ON THE NATURALISTIC FALLACY AND ST. THOMAS

Introduction

The debate about the naturalistic fallacy, or abowthdr value judgments and ‘ought’
judgments are factual or ‘is’ judgments, has been aylweé this century, ever since G.E.
Moore coined the term ‘naturalistic fallacyThis debate has died down rather, especially in
analytic philosophy, but it has flared up again among studéi@s Thomas Aquinas. This is
largely because of the controversial interpretatidriSaymain Grisez and John Finnis. These
authors contend, in opposition to other interpreterd.of l®mas, that reason is practical and
makes prescriptions of its own nature and not on the presitippoof some prior act of will.
They also contend that the grasp by reason of human goaligays practical and never just
theoreticaf In an excellent article Janice Schultz has gone these contentions and developed
some serious criticisntsl will not repeat her arguments here, though | will ssme of them

later on. What | want to do in this article is to lecher arguments and contentions in a different
context: not the context of the interpretations ot&ziand Finnis, but that of the naturalistic
fallacy debate as this developed from Moore to R.M. Hdereason for wanting to do so is
that this debate uncovered a series of important featibmeg good and ‘ought’ that must be

incorporated into any moral theory if that theory is ¢caball adequate. Modern proponents of

! G.E. Moore,Principia Ethica, p. 10. The discussion of this and related problemseaat lunder this title, was
confined to the English speaking world, but the sanoblpms were discussed under other names elsewhere, as
especially in M. ScheleEormalism, pt. Il, ch. 4.

2 The main works are J. Finnisatural Law and Natural Rights, and G. Grisez, ‘The First Principle of Practical
Reason: a Commentary Gumma Theologica la llae, g. 94, a. 2." ilNatural Law Forum, vol. 10, pp. 162-201.
Other references are handily collected in J. SchulzOQught: Prescribing and a Present Controversy,The
Thomigt, vol. 49, pp. 1-2.

3 As cited in the previous note. Other critics of Fienis-Grisez position who are worth expressly noting feze
Russell Hittinger in hig\ Critique of the New Natural Law Theory and Ralph Mclnerny in hiSthica Thomigtica. A
number of helpful essays, by supporters as well asssrigan be found in two collections edited by Robert George
Natural Law Theory andNatural Law and Moral Enquiry.



naturalistic ethics, or of the thesis that value judgsare factual judgments, have tended to
play down or ignore these features (largely becausepihiay in the contrary, nonnaturalist
direction). St. Thomas did not. His moral theorguperior as a result. It can be said to constitute
a model for all defensible naturalistic ethics. This lbast be seen if his theory is expounded as a
response to the points about good and ‘ought’ made by noafists. The first part of what

follows is therefore an attempt to state the keydated nonnaturalism. The succeeding parts

attempt to expound St. Thomas’ position in response to.the

The Naturalistic Fallacy

As Moore first coined the name ‘naturalistic fallaeyid initiated the debate about it, one should
begin with him. According to Moore, the naturalistiddaly is a fallacy concerning the idea of
goodness. Goodness, he said, is a simple, indefinable ndk@gellow or red, and the fallacy is
committed when people try to define or analyZefiar when they do try to define it they always
identify it with some natural or observable propertydlessure, say). But good is not such an
object. It is a nonnatural property that is unique and pedoligself.

There are two parts to this claim. The first is thatdgsandefinable; the second is that it
is something nonnatural. Moore endeavored to establisirshedrt by means of the so-called
open-question argument. Whatever definition one prodose®od, he said, it is always
possible to ask of the definition whether it is itggdbd. For instance, if one defines good as
pleasure or what promotes the greatest happinesghtays possible to ask, with significance,
whether pleasure or what promotes the greatest happsatter all good. But this would be
impossible if the proposed definition really were a deéin. The question would then not be

significant. Good would jusihean ‘pleasure’ or ‘what promotes the greatest happinassl’the



guestion whether pleasure or what promotes the grdwteginess is good would not be a
significant or open one. It would be answered in thengsKihis result will always happen
whatever definition one proposes for good. Hence good beuistdefinable.

Precisely what this argument achieves has been amédisputé. That it establishes
something about good seems clear. Whether it estabtisttegood is a simple, indefinable
property is another question. Those who followed Mooxe lggenerally conceded that he did hit
on some error or fallacy about good. They disagreed dmyuto formulate the error because, as
will be explained shortly, they rejected his own thealgut the nature of goodness.

