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Abstract 

Thi~ thlsis looks at two theories of universalizabilitv: Immanuel Kant's 
J 

<.!l:()lltuloglcal one and R.M.llare's utilitarian one. ft also looks at criticisms of both 

lh~()1 ie~ hy David Wiggill~. Il conduùes that his arguments against Hare are decisive 

beCllU!lL: the 11101,11 lhe(IIY tllat lollows l'rom Hare's version of the daim that moral 

JudgCII1Cllh mu~l bc ulllver~alizahle is incompatihle with ~everal hasic requirements 

Oll 11H11:" lheOlle~. Wiggll1~' criticism of Kant, on the other hand, centres on a 

tcchllic:1I pOInt that is overcome by an interpretation of Kant's tests for the 

1IIlivcl~:III/.ahlllty 01 maxim:-. that is given by Onora Nell. Finally the thesis argues 

that Kallt\ Idlit'Ilal tlteory ot ethics is superior to Wiggins' subjectivist daims 

bec:ltl!-.e tt hoth retlccts our common sense conception of ethics and provides a 

rat iOllal hasb lm evaluatillg mOllil judgements. 

Cctte thc:se il pour sliJet deux théories à l'égard de l'universalisabilité des 

principe:-. 1l1()ltIl1X: celle de Immanuel Kant et celle de R. M. Hare. Elle considère 

aus:-.i des critiqucs de ces th~ories énom~ées par David Wiggins. Elle conclue que 

les cntiqul.'s de Wiggins sont décisives contre Hare parce que la théorie morale qui 

dl'coulc dl.' !-.es lIrgumcnts ne sont pas compatibles avec plusieurs critères auxquels 

ulle th~orie morale doit se conformer. Par contie, les critiques de Wiggins envers 

Ka III se concentrent sur un a~pect ùe sa théorie qui admet d'une intel prétation plus 

favorahle. tel que celle donnée par Onora Nell. Finalement, la thèse maintient que 

la t héone dl' Kant est supériture à celle de Wiggins, car elle reflète notre ccncep­

tion OIdmaite de la 11100ale, et elle lui donne une Justification rationelle. 
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------------

1 ntroduction 

Do unto others as you would have others do unto you. Most people will 

recognise this as the Golden Rule they learned as children. ft may seem like a trite 

platitude, a slmplc homily of what cou Id be called "folk ethics", with no real value 

lor clther expltcatmg ethical thought or providing guidance in making ethical 

UCCISIOIlS. To cxpccl Il tu do etther would be like modern meteorologists checking 

the evelllllg anu mOfning skie~ for redness in order to inform sailors of approaching 

wca t hel l'onditiolls. Fall1lltarity, not to mention simplicity and antiquity, breeds 

COI1t~lllpt. But should we disnms it sa lightly'! It is often he Id to be a basic te net 

01 right l'ondllet, and is Ilot kit by most to need further explication or justification. 

Philosophers, on the other hanu, require something more because they do not just 

want to know what people acœpt as a moral guide, but whether they are justified 

in doillg Ml. Ftll ther, they do not want to merely know what guidance people take 

the rull: 10 proville, but what guidance one can justifiably derive from il. 

The Golden Rule has two roles. It indicates, aIthough implicitly, a way of 

sceing ollcsdf and others that 1 shall argue is fundamental to the moral point of 

vit:w, and it gi\'c~ i.1 ùcclsiun procedure for moral action in given situations. 1 shaH 

l'OI1CCl1tJat~· mainly 011 this latter daim and show that the Golden Rule, or a 

philosophlcally more sophisticated version of it, can be a guide to moral action. The 
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question will then arise of how this can be so. and an answer will he given in tcnllS 

of the tunùamental moral lùea that is the hasis of the Rulc. 

In the idea expres~ed hy the Gllklcn Rule of inc1udlllg oursc1ves limier ta rlllt' 

that wc would have everyone Inllow we can recognize the philosopll1cal conù.'pt of 

universalizahility. Essentially. the thesis of universalizahihty is that if 1 aet undcr a 

rule in a given situation, it must be a rule that 1 can will that everyone lollow in a 

Iike situation. So the test tor moral action is whether 1 can will that l'VClyOI1C act 

on the rllie that 1 plOpnse to follow. There are two ways in which 1 can apply this 

test, the tïrst of which may be called the logical and the second the el11pirkal. In 

the first case 1 take no notice of any faets ahout particular pcople; the unly 

conùitlons that are admitteù lm consideration are thosc mentH1I1cd 111 the mie itsel!. 

1 then ask whether it is logically possible to will that everyone aet on that rule, or 

whether this wOllld cngenùer a contradiction. 

ln the empirical test, the answer to whether 1 (;é1n will that e\'eryOlw flet on 

the rule 1 propose is taken to be "no" if there is even olle ease in which 1 eannot 

will that the ru le be acteù upon. In order tn see whether slIeh a case exists, 1 take 

into account specifie lacts about pdrticular people 111 order to find onc set of 

(hypothetical) conditions L1nùer which 1 could not will the rulc tn hc actcd lIpon. 

The l'irst of these methoùs can he found in Immanucl Kant\ thcory of the 

Categorieal Imperative. In the first chapter 1 will give a hricf account ot hi~~ position 

as expressed in his FOlllldalùms of Ilze Meluplzysics of Morais. In discu~sing criticisms 
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of hls theory 1 will mainly he concerned with the daim 1.hat it is nat possible ta 

ùcrive !-'lIb~tantive results trolll appiications of the Cntegorical Imperative. 1 will also 

louk al the ubjeclHII1 that applying it would involve disassociating ourselves from the 

hUI11i1n cmoti()n~ and relatiol1~hips that give life much of its value. 

1 Il t he second chaptel 1 will discuss arguments that R. M. Hare gives for the 

empil ical veiSIOf) of the ullIversalizability test. Instead of determining what actions 

arl:' mma lIy permissihle by a strictly logical application of the test, he looks at the 

cOllsequences of actions wlth respect to the satisfaction of the preferences of ail 

th():-.e who élie at lectcd hy them. 

ln thc thinl chapter 1 look at David Wiggins' criticisms of universalizability 

tests. Wlggll1S argues lhat Kant's test cannat stand as is, and that it requires an 

cmpiJ ical aspect in orûer fOI it to have any content. He sees Hare's theory as a 

re,l:,llllable attempt to give it this content, but he maintains that Hare's theory fails 

also, and thcldore that the Ilotion of universalizability cannat he the hasis of a 

workahIc cthical theory. 

lt we agree with Wiggins about Hare but do not agree with his conclusions, 

thcll hls argument must have gone wrong somewhere else. In the fourth chapter 1 

look at an interpretation of Kant's theory that argues that his test for moral action 

can indude enough emplrical content to give it substance while still remaining 

fOllllal. 1 alSll arguc that Kant's theory meets the conditions that Wiggins rightly 

shows that ully working mowl system must meet. 
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1 concIude that the lugical v~rsion of tht.' univcrsali7ahllity tl'st IS tilt.' olle that 

is succe~sflll, anù that it is mure successful in chooslllg spl'ritic moral arts \)t'l'ausc 

it better forma lizes our must basIc moral Idea. I-lowever. olle may qUl'st 1011 how 

helpful tl1ls test is. If the 11Ile~ It generates me not genct ally dlSPUtl'd, Ihl'Il It does 

not help LIS to solve dittlclIlt moral ùileml11as. 1 want to sllggl'~t thal the diffll"uit 

ca~es are dittieult Just becallse there IS no common sensc dCl"lSIOII plllcl'dulC for 

them, élml sinee the test is a formalization of the common sense wily of dl'riding 

moral qut'stlons, It cannot hclp. The Categoncal Imperative IS lI~cful for dclllllltlllg 

what J. L. Maekie l'ails "narruw" morality. More than this IS heyond the Il'adl of 

ethical theury. 

What this means is tl1at for the vast area of hllman inlcmetion that can he 

called ethical, what Mackie calls "broad" morality, there arc no right or wrong 

answers, although there may be b,:tter or worse ways of arnving at allswcrs. Thus 

in Hare's example ot the Navy capta 111 who must chonse hctwccn saving the 

survivors ~)f a sllllken ship or torpeùoing the suhmarine that slInk il berme it 

ùestroys other ships in the IIcet, thus killing those in the waler, the angllish that 

torments hlln whatever he decides is not at the thOllght that hl' may have donc 

something wrong, hut al the thought that he has dcme somcthing horrible. Il wc 

l'eel that moral theory has let us ùown just where we nced it most - and wc nced 

it here most just beeause thls is where it lets us ùown - we can at Icast takc 

coml'ort in the knowledge that whatever we do, we are not tran~gressing any moral 

law, or tlollting any moral obligation. 
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------------------------.---

Chapter One 

ln thb chapter 1 shall lllst give a brief account of Kant's moral the ory as 

giv~1l in hl~ FOlllu[aliol/\' or tlze MetaphY.I'ics of Morals. l 1 will then look at sorne 

crit i CISIlI) 01 Kant's t hClJI y. 

ln orller t() dl!'>CDver the supreme principie of morality. Kant asks what it is 

that we IlIC(l1l when we talk of moral worth and moral ohlibation with respect to 

action. Ikw ll'>C, accordll1g to Kant, nothing can he held to be unequivocally good 

but a gOllll wlll/ in ()J dei tur :1n action to have moral worth it must be done for 

the nght le(l!'>dIlS, i.e. be motivatcd by moral considerations and not by inclination 

nor by the comellue I1ce~ of the action. The only consequences that may be con­

sidered al e t hose intelllled 10 lesult l'rom the action. It the only things that can 

plOVllk il (llotlve for 'lctioll ~lJe reasons and desires, then if an action cannot be 

1110t iViltnl hy IIlclina t ion Il Illust be motivated by reason, regardless of any contin­

gelll filctS ot il situation. Not only must the action be in accordance with a moral 

law. but mlherent:e to the law can be the only motive if the action is to have moral 

\VOl th. i 

An action that is l110rally obligatory is one that wc have a dut Y to perform. 

Kant tht:ldore examines the concept of duty. The duties that are imposed by moral 

law '\le L'XCL'ptlonless; Kant holds that because a morallaw imposes an obligation 

it must be necessary and therdore binding on all rationnl beings. The ground of 
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thi~ oblig:nion GlI1llut he tlllllld in any contingent facts ahollt htlllliln lWlIlgs, hut 

onl\l lw e:-.aIl11111I11.( rea~(lll It~L'lt:1 
J "' .. 

Kant dl~tingtli~hcs tour type~ of action aCl"ording tu thl'II rl'lalllHl Wllh dUly.' 

There élie actions tllat go ag:lIllst dut y; actIons that arc in accllrdancc \VIth dut Y bul 

are caused hy ;111 IIldlrl:ct IlIL'l lIlat Ill/l, a~ a l1ll'an~ to a Imthl'I end; :1(IIOn~ Ihat are 

in accordance \Vith dut Y but tm"ard which Ollè has an IIllIl1CllIall' IIlrlmatlllll: and 

actions that are 111 accordancè \VIth dut Y and toward wlllch Olll' ha:-- 110 \I14..'IIIJatIOl1. 

The tïr~t case I~ not a candidate lor being a dtltilul, :lIld therl'lllll' Illolal, act; III Ihe 

second Il IS ca:--y 10 dlSCèlïl whethèf the aet was donc tWill dut Y (li as il llll'illlS to 

an end. III the thlrù case It IS dIlllcult 10 tell whlch ot the two motlVl'S, \I1l"lIllatlol1 

or dut y, I~ tlle actllal rea~oll 101 an act. Il I~ only wllcn a dlltllul act gUl'S agalflst 

inclinatIon tllat it is certalll tllat it has moral worth. 

After arglling tllat only actions do ne l'rom dut Y have moral value, Kallt gOl'S 

on to disclIss a second prupmltlon of :norality, namely that It IS not the fl'~ults of 

dlltitul actions that glvc thcm their moral value, hut their maxlm." An agcllt's 

maxim is "the subjective prtllClplc ot volition,"? that IS, thl' rule the élgent takes 

himselt tu be following In actlllg. When an act is not dctermUled hy IIlcIlnatio\l or 

hy anything material, it 1ll11~t be detenmneù hy "the lormal principle of volitlon."H 

This Ieads to the thlrd pnnclple: "dut Y IS the neœsslty of an actloll executed lrom 

respect lor law."e; It I~ law tl1<lt obJectiveiy determtnes action, and re~pect lm the 

law that ùetermine~ it ~lIhJectlvely.J() Thll~ an action has moral worth If It is donc 



out of rc~pcct for the law thHt commanùs it and for no other motive. This respect 

is the recognition of the law as one that my will is subject to. For Kant the only 

ohjcct uf :-,uch re:-,pcct is the law that we impose upon ourselves because we see 

tlHlt it i:-, ncccs~(lry.ll 

Next, Kant must tïnù a law that is neeessary in that the will must impose it 

upon Itsell If it is to he a gooù will. Because the will in this capacity eannot be 

inlillenccd by Hny effects, lI1c1l1ding the effects of any particular law, it must 

conlorm tu law as such. He concludes, therefore, that "1 should never aet in such 

a way that 1 cOlllù not abo will that my maxim should be a universal law."n For 

extlmplc, if 1 ask myself whether 1 should lie if it would save me from sorne 

tlOubk, 1 can answer myselt in two ways. 1 might decide that 1 should not, but only 

becau~e Il might kad to ~ome greater inconvenience later on. In this case, 1 have 

looked to sec what the consequences would be for me of teHing a lie. On the other 

hand, 1 might ùeciùc that 1 should aet according to my dut y, that is, according to 

law. In 01 der 10 do su 1 must ask myself whether 1 can will that the maxim of my 

action - that one sholllù lie to save oneself from trouble - should become universal 

law. Ji According 10 Kant 1 muid not. If everyone lied when in trouble, no one 

would beheve anyone, and therefore Iying wou Id not help me in my present 

situation If Illy maxim was a universal law. My maxim is that 1 should lie, but if it 

were lIniwrsal law. its resliit would be that 1 cannot lie, and therefore my maxim 
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cannot at the same time be li law. Sillee to act aeeording to dut Y is to aet aeenrding 

to law, 1 cannot dutifully, and theœfore morally, aet on this maximf' 

Kant is eonccrned to show that empirical fa~ts can play no part in 

determining the fundamental pl inciple of mnrality. (Whieh is not the same as saying 

that they play no part in telling whether a specifie maxim conforms to the 

principk.) If it is to be universally binding it must he hastù on renson alone. That 

duties exist and that wc must ohey them is an undeniahle faet of reason even if no 

one in the history of the world has ever in faet aeted out of pure duty. 

A rational being has the eapacity, which is the will, to aet aceoflling to 

principks./' For a will that acts completely according to reason, actions that are 

recognized a~ objectively neccssary by reason are also suhJectively necessary. A 'Hill 

that recognizes as neccssary the same thing that reason does is tree, and is what 

Kant ca Ils a holy will. It the will is intluenced by other considerations, what rcason 

sees as necessary will appear to it as contingent. Thus, if such a will aets aeeording 

to rea~on, it is acting under constraint rather than freely as a holy will does. Kant 

believes that this is the normal condition of man, and is the rcasnn that we speak 

ot obligation in this case. 

An objective principle that is to eonstrain the will is a command ru an 

imperative, and is formulated as an "ought" statement./fl A moral imperative is one 

that commands an action as neccssary regardless of the agent's indlvidual ends. ft 

is thus a categorical, rather than hypothetical, imperative. A categorieal imperative 
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d()e~ not aùdress the result of any action, but rather its motive. It commands that 

an actioll he pcrl'ormed hecéllise it conforms to a moral principle. 

The next question that Kant asks is how imperatives are possible, that is, 

how is it possible that the will is th us constrained. It is easy to see how this works 

with respect to hypothetical imperatives, as one who wills the end wills the means.J7 

But what almut categorical imperatives? Such an imperative cannot be empirically 

shown tn exist, hecause evefl actions that seem ta be in aeeordanee with it may 

actllally havl.: some other motive. 

Fir~t we notice that unly a categorical imperative can aet as a law upon the 

will, because only it is necessary, and not contingent upon other ends. Kant 

proposcs that the very concept of a categorical imperative will yield the "formula 

containing the proposition which alone can be a eategorical imperative."IB A 

categoriea! imperative states a law for the will, and also declares that this law is 

necessary anù therefore one to which the maxims of the will must conform. Since 

it has no specifie content, il gives as a law "the universality of law as such to which 

the maxim shlluld conform."j<) Thus the only Categorical Imperative is: "Act only 

according to that maxil11 hy which you can at the same time will that it should 

hecolllc li universal law." By analogy with the idea that nature is what is determined 

by unlwrsal la\Vs, Kant reformulates the principle to read: "Act as though the 

maxim 01 yom action \Vere by your will to become a universal law of nature."20 
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If we can derive ail of th~ imperatives of dut Y from this imperative, then we 

will sec what we mean hy dut y, even if it turns out that no one eVt'r acts atconting 

to it. Kant looks at ~I.)me examples of what arc normally ." .. ccptl'd as duties to Sl'C 

whether they ran be derived t'rom the Categorieal Imperativl,.2/ 1 k looks at 

examples of duties 10 oneselt' and others, hoth perfect and impt'rfect. The tirst 

example is that of suicide. The maxim Kant claims for the pCfson cOlltcmplatillg 

suieide is that out of self-love he should shorten his life when prolonging it wou!d 

cause him more misery. Kant maintains that this could never hnld as a law of 

nature as self-love has the natural role of leading one to IInprovc one's lirc, and 

thus it would be contradictory for a system of natufe to have that samc recling 

impel one to end il. (This is an unfortunate example, as Kant goes hcyond what the 

test can legitimately take intn consideration hy appeahng 10 thc proper cnd of a 

special mntivattng torcc. But this does not count against the legitimacy of the test 

itself, which can be shown to work within the Iimits that Kant sets for iL) 

Secondly, 1 can never will as a universal law of nature the maxim to make, 

when in distress, a promise that 1 know 1 cannot keep in order tn rclieve that 

distress. If there was such a law no one would believe what was promiscd, and it 

would he impossihle to make the l'aise promise that 1 intend. 

