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PREFACE

This book makes no claim to originality of thought, for its
purposc is only to introduce beginners to what the great
moralists have thought in the past and are thinking to-day
about ethical matters. It differs from other elementary
text-books in giving a larger place to the work of living writers
on ethics, and to do so seems advisable even in an introductory
text-book, because of the rich contributions made by twentieth
century moralists both to the interpretation of their predeces-
sors and to original ethical speculation. Most teachers to-day
feel that the older introductions, the best of which were
written in the now unfamiliar language of late nineteenth
century Idealism, are out of date, and the conviction that
a more modern introduction in simple language is needed
by undergraduates during their first year’s study of ethics has
been my chief reason for writing this book.

It is fitting that I should thank all those whose teachings
and writings have been used in this book; the frequency with
which the names of some moralists occur in the text or foot-
notés indicates those to whom I owe most. The arrangement
of topics has been largely determined by their order in the
syllabus for the first year’s course in ethics, prescribed by the
University of the Panjab, in which I have been privileged to
be a teacher, and my own presentation of the subject has
probably been influenced more than I realise by a long use of
Mackenzie’'s Manual of Ethics, the text-book prescribed for
that course.

I am especially gratelul to my wife who, after carefully
reading my script, has pointed out many passages which in
their original form were likely to be misunderstood by begin-
ners, and has helped me to amend them, and to my sisters,
Misses Isobel and Mary Lillie, who have undertaken the
wearisome task of correcting proofs.



An Introduction to Ethics

In this third edition, I have added a chapter on ‘ The
Language of Ethics’, which has occupied a large place in
ethical discussions in the last few years. 1 wish to express
my gratitude to my colleague, Dr. R. W. Hepburn, ol
the Department of Moral Philosophy in this University, who
read the chapter in manuscript, and made several most
helpful suggestions.

King’s College,
Aberdeen.
March, 1955.
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Chapter 1
THE NATURE OF ETHICS

§1. A Provisional Definition
In ordinary conversation we often hear such statcments as:
*He ought not to have done this’, ‘Itis a good thing to help
one’s neighbours’, ‘He is a thoroughly good man’, ‘His
character is bad’, ‘He was only deing his duty’, or ‘It is
always right 1o speak the truth,” When such statements arc
made they are frequently contradicted by somcone hearing
them, and this by itsclf suggests that they are not as simple as
at first sight they appear to be. Ifa friend disagrees with my
statement that Smith is a thoroughly good man, he may do so
for one of two reasons. (a) He may know facts about Smith’s
behaviour which are unknown to me; and if he tells me these
facts and convinces me that they are true, I shall then be
ready to admit that Smith is in some respects not a good man.
(b) Tt may be the case, however, that my friend and I both
know the same facts about Smith, and yet I continue to hold
that Smith is thoroughly good, while my friend considers him
to be bad. Now we are using the words ‘good’ and ‘bad’
with different meanings, and, until we come to some agree-
ment as to their meanings, we are not likely to agree in our
opinion of Smith. This is just the kind of question with which
cthics deals—what is the true meaning of such words as ‘good’
and ‘right” and ‘ought’ which are used so commonly in
cveryday conversation. When we come to an agrecment as
1o the meaning of such words, other questions will arise.
We may ask whether it is possible for us to know whether
Smith is good or bad; we may ask on what grounds Smith
should give up those activities which we have agreed to call
bad, and should engage in those which we have agreed to call
‘good. All these and many other similar questions are within

+the scope of ethics.
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We may define ethics as the normative science of the con-
duct of human beings living in societies—a science which
judges this conduct to be right or wrong, to be good or bad,
or in some similar way. This definition says, first of all, that
ethics is 2 science, and a science may be defined as a systernatic
and more or less complete body of knowledge about a par-
ticular sct of related events or objects. In this account of
science, the important word is spstematic ; scientific knowledge
differs from the ordinary, haphazard knowledge of unedu-
cated people in being arranged in a definite cohereat system.
A science also aims at providing as complete a knowledge of
its subject-matter as it can, although, in the present state of
knowledge, no science is perfect in this respect. At the same
time, the scientist may leave out details that he knows, in
order to give a simpler and clearer presentation of the im-
portant connexions of the facts which he studies. It is
generally agreed that a piece of knowledge cannot be re-
garded as ‘scientific’ until it is accepted by those who are
learned in the particular science concerned: in medicine, for
example, the new cures which are so convincingly advertised
cannot be regarded as scientific until they have been recog-
nized as effective by capable doctors. Finally, the sphere of
a science is limited to one set of facts or objects; no science
deals with all the facts known about the universe; to deal
with the universe as a whole is the work of metaphysics or
philosophy, which is nor a science. Each science has its own
particular sphere; botany deals with plants, psychology with
minds, and ethics with certain judgements that we make about
human conduct.

The sciences which are studied in the laboratories of our
universities are descriptive or positive sciences. Positive
sciences describe objects or phenomena as we observe them
with our eyes and other sense-organs, or in the case of mental
processes like desiring and willing as we observe them by
introspection or looking inside our minds. (‘Phenomenon’
is just the technical term for anything that can be observed in
this way.) There is in a positive science no question of judg-
ing its objects in any way. If the botanist judges a certain
plant to be good or bad, or even to be beautiful or ugly, he
is no longer doing the work of a botanist, whose business it is
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to describe what he observes without judging either its
reality or its value. The psychologist describes the mental
processes like intention and willing which lead to human
conduct, but, as psychologist, he has no concern with the
goodness or badness of that conduct. Therc is a group of
sciences, however, which do not deal directly with observed
facts but which deal, as systematically and completely as is
possible, with the standards or rules or norms or criteria by
which we judge certain objects, and these sciences are called
normative sciences.  Aesthetics, for example, deals systematic-
ally with the standards by which we judge objects of percep-
tion, commonly sights and sounds, to be beautiful or ugly.
Logic deals with the standards by which we judge statements
to be true or false, and ethics deals with the standards by which
we judge human actions to be right or wrong. : The normative
sciences differ from the positive sciences in one more way;
they do not merely describe the standards by which we judge;
they are also concerned with the validity or truth of these
standards. In ethics for example it is not enough to describe
the rules by which men have tested their conduct, such as
the Ten Commandments of the Hebrews; we also ask in
ethics why these rules are valid or on what grounds we ought
to observe them.

Ethics has been defined as the normative science of conduct,
and conduct is a collective name for voluntary actions. In
common speech we judge many things other than human
actions to be good or bad; we speak for example of good wine
and bad luck. The words ‘good’ and ‘bad’ are used am-
biguously in ordinary speech. A single science may be
required to deal with them in all their various meanings and
to distinguish these meanings from one another, and such a
science is sometimes called axiology or the science of values.
We shall see later that one ethical theory holds that what we
mean by calling an action right or good is that it leads to a
result which is good in one of the various senses of good, and,
if this theory be accepted, a study of ethics would require to
be completed by a study of axiology. At the outset, however,
it will keep things more clear if we confine ethics to the study
of human conduct and leave to axiology the study of other
things that can be called good or bad. Conduct does not
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include those human activitics like the circulation of the blood
over which most normal people have no control, but it in-
cludes all voluntary actions. A voluntary action is an action
that a man could have done differently if he had so chosen.
Voluntary actions include all willed or volitional actions in
which there is a conscious process of willing like the action
of a student matriculating in a university. Voluntary actions
also include certain actions, where there may be no conscious
process of willing at all, provided that the doer could have
prevented or changed the action by choosing to do so. A
habitual action like a child’s sucking of his thumb, or cven a
reflex action like blinking in a strong light, may be voluntary
although the doer of these actions may not be thinking about
themn at all. The doer, by attending to them and choosing,
could have done these actions diflerently or refrained from
doing them at all, and so they must be regarded as voluntary.
Sometimes people try to excuse their wrong actions L+ saying
that these actions were not deliberately willed or chscn, as
when a man continues a dishonest business practice of his
predecessor without thinking about it. The question for
ethics is not whether such an action was deliberately willed,
but whether the doer could have prevented it by taking thought
about it. If he could have prevented it, the action can cer-
tainly be judged to be a right or a wrong action, although we
may admit that its degree of rightness or wrongness may be
aflected by its deliberateness. Conduct may include inward
activities like motives and desires as well as outward activities
like speech and movements of the doer’s limbs, and so these
also will fall within the sphere of ethics. We so commonly
think of these as causing outward bodily movements that we
forget that they too are activities and liable to be judged
good or bad even apart from the outward movements they
produce.

