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The science of ethics, both in its philosophical #reological varieties, is caught up
in the throes of transition. Under the impactradtionalistic undermining, there is a
general willingness to break away from the shagkdiffect of time-less maxims. But
since the promised deliverance to freedom boomexhimgo a deliverance to fear,
uncertainty and anxiety, there is a growing hesitatio accept the appalling
consequence of an “every-man-does-what-is-rightisrewn-eyes-morality.” Ethical
theories vacillate between casuistry (with its ensally valid natural law) and an
existentialistic ethics (with its “absolute” freedp

In contemporary ethical philosophy, the main proigenvolved come to a head in
the question of “value.” The same may be saidleplogical ethics. In fact, for a
succinct statement of the central issues in etbios,can do no better than to quote
the words of Joseph Fletcher, a lending Americap@nent of the fashionable
contextualist approach to ethics: “The basic issustake between situational ethics
and naturel law theory is the locus of valtie.”

Do “values” exist, or don't they? Do values statets refer to “value realms”
(historically, the general trend in Continental &ue), or are they to be interpreted
psychologically in the behaviourist pattern(histaiiy, the dominant tendency in the
United States and Britain)? Are they objectivaglr or are they non-referential in
character, perhaps hallucinations or symbols ottdmscious mind? Are they like
psychomatic ejaculations, ceremonial utterancesathematical formulae? Or are
they simply the functions of social, economic antitggal situations? All of these
positions have been or are held and we have notlesgun to exhaust the
possibilities. But enough has been said to prosidense of the bewilderment and
frustration which faces a modern ethicist.

It is in this “time or trouble” that a “new” kindf @thics has raised its head and
announced itself as the way out of thpassean ethical theory. In this paper we
shall sketch the developments within this new agpinado ethics. Our discussion of
the issues involved will lead us to a concludingtiea in which we hope to present
the outlines of yet another “new” approafihn2>]

Meta-ethics

The novel type of ethics to which | referred isgbised in a branch of Neo-Positivism
known as Linguistic Analysis (not to be confusethwhe “strong” Logical

Positivism of theWiener Kreisor the “weaker” version subsequently advocated by
Reicbenbach, Carnap c.s. in the United StateE)e acknowledged fathers of
Linguistic Analysis are Bertrand Russell (18725),E. Moore (1873-1958) and
Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-195%).With the publication in 1903 d#rincipia Ethics

! Joseph Fletcher, Bhristian Social Ethics in a Changing Wolleld. J. Bennett, 1966) p. 327. See also
p. 328,

% These labels are in many ways unsatisfactorylevibbven’s Problem-Historical Method gives
promise of a more meaningful classification. Bhttis another story!

* One must not, however, classify Russell and Medtk the Linguistic Analysts proper. Russell has
unequivocally rejected L.A. (cf. his introductiomE. Gellner's \Words and Thingsl993). For Moore,

at least in ethics, L.A. remained a means, nevemah




and “The Refutation of Idealism,” Moore struck wigatisually regarded as the first
serious blow against “metaphysics” by his wholerteghrejection of the (Hegelian)
Neo-ldealism of McTaggart and Bradley. Moore, exmd Russell, was the first to
climb down the Hegelian ladder, the others followed

Nevertheless, for a long period, Moore, has stadtié shadow of his friend and
colleague Russell. With the end of World War Iktbhanged. The influence of
Russell and the “early” Wittgenstein of theactatus(1922)—at a high point in the
'30s—wanted in the proportion that the influencéMfore and the “late”
Wittgenstein of thé>hilosophical Investigation§l953) waxed. This is most evident
in the philosophizing of J. L. Austin (1911-195@), Ryle and P. H. Strawson, the
“therapeutic analysis” of John Wisdom c.s. at Cadga—perhaps, with apologies to
both groups, one could better speak of the Ox-britthool—and many other related
thinkers in Scandinavia, America and Italy. Lingig Analysis is not only the
dominant philosophical school in the Anglo-Americaorld, it in at present steadily
encroaching on the mainland of Europe.

Although the seed of Linguistic Analysis (L.A.) walsinted and watered by G. E.
Moore’s emphasis on “clarification,” coupled witfs meturn to the dictates of
Common Sense, it did not germinate until fertil@ioy the “late” Wittgenstein’s
language-game approach in which meaning is takéasas’ For L.A. philosophy is
anactivity as over against@octrine Here we feel the pulse-beat of the school.

Analysis does not affect the world of “facts”—posgly or negatively—“philosophy

... leaves everything as it i8."There is nothing more for philosophy to sayheit

the natural sciences will it, or Common Sense diydanows it. At least, nothing

more can be said, the rest is “ineffable” or “hiddeYet, something must be done—
otherwise there will be “nothing” to do and philpsy [p3>] will disappear! There

are two possibilities: concentrate on the “Sayiagtry toshow— in some way—
what is ineffable. In general, following the empiseaof the “late” Wittgenstein, L.A.
adopted the first alternative, and rejected thers@é@s an aspect of the to-be-rejected
mysticism of theTractatus

Philosophy does not explain or justify, it mereBsdribes and clarifies. Philosophic
problems arise from the misuse and abuse of lagdiemm imagining for example,
that the logical form of a sentence is the sanmbeagrammatical form. It is not the
results which are important— they will come—but #wivity, usually taken as
technical mastery with language as the instrumbanather words, L.A. thinks of
itself as a kind of secretarial-service-for-hire,agjanitor service. It in a tool-box to
be used as the occasion demands. In disarmingpfaghe Analyst points out that he
has “nothing” to sell, he just wants to sharpenrytools®

In ethics, L.A. has given birth to an approach Wwhi@s named Meta-ethics. It
purports to (dis)solve the problems under whiclicstls staggering by a logical
clarification of the syntax of descriptive (“forniplnd normative (“material”) ethics.
Since logical clarification is considered to be tnely meta-ethics prides itself on
being “objective.” It sees issues in “a neutraispective,” it is “morally neutral.®

* Cf. Ved MehtaThe Fly and the Fly-Bott|ep. 41-42.