Thirdly, though out of laziness 1 may not want to develop my talents, 1 

cannot will that not developing one's talents be a law of nature. Even though such 

a law could exist without being incompatible with my maxim, 1 cannot will it tn he 
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él law bccausc as a rational being 1 necessarily will that my faculties be developed, 

as they ale given to me lor "ail sorts of possible purposes."22 

Fourthly, onc célnnot, although not wishing to help those in need and even 

renouncing aid if neeued, will as 'a universal law that no one help those in need. 

Althollgh sllch a law could exist without contradiction, one could not consistently 

will it tu exist as it would contradict one's rational will to be helped if the need 

arusc. 

The 'contradiction in conception' test, i.e. that which maxims fail if they 

CHnllot without contradiction be thought of as universallaws, fails those maxims that 

go against perfect duties. The 'contradiction in willing' test, i.e. that which maxims 

t'ail if lhcy C:lllnot be willed as universal laws, fails those maxims that go against 

impcrfect dulies. 

If there are any slich .J ... ties, they can only be revealed by the Categorical 

Imperative, but we still do not know whether such a thing exists. ft cannot be 

dcrivcd fi 0111 any aspect of human nature, because dut Y is binding on ail rational 

hcil1g~, Ml Kant asks whethcr il is "a necessary law for ail rational beings that they 

sholiid nlways JlIdgc tllcir actions by such maxims as they themselves could will to 

SCIW as Ullivclsal laws,!".!1 He answers that if sa, "it must be connected with the 

concept of the will of a rational being as such.It,u 

The will is determined by its ends and if it is to be determined solely by 

reaSOIl, that end must he an objective motive for ail rational beings. Su ch an end 
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cannot he suhjective, that is an end for someone, hut must hl' an end in itSt'lf. Kant 

proposes that rational beings, and among them human hcings, arl' the only slleh 

ends, and are therefore the only ground of a eatcgOl ical impcrativl'. "Man 

necessarily thinks of hi~ own existence in this way,"!; and thus it is a suhjectiw 

principle. But he alsu recognizes that every rational heing considers his existl'ncc 

in the same way "by means of the same rational ground,"!fJ and sn it is an nbJectiw 

principle. Thlls the imperative is: "Act so that yOll treat humanity, whethcr in yom 

own person or ln that of allother, always as an end and never as a mealls only."27 

Kant clallm that thb is mcrely a rdormulation of the Categorieal Imperative and 

that it gives the same results when applied to the saille examples. In the ease of 

perfect duties one's actions cannot contlict with the idea of a pcrson as an end in 

himself; in the case of imperfect duties, action must harmonise with it.2H 

Moral imperatives cannot have interests as incentives hecallse they arc 

deriveù l'rom the concept of ùuty, anù if there is action t'rom dut Y it rcnounces ail 

interest. This ide a is huilt into the Categorical Imperative by the idea of the will 

recognising universal laws, which do not depend on any individual intcrest and 

therefore proviùe an objective ground for action. But action rc<.)uircs a suhjectlve 

grollnd also, and this is givcll hy reference to an end, in this case an objective end. 

Further, "the subject ot ail ~Ilds is l'very rational being as an end in itselft29 

Therdore, although the will is constrained by dut Y to ohey a law, it is so only hy 

a law that the will gives to itself. This idea of the will giving tn itself a law hecallse 
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il gives il as a universal law, is autonomy of the will. A case of the wiJ) obeying a 

law givcn tu it com.litio/lally for the fulfilment of sorne interest ü: caHed heteronomy 

of the will. il! 

Mor:t1ity consists ln acting according to the antonomy of the will. It is 

1'01 biùùen to perform any action given by a maxim that is incompatible with being 

a universal law. If one's maxims are not alre~jdy necessarily universalizable, as those 

of il holy will are, then one's will is subject to the constraint of acting only 

aCClll ùll1g to those that are, and this constraint is eaHed duty. "Reas on relates every 

maXl1ll 01 the will as givillg laws to every nther will and also to every action toward 

itsc!\'; it dues M) not for the sake of any other praetical motive or future advantage 

but rather l'rom the idea of the dignity of a rational being who obeys no law except 

that which he himself "Iso gives."H 

Murality is the condition under which u rational being can make universal 

laws, M> l11orality, anù hllillaility so far as it is moral, alone has dignity because "the 

dignity 01 hllmanity consists Just in this capacity of giving universal laws, although 

with the condition that It is itse1f subject to that same legislation."32 

This IS why acting according to dut Y is merely obeying a law and, although 

it is obligatmy, is not morally worthy, whereas there is value and dignity in acting 

out of respect tm dut Y and this eomes from the faet that the law is one that we 

give tll oursdves. 
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Aceorùing to Kant. that the principle of autonomy is the sole prindple nI' 

morals can he shown hy an analysis of the concepts of morality, hec:llIse wc tïml 

that its principle must be a eategorical imperativc and that what this impl'ratlve 

eommands is the principle of <llltonomy. Now Kant wallts tn see if this catl'gnrkal 

imperative nt' autonomy \\- hich is ne'cessary to morals aetually eXlsts. i.e. whether 

morality is possible. ft is, he daims, he(:ause the will IS t'ree, that is. the laws that 

it obcys arc given tn it hy itsc1f. That tht~ will is free for ail rational Iwings is showl1 

by the faet that "every being whieh cannot aet otherwise than lInder the ide a of 

freeùolTI is therehy really frl;:e in a praetical respcet.ttli ) take this to mean thal evel1 

the staunchest detenmnist deliberates and chooses hetween alternatives, and so arts 

exactly as though he wen;: free to choose. If we did not l'ccl free to ehoose wc 

cOllld never aet hut only wait and see. Ali action that is motivated hy reason takcs 

freed\)JTl tor glanteù. and is therdore free for ail prlletieal purposes, even if 

frcedulTI cannot be proven J'rom thl! theoretical point of vÎew. 

l'hm Kant's eritcrkm (If the Categorical Imperative, with respect tn hoth 

types of dUlies, has intuitive appeal can be St~en hy any parent who has ever 

admonished a child with ttlè questions "How would it ht~ if evayol\e did that't' and 

"How would you like it if someone did that tn you'!" l't.e latter question is more 

obviously an appeal to the Golden Rule, and corresponùs with the contradiction in 

willing test. However, Kant specifically repudiates any attempt to idt:ntify the 

Categorical Imperative with the Golden Rule. U He spl~citïcally warns against this 
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iùentification with respect to the necessary duties to others, who are to be seen as 

enùs ami not merely as means. Because each person is to be treated as an end, 

one cannot commit an (lct that affects another person unless that person also has 

the (mtenùed) cffect of that act as an en6. The Golden Rule, Kant claims, allows 

one to commit any aet as long as its effect on another pers on is an end that one 

has, as an effect on oneself. Thus one can escape one's dut Y to help others by 

agreeing not to he hclpeù when in need. This objection does not apply to the 

Categorie"l Imperative heeause, for Kant, being able to rationally will something is 

Ilot the saille as heing ahle to agree to something. Thus if we agree not to be 

helpel!, It b not in accOlù with what we would will if perfectly rational. Therefore 

if the Golden Rule is to serve as a moral principle based on reason, it must be 

interprctcù so tha1 it ùoes Ilot allow our actions to be determined by arbitrary 

inclinations or renunciatioIlS. 

K:1l11's theory has engendered a lot of criticism, but sorne of it has been due 

to mislIl1ùerstanùing, or even ignoring, certain aspects of his argument. Two 

cOlllmon objections can, it seems to me, be met by reminding the objectors of what 

they :11 e leaving out. 1 ùo not want to focus on them, sa 1 will give here merely a 

mugh approximation Dt an argument against them. The first objection is that of 

trivialtty, i.e. that the Categorieal Imperative only shows us what actions are permis­

siblc, Ilot which are moral. For example, 1 can will without contradiction that 

evelyone act on the maxim "to brush one's teeth every day," yet one would not 
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want to say that in so doing one was acting 111 ora lIy. As Lewis BCl'k points nut, 

there is one other critel ion that an action l11ust meet in order to havt' moral worth: 

it must be donc out of respect for dut y, i.e. he('(luse it can he a universal law. 1 do 

not act on my maxim "to brush my teeth every day" heclIllse it ran ht! a univl'rsal 

law, but because 1 want my tee th to be healthy, thus it is a hypnthetical 

imperal ive/' 

Another criticism is that Kant neglects feelings, and in particuJar dues not 

give credit for wélnting to do gond, or feeling good ahout acting l11orally, SOI11C have 

gone so far as to daim that Kant ho Ids that someone who hatcs his dllty hut dues 

it, is a better person than someone who likes tn do his dut Y and dues il. 1 do not 

see any prob\em with the view that the former shows greater strength nt' character, 

but Kant does not say that such a person is more moral, only that it is easier to 

identify the moral COlT ponent of an action in these cases. Kant does allow lhilt the 

more one likes to do one's uuty the better, because then one is more likcly tn do 

it, but that the pleasun! one takes in doing it can never he th(~ motivation for doing 

it. In lal;t hl:! daims th~\t the more a person acts l'rom dut y, the more of a sense of 

persLlnal well-being he will have. But it is pointless to act in onler tn expeJrÎence 

this feeling, because by detinition ont:: would not then he acting l'rom dut y, and one 

would not in that case have that feeling. 1
(j 

Another argume 1t concerning the Jack of feeling in Kant's doctrine cornes 

from Bernard Williams. He daims that if we act only out of dut Y and never 
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bccull~e ot ~peC1éd relation~hips we have with others, we became alienated from our 

fccling~ and th()~c reléltion~hips and people. As an example he states the difference 

betwecn saving éI loveu-onc's Iife out of dut Y and out of love. In the former case 

he main tains that one has asked one question too many in that one places 

comidenltiun 01 dut Y above one's most important feelings.37 However, many actions 

arc mercly pernm~iblc, saving loved ones incIuded, and so are not done out of dut Y 

at ail, although they mll~t not he contrary to it. This then provides the reason for 

subjectlllg actions, evell those that are motivated by our strongest values to the test: 

as Henry Allison points out, it is possible that acting on these feelings in sorne 

cases wuuld result III actions that are not permissible, e.g. if 1 sacrifice someone else 

in 01 der to save someone 1 love.lB Our deepest attachments cannot provide 

justification lor every possible action and it is the role of morality to set the Hmits. 

The main criticism of Kant's Categorical Imperative that 1 want ta discuss 

is that it lacks empil ical content, and that if one brings in the empirical 

cOllsidcwtillllS Icquireu for the idea of universalizability to do any work, it would 

gu (lgall1~t the KantlHlI emphasis on the rational basis of moral agency. Thus the 

only \Vay to IHcscrve the method is to lose the ideal. 

The ';pecific argument 1 want to discuss is put forth by David Wiggins. His 

c11111ll is that univci saliwbllity cannot do the work that Kant set for it to do, and 

that "the only leal chance of cffecting a meet between the moral point of view and 

universalizahility is 10 ... [make] heteronomy welcome."39 
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Wiggins starts by givlI1g his account of Kant's moral thenry. He rends Kal11 

as maintaining that moral jlldgel11cnts must he made hy the agl'nt qua rational 

agent, and therefore lIldependently of any emplrkally givcn l'llm.·clns that the agent 

might have. In deciding whethcr a maxim can he univcl sali7l~d or not, onc nel'lI 

only examine its meaning. Hml sec whether it can he consistently applled. One need 

only know what it is 10 make a promise tn know that if it was universally 

permissihle 10 make a promise with no intention of kceplIlg it, then the whole 

system nt promislIlg would crumblc. Wiggins ohjects that thls test has sOl11e results 

that wc would not want to acccpt. It woulu also he the case that if every \ender 

released his debtor twm his obligation, the whole system of lending wOlllll 

disintegrate . .J/I I-Iowever, It is Ilkely that Kant woulu think that the conclll~ion ln this 

case was qUlte correct. One sholiid not rekase a uehtor lrom a dehl that he has 

voluntarily lncurred, as this would he to treat him as Ic:;s than purc\y rational 

because it would not be in accord with an end that he has chosen tor himsel .... If 

the debtor were to ask for release one coulu do so, or If it was illlpo~sihie lor him 

to pay, one Illight refrain t'rom delllanding payment; hut in hoth thes~ cases the 

maxilll can he unlversallzed without a prohlem. 

Wiggins then looks at Kant's seconu test of maxims, for consistcncy in 

willing. SOllle maxims clin be universalizeu without contradiction, hut il wor!d in 

.. This argument I~ ~illlilar to the one Kant gives in the Rechsilehre (Second 
Part. section 49) for retributive punishment in that it involves seeing a person's 
action as free and rational and not to be negated. 
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which ey<.:/ ybmly act<.:d on those maxims might not be compatible with sorne of the 

hél'>/l' r<.:qulrt:Il1<':llh ut agcllcy. For instance, the maxim "not to help others in need" 

can b<.: Ulllyt:rséllizcd wlthout contradiction, but would be incompatible with what 

Killlt ~lIppo~<':s is the will ot every rational agent to be helped when in need. 

Wlggins ()bJccts that thls bring~ in an empirical element, in that the agent takes into 

accuunt his OWIl contingent de~ires in deciding to endorse a maxim. And this seems 

tu g() agilln~t Kant's inJlInction that the agent, with respect to maraIs, only aet on 

maXI/llS that he can l'ndurse qua rational agent."] Wiggins argues that Kant's daim 

that ccrt:lin Clllls me neccssarily held by ail rational agents illegitimately illvolves 

tekol()glcal cOIl~lderatiuns. Wiggins daims that if this moye is disallowed, then 

adll1ittlll~ emlmical content in the form of the agent's desires is the only pa th 

unlyer~allzahJllly Ciln take. The agent discoyers whether he can endorse his maxim 

belIlg acted 011 III ail releyantly similar situations by asking whether he would 

endOi se Il Il he were 111 the situation of the person who is now suffering from the 

maXl1ll being actcd on. If his desires contlict with his maxim, then it must be 

reJccted. The test tor nlaXII11S becomes their "suitability for being acted upon in any 

Ic1evlll1tly Sll11l1:11 situation, induding situations where my own position is quite 

different, ami for me to accept this on a desiderative or modified desiderative 

basis" . .J:! 
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R.ivl. Hare tnkes predsely such a path as a ICSUIt of his hclicf in 

universalizability as a requircment of moral judgements and in the Ilcxt rhaptt'r 1 

will look at his thenry in ùetail. 
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----- ------------------

Chapter Two 

Hare 's int~rpletati()n of the universalizahility test is differcllt from Kanfs and 

so is his starting point. The fOllndation of Harc's thenry lies in the daim that thc 

meanings of moral words such as "must" ami "nught" lie cntircly in thdr Ingiral 

properti~s. Thlls we come tn know what they mean hy knnwing what statcmcnts 

that contain them logically commit us to, just as saying "a and bIt cOl11mits us to not 

saying eith~r "not a" 1lI "not h". Hare maintaills that wc can comc tn know how tn 

think abOlit que~ti()IlS wntaining these wonJs hy stuuyillg thcir logie. Bccausc of 

their logical propertics, we reason differentlyahout statements that contain thosc 

wonls than thos~, e.g. statements of faet, that do no!. The logic,,1 prnpcrtics 01 

"uught" and the deontic "must" are sueh that Judgcmcnts containing them are 

univcrsalizablc and plcscriptivc. 

The moral thelllY that Hare derives l'rom this daim is a t'orm nf utilitari«lIlism 

that combines a formai aspect that he daims is close tn Kant's injunction tn 

universalize, with a suhstantive aspect that looks tu the preferences nt othcrs in 

deciding whether a given maxim is universalizahle. He l'urther hclicvcs that a pcrl'ect 

commanù of logic and the facts would sn constrain moral judgements that wc woultl 

ln practise ail arrive at the same unes. 

Hare c1aim~ that il is a logical t'eature of the modal use nI' the word "must" . 

the use "in which il corresponds to the necessity operator of on.Jinary moual Jugie"-
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tha t it is a conti adktiol1 ln say "he must be in the garden, but 1 can conceive of 

anoll1ef ~Ituélti()n, iùcntical in ail ils universal properties to this one, except that the 

conespullùing pl!r!'>ofl b Ilot in the garden."l We know this because we know how 

the WOI li "must" i~ lIseù. Hare daims, further, that it is a misuse of the ward 

"ought" tu say "You ought, but 1 can conceive of another situation, identical in ail 

its plOpcrtics tn this one, except that the corresponding persan ought not."2 Making 

an "llught" judgement commits us to making the same judgement in any relevantly 

sinlilm ~Jllwti()l1, thus sentences containing "ought" are universalizable. The sarne 

logical pJ()pcrty b truc or the deontic "must." 

