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				Preface

				John Haldane

				Elizabeth Anscombe’s article ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’, published in 1958, is in some respects a characteristic piece of work. It approaches its topic afresh, argues from first to last, introduces many striking ideas (some as asides), but is more concerned to identify fallacies and confusions and refute prevailing dogmas than it is to set out a theory of its own. It is unlike much of her work, however, in having a broadly narrative structure, and offering something of a historical survey. These two features may be attributable to the circumstances that led to its being composed: reading in short order a great many writings in moral philosophy for the purpose of tutoring in the subject, and undertaking to give a non-specialist talk on the theme of the title.

				Like much of Anscombe’s work its freshness endures; but it also seems to have something of a prophetic character. The latter impression is due in large part to the fact that it gave rise to future developments in British, and later American, moral philosophy, so that looking back at it later it appeared to anticipate them. The main developments came in two phases: first, stalling and then reversing the trend to assume that there is no intrinsic connection between facts, values and practical directives; second, directing attention towards the category of virtues in attempting to say how one ought to act. Although the second is now the more prominent association, it is the first that she was herself more concerned with.

				If Anscombe had written nothing else on ethics she would still have been known for ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’; and indeed many who know of it may have read little else by her on moral themes. Such is the unsystematic character of her writings that it is not obvious at first or second pass what the connections may be between her investigations of intention, promising, authority, killing and other topics. There is also the fact that much of what she wrote on first-order topics, or ethical questions, appeared in publications that would not easily come to the attention of academic philosophers; and remained uncollected in her lifetime.

				Ten years ago St Andrews Studies in Philosophy and Public Affairs published Human Life, Action and Ethics: Essays by G.E.M. Anscombe edited by Mary Geach and Luke Gormally. A decade later three further volumes of Anscombe’s writings have appeared in the same series. I am very grateful to those editors for their work in making this body of material available. It includes a few essays previously included in earlier collected papers but which are now set in contexts of other hitherto inaccessible or unpublished associated writings thereby allowing readers to get a broader, deeper and more detailed sense of Anscombe’s thought.

				Given this background it is very fitting that the volume immediately succeeding the last of Anscombe’s own writings should be a collection of essays exploring aspects of her moral philosophy. Here we see reflections on themes presented in the 1958 essay, but also on topics from earlier and mostly from later writings. As we proceed towards the centenary of her birth in 1919, thanks to Geach and Gormally and to the editors of the present volume and the authors they have collected, we are in a better position than ever before to understand Elizabeth Anscombe’s philosophy and to evaluate it.

				As General Editor of the series I am grateful to all concerned, including Jared Brandt and Graham Horswell who were involved in aspects of the production.
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				David Albert Jones

				Introduction

				This collection had as its origin a conference held in September 2013 at St Hugh’s College in Oxford, where Elizabeth Anscombe had been an undergraduate seventy five years previously. The centrepiece of the conference was the Anscombe Memorial Lecture given that year by Professor Anselm Müller, and Müller’s paper helpfully provides a structure within which the other papers of this collection can be understood.

				Müller argues that Anscombe has a distinctive and helpful account of the spiritual character of human nature, not as an immaterial adjunct to an animal nature but as an aspect of the kind of rational-animal nature that humans possess. More specifically, Müller sketches out a set of ‘reflexions on Anscombian lines’ which lead us to the conclusion that the spiritual nature that distinguishes human beings from the other animals, and that is the basis of specifically human dignity, consists in this: ‘Qua human beings, we are all of a kind such as to be guided in our thinking and acting by the norms of truth and goodness.’ In this context he quotes Anscombe as saying that, ‘The reason for speaking of the spirituality of the soul [...] is not a quasi-physical common property, but that human beings are in for a final orientation towards or away from the good.’

				1

				From this starting point two sets of questions arise. In the first place we may ask whether Anscombe is correct in stating that human beings all have ‘a final orientation towards or away from the good’. Duncan Richter sets up a sceptical challenge to this, not sceptical about the reality of such an orientation but about its demonstrability. He questions whether it is possible to demonstrate by secular ethical reasoning the need or existence of a final, overarching, or architectonic good against which immediate goods can be measured. Taking a concrete example, he doubts that, without appeal to the divine, it could be shown to be more rational from the perspective of practical reason, ‘to prefer condemnation to die at the hands of the SS rather than join the SS and do what they have to do’.

				Richter’s sceptical challenge can be addressed in a variety of ways and subsequent papers seek to do so by appeal to practical truth, practical necessity, appraisal of character or social practices. José M. Torralba reads Anscombe as arguing that the very idea of practical reasoning implies the concept of practical truth and this in turn implies an architectonic good against which actions are judged good or not good. This kind of formal argument may not help the would-be martyr in Richter’s example. It will not identify the content of the good, but will be more like the saying of St Paul that people have their minds set either on earthly things or heavenly things so that for some ‘their god is the belly’ (Philippians 3.19). Even if Torralba is judged successful in his attempt to demonstrate that practical reasoning of necessity implies some ultimate end, this would not show that the ultimate end of a particular action is the same for everyone or is the true end of human nature (the end we ought to have). The possibility that one could fail to act for the end one ought to have is indeed implied in the quotation from Anscombe who says that it is a mark of our spiritual nature to have ‘a final orientation towards or away from the good’.

				Richter is, in effect, concerned with the question ‘How can one justify the absolute refusal to commit injustice?’ Is such an absolute moral obligation even intelligible apart from the context of a divine law? Matthew O’Brien and Thomas Pink both address the concept of ‘moral obligation’, on which Anscombe famously wrote in her essay ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’. O’Brien argues that moral obligation is a species of practical necessity. ‘Obligation’, he asserts, is ‘a normative force of practical reason that is essentially linked with law and authority’. He argues that the obligations of practical reason can be recognized without explicit reference to God. Nevertheless, the importance of ‘authority’ to this definition leads him to argue that ‘someone who recognizes the reality of moral obligation, but lacks this conception of God, is in an epistemically unstable position.’ Moral obligation implicitly presupposes divine authority. This account differs from that of Pink who regards obligation as being linked not to moral authority but to negative moral appraisal. Pink argues that the early-modern scholastic tradition already had a sophisticated account of obligation which, in contrast to Anscombe, was not necessarily linked to an idea of law, and certainly not to a divine lawgiver. O’Brien and Pink thus offer divergent explanations for the moral force of obligations, one drawing on Anscombe and the other critical of Anscombe, but both seek to answer the sceptical challenge embodied by positions such as that set out by Richter.

				Candace Vogler considers not obligation in general but the specific obligations consequent on promising. She brings Anscombe into dialogue not with high-scholastic philosophy but with contemporary Anglo-analytic accounts which are addressing a problem that troubled David Hume. She reads Anscombe as locating the intelligibility of promising-making in a set of practices that are presupposed by the concept. However, she reads Anscombe as relating the obligatory character of promises to the human goods served by these practices. Vogler thus returns to the issue of the human good that is served by actions, practices or dispositions.

				2

				A second set of questions arising from Müller’s characterization of human nature is how the contours of this spiritual nature determine the specific ways in which its dignity is respected or violated. These questions are addressed in the second half of this collection, beginning with Luke Gormally’s discussion of taking human life. Intentional killing of the innocent is the archetype of failure to respect the dignity of another person. There are many practical reasons that a government might discourage citizens from killing one another, not least the maintenance of a minimal level of public order without which no social life is possible. However, discussion of homicide precisely as injustice demands more than pragmatic reasons which hold, not always, but only for the most part. To address this challenge Gormally appeals to an account of dignity similar to that sketched out by Müller. While he acknowledges that Anscombe did not develop a systematic account of dignity in relation to homicide, Gormally shows that such an account is implicitly at work in texts such as the following:

				[...] man is spirit. [Anscombe wrote] He moves in the categories of innocence and answerability and desert - one of the many signs of a leap to another kind of existence from the life of the other animals. The very question ‘Why may we not kill innocent people’ asks whether it may not be justified to do so, and this is itself a manifestation of this different life.

				As Müller’s paper is architectonic for the collection as a whole, Gormally provides the structure for the second half of the collection. After these considerations of the essential injustice of homicide in the central case, David Goodill addresses the concept of the just war, a topic that Anscombe discusses in a number of places. He defends her account against Nicholas Denyer and others who allege that killing in warfare can no longer be justified, if indeed it ever could. As Goodill discusses homicide that may nevertheless be just, my own paper discusses the issue of abortion which Anscombe regarded as unjust but which she thought might not always constitute homicide. Anscombe was not convinced that the early human embryo was a human being in the sense of ‘a Mensch if we are talking German, an anthropos in Greek, a homo in Latin’, but she was convinced that intentional destruction of the human embryo was murderous, if murder is understood in a non-pedantic sense.

				If the dignity of human nature is constituted by an orientation towards truth and goodness then lying will be another archetypal failure to respect that dignity. Kevin Flannery discusses the issue through Anscombe’s critique of a Jesuit moralist Vermeersch. Flannery admits her main criticisms of Vermeersch are sound but argues that her alternative raises issues regarding the nature of venial sin, concerning which Thomas Aquinas proves a helpful guide. Flannery provides insights into an argument of Anscombe in relation to lying, but does not address the theme of honesty as a virtuous disposition of character and the need to cultivate discretion as well as seeking to tell the truth and to avoid lying. These broader aspects are considered by Roger Teichmann with reference to Anscombe’s article ‘On Being in Good Faith’. It seems that, not only someone’s statements, but also his or her thoughts are capable of being insincere (or sincere); and this is of importance for the question whether one can be responsible for one’s thoughts.

				When considering sincerity, honesty or virtue generally, understood as something honourable in itself, the Western moral tradition has given particular place to the virtue of chastity. Indeed there have been periods when the word ‘virtue’ was used as synonym for this particular virtue. Mary Geach argues that the virtue of chastity is one of the virtues which relates to the final human end in that it prevents disturbances and distortions of the mind that hinder the contemplation of God. This understanding of the virtue of chastity, despite its roots in the classical tradition, in Plato and Aristotle, and its prominence in the early Christian tradition, is rarely defended in modern accounts either secular or religious. Even in Anscombe’s thought chastity as a ‘shining virtue’ is less prominent than the discussion of sexual acts in relation to marriage and procreation. Geach provides an account along Anscombian lines that seeks to recover an appreciation of this aspect of the virtue.

				The final paper in this second section concerns not particular aspects of the human good but the way in which children acquire an orientation to truth and goodness. In particular Edward Harcourt argues that moral education necessarily involves a child being taught to attend to ‘ends and concerns [by ...] its adults’. Drawing on Anscombe’s paper on ‘The Moral Environment of the Child’, this chapter suggests that the transition from obedience to autonomy can be explained only if the parent’s role as moral educator consists in focusing with the child on objects of joint attention.

				3

				The last paper in the volume, which stands somewhat apart from the others, is a discussion by John Finnis of strands of thought in Anscombe’s writings which move beyond what can be known directly on the basis of human reason. Finnis follows Anscombe in making the case for a source of knowledge of human nature in a specific process of historical revelation. A version of Finnis’s paper was given as the Anscombe Memorial Lecture for 2014, one year after Müller’ lecture, and indeed the starting point of the argument is similar. Both use Anscombe to help defend an understanding of the spiritual character and dignity of human nature that does not consist in the addition of a spiritual or immaterial substance to human nature. It is rather that human beings, by virtue of the kind of beings they are, have an orientation to (or away from) goodness and truth so that ‘we can say that this bodily act is an act of a man qua spirit’. However, whereas Müller ends on this point, Finnis moves further to ask what the existence of the human spirit implies about the nature of the world, and of history.

				Finnis argues that philosophical reflection on the natural history of the universe and the appearance of life and thence spirit disclose the existence of a transcendent source of being and of information. Furthermore, the existence of spiritual creatures (in the sense in which Anscombe uses that word ‘spiritual’) brings with it ‘the logical and it seems empirical possibility of the intentional communication by the transcendent source of all constitutive information’, that is, the possibility of revelation. It is an empirical matter whether such revelation has occurred and, in its favour, Finnis argues that on the topics of divine creation, human freedom and the nature of justice the understanding present in the Jewish Scriptures is superior to that found even in the greatest of the Greek philosophers, thus giving credibility to the former’s claims for divine origin.

				Finnis is not at this point developing the thoughts that Anscombe articulates ‘as she might have developed them’, and indeed in her essay on ‘faith’[1] Anscombe was highly critical of some forms of rational argument for the credibility of the Catholic faith which were common in the period before the Second Vatican Council. What is believed on faith is precisely believed on trust and not independently on the basis of argument. Nevertheless, it is clear that Anscombe did believe that human beings had received a revelation from the transcendent source of all things. This belief is relevant to her moral philosophy in that it explains how she could entertain scepticism about what could be demonstrated (and especially about what could be demonstrated on the basis of philosophical argument) while having no doubts about the ultimate orientation of human nature in relation to truth and goodness. It is certainly not the case that Anscombe took as a kind of philosophical dogma that certain truths about human nature or about the human good could not be demonstrated. It is rather that she was always willing to challenge those arguments that were offered and she did not accept, a priori, that philosophy would necessarily be able to furnish an argument which would demonstrate the truth of fundamental moral claims (such as, for example, the claim that it is never morally acceptable to execute an innocent man).

				4

				Taking the collection as a whole it might be thought that the first six papers concern Anscombe’s contributions to meta-ethics and the next seven her writings on normative ethics. However, such a characterization suggests the acceptance of distinctions rejected by Anscombe herself, not least the putative gulf between ‘facts’ and ‘values’. To be sure it is possible to discuss human action at different levels of abstraction so that, for example, in her work on Intention Anscombe sought to engage in action-theory prior to discussion of particular moral problems. Nevertheless, Torralba is correct to say that the possibility of analysing actions in abstraction from a final end does not show that there is no final end or that there could be morally neutral actions in the concrete (something denied explicitly by Thomas Aquinas, for example).

				Furthermore, there will of necessity be conceptual links between the more abstract and more concrete discussion. If analysis of human action is to be realistic it must be adequate to the reality of concrete actions, to the nature in which they originate and to the end to which they tend.

				There are themes that run between these papers and commonalities found in contributions throughout the collection, among both those with a more conceptual emphasis and those with a more practical emphasis. One example is the tension between the sceptical elements of Anscombe’s thought, evident in ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’, and the more creative or synthetic elements, evident in Intention. These elements do not map perfectly onto the influence of Wittgenstein and that of Aristotle, but the influence of both thinkers is another reminder of the combination of criticism and constructive argument found in Anscombe. When Richter presents a sceptical challenge almost to the very possibility of moral philosophy this is a sceptical challenge which Anscombe both gave voice to and sought to address.

				Related to the elements of scepticism and construction is the relationship of moral philosophy to Christian faith. Hence the relevance of the discussion in the final chapter of this collection, which could be regarded as a coda in relation to that strand of the book. In some places in Anscombe’s thought it might seem that Christian faith is invoked to supply what is lacking in philosophical argument (for example in underwriting an architectonic ultimate human good, or in providing the context for a legal conception of moral obligation). In other places it seems that Christian faith reinforces or reframes a conception that can be derived from natural reason. This is how Müller and Gormally understand human dignity, for example. They present a division between a kind of dignity that is based on the human orientation to truth and goodness, and a perfective dignity based on the orientation to knowing and loving God. It may be said that the very concept of dignity, or what is honourable in itself, ultimately relies on some things being ‘sacred’ and this in turn relies on a concept of the divine. However, if this is true it will also apply to truth, goodness and to all moral concepts and indeed to the existence of anything at all including material consequences of actions - for either there is no God or all things that exist are related to God as their origin and ultimate goal.

				Some who read Anscombe have either praised her or criticized her for opening up ‘explanatory gaps’ that can only be filled by God. However, it should be clear that Anscombe had no need for such gaps in order to accommodate the divine. It is not from theological motive but from philosophical reflection that Anscombe questioned the prejudice, as she once called it, that ‘whatever can be said at all can be said clearly’.[2] Her scepticism is simply an acknowledgment of the surfeit within philosophy of poor argument and inadequate justification in relation to firmly held conclusions, some of which are certainly true.

				This volume concerns the contribution of Elizabeth Anscombe to moral philosophy, but even to expound her own views critically is something that requires philosophical judgment. For the most part the contributors do not confine themselves only to thoughts thought by Anscombe, but typically move from this to some discussion of the issue with which Anscombe was concerned. How can one distinguish human beings from other animals? Is there an overarching architectonic human good by which we can and should judge the goodness of our more immediate goals? What is the nature of obligation and does it rely on some implicit appeal to a divine lawgiver? Why and when is homicide unjust? How do we understand the virtues of sincerity and chastity and how do we educate children to recognize the good?

				The thesis defended by Edward Harcourt has application to the collection itself. For, as Anscombe reminds us, the educator does not seek to be the object of the student’s interest but seeks to direct his or her attention to things worth looking at. By this measure, Anscombe’s thought merits serious attention because she so often provokes new questions and causes us to think about the issues in a fresh way. Ultimately her thought is worthy of serious study inasmuch as it relates to subjects themselves worthy of serious study, and this is because they relate to the dignity of the human being and his or her final orientation ‘towards or away from the good’.

				
					
						1 ‘Faith’, in CPP3, especially pp. 113–114.

					

					
						2 See the Preface to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, echoed by Anscombe in ‘Parmenides, Mystery and Contradiction’ in CPP1, p. 8.

					

				

			

		

	
		
			
				Anselm Winfried Müller

				The Spiritual Nature of Man

				1. A tale of two birds

				In a collection of tales from ancient Persia we read:

				A man went to the shop of a bird dealer in order to offer a parrot for sale. ‘How much do you want for the parrot?’ the dealer asked. ‘A hundred Tômân’, he answered. ‘What?’ exclaimed the dealer, ‘how can you ask for a hundred Tômân for such a small bird?’. ‘Well’, said the owner of the parrot, ‘this is a particularly able bird: it talks’. But the dealer still said it was far too expensive and did not want to buy it. During their conversation, the owner of the parrot noticed a turkey sitting in one of the dealer’s cages. ‘How much do you want for it?’ he asked the dealer. ‘A hundred Tômân’. ‘You really want a hundred Tômân for an ordinary bird like this?’ ‘Why not?’, the dealer said, ‘if your bird talks, mine thinks’.[1]

				Elizabeth Anscombe would have liked this tale. She was a great lover of funny stories, especially if they had a philosophical point. The point of this one is rather straightforward: nobody would ascribe thought to an animal in the absence of relevant behaviour in appropriate circumstances; by the same token, you should not describe as speech the vocal performances of a parrot in the absence of relevant behaviour in appropriate circumstances.

				What, however, is it that makes us humans unique among animals as thinkers and language users? Anscombe calls this distinctive feature spirituality. This Memorial Lecture in her honour is to explore the ramifications of this notion and, in particular, to pinpoint what she maintains is the centre of our spiritual nature, viz. our orientation towards truth and goodness.

				2. Thought and behaviour

				In her article ‘Analytical Philosophy and the Spirituality of Man’ Anscombe reminds us, inter alia, of the kind of behaviour and circumstances that go with human thinking. Thoughts are typically expressed in words, but words cannot acquire and convey their meanings unless their conventional use is kept in place by the kind of behaviour and circumstances that typically go with them. Whence the inappropriateness of ascribing speech to the parrot.

				Thoughts can be manifested by behaviour in the absence of verbal articulation. ‘One can even see someone thinking something’, Anscombe writes. She imagines a piece of behaviour that can be translated into the words: ‘This pencil’s blunt. Oh well, it’ll do.’[2] And she gives the example of ‘someone [...] doing a jig-saw puzzle, [where] one wants to say he just had the thought “Perhaps it’ll fit in this place, but the other way round”. The player has been trying the piece in a certain position; then his glance shifts, he gives a slight start, turns the piece round, and tries to fit it...’.[3]

				Yet one and the same sort of behaviour, such as handing something over to someone, may mean different things and thus manifest different thoughts. This can be taken as a first indication that there is more to thoughts than patterns of behaviour, and hence behaviourism is wrong - although we have not yet arrived here at a case of thinking that is not embedded in any immediately surrounding behaviour at all.

				Anscombe’s own example of an ‘ambivalent embedding’, as we might call it, is taken from Wittgenstein, who considers the thought that is involved in pointing. This thought determines ‘what is being pointed to: whether to the shape of some object, to the kind of stuff it is made of, its colour, or whatever else may be in question’.[4]

				How precisely do these alternative pointings differ from each other? Anscombe notes that no discriminating experience needs to go with any particular kind of pointing. ‘And even if there was an experience which did happen in all such cases, it would still depend on the circumstances - that is, on what happened before and after the pointing - whether we would say that the pointing was a case of pointing to the shape, not the colour.’[5]

				Nonetheless, we are tempted to postulate an inner, or mental, pointing that resolves the ambivalence of the pointing done by a finger, and to ascribe that inner pointing to a spiritual substance, a spirit, or ‘an immaterial part’[6]-much as we apparently ascribe the outer pointing to a body or bodily part, something material.

				Following Wittgenstein, Anscombe rejects an account on these lines. Thought is not an immaterial activity taking place in an immaterial medium, in a sort of ‘immaterial matter’.[7]

				3. The immateriality of human thought

				On the other hand, again like Wittgenstein, she is not a behaviourist, who would want to translate an ascription of thought into an ascription of behaviour. Moreover she also rejects the view that thinking is, at least, of necessity and therefore always ‘carried’ by or embedded in a context made up from behaviour plus circumstances, as it actually is in the case of the jig-saw puzzler. And, more particularly, she denies that thinking typically consists in physical occurrences in the way that, for example, paying or winning do.

				According to Anscombe, any attempt on such lines to reduce thought to something else will fail to fit the kind of thinking represented by Auguste Rodin’s Thinker, viz. ‘cases of thinking which have nothing to do with one’s surroundings or with any activities in which one is currently engaged’. These are cases in which one says things like this: ‘At that moment I had the thought...’ In view of such cases we have to accept the possibility of unembedded, uncarried thoughts: the possibility of ‘assignments by speakers of various thoughts to particular times regardless of there being any events round about those times, the totality of which materially carry the thinking’.[8]

				But, in saying this, Anscombe seems to leave us with an unsolved problem, viz.: How does Rodin’s Thinker differ from the dealer’s turkey? Why ascribe thoughts to the former but not the latter?

				Well, a thinker of flesh and blood is unlikely to maintain the posture recommended by Rodin for very long. What you are thinking right now, but also your very nature as a thinking animal, may indeed not be manifested by any immediate surroundings or behaviour. But the wider context of such thinking, including the occasional later report, shows you to be a thinker and supplies a background for attributing to you secret thoughts besides the ones that can be ascribed on evidence.

				Anyway, there obviously are thoughts that are not carried by, let alone identical with, bodily, and thus material, acts. In this, human thought differs from merely animal thought. Are we then to say that it is those unembedded thoughts that are spiritual acts? ‘Surely’, Anscombe replies, ‘the immaterial nature of thought is there, even when there is a full-blown material occurrence to identify as the occurrence of a thought.’[9] In other words: the absence of a material embodiment is not essential to the immateriality and spirituality of thinking.

				What is essential to thought is the fact that, even when embodied, it is not tied to the operation of an organ by which the thinking is done. In this it differs from functions such as seeing or hearing. ‘Thought and understanding are immaterial’, Anscombe writes, ‘because no act of a bodily part is thought or understanding. Thought is not the activity of any bodily organ.’[10]

				4. Thought and what it is of

				There is a lot more that Anscombe has to say in clarification of what should and what should not be meant, or fancied, in calling human thinking immaterial and spiritual. I shall have to skip most of this here, but I must mention one point that is of central importance, and one problem that I think she is aware of but does not solve. Both concern what might be called the purity of thought.

				The assertion that thought is an immaterial, spiritual reality, says Anscombe, does not mean that it takes place in an immaterial medium. And she has misgivings about the idea that thinking should be ascribed to a (purely) spiritual substance such as an immortal soul.[11] It is the human being that thinks; and if thought has to be ascribed to a spiritual substance, why should not this substance be at the same time a material one, viz. the human being?[12]

				Anscombe does not try to characterize the spirituality of man and of thinking primarily by what is peculiar to dispositions or occurrences or experiences of thinking in comparison with other mental or physical features we ascribe to human beings. Instead, she characterizes human thought in terms of what it is of: ‘When I tell you my thought, you are to understand the words I use as having whatever meaning they would have in context anyway.’[13] If, e.g., somebody wants to be told about your present thoughts, and you happen to be thinking that there are no chairs in the room, then our specification of your thought will be precisely the same as a specification of the situation described by ‘there are no chairs in the room’: it will include nothing more and nothing less.[14]

				Thus, in order to characterize any particular thought, we have to do so in terms of what it is of. This, we might say, is to characterize it directly or from inside, and to give its essence. When we refer to a thought indirectly-as the thought, say, which So-and-so had when entering the room - we are merely locating and identifying it from outside, as it were; the specification is accidental to it. To know of any given thought what it is, is to know what is being thought in it. Hence, in order to understand the spirituality of human thought in general we have to understand that its essence consists in its content. In this, thoughts differ from perceptions and pictures. What any particular thought is and what distinguishes it from any other thought can be specified only and completely by specifying what it is of, i.e. what is being thought. This, I think, is Anscombe’s view and the background to what she has in mind when she says that ‘the [...] originally Platonic conception is right’[15]-the conception, namely, that the human mind, ‘which could grasp [the immaterial Forms] had itself to be immaterial: the soul, Plato said, is akin to the forms’.[16]

				Perhaps we can add that, on this understanding of the spiritual, the immateriality of thought consists in the fact that nothing material or sensory can represent things in the immediate, non-conventional and exclusive way that thought does;[17] and that the conventions in virtue of which a sentence or signal mean that something is the case are themselves of the nature of thought.[18]

				This feature of thought, its being nothing but representation, might be called its purity. Now, purity often has its price, namely disconnection. In the case of thought, it creates the problem I announced at the beginning of this section: How can any particular thought be yours, or anyone else’s? For neither the thinker, nor a representation of the thinker, is part of the thought; and in the case of secret thoughts, there are no words or other ‘thinking behaviour’ that might be taken to tie those thoughts to the person who thinks them. They seem to be free-floating danglers.

				This problem is addressed in a lecture, given and published by Anscombe in 1985, with the suggestive title ‘Has Mankind One Soul - An Angel distributed through Many Bodies?’ Here we read:

				The intellect frames or somehow receives general concepts. If these general concepts are to be found in a lot of particular intellects, then they are not general: one could find particular examples of a general concept in all the particular intellects that had it. The general concept would have a particular instantiation in the individual intellect. But that conflicts with what the intellect is supposed to have; it grasps universals, the content of general terms...[19]

				To this, one wants to object: ‘But you are confusing two kinds of generality, and two corresponding kinds of instantiation. A concept’s general application-its instantiation by many things falling under it - is quite compatible with its individual occurrences in indefinitely many intellects - i.e. the multiple “instantiation” of that concept qua mental item.’ This objection, however, presupposes that a thought is a mental item like an image that gets its individuality from the individual in whose mind it is. But if a thought, or concept, is nothing but representation, there is no reality to it in virtue of which it could be ascribed to anything individual.[20]

				Anscombe professes not to know how to refute this idea: ‘All I can say is that the individuation of intellects and of that by which they think of what they think of cannot after all be an impediment to their understanding of what is general.’[21]-This is where I, too, want to leave the topic, in order now to return to the comparison between human and sub-human thinking.

				5. Two rival conceptions of the human mind

				‘The divide between mind and matter’, Anscombe writes, ‘was drawn differently by the ancients and medievals from the way it is drawn in modern times.’[22] For an Aristotelian, there were operations of the human as well as the merely animal soul, such as perception, that required bodily organs. Thinking, however, required no such organ and was as such the mark of the mental. Only the human soul, or that part of it which was responsible for thinking, the intellect or mind (mens), was treated as immaterial, and sometimes as an immaterial substance. From Descartes onwards, by contrast, it was not independence from the operation of bodily organs, but consciousness that was taken to characterize the mind. So now ‘the acts of soul, of immaterial substance, are all those psychological states and events given expression in an indubitable first person present indicative: “I feel pain”, “I see”, “I hear” [...].’[23]

				Anscombe holds that an ‘idea of the immaterial nature of the soul’ that is ‘associated exclusively’ with such states and events is problematic.[24] And she dissociates her own conception of spirituality from the modern, Cartesian, understanding of the mind.

				Note that this means that, along with consciousness, intentionality too (the directedness of operations, capacities and dispositions of the soul at characteristic objects) is being disqualified as a mark of the spiritual. At least, the kind of intentionality which Anscombe herself attributes to e.g. sensation, and which she is ready to ascribe to many other animals as well as to humans, does not confer a spiritual nature on the subjects of sensation, desire, etc. This is important, as it also applies to the intentionality of the sort of cognition and communication that I wish to consider in sections 7–9. Only the intentionality that goes with a conception of reality is distinctive of a mind as spirit.

				6. Meaning, thought and truth

				So far, we have not been given much of a positive account of our spiritual nature - except that it is something to do with thought and what this is of. A further hint in this direction is contained in the following passage:

				When someone points to the colour (as opposed to the shape) there is a material happening with a meaning. [...] And meanings are sometimes referred to points of time when only the scantiest material happenings were relevant or even when there were no material happenings for them to be the meanings of.[25]

				Here it appears that meaning is what sets the spiritual apart from the material. But just as many non-human kinds of animal can be said to think this or that, there are ones, also, that seem to be able to mean things, even though we would not ascribe a spiritual nature to them. When a dog barks, e.g., we may wonder what he means by it - aggression, or thrill, or a greeting? This is not just the question what it-the barking - means, i.e. what it is a sign of. We want to know, rather, what the dog means, or wants to indicate, by that barking.

				And we don’t want just to say: Yes, but the dog’s meaning, like his thought that such-and-such, is necessarily carried by behaviour, while that of a human being is not. For, why is this a relevant difference? What peculiarity of human thought does it point to? As Anscombe has made clear, the spiritual nature of human thought, and meaning, does not, after all, depend on its not being embedded in behaviour.

				Man’s spirituality thus seems to be characterized by the possibility of being actualized in meanings in the absence of ‘material happenings for them to be the meanings of’. Brute animals would accordingly be characterized as such by being capable only of meanings and thoughts, if any, for which a ‘pure’ occurrence of this sort is impossible. How is this difference to be accounted for? Anscombe does not explicitly address this issue. But I think reflection on it can actually lead us to a deeper understanding of what she does say. Let us then look at an example.

				It is possible to say of a cat that it thinks there is a mouse underneath the cupboard. Now, you, too, may on that occasion think there is a mouse underneath the cupboard. Admittedly, while the cat’s thought has to be manifested by behaviour in context, yours may be manifested by behaviour, or by words, or not at all. Nonetheless, it appears that what the cat thinks is the same as what you think.

				Now, this appearance, I want to say, is wrong. What the cat thinks is, in a decisive sense, not what you think. The appearance to the contrary is due to the fact that we have to render the feline thought by verbalizing a human variant of it: we put it in words - in the words of human language.

				You can of course join the cat in crawling and prying in front of the cupboard. But this possibility does not show that this behaviour of yours would express the same thought as that of the cat, rather than (let us assume) the same thought as you could express less dramatically in the words ‘There is a mouse underneath the cupboard’. That behaviour of yours, however accomplished, cannot even reveal exactly what you are thinking (i.e. what your words would express, if uttered at the time). For it could equally mean ‘The mouse that is hiding underneath the cupboard must soon appear’ and an indefinite range of further alternatives to ‘There is a mouse underneath the cupboard’. Your thought excludes these alternatives;[26] for the cat’s thought there is no range of alternatives to exclude. The cat’s behaviour determines its thought exhaustively; yours at best points to a range of thoughts you are likely to be entertaining.

				That there is a difference between your thought and the cat’s is indicated by the fact that we are ready to say: ‘The cat thinks there is a mouse under the cupboard’, but not: ‘The cat thinks that it is true that there is a mouse under the cupboard.’[27] Is this because we assume that the cat is unaware of the redundancy theory - that it is too dim to realize the equivalence between ‘such-and-such’ and ‘It is true that such-and-such’? I suggest it is because the cat is too dim to think what you think, in the first place - even though both you and the cat can be described as thinking that ‘there is a mouse under the cupboard’. The question is how this can be.

				7. Cave language

				Can I prove that what you think differs from what the cat thinks? I’ll try. To do it, however, I have to introduce to you, in addition to the parrot, turkey and cat that you have already met, yet another kind of animal, this time an imaginary mammal, called caveman.[28]

				Unlike those other creatures, caveman is a language-using species - or so it seems. Are cavemen rational? Well, again: so it seems.[29] What, then, are they like? Well, here is what you must know about them for the purpose of my argument:

				In some kind of public place that borders on their dwellings they draw marks in the sand that covers that place. We manage to establish a strong correlation between the shapes of the marks and the behaviour of their users, which we are inclined to describe as follows:

				
						An individual who has observed the presence of firewood, fruit or wholesome plants in the surroundings tends to produce a mark whose components correlate with a) the kind of good that he or she has observed, b) the direction, as from the public place, in which it was to be found, and c) the number of steps that it took to get back to this place as directly as possible.

						Individuals who have looked at a particular mark will often walk away in the direction correlated with it, and, in accordance with the other two correlations, take a certain number of steps, then look around for a certain kind of good, often find it and take it or some of it back home.

				

				The practice thus described appears to represent a sort of communication in the service of the cavemen’s purposes, with the marks functioning as symbols indicating the whereabouts of kinds of good. We shall be inclined to say that, by means of the marks, they tell each other where to find them. And, that such a mark is taken to express the thought, or judgment, that food or whatever is to be found at such-and-such a distance in such-and-such a direction from the public place.

				There are, however, problems about this assessment. Are we really entitled to describe their procedure in this way, in advance of knowing quite a lot about whatever further aspects characterize it? - Obviously, the story can be developed in a number of different ways. Here is one such way, which I invite you to consider.

				8. Failure as disappointment

				It sometimes happens that a caveman, ostensibly guided by his inspection of one of the marks, walks a certain distance, and then looks around, but returns empty-handed. Assuming that such a walk is undertaken for the usual sort of purpose, we shall look for an explanation of that kind of unexpected behaviour.

				Upon examination of and reflexion on a good many cases, we find that a number of explanations, matching different types of case, must be taken into account, and in particular the following:

				
						After discovering the kind of good that was signified by the mark he has inspected, our caveman loses interest, or gets distracted.

						He fails to see the kind of good in question; or he sees it alright, but it does not suit his needs, or tastes.

						What was indicated by the mark has, for whatever reasons, disappeared.

						Our caveman has failed to walk in the direction correlated with the mark.

						He has failed to walk the right number of steps.

						The steps he has taken were too small or too big.

						He has misread the mark.

						No goods ever corresponded to this particular mark. I.e. the caveman who produced it did not, in doing so, act in accordance with the standard associations. - There may be any number of reasons for this, which we might classify as ‘spelling’ error, misremembering, wishful thinking, deceit...

						After having been produced, the mark was disfigured in a way such as to change significance. (Something comparable, for instance, to this: where it originally said 9000 steps it now says 900 steps.) - Again, there may be different ways of accounting for the disfigurement: sometimes the rain or strong winds have that effect, or the activities of giant ants or of cave-children.

				

				Given my description of the practice, we can say: the cavemen typically rely on those marks, but the marks sometimes fail them. Or: application of a mark sometimes succeeds, and sometimes fails to succeed.

				Can we also say that the marks in the sand amount to information, or statements, that can be true or false? - My list of distinguishable sources of failure does not yet enable us to answer this question. Whether Cavemanese can count as assertoric language depends on yet further details of the story; and, in particular, on how the cavemen are represented as responding to failure. Let us then look at what happens when one of them has been let down in connexion with the use of one of those marks.

				9. No distinction between grounds of failure

				As it turns out, the cavemen react with one and the same kind of disappointment to every abortive use of a mark - i.e. in any of the cases that we should differentiate in terms of explanations (2–9). They do not show any tendency to discriminate between these different ways of accounting for failure of a mark’s leading to success.

				In particular, nothing indicates that the cavemen distinguish between cases in which

				
						the mark that has failed to bring success has, from the beginning, been a bad guide because its producer somehow bungled;

						the mark, although indicative of goods when originally created in the sand, has been disfigured by the time of inspection in a way such as to give a wrong orientation;

						the mark, although produced by one of them in accordance with (correct) observations made by him, is now misleading because the goods in question have subsequently disappeared;

						the mark fits the existence of goods alright, but the individual relying on it has failed to walk as indicated or has not managed to perceive those goods.

				

				The differences between these situations are not matched by any differences between the ways in which the cavemen handle them. In other words: the cavemen take no notice of grounds of failure, and even less do they consider alternative possibilities of accounting for it. We may assume that a frustrated individual furiously swears, or perhaps expresses dissatisfaction in more sedate ways, and ignores the mark that has misled him. But nothing indicates that he tries to discover what kind of misfortune, e.g. from among (a–d), his particular lack of success is an instance of.

				10. Falsehood versus failure

				As far as I can see, the cavemen’s undiscriminating disappointment at a mark’s failure to guide them to the satisfaction which it promises means that they do not treat their marks as assertions. When an English sentence that you are treating as an assertion lets you down, you will in principle allow for a number of different reasons why you do not find it confirmed. These will (assuming that tense is involved) include the following:

				
						The sentence was never a true assertion (cf. (8) above).

						It was once true (or false), but is now obsolete, since the situation it was about no longer obtains (cf. (3)).

						You have not done what you have to do in order to find the assertion confirmed (cf. (4–6)).

						You have misunderstood the words (cf. (7)).

						The words in which the assertion was expressed have undergone a physical change that affects their meanings (cf. 9).

				

				If you are unable to envisage these (and other) different possibilities you lack the full notion of an assertion.

				This notion involves a number of aspects relevant to the question whether Cavemanese is a language of assertions. Here are some of these aspects: we distinguish between the falsehood of an assertion, on the one hand, and a user’s unawareness of the assertion’s truth on the other; the assertoric meaning of a sentence is not independent of the speaker’s intention in uttering it; merely physical causes (causes not due to human intention) do not count as having an influence on an assertion’s meaning. - Unless you are aware of these (and other) aspects of the notion, you cannot be said to make assertions or to understand and believe or disbelieve them.

				The kind of standard by which an assertion is judged to be true or false is more complex and more specific than the standard of success and failure, or match and mismatch, that guides the kind of reaction our cavemen show when their use of a mark results in disappointment and frustration rather than satisfaction.

				The most glaring deviation of the cavemen’s practice from the use of assertions seems to be due to the fact that their practice does not provide for a distinction between physical interference (as from children and ants) and other sources of failure. In this respect, the way in which they base their behaviour on the perception of marks in the sand is more reminiscent of our reliance on the look of the sky for predicting the weather than our reliance on the Local Weather Forecast for the same purpose. (I don’t mean to suggest the weather forecast is more reliable. Only, it signifies in a different way, viz. by virtue of linguistic conventions.)

				11. The teleology of assertion and judgment

				In view of these observations, we may say that assertions, judgments and beliefs differ from the cavemen’s use of marks in their inherent teleology. Quite apart from any further purposiveness, they are conceptually tied to standards which they are directed at satisfying - standards of assessment that have no application to the cavemen’s practice. Assertions, judgments and beliefs are assessed as true or false, while the marks succeed or fail to succeed in procuring satisfaction. Use of the marks is essentially directed at some kind of non-theoretical success, and cave beliefs are disqualified by disappointment of expectation; whereas assertions are, as such, directed at true representation, and genuine beliefs are disqualified only by being false, or, more accurately: the standard of truth is the only standard to which something has to be answerable in order to count as belief.

				Unlike e.g. guesses, judgments, assertions and beliefs aim not only at truth but at knowledge. The marks of the cavemen obviously don’t. To do that, their use would have to involve the consciousness that error is, at least in principle, possible. But the cavemen react to failure in a way that does not distinguish what we would identify as error, on the part of either the producer or the user of a mark, from other ways in which production of, or reliance on, that mark leads to disappointment.

				The profound disparity between human language and Cavemanese can also be brought out by the following observation. The use of cave marks does not imply discrimination between what is called ‘directions of fit’. The cavemen’s response to failure does not allow us to say either that they take the marks to come about in order to match circumstances, or that they expect circumstances to match the marks (as people might expect the outcome of an election to match their votes - or their prayers).

				12. Cave-assertions and cave-beliefs

				Does all this mean that we cannot say of a caveman, for instance: ‘He believed that some firewood was located 900 steps north of the public place’? No, we can ascribe beliefs to cavemen on the basis of, roughly, their production of and reliance on marks in the sand, with at least as much justification as we can ascribe beliefs to many other animals on the basis of their behaviour. But we should concede, and then remember, that cave-assertions, cave-judgments and cave-beliefs are called assertion, judgment and belief by courtesy. It would be more appropriate to call them quasi-assertions, etc. For although they overlap to a considerable extent with their human cousins in formation condition and function, they differ from them in essential respects, and especially in not admitting of truth or falsehood.

				Human judgment essentially includes awareness of the characteristic dimension of its assessment as true or false. You are not judging, or even entertaining the thought, that such-and-such, unless in doing so you are conscious that your thought is subject to the standard of truth and that in judging that such-and-such you are aiming at knowledge.

				13. The truthlessness of cats and cavemen

				The point of my story is of course to suggest that what is at the bottom of our spiritual nature is the human capacity for truth, and to give some flesh to this suggestion. I have introduced the cavemen and their quasi-judgments in order to elucidate, by means of a contrast, the notion of a human thought as something that can be, and ‘wants’ to be, true.

				And here is the proof I promised I would try to give, that what the cat thinks about the mouse is never what you think about it: like cave-beliefs, the thoughts we ascribe to cats and dogs and many other animals are no more than quasi-thoughts. With respect to the cavemen, who use conventional signs, we were able to articulate the difference between thought and quasi-thought in terms of the difference between falsehood on the one hand, and indeterminate disappointment of reliance on cave-marks on the other. It seems clear that, a fortiori, animal behaviour of a totally non-symbolic, non-linguistic kind is incapable of manifesting thoughts as opposed to quasi-thoughts.

				14. Assertion, truth, reality

				Though comparable in terms of practical function, Cavemanese is sufficiently dissimilar from the human employment of statements to be instructive, as it were, ex negativo, viz.: to provide us with a background against which we get a sharper view of the very special nature of our actual assertoric practice and of its relevance to the idea of reality. For this idea imports a contrast that is tied to the dichotomy between true and false propositions. Our primary notion of what is real, as opposed to unreal and merely apparent, is inseparable from that of things being as a true proposition states them to be. There is thus, strictly speaking, no reality for cats and cavemen: what their cognitions (and quasi-intentions, etc.) relate to is not reality. And what makes us spiritual beings is, ultimately, our ability to frame the notion of reality as something of which we are part, and which is, at the same time, the measure of assessment to which our thinking is accountable by its very nature and inherent teleology.

				My argument comes down to this: we grasp what reality is by grasping what truth is, we grasp what truth is by understanding its connexion with falsehood, and this connexion can be elucidated by comparing the way we fault assertions for being false with the way my cavemen recognize failure when expectations created by their marks are not matched by circumstances (a failure that we make intelligible to ourselves in terms of a range of possible sources, only one of which we classify as falsehood). Reality is what we treat as grounding the verification - or falsification - of assertions. Since nothing stands in this relation to cave marks, the language and the quasi-thought of cavemen cannot be said to involve consciousness of reality. And the same holds of the quasi-thought of actual brute animals. They are not conscious of reality.[30] This is why I said not only is the cat’s thinking different from yours: what it thinks is also different from what you think.

				These reflexions may help us to appreciate some of Anscombe’s seemingly strange remarks in her paper ‘On Wisdom’, where she characterizes our cognitive equipment, and thereby human spirituality, as the capacity to think and say ‘that something is so’. ‘The “saying that ... by many propositions”’, she says with reference to quite ordinary statements, ‘is what gives them their enormous importance. This lies in the extremely usual peculiar connexion between a saying that ... and a reality. [...] Where there is this connexion, it exists whether the proposition is true or false, for a false proposition is converted into a true one by negating it, and negation introduces no new feature.’[31] And: ‘The power of thinking what is so, even wrongly, is created in men, giving them language that can express it. “Being so” is the first thing to get into the nascent human intellect, the beginning of knowledge [...].’[32]

				15. Conscious normativity: truth and goodness

				In judging that such-and-such, you are conscious of subjecting your judgment and yourself, as judger, to an assessment that is not of your choosing or any human choosing at all. Indeed, assertoric thought can be viewed as a paradigm of something that is not only subject, and accountable, to a standard but inevitably contains the consciousness of that subjection and accountability. Not only can your judgment be assessed as true or false: you are not even judging unless you are aware of this standard and attempting to comply with it.

				In a similar way, the practical thought of a purpose, and the will and intention to attain it, involve the consciousness and endorsement of a standard. Anscombe certainly holds this view.[33] It coincides with the doctrine, put forward by Aristotle and Aquinas, and nowadays debated under the heading ‘the guise of the good’, that human action is as such directed at goodness, and at particular objects qua ostensibly good. The view implies that your acting is not a matter of the will and not ethically relevant unless 1) it manifests a thought and intention that, at least implicitly, relates that acting to an ultimate end, or an order of practical values, whose implementation appears to be unconditionally good to you, and 2) you are, in acting, conscious of the possibility of failing in this orientation, i.e. of acting wrongly.

				Now, just as cavemen, and a fortiori speechless animals, manifest bland indifference to the norm of truth by manifesting a kind of cognition in which the consciousness of (possibly) erroneous belief has no place, they also exhibit free-thinking nihilism when it comes to questions of good and bad in the realm of behaviour. Their behaviour is indeed directed at what is good - viz., roughly, at an unimpeded life in accordance with their species - by implementing the inclinations of their respective natures. But when that behaviour fails to succeed or to match that standard, there is no way they would respond with regret, let alone remorse. And, even more obviously, they would not exhibit, as a human adult would, regret of purpose intended as opposed to regret of means employed, nor either of these as opposed to regret regarding uncomplying circumstances.

				16. Morality as spirituality

				The conscious normativity of goodness is the basis of morality. As we have seen, it is an essential aspect of human nature that we choose ways of acting, and give relative weight to our various ends, in light of a more or less explicit overall conception of how to live: a conception that directs us, e.g., to give preference to family concerns over hobbies - or vice versa! Now, this possibility of ‘vice versa’ points to a feature which radically distinguishes specifically human from merely animal striving: the system of ends that directs our life can be bad because our overall conception of how to live can be bad, and can be assessed by ourselves as bad and subjected to criticism and revision.[34] Human action, intention and even ultimate purpose involve the consciousness of the possibility of badness. Where, and only where, this is present in a creature, can its striving be said to be (or fail to be) oriented and guided by the good, and thus to be of a spiritual nature.[35]

				Here, then, we have the roots of morality. Anscombe certainly thought morality central to our spiritual nature: ‘The reason for speaking of the spirituality of the soul [...] is not a quasi-physical common property, but that human beings are in for a final orientation towards or away from the good.’[36]

				Unfortunately, I cannot pursue this topic here. The following must suffice as a summary: whatever you do in the everyday sense of acting is done in (implicit) awareness and acceptance of a norm. In acting, you are conscious not only of what you are doing but also that, by acting, you are placing this very acting, and, indeed, your will, your life, yourself under a norm of goodness that is not of your choosing. Any choice is itself under that norm. And it is in virtue of the consciousness of that practical normativity that morality is an aspect of your spiritual nature.

				17. Human dignity and its basis

				Reflexions on Anscombian lines thus lead us to the conclusion that the spiritual nature that distinguishes us from the other animals consists in this: qua human beings, we are all of a kind such as to be guided in our thinking and acting by the norms of truth and goodness. - Is that all?

				Well, is it not enough? I should have thought that the values of truth and goodness are not in need of philosophical propaganda in order to play a central role in human life as well as in our conception of it.[37]

				You may of course associate with the expression ‘spiritual’, if not: esoterica, at least exalted things such as care of the inner life, religious attitudes, meditation, or the like. And this association is not altogether alien to Anscombe’s treatment of the topic. She says that our attitude towards the spiritual nature of man has to be a ‘religious’ one, an attitude ‘of respect before the mystery of human life’;[38] she speaks of ‘concern with the immaterial part’,[39] and of man’s ‘mystical value’;[40] and she says that ‘perception of what a human being is [!] makes one perceive human death as awesome’.[41]

				But such expressions typically occur in passages concerned with the special dignity that attaches to human nature. They are not meant to characterize that dignity’s basis, spirituality itself. The dignity of human life that is consequent upon its spiritual nature is in fact of the greatest importance to Anscombe - and ought to be so to anyone, because of the far-reaching practical implications of this dignity. Indeed, what is here meant by ‘dignity’ must be grasped and explained in terms of what we perceive as acknowledging and as violating it in the many ways that human beings can be and have been treated respectfully, and degradingly.

				Now, the care of one’s inner life by meditation and the like may well be part of the appropriate acknowledgment of one’s own human dignity. But Anscombe draws our attention to other, less ‘spiritual’, ways of respecting our spiritual nature that are at least as important and probably more in need of being called to mind - respect for human life in the dying and the unborn, rejection of degrading forms of sexuality and reproduction, rejection of cruel kinds of punishment, respect for the freedom and self-determination of people especially dependent on others’ support.[42]

				All these things manifest recognition of man’s dignity. And, lacking respect for it, Anscombe says, ‘you cannot revere the dignity of your own human-ness’.[43] The basis of this dignity, however, is man’s spiritual nature.

				Now, to be sure, this spiritual nature is at work not only in the orientation of judgment and action by the norms of truth and goodness. Anscombe herself mentions, as dependent on our spirituality, ‘aesthetic feelings’.[44] And we may add aspects of the moral life such as freedom, conscience, virtue and vice, strength and weakness of will, shame, guilt, repentance, punishment, self-correction; but also things such as culture and education, the tragic and the comic, etc. We may also think of the whole plethora of emotions not displayed by non-human animals, of the creation of institutions, and, finally, of the worship of deities, or the true God.[45]

				It is plausible, however, to maintain that all of these aspects of human life have their source in the natural capacity and inclination to judge and to act, and that this constitutes the essence of man’s spirituality, which manifests itself in the most humdrum thoughts, intentions and utterances. Judging and acting no doubt have, in general, what Anscombe calls a ‘utilitarian’ value. But besides this they inevitably exhibit a characteristic ‘non-utilitarian’ normative teleology. And this seems to be what she takes to give human life a ‘mystical’ orientation, and thereby a ‘mystical’ value.[46]

				Even if we think, as Anscombe does, that our spiritual nature rests on our being created by God in his image,[47] it is plausible to hold that what makes us resemble God is our orientation towards truth and goodness. And if, again with Anscombe, we think that the claims of truth and goodness whose perception grounds our spirituality are, in the last resort, claims of God himself: even then the notion of a spiritual nature seems to involve a reference to truth and goodness rather than to God.

				From this point of view, then, it seems right to say that the basis of our dignity is a nature that directs us towards the ends of truth and goodness by providing us with a consciousness of being subject to these ends as norms. This consciousness cannot find expression in the manifestations of a purely animal form of life; it characterizes the spiritual nature of man. One of the things that remain to be investigated is the question: How do the contours of this nature determine the specific ways in which its dignity is respected or violated?
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				Duncan Richter

				The Conception of the Architectonic Good in Anscombe’s Moral Philosophy 

				Dear parents: I must give you bad news - I have been condemned to death. I and Gustave G. We did not sign up for the SS, and so they condemned us to death [...] Both of us would rather die than stain our consciences with such deeds of horror. I know what the SS have to do.[1]

				Philippa Foot quotes this letter (written by someone identified only as a Farm Boy from the Sudetenland) and asks whether its author made a rational choice. Echoing Elizabeth Anscombe, she also asks on what theory of practical rationality we can make out a defence of the claim that his decision was rational. The echo is of the following passage from ‘Practical Inference’, in which Anscombe asks:

				[M]ay not someone be criticizable for pursuing a certain end, thus characterizable as a certain good of his, where and when it is quite inappropriate for him to do so, or by means inimical to other ends which he ought to have?

				This can be made out only if man has a last end which governs all. Only on this condition can that illusory ‘moral ought’ be exorcised, while leaving open the possibility of criticizing a piece of practical reasoning, valid in the strict and narrow sense in which theoretical contexts validity contrasts with truth. The criticism will be of the practical reasoning as not leading to the doing of good action. An action of course is good if it is not bad, but being inimical to the last architectonic end would prove that it was not good.[2]

				What Foot wants to do is to make out, that is, to see, what theory of practical rationality will allow us to call the decision to be killed rather than join the SS rational. What Anscombe says is that it cannot be made out, i.e. seen, how a man can be criticizable for making the opposite kind of decision unless man has a last end which governs all. The language of making out here is somewhat obscure, so I will try to clarify it. To make something out is to succeed in perceiving it despite some difficulty. This requires both clarification, or the overcoming of the difficulty that stands in the way of perception, and the existence of the thing to be perceived. We cannot see what is not there. I will argue that Anscombe’s position is not only that there must be a last architectonic end if actions inimical to it are to be criticizable but also that we must refer to this end in any proof of the badness of such actions. Their badness cannot be made out, cannot be perceived clearly or properly demonstrated, without reference to this end.

				It might be thought that Anscombe is saying in the passage I just quoted that if we can criticize a bit of practical reasoning as not leading to the doing of good action, as we surely can (rightly or wrongly), then we are committed to the postulation of an archi-tectonic good. I take it, though, that this is not what she means. What she says is that our having such an end is the only thing that would allow us to achieve two things simultaneously: 1) leaving open the possibility of the kind of criticism we have just described and 2) exorcising the illusory ‘moral ought’. Indeed the latter is more significant, given the apparent obviousness of the possibility of saying that some practical reasoning was bad because it led to bad action. If we take the criticism mentioned in 1 to be justified criticism then 1 and 2 merge into one point. Criticism of action as bad is justified if we can prove that some things are appropriate and others not, or that there are some ends that we ought to have and others that we ought not to have. And if we can do this then we do not need any special moral sense of ‘ought’.

				Why does this sense of ‘ought’ need to be exorcised? The exorcism in question relates to the second thesis in ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’:

				the concepts of obligation, and duty - moral obligation and moral duty, that is to say - and of what is morally right and wrong, and of the moral sense of ‘ought,’ ought to be jettisoned if this is psychologically possible; because they are survivals, or derivatives from survivals, from an earlier conception of ethics which no longer generally survives, and are only harmful without it.[3]

				Anscombe does not say, and I do not know, what possible ways she might have in mind of exorcising the illusory, vestigial concepts of obligation and duty, etc., that would not leave open the possibility of criticizing practical reasoning in the desired way, so I will concentrate on the way that she does consider: the postulation of an architectonic good. If she had in mind a question merely of empirical psychology then her confidence in the hypothesis that only such postulation will have the required effect would seem unjustifiably high. So I take it that she sees a conceptual connection between the architectonic good and the moral ‘ought’, or rather the role that the moral ‘ought’ is taken to have by those who think, or try to think, in such terms. One of the aims of this chapter is to explore and clarify this connection. In what follows I will first describe the role of the moral ‘ought’, as Anscombe sees it, and then describe the work that the architectonic good might do. I will then consider whether there is such a good, and where this leaves us.