The other part of Moore’s claim was that good wasrmatural property. It was not like
yellow and red, for instance, which were natural propertivhat Moore meant by ‘natural’ he
did not make altogether clear, save for saying that altungs or properties are: observable,
the objects of experience, real existents, and thectubjgter of the sciencédt would appear
that Moore, like many before and since, equated the natithethe scientific and the scientific
with the value-free. Hence good could be no part of #gteral.

With this claim of Moore’s about nature most of hiscassors were in agreement. What
they objected to was the claim that good was some pyophldse presence one could somehow
know. There were three reasons for this. The firatems the way we know this supposed
property of good. Moore said we intuited it but did not explehat sort of thing this intuition
was? The intuition was posited on the grounds that goodness wesperty, and a property of a

peculiar sort (a nonnatural sort), and that hence thierst be some special faculty we possessed

* Principia Ethica, ch.1, passim.

® Principia Ethica, pp. 11-17.

® For the details, see the discussions in D.W. Hudbstotern Moral Philosophy, pp. 69-87, and in Simpson,
Goodness and Nature, ch.1.

" Principia Ethica, pp. 38-41.

8 Principia Ethica, p. 148.



for knowing it. But this was too much like begging the questiWhether good was a property

was itself at issue, so some independent proof of tiséeexxie of the intuition was required, not
an appeal to the supposed property of goodness itself. Babigl@scourse to intuition seemed
fatally subjective. If different people claim to hadifferent intuitions about what is good, as is
in fact the case, then there will be no way to aatstbetween therh.

The second concerns the fact that good has someatmmeith action. It has a certain
‘magnetism’ or moving force. One is generally moved to yimghat one thinks godMoore
was completely silent about this feature of good. Herasdut as a fact but failed to give any
explanation of it. Indeed it was not at all clear hething’s possession of Moore’s simple,
unanalyzable property should have any necessary conneatiowhat it concerns us to do.

Thirdly, Moore held good to be an independent propertystbaid on its own, like the
property yellow or red, and that was identifiable as sBaithis could not be the case. A
comparison between good and yellow showed that goodlwagsadependent on other
properties by reference to which it had to be understoodnB@nce, it is clearly legitimate to
say thatx andy are exactly alike save thais yellow andy is not. It is not legitimate to say that
x andy are exactly alike save thais good ang is not. Ifx really is good whilgy is not, this can
only be because andy differ in some other respect.¥fis a strawberry it will be good, say,
because it is red and juicy, apavill be bad because it is nbt.

This last feature of good was called ‘superveniencegenms of it one can get a better
understanding of what Moore was driving at in his argumenttatefinitions. Good is

supervenient in the way indicated because it always fellows tied to (‘supervenes’ upon)

° A.J. Ayer,Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 140-41.

10°C.L. Stevensorfacts and values, p. 3.

1 R.M. Hare, Language of Morals, pp. 80-81, 130-31. For all three criticisms of Moore sed @/arnock,
Contemporary Moral Philosophy, pp. 15-17.



other properties. Nevertheless it is not the casegthad just signifies these properties or just
means these properties. A certain strawb8lisygood, say, because it is red and juicy. But if
‘good’ just means here ‘red and juicy’, then this assenyill collapse to Sis red and juicy
because it is red and juicy’, and that is not what ev@gnally meant. Good always signifies
something more than the properties because of whislpredicated. It is never reducible to
these properties alori@.

The question, of course, that next arises is howagxthe ‘something more’ of good.
Moore’s answer was rejected because, as was said, dlegpe an unexplained kind of
knowing, did not account for the moving force of good, addndt explain how good could be a
property necessarily tied to other properties. The solatttmpted by emotivists and
prescriptivists (the two main schools that followed MHawras that good was not a property at
all, or not an object of cognition. It served ratherxpress attitudes or volitions or prescriptions.
To say something was good was not a way of asserting sogetbout it; it was a way of
expressing one’s approval of it, or of commending it. Ge@ad more properly a volitional than a
cognitive term* According to this theory the naturalistic fallacy istooitted when one tries to
analyze value-judgments in factual or cognitive terms.