'l'Ile second logical featllre of moral judgements is their prescriptivity. A 

sta tel11cnt is prcscriptive, according ta Hare, "if and only if, for sorne aet A, sorne 

sittwtion Sand smTIe pelson P, if P ".vere to assent (orally) ta what we say, and not, 

in S, do A, he logically must be assenting insincerely.".1 (Hare does not place any 

restrictions un whal ,Ile to count as situations and acts, but seerns that these must 

CXdUlk speech <lets, and situations described in terms of speech aets, if not ail 

sta h:mCllls alc to he ple~criptive.) Thus, il would not be inconsistent for a persan 

to asscllt 10 thc faet that a roorn in a hotel faces the sea, élnd yet not take that 

roOIl1. 'l'hi!'> is bCl:ause the statement "the roorn faces the sea" is not prescriptive. 

But if the pl'lson asscnts to tlle statement "this hotel is better than that onen and 

yet l'hecb IlIto that one, he must have been assenting insincerely. This is because 

the \VOl li "bcttCl" is LI preseriptive one. Bernard Williams protests that one can 
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perft!ctly col1sistently say that one prders not stay at hetter hotcls.-I This shows that 

it is possible to use "better" in a nnn-prescriptive way. hut Ilar~' daims that this 

does not matter as long as there is a clear sense in which it is lIsed pres{'riptivcly. 

This presniptivity also holds for "ought," anù espt!cially the dcontic "l11l1St."~ Ilare 

daims that it is mort! olwiously contradidory to say "1 must not do this" whik' doing 

it, than it is to say "1 ought not to ùo this" while doing it. I-Iart~ pn'fers to use the 

word "ought" becallse it IS more commonly used in everyday language, hut stresses 

that in cntical moral thinking, it must he regarded as l'ully prcscriptiw.(' 

Hart: daims that wc know that "ought" and "must" arc prescriptive anù 

universalizable becau~e of our linguistie intuitions ahout sentences that contain them. 

Linguistic mtuitions are the basis of logic, hut one cannot JlIll1P l'rom this hyanalogy 

to cIaiming that moral intuitions are the hasis of morals. Linguistie intuitions ahout 

moral tenns show us how wc must renson ahout morah., hut thcy can nevcr gene­

rate suhstantive moral daims. We (:annot learn whcther a moral claim is correct hy 

lookmg at how language is lIsed, or at whether the community agrees. Wc certainly 

cannot ùcciùe hy looking at moral intuitions, because whcrc a chlim is in 4l1cstion, 

there are bound to be intuitions in favour of both sides of the questJ(lIl. Deserihing 

a moral system as the one in force in a society at a givcn time says nothing ahout 

whether the ~ystem is correct, just that it is workahlc. Therel'orc, on the hasis of 

moral intuitions wc could nevcr eriticise any moral system, cven one that we have 

discarùcd. 
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Hare cOI1~iùer~ the objection that a theory that argues from facts about 

language lo ~lIbstantivc moral principles violates what is commonly known as 

l-Iullle's I.aw, that one may never derive an "ought" from an "is". He rejects this 

objection becélll~c although he reasons l'rom factual premises, using canons of 

reél~ol1lng dcrivcù t'rom linguistic intuitions, to moral judgements, this is not done 

hy deùucllOIl or é1ny other kind of "Iinear inference." ft is the connection between 

other pcoplc's prl'~clïption~ and the prescriptive principles that are chosen by 

critical thinking that allows )-Iare to cali his argument "non-Iinear." In Freedom alld 

I?ea.\o/l, Ilare compare!'l his method to that of science.7 Deduction does not proceed 

t'rom lacl'~ to pl incipk!'l, hut instead a hypothesis is tested against the facts and is 

held only il It is Ilot talsitied. In the same way one proposes a candidate for a 

moral Judgement and tests il against the faets, i.e. by seeing whether it accords with 

the Pldcrenccs of others. We derive moral principles from other people's 

prefel Cllces, not hy inferellce, but by considering them as our own. This follows 

t'rom the reqllilcment that we universalize our prescriptions, which is a logical 

lequil C I11C nt. 

Ait hough it is more natural to talk of people having preferences than issuing 

prCSl'llptiollS, it must he rcmembered that each preference has, according ta Hare, 

a con espolllllllg prescription. As prescriptions are in the form of statements, it is 

casier tu "lhsplay the logical relations between them" th an the states that they 

express:'i The preference that x happen is inconsistent with the preference that it 
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not happ~n, becaus~ the corr~sponding prescription statelllents "let .r happen" and 

"let \" nut happen" ar~ lll11tllally inconsistent. 

Because of th~ featur~s of moral words, one is constraincd in certain wa)'s. 

The judg~ment to endorse a maxim must ho Id in ail rclcvantly similar situations, 

including situati()n~ wh~re wc are being acted on in the way in Wllldl wc arc now 

:lroposing to act on someone dse. This is very differcnt from the Kantian 

conception of universalizability, but accords with the rcviscd univcrsalizahility 

requirem~nt Wiggins gave in response to the prohlcm he saw with Kant's 

formulation. v As Wiggills put it, the test for maxims hccomes thelr "slIItahihty for 

belllg acted upon in <Illy relevantly similar situatl<Hl, including situations whcrc Illy 

own position is quite different, and for me to acœpt this on il dcsiderative or 

moditïed desidelHtiv~ basis."/O 

w~ must now sec exactly what this means. It is not clear what is meant hy 

"position" or "situatil,n," hut there are two possible ways of reading it. The tïrst may 

be called the wcaker, and the second the stronger, sense of "position." ln the tïrst, 

ail that is m~ant hy "Illy position" is my station and matcrial CÎrcumslam=cs. Thal 1 

would endorse a maxim no matter what my situation in this sense, e.g. rich or pnor, 

servant or master, seems to have liule to do with the moral point ot view. What is 

essentléll tu the moral point of view is consideration of what Wiggins calls "the 

othcrness ot the sllbjectivity of nthers."IJ ft is vital that one realizc that others have 

different values and preferences, so that one considers not only what one woulll 
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want if olle was in their position in the first sense considered, but also if one had 

thcir prdcrellccs. ft is quite possible that if 1 was in the situation of the person now 

sullering bCCdUSC of my actions, 1 would not object to being acted on in the same 

way, bccllll~e it woulù not cause me to suffer. But although 1 might not object to 

having louù Illu~ic pll.lycd next dOOf, 1 must consider the case in which 1 have my 

ncighbOlIl's dcsil e not tll be blasted with loud music. It is because 1 realize that 1 

wouJd Ilot wal.t to be wbjected to that noise if 1 was in his position with his 

plderellccs, lhat i rcalizc that 1 must stop playing my music so loudly that it 

disturbcd him. Hare's universalizability requirement involves imagining oneself in 

the othcl person's position in this sense. 

As mentloned ahove, Hare does not maintain that what 1 ought to do is 

dcduceù L1irectly l'rom facts about the preferences of others. Because "ought" 

juLlgemcllts arc univcl salizable, that is they must be held in ail relevantly similar 

situations in OIL1cr to he held at ail, my c1aim that 1 subscribe to an "ought" 

jULlgclllcllt is falsilïablc by exceptions. Thus, if there is a situation in which 1 would 

Ilot want :In action 10 occur, 1 cannat logically hold that 1 ought to do that action 

in LI relcvLlntly sinlllar situation. 

Hale acknowledgcs, however, that ail that the recognition that 1 would not 

Irkc to havc .\ donc 10 Ille requires is that 1 no longer accept the prescription "1 

ought to do x", lt ducs not require that 1 adopt the prescription "1 ought not to do 

.\11. lt is possible thal 1 might do the action without thinking that Iouglu to do it: 
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perhaps some Hetions are morally neutraL12 However, if 1 consider this to hl' a 

situation that requires a moral judgement other than one (lf indiffercnœ, thcn 1 

must adopt some univelsal l'rescription ahout it, if not that 1 ought thcn that 1 

ought not.1 
j Hare gocs on to argue that one cannnt logically makc judgclllcnts of 

moral indiffercnœ unIess one makes ollly Judgments ot moral indiffcrcncc. 

According to Hare, unless we take the path of the amoralist we must makc moral 

judgements in ail ea~e~ wllere our actions affect the preferences of othcrs.J.I 

It wc élccept the formulation of the universalizahility requirel11cllt with the 

strong interpretatioll of "situation," there are two prohlems that arisc, accordlllg to 

Wiggins. The t'irst dlftïclIlty is that it is possihle that 1 will he unahlc to arrivc at any 

judgement al aIL/'; ThiS is il diftïculty that will arise l'ven if the second is OVerCOIllC, 

and it Will he disclissed in detail in the next chapter. The second ptnhlem is the 

possihility that no matter how vividly 1 imagine to myself other de~ircs that 1 coukl 

have in a situation, the desire 1 now have is so strong that 1 would choosc tn 

disregard those other desires. 

Hare discllsse~ this problem at length in Freedom fllld Rell.wm,!" hut 1 will use 

the example Wiggins gives/ 7 because it is unusual and interesting in itself, as weil 

as displaying ail the teatuœs Hare recognizes. 

Wiggins mentions a story in which a dictator who wishes England tn regain 

the look it hall prim to IH40, orders one of his men, Lord Cavalcaùe, to tear down 

every building erected after that date. Lorù Cavalcade cornes tu hclieve very 
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strongly in thi~ proJect, sincerely placing this aesthetic ideal above every other 

intcrc:-.t he llIight have. This extends so far that he would agree ta have his own 

homc torn down if it had been built after 1840. Further, if he considers the 

prefercnces of those whose homes he is destroying and who are now living in the 

~:trcets, and he asks himself what he would want ta have happen to Izim if Ire was 

in thcir position with their preferences, he still believes sa strongly in his project 

lh~rt he wOllld want his home to be destroyed no matter what his preference was 

al the lime. 

H~lre agrees that this is a logically possible position to take, but he argues 

lhat pcople who :lIe so wedded to their ideals, fanatics as he caUs them, are in fact 

very Jare. When he wJ1~lders the case of Nazis who believe that ail Jews should be 

extcl mm:. ted, he claims that most have taken this view because they believe false 

infllll11atloll, or thcy have not thought morally on the subject, i.e. they have not 

1I11lVCI~allzed their pre~cnpti()n. He maintains that if one were ta convince a NazÎ 

hy showlIlg him evidcnce thal he was in faet of Jewish descent, he would in most 

GISl'S give IIp hls bdid. That there may he sorne fanatics who would agree that they 

should hl.' put to dca th in this case is not a prohlem for the moral theorist, 

according tu I-Iare, as long as the theorist keeps his aims mode st and is not c1aiming 

li watcltlght thcolY, but merely a way, given the world and people as they are, ta 

mcdiatc diffcrences in illterest.18 
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Althollgh Hare ami Wiggins agree that such :\ fanatic cannot he made moral 

by Cl rt!quilelllt!nt that he llniversalize his maxim hy putting himsdf in the situation. 

in the stlOng seml:, ot thusc he is atfecting, they disagree ahout the implicatulIls of 

this fael. lkcallse Hare thinks that universalizahility is ail that IS rt.'ljuircd hy mm al 

thinking, and the fanatic does ullIversalize his maxim, for him thc tanatic is heyond 

the reproach of morals. For Wiggins, the universalizahllity requlfcll1cnt 111 thls sense 

is not ail thert! i~ to moral thought. He maintains this hecausc he holds that there 

is a dittelence betwecll what 1 can will for myse({. even in anothcr pelson'~ situation 

including his preferences, and what 1 can will as fhall'cr.wm in his ~ituation with hi~ 

preferences. Wiggins maintams that it is possihle that Lord Cavakade, whilc holding 

on to hb ideal ami standing hy his judgement that hls own home he torn down 

regarùles~ 01 Iw, plcterence~ at the time, may comc to reahzc that he IS dOll1g 

wlllllgly by those he i~ evicting through his awarencss that those people do Ilot wallt 

to be livlllg in the streets.J') 

So it is not ellollgh that Lord Cavalcade consider how he would accept heing 

treated el'el/ agail/.\/ hi.\ will, hut he must make his deci~i(m accoruing to how the 

people wlth those dit klent desires want to he treated. Univcr1lillizahility now 

reqLlire~ tlIat he con~lLler how the oillel:"" would consent tn he trcated, not J1I1It how 

he wOlild consent 10 be treated if he had their de~ires. The IIniver~alizahJlity 

requiremellt now take~ on ilS third interpretation: as Wiggin~ puts it, 1 must tlncvcr 

endorse a Judgement 1I1lless [1] will the corresponding maxim on the hasls ot 
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sirnult,lllcoU:-' hypothetical consideration of ail positions, doing the best for aH taken 

togethel."!1J 

Ilaic arrivcs at JlI!'It this intcrpretalion in his later formulation of his theory. 

Ile doe!'l Ml by tlghtem ng up the requirements for moral thought. One refinement 

of Il:lI \.:\ thenry, wlllc h comes in as he makes it more overtly utilitarian, is the 

distlllctlun he make!'l hetween different leve1s of moral thought. There are two 

!evd 0., , the int 1II1ive a nd the critical, both of which are concerned with moral 

que!'lt iom, 01 ~ub!'ltallce .11 A person thinking morally at the intuitive level is simply 

applyi ng IIlllra 1 rule!'l t hat he has learned 10 a situation where they seem to apply. 

It IS L'ntilely pm~ible, however, that in sorne situations these rules wiJ) contlict, 

bel"all~L' the rule!'l t!lat me el11ployed at the intuitive level are very general. At the 

clÏtlca 1 kvel, howevl'r, each sItuation is judged individuany according to the logie of 

lm)) ail e:l~(}lllllg. and i Il each case there will he only one best thing to do, and so 

ollly ulle duty. III ~()ll1e instances, the need to reconcile two conflicting rules may 

lesult III o Ill' or the other being ll10ditïed permanently; in mnst cases, however, one 

01 tllel11 1:-' ~lInply u\'L'rrILiut'll, which is tn say that the other is acted upon without 

ally IlHH.lillcatloll u! thL' f()\\11cr. 

SUI11L' peupk. wllu !'ICC only the intuitive level, take the position that in 

sitlialillll~ wllerc dilkn:lIt moral rules prescribe incompatihle actions as duties, 

whatl.'\'l'I (JIlL' Cho(ISL'!\ tu ùo it is still the case that one ought ta have do ne the 

other thlllg. My dUly dues not disappear just because 1 decide in favour of another 
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duty. The argument for this IS that 1 t'eel remmse that 1 did not do sonlt.'thing that 

it \Vas Illy ùuty to ùo. which 1 would not il it had ceasl"ù to hl' Illy duty. Ilall' U~l'~ 

a simple examp\e to i1lu~trate thls case. Twn of the 11101 al IIltllltillllS Wl' Il'nd 10 Ill' 

raiseù to have are Ihat we should keep pron11'>l's anù Ihat Wl' ~1J()lIld h.' ~lIld and 

helpful tll our frienùs. In the example, a prokssm has plOnll~l'd 10 t:lke lils rlllllhl'n 

on a picnic, but on that very afternol)Jl a tnend t'rom ;\u~llalia. who wIll Iw 111 town 

only tOI one day, a~k~ the prokssor 10 show him around tlll' UIllVl'1 ~Ity and town. 

Hare cOl1tcl1lb Ih:ll e\l'll Ihough the proll'~M)J wndudl's, thlough l'IItJ(';d . :lIlklllg, 

that hls 1 eal dut) III thi ... ca~l' 1 ... to glve his fnl'llll a gllldl'd tour, 11l' wIll still tel'l as 

though he 1:-' l1l'glectlng his dut Y tn lm chIlùrl'll, even thollgh thl'Il' IS no ~lI('h dut Y 

in thls ca~e.-'-' il may hl' that thi~ example i~ a hl'tll'r 1I111~tlaIH)11 ot how PJl)k:-'~()1 

Hare plder:-. tu 'ipclIll lm, SUllday attertlO()n~ than It I~ ot 11101 al rl'a~()nlllg, hut we 

can oYelluok the dctad~ ut the case and tocu~ on the le .. tUIl'~ l'~:-.elltlal lm the 

argument. But II anyunc thlllks that cflllcal thlllklllg ~h()lIld dCl'llk III tavollf ('j the 

tïrst dut y, tbl!l may alleady lI1ùicate a prohlcm wlth the thenry. Wc mu!'>t kl'cp tlw. 

in mimI as we look to !lee how critlull thllll<lJ1g I~ "'lIpp()~ed ln decille the 1~!'>lIe. 