Our provisional definition has limited the conduct with
which we deal in ethics in two ways. We deal with human
actions and not with the actions of the lower animals. It
may be admitted that there is something like human goodness
about a dog’s loyalty to its master, but psychologists are so
far from agreeing as to whether any of the actions of the lower
animals are voluntary in the sense given to this word in the
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last paragraph, that it would be unwise to add to our compli-
cations by including animal activities within the limits of our
subject. A more arbitrary limitation is that of confining
cthics to the study of the conduct of human beings living in
societies. Some moralists would indeed go further and hold
that the standards of ethics only apply to the relations of men
with onec another; the conduct studied in ethics is not only
conduct done in a society, but conduct that affects some other
member or members of that society. It is worth while in-
cluding a refcrence to society in our definition to remind
ourselves that, if it were not for his social background, 2 human
being would not be a real human being capable of right and
wrong actions. Aristotle expressed this by saying, ‘He who
is unable to live in socicty, or who has no need because he is
sufficient for himself, must be either a beast or a god.”
Robinson Crusoe’s conduct in the solitude of his desert island
may be still judged good or bad, but, according to this view,
these terms would obtain their meaning from the social en-
vironment in which Crusoe had lived before he found him-
self in an uninhabited island, and to which there was always
a hope that he might return. It may be for some purposes
convenient to include in a single normative science the
standards by which we judge all human activities including
those that appear to have no effects on other pcople or re-
lations with them, and it is difficult to think of another name
than ethics for such a science. Yet common usage would
certznly make a social activity like speaking the truth more
directly the concern of ethics than a purely private activity
with no marked social eflects like stamp-collecting or a
religious activity like -fasting. Of course such activities do
have indirect social effects; the man who is fasting cannot
share his food with a visitor, and so far his action would be
judged by the standards of ethics. This limitation is one that
may have to be given up on a fuller study of ethics, but, in
the beginning we shall find it an advantage to emphasize the
social background of the moral life, and to confine the
activities judged in ethics to those done with the normal
human background of social institutions and social relation-
ships.
Y Aristotle : Politics, Bk. I, Ch. 2 (1280 b. 10).
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. There are several terms commonly used in judging human
actions by ethical standards. We say that an action is ‘good’
or ‘bad’, ‘right’ or ‘wrong’, ‘moral’ or ‘immoral’. We say
that we ‘ought’ to do an action, that we ‘should” do it or
that it is our “duty’ to do it; and of another kind of action we
say that we ‘ought not’ to do it, we ‘should not’ do it, or it
is our ‘duty’ not to do it. Of these terms ‘good’ and ‘bad’
are probably the most common, but they are also the most
troublesome. In the first place, they are used ambiguously
in common speech; not only are ‘good’ works done by the
pious, but the trouble-maker enjoys a ‘good’ fight, and the
successful burglar makes a ‘good’ haul from the safe which
he has robbed. In fact, the word ‘good’ as commonly used
merely indicates an attitude of mind in favour of the object
or event to which the term good is applied, and nothing more,
so that almost anything may be termed good if anyone finds
himself in favour of its existence even to a very limited degree.
The ordinary man seems to distinguish such a loose sense of
good from a more definitely moral sense, but even about the
moral sense there is a great deal of ambiguity. We certainly
think of morally good conduct not merely as that towards
which men feel a favourable attitude; it is in some sense
conduct worthy of arousing such a favourable attitude or
conduct that ought to arouse such an attitude. This is some-
times expressed by saying that when we call conduct ‘good’
we arc approaching it from the standpoint of value, but
surely ‘value’ has just the same meaning as ‘goodness’ in
the widest axiological use of that term. It is convenient in
cthics to use the words ‘good’ or ‘bad’ of an action, when we
are thinking of the action as leading to conscquences, which
are ‘good’ or ‘bad’ in some sense of these very ambiguous
terms, for example, consequences which satisfy our desires,
but this limitation is hardly in accord with common use.
The whole range of the meanings of ‘good’ will have to be
considered when we come to those ethical theories which
regard the ‘goodness’ or ‘rightness’ of an action as depending
upon its power of producing ‘good’ results.

The words ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ have no such reference to
consequences. They are used of actions that are in some
way ‘fitting’ to their circumstances, as when we say that a
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person said or did the right thing in an interview. The
fittingness of a right action often appears to consist in its
conformity to some rule, and the view that the moral life is a
matter of obeying rules is a very common one. We think of
an action as before a judge, and when he has passed his
judgement, it is called right. There are however other uses
of ‘right’ than the moral one; we use it commonly in aesthetic
judgements, such as ‘This is the right kind of hat to go with
this dress’, or ‘ This word is just right in this line of the poem’.
In this aesthetic use, ‘right’ also suggests fittingness to cir-
cumstances, but here this fittingness is an aesthetic one.

The word ‘right’ sometimes suggests that the action referred
to is in some way obligatory; the doer or other people feel
that he ought to do it. This is not always the case; it is right
for a man to feel regret when his mother-in-law leaves his
house, but no one could say that he ought to do so, if his
feelings are not under his control. This sense of obligatori-
ness is, however, definitely implied in the phrases ‘He ought
to do this’, or ‘It is his duty to do this’, and it is one factor
which influences the doer in doing or not doing the action.
Such a judgement of ought-ness or duty is very different from
the judgement of goodness. We might all agree to say that
it is good to eat ice-cream on a very hot day, but no one would
seriously say that we ought to eat ice-cream, or that it is our
duty to eat ice-cream on a hot day, because we do not feel
any obligation to do so, unless we wish. It may be suggested
that evhat distinguishes an action which we ought to do from
one that is merely right, is that, when we ought to do an action,
the action is not only right but there are motives and in-
clinations in the mind of the doer which would hinder his
doing it. We can say that the malaria patient ought to take
his daily dose of quinine, because the unpleasant taste of the
medicine makes him strongly disinclined to do so.

It is possible for more than one action to be right at the same
‘time. It may be equally right for me to drink coffee or to
drink tea at breakfast; it may be equally right for me to study
econornics or to study history in a university course. In such
cases we cannot say that I ought to drink coffee or that it is my
duty to drink tea or that I ought to study economics, or that
it is my duty to study history. These phrases imply that there
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is one and only one action which is right for me at thc moment.
If it is my duty now to study history, then no other action
would be right at this moment, so that to study economics
would be wrong forme. Of course, in a rather more elaborate
way of speaking, I may be able to say that it is my duty to
study either history or economics, but this would again imply
that to study mathematics, at least on this particular occasion,
would be wrong. The words ‘ought’ and ‘duty’ certainly
apply only to right actions, but they suggest, if not imply,
certain other things about these right actions: (a) that they
are obligatory on a particular individual, (b) that there are
tendencies in the mind of the doer making him disinclined to
do them, and (c) that one, and only one, action is right at a
particular moment.

‘While these appear to be the distinctions in common speech
in the use of ethical terms, it is to be remembered that there
may be a difference of emphasis or even meaning in the use of
such terms by different persons. Some, like Kant, may feel
a sense of awe in the presence of the statement that a certain
action is a man’s duty, or that he ought to do it, but the moral
judgement may arouse no such feeling in another man. The
business of the student of ethics is to try to reach meanings
which will be generally accepted by educated people, and
also to limit these meanings so that the terms will be frce from
ambiguity and our use of them free from inconsistency. Yet
we are not likely to attain this in ethics, for ethical terms, un-
like the technical terms of the sciences, are words in coinmon
use on men’s lips, and are liable to constant change in emphasts
and meaning.

§2. Moral Sciences

An attempt has been made in the last section to give a
definition of ethics; and to explain the various words used in
that definition. 1In the case of a subject like ethics, about the
subject-matter of which most people have some ideas, it is
even more helpful to distinguish ethics from the other sciences
dealing with human conduct with which it may be confused.
There are certain sciences in which we describe human
conduct without expressing any opinion about its value or
making any judgement about it. At present, the most
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scientific description of human conduct is probably that given
by psychology, and one school of modern psychology, the
behaviourist school, holds that the sole subject-matter of a
really scientific psychology is conduct or behaviour. Most
psychologists, however, hold the principal part of their field
to be not so much the resulting conduct as the inward pro-
cesses, like intention and decision, which lead to outward
conduct. . One branch of psychology, now called social
psychology, describes among other things conduct in its social
relations, and this is the kind of conduct with which ethics is
chiefly concerned. Human conduct is also described in
sociology, which may be defined as the science of human
society, and while the study of individual conduct has now
become the sphere of social psychology rather than sociology,
sociology still has for its subject-matter the social institutions
and customns which form the background of all human conduct
and especially the conduct directed towards other human
beings which is the special concern of ethics. Anthropology
in its widest sense as the science of man includes human
conduct in its sphere, and a great deal of the work of anthrop-
ologists has been the description of the conduct and customs of
primitive peoples. Indeed, the anthropologist has given so
.much attention to primitive peoples that we are apt to forget
that anthropology deals properly with all mankind and not
merely with savage peoples. And anthropology deals with
more than conduct; it deals with the physical and mental
characteristics of people which only affect their conduct in-
directly. These three sciences, psychology, sociology and
anthropology, all provide us with facts about human conduct;
and a general knowledge of such facts is a necessary pre-
liminary to making true judgements about human conduct.
Even in such a brief survey of ethics as that contained in this
book, it will be necessary to make a restatement of certain
psychological and sociological facts in the second, third and
fourth chapters. Yet just because these sciences are positive
sciences which avoid judgements of value of any kind, we
are not very likely to confuse them with ethies.
There is, however, one branch of positive science which isi
nearer to cthics than the rest. The sociologist or the anthrop-
ologist may not only describe human conduct and its
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conditions ; he may go on to describe the opinions that men