® WittgensteinPhilosophical investigationgara. 124 cf. also :paras. 109, 119, 125ff.

® Thus most “linguistic analysts” do not considegrtiselves to be members of any school, they are
simply philosophers. Party banners and schooltpyeve no place in philosophy (cf. G. Ryle,
“Taking Sides in PhilosophyPhilosophy 1937.

" C. L. Stevensorfacts and Value§1963) p. vii.




Whereas normative ethics is concerned with forrmdatalid ethical precepts and
justifying these principles, meta-ethics is coneérwith the logical and semantical
guestions involved; such as, the meaning and ukeyoéxpressions (e.g. “good,”
“free,” “responsible,” the nature of morality, tdestinction moral and non-moral, the
nature and possibility of ethical justificationc&? Meta-ethics has approximately
“the relation to normative ethics that the phildsppf science or epistemology or
meta-science has to scienc®.”

Prior to tracing the development of meta-ethiceulgh its various phases, it is well
that we pause for a closer look at the two sidek@Mmeta-ethical coin.

By definition, meta-ethics requires a point fromiethto move beyond (meta). This
means that “ordinary” ethics—as this jumping-otigg—fulfills a legitimate and
foundational role for meta-ethics. Meta-ethicsamwes of its task as a limited one:
clarification and dissolution of logical syntaxonder that “ordinary ethics” can get
on with its task. Meta-ethics doesn't claim toveodll problems, rather it purposively
withdraws into a morally antiseptic vacuum and envaeirs to absolve itself of
responsibility in regard to the “big” questionsli.

Then, having thrown around its shoulders the manitleeutrality—transforming a
lack into a virtue—it reappears as the apostlgp @f>] peace, volunteering its
services to all the dissident parties. This bailthelp—yes, interference—no” attitude
of L.A. is the secret of what would be called tseductive appeal of L.A.” Even a
cursory glance at the extent of the dominance Af in philosophy, in ethics and in
the social sciences suffices to convince one dfetsitching character.

However, this overly-modest bordering on embarmsigemeanour of L.A. is only
one side of the coin —a side we certainly apprecaaainst the background for the
boastful, often blasphemous, pretensions of thisatdReason. But there is another
side to the coin—often not turned over under thpeli5—which forces one to look
more closely at L.A. L.A. is convinced of its supety in its self-appointed field.
That is to say, L.A. regards itself as the loneamimg option open for philosophy.
Meta-ethics is theufficientas well asiecessarypanacea for all ethical ills. It doesn’t
claim much, but it claims all that it possibly can.

On the one side, L.A. claims embarrassingly lithie the other it claims to be the only
“way.” On the one hand, L.A. admits its limitatgron the other, it champions itself
as the one and only “doctrine-less” method whiah g&t free ethics, of whatever
stripe, to genu in ethiciziny. Meta-ethics becomes the way of access to ethical
reality. Meta-ethics legislates as to the natiiretluics and values.

Having received the givens, normative ethics ig ablfunction properly. Meta-
ethics, all its claims notwithstanding, functiorssaa“first” word (and thus also as
“last” word) which you are not permitted to questiand behind which you cannot
question.

| can best uncover the exclusivistic nature ofdllaéms of L.A. (before an audience
sympathetic to Christian philosophizing) by quotirgm a review of Prof. H.
Dooyeweerd’s Transcendental Problems of Philosophaught which appeared in

® R.M. Hare Freedom and Reasqi963), p. 97.

®W. K. FrankenaEthics(1963), p. 4 ff.

10R. BrandtEthical Theory(1959), p. 7.

1 «Obviously it is necessary to answer the main tjaes of critical ethics before we have firm
grounds for constructing a system of normativeosthi R. Brandtpp. cit, pp. 9-10.




Mind the renowned journal of L.A. edited by Gilb&yle. After concisely
summarizing Prof. Dooyeweerd’s argument and hisntibns, the reviewer ends by
averring:

Dr. Dooyeweerd is hardly likely to make many consday this book,
especially among those who feel that the errotkémmetaphysical systems of
the past and in many of the “isms” of today, aricdently explained as due
to bad logic, misconceptions about language or ema#tics, etc. without
resource to the hidden workings of religious matitfe

Il Various Phases in Development of Meta-Ethics

1. This over-all pattern of twentieth century pkibphy has been more influenced by
G.E. Moore’sPrincipia Ethicathan by any other book. It unleashed a verticald

of publications, slowly &p.5>] first, only now, some sixty years later, reachingst
proportions. It is not that Moore’s positive camstions have been universally
received or even discussed —far from that, “intmists” are few and far between
today. Rather Moore is credited with destroyingttmalism” as a tenable position in
ethical theory. But there is more: for even thodyore’s critical arguments, long
considered water-tight are in some circles beirigeddull of holes, there is a
remarkable consensus that Moore’s style of philbsmpg and ethicizing the
adumbration of all that has appeared sinxe. Imtshd\. and meta-ethics finds its
“father” in G. E. Moore.

