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Abstract There is evidence that tdescriptivityof simple ‘ought’-judgments comes to substantially
more than that they universalizable. Grammatioal lagical evidence that includes the matter oé{e-
Geach problems’ argues for this, as does eviddratehieirpracticality or ‘prescriptivity’ is not exactly
that of their corresponding ‘commands’. Hare hadrty, in the ‘archangelic agreement theorem’ of
Moral Thinking an accommodation for this evidence. He wasposition to say that corresponding to
an ‘ought'-judgment is a certain descriptive prafmrsthat states thebjectiveof the person making that
judgment, and that moral judgments can be takermrjsinctions prescriptive of this objective. dt i
explained how revisions of Universal Prescriptivialong these lines can be comfortable with that
otherwise troublesome evidence.
There is evidence that tldescriptivityof simple ‘ought’-judgments comes to substantialigre than that they are
universalizable in exactly the manner of simplecdgsions of colours. Grammatical and logicald®rice alluded
to by Thomas Reid that includes the matter of ‘Er€gach problems’ argues for this. So does evalenc
concerning the action-guidance of these judgmemtd,their engagements with the will, which argined their
practicality or ‘prescriptivity’ is not exactly that of theioresponding ‘commands$’. This chapter goes into
these bodies of evidence, and explains how Hadenkarly ‘in hand’ an accommodation for them basedhe
central argument d¥loral Thinkingof 1981, according to which argument the logitofyht’-judgments as
universalizable prescriptions, and of person’siigng themselves in possible situations, enttibst
archangels — “being[s] with superhuman powers ofitfint, superhuman knowledge and no moral
weakness [such as]...partiality to se1T, p. 44) — would never disagreethreir moral judgments.
This means, Hare could have said, that correspgridian 'ought'’-judgment is a certain descriptirappsition

that states thebjectiveof the person making that judgment, and the camditf his having judged correctly,

which proposition i€ntailedby the judgment. What the argumentiral Thinkingfor archangels never

This is Chapter XI oGood and Gold: a Judgmental History of Metaethicsnf G. E. Moore through J. L.
Mackie Files for this work-in-perennial-progress, irdilug a file of References for citations in chaptere
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*The theory of Universal Prescriptivism is detaitett! charitably tweaked in the previous chaptererg&lis
attention to the best grammar for the theory, inipalar its ‘imperative mood’, which is extendeat it to include
‘optative subjunctive forms’, and to its speectsam particular its ‘commands’, which are ideieif with the
many things that can be done with sentences irettiended ‘imperative mood'.
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disagreeing in their ‘ought’-judgments recommergithat ‘ought’-judgments should be viewed not syrgd
universalizable prescriptions, but@mjunctionsof prescriptions to do as archangels would seqpitee for us,
with descriptions of what archangels who prescribedis would have us do.

The present chapter is positive for Hare. It esgddhe considerable potential of the argumeMatl
Thinkingto serve an enhancing revision of his metaethimdry of Universal Prescriptivism that would solts
major problems with the evidence of ordinary tafkighought. The next chapter, which studies asdsses this
argument, is in negative against Hare. It finddtfaith premises of the argumentibral Thinking more
exactly with claims that they are ‘analytic’ of glit’ and of ‘I’ in contexts of deliberation, théreundercutting
the solutions floated in the present chapter ad¢hlmajor problems, which solutions are conditiammathe

archangelic-agreement conclusion of that argument.

1. ‘Objective PrescriptionsAccording toSorting out Ethics (1997)
"You will now...see the tactics of my general argum...| [have shown] that descriptivism [in ethick
all sorts collapsed into relativism and could nietd/objectivity in moral statements. Then | eegsed
the hope that a non-descriptivist theory coulddytéis...'objectivity' [by which] | mean not
‘correspondence with the facts' or anything lilet.thl leave all that to the descriptivist: it
is a dead end. | mean...by 'objectivity’, ‘sustamy rational thinker in possession of the nonatfarcts must
agree to'....In this sense, though not in the straeMackie denied the possibility of them, I..gimtain] that

there can be objectiyirescriptions™ (SrtngEthsp. 134)

1.1 Suppose that | think thebught to spend time with a troubled friend@ihis ‘ought’-judgment of mine will be
objective Hare is saying, if and only if any rational tharkn possession of the non-moral facts [and ffevery
human weakness, we should read], if he made a jadgooncerning how | ought to spend my time, wagddee

with this judgment | have made. He would agre¢ thas | am, in the situation in which | am ingbt to spend

*The central argument &oral Thinking(1981) provides the basis for the ‘objectivityatiHare does not
articulate and accord to universalizable presaniin his books untBorting out Ethic§1997). He writes in
Moral Thinking when critiquing John Mackie’s error theory, thiafs obvious that what is wrong with a claim
that there exist authoritative objective prescops is incoherence, not falsity....The notion obajective
prescription is an incoherent conflation of theioms” (pp. 83-4).
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time with a trouble friend. In other words aval&to Hare, any ‘archangel’ who made a judgmenteomng
how | ought to spend my time, would agree with fhdgment that | have made.

Hare’s test for the objectivity of this ‘ought’-jgchent of mine imot, “What would | do if | were an archangel
and to find myself like this in all universal resps consistent with my being an archangel?” Wigdjood, if
objectivity in my ‘ought’-judgment is to be somatlito which | aspire. For what would bestfrom the
standpoint of my values and interests for me tovele | an archangel in this situation, might be sitrimg that it
would be very bad for me to do as | am. Such diffees could result from what would be differenuetsveen my
characterwere | an archangel, and my character as | am.eample, perhaps, were | an archangel, spending
time with my troubled friend would be best pattlscause- being free of every human weakness — | wouldtbe
to tolerate the abuse he would heap on me, andocbhifn, whereas were |, as | am, to spend tima thits
friend | would eventually under his sustained ablase my temper, and say very hurtful things bacld make
him feel even worse. Thest— Hare’s test, | am saying — for ‘objectivity’, @onot look to archangels for
behaviour to copy. It looks to them for advideis not, to say again, what | would were | anheegel do, but

what | would were | an archangadivisemyself as | am such as | am to“do.

1.2 Hare agrees with Mackie that there are netihje prescriptions’ delivered as it were the WorHe agrees
that there are no objective facts concerning whebught to do, but he does not agree that ‘ougidiginents in
ordinary speech and thought purport to state sacts.f Like Mackie, Hare is afntirealistand will have nothing
to do with such strange realities as ‘ought’-fadssit unlike Mackie he does not regard ‘ought’-judgments todoe,
entail,descriptionsof such realities. Hare and Mackie are in metajgay agreement, and semantical
disagreement here.

Hare agrees that there are no objective 'oughs;faat goes to some length to show that evenisght
judgments can be ‘objectivél a sense It is a matter not dfuth but of agreement: “rational thinker[s] in
possession of the non-moral facts must agregthgEthsp. 134). A judgment J is objective in this vibgnd

only if archangels who judged of the matter of J would egwth J. The qualification, ‘who judged of the matter

“Michael Smith contrasts ‘advice’ and ‘example’ misdef ‘summary analyses’ of desirability, and ofstsan
advice-model.Cf., (Sobel 2001b, pp. 65-6).



of J', is needed, since it is not a part of theidéan archangel that he ‘ought’-judges of eveayter, or even of
any matter. A simpler equivalent statement runeims of disagreement, not agreement. Accorttingan
‘ought’-judgment is objective if and onlyiifo archangel would disagree with itWhat is it to disagree with an
‘ought’- judgment? Take the judgment thatughtto return a certain book. To disagree with thdgment is
either to agree with the judgment thatught notto return this book (that is, that | ought to Hist not return the
book), or to agree with the judgment thateled noteturn this book (that is, with the judgment thas not the
case that | ought to return the book). It is gaesnot to agree with a judgment without disagrgeiith it. But it

is necessary that if someone ‘judges of the maftaf, then he either agrees or disagrees with it

1.3 Given that ‘ought’-judgments are ‘objectiexactly when they are judgments with which no angjehwould
disagree, Hare's view must be that agpireto judgments with which no archangel would disagré would be a
strange idea of ‘objectivity’ that did not havedipiroperty. Hare’s idea of objectivity seemsémdnd this
property, for according to this idea a judgmerdghbgctive if and only iho one including none of usyerehe of
superhuman powers of thought and knowledge anduithny human weakness, would disagree with this
judgment. Hare could have said, though he neves day plainly and straight out, that ‘ought’-judgrtsentail
judgments that say they are objective in his semse that

a person cannot, on pain otherwise of semantithieramce, at on@ssento an ‘ought’- judgment, and

dissentfrom the corresponding descriptive-judgment th& tought’-judgment i®bjectivein the sense

that no archangel would disagree with it.
Hare could have explicitigcceptedhe thesis that a simple ‘ought’-judgment,

J: It ought to be the case thatis done.
hastwo noteworthy entailments. He could have said thanfailsbothits corresponding ‘command’,
Would that it were the case thatis done.

andthe corresponding descriptive judgment,

°*Archangels are onlgossiblepersons. There are at least as many archangelsrasare actual persons.
There is for each person the idealized personarttieangel, he would be if he were “a being of saperan
powers of thought, superhuman knowledge and no humeaknesses'MT, p. 44).
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It is the case thato archangel would disagree with J.
The next move could be that the judgment J ictimgunctionof these entailments (or, | anticipate, a conjiamct
that comes to the same thing in the context of &hsial Prescriptivism). He does not revise his aetof simple
‘ought’-judgments along such lines. The additi@gim inMoral Thinkingand completed isorting Out Ethicss
only that, for every ‘ought’-judgment, there igaatual condition for itsobjectivity He doesiot suggest that an
‘ought’-judgmententailsthe factual judgment that it is objective. | ppep this amendment below, and with it a
conjunctive-analysis of simple ‘ought’-judgments, the considerable theoretical advantages ofphikage for

his metaethics.

1.4 Realism, objectivism, and ‘single truth’

1.4.1 ‘Single truths’ and ‘reality-checks’ for jghents in general in all kinds of discourskinds of ‘single

truth”:

‘Agreement-truthis a kind of ‘single truth’ that can obtain forkind of discourseven if there are no
‘reality-checks’for its judgments (even if, Crispin Wright migteys ‘they lack external sanctions’ — Wright 1996,
p. 17). ‘Agreement-truth’ here is for the partau'single truth’ of Hare’s ‘objectivity’ explairekin terms of the
condition of ‘no archangelic disagreemeht'.

Let ‘factual truth be for that ‘single truth’ that obtains for a kirof discours@nly if there are ‘reality-
checks’ for its judgment3he two senses of 'single truth' are not onlfedét, but presumably logically
independent for several kinds of discourse, urtlesssuperhuman knowledge’ of archangels is stestdb
omniscience for every domain that affords ‘reatibecks’.

Suppose the superhuman knowledge of archangelsraeavould be confined to all evidence in prineipl
available at this time to persons whose memoriesoioun beyond the collected memories of all dgbeasons at
this time. Then there can be kinds of ‘factuathtt in the absence of ‘agreement truth’. Witnleistory. There
is what has happened. Busgemshat notwithstanding their ‘superhuman powersofight’ archangels could

come to different judgments concerning the pastt, tihey could make different things of the evidetimy shared

®Wright's ‘superassertability’ is another kind ofji@eement-truth: Section 2.1.3 of Chapter VIII above
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for it, just as the best real historians can d&imilarly for facts concerning ‘the cosmic endrga’ It is if
anything clearer that there can be ‘agreementgtiuththese areas that are not ‘factual truth<toitld be that
archangels working with their shared evidence wagjcteabout what happened in the tower, and about how all
this will end,and be on both counts mistakelt is apossibilitythatwe are constitutionally unfit to recognize
some truths that are ‘out there’. It is not unlykidat our cognitive capacities anet well-designed for getting
right matters that have throughout our evolutionzagt been nothing to our business, andpbssiblethat of
some matters that have never been of practicakgoesice, these capacities are positively skewgdttthem
wrong. A question is whether we might be poslyiwkewed to get them wrong, even if we were pessksf the
superhuman powers of thought of archangels. Theamto that question depends of course on whatiisinto
the idea of superhuman thought. Hare includesgmtuirule out mistakes of deductive logic. Buexelude the
possibility of ‘factually false agreement-truthsiewould have to include enough to rule out mistakeuctive

inferences from evidence in hand, and that is pnedly itself impossible.

1.4.2 Hare has uses for ‘'single agreement-trutthics’

1.4.2.1 Itis important that his theory shouldadrthat there is 'agreement-truth-in-ethics’. isTtorollary of the
argument oMoral Thinkingfor his theory's harbouringormative substancéas considerablmetaethical
significance’ Included are that with it he can deal with selverajor ‘platitudes of objectivity’ concerning
mistakesn ethics, such as,
that when persons disagree in their simple ‘ougligfments — that is, when they make ‘diametrically
opposed’ simple ‘ought’-judgments as when one #agtl| ought to X, and another says | ought not to

— at least one is mistakén

"These would be served as well by ‘super-asseiitilith in ethics’, that is, “[m]oral truth...[aslurable
justifiability in the light of the standards thasdipline ordinary moral thinking” (Wright 1996, 1), provided
that this ‘moral truth’ would be necessarily thengefor all including those who do not do much mahdthking
for themselves.