have held in different ages and in different places about their

own conduct and that of others, what kind of actions they

have commonly regarded as good and right, and what kind of
actions they have regarded as bad and wrong. This is what

the sociologist Westermarck has done in his book The History

of Human Marriage ; he has not only described marriage customs

and rites, but has told what people in different countries and

different periods of history have thought right or have thought

wrong in connection with marriage. Now, here the sociologist
is still describing facts; he is not judging or evaluating them in
any way. In thisscience a sociologist may slate that polygamy
under certain conditions is considered right by Mohammadans
but is considered wrong by Christians, but he has no right to
go on to say that, in this matter, the judgement of Christians
is true while that of Mohammadans is false or vice versa. To
do so would be to leave the work of a positive science and to
take up the work of ethics. We shall see in a later section on
the methods of ethics that ethics must take into account the
opinions of ordinary men on ethical matters, and, to t_his
extent, ethics is dependent on this descriptive science, which
we may label the *positive science of morals’. At the present
day the word ‘morals’ is used with a variety of meanings, for
the science of ethics itself, for actions regarded as good and
right, and for the rules according to which such actions are
done. It was originally derived from the Latin word ‘mores’,
meaning customs, and so may be appropriately used for
men’s customary ways of judging human conduct, and that is
what we are describing in this positive science.

The word ‘ethics’, although it is indirectly derived fror_n a
Greek word also meaning ‘custom’, has, by long tech.mcal
usage, been limited to the normative science, the science
which tells not what men actually do and actually think it
right to do, but what men ought to do and what they ought
to think it right to do. In the normative science of ethics,
we study the standards by which we judge actions to be right
and wrong, good and bad, or in the other ways mentioned in
the first section of this chapter. From another point of view
we ask what is the real meaning of these terms, right and

.wrong, good and bad, and the rest; once again we are not
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asking what people think they mean when they use them; we
are asking their true meaning or the only meaning in which
they can be used correctly. Such an investigation will
necessarily result in the discovery of standards or norms or
criteria by which right actions can be distinguished from
wrong actions or even better actions from good actions. Thé
discovery and the establishment of such standards are the
primary tasks of the normative science of ethics.

The word ‘establishment’ suggests that we cannot stop in
_ethics with merely stating the meaning or logical connotation
of such terms as ‘good’ and ‘right’ and ‘ought’. Even if a
person knew fully the characteristics of action implied by these
terms, he raight still go on to ask: ‘Why ought I to do what is
right?’ or ‘Why ought I to avoid what is bad?’ It may be
the case that an adequate definition of the terms ‘right’ and
‘ought’ and ‘bad’ would supply the answers, but if that be
the case, the definition itself often implies a certain view of
the universe as a2 whole and of man’s place in it. It is because
of man’s place in the universe that we can say that certain
actions are right, or that he ought to do them. Even a
philosopher who maintains that the meaning of ethical terms
is not aflected by the relations of our actions to anything else
is still holding 2 certain metaphysical view of the universe, a
view that he will need to defend in order to demonstrate that
his ethical statement about goodness not being affected by
relations is valid. Such a passage from science to philosophy
has alteady been suggested when it was said that the norma-
tive sciences ‘do not merely describe the standards by which
we judge; they are also concerned with the validity or truth
of these standards’. This surely means the place of these
standards in the whole scheme of things. 1t is, for example, a
question for philosophy or metaphysics to decide whether our
Jjudgements of right and wrong are merely customary opinions
that are created by our human minds with no fixed objective
basis, or whether they state truths about the ultimate con-
stitution of the universe. We may somewhat arbitrarily
limit the word “ethics’ to the science describing the standards,
but the student of ethics will soon find that the description
will develop into an investigation of the vahdlty of the stan-
dards, and we may call this investigation ‘moral philosophy’,
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the name by which ethics was most commonly denoted until
recently in the older British universities. There can be no
sharp division between ethics and moral philosophy ; 2 more
profound study of the normative science inevitably raises
philosophical questions.

How far the standards of ethics can be used in ordinary
practice to distinguish a right action from a wrong action will
depend largely on the nature of these standards, but it has
been a matter of common experience that there are cases
where it is very difficult even for the man experienced in
making moral judgements to tell which course of action is
right. One of the most familiar examples is whether a doctor
is right in answering a patient’s question with a false answer,
when he knows or thinks it extremely likely that a true
answer will aggravate the patient’s illness or even cause his
death. The science of applying the standards of ethics to
particular kinds of cases is properly called ‘casuistry’, and,
however this science may have been misused in the past, the
application of ethical standards to particular kinds of cases is
in itself a perfectly legitimate and reasonable sphere for a
science. The difficulties and dangers of this science of
casuistry will concern us later. In the meanwhile we must
note that we are still dealing with knowledge and not practice,
with a science and not with an art. The fact that the truth
as to what action is right in a particular situation does give
valuable guidance to a person in that situation as to what he
ought to do is not the direct concern of the casuist. His
business is to reach true knowledge, not to alter practice.
In this sense it is possible to admit with Dr. G. E. Moore! that
casuistry is one of the goals of ethical investigation and yet
to deny that the aim of ethics is to affect or improve our
practice. It might be better to call casuistry applied ethics
than to call it practical ethics, for knowledge applied in
particular circumstances is still the primary aim.

There is, however, a body of knowledge collected with the
special aim of guiding people in the practice of right conduct
or the art of living the good life. We call such guidance
‘moralizing’, and moralizing is by no means confined to the
student of ethics, or even to the moral philosopher. The

1 G. E. Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 1, §iv.
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moralizer has more often drawn his material from long
practical experience of life than from text-books of ethics or
moral philosophy; he is the sage or ‘wise man’, typically
elderly in years, often without book-learning but rich in
human experience. Such was the author of the book of
Proverbs in the Old Testament, or of the Analects of Con-
fucius. Sometimes it is claimed that his moral maxims are
duc to direct supernatural inspiration; sometimes the man
himself is thought to have a ‘gilt’, an unusual inborn insight
into such matters. The knowledge of ethics does have some
value for the moralizer; it gives him knowledge of the nature
of moral principles which can be applied in the particular
cases in which he gives counsel, and a width of outlook which
may help him to avoid bias and prejudice. It may indeed be
the duty of the student of ethics to use his knowledge of ethical
principles to engage in the ‘time-honoured task of moralists
at present very largely neglected, to preach and to edify, to
inculcate new duties and devotions, or to make men profoundly
conscious of old ones’.! Yet the student of ethics may admit
that he lacks the more necessary qualifications for the task of
moralizer such as the necessary gift of insight or the long
experience of the ways of men with one another. The
preacher and the educationist have certainly much to learn
from ethics, but theirs is a different subject; we may call it
practical ethics or moralizing, and it is a subject the aim of
which is to affect and improve practical conduct.

THere still remains to be considered the practice of doing
right actions or what we may call the art of living the good life.
Mackenzie thought that it was not correct to speak of conduct
as an art,? but there are actually resemblances between good
conduct and such finc arts as painting or music to which the
phrase ‘the art of conduct’ draws attention.

(a) We learn to do what is right, as the artist learns to paint,
not so much by a study of theory, as by long and painstaking
practice. We may admit that the understanding of ethical
principles is a help in the practice of goodness just as an under-
standing of the nature of beauty may be a help to the pamter

1J. N. Findlay: Morality by Convention (Mind. N.S., Vol. LII],
p- 169).

2 J. S. Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Ch. 1, iv.
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in his art. At the same time the study of the great masters
and the deliberate copying of their methods are of greater
use than theoretic study in both good living and painting.
And in both the chief seeret of success appears to be
practice.

(b) Good conduct and the arts both directly cause changes
in the world outside of us. We make things around us
different by doing good deeds just as the artist makes his
canvas different by painting a picture on it. The knowledge
of science and philosophy, of which ethics is one example,
has no such direct effect on the world outside. Such know-
ledge does affect the mind of the knower and in so doing
indirectly affects his outside activities, but conduct and the
fine arts are themselves aclivities directly changing the ob-
jective material world. Their aim is action and not
knowledge.

(c) Good conduct resembles the fine arts in either being or
producing something which has in itself beauty or ‘worth-
whileness’ comparable to the beauty of a work of art. A noble
deed arouses in us something of the same type of admiration
as that caused by a beautiful picture or 2 ‘noble poem’,

Sir Philip Sidney's gift of water to a dxing comrade is 3
commonly cited example of this type of action.

There are, however, certain marked dlﬂ'en:ences between
good conduct and the fine arts, and Mackenzie was drawip
attention to these when he denied that good conduct can be
properly called an art. . . .

