be t h s  case. 

Ir, the sect ion e n t i t l e d  ' l n t e r n a t i o n a i  J u s t i c e  ' 
Mackie t e l l s  us t h a t  t * t h i n k s  that r u l e s  of j u s t i c e  
a p p l y  t o  r.ations 3s w e l l  as t o  p e r s o n s  ( t l io~cjh  t h e ~ - e  are 

some, l i k c  thosc r e g u l a t i n g  d e c l i l r a t i o r l  of w a ~  I which 
l o g i c a l l y  ciln a p p l y  on ly  Lo t h e  l a t t e r ) .  T h e y  i"Pply w i t h  
l e s s  s t r i n g e n c y  t o  n a t i c n s  t h a n  t h e y  do t o  persons, how- 
ev~?r, a s  ma::kj,::c! coi.:!d s z r v i v e  i n  tkiat  ijt?rpetLiiil state of 
war i r i t o  which i t  would be thrown w i t I ; o u t  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
j u s t i c e ,  bLt c o u l d  not s u r v i v e  w i t h o u t  'interpersonal' 

j u s t i c e .  ~ a c k i t  doubts t h e  c o r r e c t n e s s  of this e x p l a n a t i o n ,  
nlven ir, Hunie's rliiy; i t  is nore obviously i .ccosrect i n  o u r s ,  
when w a r  could o r  would be c a r r i e i ?  ou t  w i t h  a 'xJXic  weapons ,  
Mackie t h i n k s  t h c 2 t  the r i q h t  e x p l a n a t i o n  of  w h y  w e  regard 
i n t e r n a t i o n i l l  j u s t i c e  a s  less o b l i y a  tory thar! i n t e r -  
personal  jr;stic& i s  t h a t  i t s  r u l e s  a r c  less secu re ly  cst- 
a b l i s h e d .  F lnckie  rejc?ct.s t h e  view t f ; a t  thr r- 
i s  t h a t  ' a  s t a t e  i s  by R a t u r c  ano loyous  to t h o s e  individu- 
a l s  i n  whom mental dcfcc t  p roduces  diminished r e s p o n s i b i l i t y '  

which,  h c  t h i n k s  I i s  n o t  t r u e  'cvcn i n  2 den!ocracy'. I l e  

p roduces  a n  a l t c r n a t i v c  IIumean v i  CGI of  justice, a c c o r d i n g  
t o  which s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  rnoral i l pp rova l  and lsw a r e  more 
c l o s e l y  in t e rwoven  tl.iar. h e  t h i n k s  i I u m  supposed .  

I n  t h e  s e c t i o n  e n t i t l c i i  ' C k a s t l i t y  and  Modcsty ' 
Mackie s a y s  that H u m  t h i n k s  c h a s t i t y  is an a r t i f i c i a l  v i r -  
t u e  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  no i f i s t i n c t  i m p e l l i n g  mer., and more 
e s p e c i a l l y  womsn, t o  be c h a s t e .  It wzs i n v m t c d  i n  order  
t o  c o n p e l  women t o  be f a i t h f u l  t o  t h e i r  husbands.  ( T t  i s  

less n e c e s s a r y  f o r  men t o  be f a i t h f u l  t o  the i r  wives ,  for 
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c o r r e c t n e s s  of h i s  own a n a l . y s i s  t n a t  h e  does n o t  f e e l  i.,ny 

qua lms  a h o u t  t h e  l o g i c a l  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  a l l  moral judge -  
men t s  must i n  f a c t  be wronc;. 

I n  h i s  final c h a p t e r ,  a f t e r  a d i s c u s s i o n  of soini! 

g round  t h a t  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  c o v e r c d ,  and szothex o f  r k e  

q u e s t i o n  iro w h a t  e x t e n t  Kunc w a s  a u t . i l i t a r i a n ,  Mack ie  soes 
o n  t o  c o n s i l e r ,  fix:al.ly, t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  w h e t h e r  i n o r a l i t y  
is a good t h i n g .  H e  makes t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p o i n t s  ac;?.ii?st it. 
I t  w i i l  b$ e a s i e r  t o  r e a c h  a coxpromise  be tween  c o z : p t i n g  
p a r t i e s  i f  r i g h t s  .are left ent5,rel.y out of t h e  mat.ter. 
(Does f l a c k i e  niean c h a t  m o r a l i t y  makes t h e  c o n f l i c t  worse 

b e c a u s e  e a c h  p a r t y  w i l l  t h i n k  h e  h a s  r i g h t  o n  h i s  side? 
9 u t  o n l y  o n e  of t h e  p a r t i e s ,  a t  most, c a n  Sc r i g h t  abocr. 