8The judgments that John ought to keep his proraisé that John ought not to keep his promise are
‘diametrically opposed’. They are not contradigtoit is not a platitude that at least one is mittaken. The
judgments that John ought to keep his promise tlaatdit is not the case that John ought to keeptusiise, only
the first of which is a simple judgment in whichught’ has widest scope, are contradictory, and & platitude
that at least one is not mistaken.



that persons who disagree in their simple ‘oughdigmentsare not always both mistaken

that participants in moral discouraee not always mistaken their simple ‘ought’-judgments,

that participants in moral discourse apenetimesnistaken in their simple ‘ought’-judgments,
That is the main, but not the only, metaethicalonignce of the argument bforal Thinkingfor his theory. He
can as will be explained make good use of its tamiek to manage its ‘Frege-Geach problems’, antiemce its
account of the ‘prescriptivity’ of ‘ought’-judgmenas required by the evidence of their action-guidgrovided

by ordinary ‘ought’ thought and talk.

1.4.2.2 There is irony and surprise in the impueeafor his theory of ‘single agreement-truth iniet’. For
Hare is not a realist in ethics. He is sure tla@geno ‘'ought'-facts, no moral realities towarde wpinions of
which, actual opinions might be expected to coneerf leave all that to the descriptivist: it islaad end.”
(SrtngEths p. 134.) And it is easy to suppose that eablistshave problems with facts of ethical disagreement,
and that onlyealistshave reasons to think that there should be ‘ageaétnuth’ in ethics, that there should be
convergence of opinions ‘in the end’ amongst panag practical reasoning such as Hare’s archangels
Furthermore, though every Ethical Realist says tterte isfactual truthin ethics, since every Ethical Realist says
there aremoral realities to which our judgments, to be true, must anstgno means is every Ethical Realist
committed to there being ‘agreement-truth’ in eshicintuitionists who believe in fully objectivéhécal realities,
allow that these realities can be subjects of demgent among persons devoid of human weaknessearetalso
free of errors concerning tm®n-ethicalrealities of a situation, and free of ‘errorsagit’ and shortcomings of
ordinary thinking: there is, according to Intuitists, room left for these persons to differ in thegpacities to
appreciate the situation&hicalrealities, and to disagree even if they are egualpable in this capacityCf.:

"In many...situationsgqually good men would form conflicting judgementsas to what their duty is.

They cannot all be right, but it is often impossitd say which is right; each person must judgeraltg

to his individual sense of the comparative strerajtbarious claims.” (Ross 1939, pp. 188-9, qudied

Nowell-Smith on p. 51, bold emphasis added.)



Intuitionists are not committed by their metaethizshere being ‘agreement-truth’ in ethics, obéing troubled
by the likelihood that there is not. The pointdhoé paragraph can be garnered from Chapter I¥ital
Intuitionism: Epistemology.”

The surprise is that Hare, though he does notJgelreethical realities towards which our ‘oughphoions
might converge as we eliminate errors of fact agicland eliminate human weaknesses (most notaltiapties
to self and one’s own), maintains that this congang is demonstrable from principles of logic, had

metaethical problems left to solve, if this is sof

2. There are for Universal Prescriptivism to conjurighyall rules of grammar or rhetoric” (Thomas Réit?
Hare’s Universal Prescriptivism as writ is only theginning of a general theory of ‘ought’-judgmentsis as writ
a theory of only simple ‘ought’-judgments, judgnmeirt which ‘ought’ has widest scope. It is théune of non-
propositional theories of practical and moral thutidnat they should at least in the beginning attemly to
simple declarative sentences and say what they tmmen-propositionally’. Of the progress of foan
expressivist account of practical discourse, Albbard writes, early on:

“The analysis applies to simple contexts, in whidk simply asserted or denied that such-and-ssich
rational. It says nothing about more complex ndiveaassertions” (Gibbard 1990, p. 92).
It is necessary as he fully appreciates to say rmateonly in the interest of completeness, buabse more

complex assertions pose problems for non-propositist theories and thus for his theory. It is #ame for

%It is a consequence of Michael Smith’s analysimofmative judgments’ that "a convergence in the
hypothetical desires of fully rational human beiigysequired for the truth of normative reasonralgti (Smith
1994, p. 173). Smith's attitude towards this regraent is that we have "no reason for scepticismi' (p. 201),
and that it is plausible to supposehat through moral argument we can...discover \latreasons that we all
share [and the hypothetical desires in which ftaliyonal creatures would agree] really are" (p.,2#8d emphasis
added). Cf., 4.1.3.2 of Chapter | above.) Hare claim$fioral Thinkingof 1981 todemonstratdrom necessary
principles the convergence that Smith selye Moral Problenof 1994 is required for the truth of judgmentdho#
desirabilities actions, and of the rightness ofoas, and that he implies ot demonstrable. Smith does not
comment on Hare’s purported demonstration, anda@xplhy it does not work for him.

°Attributing to Hume a non-proposition theory in whimoral judgments express feelings of approval and
disapproval, nothing more, Reid says that it isgioncilable” with these rules, meaning that itiisconcilable
with the grammar of these judgments, and their plgatterns of deductive inference. The lineusted with
approval by John Mackie (Mackie 1980, p. 143) aoddgagainst such theories.
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Hare's theory. There are, for example, many cdstiexwhich simple ‘ought’-sentences occur withamger
sentences, from which positions they cannot, ifpbjnprescriptions, be contributing to the significa of the
larger sentence. Nothing like this true of proposal theories. Though they too normally concatgtron simple

contexts, this is not a problem for them.

2.1 _Preliminaries Let sentences tsylistic variantsf and only if theyhave the same meaningket/7 be an
extensional positiom a sentencg if and only if 2’ comes fromX' either by substituting for a proper name or
indexical at/7 of something another proper name or indexicahisf thing, or by substituting &f for a word or
phrase another word or phrase that has the sam@nmgeshen> andX’ are stylistic variants. For example, every
position in the sentence, ‘John understands thaubht to turn himselfin.’ is extensional, but ggrositions in
the sentence ‘John would say, “I ought to turn rifiyee” are not extensional, specifically, nonetbie positions
between the direct quotation marks are extensiobet.a sentence-position bytensionalif and only if it isnot
extensional.Let a sentencE be an‘ought’-sentencéf and only if it is a stylistic variant of a semitce in which at
least one occurrence of ‘ought’ occupies an exbeas position. Let a sentengebe asimple ‘ought’-sentencié
and only if there is a sentenEesuch that , (i) 2’is of the form,

it ought to be the case that
whereing is a declarative sentence in which ‘ought’ occifrat all, only in at intensional positions, arl), 2" is
a stylisitic variant ok. Every simple ‘ought’-sentence isgylistic variantof a declarative sentence: | am aware of
no reason to doubt that the converse is true, laaidstmple ‘ought’-sentences are one andh&inselves
declarative sentences.

Judgments are expressed by sentences. $mestonscommandsandwishes If something is expressed
by a sentence, then it is expressed by everytstyliariant of this sentence. Let a judgméiie an‘ought’-
judgmentif and only ifJ is expressed by a declarative ‘ought’-sentenced l&t a judgmend be asimple ‘ought’-
judgmentif and only if it is expressed by a simple ‘oughéntence (all of which, as said, seem to be thieese

declarative sentences).



2.2 Universal Prescriptivism contains a semathigory of only simple ‘ought’-judgments. It sayst a simple
‘ought’-judgment is a universalizable prescriptitimat is, it is says that this judgment is univiesdle, and that
it entails its corresponding ‘command’. The theoeeds to be extended to cover every kind of ‘Ggghdgment,
as well as ‘ought’-questions, imperatives, and wg&shSo far we have only what is at best the cbaecomplete
theory of ‘ought’. Cf.
“I shall not attempt ... to solve the manifold pieshs of speech-act theory; nor even to deal witthal
critics’ arguments. | shall deal only with whatsheppeared to many to be their strongest one. riths
as follows. The words [e.g., ‘promise’ and ‘oudluiccur not only in affirmative, categorical, inditve
sentences, but also in negative sentences, intgivegsentences, and subordinate clauses of askin
including especially conditional clauses. In hkdse other contexts, it is false to say that the wizo
utters the sentence containing the words is thgrelfprming the speech act [e.g., making a pronuise,
universalizable prescription ] which feperforming when he utters an affirmative categiriodicative
sentence containing the word....But, the criticogpan explanation of the meaning of a word male t
into account all these contexts, and make it plesédbp it to have the same meaning in them alHare
1970, pp. 5-6%

There ismuchwork to be done.

2.3 Sentences that are variously challenginghfertheory include:
Non-declarative ‘ought’-sentence§or example,
What do you think | ought to do?
Do what you ought to do.

Would that | should do what | ought to do.

Y(Hare 1970) is, to the best of my knowledge, thlg sastained effort on Hare’s part to deal with theege-
Geach’ problem for his theory mounted especiall{fSearle 1969, pp. 136-41). A note refers thderalso to
(Geach 1960) and (Geach 1965). The referencetas Beach inFreedom and Reasd963, p. 129 has no
relation to ‘the problem’. There are no referenGesch or Frege iMoral Thinking1981, orSorting Out Ethics
1997. The references by W. H. Hudson to Geadfhaire and Critics1990, p. 16-18, have nothing to do with ‘the
problem’.
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Declarative ‘Ought’-sentences in which simple ‘otigientences are ‘embeddedlhese are sentences of ‘Frege-
Geach problems’ for Universal Prescriptivisim. cllrded are sentences for judgments that are ‘prably’ not in
its terms prescriptive, judgments that do not émt@inmands even conditionally. Since these septedo not
express simple ‘ought’-judgments they do not havéhe sense that has been definedrrespondingcommands’

that they might entail. Examples of embeddings:

John thinks that | ought to return this book.
| think that | ought not to return this book.
It has been said that | ought to return this book.
It is not the case that | ought to return this b@igk, | need not return this book).
Of particular interest and challenge are ‘sentdgtt@mmpound’ declarative ‘ought’-sentences in whample
‘ought’-sentences are embeddé&die have above one example. Others, with nunfbefature reference, are:
(1) If you ought not to lie, then you ought notgeet your little brother to lie.

and’(Z) If he ought to reveal his sources, then héduilso.
There is an evident problem for Universal Preswigin with simple ‘ought’-sentences in antecedent¢hile one
can 'if or hypothesize statements and propositions cannot 'if or hypothesize wishes and orderg,more than
one can ‘if questions. There are two connectadbl@gms with these sentences, for it is not merdyired that
the theory say ‘in the spirit of Universal Prestixiism’, what these complex sentencesan and what simple
‘ought’-antecedents mean in them, but to say this way that meshes with the story of the ‘coneipde ‘ought’-

judgment expressed by,

(3) He ought to reveal his sources.

2This sentence contrasts with ‘I ought not to rettinis book.’, which is a simple ‘ought’-sentendeis a
stylistic variant of ‘It ought to be the case thé&hould) not return this book.’.

BThere are, it may be noted, ‘sententially compourai-declarativéought’-sentences in which simple
‘ought’-sentences are embedded. For example,
If you ought to go to the largest grocer in Oxfditen go to it! (Never mind the inconvenience.)
Would that you go to it, if you ought to go to tlaegest grocer in Oxford.
What will you do, if you ought to go to the larggsbcer in Oxford?
and
A plague on you, if you ought not to lie to melkflow you are lying to me. Perhaps, however, yaghoto be.)
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Required, for example, is an account of (1) thagether with the account of (3), securesuvaldity of the
argument,
Al
If he ought to reveal his sources, then he wilsdo He ought to reveal his sources.
= He will reveal his sources.

Al is of the formmodus ponens
¢. Ifg, theny. -y

whereine andy are declarative sentences. It cannot be saidhisatorm is universally valid, or that it is witht
known exception$? but it is certain that argument Al is not an @tica. It is valid. The problem Hare has with
it is to say what is going on it, especially insecond premise, (2), so that what he says tagba¢ ‘saves the
validity argument Al'. But there is more. For thelanation of (2),

If he ought to reveal his sources, then he will do so
that ‘saves’ A1, needs to mesh with an explanatfon

(5) He will reveal his sourcesnly if he ought to reveal his sources.

“Perhaps all arguments of this grammatical form fictv conditionals do not occur as either antecedent
consequents of conditional premises. But argumafttss grammatical form that are complicatedhiattway can
fail to be valid. In 1980 there were two Republisaunning for President, Ronald Reagan and Jotdesson.
The only other candidate was the Democrat, Jimnmje€aAssume the abbreviations — P: a Republisajoing
to win the election; Q: if Reagan is not going tio the election, then Anderson is going to win ¢tection. The
sentence, (1))f P, then Qexpressed a true proposition. The sentence, P2pxpressed a true prediction. But
the sentence, (3)) expressed a false conditional. Certainly if Reagpad not won, then not Anderson, but
Carter, would have won. That is a counter-exartptbe claim that

every argument that is expressed by a ‘sententiargument’ of the grammatical form of modus

ponens is valid.

“But if sentence (1) is to express a true propositthen ‘Q’ in this sentence must express one &frmbnditional,
and if sentence (3) is to express a true, thenitit®’ must express another kind of conditionalCf., Katz 1999,
p. 414.)