I-Iare euntenlb that what the prok!'>!'>or teel!'> hccall ... e he ha!'> kt hl!'> rhlldren 

down IS legn:t ratllel than remor!'>e. Ile turther arguc:-. that " wc lire weil hrought 

up and have the proper moral 1I1tUIIIOIl!'>, not only do wc lollow the!'>e IIltllllHlII!'>, hut 

we have '1trong feelIng ... that we \/umld tollow them. Thu!'>, wc will lec\ regret if wc 

go against the!le 1I1tultlOn!l even in céI!'>es where an aet that wc normally have a dut Y 
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to pl!llorm IS not reqlllred. The stronger our intuition about what we ought to do 

in 1I()llllal ca~e~, the ~tJ()ngcr our regret if we do not do it in a specifie case.23 

PIIllClpk~ lit the mtuillve level, what Hare calls "prima facie principles," 

should lI()t hl! tO() complex, for seve rai reasons. First, they have to be short enough 

to he Icarncd l!a~ily. They must be firmly instilled in each person, so that they can 

be at:tcd on automatically in cases where critical thinking cannot be done. Second, 

they have to he genel al enough ta apply to situations that are not identical in every 

delal!. It i~ becau~e 01 thi~ nccessary simplicity and generality that prima facie 

pll/ll'ipll' .... arc OYe 1 ndablc. Thcse princip les, when properly formulated, give us a 

bettel chanLe 01 doing the right thing at a given time than if we had to calculate 

evely p()~'Ilblc clln~elJlIcnœ for ourselves. A principle may have unfavourable results 

in ~OI1lC vcry lInll~lIal l'm:ul11stanees, but it is better to have it fail sometimes than 

nol tu have Il a t ail II i t works we Il for most cases. 

Bcside'l resolvl/lg cllntlicts between intuitive principles, critical thinking also has 

the la!\J... 01 llcelding what the principles at the intuitive level should be. The method 

lIscd Illl both fUIH.:tions is the same, but it is applied at different levels of generality 

in c~lch ca~l·. Dccisllln~ about which prima facie principle to aet on in a given 

CIlC1ll1l~1:1l1CC nced only consider cases that are exactly similar in their universal 

plopel tic~. At the clltical leve\, one disregards one's intuitions and examines a 

paJtIl:ul:lI case on tt~ OWIl merits, ma king one's decision based on the specifie details 

of that case. In sclccting prima facie principles, critical thinking looks at more 
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gent~ral ft!atures of action, and chooses principles whose application will have nunc 

good ft!sults than not applying them would. 

Hare sees the distinction hetween. and the neœssity of. hoth levels of moral 

thought as bringll1g together rule- and act-utilitarianism in one moral tht"ory. Prima 

fade principles at the intuitive level are sllch as would he given hy rule­

lItiiitarianism, wherea~ act-utilitarianism at the critieal levcl dccidcs what these 

principles sholiid he. and resolves any contlicts hetween them. 

Hare demonstrates the function of, and relation hetween, hoth levels ot moral 

thought by characterizing the heings who would use only one of the levcls. An 

archange! \Vith !'lUperhU111an knowledge and powers of thought would always think 

at the CI itical level. For every situation he would he ahle to prelhct the oull:omes 

of alternate actions. Since he is completely impartial, with rc~pect to himsclf and 

to nthers, he will alway~ endorse a maxim that he wOlild accept in ully of the 

positions altected by that maxim. Thlls he only selects maxlms that are l'ully 

prescnptlve and universalizahle. 

Tht' "proIe" (as Hare calls him), on t.he other hand, wOlild never on hls own 

arrive at a maxim that is lIniversalizahle, and sn nt~eds to acquire, through 

educatlon, the prima hlCle principles that will allow him tn act correctly must of the 

time. Th us. hi, 11101 al princlples are merely intuitive. Hare is not c1aiming that 

anyone i:ln~\Vers to either of these descriptions, hut that wc arc ail a hit of hoth, 

most of the lime relying on intuitive principles, hut sometimes thinking critically. 
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The separation of levels expJains why many of our moral judgements appear 

as illtultions, and why these snmetimes conflict; it also provides a way of resolving 

thc~c contlicts. Critical thinking selects principles and decides between conflicting 

()UCS by reasoning according to the Jogical prnperties of moral terms, prescriptivity 

allli lIllivl'r~alizabilJty. Critical thinking is rational, which means, at least, that it is 

dOliC in light of the facts. Ali prescriptions, even singular ones, require knowledge 

nt the tacts of the situation and the consequences of the prescription if they are to 

he ratiollaL'?" Wc cUl/Id not rationally prescribe something without knowing what it 

cntllikd. But lIJliv'cr~ahzable prescriptions require us to consider even more faets, 

bcc:tllsc il the prescription is to hold in ail situations, including one where 1 am in 

anothcr's position, 1 must ascertain the facts about that other person, including her 

pretcH:nœs. 

Bccause cIitical thinking requires us to consider the facts of a situation, and 

it is not possible for liS to consider them ail, we must decide which facts it is 

relevant lor LIS to consiùer. One type of feature that is likely to be relevant for a 

critical moral principle is the effects of our actions on people, ourselves and others. 

The methOlI lIsed in criticaJ thinking, which is determined by the logical properties 

of moral tell11S, reqllirt~s us to pay attention to preferences "because moral 

jlldgcments arc prescriptive and to have a preference is to accept a prescription,"25 

and to thosc of ail the people at'fected because moral judgements are universal and 

so <:(\nl1ot just cO/lsiùer partiel/lar people. 
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If probabk effects on the satisfactions of preferences are to he relevant 

l'eatures of actions, then we need to know how our actions will affect the 

satisfaction of preferences of others as to what experienccs they shnuld have. So the 

question is "what is it Iike to he those people in that situation'!" and rationality in 

critical thinking reqlllres that we discover the answer. Specitïcally, wc Ilccd to kllow 

what they wOlild prefer and with what strength. 

Although only an archangel can have this information, and so always make 

the correct moral judgement, ordinary people can still approach cnrrectness tn the 

extent to which they accurately represent to themselves the preferences nI' others. 

It is \Vith respect to this that Hare has tightcned up his thenry. His rcviscd 

requin:ments for plltting oneself in another's position makcs this equivalcnt tn 

taking accollnt of her actllal preferences in deciding whcther 10 endorse a maxim. 

When 1 regm d the case of someone else suffering, 1 cannot say that 1 kllow 

how she feels lInless 1 have an aversion to heing in her position with her 

prefen:nces. KnowlIlg what it is Iike to have that experience with those preferences 

involves havmg the saille "motivations with respect ln possihle Mmilar .;itualions, 

were we in them.'t2rJ 

Hare l'llrther explicates this by studying the case of two rclHted statements: 

(1) 1 now prefer with strength S that if 1 were in that situation x should happen 

rather than not 
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(2) Il 1 Wl!rc in that situation, 1 would prefer with strength S that x should happen 

rather than not. 

He daims that although they are not identical statements, "1 cannot know that (2), 

and what that would he Iike, without (1) being true."27 

There are some problems with this daim. ft seems that it is quite possible 

to know how much 1 would pre fer something in another situation without now 

having a preference of the same strength. 

BCI nard Williams objects that 1 can know that if my hou se \l'ere on fire 1 

would have an overwhelming preference to get everyone out as quickly as possible. 

But, ulthough 1 do now have a preference that everyone get out safely should the 

case arise, strong enough that 1 now buy a smoke detector and make sure that 

therc alc clcar eXlts l'rom everywhere in the house, 1 recognize that this preference 

is not as stwng as the one 1 would have if a fire broke OUt.
28 The problem can be 

secn more clcarly, howcver, through another example. If 1 am a drug addict who 

is trying to quit. 1 can very weil know how strongly 1 will prefer to be given drugs 

in a few hours, without now having a preference of any strength to be given drugs 

in that situation. My knowledge of what my preference will/he" be, is based on my 

knowlcdge of what Illy preferences have been in that situation, and not on any 

preterenre that 1 IWU' have. 
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Hart! says that (1) must be trut! in order to know (2) "in the sense nt' 'knnw' 

that moral thinking ùt!manùs."'?9 Williams says that there is no spedal meaning nt' 

"know" in moral thinking,'W hut we can see what Hare l11t!ans. According tu him, 

moral thinking requires that we identity with other penple's prcferenl'Cs, not mereJy 

be aware of them. 1 cannot he said to identify with the nther persoll's preferences 

unless 1 now have the same preference. 1 can only chlim to identify with annther 

person to the extent that 1 now have the same aversion to heing in his situation, 

with his preferences, that he now has. If 1 say that 1 know what it is like for him 

but that 1 would not mind, then 1 do not kllow what it is like for him. But if 

kllowing requires iùentifying, allother prohlem arises: even if 1 do now have the 

same preference as 1 will have at sorne future time, 1 cannot know this until that 

time. In the case of adoptillg the preferences of others, 1 call never kllow whether 

or not (J) is true. 

Hare needs for his definition to work because the method that he proposes 

for dealing with conflicting prescriptions involves deciding between them as thnugh 

they were our own. This solution follows logically l'rom the nature of moral thought 

- and this is what Hare daims for his theory - only if knowing the other person's 

preferences Ilecessurily rt~quires a complete identification with them, such that 1 now 

have the very same preferences myself. 

Even if we allow Hare his definition for the s:.ake ot argument, there are 

problems with achieving this necessary identification. First, what sense can he made 
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ot idcntitying with :-,omeone in this radical fashion? Second, because of the method 

lIM.:d lor :-.()lvlI1g conllicts, we need to be able tn compare different str~!ngths of 

prefercncc. 

First, ICélving aSille scepticism about other minds as a problem for ail of 

philosophy, 1 lare addrcsses the question of how one can meaningfully speak of 

heing 111 ~ol11eonc clse's shoes. In what sense is it me that 1 am imagining in her 

situati()n, wlth her characteristics and preferences? Hare's answer, a view put forth 

hy Zeno Vcndler, il is that "1" has no essence. He takes the case of two different 

pcople, Smith and Joncs, and concedes that it would be a contradiction to say 

JO/lC!'l could be III Smith's shoes, because then he would no longer be Jones. Hare 

c1allm that this does Ilot make it contradictory for Jones to imagine that he cou Id 

hc III Sllllth\ :-.hoe~. Although il may he claimed that Jones has an essence such 

that Joncs cOlild not he Smith. "1", even when spoken by Jones, does not have an 

esscnce and can thercfore refer to anybody. Hare also suggests that "1" is 

prc:-'l:Ilptivc III the Sl'nse that identifying with someone, i. e. calling that person "l'l, 

is to accl'pt that person's prescriptions. Thus to say "if 1 were in that position" is to 

an.'l' pt the 11lescllptioilS of the person in that position.J2 

Evcn if wc admit that il is necessary - for moral thought - and possible to 

identity wlth others, we still need to ask how we can come to know what the 

pn.'M.'1 iptHHlS .lIl' of the people we identify with. How can we know enough about 

the l'Xpt'l il'nces ot others to enable us to make the proper moral judgements? Hare 
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argues that the problem of accurately representing tn oursc\ves the preferenn's of 

others is a special case of the prohlem nf reprcsenting tn oursclvcs any ahscnt 

experienœ, including our own past and future unes. His answer is that wc dn, and 

with confidence, represent tn ourselves our past preferences. Wl' may not he 

justified in so doing, but, if we assume that these seeptical prohlel11s have a solution, 

we may proceeu as though we are. When we represent to oursclves ahscnt states 

of minu, for past unes we rely on memory; for future unes on a comhination of 

memory and induction; and for those of nther people, hy analogy with our own 

experiences in slll1ilar situations. 

Hare needs not only to he able to discover what preferences people have, 

but he l1t~eds to be able to compare "degrees or slre"g/ils (~( pn'(erelU:e."H I-Ie daims 

that this is not just a prohlem for utilitarians, but must he faced hy any theory that 

includes a dut Y tu benetïcence. We need to know which aet would do mnst gond 

in muer to know whether or not we arc fultïlling the duty. But a dut Y ot 

bendicence is a dllty to do some good, not necessarily the most good. In any case, 

according to Harc it IS not a prohlem for anyone, as he daims that is it posslhle 

to measllre preterences, at least to the extent that wc can say that one preference 

is stronger than anothcr. Howevcr, that judgements about strengths of preferences 

are not indisputable can be seen if we look hack at Hare's examplc of the children, 

the plcnlc, and the visiting friend. ft can be argued, as 1 would he inclined to do, 
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that the children's preference is in fact much stronger. The problem, however, is 

thal there b nothing that we can refer to in order to decide the matter. 

Il wc gmnt, for the sake of argument, that we can accurately represent to 

ourselvcs the preferences of others, then if we admit that to have knowledge of 

sOl11eone clse's motivations is to have the same motivations with respect to bemg 

in his position, we "1 eLluce comparisons between other people's preferences to 

cOmpaflMl/lS bdwcen our own ... [I]n so far as 1 fully represent to myself the 

strcllgI h!'. 01 olher people's preferences, 1 have preferences, myself now, regarding 

what should happcn to me were 1 in their positions with their preferences."]" 

I-Iare lises the problem of deciding between contlicting intrapersonal 

prcfclcnces as the l110dd for deciding between contlicting interpersonal preferences. 

There is a contlict of preferences if what 1 say 1 ought to do to someone is some­

thing thal he docs 1101 want to have happen to him. 1 solve the confliet by first fully 

reprcscnting to myself his preference, which requires that 1 now have his 

motivations a~ to what should occur. 1 can only daim to identify with him 10 the 

extcnl tll whlch 1 1l0W have the same aversion to being in his situation, with his 

plclcICIll't~S, lhat he hHs. It is Ulis aversion, or preference that something not 

happell. that is wntlictmg with my original preference that that very thing happen. 

1 then decidc bClwecll the two preferences as 1 wou Id between any two conflicting 

plcfclcnces of Illy own. Thc same appHes in cases where the preferences of more 

than onc other person are at stake. Hare believes that we can accommodate quite 
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a large number of contlicting prescriptions, as we are ablc to deal with a great 

many conflicting prescriptions of our own. 

Prudence IIlvolves deciding what to do when my prdercllCl's contlict, 

indllding when Illy present ones contliet with Illy future ones. Ilarl' suggests that 

prudence dictates that 1 ask myself what would best satisfy Illy prefelcnces for what 

happens at the times of the preferences, that is, that 1· l11aximize Illy happincss. Sn, 

1 must decide hetween now-for-now and then-for-then prderenrcs. I-Iare daims that 

once 1 have suhjected my preferences to the facts and logic, 1 will aequirc il now­

for-then preference equal to my then-for-then preference, so that 1 am ehoosillg 

between now-tOi-now and sUTlogate then-for-then prefercnces. Once 1 have aequircd 

present preferences corn:sponding to my future ones, it is just il matter of sccing 

which preference b stronger, keeping in minù that t!le new mJw-for-then preference 

has the same strength as the original then-for-then preference. 

Hare daims that in aIl cases the stronger preference wins, which shows that 

universalizability kad~ to utilitarianism:f5 He further daims that the stronger 

preference wins no matter whose it is, so that l'ven the one who has the weaker 

preference sees this: thus lIniversalizability leads to unanimity. f(, 

Han: acknowledges tha' an objection can be made at this point. It is that 

talk of pl eferences is not the same as talk of morality: it is possihle tn have a 

weaker preference for what it is morally required that 1 do. And sn talk of prefe-
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rences, instcaù of groul1ùing morality, ignores it. Wiggins discusses this problem in 

ùetail, and we will look at his arguments in the next chapter. 

This concludes our chapter on Hare's moral theory. ft should be noted that 

his final forl11ulation of the universalizability requirement, that one must decide on 

a course of action baseù on the preference~, of ail those concerned, is different from 

the first tormulation of it, that one must decide on a course of action by looking 

at what one would accept if one were in the place of those affected by one's 

actilln~, with thelr prderences. The requirement that we adopt the preferences of 

nthers is I11dùe in orùer to avoid a problem that Hare saw with his eartier 

fOllllulation, which is that someone, who Hare caUs a fanatic, can realize that he 

woulù not like to be in the other person's shoes, but, although being perfectly 

rational, Ilot let that atfect his actions. Hare h~s effectively defined the problem 

away hy saylllg that If the fanatic's preferences are indeed stronger, he is not a 

fanatil'; anù if thcy are not then he is being irrational. In the next chapter 1 will 

look at arguments by Wiggins against Hare's modified theory. 
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Chapter Three 

50 far we have 11lId a couple of Cl1counters with Wiggins. The tirst was wltt'n 

he concluded that Kant's contradiction in willing test was not tenahlt' III Kant's 

tcnllS becau!'.e Il huth 1 cqlllrcd and forhadc cmplncal cmUt'nl. 1 le illgUl'd that Kant 

get!'! a!"l'und thls by illegitimatdy importing te\eologlcal pnnl'lp\cs wlllch Vlolale his 

stated l'ntcria lm a ba!'!ic moral principle. Wiggins argw~d thal thl' ollly way to save 

the pl incipit: of 1I1llVCI salizabiltty is to allow It tn have an l'mplflcll conlent. 1 Ils 

suggestion \Va!'! tllat actions be decidcd upon hy asklllg how 1 wnultl Itkc tn hl' :u:tcd 

on in the \Vay in WhlCh 1 am now proposing to act, if 1 were "III any rckvantly SlIlll­

lar situation, IIlcllldillg situations where my (,>\,n po!'!ition i!l qUltc dllkrcllt" - in 

particular, if It IS the position of the person now heing actet! on.' 

WlgglllS ubJcctcu that what is mcant hy "position" IS not dear, and he 

ùistinglllshcd t\'.\J dilterent interpretations. It cannot Just includc what wc 111Ight want 

tD cali the persoll's cxternal !'!ituation, but must involve his dcslfc!'. ami valucs. This 

is what wc have calleù the strong !'!cnse of "position." 