(2) An art is concerned with one pzirtlcular type o{' activity
of a_person, whereas good conduct is concerned with ail a
pcrsdn's_ activities. The activity of the painter may be
judged not only by the standard§ of art but. by ethical
standards; his picture though admittedly beautiful may be
evil in its influence. The clever burglary may satisfy the
standards of the burglar’s craft but is none the less morally
wrong. .

(b) The artist may practise his art at some times and com-
pletely neglect it at other times, but the good man must
practise goodness at all times. There can be no holidays in
the moral life. Other arts share to some extent in this need
of practice; a musician’s neglect of practice will be a great
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hindrance in his art, but even then he does not need to keep at
his practising all his waking life. The really good man,
however, must be good waking, sleeping or eating without
any interlude.

(c) Good intentions are gencrally thought to have no
relevance in the arts. We judge an artist not by what he
intends to produce, but by what he actually produces, but
in the sphere of morality we judge a man to be good if we
believe that his intentions would have normally resulted in
good actions, even although in actual cases circumstances
have made the result different from the normal. We still
give the credit of goodness to a2 man who has tried to save a
child from drowning, although he has actually failed to rescue
the child. We must not however exaggerate this difference
between good conduct and the arts. A man and his intentions
will stop being regarded as good if they repeatedly produce
bad results or no results at all, and the supposedly good man
whose actions always turn out badly will be treated with the
same contempt as the artist who regards himself as great but
never produces any pictures. At the same time there is no
doubt that in judging in ethics we do take more account of
the motives and intentions of the doer of the action than we
do in judging works of art.

(d) An artist is 2 man who can produce a work of art; a
good man is a man who not only can but does do good actions.
At the same time, as we have already suggested, the artist
who does not practise his art will soon lose the skill that makes
him worthy to be called an artist. On the other hand many
of the good man’s capacities for goodness must remain un-
displayed until a suitable opportunity for displaying them
arises. The winner of the Victoria Cross may have been as
brave 2 man in the days of peace, but only the dangers of a
particular situation in war may give him the opportunity
of displaying in action his own particular type of goodness.
Here again the difference is one of degree rather than of kind.
In both artist and good man capacities must be ready to show
themselves in action whén the opportunity arises.

Our conclusion is that, whether we decide to call the living
of a good life an art or not, it is certain that to live rightly has
some resemblances to the arts and sorne differences from them.
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As long as we remember the differences there seems no reason
why we should not refer to the art of good living.

There are then six moral disciplines (to use a term which
may include science, philosophy and art): (1) a positive science
of morals, describing men’s moral standards in diferent
countries and ages; (2) the normative science of ethics, stating
valid moral standards; (3) moral philosophy examining the
validity of these standards by determining their place in the
universe as a whole; (4) casuistry or applied ethics applying
valid standards to particular concrete cases; (5) moralizing,
or practical ethics, a discipline having as its definite aim the
improvement of conduct; and (6) the art or practice of livin,
a good life. In this book we are concerned primarily with the
normative science of ethics, but we shall almost certainly
in our study raise questions which need to be answered by
moral philosophy and we shall illustrate our ethical principles
by concrete applications of the kind described in casuistry,
We shall refer to the student of ethics as a moralist, although
this word is often used for the moralizer as well,

§3. The Data and Methods of Ethics

The English philosopher, Locke, said in a famous Passage .
‘But God has not been so sparing to men to make them barely.r
two-legged creatures and left it to Aristotle to make them
rational. . . . He has given them a mind that can reason with,.
out being instructed in methods of syllogizing.’r A similay
remark might be made about man’s powers of distingﬁishing
right and wrong; God has not left it to the professors of ethics
to maxe men discover the difference. It is not the business
of the moralist to create moral standards out of nothing; he
lives himself in a social environment where certain mora)
standards, however vaguely expressed and imperfect. they may
be, are accepted and these standards serve as his data op
material. The value of the work of students of the positive
science of morals, like Westermarck, is that they describe the
standards that do exist now or have existed in the past accur-
ately and systematically, and not with the inaccuracies and
the bias that have been the common characteristics of
travellers’ tales. There certainly appear to be inconsistencies

! Locke: Concerning Human Understanding, Book 1V, Ch. 17,
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and contradictions in thesc established moral standards,
although modern sociologists are of the opinion that these
have been exaggerated by those who have failed to under-
stand or describe them properly. It is the first business of
the student of ethics to reveal these inconsistencies between
generally accepted standards and to show how these can be
removed without making more than neccssary alterations
in the accepted standards. The best way of doing this is to
try to discover if any more general principles underlie these
standards, and this is the next step in his method. He will
do this very much in the way that the physical scientist dis-
covers a law. His examination and classification of commonly
accepted moral rules will suggest to his mind some hypothesis,
for example, the hypothesis of the hedonists that the actions
commanded by meral rules are all actions which cause
pleasure. He will sce whether this hypothesis holds generally,
and he will apply it in particular cases with as varied
circumstances as possible. If he finds a large number
of cases, wherc men have regarded actions as good which
clearly do not cause pleasure, he will modify or reject
his hypothesis. If it appears likely to meet all cascs when
they are sufficiently understood, then he will accept the
hypaihesis.

So far, however, the moralist is still engaged in the task of
the descriptive scientist, and his ethics remains a natural
science. His aim is not to discover moral principles which,
as a matter of fact, are accepted by all men; his aim is rather
to discover moral principles which all men ought to accept,
whether they actually do so or not. His task is the critical
onc of sceing which moral principles can survive examination.
One step in that examination is that which we have already
mentioned ; the moralist compares existing moral standards
to sce if the inconsistencies between them can be removed by
wider principles. There are, however, inconsistencies which
cannot be removed; a great many pecople hold for example
that monogamy is always and universally right, and that
no circumstances whatever can make polygamy right. The
moralist has then to do something for which natural science
provides no method; he has to show either that monogamy
is always right or that polygamy is sometimes right. The
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fact that a majority of mankind regard monogamy as always
right, or the fact that this view fits in better with the other
moral opinions of most men may suggest its correctness, but
they certainly do not prove its correctness.

It looks as if the moralist were left to decide the question by
his own direct insight or intuition, and it is certainly the case
that direct or intuitive judgement plays a far larger part in
the normative sciences, and especiaily in ethics, than it does
in the physical descriptive sciences. A thinker may, for
example, see that monogamy is always right, and go on to
maintain that he will never accept any argument which will
admit of polygamy being right even in a single case. Or he
may find it self-evident that by calling an action good we mean
nothing else than that the action causes pleasurc. We all of
us, ordinary men and moralists alike, have such intuitions,
and, as long as we have them, we must find a place for thein
in our ethical system. What the holder of an intuition often
forgets is that there is nothing infallible about such an in-
tuition. When two intuitions contradict one another, one is
necessarily false, and this somclimes does happen. If }y
experience or cthical theory it is shown that an intuition leads
to self-contradictory or absurd consequences, then it must pe
given up. This is the form taken by a g09d deal of debate on
ethical matters. So long as the hedonist, for example, g
ready to accept the consequences of his theory there is no
refuting his theory. It is when his opponent can show him
that hedonism leads 1o some consequence that the hedonist
is not prepared to accept that the theory is shown to be false.
A wider experience of life and a deeper undcrstand.mg of the
principles of cthics arc likely to change a r_nan‘_s intuitions.
Indeed, these are the only reasons why the intuitions of the
moralist can deserve more respect than those of the ordinary
man. The moralist himself will be the first to say that the
intuitions of the common man, particularly if they are widely
held, must be given due consideration, for the common man
too has had his experience of life and has engaged in some
reflection on moral matters, and so his intuitions are not to
be despised. What seems however to be self-evident both to
the common man and the moralist is not always true. We
find this to be the case in other spheres than that of ethics;
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to the ordinary man in the seventeenth century the im-
possibility of sending a message from England to America
within five minutes was self-evident, but the modern inven-
tions of telegraph and radio have changed all that. It is the
special business of ethics to test our intuitions, both by their
own consistency among themselves and by a critical com-
parison of our own intuitions with those of others, and especi-
ally with the intuitions which have found cxpression in widely
accepted moral codes. Yet, even after such testing, the final
judgements still appear to be intuitive; in the light of all our
knowledge and experience we see that a certain course of
action is right, or that a certain standard is universally valid.
We begin our study of ethics with intuitions that are vague,
prejudiced and inconsistent; we should end our study with
intuitions that have established themselves by their coherence
with one another,  their relative alignment with the most
generally accepted moral codes and the continued self-evidence
with which they come to our minds after a wide and varied
experience of life. Professor G. C. Field has pointed out that
we do not begin a study of ethics with the more or less exact
definitions with which we begin a study of geometry.? Just
as we begin a study of zoology with a vague notion of what a
spider is like and end with an accurate scientific description
of each species of spider, so we begin ethics with vague in-
tuitions of what is right and what is wrong, and should attain
to clear insights into objective standards of rightness and
wrorigness.