This is true, but not relevant to our counter-eghato the emphasized claim regardingdus ponensThe
observation shows that our argument is not a cowextample to theelated but differentclaim that

every argument that is expressed by a ‘senterrigginaent’ of the grammatical form ofodus ponengor

sentencesp and v,

o, (if @, theny) -y,

when both occurrences ofp express the same thing, and both occurrenceswfexpress the same

thing, is valid.
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that ‘saves’ the related argument,
A2

He will reveal his sources. He will reveal hisiszes, only if he ought to reveal his sources.
= (3): He ought to reveal his sources.
which valid argument is of a grammatical form tlsatery close tanodus ponensA2 is of a stylistic variant of a
modus ponenargument, if, as | think, sentence (5) is a digligariant of (2),
If he will reveal his sources, then he ought teerdhhis sources.
And so on, and so forinto the unbounded web of logical entanglemeiisere is a lot for Hare to explain. A

satisfactory general theory must explain thesegthsystematically, not piece-méal.

2.4 Gibbard presents an elegant systematic sol{iee Gibbard 1990, pp. 94-7) to the problem dieziding
along with two related problems, as these arisaifotheory that “[i]n its first, rough formulatianwas this: to

call an act, belief, or emotion rational is to eeg® one’s acceptance of a system of norms thatgetir(p. 83)’

Bt is usual in discussions of “The Problem of Entliad” to featuremodus ponensThe standard version
begins with an instance of the argument frowdus ponensuch as this: (1) Lying is wrong. (2) If lying i
wrong, then getting one’s little brother to liensong. - (3) Getting one’s little brother to lie is wrong(Sinnott-
Armstrong 2000, p. 679.) Unlike the two argumenit which | will deal, the conditional premise thiis lying-
argument has both a ‘normative’ antecedent, ambariative’ consequent.

%The approach in (Hare 1970) is ‘piece meal’. Haseimplication)* takes up the challenges of simpl
‘ought’-questions, negations of simple ‘ought’-samtes, and of conditional sentences with simplghdu
antecedents. He hopes in this way to completértited argument of his paper, which was,

“first, that the appearance of a word in interroged, negatives, and conditional clauses provides n

general argument against explaining its meanirtgrims of the speech act standardly performed in

categorical affirmative utterances containing itgaecondly, that once we understand the
transformations which turn simple sentencethesemore complex forms, we understand also how the
words in them have meaning even though he speéshinaterms of which their meaning was explained
are no longer being performed.” (Hare 1970, p.i20d emphasis added.)
Hare adds, perhaps not only with reference toltmised argument, but to the prospects of a fubyeral
argument:

“But it must be admitted that this whole regiomaéaning theory is still very obscure, and will not

become clearer until much more work has been dorie”o(lbid.)

*By implication’, since the paper addresses explispeech-act theories of only of ‘promise’ amod’, and not
also of ‘ought’.

YAs sets of worlds in which declarative sentencegtiare can be identified with their semantic values
(possibly as the ‘propositions’ they express), dab&rd proposes that sets of pairs of worlds astesys of norms
can be assigned to these sentences including tihaistxpress systems of norms’. For example,pfffse some
normative system...[declares] capital punishemephg if and only if it supplies no significant detent effect;
that system will be paired in the content of (4f) ¢apital punishment is wrong, then we ought tolesi it."] with
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| will not explore the possibility of adapting Gidntal’s solution to serve Hare’s Universal Prescvipii.
Gibbard’s solution to his problem with embeddingsat also a solution to the problem of the ‘platitudé’
objectivity that says that when persons disagrabeéir normative judgments at least one of themistaken. He
does not get to the area of this problem in “NomeaDbjectivity” (pp. 153-253). Also, Gibbard'©90-solution
to the Frege-Geach problem for his expressivisnotsa solution tall of this problem for his theory, if a solution
to all of this problem includes explanations of attis going on’ in assertive uses of sentenceshictwrational’
is variously embeddef.
We want to know what to make of simple sentencegnvithey are embeddedf.:
“[Tlhough | do not pretend to a command of all thest recent expressivist manouvres...[it seemssio m
that we do not...yet...have [from expressivistahy.clear and workable idea of how to construeodises
which exhibit all the overt syntactic trappingsaskertion — negation, the conditional construction,
embedding within propositional attitudes, hypotkesid inference and so on — in such a way that the
contents involved are not assertoric [in illocuionforce] but are presented with illocutionarycof a
quite different kind, apt to the expression oftatte [and not to any statement about attitude@ivtight
1996, pp. 3-4.)
To gesture towards a response to be developedsdia, iderhaps the embedded contents are, aftewoallyithout

assertoric force when on their own, and when emdxbdettain the assertoric force they have when ein dwn.

all and only those worlds in which capital punisimndoesn’t significantly deter crime.” (Dreier 9. 45.)

¥Gibbard offers an account “of how the state of manzbmplex normative sentence expresses deperttie on
state of mindhat would be expressed by its components aloh&ibbard 1991, p. 92, bold emphasis added, see
Section 2.6.1.2 below). “Gibbard-contents [se®/fmus note] work just the way Possible World psipons do in
explaining truth-functional complexes. Disjuncisoof normative sentences have as their conteatsrtions of
the Gibbard-contents of their conjuncts, and s @breier 1996, p. 45.)

Thatseemso leave a question what its components are dairigeir embedded places. When a declarative
sentence, that expresses on its own a descriptggition, is in an antecedent, it expresses silglescondition,
the one whose fulfilment it expresses when it istermwn. The question | go back to is what a alexive
sentence, that expresses on its ovanescription is doing when it is in an antecedent. Can wdtsgyexpressing
a possible prescription? “Philosophers will wamkhow what (1) [Lying is wrong], (2) [If lying i&/rong, then
getting one’s little brother to lie is wrong.], af®) [Getting one’s little brother to lie is wrognean....there
seems to be a gap in expressivism....When expigssadd a formal semantics like Gibbard's...ytbdl do not
succeed in analyzing the meanings of evaluativeesers.” (Sinnott-Armstrong 2000, pp. 688 and $90.
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That could be the way to an account “of how théesthmind a complex sentence expresses [or ofthew
illocutionary force this sentence has] dependshenstate[s] of mind that would be expressed bydtsponents
alone [or on their illocutionary forces when onittmvn]” (Gibbard 1991, p. 92)Cf.:
“...] articulate a new version of expressivism..isthcan avoid the Frege-Geach problem altoget@er.
crucial idea is that expressivism can and shouldraoe the thesis that moral utterances express both
desires and beliefs.” (Ridge 2006, p. 302.)
Similarly, I think, for Hare’s prescriptivism whiatan and should embrace the thesis that simpléntbsgntences
express on their own not only universalizable mipsons, but certain propositions about theseth&gs in some
embeddings, doing the most they can, these serstenpeess only these propositions. Simple ‘ougbtitences
are | assume all declarative sentences (thoughatteeYpy definition’ only all stylistic variants afeclarative
sentences). Henceforth all ‘ought’-sentences undesideration will be declarative, whether or tias
qualification is made explicit. Extensions of arsa&k considered to non-declarative forms would dedve

straightforward.

3. Universal Prescriptivism can claim the wherewittmheal and make whole itself

3.1 1t could be ‘the argument bforal Thinkingto the rescue’ Hare does not in his books deal with Frege-Geach

problems. But there is, in the central claim of third bookMoral Thinking a premise for a solution to them.
He writes that we can see when we attend to th&"lof 'ought'-judgments themselves, and in paldic"the
requirement to universalize our prescriptions...fropwrinciple unanimity can be reached by our métbbjmoral]
reasoning [among those who go in for this reasqrdogt well, and are without human weaknessesje@ach
fully represents to himself the situation of theest' (p. 111). He says that

"morality [the ‘logic’ of it] compels us to acconudate ourselves to the preferences of others,laad t

has the effect that when we are thinking morallg daoing it rationally [either free of human weaksies

or without our weaknesses mattering] we shall prfefied accept] the same moral prescriptions about

matters which affect other people" (p. 228)
This consequence of Universal Prescriptivism ctieldaid by Hare to put the theory's would-be proisievith the

evidence of objectivity in ethics in a new lightydato persuade even before every 'i' is dotted'tanbssed that
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they are, as he has always supposedserus Hare did not say this, so | will say it for hemd provide what he
could describe as a good outline to solutions ésettiresome problems, the details of which angbroald be able
to provide for himself. @f., Nicomachean Ethic§098a20.) Hare’s solution to these problems, kaggesting,
would lay in its being demonstrable from ‘platitstef its concepts, that there is ‘objective trirtethics’in the
senseahat “any rational thinker in possession of thaimeoral facts must agreeS(tngEthsp. 134), or better in

the sense that no such thinkers walikhgreein their judgments.

3.2 The appearances would not be at all mislead8imple ‘ought’-judgments are not descriptivegjudnts, they

are universalizable prescriptions. But, accordmthe argument dfloral Thinking they are importantly like
certain descriptions not only in their universabitity, which they share with every descriptiont hlso in their
beingobjectivein a sense in which these selected descriptianslgective. They are like vefgrtunate
descriptionsijf any there be, that are objective in the sense ithéte absence of mistakes or oversights of fact,
shortcomings of logic, and human weakness, theggrents, simple ‘ought’-judgmentsannotbe the subjects of
disagreements! There are no 'ought'-facts, Har® sa ‘ought’realitieswe might say, but it ias ifthere were.

It is, indeedas ifthere were 'ought'-realities that would in the brdccessed directlyealities that we would
reach in the endithoutexercises of reflective judgment and inferemm@c€Prichard and company).

According to Hareall that is demonstrable All that is a strict logical consequence of gipies of ‘the logic
of morality and of self-identification’, principledat Smith (if he agreed with Hare about them) ldiderm
‘platitudes’ of the concept of ‘ought’, and ‘I’ ipractical contexts. Hare would say that they #ireather obvious
‘platitudes’. But then the consequence, that @sisfthere were in principle accessible, and in the end
unmistakabléought’-realities for every issue, and that thiréagreement-truth’ throughout ethics is a ‘pladi¢’,
albeit not obviously so, along the lines of whick are “disposed to make inferences and judgmeongdines”
for that is the way of ‘platitudes’ (Smith 1994,38). "No wonder," Hare could say, "ought'-judgmseiook like'
factual judgments. No wonder it is@verygrammatical way, and in our semantic vocabularydem, as if they
were factual judgments. No wonder all of this,retleough they are not factual judgments, sinceesmassents to
them consist not in believing, but in willing, amdcertain circumstances in doing. Their gramnaticoks and

the semantic terms of 'true’ and 'false' and sihvango with these looks are not the least bit@ading. What
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would be misleading would be a special mood for these jugtgand speech that encouraged views of them as
simply veryserious'‘commands,' and swt constrained by the understanding that there ithiem a ‘single
agreement-truth’. It is this, the everywhere pagsobjectivity in the sense of ‘agreement truth“ooight’-
judgments, not their universalizability, thatplainstheir assertoric grammar and logic. Yes, givenatgument

of Moral Thinking But it still remains to say exactly how it exjpis this.

3.3 _Reuvisiting simple ‘ought’-judgmentsSiven the agreement-theoremMibral Thinking these judgments

should entail in Hare's sense not only their cgroesling ‘commands,’ but also corresponding agreéme
propositions. Hare does not say that they dan kaying it for him, on the way to a theory of‘alight’-
judgments.

3.3.1 _Agreement-propositiong-or a simple ‘ought’-sentengein which ‘ought’ has widest scope kbie

corresponding agreement-sentence dfe the sentence,
archangels would agree that

or more exactly and explicitly, the sentence,
someone, were he to suffer no mistakes or shortaerof logic, mistakes or oversights of fact, omlaun
weakness, would agree thatand anyone — in the absence of mistakes andceinairtgs of logic, of
mistakes and oversights of fact, and of every humeakness — who judged whether or potvould
agree thap,

or equivalently,
someone, were he free of mistakes and shortcoroiifgst and logic, and of every human weakness,
would agree thap, and no one who was in that condition would disagvitho.

Let
archangels would agree that

be short for these equivalent conditions for thggé@ment-objectivity’ — the ‘agreement-truth’ —tloé judgment

thate.

3.3.2 Entailments of simple ‘ought’-judgmentd etOught(J) be a simple ‘ought’-judgment, let

ArchAgr[Ough{J)] be this judgment’s agreement-proposition, antetild(J) be this judgment’s corresponding
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‘command.’” According to Universal Prescriptivis@yghtJ) entailsouldJ). Given the ‘ultimate-agreement’
theorem that he claims to establistMoral Thinking he should say th&ugh(J) also entailsArchAgr[Ough{(J)].
He should say thadughtJ) ‘contains’ both that command, and this dessrépproposition.

Hare’s argument iMoral Thinking‘says’ that anyone with an understanding of relé¢wncepts, in
particular, those of 'ought' and of 'I', who catida this argument, can know that there is, in &sence of
logical and factual errors and shortcomings of humvaakness, ultimate agreement regarding everylsimp
‘ought'-judgment. This fact of ‘ultimate agreemésitin Hare's viewpossible conceptual knowledgé is for
him a not so obvious ‘platitude’. Itis, in hiew, possible common knowledge of a speaker andaid
conversation. Were #@ctual common knowledder them, so that each knew it, knew that eaclwkiheand so
on, then the auditor would be 'nonplussed' wersstieaker to dissent from ArchAgnigh(J)] ‘hard on the heels’
of assenting t@ughtJ). He would not know what to make of this pafsavords— “He can’t mean what he is
saying.” — much as he would not know what to makeards that would express what are for all the lishg
speaking world contradictions, such as would ‘ioitand ‘standing still’ said of a disc that caotate
(SrtngEths p. 22). Which is to say, according to the rafiseatement of Hare’s theory of entailment comimg i
the next section, that, assuming the correctnefseairgument dfloral Thinking— assuming that it does reach its
ultimate agreement conclusion from premises allfuth are platitudes of ‘ought’ and related tern@ughtJ)

entailsArchAgr[Ough(J)].

