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     Like the larger effort to which it belongs,
 this paper is an exercise in communication.  Anscombe’s work may be making its way into action theory,
 but its implications for metaethics remain obscure.  This is due in part to the way Anscombe wrote and in part to the fact that she offered no sustained discussion of the traditional problems of metaethics.  I am convinced that her remarks imply a distinctive account of the nature of ethical judgment, one that may fairly be called a synthesis of cognitivism and non-cognitivism.
  But I am not out to show that her remarks imply such a view.  My aim here is merely to explain the view and to bring out why it should interest us.

     The reason it should interest us is that while it accommodates the intuitions that support expressivism,
 it treats ethical thought and knowledge as continuous with thought and knowledge about the rest of the natural world.  Non-cognitivists can speak of ethical knowledge, but their account of it breaks radically with their account of our knowledge of such things as planets, snakes and epidemics.  Because it makes no such break, the Anscombian position avoids the Frege-Geach problem.  This gives the position a significant advantage over non-cognitivism.  But that is not all.  By capturing what is right in non-cognitivism, the Anscombian account also surpasses cognitivism, at least in its more familiar forms.

     As we will see, the Anscombian view comes with its own understanding of what cognitivism and non-cognitivism are.  For now I will take cognitivism to be a remark on the nature of ethical thought, to the effect that thinking about how to act, how to feel and what to care about is an attempt to discern how things stand in the world.
  Non-cognitivism is the denial of this.  Non-cognitivists normally go on to say something about what ethical thought is, for instance that it is having an attitude of approval or disapproval, or that it is endorsing a norm.  It is also customary to say something about ethical language, usually that its primary function is to express the attitudes or endorsements that constitute ethical thought, rather than to assert that one has them.

     But what needs stressing just now is that non-cognitivists have rarely if ever treated all thought in the same way.  In practice, their view is that some thought is an attempt to discern how things stand in the world, and while ethical thought might seem to be like that, it really is not.  They are cognitivists about some thought and non-cognitivists about other thought.  In practice, non-cognitivism is selective.

     My main aim is to explain how the Anscombian accounts for the intuitions that support the selective application of non-cognitivism.  So I’ll start with a review of those intuitions.  I see no hope of covering them all, but I can mention enough to make things interesting.  After that I will explain the Anscombian account.  Then I will return to the case for non-cognitivism and explain how the Anscombian can handle it.

     All too briefly, the case for non-cognitivism goes like this.  Everyone must admit that something changes when we cross the line
 from ordinary non-evaluative thought to thought about how to act, how to feel and what to care about.  Thinking about the facts is one thing.  Thinking about how to respond to the facts is something quite different.  But when you look into the nature of that change, it turns out that non-cognitivism makes better sense of the shift than any other account.  For clues as to what changes at the fact-value border, the non-cognitivist looks to the Open Question Argument, Judgment Internalism, and the Argument from Queerness.

     Non-cognitivism appears to be the only position that can do full justice to all three ideas.  The alternative to non-cognitivism is cognitivism, which divides into a naturalist and a non-naturalist version.  The Open Question Argument makes trouble for the naturalist version, the Argument from Queerness makes trouble for the non-naturalist version, and Judgment Internalism makes trouble for cognitivism generally.  But non-cognitivism sails through this obstacle course without breaking a sweat.  Plainly, then, non-cognitivism makes better sense of the fact-value shift than any form of cognitivism.

     This argument assumes the distinction between cognitivism and non-cognitivism is exhaustive.  That seems fair enough, given the way I introduced the distinction.  I introduced non-cognitivism as the negation of cognitivism.  Normally this would generate an exhaustive distinction; we could conclude that every view falls on one or the other side.

     But what if the definition of cognitivism can be taken in more than one way?  In that case there may be a view that is non-cognitivist on one construal and cognitivist on another.  I think the Anscombian position is such a view.

     What makes room for this sort of view is an ambiguity in “thinking about how to act, how to feel and what to care about.”  Cognitivism, I said, is the view that this thinking is an attempt to discern how things stand in the world.  But there are two things one could mean by “this thinking.”  One might mean the activity of settling what one is going to do, how one feels and what one cares about, and one might mean the activity of discerning what one ought to do, how one ought to feel, and what one ought to care about.