				1. The role of the moral ‘ought’

				Anscombe’s objection to the concepts of moral obligation, moral duty, what is morally right and wrong, and the moral sense of ‘duty’ is that they are harmful without the conception of ethics in which they originally had their home and in which they belong. This is a law conception of ethics. It no longer generally survives, she believes, because there is no longer general belief in a giver, judge and enforcer of the moral law. The only reasonable belief available today about the identity of the giver of such a law is that it is God. Other candidates are either immoral or incoherent. One might, for instance, take society’s norms as the law, but we know that societies can have bad norms. Or it might be suggested that one could legislate a moral law for oneself but, as Anscombe says, ‘whatever you do “for yourself” may be admirable; but it is not legislating’.[4] One cannot really be bound by a self-imposed law. Secular ethics, then, cannot be of the law-based kind, on pain of unreasonableness.[5] If we continue to use the vocabulary of law for secular ethics then confusion will inevitably ensue, and confused thinking in ethics can only be harmful. The prohibitions of the law will seem unreal, for instance, because the law in question is unreal. It is metaphorical at most.[6]

				Our reasonable options, then, that is the options that are both coherent and decent, seem to be to reject secular ethics in favour of theistic ethics or to reject current (or approximately mid-20th-century) secular ethics in favour of a version that postulates an architectonic good for human beings. This, it seems universally agreed, would be something like eudaimonia, but there are some problems with this notion. Before getting to these, let me first say some more about the desirability of an architectonic good as an alternative to the moral ‘ought’.

				2. The role of the architectonic good

				In the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus proposition 6.422 Wittgenstein writes: ‘The first thought at the setting up of an ethical law of the form “thou shalt...” is: And what then, if I don’t do it?’[7]

				This is where the architectonic good could come in. The moral ‘ought’ would be replaced by an ordinary ‘ought’, and the answer to the question ‘What then, if I don’t?’ would be that in that case you will not reach your goal, the last end that governs all. This goal would have to be something that every human being inescapably wanted. Otherwise they could respond to this answer with a ‘So what?’. Wittgenstein himself is sceptical about there being any such goal or end. In his ‘Lecture on Ethics’ he writes that:

				the absolute good, if it is a describable state of affairs, would be one which everybody, independent of his tastes and inclinations, would necessarily bring about or feel guilty for not bringing about. And I want to say that such a state of affairs is a chimera. No state of affairs has, in itself, what I would like to call the coercive power of an absolute judge.[8]

				Another analogy he gives is with a certain road or path through life, ‘the road which everybody on seeing it would, with logical necessity, have to go, or be ashamed for not going.’[9] He thinks it makes no sense to talk about such a road. I will not argue from Wittgenstein’s authority, but I do share some of his sense that the non-existence of an absolutely coercive state of affairs goes without saying and that if there is such a state of affairs then it must be supernatural. If, contrary to this view, there is a non-supernatural last end, then by far the most plausible candidate for what it might be is flourishing or doing well. Surely everybody would do well or regret it. The reasonableness of this thought explains the humour in the quip by Anscombe when, in ‘Practical Inference’, she writes: ‘Aristotle, we may say, assumes a preference for health and the wholesome, for life, for doing what one should do or needs to do as a certain kind of being. Very arbitrary of him.’[10]

				Aristotle’s preference hardly seems arbitrary, but it is so from a neo-Humean point of view. I follow Warren Quinn here, who writes: ‘By a neo-Humean conception of rationality I mean one that makes the goal of practical reason the maximal satisfaction of an agent’s desires and preferences, suitably corrected for the effects of misinformation, wishful thinking, and the like.’[11] Contrary to the preference assumed by Aristotle, there are people who choose sickness, death and inhuman behaviour. It is tempting to classify such behaviour as irrational, but of course there is a well-known and widespread conception of rationality according to which it is no more contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the world to the scratching of one’s finger.[12] Perhaps this conception will become less plausible, but it has not been disposed of yet.

				One person who has challenged it is Quinn. In ‘Rationality and the Human Good’ Quinn argues that there is a ‘great deal of plausibility’ in the argument that ‘the willingness to gain the good by the wrongful means makes it impossible to get what is really wanted in the end.’[13] For instance, a conscientious Nazi wants a loving relationship with his family and yet would murder any of them if they turned out to be Jewish, Gypsy or gay. So how much love can he really have for his family? And how much can they love him, knowing the limits of his affection for them? In other words, the Nazi’s desires and preferences corrected for misinformation, wishful thinking and the like do not include the evils that define Nazism. There is a volitional incoherence in Nazi ideology. It would be nice to be able to argue in this way against all evil, but this kind of argument has limits. As Quinn points out, ‘It seems hard to deny that someone might strongly desire [knowledge of the basic physical structure of the universe] even though it could, in the circumstances, be gotten only by shameful means.’[14]

				Quinn finds it doubtful that practical rationality, the ‘excellence of that part of reason in virtue of which an agent is practically rational as opposed to irrational’, can be contemptible or shameful, as it would be if it recommended shameful means.[15] But his conclusion is tentative. One might instead conclude that there is no such thing as practical rationality (as Hume thinks, according to Quinn[16]) or that words such as ‘shameful’ and ‘contemptible’ have only emotive meaning. In another paper (‘Putting Rationality in Its Place’) Quinn tackles emotivism, but even if we agree with him and reject emotivism we might still find other ways to avoid the objectivism and cognitivism in which Quinn believes. Indeed, even if we believe in objective human goods we might believe in a plurality of such goods, with no clear way to choose between them. Hence we might not believe in the existence of the thing that we ought to do, all things considered. And if happiness as utilitarians understand it is one of the objective goods that we recognize, then we might still support such actions as the judicial condemnation of the innocent, an example that Anscombe emphasizes.

				Near the end of ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ she says that, ‘It may be possible, if we are resolute, to discard the notion “morally ought,” and simply return to the ordinary “ought”‘, but she does not insist that it is possible. If we are sufficiently resolute, she continues, then it will be possible to ask whether we ought to commit an injustice, such as procuring the judicial condemnation of the innocent.

				She imagines four kinds of answer to such a question:

				
						The roughly Aristotelian, virtue theory kind of answer;

						The consequentialist answer;

						What I will call the plain man’s answer; and

						The divine law answer.

				

				The third of these has received little attention from philosophers. It is this: ‘I know it is in any case a disgraceful thing to say that one had better commit this unjust action.’[17] This is an explicitly unphilosophical response, which is perhaps why it does not appeal to philosophers, and why it might not work as an alternative to the kind of secular ethics, that is, consequentialism, that Anscombe primarily opposes. It is an answer that I find attractive, but it will no doubt strike others as quaint or in need of a kind of support that it can never have. Being unphilosophical it naturally lacks philosophical justification. We might call it the bedrock response, or a kind of moral anti-foundationalism. I will return to it below.

				Anscombe raises several objections to the virtue theory response. Let me first say what this response is and then set out her criticisms of it. Here it is:

				[S]ince justice is a virtue, and injustice a vice, and virtues and vices are built up by the performances of the action in which they are instanced, an act of injustice will tend to make a man bad; and essentially the flourishing of a man qua man consists in his being good (e.g. in virtues); but for any X to which such terms apply, X needs what makes it flourish, so a man needs, or ought to perform, only virtuous actions; and even if, as it must be admitted may happen, he flourishes less, or not at all, in inessentials, by avoiding injustice, his life is spoiled in essentials by not avoiding injustice - so he still needs to perform only just actions.[18]

				And here is her response:

				[I]t can be seen that philosophically there is a huge gap, at present unfillable as far as we are concerned, which needs to be filled by an account of human nature, human action, the type of characteristic a virtue is, and above all of human ‘flourishing.’ And it is the last concept that appears the most doubtful. For it is a bit much to swallow that a man in pain and hunger and poor and friendless is flourishing, as Aristotle himself admitted. Further, someone might say that one at least needed to stay alive to flourish.[19]

				This brings me back to Quinn and the plain man’s bedrockism. Imagine that I am told to do something shameful or disgraceful, and that I will be tortured, starved, robbed and my family murdered (echoing Anscombe’s ‘in pain and hunger and poor and friendless’) unless I do it. Here we are back also to Wittgenstein’s question: ‘And what then, if I don’t do it?’ It looks as though I ought to perform the disgraceful act in such a case unless some reason can be given me why not, or unless we simply stop at ‘disgraceful’ (or ‘shameful’ or ‘mass murder’ or whatever it may be) and draw a line in the sand there. Reasons come to an end somewhere, after all. That is, given a choice between disgraceful action (where this is understood as meaning something like intrinsically bad action, not action that will necessarily bring any public disapproval) and death (or hell on earth), one can offer a seemingly sophistical argument to the effect that somehow death is the self-interested option (this is answer number 1), or accept the disgraceful consequentialist view (answer number 2), or naïvely refuse to do what is disgraceful no matter what (answer 3), or else trust in God and follow his law (answer number 4). Of the secular options, the best might be the naïve one, especially if we can argue successfully that it can never be rational to choose disgrace. But this is a view that, as Anscombe says, is hard to make out. Indeed, if it is a bedrock principle then there is no explaining it. This is simply what I do, as Wittgenstein puts it.[20] Except, of course, that it is not what most of us do.

				Probably few of us are so concerned to avoid disgrace that we would sacrifice our friends and family to avoid it without some further reason to do so. One reason that it might be tempting to suggest is that performing a disgraceful act will ruin our lives. I doubt one would have much fun after committing a coerced mass murder, for instance. But this is an empirical question, and the rational thing to do under coercion, on a standard understanding of what it means to be rational, might be thought to be to commit the crime and then see how it goes. Suicide (on this view) is always an option if it does not work out. One might not flourish with this kind of personal history, but it is surely better than being dead. Even a ruined life seems preferable to death (again, bearing in mind that suicide is always likely to be an option if the pain of the ruined life turns out to be unbearable, or merely to outweigh its pleasure).

				Unless one has a bedrock commitment to avoid the disgraceful. If one can say and mean that one would rather die than do something disgraceful, then one already has an answer to the question regarding the essentials and inessentials of a good life. The question then would be whether this answer is true. Is it demonstrably irrational not to choose death before dishonour? One way, and perhaps the only way, that it could be shown that choosing death before doing something shameful or disgraceful would be rational would be to show that we have a last end with which shameful acts are incompatible.[21]

				Another way in which we might try to prove that one should choose death before disgrace is more aesthetic. We might, for instance, value narrative unity in a life as a way to give it meaning in a secular way.[22] Betraying one’s principles in order to avoid suffering, however great, might destroy this unity. It will matter what one’s principles are, of course, but for most people joining a death squad would be a significant betrayal of principle. Unless we are unusually virtuous, though, it might contrast with the rest of our lives no more starkly than would heroically preferring death. Another problem with this way of defending self-sacrifice is that the very idea of meaning, or the value of narrative unity, is not all that clear. Why ought I to care whether my life has meaning? The value of such a life seems to be aesthetic, a matter of taste, and the same might be said about the value of dying a beautiful death rather than living an ugly life. If someone does not much care whether his life is meaningful or beautiful then it is hard to imagine an argument that could persuade him otherwise. Certainly many of us do care about narrative unity and are moved by the examples set by people such as Sophie Scholl, Gustave G. and the Sudeten Farm Boy who died rather than staining their consciences. What is not certain is whether the rightness of such caring can be demonstrated clearly.

				Indeed it seems as though a kind of unclarity might even be essential to the non-cynical view. A beautiful death is not beautiful to look at but to contemplate. When we contemplate this kind of death and its alternative we reach for metaphorical expressions such as the good will’s shining like a jewel or the stain on the conscience that would be caused by deeds of horror. It can be easy to see such things but hard to explain them to those who do not see. Without this kind of metaphor it might even be impossible to do so. Perhaps we can call this a case of mystical perception, as Anscombe calls the perception of dishonour done to the body in casual sexual acts.[23] After all, as she says, ‘the objection to murder is supra-utilitarian’, and hence mystical in her sense of the word, given that what is primarily wrong with murder is not that it makes life less pleasant but that it destroys life.[24] The goodness of self-sacrifice does not seem merely utilitarian either, and hence cannot easily be made out or articulated. It is not a worldly good fully capturable in worldly terms.[25]

				On the kind of neo-Humean view according to which one wants or values what one happens to want or value, and reason is merely a guide to attaining whatever ends one happens to have, the plain man who chooses death before disgrace is no less rational than the man who prefers to join the SS. He is no more rational either. On a different view of rationality, according to which only what is good is rightly called rational, the plain man might be far more rational than the other. Showing that one conception of rationality is better than the other is no easy matter, however, and showing that it is good to prefer death to disgrace is no easier. To someone who already sees these things no showing, proof or making out is necessary. But if someone does not see things as the plain man does, or does not see them clearly, then it appears that Anscombe is right. We can make out the badness of joining the SS in order to save one’s life only if there is, and only if we can prove that there is, a last end to which such action is inimical.

				3. Is there an architectonic good?

				The only serious candidate for what this end might be is flourishing, but what this is and how dying could contribute to it are obscure. Flourishing can be regarded as an end for the religious man, Anscombe believes, because:

				if he is a Jew or Christian, he need not have any very distinct notion [of what flourishing is]: the way it will profit him to abstain from injustice is something that he leaves it to God to determine, himself only saying ‘It can’t do me any good to go against his law’. (He also hopes for a great reward in a new life later on, e.g. at the coming of Messiah; but in this he is relying on special promises.)[26]

				There is faith here, of course, and it seems to be of two kinds. Reliance on special promises is a form of trust, but there is also faith regarding the meaning of these promises. The Jew or Christian has faith, rather than knowledge, that he or she will be rewarded or will profit by abstaining from injustice. He or she also has no knowledge of exactly what this reward or profit will be. Whether such faith is rational is another question, but without such promises or faith in God it is hard to see how any secular conception of flourishing that requires great self-sacrifice could be significantly less strained than that of the Stoic who believes that one can flourish on the rack.

				Christians believe that human beings have a single purpose, memorably described by Anscombe in her essay ‘Contraception and Chastity’:

				What people are for is, we believe, like guided missiles, to home in on God, God who is the one truth it is infinitely worth knowing, the possession of which you could never get tired of, like the water which if you have you can never thirst again, because your thirst is slaked forever and always.[27]

				If God is real and his promises true then it makes sense to prefer death to a violation of the divine law. But it is doubtful that any such purpose could be identified in secular form, and doubtful that Anscombe believed in such an end.

				The least bad option if we are looking for a secular last end will be the living of a good life, or something closely related to this. John Finnis argues that, ‘Any state which could count as the “one ultimate good for all humans” must involve a plurality of goods’ and that practical reasonableness is the architectonic good which provides the standards for the good realization of those basic human goods.[28] Being reasonable means promoting and respecting ‘the basic aspects of human flourishing’.[29]

				This sounds right, but the idea of reasonableness is a contentious one. Is it reasonable to expect someone to die rather than commit an atrocity? Is it reasonable to choose death for oneself in such circumstances? Of course we might say yes, but others will disagree. The question that Anscombe raises is whether this can be proved. I suggested earlier that what is reasonable is what is coherent and decent, but making out what is decent and what is not can be difficult. Not everyone agrees that the bombing of Hiroshima was unreasonable or indecent, for instance.

				As Roger Teichmann notes, according to Anscombe: ‘The question whether there is [...] an architectonic end “would belong to ethics, if there is such a science”’ (I, 76).[30] This suggests another problem, that perhaps we cannot even ask the question - it belongs to a science that might not exist. But it does not rule out the possibility that such a science exists, and we might try asking the question in order to find out whether it does. Teichmann takes up the question whether there is an architectonic end, both expressing scepticism and holding out some hope. There seems, he says, no reason to suppose that in ‘giving reasons why honesty should come before short-term monetary gain’ we should ‘at any point reach a single rock-bottom reason, concerning an architectonic end for man’.[31] And he goes further than this tentative ‘seems’. Any bedrock that we might reach will be, he says, at the level of what Wittgenstein calls framework propositions. Teichmann accepts that such propositions might exist in ethics, and suggests as examples the propositions ‘Human beings are more important than stones’ and ‘Knowledge is as such better than ignorance.’[32] However, propositions such as these do not identify a final end for the lives and actions of human beings. These framework propositions are presuppositions of ethical discourse, propositions rarely articulated because when put into words they seem so undeniable as to go without saying. Anyone who denied these propositions would be, or at the very least appear to be, crazy or just quite alien to the rest of us. The denial that we have a last end, whether false or not, does not seem to involve this kind of irrationality or unreasonableness.

				Teichmann is still somewhat tentative on this point, however, and rightly so. For one thing, he has not yet considered the possibility that flourishing or eudaimonia might be this ultimate end. When he does so, he suggests that there is nothing more to eudaimonia than ‘the sum of all the many and various human goods at which we can aim’.[33] And if this is the case, he continues, then ‘its status as a single end for human life would appear specious’.[34]

				But there is hope. As he points out, physical health involves a great variety of things and yet counts as something unitary because its subject is a unitary thing. The processes, activities and functions of the human body are varied, but they all belong to what we recognize as one body. When they go well the person in question is physically healthy. It might be that human lives can be evaluated in a similar way, by looking at how their various projects and activities go, and seeing these as interconnected in the way that the factors that make up good health are interconnected. If this can be done then there will be a close parallel between health and eudaimonia. If it cannot be done, then there will not be such a parallel.[35]

				The attempt to present human life in this way is an ongoing project, which might yet succeed, but until it succeeds it will be hard to say that it is possible to see a human life as unitary in the relevant sense. From a secular perspective there is no reason to suppose that there is any interconnectedness to find. And as far as I know the project of searching for it is a long way from claiming to have found it. No one has come closer than Philippa Foot, and she regarded the case of the Farm Boy from the Sudetenland as a problem.

				Following Michael Thompson (who follows Anscombe, who follows Aristotle), Foot argues that it is possible to identify the natural history of the human race, or any other species, and from it derive behavioural norms that should be followed by members of that species if they are to flourish. For example, when in danger a hedgehog should roll itself into a ball.[36] Similarly there is species-based goodness, natural goodness, in human life. Because of the kind of beings we are, the kind of lives we naturally lead, we need institutions such as promising, we need virtues such as justice, and we need to avoid practices such as slavery. Human beings have far richer emotional and intellectual lives than hedgehogs though. Unlike other animals, we act on reasons. Our mental lives complicate enormously any attempt to work out or discover in what our good ultimately consists. Our forms of practical reasoning are diverse, as Foot notes. We recognize self-interested actions as rational, but also actions that favour one’s family or friends, and actions that serve institutions necessary for the general good, such as promise-keeping. Self-sacrifice, even of one’s own life, can be rational, according to Foot, but she makes no claim that it can be proved to be so. The question which arguments we should prefer, those defending self-interest or those defending virtuous action, is one on which we can take a stand but not one whose answer can be clearly made out.

				This is relevant to Finnis’s idea that practical reasonableness is the architectonic good we need. Teichmann points out that ‘at the bottom of a wrong ordering of goods there may be, if not unintelligibility, then at any rate confusion or less than total rationality.’[37] When someone chooses to die rather than join the SS we surely do not want to label him unreasonable or even irrational. If he makes the opposite choice, though, is he necessarily confused or irrational? He is probably in some despair, which might be regarded as a form of confusion. He opposes his own choice and actions, but sees no way out that he can accept. Or he might not be like this at all. He might be far more comfortable inflicting death on others than accepting it himself, even without getting any sadistic pleasure or anti-Semitic satisfaction from his work. What to say about such a man’s rationality or reasonableness is hard to know, but proving him to be unreasonable would surely be quite a challenge. I would not know where to begin. Is his purportedly self-serving decision actually good for him? Is it good for him as a human being, for instance? Well, no one knows in any factual sense. As far as can be proved he has not lost his humanity in any literal way. If the decision to die rather than join the SS is motivated in part by a perception of the mystical value of human life then we are never likely to make out clearly why this is the right decision. Mystical perception, while as common as the recognition that dead bodies are not to be put out with the rubbish, is not clear in the relevant way. (Why would this be so wrong? That is what I claim cannot be made out. That it would be bad is as clear as day.) Unless our end lies beyond this world it is hard to see how losing one’s life could ever be (rationally, reasonably) preferable to any course of action that does not leave one in unbearable pain.

				It is different if God and his law are real. Anscombe says that divine law obliges as rules oblige in a game.[38] This kind of obligation is not what she calls Aristotelian necessity, which is the necessity of a hypothetical imperative. It is more absolute than that. If my life is at stake then I might wonder what reason I have to play the game that calls on me to give it up, and various answers might be imagined in this case. One would be from within the perspective of the game itself: because you promised!, because that would be murder!, because God has forbidden it!, and so on. Such an answer implies that there is nothing more to be said, that any further question would be illegitimate. This is close to the plain man’s position: I don’t know everything, but I do know that it would be disgraceful to commit such an injustice. The plain man does not ask further questions, such as why one should care about what is disgraceful. He has, we might say, internalized the relevant norms. It might only be such a person that we would call reasonable. But if others disagree we cannot prove them wrong. Another kind of reason that one might give for obeying the divine law would refer to God’s promises, or to the gratitude we owe to God, or other factors external to the game of obeying divine law itself. But there is no secular version of these reasons, of course. They all refer to God.

				4. So what?

				It follows that we cannot prove that some actions are bad, according to Anscombe. Unless, that is, we can prove that man has a last end which governs all, which she does not claim to be able to prove. This point is worth pausing to consider. In the first of her four McGivney Lectures on sin, Anscombe announces that she assumes ‘that reason dictates the worship of the one true deity’.[39] Someone who believes that reason dictates such worship might be said to claim to be able to prove that God exists, but Anscombe’s repeated description of this belief of hers as an assumption suggests otherwise. It seems that she believes such a proof to be possible, but she does not claim to be able to provide it herself. She also cites Aristotle as an example of someone who holds ‘that reason demands the worship and contemplation of God’ but she does not endorse Aristotle’s conception of God.[40] In particular she points out that Aristotle does not conceive of God as a giver of moral laws. So while reason might be capable of showing that God exists, Anscombe does not claim to be able to do so. Even Aristotle’s reasoning did not lead him to a wholly correct understanding of God or of ethics, at least as Anscombe sees it. It is hard to make out on an Aristotelian conception of ethics why one ought to sacrifice one’s life rather than commit injustice. Perhaps a just person would make this refusal, but if the rationality of such refusal is in question then so too is part of the virtue of justice, as Foot points out.[41] If we cannot show or see why it is rational to behave this way then we cannot show or see that a virtuous person would do so.

				I began with a question about the rationality of a specific decision, the decision to prefer condemnation to die at the hands of the SS rather than join the SS and do what they have to do. I do not mean at all to suggest that this was not a rational decision. Rather my question has been whether it can be made out that this was rational, whether, that is, it can be proved that it was a rational decision, or clearly explained why it was a rational decision. This question is relevant to Anscombe because she holds that this is not possible unless human beings have, and can be shown to have, a last end that governs all with which any other decision would have been incompatible. This, I have tried to argue, is difficult, perhaps even impossible, to show. Not only are there different ideas about what is good for human beings to do, there are also competing conceptions of rationality. If we show that the decision was rational according to one conception, it is still open to someone to reject that conception of rationality. If we can show that the rational must be good, it is still open to someone to disagree about what it is genuinely good to do. A solution to this dilemma may yet be found, but in the meantime there are no clear grounds on which to expect this to happen.

				This is as much as I mean to claim about what can or cannot be proved. Of course there can be arguments to the effect that it is or is not rational to prefer death to joining the SS. In any debate about this, however, much will depend on what counts as rational. On one conception of rationality it can never be rational to choose to join such an evil organization. On the neo-Humean conception, though, doing so might be perfectly rational. So we might also want to consider arguments for and against various conceptions of rationality. I deny neither that such arguments could exist nor that they could be successful, and successful both in the sense of actually persuading people and in the sense of doing so in accordance with right reason. What I do deny is that it is easy to see how to establish which, if any, conception of reason is the right one to use in this case. Moreover, all that I really need to deny in order to make my case is that it is easy to see how to establish that the neo-Humean view is wrong. I am not denying that it is wrong, nor even that this can be demonstrated. My claim is simply that it is not clear that this will be demonstrated, nor what such a demonstration would look like.

				This is not to say, of course, that we do not have an ultimate end. Indeed, Anscombe says in the same lecture on sin that I quoted above that an imperative for human beings is to ‘Aim at what human life is for attaining’.[42] She adds that it ‘can well be argued’ that ‘there is such a true end’.[43] Unfortunately she does not say how such an argument would go, and what she says is ambiguous. Does the argument amount to proof? If so, what does it prove? Simply that we have a true end? Or that this end involves obedience to God who has promulgated such-and-such laws? I do not know what she meant. But it is clear enough that it would be difficult to prove that we have such an end, and difficult to see how any such end could be suitable for secular ethics. Which means that we might never be able to exorcise the moral ‘ought’, unless the ethics of the plain man make an unexpected return.[44]
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				José M. Torralba

				On Morally Neutral Actions, and the Relevance of Practical Truth for Action Theory

				Aristotle uses the notion of practical truth only once, but it appears in the central passage of the central book of the Nichomachean Ethics, as part of the discussion of phronesis (practical wisdom).[1] However, most commentators have given little attention to it.[2] Anscombe, on the contrary, treats practical truth as a key notion in the understanding of human action. And she does this not only for the sake of proper exegesis, but also for systematic, philosophical reasons. She herself adopts the Aristotelian doctrine because she thinks it provides a better understanding of essential aspects of human action: namely, practical knowledge and practical reasoning.

				The basic assumption in this discussion is the Aristotelian doctrine that truth is the ergon (the work) of knowledge.[3] Since there are two distinct forms of knowledge (theoretical and practical), it can be assumed that each must have its corresponding form of truth. At the very least, it seems that we cannot take practical truth to be a species of theoretical truth, because the latter consists in the correspondence to the thing, and such a relation is impossible in the former, since practical knowledge produces the ‘thing’ (the action) of which it is knowledge. As Anscombe (quoting Aquinas) famously put it, practical knowledge is ‘the cause of what it understands’.[4] This is why - as I hope will become clear as my argument proceeds - the truth of practical knowledge, properly speaking, is the action itself. Practical knowledge achieves its truth (its aim) in the action and not, for instance, in a proposition or judgment about the action.

				Aristotle argued that there is practical knowledge because the realm of human action (praxis) cannot be accounted for by means of theoretical knowledge, nor just by means of technical knowledge (techne).[5] In fact, this is one of the great contributions of Aristotle to the history of philosophy. And Anscombe can certainly be credited for reintroducing this idea to twentieth-century philosophical debates in the English-speaking world.[6] As is well known, Anscombe located the difficulties in understanding the nature of practical knowledge in the ‘incorrigibly contemplative conception of knowledge’ that is characteristic of modern philosophy.[7] Recently, however, there has been a growing interest in the notion of practical knowledge and a good number of works have been published, which are helping to revitalize contemporary discussion of knowledge and action.[8] In a sense, these works are achieving what Anscombe aimed for, but had not fully succeeded in doing. For instance, one of the main critiques of the ‘standard approach’ in contemporary action theory is that it analyses action just from a theoretical perspective, by means of the notion of natural causality.

				However, despite this recent wave of interest in practical knowledge, very little (if any) attention has been given to the notion of practical truth (and falsehood). In my opinion, two reasons explain this. First, Anscombe does not explicitly discuss practical truth in Intention, and says little elsewhere about how it is related to her project in that book. Second, and more importantly, practical truth is a moral concept - since it is the morally good action - and, thus, not usually considered necessary for the study of human action as such. However, at the same time practical truth is the truth of practical knowledge, which is the kind of knowledge the agent has in the moment of acting. Therefore, action theory proper cannot exclude the study of practical truth. Or so I will argue.

				In principle, this might appear to contradict Anscombe’s original project, because all moral considerations are expressly banned from Intention; even the possibility of a science such as ethics is - rhetorically, anyway - put in question.[9] However, it seems to me that Anscombe’s division between action theory and ethics is only methodological. It has certainly been a very necessary and, particularly for Anscombe, fruitful division, but to analyse human actions independently of their moral value is, so to speak, a mere abstraction. As the opening lines of ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ indicate, Anscombe did it because she wanted to avoid an illusory idea of the ‘moral ought’ and that a particular moral theory - consequentialism - would determine the understanding of human action.[10] This could be the reason why, despite the fact that Intention contains an extensive discussion of practical reasoning, practical truth is not even mentioned.

				In any case, at the end of her 1965 article ‘Thought and Action in Aristotle: What is “Practical Truth”?’ Anscombe gives an indication of what she takes the connection between practical truth and the project of Intention to be when she writes as follows:

				The notion of truth or falsehood in action would quite generally be countered by the objection that ‘true’ and ‘false’ are senseless predicates as applied to what is done. If I am right there is philosophy to the contrary in Aristotle. And if, as I should maintain, the idea of descriptions under which what is done is voluntary is integral to his notion of action (praxis), then these predicates apply to actions (praxeis) strictly and properly, and not merely by an extension and in a way that ought to be explained.[11]

				Practical truth is defined by Aristotle as ‘truth in agreement with right desire’.[12] As I will show later, the elements of this definition (‘truth’ and ‘desire’) are better understood when considered within the framework of the practical syllogism, since ‘truth’ refers to the second premise (premise of the possible) and ‘desire’ to the first (premise of the good).[13] It is in this context that in her 1974 paper ‘Practical Inference’ Anscombe distinguishes between ‘truth in agreement with desire’ and ‘truth in agreement with right desire’ as two different ways of understanding the business of practical reasoning: either getting things just the way one wants them to be or getting things in a way it is all right to want them to be. She considers that only the second characterization provides a complete understanding of practical reasoning. I take this remark to indicate that for Anscombe the consideration of the moral value of the action is not (completely) external to the understanding of practical rationality.[14]

				In my opinion, the notion of practical truth is relevant to action theory for two reasons. First, because it helps in understanding what is specifically practical in human action (the ‘practicality’ of action). Second, because it is at the core of the structural connection between action theory and ethics. The proper place to study both aspects is the practical syllogism (or practical reasoning), for the same reason that it is the place to adequately understand the notion of practical knowledge.[15]

				With regard to the first reason, I will argue that Anscombe endorses the Aristotelian thesis according to which, properly speaking, the conclusion of a practical syllogism is an action and not a proposition about an action. Precisely this is what distinguishes a piece of practical reasoning proper from an idle piece of practical reasoning. The latter is not an instance of practical reasoning or knowledge properly speaking, because it is reasoning towards the truth of a proposition, whereas in practical reasoning proper ‘the conclusion is an action’.[16] It can be said that what appears in the conclusion of a piece of practical reasoning is the action under a description, because that description is what the agent’s practical knowledge consists in.

				With regard to the second reason, since the practical syllogism is a piece of reasoning truth is its aim. For the conclusion to be true, both premises must be true. The truth achieved in the conclusion is what is called practical truth which, in turn, is an action itself.[17] The truth of the minor premise (premise of the possible) depends on the efficacy of the means in achieving the end and is thus a matter of technical knowledge. For its part, the truth of the major premise (premise of the good, which refers to the desired object) depends on the end of the action being morally right, and only ethics can determine that.

				Any piece of practical reasoning presupposes that the agent already desires something (object, state of affairs, etc.) and that she desires it under the guise of the good (that is what makes it desirable). That what is desired is considered by the agent to be good is a necessary condition for the reasoning to be practical. The conclusion of the syllogism will be true (i.e. a good action) only if what the agent desires is truly good. However, the agent always takes her action to be, not only apparently, but truly good, even though she might be wrong.

				Where does the connection between action theory and ethics lie? In the fact that the agent necessarily aims to do what is (truly) good and, thus, the question regarding the moral value of her actions is (implicitly) included in any instance of practical reasoning. There is an internal incoherence in a stance of the following kind: ‘I do not care if what I do is good or evil.’ Even if someone would nominally adopt it (taking morality to be a particular set of values or the law conception of ethics or you name it), it would turn out to be a form of caring about what is morally better, of what is the right attitude toward one’s life. The reason is that our actions are not isolated events, but parts of wider courses of action and, as such, they refer to our life as a whole. In each of our actions we aim to actualize the form of life which we (somehow) choose to lead. Just as in each particular action the means are the end here and now, it can be said that each of our actions is our whole life here and now.

				These two reasons, it seems to me, situate the notion of practical truth at the core of Anscombe’s project. If I am right, Anscombe closely follows Aristotle in his interpretation of that notion and uses the conceptual apparatus developed in Intention to better explain it. However - as becomes particularly clear in her papers ‘Practical Inference’, ‘Practical Truth’, and ‘Vérité et raisonnement pratique’[18]-she considered that, apart from its exegetical interest, the notion of practical truth plays an essential role in the understanding of human action and practical rationality, at least in her understanding of those topics. My aim in this paper is to show how Anscombe appropriated the Aristotelian notion and the consequences it had for her understanding of the relationship between action theory and ethics or, in other words, the moral character of human action. I am not myself interested in the exegetical question of whether at the time of writing Intention Anscombe had already a determined understanding of the notion of practical truth (I think this is unclear). It will suffice to show how, in her later writings, Anscombe employed the sound ‘philosophy of psychology’ developed in Intention to make sense of that notion and thus of the moral character of human action.

				In this paper I am trying to interpret Anscombe’s thought, even though the structure and some of the arguments cannot be found in her writings. The paper is divided into two parts. In section 1 I consider the possibility of practical truth. Practical truth is possible if the conclusion of the practical syllogism is an action (and not a proposition about an action). Section 2 is devoted to the necessity of practical truth for action theory. Here I argue that practical truth is a necessary notion because all actions have a truth-value or, what I will call, a goodness-value (are either good or bad). In order to show this the following topics are examined: (2.1.) in what sense Anscombe claims that practical reasoning has no moral content; (2.2.) the role of the notion of ‘sub ratione boni’ in practical reasoning; (2.3.) why any piece of practical reasoning aims at good action; (2.4.) the parallelism between the validity/ soundness of a syllogism and ‘truth in agreement with desire’/ ’truth in agreement with right desire’; and (2.5.) how to determine the truth of the first premise, i.e. the goodness of the desire.

				1. The possibility of practical truth.

				The conclusion of the practical syllogism is an action

				The novelty and interest of the notion of practical truth lies in the fact that it is the truth of an action and not of a proposition or judgment about an action. This is probably the most obscure aspect of the notion.[19] If the action is said to be true (or false) only in a secondary or metaphorical sense, the Aristotelian doctrine would lose both its originality and appeal, since actions would be ‘true’ only because they are in accordance with a right moral judgment and that truth would be the truth of the judgment.[20] Even if the judgment in question were not a universal moral judgment (taken from an ethical textbook, for instance), but a particular judgment of the agent at the time of acting (regarding what it is good to do here and now), there would still be something lacking: the identity between judgment and action, because the action is not something that exists independently of the practical judgment, since the judgment includes the description of the action: the practical judgment says that doing X is good. For now, we can leave aside the predicate ‘is good’ and focus on ‘doing X’, which is the description of the action under which the agent has knowledge of what she is doing. This knowledge has the structure of a bit of practical reasoning, where ‘doing X’ is its conclusion. Let us take the following example:

				Healing this sick person (is what I want to do)

				This drug is a way to treat her illness

				(The action of) giving her this drug

				In this example, the conclusion is an action under a description. Certainly, as is well known, that description includes (implicitly or explicitly) both premises, in the sense that giving this drug is healing this person.

				Why is it so important for the notion of practical truth that the conclusion of the practical syllogism be the action itself? Because what is said to be true (or false) is the action and - as will be explained later - practical truth is the truth of the conclusion. And why is it so difficult to accept that the conclusion is an action (and not a proposition)? Because, as Anscombe regrets, the ‘true character’ of practical reasoning ‘has been obscured’, precisely because it is supposed to be ‘ordinary reasoning’, i.e. ‘reasoning towards the truth of a proposition’, so that it leads to ‘such a conclusion as: “I ought to do such-and-such”‘.[21] The problem is that no action follows from an instance of ordinary reasoning, and precisely in the case of practical reasoning, Aristotle claims that an action follows.

				Anscombe partly blames Aristotle himself for that mischief. From the point of view of its subject matter, scientific (i.e. ordinary) reasoning concerns what is invariable, whereas practical reasoning concerns non-necessary things. Such criteria seemed to be enough to distinguish ordinary from practical reasoning. However, reasoning about ‘what is capable of turning out variously’ is not enough ‘to make reasoning about it practical’.[22] The difference lies not only in the subject but also in the form: reasoning leading to action as opposed to reasoning for the truth of a conclusion. In fact, Anscombe criticizes Aristotle for saying that ‘what “happens” is the same in both’.[23]

				At this point, Anscombe introduces her classification of syllogisms: theoretical, idle practical and practical proper.[24] In the first two, ‘the conclusion is “said” by the mind which infers it’, whereas in the third ‘the conclusion is an action whose point is shewn by the premises, which are now, so to speak, on active service’.[25] Anscombe’s distinction between idle practical and practical syllogisms proper becomes crucial for our topic. In order to determine the kind of practical reasoning one must look to the conclusion, precisely because only the practical syllogism proper concludes in an action. The conclusion is the action and not merely a proposition when the premises are in ‘active service’, that is, when the subject of the reasoning is the agent that finds herself involved in the performance of an action. On the contrary, idle practical reasoning is, for Anscombe, a kind of ‘classroom example’, that is, a piece of reasoning where the agent does not actually want what is described in the first premise.[26] She might be considering what she would do in such a situation or which is the best way to achieve such an end (e.g. healing the sick person). Thus, the aim of such reasoning is the truth of a proposition: e.g. that such-and-such a drug should be given to such a sick person in case one wants or has to heal her.

				But, we may ask now, are not there other options for the conclusion of a practical syllogism proper, i.e. do we have an instance of such a syllogism only provided that its conclusion is an action? As Anscombe herself acknowledges, in the examples of practical syllogisms given by Aristotle the conclusion is seldom stated. In addition, some interpreters hold that the conclusion of such syllogisms is an imperative, a fiat.[27] Puzzlingly enough, in §42 of Intention Anscombe, after making again the point that practical reasonings (proper) are ‘reasonings running from an objective through many steps to the performance of a particular action here and now’, she provides an example that concludes with ‘here is some of that medicine - give it’,[28] that is, with an imperative and not, as one might have expected, with ‘(the action of) giving that medicine’.[29] Let us consider these objections.

				With regard to the interpretation of Aristotle’s understanding of the conclusion of the practical syllogism, Anscombe as well as other interpreters clearly consider that it is an action.[30] Certainly, sometimes Aristotle does not mention the conclusion, but when he does, he speaks of it as an action.[31] For instance, in ‘Thought and Action in Aristotle’ Anscombe wrote that ‘the conclusion, that a cloak must be made, Aristotle says, is an action’.[32] And it is also argued that Aristotle ‘wants a “must” in the conclusion in the verbalized form in which he gives it in the Movement of Animals, though each time he gives the conclusion he adds-”and that’s an action”‘.[33] This brings us to the second question: whether the conclusion can be an imperative (instead of an action).

				Anscombe seems to think that Aristotle seldom states the conclusion of the syllogism precisely because it is an action and not a proposition. However, she claims that ‘there is of course no objection to inventing a form of words by which he [the agent] accompanies this action, which we may call the conclusion in a verbalized form’.[34] My interpretation is that the imperative is a way of verbalizing the action that appears in the conclusion and not an alternative conclusion for a practical syllogism proper.

				Anscombe was acquainted with the notion of imperative inference, as discussed by Hare and von Wright.[35] I do not think we need here to get into the whole topic, but only to show what was Anscombe’s position in that regard and, particularly, how it affected the understanding of the conclusion of the practical syllogism. She gives two different but complementary accounts, in Intention and in ‘Practical Inference’.

				In Intention, the imperative syllogism is described as a kind of practical syllogism from which an action can follow, since its conclusion is a fiat. Thus, ‘someone professing to accept the premises will be inconsistent if, when nothing intervenes to prevent him, he fails to act on the particular order with which the argument ends.’[36] In this sense, it is not a species of the scientific syllogism. However, the problem is that, according to Anscombe, its first premise may have to be ‘an insane one’, because general positive premises such as ‘Do everything conductive to not having a car crash’ may lead to ‘a hundred different and incompatible things’.[37]

				In her paper ‘Practical Inference’ Anscombe gives a different account, since there she is interested in the question whether there is a special form of practical inference. Imperative inferences have a bearing on the topic of practical inference, since ‘the one seeking to obey [an] order has a goal, expressed by what the order requires should become the case’.[38] But the point here is whether the agent actually wants to obey the order. In Intention, Anscombe dismissed the possibility of general imperative premises as insane. Here, in ‘Practical Inference’ she is considering cases like ‘Fiat: some committee is brought before X’, that is, particular imperatives. In such cases, the conclusion would move one to act (or be an action) depending on the ‘service’ to which the premises are put.[39] For instance, an agent may begin reasoning how to bring a committee before X, but that will only end up in action provided that the agent actually wants to obey the order. In case she did not, the imperative inference would just be a kind of classroom example. It all depends on whether the premises are in active service or not.

				Why, then, do we find in §42 of Intention a fiat as the conclusion of a practical syllogism proper? Because a piece of practical reasoning can be rendered either in the indicative, the optative or the imperative form. What makes a piece of reasoning practical is not its formulation in the imperative, but the desire of the end by the agent. It seems to me that in that passage, Anscombe was just giving a verbalization of the conclusion (which is an action) and such verbalization can equally be given in the imperative: give the drug, or in the indicative, as a description: (the action of) giving the drug.[40]

				At this point, someone might add a final objection: in reality, the content of the conclusion of a piece of practical reasoning proper is not the action that is taking place, but rather the choice of the agent, that is, the description of what she is up to or about to do. In a certain sense, this is true and that is why we speak of the conclusion of a piece of reasoning, which can be linguistically formulated in a proposition. Of course, saying that the conclusion is an action does not mean that, in order to know what is the content of that conclusion, one could do nothing but point to what the agent is doing. However, if by choice one means a distinct, previous act to the action, that might (or not) result in the performance of the action, then what one has in mind is a case of idle practical reasoning or of theoretical reasoning about practical matters. The link between the conclusion and the action is an internal one, in the sense that only accidentally is it possible for the action not to follow from the conclusion.[41]

				What it is necessary to underscore here is that the practical syllogism proper is the one that the agent goes by at the time of acting. Such a syllogism is the formalization of the knowledge that is part of the performed action. Practical knowledge is a constitutive element of the action in the sense that, properly speaking, the action performed cannot be separated from the knowledge the agent has of it (i.e. it cannot be separated from the practical syllogism). This is the very well known and, arguably, central thesis of Intention: the description of the action determines the ‘what’ of the action, because there is no way of identifying or specifying actions apart from their descriptions. The thesis that the conclusion of the practical syllogism proper is an action (either verbalized or not, in the indicative, the optative or the imperative form) helps understand the inseparability between practical knowledge and intentional action.

				Practical knowledge is a constitutive component of the action. In my opinion, if practical truth - as Anscombe insists - must be the truth of action it is necessary to explain in what (non-accidental) sense the action is knowledge (although not only knowledge). Such explanation can be found in the distinction between idle and proper practical syllogisms. The latter is the kind of reasoning involved in the performance of an action by an agent that actually desires to achieve the end mentioned in the first premise. The action is not something independent of or isolated from such reasoning.[42] Anscombe’s claim - following Aristotle - that the conclusion of a practical syllogism is the action itself, indicates both that the action belongs to such a piece of reasoning and that the syllogism is incomplete until the action is performed (or, at least, begins to be performed).

				2. The necessity of practical truth.

				Validity and soundness of practical reasoning

				In the previous section we have considered why it is possible to say that actions are true/false. In this section we will explore why necessarily they are true/false or, in other words, why any action is (morally) good/bad. I begin (2.1) by trying to explain in what sense Anscombe denies that the practical syllogism has moral content.[43] In my opinion, that an action has no moral content does not amount to it being morally neutral. In the next two sections (2.2 and 2.3) I provide two reasons - that can be found in Anscombe - for this interpretation. In section 2.2 I discuss the ‘sub ratione boni’ principle and suggest that, just as propositions have ‘truth value’, it could also be said that actions have ‘goodness value’. Following this suggestion, in section 2.3 I argue that good action is the aim of any piece of practical reasoning, just as truth is the aim of theoretical reasoning. In section 2.4 I argue that a parallelism can be traced between the validity and soundness of a piece of practical reasoning and Anscombe’s distinction between ‘truth in agreement with desire’ and ‘truth in agreement with right desire’. This parallelism helps to understand why practical reasoning, despite not having moral content, can only be said to be sound when its conclusion is a (morally) good action. Finally, (2.5) we will consider how the goodness of the end of the action is determined, since that goodness is a necessary condition for the reasoning to be sound.

				2.1. Practical reasoning and moral content

				Anscombe denies that practical syllogisms as such have moral content. They would have moral content if they involved an inference from universal moral principles leading to the necessity of a particular choice or action, by means of the normative force of such principles. Instead, the practical syllogism as such deals only with the means towards the end that the agent already desires, regardless of the value or moral content of that end. Practical reasoning does not trigger the desire of the end, nor does it conclude what the agent should/ought to desire, but merely connects the end with the means.[44] Accordingly, Anscombe insisted that ‘the first premise mentions, not that one wants something, but something that one wants’.[45]

				Practical reasoning is about the means, not the end.[46] For instance, even in the case where a syllogism included a moral premise such as ‘One ought to pay taxes’, it would only lead to the action of paying them if the agent desired to fulfil her obligations. And a desire to fulfil one’s obligations is of the same kind as the desire not to fulfil them or the desire to rest, to heal the sick person, etc.[47]

				Practical reasoning determines what the appropriate means to the desired end are. This does not mean that it is not possible (or, even, necessary) to determine which ends are appropriate for a human being. It only means that such a question does not belong to the sphere of practical reasoning (and action theory), but to a different one: ethics. As is well known, this distinction of spheres is crucial for Anscombe’s project. However, I would argue that just as important as the distinction itself is the adequate determination of the proper relation between them.

				I would like to suggest that the relation between the desire of the end and the choosing of the means toward it can illuminate the relation between action theory and ethics. Just as the desire of the end is presupposed in any piece of practical reasoning, it could be said that the moral assessment or consideration of an action is presupposed in any instance of practically rational agency. At least two reasons can be provided to explain and support this claim: (1) the agent always acts ‘under the guise of the good’ and (2) despite the fact that the practical syllogism does not have moral content (and, thus, its validity is independent of the truth of the conclusion), it aims at the (morally) good action, just as theoretical reasoning aims at truth; that is, practical reasoning, as an exercise of practical knowledge (the knowledge of the agent) aims at what is (morally) good. I will deal with each of these reasons separately, in the following two sections (2.2 and 2.3).

				2.2. Under the guise of the good

				The agent acts under the guise of the good. In Intention, §§39–40 Anscombe claims that there is a conceptual link between ‘wanting’ and ‘good’, parallel to the link between ‘judging’ and ‘truth’. Just as truth is the object of knowing, good is the object of wanting. However, the parallelism is not complete, because ‘good’ has different meanings (utility, pleasure, perfection, etc.) and any of them is adequate to make sense of the notion of ‘wanting’. In order to account for human willing and acting, it is only required that the agent desire something because it seems good to her, i.e. that it is good in any of the different meanings of goodness. The question whether it is really good or not (i.e. morally good) for the agent belongs to ethics and does not directly affect the structure just described.

				I think that, based on the guise of the good thesis, one could claim the following: similarly to the truth-value of propositions (they are either true or false), it is possible to talk about the goodness-value of actions (they are either good or bad). Whatever action the agent chooses, it is necessarily regarded by her as good, as opposed to bad. No one can desire something that seems bad to her.[48] As Anscombe explains, even if someone would adopt the principle ‘Evil be thou my good’, she would do it because she sees something good in doing so, for instance: ‘The good of making evil my good is my intact liberty in the unsubmissiveness of my will.’[49]

				The kind of good that is needed to account for practical reasoning is the apparent good, because it provides a ‘desirability characterization’ and, thus, puts an end to iteration of the question ‘What do you want if for?’.[50] The end as desired by the agent is what appears in the first premise. However, it is necessary to go a step further. At first glance, it might seem that in order to qualify an action as (apparently) good it suffices to consider it as a suitable means towards the desired end. But, in reality, our actions are not compartmentalized or isolated. An agent simultaneously pursues different ends (even though she does not necessarily want to achieve all at the same time) and, thus, it might not be enough to consider the relation of a particular means to a particular end in order to qualify the action as good. For example, in the case of treating a sick person, providing treatment seems good because it is a way of healing, but if the doctor takes into account other ends she also has (such as improving family life by picking up her children from school), what initially seemed good (spending the time to provide the treatment) might turn out to be bad, because it becomes working too many hours, for instance. Therefore, the notion of goodness-value is not confined to each particular course of action. It also includes the reference of a particular means to other ends.

				Moreover, there is a third step, which is the relationship among the different ends. Just as the relation between a particular means and the other ends might change its goodness-value, there has to be also a relationship (or order) among the different ends that makes some means better or worse depending on which end you take into account. In the given situation, for instance, the doctor might consider it good to stay with her patient and make her children wait, because the patient is in a life-threatening situation, and, thus, her end of doing her job or saving lives overrides the end of improving family life. At this level of reflection the question regarding the real good (the moral good) becomes salient, because - as we shall explain in section 2.5 - the comparison of ends is only possible by reference to an ultimate end or a conception of what a good life amounts to (usually called eudaimonia).[51] For now, the provisional conclusion of my argument is that the action’s goodness-value is - ultimately - linked to the question about the goodness of the end, that is, the apparent good is not independent of the real good (in a sense, this is a trivial claim). Acting under the guise of the good entails taking what one is doing to be the real good. I will return to this topic in section 2.5.

				2.3. In what sense is goodness external to practical reasoning?

				In the previous pages I have claimed that (a) practical knowledge is of practical truth (the good action) and (b) practical reasoning does not have moral content. At the same time, strictly speaking, practical knowledge is exercised in practical reasoning and not, for instance, in the moral study of what a good life consists in. So, it seems that practical knowledge is independent of morality or ethics. How is it possible to combine both claims? The following answer is found in Anscombe:

				[...] the goodness of the end of the action is as much of an extra, as external to the validity of the reasoning, as truth of the premises and of the conclusion is an extra, is external to the validity of theoretical reasoning. As external, but not more external.

				We know that the externality is not total. For truth is the object of belief, and truth-preservingness is an essential associate of validity in theoretical reasoning. The parallel will hold for practical reasoning.[52]

				The key is to distinguish between the validity and the soundness of a syllogism. A practical syllogism can be valid even though it does not lead to a (morally) good action, but rather to an action that only seems good in some respect. Nonetheless, the validity is not an ‘end in itself’, but a necessary condition to preserve truth, from the premises to the conclusion. And, similarly, it could be said that the work (ergon) of practical reasoning is to preserve the goodness of the end, in the first premise, to the action, in the conclusion. Goodness is, thus, external only to the validity of the syllogism, but not to the syllogism as an exercise of practical reasoning (or practical knowledge). Let us explore in the next section the distinction between the validity and the soundness of a practical syllogism.

				2.4. ‘Truth in agreement with desire’ and ‘truth in agreement with right desire’, or the validity and the soundness of a practical syllogism

				In section 1 I offered an explanation of the sense in which an action can be said to be true (or false), that is, to have truth-value. And in the preceding paragraphs of section 2 I introduced the notion of goodness-value to underscore that practical reasoning operates under the assumption that the conclusion inferred is a (morally) good action: the agent takes her action to be good and not just to seem good. At this point, I would like to explore the connection between the truth-value and the goodness-value of an action. There is a pretty straightforward way of explaining it: an action is true when it is (morally) good, and vice versa. Actions are necessarily true or false, because they are necessarily good or bad.

				Practical truth is defined as truth in agreement with right desire. In this definition, ‘truth’ refers to the minor premise (the premise of the possible) and ‘right’ to the major premise (the premise of the good), where the object of desire is mentioned. Practical truth occurs in the conclusion. At this point, we need to consider the distinction introduced by Anscombe between ‘truth in agreement with desire’ and ‘truth in agreement with right desire’, precisely to shed light on the distinction between the mere validity and the soundness of a practical syllogism.[53] In both cases the conclusion is an action, because the presence of the desire makes them cases of practical reasoning proper. The mere validity depends on ‘correctness of calculation’ and produces ‘things as one wants them to be’.[54] By contrast, the soundness of the syllogism also requires that ‘things (i.e. whatever it is proposed to bring about) be rightly desired’.[55] If the inference is not valid, then we have cases of involuntary, unintentional or irrational action. For its part, if the desire is wrong, then the conclusion will be an instance of practical falsehood.[56]

				At this point we might ask: Is the mere validity not enough to account for the practical syllogism as the kind of reasoning involved in human action? No, because we engage in practical syllogistic reasoning as an exercise of our capacity to achieve a desired end and, thus, as a means to do what we regard as truly good. In the absence of the actual desire of an end (as something truly good), there would not be any exercise of practical reasoning and, thus, there will not be any instance of a practical syllogism. Validity is a necessary but not sufficient condition for the exercise of the human capacity of reasoning practically. It is not enough, because the agent aims at drawing a true conclusion. In this sense, truth-value is essential to the conclusion. A conclusion that is neither true nor false is not the conclusion of a practical syllogism, properly speaking.

				Just as the distinction apparent/real good presupposes that we take the chosen action to be (really) good, we necessarily consider the conclusion to be true, and this truth depends on the truth of both premises. If we were unable to characterize the action as good (in opposition to bad), there would not be any action at all, since the object of our desire will not be characterized as good (and thus as desirable). For the same reason, the conclusion must be either true or false, if there is to be practical reasoning at all.

				This seems to be the ultimate reason for Anscombe’s criticism of von Wright.[57] His position amounted to the claim that the ‘business of practical thinking is simply truth in agreement with desire’ and Anscombe considers that insufficient.[58] She admits that such criticism is a bit unfair to von Wright, because in his paper he is not addressing the question about the nature of the business of practical thinking, at least not in comparison with Aristotle. For Aristotle - Anscombe claims - practical thinking is not just about ‘getting things the way one wants them to be’ but also about ‘getting things a way it’s all right to want them to be’.[59] Anscombe criticizes von Wright precisely for not posing that question, since the truth about it is ‘a necessary component of the essential characterization of practical inference’,[60] which was the topic of his paper. The nature of practical inference and reasoning remains unexplained until that question has been addressed.

				We already know Anscombe’s position in this regard and her reasons. For our topic, it is relevant to note that ‘truth in agreement with right desire’ is precisely the definition of practical truth and, thus, it can be said that practical truth is an essential part of the characterization of practical inference and reasoning. Anscombe clearly argues that goodness of the end - on which the soundness of the syllogism depends - is not (completely) external to the validity of the reasoning, because good is the object of action and preserving such goodness is ‘an essential associate of the validity’ of practical reasoning.[61]

				In the next section I explore how to determine the truth of the major premise, that is, the rightness of the desire.

				2.5. On the rightness of ends and ‘doing well’ as the description of any action

				In section 2.2 I explained that three steps can be distinguished in the characterization of an action as good. The first step consists in considering the action to be good because it is a suitable means towards the end the agent is pursuing. The second step relates a particular means to other ends that the agent also pursues, because actions are not compartmentalized or isolated. From this perspective, a certain action can be rejected (instead of chosen) because it is incompatible with another end that we also desire to obtain (or to preserve). Anscombe gives an example of this kind of situation: burning the house down to roast a pig.[62] Let us assume that burning the house down is a way of properly roasting the pig. It could, nevertheless, be considered to be a bad choice because it makes impossible the end of resting that night (the house is needed for that). In this situation, burning the house to roast the pig can no longer be performed ‘under the guise of the good’.