3.3.3 Hare-entailment again (the first time waSeéttion 3.1.2 of the previous chapter)

3.3.3.1 He tells us that:
“Entailed’...for my present purposes...may be wlefi accurately enough as follows: A sentence Rlenta
a sentence Q if and only if the fact that a pemssents to P and dissents from Q [i.e., positieflyses to
assent to Q] is a sufficient criterion for sayihgt he has misunderstood one or other of the seggen
(LofM, p. 25).
By ‘misunderstood one or other of the sentencéské Hare to mean ‘ndully understood both sentences’, where
to fully understand would involve not merely assenall of themore or less obviouglatitudes surrounding

concepts of their words, but comprehendatigof the platitudes surrounding these conceptsextend the
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account from entailments of single sentences tailem¢nts by finite sets of sentences, for the éntait of a
sentence Q by finite setof sentenceBrs we may, using Hare’s explanation of entailmerd sentence by a single
sentence, say that
Prs entails Q if and only if Corfjs) entails Q.

where ConjPrs) is a conjunction of the sentencesPin

Standard entailment is a relation between promostiand derivatively between sentences that expres
propositions. In this sense a sentep@ntails a sentenagif and only if, (i), andy express propositions, let
these propositions e and¥ respectively, and, (i), it is impossible thatHbdt is true, and¥ is false. Henceforth
to distinguish Hare’s sense from this standardesdnsill use ‘plain entails’ for the standard sepand ‘Hare-
entails’ for Hare's sense. Similarly for ‘entaémt’ and ‘validity’. When it is a matter of meth@tal opinion
concerning the correct semantics of ‘ought’-judgtaevhether an argument that is ‘for all the wondlid, is
plain valid or only Hare-valid, | will describeais ‘for all the world’ valid. To illustrate, thepetitious argument,

| ought not to tell a lie. . | ought not to tell a lie.

is ‘for all the world’-valid, without a doubt. Ritiard would say it is plain valid. Hare must dayg only ‘Hare-

valid'.

3.3.3.2 _General assumptions concerning Hare-entatbrfer sentenceslf an argument is plain valid, if its

premises plain entail its conclusion, then it isddgalid and its premises Hare-entail its conclasi®rinciples of
transitivity are Hare-valid, principles that licenthe ordinary practice of establishing plain dntants between
premises and some conclusion not just by ‘starththem collected into a conjunction, and at itfilane ‘sees’
that it is not possible for them to be true anddbeclusion false, but instead tgducingthe conclusion from
them. The procedures of conditional proof andriexti proof are Hare-valid.

These and other conditions are contentious fodimlas Hare explains it, without assumptions conicey
persons involved in conversational exchange. Tarsethem for his theory | propose to strengthenidea of
entailment, to that of what might be termed ‘ideed’ or ‘in principle’ Hare-entailment. Using therm

‘archangel’ defined itMoral Thinking
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asentence shall henceforth be said tare-entailasentencey if and only if, were we alirchangels

and thus persons without logical deficiencies ard bf every human weakness, and one of us asdented
¢ but dissented frony, this would be a sufficient condition for saying lhad misunderstood one or other
of the sentences, i.e., this would be sufficieribtm-plus’ were his speech or thought of assedt an

dissent to be known to us, and for us to say ih¢hse, “But we thought you were one of us.”

3.3.3.3 _And now for propositions, prescriptioagprobations, guestions, and sudrhe ‘primary relata’ of

entailment relations are not sentences, but thimgscan be expressed by sentences such as prapssit
commands, and wishes. We need a term for thiregscdn be expressed by sentences: let such thérsgnbons
The important thing about sentions is that thdatren to sentences is one-many. For exampleptbgosition
that it is raining here in Uppsala this day, carekeressed here and now with the sentence ‘lirigng’ [It was
raining when | typed this in Uppsala.], and indead now be expressed anywhere by this sentencilpdov
context suffices to make clear that the answehéajuestion what location for rain is intendedadppsala.
Yesterday this proposition could have been expdesseontexts that settled appropriately the angoéine
where-question by the sentence ‘It will rain tonoovr'; tomorrow it will be expressible by the semte ‘It rained
yesterday.” And so on. Similarly for the propmsitthat | believe it is raining, which | can exgsenith the
sentence ‘| believe it is raining.’, and you coelpress by ‘He believes it is raining.’ in a corntthat settled that
your were talking about me. With the term ‘sensian hand we can say that

asentionS shall henceforth be saidHare-entailasentionS’ if and only if, if we were we alirchangels

and thus persons without logical deficiencies ard bf every human weakness, and any one of ustwere

assent to S but dissent from S’, this would befficgnt condition for saying that he had misundeosl

one or other sentences of the sentences he uskts f@ssent and dissent, that is, it would be @affi for

his speech or thought to ‘non-plus’ were it to bewn to us.
According to Hare, the judgment that | ought nogecout today entails in this sense the ‘commahat t not got
out today.

The proposition, please note, that it is rainindpigdoes noHare-entail the proposition that | believe it is

raining today, foryou can assent to the first proposition and, withstetence ‘He does not believe that it is
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raining today.” dissent from the second, withowrirplussing’ anyone. It is sometimes said thabawts of
entailment such as Hare’s that are not in ternteutth and falsity threaten to run together clagsicdbona fide
entailment relations with relations of pragmatiglication, conversational implication, contextualplication,

and so on. It can now be seen that the threaitidaunting®®

4. Revisions from within to complete Universal Prgsiivism

4.1 A conjunctive analysis of simple ‘ought’-judgnts

4.1.1 You mayall themconjunctions prescriptive/descriptive conjunction¥es, but there is a question

regarding exactly with which such conjunctions Wmsal Prescriptivism might, as an act of self-fievisidentify
simple ‘ought’-judgments.

4.1.1.1_A tempting conjunctive-analysiSince simple ‘ought’-judgments would Hare-entait only their

corresponding commands, but their correspondinigeanrgelic agreement-propositions, since they waultthiis
sensecontainthese prescriptiorend these descriptions, it temptingto think that they shouldonsistof them,
that they should be exacitpnjunctionsof these prescriptions and descriptions. An ‘confive-analysis’ that
tempts is this: for a simple ‘ought’-judgmeigh(J),

Ough(J) =WouldJ) & ArchAgr[ough(J)].°
But this is not tenable. There is a sense in witich‘circular’, viz.”

Ought(J) = WouldJ) & ArchAgr[Ought(J)]
To bring out the difficulty, consider that accorgito this identity-analysis,

(WouldJ) & ArchAgr{Ought(J)]) = WouldJ) & ArchAgr(Would(J) & ArchAgr[ Ought(J)]),

¥Cf., “The inconsistency [of accepting the premisedemtenying the conclusion of a valid argument] tries
distinguished from pragmatic inconsistency foundimds of sentences famously discussed by Moogg, (¢.
believe that p, but not-p.”) since those so-caflachdoxes do not involve outright contradictioriRidge 2005, p.
313.) Thisis true. Itis necessary to distinguisese inconsistencies, which is not to say theamy great
difficulty in this.

In other words: for any declarative sentepda which ‘ought’ does not occur at an extensidoahtion, the
sentence

Oughto),
means the same as the conjunctive sentence,
WouldJ) & ArchAgr[Ough(J)].
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so that (from this and the previous identity, ansitivity of identity),
Ought(J) = WouldJ) & ArchAgi(WouldJ) & ArchAgr[Ought(J)])

Consider ‘that we are just getting started heneql that there is no end to the process of spedlirtgin its

own terms’ this would-be conjunctive-analysis ©fightJ)'.
It is plausible that the argumentMbral Thinkingentails that the judgment expressed by the seatenc
‘Ough(Jy
not only Hare-entails, but is Hare-entailed by, phescriptive/descriptive conjunction express by
‘WouldJ) & ArchAgr[Ough(J)]'.
But for the reason given this conjunctive sentaaget available as an ‘analysis’ of that simplegbt’-sentence:

for the reason given it is not a possible ‘analyaist.

4.1.1.2 A tenable conjunctive-analysi@/hat can recommend itself at this juncture ‘isoajunctive-analysis’ of

simple ‘ought’-judgments that supposes that archBngould agree not only in their simple ‘oughtdgments,
but also in the universalizable prescriptions th@atcan now say correspond to simple ‘ought’-judgrmémough
they are not identical with them (we can now say since we are about to say that there is motieetse
judgments than universalizable prescriptions).

That simple ‘ought’-judgments Hare-entail theirremponding commands, and that they are universddiza
is held by Hare to exhaust the meaning of simplgl’-sentences. In saying that these judgmeststdare-
entail corresponding archangelic agreement-prdpasit| have revised Hare’s theory for him in a memto
which he could have no objection: the revision carfmem within the theory as developediioral Thinking The
suggestion that these judgments may be conjunatibtieir ‘core’ Hare-entailments would build oratirevision.
The problem is to say exactly how it can do thét.solution can be that a simple ‘ought’-judgmenai
conjunction of, (i), its correspondingiversalizable prescriptiofHare is of course committed to these judgments
Hare-entailing such prescriptions — his own stabetryidentifiesthem with such prescriptions), or equivalently

its correspondingniversalized prescriptio(soon to be spelled out), and, (ii), a propositieporting what would
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be archangelic-assent to (or better, some archiaragdent to, and no archangelic-dissent from)uhigersalized
prescription.
Lety be a simple ‘ought’-sentence: that is,jainean the same as
it ought to be the case that
for some declarative or assertoric sentepae which ‘ought’ occurs, if at all, only at intensal locations.
Availing ourselves of the extended imperative mpogpared for Hare in the previous chapter, we eathe
sentence,
would thatp, and , for each case C’ thatsisilar in all universal respect® the case C to whiahis
addressedyould thate’, whereg’ differs from ¢ only in its non-universal terms for times, places,
persons, and things as required by differencesdegtwases C’ and C in these dimensions.
express the universalized prescription that comedp to the judgment expressibleygywhich just displayed

‘imperative’ sentence shall be abbreviated by,
M(e).*

Then there is, for the archangelic agreement-prposcorresponding to this universalized presaoipt the
declarative sentence,
archangels would assent to the universalized ppesnr expressed byl (o)1,
or more exactly and explicitly, the sentence,
someone, were he free of mistakes and shortcoroiifgst and logic, and of every human weakness,
would assent to the universalized prescription esged by(¢p)', and no such person would dissent from
this universalized prescription.

Let
ArchAssnt[[ ()]

ZCorrespondinginiversalizedprescriptions have been introduced to finessethielem that there is no ready
English preciselyfor the universalizable prescriptions entailedsiogple ‘ought’-judgments, if, as is being
proposed on Hare’s behalf, these judgments cometethan their corresponding universalizable presianiyst
Alternative jargon for the revision under way lesgtact the identification afimple ‘ought’-judgmentwith
‘universalizable prescriptionsand identifies simple ‘ought’-judgments, or ‘wersalizable prescriptions’, with
prescriptive/descriptive conjunctions the presavégptonjuncts of which are correspondimgjversalized
prescriptions of these judgments.
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abbreviate this expression of the condition of &gnent-objectivity’ or ‘agreement-truth’ for theiversalized
prescription expressed byll(p)'.

In these terms, there is for a simple ‘ought’-senée Ough(J)’, the tenable identity-analysis,

Ough(J) = OI(J) & ArchAssnitd (J)]#

This identity-analysis is not ‘circular’Ough{J)’ does not occur to the right of the identityrsi It is a ‘reductive’
analysis of the simple ‘ought’-senten€aught(J)’: ‘ought’ occurs, if at all, only at intensiahpositions in the
conjunctive-analysis to the right of the identityrs

Regarding the prefixArchAgr, which is short for something like ‘Archangelgree that and the prefix
‘ArchAsst, which is short for something like ‘Archangeissent ty it is a matter of English grammar which is in
order for a given sentene If X is a declarative sentence, for example, a sinquight’-sentenceyoth prefixes
are in order, and the two sentencBechAgi(Z)' andrArchAsstE)' are stylistic variants of one and other X s
not declarative or ‘grammatically truth-apt’, thenly ‘ArchAsstis in order forZ. Note that when in order each

prefix makes aeclarativesentence that expresses a proposition true a. fals

4.2 Testing this tenable analysis on ‘core’ Hamgailments of simple ‘ought’-judgmentsThe simple ‘ought’-

judgment expressed by
Oughto)

is to Hare-entail according to Universal Prescviptn as presently revised, its corresponding conthepressed

by,
Wouldg).

and its corresponding archangelic-agreement prijposxpressed by,
ArchAg{Ough{o)].
It is thus necessary, for a conservative revisiddroversal Prescription, that the proposed revisedlysis of

simple ‘ought’-sentences should preserve these-efataments.