     The Anscombian agrees that when you ask yourself “What am I going to do?” or “How do I feel about this?” or “Do I care about such and such?” you need not be out to discern how things stand in the world as regards what you will do, how you feel and what you care about.  There is a way of asking these questions, which I will call the deliberative mode, where you take yourself to be in a position to control the answer itself.  This contrasts with ordinary factual thought.  When it comes to whether the sun is hot, or whether the sky is blue, or whether the earth is round, you can’t reasonably take yourself to be in a position to control the answer itself.  You can control your answer by giving the matter some thought, but that will mean attempting to discern how things stand in the world.

     At the same time, though, the Anscombian insists that when you ask yourself “What ought I to do?” or “How ought I to feel?” or “Ought I care about such and such?” you are out to discern how things stand in the world.  As with the sun and the sky, you can control your answer by giving the matter some thought, but that will mean attempting to discern how things stand.

     So the Anscombian position is cognitivist with respect to questions about how one ought to act and feel and what one ought to care about.  But it is non-cognitivist with respect to questions about what one is going to do, how one does feel, and what one does care about, posed in the deliberative mode.

     The qualification “posed in the deliberative mode” is essential.
  Questions can be posed in either of two ways, or modes, the theoretical and the deliberative.  The Anscombian is a non-cognitivist about questions posed in the deliberative mode, but that is where it ends.

     Here is a rough general statement of the distinction:

To pose a question in the theoretical mode is to set oneself the task of fitting one’s own answer to the answer.

To pose a question in the deliberative mode is to set oneself the task of fitting the answer itself to the reasons.

     As an illustration, take the question “Am I going to stop breathing?” posed in two different circumstances.  In one case you are being loaded into the ambulance after an accident and you ask yourself “Am I going to stop breathing?”  In the other you are lecturing on action theory.  It occurs to you that you might dramatize a point about voluntary control by stopping breathing and you ask yourself, “Am I going to stop breathing?”  In the first case, ordinarily, you would be posing the question in the theoretical mode.  Perhaps you have some medical training yourself, and you set yourself the task of fitting your answer to the answer.  Alternatively we could say you are out to fit a belief to the facts, or to discern how things stand in the world.  That is what it is to pose a question in the theoretical mode.  But the second case is different.  In the lecture scenario, ordinarily, you would take the answer itself to be up to you, and in giving the matter some thought your task would be to conform the answer itself to what it makes sense to do in the circumstances – to the reasons.  That is what it is to pose a question in the deliberative mode.

     To review, the Anscombian agrees that answering questions about what you are going to do, how you feel, and what you care about, posed in the deliberative mode, is not an attempt to discern how things stand in the world.  But those same questions posed in the theoretical mode are another matter.  Knowing you are about to be hypnotized, you might pose the question “Am I going to hop around like a chicken?”  Or in therapy you might come to pose the question “Do I hate my mother?”  That is, you might attempt to discern how things stand in your hypnotized future, or you might consider whether there is a hatred buried somewhere inside, much as you might wonder if there is a decoder ring buried inside your cereal box.  In posing these questions this way you would not be attempting to control the answer itself.  Rather, your task would be that of fitting your answer to the answer.  On the Anscombian view, that counts as attempting to discern how things stand in the world.  So the Anscombian is not a non-cognitivist about every case of asking yourself what you are going to do, or how you feel, or what you care about.

     Nevertheless the Anscombian is a non-cognitivist about something, and I’ve said she is a cognitivist about something else.  She is a cognitivist about the activity of posing and answering “ought” questions.

     This is hard to understand.  Once we’ve brought in the idea of the deliberative mode, it seems we’ve also brought in the idea of answering an “ought” question.  I’ve characterized the deliberative mode as one in which you set yourself the task of fitting the answer itself to the reasons.  How are you going to do that without thinking about what answer is supported by the reasons?  And isn’t that just the same as thinking about what you ought to do, how you ought to feel, and what you ought to care about?  The Anscombian answer is yes.  And yet she thinks there are two things going on here.  How could that be?

     I’ll first describe how the non-cognitivists answer this question, and then contrast their answer with the Anscombian one.

     The activity of answering “ought” questions and the activity of answering “is” questions posed in the deliberative mode are intimately related.  The two activities are so intimately related, in fact, that one might be tempted to reduce one to the other.

      In Anscombian terms, that is what non-cognitivists do.  They offer an analysis of the activity of answering the question “How ought I to live?” as the activity of answering the question “How am I going to live?” posed in the deliberative mode.
  In effect the non-cognitivist says “It might seem that asking an ‘ought’ question is posing an evaluative question (about what you ought to do, feel or care about) in the theoretical mode, but really it isn’t.  Really, asking an ‘ought’ question is posing a descriptive question (about what you are going to do, how you feel, what you care about…) in the deliberative mode.”