				In terms of the distinction between action theory and ethics, the first two steps belong to the understanding of action. In the third step, however, the question arises about the hierarchy of ends, that is, which are preferable: for instance, why preserving the house (not only to rest tonight) is more important (or desirable) than doing a good job of roasting the pig. The comparison or ordering of ends can only be done if there is an ultimate, architectonic end.[63] Such is happiness, or the good life.

				I do not think it is necessary to elaborate on this here. I just want to make clear that there are two different issues involved in the necessity of having an ultimate end: (1) that the agent must have such an end (if she is to be an agent), and (2) the specific content of the ultimate end, that is, what the agents considers to be the good life.[64] I argue that the analysis of the practical syllogism leads us to accept (1), but leaves (2) as an open question. For instance, even though Aristotle and Kant (or an Aristotelian and a Kantian agent) disagree about what the good life consists in and, thus, have a different answer for (2), they both would accept (1). Accepting (1) is the mark of strong or substantive (opposed to merely technical/instrumental) models of practical rationality, because they claim that any human action is moral. The answer to (2) is an ethical business, in which other philosophical (anthropological, metaphysical) considerations about ‘human life’ are usually taken into account (such as life according to reason in Aristotle or autonomy in Kant).[65]

				The distinction between (1) and (2) is another way of putting Anscombe’s thesis that, on the one hand, the practical syllogism does not have moral content (i.e. is independent of (2)) but, on the other hand, its proper conclusion is the good action, because practical reasoning is not independent of the ultimate end or the agent’s conception of the good life (because of (1)). Practical reasoning does not have moral content, because morality is not a ‘content’ in the sense of something added or different from the action itself.[66] Practical rationality is structurally moral: it is moral insofar as it is practical. Acting, practical reasoning, is about doing good and, in the end, leading a good life.

				If I am right, this is the sense in which Anscombe claims that ‘doing well’ is a ‘final description of what every praxis - every “action” in this limited sense - aims at being’.[67] What we do has different names or descriptions: healing the sick person, doing my job, improving my family life, etc. But the description ‘doing well’ is also included, precisely because we act ‘under the guise of the good’ and the particular end one pursues at a particular time is connected to her other ends and her life as whole.[68] Practical truth is the truth of that action description. Such truth (or falsehood) belongs to the action (or is predicated of the action), because ‘doing well’ is something that, properly speaking, can only be done (not just wished, thought, etc.). Practical truth is not (just) about being right on the meaning of the good life, but about leading a good life. Whether it is true that what we do can be described as ‘living well’ is something only ethics (both as a discipline and as the moral knowledge of the agent) can determine.

				If the preceding analysis of the notion of practical truth is right, we might conclude that acting rationally is acting morally, but not necessarily acting morally well. Our actions have both truth-value and goodness-value: they necessarily are good or bad.[69]
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				Matthew B. O’Brien

				On Obligation and the Virtues of Law

				Today students of Anglophone philosophy are taught that virtue ethics is one of three main alternative moral theories on offer, with the other two being utilitarianism and deontology. These three rival theories are distinguished by which ethical notion they prioritize: virtue ethics is supposed to prioritize the good habits or dispositions that issue in actions, utilitarianism to prioritize good consequences of actions, and deontology to prioritize (the rules of) right actions themselves.

				Elizabeth Anscombe is widely regarded as a founder of modern virtue ethics, on account of her essay ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’, in which she argues that much of modern moral theory is incoherent due to its neglect of the virtues and reliance upon a confused conception of the ‘moral ought’. Anscombe’s critique of modern moral theory in this essay and her subsequent works does not amount to a brief on behalf of the contemporary understanding of virtue ethics, however.[1] For Anscombe’s critique rejects the whole tendency of modern moral theorists to prioritize a single ethical category against all others. On the contrary, Anscombe’s critique suggests a picture of ethics in which neither virtues, consequences nor rules serve a more basic explanatory role than the others. She is a pluralist about ethical categories, which implies that virtues, consequences and rules answer to complementary and mutually implicating explanatory needs. A human action may be bad either if it springs from a vicious disposition, produces certain bad consequences or violates a rule; it can be good only by avoiding all of these pitfalls.

				Perhaps the most well-known of Anscombe’s contentions in ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ is her rejection of ‘obligation, and duty - moral obligation and moral duty, that is to say - and of what is morally right and wrong, and of the moral sense of “ought” [...]’.[2] The brusqueness of Anscombe’s rhetoric in the essay, along with her recommendation of the virtues, can distract from the fact that her rejection of obligation, duty, right, wrong and ought is quite focused: it extends only to a specifically moral sense of these terms. The argument of ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’, especially when read in light of Anscombe’s later work, can be interpreted as a defence of obligation rightly understood, as much as an attack on certain characteristic distortions of it.[3] Anscombe herself never gave a systematic, positive account of obligation. My aim in this chapter is to flesh out the lines that such an account might take by elaborating upon some of what she did say. In particular, I wish to show how Anscombe’s rather grand claims about the genealogy of obligation are connected to a closely-argued account of necessity and practical inference.

				Anscombe’s various discussions of obligation are broadly Thomistic in spirit, and they suggest an account in which obligation is understood as a normative force of practical reason that is essentially linked with law and authority.[4] One attractive feature of this picture is that it shows how law and virtue need not be considered alternative ethical frameworks, but might cohere within a single framework. Thus law is the kind of norm that binds those who are subject to it with the force of obligation, and authority and obedience are the co-relative virtues that persons must possess if the directives they make and follow are to count as genuine laws.[5] The existence of genuine law, therefore, presupposes an authoritative lawgiver at its source. When the law in question is the moral law, as opposed to the civil or criminal law of some positive legal system, then the only viable candidate for lawgiver is God.[6] The alternative to the specifically moral sense of obligation that Anscombe rejects is a generic sense of obligation. I shall begin by elaborating this generic conception of obligation, understood as the practical mode of necessity. In the second and third parts I shall discuss some of the logical, legal and theological aspects of Anscombe’s account of obligation, and compare her account with an argument of Peter Geach about the necessity of acting virtuously.

				1. Obligation as practical necessity

				In her book Intention, Anscombe insists that moral reasoning does not have its own special form, but rather is just ordinary reasoning, whose topic happens to be moral: viz., what somebody ought and ought not to do.

				Contemplating the accounts [of the practical syllogism] given by modern commentators, one might easily wonder why no one has ever pointed out the mince pie syllogism: the peculiarity of this would be that it was about mince pies, and an example would be ‘All mince pies have suet in them - this is a mince pie - therefore etc.’ Certainly ethics is of importance to human beings in a way that mince pies are not; but such importance cannot justify us speaking of a special sort of reasoning.[7]

				Similarly, we are not justified in speaking of a special sense of moral obligation, any more than we are justified in speaking about a special sense of mince pie reasoning, say, that involves sui generis categories of reasons and inferences for cooking and eating mince pies. A good person has the aim of acting well, just as a good cook, let us say, has the aim of baking tasty mince pies. Given these aims, rational necessities arise for the good person and the good cook which demand what must be done and what must be avoided by each of them. Although the most philosophically interesting and pressing instances of obligation arise in morality, rather than in less fraught practices such as cooking, the concept of obligation figures generally in social practices. We speak of the duties of a shortstop on a baseball team or a paediatrician in a hospital, for example, at least as sensibly as the duties of conscience or morality.[8]

				The obligations of morality are central and distinctive features of human life when compared to instances of obligation in other social practices like etiquette, medicine, baseball or cooking. The centrality and distinctiveness of moral obligation is a function of the subject matter of morality, however, and not of the structure or form that the concept of obligation has within morality. Because morality touches every deliberate thought and action, philosophers are often misled into treating the obligations of morality as if they were sui generis and unlike anything else in practical life. On the contrary, being under a moral obligation is structurally quite like a doctor being under an obligation of good medical practice or the member of a political community being under an obligation of his legal system.[9]

				When we speak of obligation we express the idea of practical necessity. Obligation expresses a specific mode of practical reason’s normative force: the rational force of demand.[10] This means that when an agent is obligated to perform or forbear from some action, it is a force of reason that binds him. Practical necessity is an instance of hypothetical or suppositional necessity: ‘that without which some good will not be obtained or some evil averted.’[11] To be obligated to j, on this account, is to be under a rational necessity to j as means that is either instrumental to or constitutive of some good that is willed as an end. The willing of the good as an end generates the rational force of the demand on the agent to choose what contributes to the end. This initially simple idea of suppositional necessity is the root of the complex structure of obligation in human agency. It is important to clarify from the outset that this Aristotelian-Thomistic idea of hypothetical necessity is in some respects similar, but not equivalent, to the Kantian idea of the hypothetical imperative, because it belongs to a picture of normativity and practical reasoning that avoids the Kantian package of categorical versus hypothetical imperatives. I shall return to this point later on.

				Consider authority. Authority is the virtue that consists in possessing the power to command subjects who have the duty to obey.[12] For someone with authority, to command is for him to impose a binding, rationally necessary requirement upon his subject’s action. An authoritative requirement provides practical reasons to its subjects that exclude considerations that might otherwise be relevant to the subjects’ decision to act in the absence of the authoritative requirement, and pre-empt further deliberation. Although requests, pleas, petitions, advice, suggestions, counsels and recommendations all express normative claims upon an agent’s practical reasoning, they do not generate requirements that have the rationally binding force of necessity in the way that authoritative commands do. Whoever petitions, counsels or admonishes another person does not do so qua authority. Authority, therefore, entails command and command gives rise to obligation.

				Given that we speak about the obligations of doctors, the demands of etiquette, and the duties of a baseball team’s shortstop, obligation and its associated concepts are not unique to morality. If we examine both philosophical and everyday uses of the concept of obligation, it appears that obligation plays two structural roles within social practices, which need to be distinguished, at least at the outset. Any general theory of obligation will have to be capable of explaining both of these roles.

				Anscombe is very clear that one sense of obligation rightly understood is the necessity of avoiding certain intrinsically bad actions:

				[I]f someone really thinks, in advance, that it is open to question whether such an action as procuring the judicial execution of the innocent should be quite excluded from consideration - I do not want to argue with him; he shows a corrupt mind.[13]

				Anscombe’s assertion of absolutism is of a piece with her proposal to return to Aristotelian ethics. For Aristotle also identifies certain actions as intrinsically bad, which ‘imply by their names that they are themselves bad’, so that ‘[i]t is not possible, then, ever to be right with regard to them; one must always be wrong’.[14] Furthermore, like Anscombe, Aristotle argues that perceiving the baseness or nobility of certain actions and emotions is prerequisite to engaging in philosophical ethics, so theoretical debate with ‘a corrupt mind’ who failed to possess the starting points of moral theory would be pointless.[15]

				One need not already agree with Anscombe’s assertions in order to see that intrinsically bad actions are one sense of what people mean when they speak of obligations; this is the first of the two forms of obligation that I wish to isolate. Therefore, when someone asks, ‘what is moral obligation?’ or ‘are there any moral obligations?’ one question he might be asking is:

				(1) Is there anything that’s always wrong?

				This question may be put more precisely: are there exceptionless moral norms that pick out intrinsically bad types of action? If there are, then what such norms imply is that for an agent to act virtuously he must strategically avoid doing certain things, whatever else he does. An agent does not guarantee for himself that he will act virtuously by avoiding intrinsically bad actions, but by choosing them he does guarantee that he will act viciously, and so he must avoid them if he is to act well. In spite of all the attention they receive from moral theorists, such exceptionless norms only pick out a very small part of the moral landscape - the cliffs and precipices. It would be impossible to act well merely by respecting those negative moral norms that are exceptionless. Attempting this would be like trying to eat healthfully merely by avoiding lethal poisons; it would be quite easy to avoid lethal poisons entirely and still die from malnutrition or indeed from the cumulative effects of excess or deficiency of elements that are healthy in moderation. But if a prospective action satisfies certain prohibited act descriptions, then this fact automatically rules out that action as a moral possibility, regardless of whatever further goods it respects or promotes.

				We can construe proposals about exceptionless moral norms as claims about ‘normative modality’, as it were. To say that there are intrinsically bad actions is to say that there are actions that are morally impossible. This point is not distinctive of the practice of morality, however, because it could equally be made about language, law or baseball, for example. Some actions, like a batter running to second base without touching first base, are strictly impossible for someone who is playing baseball. To attempt such an action is not to play baseball badly, as it would be for a runner not to tag-up on a caught fly ball with no outs, but it is to fail to play baseball at all. Certain strategic and exceptionless norms partially constitute baseball as a game and following them is a necessary condition on playing the game at all. Similarly, a language user cannot speak meaningfully if he violates certain basic grammatical rules, although there is certainly more flexibility in grammar than baseball.

				The second structural role that obligation appears to play in a practice is not limited and strategic, but comprehensive and architectonic. People implicate this role, for example, when in the course of deliberating they feel the pangs of conscience ‘to do the right thing’, or ‘to be moral’, whatever that may amount to, and even though they are at the moment unsure of what this is. When, say, someone finally sees what the generous gesture to his friend would consist in, his conscience tells him that he must do this generous thing. In seeing the prospective action as generous, the agent sees the goodness in it and recognizes that reason recommends choosing it, and perhaps recommends it on balance more strongly than any other course of action. His voice of conscience amplifies the force of reason’s recommendation with the force of demand. Such pangs of conscience are of course not universal to human experience, but they are familiar enough. In any case, the idea of a general conscientious requirement to do the right thing or to be moral implies an affirmative answer to the question:

				(2) Is it obligatory to be good; is it rationally necessary to act virtuously?

				This question picks out the second role that obligation can take: given that moral agents do well to act virtuously, are they also obliged and bound - necessitated - to act virtuously? To answer affirmatively is to say that morality also necessitates the actions that it recommends.[16] Whereas the limited and strategic practical necessities pick out act descriptions that cannot be chosen by a moral agent within morality, this second form of necessity compels the practice of morality as a whole. Engaging in the morality practice is not optional. Even if an agent doesn’t see the good in or feel the pull of acting virtuously, he is nevertheless subject to an inescapable norm that rationally compels virtuous action.[17] If obligation plays this architectonic role in morality, then all-things-considered moral reasons for action or forbearance don’t merely recommend virtuous actions in comparison to vicious ones, but such reasons pre-empt further deliberation about alternative courses of action and exclude considerations about other reasons from arising.[18] In this case, moral reasons authoritatively demand compliance. For example, consider a case where in given circumstances an agent’s j-ing would be just and his not j-ing would be unjust. The virtuous feature of j-ing, which is its justice, gives the agent a good reason to j. Now if we add to this situation the further claim that an agent must act morally, then the merely good reason to j becomes an obliging reason to j, and, as such, the obliging reason both pre-empts further deliberating and excludes other considerations that may have been relevant otherwise.

				It is common to think that it is not possible rationally to opt out from an interest in the practice of morality, as one might opt out, say, from an interest in baseball.[19] Indeed, the person who does try to opt out of morality is considered shameless and subject to blame, while the person who opts out of baseball is not. Moral obligation and the ‘moral ought’ have been thought to express comprehensive and architectonic practical necessity and thereby to bind all rational agents. Christine Korsgaard is an influential proponent of this view. Morality, she thinks, is capable of answering ‘the normative question’, which is the question ‘why should I be moral?’ as asked by someone who has lost confidence or interest in the reasonableness of morality’s claims.[20] Although Korsgaard herself does not call attention to the two different roles that obligation plays - strategic versus architectonic - and that I have tried to distinguish, she clearly thinks that any respectable moral theory should be able to justify the rational necessity of acting virtuously for any moral agent. On this view, the amoralist who spurns ethics is not merely blind to or neglectful of a form of value, and he is not merely senseless, unjust or shameless, but he is rationally incoherent and logically self-contradictory.[21] As Korsgaard puts it, the amoralist destroys his identity as an agent by failing to follow the norms that are constitutive of agency.[22]

				Thus far I have avoided using the Kantian distinction between hypothetical and categorical imperatives. I have avoided this common way of characterizing these issues because it confusingly elides two separate matters that need to be kept apart. First, there is the scope of application that a normative consideration has, which may be universal or restricted. Second, there is the force with which a normative consideration is justified, which may be imperatival or recommendatory. By assuming that hypothetical and categorical norms both have imperatival force, Kantians neglect the normative force of recommendation entirely. Consider an example of how the scope of application and force of reason come apart. If I am a physician and you are my patient, then my reason to give you the medicine you need applies to me specially, given my role as your physician. Someone else who doesn’t have this role may have no reason to spend his time administering you the treatment. Depending upon the facts about our situation, the reason to give you the medicine that applies to me might demand that I give you the medicine or alternatively, it might recommend my medicating you as one among other eligible actions that would also discharge my responsibilities as a doctor. If the hospital is overwhelmed with patients after some catastrophe, for instance, then reason might recommend my medicating you and perhaps recommend equally well my assisting other patients instead of you. As Anscombe observes in her little essay, ‘Who is Wronged?’, I might do one or the other and still act well.[23] If the hospital is empty and your condition is grave, then all other things being equal, reason might demand that I medicate you, and my choosing not to would amount to harming you by negligence. Whatever strength the rational force turns out to be, it will be a function of how medicating you in such and such circumstances fits into the good practice of medicine, given that I am a medical practitioner with you under my care.[24] Quite generally, therefore, if I have a reason to j, then we can always ask two questions about this reason’s status. First, we can ask what the scope of the reason’s application is: whose reason is it, does it apply to someone categorically and irrespective of his contingent interests, or only in a restricted fashion, given that (perhaps as a consequence of a certain role of his) he intends to y? Second, given that the reason does apply to someone, we can ask what the force of the reason is: does it demand his j-ing or does it merely recommend it? The Kantian package of hypothetical and categorical imperatives primes us to miss the distinctiveness of these two questions by eliding reason’s scope and force. Moral reasons may apply with universal scope and bind with recommendatory force, and they may apply with restricted scope and bind with demanding force.

				In this section I have distinguished two ways in which the concept of obligation is used. The contrast I have sketched is between practical necessity as (a) expressed in limited and strategic norms within a practice, which are necessary conditions on acting well according to that practice, and as (b) expressed in the comprehensive and architectonic demandingness of a practice as a whole. It is consistent to acknowledge the existence of (a) strategic necessities, while denying that morality as a whole speaks with (b) the authoritative voice of obligation. Indeed, subject to some qualifications, this seems to be the position of Aristotle.

				It isn’t possible to formulate a claim expressing architectonic obligation in terms that are faithful to Aristotle’s ethics. We might formulate a recognizably Aristotelian ethical master principle - e.g. you do best in acting, and (consenting to) feeling, so as to promote excellent activity of your soul over the course of a complete life - but the normative force of such a principle is indicative rather than imperative, so it expresses the force of recommendation, not demand. What it is best for you to do is not what you must do, unless there is an argument that explains why ‘best’ and ‘must’ should be identified. Consequentialists have often made this identification, but they have merely asserted it. Strategic obligations have purchase with agents who see the reasonableness of acting well, and who wish to know more clearly what commitment to acting well consists in and consists in avoiding. Architectonic obligation applies to all moral agents as such and purports to bind them to participate in morality whatever their commitments or interests.

				2. Obligation and practical inference

				Anscombe is well-known for her historical claim that the concept of moral obligation in modern moral theory is an instance of ‘the survival of a concept outside the framework of thought that made it a really intelligible one [...]’. This framework, she argues, is the framework of divine law, more or less shared by Jews, Stoics and Christians.[25] Less well-known, however, is Anscombe’s account of how obligation, rightly understood, figures in the logic of practical inference.[26] In ‘On Promising and its Justice’ Anscombe gives a long and difficult argument to show ‘that a man will not act well  - do what is good’, if he fails to act justly in keeping his contracts.[27] She is adamant that, even if her argument is successful, someone still may concede that unjust action is bad action, ‘but refuse to infer from this that it is necessary not to act unjustly’.[28] As we have seen, this further inference fails because of the difference between what there is reason to do, and the normative force with which reason favours what there is reason to do. It makes perfect sense to recognize that something is bad and yet to ask why one must avoid doing this bad thing. This question is not the same as the ultimately nonsensical question, ‘what reason do I have to do what is good?’ For this question is equivalent to asking, ‘what reason do I have to do what is reasonable?’ To recognize an action as good just is to see that reason favours doing it.[29] The legitimate question is about the necessity of doing good and avoiding bad, not the reasonableness of doing good and avoiding bad. The fact that people talk about ‘necessary evils’ shows that the meanings of evaluative and deontic appraisals come apart in the way that Anscombe observes. It is common to think that a necessary evil is a bad act that someone is permitted and maybe even required to do. Even if in fact there are no necessary or permissible evils, it is an intelligible notion.

				The particular example of acting justly in the matter of contracts that Anscombe discusses is a placeholder and her observations seem meant to apply equally to any particular genus of virtue or acting well. Making and keeping contracts ‘is an instrument whose use is part and parcel of an enormous amount of human activity and hence of human good [...]’.[30] This enormous amount of human activity and human good can and does persist even though people routinely fail to keep their contracts. No doubt eventually a tipping point is reached and the failure of enough people to keep their contracts undermines the ability of contract making to contribute to human good. But in the very wide interim, which is certainly our present condition,

				[if] you think that you can attain your own good without acting well, and even if this is not true, it is not shown to be untrue by the considerations which show that acting unjustly is not acting well. For this reason it is intelligible for a man to say that he sees no necessity to act well in that matter, that is, no necessity for himself to take contracts seriously except as it serves his purposes. But if someone does genuinely take a proof that without doing X he cannot act well as a proof that he must do X, then this shows, not that he has an extra premise [viz., the premise, ‘it is necessary to do what is good and avoid what is bad’], but that he has a purpose that can be served only by acting well, as such.[31]

				The confusions surrounding the ‘moral ought’ arise when philosophers fail to grasp the difference between a premise of practical inference and a principle of practical inference. The goodness or badness that someone sees in a prospective action will figure in his reasoning as a premise in his practical inference that concludes in the performance or avoidance of the action, as the case may be. The premise includes a ‘desirability characterization’, and when this mentions something that is genuinely good, it gives the agent’s reason for the action that applies with the force of recommendation.[32] It is rationally necessary, or obligatory, for someone to do good and avoid evil only if two further criteria are fulfilled: (a) the agent aims at a substantive purpose that governs his practical reasoning, and (b) he knows it to be true that doing evil is strictly incompatible with pursuing this governing purpose. In such a case, the agent’s ultimate goal functions for him as a principle of practical inference, which generates the obliging force that compels the avoidance of bad actions. Since he reasons about what to do under this principle, such a moral agent ‘would need no step from the proof that doing X is acting ill to the conclusion that he must not do X. For here there is no room for the question “Granted this is acting ill, still may not it be necessary for me - i.e. be that without which I cannot attain my end?”‘.[33] He thus not only has reason to avoid X, but he is rationally compelled to avoid X, on his supposition of a governing purpose.

				Anscombe’s claim about the source of practical necessity is related to a logical point about theoretical reasoning made by Lewis Carroll in his famous mock dialogue ‘What the Tortoise Said to Achilles’.[34] Carroll’s discussion between Achilles and the tortoise is meant to show, among other things, how the logical rule of modus ponens properly functions as a principle, and not as a premise, of theoretical inference. Confusions about the ‘logical ought’ arise when the difference between a principle or rule of inference and a premise is confounded, as Carroll has Achilles confound it in his responses to the sceptical questioning of the tortoise. Someone who merely asserts modus ponens as a premise in an argument is not thereby logically compelled to draw a conclusion that would follow by the supposition of modus ponens as a principle or rule.[35] For example, if you assert P and P→Q, then Q follows validly from these asserted premises; but the logical necessity of actually inferring Q only arises on the active supposition of modus ponens as a principle of inference, operating in tandem with the assertion of the premises. There is a broad parallel between the logical structure of reasoning towards belief and the conceptual connection between ‘judgment’ and ‘truth’, on the one hand, and reasoning towards action and the conceptual connection between ‘wanting’ and ‘good’ on the other.[36] In the case of practical reasoning, the necessity of doing good and avoiding evil arises only from the agent reasoning about what to do under the supposition of a certain principle. Anscombe rejects ‘the conception of the practical syllogism as of its nature ethical, and thus as a proof about what one ought to do, which somehow culminates in action’.[37] For her the ‘ought’ of practical inference is a function of the end that the deliberating agent has in view. The premises of a practical inference include the characterization of some action as good or desirable, but ‘[...] the fact that some desirability characterisation is required [among the premises] does not have the least tendency to shew that any is endowed with some kind of necessity [...]’.[38] The conclusion of practical inference ‘is an action whose point is shewn by the premises’, but not necessitated by the premises.[39]

				Although people may treat the necessity of doing good and avoiding evil as an axiom of their moral reasoning, the difficulty is that as an axiom it ‘is not capable of demonstration except as generally holding’.[40] Even if it may be evident that people generally need to do good and avoid evil in order to be happy, it isn’t evident that they always must. Therefore, someone who was already questioning the need to follow reason’s recommendation against an action he knew to be bad would not be reinforced by supplying him with an axiom that itself is contestable. This person might even recognize the goodness of a life free from any deliberate evildoing, but if he thinks some other good is achievable for him by deliberately acting badly, then he need not see any necessity in avoiding bad acts.[41] He need not, that is, unless he has some higher purpose that is incompatible with acting badly.

				What candidates are there for such a higher purpose? Anscombe seems to think that there are two possibilities: first, there is the higher purpose whose incompatibility with acting badly is merely formal, because it excludes bad action by definition. This is the aim ‘to be moral’.[42] If someone makes his main aim in life to ‘be moral’, or to act virtuously, then he will be rationally necessitated to avoid choosing badly. (Of course hard questions still arise about just which actions really are bad, immoral or vicious.) To use the schema from the first section of this paper, it is rationally necessary for such a person to act virtuously because he makes the practice of morality his highest aim. Aristotle seems to hold something like this view, because his conception of the highest good, or eudaimonia, is a ‘moralized’ conception of happiness. The problem with this sort of view is that it invites the question, which on its own terms is unanswerable: why must I be moral?

				God, understood as legislator, is the second candidate for a highest good that cannot rationally be pursued while choosing badly. Here we can see the connection between Anscombe’s historical thesis about the origins of the concept of moral obligation and her discussions about how necessity figures in practical inference. The Jews, Stoics and Christians have an intelligible conception of moral obligation because they conceive of moral agency as essentially structured by a final end, viz. God. But not every conception of God has like implications for practical reasoning. By conceiving of man’s final end as knowing, obeying and loving a personal God who legislates, the Jews, Stoics and Christians define practical reasoning in terms of a ‘[...] substantive aim the attainment of which is conceived to be, and really is, happiness’, and which ‘obviously could not be attained but only hindered by acting ill [...]’.[43] Whatever else their differences, the Hebrew, Christian and Stoic conceptions of God each satisfy these criteria. When this conception of God operates as the governing principle of someone’s practical reasoning, it really is clear why he rationally must do good and avoid evil. Without a higher purpose of this sort, the rational force of obligation fades, although its ‘mesmeric’ and ‘psychological’ force may remain as a piece of inherited cultural baggage.[44]

				It’s worth contrasting the structure of the Hebrew, Christian and Stoic conception of happiness with Aristotelian eudaimonia. Aristotle includes in his account of the final end an essential role for divinity, but not in a way that involves divine legislation or moral obligation. Aristotle fails to have a law conception of ethics in the sense relevant to moral obligation, because his conception of God - nous kai theos, as Anscombe reminds us - does not include personal legislating or giving orders.[45] Aristotle’s God is the supremely attractive object of contemplation, which is the highest humanly possible activity, but his God did not create the world and does not providentially superintend it. Aristotle’s God may be contemplated, but not obeyed.

				Hasty readers of ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ have seen in Anscombe’s remarks about moral obligation a kind of crude voluntarism, in which law’s obliging force amounts to a mere order backed by a threat, after the fashion of Austinite legal positivism.[46] This reading is mistaken. For Anscombe the force of obligation is a force of reason, as the above discussion of practical inference shows.[47] Indeed, the substance of her discussions of law and obligation closely track the natural law theism of Aquinas. ‘[I]t really does add something to the description “unjust”‘, Anscombe claims, ‘to say that there is an obligation not to do it; for what obliges is the divine law - as rules oblige in a game [...].’[48] Just as modus ponens obliges as a rule in the ‘game’ of theoretical inference, so ‘Love the Lord your God and love your neighbour as yourself’ obliges as a rule in the ‘game’ of the moral life.

				3. Obligation, authority and law

				Moral norms count as laws if they oblige and not merely recommend. Obligation and recommendation are two degrees of normative force, which the Scholastics called vis directiva, and normative force expresses the strength with which practical reason favours or disfavours the performance of actions. A rational norm may favour some action without demanding it, but for Anscombe, as for Aquinas, ‘law’ just is the sort of rational norm that applies with the demanding force of obligation, and in turn the force of obligation implies a law that generates it. Consilia favour actions and praecepta demand them.[49] Aquinas states, ‘law [lex] is a certain rule and measure of actions, according to which someone is induced to act or restrained from acting; for “law” [lex] derives from “binding” [ligando], because it obliges to action.’ Even rational norms that favour doing what conforms to virtue and contributes to the common good do not count as laws unless they bind with obligation. Aquinas also thinks that legal norms must have a specific source in directives issued by an authority: ‘all law arises from the reason and will of the legislator.’ To the extent that the acts of specific virtues have a ‘preceptive’, obliging character, they are an aspect of obedience.[50] The natural law is legal because a divine legislator commands it and it is natural because the content of the divine commands reproduce the immanent requirements of natural human fulfilment. Or as Anscombe puts it, ‘To have a law conception of ethics is to hold that what is needed for conformity with the virtues failure in which is the mark of being bad qua man (and not merely, say qua craftsman or logician) - that what is needed for this, is required by divine law.’[51] It is possible to know one and the same thing under different descriptions; as Aquinas remarks in connection with natural knowledge about God, ‘to know that someone is approaching is not the same as to know that Peter is approaching, even though it is Peter who is approaching.’[52] In reflecting upon my own happiness and the virtues, therefore, I might come to know what is in fact the natural law, without knowing it under the description ‘law’. In this case I would ‘have’ the requirements of the natural law within me as requirements of human nature, but I would know them qua requirements of natural goodness, without additionally knowing their ultimate legal character, which is the character that confers on requirements the normative force of obligation.

				Anscombe insists, ‘[i]f our nature is a divine creation, the divine law would be different if the nature created was different, and it would command and forbid the things that would then be good and bad according to that nature’s need. These things reason could work out without belief in divine commandments.’[53] Acting badly is correctly defined as acting contrary to right reason, and this definition is coextensive with a definition of acting badly as acting contrary to divine law. Anscombe observes that this latter definition, unlike the first, introduces ‘a concept of obedience and disobedience’ into the meaning of bad action.[54] Following or flouting someone’s demands only counts as obedience or disobedience, respectively, if the demands are made by someone who has authority, so it also follows that the concepts of obedience and disobedience imply the concept of authority. Just as following a rational norm as such doesn’t amount to obeying, neither does the normativity of reason amount to authoritative demand. For this reason, the normativity of Philippa Foot’s ‘natural goodness’, for example, which finds moral norms in human virtues and is explicitly non-theological, does not generate a moral law, even if it includes an account of intrinsically bad actions. According to Anscombe, ‘In this sense the notion of a “norm” brings us nearer to an Aristotelian than a law conception of ethics.’ The philosopher who proposes such an account ‘ought to recognize what has happened to the term “norm,” which he wanted to mean “law - without bringing God in”: it has ceased to mean “law” at all’.[55]

				Anscombe seems to be genuinely ambivalent about the crucial, further question of whether the conception of God as providential legislator that is prerequisite to justifying moral obligation is itself discoverable through unaided human reason, or whether this conception depends upon divine revelation.[56] She does not seem to dissent from the solidly Thomistic view that reverence for God is knowable as a ‘dictate of natural reason’ unaided by revelation, and that the corresponding virtue of religion is an ordinary moral, and not a properly theological virtue such as the supernatural virtues of faith, hope or charity.[57] Yet there is a gap between owing reverence to someone and owing full-bore obedience to him. Aristotle, as we have seen, has a place for reverence to divinity without any role for obedience.[58] Plato’s Socrates, by contrast, has an acute sense of owing God a debt of obedience, which he believes places him ‘under orders’, as it were, to avoid wrongdoing at any cost.[59] Anscombe might have illustrated her conception of obligation by emphasizing the contrast between Socrates and Aristotle, but for whatever reason she did not. She remarks, ‘the motives, spirit, meaning, and purpose of the moral life of Christians depend on revelation’, even though ‘the content of the moral law, i.e., the actions which are good and just, is not essentially a matter of revelation’.[60] These motives, spirit, meaning and purpose of moral agency involve rendering obedience, for obedience is correlative with authority, and caritas cannot exist without it.[61]

				Bracketing the question of whether divine legislation belongs to natural or revealed theology, we can nevertheless see that Anscombe’s claims about the dependence of moral obligation upon a divine lawgiver are at once ontological and epistemic. Moral obligation exists because God truly is man’s ultimate end, who creates mankind with a nature ordered toward communion with him, and who commands obedience with his creative plan. Someone’s belief in this conception of God is what makes that person’s belief in the reality of moral obligation justified. Someone who recognizes the reality of moral obligation, but lacks this conception of God, is in an epistemically unstable position. He should either reconsider belief in moral obligation, which is Anscombe’s suggestion in ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ to her secularist colleagues, or reconsider the rational grounds for theistic natural law.[62]

				In order to see just how divine law adds obliging force to the recommendatory force of the virtues, and how this makes a difference to concrete instances of practical reasoning, consider an argument proposed by Peter Geach in ‘The Moral Law and the Law of God’ about the difference that divine law makes to a moral code.[63] Geach’s argument is on to something, but I want to suggest that it can be improved by re-stating it in Anscombe’s terms. In a discussion of intrinsically bad acts, Geach contends, ‘somebody might very well admit that not only is there something bad about certain acts, but also that it is desirable to become the sort of person who needs to act in the contrary way; and yet not admit that such acts are to be avoided in all circumstances and at any price.’[64] Like Anscombe, Geach rejects the view that all ethical appraisals of actions as good or bad are logically dependent upon knowledge of God’s existence.[65] Although knowledge of God isn’t required in order to have any moral knowledge at all, he argues that knowledge of God - indeed, of God as a providential creator  - is required to know that it is rationally necessary to do good and avoid evil.[66] Geach asserts that this knowledge is available to natural reasoning, independent of any revelation.[67]

				The course of Geach’s argument is rather roundabout. His aim is to prove a conditional: if someone accepts that God exists and governs men by command and counsel (i.e. providentially), then he will be justified in having a different moral code from an atheist or agnostic. Geach is interested in establishing this conditional in order to refute a very common claim, which Anscombe similarly scorns in ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’. This is the claim that theological and non-theological ethics are not significantly different, because, as Anscombe summarizes the view, ‘[i]f someone does have a divine law conception of ethics, all the same, he has to agree that he has to have a judgment that he ought (morally ought) to obey the divine law; so his ethic is in exactly the same position as any other [...].’[68] The different moral code that Geach thinks follows from knowledge of a providential God is one in which it is necessary to act virtuously. Geach’s argument makes two assumptions: first, that we can know that God exists and governs men providentially, and second, that we can know that certain practices, such as lying, adultery and murder, are generally bad and we ought not even to think in advance of resorting to them. But are such practices nevertheless completely forbidden? Geach supposes, for reductio ad absurdum, that they are not. If such practices aren’t forbidden, then there will be situations in which we should consider engaging in such practices, even though making this decision, viz. to do what we ought routinely to avoid thinking of doing, would be systematically clouded by our tendency to permissive self-indulgence, and would require relying upon our grossly fallible knowledge of present circumstances and still more unreliable conjectures about the future. If such situations naturally arose in the course of human life, then their occurrence would entail that our moral reasoning is inherently unreliable as a guide for living a good human life. But moral reasoning just is our capacity to respond to commands and counsels, which (as was assumed) is the means by which God governs men, so it must be reliable. Therefore, the supposition that generically bad acts are not completely forbidden must be rejected, Geach says, since it contradicts the initial stipulated premise that God exists and governs men by command and counsel. He concludes,

				The rational recognition that a practice is generally undesirable and that it is best for people on the whole not even to think of resorting to it is thus in fact a promulgation to a man of the Divine law forbidding the practice, even if he does not realize that this is a promulgation of the Divine law, even if he does not believe there is a God.[69]

				Geach’s argument is not persuasive. The difficulty of deciding for grave reasons whether or not to do some intrinsically bad act may be harrowing and fraught with pitfalls, but it doesn’t seem any more difficult in principle than many other real life dilemmas, which arise regularly enough and don’t seem to impugn God’s endowment of mankind with rational powers of self-direction.[70]

				But consider the rub of Geach’s argument re-stated in terms of Anscombe’s discussion of practical inference: ‘[...] may not someone be criticizable for pursuing a certain end, thus characterizable as a sort of good of his, where and when it is quite inappropriate for him to do so, or by means inimical to other ends which he ought to have?’ Indeed, someone such as this is criticizable, and criticizable for having violated the obliging force of reason, ‘[...] only if man has a last end which governs all’.[71] Geach fails to make clear that the agent must not only idly believe in a providential lawgiver, but he must make that belief active by taking communion with and obedience to that lawgiver the final end of his practical reasoning. For it is having and pursuing a last end that quite literally ‘governs all’, as a providential creator governs his finite creatures, which makes it strictly irrational for someone to choose a lesser good by means of some acknowledged evil and thereby spurn the highest good, by whose pleasure ‘his wits hold together’ to entertain choosing the lesser.[72] ‘Now, that practical reasoning so understood should be of use to understanding action, including the action of a society’, is something that no doubt Geach, like Anscombe, could accept.[73]
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				Thomas Pink

				Anscombe, Williams and the Positivization of Moral Obligation

				1. Obligation and its place in morality

				Moral obligation or duty is a part of morality that is directive. We communicate obligations to direct people into doing what is right  - what is morally obligatory or required as a matter of duty - and away from what is morally wrong. The direction given is demanding. And this demandingness seems linked to a criticism that is distinctively condemnatory. People who breach moral obligations and who do so without excuse are subject to blame. And the content of blame is that they are morally responsible for having done wrong.

				This moral responsibility seems importantly different from anything invoked in ordinary rational criticism. We can be subject to rational criticism for our general attitudes as well as for our actions. Fears, wants and other passions and emotions can be foolish or sensible. But moral responsibility is commonly understood to be specifically for agency - for action and omission. We can only be morally responsible for our actions and omissions and their consequences, and not - unless indirectly, as consequences of our own prior agency - for the feelings and emotions that come over us. And just as moral responsibility is for agency, so too are the moral obligations that we are responsible for keeping. We can only be under a moral obligation to act or to refrain from action - not to experience desires or to have feelings.

				Morality shares the language of obligation, responsibility and blame with positive law - the law contingently legislated by political authorities for the specific human communities subject to their jurisdiction. ‘You have an obligation to pay the money’ could be said by a moralist asserting a moral obligation - or by a judge or state official asserting a legal obligation, that is an obligation under some system of positive law. And just as one can be under obligations that are legal as well as moral, so one can be held legally as well as morally responsible, and legally as well as morally to blame.

				Besides this shared language of obligation and responsibility linking morality with positive law, there seems to be a shared directive function. It is very natural to think that in imposing legal obligations positive law likewise serves to direct human action and thereby the various outcomes that can be produced or prevented through human action. And there is a historically influential view of how, at least in the case of positive legal obligation, this action-directive function operates.

				According to this view, positive legal direction, at least when effective, is of the voluntary - those outcomes that are subject to our will or decision, and that we produce or prevent by our own agency, through deciding so to do. The law makes a certain outcome - that our car not be parked on a double yellow line - legally obligatory, and threatens sanctions should this outcome not arise. We are motivated, either by a concern to be law-abiding, or, as often, by a further dislike of the sanctions, to decide to do what is required to ensure the obligatory outcome. And so we act on the basis of that decision to produce the outcome and avoid the sanctions.

				That morality shares a language of obligation and responsibility with the positive law, and that both moral and legal obligations seem alike directive of action, has long suggested the idea that in obligation morality too contains a form of law - a specifically moral law. Behind this conception of a specifically moral law stands an idea of law in general. Law, according to this conception, is any system of obligations as demanding directives on action, addressing a distinctive responsibility for meeting those obligations, a responsibility that we are supposed to possess for action and omission and its outcomes. Law addresses us as peculiarly responsible for what we do, and demands that we exercise that responsibility to do what is right and to avoid doing what is wrong. Direction by law so understood is distinct from the application of more general normative principles. Law is to be distinguished from more general principles of reason - principles that are merely advisory, and that presuppose no special responsibility for how we act, but serve to appraise attitudes and emotions generally simply as reasonable or unreasonable.

				How might morality, in particular, take the form of action-directive law? One approach is to apply an understanding of positive legal obligation to the moral case as well. For if moral obligation might seem puzzling and in need of explanation, we are all too familiar with legal obligations and systems of humanly created positive law. Why not use the familiar positive case to model the moral case? A moral obligation is a moral directive that functions as a moral version of a legal obligation. The account would then proceed by selecting those salient aspects of legal direction that seem most plausibly to admit of some form of moral equivalent, and use them to identify what is constitutive of moral obligation. To characterize moral obligation in this way is to propose what I shall term a positivizing model of moral obligation.

				Positivizing models of moral obligation can take a variety of forms. We might, for example, characterize moral obligations as moral directives that, like legal obligations, are the decrees of some appropriate law-giving authority - in the case of moral obligation, a specifically moral authority above any human legal authority, and that governs humanity generally, such as God. Just as to deny the very existence of a legislative authority is also to deny the existence of the legal obligations dependent on its authority, so denying the existence of such a moral legislator is to deny the very existence of moral obligations. For Elizabeth Anscombe, absent continued belief in God as divine lawgiver, all we are left with in morality is a metaphorical use of the term ‘obligation’; we must give up belief in the literal reality of moral obligatoriness. The term ‘moral obligation’, she claimed, will now be empty, without any further literal application. Moral obligatoriness can no more exist without the divine decrees that constitute it than can criminality without the institution of criminal law:

				But if a divine command conception is dominant for many centuries, and then is given up, it is a natural result that the concepts of ‘obligation’, of being bound or required as by a law, should remain though they had lost their root [...] it is as if the notion ‘criminal’ were to remain when criminal courts had been abolished and forgotten [...][1]

				But positivizing models can take secular form as well. The existence of moral obligations need not be tied to some form of theism. We might instead take moral obligations to be directives backed by some form of sanction, imposed if not by a moral legislator, at least by members of any community where the moral obligation applies.

				Thus Bernard Williams characterizes moral obligations as, properly understood, directing us to meet standards of voluntary behaviour that matter socially. Moral obligation

				is grounded in the basic issue of what people should be able to rely on. People must rely as far as possible on not being killed or used as a resource, and on having some space and objects and relations with other people that they can count as their own. It also serves their interests if, to some extent at least, they can count on not being lied to.[2]

				So the standards on voluntary action which protect these vital interests are properly classed as morally obligatory, and are reinforced by social pressure - the appropriateness of some kind of reinforcing pressure being, on this view, of the essence of obligation in all its forms. Our ethical training is designed to leave us strongly motivated towards performing those actions which count as morally obligatory, and away from those which count as wrong and forbidden. We are left concerned to do what is obligatory and to avoid doing what is wrong, and then through this concern thoughts about moral obligation motivate us voluntarily to do what is obligatory as a means to complying with our moral obligations. So the pressure that comes with moral obligatoriness enforces and encourages a certain practical conclusion - a concern to do what is morally obligatory:

				[...] moral obligation is expressed in one especially important kind of deliberative conclusion - a conclusion that is directed toward what to do [...] The fact that moral obligation is a kind of practical conclusion explains several of its features. An obligation applies to someone with respect to an action - it is an obligation to do something [...][3]

				The central form of social pressure is blame, whether communicated from without, by others, or once one is trained socially, communicated from within, by oneself to oneself in self-blame and remorse. Blame, like obligation-enforcing pressure generally, is likewise directed at the voluntary:

				[...] blame always tends to share the particularized, practical character of moral obligation in the technical sense. Its negative reaction is focused closely on an action or omission, and this is what is blamed. Moreover - although there are many inevitable anomalies in its actual working - the aspiration of blame is that it should apply only to the extent that the undesired outcome is the product of voluntary action on the particular occasion.[4]

				Positivizing models of moral obligation have important implications for the place of moral obligation within wider morality. For besides moral obligation there are other aspects to morality. There is, for example, the appraisal as morally admirable or contemptible in various ways, not only of people’s actions, but of their characters, inclinations and dispositions too. This is the part of morality that is concerned with virtues and vices. And a positivizing view of moral obligation tends to distance moral obligation from the morality of virtue and vice. For standards of virtue and vice seem not to depend on any legislation, or on the availability of sanctions to enforce them. And virtues or vices, such as courageousness or temperance, do not seem voluntary or subject to the will as are the actions and outcomes that, on the positivizing model, are subject to legal direction. We do not acquire courage, say, just by deciding to, on receipt of some directive to be courageous. If moral obligation is understood to involve a form of action-directive law, and then the morally legal direction it involves is understood on the basis of natural models of positive law, it will seem that moral obligation is very different from the general morality of virtue and vice. Moral obligation will seem to form a distinctive part of morality with a special concern of its own - the direction of the voluntary - and to depend on special elements, such as sanctions and legislation, that are not generally essential to virtue and vice.

				Hume assumed that the idea of moral obligation as a form of action-directive law was a deep mistake just because, in his view, morality, the morality of obligation and blame properly understood being included by him in this, did not generally involve any kind of sanction-backed direction of the voluntary. The supposition otherwise was the invention of theologians, who had tried to remodel moral obligation and blame on the basis of some sort of fictitious cosmic version of positive law:

				Philosophers, or rather divines under that disguise, treating all morals as on a like footing with civil laws, guarded by sanctions of reward and punishment, were necessarily led to render this circumstance, of voluntary or involuntary, the foundation of their whole theory [...] but this, in mean time, must be allowed, that sentiments are every day experienced of blame and praise, which have objects beyond the dominion of the will or choice, and of which it behoves us, if not as moralists, as speculative philosophers at least, to give some satisfactory theory and explication.[5]

				In Hume’s view, wrongful breach of moral obligation or duty - moral ‘crime’ - is not anything like positive legal crime. Moral ‘crime’ is not the violation of some sanction-backed directive on the voluntary, but is simply a failure to meet a standard of admirability, a standard moreover that immediately applies not to voluntary actions, but to non-voluntary states of motivation and character.

				A blemish, a fault, a vice, a crime; these expressions seem to denote different degrees of censure and disapprobation; which are, however, all of them, at the bottom, pretty nearly of the same kind or species.[6]

				One violates natural duty in morality as a parent, not just through failing to look after one’s children, but by lacking a natural affection or care for them. This, in Hume’s view, is the fundamental moral wrong, a failure of non-voluntary motivation, of which the neglect of children at the point of the voluntary is but a symptom or effect.

				We blame a father for neglecting his child. Why? Because it shows a want of natural affection, which is the duty of every parent. Were not natural affection a duty, care of children cou’d not be a duty; and ‘twere impossible we cou’d have the duty in our eye in the attention we give to our offspring.[7]

				So a positivizing understanding of what moral law would involve can, as with Hume, lead to a rejection of the very idea of moral obligation or duty as action-directive law. Or else, as with Anscombe and Williams, who, despite his admiration for Hume, reasoned here as one of Hume’s ‘divines’ in philosophical disguise, that positivizing understanding can still leave moral obligation as something action-directive. But then, since it is taken to resemble positive law in its directive function, the morality of obligation is viewed as detached from and importantly different from the morality of virtue and vice.

				But this view of how moral obligation might take the form of action-directive law is very debatable, and alien to an important part of the Catholic intellectual tradition. In late medieval and early modern Catholicism, moral obligation was certainly conceived as action-directive law. But it was not conceived as different in its basis from the morality of virtue and vice. Rather the morality of obligation was part of the morality of virtue and vice. Moral law was, in effect, the morality of virtue and vice as concerned not with morally admirable or disadmirable characteristics in general, but those parts of the morally admirable and disadmirable that fell within our control. Moral obligation was the morality of virtue and vice as it applied to our exercise of freedom  - a power to determine what we do that applies in particular to how we exercise the will itself as well as to what is subject to the will and voluntary.

				This very different view of moral obligation as a form of law should not be a surprise. For besides positivizing theories of moral obligation, there is also the natural law tradition. And the natural law tradition takes a very different view of moral law. Far from moral law being understood on the model of positive law, for the natural law tradition moral law is a form of law that is importantly prior to law in positive form. Moral law is a demanding form of moral direction that comes with our human nature. Whereas positive law is a secondary form of law that when it does its proper job, serves to extend the force of moral law, and to render its requirements more specific, in ways that serve ends of personal and communal happiness and justice that the moral law requires us to pursue.

				Because positive law is a secondary and special form of law, many features of it may go beyond what is required for the legal direction of action in itself, and may not apply to moral law. So legislative origin, the involvement of sanctions, a special concern with direction of the specifically voluntary - these features of positive law may not apply to the moral law at all; and yet moral obligation may still be demandingly directive of a distinctive responsibility for action, just as any genuine law must be.

				In the moral theory of late scholasticism, we find a systematic defence of moral obligation as embodying natural law that radically distances moral obligation from positive legal obligation, and that does so by assimilating moral obligation to a special case of a wider morality of virtue and vice. Central to this approach is a distinctive approach to a fundamental problem within the theory of normativity - the problem of the relation of normative direction to normative appraisal.

				2. Normativity - direction and appraisal

				We can distinguish two aspects to normativity. First, there is a directive function, a function that, unless taking the form of a specifically legal direction, is not restricted to action and omission, but which can apply to attitudes generally. Normative standards may not only direct us to do things or refrain from them, but may also direct us to want or to believe things. So standards that are normative for us may possess a directive role. They may point us in a given direction or support us taking it; and are strongly directive when they point us in that direction and away from any other - when they not only support A, but oppose any contrary B. And as directive, normative standards address a capacity to respond to that direction - to register or cognize the direction being given, and to respond to and follow that direction.

				But secondly there is an appraisive aspect to normativity. People who meet or exceed standards that are normative may be praised or judged favourably for having done so; while those who breach or fail to meet the standards may be criticized or judged unfavourably for this failure. So besides any capacity we might have to register direction and respond to it, there are the capacities and activities that normative standards serve to appraise. Besides providing various kinds of direction, normative standards support various forms of appraisal; and there may be a variety in the kinds of normativity corresponding to the different sorts of capacity and activity appraised.

				These two aspects to normativity, the directive and the appraisive, are importantly distinct. Obviously, there can be standards of appraisal that apply to objects that cannot be directed. A vase’s goodness has to do with its form and utility, not with its responsiveness to any form of direction. And even as humans the capacities for which we are appraised need not have much to with our responsiveness to direction either. People are praised for being amusing or for being inventive. But neither talent need be easily subject to direction or much dependent on receptiveness to direction. At the same time standards may serve to give direction without supporting much by way of appraisal of those being directed: consider an instruction manual. Obviously one could use the manual as a basis for appraising people in terms of whether they followed it correctly or not. But this would be vastly peripheral to the main point of the manual - which is simply to provide a set of directions.

				Ethical standards give direction. They guide us to do what is right and good, and to avoid what is wrong and bad. But they also serve as a very important basis of appraisal both of actions and of the agents who perform them, and in a way that seems profoundly connected to direction. The term ‘a good thing to do’ may communicate a directive in support of performing the action in question. But the term ‘good’ also serves favourably to appraise the action, as well as to appraise the agent who performs it. If the action is a good thing to do, it may have been good of the agent to perform it. The combination of the directive and the appraisive is central to ethical standards as we ordinarily understand them. But how to relate the appraisive and directive in morality?

				Is direction primary? In which case understanding ethical standards begins with the basic notion of a directive, say to want or to do something; and appraisal is then explained in terms of the theory of direction: the capacity addressed by ethical standards is simply the capacity to receive and respond to ethical direction, and ethical appraisal of agents is then for whether they follow ethical directives or not. Or perhaps direction is not primary. Perhaps the appraisive side of ethical standards should be viewed as in certain respects importantly independent of and even explanatory of the directive. It may be that ethical appraisal is of capacities that go significantly beyond the capacity to respond to ethical direction. And these further capacities and their ethical significance may then inform and shape not only ethical appraisal but even the use of ethical terms to give direction.

				In recent philosophy the prevalent assumption has been that quite generally, or at least in the moral sphere, normativity is identical with reason. Standards that are normative for us, it is assumed, are just standards that it is reasonable for us to meet. Indeed, the identity of normativity with reason is typically presented as if it were trivial or obvious. Thus Joseph Raz:

				Aspects of the world are normative in as much as they or their existence constitute reasons for persons, that is, grounds which make certain beliefs, moods, emotions, intentions, or actions appropriate or inappropriate.[8]

				If as philosophers we identify normativity with reason, then we will tend to concentrate our attention on the directive side of normative standards, as opposed to their agent-appraisive function. And indeed, it is direction and our capacity to respond to it that has dominated much recent philosophical discussion of normativity. This is because in relation to reason it seems to be agent-direction rather than agent-appraisal that takes centre stage. Standards of reason are indeed used to appraise agents; but they are used to appraise agents just in terms of their responsiveness to rational direction. So in relation to reason, it seems to be the directive side of normativity that is primary, the appraisive side to be explained in terms of the directive.

				Reason provides directions in the form of justifications. And rational justifications, it seems, are immediately justifications for or against forming and holding psychological attitudes, whether beliefs, or emotions, desires, intentions and various kinds of content-bearing motivations for action generally.[9] The justifications derive from possible objects of thought at which content-bearing attitudes might be directed, and from the various justification-providing properties those objects of thought might have - such as likelihood of truth in the case of belief, of goodness or desirability in the case of desires and other motivations. These justifications direct us towards the attitudes that they support, and away from the attitudes they oppose.

				Favourable rational appraisal makes use of terms such as ‘reasonable’, ‘sensible’, ‘rational’ and so forth; and unfavourable rational appraisal correspondingly uses terms such as ‘foolish’, ‘less than sensible’, ‘unreasonable’, ‘irrational’ and the like. It is very plausible that to be subject to appraisal in such terms at all - to count at all either as reasonable or as unreasonable - is always to have some capacity to cognize and respond to justifications and the direction that they provide, whether that capacity be exercised competently or incompetently. Lower animals, such as sharks and mice, which are clearly quite incapable of recognizing or responding to justifications, equally clearly fall outside the sphere of reason. In other words, they are a-rational, and no more capable of being genuinely foolish or unreasonable than they are capable of being sensible or reasonable. Lacking any capacity to respond to rational direction, such lower animals are beyond rational criticism or appraisal.

				Not only does rational appraisal presuppose some capacity in the agent appraised to respond to rational direction. Rational appraisal is also precisely for our responsiveness to such direction. The sensible or reasonable agent is just one who is responsive to rational direction - who is moved by justifications to form the attitudes justified; and an unreasonable agent is one who fails to respond properly to justifications - who, despite having the general capacity to respond to reason, is unmoved by justifications, and who is moved to form those attitudes that the justifications oppose. The capacity addressed by standards of rational appraisal - the capacity for rationality or reasonableness - just is the capacity to respond to rational direction.