The problems of philosophy (and of ethics) are, Maasserts, largely caused by the
attempts to answer ill-defined questions. Moosehkition has become the battle-cry
for L.A.; clarification of theproblemstelling In ethics, Moore began the work of
analysis by separating two questions often confyda#len to be one: the formal and
primary question as to the “good” (what has “irgfivalue,” or is good in itself) and
the secondary, material question as to what isittifyvhat one “ought” to do, what is
“good as mans”).

Having effected this initial clarification, Mooresgovered that he still could not
proceed to answer the questions. Before he caitmine what (kinds of) things
are good, he must first know the technical meanmanalysis of the adjective
“good.” Here we have the beginnings of meta-ethlos normative question is
separated from the preliminary matter of analy%3ood"—so analysis revealed—is
a simple, non-natural, indefinable quality. Anyomeo defines “good” by confusing
it with any of the qualities in virtue of which oran call something good commits
the “Naturalistic fallacy.” In effect, Moore dewgled what Hume pointed to as the
confusion of “ought” and “is.” Moore proved thig the famous “open-question”
argument. Take any suggested definition of gobloen ask if you could not
meaningfully query an object known to have thisligyéthe one given as the
definition of good), if it is good. If you are &blo ask the question meaningfully, if it
makes sense, the definition is without doubt wroRgr if the property in question is,
in fact, what good means, it is pointless to réiequestion. You already know the
answer. For example, if good means pleasure, oesnd inquire if pleasure is
good—as in reality one does—for we would be raishegpointless query if
“pleasure” is “pleasure”!

12 Mind, July 1949, p. 407.




The conclusions of Moore’s argumentation are sulbista

a. “Goodness” is unique, it may not be definedaturalistic psychological or even
metaphysical terms. Ethics is “autonomous.’

b. Goodness or “intrinsic value” is conceived tedan independent “objective”
existence detached from subjective feeling, willamgl thinking (neo-Realism).

c. Since, on the one hand, “goodness” cannot hedlhg defined, yet on the other
hand, Common Sen&aowswhat is good, “goodness” must be known wirttuitive
certainty (Moore’s Intuitionism).

d. Since that which is right is defined as thatcactvhich will cause more good to
exist in the universe than any possible alternajidgements of the form “x is right”
are logically dependent on intuited judgementefform “x is good-in-itself (has
intrinsic value)” (Moore’s Ideal Utilitarianism)jp.6>]

2. Deontology

Moore won the day with hiBrincipia Ethica Following Moore all ethical
philosophers found it self-evident that they muesldvith the issues and problems
raised by him rather than engaging in the previopspular “metaphysical
speculation.” At Oxford, Prichard, Carrit, Rosslaloseph; at Cambridge, Broad and
Ewing may be classed along with Moore as “objests/iin regard to the question of
values'® The Oxford Group (excluding Joseph) is knownifedeontologistic
position. They stred® dean(that which is right or binding) as distinct frahe

good. Here it is obvious that they are leaving MooMoore said that one must so act
as to produce the greatest good. But the deonstéogssert: right is independent of
its productiveness of good, sometimes one must @bi8right) even though it
produces more evil than A would produce. No jisdiion is necessary or even
possible for moral acts. Reasons for acting iaréan way are self-evident,
immediate and intuitive.

3. Emotivism

Although the philosophic community—almost to thermaaccepted Moore’s
demolishing critique of naturalism, there was le®n bordering on doubt as to
whether his intuitionism was acceptable. The “ewedttheory developed. Once
launched, the idea proved most attractive to many.

Ayer’s Language, Truth and Logit936)—to say it bluntly—was a bombshell which
buried ethics as a legitimate field of philosophiguiry. The author pompously
declares that, since statements are only meanirigfus possible to verify them
against empirical dat4,ethical concepts are “pseudo-concepts.” Theyaitaer

true, nor false, they say nothing factual, theysamgply “emotive.” The genuine
possibility of disagreement, of contradiction amqegple as to what is good and
bad, considered by Moore and the deontologistBiag@rgument in favor of the

13 H.A. PrichardMoral Obligation (1949); E.F. CarrittTheory of Moralg1928),Ethical and Political
Thinking(1947), W.D. RossThe Right and Goof1930); H.W.L JosephSome Main Problems in
Ethics(1931); C.D. Broadrive Types of Ethical Theot930); A.C Ewing;The Definition of Good
(2947).

1 Already in the second edition banguage, Truth and Logid946) Ayer was forced to tone down his
thesis. In general, advocates of the verificati@ory of meaning are still struggling to constract
suitable version of the theory; it must not be siodhg” that it declares scientific laws to be
meaningless along with “metaphysics” but neithey mh&e so “weak’ that the “meta physics” creeps
in along with scientific laws.




objectivity of “values” (disagreement or agreemisrdlwaysaboutsomething)
“goodness”) does exist. But the, quarrel is alouatstions of fact, not of questions of
value. When we say something is bad, we mean "bdéen we say something is
good, we mean “hurrah.” Today, often[n7>] spite, this theory is referred to as the
“Boo-hurrah theory of ethics.”

After Ayer's succés de scandalphilosophy was faced with the disturbing dilemma:
abandon ethics or modify the emotive theory. Tdie of refiner has fallen to the
American C.L. Stevenson. Ethical terms, he admitted, might not be complete
without cognitive content or descriptive meanigvertheless, the prima task of
ethical concepts is emotive, they are to evokerfae, or unfavorable attitudes
towards objects. Whereas Ayer considers questibualidity for ethical judgments
nonsensgStevenson retracts and considers them of litifgort—after all, such
judgments only indicate that which one is psychiglally disposed to accept. Ethical
disagreement is disagreement in attitudes (purpasegations, wants, preferences).
Ayer emphasized the “expressive” character of atlioncepts, Stevenson is taken
up with the “emotive” aspect which is aimed at pexding hearers to behave in one
way or another. “This is good” means “| approveto$, do likewise.”

