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of those possible consequences; and, finally, the probabilities and values
should be weighed against each other and a decision be taken in the light
of this information.
Like other models, this six-step model should be taken as a simplified
and schematized picture of what is involved in a decisionprocedure. If
the model is taken with a pinch of salt and if one admits that the various
steps must not necessarily come precisely in that order, and if one is also
willing to concede that it might be very difficult to make rational estimates
of such things as the probabilities and values involved, not to speak of
the difficulties involved in drawing a rational conclusion from all those
various estimations - if the model is taken in that vein, then it can no
doubt contribute to clarify the procedure of decision-making in many
situations. Consequence analysis, which is the forte of the utilitarian
tradition, is certainly one of the standard methods in the field of ethics,
along with its companion standard method from the Kantian tradi~ion,viz.

consistency analysis.
So far, one could say that there is nothing especially philosophical
about the procedure. W e are confronted with a model of a kind which
is familiar from the whole field of the social sciences. W e are beginning
to approach more philosophically interesting things if we begin to reflect
upon the presuppositions of this kind of model-building.
One such tacit assumption is that decision-making essentially has
to d o with values and ilorms which relate various forms of action to
probable value outcomes. I n the utilitarian tradition, the whole of ethics
tends to be reduced to a value calculus. Sometimes, the values involved
can be effectively quantified, e.g., by being expressed in terms of money.
But usually, that is not so; but even then the utilitarian would treat the
values as if they could be quantified and measured. I t might be worthwhile to have a look at what might lie behind the admittedly fictional
belief in the measurability of all ethical issues.
A second presupposition is that the acting person is assumed to be
able to do a number of things. The six-step model of rational decisionmaking presupposes that she or he can construe alternatives, can survey
the possible effects of the various alternatives, can estimate probabilities
in the field in question, can make estimates of the positive and negative
values involved, and that he or she can weigh those probabilities and
values against each other and reach a decision in the light of all the foregoing steps, resisting the pressure of traditional norms and beliefs which
the utilitarian procedure is supposed to replace in the mind of the clearthinking agent who has left the conventional stage of ethics for good. The
acting person must, in other words, be assumed to have acquired a certain
amount of experience and knowledge. The moral agent must have a
number of competencies at her or his disposal, including a general social
and ethical competence.
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If we compare these forms of knowledge with the earlier examples
(knowing Kepler's laws, etc.), we can divide the field of human knowledge
into three compartments: propositional knowledge, which contains all
knowledge which can be adequately expressed in the form of statements
(like <( Paris is the capital of France P); knowledge by familiarity (like
knowing what it sounds like when Tina Turner sings); and the knowledge we have when we have acquired various sorts of skills (like the
skills so graphically described by Gullers).
Our knowledge, in other words, surpasses our verbal possibilities.
There are things which can be lcnown but not said. In Ludwig Wittgenstein's terminology, the things that cannot be talked about have to
be shown, for instance in our doings. Knowledge is essentially tied to
human beings in their capacity of actors in the world. The locus classicus
on this theme is S 78 of the Philosophical Investigations, where Wittgenstein asks us to compare knowing and saying the following: (1) how
many feet high Mont Blanc is, (2) how the word <( game is used, (3)
how a clarinet sounds, and comments: <( If you are surprised that one
can know something and not be able to say it, you are perhaps thinking
of a case like the first. Certainly not of one like the third P. (The red
thread in my colleague Kjell S. Johannessen's writings might be said to
be variations on precisely this Wittgensteinian theme).
The professional knowledge we acquire when we are trained in a
certain specialized field consists to a large extent of such skills and
familiarity. The same is true of all those competencies which we build
up over the years in other fields of activity - our social competence
as individuals in a particular society, our more or less developed competence
in those fields in which we happen to be interested, be it football or chess
or baroque chamber music or Tibetan mysticism. The formal rules that
might exist in those fields are surrounded by a mass of informal rules
which are embedded in our actions and thoughts. When we sometimes
talk of <( tacit knowledge )>, it is this mass of skills and familiarity with
the relevant aspects of the world which we have in mind.
To a certain extent, but not wholly, our tacit knowledge can be
articulated and thus transformed into propositional knowledge. This is
for instance what a social anthropologist does when he describes the
social structure in a foreign society. (Kroeber once spoke of the cultural
anthropologist's job as transportation of knowledge from one place to
another, from one culture to another, a task which requires considerable
skill in the art of cross-cultural translation. Cf. Jakob Melse's admirable
treatment of translation in Biihler - Nordenstam - Skirbekk, Die pragmatische Wende, 1987).