%This conjunctive-analysis improves on the analysis,
Ough(J) =Would(J) & ArchAssnim(J)],
which simpler analysis would ‘lose’ the univergalbility of the judgment thadugh(J). The conjunction expressed by
‘Would(J) & ArchAssnild (J)] does not Hare-entail that similar prescriptioosdases similar to J.
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For the first Hare-entailment, we have that timepdée ‘ought’-judgment that is identical with thenjonction
expressed by,
M(p) & ArchAssni(o)],
Hare-entails the command expressed by,
Would(g).
The first conjunct of this conjunction Hare-entdiss command by something like universal instaidra please
consider the sentence that consider above thersentieatT(¢)' abbreviates, and observe tipatself of course
addresses a case that is similar in all univeespects to the case addressed.by
The ‘proximate target’ for the second Hare-entaiiiris,
ArchAsstO(p) & ArchAssiO(e)]}.

which, according to the present identity-analy$isGugh{e)', Hare-entails

ArchAssfOugh(o)]
or equivalently

ArchAg{Ough{o)].
For this ‘proximate target’, we have that the comjion expressed by,

M(p) & ArchAssni(o)],
Hare-entails the archangelic-assent propositiomesged by the second conjunct of its sentence,
ArchAssrid(¢)]
And this entails the archangelic-agreement statement esqudsy,
ArchAsstM(p) & ArchAssntl(e)]}.

For we are talking about archangels here, and rormo understood the idea of an archangel couldhsay
though archangels who either assent to, or digsamt some universalized prescription, all asserit; not all of
those who either assent, or dissent from, the oatipn of this universalized prescription and thepwsition that
those who either assent to, or dissent from,uhisersalized prescription all assent to it, asserhis
conjunction. (My apologies for that involutionThey, these archangels, know that they all knowdbie of
universalized prescriptions and have in hand &llfétcts of this universalized prescription’s cas#] so they

know, for they can figure this out, that those agsirthem who assent to, or dissent from this ualizsd

prescription all assent to it.
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4.3 Semanticdor 'ought’-sentences A part of the Frege-Geach problem is to say ‘what is gan’ in ‘ought’-

sentences in which simple ‘ought’-sentences andtas are variously embedded. Now comes a seraantie

for ‘ought’-sentences to say that about varioustpedded simple ‘ought’-sentences given the conjumetnalysis
of them of Section 2.7.1.2. It would be a pantesfised Universal Prescriptivism’s solution to wisatnott-
Armstrong has cast as, “The Deepest Problem of Hdibg” (Sinnott-Armstrong 2000, p. 688). It wolddy not
of ‘ought’-sentences afverycomplexity what they mean, and what their embedoeght’-components mean, but
it would say this of every ‘ought’-sentence of osgntentially compound complexity for ‘ought’, thatit would
say this of every ‘ought’-sentenEesuch that every occurrencelrof ‘ought’ at an extensional position stands in
an occurrence of a simple ‘ought’-sentence. Llaftfdirther study is the form of an extension of thke to cover
sentences such as ‘Someone ought to straightepitiise.’ and ‘Everyone ought to get to bed egniyhen these
arenotidiomatic for the simple ‘ought’-sentences, ‘Itght to be the case that someone straightens tttigrei’
(‘Ought(x)Sx”) and ‘It ought to be the case that everygats to bed early.’ Qught(x)Gx’), but for ‘There is
someone who ought to straighten this picturélkJ(OughtSx)] and ‘Everyone is such that he ought to getttd
early.” [(x)(OughtGx)]. The formulasOughtSx’ and OughtGx’ feature free occurrences of variables and are

not sentences.

4.3.1 Leta canonical formfor an ‘ought’-sentencg, be a sentenc® such that, (i), every occurrence of ‘ought’
at an extensional position stands in a simple ‘Ouggntence or formula, and, (i is a stylistic variant ok. |
assume that every ‘ought’-sentence has a candoital A canonical form of the ‘ought’-sentence,

If John and Mary are late, then they ought to kathe.
is the sentence,

If John and Mary are late, then John ought tolvathe, and Mary ought to call home.
Another is,
If John and Mary are late, then John and Mary togrebught to call home.
These canonical forms are not stylistic variantsraf another. They correspond to non-equivaldetpnetations

of the initial sentence which is, with regard te #tope of ‘ought’, amphibolous. Let an ‘oughttedeninant

interpretation of a complex ‘ought’-sentence berdarpretation that settles scopes of occurrent&sight’ in

26



extensional positions. All subsequent referemaésught’-sentences are short for references ught'-

determinant interpretations of ‘ought’-sentences.

4.3.2 The promised semantical rule is, as saidpfight’-sentences that have stylistic variantsvhich every
occurrence of ‘ought’ in an extensional positioansts in a simple ‘oughsentence The rule explains what an
interpretation of a complex ‘ought’-sentence oftthart means by explaining what a canonical-forghstic-
variant of it means. It does this by letting Hemseof agreement-sentendade ovelin some embedded contexts.
This rule distinguishes for different treatmentigxts in which simple ‘ought’-formulas can ‘expsé
prescriptions? and contexts in which they cannot do that. Hetbé rule. It includes an explanation of these
‘cans’ and ‘cannots’. Simple ‘ought’-sentences,

(i), at positions in which they can express prgsmms, express conjunctions of universalized

prescriptions and agreement-propositions that spored to these prescriptioffs;

and’(ii), at positions in which they cannot expresssprptions, they express only the agreement-

propositions for the universalized prescriptionsytbxpress when they are in positions in which

they can do tha?.
Clause (i) covers positions in which simple ‘ougbghtencestand aloneunembedded, and can be used to make
simple ‘ought’-judgments. It covers also embeddinfisimple ‘ought’-sentences aonsequentsf ‘if -

conditional sentences, where they can expressrpptgns: not only descriptions but also prescrps can be

conditionally expressed. Clause (ii) covers, for example, embeddings mijxé ‘ought’-sentences iantecedents

#Scare-quotes to signal the hedgepfiéscriptions can...be expressed” (Sinnott-Armstrong, p. 67Qugh
this hedge is idle for us given decisions of thevipus chapter which extend the imperative modddtude
optative subjunctive forms and count as ‘commamds! thus ‘prescriptions’ all things that can bevayed in this
mood.. There is no question but that wishes anted areexpressible

#The drafting problem to be solved for an extensibthe rule to embedded simple ‘ought’-formulast thie
not sentences, is that such formulas cannot expressriptions period, anymore than ‘descriptivenfolas that
are not sentences’, for exampbejs mortal’, can express propositions.

Restrictions of (i) and (ii) to extensional positiare idle, if, as | think, simple ‘ought’-senteadn
intensional positions cannot express prescriptions.

®Expressing a prescription and descriptiamditionallyis what the whole ‘if conditional ‘ought’-sentence
does, when its consequent is a prescription orgiésm. The ‘ought’-sentence in the consequenhtcbutes’
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of conditional ‘ought’-sentences: one cannot ‘ip@escription (for example, a wish or order), amyreithan one

can ‘if a promise or question.

4.3.3 In what circumstances can an embedded sioyméit’-sentences express a prescription? eae
answering rule.

A simple ‘ought’-sentence O that occurs in a secgeS can express a prescription in S if and dnly i

expression that comes from S by replacing O byaeésponding imperative’ of @ a grammatically

correct sentence.
Now come illustrations of this rule.

Negated simple ‘ought’-sentences cannot expressipptions. For example, the simple ‘ought’-sestem,

It is not the case that you ought to sit down.
cannot express a prescription, since
It is not the case that sit you down.

Simple ‘ought’-sentences onsequents of ‘if -conditionals sentencas express prescriptions. For

example, the simple ‘ought’-sentence in,
‘If you want to go to the largest grocer in Oxfoygu ought to go to Grimbly Hughés
can express a prescription, since the sentence
‘If you want to go to the largest grocer in Oxfogh you to Grimbly Hughes
is grammatically correct. In contrast, simple ‘btigsentences imantecedents of ‘if'-conditonal sentenazsnot
express prescriptions. For example, the simplghtsentence in,
‘If you ought to do to Grimbly Hughes, then you Mihd that it is the largest grocer in Oxford.
cannot express a prescription, since the sentence
‘If go you to Grimbly Hughes, then you will find @it is the largest grocer in Oxford.’

is not grammatical.

Remarkably, the situations are exactly reversecfdy if'-conditionals sentences. For examples gimple

‘ought’-sentence in the consequent of

prescription and description; the sentence in tiie@dent ‘contributes’ conditionality to what tentence as a
whole expresses. For sentengemndy, bothrlf ¢, theny™ andry, if ¢ are ‘if-conditional sentences.
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‘You want to go to the largest grocer in Oxford|yoifiyou ought to go to Grimbly Hughes.’
cannotexpress a prescription, since the sentence
‘You want to go to the largest grocer in Oxford|yoifigo you to Grimbly Hughes.’
is not grammatically correct. And the simple ‘otiggentence in the antecedent of
‘You ought to go to Grimbly Hughes, only if you Wihat it is the largest grocer in Oxford.’
canexpress a prescription, since the sentence
‘Go you to Grimbly Hughes, only if you will find #t it is the largest grocer in Oxford.’

is grammatically correct.

4.4 On making sense of indefinitely complex ‘ouggghtencesas we evidently can do

“Sentences of indefinite complexity can be buittuesively from simpler elements, and these meanings
from the meanings of their elements, in systemadigs....A normative sentence, the expressivist, says
expresses a state of mind; its [whole] meaningjdagned not by giving truth conditions but bylitel
what state of mind it expresses. When a normagiva appears in a complex context, can we still say
what state of mind is being expressed? Can weagssstematic account of how the state of mind a
complex normative sentence expresses depends atatke of mind that would be expressed by its
components alone?” (Gibbard 1991, p. 92.)

“Yes!” | am saying here on prescriptivist Hare&hlalf, “we can do that at least for ‘ought’-senemnthat are

stylistic variants of ‘ought’-sentences of only t@ntially compound complexity for ‘ought’ .” Thmnjunctive-

analysis for simple ‘ought’-sentences, in leaguiwhe semantic rule for occurrences of these seate

embedded and unembedded, does#hat.

4.5 To save the logical appearanc&hte account given by Universal Prescriptivismieagsed of the ‘meanings’

of ‘ought’-sentences, simple and otherwiseadequateonly if arguments involving ‘ought’-judgments trexre

#In addition to the ‘drafting-problem’ of extenditige rule to embedded simple ‘ought’-formulas that rzot
sentences, there are what wwill be problems witliegitions of the extended. is not only a draftprgblem. For
example, it is to my mind a difficult question whet the words ‘Someone x is such thauld that x should
straighten the picture.” are grammatical or makd&aglish sentence. Similarly for the words, ‘Bagre x is
such that would that x should go to bed early.’.
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‘for all the world’-valid, and Hare-validated by it understand this requirement in this way. @ipeemises of
such an argument that include ‘ought’-sentencesapit be possible to proceed to the argument’slesion
without recourseo these ‘ought’-sentences to the argument’s cmimh by using instead of these ‘ought’-
sentences ‘translations’ of them that are licerigethe conjunctive-analysis of simple -‘ought’-semtes, and the
semantic rule for complex ‘ought’-sentences ofttieory as presently revised. Additionally, if #@clusion of
the argument is an ‘ought’-sentence, it must belred by way of a ‘translation’ of that sort.

To illustrate, argument Al of Section 2.2 abovepasng the abbreviation, R: he will reveal his sest

(3) He ought to reveal his sourc&ugh(R).

(2) If he ought to reveal his sources, then hénaileal his sources: ®ugh{R), then R.

= (4) He will reveal his sources: R.

Can be Hare-validated as follows.

(5) [M(R)] & ArchAsstmO(R) ] (3), ‘translation’: conjunctive-analysis
(6) If ArchAsstm(R)], then R. (2), ‘translation’: conjunctive-ansiy, semantic rule
(7) ArchAssf(R) ] (5), Hare-entailment
4 R (6), (7), plain entailmentnfodus ponenstherefore, Hare-entailment
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That was eas§! It is not always solndeed it is not alwaysgossible with the ‘resources’ of Universal
Prescriptivism as presently deployed. We go noa tase in which it is not possible, and then tdig rather
different fix that | think perfects the theory foresent purposes of ‘saving the logical appeasinakng with,

(i), an upgrade of the present proposal thatriklis equivalent to this coming different fix.

4.6 A remarkable ‘reversal of circumstances’sionple ‘ought’-sentences in ‘if-conditionals anshly if-
conditionals has been noted in Section 2.8.2 foditmnals concerned with the grocer of times gasmbly

Hughes?® When antecedents of ‘if'-conditionals simple ghit'-sentences cannot express prescriptions, though

2Byt think what you are doing?! The argument (), therefore (4) is of the formodus ponenslf ‘he
ought not to reveal his sources’ is used with diffe meanings in premises (3) and (2), as you“tagte is here a
fallacy of equivocation” (Ridge 2006, p. 311). Tdrgument is not valid if treated as proposedcsithen... it
commits a fallacy of equivocation’ (Sinnott-Armstigy p. 679).” Strange that such things shouldaie. s

The argument, and similar arguments in the Frege:lBéterature, are of the sentential formdus ponens
each is of the form, for declarative senteng@sdy,

o, (if @, theny) .. y.
| have assigned tp quastand-alone first premise, a different ‘meaniregt{fferent illocutionary force) from that
which | have assigned tpquaantecedent of the second premise — different,bggdpgically unrelated, no.
When these different ‘meanings’ are spelled odtramslations’ (5) and (6), the result is premitest ‘for all the
world’-entail (4). ‘We’ can adapt words that Harged to describe something he claimed to have galisimad.

“We have...shown that it is possible to take aessted whose meaning [when it stands alone has it

expressing something that it does not express \themn antecedent]..., and transfer it into aditonal

clause in which [that part is perforce not exprdgaéthout altering its meaning in any sense that

would be damaging tomodus ponens.” (Hare 1970, p. 1&f., 19, bold emphasis added.)