4. The Linguistic Retreat

In the late 1930s and 40s emotivism was graspedassy out of an unpleasant
dilemma: naturalism or intuitionism. However, thst decade and half has brought
forth a rather strong linguistic retreat from anekaction against emotivism in the
direction of increased concern for ordinary languatn retracing the contours of
moral philosophy the Oxford dons ascertained to theense relief that Moore and
his successors had been guilty of a fundamentat,eramely, they had assumed that
ethical judgments must refer to some “object” (ugasuch as goodness). This is not
so!

Ethical judgments do not find their meaning in refece to an object—such objective
“values” do not exist—but in thefunctionor usein various judgments. This was the
beginning of the Oxford school of meta-ethics. i€&hutterances do not refer to
objects, or state facts, or contain real knowledgalue sentences are not primarily
descriptive of anything—as are the empirical st&tets of science—rather they are
evaluative. They exhibit a wide variety of praatinses. What, more positively,
ethical statements are is the object of much d&ons Are they prescriptives (R.M.
Hare)? Are they multi-functional depending on plagticular context (P. Nowell-
Smith)? Are they allied to acts of choice (S.0Omdon, S. Hampshire)? Or are they
like and yet unlike all of those alternatives (STBulmin)?®

The Oxford School was also dissatisfied with threcplthe emotivists assigned to
cognition.[p.8>]

Stevenson had restored a certain cognitive eletoegthics, but the relevance of
factual reasons remained essentially a psycholbgitizer than a logical concern.
Could such reasons—so they queried—be declarddvenet simply because they
clashed with attitudes, feelings or dispositiond¥ere must be a more integral
connection between cognition (logic) and valuagethics). Value judgements can

15 C.L StevensorEthics and Languag€l944),Facts and Valued963).

6 R.M. Hare,The Language of Morald952),Freedom and Reasd963); Nowell-SmithEthics
(1954); Urmson “On GradingMind 59 (1950); Hampshire, “Fallacies in Moral Philokgh Mind 58
(1949),Thought and Actio(1959); Toulmin,The Place of Reason in Ethi(950).




be defended or refuted by appeal to facts andetdinklings of empirical sciences.
Even though one cannot logically derive an “oudhtin an “is,” a “value” from a

“fact,” an “ought” can be based on, or groundedingstablished by reference to
factual beliefs.

Failure to distinguish these two matters has ledynta consider value judgments as
ultimate, irrational and literally-meaningless.ti#&dugh the general direction of meta-
ethical philosophy is clearly moving away from #eecalled “non-cognitivist” denial
of truth claims for ethical utterances towards@gmition of the logical foundations

of any and all ethical statemenfghere are deep differences as to how the cognitive
element is to be taken up in ethics. Are thereigpeules of inference for ethical
discourse (Toulmin, Hampshire), or are the “ordyfiaules of logic sufficient, in

which case moral judgments could be treated asatiedienthymemes (Hare,
Nowell-Smith, Prior)?

5. The lack of an intramural consensus on basiesbespeaks the crucial stadium in
which meta-ethics (and L.A.) finds itself at pres&n

Two matters deserve particular attention.

a. The growing concern for the logical foundatiohgthical judgments is now being
accompanied with the suggestion that it ma be prapd even necessary to begin
speaking (again) of ethical statements as valig, ®nd correct[p.9>]

Not every reason is a “good reason”! Meta-ethezpiires “rules to judge when a
reason is valid and when not.” But this stresshenlogic of moral reasoning is
beginning to endanger the major thesis that etSisaéments are not primarily
cognitive. What now?

h. The more or less conscious restriction of ettimpelled by the slogan, “every
statement has its own logié®}to an analysis of ethical predicates, has terraihat a
blind alley of endlessly-multiplying sub-distincti® and “senses.” To avoid such an
ad absurdunabsolutizing of distinctions, there is a conscigt@uping—in various
directions—for criteria to distinguish uses. Oshortly after having expelled the
problems of’ normativity, validity and truth frometa-ethics, they are caught
creeping in through a side door.

In this complex and rapidly evolving situation, ieais adjustments are being made.
At the resent moment, these adjustments seemdoibg in two main directions. On
the one hand, “spectator” theories are developihighy lacking any reference to a
particular person and place or to the existen@eufal persons, attempt to regain

It is interesting to note that whereas Harvey @esunctorily dismisses the “cognitive” branch of
L.A. in favor of the “non-cognitivist” position (cThe Secular Meaning of the Gogpé&taul Lehman,
another leading American theologian (Ethics in a Christian Contex963) argues that “non-
cognitivism” is no longer a tenable position.

18 The first glimmerings of realization that L.A.nist merely a “sharpened tool” lacking all
“metaphysical pretensions” is one of the strikiegtfires of the present situation. Strawson adescat
a “descriptive metaphysics” which is “content tesdebe the actual structure of our thought aboait th
world rather than a historically popular revisioparetaphysics” which is “concerned to produce a
better structure” (cfindividuals(1959), p. 9ff). The emergence of a “new” metggibs is no
surprise—even from the standpoint of L.A. itseffs we have sketched, L.A. has long acted a=ta
(physics) in ethics, thus the name, meta-ethics.