It may be suggested that the analysis, which is used in the
physical sciences, and which many moralists try to use in
discovering the meanings of ethical terms, is not an appro-
priate method for ethical study at all. The goodness of a
noble action, like the beauty of a great picture, depends so
much on the action as a whole, that the picking out by analysis
of qualities which are good simply ignores the real nature of
the action’s moral goodness. It may be argued in reply that
such analysis leads in ethics as in other sciences to a fuller
understanding, and that the essential thing is only that our
final moral judgement should be made on the whole action
and not on its analysed elements. Such a final judgement

L The Place of Definition in Ethics.  Proc. Arist. Soc., 1931~32, p. 81.
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must be intuitive, but it is an intuition modified by analysis
and comparison.

When we have arrived at a consistent system ol moral
principles that appear to be self-evident, and most moralists
would admit that they are not fully satisfied with their own
systems, we may proceed in two directions. We may go in
the direction of moral philosophy and show the validity of
our principles by demonstrating their place in the nature of
reality as a whole; or we may go in the direction of casuistry
and show how these principles will be applied in the particular
circumstances and conditions of our own lives,

§4. The Uses of Ethics

Ethics is primarily a part of the quest for truth and the
motive for studying it is the desire for knowledge. In this
respect it is more akin to philosophical subjects than the natura]
sciences where the practical applications are many and
atiractive. We naturally want to know the truth about
things, and ethics aims at finding out the truth about some-
thing that is both interesting and important—the rightnesg
and wrongness of human conduct. There is no guarantee
that the man who understands by means of ethical study th,
difference between right and wrong will necessarily folloyy
the right. A theatre audience is always amused at the yy.
lettered man in a modern comedy who tries to save his
scholarly brother from choosing evil courses by reminding
him that he won a university prize in moral philosophy 11
In spite of the teaching of Socrates that knowledge is virtue,
it is commonly recognized that a mere knowledge of ethica]
principles is not sufficient to keep anyone in the paths of
virtue. It has already becn said that the example of good
men’s lives and the training ol practical experience are 1ikcly
to be more eflective influer.ces in producing good conduct.

‘At the same time there is no rcason to doubt that, if other
influences are favourable, the knowledge of ethics will give
some help in the pursuit of goodness. It may do so by way of
casuistry ; the student of ethics is more likely to be right in his
application of moral rules to a particular case than the man
who has an equal knowledge of the circumstances of the case

1 Barrie: What Every Woman Knows. II1,
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but no knowledge of ethics. He is likely, among other things,
to be less biased and more comprehensive in his outlook.
And the chief value of ethics is not in the guidance it gives in
particular cases, but in the development of width of outlook
and scriousness of purpose in dealing with moral matters
generally. These are qualities of outstanding and permanent
value in the good man, and there is every reason to think that
the student of ethics has more chance to attain them than the
ordinary man.



Chapter II
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MORAL ACTION

§1. Psychology as Explaining Cunduct

The business of psychology is to explain conduct, and not
to judge it either by justifying it or by condemning it; to
justify or to condemn is the business of ethics. By explain-
ing an action, we mean the sctting forth of its relations to
other facts connected with it, and particularly to those mental
processes which precede the action in the mind of the person
doing it. We may say that thesc antecedent mental Processes
cause the action, so long as we remember that the causation
by which mental processes produce bodily actions is likel
to be somewhat different from the causation by which the
physical events studied in physics and chemistry prodyce
later physical events. While psychology cannot Justify of
condemn actions, it appears reasgnable to think that (he
psychological explanation of an action may affect our ethica]
judgement of them; a simple example would be the weaker
condemnation given to an act of violence when it is known
that this was done after great provocation. This is the
truth expressed in the French proverb,! ‘Tout comprendre
c’est tout pardonner’, although this tells only one side of (he
story. A [uller knowledge of the psychological factors in an
action may sometimes increase rather than lessen our cop.
demnation; telling lies with malicious intent is certainly
worse than lying in ignorance.

There seem to be in our minds four types of mental process
determining our conduct, and two of these are more importans
than the others for ethics. (a2) There is a tendency in some
ideas, perhaps in all ideas, to produce movements directly
or automatically, and this is called the ideo-motor tendency
The thought of the cold wind blowing in at the door of m)

1*To understand all is to forgive all.
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study may make me rise automatically and move towards
the door in order to shut it, without there being any conscious
desire in my mind to do so. Indeed, the moment that I
realize what I am doing, I may stop moving towards the door
because I am now aware that I really desire fresh air more
strongly than I desire greater warmth. Some psychologists
think this ideo-motor tendency to be a basic principle of
conation; others think that therc is no such tendency at all,
and that what we really have in our minds is a dim awareness
of an intended result (such as grcater warmth) confused with
an anticipatory image of the means needed to produce that
result (such as rising and closing the door). In this case the
ideo-motor action is merely a desired and intended action
that has become more or less habitual and unconscious by
means of repetition. In any case, in so far as the ideo-motor
action is automatic, it tends to be involuntary; it is only
when conscious desire affects the action, as in my conscious
desire for fresh air in the example, that the ideo-motor action
becomes a voluntary action and so within the sphere of ethics.
There is, however, one way in which the ideo-motor tendency,
if there really be such a tendency, is important for the moral
life. If ideas tend to realize themselves in actions, it is im-
portant for a man to have the right kind of ideas in his mind.
This is the basis of St. Paul’s exhortation, ‘Whatsoever things
are true, whatsoever things are honest, whatsoever things
are just, whatsoever 'things are pure, whatsogver things are
lovely, whatsoever things are pf good report, if there be any
virtue, and if there be any praise, think on these things.’*

(b) We act most commonly because of our desires. . We are
hungry and desire food and so we eat; we are curious and
desire knowledge and so we study. Desire is itself a developed
mental process and, in view of its importance in moral action,
it will be more fully considered in the next section.

(c) We may act because of unconscious mental tendencies.
These arc sometimes regarded as unconscious desires or wishes,
which lead to action very much in the way that conscious
desires or wishes do. We may mean by an unconscious
desire, a desire which we have difficulty in observing in our
minds or attending to, and in this casc the word ‘desire’ is

1 Philippians iv. 8.

(5
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appropriate, but the desire is not altogether unconscious.
Such desires differ from fully conscious desires in another
way; they are generally less controlled by ourselves and less
influenced by the conventions of society, so that the phrase
‘unconscious desire’ suggests some primeval urge like that
of sex. Whether such half-conscious urges should be regarded
as desires or as unconscious mental tendencies, there certainly
appears to be an unconscious regulation of our behaviour
by factors in our mind; the movements of the slcep-walker
are not determined by conscious desire, but they are in all
probability determined by some cause within the mind.
In so far as actions are produced by unconscious mental
tendencies they are involuntary; it is the possibility of modify-
ing them by conscious desire, even if it be the desire to be
psycho-analysed, that gives them any degree of voluntariness
they have, and so brings them into the consideration of ethics.
As in the case of the ideo-motor tendency it is the possibility
of desire intervening that alone makes the actions possible
objects of moral judgements.

(d) We may act from a ‘sense of duty’ and to do so g
usually regarded as the outstanding form of moral action
Many psychologists hold that the sense of duty is Simpl);
one of our many desires, a complicated one certainly, byt
not for that reason of a different kind psychologically from
the others; in this case our analysis of desire generally win
include this special form of desire. Others hold that here
we have a new determining tendency, which is often labelled
‘conscience’, and this we shall study psychologically in our
fourth chapter.

§2. The Nature of Desire

Desires depend on certain tendencies of our human nature
which may be classified as (a) organic needs, (b) instinets and
(c) general innate tendencies.

(a) Organic needs or wants are those human tendencies which
are necessary for the continued existence and normal develop-
ment of the body. We human beings share such needs with
the lower animals and even with plants, for plants need food,
moisture and air just as we do. In the case of plants and of
at least the lower forms of animal life, such needs are probably
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unconscious, and there are some cases where a need may be
unconscious in a human being. In a state of illness the body
may be in need of nourishment, but the patient may not feel
hungry and so may be unaware that he is really needing food.
Consciousness of such an organic need is called an appetite.
In an appetite, as contrasted with the desire which is the normal
development of an appetite in human beings, the craving is
vague and not directed to any particular object. The most
prominont feature of consciousness in an appetite is the strong
unpleasantness of the appetite remaining unsatisfied and the
pleasantness accompanying its satisfaction. The word
‘appetite’, like so many other psychological terms, is used
ambiguously in common speech. Sometimes it merely
points to the organic sensations which accompany an organic
need, without implying any conative tendency or striving to
satisfy the need ; when we refer to hunger and thirst as appetites
we sometimes merely refer to their organic sensations. Some-
times the word ‘appetite’ is used for desires that are fully
conscious and for desires which are based on instincts as'well
as those based on organic need ; we refer to the sexual appetite,
although this is based on an instinct rather than an organic
need, as it has just been defined. In psychology it is best to
keep the word appetite for a strongly affective craving where
there is no clear consciousness of the object satisfying the
craving.