The advantage of this solution was that it met at alidbe objections raised against
Moore. The ‘something more’ was explained, not as an imdkgpe property, but as an attitude
to or a commendation of certain other properties. Bmmection with action was immediate
because good already expressed a volitional commitrhbatunexplained kind of knowing was
avoided because there was nothing to know--making prexisadf goodness was all a question

of willing, not knowing. This solution also had the advagetaf leaving intact the claim that the

12 Hare,Language of Morals, pp. 85-86.
13 For Stevenson’s emotive meaning B#isics and Language, p. 37ff; for Hare’s prescriptive or evaluative meaning



natural and real are the province of value-free sci&hthe facts of a thing never include
goodness. Goodness is an attitude towards or a commendafaatsaand not itself a fact.

Such is an account of the naturalistic fallacy apfiears in the principal protagonists. It
can be seen to break down into a number of sepagatesclthe claims about supervenience,
about the value-free character of nature and the faobsit knowledge, and finally about the
connection between good and action. These claimsathag summed together under the
headings of the two distinctions by which the naturalistliacy is also and usually
characterized: the ‘fact-value’ distinction and tlsedught’ distinction. According to the first
values are said not to be facts or knowable propertigsrafs but something over and above
them. According to the second statements of whaeisadke are said not to be injunctions about
how one should behave, and hence value-judgments, whidkerswch injunctions, are said not
to be statements of what is the case. The distmti#iween facts and values may be taken to
embrace the first three claims just listed and thenditsbn between ‘is’ and ‘ought’ to embrace
the last.

Of the theories to explain these features of therabstic fallacy, the prescriptivist or
emotivist seem the most powerful and the most aiteacthey explain them all through one
basic contention, that good expresses something volitimtaomething cognitive. This element
of volition becomes the something more of superveniemngdains by its absence the value-free
character of science, removes the need to appeal tospmoral kind of knowing, and is the
connection between good and action. In these theitwee'act-value’ and the ‘is-ought’
distinction turn out to be just different ways of eegsing one and the same distinction.

St. Thomas was not a prescriptivist or an emotitdstgave a cognitive analysis of good.

seeFreedom and Reason, pp. 22ff. 198.
14 Stevenson was particularly keen on stressing thisicithics and Language, pp. 2ff.



This means that either he has some other way of adoguat the features of the naturalistic
fallacy just listed, or his theory does not stand.db aheans that for him the ‘fact-value’ and ‘is-
ought’ distinctions are not the same distinction. Onéaggtion will not solve both together. For
even if his analysis of good accounts for supervenienceand, it will not yet account for how
knowledge of this good will lead to action. The examinatibhis theory must therefore fall into

at least two parts.

St. Thomas on Facts and Values
The key to understanding St. Thomas on this question ishehsdys about knowledge. Those
who say naturalism is a fallacy tend to limit knowledgéhe directly observable or to the
scientifically verifiable. St. Thomas extends knowletly®eing, the whole of being or being as
such. This, he says, is the proper object of mind. Whatnees when we know or reflect upon
some sensible object is not just the sensible or dizdoié properties, but the reality or existence
of the thing and its properties. The fact that thiages this is what impresses itself on the mind.
What the mind knows in knowing anything about a giventseslisome aspect or way of its
being. Even scientists in observing and knowing facts, antdjiadle data, are knowing some
real actuality of thing$®

To understand the scope of the objects of knowledge foherd is necessary to consider
being and its divisions. According to St. Thomas therevamebasic ways of being or ways of
considering being: the way of the categories and the wenedranscendentals (St. Thomas did
not use the word ‘transcendental’ but it expresses a@ing well enough). The categories are
specific ways in which things are, ways that are disanct exclusive of each other. The

transcendentals are general ways in which things are, thvatyare in some way inclusive of



each othef?®

Let us take the categories first. There are sevéthkse because it can be seen on
reflection that a thing’s being must be viewed accordingeveral quite distinct differentiations.
A horse, for instance, exists or has being first olvaién viewed as a self-subsistent reality, that
iS, as an entity that exists in and by itself and sdha modification of another thing. Then,
equally clearly, the horse exists as modified in centays: as being so colored or so shaped or
S0 big or as occupying such and such a place. These whgmgfare evidently different and
exclusive of each other. A horse does not cease tdbesa when it changes its color or its
position. Nor does it change its color when it chaniggslace. Yet it would have to do so if
these ways of being were the same, that is, if thegbehereby the horse is colored were the
same being as that whereby it is in a certain plat@®r certain size. These ways of being of
the horse are, of course, all present together isdhee horse; they are not identical with each
other. Classically there are ten such ways or caegofibeing (those listed by Aristotle). St.
Thomas accepts Aristotle’s listing but it is not necgs& my purpose to go into the detalils. It
is sufficient to recognize that there are some satégories or special ways of being, not how
many or which they are.

