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against him is more than unfair. Arnold may be right in claiming
that ‘animals might be found to have a species-wide sentiment akin
to the sentiment of humanity’ (Arnold 1995, p.314). Indeed, it is
conceivable that Hume would agree with this. However, it is not
true that ‘Hume would be forced’ to change his mind about animal
morality on that account. Hume could well say that any species-
wide sentiment found in animals would be entirely natural. These
animals would still be incapable of morality unless the species-wide
sentiment can be used in ‘an artifice or contrivance’ to yield ‘pains
and pleasures of the imagination.” There is no evidence of that in
animals. Given Hume’s views of animals and morality, he seems
justified in believing, for instance, that incest in animals does not
have the least ‘moral turpitude and deformity.” If so then, contra
Clark, Hume is entitled to draw the conclusion that ‘moral
distinctions’ are ‘deriv’d from a moral sense’ rather than from
reason. Such conclusion is not ‘an outrageous non Sequitur,’ and
we need not be embarassed by it.’

NOTES

1. The P.H. Nidditch revision of the Selby-Bigge Edition of Hume’s Treatise (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1978) is used throughout. All quotations are indicated by the

letter “T” followed by the page number.
2. By ‘moral subject’ Hume means something like ‘moral agent.” Whether Hume would

also claim that animals are not moral subjects in the sense of being morally considerable
is not clear. In any case, this claim will require considerably more argument.
3. I wish to thank Yvonne Nuyen for discussing with me the issue of animal morality.
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ON AN ALLEGED FALLACY IN ARISTOTLE

David S. Oderberg
University of Reading

With the exception perhaps of the fallaci iti
equivocation with which JO}II)H Stuart Mill Y?z(i:slefsarr?gugloymbiﬁlnéggr a;ld
no mo.ra] philqsopher has been subject to a more egregigous,
%ﬁg;ﬁfggaf ZI[I}IIJ.ShOd Icci)gic tha Aristotle at the beginning of his
ios: . . :
et}Iiics by OSI;pZIrll enrtr;?re often by the friends of Aristotelian
et u_s'brieﬂy recapitulate the common criticism i
pr0p081t10n§ of the Ethics (I use the Ross tran;)lfatti}z)enﬁ(rls;fztgv)(')
1094a1ff.)_: Every art and every inquiry, and similarly every actior;
and pursuit, is thought to aim at some good; and for this reason th
good has rlght_ly been declared to be that at which all things aimf’:
t(Il;et us call thls passage Gl..) Now ‘for this reason’ makes it clee;r
at Aristotle is mgkmg an inference, and it is this inference which
has been declared mnvalid, as involving the quantifier shift fallacy:
from (x)(Jy)(x is an art, inquiry, or... & y is a good & x aims at "
to (Fy)(x)(y is a good & x is an art, inquiry, or... & x aims 'Eti )
(Let'u_s call this fallacious piece of reasoning’ G')' ' )
_Crmcs .of Aristotle divide into two camps. fhere are those wh
;hmk he is straightforwardly guilty of bad logic. The charge is mos(i
t}a:mczusly made by Geach (1972).‘ Urmson (1988) repeats it, adding
at ‘a bad argument for a conclusion does not falsify the conclusion’

- (p.10). Ackrill also convicts Aristotle in (1974) (at pp.25-6 of the

Rorty repript (1980)). There are those, on the other hand., who
interpret Aristotle in such a way that he is not guilty of the fz’illacy
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whilst not denying that such reasoning is indeed fallacious. Broadie,
for instance ((1991), pp.8-9) complicatedly interprets Aristotle so
as to get him off the hook. Stephen Clark’s interpretation ((1975),
p-147) is more straightforward, and also more accurate (a point to
which I shall return), though he exculpates Aristotle at the cost of
ignoring the part of the text that is most troublesome. Bernard
Williams (1962), approved by Anthony Kenny ((1977), p.26"),
acquits Aristotle by offering an implausible interpretation of a
related passage (G2, quoted below), a matter to which 1 shall also
return; this also involves giving minimal attention to G1. And von
Wright ((1963), ch.5) finds Aristotle innocent of fallacy by denying
that he ever asserted what virtually every Aristotle scholar takes
him to assert, and rightly — that there is one and only one supreme
end of all action!

Clearly there is a problem here: though it is less clear that the
problem is Aristotle’s rather than his interpreters’. In any case, they
are at one in asserting that if Aristotle does reason as he appears to
in G1, he is guilty of the fallacy represented in G. But is he?
Consider the following piece of reasoning (let us ignore the truth
value of the premise):

C: Every material object has some colour.

Therefore, there is some property, namely being coloured,
which every material object has.

Now C, of course, does not fallaciously conclude that there is
some colour which every material object has. All it does, as it were,
is extract the determinable ‘.. .is coloured’ which is possessed by
every (material) thing which has some determinate colour or other,
and show how the possession of the determinable is logically
entailed by the possession of one or other determinate.

It is my contention that G1 mirrors the reasoning in C. Reworking
it in a way which makes this clear, we have:

G1*: Every art and inquiry etc. aims at some good.
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Now C is valid in second-order logic. Adding a clause which
makeg clear the relationship between determinate and determinable
and yvuh the individual variable x ranging over material objects the’
predycate variable F ranging over colours, the predicate variabl’e G
ranging over properties in general, and the predicate constant ¢
denoting the property of being coloured, we have:

CS: (xX)(JF)(Fx)
X(F)(Fx — 6'x)

(FG)x)(Gx & G= ) |by cxistential generalization on the
intermediate conclusion (X)(6'x)]

Similarly for G1*, which in second-order logic (hybridised, so as to
{ﬂ'dk@ the reasoning as explicit as possible) can be represented as
follows, with the predicate constant & denoting the property of
goodness:

GI*S: (x)(JF)(x is an art, inquiry. .. & F is g good & X aims
at F)
(X)(F)(x is an art, inquiry. .. & Fis a good & x aims at F
— X aims at &)

(3G)(x)(x aims at G & G=%)
[by existential generalization on the
intermediate conclusion (x)(x aims
at o)

Now it might be objected that whereas the relationship between

the property of having a particular colour and the property of being
coloured is clearly one of determinate to determinable, this is not so

mysterious (or ‘queer’, as J.L. Mackie would have it) about the

good as such, and heng@,mzouuhepmpemueﬁaimfngﬁﬁﬁwhﬁ:ﬁ s

Therefore, there is some property, namely the good, at
which every art and inquiry etc. aims.

not shared by the idea o something’s being coloured. Whatever the
other'weaknes.ses of such an appeal, however, it would involve a
question-begging foreclosure of the issue of whether Aristotle’s


