(b) McDougall defines an instinct as an inherited or innate
psycho-physical disposition which determines its possessor to
perceive and to pay attention to objects of a certain class, to
experience an emotional excitement of a particular quality on
perceiving such an object, and to act in regard to it in a
particular manner, or at least to experience an impulse to such
action.! The instinct of flight may be taken as an example;
a man or one of the higher animals tends to perceive and to
pay attention to a strange loud noise, to experience the
emotion of fear on hearing it, and to run away from it or at
least to feel an impulse to do so. Common speech does not
put the same emphasis on the cognitive and particularly on the
emotional sides of an instinct as McDougall does; we would
still call the action of an animal in running away from a

¥ McDougall: Social Psychology, Ch. 2, p. 29.
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strange noise instinctive even although we believed perception
and attention (in the senses in which we use these terms of
human activities) to be absent, and even although we be-
lieved the animal to be without conscious fear. The inherited
disposition to act in a certain fixed way would be enough to
make the action instinctive. In our human instinctive actions,
there is probably always some consciousness of what we are
doing, although this consciousness may vary from a dim
craving very like that of an appetite to a clear purpose; the
sex instinct is at work both in the vague restlessness of the boy
reaching puberty and in the clear resolve of a man to win a
certain woman as his mate. McDougall arranges the prin-
cipal human instincts in this way: (i) the instinct of flight,
(ii) the instinct of repulsion, (iii) the instinct of curiosity,
(iv) the instinct of pugnacity, (v) the instincts of self-assertion
and self-abasement, (vi) the parental instinct, (vii) the sex
instinct, (viii) the gregarious imstinct, (ix) the instinet of
acquisition and (x) the instinct of construction!.
suppose that this list is complete, or tl:nat other Psychologists
may not make a different and better list. What is Certain is
that there are inborn in our human nature certain tendencies
to actions of different types, which appear either at birty or
at a later stage of normal development. These instincts
probably all serve to preserve and protect the human organism
or at least the human race, but, in experiencing an instinctive
tendency, the individual is generally quite unconscious of
this service. Under the influence of the gregarious instinct
a man wants company; he does not consciously want the
preservation of his life which may be the natural outcome of
his gregarious tendencies. If an instinct has a biological
purpose, that purpose is not the conscious purpose of the
individual concerned; it may be a purpose of God or nature
but that is a matter for theology or metaphysics and not for
psychology. Instincts are not mental processes or bodily
activities which we can observe; they are dispositions to
action, and the only way we can know of them is through the
actions they produce. We know nothing whatever of their
own nature, for they belong not to the order of scientific
phenomena like desires and movements; they belong to the
1 McDougall: op. cit., Ch. 3.

We need not
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order of scientific hypotheses or assumptions like atoms in
chemistry or the unconscious in psychology. (c) The general
innate tendencies differ from the instincts in not being charac-
terized by one particular feeling state or by 2 tendency to one
particular mode of action. The kinds of action in which
one general innate tendency may express itself are indefinitely
variable. According to McDougall,? these include sympathy
or the tendency to share the emotions of which we observe the
expressions in others, suggestibility or the tendency to accept
beliefs from others in the absence of logically adequate grounds
for their acceptance, and imitation or the tendency of one
individual to copy the movements and activities of another.
Other general innate tendencies are the tendency to play
and the tendency to form habits (that is the tendency for any
action to be repeated more readily in virtue of its having
occurred before). From the point of view of ethics, there are
no important differences between the general innate tendencies
and the instincts; the first three which we have mentioned,
sympathy, suggestibility and imitation, are all bound up with
the gregarious instinct.

In human beings at any rate there may be a less or greater
consciousness of any one of these tendencies, appetites, in-
stincts and general innate tendencies, and of the activity in
which it will find satisfaction. We call this consciousness
impulse or desire, and the word ‘desire’ implies 2 more definite
consciousness than the word ‘impulse’. In impulse there is a
consciCus tendency to some activity, but there need not be the
clear picture in the mind of the satisfaction to be gained
from the activity that we find in the more developed forms of
desire; and, as we shall see later, desires are not commonly
isolated but tend to be affected by other desires, while impulses
remain more or less isolated conscious tendencies to action.
The isolated impulse in the developed mind may take the
form of an impulse to do some morally good action, and this
impulse may in some cases be opposed to the general tendency
of the desires of the agent. In such circumstances a person
may even say that he had an impulse to do a right action,
and that he was wrong to have acted differently. In such a
case he may be referring to an intuition of the rightness of the

! McDougall: op. cit., Ch. 4.
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action, rather than to an impulse, this intuition resembling
an impulse in its arousing a tendency to action and in its
being isolated from the main stream of ideas. We may
define a desire as the conscious tendency to attain an object
or to engage in an activity which may satisfy a particular want
or fulfil a particular tendency of the agent. When a manisin
want of food, he has the appetite of hunger, and he desires
to eat food. When a man is thwarted in some activity in
which he is engaged, his instinct of pugnacity is aroused and
he desires to fight with and overcome the person thwarting
his activity. The difference of a desire from an appetite or
an instinctive craving is that it is directed towards a definite
object and is more fully conscious. It is because of this fuller
consciousness that a desire in its more developed forms
becomes something more than a mere conscious need of some
object ; it becornes a conscious want that we still have in the
light of our other conscious desires. The pious Moham-
madan is almost certain to feel the appetite of hunger during
Ramadhan, the month of fasting, but he may attain a stage
where, in spite of his natural hunger, he cannot be said to have
the desire to eat. The civilized man’s desire for food djffers
from that of the animal or savage just in this respect that it is
a desire modified by the influence of other desires, but sti]l
holding.

At the time we attain the object of a desire, this attainment
is normally accompanied by a feeling of pleasantness in our
minds, and so the thought of attaining the object will ndturally
share in the same feeling of pleasantness. When we desire
we anticipate pleasure in the satisfaction of the desire, and so
a pleasant feeling may come to be associated with the desire ;
the desire for a holiday may seem to be pleasant because of
the anticipated pleasantness of the actual enjoyment of the
holiday being associated with the desire. But the desire
itself, abstracted from the prospect of its atlainrent, may vary
greatly in its fecling tone according to its intensity and its
circumstances. Intense hunger, for example, is always
painful, but most people seem to find a stimulation of sexual
desire pleasant even with no prospect of its satisfaction; this
at any rate seems the most likely explanation of the pleasant-
ness of certain items in cinema and music-hall programmes,
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although some part may be played by the pleasantness of a
satisfaction of the desire in imagination or fantasy. In any
case it does not appear to be the pleasantness of the actual
desire itself which impels the possessor of the desire towards
activity, as some rather crude psychologies have suggested;
the pleasantness or unpleasantness accompanying desire varies
far too much for such a simple explanation.