t h i s ,  end  so i t  is  not m o r a l i t y , b u t  what ncn e r roncous :y  
b e l i e v e  t o  be m o r a l i t y ,  t h a t  c a u s e s  t h e  c o c f i i c t . )  Moral- 
i t y  w i l l  t e n d  to p e r p e t u a t e  i n e q u a l i t y ,  by a i id ing  r i g h t  t o  
t h e  a l r e a d y  e x c e s s i v e  a d v a n t a g e s  p o s s e s s c d  by  t h c  s - t : ronger .  
( A g a i n ,  d o e s  X a c k i e  t h i n k  t h a t  t rnc!  morali t y  f a v o u r s  t.hc 

s t r o n y c r ,  o r  t h a t  p c o ; j i e ' s  f a l s e  m o r a l  b e i i e f s  - ;:er!iaps 

false moral. be l ie t s  f o s t e r e d  by  t he  stronger t h e m e i v c s  - 
f a v o u r  t h e  s t r o r . g e r ?  I t  i s  h a r d l y  tair t o  sacldle 8 n ~ o r a l i t y '  
w i t h  e v e r y  w i c k e d  and  f o o l i s h  noral  b o i i e i :  ! I I i d t  has S a e n  
h e l d  b y  mankind. B u t  I s u p p o s e  t h a t  > lacki t? ,  as iie t h i n k s  
t h a t  moral b e l i c f s  all a s s e r t  t h e  exi .s tence of f~ i i s e  pro- 
jectior,  o f  o u r  s e n t i m e n t s ,  mus t  thir:k t h a t  ( p r o v i C e d  t h e y  
are  i m p a r c i a l ,  e t c . )  t h e r e  is  n o t h i n g  t o  c h o o s e  betiqceC 
one and  a n o t h e r ,  wh ich  i s  why h e  c r i t i c i s c s  moralI.ty, rr:thcr 

t h a n  m i s t a k e n  b e l i e f s  a b o u t  m o r a l l  t y  . ?>,,in, ?.:sckie t h i n k s  
t h a t  m o r a l i t y  n a y  be a bad  th inc j  b e c a u s e  i t  i a v o u r s  a l l e g -  

i a n c e  t o  t h o s e  siho may h a v e ,  by explnitizq an  i n i t i a l l y  

s t r o n g  p o s i t i o r i ,  g a i n e d  too much s u p e r i o r i t y  i n  t h e  f i r s t  

p l a c e ,  ar,d Secaasc one o f  i t s  t s n e t s  e n j o i n s  patrio:isn,  
w i t h o u t  wh ich  w a r  would  n o t  be possi5.lc. Silt i q a i f i l  why 
does 14ackie criiricist? mora l i t j r  on t h c s e  g r o c n d s ,  i n s t c a 2  
of condexn ing  erxor.eous m o r a l  be l ic f r ;  which  sdr ;c t . ion  obed- 

i e n c e  t o  a jealozs t y r a n t  o r  demand t h a t  men was tc  t h e i r  
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l i v e s  i n  a disastrous war? I n d e e d ,  t.s p ~ ~ r o d y  a remark of  
ner?tham, i t  :is d i f f . i i x 1 . t  t o  c r i t i c i s e  m o r a l i t y  unless one 
h a s  armthcr  rnor,~! i t y  f ron  which t o  gzz. ixrchcsi? or. i t . Pven 
t h e  s t a t emen t -  thint p a t r i o t i s m  i s  n o t  ii d a t y  is a mora:. 
judgement ,  t.hou.;h a n e g e t i v e  onc .  4Iiickic: t t i i r i k s  w e  migh t  