				If we identify all normativity purely and simply with reason, then we may be tempted to adopt the position that I shall call ‘ethical rationalism’. This view does not simply regard ethical standards as reasons - a claim I should myself wish to support - but claims that the capacity addressed and governed by ethical standards is simply the general capacity to respond to rational direction.[10] According to the ethical rationalist, there is nothing more to ethical direction than general rational direction as applied to moral questions; and ethical appraisal is entirely of our responsiveness to such rational direction. Hence for the ethical rationalist it is the directive aspect of normativity that is fundamental to ethical theory.

				But the identity of ethical normativity with reason is hardly trivial, for otherwise the ethical project of David Hume would be unintelligible - which it seems not to be. Hume certainly allows that ethical standards are normative for us; he supposes that ethical standards make a call on us to meet them, and support appraisal of us in terms of whether or not we meet the standards. But he denies that the call is that of reason, and that ethical appraisal is of us as reasonable or unreasonable.

				Actions may be laudable or blameable; but they cannot be reasonable or unreasonable: Laudable or blameable, therefore, are not the same with reasonable or unreasonable.[11]

				Hume replaces the notion of reason in the theory of ethical normativity with that of merit. Merit is a particular form of personal goodness or admirability. It is admirability that takes the form of talent. In other words merit is admirability or excellence in relation to arts or skills. And for Hume moral admirability or virtue is just another form of talent. The supposed distinction between moral virtue and talent is, in Hume’s view, wholly verbal.[12] The moral person is good at morals and as admirable or estimable in moral terms as, say, the able singer is good at singing and so estimable in terms of standards supplied by the art of singing.

				The assimilation of virtue to talent, of moral admirability to a form of merit, tends to broaden the focus of a theory of ethical normativity from being narrowly on reason - which is what Hume intended. It also prevents the theory of ethical normativity from assuming a primacy of the directive over the appraisive. For to possess talent is obviously not in general a mode of being reasonable, just as to lack talent is not in general to be unreasonable. There are plenty of arts and skills that are not greatly dependent on, still less a function of our reason; consider, for example, a talent for song or ballet. And to be appraisable as good or bad in terms of an art or skill may or may not be to possess a capacity to respond to any particular form of direction, let alone to that provided by reason. Some talents may consist in a largely undirectable knack; and their exercise be largely an expression of that knack. Consider again wit, or the talent to amuse.

				How far merit appraisal is of our capacity to respond to any form of direction depends on the nature of the art or skill in question, and of the kinds of capacity which practice of the art or skill involves. The immediate question raised by the appeal to merit is the question that ethical rationalism assumes from the very start to have been answered - what kinds of capacity are involved in morality, and what kind of practice is it that involves their exercise? Is more involved than just some general capacity to respond to rational direction? What is it that we are appraising when we appraise people ethically?

				Hume needed the appeal to merit because he had already denied himself any recourse to reason. And that is because Hume’s psychological theory committed him to a complete denial of the very possibility of any form of practical reason - of reason, that is, in a form governing what ethical standards centrally apply to, namely motivations and the actions which those motivations guide and explain. According to Hume, motivations are contentless feelings, akin to sensations of pain and pleasure.

				When I am angry, I am actually possest with the passion, and in that emotion have no more a reference to any other object, than when I am thirsty, or sick, or more than five foot high.[13]

				Motivations, as contentless feelings, are not attitudes towards some object of thought in terms of which they might be justified. So motivations and the actions they explain are, in Hume’s view, subject neither to rational direction nor to rational appraisal. Reason, to the extent that Hume admits the notion, is simply directive of belief.

				Even if we do not find this wholesale denial of practical reason credible, there is still a question how far ethical normativity in particular is a normativity of reason. For the view that laudable and blameable are not the same as reasonable or unreasonable is clearly right in the general case. As we have noted there can be merit and demerit in relation to arts and skills that does not consist in reason or unreason. We certainly can praise and criticize people other than as reasonable or unreasonable - for forms of excellence or its lack that are not a matter of rationality or reasonableness or its lack. And even in the ethical case it is not obvious that praise and criticism are as reasonable or unreasonable. For the most immediate terms of ethical appraisal are surely not ‘reasonable’ and ‘unreasonable’, still less ‘sensible’ and ‘foolish’, but, exactly as Hume supposed, ‘good’ and ‘bad’. Immoral people are bad people - that seems obvious. It is not quite so obvious that they are unreasonable, still less that they are foolish; which is why establishing that immorality is contrary to reason has in the past seemed to many a substantial philosophical problem.

				At the same time, Hume’s scepticism about practical reason is based on a psychology that renders very problematic any satisfactory theory of ethical direction. Hume certainly did not deny that ethical standards serve to direct us. Such a denial would have been quite incredible. But the form this direction took is left rather mysterious. For Hume, as we have noted, motivations are not content-bearing attitudes formed in response to some object of thought - an object that might serve as justification for the attitudes. Motivations, for Hume, are just contentless feelings, that are no more attitudes towards an object than is (say) a stab of pain; and, as we have seen, that is fundamental to his general scepticism about practical reason. But how is someone to be directed into or out of feeling a contentless sensation, such as a pain or pleasure? There is no satisfactory account of how mere feelings might be sensitive to normative direction.

				But it is very important to our conception of ethical appraisal, whether as good or as bad, that it really is of agents who are capable of ethical direction. Just as to be unreasonable, as opposed to falling a-rationally outside the sphere of reason as might a shark or a mouse, an agent must have at least some capacity to respond to rational direction; so, too, to be genuinely immoral, it might be thought, an agent must have at least some capacity to understand and respond to ethical direction.

				Badness in terms of many arts or skills - being bad at them - may, when sufficiently pronounced, detach the talentless from any capacity even to be directed towards excellence. But immorality seems different. To be morally very bad arguably always presupposes some capacity for being directed ethically - and at the very least therefore some cognitive grasp at least of the kinds of ethical standard being disregarded. If that capacity is absent then one is not immoral or bad in moral terms. One falls outside the class of those who are morally appraisable. A shark is not morally bad any more than a shark is foolish. Quite incapable of being directed ethically, sharks fall outside morality just as they fall outside reason.

				We now have the basis of two contrary positions, occupying opposing extremes. The first is what I have called ‘ethical rationalism’. This certainly provides a theory of ethical direction - one taken from a general theory of rational direction. Yet nothing more is said about moral practice and about moral appraisal in relation to that practice than that the capacity involved and appraised is the capacity to receive and respond to rational direction. But if nothing more than that were involved, why would ethical appraisal be immediately intelligible in terms that are not obviously and immediately those of rational appraisal? Why does ethical appraisal immediately involve terms familiar from general merit appraisal, which takes the form of appraisal of agents as good or bad - terms which leave it to some degree a question whether immorality is ipso facto a form of folly or unreason? For Hume was perfectly right to note that where a person or action is concerned, being laudable or good is not the same as being reasonable.

				On the other extreme we have the reason-scepticism of Hume, which treats the appraisive function of ethical standards as primary. Ethical standards are introduced just as standards of merit or personal admirability. But the disavowal of any appeal to reason leaves a void as far as explaining ethical direction is concerned. Hume thought that he could accommodate the directiveness of ethical standards; and, in particular, that he could accommodate even the directiveness of obligation. But it is not clear that his appraisive model supplies, on its own, the required basis for explaining ethical direction.

				3. Obligation and appraisal

				Positivizing theories of moral obligation as directive law appeal to some distinctive form of direction associated with positive law - such as direction through legislative decree, or direction backed by threat of sanction. But it may be that to understand moral obligation as action-directive law we should appeal instead to a distinctive form of appraisal - and characterize the distinctively demanding direction provided by moral obligation in terms of that.

				Late scholasticism provides a theory of moral law as a wholly natural form of action-directive law - a theory that is not positivizing. The theory constitutes a via media between ethical rationalism with its prioritization of normative direction, and reason-scepticism with its exclusive attention to normative appraisal. As natural law, moral obligation provides a form of rational direction, and so addresses motivation as a capacity to respond to that direction. But the peculiarly demanding and action-specific direction that comes with obligation is explained in terms of a theory of ethical appraisal, and by reference to capacities subject to that appraisal that go beyond a simple capacity to respond to rational direction. The theory of normative direction is a theory of practical reason. But this theory is informed by a theory of normative appraisal that goes beyond a simple theory of rationality and reason - a theory of appraisal elements of which survived, detached from the general theory of rational direction, to form Hume’s theory of merit.

				Aquinas thought, just as did Hume, that moral obligation is linked to a negative form of moral appraisal. As for Hume, moral obligation is a standard to breach which is to be disadmirable or bad. Wrongdoing involves demerit. But, by contrast to Hume, the negative appraisal that relates to breach of moral obligation is not just ordinary negative evaluation, but takes a distinctive form - as moral blame.

				Blame for doing wrong is distinctively condemnatory as a criticism because it does not just detect a fault in the agent’s action, but condemns that fault as bad, and then attributes that fault so understood to the agent as their fault, condemning the agent himself. Not only was what they did bad, but it was bad of them to do it. And as Aquinas argued, this condemnation of the agent as bad to have done what he did involves a central and distinguishing human capacity - the capacity for freedom:

				Hence a human action is worthy of praise or blame in so far as it is good or bad. For praise and blame is nothing other than for the goodness or badness of his action to be imputed to someone. Now an action is imputed to an agent when it is within his power, so that he has dominion over the act. But this is the case with all actions involving the will: for it is through the will that man has dominion over his action [...] Hence it follows that good or bad in actions of the will alone justifies praise and blame; for in such actions badness, fault and blame come to one and the same.[14]

				Hume did not recognize this capacity for freedom as of moral significance - which is why he reduced moral blame to nothing more than a mere negative evaluation. But there is another difference between Aquinas and Hume. For Aquinas, moral blame is a form of rational criticism, and addresses a failure to follow a form of rational direction. This direction comes not as rational advice, but as rational demand. This is a distinctive form of direction that is identified by the special form of negative appraisal, moral blame, that is made of those who disregard the direction - who breach moral obligation.

				The directive aspect of normativity, just considered in itself, does not easily distinguish between obligation and advice. We can be strongly directed to do what is advisable just as we can be directed to do what is obligatory. In each case, direction can be conveyed in terms that imply marked criticism of those that disregard it. ‘It would be foolish or deeply inadvisable not to do that’, and ‘Not to do that would be very bad and quite wrong’. What distinguishes obligation and advice lies at the level of appraisal - the way in which failure to follow the rational direction is negatively appraised. In the case of duty or obligation, the negative appraisal does not allege folly or lack of sense. That is the criticism that meets disregard of advice. Rather the criticism takes the form of moral blame. And the message of moral blame is that the agent is a wrongdoer, and that in the absence of excuse the agent was therefore bad to have done what they did.

				So the direction given by moral obligation is located by the scholastic tradition within a general framework of rational direction. But the peculiar kind of rational direction involved is then explained in terms of a theory of appraisal - appraisal that is not simply of the agent’s capacity to respond to reason, but of how the agent exercises freedom.

				The general theory of rational direction takes motivations, the agent’s decisions and intentions, to be directed at objects of thought - objects that specify various voluntary actions between which the agent must decide, and which he will perform on the basis of deciding to perform them. Thus I might have to decide between keeping a sum of money and giving it to someone else. Each voluntary action may have various reason-giving features that rationally support its performance. Thus keeping the money allows me to spend it on myself. Giving it to another might repay a debt.
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				Besides these reason-giving features and the justification they provide, we need the idea of various kinds of directive force with which these features might support or justify both the voluntary actions that possess them and the motivations for performing these voluntary actions. The difference between advisability and obligatoriness is then explained as a difference in respect of justificatory force - a difference between recommendation and demand - that is unpacked, in turn, in terms of a theory of appraisal. To disregard the force of advice is to be criticized as foolish or less than sensible. To disregard the force of obligation is to act badly so that, where there is no excuse such as from ignorance or lack of control, it was bad of one so to act.

				In the practical sphere the pair ‘sensible’ and ‘foolish’ shares with ‘good’ and ‘bad’ a set of common properties. Each pair similarly applies both to voluntary actions and to prior motivations to act, and in a way that both conveys direction, and that serves to appraise people for their response to such direction.

				The terms ‘sensible’ or ‘foolish’ can be used of voluntary actions to pick them out as possessing features that support or oppose their performance and leave that performance advisable or inadvisable. But they also apply to the motivations to perform those voluntary actions; and then they track the application to those motivations of the justificatory force generated by their voluntary objects. If it is sensible to give the money, then to intend or to be motivated to give the money is sensible too. And correspondingly if it is foolish to hand the money over, then it is foolish to be motivated to hand over the money. Finally those terms ‘sensible’ and ‘foolish’ serve to appraise agents for their responsiveness to the force of the justification provided, both for voluntary actions and the prior motivations to perform them. Agents who are sensible act and are motivated to act in ways that are sensible.

				But the same pattern applies to ‘morally good’ and ‘morally bad’. The terms can similarly be used to pick out voluntary actions as possessing features that support or oppose their performance. And just as with ‘sensible’ and ‘foolish’ this support applies also to the motivations to perform those actions. Giving the money might be morally good because it helps another or fulfils a promise. And if it is good to give the money, it is correspondingly good to intend or be motivated to give the money; if morally bad or wrong to give the money, then it is equally bad or wrong to intend to give the money. And finally ‘good’ and ‘bad’ similarly serve to appraise agents for their responsiveness to the normative support or lack of it for various voluntary actions and the motivations to perform them.

				So ‘morally good’ and ‘morally bad’ are used in the same way as ‘sensible’ and ‘foolish’ in relation to objects of thought, to communicate the support given by them to psychological attitudes. And they are used in the same way in arguments to support the formation of motivations directed at those objects of thought. Both ‘bad/wrong’ and ‘foolish’ are used to convey strong direction in a way that we immediately treat and understand as equally argumentatively conclusive in each case. To point out that doing A would be foolish is plainly not a merely preliminary step in a rational argument against doing A that would need to be completed by somehow showing that (therefore) it would be wrong or bad of one to do A. But nor is pointing out that it would be bad or wrong of one to do A merely the first step in a rational argument against doing A that would need to be completed by somehow showing that (therefore) it would be foolish of one to do A. Once either the folly or the wrongness and badness of an action has been established, each is on its own enough to convey an argumentative and rational rejection of the action as an option. Advisability and obligatoriness is each a genuine force of reason, and neither needs to be buttressed by the other.

				There is in late scholasticism a systematic project of using this appraisal-based account of moral obligation and the rational direction it provides to detach moral obligation from divine commands, and so from the tie to legislation and sanction so characteristic of positive law:

				Since even if God never gave any command about the matter, it would still be bad to kill a human being without reason, to show contempt for one’s superiors, or to expose oneself to clear danger of death, therefore even if natural law did not do so by way of any particular commandment given by God, natural law would still forbid such actions. [...] [F]or by the natural law we understand that on account of which some action is good or bad independently of any positive law, and so insofar as there would still be very many good and bad actions even if there were no divine commands, there would still be a natural law even in the absence of such commands.[15]

				Even Suarez, trying to defend a dependence of moral obligation on divine legislation, remains within the same framework of appraisal-centred natural law - a framework he shares with the many early modern Catholic disbelievers in such dependence. Unlike Anscombe, Suarez does not appeal to divine commands to explain what moral obligations are. He and his opponents already share the same conception of what moral obligations are. They involve a justificatory force identified by a distinctive kind of negative appraisal. So Suarez is quite happy to assume the very notion of obligation to characterize the content of the decree of the divine will necessary, in his view, to the generation of moral obligations. The content of the divine decision that generates moral obligation, and that in Suarez’s view is necessary to its very existence, is that a given action be morally obligatory. And, again, when Suarez attempts to argue for the dependence of moral obligation on divine legislation, he does so within the terms of an appraisal-centred theory, by alleging that without that legislation there would not exist a peculiar form of badness - that which he terms praevaricatio or transgression, and which in his view is necessary to genuine wrong-doing.

				I therefore reply that in a human action there is indeed some goodness or badness by virtue of the object positively aimed at, in as much as that object is compatible or incompatible with right reason, so that by right reason the action can be counted as bad, and a fault and blameworthy in that regard, apart from any relation to law proper. But beyond this a human action has a particular character of being good or bad in relation to God, when we add divine law forbidding or decreeing, and in respect of that the human action counts in a particular way as a fault or blameworthy in relation to God by virtue of its breaching of the genuine law of God himself, which particular badness Paul seems to have referred to by the name of transgression when he said, ‘Where there is not law, neither is there any transgression’.[16]

				Whether or not Suarez’s position is convincing, it is clear that moral obligation and its directiveness is still being characterized, even by him, in terms of a ‘particular badness’. The peculiarly demanding direction that constitutes moral obligation is being characterized in terms of a distinctive form of moral appraisal.

				The natural law tradition views moral law as prior to positive law, and moral obligation or duty as prior to positive legal obligation or duty. But there is more to the tradition than just that priority. In characterizing moral obligation, rather than appeal immediately to some distinctively legal form of direction, such as might be involved in positive law, the Catholic natural law tradition came to view legal direction as indeed distinctive - but in ways that had to be understood in terms of a theory of ethical appraisal, and as involving a special form of the general morality of virtue and vice. Anscombe and Williams, by contrast, agree on a very different and positivizing view of moral obligation. Despite the many other differences between them, together these two philosophers exemplify, in a strikingly similar manner, the great distance between modern ethical theory and that earlier natural law tradition.
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				Candace Vogler

				Anscombe on Promising

				Elizabeth Anscombe thought that David Hume correctly identified two problems about understanding promises: first the problem of understanding what a promise is, and second the problem of understanding how, given that there are promises, these can generate obligations. She takes up both explicitly in two essays-’On Promising and its Justice, and Whether it Need be Respected in Foro Interno’ (1969) and ‘Rules, Rights and Promises’ (1978).[1] As is often the case in reading Anscombe, lining up her work on promises with recent Anglophone philosophical forays into the topic is not perfectly straightforward. The problems that capture her interest are more basic than those that haunt the pages of recent books and journal articles, and surface similarities can be misleading.

				For example, philosophers have recently devoted significant attention to the centrality of practices or institutions to promises - a topic crucial to Anscombe. But Anscombe approaches this question in a way that has become unusual. Given that no one can make a promise inadvertently - in order to make a promise, I have to think that I am doing so - she asks after the content of this thought. The thought is only possible, she argues, if both the person making the promise and the person receiving the promise are operating from a single convention - for Anscombe, following Wittgenstein, a language game, a common source that allows both parties to be of one mind with respect to what’s happening when a promise is made. More often drawing from John Rawls’ work than Anscombe’s, recent work uses the idiom of practices or institutions to point to this feature of promising.[2]

				A large literature concerned with the philosophical psychology of assurance and trust (as supported by the institution) attends much contemporary philosophical work on promises. Concern with interlocking beliefs and expectations, and how these might be brought to bear on questions about the character of the obligation to do one’s word, is at the centre of much recent work on promising, often eclipsing interest in newer versions of the problems that attracted Anscombe’s attention. For example, in his highly influential treatment of the topic, Tim Scanlon urges that, although promising as we know it involves convention, the practice-involving or institutional character of promising is irrelevant to understanding the kind of obligation generated by promises. He reaches this conclusion in part because of an intuition:

				Suppose I am stranded in a strange land. In an attempt to get myself something to eat, I make a spear. I am not very good at using it, however, and when I hurl it at a deer it goes wide of the mark and sails across a [...] river. As I stand there gazing forlornly at my spear [...] a boomerang comes sailing across and lands near me. Soon a strange person appears on the opposite bank, picks up my spear, and looks around in a puzzled way, evidently searching for the boomerang. It now occurs to me that I might regain my spear without getting wet by getting this person to believe that if he throws my spear across the river I will return his boomerang. Suppose that I am successful in this: I get him to form this belief; he returns my spear; and I walk off into the woods with it, leaving the boomerang where it fell.

				Now it seems to me that, intuitively, what I have done in this example is no less wrong than it would have been if I had promised the stranger that I would return his boomerang if he threw back my spear. Yet nothing like a social practice of agreement-making is presupposed in the example.[3]

				Scanlon thinks that the obligation to do one’s word is a special case of a more general obligation not to foster false expectations on the part of our fellows. He takes it that this is a crucial aspect of promising because, he thinks, the view that sees fidelity as grounded in a beneficial practice cannot, all by itself, account for the sense in which breaking my promise to you wrongs, specifically, you, and not the practice or our fellow practitioners. In an effort to capture the sense in which the wrong I do in breaking a promise is personal, he focuses instead on the many ways in which we lead others to expect that we will do one thing rather than another. Scanlon’s view has been the focus of a lot of recent work, and I will put Scanlon into conversation with Anscombe as a way into her view.

				1. Scanlon’s concern

				Scanlon takes, as his starting point, John Rawls’ account of promising as a mutually beneficial social practice, and of the obligation to do one’s word as an obligation to do one’s part if one enjoys the benefits of the practice. Now, it is very hard to come up with examples of people who do not enjoy any of the benefits of cooperation made possible by the institutions that rest on our capacity to give and do our word - people who use none of the goods made possible by a structured economy, for instance, and whose material lives are in no way dependent upon those of us who are participants in a structured economy. For this reason, Rawls’ account has the kind of majestic sweep one nowadays seeks in work on considerations of morality. But the very breadth of the kinds of things that might be brought forward as instances of enjoying the benefits of those institutions that rely upon promising, contract and the like is related to the structural point that leads Scanlon to reject Rawls’ account of fidelity. In effect, if I break a Rawlsian promise to you, then I am a free rider. You primarily are an occasion for my bad behaviour rather than, primarily, my victim. Scanlon points out that this can’t be right. When I fail to keep my side of our bargain I wrong you.

				He sets out to capture the nature of the personal wrong at issue by means of a series of increasingly demanding principles governing our interactions. Unless I am playing poker with you or engaged in espionage activities, or some such, I must not manipulate you into having a false expectation about my own future actions; and next, more than this, I must exercise due care not to lead you to form reasonable, but false, expectations about what I will do, when you stand to lose a lot by relying on such expectations; next, I must take reasonable steps to prevent you from suffering this loss (ordinarily, by warning you). But even the combination of avoiding intentional manipulation, exercising due care and giving you fair warning if I no longer intend to do what you expect of me does not, Scanlon argues, take us all the way to fidelity. Each offers some sort of assurance about my future conduct, but not enough of the right sort of assurance. To give you the right sort of assurance, we need a proper principle of fidelity. Here is Scanlon’s formulation of the principle:

				Principle F: If (1) A voluntarily and intentionally leads B to expect that A will do X (unless B consents to A’s not doing so); (2) A knows that B wants to be assured of this; (3) A acts with the aim of providing this assurance, and has good reason to believe that he or she has done so; (4) B knows that A has the beliefs and intentions just described; (5) A intends for B to know this, and knows that B does know it; and (6) B knows that A has just this knowledge and intent; then, in the absence of some special justification, A must do X unless B consents to X’s not being done.[4]

				From Scanlon’s perspective, it is a great strength of the account that, although applicable to promising, the fidelity principle does not require that A and B be participants in a shared social practice or institution. A and B can be strangers on the road who have nothing much in common beyond some interest in cooperation. It matters, Scanlon thinks, that A indicates to B that A abides by this principle because failing to do so will wrong B: ‘I indicate to you that I believe and take seriously the fact that, once I have declared this intention under the circumstances, and have reason to believe that you are convinced by it, it would be wrong of me not to [do what I have indicated I will do] (in the absence of some good justification [...]).’[5]

				He takes it that such a thing could be possible in the boomerang and spear case - and he has to think so, as near as I can tell. In Scanlon’s state of nature, the two strangers have no common language, have no common culture, are not bound by the same legal institutions and so on. Scanlon uses the slightly slippery formulation ‘no less wrong’ to describe how he thinks about the failure to throw the boomerang across the stream - it is no less wrong than breaking a promise. He seems to want something stronger - not merely no less wrong, but in no way differently wrong - because he thinks that the obligation to keep promises is of a piece with the sense that he ought not to have wandered off with the spear without throwing the boomerang across the river.

				Notice, for a moment, that Scanlon’s account could be made to fit situations in which I seek sustained interaction with a feral cat (if you like, the stranger across the river might be a non-human primate that wants my banana, while I want its coconut - but I’ll stick with cats, because I know more about them). I want the cat to let down its guard because I love cats and want this one to trust me. The cat is cautiously willing to let down its guard, bit-by-bit, for whatever reason feral cats occasionally are willing to do such a thing. Each of us has begun moving toward some sort of rapprochement with the other. The kind of communication involved is complex, and declarations and assurances take complicated behavioural forms, but Scanlon’s picture may be broad enough to cover many, many kinds of situations involving cultivation of trust between sentient creatures of different species. Here is how I build trust with an alley cat:

				I voluntarily and deliberately place a small bowl on my porch while the cat watches from the alley, and, looking the cat in the eye, fill the dish with cat food (if the cat flees, I remove the bowl and go back inside).

				I step back from the bowl of food, still looking the cat in the eye, then lower my gaze and stand still.

				I lower my gaze, step back, and stand still in order to assure the cat that I mean it no harm and mean for it to have the food.

				Breaking off eye contact by lowering one’s gaze and ceding territory by stepping back are feline behavioural techniques indicating that one will not challenge a cat’s access to some important resource.

				The cat is equipped to recognize such signals as such and my behaviour is meant to communicate my interest in giving the cat food.

				The cat comes onto the porch and eats the food; I repeat the actions, supplementing them with soothing vocalizations, until the cat becomes accustomed to routine, scent-marks the porch, and will signal its hunger to me when it wants more food, at which point the cat will complain if I stop feeding it.

				Scanlon could object to the suggestion that non-human animals can know and intend, declare things behaviourally or be the addressees of behavioural declarations and the like from humans, but it is hard to see how to make sense of the complexity of human interaction with dogs, cats, horses and the like if something like this isn’t possible. Of course none of the non-humans that live and work with people seems equipped to attribute moral seriousness to any of us (Scanlon wants faithful people to exhibit moral seriousness). But it is equally hard to write an attribution of specifically moral seriousness into a one-off encounter with a creature at the far side of a river that has somehow got the impression that one of us is trustworthy. Plain trust normally requires repeated encounters.

				What is lacking in the case of interspecies communication that may be driving Scanlon’s intuition is the hidden force of a thought about property. David Jones suggested that part of what makes Scanlon’s intuition plausible is the idea that the boomerang belongs to the stranger, and the spear belongs to Scanlon.[6] Scanlon has worked up a spear out of whatever was on hand. The stranger has worked up a boomerang out of whatever was on hand. If we thought that manipulating materials produced not merely boomerangs and spears but also property rights in manufactured objects, then we might think that Scanlon owns the spear and the stranger owns the boomerang. But thought about property normally brings with it precisely the sort of institutional framework that Scanlon means to exclude. Recall this crucial moment in Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s state of nature thought experiment:

				The first person who, having fenced off a plot of ground, took it into his head to say this is mine and found people simple enough to believe him, was the true founder of civil society. What crimes, wars, murders, what miseries and horrors would the human race have been spared by someone who, uprooting the stakes or filling in the ditch, had shouted to his fellow-men: Beware of listening to this imposter; you are lost if you forget that the fruits belong to all and the earth to no one![7]

				Rousseau goes on to give a complex just-so story about the development of social relations adequate to supporting institutions of property. Scanlon’s state of nature has more in common with Hobbes’ household than Rousseau’s vanishing wilderness. Hobbes invites the reader inclined to doubt that the state of nature is a state of violent conflict to reflect on this point:

				Let him therefore consider with him-selfe [...] what opinion he has of his [...] fellow Citizens, when he locks his dores; and of his children, and servants, when he locks his chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions, as I do by my words?[8]

				In the Hobbesean household, concern over property is the air one breathes. But the Hobbesean householder lives in a world shaped by promise-involving institutions of property and a judiciary prepared to defend property rights: ‘he knows there bee Lawes, and publike Officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall bee done to him.’[9] Scanlon’s account depends upon excluding such a context from the banks of the river.

				2. Scanlon’s encounter with Anscombe

				Whatever we make of my spear and his boomerang, Scanlon puts himself in conversation with Anscombe almost immediately after attaching his motivational caveat to the principle of fidelity. His concern is with her circularity objection to attempts to account for promising in terms of interlocking intentions, utterances and expectations outside the context provided by a social practice or other institution. In short, Anscombe anticipates precisely the sort of account that Scanlon gives. Here is Scanlon’s reading of Anscombe’s objection:

				According to accounts [like Scanlon’s] saying “I promise to...” creates an obligation only if it convinces the recipient of the speaker’s intention to do the thing in question. But it can do this only insofar as it gives the recipient reason to believe that the speaker has reason to do that thing. What is this reason? On the analysis proposed, it is the speaker’s awareness of the fact that it would be wrong, having said “I promise,” to fail to follow through. But it would be wrong to do this only if saying “I promise” created an obligation, and creates an obligation only if it gives the recipient reason to believe that the speaker has a reason to do the thing promised. So there appears to be a circle here.[10]

				Anscombe’s objection is not exactly this, if I understand her, although it is close. She notices, for example, that there are special content restrictions on promising that are no part of Scanlon’s story - for example if the thing that you want me to do, and that I say that I mean to do, is wicked, fidelity drops out of the picture - assurances that I will assist you in your foul scheme, in exchange for your assurances that you will help me with mine, do not generate moral obligations, even though they might trigger the kinds of interlocking intentions and well-grounded expectations that are the stuff of Scanlon’s account.[11] Anscombe recognizes that the temptation will be to treat this as a strange point, or to chalk it up to some sort of defeasibility. So she goes at the matter more directly.

				The way in which she goes at it is through a discussion of language, rules and pairs of modals - the ‘must’ in Scanlon’s fidelity principle falls within the range of the things that Anscombe discusses. If I must do what I have said that I will do (in the sense at issue in promising rather than through coercion, compulsion, physical necessity, etc.), then the recipient of my word has a right against me that I perform, and I will have wronged precisely that person if, barring misfortune, I fail to perform. Such a linguistic instrument is thoroughly conventional and, Anscombe thinks, captures the personal dimension at issue in noticing that breaking my promise to you wrongs you.

				Now, Scanlon is not much concerned with thinking how natural language users busily using declarations and the like to strike the bargains might manage to do such a thing at all, or even to take it into their heads that such a thing might be done. Part of the reason that I mentioned the feral cat was because Scanlon’s account presupposes a great deal of what Anscombe thinks needs to be discussed in order to understand promises, and the best way I could see to strip away that presupposition was by imagining interspecies interaction, where there really isn’t human convention. Anscombe argues that having the linguistic apparatus in the context of its conventional use is required in order to make sense of promising. This is why she offers funny examples of idiosyncratic procedures to bind my own future conduct - I have to do it because I green-inked it! I must do it because I blipped it! But virtually everyone working in the way that Scanlon is working presupposes that the conventions required if promising is to be so much as possible already are in place. There is, as Anscombe put it, a language game.

				In assuming the existence of the language game which already must be in place in order to explain how I could so much as imagine getting others to do my will by getting them to say that they will, Scanlon already is riding piggyback on a social practice that he wants to treat as optional. What sort of beast is a promise? A conventional linguistic instrument deployed in an established institution or social practice in order to bind others’ future conduct in circumstances where others have no independent reason to do our will. It is the institution or practice - not the word promise-that is at issue in Anscombe’s account. She writes:

				‘I’ll help you today; will you help me tomorrow?’ - ‘Yes!’ Here are promises given and received. The question is what it is for them to be promises. They are or contain descriptions of possible future states of affairs. They are made true by performance. But they are not merely predictions, not even merely the sort of pre-diction which is an expression of intention.[12]

				Leave that concern to the side. Imagine Scanlon working to see how we might understand promises through the formation of interlocking intentions and expectations. In effect, under certain conditions, A uses some form of communication to trigger B’s expectations about A’s future conduct. When all goes well, B can rest assured that A will do what A has indicated that she will do. Why will B believe and place her faith in A?

				Scanlon’s account of the grounds for B’s assurance involves deploying the principles of due care and manipulation-avoidance. B will understand that A abides by these principles, that A is trying to persuade B about what A will do, and that A will work to avoid misleading or disappointing B. Perhaps because Scanlon thinks that the obligation to keep my promises is just a special instance of a more general obligation not to let others down, he thinks that this will be enough to move us from interlocking systems of intention and expectation to promises. He thinks that my working to get you to expect me to do various things (outside special situations like gaming tables, competitive sport, theatre and my work for the French Resistance) is enough to oblige me to do them when what you expect of me matters a lot to you. Like Hobbes and Hume, Anscombe did not share this intuition. She writes:

				Hume’s own conclusion was ‘that promises have no force antecedent to human conventions.’ If this is found offensive, that will be by a misunderstanding. God himself can make no promises to man except in a human language. The regularity of the seasons, and the applicability of the rational probability calculus in matters of chance, are not divine promises. A spouse who has always come home at a certain hour has not eo ipso broken any promise (only perhaps acted inconsiderately) by suddenly and willfully failing to do so. There is indeed such a thing as implicit contract, and there might be one in this case. But that is two-sided. Mere fostering of expectations can’t be making an implicit contract.[13]

				Like Hobbes and Hume, Anscombe was struck by our need for some way of binding each other’s future conduct. The social practice comes into play when you have no independent reason to want to do my will, and, when the time comes for you to do your side of our bargain, there will always be something else you would rather do. This point is at the heart of Niko Kolodny and R. Jay Wallace’s recent work on Scanlon’s account. In effect, they argue that either Scanlon’s picture of my trust in your word is based in my understanding that you have a moral-practice-based reason to do what you say you will do, or it is based on your belief that I have a non-moral reason to do my word independently of our joint participation in the practice of promising. Kolodny and Wallace write:

				[T]he distinctive utility of promising is not simply that it allows A to assure B that A will do X when A has prior or [non-moral-practice] reasons to do X that he prefers not to communicate to B, but also that it allows A to assure B when A does not have any prior or [non-moral-practice] reasons to do X at all. This is precisely what makes promising so beneficial in cases such as that of Hume’s farmers, in which the parties have no prior or [non-moral-practice] reason to do what they have promised, and in which the lack of such independent reasons is common knowledge. On Scanlon’s view, promises can no longer perform this vital service. If A can promise to do X only by leading B to believe that A has some prior or [non-moral-practice] reason to do X, then in a situation in which A has no [such reason], A cannot promise at all.[14]

				Scanlon tries to build fidelity out of interlocking systems of intention and expectation fuelled by a motivational engine that is a bit perplexing. If I understand him, he wants the engine to be an engine of moral motivation, and hopes to escape Anscombe’s circularity objection by treating the wrong involved in breaking my promise as something other than the distinctive failure to give you your due at issue when my undertaking has made some bit of my future conduct something that is your due. Instead, my fidelity is supposed to be rooted in the many ways that I want to avoid disappointing others. I confess that I hate being a disappointment to others. But that is not a good way of describing my relationship with my mortgage lender.

				3. Anscombe’s account

				I have mentioned that Anscombe does not think that mere fostering of interlocking intentions and expectations is enough to get us all the way to promising. For all that, it is worth noticing that fostering of expectations may give you better grounds for predicting what I will do than extracting a promise from me does. Consider: you and I spend weeks discussing an upcoming rock concert - we each love the band. Although we have merely fostered the expectation that each of us will be there, you have good grounds to expect me to go. If, on the other hand, I am made nervous by crowds and find loud music daunting, and so you get me to promise to go, it’s not a big surprise when I ring you up the day before to tell you that I’m not feeling well and will not be going. In general, if you rely upon extracting promises in order to bind my future doings, it is because there is no reason to think that I otherwise will be inclined to do your will when the time comes. (Incidentally, this does characterize my relationship with my mortgage lender.)

				I have suggested that Scanlon can be read as describing how things are for people once the institution of promising already is in place. This is the force of noticing that he assumes what one might call the grammar of the language game, and proceeds to give one sort of account of a moral psychology made possible by that game. Although careful discussion of a practice or a language-game might explain how many different people can be of one mind on the occasion of an undertaking, it cannot explain why any of them should do her word. The mere exploration of the facts that people enter into such arrangements, and of the stunning coincidence in their thoughts and actions when they do, is not enough to baptize such doings with justice. Scanlon thinks that he can supply the additional element - the account of the good or the point of promising - by focusing on the way it fosters the formation of interlocking intentions and expectations. If I understand her, Anscombe will think that this is not quite enough.

				It is helpful, at this point, to re-describe the twofold task Anscombe sets herself. The first part, saying what a promise is, involves showing how an undertaking can restrict one’s possibilities of acting without incurring reproach. People will complain about broken promises. Scanlon can be read as discussing protection against incurring reproach - if I never disappoint you, then you are unlikely to complain about what I do or fail to do. But Scanlon hopes to give the same account of why I ought to incur reproach if I fail to do my word. And here, I think, Anscombe will urge that he locates the utility of promising in the wrong place. She writes:

				What ways are there of getting human beings to do things? You can make a man fall over by pushing him; you cannot usefully make his hand write a letter or mix concrete by pushing; for in general if you have to push his hand in the right way, you might as well not use him at all. You can order him to do what you want, and if you have authority he will perhaps obey you. Again if you have power to hurt him or help him according as he disregards or obeys your orders, or if he loves you so as to accord with your requests, you have a way of getting him to do things. However, few people have authority over everyone they need to get to do things, and few people either have power to hurt or help others without damage to themselves or command affection from others to such an extent as to be able to get them to do the things they need others to do. Those who have extensive authority and power cannot exercise it to get all the other people to do the things that meet their mutual requirements. So, though physical force seems a more certain way of producing the desired physical results than any other, and authority and power to hurt or help and sometimes affection too, more potent than the feeble procedure of such a language-game [as promising], yet in default of the possibility or utility of exerting physical force, and of the possibility of exercising authority or power to hurt and help, or of commanding affection, this feeble means is at least a means of getting people to do things. Now getting one another to do things without the application of physical force is a necessity for human life, and that far beyond what could be secured by those other means.[15]

				The utility of promising - the point or good of it - lies in this perfectly general human need rather than in the aggregate misfortune of defeated expectations. In a Hobbesean vein, Anscombe thinks that what made those expectations reasonable in the first place was not the sympathetic tendencies we may or may not detect in each other. It was the institution of promising - a human invention that can restrict our possibilities not merely of acting in such a way as to avoid reproach and avoid disappointing each other (the stuff of faring well, as one used to say), but also our possibilities of acting well. She gives a task-based account of the justice of doing one’s word and the principal beneficiaries are the indefinitely many people who are drawn into pairwise relations with each other insofar as they are, as Michael Thompson will put it, bearers of a unified and singular practice of promising. Thompson argues, in an Anscombean vein, that there is nothing to the disposition to do one’s word but the social practice internalized.[16]

				4. A glance at Michael Thompson in conclusion

				Thompson does not give an account of the good of the practice of promising. His efforts are directed at giving a fuller account than anyone else working from Rawls or Anscombe has managed of the sense in which any individual disposition to fidelity derives its intelligibility from the practice. Of course the practice can’t exist without individual practitioners. But this ought not to lead us to suppose that we can build up the practice out of interlocking individual psychologies or, worse, reduce it to these.

				By way of analogy, Thompson points out that there is no such thing as a species unless there are individual members of that species. Nevertheless, we presuppose an understanding of the human species in confidently making judgments about individual human beings.[17] Thompson writes:

				We can say, in light of my form, which is the specifically human form, that these are arms - a bit weak, maybe, but fairly together [rather than] legs [...] - only horribly deformed and not much good for crawling with [...] Or mutilated wings.[18]

				Implicitly following Anscombe’s lead, Thompson argues that an understanding of the social practice of promising likewise allows us to apprehend some instances of speaking, writing, clasping hands and the like as undertakings.

				I expect that Thompson will handle cases in which you and I collude in a scheme to rob others this way:

				[I]f the practice [of promising] makes some action good, then any action the practice cannot make good does not express the practice. This is evidently consistent with the view that such acts of promise-keeping as are good are only made good by the practice.[19]

				Promising cannot make the acts involved in implementing our scheme good. It is true that even robbers need to rely on each other, but their handshake will be parasitic on the practice, in Thompson’s view, rather than an expression or instance of it.

				Anscombe could explain this by pointing to the general point of the practice - that human good of the sort at stake in a structured economy, marriage, lunch dates, office hours, scheduled professional meetings and other promise-involving modes of sociality is the point of the practice. Promises, covenants, contracts and the like are the feeble instruments we have to make such things possible.
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				Luke Gormally

				On Killing Human Beings

				This chapter falls into three parts. In the first, I offer an overview of Elizabeth Anscombe’s thinking on the topic; in the second and third I explore further two of the key themes in that thinking.

				In the Michaelmas term of the first full academic year (1970–71) after she moved from Oxford to the Chair of Philosophy at Cambridge, Elizabeth Anscombe offered a seminar for the Faculties of Divinity, Law and Medicine under the title ‘On killing human beings’. She pursued this topic in seminars and lectures in the Michaelmas terms of the following three academic years. In writing this chapter I’ve drawn on unpublished writings of hers from this period[1] as well as on the two principal published papers which embody some of the fruits of her thinking from this period: ‘On the Source of the Authority of the State’[2] and ‘Murder and the Morality of Euthanasia’.[3]

				1. Exposition of Anscombe on killing human beings

				Killings of one human being by another attract a variety of descriptions: ‘He slipped on the branch, fell out of the tree and broke his companion’s neck’ (they were picking apples together); ‘He shot him in self-defence’; ‘He executed him after the judge had imposed the death penalty’; ‘He shot the enemy soldier on the battlefield’; ‘He terminated the pregnancy (euphemism) in the second trimester’; ‘He cut the baby’s spinal cord after delivering her’ (Kermit Gosnell’s modus operandi); ‘He gave a lethal overdose of morphine to the pain-wracked patient at the patient’s request’; ‘He killed the patient who was sure to die in order to obtain his organs for another patient’; ‘He withheld nutrition and hydration from the patient so that he starved to death’; ‘He shot the tyrant’; ‘He burned the house down to obtain insurance and three of his children died as a result.’

				Killings of one human being by another raise questions of responsibility. Responsibility is a three-level concept. It may be used in reference, firstly, to being a cause or contributory condition of x happening; secondly, to being callable to account for x happening; and, thirdly, to being guilty for the occurrence of x, i.e. when one lacks an exonerating answer when called to account for causing or contributing to x happening.

				Murder is the killing of one human being by another which involves the degree of responsibility for death which is guilt. If a killing is not to be counted as murderous there must be an exonerating answer for why it occurred or was carried out.

				Anscombe is insistent that murder is not to be defined as ‘impermissible intentional killing’.[4] To do so would be to rule out the question ‘Is it ever right to commit murder?’, a question which Anscombe thought G.E. Moore was correct in raising.[5] Moore in fact thought that there could be affirmative answers to the question. But the justification of murder would be similar, Anscombe observes, to the justification of treachery. If one betrayed someone to an enemy after promising them protection and one justified one’s betrayal on the grounds that it was ‘for the best’ in the circumstances, it would be treachery that would be being justified. Likewise:

				there is one ‘justification’ which, even if it is admitted as a justification as it is by Moore, does not take away the character of ‘murder’. That is where the justification of a piece of deliberate killing is on the sole ground of advantageous consequences to be gained, or disadvantageous consequences to be avoided, in the particular situation.[6]

				The type of action which gives us the central case of what counts as murder is intentional killing of the innocent.[7] Responsibility for that is unambiguous precisely because it is intentional. And there is no exonerating justification because the human being killed is innocent - a paradigm case of injustice. Justice in this domain rests on the valuation of human life. In murderous killing an individual human being is done away with not because he deserves to die but for the sake of others or because his continued existence is judged not worthwhile or an evil, or because of hatred. ‘So his existence is counted as worth nothing in comparison with the ends of others.’[8] But a human life is not to be so devalued. Human worth or dignity goes with being a person of human kind, characterized as it is by rational nature.

				[...] [M]an is spirit. [Anscombe wrote] He moves in the categories of innocence and answerability and desert - one of the many signs of a leap to another kind of existence from the life of the other animals. The very question ‘Why may we not kill innocent people’ asks whether it may not be justified to do so, and this is itself a manifestation of this different life.[9]

				Not all murders involve intending to bring about the death of the victim, or even intending harm or danger to the victim. A killer may be simply aiming to badly hurt a victim, or, as in the case of the father burning down his house to claim insurance, may have no victim in mind but be indifferent to whether there is one. Such killings may exhibit contempt for human life more extreme than is exhibited by many intentional killings.[10]

				The intrinsic wrongfulness of murder and therefore its prohibition, Anscombe observes, is very basic. One can point to the character of rational argument for moral norms to see why murder is prohibited:

				The arguments are of the form ‘Obedience to this law is needed for human good’. The unit whose good the argument seeks is the human individual, considered generally. To kill him, then, is to destroy that being which is the point of those considerations.[11]

				Because the prohibition of murder is in this way fundamental it is prior to and grounds the right not to be murdered.[12]

				Intentional killing of the innocent remains the core of the concept of murder and under that description is unjust. This position can be maintained only if a proposed action can be identified as unjust regardless of its further consequences. If it were not possible to do this in regard to killing human beings then they are already devalued. ‘Terrible consequences to others of not killing this innocent person will be enough to prove it just to kill him, so he is devalued.’[13] Insofar as an action is identifiably an intentional killing of the innocent it is identifiable as unjust regardless of further consequences. Recognition of the injustice rests ultimately, of course, on the proper valuation of human life.

				Clarity about the injustice of the intentional killing of the innocent is possible, however, only if we distinguish between the intended and the foreseen consequences of an action.

				For what is an action? Usually the totality consisting of some movement in a certain context in which that movement has certain consequences. For example, I pull a trigger; the movement of my finger in this context is shooting a man. So consequences make up what an action is. We cannot then speak as if ‘being a consequence’ were a classification of events distinct from actions. But if pulling the trigger in these circumstances is shooting a man dead and that is my intention, then in pulling the trigger I am intentionally killing the man. If the action under that description is already unjust, it is possible to say ‘don’t think about further consequences’. For I certainly will be doing that intentional action if I pull the trigger with that intention. But if any foreseen or foreseeable consequences are to be included in any intentional action, then I will also be intentionally killing men if, for example, I build a fleet of fishing vessels; for some innocent men will get drowned. It will not be reasonable to say: never do any action from which foreseeably some death will follow. So if what is foreseen and what is intended are the same, it will not be reasonable to say: never commit the intentional action of killing an innocent man.[14]

				The norm also requires us to make a particular distinction between acts and omissions. If I omit to do x there are consequences different from the consequences of my doing x. But an agent can be called to account for his omitting to do x only if it was both possible and necessary for him to do x. One may, however, intentionally omit to act precisely to bring about a particular outcome. If a clinician withholds nutrition and fluids from a dependent patient with the intention of ending the patient’s life and the patient dies as a result the clinician has murdered the patient. It cannot, however, ‘be “necessary” to kill an innocent person except in the sense that you won’t secure a given end unless you do; on the contrary, it is out of the question to do so with justice’.[15] The omission of this act has the consequence perhaps of many others being killed. But abstention from a wicked act is not the murder of those persons.

				Anscombe considers a number of types of killings of human beings which are not murderous because there is an exonerating answer for carrying them out. The killing of violent offenders by the forces established by civil authority to protect innocent citizens; killing in war by soldiers; and the assassination of tyrants. I omit consideration of killing in warfare because it is the subject of Fr Goodill’s contribution to this volume.

				What distinguishes civil authority, for Anscombe, is precisely the actual or threatened exercise of violent coercive power. And it is distinguished from the Mafia’s exercise of violent coercive power precisely by the authority to command such violence. Authority in general she defines as ‘a regular right to be obeyed in a domain of decision’. ‘Authority arises from the necessity of a task whose performance requires a certain sort and extent of obedience on the part of those for whom the task is supposed to be done.’[16] What grounds civil authority’s exercise of coercive power is the need to protect innocent and peaceable citizens from those of their fellow citizens disposed to attack them and violently impede their activities and enterprises. It is this evil reality which provides the human need for government and laws backed by force. Except in emergency situations in which the forces of law and order are obliged to kill to prevent the murder of an innocent citizen, what justifies the exercise of coercive power is the existence of laws and a legal system designed to establish guilt. Within such a framework the infliction of punishment (including capital punishment) requires both that the offender be found guilty and that the person inflicting the punishment has the authority to do so. A guilty offender may be wronged by getting his deserts at the hands of private parties.

				What gets justified in invoking the need for civil authority to inflict punishment are primarily the particular laws in the light of which punishment is inflicted and the institutions of law enforcement. For it is these that are meant to ensure justice in punishment, for without just laws and the establishing of desert punishment cannot normally be justified.

				If one lacks the authority of civil government to kill, it is readily assumed that assassination must always be murder. But a legitimate government may be violently usurped, or, on the other hand, there may be gross failures to perform the tasks of government such that civil authority lapses, since such authority derives from the need for those tasks to be performed. ‘[I]t would be absurd’, Anscombe wrote, ‘to say that because he has no official commission to do so, a man who can may never strike down the usurpers of power as they are first seating themselves.’[17] The assassin, however, has to get things right in two respects if his killing is to be justifiable. First it must be clear that the usurper deserves to be killed. The legitimate target of assassination must be a usurper of political authority who is acting with gross injustice. But secondly, it must be reasonable to think that removal of the abnormality of tyranny will be succeeded by the normality of civil government. Otherwise the assassin will be responsible for ensuing evils.

				This rapid account of the main lines of Anscombe’s thought on killing human beings might prompt reflection on a number of topics; I will confine discussion to two of them: human dignity, and the distinction between what is intended and side effects.

				2. Killing and human dignity

				In what follows I give a fuller account of the concept of human dignity than can be found in Anscombe, but it is an account that I believe is called for by what she in fact says about dignity.

				As I’ve noted, Anscombe regarded unjust killing as that in which a person’s ‘existence is counted as worth nothing in comparison with the ends of others’. Human worth or dignity stands in the way of unjust killing. Anscombe spoke of dignity as made evident in a human being’s life moving ‘in the categories of innocence and answerability and desert - one of the many signs of a leap to another kind of existence from the life of the other animals’. One might be tempted to interpret this along the lines of contemporary voluntaristic interpretations of Kant’s understanding of human dignity, according to which its only possessors are those who are actively capable of exercising rational agency - such a presently exercisable capacity would then be what counted as the ‘leap to another kind of existence’. The interpretation (unfaithful to Kant)[18] is a consequence of the modern tendency to locate the origin of value in human willing.[19] This goes with the ‘personism’ which is the plague of bioethics, according to which only a restricted class of human beings, those in possession of a range of presently exercisable psychological abilities, count as persons and enjoy basic human rights.

				This is manifestly not Anscombe’s position, for whom

				A human being is a person because the kind to which he belongs is characterised by rational nature. Thus we have the same individual, and have the same person when we have the same human being. One is a person just by being of this kind, and that does indeed import a tremendous dignity.[20]

				So procured abortion, as intentional killing of an innocent human being, is murder, whatever its legal classification.

				Anscombe’s locating dignity in human nature rather than human willing assumes a particular anthropology. It rests on a teleological understanding of human nature which finds its clearest exposition in Aquinas.

				Exercisable psychological abilities presuppose second-order capacities to develop those abilities. These are referred to by Aquinas as ‘powers of the soul’. The rational soul is the ‘form and life-long actuality’ which gives dynamic unity to the complex material organisms we are and to the expression of our various powers in multifarious activities. In his Commentary on Lombard’s Sentences Aquinas wrote: ‘from the essence of the soul flow powers which are essentially different [...] but which are all united in the soul’s essence as in a root.’[21] The powers of the soul, as mostly[22] undeveloped, radical capacities, are given to each individual at the beginning of his or her existence. Anscombe, following Aquinas, was reluctant to say precisely that about the early embryo, a point David Jones discusses in his contribution to this volume. But, like him, I think it is what should be said.

				It is because human beings are endowed with capacities through which they can realize a distinctive kind of goodness that they possess the dignity they do. So dignity attaches to our natural constitution understood as having an immanent telos. Aquinas’s general definition of dignity is ‘something’s goodness on account of itself (propter seipsum)’.[23] The distinctive goodness which belongs to us in virtue of being human consists in the fact that we are equipped by nature for a transcendent fulfilment, we are born with a dynamic orientation to such a fulfilment. It is intellect and will which equip us for this fulfilment as capacities to know the truth and to choose to do what is good. We enjoy the freedom of self-determination to succeed or fail in these respects. So the radical capacity[24] for self-determination is an intrinsic feature of what makes for our dignity. But in its exercise it does so not by some autonomous determination of what is to count as valuable but rather by choosing to act in the knowledge of what are the true goods of the human form of life. And it is the necessities of preserving or realizing these goods that is at the root of obligations.

				Since we are social animals, among these goods is the fundamental good of justice, of right relationships between human beings. And fundamental to the good of justice is the prohibition of murder which grounds the right not to be murdered.

				One can find three concepts of human dignity in Aquinas’s thought:[25] (1) the dignity which belongs to our constitution and the immanent telos of our nature, the one I’ve been discussing, which one might call ‘intrinsic dignity’, a dignity which one cannot lose;[26] (2) the dignity of those who live a virtuous life, which one might call ‘acquired dignity’,[27] and which one might fail to acquire and, if acquired, lose; and (3) the definitive dignity of those who have achieved our human destiny, the dignity of ‘beatitude’.

				It is important to be clear that it is intrinsic not acquired dignity which enters into Anscombe’s explanation of why capital punishment (at least in principle if not in practice) and tyrannicide can be consistent with respect for human dignity if those killed get what they deserved. For to hold someone deserving of death is to see them as ‘moving in the categories of answerability and desert’. But the dignity that is being implicitly affirmed in judgments of desert is not the acquired dignity of the criminal or the tyrant, which one assumes they inadequately exhibit, but the dignity that attaches to the capacities which make possible movement in the categories of ‘answerability and desert’. This is respected precisely in holding someone to account and deserving of death.

				I earlier quoted Anscombe as saying that the ‘existence’ of the person murdered ‘is counted as worth nothing in comparison with the ends of others’. But, on the face of it, it is the person to be killed who makes the judgment about the worth of his life in the case of voluntary euthanasia, and the ends of others don’t seem to enter into consideration. Do considerations of human dignity stand in the way of voluntary euthanasia? If one locates value in the will, i.e. if one holds that what is to count as valuable in a life is determined by the choice of an individual, then one may well have a conception of human dignity which commends voluntary euthanasia as a reasonable choice. For a decision for euthanasiast killing seems clearly based, when voluntary, on the would-be decedent’s judgment that his life is no longer worth living.