     So if you ask a non-cognitivist how, given the intimate relation, there could be two activities, one the activity of posing and answering “ought” questions, and the other the activity of posing and answering “is” questions in the deliberative mode, the answer you get is that there are not two activities.  There is only posing and answering “is” questions in the deliberative mode.  This is genius, because in one stroke it wipes the world clean of evaluative issues, while the activity of “thinking how to live” goes chugging merrily along.

     This is not the answer you get from the Anscombian, however.  The Anscombian says there are two activities here.  Asking how you ought to live is not reducible to asking a purely descriptive or factual question in the deliberative mode.  It is an irreducibly theoretical activity.

     Because you get this answer, you will want to hear more about the intimate connection between the two activities.  The non-cognitivist has no trouble explaining the “connection,” since she counts only one activity.  But the Anscombian owes you a story.

     In a nutshell, the story is that when you pose a question like “Am I going to do such a such?” in the deliberative mode, your task is to answer that (descriptive, factual) question by answering another (evaluative) question.  The task you’ve set yourself is that of conforming the answer to what makes sense, and to do that you need a view about what makes sense.  So you answer the descriptive question posed in the deliberative mode (“What am I going to do?” “How do I feel about this?” “Do I care?”) by answering a different, evaluative question posed in the theoretical mode (“What action is supported by the weight of the reasons?” “How do I have reason to feel?” “Is there reason to care?”).  Thus, while the activity of answering the descriptive question posed in the deliberative mode is not an attempt to discern how things stand vis-à-vis the descriptive question, it is an activity in which you need to discern how things stand vis-à-vis the reasons.  So the intimate connection between the two activities is not that one is reducible to the other, but that to do one you need to do the other.  To carry out the task of fitting the answer itself to the reasons, you need to discern how things stand vis-à-vis the reasons.

     As I say, the Anscombian is a cognitivist about this latter activity.  What makes her position special, though, is her account of the connection between cognition about reasons and the deliberative activity of which it is a part.  We have begun to describe that account, but we are not finished.  One crucial detail remains; the Anscombian understands the reasons for and against doing, feeling and caring as non-evidential arguments.  This detail is crucial because without it the Anscombian loses her distinctive way of clearing the three obstacles.

     To introduce the idea of a non-evidential argument, I want to start with how things look without it.  Davidson’s account of deliberation makes a good example.
  While Davidson’s theory is built on Anscombian foundations, he left out the cornerstone.

     Like the Anscombian, Davidson distinguishes two activities.  There is forming an unconditional judgment about what you ought to do, and there is forming an all-things-considered judgment about what you ought to do.  These activities are intimately related, for Davidson, because the all-things-considered judgment is about what you can conclude, from the available evidence, about what you unconditionally ought to do.  Thus for example, if you are deciding whether to build a dam on an earthquake fault, your task is to discern whether it would be best to do that, or perhaps better to build it somewhere else or not at all.  To carry out that task, Davidson says, you need to consider the pros and cons of the various options.  Each pro or con, he says, is an argument for some unconditional conclusion about what you ought to do.
  So you need to come up with a view about what conclusion, of the form “It would be best to…” is supported by the arguments taken together.  That is what Davidson calls an all-things-considered judgment.

     Like the Anscombian, then, the Davidsonian sees deliberation as an activity in which you answer a question by forming a view about what answer is supported by the arguments taken together.  But despite all this similarity, the two views are importantly different.

     First, the views differ as to what the question is.  For the Anscombian, deliberation addresses a descriptive question, e.g. “Am I going to build the dam here?” posed in the deliberative mode.  For Davidson, it addresses an evaluative question, e.g. “Ought I to build the dam here?”  And because of this the views also differ in their understanding of the arguments for and against different answers.  For Davidson, the arguments you consider “all together” are arguments for conclusions about what you ought to do, or what would be best.  For the Anscombian, they are arguments for conclusions about what you are going to do.

     Again, this is hard to understand.  We are accustomed to the idea of an argument that something or other is the case.  The idea that there is some other sort of argument is less familiar.  But the Anscombian thinks there are arguments that are not arguments that anything is the case.  There are, in particular, arguments for doing things, arguments for feeling one way or another about something, and arguments for caring about one thing or another.  These are not arguments that anything is true of the relevant action, feeling or desire.  They are just arguments for doing, feeling and caring.