have t h e  a d v a n t a g e s  of m o r a l i t y  w i t h o u t  i t s  d i s a d v a n t a g e s  

i f  hie u n d e r s t o o d  i t ,  and saw t h r o u g h  i t s  claim t o  a b s o l u t e  

and o b j e c t i v e  a u t h o r i t y .  I t  is t r u e  t h a t ,  i f  w e  see t h a t  
i t  is one v a s t  f a l s e  p r o j e c t i o n ,  w e  w i l l  be a b l e  t o  see 
th rough  any c l a i m s  t h a t  men may make t!iat w e  do t h i n g s  
t h a t  are t r i v i a l  and  u s e l e s s ,  l i k e  a b s t a i n i n g  from e a t i n g  
pork o r  b e a n s ,  o r  d i s a s t r o u s ,  l i k e  l e a d i n g  o n e ' s  c o u n t r y  
i n t o  a r e l i g i o u s  war .  The  trouble i s ,  however,  t h a t  w e  

-II 

would a l s o  have  t o  see t h r o u g h  any claims it m i g h t  a p p e a r  
t o  make t h a t .  w e  honour  o u r  d e b t s ,  or  do an honest.  d a y ' s  
work for o u r  wages,  or do n o t  e x p l o i t  t h o s e  o v e r  whom w e  
have  power. Mack ie ' s  way of  rernovinc; t h e  d i s a d v a n t a g e s  of 
m o r a l i t y  is  r a t h e r  like chopp ing  off o m ' s  l e g  t o  c u r e  
a l imp.  And though h i s  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  we r e g a r d  c e r t a i n  
demacds m o r a l i t y  makes on u s  as s u b j e c t  t o  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  

(e.g., as demandiny t h a t  we sometimes k e e p  o u r  p romises  
i n s t e a d  o f  t h a t  we always do)  why s h o u l d  i t  be a c r i t i c i s m  
of m o r a l i t y  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e  t h a t  some i n f l e x i b l e  p e o p l e  
t h i n k  t h e y  have a d u t y  t o  do something always which i n  
f a c t  t h e y  have  a d u t y  t o  do o n l y  u s u a l l y ?  True  m o r a l i t y ,  
i i k e  God, i s  l o g i c a l l y  imme t o  cr i t ic ism,  b e c a u s e  a 
p r a c t i c e  t h a t  h a s  mare d i s a d v a n t a g e s  t h a n  a d v a n t a g e s  i s  n o t  
C r  L A u l y  morzl. I feel t h a t  a l o v e  of t h e  nove l  and a r r e s t -  

i n g  h e r e ,  a s  i n  some o t h e r  p l a c e s ,  l e a d s  Irlackic t o  p u t  some 

p e r f e c t l y  s e n s i b l e  p o i n t s  i n  a n e e d l e s s l y  p a r a d o x i c a l  way 
Macki r ' s  book is. c o n c i s e ,  on the whole c l e a r ,  

f r e q u e n t l y  p e n e t r a t i n g ,  s t i m u l a t i n g ,  and prodi :c t ive o f  
many, u s e f u l  i n s i g h t s .  I t  i r ;  n o t ,  l i k e  many books on moral  

Fh i ioso?hy ,  w e t .  I n  some ways i t  would hove been  e a s i e r  
t o  r e a d  i f  i t  had been  a l o n g e r  and less congiested bo;>k. 

It  could b e  t h a t  h e  h a s  n o t  d e v o t e d  enough t ine  t o  t h e  
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h i s  

c of moral philosophy t o  i r o n  out some c l i f f  

own p o s i t i v e  views.  But h e  h a s  g iven  u s  a n  
in?, concise  and o n  T : ~ C  wh0i.e accurzttl! r.ccoc:;L 

c u l t i c s  i n  
i 1 lunninht- 

f li.;zne's 

m o i r i i l  ph i losophy,  c o n t a i n i i l g  sone i n :go r t an t  niorais - ~ d d  

though it may be that it  i s  Mackie who draws them - anS' 
it  d e s e r v e s  t o  be read w i t h  a t t e n t i o n  by n n l c r g r a d u a t e s ,  

professional p h i l o s o 2 h e r s  and  t h e  gsneral r e c l c k r  a Like.  
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