Wlggllls ~ees two problcms even with the strong mtcrpretation of the 

universalizabIlny 1 cqulrement. First, the POSSlhllity eXlsts that no maxilll will he 

found that can be endor!led. Second, It IS pO!lslhle that no matter how vivldly 1 

imélgine to my!'!elt other desires that 1 could have 111 a situation, the uesln; 1 now 

have IS ~o strong that 1 WDulù chose tD ùl~rcgard my altcrnatc dcsirc~. We 
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dbcll\~ed the second prohlem in Chapter Two. It is now time to come back to the 

t'irst prohlcm. 

The rcvbed interpretation of universalizability that we are now considering 

is the lequircmcnt that we act only on "a maxim that we are prepared to endorse 

0" Ille IUl\i\ oI the consiùeration of ail positions.".? The universalizer arrives at moral 

pl iIlCII)Ie~ by "llIldmg Illutual accommodation for desires, interests or preferences as 

pre-mol,dly conceiveù"i anù, because these are bound ta conflict, "doing the best 

olle C:1Il lor ail ta ken together."" The question, then, is of how ta do this. 

The I,,·st pos'ilblllty thal Wiggins consid~rs, based on a suggestion by Adam 

Smith, 1\ that in 01 ùer to juùge hetween two contlicting interests we must look at 

huth posltlom hum thc point of view of a third persan who can judge impartially 

hct\Vccll thcl11.) Wlggins daims that in arder to do 50, the impartial judge must have 

SOIllC CI iteria hy which to judge, and these will have to include his moral views. 

J lIdging \Vllh imp:II tiallty means judging without taking into account who the people 

art' \Vho!\l' intclcsts one is mediating, but presumably it also means judging fairly. 

And tu Judgc f,mly means to Judge according to sorne idea of the merit, or desert, 

ot the people. or the worthiness of the interests iu question. Thus, we must judge 

imp:l\ tially bdween nmtlicting interests on the basis of concepts that are given by 

morality itself. TllI~, nt' course, is not an option for someone who wants ta generate 

the whok 01 11101 allty twm lIniversalizability. 
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ln ord~r to g~t around the prohlem that one must judge according to somc 

standard, Wiggins sllgge~ts a method for deciding hetwccn prekrcncl..'s that is similar 

but involv~s only th~ points of view of those whose intcrcsts arc in llucstion. The 

persoI1 who is l11aking the decision in this case moves hack ami torth in his 

imagination betwcen each position. As he secs that each person's original maxim 

will not be endorsed by the others, he reformulates it tn he more acccptahle hy 

them, until he arrives at a maxim that each wnuld endorse once he realizt~d that 

his t'irst choice wOlild not he endorsed hy the others.r' This could he donc. Wiggins 

suggests, by taking "account of others' attitudes and preferences, hut no more 

account than they would take of their own attitudes and plctcrences if they were 

taking aœount tlwse of others."7 Thus, in semching for a maxim, onc starts l'rom 

the point of one's interests, but is willing tn give them up tn somc cxtcnt in favnur 

of finding a maxim, and one also sees othcrs' intcrests in the samc light. 

This brings liS back to the tirst pfoblem that Wiggins mentions in conncction 

with his t'irst refol1nulation of universalizability (that which requircd putting nneself 

in the position, in the strong sense, of the person afft!cted.) The prohlem, Wiggins 

claims, is that there is no reason to think that a mHxim will he round, Of that only 

one, or mutually compatible maxims will be found. 

Also, it each person tïnds a maxim he can universalize, but each tïnds a 

difterent one, the differences might be due to, as Wiggins puts it 
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. .. their ùiffcrcnt conceptions of what is forbidden and what is not, from their 

dilfclCllt cvaluations of the virtues, from the divergency of their ways of 

sorting élttitlltle~, preferences, interests by their moral quaHty, or from the dif­

fcrcnt emphases thcy put upon c1Hims of need, daims of desert, claims of 

formai entitlcment, daims based on prior undertaking, etc . ..s 

If slich plior evaluations are disallowed, then how are we to judge between 

cUI1t1icting intercsts? We are faced with the possibility of total indeterminacy. 

Wiggins rccognizes that Hare does say how we are to resolve contlicts of 

interc st without ICCOUfse tn antecedentJy given moral values, but he does not think 

that this I11cthod can accomplish the task that he sets it. The whole point of the 

rcqlllrCll1cllt that wc come to have preferences ourse Ives that are identical to the 

fllC!c.·cllccs of the people who are affected by our actions, which Hare argues is 

ncces~<lJy if we me to know what these preferences are, is to make the method for 

rcsolving inteqJcIsonal contlicts of preference the same as that for resolving 

inllapelsol1al uncs, that is, by applying prudence. Hare daims that this method 

rcquin:s that we give equal weight to equal interests, taking into account only the 

differ~l1t slIengths with wltich theyare held. 

Wiggins considers titis method as a way in which the threat of indeterminacy 

can bt.' IClIlovcd, hut daims that it involves iIlegitimately importing a moral 

standard. Wiggins argues that it does not follow from the theory, which only 
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requÎles that we do the bt!st for ail interests taken togcthcr. hut dnes nnt itsclf say 

how. Hare,<J J.L. l\,lackie,JO Don Locke,!! ami Bernard Williams/! ail agrc~ that 

adopting othel 's prdl!rences as our own leads to utilitarianislll. Wiggins, however, 

claims that they are making two transitions in getting l'rom one point tn the other. 

The first is t'rom a principl~ that we do the hcst for ail taken togcthcr to a principle 

of evaillation of the daims of otht!rs, i.e. to give them the saille wcight wc givc to 

our own. Wiggins daims, however, that we can do the Ile~t for ail takcn together 

by evalliating daims according to "agent-ccntred or sclf-rcferentially altruistic 

principles, .. ll i.e. principles that select those to whol11 the agent owes altruistic 

behaviollr according to some relation that they have to the agent. The second 

transition is t'rom this evalliation to a principle nI' allocation, i.e. tn ca ch in 

proportion to the strength of his interests.J.I Wiggins ohjects that cvcn if wc 

disregard wl/Ose interests we 'jre considering, we will still want tn distinguish 

between needs, deslres, preferences, etc., and how these different types of intcrcst 

are to "count in tavour of this or that allocatinn.tt15 

ln response to Hare's daim that these transitions do follow if we apply 

prudence 10 interesls that wc treat as our own, Wiggins further argues that in cases 

where many contli<.:ting preferences are involved prudence might dictate, not that 

1 try to discover which preference is the strongest, but that 1 tïnd sorne way nf 

discriminating between them. So, applying prudence to my adopted preferences dues 

not necessarily result in equal weight heing given tn equal interests. Further, in 
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making thesl! di~criminations, prudence might do sa on moral grounds. If, as is 

likely, it uocs, then this method cannot serve as a way of generating moral 

pr i Ildplc:-../~ 

It secl11s inevitablc thal wc judge preferences on grounds other than strength 

alonc, and it can he argued that Hare himself slips and does this. In his example 

of the pJ()tc~sor who chooses to guide his out of town friend around the college 

mthcl than go un a picnic with his children, his choice cannat easily he seen as 

having h~el1 madc based on strength of preference; things tend to mean more 10 

childll'II, and thelr pleferences must be combined. It makes more sense as a deci­

sion bascd 011 the consideration that the friend lives half-way around the world and 

will hl' 111 town only for one day, and that the children can have their picnic next 

we~k. And this I~ as it should be: it does not look like a moral proposition to say 

that if olle want~ somcthing badly enough, one deserves it. 

Wiggins argucs that if we did decide between conflicting preferences by 

gra Iltillg t he must \wight to the strongest anes, whether or not this utilitarian 

solution followcd from the theory itself, the principles thus generated would not he 

rc~ognizahly mma 1. He claims that the maxims that would be generated would he 

"cxtlcmcly stwngc candidates for the moral point of view."17 lt seems to us that 

SOIlll' intl.'rcsts are mOlc worthy than others, and so deserve special consideration 

indcpl'Illk utly of the strcngth with which they are held. If they are granted the same 

weight as othel IIlterests, then the resulting decision will not retlect that worth. 
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Wiggills daims that bt!'cause he cannot distinguish hetween worthy ami unworthy 

interests. a utllitarian, despite protests to the contrary. would have to allow sOl11e 

peopk to be sacritïœd if the numhers showed tlmt more ami strongcr preferences 

wou Id be satisfied in that case./8 

Hare, however, maintains that if the results of applying his thenry go against 

our IIltuitlons about what is moral, this will happen only in exceptional cases. Our 

intuitions are a faithful guide only in normal cases, which is ail that is requircd of 

them. St range caSl:S are likely to yield what appear to he strange rcsults hccause 

our intuitions were not made to cover them. 

Hart! answers ail such objections by referring to the distinction hetwecn the 

levds of moral thought. Critical thinking has two roles, that nI' dcciding what 

intuitive princlpks are best adopted, and that of deciding what to do in particular 

cases where our IIltuitions conflict. To take an example, each time Lord Cavalcade 

goes to evict someone, he should ask which preference is stronger, his to have il 

beautitul city, or the family's not to live in the street. Each time he t'inds that thcir 

preference is stronger, he should refrain l'rom evicting them. If it turns out that this 

is most often what happens, then as a matter of policy, which can he thought of as 

a pnnciple at the intuitive level, people should not he evicted t'rom thcir homcs in 

the interests of an aesthetic enterprise. The principle at this leveI must hc very 

general in this way. Now, consider the case where a tamily dues not very much 

mimi living in the street. Their preference to keep their home is outweighed hy 
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Lord Cavalcmle\ preference to evict them. Our intuitions tell us that it would be 

wrong to evict them beeause of the general principle that we have internalized. 

HlIWCVCI, at the crrtlcal level, if the preferences do measure up in this way, the 

falllrly is eVlcleli (lIlli rightly sn. Hare maintains that such cases will never actually 

occur: III the world we live in, fanatical preferences will always be shown to be 

allcrabk III IIght of the faets and logic. The preferences that we think ought to be 

acled 011 Will always be the st ronger ones. A Nazi will never have a stronger 

prdcrcncc lur killlllg a Jewish person than the latter will for staying alive. 

Evcn il liaI e is right and the sums al~ays come out the way we think they 

ShOllld, there is stIll a problem. Bernard Williams Taises the objection that in 

dcclding what 10 do, the Nazi's preferences should not even figure in the 

calculatioll.J<) FUlthcr, there is no independent reason for thinking that the purpose 

01 11101 ab is to cnsure that the greatest preferences are satisfied. Hare reaches this 

conclusioll hecausc hc needs - in order to justify his claim to be showing what is 

mOllllly JlxllIlred by showing what follows l'rom the meanings of moral terms - a way 

01 I11cdiating hctwcen preferences that does not involve prior moral judgements. But 

if prmkllL'c doc~ Ilot choose merely on the basis of strength, how can morals? And 

il 11l1l~t he rClllcmhered that we have gone this distance with Hare's theory only 

ullder protest: his .11 gument failed when he equated kllowing someone's preference 

\Vith ù/t'/lIif.\·Îllg Il'iI'' Il. If his results had been worth saving, it would have been 

worth tl)'lIlg to l'ome up with another argument for making this identification. 
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However. it secms dear now that measuring preferences will not enahle us tn makc 

moral judgell1cnts. 

Yet univel salizability still seeJns to he an inescapahlc aspect of mural 

judgell1ents. It is ilkgitimatt' to make a moral judgcment in one case and refuse to 

make it ln a rdcvantly similar case. This is the premise that Hart' starts with, and 

one that Wiggins grants, except that he does not helievc that it can serve as the 

foundation of the whole of ethics; it has a role to play only within an cxisting 

ethit:al ~ystem. Next, 1 will look at the role that Wiggins proposcs for univcrsali­

zabillty, and then 1 will look at what an ethit:al systcm must he Iike, accnn.ling to 

Wiggll1s. in which it is to play this role. 

Wiggins daims that if wc are to have universalizahilily at ail il cannnt he in 

the business of generating a moral system hut only of c1arifying one that we already 

have, so that the universalizer has h moral hase l'rom which to Judge contlicling 

interests. The 1I1l1versalizer takes prospective maxims and suhjects them tn puhlic 

scrutiny by seeing how weil each would sit with the nther people involved. But thesc 

maxims are evalliated according to lia pre-existing understanding of the virtues ... of 

the difference between vital interests and mere desires ... nf what distinguishes the 

more monllly adnmable l'rom the Jess morally admirable ... "21J The lIniversalizer's Joh 

is tu "straighten out, to correct and tn extend an existing corpus of judgments ahout 

a subject-matter already anecdotally and experimentally known, using nnJy an 

extension of the .wme mel/lOds by which the original judgment(sic) were arrived 
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at."11 He unes this by tïguring out what each person in a dispute wou Id agree to, 

given that others woulu not agree to his first choice nor he with theirs. 

But if this is an extension of the sa me rnethods that were used to arrive at 

the moral notions that we already have, this suggests that, historically, consensus is 

arrived at by a similar process of bargaining between aetual individuals. When the 

rules in force in society are unacceptable to sorne, there will be pressure for them 

tn change, and the result (aimed for) will be a set of rules acceptable to ail. But 

this éH.:ccptability need not be based on pre-given moral notions, and indeed if we 

arc talkll1g of how these notions came to be, then it cannot depend on them. The 

universalizer mimics this proeess in order to decide on his own what wou Id he 

deciùed by the parties involved if they worked things out fairly, but there is no fixed 

proceùlIlc for arriving at this decision. The procedure is one of "talollnement" for 

which there are only general guidelines. Conflieting moral claims or judgernents can 

be mediated h}' sllbJecting them to public serutiny, where what is aeeepted from ail 

positions is seen as objectively, or at least intersubjectively, acceptable.22 

Wiggins suggests that we draw on our experienees in three different roles -

those of agt"nt, patient, and spectator - in order to decide how to act, or what 

judgcmellts 10 make. He suggests that the Golden Rule appeals to our role as 

patient in ùeciding how to aet, and that Pittakos of Mytilene's precept - that one 

not do oneself \Vhat one disapproves of in others - appeals to our role of 

spcctator..?3 Wiggins daims that this is what Confucius had in mind when he said 
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"Do not to others what you would not Iike yourself." Wiggins looks at thi!! mIe in 

the contexts of other recommendHtions Confucius gives ulnng with it: "Behavc when 

away t'rom home as though you were in the presence of an honouft!d gue st. Deal 

with the common people as though you were oftïciating at an important sacritïce."!4 

1 sec this as suggesting that we always he on our hest behavinur, that wc ncver 

behave toward anyone in a way that we would not bchave toward, or in front of, 

someone we respect. Wiggins, on the other hand, secs it as suggesting that one 

refer ones actions to a public perspective, where 1 judgt: what 1 do according tn 

both my reaction to heing acted on in this way, and my ieaction tn secing nthers 

act and be acteù on in this way. 

This interpretation makes sense in connection with the precept nI' Pittakos 

of Mytilene, which caBs for our feelings as spectators tn inform our actions, ~,"d 

which inùeed seems required on pains of hypocrisy, if not contradiction. Howcver, 

it cannot generate moral judgements. If one disapproves of the drinking nf alcohol 

in others, it seems that one should refrain t'rom drinking; but no moral judgment 

about drinking can he legitimately derived from mere disapproval. Many people 

do draw conclusions about morality from their own feelings toward certain activities, 

but this is lIsually considered narrow-mindedness rather than legitimate moral 

argument. 

The public perspective to which Wiggins rcfers our moral judgements 

involves not only considering our own response in varinus puhlic roi es, but also 
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considcring the responses of others ta the same events, in the same roles. Wiggins 

daims that universalizing has the role of helping us to discover what the consensus 

is that should be arrived at with respect to any moral judgement. 

Wiggl ns is led 10 a consideration of Hare's theory because of '1 suggestion 

t'rom HUille that Wiggins finds appealing. Hume says that when someone adopts the 

moral pOlnl of view, he "refers his actions, feelings, evaluations, complaints and 

exhortations to the point of view that is 'common ta him with others.' Departing 

t'rom his 'private and particular situation', he must try to speak and think not only 

on bdmlf of himsdf but as if on behalf of others toO."25 If he sees that not 

everyone would agree, then he must either try to convince them or he must revise 

his daim, 

Wiggins notes that consensus does not serve as the "source of moral 

infol"m:llion,,2fJ We do not arrive at a moral conviction by asking what others believe; 

il is Ilot in this sense that we turn to others in arder ta verify our conclusions. The 

consensus 10 which we appeal is not actual: 1 do not verify my judgements by asking 

wha. it is that olhers as a matter of fa ct say, but by asking whether those 

judgements are ones upon which consensus cou Id be reached. Each moral judge­

ment is li claim about what consensus could be reached. and therefore about what 

the 11101 al facts are. This consensus is not one that actuallyexists - if it were, then 

Wiggins' daim could easily be refuted by showing that there is no such thing - but 

"one whidl it is mltural for human beings living together in society ta arrive at."27 
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Wiggins daims that "on the level of content, consensus appears somehow 

intrinsic to \Vllat J lIligments of value, moral ohligation and moral necessity actually 

say." Moral judgements are ahout how certain things affect us, not each of liS iJ1lli~ 

viùually but ail of us in virtue of a shared tendency to he atfcctcd in that way. 

From a personal point of view one might say "1 do not Iike L" But if one says lit 

is a baù person", one is assuming that everyone would, or at least shnuld, agree. 