				For anyone who thinks, as Anscombe clearly did, that human beings possess intrinsic human dignity,[28] the question arises whether a person’s judgment that his life is no longer worth living is compatible with respecting the dignity of that person. When we are discussing euthanasia we are discussing one human being killing another. Advocates of legalization would have doctors do the killing. Since doctors are themselves responsible agents and not automata, their justification for killing must be that they concur in their patient’s judgment that his life is no longer worth living. In agreeing with the patient who says ‘It’s simply not worth continuing to live in the wretched condition I’m in’ are they thereby committed to saying that the patient lacks fundamental worth or dignity? Surely the judgments are distinguishable in what they refer to; in the one case, the worthwhileness of living in a certain condition, in the other, the value of a person. But if you talk about the value (or dignity) of a person you are talking about something which holds good of the actuality of that person. To say that something has value though its actual existence lacks value is surely nonsense. There may be a notional distinction between the thought that a person’s life is not worth going on with and the thought that the person, whose life it is, lacks value. But the former thought surely commits one to the latter thought. To think otherwise seems to rest on the assumption that the being of a human person is distinct from his or her ongoing life. But a human person just is a living human body, and the life of that person (i.e. the being of that person - esse viventibus est vivere) is the life of that body. Hence to say that the ongoing life of a particular living human being is not worthwhile is to deny value to the person whose life it is.[29]

				This matters because, as Anscombe makes clear, justice in the matter of killing rests on the valuation one recognizes in being a human being. Those who deny the existence of intrinsic human dignity and see dignity in voluntaristic terms, i.e. as determined by a person’s own choices, face a quite fundamental difficulty over what is to count as justice in the matter of killing. It is common in the contemporary literature of bioethics to associate the notion of dignity with self-determination to the point that what is to count as the value of a life is determined by the person whose life it is. But self-conferral of value assumes a developed capacity to do so, and there are developmental stages in the life of a human being during which no such exercisable capacity exists, and there can be periods of decline and debility during which any such capacity may be lost. At what point in development the capacity for self-valuation emerges and at what point it is lost are things unavoidably determined in a more or less arbitrary fashion. But if justice in the matter of killing rests on the valuation of a human life there can’t be justice where who counts as possessing value or dignity is determined in an arbitrary fashion.[30]

				It would be a pragmatic solution to this difficulty, arising for those who deny the existence of intrinsic dignity but instead distinguish between mere biological life and ‘personal life’ as a phase in the existence of a human being, if they were to grant that a non-arbitrary determination of who are the subjects of justice requires the assumption that all living human beings have some title to be treated justly. But as the candidate title to the right not to be murdered is indeed intrinsic human dignity the assumption is not readily entertained. It is not entertained for two reasons: the continuing influence of post-Cartesian mechanism in the understanding of human life, and rejection of the doctrine of creation which provides the ultimate explanation for the anthropology which underpins the notion of intrinsic human dignity. For the explanation for the existence of natures immanently ordered to specific ends is the Divine Creative Intelligence.[31] So what underpins the immanent ordering of human nature to a distinctive kind of goodness, an ordering in which the dignity of being human consists, is divine creation. This means that the notion of intrinsic human dignity is at root a religious concept.

				Anscombe speaks of it as such most clearly when she considers propaganda in favour of death as a remedy for suffering. Such propaganda, she says, is ‘irreligious’. A religious attitude to the mystery of human life may be incipient or developed. In its incipient form it refuses ‘to make a “quality of life” judgment to terminate a human being’. In its developed form it is responsive to the telos of every human being - as made by God, to know and love him.

				The love of God is the direction of the will to its true end. The human heart and will are set on amenity; they may also be set on what is just[32]; that is (when it comes to dying) set in acceptance of life - which is God’s gift - and of death, as it comes from him. [...] [W]here there is intellectual consciousness [...] the human being operates under one or the other of these conceptions of what counts ultimately for him: either amenity only, or acceptance, which is obedience in spirit, which is justice. Acceptance of life and death is what justice is in circumstances of unavoidable dying: it is accord with God’s will. Such perception of what a human being is makes one perceive human death as awesome, human life as always to be treated with a respect which is a sign and acknowledgement of what it is for.[33]

				That last phrase confirms, I think, the specific teleological understanding of human life which grounds Anscombe’s understanding of human dignity and therefore of the valuation of human life which lies behind her understanding of the ethics of killing.

				3. Distinguishing what is intended from side effects

				What in particular cases is to count as intentional killing of the innocent depends on clearly distinguishing between the intended consequences of an action from what are identifiable as side effects. There is controversy about whether Anscombe was consistent in drawing the distinction. John Finnis, for example, thinks Anscombe’s 1982 paper ‘Action, Intention and “Double Effect”‘[34] deploys an ‘ethics-oriented analysis’ that overlooks ‘the act-analysis (intention-analysis) employed in her non-ethical writings’.[35] Specifically, he objected to the following observations in Anscombe’s discussion of the case of the stuck pot-holer blocking escape for his companions from rising waters; they can escape if they move a rock which, however, will involve crushing the head of the man who is stuck.

				All this is relevant to our pot-holer only where the crushing of his head is an immediate effect of moving the rock. Here a ground for saying you can intend to move the rock and not intend to crush the head is that you might not know that in moving the rock you would crush the head. [...] But if you do know, then where the crushing is immediate you cannot pretend not to intend it if you are willing to move the rock.[36]

				Two paragraphs before this Anscombe made the general observation: ‘Circumstances and the immediate facts about the means you are choosing to your ends, dictate what descriptions of your intention you must admit.’

				Finnis comments as follows:

				I think this attempt to distinguish the intended from the unintended by reference to sheer physical ‘immediacy’ of cause and effect is unsound, a confusion of categories, an elision of human behaviour with human action. I know of no argument that Anscombe has brought against her own analysis, twenty five years earlier in her book Intention, of the intentions of the man who pumps poisoned water into a house. In one variant of the situation, ‘the man’s intention might not be to poison [the inhabitants] but only to earn his pay’ by doing his usual job:

				In that case although he knows concerning an intentional action of his - for it, namely replenishing the house water-supply, is intentional by our criteria - that it is also an act of replenishing the house-water-supply with poisoned water, it would be incorrect by our criteria, to say that his act of replenishing the house supply with poisoned water was intentional. And I do not doubt the correctness of the conclusion; it seems to shew that our criteria are rather good.[37]

				Notice how fine-grained is the analysis which Anscombe accepted as correct: not merely that the poisoning of the inhabitants - which is not physically ‘immediate’ - is not intentional, but that the replenishing of the house water supply with poisoned water is not intentional [because that the water be poisoned is not part of the pumper’s proposal, viz. to do his usual job of replenishing the water supply]. Nothing could be more ‘immediate’ than the known presence of the poison in the water supply: as behaviour, replenishing the supply with water just is, in this case replenishing it with poisoned water. Yet the criteria for a sound analysis of intention(ality) and that of action require that we distinguish knowingly pumping in poisoned water from intentionally pumping in poisoned water (or: pumping water with intent to contaminate the water supply). That the water supply be poisoned was, for this man on this occasion, a side effect.[38]

				Finnis is of the view that the head-crushing should be seen as a side effect because ‘that the head be crushed’ is no necessary part of a proposal adopted on the basis of deliberation to seek egress from the cave by moving the stone. Like considerations are supposed to allow a doctor who has performed a craniotomy (by emptying a baby’s skull and then crushing it in a case of obstructed labour) to say:

				‘No way do I intend to kill the baby’ and ‘It is no part of my purpose to kill the baby’.[39]

				The death of the baby is to be classified as a side effect rather than part of what is intended by the doctor. The object of the act - what is intended - ‘is to reduce the size of the baby’s head so that the baby or its corpse can be removed from the birth canal’.[40]

				The general thesis lying behind these delimitations of what is intended is that

				[...] one’s intention is defined by one’s practical reason in terms of the desirability characterization under which one wills the end and the description under which one judges one’s chosen means appropriate to that end.[41]

				In other words, the desirability characterization of one’s end/ purpose controls the specification of what one is prepared to count as means to achieving it. The thesis abstracts practical reasoning about means from consideration of their intrinsic efficacy as characterizing those means. But it is surely only insofar as they have a certain kind of efficacy that an agent chooses the means he does. He therefore cannot fail to enjoy practical certainty that what he concretely aims to do has an intrinsic kind of causal efficacy.

				Anscombe’s Intention was based on the lectures she gave in Oxford in the Hilary Term of the academic year 1956–57 following the debate about what precisely President Truman intended in signing the order to drop the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. There were those who were saying that all the man did was sign a piece of paper, so why was Anscombe objecting [in 1956] to Oxford University conferring an honorary degree on him? What Anscombe was interested in exploring for her audience was how to determine what an agent intended in doing whatever he did. And to that end what he had to say in response to the question ‘Why are you doing X?’ would have particular relevance if it identified the agent’s reasons for doing what he did.[42] The ‘Why?’ question is not seeking an answer based on observation or inferences from observation but looks for a spontaneous answer that reveals the agent’s end and chosen means. ‘Spontaneous’, because answers to ‘Why?’ questions exhibit the non-observational practical knowledge which is ‘the cause of what it understands’[43] ‘It is the agent’s knowledge of what he is doing that gives the descriptions under which what is going on is the execution of intention.’[44] Those descriptions exhibit a teleological pattern of means to end identified by a succession of ‘Why?’ questions prompted by interest in establishing the precise relevance of what he is doing to the intention with which he is acting (his end/purpose). The description of the means identifies ‘How’ the agent’s purpose is achieved.

				‘It is a person’s knowledge of what he is doing that gives the descriptions under which what is going on is the execution of intention.’ What are the implications of this for the subject of craniotomy? Anscombe published nothing on this topic in her life but there are two short manuscripts about it among her papers. The relevant part of the text of the first one[45] is as follows:

				‘Certainty’ comes into the question whether doing this is eo ipso doing that.

				E.g. shooting an arrow is not eo ipso transfixing a man, so you might shoot an arrow in a certain direction for a certain purpose without having to be eo ipso intentionally transfixing a man. But there might be danger that you would transfix a man; and then the question of your accusability in that matter, if a man got transfixed, would be determined by the gravity of the need to shoot the arrow in that direction, weighed against the greatness of the risk and the gravity of what it is a risk of.

				But if your purpose in shooting the arrow is one that can only be attained by transfixing a man, so that transfixing a man is your means to the accomplishment of the purpose, then you could not argue that you were only transfixing him with the arrow, not damaging him with the arrow, on the ground that your purpose would be attained by transfixing without damage, were that possible. For if transfixing a man with an arrow is certainly damaging him, and if you may absolutely not try to damage him, you may not try to transfix him.

				Thus the question is not: ‘may I do so-and-so with my hands?’ but ‘may I cut off the child’s head?’ Thus in one way certainty of upshot is not what is in question. For the question is: what is the agent trying to do? In the case of the shooting the answer is: to transfix the man (let us suppose). And this may not be a certain result of ‘the way he moves his hands’. Similarly, then, for the surgeon: the relevant immediacy is not that between how he moves his hands and the child’s death, but between what he is trying to do in moving his hands and the child’s death.

				Why should we think that a doctor, in carrying out a craniotomy, enjoys a certainty about what he is aiming to do which does not allow him to refuse application of the question ‘Why are you killing the baby?’? It is because to evacuate the contents of the skull of an unborn baby and then crush it is eo ipso to kill the baby. In the case of eo ipso act identities, the applicability of an act description (in this case ‘killing the baby’) to what the agent is doing does not derive from the articulation of the practical reasoning of the agent (as ‘replenishing the water supply’ applies to ‘pumping the water’) but rather from the character of the intrinsic efficacy required by the practical reasoning which informs one’s chosen action together with what anyone can know who knows enough about the world. Eo ipso act identities reflect this. And it would be normal that one enjoyed certainty that they characterized what one intended to do; in that way they would become a part of practical knowledge. In the case of craniotomy, ‘killing the baby’ is applicable in virtue of the intrinsic efficacy of what the surgeon chooses to do and of the role of skull and brains in the life of a human being. Since, then, the question ‘Why are you killing the baby?’ has legitimate application one can call killing the baby intentional under that description.[46]

				In reply to this claim Finnis observes:

				For so too, no more and no less, B’s pumping of poisoned water into the house ‘just was’, ‘also’, ‘eo ipso’, poisoning the water supply, yet equally (as Anscombe in Intention holds) it simply was not the intentional [...] act of poisoning the water supply.[47]

				The water pumper, however, acts under the description ‘replenishing the water supply’ (with a view to doing his usual job) not under the description ‘poisoning the water supply’. So the poisoned character of the water has no role to play in his chosen mode of causal activity. What he is up to in what he chooses to do is not of its nature ‘poisoning activity’.

				By contrast, a surgeon who says that all he is interested in is reducing ‘the size of the baby’s head so that the baby or its corpse can be removed from the birth canal’ may reasonably be asked the question ‘How do you propose to do that?’. And the answer, ‘by evacuating the contents of the baby’s skull and then crushing it’, identifies an intentional act which under that description is intrinsically lethal.

				Finnis says that my analysis ‘obliterates [a host of] act-analytical and humanly real distinctions’ such as between ‘jumping from the top of the World Trade Centre on 9/11 to escape the oily fireball and jumping to commit suicide; [...] between giving a life-shortening dose of analgesics as the only dose that will suppress a terminally ill patient’s pain and giving the same dose to shorten her life and “unblock” her bed’.[48]

				I can best explain the basis of my response to this criticism by quoting what I wrote some years ago:

				Just as there are per se effects of natural causes so there are per se effects of intentional acts, effects that a particular kind of intentional act tends to produce. And such effects are part of the significance of what one chooses to do in choosing to do that type of act. It may be that what is of particular significance for an agent in what he chooses to do does not make explicit all that belongs to the meaning of his chosen action, but if the description of the act under which he chooses to perform it identifies an aspect of its efficacy which tends of its nature to produce another effect then that other effect belongs to the meaning of what he does. That this other effect belongs to the proper characterization of what a person intentionally does follows from the nature of the type of causal efficacy chosen to achieve the precise effect the acting person seeks to achieve. It is because it is in the nature of a particular kind of causal efficacy to tend to produce a particular kind of effect, that one can speak of entailment between cause and effect, such that if it is intrinsic to the meaning of a doing of X that it tends to be a doing of Y one cannot say that one is not choosing to do Y in choosing to do X, or that Y is simply a side effect of doing X. It is important to recognise that the entailment is such as to characterise one’s intention.[49]

				And that is because the chosen mode of causal efficacy is identifiable by the description under which one chooses to act.

				What does this mean for ‘the humanly real distinctions’ that Finnis says I have obliterated? In the case of the World Trade Centre escapee, one can be fairly certain that his jump was chosen qua avoidance of being burnt alive. Its efficacy in that respect did not entail his death. By contrast, the suicide jumper chooses to jump precisely with a view to the jump’s efficacy in causing his own death.

				A doctor who administers very high doses of analgesics qua apt to control otherwise uncontrollable pain chooses to do so with a view to their efficacy in that respect, and their efficacy in that respect is not as such lethal.[50] By contrast, a doctor who administers the same dose to kill his patient chooses to do so with a view to its being lethally efficacious. And a doctor who chooses to control painful breathing by giving drugs in quantities aimed precisely at totally suppressing respiration intends to kill his patient.

				In the final section of this chapter I have sought to show reason for Anscombe’s position on craniotomy[51] by arguing that there is a kind of ‘immediacy’ to what a person does which arises from the intrinsic causal character[52] of his chosen course of action and which implies that the character of one’s means in acting cannot be delimited ‘by what one chose, under the description which made it attractive to choice’.[53] The per se effects of intentional acts means that the killing which is involved in craniotomy cannot be described as a state of affairs ‘which one foresees will result from carrying out one’s plan or proposal, but which one does not need or want as part of one’s way of bringing about what one plans or proposes to bring about’.[54] One surely does not want it, but there is reason to think that what one aims to do in craniotomy is unavoidably intentional killing of the innocent.[55]’[56]

				
					
						1 These are referred to in the footnotes by the File number in the Interim Archive of Professor Anscombe’s papers (e.g. AIA 39). The archive is referred to as ‘interim’ because the ordering of papers simply follows the chronological order in which they were found. A considerable further reorganization of the papers is needed.
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				Elizabeth Anscombe on Just War

				1. Anscombe’s three papers on war

				Elizabeth Anscombe wrote three papers on the subject of justice and war.[1] The first paper, ‘The Justice of the Present War Examined’,[2] was the first part of a pamphlet co-authored with Norman Daniel in 1939 in response to the British entry into war with Germany. The second, ‘Mr Truman’s Degree’,[3] put forward the case against President Truman receiving an honorary degree from Oxford in 1956, and the third[4] was published as part of the collection Nuclear Weapons: A Catholic Response, edited by Walter Stein in 1961.[5] The earliest paper is concerned with both the just conditions for entering into war (Jus ad bellum) and with the proposed means of fighting the war (Jus in bello), whereas the latter two focus largely on the conditions for justice within war (Jus in bello), particularly in relation to the use of nuclear weapons.

				In each of these papers Anscombe sought to apply principles of justice derived from natural moral law to the conditions of contemporary warfare. In this sense they can be seen as contributions to the tradition of Just War Theory.[6] Thus in the paper written in 1939 she was to write:

				It is our duty to resist passion and to consider carefully whether all the conditions of a just war are satisfied in this present war, lest we sin against the natural law by participating in it.[7]

				She further underlines the central importance of natural moral law by arguing that: ‘The idea of natural moral law is one which modern men have lost; but without it they cannot live in peace within themselves, or socially, or internationally.’[8] Here a number of things are held to be true. Firstly, that natural moral law does exist. Secondly, that modern people have lost an idea of this law, and thirdly that without an idea of this law modern people cannot live in peace. The implication of this analysis is that the state of conflict in Europe on the eve of the Second World War resulted from the loss of this idea. Furthermore, Anscombe argued throughout the three papers on war that entering into and conducting a war outside the natural moral law will not lead to a state of peace, in fact quite the opposite. Thus towards the end of the paper a lengthy quotation from Pope Pius XII’s first encyclical, Summi pontificatus, is given in which the Pontiff warns that a victory not founded upon justice will breed further violence.

				Anscombe’s case against the justice of the war being entered into by the United Kingdom in 1939 is thus built upon the application of principles taken from the just war tradition to contemporary events. There are seven conditions for just war listed in ‘The Justice of the Present War Examined’,[9] which cover both conditions for entering into war and those for just conduct within war.[10]

				In regard to the application of principles of justice to modern warfare there are two principal challenges. The first challenge accepts the legitimacy of just war tradition, but argues that it is impossible to conduct modern wars justly. Thus, it may be argued[11] that the power and mobility of modern weapons makes discrimination in their usage virtually impossible, and inevitably leads to a greater balance of evil over good as the result of war. Such arguments depend upon analysis of modern weaponry and particular conflicts, and thus cannot make a case which would rule out the just use of force in every case of modern war. In ‘War and Murder’ Anscombe rejects the argument that: ‘The old “conditions for a just war” are irrelevant to the conditions of modern warfare, so that must be condemned out of hand.’[12] She argues that those who use this argument have in mind ‘only major wars between the Great Powers’,[13] but these are not the only kinds of modern wars.

				The second challenge to the application of just conditions to modern warfare argues that the conditions for just war developed within the just war tradition are contradictory.[14] Thus it is not directed specifically to contemporary conditions, but seeks to show that any attempt in any historical period to justify war on the basis of principles of justice fails. Such arguments can be made by those who are advocating pacifism, but, as Anscombe notes in ‘War and Murder’, the pacifist argument that war is of its nature contrary to justice can convince those who are not pacifist that war is an area where principles of ruthless effectiveness should prevail:

				Now pacifism teaches people to make no distinction between the shedding of innocent blood and the shedding of any human blood. And in this way pacifism corrupted enormous numbers of people who will not act according to its tenets. They become convinced that a number of things are wicked which are not; hence seeing no way of avoiding wickedness, they set no limits to it.[15]

				Given the attacks on Just War Theory, is there an alternative means of limiting the violence of war, one which does not require agreement on a controversial moral theory? We may be given encouragement in such a venture by observing that the setting of limitations on war is not exclusively the concern of the just war tradition, and international law has played a primary role in drawing limits to the violence of war since the Second World War. Should we, with the hindsight of the last sixty years, conclude that Anscombe’s argument here is somewhat overstated? Could it be argued that in the light of challenges to Just War Theory we no longer require a shared moral framework for drawing the limits of war, but that international law provides an effective set of limits without the need for moral justification? In this chapter I will examine a challenge put forward by Nicholas Denyer[16] to the notion of just war in general and in particular against Anscombe’s use of just war principles. In defence of Anscombe’s position I will use a key principle she draws upon in her understanding of the legitimacy of killing, and in so doing seek to show that not only are her own writings on just war coherent, but they contain an essential principle in understanding how principles of justice are to be applied to war. Moreover, I will argue that Anscombe’s analysis of the legitimacy of killing in war can be extended to cases of killing within the state to provide a rationale, but also a limit, for the killing of enemies within the state for the sake of the common good.

				2. Denyer’s criticism of Anscombe and the just war tradition

				Nicholas Denyer, in his essay ‘Just War’,[17] argues that the limitation of violence in war makes no sense according to principles of justice, but should be seen as the task of international law. In particular Denyer argues that the medieval moral distinction between innocence and non-innocence is incapable of providing the basis upon which war can be conducted. In contrast he argues that international law has developed a distinction between combatants and non-combatants which does not use ‘moral-cum-causal criteria: nothing about wrong enters in the law’s definitions of these notions’.[18] Denyer asserts that the distinction between non-combatants and combatants is not a moral one, but offers no rationale for this assertion beyond the observation that it is used in international law. I will follow Anscombe in arguing that this distinction does have a moral basis, but one which is of a different nature to that between innocent and guilty (see section 3 below). In the meantime I will refer to it as a legal distinction, but this does not entail it is not also a moral distinction.

				Denyer’s purpose in criticizing Just War Theory is not to undermine objective morality, nor is it to elevate positive law, rather his intentions are moral and pacifist. If we accept that there is no just basis on which to conduct war, and if we accept that war is an evil, then:

				The best course of all may be to abolish war itself, and therefore abolish with it those institutions whose violence creates the need for a law of war. That would require one world state, or else no states whatsoever.[19]

				I do not have the scope in this chapter to comment on Denyer’s pacifist solution to war. He is not proposing a naïve solution to war: ‘it achieves nothing simply to forbid violence between states. Better then that their violence be channelled and limited by the law of war.’[20] Nor is he saying that such limitations are purely legal with no moral basis. The use of ‘better’ here indicates that the legal limitation of violence has a moral purpose. What he is objecting to is the notion that war itself can be morally justified. To this end he compares warfare with the practice of duelling between aristocrats:

				So long as there was an aristocracy, whose members had the power to conduct disputes between themselves by force, it was as well for there to be the institution of duelling, to channel and limit the damage done.[21]

				Denyer’s point here is that, in the same way that we would not think of duelling aristocrats as conducting their fight on the basis of justice, so we should not think of warring states as fighting according to just principles. The analogy here developed would seem to be persuasive so long as we accept Denyer’s premise that the distinction between non-combatant and combatant is a non-moral distinction based upon law and lacking a moral basis. He criticizes Anscombe for her attempt to derive this legal distinction from the moral distinction between innocence and non-innocence.[22]

				Denyer provides three arguments to show how the distinction between innocent and non-innocent differs from the distinction between non-combatant and combatant. I will focus here on his third argument, which I believe is his most compelling. Denyer’s third argument is that: ‘there are of necessity combatants on both sides, whereas according to our twin principles there need be nocents[23] only on one, the side without a just cause.’[24] This lack of parallel is for Denyer the essential factor in determining that not only must we distinguish non-combatant and combatant from innocence and non-innocence, but that the former distinction is in no way derivable from the latter. Here Denyer puts forward a series of arguments to establish the conclusion that the legal distinction is not compatible with the moral one. For example, he argues that law allows that: ‘Combatants have a liberty right to use force’;[25] in contrast, if we use the moral criterion, only those who are not guilty can legitimately use force. Similarly, he notes that in law combatants are not tried according to the standards of civilian guilt, and civilians are not entitled to conduct war against the guilty,[26] whereas a moral criterion would entail both of these.

				It is outside the scope of this chapter to explore how international law is framed in these matters, but it is sufficient for my argument to make the general observation that the lack of coincidence between law and morality does not entail that law is not framed on the basis of morality. Although law may give a party the legal right to do that which is morally wrong this does not entail that the party is not morally wrong in exercising that legal right. In the absence of effective international adjudication and enforcement the best option may be to allow this liberty right together with the risk of its abuse. It is the task of experts in international law and conflict to judge these matters. What is clear, however, is that the existence of such a legal right does not morally justify its exercise. Those who within the state do immoral things are not justified in doing so by the fact they are permitted to do so, nor are those who suffer the effects of these immoral actions wrong in using just means to combat them. Denyer’s argument that international law provides a non-moral set of criteria for the conduct of war is only valid if it is assumed that the existence of a liberty right justifies its exercise. This in turn only makes sense if we have already accepted that what is permissible is defined by law alone with no reference to the natural moral law. But why accept this? In her writings on war Anscombe does not offer a defence of natural law, she does, however, issue a challenge to those who reject the idea of a natural moral law. The challenge is to show how without the idea of a natural moral law we can distinguish just from unjust killing. It is the application of natural moral law principles to contemporary conflicts which guided Anscombe in distinguishing between legitimate killing and murder. Here she argues that the general principle that rulers have the right to fight enemies of the common good applies not only within the state, but also to external struggle:

				[...] [T]here are occasions when the authority has to fight its internal enemy to the point of killing, as happens in the struggle with external belligerent forces in international warfare; and then the characterization of its enemy as non-innocent has not been ratified by legal process.[27]

				We are left, nevertheless, with the task of showing how the legal distinction between non-combatants and combatants is justified according to the moral distinction between innocence and non-innocence. In other words we need to show how the legal distinction enables the rights of the innocent to be protected against the non-innocent.

				3. A moral distinction?

				It is necessary first to understand the nature of the distinction between non-combatant and combatant, before determining whether it can be derived from the distinction between innocent and non-innocent. In the previous section we noted how Denyer asserts that this distinction is a non-moral one,[28] but offers no argument for this assertion. Perhaps Denyer is taking it as self-evident that this is not a moral distinction on the grounds that external status in itself does not involve a judgment of innocence or guilt. Thus, the fact that an individual has the status of combatant does not in itself entail a judgment of innocence or guilt, because considered in itself taking on this status does not involve a moral judgment on the individual concerned, unless the status is one which of its nature is morally wrong. In concrete particular circumstances an individual will need to judge whether it is just to enter into this army under these circumstances,[29] but in itself becoming a soldier is not morally good or evil. What Denyer fails to see is that once an individual has taken on a particular role his or her moral status may change in certain respects. Thus teachers have certain rights and responsibilities in regard to their students which a non-teacher does not (for example expecting students to complete homework or helping students to pass exams).

				It is the moral consequences of changing status from non-combatant to combatant that Anscombe draws attention to in her explanation of the justification for attacking combatants in war. Here she argues that force used against combatants is not dependent upon the moral guilt of the particular combatant, nor is the immunity of non-combatants dependent upon their lack of guilt. In Anscombe’s paper ‘Mr Truman’s Degree’ she argues that innocence in war is not a term referring to personal responsibility:

				Now who are ‘the innocent’ in war? They are all those who are not fighting and not engaged in supplying those who are with the means of fighting [...] ‘Innocent’ here is not a term referring to personal responsibility at all. It means rather ‘not harming’. But the people fighting are ‘harming’, so they can be attacked.[30]

				She adds to this principle that, just as the police are only justified in using force proportionate to the immediate threat posed, so in warfare the force used against an enemy should be proportionate to the threat posed and have the objective of removing the threat, not of inflicting personal punishment: ‘it is true that the enemy should not be attacked more ferociously than is necessary to put them hors de combat.’[31] Such measures are punitive insofar as they inflict harm upon an enemy as a response to the unjust use of force, but they are to be distinguished from the punishment that is imposed as a result of a judicial process establishing personal innocence and guilt.

				It is important to be clear here what Anscombe is not saying. She is not saying that subjective guilt cannot be attributed to soldiers in war. Rather she is determining the principles for carrying out military action. In the case that a soldier knows that the cause he or she is fighting for is unjust, or is indifferent to the justice of the conflict, any injustice caused to the innocent is to some degree culpable. When a solider believes he or she is fighting for a just cause, but it turns out to be unjust, the personal responsibility of the soldier depends (among other factors, such as the degree of duress they are under in fighting) upon the degree to which he or she can be considered culpable for their wrong judgment. The category of combatant has developed to take this into account, by placing limits on the presumed responsibility of combatants. By limiting what may be done to combatants and how they are to be judged for their role in a given conflict,[32] it is accepted that combatants are often not in a position to determine the justice of the cause they are fighting for, and furthermore may be fighting under duress.

				But can we say that their culpability could be completely removed? There may be cases in which a soldier is not subjectively guilty. Yet in such cases it cannot be said that the soldier is ‘innocent’ in the sense of not harming. An analogy with the appropriate police response to criminal activity is instructive. Society has the right to protect itself against criminal activity even when those engaging in such activity are non-culpably ignorant of the fact they are committing crime. If we accept, as Anscombe does in ‘War and Murder’, that authority in society sometimes ‘has to fight its internal enemy to the point of killing’,[33] then there could be cases in which society is right in intentionally killing a person who is non-culpably ignorant of killing the innocent. Take for example the case in which a person presents a serious threat to others, and we can impute responsibility to that person for this threat.[34] There may be cases in which we cannot prevent this person from inflicting this harm other than by killing. Even if this person is not subjectively guilty of the crime they are committing they lose their status of innocent by their intention to inflict harm on others. This is a risk that anyone who seeks to seriously harm others runs, that in those cases in which a person’s decision to use force turns out to be wrong, even when no culpability can be imputed to that person for this wrong decision, force can be used to prevent serious harm to the innocent; up to the point of killing.

				4. Deriving non-combatant and combatant from innocent and non-innocent

				So far we have established that the distinction between non-combatant and combatant involves a moral distinction, but we have yet to demonstrate how it is founded upon the moral distinction between innocence and non-innocence. The kind of demonstration I think is required here is one which draws upon the historical experience[35] of how the non-combatant/combatant distinction has served to limit violence against the innocent, whilst allowing for due punishment for those who act unjustly in war.

				In his classic work Just War Tradition and Restraint of War: A Moral and Historical Inquiry[36] James Turner Johnson traces how the notion of non-combatant immunity developed in medieval theory and practice. Johnson’s explanation begins with the interchangeability of the two principal terms used for war and armed conflict during the middle ages, bellum and duellum. Although they were clearly distinguished, bellum and duellum were often used interchangeably in the middle ages, thus Johnson notes:

				A duellum is essentially a private combat, even if it takes place within a bellum; the latter is essentially public combat. Yet at the same time every war, bellum, is in a secondary sense a duel, duellum, and under certain social conditions this secondary overlap in meaning can be of the greatest importance.[37]

				This secondary overlapping of meaning enabled knightly codes of chivalry to be extended from individual combat to groups of knights, which was particularly important in developing the notion of non-combatant immunity, and hence in defining the conditions of what would later be termed jus in bello.[38] Here history would seem to support Denyer’s picture according to which we see the notion of non-combatant immunity in war as the extension of aristocratic attempts to limit violence, rather than as the application of principles of justice. Yet Johnson argues that although our later notion of non-combatant immunity has an origin in knightly codes of chivalry, and retains to some degree features of this origin, it was also shaped by medieval canon law. Whereas knightly chivalry protected those non-combatants under the patronage of the knight so long as he was able to defend them: ‘In the canon law, those persons named as non-combatants are spared the ravages of war by simple justice.’[39] The opposition Denyer draws between a medieval moral distinction and a modern legal distinction does not stand up to historical scrutiny. The history is far more complex than that of the replacement of a moral criterion with a non-moral legal distinction, and shows that the distinction was developed in the middle ages precisely in order to protect the innocent.

				By drawing upon this historical account we can see how the non-combatant/combatant distinction can be derived from that between innocent and non-innocent. Firstly, by limiting what can be done in war against combatants to what is required to remove the threat they pose it accepts that any punitive measures taken against enemy troops within the immediate action of a war is not based on what is proportionate to their subjective degree of guilt. This protects those who are subjectively innocent,[40] whilst allowing that justice can be served later. Secondly, non-combatants are protected from military attack, and hence justice is served in the case of the innocent, and in the case of the guilty justice is not denied, but can again be served at a later time. These arguments do not rely on the degree of overlap between non-combatant and combatant and innocent and non-innocent. In the case where every combatant is subjectively innocent of carrying out an unjust attack, by limiting our action against them to removing the harm they pose, we serve the cause of right, whilst limiting as much as possible the harm done to the subjectively innocent. Similarly, if most non-combatants happen to be subjectively guilty this does not prevent justice being carried out when military action is concluded. Anscombe does argue that combatants should not be tried on criminal charges, but qualifies this to say that this is not because they have no personal responsibility for their actions:

				[T]he people fighting are ‘harming’, so they can be attacked; but if they surrender they become in this sense innocent and so may not be maltreated or killed. Nor is there ground for trying them on a criminal charge; not, indeed, because a man has no personal responsibility for fighting, but because they are not the subjects of the state whose prisoners they are.[41]

				Here I do not believe that Anscombe is denying in all circumstances that states can try those who are not its citizens: it is a clear principle of justice that those living in a foreign state or visiting are bound by the laws of that state (with the normal qualifications that we are not bound to obey unjust laws). I believe that what she is getting at is that in the case of war enemies have in no sense consented to obey the laws of the state they are fighting. This does not, however, absolve them from obeying the natural moral law, nor does it imply that international courts cannot establish penalties for those found guilty of infringing international law (where this embodies natural justice).

				5. Intentionally killing the enemy

				In chapter five of his book In Defence of War[42] Nigel Biggar defends the just war tradition against an attack made upon it by David Rodin.[43] Rodin’s arguments in many respects run parallel to those put forward by Denyer, and Biggar responds through a restatement and defence of the just war tradition, in which he argues that war can legitimately be conducted for the sake of overcoming injustice, with the proviso that: ‘it aims to defend genuine and important human goods against grave and unjust threat.’[44] Whilst I am in agreement with a great deal that Biggar has to say in his criticism of Rodin there is one central issue upon which I believe his approach to be confused, an issue which Anscombe more than any philosopher in recent history has helped us to see more clearly: intention. Biggar, like Anscombe, argues that it is legitimate to kill enemy combatants on the grounds that they are objectively doing harm, as opposed to judgments of subjective guilt:

				In rare cases unjust agents might not be at all guilty in fact, because although responsible for judging the moral quality of their own cause their ignorance of its injustice might be excusable; and in rarer cases this might be known to their just opponents. Nevertheless, their possession of a right not to be harmed does not lie entirely in the control of their own moral choices. Its loss can be caused by factors other than their incurring guilt. Their threatening or causing objective injustice is one factor, necessary but not sufficient.[45]

				So far Biggar and Anscombe are in agreement, the point of difference emerges with the other factor which Biggar argues is necessary for an attack on the subjectively non-culpable. Biggar argues that in attacking the subjectively non-culpable we should not intend to kill them:

				What is also necessary is that those who kill them do not intend (that is, maliciously want) their deaths, that they kill only as a last resort, and that they do so with proportionate reason.[46]

				Biggar’s account of intention is laid out in chapter three of In Defence of War in which he offers the following analysis of intention: ‘to intend something is not just to choose it, but also to want it.’[47] Here Biggar fails to distinguish between motive, objective and intention in a context in which these distinctions are significant. In regard to the distinction between motive and intention Anscombe observes in Intention that although:

				Popularly motive and intention are not treated as so distinct in meaning [...] Nevertheless there is a popular distinction between the meaning of ‘motive’ and the meaning of ‘intention.’ E.g. if a man kills someone, he may be said to have done it out of love and pity, or to have done it out of hatred; [...] ‘motive for an action’ has a rather wider and more diverse application than ‘intention with which the action was done.’[48]

				In seeking to clarify this popular distinction Anscombe is not setting out a hard and fast rule, but rather reflecting on the ordinary distinctions we make in our everyday language. The distinction between intention and objective is also one which is not always distinct in ordinary language, but we do distinguish between proximate intentions and more remote objectives. We often do choose to do things which we do not want to do, for the sake of our objectives. This is not, however, to say we do not intend those things. To deny that a soldier is intending to kill an enemy when the soldier purposely acts so as to bring about the enemy’s death is to re-describe the soldier’s act in a manner which Anscombe argues against in Intention. Thus, in the following passage she writes in opposition to the notion that intention can be determined by re-describing a person’s actions based upon what his or her objective is:

				‘Roughly speaking, a man intends to do what he does’. But of course that is very roughly speaking. It is right to formulate it, however, as an antidote against the absurd thesis which is sometimes maintained: that a man’s intended action is only described by describing his objective.[49]

				Thus, if the solider aiming at an enemy were to reply to the question ‘what are you doing?’ by saying that there is no intention to kill the enemy, but to remove the enemy from the battle with no malice intended, we may be somewhat perplexed. Our confusion is not due to the lack of malice, nor to the soldier articulating his or her objective, but to the soldier’s denial of what they are actually doing. We may conclude the soldier has psychological reasons for responding in this manner or is using a kind of special military language, but the answer we would accept to the question ‘what are you doing?’ is that the soldier is aiming to kill the enemy. This is clearly what is intended, albeit with the motivation of seeking to wrong an injustice by removing an enemy from the conflict. There is a moral distinction between the act of a soldier who aims to kill the enemy and maliciously wants to kill, and the soldier who aims to kill not maliciously wanting to kill, but reluctantly to prevent the enemy from carrying out a great injustice. In both cases, however, there is an intention to kill.[50]

				Intentional killing is problematic for Biggar in all cases. This is because he argues that although it is possible that some people may be subjectively so evil that to kill them is to ‘intend harm to nothing of value [...] the history of a person’s spiritual and moral corruption is largely opaque to human view; and his fellows would be wise to refrain from claiming the competence to judge it irreversible’.[51] Here Biggar’s argument seems to be that in intending to kill we are judging the person to lack value, a judgment we are not in a position to make. Yet Biggar holds the traditional doctrine (which we saw Anscombe follow) that those with the authority to act on behalf of the common good of society can legitimately act to remove a serious threat to society, but adds that in this case: ‘the public officer does not intend (in the broader sense) the wrongdoer’s death, but only accepts it.’[52] It is difficult to make sense of the idea that a public officer who orders the death of a criminal does not intend that death.

				Rather than perform gymnastics with the notion of intention, the solution to the problem of how someone intending to kill another human being can do so without thereby denying the dignity of that person’s life can be found by extending Anscombe’s argument regarding the grounds for attacking combatants in war. Here in intending to kill enemy combatants we are not judging that they have forfeited their human dignity as a result of carrying out objectively unjust acts, but that they are seriously harming others (or we have sufficient evidence that they will seriously harm) in a manner that only killing them will prevent. Here the intention to kill should be both proportionate to the harm inflicted or threatened, and have the objective of removing the criminal from causing harm; for which killing is a last resort: two conditions which Biggar attaches to legitimate killing. Thus we are not intending to kill the person as that individual with their intrinsic worth, but as a person who is harming. The intention is to kill that person, but this does not mean we kill them on the basis of a judgment of personal worth.

				We can extend this analysis to other cases of intending to kill for the common good. Thus, in the case of seeking to kill a criminal, we can argue that the reason for intending the death of the criminal in defence of the common good does not derive from a judgment of the criminal’s lack of human dignity, but an assessment of the objective harm they perpetrate or threaten.[53] This solution saves a great deal of what Biggar seeks to achieve with his theory of legitimate killing, but not at the cost of denying that those who are involved in such killing are intending to kill.

				6. Conclusion

				In this exposition of Anscombe’s writings on just war I have attempted to show that although her three articles were written in particular historical contexts they continue to cast light on important moral questions. In particular the question of legitimate killing; both in terms of the grounds for, and the limitations which should be placed upon, any such killings. I focused upon a particular challenge to Anscombe’s theory of just war, but this is a general and fundamental challenge to which any just war theory must respond. Denyer argues that within the context of war the ordinary categories of moral responsibility are not applicable, so any use of such categories in connection with war is mistaken. For Denyer the mistake is a dangerous one, for it can be used to justify the continuation of warfare. In response to this challenge I have argued that Anscombe’s notion that combatants are ‘non-innocent’ insofar as they harm provides the rationale for using violence against them, up to the point of killing. It also explains why the force used against combatants should be proportionate to the threat they pose, as opposed to their subjective guilt, thus placing limitations on the use of force against them during a conflict. Anscombe’s notion of combatants as ‘non-innocent’ also explains why force is not used against non-combatants. It is because they are not harming that non-combatants should not be targeted in a conflict, not because they are subjectively innocent. Thus the distinction between combatant and non-combatant provides a means of limiting the use of force against both combatants and non-combatants, whilst allowing protection for those who are innocent (here in the ordinary sense of innocence) from serious violations of their basic rights.

				In the latter part of the chapter I have examined Biggar’s defence of legitimate killing in the light of Anscombe’s writings. Again it is important to stress that there is a great deal of agreement between Biggar and Anscombe: both set out to show how the just war tradition is still relevant to contemporary conflicts. The point of disagreement is on the nature of intention and in particular the intention to kill. Here I have argued that Biggar’s notion of intention is confused, but that his overall purpose, to provide a rationale for legitimate killing and to place definite limits to such killings (they are proportionate and a last resort), is saved by Anscombe’s notion: that it is legitimate for those in authority to use force against persons who voluntarily harm, to the point of killing. Furthermore, I have argued that this notion also provides a rationale for killings which are within the state, but also places clear limitation to such killings. As with many of Anscombe’s writings the solution she here offers to a complex and contested moral question is simple, yet this simplicity should not be mistaken for a lack of subtlety, for it is only when we come to appreciate the subtlety of her writings that we come to grasp something of the immense contribution she has made to moral thought.
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				David Albert Jones

				Anscombe on the Human Embryo

				1. Anscombe on personhood

				To understand the thought of Elizabeth Anscombe on the human embryo it is useful to place her in the context of what she called ‘modern moral philosophy’[1] (roughly, the predominant form of moral philosophy practised in the English speaking world in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries), a context whence there emerged, in the late twentieth century, certain philosophical arguments developed to excuse the killing of unborn infants.

				If we take a further step back, to put those arguments in a longer historical context, it is well known that Jews and Christians were distinctive in the ancient world for their opposition to the common practices of abortion and infanticide.[2] The Christian objection to such practices is well summarized in an early second- century work known as the Didache, ‘You shall not kill a child by abortion nor kill it after it is born.’[3] Infanticide and abortion are forms of homicide and they are abominable acts because it is an archetypal injustice to kill an innocent human being.

				Over the centuries it was the civilizing effect of Christianity that gradually shifted social attitudes towards the protection of infants born and unborn. How that protection was enacted in law varied from place to place and from time to time but it was only in the twentieth century that countries began to abandon this protection altogether and deliberately to liberalize their abortion laws. It was also from this time that philosophers in these societies began to construct arguments in defence of abortion and sometimes also in defence of infanticide. Perhaps the most prominent such argument is based on the claim that what makes human beings valuable or worthy of protection is some extra quality in virtue of which a human being qualifies as a ‘human person’.

				A usefully clear example is provided by John Harris: ‘most current accounts of the criteria for personhood follow John Locke in identifying self-consciousness coupled with fairly rudimentary intelligence as the most important features [... the human individual] will gradually move from being a potential or a pre-person into an actual person when she becomes capable of valuing her own existence. And if, eventually, she permanently loses this capacity, she will have ceased to be a person.’[4] Harris goes on to say ‘This account, very starkly presented, yields a difference in the morality of ending the lives of persons and that of ending the lives of all other creatures including human non-persons.’[5] Harris may be exaggerating slightly when he says ‘most’ current accounts of personhood are of this kind, but certainly there are many contemporary philosophers and bioethicists who give similar such accounts.

				Such a view of acquired personhood is also accepted by some theologians. For example, Gerard Hughes, in a recent discussion on the status of the human embryo, argued that ‘From the very beginning, therefore, it seems to me we are human beings and potentially human persons. We are human beings because our DNA is human. But a human person is defined in terms of being able to perform the activities which are characteristic of a person rather than a tomato. So I think that we become persons gradually over time.’[6]

				Anscombe regarded this argument as ‘a mere trick’ by which ‘thinkers trade on the weight of the word “person”, although they define it wrongly in terms of characteristics which may come and go and which are a matter of degree’.[7]

				In exposing this sophistry, Anscombe was aware that she was rejecting an opinion that had become prevalent among analytic philosophers. In a short paper briefly setting out twenty erroneous opinions common among modern Anglo-American philosophers, the second listed opinion is that ‘A human being comes to be a person through the development of the characteristics which make something a person. A human being in decay may also cease to be a person without ceasing to be a human being. In short: being a person is something that gets added to a human being who develops properly, and that may disappear in old age or imbecility.’[8]

				In contrast Anscombe herself held that, ‘A human being is a person because the kind to which he belongs is characterised by a rational nature. Thus we have the same individual, and hence the same person, when we have the same human being.’[9] Whereas the account of personhood provided by John Harris and others traces its roots back to John Locke, Anscombe’s account is rooted in an older tradition, in the philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, Boethius and Aristotle. A human being is a particular kind of animal, a living being with a specific nature, and a human being possesses this nature for as long as he or she exists. If a person is understood to be ‘an individual substance of a rational nature’,[10] then a human being is always a human person in virtue of his or her very nature, notwithstanding that immaturity, injury or senescence might impede the use of his or her rational powers.

				As well as the clear Aristotelian influence here one may also detect a genealogical argument, similar to that she develops in ‘On Modern Moral Philosophy’.[11] There Anscombe asserts that those philosophers who argue that it can be ‘morally right’ to kill an innocent man are invoking concepts of ‘morally right’ and ‘morally wrong’ to which they are not entitled. According to Anscombe, the concept of ‘morally wrong’ is the heir of the notion of ‘illicit’ and belongs to a divine law theory of ethics. Once the divine law context has been lost, the idea that an act might be ‘morally wrong’ is then ‘cut off from the family of concepts from which it sprang’.[12] In just the same way, Anscombe argues that the modern analytic concept of ‘personhood’ trades on the moral weight of an earlier concept of ‘person’ but no longer has the context to justify the moral significance it is given.

				In Anscombe’s act of exposing the misuse by philosophers of a word that has been taken from its original context we can also discern the influence of Wittgenstein: ‘[...] one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used in this way in the language-game which is its original home? What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use.’[13] Wittgenstein characteristically regarded with suspicion terms used by philosophers in a special sense distinct from their everyday use, and typically regarded such ways of talking as obscuring rather than as better disclosing the world. Thus, our recognition of the humanity of another person is not based on arguments framed by such ‘metaphysical’ words but is a kind of predisposition, ‘My attitude towards him is an attitude towards a soul. I am not of the opinion that he has a soul.’[14] The claim that such an attitude towards a living human being might be set aside, on the basis of a nice philosophical argument, because the human being in question did not conform to the a priori concept of ‘personhood’ is precisely the kind of malign effect of ‘metaphysical’ terms which Wittgenstein repeatedly sought to undermine: ‘What we are destroying is nothing but houses of cards and we are clearing up the ground of language on which they stand.’[15]

				What Anscombe adds to Wittgenstein is a greater historical sense of the use of terms in ancient and medieval philosophy. Thus when Anscombe uncovers ‘one or another piece of plain nonsense’[16] what remains is not ‘only bits of stone and rubble’ but is a route to the renewed appreciation of the richer and more robust concepts of philosophers of an earlier age, concepts developed by thinkers such as Thomas Aquinas and Aristotle. In this way Anscombe both draws on and improves on Wittgenstein.

				2. Anscombe on delayed hominization

				For Anscombe, then, ‘you cannot be killing a human being and not be killing a person.’[17] From this it might be thought that Anscombe believed the human embryo to be a human being from the moment of fertilization such that all abortion is homicide sensu stricto. However, Anscombe was unwilling to commit herself to this thesis. ‘I have long myself had doubts about what is called “immediate animation” and might more aptly be called “immediate hominisation”.‘[18]

				To be sure, Anscombe regarded some abortion as homicide: ‘the killing that is done at a stage where the baby is, if only seen, visibly a human being.’[19] However, she was doubtful that the early embryo was ‘a human being’ in the sense of ‘a Mensch if we are talking German, an anthropos in Greek, a homo in Latin’, hence she regarded Catholics who oppose abortion as misguided if they base their opposition to abortion solely on the thesis that ‘the zygote is a human being’.[20]

				In this Anscombe is, again, very close to the thought of Aristotle[21] and of Thomas Aquinas,[22] both of whom regarded embryonic development as a gradual process such that the embryo receives its final specifically human form at the end of generation, which for male foetuses Aristotle places at around six weeks and for females around thirteen weeks.[23] Regarding this account, Anscombe states that ‘I do not find St Thomas’s ideas absurd, though we must think his physiology rather quaint.’[24] As for those who assert that embryonic development manifests ‘government by [...] the soul of the embryo’,[25] and hence the presence of the specifically human soul from the beginning, Anscombe thinks they confuse formal and final causality. The process of development is teleological and is to be understood in relation to the form of the human body which is being generated. However, this does not mean that the form of the human being is already present.

				‘No’. What is governing here is the principle of unity of a new and coming life, the animal life of movement and sensation which is not there yet. But one cannot doubt that what is done - the action of the living embryo in its early stages - is done for the development of that animal life - the production of the beating heart, of inchoate sense organs, of the limbs and of the brain; the existence of almost all of which is necessary if there is to be the life of an animal.[26]

				Thus according to Anscombe, and indeed to Aquinas, while the successful development of the embryo is only understandable in relation to the specifically human form, this specific form is the final cause of development not the formal cause of the actual life of the embryo as it is now. Anscombe would not then have agreed with Tertullian that, ‘He who will one day be a man is a man already.’[27]

				It is noticeable that Anscombe is confident that the embryo is a human being from the time that ‘the baby is, if only seen, visibly a human being’[28] which she also seems to place at around six weeks. In another place she is even more explicit about the significance she gives to outward appearance, ‘I assume that [Aquinas] would rely on the human appearance of the baby for saying that it was now a human being. In a rather similar way, I incline to rely on its outward form and its having human organs.’[29] This reliance on the presence of visible bodily form to disclose the presence of the human soul is a point of contact between Aristotle, for whom the soul is ‘the form of a natural body which has life in potentiality’,[30] and Wittgenstein, for whom ‘the human body is the best picture of the human soul’.[31] The soul is not some hidden inner substance but is the form of a living being and is evident in the visible activities of its body. This is seen not only in physical shape but also, and more so, by behaviour. It is significant that Anscombe gives the example of an ectopic human embryo who was ‘observed to swim vigorously with a breast stroke’.[32] It is such outward behaviour rather than speculation about the inner development of certain kinds of neurones which is the basis for her view that this is already a living animal, and thus possessed of a sensitive soul. This seems to be exactly parallel to Wittgenstein’s example of the ‘wriggling fly’ whose behaviour allows psychological terms ‘to get a foothold’.[33] It is not necessary to ask about what is happening in the head of the fly (as it were) to see that it is in distress.

				There are of course important differences between the thought of Aristotle and Wittgenstein, in method, interests, interlocutors and influence. Nevertheless, there are some family resemblances that it would be perverse to ignore, in that both thinkers emphasize the significance of the form of this visible world, and hence the form of the living human body. Thus in giving the significance she does to visible bodily structures and activities, Anscombe is also drawing on both Aristotle and Wittgenstein, as well as Aquinas, whom she cites in a number of places.

				3. Deductions from embryology and the significance of twinning

				One response to the view of Anscombe is to say that, while it is true that Thomas Aquinas and Aristotle accepted a form of delayed hominization, modern biology has now demonstrated that the embryo is a human being. According to this response, the fact that Aquinas’s account of physiology is ‘rather quaint’[34] cannot be dismissed in the way that Anscombe seems to do. Biology does not directly address questions of philosophy, but philosophical reflection on human nature must take account of biology. A number of philosophers and theologians have argued that, if Thomist principles are applied to modern biology, they demonstrate beyond reasonable doubt that a human being, with a rational soul, is present from fertilization.

				This position is relatively common among contemporary Thomist philosophers, but for Anscombe, her primary interlocutor was ‘the famous geneticist Jerome Lejeune [who was] confident that the zygote is not merely human but is a human being’.[35] Lejeune gave evidence in a number of court cases appealing to advances in biology, especially to knowledge of genetics and embryology, as providing proof that the embryo was a human being: ‘Science has a very simple conception of man; as soon as he has been conceived, a man is a man.’[36] He bases this conclusion on the fact that from the very beginning in the ‘genetic information and the molecular structure of the egg’[37] you have everything inherent needed for the later development of the human individual.

				Anscombe met Lejeune and had a great respect for him, but she was not convinced by his arguments. She agreed that the basis for human development was present in the zygote (the embryo at the single cell stage) and that this development was only comprehensible in relation to the form of a human being. However, as already mentioned, she did not think that this power of development (this final causality) demonstrated the presence of the actual form of human being in the embryo (formal causality). Anscombe thought that the identification of the human embryo (even as a single cell) as a human being was made plausible by the fact that most adults could trace their life continuously back to a single cell, a zygote, whereas this cell, quite uniquely, was formed not by division but by the union of two cells, the sperm and the egg. If I am the same individual living being as the zygote, then it seems that each of us was once a zygote, and hence that a zygote is a human being.

				Anscombe’s response to this argument was to say, ‘What this indicates is that they suddenly forget about identical twins.’[38] Identical twins originate from a single zygote which splits sometime in the first few days of existence. Therefore the twins do not have their unique origin until sometime after fertilization (though within the first 13 days). Lejeune did not think that this negated the significance of fertilization as he argued that, in the case of identical twins, the early embryo was programmed to twin and so fertilization was the beginning of two individuals both of whom were present within one body. Anscombe considers his argument but notes that he himself admits that he does not have proof for this. He thinks that somehow it must be so, but this is not sufficient for Anscombe who questions whether it must be so. From a philosophical perspective, there is no clear reason why twinning must be construed in this way, as one embryo that somehow was or contained two human beings. Twinning might be understood in various ways: as a process by which a second human being buds off from an original; or as a human being splitting to become two; or as a human entity which is alive and human but is not yet one or two human beings but which after a certain point becomes two human beings.

				The phenomenon of twinning was significant for Anscombe because it was a lens through which she questioned deductions from biology, and in particular questioned the arguments of Lejeune that biology provides demonstrative proof that human beings begin at fertilization. The possibility of other interpretations, and especially the interpretation whereby the embryo is regarded as a human entity but not yet a human being (nor two human beings), functions as it were as a sed contra, a contrary indication sufficient to make one reserve judgment prior to further consideration of the question.

				Anscombe did not think that the phenomenon of twinning and the various ways in which it might be construed provided a proof that the zygote was not a human being. In this way her view should be distinguished from that of Richard McCormick or Norman Ford who thought that the early embryo (which McCormick called the ‘pre-embryo’) became a human individual, and hence a human being, only from the point where twinning was no longer possible, at 14 days or so.[39] In contrast Anscombe did not think that arguments from biology demonstrated when the human being was present (from fertilization, from 14 days or from any other particular time). Indeed she is clear that twinning is logically compatible with immediate animation and defends those who hold this view.[40] Nevertheless, she regarded the ambiguity of twinning as sufficient to undermine the simple genetic argument for equating fertilization with the beginning of a human individual. In the absence of any other such demonstration, general philosophical considerations inclined Anscombe ‘to rely on its outward form [...] where the baby is, if only seen, visibly a human being’,[41] a stage which she placed at around six weeks.

				4. Anscombe ‘not that sort of “good Aristotelian”‘

				In many respects Anscombe’s views on the early embryo were typical of Thomists of an earlier generation (such as Hering[42] or Maritain[43]) and close to the views of some of her contemporaries, especially those of Norman Ford.[44] However, in certain other respects her approach was distinctive to the point of being idiosyncratic.