I t seems reasonable to suggest that our moral experiences and
insights also exist largely in the form of tacit knowledge in the sense
just indicated. The visible part of ethics, the part which comes out in
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Rules of this kind, which even a computer call a learn )>, I shall
refer to as closed rules >>.
But our rules of action are often of a more complex kind, which
demand more than a computer can do. Normally, our rules of action and
thinking are firmly anchored in a number of paradigms (or clear cases).
The acting person must have a certain amount of experience and good
judgment in order to be able to decide how one should best get on from
the previous cases to the new one. When it comes to such rules which
demand both experience and good judgment from the side of the actor,
I shall talk of << open rules D.
I n the hermeneutical tradition, it has become a commonplace to
talk of the circle involved in all interpretation. I n order to understand
a part of a text, one has to take the \ T J ! I ~to~ be of a certain kind (is it
s poem or a legal rule?); and in order to take the whole in the right way,
one has to iilterpret the parts in thr right way. Heidegger and others
d e r to this kind of whole-pait relationship as G the hermeneutic circle >>.
But this part-whole-relation~hi~,is not the only hermcneutic circle. Our
understanding of rules and examples is normally characterized by a
similar rircular :novement. I n order to understand an example, it has
to be taken as an example of something; and in order to understand a
rule, one has often to go through a number of examples in which the
rule is etnbedded. O u r understanding rules and p~radigms is also a
hermeneutic circle. And the rules in question are Illore often than not
both implicit and open. The:? cannot be applied mechanically because
there i5 an internal relationship between the rules and the examples.
The e:tamples (~aradjgrns)are no: detachable, one could say, in such
cases. Philosophers, on :he other hand, would seem to have concentrated
on such rules and concepts where the examp!es are detachable - instead
,ion, you
of paradigms internallv related to the rules or concepts in ques+'
then get mere illustrations

If what we have said so far is on the v::-ht way, then it is
iairly misleading to present ethics as a system of general rules (norms,
evaluations). That is only one side of the coin. The other side consists
of the examples.
In the field of ethics, there are good reasons for saying that it is
the examples which play the leading roles. The decisive factor in all
ethical competence is the ability to go from given paradigms and
countercase to new situations. This demands insights and abilities on
the side of the acting person which must be acquired through his or her
own personal experience initially, under the guidance of a more ex-
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pcrienced one, gradually more and more independently.
An independent moral agent, that is a moral agent in the full sense of
the word, must amongst other things be able to structure novel situations
in a fruitful way, so that a spectrum of action alternatives opens up
for her. She must have the empirical experience with the relevant part
of the world required in order to be able to imagine possjble consequences
of the different alternatives. And she must master a range of paradigmatical
examples and have taken a stand with regard to their order, so that
she can order the new c x e in relation to the previous cases and other
possible situations.
I t is, I think. this ability to rank new cases in relation to the
given paradigms that utilitarians are after when they speak of evaluations
of the positive and negative values of the consequences and of weighing
the different values against each other. The evaluative ability which in
the utilitarian perspective is in the very centre of ethics is, then, an
ayxct of the fami!iarily with examples and the ability to structure new
situations in the light of previous experience. I n Aristotle's ethics, there
is an emphasis 011 the role of examples in the moral field and a conspicuous
absence of references to rules and norms and values. IE one wants to
learn ur12at generosity is, for instance, then one might formulate a general
rule of the following kind: <( Give enough, not too much and not too
little, to the risht persons at the right times in the right situations and
see to it that you do SG for the right rcasons )>. (Cf. the Niconzachean
Ethics, which is arguably still the best introduction t . ~rthics).
,
Rut for
D person who does not already know what << generosity )> means, in the
culture in question, this does not tell very much. What is enough and
who the right persons and situations and motives are, must be learned
v ~ i t bthe help of example.;. (Tn my Sudanese Ethics, I did precisely this
kind of exercic for a number of key concepts in contemporary Arab ethics
like honour, dignity, self-respect, penerosity, hospitality and courage). The
ceneral rules cannot be detached from the examples, in the same way as
clastic legal rules gain substantial meaning through getting tied to
rrecedents established in the practice of the courts of law. (The brilliant
history of the coccept of dangerous article in American case law in E.H.
Levi'q An Introduction t o Legal Rearouing also illuminates the process of
concept forination ir, ethics and might be read with profit in conjunction
with the onlv other existing detailed study of concept formation that I
know of viz. Fleck's remarkable analysi? of the history of the concept
of syphilis).