The so-called transcendentals are understood by conithghe categories. Unlike the
categories, these are general ways of being, waysirg ithat belong to each and all of the other
ways of being. Each way of being, for instance, is pedgithat, a way of being. Being colored
is a way of being of the horse as is also its beingaairin size. Both are being. Further, when
predicated of each, ‘being’ signifies the being of eaclh,some other or additional being. To

predicate being of color is not like predicating coloadforse. It is not to add some other way of

15 De Veritate, q.1, a.1.
16 De Veritate, q.1, a.1; .21, a.1. My remarks in the following parausaare elaborations of the thought of these



being to being a color. It is simply to say that vieeyng a color itself. The same holds when
being is predicated of being a certain size or beingceriain place. In each case ‘being’ when
predicated of each says the being of each. There aetetims like ‘being.” St. Thomas

numbers six in all, starting with being as the firste Dthers are thing, one, something, true, and
good. Just as each category is, as such, a being, sal#ioiss such, each of these others as well.
There is no need, for present purposes, to expound Sthakhon each of these transcendentals.
It is enough to expound what he says about good. Howevget ta fuller and firmer grasp of
what is meant by a transcendental, and how a ternexpaesses a transcendental functions, it
will be preferable to begin with the term ‘one’. Thagierhaps the easiest of the transcendentals
to understand. Seeing how it behaves will enable us lbetsere how good behaves.

That one is a transcendental means, as just iedicttat it serves to express an aspect of
being that is common to all being everywhere. It iscaotfined to some one category.
Whiteness, for instance, expresses the being white afig ahd this being white is a special
mode of being; it belongs to what is called the categbguality. Oneness is not like that. Being
one is something that every being and way of being isfistich--whether substance or quality
or any of the others. A horse is one in being a substana self-subsistent reality, for it is one
substance; its color is one in being a color, for @ne color; its shape is one in being a shape,
for it is one shape. But a horse is not white in beisglsstance; it is white by addition to it of
the being white. The oneness of something, therefores gims not some addition to its being, is
just the very being of the thing itself. A horse is st as and just because it is a horse, while it
is white not just as and just because it is a horseriytby the addition to it of the further
determination or category of whiteness. This is why treness of each thing differs according

to the thing in question. The oneness of a horse iaairteness of a color, or the oneness of a

articles.
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thought, because the being of a horse is not the bemgabr or a thought.

There is thus a crucial difference between what happbas ‘one’ is predicated of a
horse and when ‘white’ is so predicated. The term ‘Whkikpresses a distinct sort of being over
and above the being of the horse, and it is this additlm#ing that is understood when ‘white’ is
predicated. But the term ‘one’ expresses just the b&sed of the horse; it does not express any
further being whatever. This, however, cannot entail‘tra’ just means what ‘horse’ means.
To say a horse is a horse is not to say a horgeeisIde term ‘one’ evidently says something
more than ‘horse’ says. This something more cannot be addigonal being (as it is in the case
of the term ‘white’). It must be simply a consideratior aspect of the very being of the horse,
but a consideration or aspect that is not expressed lhgrtnehorse’ by itself. According to St.
Thomas, and indeed as is evident to reflection, this caaside or aspect is the aspect of
undividedness. To say a horse is one is to advert tat¢héhat the horse is, in its being,
undivided. The horse is this just by and in itself, butighisot expressed by the term ‘*horse’ on
its own. It is expressed by the term ‘one’. Since ebeting and way of being--substance,
quality, and so on--is, in like manner, undivided in it1\gethe term ‘one’, when predicated of
them, indicates this undividedness, which the subgeoid themselves do not indicate. To put it
in other words: the term ‘one’ expresses the same laiige subject term of which it is
predicated--because it takes its being from the sulgaot but not the same idea--because it
expresses the idea of the undividedness of this Béinghis sense ‘one’ is supervenient to the
subject term. It follows the being of the subject teainy yet expresses a something more, the
something more, not of an additional property, but ofreaceconsideration or aspect of that
being. Thus the term ‘one’, as analyzed by St. Thomasheafeatures that are characteristic of