     One way to understand this is to consider what it would be to draw the conclusion of one of these arguments.  First consider the familiar sort of argument.  Suppose someone offers reasons for thinking the 1969 moonwalk was a hoax.  She argues that it was all filmed at a remote location in Nevada.  Her arguments for this are arguments that something is the case.  Drawing the conclusion of one of these arguments would be concluding, on the basis of the reason given in the argument, that the “moonwalk” was filmed at a remote location in Nevada.  And that means two things; first that you believe the conclusion, and second that your reason for believing it is the reason given in the argument, so that if someone asks you what makes you think it was all filmed in Nevada you can correctly cite the reason given in the argument.  That is what it is to be persuaded by an argument of the familiar sort.

     Now what about arguments of the less familiar sort?  What would it be to be persuaded by an argument that was not an argument that anything is the case?

     The Anscombian says it is two things.  It is intending, or feeling or caring, and having the reason given in the argument as your reason for doing the action, feeling as you do, or caring as you do.  Thus to be persuaded by an argument for building the dam somewhere else would be to be persuaded to build the dam somewhere else.  This does not entail that you do build the dam somewhere else.  Much can happen after you get persuaded.  But it does entail that a) you intend to build the dam somewhere else and b) if someone asks you why
 you are going to build the dam somewhere else you can correctly cite the reason given in the argument.

     I’ll call arguments that something is the case evidential, since they are bits of evidence that something is or is not so.  I’ll call arguments that are not arguments that anything is case non-evidential.

    For Anscombe, the point of distinguishing two kinds of reasoning, and calling one theoretical and the other practical, is to register the fact that not all arguments are evidential.  That is why she calls the practical syllogism “one of Aristotle’s best discoveries.
”  She takes Aristotle to have discovered a kind of argument that is not an argument that anything is the case, but rather an argument for doing something.  And she thinks this was an important discovery, though she does not directly explain why.

     It is against this background that Anscombe makes the philosophical joke referenced in my title.  She pokes fun at the “modern commentators” on Aristotle who fail to appreciate Aristotle’s discovery of non-evidential arguments.  These commentators can only get their minds around evidential arguments, so they read the practical syllogism as an evidential argument.  They take it that when you offer the risk of an earthquake as an argument for building the dam somewhere else, the argument is an argument that it would be good to build it somewhere else, or that you ought to build it somewhere else, or that it would be rational to build it somewhere else, etc.

     But read this way, Aristotle’s discovery of practical reasoning is not the discovery of any interestingly new kind of reasoning.  It is no more than the observation that the old familiar kind of reasoning can be applied to a certain subject matter, namely the subject of what is good, or what one ought to do.  And if that is enough to make for an interestingly new kind of reasoning, then we should be equally fascinated by the “discovery” of the mince-pie syllogism, which differs from other reasoning in being about mince pies.
  “Certainly ethics is of importance to human beings in a way that mince pies are not,” she says, “but such importance cannot justify us in speaking of a special sort of reasoning.”
  So rather than trivialize the distinctiveness of practical reasoning by treating it as ordinary truth-oriented reasoning on a special subject matter, she takes it that not every argument is “an argument that something is true.
”

     These remarks add two ideas to our characterization of the Anscombian position.

     First, arguments for doing, feeling and caring are non-evidential; they are not arguments that anything is the case.  Second, arguments for doing, feeling and caring are not arguments for evaluative conclusions; they are not arguments for conclusions about what it would be good to do, or how one ought to feel, and so on.

     It might seem redundant to list two ideas here.  But the two are separable.  One could insist that arguments for doing, feeling and caring are arguments for evaluative conclusions, but agree that they are not arguments that anything is the case.  The result is a view on which evaluative conclusions are not in fact conclusions that anything is the case.  In other words, the result is non-cognitivism.  But the Anscombian does not go this way.  The Anscombian takes Aristotle’s discovery of non-evidential arguments also to be the discovery of arguments that are not arguments for conclusions about what one ought to do, or what is best, etc.

    But why is this an important discovery?

    As I said before,
 without the idea of a non-evidential argument, the Anscombian position loses its distinctive way of handling the intuitions that support non-cognitivism.  So let’s turn to those intuitions.

     Recall that non-cognitivism is selective.  The idea is that something changes as we move from fact to value.  And the non-cognitivist looks to the Open Question Argument, Judgment Internalism, and the Argument from Queerness for clues as to what changes.  The Anscombian agrees that something changes, but understands the shift differently.  For the non-cognitivist, factual thought is an attempt to discern how things stand in the world and evaluative thought is not.  For the Anscombian, factual thought is thought in which only evidential arguments need be assessed, and evaluative thought is thought that requires the assessment of non-evidential arguments.  The Anscombian regards the assessment of arguments, whether evidential or non-evidential, as an attempt to discern how things stand in the world.  So unlike the non-cognitivist, the Anscombian is a cognitivist about evaluative thought.