As desires develop, there are various ways in which the
original tendencies to action become more complicated.
(1) The tendencies to action may be aroused by other objects,
or even by ideas of other objects, than those which originally
excited them. A child, for example, who shows the tendency
to flight on hearing a loud noise, will come to show the same
tendency at the sight of an animal or toy repeatedly shown
to it along with the loud noise. Similarly a desire for an
object may develop into a desire for the pleasantness which
regularly accompanies the obtaining of this object. The two
desires are by no means the same. The hungry man desires
food and not merely pleasantness. This can be demonstrated
by offering a hungry man music, which normally gives him
intense pleasantness of feeling, instead of food. (2) The
bodily movements in which our inborn tendencies find satis-
faction may change and become more complicated. The
violent blows by which the instinct of pugnacity expresses
itself in a child change into the veiled threats or the sarcastic
remarks of the grown-up person who has been thwarted by his
rival.”® (3) Several of the innate tendencies may be aroused
at the same time. A complex situation like that of a general
election may arouse instincts of pugnacity, self-assertion,
gregariousness and acquisition all at the same time. (4) A
number of these tendencies may become more or less system-
atically organized around some particular object or idea.
Around the idea of one’s country there come in the individual
tendencies of self-assertion in the form of pride in one’s national
achievements, of self-abasement before the greatness of one’s
country’s past, of pugnacity against its enemies and so on.
It is thus that there is formed the sentiment of patriotism, and
in the developed moral life sentiments have a large place as
moving forces. When such complications take place in full
consciousness, and in conscious desire they tend to do so,
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it is certain that our instinctive tendencies will sometimes
conflict with onc another, and if there is to be any harmony
among our desires, weaker tendencics will have to make way
for stronger ones. There is a tendency for our desires to form
a more or less harmonious system in adult life. In childhood
the conflicts are often avoided by the simple expedient of the
child taking one desire at a time and satisfying it and then
passing on to another, and parental authority often settles
conflicts by a definite command, but most children have at
some time or other conflicts of desire that prevent activity
for a time and find their expression only in an outburst of tears.
It is in the adolescent period, the period of storm and stress,
that conflicts are often most sharp and most bitter. As we
grow up, our desires find their place in a more harmonious
systemn and this tendency is aided by the fact that the emotions
which, according to McDougall, are the central parts of our
instincts, tend also to group themselves in sentiments attached
to particular objects. At first the systems or ‘universes of
desire’ may only include limited ranges ol our desires. In
his business life a man will have one universe of desires with
perhaps the desire to make money as the leading desire in that
universe ; in his Church life, he may be led by a different group
of desires with perhaps the desire to do God’s will as the pre-
dominant mémber of the universe; and during his month’s
summer holiday all the desires at work in his mind at the time
may find a place in a system where the dominating desire is to
get his golf handicap reduced. Sofne people seem td keep
these different universes a good deal apart from one another all
their lives ; 2 man of this sort is very different in his home from
what he is in his business, very diflerent on holiday from what
he is in working lifc. 'With some people, the various universes
of desire become one single system; in Pope’s words, ‘one mas-
ter passion in the breast, like Aaron’s serpent swallows up the
rest.’t This is the man whose whole course of life is deter-
mined by one clear purpose for good or for ill. With most
people however there is no single dominating desire, but, in
the experience of life, the various universes find a place in a
coherent system where they do not too often or too violently
come into conflict with one another.
* Pope: An Essay on Man, Ep. 2, §131.
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When we attend to the conscious desires and the activities to
which they lead, we are apt to speak, as we have been doing,
of the harmonizing taking place among these desires or
activities. It is however the common opinion that this
harmonizing takes place chiefly among the dispositions lead-
ing to desires and actions, that is among the instincts and
innate tendencies. In childhood, these tendencies seem to be
more or less separate from one another, and each may be
aroused to action by its own appropriate stimulus without,
as it were, any reference to the others. In the development
of the mind, our instincts develop into dispoesitions that may
be called sentiments, although the word sentiment has perhaps
100 great a suggestion of emotion for our present purpose.
What we mean here by a sentiment is a developed and
organized tendency to activities of a complicated kind in
response to a particular object to which our mind has certain
emotional attitudes. The sex instinct may be aroused by the
sight or thought of any woman; the sentiment of love is a
permanent attitude to one woman only; and while the sex
instinct is merely the one crude tendency to mate, the senti-
ment of love has in its sphere or ‘universe’ a great variety of
tendencies, dominating, submissive, tender and creative.
Even then the sentiments must in turn form a harmonious
system, and this is what is meant generally by the develop-
ment of character. Character is not something that we are
born with, but something that we acquire by the development
and particularly the harmonizing of our sentiments. The
man with a single universe of dcsires dominant in his mind
is the man of strong character, not necessarily the man of good
character, for the dominant desires may be bad. The man
of weak character is the man without any dominant senti-
ments to control his passing desires so that he is carried away
by the desires of the moment without any consideration of the
other universes of desires in his mind. A man’s character will
make him more sensitive to certain objects and ideas, those
which appeal to his dominant systems of desires, and less
sensitive to others. In thinking over his actions, he will be
affected by the thought of certain consequences rather than
others, for the former will be more akin to the objects of his
dominant desires. What has been already said of instinct is
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true of sentiment and character; these are not activities or
occurrences ; they are dispositions or tendencies to action, and
we only know them through the activities they cause.
Character designates an active disposition, tending to action,
or rather the sum of our tendencies to action so far as these
are united into one harmonious system.

§3. Motive and Intention

A motive may be defined as a conscious mental process which
moves a man to act in a particular way, and with the possible
exception of actions done from a sense of duty, actions done
with a conscious process of willing have as their motives
desires. It is my desire to eat food that moves me to go into
a restaurant and order a meal. In desire itself however there
appear to be two aspects, on the one hand the instinctive
craving or urge fmpelling a man to action, and on the other
hand the end or object at which he is aiming which is said to
tnduce him to the action. The motive which impels a father
to send his son to school may be from one aspect the parental
instinct or parental affection impelling him to do so; from
another aspect it is his aim of giving his son an education that
will secure his full development and enable him to earn his
living that induces the father to do so. It has been very
common among moralists to attend to one of these aspects to
the exclusion of the other, for example to suppose that an
action impelled by a feeling of benevolence is good whatever
the object aimed at, but in every willed action, both aspects
of the motive are involved, and to speak as if one of them
caused the action without the other playing any part is an
abstraction which may lead to a false judgement of the whole
action. There may be lower levels of action where a man is
carried away by feeling and acts blindly without considering
the end or result of his action. Such actions are called
impulsive actions, and they come into the sphere of ethics
because by thinking of the consequences we could have acted
differently.

The consciousness of the consequences of an action varies
from a vague awareness of some object, as when a child runs
from some strange animal towards his mother, to a well-
thought-out plan or policy where a man has a scheme of
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action covering a number of years and thinks of all the possible
consequences of his plan, as when a man accepts an appoint-
ment for a number of years in a foreign country. This whole
willed scheme of action, as anticipated by the doer of it, is
called his intention. It includes as one part of it the aim or
object which has been referred to as the inducement aspect
of the motive, the direct object of the agent’s desire, but the
feeling or emotion impelling the agent to action is not regarded
as part of the intention. If we suppose that the motive which
impels Jones to take an appointment in West Africa is
acquisitiveness, with making money as its conscious object,
the acquisitiveness of Jones is not part of the intention, but
the making of money is the principal part of the intention.
It must be noted, however, that if the motive as a concrete
whole were not present, that is, if Jones lacked the acquisitive-
ness which leads him consciously to desire money, the whole
intention or plan of action would disappear. A man’s in-
tention refers to the outside world, the world of anticipated
results as they are foreseen by the agent; the motive refers to
the state of the agent’s own mind, the spirit in which the
action is done rather than the consequences of the action,
although a fully conscious motive has an aim which indicates
the spirit of the action; the aim of getting money indicates an
acquisitive spirit. In his intention, the agent must plan to do
many things which he has no desire to do. Jones, motivated
by the desire to make money, must have as parts of his in-
tentidn, not only the conscious aim of making money,
although that is likely to loom largest in his mind, but also
the discomforts of an unhealthy climate, the separation from
friends and possible unfitness for employment later in his own
country, none of which he desires at all. Nor can we regard
the othcr parts of the intention simply as related to the motive
in the relation of means to end; Jones certainly puts up with
the disadvantages of employment in West Africa as 2 means
to make money, but the motive is something more; it is
the dominant driving power throughout a scheme of action
determining the spirit of the whole series of activities, render-
ing some consequences of these activities attractive and others
dissatisfying to the doer of the action. The intention, as a
foreseen scheme of action, is capable of almost indefinite
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elaboration, varying with the imagination of the agent and
his knowledge of probable circumstances. Some of the
distinctions made by Mackenzie among the different parts
of intention have their main use in showing the elaborate
nature of intention.! We may distinguish between the
immediate intention and the remote intention of an action.
Two young men may have the same immediate intention of
enlisting in the army, but the one has the remote intention
of earning large sums of money, while the other has the
remote intention of sacrificing his career for the welfare of his
country. We may again distinguish between the ‘direct’
intention of an act, which is the aim aspect of the motive, as,
for example, Jones’s aim of making money, and the ‘indirect’
intention or undesired consequences which are anticipated,
as, for example, the disadvantages to Jones of life in West
Africa.

Modern psychologists often write of ‘unconscious motives’
to action, and Mackenzie even mentioned ‘unconscious
intention’.? It is more convenient to limit the words
‘motive’ and “intention’ to conscious mental processes. The
new psychology has given us strong reasons to think that
unconscious mental processes play a large part in determining
our actions, and it is evident that our behaviour is not always
fully explained by the motives and intentions consciously
present in our mind. In so far as such determining factors
are unconscious they are outside our control and so not of
direct interest to ethics. The public benefactor may suppose
that the only influence determining his conduct is the con-
scious motive of helping suffering mankind, and he may be
perfectly honest in his supposition, but the modern psychologist
tells us that there may be at work in the benefactor’s mind an
unconscious tendency to dominate his fellow-men.

It is sometimes argued that ‘motives’ cannot be included
among the voluntary activities which are judged in cthical
judgements, because a man cannot change his own motives
or desires. Itis true thatif, at a particular moment, the desire
for food is in a man’s mind, he may not be able therc and then
to replace that désire by another, but none the less, 2 good

! Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk. I, Ch. 2, ii.

¢ Mackenzie : op. cit., p. 49 (6th Edition).
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deal of moral training consists in the development and
modification of motives; the pious Mohammadan, for
example, learns not to desire food during the month of fasting.
When the motive is actually operative in the mind, it may not
be possible to get rid of it on that particular occasion, and
then, by his volition, the agent chooses to carry out or to
refrain from the action to which the motive leads; his choice
will be one factor which either helps or hinders the recurrence
of the particular motive. In the developed character, as we
have already seen, certain motives have become habitually
predominant, and the agent’s own past choices have been
important factors in determining which of his motives have
become master motives.