supervenience.
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St. Thomas held good, like one, to be a transcendéteate he held it to be
supervenient in the way discussed in the debate abonatbealistic fallacy. His theory of good,
therefore, cannot be accused of committing this fallatige sense of ignoring supervenience.
This result is important because St. Thomas, unlike ppeisests and others, explained this
supervenience cognitively and not volitionally. The examptb@term ‘one’ shows that this is
possible. For ‘one’, despite its supervenience, is a cogrigrm. The same is true, according to
St. Thomas, of the term ‘good’.

St. Thomas takes ‘good’ along with ‘true’ because, is,dae sort of something more
that these terms express arises not when one cansiteing with respect to itself (as in the
case of undividedness), but when one considers @nnextion with something else. The
something else in the case of true is mind, and in the abgood it is desire. Truth expresses the
being of a thing with respect to the cognizing and judging mind.t\eamind judges in a
judgment is not something other than the being that is judgethét would be to fail to judge
it); it judges just that being as such, and declaresttisaas it is. Truth, says St. Thomas,
expresses the being of a thing along with the idea ofi%thew being is’, that is to say, along
with the idea of a judgment that so it is. This consid@naarises from the being of a thing itself,
not from the addition of some further being to thatghend it is a consideration that involves
reference to the judging mind.

Good is similar to true. It involves reference to desivé fulfillment. Good expresses the
idea that the being of a thing, just as such, respondsfdfids desire. It expresses how that
being, just as such a being, is a fulfilment and congresdif being (whether its own being or
also another’s). Good expresses being along with theoiderad or goal, or of fulfillment or

perfection. This fact is most obvious in the case ofowun conscious desires (though in fact it

7 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1003b22-25.
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holds true of every desire, including natural and unconsciouggledVhen we desire
something, a strawberry say, what is it that we dasitte or what is it that makes us call it good
and desirable? Nothing other than the fact of its beirigpaverry, and a strawberry of a certain
sort--red, juicy, etc. The strawberry is not good leydtddition to it of some further property. It
is good just by being what it is, because just by being wisait is the fulfillment of our desire

of it. The goodness of a red, juicy strawberry is jissbeing red, juicy, and a strawberry, though
as considered along with the idea of fulfillment. A neGy strawberry is, just by being the
strawberry it is, such as to fulfill the desire of it

One must be careful to note that this way of analygoad, while it involves a reference
to desire and fulfillment, does not relativize good tor@iRather it relativizes desire to being.
Goodness properly belongs to the being of the thing anthisibeing that draws desire. The
being is not good because desire focuses on it; rathiee dmsuses on it because being is good.
Even in the absence of desire being would still be goodoéing would still be being and so, by
the same token, it would still be fulfilment. Thus,etther desired or not, it would still be
everything that could possibly be desired.

This account of good explains quite neatly the superven@mpeod. According to the
category-transcendental distinction, ‘good’ is a tdrat follows or is tied to (‘supervenes’ upon)
the being of a thing (with its properties) and yet expsetise something more of a reference to
desire. The predication of ‘good’ is not a tautology isat the predication of some special
property of its own. It is the predication of a certabnsideration of the being of the thing, not a
further addition of being to it. This account of the supar@nce of goodness is also a cognitive

explanation. To say that good is being considered alothgaieference to desire and fulfillment

18 Contra some of the objections of Seif&isere e Persona, pp. 272-78. See also Crosby, ‘The Idea of Value and
the Reform of the Traditional Metaphysics of Bonum Aletheia.
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is to say that good is, as such, an object of knowledgegmition (for it is the cognizing mind
that does the considering in question). What remdues, tis to say how this account allows for
the value-free character of science and what kind oWkmg it requires (the other two parts of
the naturalistic fallacy to be dealt with here).