     To see how this goes, consider the obstacles one by one.

The Open Question Argument 

     What changes as we move from fact to value?  One answer is that ordinary factual thought is about natural properties and evaluative thought isn’t.  Thus to ask if a thing is hot or yellow or round is to ask whether it has the property of being hot or yellow or round, and hotness and yellowness and roundness are natural properties.  But evaluative thought is different.  Asking of a thing whether it is good is not asking if it has the property of goodness, where that property is natural.   Moore’s Open Question Argument is the standard source for this conclusion.  Moore argued that for any natural property N, the question “x is N, but is x good?” is open for reflection, and he concluded that goodness is not a natural property.

     The non-cognitivist handles this argument by reducing evaluative thought to deliberative thought.  It might seem that asking “Is x good?” is asking a question about the property of goodness in the theoretical mode, but really it is asking some descriptive question, like “Do I approve of x?” or “Do I endorse norms that permit x?” in the deliberative mode.  But the Anscombian handles it differently.

     The Anscombian will distinguish the notion of a natural term from the notion of a natural property.  The reason the test question is always open for reflection, she will say, is that “good” is not a natural term.  But nothing follows about whether goodness is a natural property.

     The definition of a natural term might go something like this:

“N” is a natural term just in case “x is N” is not about the merits of non-evidential arguments.

Thus “blue” and “haunted” are natural terms, because assertions like “The sky is blue” and “This house is haunted” are not about non-evidential arguments.  By contrast, “good” is not a natural term, because claims of the form “x is good” are about non-evidential arguments.  For instance, “Pleasure is good” is an assessment of facts about what gives pleasure as non-evidential arguments for wanting or pursuing those things, or for feeling glad when they happen and disappointed when they don’t.  Likewise, “It would be a good idea to get the brakes checked,” is a remark on non-evidential arguments for doing things that would get the brakes checked.

    The definition of a natural property might go like this:

A property N is natural just in case there is no epistemic break between knowing whether x is N and knowing, e.g. whether x is melting, or whether x is warm-blooded, or whether x is a piece of currency.

An epistemic break is a shift in how we know what has the property.  Thus traditional non-naturalists are committed to an epistemic break insofar as they must posit a special way of knowing what is good, quite different from the way one would know what is really blue or what is haunted.

     Given these definitions, the word natural in “natural term” means something like “non-evaluative,” whereas in “natural property” it does not.  In “natural property” the word natural means roughly “epistemically continuous with ordinary non-evaluative properties.”  There is logical room for goodness to be natural without being non-evaluative, and that is where the Anscombian lives.

     Moore’s argument seeks to undermine any such position, but it does not.  What Moore showed was that if you limit the range of “N” to natural terms, the question “x is N but is x good?” is always open for reflection.  But the Anscombian could have predicted that.  By limiting “N” to natural terms, you limit “x is N” to remarks that are not about non-evidential arguments.  The reason the question “x is N but is X good?” is always open for reflection is that “Is x good?” is about non-evidential arguments.
  Thus for example, you can assess whether x causes pleasure without assessing arguments for doing things, feeling things or caring about things.  But when you go to assess whether x is good you do need to assess arguments of the non-evidential sort.  You need a view about whether the fact that something causes pleasure is a point in favor of wanting or pursuing it.  That means you have to reflect on something new, and there is no telling in advance where that reflection will take you.  But nothing follows about whether the property of goodness is natural.  For all we have said, our knowledge of what is good may be absolutely continuous with our knowledge of what is blue, hot, haunted, round and so on.

Judgment Internalism

     The second clue to what changes is that “ought” judgments, specifically judgments about what you ought to do, seem to carry entailments that ordinary factual judgments lack.  If I think there is a cat in the attic, nothing follows about how that thought is going to play in my thinking about what to do.  It might weigh with me in favor of going into the attic, or against going into the attic, or it might have no influence at all, depending on what I care about.  But if I think I ought to get the brakes checked, that alone tells us something about how my decision-making is going to go.  It doesn’t tell us I will decide to get the brakes checked, but it does entail that my will is in some way disposed in that direction.  This is what I am calling Judgment Internalism.

     Non-cognitivists explain Judgment Internalism by reducing the activity of thinking about what you ought to do to the activity of answering a psychological question posed in the deliberative mode.  The psychological question will be something like, “Do I accept norms that require me to get the brakes checked?”  And accepting a norm will be a psychological state that entails a disposition of the will.