				One way to illustrate this is to consider the answer she gives to the question ‘Were you a zygote?’ and compare it to the answer Ford gave to the question ‘When did I begin?’. For Ford, the fact of twinning meant that an individual did not come to be until twinning was impossible, at around 14 days; this is when he thought he began. He quotes Ann McLaren with approval as saying, ‘This was when I began being me.’[45] Anscombe also thinks twinning important and remarks that, ‘if I ask you “Were you a zygote?” you might intelligently reply, “No I was an identical twin”.‘[46] Anscombe reminds us that for identical twins there is no zygote with which one or the other could singly and uniquely identify him- or herself. Nevertheless, Anscombe argues that it could be truly said of identical twins, ‘you and your twin jointly were once a zygote.’[47] This might be taken to mean that two human beings could be present in the same body (as Lejeune believed) but Anscombe does not think any human being yet existed when the zygote existed. She states that the identical twins were that zygote because that zygote was the beginning of those human beings, though at that stage it was not yet a human being (nor two human beings). It is in this sense that she thinks that twins could say that they, jointly, were once a zygote. To the objection that the twins cannot jointly be identical with the zygote because they are not identical with one another, Anscombe states that, ‘present non-identity of B and C does not prove that B and C were not identical with A and so with one another.’[48]

				For the majority of people, who are not twins, Anscombe argues that each can truthfully say ‘I (singly) was that zygote’[49] because that zygote was the beginning of the same life that the person has now, even if it was not yet the life of a human being. ‘So I wasn’t yet a human? That seems correct’[50] or again ‘for some “what” I am the same somewhat as that zygote that I once was, even if when I was a zygote I wasn’t yet a human.’[51]

				Anscombe is aware that in speaking in this way she is departing from Aquinas. Thomas Aquinas regarded generation as ‘a series of generations and corruptions’,[52] and thus as a series of substantial changes. He did not regard the early embryo as that same substance (the same being, the same life, the same living thing) as the foetus. In contrast, Anscombe claims that while the specific human form is not present from the beginning, its gradual emergence is not through a series of generations and corruptions but by a gradual acquisition of form. Hence, she says, Aquinas ‘need not think that the changes from vegetative to animal to rational life have to be seen as substantial changes’.[53] Furthermore, whereas Aquinas follows Aristotle very closely in his account of embryonic development, Anscombe points out that Aristotle nowhere characterizes embryonic development as a series of generations and corruptions. This is an addition by Aquinas. It could be argued that Aquinas is doing no more than applying to embryology the account of substantial change that Aristotle develops in his other writings. That the acquisition of a new form implies corruption of the previous form is simply what a ‘good Aristotelian’ would say. In answer to this objection, Anscombe points out that, in relation to embryonic development, Aristotle himself was ‘not that sort of “good Aristotelian”‘[54] for Aristotle claims that when the embryo first becomes an animal it is not an animal of any particular species! The passage that Anscombe refers to is from Aristotle’s work on the generation of animals:

				As they develop they also acquire the sensitive soul in virtue of which an animal is an animal. For e.g. an animal does not become at the same time an animal and a man or a horse or any other particular animal. For the end is developed last, and the peculiar character of the species is the end of the generation in each individual.[55]

				This is a passage with which Aquinas was familiar and he uses it to defend his own account against the objection that it seems to make the embryo ‘pass from one species to another’.[56] The embryo does not change from one species to another because an embryo is not a perfect being but a being ‘on the way to perfection’,[57] it therefore does not belong to any species accept ‘by reduction’:[58] it may not yet have the specific form of a human being, but it is already an embryo of a human being (not of any other animal).

				The claim that the embryo is an animal but is not ‘a man or a horse or any other particular animal’[59] is implicit in Aristotle’s view that the specific form, which is the perfection of generation, is acquired only at the end of a process of development. However, if Aristotle can maintain this seemingly un-Aristotelian idea - of an animal without a specific form - then there is no reason to deny that he could also maintain the seemingly un-Aristotelian idea that the embryo could gradually acquire form without the corruption of the previous form. Here Anscombe arguably provides a more convincing interpretation of Aristotle than that provided by Aquinas.[60]

				5. When does the embryo become ‘visibly a human being’?

				According to Anscombe, the life of ‘that zygote’ was my life, and I am the same living being and the same substance and the same individual as that zygote; why then deny that the zygote was the same human being as I am now? She says that the fact of twinning counts against it, but acknowledges that there are many ways to understand twinning without denying immediate hominization. Similarly, Anscombe claims that formal and final causality are distinct but, again, she does not say that ‘formal and final causes are never the same: on the contrary [...]’.[61] However, Anscombe fails to acknowledge that, where final and formal causes are distinct, the final cause must inhere in some other formal cause. According to Aquinas this other form is the form of the male parent, thus development occurs in the embryo but is not a power of the embryo. It is shaped from outside by the parent. This premise (which he takes from Aristotle) is important for him. Without it there would be no link between final and formal causality in embryonic development.

				Anscombe shows little interest in the biological writings of Aristotle[62] or in this question. She describes the biology as ‘rather quaint’[63] but does not acknowledge that Aristotle’s biology plays a crucial role in Thomas’s account. If the development of the embryo is due to a power of that embryo, as seems undeniable in relation to modern biology, then the final cause inheres in an already present formal cause in the embryo. Every embryo is already an embryo of a distinct species (pace Aristotle) and develops according to its specific kind.

				Anscombe’s reluctance to regard the embryo as a human being seems to be based on its appearance: that it does not appear to be ‘if only seen, visibly a human being’.[64] It may reasonably be asked, however, why a human being is thought always to have the same shape. Does not an embryo possess the shape that a human being (or any other organism) has at that stage of development? There is perhaps in Anscombe’s rejection of immediate animation a suspicion of the Cartesian hidden ego, in contrast to the belief, shared in different ways by Aristotle and Wittgenstein, that the soul is something visible in the life of the body. However, someone who holds that the embryo is a human being need not believe that the soul is hidden. Embryonic development is a visible process and the developmental power of the human embryo is something specifically human.

				In relation to the great majority of embryos which are not produced by twinning, and which do not go on to form twins, Anscombe is surely correct to say that the life of the zygote is the same life as the life of the adult; these are different moments of the biological life story of a single organism. However, having accepted the unity and identity of this biological life, Anscombe has no grounds to deny that the zygote is the same human being as the adult. Nor is the language of ‘two materially distinct carriers of the life’[65] helpful, and still less the claim that the chromosomes and genes of the embryo ‘provide a marvellous example of the proximate matter of a human being’.[66] The principle of life, as Aristotle understood so clearly, is a kind of form: if the embryo has the same life, this cannot be because it has the same matter, but only because it has the same form, the same psuche.

				From a Thomist perspective, faced with the claim that ‘when I was a zygote I wasn’t yet a human’,[67] one would naturally ask - what then am ‘I’? If the correct answer is that I am a human being,[68] then we face a choice: either the zygote was not a human being and not me, or if the zygote was me, then it was a human being. Anscombe states that the same substance, the same individual, the same life is present in zygote, infant, and adult human, and that there is no substantial change through development. She therefore had no good reason to resist acknowledging that the human embryo is ‘a human’.

				6. Anscombe on the moral status of the embryo

				In summary, Anscombe held that every human being was a human person but doubted that every human embryo was a human being and hence doubted that deliberate destruction of an early human embryo (in vivo or in vitro) was homicide sensu stricto. Someone unfamiliar with Anscombe’s thought might therefore imagine that she was liberal on abortion or that she was motivated to deny that embryo destruction was homicide precisely to exonerate the practice of abortion. Certainly, from the 1960s onwards, both within the Church and outside it, a prevalent desire to promote acceptance of abortion seems to have been an important reason for the revival of interest in the concept of ‘delayed animation’.[69] The idea seemed to offer a medieval precedent for modern proposals to promote access to abortion.

				In the case of Anscombe, however, it is clear that she regarded abortion as a gravely wrong and indeed as an abominable act. The inference that if Anscombe did not think early abortion to be homicide then she must think it permissible would only be valid if all acts were morally permissible other than homicide, narrowly defined. This is of course a false premise. The logical independence of these propositions can be illustrated by a simple diagram.
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				It might be assumed that if abortion is homicide then abortion is gravely wrong whereas if abortion is not homicide then abortion is not gravely wrong. In which case only the diagonal boxes would be filled (e.g. by Pope John Paul II top left and John Harris bottom right). However, while homicide is one reason that an act may be wrong, it is clearly not the only reason, hence abortion might be morally wrong even if it were not homicide. Similarly, while homicide is a reason that an act may be wrong, in certain exceptional cases homicide might be excusable or even justifiable, as in the case of reasonable self-defence.

				There are thus philosophers who represent each combination of positions. Some modern apologists for elective abortion defend the practice even on the premise that it involves homicide, most notably Judith Jarvis Thomson (putting her in the top right box). Such arguments are outside the scope of this chapter and they were not addressed by Anscombe, except when they involved appeal to the principle of double effect. Anscombe regarded ‘the principle of side effects’, as she called it, as valid and important but also as being open to abuse. Her analysis of killing as an unintended side effect of action is explored by Gormally in another chapter of this volume.

				With regard to early abortion (i.e. before six weeks) Anscombe represents the bottom left position, that it is gravely wrong even though it is not homicide. Why does Anscombe regard early abortion as gravely wrong? Anscombe stands in the intellectual tradition of Thomas Aquinas, and with much of the Western Christian tradition, which has held that ‘after the sin of murder, whereby a human nature already in actual existence is destroyed, this sort of sin seems to hold the second place, whereby the generation of human nature is precluded.’[70] Aquinas thus condemned both contraceptive intercourse and destruction of the embryo prior to ensoulment. Anscombe also argues that contraceptive intercourse is contrary to the virtue of chastity. Nevertheless, while Anscombe rejects both contraception and early abortion, she seems to regard these as different kinds of acts, wrong for different reasons.[71] The moral evaluation of contraception primarily concerns the virtue of chastity and the relationship between sexual acts and the goods of marriage. The moral evaluation of abortion, on the other hand, primarily concerns the virtue of justice and the act of killing a human embryo or foetus.

				Anscombe understands the deliberate destruction of the human embryo as something very close to homicide, even if not homicide in the strict sense. She says that destruction of an embryo should fall under the term murder even though it would not if one had a ‘rigid’ definition of murder and were to be ‘pedantic’ and ‘stick to this [definition] in an obstinate fashion’.[72]

				How are we to make sense of this claim? If homicide is killing a human being, how can killing what, ex hypothesi, is not a human being be morally equivalent to homicide? The defence that Anscombe provides for this moral position[73] is frustratingly brief. In one place she states that embryo destruction, even if not homicide, ‘has evidently the same sort of malice as killing it later on when it is unquestionably a human, or more than one’.[74] This might suggest an analogy with attempted murder, which may share the malice of murder, and may be subject to severe legal sanction, even if no human being is killed. However, with attempted murder there is an actual human being who is the object of the malice. Who is the object of homicidal malice in the case of embryo destruction?

				One possible answer would be that it is the future human being who is the object of the malice. The problem with this response is that there will be no future human being from this embryo if the embryo is destroyed. There is not and will not be any human being who is harmed. At this point some philosophers might seek to identify a harm suffered by the future human being that would have existed had this embryo not been destroyed. However, it is clear that Anscombe is not such a philosopher. She is highly critical of the attempt to identify states of affairs or individuals that would have been had the world been different, ‘there [is] not, quite generally, any such thing as what would have happened if what did happen had not happened, and that in particular there [is] no such thing as what someone would have done if... and certainly that there [is] no such thing as how someone would have spent his life if he had not died as a child.’[75] On the premise that an embryo is not yet a human being there is no particular human-being-who-would-have-been-born had this embryo not been destroyed.

				It is not in relation to future ‘possible persons’ that the harm of embryo destruction is to be understood but in relation to the actual status of the embryo that is destroyed. Anscombe’s account of the moral status of the human embryo reflects her theoretical account of embryonic development. In a letter signed by a number of philosophers, Anscombe affirms that ‘at fertilisation we have for the first time an entity which we can identify with the later foetus, newborn, teenager, etc.’[76] Destroying an embryo is thus categorically different from destroying gametes that can be combined variously and which cannot be identified with the future organism.[77] While Anscombe does not accept that the human embryo is a human being, she thinks that every human being (either singly or together with his or her twin) was once a zygote. A human being can therefore say to him- or herself, ‘when I was a zygote I wasn’t yet a human.’[78] From this it follows that someone could truthfully say ‘had you killed that zygote you would have been ending my life.’ The life of that zygote was my life and thus killing that embryo is not merely preventing me from coming into existence (as preventing my parents meeting would have prevented my coming into existence), rather it would be the ending of a life that had already begun, my life.

				Each of us was once a zygote and killing a zygote is killing ‘that very same living thing’[79] that we once were. In the words of a recent EU citizens’ initiative, the human embryo is ‘one of us’.[80] It has been argued in this chapter that, given philosophical and biological premises which she accepted, Anscombe did not have good grounds to resist the claim that a human embryo is a human being. Nevertheless, notwithstanding her scepticism on this point, on her account of the embryo, I was once an embryo and destroying that embryo would have ended my life. Killing a human embryo is, on this account, something very like homicide and is unjust for the same kinds of reasons that homicide is unjust.
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				Kevin L. Flannery SJ[1]

				Anscombe on Two Jesuits and Lying

				In a number of places, Elizabeth Anscombe speaks about lying, invariably at least suggesting that it is always wrong. In the essay ‘Does Oxford Moral Philosophy Corrupt the Youth?’, for instance, she criticizes the way that moral philosophy today bases itself upon intuitions about ‘“our” standards’. The image ‘conjured up’, she says ironically, is of ‘people free of crime, behaving nicely (they will always tell lies to avoid betraying friends), and also looking for improvement [...]’.[2] And in the essay ‘Action, Intention and “Double Effect”‘, she acknowledges that the ‘application’ of the term ‘lying’ is ‘somewhat obscure or disputable’. She immediately rejects, however, the notion that this ‘creates a conceptual difficulty about the notion of absolute wrongness - whether great wrongness, or small as in many instances of lying’.[3]

				But, in the one place where Anscombe discusses lying most extensively, the essay entitled ‘Two Moral Theologians’, she suggests that some lies might be permissible.[4] We shall get to these remarks later in this essay. But before that I would like to consider in some detail what she says about a couple of Jesuits, and especially about the Belgian Jesuit, Arthur Vermeersch. My interest in Vermeersch is due not just to the fact that he taught at the Gregorian University, where I presently teach.[5] Vermeersch was, as Anscombe acknowledges, a gifted moral theologian. She also calls the essay she criticizes ‘interesting and learned’; and it certainly is that.[6] I shall argue that some of the ideas he puts forward help one to solve difficulties connected with Anscombe’s own position in ‘Two Moral Theologians’.

				Anscombe contrasts Vermeersch with Bruno Schüller, the other Jesuit (but not of the Gregorian University), whose work she calls ‘quite interesting’[7] but also wonders ‘how people could be snowed by such writing’.[8] She maintains that there is a ‘curious resemblance’ between Vermeersch and Schüller:

				Our two moral theologians both play Humpty Dumpty with words and both use well known facts, which do make their topic more difficult than a naïf person would think, to justify themselves. There the similarity ends: Vermeersch thinks he is strictly maintaining a strict doctrine; Schüller’s bent is to make hay of any strict doctrine.[9]

				Schüller, as we are told in a note to this essay, ‘advanced a “proportionalist” (consequentialist) understanding of Christian ethics’.[10] Anscombe calls his thesis that traditional Catholic morality is consequentialist ‘a startling impudence’.[11]

				1. Defending Vermeersch

				Vermeersch’s essay, ‘De mendacio et necessitatibus commercii humani’ (or ‘On Lying and the Necessities of Human Life in Common’) is long - nearly 80 pages - and is divided into three parts: the first considering the ‘idea or description of lying’; the second considering the ‘wrongness [malitia]’ of lying; and the third (by far the longest) considering the issue, ‘In what way provision is to be made for the necessities of human life in common.’ Vermeersch’s methodology is largely historical, although in the third part he waxes more speculative - which gets him into trouble, as we shall see. The historical spadework that Vermeersch has done itself makes his essay extremely valuable: he gives quotations from, summaries of, and precise references to, a huge array of writings by authors from Augustine to his fellow Belgian and ally Gustavus Waffelaert (1847–1931).[12] The list includes Thomas Aquinas (of course), Cajetan (1469–1534), Medina (1527–1581), de Valentia (1551–1603), Sanchez (1550–1610), Suárez (1548–1617), Lessius (1554–1623), Laymann (1574–1635), Alphonsus (1696–1787) and many others.

				In the first part of his essay, Vermeersch discusses the standard definition of lying: ‘a false signification contrary to the mind with the intention of deceiving.’ Surprisingly (given what he says later), he emphasizes the first words of the definition (‘falsa significatio contra mentem’), rather than the rest (‘cum intentione fallendi’). And so he writes:

				Because today there is no obvious reason why we should insert into the definition words that are not necessary, if we wish to speak in unison with Catholic scholars who have lived since the time of St. Augustine, we must choose the following brief definition, by means of which lying is described: A locution contrary to the mind.[13]

				In maintaining that the words ‘cum intentione fallendi’ are not necessary, Vermeersch is following Thomas, who maintains that the intention to deceive does not belong to the formal species of lying but amounts to a certain ‘perfection’ of it. A locution contrary to the mind but lacking the intention to deceive is prevented by that lack from effecting what its nature (such as it is) ‘wants’ to effect. Thomas uses the example of a heavy object, which, by its nature, falls but, contrary to that nature, can be held aloft. Thus, Thomas and Vermeersch both allow that there could be a genuine lie that does not involve the intention to deceive.[14] In Thomas (and presumably in Vermeersch) that means that one lies even if one’s intention is, say, simply to get a laugh out of someone.

				The second part of the essay, on the wrongness of lying, begins with a section demonstrating that the tradition of that Church is decidedly against lying: ‘Therefore’, this section concludes, ‘we deplore any retreat from the traditional severity with which the learned [summi Doctores] maintained that not even to save a life  - either one’s own or that of another - is it permitted to lie.’[15] In the second ‘article’ of the same second part, Vermeersch considers various explanations for the wrongness of lying and rejects one which is of particular interest. A number of authors argue that lying is wrong because it ‘corrupts the only instrument of intercourse among men’.[16] He mentions a number of authors who maintain this position, including St. Ephrem and an unnamed commentator on Scotus who, he says, greatly exaggerates the evil of lying, writing that, if lying were not wrong, ‘Society and human conversation would be totally destroyed’.[17] This argument, says Vermeersch, proves too much since some lies are ‘socially useful’.[18] Nonetheless, he clearly holds that there is some truth in the argument, for he states later on that lying is immoral because ‘consideration of the individual man, no less than consideration of the social man, requires communication among men.’[19]

				Vermeersch’s objection to the argument about the corruption of society is that sometimes a lie is simply not that important. In this regard, he cites Thomas, who says, in answer to the question ‘Whether every lie is a mortal sin’, that, ‘properly speaking, a mortal sin is that which is repugnant [repugnat] to charity, by which the soul lives conjoined to God.’[20] There are, however, he says, various ways in which an act can be contrary to charity. These include being contrary ‘in itself [secundum se]’ and being contrary with respect to the end intended. The first of these has to do with the ‘false signification’ itself. If this pertains somehow to the good of man, the lie is a mortal sin; if, however, it makes no difference to one’s neighbour whether the opinion generated by the signification is false or not, so that no injury is done by the lie, the sin is venial. As for the end intended in telling a lie, this might not be contrary to charity at all, as happens with the jocose or officious lie, which are intended respectively to delight or to help one’s neighbour; neither is, therefore, a mortal sin.

				Explicitly adhering to these ideas of Thomas’s, Vermeersch acknowledges that a lie, even qua false locution, does go against charity. On the other hand:

				[...] since a man is himself a contingent being and the truth of which he deprives other men through a lie is per se merely a truth of his mind, to know which is minimally essential for others, a lie leaves the order of charity towards others substantially intact.[21]

				He also acknowledges that, when someone lies out of hatred or by lying does injury to another or has a special obligation to tell the truth, the act is a mortal sin.[22] A couple of paragraphs later he remarks that, although the order pertaining to a locution itself has a connection with charity and although a lie does upset that order, ‘nonetheless, it is only beside [praeter] the order of charity’; it ‘leaves the order of charity towards others substantially intact’.[23] In other words, it does not attack charity directly - it is not ‘repugnant’ to it - but neither is it a charitable act, as such an act should be.

				Anscombe recounts all of this, but, having done so, remarks:

				His [Vermeersch’s] conclusion seems admirable but his thinking here is a bit odd. If the order of speech is inviolable because and only because speech relates to the ‘order of charity,’ how is it that that doesn’t show, not merely that lying is always wrong, but that it is always a violation of the ‘order of charity’? Or if it is not always a violation of the ‘order of charity,’ how does its relation to the order of charity manage to show that it is always wrong? To repeat, I am not disputing his conclusion that lying is always wrong but not always mortally sinful. I am only criticising the reasons he offers for his conclusion.[24]

				Here I must come to the defence of my fellow Jesuit. Since in the argument just expounded, but also earlier when discussing the proper definition of charity, Vermeersch not only cites but is clearly following Thomas, his reasons for saying both that lying is per se wrong but, at the same time, not necessarily gravely wrong can be judged no more ‘odd’ - or inadequate - than Thomas’s own. And in this regard we have already encountered the Dominican’s idea that a lie might remain short of its ‘perfection’ - which it does ‘achieve’ when its speaker’s intention is precisely to deceive - as when a stone remains short of its proper perfection when held aloft by some other force. It is for this reason that Vermeersch says that we can dispense with the words ‘with the intention of deceiving’ and define lying simply as ‘a false signification contrary to the mind’. It is also on this basis that he maintains that all lying is disordered, that is, since there is a break of intelligibility between the mind and what is signified. And yet only some lies are gravely disordered, since what a lie could be, by its very nature, it is not always.

				A mother might be weary after a stressful day and quite deliberately snap at her child, not because she does not love the child or intends its harm but because she is tired and gives in momentarily to her emotions. Her act is very different from that of a mother who snaps at a child in order to harm the child psychologically. Both acts are wrong because they go against charity, but only the latter is seriously wrong, because the intention is to harm. Similarly, as Thomas says in Summa theologiae II–II, q. 110, a. 4c, with some lies the other person might be led astray ‘in some contingent particulars that do not pertain to him’: it may make little real difference whether he knows the truth or not. An untruth with respect to such contingent particulars does not pertain ‘to the good of man - to, for example, the perfection of knowledge or the understanding of morals’. But a lie that does pertain to an individual’s good (in this sense) is a mortal sin. These distinctions in Thomas seem to me not at all odd but perfectly reasonable.

				2. Agreeing with Anscombe, against Vermeersch

				The third part of Vermeersch’s essay - entitled, as mentioned earlier, ‘In what way provision is to be made for the necessities of human life in common’ - begins with this paragraph:

				Lying is never permissible. Living, however, is. As is living humanly. It is necessary that secrets be capable of remaining inviolate. Nor are men to be undone on account of words. How these things can be reconciled among themselves and such necessities be combined with the absolute exclusion of lying is what we now propose to investigate.[25]

				Vermeersch then describes briefly the larger historical context within which he confronts these issues.[26] He mentions thinkers who, in order to reconcile the absolute prohibition of lying with the necessities of life, proposed the use of ambiguities, equivocation, ‘mental restrictions’ and the like in answering questions, the straightforward answers to which would violate trust or betray persons.[27] He mentions also Kant and Fichte, who, having rejected all such artifices of speech, pushed the ‘austere conclusions of Augustine’ even further than the latter does himself. This is followed by a rich and detailed presentation and critique of the various ways in which thinkers - almost all Catholic thinkers - have attempted to deal with the ‘hard cases’, in which straightforward answers would violate trust or betray the innocent.[28] Finally, having rejected the majority of the theories regarding how to deal with such hard cases, Vermeersch offers his own ‘Solution of the problem’.[29]

				I do not wish to spend too much time discussing Vermeersch’s own solution, which is disappointingly contrived and unconvincing. But something must be said about it, if only to finish off the story of Vermeersch on lying. As a preface to his solution, Vermeersch invokes a principle he takes from Suárez.[30] To speak  - in the sense relevant to the definition of lying: ‘locutio contra mentem’ - is not just to utter words and to direct them at another: this happens also in the theatre. Required also is that the speaker make it apparent in executing that act-’as if through the intrinsic reflection of the act itself upon itself’ - that he is revealing what he thinks about the way things stand in reality.[31] A ‘locution against the mind’ obviously goes against such a dynamic. Vermeersch interprets this principle in such a way that, just as the circumstances (for instance) of a play make it apparent that the actors are not speaking their own minds, so also whenever there is a doubt about whether any speaker is communicating his mind, ‘there would be present a true and proper ambiguity, which itself [...] excludes lying’.[32]

				On this basis, then, Vermeersch maintains the following:

				A wife who is questioned and denies having committed adultery and a culprit who denies having committed a crime are not exonerated of lying on the grounds that the word ‘adultery’ [adulterium] can also mean ‘idolatry’ or because the culprit tacitly adds ‘I did not do it today, this hour’ but rather because these responses objectively signify one of the following: either ‘I did not do it’ or ‘I do not wish to admit it.’ These are not ‘contrary to the mind’ [contra mentem]. Also the loveable St. Francis, when he wished to save the life of a man whom [others] pursued, in order that without lying he might respond ‘He has not passed this way,’ did not need with his hand to indicate his sleeve or with his foot to designate the place where he stood. His response itself bore this ambiguity: either ‘He has not passed this way’ or ‘I am not betraying the man.’ (‘De mendacio’, pp. 462–463)

				Anscombe is certainly right to call this nonsense.[33] Not only are the contexts supposed here - questioning whether someone has done something or whether someone has passed by - not at all like the context of a stage, but also a doubt present in the mind of one who hears a speaker does not make what that speaker says ambiguous.

				Vermeersch maintains that his own ‘solution to the problem’ is more straightforward than the various equivocations (and the like) he discusses - which, in comparison with some of them, it certainly is - but this limited advantage costs him dearly: the result is that certain locutions would, according to him, no longer mean what they clearly mean.[34] The Vermeersch who proposes this solution is, as Anscombe puts it, ‘Vermeersch in his world-pleasing role’.[35] He is concerned at all costs to deflect the criticism directed at Catholic authors that, on this topic, they inevitably resort to ‘subtle tricks’ (‘calliditates’) such as pointing to one’s sleeve, equivocation, mental restriction, etc. It is almost as if Vermeersch’s overall strategy was to set out, in the earlier parts of the essay, ‘with absolute rigor’[36] the position that lying is always wrong, so that, in the final part, his own novel attempt to satisfy the critics might be received as traditional. If this was his strategy, it was not successful.

				3. Anscombe’s solution

				But what is Anscombe’s solution to the problem? It comes during a biting criticism of the other Jesuit, Bruno Schüller, who sets up a dilemma for the non-consequentialist which he believes demonstrates that consequentialism is the only reasonable solution to the lying-related hard cases.[37] She notes, first of all, that Schüller tends to simplify matters: to write, that is, ‘as if there were only two possibilities when there are evidently, or likely to be, more’.[38] For example:

				If you must preserve a secret, are asked a question about it and ‘silence will betray’; well then - to betray the secret is excluded; so you must either lie or if you think you must not lie you must give an answer which is an answer but which doesn’t betray; in giving it you use a restrictive concept of lying so that what you say, by that concept, doesn’t count as a lie.[39]

				Anscombe’s setting out here of the possibilities offered by Schüller is not particularly clear. She actually speaks of three possibilities, one of which, silence, is eliminated at the outset, leaving the two: either lie or ‘use a restrictive concept of lying so that what you say, by that concept, doesn’t count as a lie’. It is also true, however, that for the non-consequentialist only one of these two is a real option, since he refuses to lie. In effect, Schüller forces the non-consequentialist down the only path he (the non-consequentialist) believes he can follow morally - the one that does not involve lying but only the use of equivocation or some other ‘restrictive concept of lying’ - in order to demonstrate that one should just become a consequentialist and take the alternative path of lying since the other path involves mere ruses intended to mask the fact that a decision has been made on consequentialist grounds that the innocent person must be saved.

				In any case, as we have seen, Anscombe protests that Schüller does not consider other possibilities. Among the possibilities not mentioned by Schüller, says Anscombe, would be ‘feigning a faint’ and ‘making a distracting joke’. She then adds to this list of possibilities the following:

				That if you can see no possibility except to give some information you must not give, or to lie, you will do better to lie than, say, to betray the unjustly persecuted fugitive - this is sufficiently obvious but does not get mentioned. The most that is mentioned is that you may not be clever enough, which is unfair. For the discussions are all about how to avoid any sin at all. But the truth is: you might not be good enough to do that.[40]

				Schüller’s suggestion that ‘you may not be clever enough’ to come up with a dodge of some sort is unfair, according to Anscombe, not because you might indeed be clever enough but because he never really offers to the non-consequentialist the possibility of simply lying (that is, sinning by lying). This is apparent from what Anscombe says immediately after the words ‘which is unfair’: ‘For the discussions are all about how to avoid any sin at all. But the truth is: you might not be good enough to do that.’ In fact, although she introduces the other possibilities (of ‘feigning a faint’ and ‘making a distracting joke’), Anscombe ultimately, in at least some cases, excludes them for the same reason that Schüller cites: in some cases, certain people will not be clever enough to come up with such an honest dodge.

				Anscombe goes on to acknowledge that the difference between a consequentialist such as Schüller and one who rejects that approach is that, for the latter, there are ‘some kinds of actions one should not do - not for any advantage to be gained or evil to be avoided’.[41] She then begins an ostensibly anti-consequentialist argument, the conclusion of which is that, in certain circumstances, one should lie. It must be quoted at its full length.[42]

				[1] Lying is one of the candidates [that is, for status as actions ‘one should not do’]. This makes the discussion of it rather interesting.

				[2] I said one should lie about the thing rather than give the fugitive away. How come? Isn’t that doing something bad for the sake of avoiding an evil? - namely the evil of the fugitive being caught? This must be what incites Schüller to say that the devices invented to show what would not be a lie come as near as anything to teleology. Aren’t we going by consequences?

				[3] People may easily be incited to say that the devices invented to show that something would not be a lie come as near as you like to saying ‘Lie for the good purpose, or to avoid the evil, and I’ll tell you a way of muddling your mind into thinking it isn’t a lie.’ Now aren’t we just going by consequences here?

				[4] No, and the point is important. If it is absolutely clear that someone can’t be persuaded to avoid wrongdoing altogether in some matter, it is good to persuade him to commit some lesser sin than what he is minded to do. If you cannot see any alternative to committing one sin or another, you act better if you choose[43] the lesser sin. And you may not have time or cleverness to find out a better possibility. To betray the fugitive, we will suppose, is a gravely wicked thing to do. Telling the pursuers he is there is betraying him. So in this case telling that truth is a wicked act - more than telling the lie that he is not there. But suppose that somebody else threatened that he would give the fugitive away unless you told some lie? That case would be different. If you are a consequentialist, you are likely to say you should tell that lie just as much as the other one. But I didn’t say you should tell the other one, only that you should do it rather than commit an act of betrayal by what you tell the pursuers. If you are a consequentialist you will hold that you are responsible for all the consequences of your acts and omissions and therefore that you are responsible for the capture of the fugitive if he was caught because you refused to tell the lie demanded by the person who betrayed him - just as much as if you betrayed him.

				Anscombe’s choice of words in the first sentence here is indicative of what is to come. She has just said (as we have seen) that for the non-consequentialists, among whom she certainly places herself, there are ‘some kinds of actions one should not do - not for any advantage to be gained or evil to be avoided’. But now she says that lying is one such candidate. In fact, she goes on immediately to assert that ‘one should lie about the thing rather than give the fugitive away.’ The emphasis here (‘rather’) is important and is explained later in the quotation, in paragraph [4].

				Paragraphs [2] and [3] have primarily to do with Schüller’s position (already alluded to) that crass equivocation and other such devices are just consequentialism in disguise. But, over the course of this brief discussion, Anscombe asks rhetorically a number of times whether her own position is not consequentialist. ‘Isn’t [lying to the pursuers] doing something bad for the sake of avoiding an evil? - namely the evil of the fugitive being caught?’ ‘No,’ she says very decisively at the beginning of the fourth paragraph, ‘and the point is important.’

				And then (in paragraph [4]) come two sentences that, placed together as they are, constitute a first argument in support of her solution. The two sentences are as follows:

				If it is absolutely clear that someone can’t be persuaded to avoid wrongdoing altogether in some matter, it is good to persuade him to commit some lesser sin than what he is minded to do. If you cannot see any alternative to committing one sin or another, you act better if you choose the lesser sin.

				The first sentence articulates a thesis with solid support in classical moral theology, that is, the thesis that, when nothing can be done to impede a person from committing at least one of a number of evil deeds, it is permissible to counsel that person to commit a lesser of the same evils: the ‘minus malum’.[44] The second sentence articulates quite a different thesis: that if you can see no other way  - as in the hidden fugitive case - then you should commit (as Anscombe puts it) ‘the lesser sin’. Anscombe apparently believes that the thesis regarding counselling the lesser evil gives support to her own position that the lesser sin (the lie) should be chosen rather than give the fugitive away. We shall come back to these two sentences - and the relationship between them - below.

				In the rest of paragraph [4], Anscombe offers a second argument to the effect that her position - that, in the circumstances presupposed so far, one should tell the lie - does not amount to consequentialism. She asks us to ‘suppose that somebody else threatened that he would give the fugitive away unless you told some lie?’ The difference between this scenario and the one discussed previously is that here you would not be choosing between your lying rather than your betraying but between your lying and someone else’s betraying. The latter choice, she maintains, could only be justified on consequentialist grounds. As she says at the end of the quotation: ‘If you are a consequentialist you will hold that you are responsible for all the consequences of your acts and omissions and therefore that you are responsible for the capture of the fugitive if he was caught because you refused to tell the lie demanded by the person who betrayed him - just as much as if you betrayed him.’[45]

				4. A criticism of Anscombe’s theory

				What are we to make of these various arguments? Well, there is certainly something right about the idea that the transition into consequentialist thinking can be almost indiscernible even to the person who makes the transition and even though the shift to consequentialism is philosophically a radical move. In my own teaching, I have found that students very often resist the idea that a lie is always wrong and (like Anscombe) say that one should tell the lie in order to save the innocent fugitive. But they are also stopped short by the question: ‘Let us say that someone says to himself, “No, I refuse to lie” and the fugitive is discovered. Has he committed a sin?’ Of course, some will proceed to argue that, yes, he has sinned; but it is clear at that point that a line has been crossed. Once it is crossed, if one is to be consistent, one will have to make the basis of one’s moral theory ‘all the consequences of your acts and omissions’ (such consequences including also the acts done by others) and to do away with absolute prohibitions, such as the prohibition against lying. Anscombe traces this idea back to Henry Sidgwick and argues that it has infected ‘modern moral philosophy’ ever since.[46]

				Granted then that Anscombe’s position is not a consequentialist position, problems remain, however, in other parts of her argumentation. One of them occurs at the very beginning of her account of the choices that Schüller’s places before the non-consequentialist. There, as we saw, even before speaking of the two possibilities - to lie or to ‘use a restrictive concept of lying’ - another option is excluded: silence. But ought it to have been? Let us say that the situation is this: you know that there is a hostage named Stein hiding in the attic and his pursuers come to the door and say: ‘We are looking for Stein. Do you know where he is?’ Anscombe excludes remaining silent (‘silence will betray’[47]). It is hard to know - or rather to imagine - just what is being excluded here. Is it saying nothing at all? We can grant that this would amount to betraying, although it might happen in a number of ways. If, upon the enquiry, you remain resolutely stone-faced, looking off into the distance, it is likely you mean to betray Stein. You might as well say ‘He’s in the attic.’ In any case, we can also grant that this would be to act immorally. On the other hand, you might just freeze up and for that reason say nothing, in which case Stein will also have been ‘betrayed’, that is, discovered. You will not, however, have done anything immoral. We will come back to this possibility shortly.

				There is also a problem with the first argument in paragraph [4] of the longer, numbered passage above. That argument, as we have seen, consists of a parallel between the classical position that it is sometimes licit to counsel the lesser evil and the thesis that, if a person cannot see any alternative to committing ‘one sin or another’, he acts better if he chooses ‘the lesser sin’.[48] On the face of it, this is a false parallel. When you successfully counsel the lesser evil, you do not commit that evil: the act is performed by the other person, who otherwise would have committed a greater evil. Your own act consists simply in reducing the amount of damage (evil) done. But, when you choose to lie rather than to betray the fugitive, the lying is your act.

				It might be argued that there is a way of exonerating Anscombe here. The traditional teaching on counselling the lesser evil always sets things up in such a way that, when such counsel is permissible, there is absolutely nothing that the counsellor can do in order to convince the other person to commit no sin at all. So, he counsels the lesser evil. But we can imagine that, when the pursuers come to the door, in that half second before answering (or not answering), the person who knows that Stein is in the attic truly cannot think of an alternative to lying. Perhaps, then, we can extend the traditional teaching to cover such momentary ‘traps’: in effect, one would be counselling oneself to perform ‘the lesser sin’.

				The problem with this approach, however, is that, as we have seen, Anscombe herself has, on doubtful grounds, limited the possibilities on offer. In fact, the “counsellor” (who counsels himself) is not forced to give that counsel. We can concede that stone-faced silence is excluded, as are likely-to-be-successful honest dodges - supposing that the person answering the door is not clever or quick enough to come up with one. But it is always possible at least to attempt some dodge, even while knowing that it is quite likely to fail. The attempt might manifest itself in nothing other than the person’s simply stuttering and then freezing up - or freezing up without stuttering - so that the fugitive is discovered. In any such scenario, the person answering the door can be said to have betrayed the fugitive, in the sense that the pursuers do discover the fugitive (presuming that they do). The person, however, is certainly not guilty of betrayal. But if this is the case, there is an option never really considered by Anscombe and which is a better option than choosing the ‘lesser sin’. The person who tries to come up with something but fails does nothing wrong; but the person who tells the lie - as Anscombe acknowledges - commits a sin. Since the former possibility is morally better than the latter, in the circumstances described, the person answering the door should not tell the lie but should attempt somehow to protect the fugitive without lying.

				What then about the second argument of that fourth paragraph: that there is a difference - significant with respect to involvement in consequentialist thinking - between (on the one hand) your lying rather than your betraying the fugitive and (on the other hand) your lying and someone else’s betraying the fugitive? As already indicated, I am quite willing to accept that this distinction does point to a difference - or a possible difference  - between two mentalities, one consequentialist and the other non-consequentialist. But I fail to see how this has a bearing upon the basic question: whether it is permissible to lie, even (for instance) in order to save a fugitive. After all, even a non-consequentialist can do something that is not permitted.[49]

				The strongest argument for the sort of position that Anscombe wants to defend would be based, in my opinion, upon an understanding of sin such as gives her pause when discussing Vermeersch. In studying what this Jesuit, following Thomas, says about the difference between venial and mortal sin, we saw above that it consists in the fact that the venial sin ‘leaves the order of charity towards others substantially intact’.[50] Following Thomas, we might specify that, for a Christian, a venial sin leaves intact one’s relationship, within the theological virtue of charity, not only with one’s neighbour, but also with God.[51]

				If this is true, it is not wholly unreasonable to lie to the pursuers of an innocent fugitive in order thereby to avoid the great evil that the fugitive be discovered and killed. The fugitive would be saved and one’s relationship with God would not be harmed irreparably. It is true: charity towards one’s neighbour would, for the moment, have been set aside; but there would not be much ‘love lost’ between you and the pursuers. Just as, according to Thomas, even a person who unjustly attacks an innocent person still enjoys certain rights - the person attacked cannot, for instance, use disproportionate means to repel the attacker[52]-so also the pursuers at the door ought not to be lied to. But, if they are lied to, no one is going to suffer irreparable moral harm as a consequence of the lie.

				Thomas in effect explains why this is so in his discussion (in Summa theologiae II–II, q. 47, a. 8) of prudence and its characterizing function as ‘ordering’ (praecipere). Prudence is an intellectual virtue and it is the basis of all of ethics in the natural realm. The fact that it is the basis is what distinguishes a genuinely Thomistic theory of ethics from a consequentialist theory. Within a Thomistic theory, one certainly can - and often must - make choices with a view to consequences; consequences, however, never become the basis of the theory: if there is a possible conflict, reason always trumps consequences. But the intellectual character of prudence is also inherently orientated toward action; and so one can be accused of ‘inconstancy’ (as Thomas calls it at Summa theologiae II–II, q. 53, a. 5) if one knows what is the most reasonable thing to do and does not do it: if one does not, that is, ‘give the order’ to oneself to act in accordance with what prudence dictates. This makes prudence different from a craft (or ars). A master craftsman might actually demonstrate his mastery of a craft by making a mistake: doing so deliberately, for instance, in order to teach apprentices how not to proceed. ‘And so’, says Thomas:

				that craftsman is considered better who errs willingly in an art, as having right judgment, rather than the one who errs unwillingly, which appears to issue from a defect of judgment. But with prudence the converse is the case, as is said in the sixth book of the Nicomachean Ethics, for more imprudent is the one who errs willingly, as being defective in the principal act of prudence, which is to order, than the one who errs unwillingly.[53]

				Applying these ideas to the case at hand, for a person to use prudence in order to do what prudence says is not the most reasonable thing to do - that is, to lie to the pursuers rather than to do whatever else one can - is an abuse of prudence since it amounts to understanding what is the most reasonable thing to do but not giving oneself the order to act in accordance with what that understanding dictates. This does not mean that lying in such circumstances is utterly unreasonable. On the other hand, to argue that lying is the reasonable thing to do - which is, in effect, to assert that refusing absolutely to lie is to do wrong to the person who is thereby discovered - is to fall into consequentialism.

				These ideas apply also in the realm of the theological - or infused - virtues, such as depend ultimately upon charity, for charity is not present in a person’s soul without the infused virtue of prudence, not to mention its natural counterpart, ‘acquired’ prudence.[54] As we have seen, the continued presence of charity in the soul is what differentiates venial from mortal sin. One cannot choose in perfect charity to lie, although in certain circumstances a lie does not utterly destroy one’s communion with God. Which is not to say that, even in such circumstances, choosing to lie is the most charitable thing to do, since all charity is in the first instance about one’s relationship with God.

				5. Conclusion

				To conclude then very briefly, the person who tells the lie will have done something that lacks inherent intelligibility: he will have uttered a ‘locution contrary to the mind’ within a context in which, ‘as if through the intrinsic reflection of the act itself upon itself’, his locution says that it is not contrary to his mind. Invoking this Suárezian principle does not allow anyone to ‘play Humpty Dumpty with words’ and to argue, as Vermeersch might do, that the person answering the door and saying that the fugitive is not there actually means that he does not wish to reveal the correct information.[55] His words mean what they clearly mean: he tells a lie, and lies are always disordered and therefore bad.

				When the pursuers came to the door, the person answering the door would have done better had he been able to come up with an efficacious and honest dodge or even tried to do so and failed in such a way that the pursuers suspected that he was hiding someone. In either of these cases he would have done nothing even minimally wrong. But he might also have decided to lie, in effect entrusting himself to the mercy of God. If he knows his Thomas Aquinas, he will have done so with some confidence, knowing that such a sin is ‘beside [praeter] the order of charity’ but not repugnant to it. But that same knowledge will not tell him that refusing to lie would have been immoral. It would rather have been the reasonable thing to do.
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				Roger Teichmann

				Sincerity in Thought

				A person can be responsible for an outcome, can be held to account for it, despite not having intended it or even foreseen it. The babysitter who brings her Rottweiler along with her and leaves it with the baby while she nips out to buy some cigarettes will be responsible for the baby’s injuries. She didn’t, let us assume, intend the dog to attack the baby. And she may well not have foreseen this outcome either, if that means foreseeing it as likely, since it might not have been a likely thing to happen, merely something made more likely by her absence. Let us imagine that she is asked, ‘Why did you leave the dog with the baby?’, and replies: ‘I assumed the dog would stay still for the short time I was at the shop.’ A question that arises about statements like this is whether they are fully sincere, or bona fide, or genuine.

				In her article, ‘On Being in Good Faith’,[1] Elizabeth Anscombe discusses the phenomenon of insincerity in connection with issues of responsibility, voluntariness and so on. It might be thought that insincerity must attach to statements made to, or behaviour directed towards, other people; but as Anscombe argues, sincerity and insincerity can be features of thoughts themselves. Indeed, a statement can be insincere on account of its expressing an insincere thought of the speaker’s - rather than on account of its not expressing the thought the speaker really has. One consequence of this for ethics is that when someone’s responsibility for an action or omission depends on the sort of account the person could truthfully give, e.g. in answer to such questions as ‘Why didn’t you do X?’, it is not enough that such possible answers not be lies-for the person may not know that her response is false or dubious, and so may not be lying. But in the case of insincerity, ‘not knowing’ doesn’t supply an excuse, as it might in other cases, but is itself a source of culpability.

				1

				It is natural to suppose that the sincerity of an assertion is a matter of the utterance’s being an expression of what the person thinks; in some sense, the public and conventional meaning of the utterance, together with the point or purpose of the language-game within which it is made, determine that you should say such-and-such only if you think that p. (Reference to the point of the language-game is needed so as to allow for jokes, play-acting and the like - contexts where you needn’t think what you say.) Such a model seems to be inapplicable to thoughts: if a thought can be called insincere, surely this won’t mean that it’s at odds with some other thought standing behind it? At any rate, if the second thought is meant to be the same sort of thing as the first, it would apparently have to be sincere in its turn, i.e. in line with some thought standing behind it, and so on ad infinitum. So what can the insincerity of a thought consist in?

				As Anscombe remarks, ‘It need not mean that some feeling of hesitancy or difficulty accompanied the thought. For it depends on the context of the thought whether a feeling of difficulty would be counted as showing that the man did not sincerely think it.’[2] She mentions a man who ‘believes in the assurance of a friend that there are no steps to fall down in a dark passage, but who has uneasy feelings as he walks the passage’;[3] such a man still quite sincerely thinks that there are no steps to fall down. Of course, the uneasiness that might accompany the babysitter’s thought, ‘The dog is sure to stay put on the sofa’ will very likely be a symptom of insincerity, or not full sincerity, and this seems to be because a rational person knowing the facts is unlikely to arrive at such a thought without ‘suppressing the knowledge that makes the thought doubtful’. (The phrase is Anscombe’s, and we shall be taking a closer look at it later on.[4]) In other words, it is the doubtfulness of the thought, given the known facts, that lends a certain character to any feelings of uneasiness or difficulty; and this fact is an indication that it is the doubtfulness of the thought which is the key issue when it comes to the thought’s insincerity, in ways we shall see.

				We need at this point to make a distinction, between thoughts as occurrences and thoughts as more settled states of a person.[5] Anscombe appears to be talking about the first; and someone might object that to the extent that occurrent thoughts are statements made to oneself or occurring inwardly, e.g. as heard with one’s ‘inner ear’, the sincerity or insincerity of these will be very like that of external statements. I can, after all, say something to myself I don’t believe at all, such as ‘The Wykeham Professor has three heads.’ What I believe, the objector goes on, is in fact something lying behind my occurrent thoughts and with which those thoughts may or may not be in harmony.

				But what is the nature of this background belief? If it is said to be a certain disposition of the person, we must ask what manifestations this disposition is supposed to have. A disposition to have occurrent thoughts with a certain content will bring us back to the question whether these occurrent thoughts are sincere or not. For surely I can be disposed to say jokingly to myself, ‘The Wykeham Professor has three heads’, perhaps even several times a day? And yet I do not believe this, and these inner assertions are not meant sincerely. It is natural at this point to look to the person’s non-linguistic behaviour, and to attempt to cast a standing belief as a behavioural disposition, possibly a multi-track one à la Gilbert Ryle. But restricting ourselves to non-linguistic manifestations of a belief, as it seems we must, puts many beliefs out of the range of our analysis; what non-linguistic behaviour could manifest my belief that Hannibal ate meat, for instance? Moreover, non-linguistic behaviour shares with linguistic behaviour the problematic feature that it can be sincere or insincere, genuine or fake.

				It is worth pausing to consider this last point. What does the insincerity of a bit of behaviour consist in - a smile, say, or some attentive nodding? It cannot consist simply in a disharmony between the behaviour and an accompanying thought or feeling, if that thought or feeling is an ‘inner statement’, since that inner statement might itself not be sincere, as we have seen. Perhaps the accompanying thought or feeling is a standing disposition of some sort, such as an attitude of unfriendliness. The insincere smile then counts as insincere because smiling (of that sort) is a sign of friendliness, the contrary of unfriendliness. The smile, in other words, is misleading. Not all misleading signs are insincere, to be sure; the listener who closes his eyes during a lecture may appear to be dozing, and may know that he appears so, and may even relish the thought that he appears so - when in fact he is simply avoiding the strong glare of a lamp on the stage. He is not pretending to doze, for to do that he would have to mean to mislead people. And, as Anscombe showed us, meaning or intending something can’t be equated with inwardly saying something: once again, any such inner sayings would themselves have to be ‘meant’.

				Is a positive intention to mislead a necessary condition of some behaviour’s being insincere? No; for not all insincere behaviour is pretence. An insincere smile can be part of the repertoire of behaviour of someone who is phony, or sycophantic, a repertoire even including behaviours that are involuntary or not fully voluntary, such as laughing or crying. Nevertheless, phony behaviour is insincere - a phony smile is misleading, and not accidentally so. (To say it is misleading is not to say that it does or will mislead, of course; the phoniness might be ineffectual phoniness.)

				It should be clear now that to call a smile insincere because it is in conflict with a background behavioural disposition, e.g. unfriendliness, assumes that this disposition is a more genuine aspect of the person’s character than the disposition embodied in what I called the repertoire of phony behaviour. For evidently insincerity is itself very often a disposition of a person. Smith says and does all these things, indicating friendliness to his boss - and he also says and does these various other things (we may include inward thoughts here) indicating unfriendliness to his boss. Which words, deeds and thoughts are genuine? The question does not seem to have to do with any statistical preponderance of friendly or unfriendly behaviour. Throwing up our hands, we may decide that there is just a mess of behaviour, in which two opposing dispositions or tendencies may be discerned, or perhaps as many dispositions or tendencies as we care to pick out, as one picks out shapes and patterns in the bark of a tree.

				In fact, of course, we will probably regard the friendliness towards the boss as insincere, given the signs elsewhere of unfriendliness; and this is because there is reason to suck up to your boss. That might suggest that we are simply casting our holistic net wider, so as to include more facts about the person’s psychology - as, that he wants to get on in his career. But our thoughts are guided not just by what we ‘discover’ about the person before us, which is often not very much, but by what is normal and natural for human beings. After all, if we do end up saying that the man wants to get on in his career, it may well be on account of behaviour we have already classified as sycophantic, just through observing it. A smile and a bow in a particular social context - e.g. in the presence of the boss - can simply strike us as obviously phony, and our being struck that way is an unmediated reaction, not the forming of a hypothesis. Our propensity to react in that way arises from and develops through experience of life, though it must start off from quite instinctive modes of interpersonal reaction. And although I said that a reaction to some phoniness would not typically have the character of a hypothesis, such a reaction and what one says in expressing it are not free-floating things, but point in some directions and not others, can be confirmed or disconfirmed, and so on.[6]

				I said above that in some cases of insincere behaviour, namely certain kinds of pretending, a person will intend to mislead - but that such an intention isn’t a necessary condition of insincerity. Now remember that Anscombe’s central criterion of intention is what somebody says, or would say, in answer to the question ‘Why?’ (as in ‘Why did you do that?’). If we follow Anscombe on this, as I think we should, we shall conclude that someone who intends to mislead by his behaviour would answer the question ‘Why?’ by saying, ‘So as to mislead’; that is, if he answers sincerely, something he is unlikely to do. Evidently we have to assume that an answer to the criterial question ‘Why?’ is a sincere one. Is this working assumption itself tantamount to the supposition that an answer to ‘Why did you give that answer to “Why?”?’ would be along the lines of, ‘So as to answer truthfully’? We could perhaps say such a thing; though the rule ‘Answer truthfully’ is as it were built into the language-game, so there is a sense in which ‘So as to answer truthfully’ could hardly be an informative response.[7] Certainly, the further question ‘But why answer my questions truthfully?’ would in normal circumstances be crazy or silly, not to mention self-undermining.

				2

				Why did I claim that an intention to mislead isn’t a necessary condition of insincerity? After all, even if the sycophant wouldn’t answer ‘Why did you smile like that?’ by saying ‘So as to butter up the boss’, isn’t that just because he’s insincere? If he were being sincere about it, he surely would give some such reply? - It is worth drawing a distinction here, between the cunning hypocrite and what we may call the natural sycophant, or complete sycophant, as in ‘compleat angler’. The statement, ‘If he were being sincere, he’d admit he was aiming to mislead’ applies straightforwardly to the cunning hypocrite; but in the case of the natural sycophant, he is insincere all the way down, and there is a sense in which he can’t tell us what he’s really up to. Some will suggest he has a subconscious intention to mislead, and so is self-deceived. But I think it might be more accurate to say that he lacks self-knowledge: the concept of self-deception typically brings with it some notion of struggle or tension within the person’s overall character, and there might not be any of that in the natural sycophant. Perhaps he answers our question, ‘Why did you smile like that?’ by saying, ‘Because I think him a truly wonderful man!’ This answer itself would be insincere, but not because of clashing with any belief or attitude of the sycophant himself. What it clashes with is our assessment of the situation, as one in which he’s merely buttering up the boss. But what has our assessment got going for it that his assessment does not?

				It is here that we can turn back to Anscombe’s discussion, and also to the question of the sincerity of thoughts. The sycophant, I imagined, tells us that he smiled at the boss like that because he thinks him a truly wonderful man. It is the doubtfulness of this thought that is the issue, as it was the doubtfulness of the babysitter’s thought that her dog was sure to stay put. Anscombe puts the matter thus:

				It [the sincerity of one’s thoughts] is the purity of one’s intentions in thinking these thoughts. By the purity of intention I mean not the ultimate purpose but the immediate purpose in thinking. The thought is thought, or there is an inclination to think it, because it appears to be the relevant truth on the matter in hand; as opposed to its appearing to be the relevant truth on the matter in hand because it is a convenient or otherwise tempting thought, i.e. because there is an inclination to think it.[8]

				Despite her reference to someone’s intentions in thinking something, Anscombe’s use of the word ‘because’ in this passage does not seem to point towards any possible giving of reasons by the subject herself. After all, the sincere person will not say, ‘My reason for thinking that p is this: that it seems to me to be true that p.’ That is hardly a reason.[9] Still less will the insincere person say, ‘The reason it seems to me to be true that p is this: that I’m inclined to think that p.’ Nevertheless, the sincere person will typically be in a position to give reasons for her belief that p; and this is what is usually conveyed by saying ‘It seems to her to be true that p.’ By contrast, the explanation by appeal to what it’s convenient or otherwise tempting to think is of the nature of a causal explanation, in a broad sense of ‘causal’. That we reach for such an explanation shows our assessment of ‘p’ as being a doubtful or dubious thing to think in those circumstances and given what the person can be expected to have known.[10]

				It might seem that we get an idea of what sort of causal explanation is at issue from Anscombe’s description of the insincere person as ‘suppressing the knowledge that makes the thought doubtful’. But in fact what Anscombe’s surrounding discussion brings out is not the occurrence of any hypothetical acts of suppressing, so much as certain failures on the part of the person  - in particular, the failure to reflect or think properly. The babysitter who thinks to herself ‘The dog is sure to stay put’ fails to reflect properly on the facts, something which those around her may explain by reference to her desire to go to the shops. And the phrase ‘suppression of knowledge’ is apt only because we are liable to protest, ‘But you knew the dog might move!’ But as Anscombe says, ‘in other cases we say rather “You would have known if you had thought”‘[11]-and it seems clear that the condition of responsibility is in general not knowledge that one’s action or the circumstances are of a certain kind, so much as the capacity to think, consider or reflect. Of course this capacity itself presupposes that one have some knowledge of relevant facts, if only of a general kind (e.g. concerning dogs).