9 As a forthright example of the on-going efforismive the problems, Paul TayloRormative
Discourse(1961) deserves attention.

20 Urmson,Philosophical Analysi§1953) p. 79. Cf. also Toulminp. cit, p. 83.




“objectivity” and “absoluteness” for ethical judgntse. “X is right” means that an
ideal spectator would approve . On the other hand in direct contrast to the
“spectator” approach, “agent” theories are emergihgch, emphasizing that judging
is a personal activity with a specific intentionialhgives its meaning, desire to
return to the role of the wise mdningethics, rather than the analyatking about
ethics. Meaning can never be deduced merely frenwbrds employed; rather the
agent’s intentions dictate the way a word is wilizand assign its meaning. All this
implies that it is impossible to investigate thagel grounds upon which some
human activities are to he preferred above offfers.

[ll.  An Apercu or “Overview”

Has meta-ethics solved the problem of values? rBefmwing conclusions, let us
summarize the development.

1. Moore began by denying that value-statementdearanslated without loss of
meaning into the factual statements of empiricersm®e. Values have their own right
of existence and it is an objective existence.idstls autonomous.

2. Ayer c.s. agree that values are not facts,Hmyt declare values to be subjective
preferences meaningless for scientific knowledgthar then objective properties.
[p.10>]

3. Stevenson retracts by pointing out that faa, lse employed as reasons in support
of value preferences. But value judgments remamarily “emotive” and
subjective.

4. The Oxford School denies that “values” as sxiht, they do not refer to anything
outside of themselves. Value-judgments have aluatree, practical use.
Nevertheless, they contain a real factual and ¢bgsitive aspect.

5. But how do we relate and integrate fiaetual and thevaluational? That is still

the big question! In some theories the factulkiginning to devour the valuational,
result; a gain in “objectivity’ at the cost of dlfamto a “naturalism.” In other theories,
the subjective, individual character of valuatieunderlined—result: the
‘autonomy” of ethics is saved at the cost of “olijaty.”

\Y “Dilemmas”
We need waste little time on conclusions.

Everyone is conscious of the multitude of questimmd paucity of answers. Theories
have been unable to solve the basic problems. & mgportant and disturbing
guestion demands our attention: why have the stlibeen unable to solve or even
present a perspective which promises to solve thitens at issue? It is the present
writer’s conviction that a fruitful development hasen nipped in the bud by the
presence of a persistent and pernicious dilemmané way or another, but in some
way, “facts” are placed over against “values.” @&news, it is said, the facts: he
really never knows values. Or, theoretical redswws, practical reason evaluates!
Factual judgments are true, this can not be satldersame sense for value judgments.

L For example, R.B. Brands’ Qualified Attitude MethoSimilar views are proposed by Roderick
Firth, J. Harrison and F.S. Sharp. W.K. Frankesgiapathies move in this direction (cf. also M.
White, TowardsReunion in Philosoph{1956).

2 Hampshire and Urmson are the leading names toeingioned




Or, the more modern version, the function of ethieans is primarily practical (has
to do with “values”) and not descriptive (has tovdth facts as in science). In spite
of the real and growing desire to repair the (labibreak between moral and factual
judgments, there is still an unquestioned assumphiat “facts” and “values” are in
some sense antithetical.

The attempts at reconstruction concentrate on wargothe gap, or throwing over a
bridge. The “gap” remains—deep and as real as dwethe proportion the width of
the chasm is narrowed its depth is accentuated.

“Facts” as scientifically knowable, objective andelligible are placed over against
‘values” as non-natural intuited properties of albge or more radically, as irrational,
subjective preferences or relations.

The strange fact that contemporary value thediirstisthemselves unable—their
intentions to the contrary—to break through the fedue dualism prompts one to
probe deeper into the problematics. One discabatsthe theorists concerned
conceive of reality as consisting critically of tfiegical) subject over against the
object (the world), as the cognitive, inner worfchaman consciousness over against
an external, objective, empirical and factual woNlhen one begins from thas

priori split of reality into “subject” and ‘object” asqfiessors Dooyeweerd and
Mekkes have repeatedly stressed, difficulties aygad and contradictions
inescapable. One is saddled, willingly or unwdliyy consciously or unconsciously,
with dilemmas which he is never able[poll] shake. The subject(exhausted, so to
speak, in the logical function) is wrested outtefgdlace in the coherence of reality; it
no longer exists under the law-order of creatibrs, ifree.” But—and this is the
crucial factor in the discussion of value theories the insurmountable obstacle for
subjectivism—even the most subjectivistic schogblmfosophy is forced to admit the
existence of some kind of external ‘ought’ in reatto the subject. That is to say,
although the theorists do not wish to recognizé&radlucible law-order which holds
for subjects as well as objects (the subject-sideality), they must account for it in
some way. One way, very popular today, is to spédkalues.”

Speaking of values instead of norms or laws ishgestivistic way of accounting for
the not-to-be-escaped normativity given in redlibe structural norm-laws). By
means of such concepts, the theorist attemptghier mseaning-determining law back
into the picture. Once having introduced the cphdie philosopher must account
for the “new’ factor. There are in the last anaymnly two possibilities available.
Either the concept of value must be explained fieremce to the creative, freabject
or to the static universally valiobject for after all, this is the way reality “is” sulgje
over against object. Thus begins the pendulumdgallation between subject and
object which characterizes value-philosophy.