     The Anscombian explains Judgment Internalism by noting that “ought” judgments engage the goal of deliberation.  As we have seen, the Anscombian treats “ought” judgments as judgments about what conclusion is supported by the arguments taken together.  Moreover, these arguments are non-evidential.  We can think of them as arguments for conclusions of the form “So I’ll…
”  Deliberation, or practical reasoning, is an instance of what I have been calling “giving the matter some thought.”  And on the Anscombian view, giving a matter thought is a goal-directed activity.

     If “the matter” is a question posed in the theoretical mode, then giving it some thought is an attempt to fit your answer to the answer.  But in deliberation “the matter” is a question posed in the deliberative mode, e.g. “Am I going to get the brakes checked?”  And as we have seen, the task of answering a question posed in the deliberative mode is to fit the answer itself to the reasons.  The goal of deliberation, therefore, is to draw the conclusion of the form “So I’ll…” that is warranted in light of the arguments taken together.

     To do this, however, you need a view about what conclusion of the form “So I’ll…” is supported by the reasons taken together.  And that is what an “ought” judgment is, on the Anscombian view.  It is a view about what action is supported by the weight of the arguments.  Thus, insofar as you give the matter some thought, you will have the goal that is required to join with that belief to issue in action.  You will be out to follow the arguments where they lead, and you will have a view about where they lead.

     This, then, is why “ought” judgments entail a disposition of the will.  Having a will, for our purposes, is having the capacity to answer questions about what you are going to do, posed in the deliberative mode.  If you make an “ought” judgment, then you have a belief that engages a goal you will have insofar as you exercise that capacity.  No one is saying you have to exercise that capacity, of course, but what is special about “ought” judgments is what they entail about what will happen if you do.  Other judgments, like the belief that there is a cat in the attic, are not about what would achieve the goal of deliberation.  So those judgments do not engage the will in the way that “ought” judgments do.

     This talk of the goal of deliberation is bound to raise concerns about the relation between having the goal and having reasons for action.  There is a traditional argument, in fact, that our appeal to a goal cuts us off from the possibility of “external reasons:”

1)  
A reason for some agent A to do some action x is a consideration that would sway A toward doing it if A entertained that consideration rationally.

2)
The only considerations capable of swaying someone toward an action are those that connect the action with some goal the agent has.

    So,
3)
The only considerations that can be reasons for someone to act are

those that connect that action with some goal the agent has.

     As Korsgaard points out,
 the argument is not valid.  If there is a goal that the agent will have insofar as she “entertains considerations,” then the premises may be true and the conclusion false.  For even if the agent has no goal that connects with the action, it may be true that insofar as she gives some thought to the matter, and reasons well, the goal of deliberation will combine with that thought to sway her toward the action.  That can be true even if she is not now deliberating, and hence does not now have the goal that comes with giving the matter some thought, and even if she has no other goal that would be served by doing the action.  So the appeal to the goal of deliberation does not limit the Anscombian to hypothetical or desire-based reasons.  The reasons can be as external as you like.

     Still, the appeal to a goal of deliberation is apt to seem like a cheat.  The Anscombian says deliberation is an activity in which you aim to “follow the (non-evidential) arguments where they lead,” or “draw the conclusion that is warranted all things considered.”  But where does the Anscombian get off assuming there is any such thing as “the action supported by the weight of reasons?”  Assuming that is just helping yourself to the idea that there is value in the world.  Surely the right to talk that way has to be earned.

     I fully agree.  We cannot just help ourselves to value, which is why it is so important to see that the Anscombian does not do that.

     What the Anscombian assumes is that the goal of following the arguments where they lead is substantive, as opposed to formal.  But to assume that a goal is substantive is not to assume that there is such a thing as achieving the goal.  If you set out to find the edge of the earth, your goal is substantive, but it doesn’t follow that there is such a thing as the edge of the earth.  Likewise, the Anscombian thinks, if you set out to draw the conclusion of the form “So I’ll…” that is warranted in the light of the arguments taken together, your goal is substantive.  But it doesn’t follow that there is such a thing as the warranted conclusion, the action that is supported by the weight of reasons, the thing you ought to do etc.  This is a strength of the Anscombian position.  Asking someone to accept that there is value in the world is asking a lot.  Asking someone to accept that the goal of deliberation is substantive is asking far less.