				At the start of this chapter, I imagined the negligent babysitter telling us, ‘I assumed the dog would stay put.’ This statement could of course be mere pretence, if the babysitter had fully realized the dangers of what she was doing, and is now trying to cover things up. But we have been considering the sort of case where what she thinks, not just what she says, is insincere or not fully sincere; and we seem to have arrived at a point where we can characterize this insincerity. It is not that her thought is in conflict with an occurrent thought standing behind it - nor is it even that her thought directly conflicts with (i.e. contradicts) certain settled beliefs or items of knowledge had by her. It is that she failed to think or reflect properly on the matter when she ought to have done, this failure being naturally explicable as arising from the standing temptation to go and buy some cigarettes, and being such as to enable her to embrace a doubtful thought, namely ‘The dog is sure to stay put.’

				Insincerity of thought is thus above all a sort of failure, the failure to think properly. And of course that means that many insincere utterances, namely the ones not involving actual pretence, are likewise cases of such failure, being expressions of insincere thoughts. It will now be apparent why it is significant for our discussion that there are forms of outward insincerity not involving actual pretence, such as sycophancy; since if insincerity were tied to pretending, in the sense of having an intention to mislead, then it would be obvious that thoughts could not be insincere. But it is not so tied.

				3

				Now it is natural to say that the reason the failure to think properly is culpable is that, if the person had thought properly, she would have realized that such-and-such, and would therefore not have embraced the doubtful thought. And in fact I think this is probably Anscombe’s view. But this sort of counterfactual does not seem to be true of my natural sycophant and people like him. It might not be possible to say to the natural sycophant: ‘You know the boss is awful, really, don’t you?’ - nor yet, ‘If you’d just think about it a bit, you’d see that he’s awful.’ The sycophant is insincere all the way down, as I put it. Does he or doesn’t he ‘really mean’ his protestations of adulation? One can reply to this in the manner of Aristotle, saying, ‘In one way, yes - in another way, no.’ But if one does choose to say ‘No, he doesn’t really mean them’, this is on account of the inappropriateness of those protestations in the face of the observable character of the boss, and on our consequent interpretation of the sycophant’s behaviour as buttering up. The psychology of buttering up can be quite complex, and may or may not have to do with possible kick-back benefits to the sycophant; people often adopt a servile stance in the presence of mere worldly success. And even where it is a matter of possible kick-back benefits, we need not posit an aim, e.g. subconscious, of getting those benefits. It may be that, like the character Berg in Tolstoy’s War and Peace, the person just instinctively does and says those things, mixes with those people, etc., which in the long run stand to benefit him - as a bee is attracted to certain flowers. Thus if the boss is unremittingly rude back to him, the sycophant may just take that as part of the natural order of things, and still continue with his habits of sycophancy. He’s unlucky in his boss, as a bee can be unlucky in its flower.

				Remarks along these lines apply also, it seems to me, to cases of insincere thought. It may on a natural interpretation be false that, had Smith thought about it, he would have realized the doubtfulness of what he was thinking, and thus quite probably of what he was doing. I say ‘on a natural interpretation’; but there is another, perhaps equally natural, interpretation of the relevant counterfactuals which in effect takes them as saying ‘It was objectively possible to think properly about this matter, and someone thinking properly about it would not, etc. etc.’ We are interested in Smith’s character, after all, and it may be part of his character that he often fails to think properly about certain matters, whether or not there is even a remote chance that he could be brought to see his failures as failures and do something about them.

				Relevant here is what Anscombe has to say about invincible ignorance:

				‘Invincible ignorance’ is sometimes spoken of as if it were a psychological condition - not necessarily of mental defect or insanity. I am suggesting that it means ‘ignorance that the man himself could not overcome’; as appears from the standard example, that the man who has never heard of Christ is invincibly ignorant of Christianity. Here the impossibility is not an impossibility because of the bent of his mind; he simply has not the information available to attend to.[12]

				‘Invincible ignorance’ is supposed to serve as an excuse. But an impossibility that is due to the bent of your mind will not excuse you, since it is in a sense the bent of your mind that stands accused. And the bent of your mind, e.g. if you are prone to insincere thoughts, may make it hard or impossible for you to think properly about certain matters.

				In the end, the fault in thinking insincerely lies in the doubtfulness of the thought. For what counts as ‘not thinking properly about a matter’? Surely any thinking which, in those circumstances, leads to the babysitter’s concluding that the dog is sure to stay put will prima facie count as not thinking properly. It is a different matter, to be sure, if the babysitter is for some reason ignorant of the habits and capacities of dogs or babies; but if she is an adult of normal experience, then her thinking will be improper in virtue of its yielding such conclusions. The case is rather like that of necessary truth in geometry: some measurements that appear to show that the angles of a certain triangle on a flat surface add up to 200˚ will thereby count as flawed, even if we have no inkling which part of the actual measuring procedure was to blame, and indeed even if the whole procedure were captured on film and no flaw could be detected. (The measurements will not throw even a scintilla of doubt on the truths of trigonometry, though if such measurements kept on and on occurring, trigonometry as a practice would eventually become undermined.) Likewise, in Descartes’ Meditations it looks as if the clarity and distinctness of your ideas must in the end consist in their not producing falsehood  - unluckily for Descartes.

				If this is right, then the failure of which the insincere person stands accused is what it is only because of the positive fact, if you like, of that person’s embracing a dubious thought. This sort of failure is unlike the failure that consists in not doing some necessary thing. In the latter case, the relation between what you fail to do and the outcome of that failure is typically external rather than internal. Externality of relation is relative to description-under-which, to be sure; but even where the only description we can come up with of some failure is ‘failure to prevent X’s happening’ - which is indeed internally related to ‘X happened’ - still, where the person is deemed responsible for the failure, he is ipso facto deemed to have been able to prevent X’s happening, something which really does depend on there being some independent description of what he could have done to prevent X’s happening. Thus, even if we don’t know why the soup tastes nasty, it is still the fault of the cook if, and only if, there is some independently specifiable means of preventing this, such as putting salt in, which could be invoked when framing a charge of negligence. By contrast, there often isn’t such an independent description of what someone didn’t do when he didn’t think properly.

				Moreover, the sort of ‘thinking properly’ a person can be blamed for not doing cannot itself be regarded as the adoption of certain mental means towards some goal, e.g. that of arriving at an answer to a practical question. This has been demonstrated by Anselm Müller in the course of his arguing that many forms of thinking exhibit what he calls ‘unreasoned teleology’. The babysitter who, when considering whether to go to the shops, reflects properly, does so for a purpose, namely - given the circumstances  - the purpose of forming any available true judgment of the form the dog could do such-and-such undesirable thing if I leave it here for 10 minutes. She succeeds in her purpose if she arrives at the thought the dog could molest the baby if I leave it here for 10 minutes. Having this thought is in this sense a means to the end she has set herself in reflecting; if she arrives at the thought she will have achieved her end. But clearly if the babysitter were to adopt, as a means, having the thought that the dog could molest the baby if I leave it here for 10 minutes, she would already have achieved her end: in just conceiving of her means as a suitable means she would have succeeded in her purpose, for she would be thinking, ‘The dog could molest the baby if I leave it here for 10 minutes.’ But this is absurd. The purposiveness of her thinking, in other words, cannot be understood in terms of a practical syllogism. As Müller puts it, ‘You may decide that this is the right way to behave and yet not behave this way. But you cannot decide that this is the right way to judge concerning a given topic without thereby judging this way.’[13]

				4

				The habit of not thinking properly and the habit of thinking dubious thoughts[14] both sound as if they must be intellectual vices, and we might therefore wonder how they can be objects of ethical blame. The idea that there is a hard-and-fast line between the intellectual and the ethical has in modern times often gone with the idea of a corresponding distinction between the factual and the evaluative, the cognitive and the conative, and so on. One of Anscombe’s enduring contributions has been to undermine thoroughly the so-called ‘fact/value distinction’ and the Humean psychology which is at the root of it. But I’m sure Anscombe would in the main go along with the Aristotelian distinction between intellectual and ethical vices; and we might ask of not thinking properly, and of insincerity in thought, ‘Are these vices intellectual or ethical?’

				Perhaps the main difference between the two species of vice or defect, for Aristotle, lies in the way the will is involved with each. If you misspell a word by accident, that shows that you’re a bad or imperfect speller in a way that your misspelling it on purpose won’t; whereas going off with someone else’s wallet by accident does not show you to be ethically imperfect (i.e. dishonest) - going off with it on purpose does. To have an ethical virtue means more than being able to do a certain good sort of act, it means being inclined to, wanting to; if you accidentally remove someone’s wallet, that probably means you didn’t want to remove it. To have an intellectual virtue it is typically enough to be able to do whatever it is well; something similar goes for skills.

				The intellectually sincere person seems to be someone who wants to say and think the truth, something that shows itself in various ways, including in how the person thinks and in what he ends up thinking. There is also, as we’ve seen, sincerity in behaviour - in expressions of friendliness, interest, love, indignation and so on. Anscombe might say that such sincerity involves wanting to ‘do the truth’ (a favourite phrase of hers); and certainly, as we have seen, even the smile of the natural sycophant who harbours no secret intention to mislead is a misleading smile, a smile which ‘means something’ that is the opposite of the truth.[15] Now it is not that the intellectually insincere person wants to embrace falsehoods, and nor need the behaviourally insincere person want to embody falsehood in his behaviour. And this is the sort of fact which can lead people to infer that, since the will is not involved, any defect here cannot be an ethical one - for ethical virtues and vices involve the will. But the inference is unsound. This can be shown in two steps: first, by showing that when someone’s intentions or wants are relevant to their culpability, this is not typically on account of their wanting to act badly, but rather on account of their wanting to do X, where doing X is acting badly;[16] and second, by showing that in any case, as Anscombe says, ‘sin essentially requires, not intention but voluntariness.’[17]

				It is the second of these points that is most germane to our discussion. The babysitter in our example doesn’t intend the baby to get bitten; and if she thinks to herself, ‘The dog is sure to stay put’, she doesn’t intend to think a false or dubious thought. We do not blame her for her intentional action, i.e. going out to the shops, but for her not securing the dog somehow (given that she was going to the shops); and this failure of hers was not intentional, but voluntary. Likewise, in calling her thought an insincere one, we imply blame for a failure of hers, the failure to think properly, behind which there is likely to be a more general failure, the failure to want to think the truth. Perhaps we should say: the failure to want it enough, for of course in many matters the babysitter will want very much to think what’s true. But if how much someone wants to think the truth depends on the subject matter, we may well have the sort of situation described by Anscombe as one in which something ‘appears to be the relevant truth on the matter in hand because it is a convenient or otherwise tempting thought’. The phrase ‘otherwise tempting’ covers a wide range of cases, and the temptation in question may not be self-interested, in the way in which the temptation to say or think what will excuse your behaviour is self-interested. Thus laziness is in general tempting, and laziness of thought often involves the sort of sloppiness or falling into cliché which renders what is thought dubious and also insincere.

				It is also tempting to cut a certain sort of figure, in the eyes of others but also in your own eyes, and it is perhaps a bit unclear whether this is a matter of self-interest or not. This temptation can lead to one important species of insincerity, namely hypocrisy. Anscombe discusses the hypocrisy that is outward pretence, taking pretence to be a sort of wanting-to-seem, and writes: ‘It is characteristic of this sort of wanting-to-seem that it carries with it an implicit demand for respect for an atmosphere evoked by the pretender, which surrounds not the reality, but the idea of such things as being principled, or cultured, or saintly, or rich, or important.’[18] I have argued that intention to mislead is not a necessary condition of insincerity, and Anscombe’s ‘wanting to seem’ is different from ‘intending to seem’ - so it is possible to extend her account of outward hypocrisy to inward hypocrisy of thought: e.g. a person can be in the habit of thinking deep-seeming thoughts because he in some sense wants to seem deep to himself. His thoughts will manifest inward hypocrisy, and will be insincere (or not fully sincere).

				Insincerity of thought is evidently a vice that is both intellectual and ethical. On the one hand it concerns thinking and judging, and on the other it concerns a failure of the will in connection with an important human good or goods, namely having and sharing the truth; the virtue of sincerity in thought involves wanting to think the truth. There is a failure of will because of the voluntariness (not intentionalness) that can be ascribed to thoughts. To show more fully than I have here that voluntariness can properly be ascribed to thoughts, and also to the not having of thoughts, would require further argument.[19] But that is a topic for another occasion.
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				Anscombe on Sexual Ethics

				Anscombe did not believe that ethical considerations were the same for every rational being.[1] She thought that the study of virtues and vices was part of ethics,[2] and that ethics was not formally independent of the facts of human life.[3] She thought that to call some quality a virtue or a vice was not merely to express feelings of approval or disapproval of it[4] but to state a truth or, alternatively, a falsehood: in the case of human virtues, a truth or falsehood about human nature. The behaviour of the virtuous, we might add, is important to the understanding of human life in the way that the conduct of a healthy digestive system is important to an understanding of human physiology. Just as passage through the gut is not merely one of the things which can happen to food when we eat it, so payment of a debt is not merely one of the things that can happen when we incur debt. If we vomit, or if we default, some departure from the norm[5] has occurred, a departure which stands in need of explanation. In the case of failing to pay the debt, the explanation may be that the debtor is a bilker, one who has a bad habit in regard to debt. Such a bad habit is a vice, and its contrary is a part of the virtue of justice.

				Thus Anscombe rejected the doctrine ’There ain’t no sin and there ain’t no virtue. There’s just things folks do.’ The ex-preacher who says this in The Grapes of Wrath has been led to this opinion by his own habit of fornicating after revival meetings, and many people would share this view precisely with regard to such matters, though they might think that habitual failure to pay debts  - to pay just wages, for example - was indeed contrary to virtue. Anscombe on the other hand thought that there was a virtue which had to do with sexual matters: the virtue of chastity. It was, she said, a solid useful sort of virtue, but thought that its value went beyond the utilitarian and had also a mystical part.[6] The traditional way of classifying the virtue, deriving from the Greeks who saw it as a part of temperance, was, she said, inadequate because it did not allow for this mystical aspect, shown in the reverence which the Greeks themselves had for virginity. She thought that the Christian standard of chastity had never been generally lived by, but that if it were, it would be colossally productive of earthly happiness.[7]

				Anscombe’s distinction between the utilitarian and the mystical suggests two ways of investigating a virtue: one is to show that it is needed if society is to run well; another is to consider the aims of the person who has it. These aims might be such that the pursuit of them will produce good order in society without this good order being what the virtuous person is primarily and ultimately aiming at when he makes his virtuous choices. A philosopher who can see this may realize that the sort of person who has a useful virtue may usually have goals other than what has been called ‘utility’. The utilitarian might think these goals chimerical, but because what he cares for is utility, he prefers to leave people in a state which results in more good than would result from their disillusionment. Thus in matters of sexual morality, the aims of a person having the virtue called chastity might have been scorned by utilitarians, but so much good results if people avoid non-marital intercourse that the desire and respect for purity, especially in women, has been something which utilitarians in power might wish to leave intact. Many rulers regard increase of population as a vast and urgently threatening evil, and for this reason systematically assault the sexual virtue of the people. However, where civilization lasts it is through at least the old heathen morality mentioned by Anscombe.[8] According to this morality, honest women behave in such a way that fathers are confident in owning their children,[9] and good men respect the chastity of such women. From this knowledge of paternity results the stable family, which is the building-brick of civilized society, being the place where children learn respect for authority and for law.

				If there is a virtue of chastity, it is a disposition of our sexuality itself. If we say that chastity is a disposition of our sexuality which always disinclines us from incest, promiscuity, adultery and rape, the usefulness to society of this disposition indicates in an external way that chastity is a virtue, since the behaviour of the virtuous members of a social species will be consistent with the good of society. Unless our sexuality itself is disposed against these things, the strength of our passion is apt to cause us to act in ways which are contrary to justice, kindness and prudence. For this reason, chastity has to be a disposition of the male as well as the female psyche with regard to sexual matters. Also, since sexuality is so universal and profound a part of the human make-up, affecting and affected by many parts of our mind and our emotions, a good sexual disposition is a part of what it takes to be a good and fulfilled human being. It can in this be contrasted with good habits with regard to the handling of guns or motor cars, in that while a virtuous man will have these habits if he is a user of these implements, it is not a part of being human, or a defining part of being a happy and fulfilled human being, that one should be a user of them. We cannot shed our sexuality by being celibate, and so there remains for celibates as for sexually active people a question of how they are to behave in connection with this part of their nature, whereas for those who have not driven there is no driving part of their nature for good driving habits to be a part of.

				Now, I wish to make an internal examination of this virtue: to investigate the reason, the principle, which informs the sexuality of those who have the virtue, and to find the way (or ways) that these people pursue.

				Some people think that virtue in these matters consists in being a considerate lover, good in bed. However, to think this is to ignore the fact that a good man must be one who so orders his sexuality that he will avoid the bad effects which can arise from distorted and uncontrolled passion. It might be said that the disposition to want mutual provision of sexual satisfaction is inconsistent with the sort of sexuality which makes one person maltreat another, but to say this is to ignore the human tendency to sexual possessiveness and jealousy, which, if it is ever justified, means that there is a relational dimension to sexuality, which has to do with more than the single encounter. Thus, if there is such a thing as justified sexual jealousy and possessiveness, the desire and ability to be what is called ‘good in bed’ is not inconsistent with sexual wrong to the other party, or to a third party. One important part of human sexuality is that it gives rise to possessiveness and jealousy, so if these are always unjustified, it remains the case that the sexuality of virtuous people has to be formed and controlled by habit, in that they will have done away entirely with the desire to possess, and the desire to be possessed exclusively. Thus there cannot be in the virtuous a free human sexuality uninhibited by a self-discipline which suppresses common human inclinations: either the inclination to be jealous is always contrary to virtue (since it is never reasonable to treat as ours by right a thing which is not ours by right) or the inclination to fancy other people than the one who does possess us by right is an inclination to wrongdoing. To do away with either of these inclinations would require a self-discipline which for many would be quite severe.

				There are also the various evils which result from uncontrolled behaviour. But what habit is likely to result in behaviour which avoids the evils which uncontrolled sexuality can produce, even by the agency of those who are what is called ‘good in bed’? Anscombe rejects the idea that people who are bent upon and obtain a lot of sexual enjoyment are more gentle, merciful and kind than those who live in voluntary continence.[10] She also sees as unrealistic the picture that some social evils which result from uncontrolled sexual behaviour can now be prevented by careful contraception: people just won’t be so careful, and this results in a supposed need for abortion. Anscombe held that people at large would not avoid this bad consequence of disordered sexuality unless inspired by a positive ideal of chastity.[11]. Nor, we may add, can they avoid all the other bad consequences unless they have this virtue.

				Anscombe’s distinction between the mystical and the utilitarian aspects of the virtue does not mean that the good consequences, the good order in society, which result from chastity are themselves without what she would regard as a mystical significance. Though wealth and health, and the pleasures which go with these, result from chaste behaviour, this is because of the maintenance of stable families. Chastity on the part of women makes for such families because of the desire of men to know which children in the world are really their children, which desire surely derives from what Anscombe would count as a mystical perception of human relationships. Also, the misery of not knowing who one’s father is derives from perceptions which are ‘mystical’ in the very general sense in which Anscombe uses that term.[12] Whatever one may think of this undefined concept of the mystical, it remains the case that the utility of chastity derives not only from the convenience of the family as an arrangement for looking after children, but from the satisfaction of desires which are for things naturally valued for themselves and not only for their effects.

				Anscombe held that this virtue itself was not of the highest, could perhaps hardly be said to exist, unless it was one aspect of the quality called purity of heart,[13] as in the Beatitude ‘Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God.’[14] This saying of Christ reminds us of what Aristotle had already said at the end of the Eudemian Ethics, that any choice of living which either through excess or defect impeded the service and contemplation of God was bad. Aristotle held in this passage that the superior part of ourselves should be in command, and that the highest way to follow was one in which the irrational part of the soul, qua irrational, was least attended to.[15] What this ancient ideal means in practice is worked out in the writings of Anscombe on the topic of chastity.

				So let us approach the virtue from this end, as one aspect of the purity of heart which, as Anscombe says, we acquire in ways which involve persistently declining to act from contemptible motives.[16] (Anscombe points out that we can choose whether to act from a particular motive, instancing the choice made by Plato when he said to his slave ‘I would beat you were I not angry.’[17]) However, sexual desire seems itself to be a motive belonging to the baser part of ourselves: to act upon it seems to be to attend to the irrational part of the human psyche. Reason, it seems, can hardly be said to be in control when we engage in such activity. Sophocles, in a story told of him in the Republic, says in his old age about the natural force which enables a man to serve Aphrodite (i.e. to enjoy venereal pleasures) that he feels that he has escaped from a savage beast of a master.[18] So some people have concluded that sexual activity is bad in itself. Such was the view of the Manicheans, who also thought generation itself an evil, since it trapped soul in body.

				Aristotle, however, and Anscombe herself, did not think of a human soul as being trapped in the body. She knew that a human person is essentially an animal, and the human soul is the life of a rational animal. Generation of persons is good and the life conceived is always to be honoured.[19] Generation being good, the kind of action by which human beings generate is a good kind of action. It is by living a life with another, a life of which this action forms a small but important part, that human beings reproduce and secure the right environment for their children. Just as there is an animal way in which the vegetative function of sexual reproduction is carried out, so there is a rational way in which this animal act is performed: the normative human copulation is the marriage act, which is the expression of a freely chosen lifelong relationship, and is good in kind. The irrational part of the soul, I would add, does not have to be attended to qua irrational when one performs a marriage act, since the action can be a manifestation of an appetite which is conforming to the ratio of its nature. Aristotle’s qualification ‘qua irrational’ is important, as it makes the sentence about not attending to the irrational part of the soul consistent with the view that the virtues can inform the lower powers. Thus, as I have been arguing, the virtue of chastity must inform our sexuality itself, in all its aspects.

				These aspects are all manifested in the marriage act, which is the kind of action which reproduces, and occurs in the context of marriage, which is the human state suitable for reproduction. It is thus an act of a good kind. However, an action might be of a good kind and yet in the individual case be a bad human action, for instance when it is performed from base motives. Thus it has been taught that the sexual union of husband and wife is bad if engaged in ‘purely for pleasure’. Anscombe accepts this teaching, interpreting it to mean that such union is bad if sensuality is in command: if it is, then the couple is acting intemperately. We are back with Aristotle, and his conclusion that the superior part of ourselves should be in command. Anscombe also recalls that G.E. Moore counted lasciviousness as a great intrinsic evil. One test of whether sensuality is in command is whether the couple can go without for a while, which is necessary sometimes anyway, e.g. for medical reasons. Clearly, we can add, if sensuality is in command, then only circumstance will prevent the bad effects of uncontrolled passion.[20]

				Some people have thought of sexual activity as requiring excuse, so that unless we are specifically aiming at reproduction, we are acting purely for pleasure and are letting the irrational part of ourselves rule our actions. Anscombe regarded this kind of attitude as coming from a faulty moral psychology. The activity being good, the desire for it is good, and the desire is for the activity as pleasurable. If the context is marriage, the way in which the marriage bond is expressed is in this activity, and the way it works is that desire tends to arise without our calculation. But if our marriage act is not very imprudent or lascivious, it is just part of married life, significant of the bond and strengthening of it, a rational activity in which sensuality is not in command.[21] That it should be a habitual part of married life goes with the fact that on the whole generation occurs without our knowing which act did the generating: children arise out of the married relation, which is a generative sort of relation, enacted and expressed by copulations which, as copulations, are generative in kind.

				When we speak of sensuality not being in command, we are in disagreement with Hume,[22] who thinks that reason has no power to move us, but only to discover facts in the light of which we can pursue the objects of our passions. Anscombe in face of this points out that only rational beings can have generic ends,[23] ones which they formulate as to be pursued through life, and that when we have such ends, they are such as can be rationally criticized. Thus we can make sense of the idea of an activity being in accordance with reason, since it may or may not be in accordance with generic ends, and these may or may not be ones to which reason presents no objection, and which reason presents to us as fine, noble or worthwhile.[24]

				Now, what is the generic end pursued by a person having the virtue of chastity? What, that is, beside the end of living a life in which there is much contemplation and worship of the divine, which is an end more architectonic than those peculiar to the virtue of chastity? In pursuit of this end of contemplation people in different cultures have adopted chastity in the narrower sense which involves celibacy. This life, the life of contemplating God, was, thought Anscombe, the least likely to become empty. She argued that it was only reasonable to believe that the maker of the essences of things was the source of human language, whose deepest grammar reflects those essences. This source we can see to be in some way rational, as being the source of rationality and the maker of our capacity for speech,[25] God, whose wisdom, the divine logos, enlightens every man coming into this world.[26] He is not ourselves, for we do not invent the essences of natural things as mathematicians do invent the essences discovered in mathematics. By understanding things clearly we are contemplating an aspect of the mind which shows itself in their essences,[27] but if we allow sensuality to rule, we dull our capacity to see the work of this mind. It is consistent with this that both atheism and lasciviousness are very widespread in our time.

				Following Aristotle, we can say that the end of contemplating God is one which could be seen as the end of all activity of the noble mind, and the pursuit of which in such a mind causes all the virtues. However, chastity, in the broader sense in which it is the virtue concerned with sex, might be expected to have an end peculiar to itself. This end is to be discovered through the fact mentioned by Anscombe, that sexual actions are always significant; they are never just like a bit of casual eating.[28] This is not surprising, since what supports life is not a single act of eating, but a pattern of consumption more or less maintained in the course of our existence. A single act of intercourse, on the other hand, may generate a human being. For this reason, I would say, the significance of sex is something one cannot escape by being a kind of sexual Humpty Dumpty: by saying that our sexual actions mean what we intend them to mean, no more, no less. Our sexuality is essentially about generating human beings, as the sexuality of other organisms is about generating organisms of those kinds, and this is why, as Anscombe says, those who try to make sex a matter of mere casual enjoyment become shallow.[29] The same can be said for those who go in for non-conjugal sexual activity in order to obtain some sort of release. For we cannot be profound if we treat with contempt the bodily function by which we ourselves are brought into being. The action of a man who acts merely to placate his sensual nature, while disregarding the ratio of his sexuality, is not an action in which reason is in command, even though the purpose and immediate effect of his action is to enjoy a mental life less troubled by lust.

				Now, it might be said that in fact those who make it their end to have as much sexual pleasure as possible, and who conduct their lives on this principle, are not treating the bodily function with contempt, but as something worthwhile in itself. We can object to the generic end of such people not only on the ground that having it is likely to lead to distorted and uncontrolled passion, but also because to treat mere orgasmic pleasure as a final end is to deny the very thing that makes the activity worthy of honour: namely, that it is the kind of activity that generates human beings, and is therefore expressive of the marital relation, which is the proper and natural setting for such generation. Even when there is no possibility of generation, the act expresses the marital bond, so long as the act is of generative kind, expressing a commitment to a shared (and in this case empty) reproductive future.

				The end pursued by those who have virtue in these matters is described by Koppelman[30] as being that of making good sexual choices. He sees those whose sexual actions are not of the best as performing them out of what he calls ‘neediness’, but does not explain the virtue which prevents one from making evil sexual choices, which are cruel or unjust or irresponsible. If the generic end of the sexually virtuous person is to try to achieve what he calls ‘sex at its best’, such an end is likely to lead to discontent and promiscuity, with their train of disease and broken families, unless one interprets this expression non–subjectively and not hedonistically. He provides some indication of how to do this when he says that ‘sex at its best’ is like a conversation in which one loves and values the wholeness of the other. Now, the wholeness of the other includes a history and an intellect and an organic nature, and therefore to relate to the wholeness of the other in sexual matters is through marriage acts which join one organically to a person whose history includes the rationally-chosen commitment to the organic relation which is marriage: I do not see any other way in which one can make a sexual act relevant as such to all these aspects of the person. To relate to another precisely as an organism it is necessary that the relation be of an organic nature in both bodies, as breastfeeding, for example, is an organic event both in the mother and the child. In the case of sexual activity, what is going on organically are events of reproductive kind. To relate to the other organically, it is necessary that one’s copulation with them be qua copulation an event of organic kind, which it can only be if it is an event of reproductive kind which is one event in the bodies of both parties: one knows that a copulation is as such a sexual event because, under its description as a copulation, it is a part of the biological process by which the seed of the male meets with that of the female, just as breastfeeding is part of the biological process by which the nutrients in the mother pass into the digestive tract of the baby. To relate to the other rationally, in sexual matters, it is necessary that the sexual action be itself a part of a rationally-chosen relationship whose aims are particularly to do with that person and to do with the aforementioned organic relation. To make this rationally-chosen relationship a love which is to do with the life history of the other is to enter the commitment of marriage, where each has in the past entrusted their whole reproductive future to the other person.

				To perform any other kind of sexual act is to reduce in oneself a sense of the significance of married life, and therefore of that human dignity from which marriage derives its honourable nature. The mystical core of Anscombe’s views on sexuality lies in her seeing the human animal as the bearer of the dignity which belongs to us as rational beings, the dignity of being made for the vision of God. This gives the act by which human beings are generated, and the relation of which that act is the central expression, a dignity commensurate with the dignity of the species.

				People who regard sexual activity as something to be used to express love are not completely wide of the mark, since sex is in fact about this lifelong friendship called marriage. The possibility of entering this lifelong relationship is one of the facts specific to humanity which make morality for human beings something peculiar to our species and not the same for all rational beings. I mentioned at the beginning that Anscombe did not regard morality as the same for all rational beings. I take it that the belief that it is the same lies behind the apparent assumption made by those who go in for fantastic imaginings to support their ethical assertions. These people seem to think that the facts about our human nature are mere contingencies in the light of which we as human beings should act, in fulfilment of some species-transcending moral law within whose fundamental generalities the various imaginable material worlds and rational natures are values which its variables may have.[31] But what counts as a good human act is something which is part of the fabric and constitution of our nature. A good human act is one which is not contrary to the virtues specific to humanity, nor to having the ends which a good human being has. One of these ends is the generic end which concerns marriage and the respect which the good man has for this human thing, whether in his own marriage or in another’s. What makes it clear that marriage is a part of humanity is the need for this bond, this reality which holds parents together and provides the solid background in which individuals are irreplaceable: persons and not personnel. If we are very unlucky, says Anscombe, we may belong to a society which has wrecked and deformed this human thing.[32]

				It is important for the possession of the virtue of chastity that venereal pleasure should never be sought apart from the marriage relation. It might be said that since libido in some way affects our emotions generally, this is an impossible requirement, and would leave us without the bodily drive to do anything. However, it is just because of this influence of our sexuality on passions and motivations which in their turn influence everything that we do[33] that specifically libidinous activity, that is voluntary genital activity, is quite generally corrupting unless it has the specific significance that belongs to such activity. The reason why libido affects our emotions generally is that libidinous activity belongs to a relationship which, in a good man who is married, affects the shape of his entire life. The generic end of the chaste married person is to live a life united with another in such a way that each commits to the other their whole reproductive future, even to the point of accepting that this future is not going to come to fruition. This is a life open to generation in which the parties perform sexual acts only with each other, acts to which that goodness belongs which makes sexual activity a good sort of activity. This goodness lies in the unitive meaning of the marriage act, by which spouses are joined in an act of generative kind which signifies procreation even when it does not procreate.

				This act is good if it is indeed of generative kind, but Anscombe remarks that the fact that every single sexual act is significant, as not every act of eating is significant, means that a single sexual act can be bad in itself, not just because of the pattern of which it forms a part or because of the circumstances and likely effects, which is how it is with eating. It is bad, she maintains, if it is not of generative kind, and explains that to be of generative kind it does not have actually to generate, just as an acorn does not have to grow up into an oak tree in order to be the seed of an oak. One could remark at this point that one of the ways of treating with contempt the bodily function by which we are brought into being is to change the sexual act so as to make it not of a kind to generate, and this contempt is shown by those who regard the conjugal act as being just one of the ways in which orgasm is to be obtained.

				All sexual actions are related to generation in that they are exercises of the reproductive system. However, I have observed that only in a physically normal copulation is there an event which is a reproductive type of event in the bodies of both members of the couple: the ejaculation of the semen is the same event as the coming of semen into the woman’s genital tract. Thus only the copulation of man and woman can, qua copulation, be an exercise of the reproductive system: only an act which is such a copulation can join the couple in a coupling which is generative in kind. There is no other way in which a sexual act can be such as to unite the couple specifically as organisms. An intentional sex act which is not a normal copulation embodies the intention to produce orgasm in an individual, or perhaps in more than one individual. The normal copulation of man and woman is a single reproductive-type event which happens in both bodies, and only in performing such a copulation can two people be aiming at a single sexual act.

				This biological unification, however, is not enough, according to Anscombe. It should be clear that a biologically normal copulation can take place between people who are too drunk or otherwise mentally subnormal to know what it is that they are doing - that the man is ejaculating into the woman’s vagina, and that this is how women come to be pregnant and babies to be born - so there is more to performing a human act which is generative in kind than that the physical copulation be normal.

				The act to be conjugal must be an intentional act which, as an intentional act, is of reproductive kind. For this it is not necessary that reproduction be aimed at, only that people aim to perform the kind of act which reproduces. It is inconsistent with this aim, however, that anything be done before, during or after the act to make that act non-reproductive. Anything like this changes the intentional act to a use of one another’s bodies, ‘no longer to perform a generative-type act, but for one or both to achieve orgasm’.[34] Some contraceptive measures may not prevent the copulation from being a copulation of reproductive kind, but the contracepted copulation is, as a human act, not of generative kind. Lacking generative meaning, it lacks that which makes it a good kind of action, the meaning that signifies and enacts the organic unity of the couple. What makes a copulation unite the couple is that it is a single reproductive-type event occurring in their two bodies, but it loses its meaning as a union of two people if they aim at removing from it the possibility of generation, since then they are not performing a human act of generative kind. Reason is not in command, I would say, when the ratio of the human act of copulation has been removed in respect of that particular act. Like an abnormal act, such as fellatio, the sexual aim in such an act can only be orgasm in individuals, rather than a joint act of generative kind, which is the good kind of sexual act which it is reasonable to perform in that it is the expression of that generative relation, human marriage. This is not simply because the couple intends not to generate, but because by acting against generation in this action they have deprived their intentional action itself of the character of being a generative kind of act. It is only qua irrational that their desire makes their act a single sexual act: on the level of reason the organic unity is denied by being undone, since what makes the act a single organic event in the bodies of both people is that it is one reproductive event occurring in both bodies. This is why the unitive and procreative meanings of the act are inseparable, so that an attack on one meaning is an attack on the other. A sexual act lacking this meaning is one in which the baser part, the desire for orgasm, is in command. Even if the couple is acting as they think for the sake of their marriage, theirs is like the action of a man who acts merely to placate his sensual nature. I have said, that if he does this while disregarding the ratio of his sexuality, his is not an action in which reason is in command, even though the purpose and immediate effect of his action is to enjoy a mental life less troubled by lust. The couple may be aiming at some sort of unity, but are like this man in that they are disregarding the ratio of their sexuality.

				Anscombe points out that when people temporarily avoid conception by confining their marriage acts to the infertile period, they do nothing to their intentional act of intercourse to make it non-generative, but have non-conception only as a further intention, which they achieve by not performing marriage acts at a later time.[35] Reason, in such a circumstance, can be in control, in that the act is chosen as that good kind of action by which human beings are generated and the marriage bond given expression.

				We can connect this with Aristotle’s saying that the best way is that which least attends to the irrational part of the soul qua irrational, in that the communication between the bodies of the man and his wife is an intentional act chosen as being, on the level of the mind, the kind of act which it is on the level of the body: i.e. a copulation of generative kind. Being this, it does not impede the spirit of contemplation as must actions in which the base motive of sensuality is in command, and as must the generic end of enjoying orgasms without allowing to them the ratio of being a part of the marriage act. Whatever be one’s motive for making such orgasms one’s aim, one is denying the meaning of human sexuality, and hence of human life, by treating one’s own sexuality in this way.

				It has been objected that the fine distinction between an intentional act and the further intention with which an act is performed is one which most people would find it hard to understand, and so cannot be important to human virtue. Can you say that the generic end of the simple virtuous man is to perform only acts of the generative kind, and those within marriage? This objection can be answered by saying that people can feel a difference which they could not articulate: consider the knowledge of grammar which people have without knowing any grammatical terms. The sense of the difference between contracepting and avoiding fertile times is one which, as Anscombe says, they have by connatural knowledge, because of the virtue that is in them and not because of their understanding of the philosophy of intention. It is when people start talking philosophy, and saying that the intention is the same in both cases, that it is time to show that their philosophy is wrong.
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				Internalized Others, Joint Attention and the Moral Education of the Child

				In ‘The Moral Environment of the Child’,[1] Elizabeth Anscombe observes that

				a child can be encouraged to have certain ends and concerns by the attitudes of its adults, and sometimes by being associated with the adults in promoting and pursuing them.[2]

				The observation may seem not to amount to very much but, as we shall see, there is considerable wisdom in it. This chapter tries to say some more about what’s involved in a child’s being taught ‘ends and concerns [by ...] its adults’, and about some philosophical issues that arise when one tries to explain how adult attitudes make the difference to this teaching that they seem to make. It will turn out that the part played in a child’s education by being associated with adults in promoting and pursuing things proves to be a helpful alternative to a popular rival account of the moral - and not only the moral - education of children.

				1

				In the same paper, Anscombe continues that there is

				an important sense in which velle non discitur: willing is not taught. Suppose, for example, that the adult would like to train the child to help people who are poor and wretched. He can do quite a lot... But it is not something that can be guaranteed.[3]

				Indeed the only sort of action that can be ‘pretty well guaranteed [...] by upbringing’ is such as is counted absolutely obligatory in a society and whose performance or non performance is quite open and visible: like the prayers at fixed times in a strict Muslim town.[4]

				This assessment is both too optimistic and too pessimistic. It’s too optimistic because, where bringing up children is concerned, guaranteed outcomes are rarer even than Anscombe allows: Muslim children can be trained to pray five times a day in as strict a town as you like, and yet stop doing so as soon as they have the chance.

				But it is surely also too pessimistic. Consider the comic passage from Intention about the person who ‘out of the blue [...] says “I want a pin” and denies wanting it for anything’.

				[S]uppose we give it him and see what he does with it. He takes it, let us say, he smiles and says ‘Thank you. My want is gratified’ - But what does he do with the pin? If he puts it down and forgets about it, in what sense is it true to say that he wanted a pin? He used these words, the effect of which was that he was given one; but what reason have we to say he wanted a pin, rather than: to see if we would take the trouble to give him one?[5]

				Asking for something to see if we will take the trouble to give it is quite common in smallish children. But there is an indeterminacy as to whether, at the time of asking, they want the thing or not which it is in our hands to shape one way or another. If we understand that the child is simply testing its efficacy upon us, our very saying that it really doesn’t want the thing, because (for instance) there’s nothing it could do with the thing once it had it, makes the space in the child close over where a desire might otherwise have taken shape.[6] (And the child will have proof enough of its efficacy in eliciting that reaction.) On the other hand - though I don’t mean to suggest there are only two possible ways in which this case could be further elaborated - a parent may not understand that that’s all the child is doing and, anxious that they are not very good at meeting their children’s wants, produce a pin on demand. And now the child has been steered into a state of confusion: the validity of its demand has been affirmed by being gratified, so surely (it thinks to itself) I really must want the pin - after all, I asked for it; and yet the pin is (as this child can also see) as little desirable to it as it was to the child who was denied it. This second child has, I suggest, received a little lesson in the formation of counterfeit desires, just as the first child received a lesson in the formation of rational desires. These lessons are cumulative: it is types or patterns of desire that are learnt, not particular desires (e.g. for pins), and there are of course no guarantees of how things will turn out in the long run. Nonetheless, it is a case of the parent’s knowledge of the desirable shaping, or alternatively failing to shape, the child’s desires - of velle discere.

				The parent in the first example, unlike the one in the second, is (we may say) authoritative, and this is one of several connections between ‘The Moral Environment of the Child’ and the discussions of authority in Anscombe’s ‘Authority in Morals’[7] and elsewhere. Parents need to be authoritative: as Anscombe says, ‘not to demand obedience is to inflict a great wrong on the child.’[8] That is partly because the child needs to know things such as not to cross the road without looking[9] which it can’t be expected to discover for itself, and will only come to know if those in whose care it finds itself are authoritative. But refusing the child a pin - because, as we might say in anticipation, it doesn’t want one - is also an exercise of authority, and as much needed by the child as being told not to cross the road without looking. Just look at the rubbish the second child accumulates: sweets it has no appetite for, knickknacks it will never look at again, pins...

				In order to pursue further my question as to what’s involved in a child’s being taught ‘ends and concerns [by ...] its adults’, I would like to raise two questions connected with parental authority. First of all, what explains the difference between parents who are authorities for their children and those who are not? Anscombe touches on this question, but parents in Anscombe’s writing, when they appear, are on the whole sure of themselves and of what they have to teach and the question is not explored very far.

				Secondly there is the question of what comes after authoritative teaching. Anscombe touches on this too, though not - if I may put it thus - under that description. For she is interested in what a child comes to do ‘by itself and off its own bat’,[10] what someone does when he becomes ‘autonomous’,[11] ‘his own pilot’.[12] There’s a connection here which Anscombe seems not to draw. In her view, autonomy in the child is ‘the time when [it ...] may not maintain its former habits’, that is, those its parents have instilled.[13] Insofar as those habits are good habits, I think she sees this as a failure, even though it needn’t be ‘a failure on your part in the teaching of anything that can be taught’[14]-the velle non discitur point again. But it is not - or so I would like to say - a shortcoming of genuinely authoritative teaching that it fails to guarantee compliance with it. Indeed teaching that’s ‘a mere imposition’, that’s delivered in ‘a situation of stress and tension’,[15] is if anything more likely to secure compliance, until the case in which the teaching needs to be applied is too unfamiliar. On the contrary, it is precisely the success of authoritative teaching, as distinct from ‘mere imposition’ or the unself-confident refusal to teach at all, that its graduates are those most able to do things ‘by themselves and off their own bats’, to ‘be their own pilots’ or - as I shall put it, in order to make it clear that I have a broad-band capacity in mind, not just the capacity to regulate oneself in the light of moral reasons - to be self-regulators. In regulating themselves they may of course make mistakes, but (a) having the power of judgment in themselves, they are less likely to do so than graduates of the ‘mere imposition’ or ‘can’t be bothered’ schools; and (b) the teachers may themselves have made mistakes, although their fallibility does not compromise their authority to teach.[16]

				It thus looks as if whatever explains the difference between parents who are and parents who are not authorities will also explain the difference between children who go on to become successful self-regulators and children who do not. But what is that?

				2

				It’s often said that the developmental history of self-regulation needs to be told in terms of the notion of an internalized other: the fact that real external others - such as parents - give way to internal others who are their ‘psychic representatives’ is what explains the transition from direction by others to self-regulation. But of any such theory we can always ask - and here I adapt some remarks of Anscombe’s about legislating for oneself[17]-‘Is the internalized other the developing person or not?’ If it is, we have self-regulation indeed - but no explanation of it. If it isn’t, the purported explanation bargains away the fact it was meant to explain (self-regulation), since why, unless much more is said, should the mere internality of another make the difference between self-regulation and regulation by that other? The problem for the theorist of self-regulation is like that of Lodovico Sforza, the fifteenth-century Duke of Milan who invited Charles V of France and his army into Italy to stabilize his own domestic position: once a foreign power has installed itself, how do you get rid of it again?[18] But it needs to be got rid of somehow if - to abandon the simile - self-regulation, as opposed to regulation by another (external or not), is what we are to end up with.

				David Velleman has wrestled with this problem in a well-known series of papers which attempt to ‘effect a marriage between Freud and Kant’.[19] Internalization can account for self-regulation, he argues, only if the others internalized are authoritative rather than merely powerful, for if they aren’t, to internalize them will simply be to install a tyrant inside one’s head. Now I think we can all understand what’s being got at by the distinction between having a tyrant inside one’s head and having an authority. Someone who founds a society for the preservation of the semi-colon, erupts with fury at anyone - above all himself - who misuses it, but does a bad job of explaining what’s so important about it; alternatively, someone who feels so anxious if they fail to comply with some precept (‘never be seen without make-up’) that they resentfully comply, despite (quite unlike the semi-colon man) explicitly disavowing any outlook that would give the precept a point - we say that they are being bossed around because in some sense (though differently in each case) they have not made the ideas by which they steer their lives fully their own. That is not what ‘being one’s own pilot’ is about. But if the external other is an authority, there will be no experience of being bossed, so if internalization plays any role in a correct account of the development of self-regulation, it will be the internalization of an authority that turns into willing compliance, the ability to give reasons for compliance, knowing what to do in previously unrehearsed cases, and so on.

				So what relation to the external other, if any, would explain the other’s authority? Velleman’s answer is ‘love’. This raises two questions: first, are parents who love and are loved by their children more authoritative? And secondly, if that is so, does the fact provide a good explanation of the relation between obedience (in a child) and self-regulation?

				To take the second question first, there is a problem in supposing that moving even an authoritative external other inwards on its own could make the difference between obedience - albeit to a legitimate authority - and self-regulation. For we are still on the second horn of the dilemma I articulated above: of course one doesn’t resent the instructions of one whom one recognizes as authoritative but still, even an authoritative internal other isn’t me. Velleman’s reply to this objection just shifts us onto the first horn: love explains why the internal other’s authority is my authority because I loved the external other from which the internal one is derived, so the external other must have met my own standards of lovability (Velleman adds ‘and admirability’, but let’s forget that). So in regulating my behaviour in the light of the other’s standards I am regulating it in the light of my own. My own standards of lovability must therefore predate the internalization, yet it was my very possession of standards of my own that internalization was meant to explain.[20]

				This problem makes me worry that the answer to the first question should be ‘no’ too - that really love and authority are unrelated - and (to look ahead) I will end by sounding a note of scepticism on that score. Nonetheless there are reasons for favouring a positive answer. For, plausibly, the reason the parent who produces the pin when asked is not authoritative is that there is some other defect in its relation to the child. Perhaps what the child really wanted was to talk to or to play a game with the adult, and the reason asking for things it doesn’t really want is becoming rather a habit is that it does not often enough get what it does want; or, more accurately, what it needs the adult to teach it that it wants. Even if the parent might say ‘you can have whatever you want!’, the child is given only what it asks for, not what it wants. Indeed it’s given what it asks for, one might say, because the parent believes they cannot give the child what it really wants - themselves - perhaps because they think they have nothing in that department to give. And yet this inability may be the last thing the parent wants to admit to (even to themselves). Perversely, saying ‘no’ to the demand for the pin feels like saying ‘you can’t have me’, so it seems best to say yes. (‘I can’t deny him anything’ euphemizes for ‘I can’t give him anything’.) Or, if the parent has heard it’s not a good idea to give small children pins, its attempts to say no are unlikely to be very effective: the child will howl for what it doesn’t really want until it gets it. As Anscombe says, a parent’s demand for obedience is unlikely to be met if it feels ‘like a mere imposition’ when the parent makes it, and it will feel like that if ‘the adult feels uncertain in giving any moral teaching’.[21] By contrast the parent who denies the child the pin may be confident that the child already has plenty of him or her, so to deny it the pin is to deny it that and no more, so it’s easy to do. Love and authority - and later the capacity to ‘be one’s own pilot’ - seem to go together, as Velleman says. But if that is so, we don’t yet have an explanation of it. In the rest of this paper I am going to rule out some more bad explanations, and propose an explanation that dispenses with the idea of an internalized other - whether authoritative or not.

				3

				It’s attractive to say - as a first approximation - that children obey their parents when they do because they seek the parents’ approval, and in some sense surely this is right. Take the case of an 18-month-old boy.[22] His parents own a vase and one of the house rules is ‘don’t touch the vase’. One day he and his mother are in the room where the vase stands on its plinth. Making quite sure she can see him, he approaches the vase. She frowns at him and he can see she is frowning. Then he reaches a finger out towards the vase and, just as he is about to make contact, theatrically withdraws his finger and looks round at the mother (as if to say ‘touching the vase is what I’m not doing’). She smiles at him and he beams back. This transaction shows that the boy has understood the house rule. It also appears to show that the mother’s approval (her smile) and his pleasure in it (his smile back) are motivating him to abide by it. Finally, the specialness of the boy’s relationship to his mother surely plays a role: after all, if their relationship were not special, why would her approval be so enjoyable to him (or his unforced compliance so enjoyable to her)?

				To theorize the role of approval in this type of case, we may find ourselves reaching for what I call the incentive model. Approval is good. So getting another’s approval either supplies a missing reason for action or adds to an existing one: one acts in a way one thinks will elicit the other’s approval in order to get that good thing. The role of special others is just this: their approval is especially good. The same goes mutatis mutandis for disapproval and disincentives.

				However, the incentive model can’t be right, at least for all cases. For one thing, empirical work shows that incentives demotivate.[23] Parents who offer their children cash to do homework find that, though the children’s performance improves while the cash is on offer, it falls back to below its original level once the cash offer is withdrawn. (Presumably because the message sent by the incentive is that homework isn’t valuable - what’s valuable is cash.) Now think back to the 18-month-old boy. That vignette is a still from a longer moving picture, that is, from a typical developmental narrative. Rewind to an earlier developmental phase and we find compliance in response to explicit and contemporaneous parental instructions (contrast the vignette itself, in which the house rule ‘don’t touch the vase’ isn’t actually uttered); fast forward and we find, first, compliance in the absence of the parent (though with thoughts of how the parent would react very much to the fore) and, later, compliance in their absence and with thoughts of them playing an increasingly recessive role. That is to say, the vignette is an episode in a typical story of the development for the capacity for self-regulation. It’s the process at a certain stage of which the other’s instruction becomes one’s own mind (and before the continued formation of one’s mind perhaps modifies or displaces it). But a step on the way to self-regulation - which contrasts with non-compliance, or grudging compliance, or the need for prods or threats to secure compliance[24]-is just what we do not have in the cash-for-homework case: if the boy was on the way to self-regulation, good performance would outlast the offer of cash. So the incentive model is a poor model for the role approval plays in the case of the 18-month-old boy.[25]

				The disincentivizing effect of incentives is in any case just a useful collateral consideration. Consider the idea that God punishes the wicked and rewards the good. On many fully intelligible religious outlooks, that is not just an interesting fact: the fact that God punishes the wicked and rewards the good helps to explain why people avoid wickedness and do good. But how? On the incentive model, people avoid wickedness out of fear of divine punishment and do good for the sake of divine reward. But that is rather less good than human reasons for action can be: though avoiding wickedness in order to avoid punishment is better than not avoiding it, it’s much better to avoid wickedness just because it’s wicked, and to do good just because it’s good. Much the same goes for parents. At least some parents agree that doing good for the sake of a reward isn’t very good. So if the incentive model were correct, First Prize would necessarily go unawarded: no child could ever receive that from parents and deserve it. But it at least appears that many parents award the First Prize and award it because it’s deserved. So again, the incentive model can’t be right.

				Perhaps, however, the fault lies not with the incentive model per se, but with the fact that in the homework case the incentive on offer is cash - something material - whereas in the 18-month-old’s it is something intangible: approval. But the tangible/intangible distinction in fact bears no weight. It’s perfectly possible for cash - or sweets, or any other tangible good - to function exactly as the mother’s approval does in the 18-month-old’s case. Of course one can imagine the original nature of the transaction being pulled out of shape if the tangible thing on offer is something for which the child has an immediate and very strong desire (sweets, perhaps): the child comes to see what the mother naïvely continues to regard as his simple expression of commitment to the house rules as a means to getting these highly desirable things, so deceit or at least misunderstanding is introduced into the transaction, which wasn’t present to begin with. But though these things could happen, they needn’t happen: it could just be that instead of turning round and receiving a smile from the mother, the child turns round and receives a sweet, and beams in return. The psychology of the original transaction, whatever that is, is unaltered.

				Conversely, words and smiles can be offered as incentives. In a family environment where such things are scarce, enthusiastic - indeed obsequious - compliance could be the child’s means of getting those scarce things. Something like this is what we have in mind when we speak of behaviour - and I take it this is always pejorative - as ‘approval-seeking’. Or the parent, knowing that the child hungers for his or her scarce expressions of approval, can dangle the promise of words or smiles, thereby exacting the child’s compliance.[26]

				So I conclude that the incentive model isn’t a good model even once we have budgeted for the difference between tangible and intangible incentives. Indeed the incentive model might be said to be a bad model for the 18-month-old case because it’s a good model for at least one kind of case where things are not as they should be (‘approval-seeking’, or exacted compliance, if these are indeed distinct). But for the 18-month-old case itself, if not the incentive model, then what?

				4

				In pursuit of an alternative answer, I want to look now at a child of around 36 months - that is, where self-regulation in the parent’s absence is already happening. The experimental set-up is as follows. The child is with the interviewer. Mother enters with two ‘very appealing’ toys and tells the child not to play with them as they are ‘special’, then leaves. The interviewer challenges the child’s adherence to the prohibition ‘by having a bunny puppet invite the child to play with the prohibited toys’. If the child plays with the toys, the interviewer reminds the child of the prohibition. Then the mother returns and asks the child whether or not he/she has played with them.[27] Here are a couple of examples of what happens. ‘When the bunny asks about the prohibited toys, [one child] indignantly says “Couldn’t! Couldn’t because real special”. In response to the next temptation, the child says, “Maybe he could”, then agrees to play with the toys but quickly recovers himself: “I couldn’t play with her [the doll] now. Mom says I could pretty soon”. The child never does play with the [...] toys during the mother’s absence.’ A different child, in response to the first temptation, says ‘I don’t know. What did my mom say? She said not to play with those, didn’t she? So I better not play with those.’ A third says ‘We can’t touch these because they’re somebody’s.’[28]

				Attachment theorists emphasize that the need for closeness to certain others is constant across the lifespan. But one might say that maturation poses the ‘problem’ of how to satisfy this persisting need given that constant physical proximity ceases to be possible, for example as children become more mobile. One ‘solution’ is to ‘stay in touch’ by talking rather than by actually touching. This observation suggests a simple theory of the role of love in explaining compliance. Thus in the 36-month-old cases, where the mother leaves the room so touching or speaking to her are impossible, the simple theory says that compliance is a solution to the problem: by keeping the rule mother uttered before she left, the child maintains contact with her. Keeping it is a way of being with her while she is not there. Herein also lies a theory of approval that applies beyond just these cases: looking to the mother for approval and receiving it (in the 18-month-old case too) is a case of making contact, like touching but part of an expanded repertoire of intimacy younger children do not have. Compliance is explained by love because compliance manifests love.

				This simple theory seems to make sense of a well-known example. In the New Testament, Jesus says: ‘He that hath my commandments, and keepeth them, he it is that loveth me.’[29] There at least is the idea that love and compliance go together. But remember when he says it: at the Last Supper, when he knows that he will shortly be leaving his disciples.[30] But this, he is saying, should not be a cause for despair, because they have his commandments: by keeping them, they can be with him even across a distance.

