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western. The Kingdoni was preaclird by a real 
man, to real men, in real words. ’l‘lie time has 
come to re-find it .  It is ail old Protestant cr).. 

of Downside than from across the barriers of 
prejudice and non-c.omniunion mado largely 
b). political accident at the Reformation. 

How much bcttcr that i t  should co~i i r  to us out J K I , I . \ S  D \Vll )  

THE NATURE OF MORAL JUDGEMENT, by Patrick McGrath. Sheedand Ward, London. 327 pp. 32s. 6d 

This book is divided iiito two parts. thc  firs^ of 
which deals wit11 \.arious thcorirs of nior;il 
philosophy put forward by philosopheis of the 
Anglo-Saxon traditioii since 1900, arid thc 
second of which gives tlic autlioi’s oivn account 
of the mattrr. I r  hlcGrath has performed a 
considerable scrvirc in providing a clrar. 
concisc and sympathrtic: account ofthr posit ior:s 
of emotivists such as Ayrr and Stevenson and 
the views of later philosophrrs such as ITrmsoli. 
Hare arid ‘I‘oulmin. Nor is this account 
limited to tncrr description of thc thcoric:s of’ 
these philosphcrs; thr author offcrs precisr aiid 
perceptive criticisms and cominrnts of his owii 
on thcic ar,qumcnts and conclusions. In parti- 
cular, one may hope that this survcy will Itrlp 
to bridgc the gap betwrrn moral tlieology and 
contemporary moral p!iilosophy. 

Inevitably in thr short conipzss of 300 pagcs 
or so, therc arromissions and gcneral sumrnarir.r 
whose brevity could be misleading. It is hard, 
for instancc, to be fair to logical positivism in 
three pages or to asses the impact of Witt- 
genstcin’s IrwesfiEations in not many more. 
hfore serious, perhaps, arc the omissions: 
even in so small a space, some mcrition might 
have been made of Von Wrisht’s Varicfies oJ 
Moral Goodness and of the recent work of ,Mrs 
Foot, the main opponent of Hare’s pre- 
scriptivist theories. I n  fact the views of Mrs 
Foot might have served to connect the two 
parts of the book since her dcscriptivist 
interpretation of moral terms offeis some 
support to Fr McGrath’s own criticism of the 
emotive and prescriptive positions. But these 
arc minor criticisms; the book would be well 
worth reading for the first part alone, since it 
provides a good introduction and a fair 
critical appriasal of contemporary English 
moral philosophy. 

I n  the second part of the book Fr McGrath 
gives his own account of the nature of moral 
judgement and the ultimate criterion of 
morality. He argues that nioral statements 
have an objective content: like other pro- 
positions they arc true or false and do not 
merely convey the attitude of the speaker. 
H e  distinguishes the meaning of moral trrms 
such as good and their criteria of application; 
the former he analyses in terms of the concepts 

offiinction aiitl rived, and for thc 1attc.r he ULCS 
the notion of right to providc what he calls 
logico-ciripii-icxl critvria tor thc application of 
good i n  inoral  coii~rxts. Ile argues that funda- 
nirntally i t  is becartse mcn arc pcvsons that 
thvy havc rights and that this is thc ultimatc. 
criterion of niorality which Sivrs inoral statc- 
incnts an objectivc. truth valuc. 

l’his line of argument seems rxtremcly 
fruitful and illuminating atid does appear to 
offrr sonic mcans of connrcting fact and valuc 
in a w‘ay that docs justicr to our basic moral 
intuitions and to tlic way that ~noral terms arc 
actually used. In  particular Fr XlcGrath’s 

xiid cxplaiiation of logico-empirical 
as tht, h s i s  of the ohjrctivity of moral 

statrmeriIs doc.\ seeni to throw rral light on the 
problem. Again he is surcly corrrct to makc 
riylits logically prior to dutics arid riot tl iv othrr 
way roiind. E‘urthrrmorr i t  secnrs vital to 
(:orinc~t the coiiccpt of pcrsori to that of rights 
and to makc i t  ccntral to any account of 
morality. 