     To say that a goal is substantive is to say it is not formal.  A formal goal is one that is characterized in terms of the very idea of being the goal of the activity.
  Velleman cites “The quarry,” “the answer” and “winning” as examples.  “My quarry” just means the thing I seek, or the object of this search; “the answer” just means the thing the question asks for; “winning” just means the object of the competition.  “The edge of the earth,” “the cube root of 27” and “capturing the flag” express substantive goals for a search, a question and a competition respectively.  The Anscombian thinks the object of deliberation is substantive.  “The action supported by the weight of reasons” does not mean “the goal of this reasoning.”  But as I say, “the edge of the earth” is also substantive.  It does not mean “the goal of this search.”  And yet there is no such thing as finding the edge of the earth.  To say the goal of deliberation is substantive, therefore, is not to say there is such a thing as what one ought to do, or what would be best.  It does not entail that any action is more or less supported by the reasons than any other.  What it says is just that expressions like “the action supported by the weight of the reasons” have what I have elsewhere called a semantic life of their own.
  They have a meaning apart from the bare idea of being the goal of the pursuit.

     The non-cognitivist is apt to argue that the primary function of such language is to express a non-cognitive state, since non-cognitivism is the only viable way to clear the three metaethical obstacles.  But the Anscombian is not impressed with that argument.  The Anscombian has her own way of clearing the obstacles, and she does it from within a fully cognitivist theory of evaluative judgment.
  So she sees no need for an expressivist account of ethical language.

The Argument from Queerness

     This brings us to the last of the three obstacles.  Mackie raised a challenge for anyone who believes in objective values.  He understood values in terms of reasons for action; to say a thing is good is to say it is something there is reason to pursue.  And he understood objectivity in terms of cognitivism and desire-independence.  To say there are objective values, then, is to say that some things are categorically (i.e. desire-independently) to-be-pursued, and that judging a thing to be categorically to-be-pursued is a cognitive state.

     For Mackie this raised a question, which we may put like this:

How could the recognition of an objective property have the motivational implications of the recognition of a value?

Recognizing a value is seeing reason to pursue the object.  Seeing reason to pursue something, by Judgment Internalism, entails a disposition of the will.  But an objective value has no desires in it, so to speak.  So how would recognizing it entail a disposition of the will?  One can just insist that objective goodness has this mysterious power.  But that is to say that there is one corner of the universe that grips us in a way exhibited nowhere else.  Mackie doubted any property could have all the features objective value would have to have.

     But the Anscombian sees no problem here.  The reason value judgments are uniquely gripping is that they are unique in engaging the goal of deliberation.  They are about what would achieve that goal.  And as we have seen, this explanation carries no implication that a thing’s status as something there is reason to pursue rests on the presence of any desire in the agent.  The reasons can be as external, as categorical, as you like.  Moreover, the explanation preserves cognitivism about the judgments in question.  Mackie’s puzzle arises only if you think the property would have to grip us without tapping into any goal supplied by us.  The Anscombian reply is that the property taps into a goal the agent will supply insofar as he engages in practical reasoning, but not necessarily into any goal the agent actually has.

Conclusion
     While non-cognitivism clears the three obstacles without strain, so does the Anscombian position.  This means the Anscombian view has significant advantages over both non-cognitivism and the more traditional forms of cognitivism.

     As against non-cognitivism we can note first, that since the Anscombian has no need for an expressivist view of ethical language, she faces no problem about what ethical terms do when they are embedded.  The so-called Frege-Geach problem does not arise.  And second, we can observe that since the Anscombian clears the three obstacles without positing any epistemic break between fact and value, no explanation is needed as to why we think and talk as if fact and value are epistemically continuous.  The non-cognitivist does face an explanatory burden, however.  Her view implies that “our understanding of ourselves is in an important way mistaken,” as one contemporary non-cognitivist has put it.

     As against traditional cognitivism, note that traditional naturalists strain to answer the Open Question Argument, that traditional non-naturalists struggle with the Argument from Queerness, and that both labor to explain, or explain away, Judgment Internalism.  By contrast, the Anscombian view actually predicts the intuitions that drive these arguments, and it does so without taking even a baby step toward non-cognitivism about evaluative judgments.

     I want to close with an issue not addressed here.  I have said nothing about how the Anscombian thinks we know ethical truths.  What I have said does bear on this, however.