‘We’, however, have shown this while saying what fentences of interest to us ‘mean’ in termdafutionary
forces or what they express when antecedentsyhatthe whole conditionals mean. The meanings#raence-
type can be understood to determine the illocutipfaces of, and what is expressed by, sundryrtska this
type. Cf., (Horwich 2005, p. 82) for a conjecture along thkses for meanings of ‘word-types’.

Hare did not dahesethings for the sentences of interest to him (f@areple, for his sentence ‘That movie is
good’), anymore than Dreier does in his ‘hiyo’ esipgnt. With ‘hiyo’ established as an expressiongccosting,
that is, for getting a persons’s attention (as a0l ‘hello’ are established), Dreier stipulatés,tfiat “we may
always write or say, [for example] ‘Bob is hiyofidithis means nothing more nor less than ‘Hiyo Band, (ii),
that “the meaning of

(12)‘If a dingo is near, then Bob is hiyo’
is given, as ususal” by the inference rules for.tien’ and the meanings of ‘a dingo is near’ @&ab is
hiyo’(Dreier 1996, p. 43). “So now you know, dogdu, what (11) means. No, you don't. It doesndan
anything intelligible.” (P. 43.) ‘Bob is hiyo’ itheconsequenthas not been given a meaning. It canndhbee
an accosting formula. Similarly for the ‘atomi@rgence when it is an antecedent, as in ‘If Bdfiyis, then a
dingo is near’. And that, so far,ad that we know about ‘Bob is hiyo’. We know thatitgmown it is an
alternative to ‘Hiyo Bob’ for accosting Bob, forttjag his attention. And what, we may wonder, doalnice
formula like that be doing in the antecedent ofitazonditional.

2t was, as | recall, on the west side of The Carkat towards Carfax from Elliston and Cavelllsen the
largest store in Oxford, next to Woolworth’s. Tdteres, along with Grimbly Hughes, now gone.
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they do that when they are consequents. For aintreey can do that when antecedents of ‘onlgafiditionals,
though not when they are consequents. This revierpeesently remarkable because ‘if'-conditionatel ‘only
if-conditionals with the same antecedents ‘forthk world’ entail one another. This yields a destmation of the
inadequacyof resources of Universal Prescriptivism as prigeavised ‘to save the logical appearances’. sThu
the argument,

(9) He will reveal his sources, only if he ougihreveal his sources.

= (10) If he will reveal his sources, then heldu reveal his sources.
is ‘for all the world’-valid. These sentences wibbke symbolized alike in every sentential calculBst their
‘translations’,
(11) R, only ifArchAssim(R)] (9), ‘translation’: conjunctive-analysis, sentiarrule
(12) If R, then[I(R)] & ArchAsstTI(R) ] (10), ‘translation’: conjunctive-analysis, santic rule
are not similarly related: that is, (11) does natédentail (12). (11) does plain entail, andefare Hare-entail,
(13) If R, thenArchAssim(R)].
which, like (11) is a declarative sentence thatesges a proposition. Therefore (buld Hare-entail jf
ArchAssf(R)] Hare-entailed the conjunctidf(R) & ArchAssfd(R)]. But it does not. A person cassento
the archangelic agreement-proposition expressedrshAssil(R)] and, without incoherence or ‘non-plussing’,
dissentfrom the universalized prescription expressedIfR)’. Such a person could explain himself thusart
not ‘into’ prescribing for all and sundry. | leailgat to my maiden aunt!” Alternatively, he coelxplain himself
by saying that perhaps m®uld, if an archangel, not be especially concerned hiithself and those near to him,
and want persons without exception to reveal tbairrces, but that, if so, we should know from hEsspnal biases
alone that he isotan archangel. As for the prescription, he dagsvant that without exception, for, given how
near and dedris sources are thim, and the trouble that he would make for themeifafere to reveal them, he

does not want it for himseif.

®Hare would say that a premise expressed by a senébreviated byArchAssf(S)]’ cannot Hare-entail a
conclusion expressed by the conjunctive-sentefid(S)] & ArchAssiII(S)])’, because if it did, then a premise expredsed
the non-imperativesentenceArchAssi(S)]’ would Hare-entail a conclusion expressed lsgatence abbreviated by the
imperativesentences MI(S)]' and WouldS)’, and it is a general principle to which thare no exceptions thatiNt
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This person might, Hare would remind us, make aenmtteresting disclosure. He might tell us thatsha
completeamoralistwho wants nothing to do with ‘ought’-judging, atié universalized prescribing with intent to
match archangelic universalized prescribing, thaatethas convinced him that ‘ought’-judging would gien
into. Hare is concerned to maintain the

“logical possibility of consistent whole-hogging aralism...[though it] may seem a defect in our

theory....[l]t carries one advantage; for it essit#s mybona fidesas a non-descriptivist....[who does not

endorse as valid violations of] Hume's Law (No ‘baigrom an ‘is’).” (MT, p. 186.)

He understands how his particular ‘judgment-intésna, could, if believed by a person, provide hivith reasons
to stay away from moral thinking and speaking. sT¢ttmpares positively with what has been saidafdme

internalism’ in Chapter XI, Section 431.

4.7 Another conjunctive-analysis, this time foemy'ought’-judgment To solve the problem of the previous

section for the conjunctive-analysis for simpledghti-sentences and semantics for embedded simpighto
sentences that | have offered Hare, | will make hibetter offer! It is an offer that, given what takes to be the

success of the argumenthbral Thinking he is no position to refuse.

4.7.1 On the object of ‘moral discourséi person who sincerely assents to an ‘ought’-judginthat is, a

judgment expressed by a sentence in which ‘ouglttijpies an extensional position, is ‘into moratdigse’ and

committed to thebjectof this discourse whatever it is. But accordiagiare it must be

imperative conclusion can be validly drawn fromeaaf premisses which does not contain at leastroperative. (LofM, p.
28.) Here is a likely exception to this prineiptiressed with some bracketed context-settindgeshalts imperative
conclusion is ‘sandwiched’ between its indicativerpises.

You want to go the largest grocer in Oxford. [Righ€orrect me if | wrong about this.] Well then pds

of inference], go to Grimbly-Hughes. For Grimblydhes is the largest grocer in Oxford. [You carsttru

me on this.]
The challenged inference froArchAsst(R)]] to the conjunctionI{R) & ArchAssi(R)]] would not be an
exception to that principle strictly interpretethis conclusion is no more an imperative thainaicative sentence: it is
‘half imperative’ and ‘half indicative’. Howevethis conjunction does Hare-entail its imperativetfconjunct, and if its
second conjunct Hare-entailed it, the conjunctibmould Hare-entail its first conjunct.

30f possible interest is the package of a similanatic rule and the conjunctive-analysis accordanghich

‘| promise’ means the same as ‘I promise, and F.wilhis analysis does not generateviciousregress’, if for
any sentence, the conjunctiori(¢ ande)' means the same s
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making ‘ought’-judgments that agree with the judgtsehat, along with all other archangels who made

‘ought’-judgments, one would make oneself if oneenen archangel,
where this makingncludes

making the universalized prescription that, alorip&ll other archangels who made universalized

prescriptions, one would make were on an archangel.

That this is the object of moral thinking and discs is a hardly resistible inference from the dgressult that
Hare claims for the argument foral Thinking

Given that there is this demonstrable object ofahtirinking and discourse, assent to, or dissemb fran
‘ought’-judgment should Hare-entaitceptance of this objeahd entitle persons to think that that is what the
assenter or dissenter is up to. This can mak#eaxatice to combinations of assents and disseatsatie possible
without semantic incoherence once a person hastass® an ‘ought’-judgment and entered into ‘oughinking
and discourse. This, Hare tells us, an alert andistent amoralist will never ever do, excephpes, Hare
allows uncertainly, to make “judgments of moraliffetence” MT, p. 183), and “to use the moral words in
sentences beginning, ‘it is not the case that' "1§4).

The theory is that the object of this activitygsnhake the universalized prescriptions that, aleitly all other
archangels, one would make, were one an archafgedcceptthis object wouldncludeassenting to the
‘command’ expressed by the imperative,

Would that it were the case thatif an archangel would assent to, and no archamgeld dissent from,

the universalized prescriptiofi(¢p).
¢ a declarative sentence; or, more succinctly

Let the universalized wills of archangels rule!
which shall be abbreviated b&rchRule!’.
The theory is, though Hare never says this explidiat
the commandvrchRule!is Hare-entailed by every ‘ought’-judgment
That this is so has emerged as yet andthewremof Universal Prescriptivism the maixiomsof which are

Prescriptivity and Universalizability, which sayathsimple ‘ought’-judgments entail correspondingnenands’
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and are universalizable, and ‘Conditional Refletti@o named by Allan Gibbard, and explained fahangels in
Section 2.2 of the next chapter) which states apresgces for a person’s preferences for sundrydtigipossible

in which he plays a role of his identifying himsklfthese situations.

4.7.2 This theorem suggests a rather differenjuoative-analysis which different analysis is nat énly simple
‘ought’-sentences, but for all ‘ought’-sentencéss analysis is complete without aid of a semantie for
embedded simple ‘ought’-sentences (and, eventdatyulas that are not sentences). Now comeggrieral
analysis.

For any ‘ought’-sentencg, the sentence,

ArchRule!& %',
is a stylistic variant o, whereinX’ comes from a canonical form farby replacing, for each sentence or
formulag, each occurrence of the simple ‘ought’-sentemdermula,
it ought to be the case that
by an occurrence of the declarative sentence onuta,
an archangel would assent to, and no archangebivabs$ent from,
the universalized prescriptionl(¢).

This replacement sentence or formula is a styligitant of the archangelic-agreement form thatwllecontinue

to abbreviate by,
ArchAsst[[(¢)].*

%3 owe the idea of the form of this general conjivesinalysis to Michael Ridge. He writes: “...papls we
should understand atomic uses of mora predicatislass:

[Ecumenical Expressivism’.] ‘There is a moral reaso X' expresses (a) an attitude of approval of a

certain kind toward actions insofar as they haeergain property and (b) a belief that X has this

property.” (P. 315)

A difference between the substance of the generglinctive-analysis | propose for Hare, and thaRioige’s
‘Ecumenical Expressivism’, is that the prescriptbemjunct of the former ithe same for all speakers and
thinkers whereas the latter analysis leaves open thabiild not be the same.

Suppose | am a utilitarian. Then ‘the certain prop is for me that of maximizing utility. Gf., p. 326.)
Suppose you are an ‘equalitarian utilitarian’. fithe certain property’ for you, let us say, isximaizing equal
utility. This speaker/thinker relativity of thetiéidinal conjunct makes Ridge’'s analysiumenicaln a sense
additionalto the sense that consists in its accommodatitty descriptivists that would have moral utterances
express beliefs, and expressivists that would ltzem express attitudes. The additional ecumesitadif his
account which distinguishes it from the accourffdrdHare, does in Ridge’s account an analysisiefinoral
reasons’ of ordinary thought and talk. By its $mefhinker relativity it quite loses to the ‘platde of objectivity’
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To illustrate, the new conjunctive-analysis of,
If he ought to reveal his sources, then he wilesdhis sources.
assuming still the abbreviation — R: he will revei sources — is,
ArchRule!& (if ArchAssim(R)], then R.
This conjunctive-analysis for all ‘ought’-sentenchise the previous one for simple ‘ought’-senteside
‘reductive’. The analysisArchRule!& X' of the ‘ought’-sentencE is not itself an ‘ought’-sentence. Nor does it
harbour an ‘ought’-sentence.

To distinguish, let the conjunctive-analysis oftBet2.7.1.2 for simple ‘ought’-sentences togethih the
semantic rule of Section 2.8.2 for embedded sirfquight’-sentences be thgémple-case conjunctive-analysand
the just explained analysis, theneral conjunctive-analysisTranslations’ according to the simple-case
conjunctive-analysis exist only for ‘ought’-sentes®f all sententially compounded complexity fanght’,
whereas ‘translations’ according to the presenegarconjunctive-analysis exist for all ‘ought’-$ences.
‘Translation’ according to the simple-case conjirectinalysis and the semantic rule for embeddeglsim
‘ought’-sentences yields conjunctions only for sienjpught’-sentences, and ‘ought’-sentences thatlaemselves
conjunctions. And such ‘translation’ of an ‘ougk&ntence can yield a declarative sentence. ‘Tatios’
according to the general conjunctive-analysis geldonjunction in every case. It yields a conjiancthe first
conjunct of which is an ‘imperative’, and the seg@onjunct of which is a declarative sentence. fEsalt is thus

never a declarative sentence. The ‘imperativejutt is one and the same in these ‘translations’.

4.7.3 An ‘in-between’ analysisvould give ‘translations’ in two steps. Firstr fn ‘ought’-sentence, ‘translate’
according to the simple-case conjunctive-analysiétae semantics for embedded simple ‘ought’-foaadhat are
sentences, extended appropriately somehow to &keéded simple ‘ought’-formulas. Second, conjoitht result
the imperative,ArchRule! To illustrate, the ‘translation’ according taigHin between’ analysis of the ‘ought’-
sentence, ‘If he will reveal his sources, then bght to reveal his sources.’ is, assuming the afdtien, R: he

will reveal his source,

that when persons disagree whether or not thexerisral reason to X, at least one of them is méstak

36



[ArchRule!& (if R, then(R) andArchAssi(R)])].
Sometimes ‘translations’ according to the simplgecand general conjunctive analyses are identiBais is so
for the ‘ought’-sentence, ‘He will reveal his soesconly if he ought to reveal his sources.’, tharslation’ of
which according to each analysis is,

[ArchRule!& (R, only if ArchAsstm(R)])].