Wiggins quotes l'rom Hume: 

[When making a moral judgement, a man must] depart l'rom his private and 

particular situation and must choose a point of view common to him with others; 

he must I110ve some universal principle of the human frame and touch a string tn 

whkh ail mankind have an accord and symphony.2H 

It seems to me that there are three ways in which ail people may share the same 

ide a of something: the tirst is if the thing in question is given in perception using 

sense organs common to ail people, e.g. ail people (except, of course, for thnse with 

identifiable physical deficiencies in this respect) share the same ahilities tn make 

colour discriminations, and <.:onsensus about what cnlour an objcct is is gfoumJed 

in human biology. 

The second is if certain objects or events arouse certain emntions nf feelings 

in everyone in vlrtue either of being human or of living in society. In this case 
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either people have an inherent disposition for feeling, for example, pity when faced 

with someone ebe 's misery, or else this disposition is learned but without reference 

tn lIlIy rcaSO!l tor teeling this way. We do not feel badly because something is 

wwng, we simply teel badly, and so say that it is wrong. 

The third way ln which people may come to have the sa me idea about 

sOJ1lething is if it is an idea that is rationally reached, and rationality is something 

thal ail people have in common. In this case something can be said to be wrong for 

a leliSOIl, and this can be a reason for everybody. 

Wiggins daims that the consensus involved in moral judgements is "derived 

frol1l the sh:llcd prupcnsity to t'eel the various feelings that are presupposed to the 

fixing of thc sense ot predicates that oceur essentially in judgrnents expressive of 

mOllllity."2') This propensity is one that ail human beings have, but in different 

cultures thesc feelings may be elicited by different things. Very loosely, the reason 

for Ihis is thal there is a historical process during which it is decided that sorne of 

the Ihings thal e1icit a response are really such as slwuld elicit that response, and 

SlllllC arc ilOt. In tÎlIS way we come to change our responses to things, but there is 

no point at which the responses we do have are, in virtue of our having them, just 

thosc thut wc sllould have, and sa there is always roorn for criticism and change. 

Il is Ilot clear 10 me, however, if moral judgements are based on feelings that 

we have - although subject to changing ideas about what feelings we sllOuld have -

hmv wc call ever justify our moral judgernents. Either the changes we make in 
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the range of what may elicit il particlilar response are made according tn reason. 

in whh:h case, If leason - as 1 believe - is not culturally relativc. then ail culturcs 

should é\l rive at pretty much the same consensus. If. on the other hand. these 

changes have no hasis in reason, then it is difficult to set~ in virtue of wlull tht~se 

changes will be maùe, and even more diftïcult to see in virtue of wlUlt arguments 

about what the consensus should be are to be evaluated. 

Il is in general possible to explain any feeling that it is nalural 10 tïnd in 

common Hmong people living together in society hy showing thal the state of affairs 

that is promoted by that feeling is one that it is beneficial for people living in that 

society to promllte, e.g. the feeling that stealing is wrong promotes security in il 

society whose citizens have private property. Unless the moral feelings that arise in 

a society are aI bitrary, we sholiid be able to see why they have arisen. If moral 

judgemellts are amcnable to this type of explanation, then we can show that certain 

"moral ll feelings are wrong by showing that they have arisen for had reasons. 

Wiggins Justifies the daim that moral judgerncnts involve consensus hy 

appeal to what moral judgements say, but he cannot justify the content of that 

consensus, nor, thcrefore, particular moral Jl1dgements. Although consensus is an 

important aspect of moral judgements, and perhaps even a Ilcccssary aspect, such 

consensus about what our moral judgements should he must he hased on something 

more solili than sentiment, even shared sentiment, if we are to ahle tn criticize the 

judgements we do make by reference to the judgements that we should make. 
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Althuugh there can be rational discussion arguing from shared responses to moral 

juLigelllcllb, thc;.,c responses cannot provide a rational foundation for such con­

c1l1~IUnS, as they élre at sorne point sim ply given. A more solid foundation for ethics 

wOllkl be a rat;lInally acceptahle view of the world, and our place in it, that could 

SCI ve as éI tl lie prcmise in rational moral argument. 

Il was the ide a of consensus, and that this involves seeing things from an 

impersollal stallLlpllint, that lead Wiggins to consider Hare's daim that seeing things 

impcrsonally entails giving equal weight to equal interests. However, he rejects 

Hare's theory becallse it is not faithful to our actual moral experience. In order to 

make clear the plOblems that he sees with Hare's theory, Wiggins sets out a list of 

"the h,llkglollllll lacts ... that heIp ln make the moral point of view what it is.n30 

The~e 'acts al e a combination of reasons why we need a moral point of view 

(hCClIliSC of intcre~t~ that we have); ways of ensuring conformity to it (by heing 

favollrablc 10 interests lhat we have); and the need to he unaware that we are 

adoptll1g moral pnnclples tor any of these rcasons, but to see them as good in 

thelll!'.dves and Ilot as means to ends. 

As WlgglllS pllllllS out, a moral system has to be possible, that is, it must he 

able 10 he embOllied in the practices of an actual society. He Iists seven points that 

he thll1ks are tlue of any moral system: 
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1- In living together human beings must see contlicts nf interests as requiring 

arbitration by agreed procedures whose outcornes, at least in thenry, are seen as 

fair. 

2- Human b~ings need norms of reciprocity and cooperation that can 

count~ract the s~ttJed tendency of things to turn out badly rather than weil. 

3- These norms must not only determine expectations, hut he such that can 

take on a life of their own by being seen as enshrining values and virtuous cnncerns 

that have a "moral beauty" ail of their own. 

4- Whatever the origin of morality, unless it can hecome an end in itself tn 

act accorùing to its ùemands, e.g. reciprocity, loyalty, veracity, anù unless this can 

help fill out the picture of what it is constitutively for things tn go weil, the 

prospects are not g{)()t.l for a stanùarù that requires these things. It cannnt survive 

the idea that such values are mere means to other ends. 

Furthel, a social morality that is embodied in institutions and practices that 

are CO/1senteù to by those they govern will be regulateù hy two other factors: 

5- A social morality must safeguard and uphold arrangements that specially 

protect whatever is vitally or centrally important to the happiness or wclfare of 

inùiviùual agents; anù it must carefully proportion the protection il provides for an 

inùiviùual's interests to how central these interests are tor the individual-as an 

incentive for people to participate in it. 
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()- Furthcr, a social morality must require of its participants sorne however 

miJ1l1nal and dclimited respect towards other participants--at least an acceptance of 

them a~ eqllally pllrliciplllllS. Each participant must recognize every other participant 

as eqllally a bearer of rights and duties who must himself recognize any other 

participa lit as et) ually the bearer of rights and duties ... 

Lastly, he rcters to the notion of consensus in that 

7- a point of view that can be shared between members of an actual society 

mu!'.1 give exp' ession to a potentially enduring and transmissible shared sensibility. 

To adopt the 11101 al point of view is to see one's thoughts, feelings and actions as 

Hnswcrahle to the tindings of such a shared sensibility.31 

These points are meant ta show what a morality must be Iike if it is to exist 

al ail, Ilot to make Hny daim - in spite of the first two points - even with respect 

to preservlIlg interesls, about the purpose of morality. So far there is no mention 

of what partlcular .deus are 10 be adopted in virtue of adopting the moral point of 

vic\V. Wiggins dlllll1~ that a social mOHllity and the aetual mores and institutions 

that cmhody Il can be mutually scrutinized and adjusted, as weil as sustained and 

pel petuated. i.! But Ihis only means that the rules can be brought into hetter 

conllH I11lly wlth whatever the shared sensibility dictates, not that they can be made 

hettel, 01 more moral, by reference to any idea of what morality is supposed to he 

01 slipposed to be for. 
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Wigginlt daims that morality eannot be seen as il tool for human wclfare: if 

that is hllW it arose in the first place it has transcended its origins. It may not be 

a tool but a necessary condition for human welfare, or else why do we caœ to 

have morals in the first place - what would be lost by abandoning them'! 

Wiggins daims that morality is something abnve and beynnd a way of 

assuring human well-being described pre-theoretically. The well-being that morality 

is supposed to assure is one that ean only be defined in terms nf mnrality itself. 

However, he does allow that there are some gnnds and evils that can be given 

independently ot social morality, and that they play a mie in the foundatinn and 

maintenance of morality, although he thinks that there are important nnes that 

cannot. Il would be helpful here if he gave sorne specifies as it wnuld help tn chlrity 

his position. If we knew what things he takes to be gond and bad pre-morally and 

morally, we can ask how he makes the distinction, and whether we can have an 

idea of the latter that is not based on the former. 

Wiggins considers the c1aim that universalizability is constitutive of the moral 

point of view. He then argues for a conception of the moral point of view that he 

finds appealing and shows that il does not depend on the notion of univer­

salizahllity. He daims that universalizahility and the Golden Rule cannnt have the 

combinatlon ot "sdf-sufficiency and moral and conceptual primacy,"" that thcy 

claim, and that therefore they cannot serve as the basic concepts t'rom which ail 

morality is derived. 
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Wiggins argues that universalizability ean serve a funetion within a pre­

cstablbhed moral system. Its funetion would be to make c1ear what is required by 

that !-.y~tl'm by Judging conflicting claims according to the criteria provided. Th i 5 

diftel S t 1 (Jill Ilare's thcory in that the differences that may arise are not clashes of 

brutc pl derences, hut of interests that may already have a moral value. The 

diflcrcnœ may be made clearer by using an example of a type that Hare diseus­

ses. Il dUI ing il tIre 1 can save either a great doctor who, if he survives, will go on 

to save the lIves of many others, or my own child, what shall 1 do? According to 

Halc, plefcrencc~ wcigh in favour of saving the doctor. But this result is not 

implied hy the Idea ot consensus: it may be the case that prevailing attitudes are 

such that a consensus could be reached that 1 should save my child. Wiggins 

complallls that accordillg to Hare's utilitarian version of universalizability, feelings 

SUdl as a muther ha~ for her child can be seen as good only because they are 

he ne! kla!. Wiggllls wants tn daim that such feelings are good in themselves. (1 will 

argue in chapter 4 that, although this may weil be 50, no moral judgement is 

illvulved in slIch cases. People who do not save people close to them are seen as 

deficient 111 some \Vay, but not morally deficient.) 

II Wlggins' algul11ents are decisive against Hare's utilitarian interprp.tation of 

ulliwisalizahility. the idea that consideration of particular empirical circumstanees 

is Ilt'cessaly in order to make sense of the requirement that moral judgements he 

uniwrsahzed has led nowhere. 
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If we m:cept some of what Wiggins says ahout the requirements of morality 

in general, but do not accept that the moral point of view is a matter of slmn'lI 

feelillgs, nor tltat it is the only joh of universalizahility to mediate hetween interests, 

even post-morally conceived, then we might want tn reconsider our nptions. The 

main question is where do these moral notions come l'rom, that the universalizer 

mediates between'! For example, to take one that is preHy uncontrnversial, where 

does the idea come from that it is wrong to lie? For each generation, of course, it 

comcs l'rom parents, tcachers, and othcrs; but if the question is raised "why no"!" 

we should be able to give answer other than "hecause that's the wily it is" or cven 

"it's not nice." Morality is somethmg that each person should he able to relliscover 

for herself. If this is not to be do ne by refcrence to sorne goal of mnrality, which 

it cannot because the results of pursuing such a goal would not he recogni7.cd as 

morality, then it must be answered with refcrence tn something that it follows trom. 

Wiggins claims that although the consensus aimed at by mnrality is that 

warranted by objective truth, it is not clear that these methods will result in any 

such thing. $./ ft seems to me that a method that is more likely to succeed is that nf 

looking lm a consensus whose basis is reason rather than feeling, and in chapter 

4, 1 will consiùer this possibility. We can look at morality as it is to see what 

underlies it anù then use these rJresuppositinns to hring our actions in line with 

what morality requires. If morals can be seen as rational, then we can discover 

through reason what, specifically, we ought to do. This, 1 will argue, is what Kant's 
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Categorical Imperative does. But before considering how it reflects our pre­

theon~lical conception of morality, and how far this reflection provides a justification 

for lIsing it, we must consider whether it can be used as a guide to moral action. 
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Chapter Four 

If we are not satisfied with the account of morality Wiggins nffers, we may 

wHnt to question his arguments against alternatives. If his criticisms of Hare are 

valid, then the notion of universalizability that concerns ethics cannnt involve giving 

empirical content in the form of contingent desires a role to play in the testing of 

judgements. But this is not the only way of applying the universalizahility rcqui­

rement. Wiggins ùismisses Kant's own version rather {luickly, and pcrhaps 

mistakenly. If there is a way of rcading Kant that makcs his claims more plausihle 

it is worth investtgating its merits before confining universalizability tn a much lesscr 

mie in moral thollght. 

Kant c1aims that the fundamental ethical principle is the Categorical 

Imperative: "Act only according ta that maxim by which you can at the same time 

will that it sholllù become a universal law."1 The agent sees whether his maxim 

passes this test by seeing whether it is possible to will that it be a universal law. A 

maxim can l'ail this test in one of two ways. An agent cannot rationally will a maxim 

(1) whose universalization invalves an inner contradiction, nor one that is (2) 

incompatible with what every rational agent must will. The test for the l'irst of these 
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possibilities is called the "contradiction in conception" test, and for the second is the 

"contradiction in willing" test.· 

Wiggins admits that the CC test gives "some impressive results," but contends 

that it gives some strange unes as well.2 It wou Id classify 'releasing one's debtor 

l'rom his debt as an act of generosity' as a forbidden act. Wiggins finds this result 

cOllnh.-:rintllltive, but as we argued in Chapter 1, if we treat the debtor as fully 

rational, then the result of the test makes sense. This is exactly the kind of counter-

example Paul Dietrichson claims would undermine the CC test,3 and it may be 

possible to come up with one that does so, but 1 cannot think of any. It should be 

expccted that applying the CC test might sometimes give results that seem strange 

at lïrst, but make sense on t'mther retlection: if our first intuitions about a case are 

taken as absolute data against which to test the results of applying the Categorical 

ImpcIative, thele is no point in looking for a principle that can guide our decisions 

and show us whether our intuitions are correct. 

Next, let LIS examine the problem Wiggins sees with the CW test. He takes 

the ex:\mple that Kant gives and asks what happens when the agent tries to 

univcrsahze the maxim "to neglect someone in need." The contradiction here occurs 

betwccll the univelsalized maxirn that no one help anyone and the will of the agent 

to be hdped whell in need. Wiggins daims that the latter is a merely contingent 

• III the intcrcsts of brevity, these tests will henceforth be respectively 
ahhleviated the CC test and the CW test. 
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desire of th~ agent and that this is in l'aet th~ on'y kind of consideration that can 

be brollght into opposition with the universalized maxim. It is this line uf thuught 

that leads him to consider Hare's theory. If the contradiction is not to dcpend un 

the agent's contingent desires, then there must he at least SOITlC end, c.g. to he 

helped when in need, that ail rational agents necessarily have. The prnhlel11 here 

is 10 defend lhis claim withollt making any teleological asslIlTlptions. 

Onora Nell givcs an interpretation of Kant's theory that concludcs that his 

test for l11axim~ is etfective for discovering which actions arc morally worthy, morally 

unworthy, or without moral worth. ft is also effective for discovering which maxims 

it is permissib1e, obligatory, or forhidden to act on. If she is right, and if her 

interpretation does not involve any teleologieal claims, then universalizahility is 

redeemed, so in this chapter 1 will look at her arguments and sec how t~lr wc might 

want 10 agrel! with her. It is outside of the scope of this thesis to examine whether 

her intel pretation of Kant is justified hy his writings. Whether or not she accurately 

represents Kant's thought, if she gives a reasonahle account of a univcrsalizahility 

requirement that does everything we eould want it to, then she has donc enough. 

Ndl wants a moral theory tn answer the question "what shall 1 do'!" For 

every proposed action the question arises of whether or not it is legitimate to do 

it. In order to answer this question, one must he able to descnbe the aet in ques­

tion. ln a theory that holds that this question is answered by seeing whether the 

proposai that one act in a certain way is universalizable, we need to know which 
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description of the Hct to test. As any act can have infinitely many descriptions, the 

question of which one is relevant is a big one. Nell claims that Kant has answered 

this prohlem hy making the action's maxim, i.e. the principle that the agent takes 

himself to he acting on, the subject of the universalizability test.4 

Now that we know what it is that we are testing, we must see how the test 

works. First Nell addresses the question of what form a maxim that is willed as a 

universal law will have. She characterizes maxims with a schema of the form: 

To - - - - if.. .. 

where ---- is an act description and .... is an agent description, e.g. respectively 

"make a false promise" and "one is in trouble with only this avenue of escape open 

to him.'" 

The universalized version of this is: 

Everyone to ---- if.. .. 

This, however, is still merely a practical principle and not a law.6 The notion of a 

universal law must be made concrete so that it can be used, and Kant suggests that 

this he donc hy considering an analogous natural law. The formulation of a law of 

nature that corresponds to the universalized maxim is: 
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Everyone will - - - - if .... 

Nell calls this the universalized typified eountcrpart, or UTC, of the maxim, hecausc 

the universalized maxim is typified hy a corrcsponding law of nature. h is this lJTC 

that we test for contradiction.7 

Once we have established the ure of a maxim, we must dctcrmine whethcr 

a contradiction exists. There is some dispute, however, ahout whcre this 

contradiction is supposed to occur. Some eommentators, e.g. Dictrichson and J. 