     The Anscombian view lightens the burden of explaining ethical knowledge.  Without this position on the table, it is hard to find one that does not tweak the story of ethical knowledge in order to clear the three obstacles.  The non-cognitivist clears them by positing a shift from discerning how things stand in the world to something radically different.  The non-naturalist clears them by positing a shift to a special kind of discerning of a special kind of world.  And even many naturalists feel driven to clear them by treating ethical knowledge as knowledge of one’s own psychology.
  But the Anscombian position handles the obstacles in a way that is entirely neutral on the epistemology.  For all it says about Open Questions, Internalism and Queerness, we may know values in the same way we know about planets, snakes and epidemics; by understanding the question and using this understanding to work out the answer from the observed facts of the case.  Whether this is so will depend on what the semantic life of expressions like “the thing to do” and “the action supported by the weight of reasons” is like.
  But while I think Anscombe has left us the clues we need to build an account of ethical knowledge along these lines, this part of the story must wait in the wings.
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� I am thinking mainly of a book manuscript (Clark 2009) in which I build a metaethical theory on ideas from Anscombe.


� Moran 2001, Rödl 2007, Thompson 2008.   


� My thanks to Michael Bratman for suggesting the term synthesis.


� I do not yet see how the nuances conveyed by the various names for non-cognitivism would affect what I have to say here. 


� I mean the world to include facts about one’s own psychology.


� I don’t mean to say the boundary is sharp.  On the Anscombian view, it isn’t.


� The idea of deliberative thought is encoded in Anscombe’s discussion of direction of fit (Tenenbaum 2006), but the code is hard to break.  Moran (2001: 55ff) helps greatly, though he writes as if the distinction is between theoretical and deliberative questions.  As I see it, the distinction is in how the question is asked, not what the question is.


� I do not here assume cognitivism about reason judgments.


� See Blackburn 1984: 168 and Gibbard 2003.


� See Davidson, 1970.


� Davidson writes, “The incontinent man . . . has a reason for what he does . . .  We must therefore be able to abstract from his behaviour and state of mind a piece of practical reasoning the conclusion of which is, or would be if the conclusion were drawn from the premises, that the action actually performed is desirable (1970: 33).”  And he uses “the action is desirable” interchangeably with “I ought to do the action (1970: 32)” and “the act is to be pursued (1970: 33).” 


� For Davidson, to be weak willed is to draw an unconditional conclusion that conflicts with your all-things-considered judgment, from some subset of the available arguments.








� This question “Why?” occupies Anscombe for much of Intention.


� More positively, we could call evidential arguments detective (punning on Anscombe’s detective [1957: 56]) and non-evidential ones creative.  “Practical” is to narrow, since emotions and desires are not actions.  


� 1957: 58.


� “An example would be ‘All mince pies have suet in them – this is a mince pie – therefore etc. (1957: 58)’”


� 1957: 58.


� 1957: 60.


� See p. 9 above.


� Note that this sort of naturalism is not committed to there being any true identity statement of the form “Goodness is  N,” where “N” is a natural term.  It does not, therefore, fall in the category of Cornell Realism (Boyd 1988, Brink 1989).  The Cornell Realists identify evaluative properties with the properties that causally regulate the use of evaluative terms.  But the idea is that these underlying properties can be expressed in natural terms.  This feature of the view exposes Cornell Realism to the revised Open Question Argument of Horgan and Timmons (1992a, 1992b, 1992c).  But the Anscombian is not open to that objection, because she does not seek to identify goodness with any property expressible in natural terms.


� Compare Scanlon, 1998: 96-7.  Scanlon is not an Anscombian though, because he is not a naturalist about ethical properties.


� See Anscombe, 1957: 62.


� I develop these ideas more fully in Clark 2000.


� This is a modified version of David Velleman’s formulation of the argument (2000: 170-1).


� See Korsgaard 1986.


� See Velleman 2000: 176.


� Clark 2001a: 588.


� The theory does combine cognitivism and non-cognitivism, but it is fully cognitivist about the activity of answering evaluative questions.  What it treats as non-cognitive is the activity of answering descriptive questions posed in the  deliberative mode; that activity is not an attempt to discern how things stand in the world vis-à-vis the descriptive question.  


� Ridge 2009: 230.  Ridge thinks the case for non-cognitivism is strong enough to warrant the conclusion that we are mistaken about ourselves.  But I have yet to see an argument that privileges non-cognitivism over the Anscombian view.


� I have in mind views on which ethical propositions are really about what you want, what you want to want, what you would want, what your fully informed self wants you to want, and so on.


� Compare McDowell 1998: 156.


� I make a start in Clark 2009b.


� Thus far this paper has benefited from exchanges with Michael Bratman, Tom Hurka, John McDowell, David Velleman, and Jennifer Whiting.
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