And generally ‘translations’ according to these analysesHaee-equivalenfor every‘ought’-sentence that is a
stylistic variant of an ‘ought’-sentence of ongnsentially compound complexity for ‘ought’.
lConf/rmal/on. First, for simple ‘ought’-sentences, negations of these, and weak disjunctions involving
these.
SIMPLE ‘OUGHT’-SENTENCES. For any such sentence,

Ought(9),
its simple-case conjunctive analysis ‘translation’ is,

ArchRule! &M(@) & ArchAss(@)])

and its general conjunctive-analysis ‘translation’ is,
ArchRule! & ArchAss{(o)].

It is evident that these are Hare-equivalent, for it is evident (when the abbreviations are expanded) that

ArchRule! & ArchAss{(o)] .. (o)
is Hare-valid.
NEGATIONS OF SIMPLE ‘OUGHT’-SENTENCES. For any such sentence,

~ Ought(®),
‘translations’ according to simple-case and general conjunctive ‘translations’ are /identically,
ArchRule! & ~ ArchAss{(g)] .
Regarding in particular the simple-case analysis and its semantical rule for embedded simple ‘ought’-
sentences, for any imperative sentence jx! , the construction,
~ix!,

is ungrammatical: Consider, for example, ‘It is not the case that shut the door!’, ‘Is not the case that let the
door be shut.’, ‘It is not the case that would that it should be the case that the door is shut.’, and so on.

DISJUNCTIONS INVOLVING SIMPLE ‘OUGHT’-SENTENCES. There are two cases to be considered.
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First, for any disjunction,
Ought(®) v Ough(y),
its simple-case analysis ‘translation’,
ArchRule! & ([N & ArchAssi{Ug)] v [y & ArchAss{Iy)]),
can be seen to be Hare-equivalent to the general conjunctive-analysis ‘translation’,

ArchRule! & [ArchAss{0) v ArchAss{My)].

Second, for any disjunction,
Ought(®) v @

wherein @ is a declarative sentence and y is not an ‘ought’-sentence, there is a question regarding its
simple-case analysis ‘translation’ that turns on whether or not, for any imperative sentence jx!, the

construction
iX!'vy

is grammatical: Regarding which question one may consider, for example, ‘Either shut the door, or the
window is closed.’, ‘Either let the door be shut, or the window is closed, or both.” and so on. | think that

the displayed construction is rnof grammatical, and that therefore the simple-case analysis ‘translation’ of

(Oughte) vyl is,
ArchRule! & [ArchAss{Ug) v y],

which is the same as the general conjunctive-analysis ‘translation’. Furthermore, /fthe construction r(jx! v
y)' is grammatical, then the simple-case analysis ‘translations’ of T[(Oughi{®) v yT,

ArchRule! & ([N & ArchAss{Ug)] v )
can be seen to be Hare-equivalent to the just previously displayed ‘translation’ according to the general
conjunctive-analysis.

With these findings for simple ‘ought’-sentences, negations, and disjunctions conjoined for its basis, a
mathematical induction can establish that these ‘translations’ are Hare-equivalent for ‘ought’-sentences
that are stylistic variants of ‘ought’-sentences of only sententially compound complexity for ‘ought.
Relevant here is that every sententially compound sentence is equivalent to a sentence in which the only
sentential ‘connectives’ are negation and weak disjunction. A key /emma for the induction can be that, for

any sententially compound sentences ¢ and ¢’, if sentences g and g’ are Hare-equivalent, and ¢’ comes
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from @ by replacing one or more occurrences of y by occurrences of y’, then ¢ and ¢’ are Hare-
equivalent, which lemma can be, | trust, established by a mathematical induction.|j

Furthermore, without settling problems acknowledmedote 24 above regardimagplicationof the semantic rule of the
simple-case conjunctive analysis when it is extdrtdeall simple ‘ought’-formulas, it can be obsatthat however they are
settled, Hare-equivalence is general for styligidants of ‘ought’-sentences every quantificationally and sententially
compound complexity for ‘oughfat are expressible in first order predicatedodrelevant here is that every sentence of
guantificational or sentential complexity that igeessible in this logic is equivalent to a sengeimcwhich the only sentential
‘connectives’ are negation and weak disjunctiomrgiphrase of quantity’ is existentialJFor the basis of a mathematical
induction to establish this more extensive Hare-equivalence of simple-case and general-conjunctive-analysis
‘translations’, one may observe that an ‘ought’-sentence,

Someone x is such that x ought to .
would have either the simple-case ‘translation’
ArchRule! & Someone x is such that (I(x ought to Y) & ArchAsst [[(x ought to Y)])
or the simple-case ‘translation’
ArchRule! & Someone x is such that ArchAss{(x ought to Y)].

Supposing, however, that not only the second of these, but also the first, is grammatical, these
‘translations’ are Hare-equivalent. The second is identical with a ‘translation’ according to the general
conjunctive-analysis.] That ‘translations’ according to the two analysE®ught’-sentencesf every
guantificational and sentential complexity for ‘dugthat are expressible in first order predicatedagie Hare-

equivalent, is evidence that — it indeed estaltisheeasonable presumption that — ‘translationraking to these

two analyses of ‘ought’-sentences of every compyeir ‘ought’ are Hare-equivalent.

4.8 On saving the logical appearances, this &thef them Now come two illustrations of the prowess @ th

general conjunctive-analysis, and grounds for threclusion that it works always works, and woeksily, to save
the logical appearances.

4.8.1 As said, the argument,

(9) He will reveal his sources, only if he ougihreveal his sources.

= (10) If he will reveal his sources, then heloig reveal his sources.
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is ‘for all the world’-valid. And it iseasilyHare-validated given the general conjunctive-agialy‘Ought’-
sentences (9) and (10) have, respectively, theviiollg ‘translations’ according to the general comjive-
analysis.

(14) ArchRule!& [R, only if ArchAssiT(¢)]].

(15) ArchRule!& (if R, thenArchAsstI(g)]).

(14) Hare-entails (15). The point can be laboubedl is | trust obvious. Someone who assentéil4p and
dissented from (15), would be known to assent th bonjuncts of (14), and to dissent from at les conjunct
of (15). Dissent from either of these conjunct lddaonplus’, given his assent to both conjunct¢lef). In
particular, dissent from the second conjunct wawdd-plus given that the second conjunct of @l4)n entailsthe

second conjunct of (15§.

4.8.2 For a second illustration, let us take fraest®n 2.2 argument A2,

%Cf., (Ridge 2006, pp. 329-30). | believe that MidrRiglge misses the play of something like Hare-
entailment in his result. Connectedly, he adopta@count of validity that is onlgloseto Hare’s.

“Standard accounts hold that an argument is valitlin case it is impossible for its premises tdrbe

while its conclusion is false....[S]Jome version&ofimenical Expressivism hold that moral utteraraces

not truth-apt....We can, however, adopt a clossioo\n argument is valid just in case any possible

believer whaacceptsall of the premises but at one and the same dieméesthe conclusion would

thereby be guaranteed to hameonsistent beliefs’ (P. 326.)
To illustrate “how [his] account [of sentences ihigh ‘moral reason’ is used] can explain the vayidi
arguments with moral predicates quite generallydgR considers “the standard [in Frege-Geach liteed case
of modus ponens: (1) There is moral reason naeto(R) If there is moral reason not to lie, thkeare is moral
reason not to encourage your little brother to[li&werefore] (3) there is moral reason not to emaga your little
brother to lie.” According to his account, sen&K@) for the conclusion,

“expresses (a) an attitude of [disapproval] of @aie kind towards actions insofar as they haverégamn

property and with a certain property, and (b) aebéhat [encouraging your little brother to lighthat

property” (p. 315).
Ridge writes:

“To deny the [conclusion] ...would be to believattimot encouraging [your] little brother to lie dagot

have that...property.” (P. 329-30.)
However, presumably* ‘denying’ the conjunction @jitude and (b)-belief expressed by sentenced(®s not
necessarily involve ‘denying’ theelief It can presumably* consist of ‘denying’ thttitude of disapproval. Of
course, this attitude cannot ‘consistently’ be Bdémied’ when the conclusion expressed by (3jénied’, and
‘accepted’, as it must be, when the premises egpdelsy sentences (1) and (2) are accepréat is to gloss in
Hare’s fashion thisinconsistency ofattitudes, ‘assent’ to words for that disapproval in onedthe, and ‘dissent’
from them in the next breathe, would certainly ‘plus’ interlocutors. [*Presumably’. | am assumitimat
‘denying’ here is like Hare’s ‘dissenting’, and thiacan consist in a positive refusal to assesinahe answer to
a question whether one assents: “So you thinkyitiabught not to encourage your little brotheri¢o that that
would be wrong?”No. Please see Section 3.1.2 of Chapter XIl above.]
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(4) He will reveal his sources.

(9) He will reveal his sources, only if he oughtéweal his sources.

= (3) He ought to reveal his sources.

This argument is again ‘for all the world’-validh@easily Hare-validated assuming the general ocatije-
analysis. Its sentences have according to thilysiedhe ‘translations’, respectively,

(16) R

(14) ArchRule!& (R, only if ArchAsstT(e)]).

(17) ArchRule!& ArchAsst(¢)]

This argument is Hare-valid for the reasamgtatis mutandishat the‘translation’-argument of the previous
illustration is Hare-valid. In particular, the @rénce from (16) and the second conjunct of (b4he¢ second

conjunct of (17) is plain valid.

4.8.3 The general case (for ‘ought’-sentencesahmbnly sententially compound complex for ‘oughiStart with

a canonical formA, of an argument with ‘ought’-premises and an ‘digbnclusion that is ‘for all the world’
valid:

P,

P,
= C
This argument has the general-conjunctive-analysisslation’ A*:

ArchRule!& P;'

ArchRule!& P,/
= ArchRule!& C’
wherein, for i, 1< i < n, B comes from Poy replacing, for each sentenge each occurrence of the simple

‘ought’-sentence,
it ought to be the case th@f),
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by an occurrence of the declarative sentence,

an archangel would assent to, and no archangebvaissent from, the universalized prescriptialfp)!
ArgumentA* is Hare-valid for the reasomsutatis mutandishat the ‘translation’ arguments in the previous
illustrations are Hare-valid. | rely here on tles@amption that, for any declarative sentenges., ¢, andy, if the

argument
LTI TR 4

is ‘for all the world’ valid (i.e., either Hare-vdlor plain valid), and it's ‘translation’ accordjrio the general

conjunctive-analysis is,
(ArchRule!& ¢/), . . ., (ArchRule!& ¢,) - (ArchRule!& ")
then the argument,

L R A
is plain valid. That is the key. Given it, foryaifor all the world’ valid declarative argumentsitranslation’-
argument according to the general conjunctive-amaban be ‘Hare-validated’ using the principletttiar any

imperativep and declarativey, the inferences,

(p&v) I o
(p&vy) Iy,
and
oy (o &)
are Hare-valid.
Conclusions

We can explain the meanings of ‘ought’-sentencessefy complexity. The general conjunctive-analylies
that. The ‘in between’ analysis — if as | thin& fitranslations’, and general conjunctive-analyisenslations’, are
equivalent for ‘ought’-sentences of every comphlefir ‘ought’ — solves Sinnott-Armstrong’s ‘deepgsoblem of
embeddings’ as it arises for Universal Prescriptivi For then it gives the meanings ‘ought’-compads@ot only
of stylistic variants of ‘ought’-sentences of gveentential and quantificational complexity fought’ that is
expressible in first order predicate logic, but‘fmrght’-sentences of every complexity for ‘oughth any case, the
general conjunctive-analysis ‘saves the logicalkeapgnces’, it saves these ‘on the cheap’, Michaigdrmight

say:cf., (Ridge 2006, p. 324fff. These analyses serve Universal Prescriptivistheae waysprovided as Hare

#Similarly for the ‘in between’ analysis, if it iss | think, equivalent to the general conjunctinedgsis.
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maintains, that its a theorem of his theory of Universal Prescriptivithat there would be no disagreement
amongst archangels regarding simple ‘ought’-judgmemhhave tried to explain how, given this theore

Universal Prescriptivism has the wherewithall tdkséself over to those ends.

5. To enhance Universal Prescriptivism’s account @f pacticality of simple ‘oughfudgments

5.1 Universal Prescriptivism says that two caodaexhausthe 'prescriptivity' of simple 'oughts'-judgmeatsd
their special relations to desires and actionser@lis dogical condition. Simple 'oughts' are said to entail
commands. Moral questions, “What ought | to daPgpractical questions. Irthis they are exactly like
questions, “What shall | do?"C{., LofM, p. 1). That they are asked with ‘ought’-interatiges, rather that
‘shall’-interrogatives, makeso difference to theipracticality, their relation to actions. ‘Answers’ to theactical
‘parts’ of corresponding ‘ought’- and ‘shall’-quist what to do aréhe same“This.” one can say in response to
each, meaningsomething likedo this(a ‘command’). (P. 29.)

"The prescriptivity of moral judgments can be ekpda formally as the property of entailing at leaise

imperative LofM 11.2;FR 2.8)." (MT, p. 21;cf.,, LofM, pp. 163 and 179.)
A person's assenting to a simple ‘ought’ whileetiag from its corresponding ‘command’ "is a sidfit

condition for saying that he has misunderstoodartee other of the sentencek6{M, p. 25).