				But if keeping the relevant ‘commandments’ is a way of being with another, what is breaking them? One answer is that it is breaking the relationship off, at least temporarily. Similarly, if approval is an expression of parental love, disapproval would seem to be the denial or suspension of it. Compare Martin L. Hoffman, who distinguishes three ‘methods’ of securing compliance: ‘induction’ (which includes pointing out consequences to the child), ‘power-assertion’ (which includes yelling at the child), and ‘love-withdrawal’ - ‘if you go on doing that I won’t love you any more.’[31] Love-withdrawal also features in the work of psychoanalyst Ian Suttie. Because it can be effected unilaterally and therefore inescapably, Suttie argues that it matches the property of conscience - that it’s with us all the time, rather than just when an authority-figure is nearby - that Freud looked to explain by appeal to fear, and so is the true explanation of self-regulation. As he puts it, ‘only the loved object can wield the separation-anxiety in its true sense.’[32] On this view, the sanction behind parental prohibitions and commands - and what disapproval really is - is the withdrawal of love.

				Like the incentive model, Suttie has certainly described a way approval and disapproval can function in the context of love-relations, but has not given a general theory of approval and disapproval, and once again it is the defective cases that it fits the best: ‘wielding the separation-anxiety’ sounds like a description of emotional manipulation.[33] Much the same is true if the parent secures compliance by indicating to the child that they will be damaged by the child’s non-compliance on the grounds that non-compliance will be interpreted - however unjustly - as love-withdrawal on the child’s part. By contrast where love is at its best, it surely won’t cross the child’s mind that it might suddenly lose the parent’s love. So the threat of love-withdrawal can’t be what’s securing compliance in such cases, because it is not a credible threat. Again, while a loving parent may well be angry with a child if it disobeys, is anger really the withdrawal of love? Quite apart from the fact that love is not something that can be switched on and off from moment to moment - there’s a difference between (occurrently) expressing love, and loving - the sensible parent’s anger will only be directed at what the child has done. So we should forget the love-withdrawal theory.

				The simple theory does not, however, imply the love-withdrawal theory of disapproval. ‘Harmonious’ mother–infant interactions - indeed interactions in any attachment relationship - do not consist of uninterrupted states of mutual attunement, a long waltz in which each is faultlessly sensitive to tiny changes in the other. Harmony has as much to do with the ease with which the members of the dyad can find their way back to one another after a break in mutual adjustment - with cycles of ‘rupture and repair’ - as it has with the actual persistence of a state of mutual attunement.[34] Rupture and repair is also a much better model of what’s going on in compliance in the best case. Disapproval does not mean that love is withdrawn or suspended: it is a further mark of love-relations at their best that the occasion for disapproval can be allowed to arise, that it can be expressed in a non-catastrophic way, and that the pair can find their way back - if necessary via tears, apologies, forgiveness and so on - to mutual attunement with only the fuss or sense of crisis that the character of the disapproved-of act demands.

				But if both willing compliance plus approval and a degree of non-compliance plus disapproval are elaborated forms of being with another across a distance, it can’t be the distinctive role of approval to maintain the being-with. Consequently, we have so far failed to answer the question how adding love to a child–parent relation renders the parent authoritative. There seems both something right and something wrong with this proposal. To be sure, a love-relation at its best is a stable framework within which willing compliance and non-compliance (meeting with approval or non-catastrophic disapproval) take place, not something which it takes compliance (or the bait of approval) to maintain. At the same time, however, Christ did not say ‘He that keepeth my commandments or breaketh them, he it is that loveth me’, and surely for a reason. Though a love-relation does not depend on uninterrupted staring into one another’s eyes, this is not to say there is no difference in value - even difference in value for the relationship - between meeting another’s gaze and ignoring them. The relation is affirmed when the commandments are kept, even if the relation exists also when they are not. The relation is of value, and I am suggesting that the commandments are a token of it, so why would one not want to affirm it (even if one doesn’t always)?

				5

				Nonetheless I am still not satisfied. I hope I’ve shown at least that there is no tension between love or warmth towards one’s children and authority, and it is tragic indeed if children are denied warmth on the grounds that they require authority, a fallacy that seems to be betrayed in the double meaning of the word ‘spoilt’ in connection with children: (i) ‘marred’, and (ii) ‘indulged’. But at least if ‘indulgence’ means giving lots of what’s wanted, indulged is just what the child who gets the pin is not. But though it would be a kind of happy ending if one could say that without warmth there is no genuine authority, perhaps distant parents can nonetheless be good educators. They are just very good at denying things to their children (and no doubt to themselves), without having anything much else to offer. These types of relations are worse because they are less warm, not because they have to be less authoritative. (That was the note of scepticism promised earlier.) I also worry that my ‘simple theory’ is a better explanation of a person’s keeping divine commandments than it is of their keeping ordinary ones (or of otherwise behaving as parents have shown them to behave). For - as I understand it - in the case of the divine commandment, one has the curious double explanandum ‘keep the law because it is the law’ and ‘keep the law for my sake’.[35] But with human parents (or indeed other loved ones), though one sometimes wants to say (e.g.) ‘this is our favourite dish so I’m making it while you are away’, sometimes one just wants to make the dish because it tastes nice, for all that you showed me how to make it. And when my children in adulthood do what I’ve taught them to do, it just won’t always be for my sake, nor do I want it to be: I will regard it as a success if I have faded from view, leaving only what I have taught them. Even a loving Charles V would have got in the way of poor Lodovico Sforza. So I want to make one more attempt.

				One of the most impressive marks of the securely attached - whether children or adults - and which I didn’t mention before is that they are confident explorers of the world.[36] Except in situations of danger, the securely attached have the freedom to look outwards to the world because their base is secure.[37] For the same reason, they are also confidently expressive in the context of the attachment relationship itself (they say what’s on their minds). The secure child can rock the boat because it is confident the boat won’t sink.[38] By contrast at least one sub-variety of insecure child  - the insecure-ambivalent - will focus on the caregiver rather than the environment even when there is nothing in the environment (no threat, for instance) to prompt this, thus inhibiting exploration.[39]

				I suggest these facts provide a clue to the problem at hand. A central part of mature self-regulation is the capacity to act for reasons, and to see in one’s environment whatever reasons there are going. Now it’s not the case that whenever another person, or another person’s attitude to oneself, or one’s relations with another person, is one’s reason for acting, something is amiss.[40] But theory needs to allow that if - in maturity - I don’t touch the vase, the reason I don’t may be simply that it’s valuable and fragile: in other words a reason in which other people, their attitudes to me, etc. are nowhere to be seen. It is therefore a constraint on any theory of the development of self-regulation that it describe the developmental process in such a way that it can, in the most favourable cases, have action on such reasons as its terminus. The incentive and the love-withdrawal theories, on the other hand, make loved others or their attitudes pervasive among my reasons. They thus look like a special case of what goes wrong in insecure (more properly, insecure-ambivalent) attachment: the learning child’s gaze cannot pass beyond the caregiver’s attitudes to the world. But if others’ attitudes are so pervasive in the early years, it is hard to see how they could become less so thanks merely to the passage of time: they sound like developmental precursors of a ‘misdirection of the ethical attention’,[41] and thus spectacularly fail to meet the constraint on developmental theories I’ve just stated. This is just a variant of the problem with internalized-other theories of self-regulation I posed at the beginning: once in the picture, how they are ever to be got out of it again. Putting the point the other way about, where approval or disapproval is implicated in the right way in self-regulation, they will play an increasingly recessive role as maturation progresses, gradually giving way to doing things for reasons, at most some of which are persons and their attitudes. This is also the problem with the ‘simple theory’, though somehow it arises there in a more benign way.

				Perhaps this is the whole story. But Colwyn Trevarthen also seems right when he says that ‘the eagerness with which a toddler turns to a companion to share creations is surely more than an exploration away from a secure base.’[42] We have perhaps been making too much in our account so far of the loved and loving parent as a judge and spectator: securely attached children often explore with a loved other. This is not to say that we have been making too much of approval and disapproval: it’s rather that a correct theory of those attitudes needs to see them not or not only as spectatorial, but as one side of a state in which parent and child both share, that is, as a specialized version of the phenomenon of joint attention.[43]

				This truth is I think buried in the remark of Anscombe’s with which I opened: ‘a child can be encouraged to have certain ends and concerns by the attitudes of its adults, and sometimes by being associated with the adults in promoting and pursuing them.’[44] It’s also there, more explicitly, in Anscombe’s paper on transubstantiation, though the point generalizes way beyond this very special example:

				The thing can be taught, and it is best taught at mass at the consecration, the one part when a small child should be got to fix its attention on what is going on. [...] Such a child can be taught then by whispering to it such things as ‘Look! Look what the priest is doing...’[45]

				The parent teaches by directing the child’s attention not onto itself as authority, but onto something else.

				Parent and baby are said to move swiftly from being absorbed in one another to being mutually absorbed in the world,[46] and part of the pleasure for each of attending to whatever it might be is not just knowing that the other is attending to it, but attending to it with the other. This shared pleasure is precisely the role of approval in the ‘vase’ case: the object of joint attention, the thing they both hold in mind, is the rule ‘don’t touch the vase’, the child’s compliance is his demonstrating to the mother that he has in mind what she has in mind, and part of what they both enjoy is the fact that they are holding it in mind together. (The child only beams when he sees his mother smiling at him, not when he removes his hand from the vase, despite knowing she is observing him.) The same joint attending is expressed by the first-person plural in ‘we don’t play with the toys, do we?’ Moreover, if approval of the compliance and pride in the approval is a special case of joint attention, it’s clear why love at least can come into the story: sharing pleasure in objects of joint attention is not something one does so often with strangers. (It might also explain how it comes in with distant parents: if touching, playing and so on are not part of their repertoire, at least there’s compliance.)

				Now let us fast forward again to the optimal case of which what we are describing is supposed to be the developmental forerunner. An older child seeks approval for an act that he thinks is good, and - because he thinks it’s good - seeks it because he thinks the parent thinks it’s good too. That is, where it isn’t about ‘approval-seeking’, the seeking and bestowal of approval rest on beliefs about the good that are common to the child and parent, and known by each to be common. Parents and their children form a tiny moral community - a community that may of course over the years lose some members, will certainly gain many more, will change with respect to the content of its common beliefs and so on. I want to suggest that the prototype for this already rather sophisticated moral community is the complex structure of shared pleasures present in the ‘vase’ case. Of course it’s the prototype of many other forms of community too: context, gestures, special words used (‘we don’t do this’, ‘this would be naughty’, etc., as opposed to, say, ‘we like flowers’) help promote the speciation of this generic shared experience into something more specific (a moral community as opposed to, say, a community of flower-lovers).

				I want to argue, then, that the joint attention model of approval and disapproval can explain compliance in the best case (the kind of compliance that, in the terminology I used earlier, deserves First Prize) because it has the same structure. I also want to claim one further advantage for the model, which adds to the thought that in secure attachment persons are only rarely self-standing reasons. To see the seeking and bestowal of approval (in the best case) as a specialized version of joint attention is to underscore the fact that the focus of both parent and child is on a third thing (as it might be, the house rule). Of course it may be that the parent has got rather more of an idea to begin with about what makes the act elicit pleasure than the child does, just as it may be the parent’s choice to get the child to focus, with him or her, on flowers rather than on something else. It may also be that what in part recommends the adult’s focus to the child is that he or she is already a trusted source of other things. But still, the parent is saying (as it were) ‘this is what we think is good’, not ‘I command this’. It thus holds out some hope of solving Lodovico Sforza’s problem: the foreign emperor doesn’t need to be got rid of, because he wasn’t invited in in the first place. Though loved parents appear in the joint attention story, they don’t appear as objects of attention, even in the early years: on the contrary, they function from the start to direct what will become the child’s moral attention onto something other than themselves. It is only because in the best case persons needn’t be reasons, but rather point to reasons, that doing things because we’re told can give way, in maturity, to doing things for reasons.
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				John Finnis

				Body, Soul and Information: On Anscombe’s ‘Royal Road’ to True Belief

				It is a privilege and joy for me to have this opportunity of giving a lecture[1] that is a memorial of Elizabeth Anscombe, just over 50 years since I first went to a lecture of hers, up and across the road in Somerville - and to be giving it under the auspices of the Anscombe Bioethics Centre, which when she and I for many months sat under its auspices on a working party - on the moral questions one faces at the end of one’s life[2]-was called the Linacre Centre for Healthcare Ethics, and has been indeed fittingly renamed. Between the two occasions I have just mentioned were the several remarkable meetings I attended of the Catholic philosophers group that she and Peter Geach organized over a number of years to meet annually for a couple of days in Staffordshire at Spode House, Hawkesyard Priory, in those days an expression of the English Dominican life of learning that has since then retrenched to the Blackfriars in Cambridge and here in Oxford, where it provides a home for the Anscombe Centre and a sponsor for this Lecture.

				I have three texts, so to call them, from Anscombe, to preside over what I have to say. I will not be using them precisely as premises, nor will I be trying to develop the thoughts they articulate as she might have developed them. There is little exegetical about this lecture. But I think I am walking the same road as she did, and carrying a number of the same implements, and sources of formation, as she did. Anyone can, and might do well to.

				The first text is from the long essay on Aristotle that comes first in the book Three Philosophers that she and Peter Geach published (with Blackwell and Cornell University Press) in 1961; this essay is by her, the essays on Aquinas and Frege by Peter Geach, though they must have taken joint responsibility for everything and certainly for the notable Analytical Table of Contents.[3] This first essay is in large part about substance and substances, and towards the end reaches Aristotle’s thought about imperishable substances and the perpetuity, as he thought, of time, for which his main argument (she says) was that the continuity of change demands that the physical universe be equipped with an imperishable clock whose motions are the universe’s fundamental time-keeping process, the clock constituted in fact by the visible heavens and the changeless regularity of their motion. And so Anscombe comes to say:

				What should be said on this topic must now be dictated by the present state of scientific knowledge; it is surely a mistake to think that we have effected a separation between science and philosophy such that questions can be firmly labeled ‘scientific’ or ‘philosophical’ and discussed by different parties, each ignorant of the other’s discipline.[4]

				A first text. One might say: philosophy needs to be informed by what natural sciences discover, and the articulation of those discoveries needs to be - and historically has substantially been, at least indirectly - informed by a sound, philosophically adequate understanding of, for example, all the concepts deployed in this sentence.

				The second is from the 1979 lecture which Mary Geach and Luke Gormally rightly placed at the head of the first volume of the three that so far they have put together from her (posthumous and other) papers; that is the volume Human Life, Action and Ethics: Essays by G.E.M. Anscombe (2005). The lecture is entitled ‘Analytical Philosophy and the Spirituality of Man’,[5] and opens with remarks about analytical philosophy, as a method or style of thought which she herself employed while not sharing the position so extremely common among analytical philosophers that they often assume it without argument: that the idea of immaterial substance is to be rejected. This text, then, is from the lecture’s final paragraphs, where she is talking, as she often did, about homely or elementary events and actions, here the act of pointing to something to indicate, not its shape, but its colour (or, of course, vice versa). Analysing this out and showing that there is no physical difference (e.g. of direction) involved in pointing to colour rather than shape, she comes to the goal or resting-place of the analysis:

				Now if that is so we can say that man qua body can’t be described as pointing to the colour rather than the shape. For his act of pointing to the colour certainly is a bodily act; but it is not qua bodily act that it is determined as pointing to the colour. This does not mean that we have to postulate a different, another act of pointing by a different sort of substance, an immaterial one - that path to the concept of ‘spirit’ which Wittgenstein implicitly criticizes. But we can say that this bodily act is an act of a man qua spirit.[6]

				So, a second text: ‘this bodily act is an act of a man qua spirit.’

				And my third text is from the Introduction to the second of those volumes, Faith in a Hard Ground: Essays on Religion, Philosophy and Ethics by G.E.M. Anscombe (2008). There, in the last page of Mary Geach’s spirited and informative Introduction, we read her eyewitness report:

				To begin with the Old [Testament], and to see in it the proof of the New, to begin as a Jew and to see in Christ the promised Messiah: this my mother called ‘the royal road’ to the Catholic faith.[7]

				‘Royal road’ is an immemorial figure of speech transmitted to us by, fittingly enough, the commentary on Euclid by Proclus, the 5th-century AD Athenian philosopher, reporting that Euclid told Ptolemy the First that to (or into) geometry there is no short and easy way, no basilikēn atrapon, royal road.[8] Proclus never travelled the road that Anscombe was referring to (and herself, I suppose, had travelled), and his sort of neo-Platonist pantheism is one of the two main sorts of perennial philosophical opposition to much of what I have to say this evening, the other being the sort of Spinozist materialism that meets pantheism halfway in their shared denial of divine creation - a recent, local, elegant version of this Spinozism is the posthumous Religion without God of my late colleague Ronald Dworkin.[9] In either form it is an evasion of truths - information - attained in the first instance without philosophical discipline and method but now appropriated and critically secured by sound philosophy such as Anscombe and Geach sought to illustrate and promote in Three Philosophers and their other, many several works.

				1

				Anscombe’s intense, sinewy discussion of Aristotle’s conception of matter, in Three Philosophers, is followed by a shorter discussion by Geach in the chapter on Aquinas, which concludes:

				It is a serious question how far Aquinas’s conception of matter squares with our modern scientific knowledge. To say there is no room for the conception of the same matter or the same stuff in modern science would indeed be wrong; a scientist [...] might want to know which parts of a man’s body were nourished by a given substance, and perhaps use radioactive ‘tracers’ to show where the ingested stuff went. But the application of such talk to fundamental physics seems out of the question; the identification of parcels of matter seems here to lose its sense [...][10]

				And indeed, looking at the question independently of Geach, Anscombe, Aquinas and Aristotle, it is clear that by a revolution in scientific understanding and information in the early to mid-twentieth century, inanimate materials and processes - the non-biological though partly organic realm of chemical elements and compounds composed of molecules, atoms and the subatomic realities describable to some extent as particles or clouds and to some extent as waves - all came to be understood as essentially activity according to pattern or dynamic structure.[11]

				A penetrating and informed philosophical account of this revolution of scientific understanding was given in R.G. Collingwood’s Oxford lectures[12] posthumously published in 1945 as The Idea of Nature. It is a revolution that has not been taken sufficiently into account by anyone who thinks of the world as constituted by tiny particles of matter-or material particles - and their movements. The concept of matter cannot be eliminated, but whatever reality the concept elusively picks out seems entirely dominated by the patterns of activity which in many kinds of case remain more or less stable, articulable by the same (or same sequences of) mathematical formulae, while the matter[13] or material within, or at the place (but scarcely as the subject) of, those patterned activities or active patterns comes and goes. And that coming and going leaves undisturbed the identity (or substance) of the being that exists - say, was under observation (direct or indirect) not long ago (whether as moving or at rest) and is under observation now... and will be for a while yet.

				Such domination of matter by dynamic pattern is found no less pervasively and even more strikingly when we turn our attention to the fields of biochemistry and biology, revolutionized in the mid- to late-twentieth century by advances in scientific understanding that show no sign of slackening off. I will sketch some aspects of this domination by recalling some well-known facts, before considering the character or significance of the shift - or leap? - into the domain of the living, the bio-physical and so forth.[14] Of course, the term domination must, throughout, be taken with some specificity or adaptation; it is not at all a question of domination from the outside, as one person or group or nation dominates others, but of something as inward as could possibly be, and entirely free from negativity - it is rather the gift, so to speak, of rendering the barely potential into something actual, with three spatial dimensions and some duration: the gift of bodiliness, of being as body by virtue of this dynamic pattern - pattern that, as we shall see, has other appropriate names. Incidentally, this bodiliness of the pattern - i.e. as an intrinsic resultant of the pattern - means that, as Baconian, Galilean, Newtonian and all subsequent science triumphantly confirmed, the way to discover and understand the dynamic patterns is through - by inference or induction from - the quantitative, measurable, sense- or machine-observable.

				One set of facts that I want to recall has to do with the language, that is, the concepts, in which this rather new scientific understanding, biophysical, biochemical or biological, is universally articulated. The cells and organisms that make up the realm of life, of living beings, are understood and described - their subsisting and their activities are understood and described - as directed, at the micro-level, by a series of intra- and inter-molecular realities, activities, relationships and patterns most adequately describable in terms of information: messages and messengers, programmes, sense and non-sense, expressions, transcription, reading, translation, copying and so forth - as aspects of the working of a code with four or five ‘letters’, the four nucleotide bases in DNA and the slightly different set of four bases in RNA. Of course, all these terms, ‘information’, ‘code’, ‘programme’, ‘messengers’ and so forth - terms pervasive in all these life-sciences - are being used by analogy with their focal or central-case usage in relation to our activities as intelligent beings communicating with other intelligent beings by intentional acts of meaning. So I shall call the information spoken of in these modern natural sciences analogous information, as distinct from the central-case kind of information conveyed by, for example, what scientists tell themselves and others. The structure of the analogy shifts somewhat, we should notice, as one moves from life sciences to so-called information technology. For in the latter the primary issue is transmission and loss or degradation in transmission; the quality and significance of the input is beside the point. But quality of input matters greatly to the survival and flourishing of biological realities, rather as in the case of central-case information, which we distinguish sharply from disinformation - lies, errors, not to mention muddles and nonsense - even when disinformation is transmitted as readily and accurately as is objective information, information stricto sensu (central-case).

				Among the empirical realities that persuade scientists of the need to use this analogy, this language, these concepts, is the capacity of organisms to repair themselves when damaged, and to work around, and respond ingeniously (and even pro-actively) to, lesions, insults, diseases and threats to their immunity, in ways impossible to machines (however complex) of the pre-information-technology era (and imitated only partially and still somewhat clumsily by even the impressive IT machines of today). That capacity, along with the organism’s capacity we call metabolism or nutrition, to ingest and transform external materials into its own organism, and the capacity to reproduce itself by replication without loss to itself, together mark the great advance that the living makes over the non-biological, inanimate. And each of these capacities is a potent aspect of the domination of matter by information - indeed, to use Aristotle’s language, by form in the strong, central sense in which the term refers to substantial form as that which is the very act, that is, actuality and process, of a body.[15]

				Your body, like mine, comprises some sixty to one hundred million million (that is 100 trillion) cells. Each of the cells in your body includes within it a genome, actually or practically unique to that body, a genome that includes (along with thousands of millions of other components) three thousand million pairs of bases from the four kinds of DNA base. That is to say, these billions of pairs are arranged within each cell in your body and in mine, in a way partly unique to each of us but common to all the other cells in the same body, thus enabling your coherent growth and organic functioning, and mine, as the specifically human but very, very individual person you and I each are. But ‘a genome’, like ‘a molecule’ or ‘an atom’ or ‘an electron’, is to be thought of as essentially an ongoing activity focused by its pattern or (in a dynamic sense) structure. Each of the billions of weak hydrogen bonds helping constitute the strands in a single large, say, DNA molecule is broken and replaced, perhaps scores of billions of times per second,[16] without there ceasing to be something properly called ‘that molecule’, and without that molecule losing its reality as a bearer of specific information. Nor is this sufficient stability of patterned process subverted, let alone dominated, by the subjection of each of its parts to ‘the molecular storm’ - the fact that every millisecond an average molecule undergoes ten thousand million collisions, at jet-plane speed, with water molecules (each comprising three atoms). Thus a cell exists and subsists as a maelstrom of molecular activity in which the component molecules and their components, each set unimaginably numerous, are being amended and replaced in a constant stream while retaining their lasting identity by virtue of the more or less constant pattern or structure, the ‘information’ which unconsciously the cell ‘knows how’ to read and apply in its activity. And the same goes at the level of the organism. It is an essential if not defining characteristic of the living being that by virtue of its subsisting dynamic pattern or form or structuring information, it subsists even while all its material elements are replaced. So every day of one’s life about 500,000 million cells in the make-up of each of us are destroyed and replaced by others functioning to substantially the same pattern. Not one of these cells can any laboratory or network of laboratories engineer; yet one’s make-up, dominated as it is by its information both species-specifically human and peculiarly individual, ‘knows how to do it’. The analogous ‘knowledge’ in play here is that without which the (analogous) information would not be information.[17]

				These and many other facts - remarkable facts it seems to me - I take from their exposition in the books of those scientists who have got to know about, track, report, and partially account for, this analogous information. For them when they discover it, and for us when they report it, it has become or is taken to be central-case information. One such report, out of hundreds and thousands, is the well praised, mainstream 2012 book Life’s Ratchet by Professor Peter M. Hoffmann. He is a biophysicist, focused therefore on exploring ‘the physical underpinnings of living systems and the use of physical methods to explore life’,[18] who after his schooling in Germany and university studies in the United States did his post-doctoral work in nano-physics here in Oxford around 2000. Like so many people, I’m afraid, he believes (the book reveals) all sorts of old fables such as that the Gospel of John is ‘steeped in Platonic philosophy’ and that Christianity ‘relegated [the material world] to a corrupted reflection of the spiritual world’. And explicitly following the lead of the old atheist atomists like Democritus he tries, from time to time, to assign everything recounted in his book to either chance or necessity (and sometimes even to chance and necessity at once) - in either case, without remainder.[19] But against that attempted top-down summary of what the science he expounds discloses about the world, there stands the title of his book, Life’s Ratchet, and its subtitle How Molecular Machines Extract Order from Chaos, and equally there stands almost everything in the book’s scientific substance - you can open it at random and find statements such as these:

				stability in DNA is also actively achieved by repair enzymes. If for some reason a part of the DNA molecule becomes corrupted, the repair enzymes will fix the mistake, using an adjacent section of the molecule that is undamaged as a chemical template to repair the corrupted part.[20]

				So, we should say: besides chance or randomness (which is pervasive but massively dominated by order), there is, not so much necessity, but rather what I have been pointing to, which Hoffmann articulates in his own summary of the subject of his science: ‘Life is matter and program.’[21] And if we are looking, as we reasonably can, for a better top-down summary of what the science he expounds discloses about the world - for a reflective and explanatory summary, not a research methodology -  we can find it, wrapped up in his talk of ratchets and other biophysical machines, and of repairs purposefully achieved by enzymes, and so forth: the special intelligibility of design.

				This reality pervading and intrinsic to natural reality - this fact of pervasive though far from randomness-free design-Hoffmann takes for granted when he is doing and expounding his science, but dismisses when he is doing reflective top-down, philosophically explanatory (or would-be explanatory) summarizing. He dismisses design for two interrelated reasons, it seems. He assimilates design to the idea of ‘vital forces’, a 17th–18th-century scientific quasi-animism intended as a research programme or hypothesis for investigation by a search for the force within the order of nature, natural causalities and natural events - an inappropriate research hypothesis even in the realm of living (not-inanimate) beings. And he falls the more easily into this confusion because his book knows nothing of the fundamental difference between, on the one hand, causalities within Nature (the entire natural universe) - what theologians and philosophers have often called secondary causes - and on the other hand transcendent creative and/or providential causality.

				That is a distinction about which (as I shall elaborate further on) Hebrew prophetic and wisdom teaching and then Christian philosophy and doctrine got far clearer than Plato or even Aristotle ever did, for whom the divinities were in the last analysis within Nature. Perhaps the quickest way towards grasping the distinction, or at least its significance, is to recall Thomas Aquinas’s critique of a certain scholarly Muslim idea of creation and providence, the doctrine of the Mutakallimun who held that the divine designer’s transcendent power works its effects by divine decision, moment by moment and independently of natural causalities (which are thus more apparent than real or worthy of investigation). St Thomas’s response to this is a reply also to those who imagine that the designer rationally envisaged by Jews and Christians (and by Charles Darwin, in a notable page of his Autobiography)[22] initiated everything merely by one tremendous initial creation of natural potentialities which since then have been merely left to their own operations and the independent working out of their initial potentialities. No, says Aquinas to both sides: what we think of as effects of natural causes are indeed precisely that - effects of natural causes, in chains or sequences of causation which can fruitfully be investigated by natural sciences. And at the same time all these natural effects and causes are being caused, here and now as much as at the beginning of time, by the power of the intelligent designer. They are, Aquinas goes on, effects wholly of their natural causes and wholly of the transcendent (beyond-Nature) cause that explains both the creation of Nature from nothing and all the workings of Nature ever since. By reflecting on this ‘wholly...wholly’ - on the thing or event in question being not partly attributable to Nature and partly to divine power, but rather in whole to natural causes and in whole to God[23]-we can get some grip on the true meaningfulness of the word ‘transcendent’.

				That thesis secured and secures the place and integrity of the natural sciences, as they are practised today.[24] And within those natural sciences, there are wide differences of subject matter, as a working physicist like Hoffmann emphasizes: the difference between the living and the non-living is vast, so great, he says, more than once, that there is ‘no conceptual connection’ between them.[25] What is driving Hoffmann’s exaggeration (as I take it to be) is that life not only, as he says, ‘is matter and program’,[26] but involves program that programs (dynamically patterns) the resilience, homeostatic self-stabilization and self-reparativeness of living beings; and that programs also their responsiveness to stimuli, their self-assembling growth and metabolic capacities, and their reproductivity and signalling capacities. Now it is scarcely possible to refrain from remarking that such reflexively functioning program, brought to light in biophysics, biochemistry and biology, just is what Aristotle called soul, psychē, anima: the animation in an animated (not-inanimate) reality (being). To call programs of this kind soul (insofar as they are actually in place in or as informing and constituting individual beings) is not to appeal to vital forces as an explanatory principle; nor is it to propose either a new research methodology or, for that matter, an old one. It is, rather, to sum up the inherent efficacy, substantial effect and mode of reality of molecular and cellular and organic processes - of molecules, cells and organisms - just as they are disclosed to be both in these sciences and in the experience or observation of bodily life.[27]

				2

				Speaking of soul in this science-led (and not science-leading) way enables us to say a few things about ‘body and soul’ in animals, leaving aside, just for the moment, the human animal (or treating the human animal in abstraction, for the moment, from any factor that could differentiate it from other kinds of animal). One thing to say is that the animal lives not as a body with a soul, nor as a soul in or with a body, but as body and equally as soul, since the animal’s bodily life, its bodiliness, is its ensouledness (as Aquinas says).[28] Or to put it another way, the animal’s soul is that in virtue of which the animal has its bodiliness, its corporality. As program dominating (by directing) matter, and as the very act, activity and actuality of the body so actualized, soul dominates (but is thoroughly in service of) body in the life of the unitary being, the organism, the animal.

				And much of this domination consists in the animal’s responsiveness to what it perceives, via any one or more of its sensory organs. As Anscombe says in the illuminating undated and untitled paper published in the third Geach-Gormally volume, From Plato to Wittgenstein, under the title ‘Plato, Souls, and the Unity of Apperception’: an animal’s perceiving a flash and a bang as simultaneous is not a perception of its eye(s) or of its organ of hearing but of sensitive soul. And if the animal is you or me, we can, she goes on to say, consider those perceptions under the aspect of simultaneity, a concept. One’s being alive to those perceptions and able to make a judgment about their objects, and to discuss the concept with which one makes that judgment, is what it is to have a soul that is not only vegetative but also animal and rational and spiritual.[29]

				And to speak more generally, I think Anscombe’s many engagements with these issues over the years exemplify a central position some main elements of which are articulated in the Aquinas chapter of Three Philosophers, towards the end of a notable discussion of what it is to perceive and what it is to think about something:

				Here a number of difficulties arise. First, I think we must allow that the traditional way of speaking, in which a man is said to consist of soul and body, does not fit in well with Aquinas’s thought, and that he creates obscurity by continuing to talk in this way. A man is an animal, and an animal is a body; so a man is a body, not a body plus something else. Again, for Aquinas, Socrates is a man, and is an animal, and is a body (sc. a single body), by virtue of one and the same individualized form, Socrates’ soul or individual life; so “Socrates’ body” already involves the individualized form that makes it a (single) body, Socrates’ soul; so we cannot reckon Socrates’ body and soul together as parts of Socrates, in any acceptable sense of ‘part’. Again, the body and soul are not parts into which a man can be dissolved: even if the soul can exist disembodied, a dead man not only is not a man, but is not even a body (rather, it is now a loose congeries of bodies). What remains after death is not the same body but the same stuff or matter; similarly, we must say that at any given time a man consists of an individual life (the soul) in a certain portion of materia prima-not: in a body.

				It is easy, however, to rephrase Aquinas’s account of what it is that thinks. A man thinks in virtue of his soul - in virtue of having that specific sort of life.[30]

				And so on: it is tempting to let Peter Geach carry on to the end of this lecture, but suffice it to say that with this ‘in virtue of his soul  - in virtue of having that specific sort of life’ we reach the point that completed my second text from Anscombe, when she said, about a humble physical act of pointing to something’s shape rather than its colour: ‘this bodily act is an act of a man qua spirit.’

				Peter Hoffmann’s willingness to affirm that there is no conceptual connection between the most fundamental levels of matter and energy and entities so highly complex and mysteriously self-moving as a living cell or organism - no easy matter for a nano-physicist (or any other kind of physicist) to affirm - is significant in various ways. It provides reason, for example, to be open to finding that within the general field of ‘highly complex’ and self-moving, living beings, there is a further discontinuity of type, involving immeasurably more discontinuity than that between the inanimate and the living. For, among animals there are all the countless kinds each member of which can deploy information, dynamic pattern and animal soul, but only in dealing with the here and now of its own material make-up and the make-up or sensed movement of other bodily realities that impinge upon it, whether directly or by the less direct but still material causalities that we call the senses and animal responsiveness to such stimuli (responsiveness which, as in say sheepdogs, may be wonderfully subtle and supple). And there is one kind of animal that can do all that (in some measure) and also can consider information as such, search it out, consider it for its accuracy, doubt the truth of claims or other intimations that it exists, subject it to tests of verification and falsification on the conscious hypothesis that if it is confirmed here and now it will hold true at least in all like circumstances wherever and whenever, and choose to point out to someone else the colour of a shape on a heat-chart as support for one’s opinion that a contrary hypothesis is thereby falsified or at least so far forth disconfirmed or less probable.

				3.1

				And now we can glimpse Anscombe’s royal highway, and at least one lane on it - I will eventually mention four. The world history that natural sciences (in one of their modes) disclose to us is a history dominated by information dominating activity. At this end of a process of increasingly information-rich activity - and correspondingly increasingly complex and self-directing beings (and kinds of beings) over a span of now some 14 billion years since the evidentially-established big-bang empirical beginning - there emerges the kind of being capable of receiving and assessing and affirming information. Information thus intelligently received informs no longer exclusively by shaping the being’s substance and activity but now, additionally, as a topic of and guidance for the awareness and understanding, the thinking and thoughts, including the deliberations, decisions and choices, of individual beings of this kind. That is to say: with the emergence of this kind of being, there emerges also the logical and it seems empirical possibility of the intentional communication - and, in that strong, central sense, the revealing-of information, by the transcendent source of all constitutive information, to at least some human persons and, if so, the possibility of those persons transmitting that revelation to others if they so choose.

				When we examine this possibility, some notable facts come into view. The Jewish library we call the Old Testament displays with impressive consistency a set of claims made over many hundreds of years by self-proclaimed recipients of divine revelation, call them the prophets, and maintained by them against very strenuous opposition and resistance both passive and very active. And when we examine this set of claims, we find that they convey a number of propositions far nearer the truth, as best we can now judge it, than the comparable theses of even the best Greek philosophers.

				The thesis which Charles Darwin, even after his famous publication, found so compelling - that reason warrants the judgment that everything in the immense and wonderful universe has a First Cause that is no part of but entirely transcends the universe, of which it is the First Cause by design, decision and activity of its intelligent mind - this is a thesis that surpasses the best in Plato’s or Aristotle’s philosophizing about the divine causality at work in the world.[31] When articulated more explicitly, the thesis clearly involves the denial that there is or are any divine being or beings within the universe. It involves the radical distinguishing of the entirety of Nature from the divine nature, the de-divinizing of Nature and at the same time its de-absolutizing, revealing Nature’s (the universe’s) thoroughgoing contingency, and its utter lack of any elements which might explain, account for, its existence as a totality of intelligible beings and causal interactions. This is the metaphysical reasoning and judgment articulated as a matter of common sense (our common sense) handed down - eventually to us (as to Darwin) - from Genesis chapter 1, from Psalm 19 (‘The heavens declare the glory of God’), and from the precision attributed to the mother of the martyred seven brothers in 2 Maccabees 7:28 (‘when you see the heavens, the earth, and all that is in it, you know that God made all this from nothing [...]),[32] and again from the masterly summation of the Hebrew creation tradition in Rabbi Saul’s letter, as Paul, to the Romans: ‘God’s invisible attributes, his everlasting power and divinity, are made visible to reason by means of his works since the creation of the world’ (Rom. 1:20).

				Applied to the scientific data and inference that I have been recalling, this judgment acknowledges that the transcendent intelligence, will and power has been causing, progressively as well as initially, the existence and content of that vast and expanding, evolving accumulation and transmission of analogous information which we call Nature. With the emergence of human beings, and of human intelligence, will and free action, the universe is at last in a position such that it is possible for the transcendent Creator to choose to initiate also a transmission of central-case information to members of this newly emerged species of being, humankind.[33] Mind[34] can speak to mind, spirit commune with spirit.

				And beyond bare possibilities there are historical facts. The Jewish people and their true prophets in fact reached a settled and superior understanding of the universe’s origins, and of its natural intelligibility, centuries earlier than Greeks and their philosophers reached their own standard and in substance (result, not method) inferior understanding.[35] This accomplishment of the Jewish people seems to have been, in fact, an accomplishment both of natural reason (intelligence) reflecting on experienced realities, and of the receptivity of that people’s prophets and priests to divine communication (in any of the modes they came to call revelation stricto sensu). It was reflected and articulated with remarkable consistency and coherence throughout the body of developing and temporally stratified traditions and writings we call the Old Testament.

				3.2

				The Old Testament conveys a second fundamental truth that was grasped more vividly and fully by the Hebrew people than by the Greek: that we really can, and from time to time do, make free choices - we have ‘free will’. Here again it is not a matter simply of proof texts in which the Old Testament articulates this freedom  - though such texts can easily be found - but also a matter of the whole narrative of personal and communal responsibility for choices made, of covenants freely entered into and broken and restored by renewed undertaking. Deuteronomy encapsulates its presentation/redaction of the Covenant between God and his people in the choice: ‘See, I set before you on this day life and good, evil and death [...] Therefore, choose life [...]’(Deut. 30:15, 19). Against Hellenistic doctrines of fate, Ben Sirach, writing about 200 BC in the book we call Ecclesiasticus or Sirach sums up the whole teaching of the Old Testament on human freedom:

				When [God] created man in the beginning, he left him free to make his own decisions [or: in the hands of his own counsel/deliberation]. If you wish you can keep the commandments, and it is in your power to remain faithful. He has set fire and water before you; you stretch out your hand to whichever you prefer. Life and death are set before man; whichever a man prefers will be given him. (Ecclesiasticus/Sirach 15:11, 14–17)

				Like the Church fathers from Justin (the philosopher from Nablus in Samaria, martyred in Rome a century after Peter and Paul) and Irenaeus (from Smyrna, martyred in Lyons forty years later) down to John Damascene (a monk of Jerusalem in the eighth century),[36] Aquinas teaches the radical freedom of the will, one’s spiritual capacity to choose and carry out one option in preference to any alternative, such that nothing either outside or inside one’s make-up determines one’s preference save that act itself of choosing (preferring).

				About this I will make just two observations. Just as God’s causality, though absolutely necessary to explain the existence and the astounding intelligibility and dominant non-randomness and non-necessity of Nature, is so transcendent that (as we saw) it can and should be said to be wholly the cause of natural events which are wholly the effects of natural causes, so too God’s causality must be the cause of acts of human free choice, acts that truly have no cause other than their making by the human person who makes them, and are wholly the responsibility of that person and not of Nature or of God.[37]

				Correspondingly, divine providence, as understood in the Old Testament, is emphatically not the fate, or destiny, in which Greek thought, like that of other civilizations, still encloses and more or less smothers its intimations of human freedom. Providence is emphatically distinct from, and far more true to reality than, the cosmic determinism to which Ronald Dworkin recently gave voice. According to the second of his Einstein lectures in December 2011, there is such an uncountable multiplicity of entire universes (multiverses) - he postulates them ‘bubbling out of the landscape’ - that the beauty and ‘magic’ of ‘the universe’ (including this set [imagined by him] of multiverses) consist above all in its inevitability. And so, at the climax of the argument, he declared ‘It’s inevitable that I exist!’[38] Such a denial of his own parents’ freedom of choice, and equally of his own and yours and mine, is a profound and, I think, inexorable implication of atheistic or pantheistic denials of Creation, when they are clung to against the evidence of the Creator’s existence, causality, mind and selection (in Creation) between possibilities. Anscombe chose to make vindicating our freedom the topic of her Inaugural Lecture in the Chair of Philosophy in Cambridge in 1971.[39]

				3.3

				Moreover - second observation - to speak of human free choices is also to speak of deliberations about the merits and demerits of the alternative options between which one must choose. Thus it is also to speak of conscience as one’s intelligent reflecting on those merits, whether reflecting in advance and generally (in abstraction from particular circumstances) or concretely in particular circumstances, or reflecting retrospectively on what one could and should (or should not) have chosen. That one has a personal responsibility for one’s own character, and that one can and should make the prospective and retrospective judgments about right action (the judgments we call conscience), are truths known more clearly in the prophets of Israel and thus in the Jerusalem of the Old Testament (brought to its full development in the New) than in the Athens of the philosophers. This clarity about freedom and responsibility is new in human history and a third lane on the royal road.

				3.4

				And the fourth opened up because the Jewish people attained a far-reaching understanding of the requirements of justice centuries earlier than Greece and its great philosophers. Read Exodus 21–23, Leviticus 19 and 25, and Amos and other prophets on the duties owed by all to the poor, widows, new-born children, orphans, strangers, servants, and read - among much else - Deuteronomy 4’s reflection that the precepts of the Law are themselves just, a matter of practical intelligence and wisdom. The far-reaching prophetic insistence on the duties of justice as implications of the rejection of idolatry - that is, as implications of recognizing the transcendence of the one Creator and provident sustainer - is an insistence developed somewhat further by the convert Rabbi Saul in his letter to the Romans, as an implication of that same recognition of the divine nature from God’s works ‘from the creation of the world’. To shut one’s eyes to these works, to refuse to acknowledge, glorify and thank the Creator, is such a failure of reason that passions take its directive place, resulting not only in orientation to and practice of perversions but also in injustices of the many personal kinds that St Paul there lists (Romans 1:29–31). For the injustices identified and excluded from conscientious deliberation by the Ten Commandments not only are identified in the revelation of God’s will to Israel but equally are in principle identifiable by - accessible to - the natural reason and conscience of anyone anywhere who is open to serving truth and justice: Romans 2:8–15. For what could be more clarifying to conscience than an awareness that all that one is and has one owes to the free creative generosity of a transcendent maker and sustainer of everyone like oneself?[40]

				The humanism of the prophets who preceded Paul was, at least in its emphasis, more political than his, more centred than his on the misdeeds, the chastisement and the redemption of a whole people led astray in the first instance, though not only, by the misdeeds of their political leaders. It focused, as I said, on the humanity of the exploited, vulnerable, despised and summoned to justice in one’s conduct and attitudes towards each and all. It proposes even that all are lovable and, at least as neighbours or companions, to be loved as much as oneself: Leviticus 19:18. But in many of those we call the prophets, such as Amos, Hosea, Isaiah himself, and Micah, there is a further humanism and universality  - the expectation or prophecy that eventually all nations will go up to Jerusalem to be taught by God his ways and walk in his justice, their disputes settled by him, so that the nations will live in peace with each other, each retaining its identity (even its own religion perhaps distinct from Israel’s), while God restores to dignity and a proper place all lame and banished individuals: Micah 4:1–6, expanding on Isaiah 2:2–4. And with that expectation goes the expectation that the source of this new peace and brotherhood will be a ‘ruler in Israel whose coming forth is from old’ - a judge of Israel who will be born in Bethlehem Ephrathah, a place too little to be counted among the clans of Judah (Micah 5:1–5; Matt. 2:6).

				Elizabeth and Zechariah’s son John, who had ritually dipped Jesus of Bethlehem and Nazareth at Bethany on or near the Jordan’s east bank, and had pointed him out to the crowds as messiah, was later locked up - as Josephus records,[41] in Herod Antipas’s high palace-prison-fortress of Machaerus five miles east of the Dead Sea. There John heard of Jesus’s teaching and wondrous healings in Galilee, and sent two of his followers to ask Jesus ‘Are you really the one who is to come? Or will there be another?’ Jesus understood that John had conceived a doubt about the form that Jesus’s activities had taken - about the difference between those healings and the stern and forceful cleansing of Israel that John had foretold.[42] In words recalling four passages of the prophetic book called Isaiah, Jesus responded: ‘Go and tell John what you have seen and heard: the blind receive their sight, the lame walk, lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, the dead are raised up, and the poor are told good news [...]’ (Matt. 11:5; Lk. 7:22). What was this good news? As everyone knows, especially those in healthcare professions or service, all of us are poor in our illness and disability and the approach of our death. What are these good tidings?

				When the diaspora but Jerusalem-educated Jew and rabbi Saul called Paul stood in front of the Athenian elite in 51 AD he spoke to them first about the transcendent creator God, who is maker of the universe in whole and every part, and maker also of all humankind from one stock (though for distinct homelands); and who is author of a universal hope of feeling after him and finding him; and now is mandating an end to times of ignorance so that we all should choose to turn freely towards him and repudiate all that will leave us unworthy in the scrutiny by which the man he has appointed will judge between the just and the unjust, a prospect verified for everyone by the raising of that man from the dead (Acts 17:22–31; see also 1 Cor. 15:1–20). And indeed the good news - the new or newly sufficient information - as it was preached from the outset by that man, and after he (the Son of Man, Son of God) had left them was preached anew by Peter and the other pillars of the Jerusalem church, and then by Paul after his own conversion and their instruction of him, is always the same information: there is available, on the other side of death (and subject to conditions met or not met on this side of death), resurrection to a new form of bodily spiritual life inaugurated and guaranteed by Jesus’s own resurrection, and constituting a new and final stage in the history of divine creation.

				That history of creation now lies before us in the set of true beliefs we can and should hold as the rational deliverances of the natural sciences pursued in a historically and experimentally informed and philosophically sound way: the wondrous discontinuity of the Big Bang and emergence of the expanding and always complexifying cosmos, of the emergence of life, of the emergence of spiritual life - each discontinuity an inflooding of information new in kind, and not predictable or even imaginable on the basis of that out of which it emerged. And to that set of true beliefs we can add the true beliefs for which we rely upon the eye-witnesses of the signs and wonders reported to John the Baptist, and of, later, the empty tomb and resurrected life of Jesus the Christ, Greek for Messiah.

				The history of Israel is the history of the formation of a people within which the information that is brought to a definitive form in the New Testament could and did emerge and find a cultural vehicle capable of conveying it through immense vicissitudes (occasioning the great Jewish diaspora of the Hellenistic age) into the pax Romana. With the benefit of both the diaspora and the pax, and with the courage of witnesses to the empty tomb and risen Lord, the information could be spread even as the Jerusalem and the main institutions of old Israel (and even outposts of it such as Machaerus) were all about to be reduced to desert. That catastrophe of old Israel occurred some five years after the Roman power at its very centre had suddenly turned against Peter and Paul and put them to death there. But not before their preaching had been recorded in its essentials by Matthew, Luke and Mark, as the oldest reports about the formation of those books make clear, and the best recent critically reasonable investigations confirm[43] (against the tide of fashionable opinion to which most Catholic biblical scholarship succumbed after and in plainest defiance of the Second Vatican Council[44]). And the message taught by Peter and Paul (and supplemented by another book-writing eyewitness and Apostle, John) in turn vindicates, just as it is vindicated by, the truthfulness of the prophets of Israel, and thus shows us how to read and understand the Old Testament. This entirely non-vicious circle - or better, upwards spiral - of cumulative presuppositions and mutually reinforcing evidence is, it seems to me, what Elizabeth Anscombe called the royal road to the Catholic faith, the reception and handing on of the good news of the new creation, the promised new life, soul and body.
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						32 ex ouk ontōn or ouk ex ontōn; the Revised Standard English translation, like some others, adopts the latter reading, as ‘did not make them out of things that existed’, and scholars who deny that the Old Testament has the concept of creation ex nihilo read the passage likewise: Jacques Fantino, ‘L’origine de la doctrine de la creation ex nihilo’, Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 80, 1996:589–602 at p. 590, n. 9.

					

					
						33 The lex aeterna is analogously law, in as much as law in its central cases (natural and positive law) is a matter of mind directing mind: ScG III c. 54; Finnis, Aquinas, p. 307.

					

					
						34 See n. 37 below.

					

					
						35 This was explored and expounded in many works by Claude Tresmontant, in at least some respects the most significant French Catholic philosopher contemporary with Anscombe. See perhaps above all his Le problème de la Révélation (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1969), esp. pp. 99–114 against the Spinozist conception of the prophecies of Israel as works of imagination rather than intelligence and knowledge; earlier, Tresmontant, La doctrine morale des prophètes d’Israel (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1958); later, Tresmontant, Le prophétisme hébreu (Paris: Gabalda, 1982). With some colouring, Tresmontant, The Origins of Christian Philosophy, trans. Mark Pontifex, OSB (New York: Hawthorn, 1963), pp. 17–18 says:

						‘Here we have an intellectual revolution, a liberation, an act of free thought, a rejection of myth, an effort to use reason, undoubtedly the most important that the human race has known in all its history. On the day when Abram left Ur of the Chaldees, when he ceased to worship the moon and stars, to sacrifice to the idols of his fathers, and when he started for a country which he knew not, called by a God who is not identified with any visible thing, he brought about the greatest, and at the same time the most hidden, of revolutions [...], the most decisive for the human race.

						When the prophets of Israel bitterly rebuke pagan idolatry, they are doing something strictly rational. When they refuse to sacrifice human children to idols or to myths, they carry their work of the use of reason into practical human conduct.’

						Likewise his Etudes de métaphysique biblique (Paris: Gabalda, 1953); A Study of Hebrew Thought, trans. Michael F. Gibson (New York: Desclee, [1953] 1960).

					

					
						36 See Germain Grisez, The Way of the Lord Jesus, Vol. I: Christian Moral Principles (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1983), pp. 61–62 (ch. 2, Appendix 1) (http://twotlj.org/G-1-2-1.html).

					

					
						37 As Aquinas explains in his general philosophical teaching about God’s existence, nature and action, one cannot predicate anything of God - existence, nature, action, causality, gender or anything else - without a shift in meaning so drastic that it amounts to denying of God any of the usual and humanly central meanings of these terms and predicating them of him only to the extent and in the sense that is necessitated by the need to account for the existence, characteristics and operations of Nature (including human willing and action). See Finnis, Aquinas, p. 305 (citing mainly ScG I, c. 30, and ST I, q. 13); see also Grisez, Christian Moral Principles, pp. 43–44, 63–67 esp. 65–66 (ch. 2, Q. B.3 and Appendix 3) (http://twotlj.org/G-1-2-3.html).

					

					
						38 Ronald Dworkin, ‘Faith and Physics’ (the second of his Einstein Lectures given 12–14 December 2011 at the University of Bern, Switzerland), c. minute 22 (http://habermas-rawls.blogspot.co.uk/2011/12/religion-without-god-dworkins-einstein.html) (accessed 14 November 2014). The substance of the first lecture is in ‘Religion without God’, New York Review of Books, 4 April 2013 (http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2013/apr/04/religion-without-god/?pagination=false) (accessed 14 November 2014). While the passage does not appear in the posthumous book Religion without God-see the discussion of inevitability in Religion without God at pp. 82–104 - the determinism that it celebrated is articulated on those pages. The postulation of multiverses (pp. 94–97) is compelled by resolve to deny any Creative mind (see p. 96), and proceeds more by mathematical assumptions and poetic imagination than in line with evidence.

					

					
						39 Anscombe, ‘Causality and Determination’, in CPP2, pp. 134–147; the points made against the ‘gobbledygook’ or ‘unreal[ity]’ of soft determinist (compatibilist) freedom are amplified in her 1977 article ‘Soft Determinism’ in CPP2, pp. 163–172, especially the last paragraph and above all its final, clinching sentence. In Finnis, ‘Reflections and Responses’, in John Keown and Robert George (eds.) Reason, Morality and Law: The Philosophy of John Finnis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), pp. 464–465, I quote that clinching sentence (with its immediate context) at n. 18 but mistakenly say that it concludes the 1971 Inaugural Lecture. Here it is, as I quote it (with its context): ‘[...] the soft determinist [...] does think freedom compatible with physical impossibility [...] since, being a determinist, he thinks that everything except what actually happened was always impossible [...] I am at liberty to say that a “can of freedom” which holds in face of physical impossibility is pure nonsense.’

					

					
						40 Divine sustaining and providential government involves many acts of creation subsequent to the first; at the very least, these include the creation of each rational human soul (Tresmontant holds there are many other creative acts - that the history of the universe is of increasing information, by ongoing divine creative informing). For: leaving aside the occasional instances of monstrous growths incapable of developing towards human activities (hydatidiform moles and teratomas), and prescinding here from the question explored by Anscombe (and differently by me) of whether ensoulment is or is not contemporaneous with conception, we should conclude that the product of the union of male and female gametes, the conceptus, has the distinctively human form that it has - the information, program, system, dynamic pattern, soul and activity it has - by virtue of an initiating act of divine, creative power such that it is a new thing; for this new being’s soul, as capacitating it radically for rational, spiritual, personal and freely choosing acts, is not the product or resultant of the biological make-up of either gamete or in any other way of either parent, any more than those spiritual acts, when he or she engages in them, will be products or resultants of his or her biology or brain-states, or parents. Rather, this new person’s soul, which from the start will also be the form of his or her body - the source of its being his or her body - is de novo something new, and as Aquinas starkly says, ex nihilo (ScG II, c. 87: the thesis is: ‘solus Deus animam humanam producit in esse’, and the conclusion of the arguments is: ‘relinquitur ergo quod ex nihilo fiat. Et sic, creatur. Cum igitur creatio sit opus proprium Dei [...] sequitur quod a solo Deo immediate creatur’). An elegant theological formulation of this position we find in the Catechism of the Catholic Church:

						365. The unity of soul and body is so profound that one has to consider the soul to be the ‘form’ of the body: i.e., it is because of its spiritual soul that the body made of matter becomes a living, human body; spirit and matter, in man, are not two natures united, but rather their union forms a single nature. 366. The Church teaches that every spiritual soul is created immediately by God - it is not ‘produced’ by the parents [...]

						In brief [...] 382. ‘Man [is corpore et anima unus, body and soul but truly one]’ (GS 14 §1). The doctrine of the faith affirms that the spiritual and immortal soul is created immediately by God.

					

					
						41 Flavius Josephus, Antiquities 18.5.2. See M.-.J Lagrange, Évangile selon Saint Matthieu (Paris: Gabalda, [1922] 4th ed. 1948), pp. 286–289; Christiane Saulnier, ‘Herode Antipas et Jean le Baptiste: Quelques remarqes sur les confusions chronologiques de Flavius Josephus’, Revue Biblique 91, 1984:362–376; Etienne Nodet, ‘Machéronte et Jean-Baptiste’, Revue Biblique 121, 2014:267–282 (discount the lurch in Nodet’s final sentences and footnote into the historical rabbit-hole of hypertextual Gospel origins and genre).

					

					
						42 See M.-J. Lagrange, Évangile selon Saint Luc (Paris: Gabalda, [1919] 4th ed. 1927), pp. 212–214.

					

					
						43 I hope to publish an account and discussion of these before long.

					

					
						44 Read Dei Verbum (Dogmatic Constitution on Revelation, November 1965), secs. 18 and 19 without omissions.
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