That it must in principle be possible to consider hbwgs are without considering their
goodness is an implication of the above analysis oflgdgood is being taken under a certain
consideration, then to set aside that consideratitmsst aside goodness. Such setting aside is
what science does. For modern science, since it aimesdadntitative, is heavily indebted to
mathematics in its method, and it is typical of mathtcs not to consider goodness.
Mathematics does not consider things in their moving,ishatith respect to their directedness
to ends and the ends to which they are directed. Hedoest not consider being under its aspect
of fulfillment or completion of desire. Modern sciendeing mathematical in its method,
ignores the goal-directedness and goal-fulfillmertafgs. It ignores the teleology of nature.
Hence it ignores the goodness of things. Its ‘factsWyleatever truths it discovers about things,
are necessarily value-free.

One may protest that nature is not teleologicat, ttiexre is no natural goodness in things,
that all the truths we discover about nature musialhee-free. It is not that modern science fails
to consider the goodness of things; there just is no gosdhélsings anyway for science to
consider. To this one may make two points in replgstFieleology for St. Thomas does not
imply consciousness, which is usually what is most obgettt in teleology. It expresses the idea
that things in a state of motion or change are thamghe way to becoming something (or
ceasing to be something if they are decaying). The sometteggate becoming is the goal or

end of that becoming. This is not contrary to the eviderimature, since nature is precisely an
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organized whole of moving or changing thitgSecond, if one wishes to deny teleology to
nature and on this ground to accuse St. Thomas of comgnitte naturalistic fallacy, then the
ground of one’s criticism has shifted. This criticismaslonger based on logic. It is based on
physics or one’s view of nature. If naturalism is aaf@ll it will be because it is first an error
about the nature of natuf®Whether this view of nature is an error is a questian belongs to
another occasion and cannot be dealt with hereetiasigh to state what St. Thomas’ position

is, for that will show how his theory relates to freblems and how these problems do or do not
constitute problems for him.

The question of knowledge is more easily dealt witle Way we know goodness is the
way we know any other being or reality, that is, byrthied. We recognize that things exist or
are one through reflection on the evidence of the selige recognize that the being of these
things also has the aspect of goodness in the same hexg i§ nothing peculiar about this sort
of knowing. Or if there is it is a peculiarity thataathes to our knowing of being and things in
general, including the knowing one finds in science. Anfycdilties on this score cannot be

supposed to be exclusive to cognitive accounts of good.

St. Thomas on the Isand the Ought

St. Thomas’ theory of good, then, can clearly ansiveetements of the naturalistic fallacy
summed up under the heading of the ‘fact-value’ distinctiéhat remains to consider is
whether it can also answer the elements or elenoeminged under the heading of the ‘is-ought’
distinction. One might initially think that it cannot do because the theory is a cognitivist one

and the ‘is-ought’ distinction seems fatal to all cogist theories. The central point of that

9 See in particular William Wallac&@he Modelling of Nature, especially chs. 1 and 6.
20 See the exact remarks of Dew@hegory of Valuation, pp. 1-3.
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distinction is that value-judgments are action-guidingd bence entail or involve ‘ought’
judgments or judgments that indicate what one should@ayht’ judgments are not ‘is’
judgments or not statements of what is the case, motheg follow from such statements.
Consequently value-judgments cannot be ‘is’ judgmentsatersents of what is the case.

The puzzle that is being got at here might be put, noinustms of the relation between
certain judgments, but also in terms of the relatietviben thinking and willing. The question
then becomes how thinking can move one to desire oramieghing. The implication of the ‘is-
ought’ distinction is that this cannot be done. Thinkingaitithg belong to different spheres. If
thinking did affect one’s choices it could only be becausewas already committed to or
engaged with what one was thinking about. For instansegihg thak isy makes one choosge
this could only be because one was already committgdTioinking by itself cannot, so it is
alleged, create a commitment or desiegovo. There are thus two angles to the ‘is-ought’
problem: the angle of judgments and the angle of tla¢ioakhip between different faculties. St.
Thomas’ answer embraces both.