Refusing to acknowledge the unique irreducible ati@r of norm-laws, one is forced
to look for the origin and seat of norm-activitythre subject-side, either in subject or
object, thus confusing the two “sides” of realifihe result is paradoxical in the
extreme: one is continually occupied in extricgtimmself from labyrinths of his
own making. Dooyeweerd has expressed it mostscityi “niet in de
onderscheiding van wetszijde en subjectzijde vaaerdgirische werkelijkheid, maar
veeleer in de eliminering van deze ondorocheidioly in een dualistisch
uitgangspunt openbaart”

%3 Dooyeweerd, “Van Peursen’s krittische vrage®hilosophia ReformataxXV 3/4 (1960), p. 108.




Value theories are guilty of (mis)using the trttattnorm laws are only subjectively
binding when there is subjective recognition. Heerethis real element of
subjective freedom and responsibility which conmgs its own in positivation/
evaluation, must not be taken from under the lasdvasolutised. In such instances
the subject is elevated to the position of creather than of actualizer, or unfolder
of meaning. This ‘enthronement” or absolutizat®elear in the case of the
“subjectivistic” theories, it is no less true irethase of the so-called “objectivistic”
conceptions.

Even if the “values” are termed “intrinsic’ or “cgtive’ they owe their very
existence to a subject who “tore” them out of tpddrce in the law-order and “gave”
them an & priori objectivé EXISTENCE. “Intrinsic value” is @lind behind which
hides the hidden operator, it is a subterfuge desigo conceal the subject.

In conclusion: if the subject is not openly comset the law-giver, he is sure to be
lurking in the shadows calmly “pulling the stringsA concept of “value” is the result
of a back-door squeeze in which a new (third) elgreeaters in surreptitiously under
the guise of being “objective’ or “subjective.” \&ther in its blatant subjectivistic
form, or in its misleading objectivistic form, tidea of “value’ is a “creation” of
Reason. It is but another fabrication, or mor¢adlly, machination, contrived to
[p.12>] allow man to say the last Word.

As we have noticed, the concept of “value” is ireal sense BRremdkdorper albeit a
necessary one. This implies that a value theorst mape with tensions on every
side. Let me note three such complications ondias.

1. A fact-value dualism is inherent in value theohy one case the norm laws, robbed
of their holding-power by being transformed intdctive creations of mankind,
stand antithetically over against the “facts’ (matupre-logical, reality).

In the other case, their cosmic connections of mngarhich bind them to the fixed
laws severed the norm laws are assigned to artesioteon-natural realm of values
over against a natural realms of facts. In theasiethe first type, value-relativism is
a continuing threat. But neither do theories efsecond type offer a substantial
guard against the dangers of relativism and higton. The absolute values are cut
off (ab-solverg so completely from the earth that they are vaéss-for life on this
earth.

2. Some kind of contrast between knowing and valisralways part of a value
theory. In “subjectivistic” theories, value judgents are considered too subjective to
be capable of being universally valid. They carb®true in the same sense as facts
are true. “Objectivistic” theories are compelledrttroduce apecialway of

knowing (often intuition, or feeling) as it is olous that values are not known in the
same way as empirical natural facts. The resatdentrast between analytically
qualified acts of knowing and (usually) psychol@diig qualified acts of valuing or
intuiting.

3. Perhaps the most exasperating problem for \thk@ries—and they are only too
well aware of its difficulty—concerns the very pimslty of a theoryof values.

Within their framework of subject over against abjehere are only two alternatives
in relation to a science of valueBither reason (logical subject) must be given
complete access to “values:” or it must be givenagoess to “values.”But both
choices are impossibilities! If it were possibla-sinot—to give theoretical thought
complete access to the post-logical spheres, thealrknowledge as such would be




impossible. lronically any attempt to logicize Iigais faced with the fact that if it is
successful it has eliminated its very possibili@nly in a previously given diversity
is there the possibility dbgical distinguishing. On the other hand, it is selfekvit
that if reason is refused access to values, ttarde no talk ofcienceof....

Ultimately, even if value theories claim to refusmess to reason they end up
endeavouring to gain complete logical access. Firaply have no other choice
within the confines of their general schema. Tdgdal subject begins to manipulate
with the “Gegenstand,” until theoretical knowledggirps the realm of practical
knowledge. (Value judgments must be scientifithey re not true, etc.) If one
resists this move, value judgments are no longesidered answerable to the norm of
truth (because logical correctness is identifietihwthe Truth).[p.13>]

But now, the legitimacy and possibility of a scieraf values is again cast into doubt.

Reality does not allow a consistent working oueittier choice. Thus, if one chooses
for logical access, he is forced at some point aiera “leap” of sorts to save values
from being devoured by theoretical thought. If theice falls for no access, there is
alwaysa shift or leapof sorts to enable thought to deal in some wai wélues.

V. Positive Considerations

As a way out of the thicket in which contemporaajue theory is caught, | suggest
that the Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee has much to.0ffeet me begin by
summarizing the basic issues relevant to our dssens

1. In order to avoid the dualisms rampant in vaheory, it is necessary—as has
been suggested earlier—to distinguish betweerathieokder of creation and that
which is subject to the law (subject-side). These sides of creation are in
correlation. Without law (to determine), existemcémpossible. Without that which
is subject to the laws(b-jacerg, law has no meaning. The creation-order is the
necessargonditionfor our existence. Bound by the law man is freadt; this is life
before the face of God.