To complete its account, Universal Prescriptivisidsaa pragmatic condition. Sincere assents t&t-fierson’
simple ‘ought’-judgments are said to entail comnatrnand a readiness to act.

"A speech act is prescriptive if to subscribe g ito be committed, on pain of being accused of

insincerity, to doing the action specified in tipesch act, or, if it requires someone else to,do it

willing that he do it." (Hare 1991, p. 458, ba@ohphasis addedf., MT, p. 21.)
‘Commands' are prescriptive in this sense. Wedaasincerely assent to ‘commands' addressed todiatthe
same time not be prepared to act on thefn'l(ofM, p. 20). We cannot sincerely assent to ‘commaaddtessed

to others, unless we are willing that these otheton those ‘command¥.’ Simple ‘ought’-judgments Hare-entail

*Hare is comfortable with the thesis that simplegioi-judgments express wishes in a sense in which a
person can express a wish that he does not h&fe.Li, p. 9-10.) Hemayhave thought that a person’s
expression of a wish is sincere if and only if as the wish expressed. He says that a ‘commaisifiéere if and
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‘commands.’ This is immediate and obviarsthe theory No one can sincerely assent to a judgment, witho
sincerely assenting to what it is obvious to adittthis judgment Hare-entails, and according tatleery, it is
obvious to all that simple ‘ought’-judgments Hargel their corresponding ‘commands’ (this is thagical
condition’ above). Therefore simple ‘ought’-judgmte satisfy this pragmatic condition. Sincere astea
simple 'ought'-judgment Hare-entails bemgte willing that it be enacted: "it is to have arexis(a desire in a
wide sense) that it should be acted upon" (Har®196439,cf., F&R, p. 170, andMT, p. 185), which, if it calls
for an action on your part, is not a mere tendénityadeterminationof your will to act, it is alecisivedesire in a
wide sense of desire. And act ywill, if “it is in [your] (physical and psychologicgbower to do so”l{ofM, p.
20; cf., MT, p. 21).

So says Hare of simple 'oughts’, but does he septDo simple ‘ought’-judgments satisfy these conditions
for prescriptivity? | think not. Simple ‘ought® not Hare-entail ‘commands’. Nor does sincesergso them
Hare-entail desires to enactments. Far from ithencase of simple first-person ‘ought’-judgmen®erhaps,
however, sincere assents to ‘first-person pres@miple ‘ought’-judgments do Hare-entail determioas of the

will, and enactments of these barring ‘deadnesgeakness of will.’

5.2 Sampling the evidencé& here is against Hare's practicality theseshldgind pragmatic, the coherence and

possible unqualified sincerity of the following spbes.Shoplifter to clerk "Yes,you ought to report me |
don't deny it. Buplease don't! Please, give me a break."
Here Idissentfrom the corresponding ‘command’, and make, invtlbeds, ‘Please don’t!” a contrary
‘command’, a polite one, but a ‘command’ nevertbglexpressed in the imperative mood narrowly
drawn. And there is not the leasexison my part, that you actually do, as | say youhtug do. “Ah,
but is your assent to that judgmaeiricere” No one would ask that question, except forshiee of a

losing philosophical argument. In the story, laclg ‘mean’ what | say.

only if the person who makesiittendsthat it should be act upon, ‘commands’ for Har@ude (some) wishes,
and perhaps he would say that to intend that areand’, any ‘command’, be enacted is to wish in@abrsense
that it be enacted.
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A competitor for a job to a confidantéCertainlyshe ought to take the job No question. She'll never get a
better one.If only, however she does not realize tha¥ould that she turns it down! For then — call me selfish,
but | won't lie — it will go to deame"
Again, the corresponding ‘command’ is evidemtbt Hare-entailed. My will igainsther doing what |
see, and say, that she ought to do. | expredsape that she does not do thisnd there is no problem
understanding what | am saying, or why | am sayingBut is my simple ‘ought’-judgmergincer&”
Again, why would anyone not engaged on the losidg sf a philosophical argument, think to ask?
Nothing in the story suggests that | do not belietaat | say. On the contrary, for in the storyopk that
she does nakalizethat she ought do what | say she ought to do.
Father to daughter "Yes, you ought to eat your soup And | have said why. It is because it is gomdybu. No,
| am not ordering you to eat itl-am not telling youto eat it. | am saying only that, for your own good, you
ought toeat it. Again, this is not for me, and becausamt you to eat it (which | do, of course), but you
because it is good for you."
There is desire enough here on Father’s parthfdughted’ act. Father wants daughter to eat tha
soup. Andhere is no disserdn his partfromthe corresponding ‘command’. Certaitiere is no
assent ta contrary ‘command’. But therensfusal to assent tthe corresponding ‘command’. There is
here explicit refusal to make it. Father has sa&d he willnot use either the plain imperative, or the
optative subjunctive, for it: he says that he wik tell her to eat her soap, and he makes clearigmot
coaxing her to it, ‘for him’. This unpuzzling ergly coherent speech challenges again the ideathat
command expressed imperatively or optativellage-entailedoy the judgment Father has made. And

again, no issue of sincerity is raised by

5.3 'Ought’s' are foguiding only, whereas 'commands' can be usegioad Cf., “Goading and Guiding” ( Falk
1953). Not only do such 'ought'-judgments faiHare-entailcorresponding ‘commands’. They ateoddswith
their corresponding ‘commands."

To go back to the soup, once having said to Sweat@mi ought to eat your soup," Father is not ipoaition

comfortably to conclude his speech in the words, €&t it, I'm losing my patience!" In using 'oughé has, one

45



wants to say, claimed that there are reasons ifathg, and not just in his will, for her eating lseup. He has
furthermore implied a readiness to indicate, amthges to discuss, them. He has indicated in thaite of
words, never mind the rest that he says, that hliag to let the facts speak for themselvestfuis soup-eating.
Whereas in that imperative coda he would speak priélsumed authority, without necessary regardedabits.

Father has indicated in his assent to that sinopight'-judgment, is ready to let the facts, andbdlance of
reasons based on them, fall where they may. Hénuicated that he is ready to be talked out fidgment,
though he does not expect that to happen. Thdirress inot consistentvith his, in the next breathe, going over
to an exercise in the imperative of his authoritpower. Far from its corresponding ‘command’ gpéiiare-
entailed by his ‘ought'-judgment, assent to tlimimand' is not even consistent with (sincere) adeethat
judgment. His implied readiness to &t the facts speak for themselves, is also not camisvith his adding,
after his judgment, the special plea, “Do itfioe.” Hecouldsay, having failed to persuade with facts, “Trust
me, | know what is good for you,” which would exggea ‘command’, but not one to eat the soup

We have so far sampled only the evidence of spekeand person and third person simple ‘ought’-jueigts
against Universal Prescriptivism’s account of thiacticality’. Reserved for separate attentibave been

typically only thought first-person simple ‘oughtidgments.

5.4 "The first-person 'ought' is Hare's WaterlodWritten by David Falk, some time ago. | hawet re-located

the place.) Take as an exampléhaught —present tense and first persothat | ought to be paying attention.
On typical occasions for this thought | amot paying attention, and anot already willing — at least | am nqtiite
willing to pay attention. If | were quite willind,would presumably be paying attention, and iidgly the
thought that bughtto be doing something is entertained when | amdowtg it. ‘I ought though not exclusively
words for ‘theconflicted andnot yet engaged are especially for them: neiclusively- they can persons who are
‘hesistantly engaged’, as well consciously selfs§atl persons who are fully engaged.

Hare reports that “[i]t can be argued...that Pladoistotle...Hume...Kant...and Mill...all thougtitat moral
judgments wergypically prescriptive [in his sense].”S(tngEthsp. 130.) The point that | am retailing is that

first-person ‘ought’-judgments are typicahpt prescriptive in his sense. They #ypically used by persons who
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arenot quite willing, though they are sometimes usednayat least ‘on balance’ willing, and the ‘largellling
Consider:

You wonder: “Why are you doing this to me?” | s&Because | am persuaded that it is what | ought to

do, that it is what haveto do, as aeal friend.”

Even here, however, there is the suggestion thablild rather not be doing ‘this’ to my friend,athl would not
do it, if | did not think that | have to do it.

"Ought,™ Falk used to say, consciously echoingt<&s a 'conflict-notion™ «cf., "[t]he 'ought' is...out of
place" in the consciousness of the already wil(laRgundations of the Metaphysics of Moradd 4, translated by
Lewis Beck). "If 'l ought' vented anything," Fakkote, "it would vent a lament" (Falk 1960, p. 67&)plaintive
sometimes despairing wish. Hare holds that senassent to thi@dgmentthat | ought to do something is
possible, only when | anguite willing to do the thing. Presumably this means thatlhioeightthat | ought to do
something is possible only in that circumstanaegesithere is little if any room for thoughts, ahgughts, being
insincere®® But when | am quite willing to do something, theught that | ought to do it is not needed torget
going, and that — getting me to do it — seems tihbenly practical point that Hare’s account safor this
thought.

A problem for a theory of 'ought' “is to explainwthe first-person 'ought’]...can be practicaitgissueto
just the extent that it i@nd in just thevaythat it is]" (Smith 1994, p. 136). Hare's saythgt the first-person
‘ought'-thought is anrexisor desirdn a wide sensdoes not make room for solutions to his probleritk . For
the ‘desires’ covered by this wide sense differaigtatively’, and the first-person problem is lakg®uantitative’.
Typically | amnot, when | say | ought, alreadyfficientlymotivated: typically, | am looking for a boostiagd
stiffening thought. The words 'l ought' gust the words for occasions on which there is an atesefsufficient
desire, though | am persuaded that theessufficientreasons and that there is, by detailing and reflecting on
them, the possibility of sufficiemdesire and motivatian The words ‘| ought’ are of course words for wiogre

who is persuaded that there atéficient reasons This is one thing they clear§are-entait Try thinking, “I

%Certainly there is no room faonscioushinsincere thoughtsPerhaps however, the description
‘unconsciously insincere thought’ has natural aggtlons.
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ought to do this, though | believe there | do netédsufficient reasons for doing it.” But what ceasongo do

with universalizable prescriptions?

5.5 It can be ‘the argument Moral Thinkingto the rescue’ here todlhe evidence — this time of the exact

‘practicality’ of these judgments — points to 'otlgbdgmentsot entailing ‘commands’, but in beingherwise
prescriptive. This they can be by beiimger alia, descriptiveof facts that can be reasons themselves and reason
that one’s situation harbours: facts of what, were an archangel (!), one would want oneself, anddvadvise
oneselfas one isto do could be such reasons.
Words as if from Hare
"It is the fact all but demonstrated Moral Thinkingand made explicit isorting Out Ethicsthat simple
‘ought'-judgments can be ‘objective prescription&ach as a consequence entails a descriptam —
inherently interesting descriptiaio the perplexed and undecided — that is aboutitinersalized
prescription that it, the simple ‘ought’-judgmefg@entails. Each entails a description that Hagsthat
prescription is in a certain manner 'objectivedughnot, of course, in the sense of corresponding to some
extraordinary demanding objective reality, and beilne. These entailed descriptive propositiofisite
what we would prescribe for ourselves, as we aeeewve in perfect command of logic and the facts an
devoid of every human weakness that can enervatiepecasion biassed sentiments and partialities.

“It is only these entailed descriptions, and nitfperson prescriptions themselves, that we have
invariably in mind when we think ‘first-person’ spte ‘ought’-judgments. And sometimes it is only
these descriptions that we have in mind when weensakple ‘ought’-judgments. For sometimes we do
not know the particular reasons, and are onlylretgsimple ‘ought’-judgments that we accept on the
words of people we trust and believe are ‘in thevkiregarding the particular subject of the judgmen
The prescriptions of second-person simple ‘ougidgments can be down-played, and, we may now see,
are ‘tancellable implicatioris- cf.,'No, in saying that you ought to do it, | am nelling but only
advising you to do it.” — and so are not ‘strictalments’. And we can see that assents to theplyiin
this cancellable mannercaalitative rangeof ‘desires’ that, for one thing, can coexist widments for

their inadequacy when they attend thoughts of wieaburselves ought to do. (It is all very comptisc)
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The argument dfloral Thinking(1981) can with work serve revisions of UniverBaegscriptivism that explain the
objectivityof ‘ought’ thought and talk and ‘all the rulesgghmmar and rhetoric,” and perfect its accounhef t
practicality of this thought and talk. The argument — Harddbave claimed — all budeliveredanalyses of this
thought and talk that, if then delivered, would éawlved the problem of Michael Smittvoral Problem(1994)

thirteen years before he posed it.

A querulous coda
Great? Well, that dependd| of that — the part that goes to Frege-Geach pmebknd ‘all the rules of grammar
and rhetoric,” and the part that goes to the pigeity or practicality of ‘ought’ — depends, orhether the
demonstration oMoral Thinkingis good It all depends on whether its steps are valid, its premises are true in
the manner Hare would have them be, namely, agtamahd practical concepts, most prominently, tfat
‘ought’, and of ‘I’ in contexts of ‘ought’-judging. We had best think about that to see whethevdsdas Hare
would have it do, solve Smith’s ‘moral problem’,dasgquaring the ‘objectivity’ of ‘ought’-judgmentstiv their

‘practicality’.
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