In St. Thomas’ theory the key to understanding this puza to understanding the
previous ones, is a correct understanding of goodnessisthes ‘bridging’ concept between
thinking and desire. According to St. Thomas, good is in haithres, and not just in one, as
prescriptivists and emotivists assume. This is because gabel sort of cognitive concept that it
is. Understood cognitively good is being as object of deslence this one and the same
consideration of being is an object for both thought andledasonce. But if the object is the
same, the approach to it is not. Thought takes good atlsiognto consider and know; desire
takes it as something to get and enjoy. The move from thooiglesire turns on this fact: the

object is one but the orientations to it are differéatording to St. Thomas the mind moves
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desire by presenting it with its objects, namely goods.riing conceives some good and this
conception of good then becomes a focus for desiraisty the fact that thought and desire
are what they are, and that they share a commontptsjeanove from thinking a good to
desiring it becomes readily intelligible. What the apaceives and knows, the other comes to
desire. This is a natural process that arises just betlogght is what it is and desire is what it
is.?

Note that this move from thought to desire finds itdaxgtion in desire, not in thought.
Unless desire were as such ordered to the good, no amdhimkirfig about good would move
one to desire anything. An analogous thing happens in thetasgt. The visible is to sight as
good is to desire in this sense, and no amount of visibigghwould make the eye see if the eye
were not already in itself ordered towards the visilsiéts object? There is thus a certain truth
to the claim that thinking does not move desire unless aaleesdy committed to what one is
thinking about. The commitment to good on the part of dd®is to be presupposed to any act of
desiring (as the commitment to truth on the part ohtivel has to be presupposed to any act of
knowing). But this commitment is not an explicit acdesire. It is the structure of desire as
such, which belongs to it whether one is actuallyrdesanything or not (as it is the structure of
the eye to be ordered to the visible whether an a@eihg is taking place or not). Moreover,
nothing about this commitment requires one to deny that igam@mething cognitive; it is just
that this commitment is a commitment of desire.

Such is the way St. Thomas explains how (theorgtibalight can move to desire. It
answers the objection of Grisez and Finnis that norétieal truth can move to desire. Theory

can do this by presenting desire with its objects. Bute@msd Finnis, along with most

21 qymma Theologica, la llae, .9, a.1.
22 qymma Theologica, .10, a.1, 2.
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nonnaturalists, are right to hold that it is not theasysuch that explains this fact. They are just
wrong to suppose that therefore theory cannot moveedatsall. They are failing to pay
sufficient attention to the fact of desire and its rettarderedness to go4d.

Given this account one can now see how the move tihooght to desire begins with an
‘is’, namely the ‘is’ of goodness. One can also seg 8o Thomas’ position relates to the other
angle of the ‘is-ought’ problem, the angle of judgmeitse question is how to get from an ‘is’
judgment to an ‘ought’ judgment. The first part of thevearshas already been given, namely
how one gets a desire of good from a theoretical judgthatx is good. The rest of the answer
lies in noting how desire, once focused on some gooeémex$to it by thought, turns back on
thought and moves it to a different kind of thinking, nanphctical thinking. Practical thinking
differs from theoretical thinking in its end, that issiy, in its orientation. The end of theory is
truth and the end of practice is action. In practicalking one thinks in order to discover what
to do. Action proceeds not just from thought by itselfdmit from thought with desire (or
desire alone in the case of passions), since we eatibe we desire to act. Practical thinking is
thinking informed by desire, or thinking set in the servicdesfire?*

It is of some importance to understand the structutki®thinking. It is thinking that
takes good as its starting point, since action is ®stke of some good. But it approaches this
good from the angle of desire and not that of thetsygrientation to good is that of desire. The
starting point of practical thinking is not so much goodhasdesire of good. Or in other words it
begins with desire and its function is to reason out to act to satisfy desire. The first principle
of practical thinking must therefore reflect this prioatiydesire. According to St. Thomas, it

does so in the form of an ‘ought’ or a gerundive. Tha firinciple is ‘the good is to be pursued

% See Schultz, ‘Is-Ought: Prescribing and a Presentr@arsy,’ pp. 13-14.
24 qumma Theologica, la, 9.79, a.11.
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and done.’ This ‘is to be’ is a sort of ‘ought’, so oneyrsay that for St. Thomas practical
thinking begins with an ‘ought’ and not with an ‘is’. Iteknot derive this ‘ought’ from some
prior theoretical ‘is’; it does not derive it at alltirather begins with it. It is what first
constitutes practical thinking as practical thinking. This da#sanean that the ‘ought’ springs
up from nowhere. Rather it comes from desire. ‘Ought’gxpresses at the level of reason the
orientation to good of desire.