2. The possibility of knowledge ardfortiori of theoretical knowledge rests
completely in the given coherence of the cosmosceas to reality is possible
because man himself is part of reality. The madakects of reality are not alien to
him, they are also his. Itis a concrete act ofiiht, in which man is intuitively
aware that reality is also his reality, that mamgaccess to subjects and objects.
This general awareness of reality, including a gareonsciousness of norms, comes
over men in intuitive self-reflection. Mankind’srsse of justice and morality, for
example, is evidence of the everyday, concrete;semntific, intuitive grasp of the
meaning of the ethical and juridical principlesnc® man is taken up in the full,
reality, he only grasps the modal aspects impjieithin the total structures which

he experiences, and does not bring to conscioiasiiation, for example, the explicit
character of ethical norms in contrast to logicgadacial norms. Concrete experience,
only possible because of the indissoluble inter-ahcdherence of the logical and a-
logical aspects, functions by means of the sulgbgct relation.

Man’s thought has access to reality through whaaliled the logical-object side of
reality.

24 Little has been written from the viewpoint of t&DW over value-philosophies. Prof. Mekkes’
inaugural “rede, De Beteekenis van het Subject in de Moderne WeRhidesophie onder het Licht
der Wetside€l949), has been of tremendous help and desepessa mention.




Since all of the post-logical spheres have a ldgataocipation (analogy), the
normative aspects are accessible to (theoretivalight. In addition, since a full act
has all the aspects of reality, the logical asjiself is also present as a sub- or
foundational functionp.14>]

3. Motivated by the Central Law of Love, mankinat#led to the discovery,
recognition and concretization (positivization}tloé structural laws inherent in the
cosmos. The resulting positive laws form the “getibetween the Central Love
Command and the structural I&W.The norm laws gthe logical and post-logical
aspects), as distinct from the fixed laws (predat)f® require human recognition and
actualization in accordance with historical devetent before they are subjectively
binding. All positive laws derive their validittheir compelling character, their
binding force from the firmness and steadfastn€ssli) of the divide faithfully
maintained by the Father in Jesus Christ. Withlogitanchor-relation to the law-
order, positive law is adrift, and sooner or Iqteinen the storm breaks in all its fury)
would dash itself to pieces on the rocks of histem, relativism, and subjectivism.
In actual fact, this “breaking to pieces” is alwdnmnpered, and ultimately defeated
by the (recognized or not) presence of the anchiowever, in the degree that
theoretical accounts seek to do without the “antloatastrophic upheaval is always
imminent. See here the cause of the tensionslire Yheories.

Valuation

The element of positivizing is an inherent partref post-historical law-spheres. It is
the historical analogy of these spheres (undeditive point that positivation depends
on the stage of cultural development). The logigellogy of the post-historical
spheres reveals itself in the possibility of freenan choice and judgment in
positivation. By observing certain, shall we sethicallaw-conformitiesgiven in
experience, we have insight—always inadequate—stitizal norm laws on the basis
of which we form, positive laws.

By the nature of the case, these formulations larayas open to correction.

Although this process of positivation has alwaysrbstressed in the WDW, there is
no clear understanding as to its nature and sclpgositivation according to Prof.
Dooyeweerd “the human formative will is then todmceived of as subjective
momenbn the law-side of these law-spheres themsefR/esi’view of his own
repeated insistence that the acting subject isyslwader law, it appears that this
definition is open to misunderstanding. Wouldat he more satisfactory to conceive
of positivization as a completely subjective atftthis is indeed the state of affairs,
one need not distinguish qualitatively between@rofpositivization and evaluation.
In fact, there is but one process. One could gerheserve the term positivation for
the last phase or last step of a series of evahsti That is; on the basis of
knowledge gained in valuations, one decides toratize a (positive) law. There is
an[p.15>] on-going, never-ending interaction of valuation gositivation. A
positive law or norm, as a specification of theistral norm law, is valid as long as
it has (or is thought to have) value in relatiompteviously positivized norms and in
the final analysis to the norm law itself. A nohas value when it is recognized as
valid. When, in the anticipatory direction, it loeees obvious that a certain norm no

%5 D.H.Th. VollenhovenKort Overzicht p. 2. | find this particular way of expressiig trelation, very
helpful and clear.

26 Only in theirretrocipatorystructure are the fixed laws independent of hufoamation.

" DooyeweerdNew Critique Vol. Il, p. 239.




longer meets the requirements, it has lost itsevahd a new norm must be
positivized.

Valuation is a completely subjective human act imalr man enjoys freedom and
responsibility under the norm laws of creationmby not be conceived of as an act in
which the autonomous subject calls “values” to geimor may it be deprived, on the
other hand, of the real element of freedom invalvEdaluation per se never takes
place. It always bears a more precise qualificatiOne speaks of ethical evaluation,
economic social, etc., there are as many qualificatas normative law-spheres.

At this stage of my thinking, | am inclined to calex the act of evaluation as such an
analytically qualified act of knowing. This actlaiowing is then enkaptically.
interwoven in various states of affairs(all bearihgir own qualification) in the
diverse societal relationships. The color anddne of the evaluation depends on
this further qualification.

Ethical evaluation is to be regarded as an etlyicplhlified act of thinking® In the

act of evaluating, one distinguishes, arranges pawes, compares, and finally judges
under thdeadingof and in agreement with the norms of the spha@which the act
is enkaptically bound.

To approach the matter from another angle, logutidments—and this is what the
value philosophers often blandly pass by—contagnsime subjective element, no
more and no less, that is found in ethical judgememhere is no essential difference
between acts of (logical “knowing” and post-logjcahluation, as if one is logical and
the other a-logical. Logical evaluation and ethealuation differ only in the
qualifying aspect of the act. Logical knowing &wation, and inversely, ethical
evaluation is knowing. A contrasting of “knowinghd “valuing” is simply an
impossible division: the results of “knowing” (saoce) must always be evaluated in
order to be used, and science is itself a resplensitus evaluative task.