Kemp, hold that the contradiction must oceur wÎlI,;" the law itsclf; Nell m:lIntains 

that the contradiction must be between the law and the maxim. Both skies take as 

their justification Kant's reference to an "inner contradietion."H Nell, however, also 

takes aecount of the injunction to will the law "through the maxim" and takes it 10 

me an within this act of willing which is at the same time of the maxim and of the 

UTC.9 

Nell argues against the Dietrichson/Kemp interpretation by c1aiming that 

there is no contradiction within the law taken by itself. The contradiction does not 

arise within the law, but between the law and sorne ~el of arhltrary fael~ ahout 

human Iife. In the ease of the law "Everybody will make false promises when in 

financial diffieulty," the contradiction oecurs only if It is the case that people learn 

from experienee, and this faet is not part of the law that is being tcsted./O Bccause 
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sorne facts heyond what is given in the law itself are required in order to derive a 

contradiction, wc nced a way of non-arbitrarily determining which facts to consider. 

NeWs interpretation does just this hy seeing the contradiction as arising 

between two ill/elllions, one expressed hy the rnaxim, the other by the law. Nell asks 

what can he meant hy willing a universal law. ft cannot mean "wallt" as 1 may want 

many incompatible things. She suggests that the agent illlellds both ta act on the 

maxim and for it to he a universal law of nature. These intentions are contradictory 

if they have as their objects two sets of circumstances, one of which makes the 

other impossihlc. This accounts for the specification that the agent must intend the 

law III Ihe .\"lIme lime as the maxim, because it is only if they are simultaneous that 

two sllch intentions are incompatibleP 

It this is to make sense at ail. we need to make sense of the idea of 

intending something to be a universallaw of nature. As the agent does not have the 

power to make such a law, how do we ascribe to him the intention to do so? Nell 

suggests that wc do so if the agent would have that intention if he were able to 

make univl'rsal law through an aet of the will. This is supported by the formulation 

of the Cil, gdrÎCéd Imperative: Act as if the rnaxim of your action were to become 

throllgh yu' r will il universal law of natureP 

The daim that it is intentions that wc are testing for compatibi1ity allows Nell 

to say what cmpincal content it is legitimate to consider in applying the test. To 

intend il' do somcthing involves intending sorne set of conditions sufficient for that 
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act to occur, and also the natural and predictahle results of that act.H This gives 

her a principled wayof including facts that are not cxplicitly Illcntioncd in dther 

the maxim or the law and are required in order to derivc a contradiction hctwccn 

them. 

Now 1 would like to look at Nell's interpretation of the CW test. This test 

depends on showing that there are certain maxims that a person cannol lationally 

will as universal laws, even though doing so involves no "inner" ('ontradiction. They 

cannat be willed without contradiction because thciT UTC's contlict with what cvcry 

rational person must necessarily will. What necds to he shown, thercfore. is that 

there are necessary ends that everyone must have ami that thesc can he cstahlishcd 

without recourse ta any concept of a proper end for persons, in order to counteT 

Wiggins' objection that Kant appcals to tdeological considerations in his argument. 

Most ends are objects of desire, and, heing empirically dctermincd. cannot 

be the ground of any moral law. If obligatory ends are not to be cxcludcd t'rom 

moral argument, they must be shown not to depend on the tacuhy of desire. 

According to Kant, it is also possible to cllOose ends, ln order for there tn he 

obligatory ends that can play a role in moral thought, it must be possible to have 

ends that can be chosen without being desired, although, of course, it is possible to 

desire an end that one has chosen.J.I 

Nell schematizes the maxims that are tested in the CW test diffcrcntly t'rom 

those in the CC test. Maxims that make it this far have already becn t'ound tn be 
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consistent hy the CC test. If any contradiction arises here, it will be due to the 

addition of the purposiveness of the act to the maxim. Therefore the maxim has the 

form 

To .. - - if .... in order tn ----, 

Because it is on Iy necessary tn consider the end in looking for a contradiction, the 

maxim may he given in incomplete form 

To d%mit what is needed in order to ----. 

The UTC of this is 

Evcryone will d%mit what is needed in order to ----,15 

The exa rnple Kant gives is of not helping someone in need, without specifying the 

act. Nell renders this maxim as "To neglect everything needed to help the needy."16 

ft is this purpose that the agent has in acting, or neglecting to act, that is to be 

testcd. Two pre mises are nccessary in arder to derive a contradiction in willing. 

These prcmises are legit imately imported because they are prerequisite for willing 

in gcneral. The main premise required is that persons have ends. This is not Iikely 
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to be disputed, but if it is one can point out that anyone testing a maxim has at 

least one end. The other premise is the Principle of Hypothetical Imperatives, 

which Kant sees as analytic.17 This principlc states that if onc wills an end, one wills 

some set of conditions sufficient for th .. t end. Thus, if " person cannot m'hieve his 

end unaided, he must will that others helll him. Because an agent necessarily wills 

the se ends, a contradiction arises when he wills the UTe of nnt helping whcn 

needed, i.e. Everyone will neglect everything necded to help the nccdy. If it is il law 

of nature that everybody refrain from helping when ncedcd, thcn the agent will not 

be helped when needy. Since he must will to be hclped, he cannot without 

contradiction will the UTCJ/i The same thing applies to the maxirn nf not 

deveJoping one's talents. The agent must will sorne set of circumstances sutlïcient 

to his ends, and his ahilities will be part of that set. 1 n this case, however, it is nnt 

necessary to universalize the maxim. Only the agent can develop his talents, sn il 

is not necessary that everyone neglect his talents in ordcr tllf therc to he Il 

contradiction, hut merely that the agent propose tn neglect his own./ 9 

Next Nell looks at what follows if Cl maxim nf emls cannnt be universalized. 

She has shown, at least, that il is forbidden tn take as maxims "tn do nothing to 

help others" and "to do nothing to dcvelop my talents." ln nrdcr tn rnake c1ear what 

follows from this, she sets up a square of opposition. She wants tn show that the 

results of the CW do not entail unreasonablc demands on people: she wants to 

refute charges that if it is forhidden tn neglect tn help everyone then it must he 
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nhligalnry tn help everyone. Nell daims that there are four possible maxims with 

respc(:l 10 an end. 

A - To do sorne of what is needed ta achieve x. 

B - To do sorne of what is needed tn prevent x. 

C - To neglect everything needed ta prevent x. 

D - To neglect everything needed ta achieve x. 

Nell daims that lhese maxims stand in certain relations to one another, such that 

an agent must adopt one and only one of A and D, and of Band C. Further, he 

may hold hoth A and B, hut never both C and D. She also c1aims that A follows 

t'rom C, and B t'rom D.lo If this were SO, it would depend on the assumption that 

not doing anything to prevent something is tantamount ta doing something ta 

achieve il. It docs not allow an agent tn be neutral with respect ta any end. If he 

is not activcly col1tributing to the eradication of world hunger, he is contributing ta 

its continuélncc. This is an extreme view that is not likely tn be generally accepted. 

She '-li rives a t this sq ume hy daiming that there can be no maxims of the 

t'onn "Doing l'verything ... " or "Neglecting something ... " because the former is 

Impossihle and the latter trivial for the sa me reasan: we must always omit sorne of 

wha t is ncedcd tor an end because sorne means required by an end are mutually 

exclusive . .?I For example, 1 cannnt pay my debt bath in cash and by check. This is 
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a st range way of understanding "needed." It seems, rather, that ail that is necdcd 

in order to pay my deht is to pay it either by cash or hy check (for simplicity 1 limit 

the possibilities) and that by dning one or the ntller 1 have donc l~vcrything nccded. 

ft cannot be held that what is needed is that 1 pay hy check {lml in cash. This 

would be impossible, as Nell daims, but this is not the situatIon de~crihell hy saying 

"everything that is needed." If 1 perform some aet sufficient to pronmte an end, 

then 1 have do ne what is needed to promote that end. No ottll'r act can he necded 

beyond this, e' '..!n if it was an alternate sufficient aet. If we 11ft the han on thesc 

forms of maxims, we ean set up a square of opposition tha' sets up the relations 

that Nell wants to show between maxims. 1 will discuss hc\ow what it IS that Icads 

Nell to adopt the position that she does. 

A - To do sorne of what is needed to achieve x. 

B - To omit sorne of what is needed to achieve x. 

C - To do everything that is needed to achieve x. 

D - To omit everything that is needed tn achicve x. 

Notice that Band C have changed, and that these arc the forms of maxims that 

Nelliabelled, respeetively, trivial and impossihle. We have tidied up her square, and 

now we ean address her daim that A follows trom C, and B t'rom D, and that A 

and D are contradictories, i.e. sueh that one and only one ot them is hcld at any 
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time, and that, therefore, if D is forbidden, then A must be adopted. The problem 

here is that we are dealing with maxims and not statements. A Maxim is a principle 

that an agent actually m' ~ and aets on, so although by adopting C one is 

committed tn acting in ways that include those that would follow from adopting A, 

there is no reason to think that Maxim A will actually be adopted and acted on by 

those who aet on C. 

The same ohservation holds true for the relationship between A and D. The 

CW test shows that certain end~ are forbidden because they contlict with other ends 

that every person must have to be rational. If A and D were true contradictories, 

then the Ilegatioll of D wOllld entail A. However, the fact that it is forbidden to aet 

on Maxim 0 does not entait that 1 must aet on maxim A because it is possible not 

to adopt any maxim involving x. If 1 am forbidden to aet on the Maxim of never 

helping those in need, it need not be the case that 1 ever adopt the maxim to help 

some of thosc in nccd: there are infinitely many maxims that are compatible with 

Ilot acting on D. However, as Nell points out, "[a]ny agent clIOOS;IIg a poliey w;tla 

re.'îpeci /0 t must cithcr adopt D or A as a maxim.".?.? ft will then be necessary to 

judgc case hy case whether 1 am required to adopt sorne such policy. For example, 

in a case where 1 am making a promise, 1 must either intend to keep it or not. 

NeWs strange square of opposition is made neeessary because of her 

argument that the CC test can show whieh maxims are obligatory and which are 
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merely perrnissible,' as weil as which ,Ife forhidden. Forhidden aets are thnse whose 

maxims fail the tests and whose contraries pass, and ohligatory unes are those who 

pass the test and whose contraries l'ail. And those of which neither they !lor thl"ir 

contrary fails are permissihle.23 (She also argues that thosc of which hoth they and 

their contrary fail are also permissible. This st range conclusion is suggcstcd hecausc 

of a perceived prohlem with non-reciprocal action that we will look at helow.) She 

does not c1aim that this method of diseovering ohligatory and permissihle maxims 

is restricted to maxims of action, and this rnethod illvolves tcsting the collin,,)' uf 

.1 forbidden maxim, which if not itself forhidden is then ohligatory. In the case of 

maxims of ends, the contrary of maxims of the form D is one of form (reviscd) C. 

Therefore if. for example, omitting to help everyone IS forhidden, then hclping 

everyone is obligatory - and this is a conclusion that Nell is anxiolls to avoid. )-fer 

formulation of C, however, does not require that one adopt the maxim of hclping 

everybody. On the other hand, as we have seen, this version of C dnes nnt entail 

adopting a maxim of the t'orm A. She further confuses the Issue hy calling A the 

contrary of D.u 

Let us see whether we can c1ear thi~ up. Ali that tollows trom the discovery 

that it is forbidden to act on the maxim "To x" is that one must omit acting on that 

maxim. The descriptions "Acting on the maxim '1'0 X'" and "Omitting tn aet on the 

• For ease in exposition 1 will refer to the maxims of forhidden, ohligatory, and 
permissible aets as, respectively, forbidden, ohligatory, and pcrmissihle rnaxims. 
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maxim 'To x'" are contradictories, and thus one and only one can be applied to an 

flCt. What does not follow is that 1 must adopt the maxim ''To not-x." Being 

forhidden tn aet on ''Ta make false promises" does not entail that 1 must act on ''To 

make true prom ises": there is no need for me to make any promises at ail. These 

are contrary maxims: they cannot both be acted upon but one can omit acting on 

either. There exists the possibility adopting no policy with respect to x. Therefore, 

as was mentioned above, determining whether the contrary of a forbidden maxim 

is ohligatory depends on determining whether sorne policy must be adopted with 

respect tn f. Only in this case will the contrary of a forbidden maxim be obligatory 

if it can he consistently lIniversalized. 

Ooes the same analysis apply to the case of maxims of ends that are 

forbidden by the CW test'! If it is forbidden ta act on the maxim ''Ta do nothing 

to promote x" what follows'! The contradictory of the description "Acting on the 

maxim 'To do nnthing to promote x'" is "Omitting to act on the maxim 'Ta do 

n(lthing 10 promote x.'" This is what follows from the maxim being forbidden, but 

what follows from this'! One can either aet on the maxim 'To do something to 

promote x,' the maxim 'Tn do everything to promote x,' or adopt no maxim at ail 

with respect to .\. This has the reslllt that Nell wants to assure, i.e. that it does not 

entail that it is obligatory to adopt the maxim "To do everything ta promote x." 

Again each caSt' must be examined individually in order ta determine whether 
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sorne policy with respect to t is requircd. Furtlter, if some policy;.'1 required, it neell 

not be more than that the maxim 'Tu do something .. .' he adopted. 

This analysis also allows us to deal with the prohlem that Nell sees with nOI1-

reciprocal action. It is this problem that leads her to concludc that maxims suclt 

that they and their contrary are hoth forhidden are permissihle. l.aws such as 

"everybody will buy lettuce and not sell il" are clearly sdf-contradictory. and so arc 

forbidden. Nell then argues that the contrary of this UTC, which she takcs tu he 

"everybody will selliettuce and not buy it" is also sdf-contradictmy. Our intuitions, 

however, tell us that neither maxim is forhidden hut that hoth arc pCfmissiblc. 

However, she seems to he c1early mistaken in her claim of which maxim is the con­

trary of "To buy lettuce and not sell it." The rcal eontrary must he "Not to huy 

lettuce and not sell it" and its UTC "no one will buy lellucc and not sell it" is not 

self contradictory. But now, according to her cartier interprctation, acting on thc 

maxim "Not to buy lettuce and not sell it" is ohligatory. Thus, if one buys lcttucc, 

one must also sell it.25 That this is not in fact the case can he seen t'rom OUf 

reinterpretation of the test for obligatory maxims. It is not an automatic procedure, 

and each case must be exammed in orùef tn sec whcther sorne policy must he 

adopted with respect to adopting a maxim. Ali that is rcquired hy the maxim 'To 

buy lettuce and not sell it' being forb:dden is that 1 not aet on il. In most 

circumstances 1 will have no '1eeù to adopt a single policy govcrning both buying 
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amI selling lettucc, hut 1 can merely act on the permissible maxims To buy lettuce' 

and 'To scll lettucey6 

Once we have estahlished whether acts and ends are obligatory, forbidden 

or permissihle, wc must ask whether theyare morally worthy, unworthy, or lacking 

in moral worth. This depends on the motive with which it is done, i.e. the agent's 

end in sn acting. Thus if an agent performs an act that is determined to be 

ohligatory hy the CC test, he may he doing it beeause he wants to, or beeause it 

is conducivc to snmething else that he wants. Or he may do it pure)y because of 

his recognition that it is ohligatory: he may do it out of duty. It is on)y in this case 

that the act has moral worth. The same considerations apply to acts that conform 

10 the rational cnds of ail agents: the aets are morally worthy only if they are 

motivated hy these ends. According ta Kant, moral worth depends on the agent's 

motives, regardless of the results of his act, and such an intention must be based 

on a rational recognition of witat is required and not a contingent, empirieal1y given 

inclination, as this can never provide a solid foundation for right action. 

Sn far we have looked at Nell's interpretation of Kant's universalizability 

tests. If wc IIlcluùe certain reasonable presuppositions, Le. that intending a maxim 

or a law enta ils intending its natural and predictable results, and sorne set of 

CÎrcumstances t hat allow it to be acted on, then the CC test works. If we allow that 

persons have ends, and that the Principle of Hypothetical Imperatives holds, then 

the CW test works too. Both tests are effective in that they are easily applicable 
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and they give acceptable results. Even if oth~r cOl1unentators argue for a different 

interpretation of Kant's writings, the tests as Nell presents them work. They do not 

lead us into any of the diftïculties Wiggins criticizes in Kant and 111 1 {arc. 

Kant's goal in the Grmmdwork is tn explicate the commun notion of morality. 

As was shown in Chapter 1, the conception of a dut Y that is hinding irrespect ive of 

contingent desires or circumstanees is the given that Kant explores. What Kant 

does is formalize this notion. From the l'orm that ethical dut Y has, he dcrivcs li 

formula that allows us to determine which acts conform to this duty. Il can show 

what actions are perfeet duties, sllch that specifie actions or omissions are always 

required; and it can also show that we have duties to adopt certain cnds, sllch as 

benevolence, although it dues not say precisely how to act accon.Jing tn thesc 

imperfeet duties. However, there is one thing that Kant's account sn lar has not 

done, and that is to justify the Categorical Imperative itself. Allhough we may agree 

that the Categorical Imperative is derived from the common concept of ethical dut y, 

there is no arguli, . q that our concept of ethical dut Y Ims any hasis, rational or 

other. Although the results generateù hy the Categorieal Imperative gencrally 

conform to our moral intuitions, this is not a Justification for acccpting It as a guide 

to moral action. After ail, if we take our intuitions as the authonty in morals wc do 

not need to check them by reterence tn any fundarncnlal principlc. 