An ‘ought’ judgment is not thereby something volitionat@asl of a judgment of reason.
On the contrary it is very much a judgment of reasonit fis a judgment about what to do in
order to attain some good. ‘Ought’ just expresses the ofdation to some good or end, and
says that the action is due in view of that good (tleen@ categorical ‘ought’ for St. Thomas as
there is for Kant; for St. Thomas ‘ought’ is alwaybsrdinate to some gootf)The only thing
to note in the case of practical ‘oughts’ is that theyraade from the point of view of desire.
Their truth consists in their conformity to right desithat is, to the proper end of human life and
action?” It is this conformity also, of course, that gives testh truths about the order of action to
good the element of prescription or their imperativeddtc

Practical thinking may therefore be called ‘ought’ thinkifige point of such thinking is
to discover by reason what to do here and now in ordextisfysthe desire which set practical
thinking going in the first place. In this sense it proceeais fa first or fundamental ‘ought’
about good to particular ‘oughts’ in the here and now. ltexee may indeed be a process of

logical deduction. But it is a deduction from ‘ought’ to ‘ougdatid not from ‘is’ to ‘ought’.

% qumma Theologica, la llae, .94, a.2; 9.3, a.4 ad 3; .9, a.1; q.17, a.1.

%6 9ymma Theologica, .90, a.2. The same criticism of Kant can be foundbiy presented in ScheldFormalism

in Ethics, pt. 1, ch. 1.

27 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1139a29-31.

28 qumma Theologica, la llae, .17, a.1. See also Schultz, ‘Is-Ought: Pilesg and a Present Controversy,’ pp. 21-
23.
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There is for St. Thomas no logically valid infereficen ‘is’ to ‘ought’. There is nevertheless a
move from ‘is’ to ‘ought’, but it is understood in termwistheory of mind (as we call it) and not
in terms of logic. What one has to understand is h@witst ‘is’ thinking about what things are
good (made at the level of theory) gives rise to dedigood, and how this desire of good in
turn gives rise to another kind of thinking, practical or ‘atigtinking. Understanding this is
understanding the interrelationships between thinking andragsiot points of logic. The gap
between ‘is’ and ‘ought’ is thus for St. Thomas bo#réhand not there. It is there in the sense
that there is no move of logic from one to the othias. not there in the sense that there is a
move from one to the other, though it is a move thailies a toing and froing between the
faculties of thought and desire.

This is how for St. Thomas an assertion of valuehais< is good, can both be a
theoretical or descriptive truth and yet be a guide tioraor give rise to prescriptions about
what to do. The recognition of good moves desire andedgsn moves thought to think about
how to get this good. Prescriptive or practical judgménis begin in a fundamental ‘ought’ and
in an act of volition. But this ‘ought’ and volition atleemselves founded on a more fundamental
grasp of good by theoretical mind as an aspect of the béth@qgs. This is how St. Thomas can
be a naturalist about value, that is, deny the ‘fact-valigtinction, and a sort of nonnaturalist
about prescription, that is, maintain the ‘is-oughttidetion. The subtlety of this position lies in

the way he relates the ‘ought’ back to the ‘is’ via aalygsis of thinking and desiring.

Conclusion
This concludes my account of the thinking of St. Thonsais i@elates to the problems of the

naturalistic fallacy. One can see how this account el the puzzles while still remaining
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fundamentally naturalistic. Predications of valuegapuine predications, or genuine descriptive
judgments, and yet are supervenient and allow a pla@evalue-free science. Also these
predications, without being themselves prescriptionsperatives, allow for prescriptions and
imperatives because of the input of desire. This keepsgstbhaght’ distinction while drawing its
nonnaturalist sting. No contemporary account keeps suclm@cbabetween the conflicting
positions over the naturalistic fallacy.

One can also see from all this how St. Thomas’ posdiffers from the Grisez-Finnis
position. They lack his analysis of the relations leetmvthought and desire. That is why they
deny that predications of good can be theoretical and veyyabsert that mind is practical or
prescriptive of its own nature rather than becauskeoirput of desire. These claims are not
necessary to make sense of good and ‘ought’. Nor do tfiegtrihe genuine thought of St.

Thomas.