“Facts” and “Values”

Having cut through the knowing-valuing dualism, e also “done in” the fact-
value antithesis. It is impossible to ascertagtual ethical relations (even when the
facts are in conflict with the norms) apart frorhieal norms There is no pure,
neutral, objective knowing of the facts. “Brutet& do not exist. Facts are only
meaningful in an order, they only speak when stmgzt. To know anything about
facts one must have an awarenessrdér. Valuation is necessary in a (simple)
establishment of the facts. Facts require normthfer very existence. Norms take
on subjective form in facts. Apart from the norivafstructures, there is no way to
acknowledge the constant structures one confranesality, such as state, church and
family. The relationship or correlation of factdamorm is explicit, for example, when
one talks of @oodfamily. But it is just as real, although implicithen one names a
certain group of individualgp.16>] a family. How does one know that this particular
group is a family? There is only one answer: ietag¢he norm for the family. Insight
into the facts takes place in the lightrafrms therefore, no light, no sight!

In view of the circumstance that the terms “facttia@specially “value” are burdened
by the weight of much historic ballast, it is acb#e to avoid employing them as
much as possible—at least until a process of neitiein has taken place. In place of

28 Such an act ought not to be confused with anfaethical knowing. The latter is an ethical adtgo
retrocipatory type) in which the logical basic marheomes to the fore whereas the former is an
analytical act (of an anticipatory type) enkapticdlound by an ethically qualified state of affairs




“facts” one could speak of “states of affairs.” cEsaare the states of affairs in which
norms have been realized. It is permissible talspéhavingvalue, or being
valuable. In such cases one is observing thabpatiomeets the demands of a norm
(more or less). We must at all times be zealowstid giving occasion for one to
think that either “facts” or ‘values” hawan sichexistence. Extreme caution is urged
lest we are trapped (once more) in the snare frbmhwwe have just been released.
We ought to talk of economic, or ethical etc. noand economic ethical, etc. states
of affairs in which these norms are realized. Bagn imagine someone would
object “you too pointed to the difference betweayirsg agoodfamily and simply
taking note of the family’s existence. Moreovaeritinot true that there is often
widespread agreement as to the “facts” and comgistgreement as to their
valuation?”

There is indeed general agreement about a great thisngs, something for which we
must be extremely thankful. However, this agregmoerfurther scrutiny is not as
“deep” or as universal as first impressions misleaé to believe. Especially in the
“later normative law-spheres,” it is particularlyftult to establish “facts” without
being accused by another of reading—in your prepsli This state of affairs—an
insurmountable obstacle for value theories witlirtbljective universally valid
facts—underscores our contention that valuatiopspéacentral role in the
establishing of facts.

However, although valuation is involved in obsegvthe existence of a family as
well as in judging that it is a good family, thésea typical difference involved which
may not be overlooked. It is this difference whizbvided the fact-value distinction
a semblance of truth.

When one mentions a family, he is dealing withriteocipatory closed restrictions
structure. When he goes on to judge whether timdyfas good or bad, he is dealing
with the anticipatory, opened up, regulative suiuet

Validity and Valuation

The actualization of norms and the valuation ofestaf affairs finds its origin in the
person who is the executor of the acts. Tis7>] valuation and positivation is
unfolding—not giving of meaning—and occurs as a necessdnjgsiive answer to
the law-order which in its revelatory, impingingachcter demands recognition. Acts
are always answers to the Law. The human ansesudt in increased or arrested
unfolding of the meaning of the Law. Human valoatiakes place in thggvenness

of the cosmic law-order butliteginsin (transcendental) self-reflection. This implies
that the state of affairs open up to the evaluatingject in the anticipatory direction
under the leading of the pistical aspect (eithdralief or disbelief). For faith, as the
terminal function “is driven on directly by impukséom the religious root of human
existence, for good or for evif* Valuation receives its meaning and unity from the
central choice of a man’s heart in answer to the baLove. This choice of
Obedience or Disobedience gives the directioneovlluation. How one evaluates
and positivizes depends on the central directiasoGor Evil}° which “lives” in

man’s heart and which directs man’s bodily (funa#b) life. The validity of human

29 Dooyeweerdpp. cit, p. 293

%0 The good-evil distinction is the “derde hepaaldhéi addition to the individual and modal
distinctions. Cf. Vollenhovetsaqoge p. 49ff. and Dooyeweerdp. cit, p. 148. Without aware ness
of the religious character of good in its full maay one is at a loss when he must interpret modal
good-evil distinctions.




valuation, that is, whether one truly recognizesiWias value and what does not,
depends on its agreement with the normative laveror€€omplete agreement with
the law-order (in principle possible) is only pddsiwhen the evaluator standight
over against the Law of God and thugadandup-right (Since Evil lives as a
parasite off the Good, there is always a fragmeatetrelative recognition of true
states of affairs outside of a personal faith su3eChrist.) Since it finds or rather
attempts to find certainty in cosmic reality, dikéfesooner or later strangles or
petrifies the process of valuation and positivatioits dynamic directedness to the
Fullness of Meaning in Jesus Christ and through téilBod the Father. This is
immediately obvious when it is realized that ceiaimplies aresting place If rest
is found in some aspect or segment of reality gtlieeno impetus to further
movement. The “complication” which shatters evaugh effort to find rest within
reality is the fact that “nothing” in creation resn itself, but only finds its meaning—
is meaning in an interwovenness with all the Fudinef Meaning. Rest cannot be
found in a restless creation.