Kant himself argues that moral thinking arises necc!'.!'.arily l'rom the faculty 

of practical reason in its pure application, and that the rcason that cvcryday moral 
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thought eonform~ sn closely to what is discovered by philosophical inquiry into its 

nature i~ that practical reason ;s practical and therefore actually used. 1 want ta 

enquire into the possihility of Justitying the Categorical Imperative on different 

grounds, grounds that can take into account what we have learned from Wiggins 

ahout the nature of moral systems. 

The starting point for any ethical inquiry is to ask what it is that we art: 

doing whcll we engage in moral discourse. It is l'rom a description of what morality 

as wc know It is that we can come to answer the more specifIc questions about 

ethics that are ohen asked. And as was mentioned, Kant, in the Groulldwork, does 

just this. He examines the common notion of morality, formalizes it, and thus shows 

us how to ael in accorda nec with justice and virtlle. 1 want to argue that his theory 

can he secn as a formalization of the concept tltat Thomas Nagel argues is the basis 

of altruisl11, I.e. the idca that each person has of being one arnong many others who 

arc eqllally persons.27 1 want to suggest, however, that this concept can provide the 

basis for ail moral principlcs. 

This idea can most easily be seen as expressed in Kant's version of the 

suprcl11c pnnciplc of morals that enjoins us to treat others as ends. This of course 

raises the point that the conception of oneself as one person among others can lead 

to our trcating others in certain ways only if we see nurse Ives as deserving of that 

trcatmcnt (ilUi pcr~lms, or qlla persons under sorne description that applies ta others 

as weil. Kant makes this daim when he says that "man necessarily thinks of his own 
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existence in this way," i.e. as an end in itself, but as this has a rational grouI1l1 that 

each person recognizes in his own case, the daim that each pl'rSlln IS an l'nd in 

himself can be seen as objective hy others.!8 

The bare conception of oneself as one among othl'rs ran he Sl'cn 1\1 the 

requirement that maxims he universalizahle. The idca that l'vclyonl.' is l'qually il 

person leads to the requirement that whatevcr one dOt~S mu~t he ahle Il 1 hl' donc 

by everybody who is relevantly sil11llar: AmI the critcrion ot 1 devant Sllllililllty i:o. 

whatever characteristics are mentioncd 111 the maxim. Thus maxims that cannot hl' 

acted on hy everyhody who rails under that deSCriptIon cannot he artcd on hy 

anybody, bccause there is no principled way 01 dlstinguishing bctwel'\l thosl' who 

may and those who may not. 

The recognition of each person of being one pcrson :1I11ong (Jthers who arc 

ail equally persons seems to me tn be fundamental to ctlucs. It "Iso provldes an 

independent justltication of any ethical princlple that is legltlmatcly dertvcd trom it 

because, if we follow Hare and dismlss solipsism as a prohlcm for ail phtlosophy, 

it is an undeniable proposItIon. 

Seeing others as equally persons is not to say that wc givc to their interests 

a concern l'quai tn that which we give to our own; that would he the case only if 

• Paul Dietrichson notes that the awarencss that cveryonc must he ahle to art 
on a maxim that 1 am proposing to act on is given to me hy my reason ("When i~ 

a maxim fully universalizahle?", p.156.) The conception of oncself as one among 
many supplies the missing premi~e. 
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we expected the same t'rom them in virtue of our heing persons. \Vhat it dnes 

show is that we owe them the Sé~me respect or non-interfcrcncc or f.lir lkaling that 

we expect l'rom them in virtue of our being persons, that is, more nr Icss arrnrding 

to our nearnes!! or distance from them. This is the meaning of "dn unto ntlll'rs ilS 

you would have them do lInto you." You would not expect a stranger to huy yOll 

a gift for your birthday, but you would expect him not to run you down in the 

street. The Golden Rule has two parts and attention is usually t'ocuscd on the 

second. However, the t'irst part of the rule must also he considered. After ail, in 

deciding how you would he treated you are formulating a rule ot' conduet that yOll 

must then apply tn yourself. This provides a check on the possihility 01 rcqlliring 

too much of others, as the same will be require,J of you. It ducs not relluirc that 

equal weight be given eqllal interests, nnr does it rule out sclf-rcfcrential altruism 

as morally acceptable. This is seen c1early in connection with Kant's dut Y ut 

benevolence: there are no constraints on how or to whom we are to he hCl1cvolent. 

The CC test forbids acting on maxims that could not he actcd on if 

everybody acted on them. Those proposing to act on such maxims requirc that il 

system be in place such that they are exceptions tn this system. Sn Kant shows, for 

example, that given the institution of promising it is not permissihle to makc one self 

an exception, but does not show that there must be such an institution. Bccause of 

this, different results will arise for different cultures that have different institutions. 

For example, there will be no ru le against taking things in a society wherc there is 
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no private property. Different moral codes can then be seen to follow from applying 

the fundamcntal moral idea to the world as it is at different times and places. 

Kant'<; rule for mnrally worthy aets requires that they be done for the sake 

of acting according tn the moral rule, and not for some ~Jbjective end. The notion 

nf being one persnn among many is not only an idea that must necessarily occur 

to anyone thinking rationally about the world and her place in it, it is also a view 

nI' the world such that morally worthy (lcts follow from it, independrtltly of any end 

that sllch aets may aehieve. Therefore, if people come tn see moral principles as 

good . and they do - they can do so without reference to any ends that acting on 

such principles can bring about. This conforms whh Wiggins' stipulation that for a 

moral thenry to work it must be seen as good in itself. However, it is also 

compatible with the idea that morality does have Il purpose Jn the maintenance of 

a system in which individual ends are most easily realiscd. 

We have secn that this conception can be the basis of an answer to "what, 

mOHllly, shall 1 do'!" and that it can also provide an answer ta the question "Why 

should 1 aet morally'!" Now we shalJ see if acting according to it can serve the 

purpnse of morality. For utilitarians the answers to these three questions are the 

same, which is part of their problem, as Wiggins poi!1ts out. 

Accnrding tn Wiggins, morality, in order to work, cannat he seen as having 

a purpnse. People refer their moral judgements to a consensus that they see as 

possihle in the responses people have when faced with various situations, and 
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change their principles if they come to sec that thcir rcspllnscs should IR' otlll'J' than 

what they are. It is not dear to me, howcvcr, if thcrc is no rational hasis of 

morality, in terms of wlzat an existing l110rality would he rcvised. Furtlll'r. how do 

we distinguish specitïcally moral hehaviour from nthcr typcs of cUl1scnsual sodal 

behaviour unless simply because it so called. There must he il rcason for dassifying 

sorne social rules as moral and others as, for cXélmple, l11anl1Crs. 

l.L. Mackie, although he sees morality as just what ;s acceptcd as sueh in 

a society, sees it as a consensus ahout what rules must hc in placc in orllci to 

counteract people's naturally selfish tenùel1CÎes so that social lire, and the hcnl'fits 

to each person that are unattainahle otherwise, is possihle. 

Even if we take th's to be the purpose of morals, in making individuall110ral 

judgements we do not look forward tn some end that mnrality is supposed to 

achieve in order to answer the question of what to do in tcrms of what the hest 

way is to achieve that end. We decide what to do hy referring to the conccption wc 

each have of being one arnong other persons, and this naturally Icaels 10 a statc nI' 

affairs that is at the saIne time fundamentally gond for cach pcrson, I.C. that nt 

being considered equally a person by everyone cise who considcrs hcrsclf CI pcrsnn, 

and one in which each person can tlourish and he st achicve whatcvcr cnds she scts 

for herself. There is a parallel here with Kant's insistence that although one can t'cel 

wonderful by acting from dut y, one can never act l'rom dut Y in nrdcr tn t'cel 

wonderful.29 
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The questions that are answered hy the Categorical Imperative are those of 

moral ohligation and not those of what might he called moral value. Mackie divides 

morality alor:g thesc line~ into narrow and hroad morality:to • Narrow morality is 

concerned with the specifie rules of eonduet that are meant to "counteract Iimited 

sympathies" in our eonduct toward others, sn that our own interests and inclinations 

do Ilot run away with us. If we 1: '.eady had such regard for other people, there 

would he no necu for moral rulcs.1/ Broad morality concerns values that guide 

action in general. There are an indeterminate numher of equally valid ways of 

living, and choices must he made independently as there are no hard and fast ru les 

for most of the dccisions that we have to make. 

The arguments in this chapter apply tn narrow morality. We do, however, 

nced to point out that sorne prohlems that are commonly considered moral belong 

to Imlad morality and so eannot he decided by the tests we have set out. The 

uecision to save my child, mentioned in chapter three, is a moral decision in the 

hroad sense. The feelings such as a mother has for her child are valued in our 

society, hut they are heyond the domain of narrow mnrality. This is what Kant sees 

when he sa ys that something do ne out of inclination has no moral worth: there is 

no point in talking ahout li dut y to do what you most want tn do. Bernard Williams 

fails to sec this point: saving a loved one is neither a morally worthy ael nor an 

• Bernard Williams makes a similar distinction between what he caUs ethics and 
morality in Ethic.'î cmd ,he Limiu of Philosophy. 
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obligatory one.1t is certainly permissihk and conf0l111s with our dut Y of hcnl'lÏl"l'IH.'t" 

but it is not dnne n'It of a moral motive hut ht.'c:llIse of kc"n~s that OI1l' .. 

cOlllillgelllly has. These are feelings that Mackit.> ca Ils "self-rl'lcP~l1tially altflllstll.'." 1 le 

takes these feelings to he a fUl1llamental aspect of hUI11i1n lif~. amI secs mOI aIs, in 

the narrow sense, as a way of counteracting, among othcr things, the negatlve 

effects that sometimes arise as a result of this tcndency. Il scellls to 111l' that this 

is why it is important, as Kant insists, that morality dcpl'nd Oll rl'asoll amI Ilot on 

inclination. This is truc when estahH!:hing the slIprclllc plincipk nI' morals; whcn 

applying it, i.e. when judging what is morally rigltt; and whell estahlishing the agcnt's 

motive, i.e. when judging what is morally wOl1hy. 

Mackie further daims, however, that (narrow) morality is made and not 

discovered, yet says that the obligation that people perform, in Hohhes' terms, thcir 

covenants made is "an eternal and immutable fragment 01 l11orality."~2 Ilow can this 

be if this obligation is simply made and not in some way rcquircd hy the notion of 

morality itself, and thus in some sense discovered" Pcrhaps thcrc is SO\11e ~ct 'lI' 

principles that do best what morality is supposed to do, and would he acccptcd hy 

everyone, and this wou Id then be what morality IJ regardlcss of what is considcrcd 

moral by a given society. Thil! is close tn what Wiggins umJcr~tands hy the 

consensus that grounds morality, but because our notion of consensus is ha~cd on 

reason we have been able to set out the method for discovcring what that 

consensus would consist in. 
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Once a person finds herself in society, with certain interests and a notion of 

what is due to her qua pcrson, she must ratlOnally consider other persons in the 

sume Iight. What follows l'rom this is respect, justice, henevolenee; and what follows 

l'rom thcsc arc conditions under which communal, and therefore individual, human 

life can flourish. 1 suggest that on a charitable interpretation, the Golden Rule can 

he undcrstood as a reminder that one must treat others as one would he treated 

qua pcrson. ft can therefore serve as a moral rule of thumh in everyday life, where 

people are not likely tn actively apply the Categorical Imperative. 

Now we have secn that taking the concept of oneself as one among others 

as the fundamental concept of morab can do tluee things: it answers the question 

"why he mora!'!" hecéluse it is a concept that reason imposes on us; it am:wers the 

question "what, morally, shall 1 do'!" when it is applied formally via the Categoriea) 

Imperative; and it tills the pllrpose that morals can he seen as having because it 

makcs it possible for individllals ta live together in spite of divergent, and even 

contlicting, aims. 
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Conclusion 

When thinking philosophically about ll1orality, thae al l' several diffcl'l'nt 

though related questions that can he asked. '\le can ask what the pOInt 01 purposl' 

of morals is. Or we can ask what it is to think l1lowlIy or what it IS wc do when we 

make moral daims. We can also ask why wc should he moral. Or Wl' can ilsk what 

it is specifkally that we are morally ohliged to do. Those who think that thl'IC is an 

answer ta the last question often seek a unifying princlplc or test that allows liS to 

discover what actions are permitted, forhidden, or ohligatory. Furthcr, in ortlel to 

answer this last question, we need to take intn accollnt answcrs tu the l'il st two. If 

we are to discover which nlles are moral rules, we necd to know hoth what moral 

rules are for, and what features a moral mie must havc. Ideally, along the way we 

will also find an answer to the question of why these mIes are nlles for us. 

The recognition that part of what moral judgemcllts say is a daim to hcing 

true, and being recognizable as true hy anyone who thinks clearly ahout them, is 

what ail moral theories strive to explain am.I express. The mystcry is 01 how a 

judgement that is about somelhing not "in the world" can makc thls da im (If 

objectivity. This question has been variou~ly élnswered hy having Il turn oui thal 

moral judgments lire identical with statements about the world, c.g. moral ~enti­

ments, satisfaction of preferences, social mores, etc. Wiggins argues that this 

perceived ohjectivity can he explained hy the intcrsuhJcctivity ot moral judgemcnts, 
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that is hy thcir hemg ha~eu on suhJcctive responses that are, or should he, common 

tn ail. For 1 lare talk of objectivity is hettcr replaced hy talk of rationality. and 1 

agrce. If evcrynne rcasons rationally from the same premi~es, they will ail arrive at 

the samc an~wer. Thi<.. can then he seen as ohjectivity, or consensus, or conver­

gence. My contention is that the moral point of view stems from the aeceptance of 

OIlC basic prcmi~e that ean he seen to unuerlie every moral judgement, in the sense 

that it can proville an intelligihle answer to the question "why ... ?" This premise is 

that "1 a m one persol1 among others who are ail equally persons." 

1 have argucd that Kant's Categorical Imperative provides a decision 

procedure for moral action. ft is a formalization of the common sense conception 

of dut y, allll this can he secn as hased on the premise mentioned ahove. The 

Categorieal Imperative allows us to determine wha. specifie maxims we may or may 

not aet on hecausc il shows whieh maxims it is not possible to will everyolle to aet 

on. If one secs onesclf as having a reason for acting in a certain way qua person 

undcr a certain description, then the conception of one self as one among others 

who are equally pcrsons requires that one recognize that others have that same 

reason for acting. One eannot logically make an exception of anyone because there 

is no principlcd wayof making a distinction, therefore if not everyone can act on 

thélt Tenson, then no one may. 

The test that will show which maxims cannat be acted on by everybody must 

show a logical impossihility. ailowing for consideration only the empirical 
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information refened to -explicitly or implicitly - in the lll:lxÎm. WlgglI1~ l'1~lIl11S Ihat 

this is inconsi~tent \Vith Kélnt's guai of asccrlall1l11g ~pel'ifll: dulll'~ wllhoul rckll'nn' 

ta contingent empirical concern~. WlgglllS specltll'ally rdl'Is, III l\\'l'\'l' 1 , 10 pl'ople'!,> 

preferences, desires, and incllnatiol1s, and although he IS Ilghl III S.lylllg that tll taJ...l' 

account of these woulll suhvert Kant's elltl'lpn~C, thl'~l' ale Ilot the l'mplrlCal l,lets 

required hy Kant's tests of maxims. It cannot appl'ill tll p:1I tlculill lI1r1l1latllllls in 

order to show that there is olle circlImstance ulldl'r WlllCh 1 l'anllot will t hal lt hl.' 

acted on, élnd therefore cannot will that it hl' actell 011 III C\'CIV Irke ClIClIlll\lalH:C. 

This is the method that Hare tried and wc have 10l1ll1l wantlllg. Ilall''s II1l'oly t'ails 

because it does not adequately retlect what It b that Wl' takl' Illlllëll Ihoughl III h(', 

and he does not proville arguments compclling el10llgh lor liS tu changt' (lUI Vll'W. 

Basing the moral point 01 view on the conccptior. 01 OI1e~CIt as OIlC al11ol1g 

many who are equally persons an!lwers Wiggins' conccrll!'> about rnorallty hL'lIlg !lCl.'1l 

as good in itself and bound up with interests that cach per\llIl ha!l. Il I!I weil Illted 

ta serve the purpose of making things go wcll and féllrly, hut anyollc ClIn l'Oille tu 

accept these premises simply by retlecting on hi!l situation and that of ot Ill'rs, and 

come to see adopting this point of vicw as good III Ibel\'. Il answcrs our inhlllion!'o. 

about what moraJity is and does: we can !lce the diltcrencc hctwecn more and Jess 

moral people or socicties as those to whom ttm t:Oflccption of other!l i!'> more or 

less rea!. And it can be seen as an answcr to the problem of how pc()ple who live 

together in society can get aJong in a way that is ~atbtactory for cach. 1 !luggcst that 
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the recognition cach pcrsoll has of heing one among others who are equally persans 

can serve a:-. the rational basis for an adequate theory of universalizability. 
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