Unfortunately, however, Fr AlcGrath dots 
not do justice to his own argumcnt by trying to 
compress it into such a short space, with the 
result that thcrc is a number of lacunae and 
obscurities in his account. For OIIC thing he 
appears to have been too greatly influenced by 
the other theories he analyses and therefore 
concentrates too much on moral terms and 
their use instead of trying to set moral behaviour 
squarcly in the context of other human actions. 
For it does seem that to give a correct account 
of moral judgement one needs to analyse more 
general concepts of philosophical psychology 
such as act. intention, reason and motive in  
order to sce how specifically moral behaviour 
fits in. ‘l’liis deficiency c o m a  out in Fr Xlc- 
Grath’s use of a spurious distinction betwren 
doing and not doing to exemplify the diffcrericc 
betwrcn meeting the obligations arising from 
anothcr’s rights and respecting the rights of 
anothrr. He says that the first requires the 
doing of something positive, the second merely 
the negative action of refraining from doing 
something. 4 case of the first would be paying 
one’s taxes aiid a case of the second not killing 
someone. He then argues that, when a man 
ovrrcomrs the temptation to kill someone, the 
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merit must lie purely in the motive, sincr the 
mere refraining from killing cannot bc meri- 
torious because a man does that all the time 
without being aware of it. But in fact the 
distinctiou will not stand: I ran rqually inert 
the obligations arising from another’s riqhts, 
violate those rights or mcrcly respect those 
rights by refraining from doiiig something as 
by doing something. I-urthermore there is an 
important difference betwern being inactive 
and refraining from doing sometliing. If I 
refrain from doing somc:thirig then t1iei.r is 
something specific which I do not do. If I am 
simply inactive, then my not doing is not 
specified in this way. Thus the nic:rit in not 
killing someone when I am tempted to do so is 
not to be explained in a different way from the 
merit that comes from positive doing, i.e. in thc 
motive alonr. My refraining from doing 
something is just as much a case of intentional 
behaviour as is my doing something and i t  is in 
both cases the intentional behaviour not the 
motive alone which is the object of a moral 
assessment. 

Fr McCrath uses the concept of rights to 
provide an objective criterion for thc applica- 
tion of moral trrms. He ronsidrrs the proposi- 
tion that men have rights to bc self-cvident and 
argues that this entails the proposition that one 
is obliged to respect the rights of others. This 
may in fact be true but I think that the matter 
requires more investigation than Fr hlcCrath 
allows. What sort of self-cvidrnce is in question 
here? Is it legitimate to employ the terms rights 
and moral rights as though the two were intcr- 
changeable? There is a danger if one does this 
of imagining that the connection between rights 
and moral obligation has been proved by the 

use of expression ‘moral rights’. In the last 
section of the book Fr XicCrath connrcts the 
concept of rights to that of person and this part 
of his account is at once the most suggestive 
and the most unsatisfactory. ’I‘hc inviolability 
of certain rights a man has is said to depend on 
his status as a pcrson, i.e. a being who possesses 
himsclf. Tlie analogy srenis to bv drawn from 
the notion of‘ a person possrssing propcrty but 
it is not at all clear how this is to he transferrsd 
to a man’s relation to himself. What happens 
when a man loses his Iights through his own 
fault or his rights are violated? Does this mean 
that he ceases to possess himself? Does a man 
have obligations with reqard to hinwlf, c.g. 
not to commit suicide and, if  so. how are these 
to be related to his possession of himself? It is 
significant that Fr h1cC;rath quotes Kant 
sympathetically, since it scerns that a number 
of the logical problems attached to Kant’s 
theory of the autonomy of the will arc raised 
by Fr McCrath’s theory of possession of self. 
The difficulty is that while one can see what 
the basis of a right is if i t  is conferrcd by an 
authority with the requisite power to confer 
such rights, i t  is not so clear what is the basis of 
fundamental human rights. I h  we confer them 
on ounelvcs? This seems as noriscnsical as the 
notion of giving oneself a present. Fr XlcGrath 
seems to suggest that we just havc them 
because we are persons, i.c. individuals who 
possess ourselves. But isn’t to posstss something 
to have a right over i t  ? So the argument seems 
circular, unless something different is meant by 
possession in this case. But what is this differ- 
ence? I t  is very much to be hoped that Fr 
McCrath will dwelop this argument more 
fully elsewhere. DAVID hlORI,i\SD, O.S.B. 

LANGUAGE AND SILENCE, by George Steiner. Faber andFaber, 1967.50s. 
THE PRESENCE OF THE WORD, by Wather J. Ong. Yale University Press, 1967.63s. 

The focal argument of Wittgeiistein’s Truc-fatus 
is about what can be said and what cannot be 
said but only shown. It seems clear that the 
latter is the more important. This emphasis on 
the tacit is not unambiguous, but Max Black is 
surely right to insist, against the positivists, that 
the ‘mysticism’, far from being irrelevant or 
inconsistent or even nori-existent, constitutes 
one of the central themes of the Tractatus as a 
whole. hliss Anscombe has pointed out that 
Wittgenstein took over the term mysticism 
from Russell, who used it of a perfectly ordin- 
ary experience: one which is well evoked in 
‘Tracfutzu 6, 52 : ‘we feel that even if all possible 
scientific questions have been answered, still 

the problems of life have not becn touched at 
all.’ I n  the Nofebooks version this is preceded 
by the remark: ‘the urge towards the mystical 
comes of the non-satisfaction of our wishes by 
science.’ 

Wittgenstein seems, here, to bc haunted by 
the problem of the relationship between the 
natural sciences (NaturwissenschaJfen) and the 
liberal arts (Ceisfe~wissenrchnfren), which has 
perplexed German philosophers for more than 
a hundred years. Professor Gadamer, in his 
magisterial study, Wahrheit rcnd Methode, has 
charted the course of the debate from its 
beginnings down to the effort to resolve it in 
the work of Heidcgger. It is curious to rcflect 
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