In his desire to state things simply, the psychologist is apt
to speak as if each action were determined by one single motive
acting by itself, but of course this is almost never the case.
Even in very simple activities, many factors, both conscious
and unconscious, are likely to be at work in the agent’s mind
belore he acts, and to analyse these factors is often a task
beyond the ingenuity of the psychologist. It would be false,
for example, to say that a man’s only motive in seeking a post
with a larger salary is the desire for money. He probably at
the same time wants to assert himself in a wider sphere, to
exercise more widely his social and other gifts, to gain the
companionship of a wife or to give better opportunities to his
children, and these desires are likely to spring from tendencies
other than his acquisitive instinct. ’

A man’s desires, in their office of being motives, often con-
flict with one another. Mackenzie called the desire which
emerges successiul from such a conflict a ‘wish’;! but, in
common speech, ‘wish’ and ‘desire’ have much the same
meaning. A man desires both to make money for himself
and to engage in some public service, which implies self-
sacrifice, and at the moment the two desires point to different
lines of action and so are in conflict with one another, Now
each of these desires belongs to a larger system or universe of
desires. The desire of the man to make money may have
associated in the same universe with it the desire to give ease
to his wife, to make a good provision for his children, and to

! Mackenzie: Manual of Ethics, Book I, Ch. 1, p. 7.
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display his superiority over his business rivals. The desire
of the man for self-sacrificing service may have associated in
the same universe with it the desire to help others, the desire
to show himsell of superior character, the dcsire to give
pleasure to those whose opinion he values, the desire for social
reform and the desire to do the will of God. It is this fact that
makes the statement, that the strongest motive always wins,
meaningless, for the strongest motive may mean the sirongest
single motive (which perhaps never occurs alone), or the
motive belonging to the strongest universe of desires. Indeed,
as we shall suggest in the next section, in a delilierate action,
the winning motive does not only bring to its aid the strongest
universe of desire; it has, in some way or other, now got on
its side the mind or character as a whole, and the accom-
plishment of this is what is commonly called willing.

§4. The Process of Willing

In an impulsive action, such as the sudden striking of his
opponent by a man in a rage, the strongest desire of the
moment directly determines the action. In the case of
deliberate action there is a process of choice or willing between
the desire and the action. Deliberation and choice occur
when two desires conflict; in the case of the man consciously
striving to do what is right there may be two obligations
which he desires to fulfil that cannot both be fulfilled at the
same time, or there may be a strong desire that is in conflict
with the desire to do his duty. The choice itself is a coriative
process, which is commonly preceded by the intellectual act
of making 2 judgement or series of judgements; it is when
there is 2 series of judgements that we use the word delibera-
tion. In making a choice we arc not mercly judging which of
our desires is the strongest, for to do so would often be a
piece of introspective analysis which is beyond the capacity
of the ordinary man or even of the skilled psychologist. What
we appear more commonly to be judging is that the result of
the action motivated by one desire in our mind is more
attractive than the result of an action motivated by another
desire in our mind. The injured man, for example, may
deliberately control his impulse to strike his enemy because
he sees that the result of his doing so would be an advantage
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to his enemy, while the giving of a soft answer would have the
more attractive result of an advantage to himself. From
another point of view choice cannot be merely another name
for desiring more strongly, for choice always implies a second
step, which desiring alone does not imply. This step is to
make up our minds to set about attaining one particular end
among those that seem desirable to our mind at the moment.
This means that we resolve to take whatever means are neces-
sary to reach the desired end. After this, we have to take the
further step of discovering by deliberation what particular
means are most desirable for attaining the end chosen, and
we resolve to take these means. And even alter this, we have
still to put out the exertion to take the first step in bringing
these means into action. It would be wrong to suppose that,
in every choice, the chooser deliberately attends to each of these
steps; there are countless varieties of action between impulsive
and fully deliberate actions. All that we can say is that the
chooser can, if he so desire, consciously take each of these
steps.

The first step then in willing is the judgement of the
attractiveness of one end as compared to another, and we may
ask, attractiveness to whom or to what part of the mind?
Our answer will vary with the degree to which the action is
impulsive or the degree to which it is deliberate. In the case
of the purely impulsive action we have already seen that it
is to one isolated desire that the action appeals, and the agent
carries“out the action without making any judgement at all.
In a slightly more complicated case, although one impulse
may dominate the mind, there may still be a choice of means.
The angry man may at the moment seem to have his whole
mind occupied by hostility to his enemy and yet decide that
striking his opponent is not the most attractive form of
action; he can get the better of him more effectively in some
other way. If, however, along with the hostility, other
universes of desire are at work in the man’s mind, the most
attractive result may appear to be one that is not at all attrac-
tive to the one impulse of anger; it may be reconciliation and
co-operation brought about by patient waiting and effort for
mutual forgiveness. It is not the case that the end which is
more attractive to the wider group-of desires is necessarily
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that which is morally better, as some moralists seem to suggest.
The burglar carried away by a strong impulse of pity might
abstain from his crime, but if he lets the larger part of his
character, which we may call his prolessional self, come into
action, he may dccide to go on with the burglary. So willing
appears to be a matter of degrce depending on the extent to
which the whole of an individual’s desires arc involved in the
action. An action is fully a willed action when the whole
character of the doer is involved in it. The essential mark of
volition or willing is that the character or the personality as
a wholc, or, as Laird put it, ‘the controlling organization of
selfhood’ as contrasted with its ‘subordinate incidental
portions’? is thrown upon the side of one motive. One of
these subordinate incidental portions may be responsible for a
particular desire or impulse, but in willing the whole self has
become responsible. What is characteristic of willing is not
the idea being consciously present in our mind that our
whole self is on the side of this action; what makes an act
a willed act is the fact that the self has accepted the action
as its own, whether the sclf has been conscious of doing
50 or not.

The choice of an end is followed by the choice of means to
bring about the desired end. In making this choicc we need
to consider the likelihood with which a particular means will
produce the desired end, the amount of the end that it is
likely to produce because not every amount of the desired end
may be desirable, the attractiveness or unattractiveness of the
means themselves, for 2 means may appear to be so undesir-
able in itself as to lead us to give up the whole plan of action,
and the likelihood of our being able to bring about the means.
Of course the agent does not actually consider all these
factors in every case of choice of means, but it is possible to
consider them all, and, only when the agent does so, can we
say that his choice is fully deliberate. A general, whose
desired end is the total defeat of his enemy, may consider

- aerial bombardment as a means to this defeat, and may ask
these questions about it: ‘Is aerial bombardment likely to
bring about total defeat?’ ‘Will the defeat so produced be
total or partial, so leaving it possible for the enemy to gain
1 Laird: 4 Study in Moral Theory, p. 142.
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some other advantage?’ ‘Is acrial bombardment so un-
desirable in view of its inflicting injuries on civilians as not to
be employed as a means of victory?' “Have we the resources
in aeroplanes, bombs and trained airmen available, so that
it is practicable to use this means of defeating the enemy?’

In our deliberation on means we will discover the first
step to take towards the attainment of the chosen end. People
vary very much in their ability to take thisstep. Some people
scem to find it exiremely difficult to make the necessary self-
exertion required for action to begin, and there is 2 mental
abnormality called ‘abulia’ which is an extreme form of such
difficulty. Other people have a tendency to rush into action
without completing the process of deliberation; they seem to
{ind deliberation irksome and action congenial. It is
characteristic of the man of devcloped good character that
he learns to know the appropriatc amount of deliberation
in any situation, and the right moment at which to make the
necessary self-exertion. 'We shall see later that when we talk
of action in ethics it is generally this self-exertion that we
mean; thc outward movements produced by this self-
exertion arc generally determined to some extent by other
circumstances than our own willing, and so arc less suitable
as objects of our moral judgements.

§5. Psychological Hedonism

A theory of psychology that has had a great influence on
cthical® thought is the view that the sole object of human
desire is pleasure.  Men may appear to seck such other things
as wealth or learning or virtuous characters, but actually they
arc secking such things as means to getting pleasure. This
theory of psychological hedonism is, we must remember, a
description of human nature learned by empirical observa-
tion and not, like ethical hedonism (with which it has been
often confused), an ethical theory or a statement of what men
ought to seck. It follows that the only way to refute psycho-
Jogical hedonism is to show that therc are some normal human
beings who seek other things than pleasure. It is no. proof
of psychological hedonism to show that there are certain
individuals who do seek pleasure or even that there are certain
individuals, who, when they appear to be sceking other ends

D
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like knowledge, are really seeking them as means to their own
pleasure. What the psychological hedonist needs to show is
that all men in all their activities are secking pleasure and
nothing but pleasure, and few intelligent people will accept
this, however ready they are to admit that many people do so
on many occasions. What must be shown in order to refute
psychological hedonism is that, however many people seek
pleasure, some people on some occasions do not do so. Nor
does it prove psychological hedonism to show that in every
individual there is a natural tendency to seck his own pleasure.
The American realist, Holt, bases this on the physiological fact
that a stimulated part of a body reflexly secks more stimulation
for itself.? It need not be doubted that there is such a funda-
mental tendency in human nature, but what the psychological
hedonist would need to prove is that this is the only tendency
determining human action.

Theoretically there may be three forms of psychological
hedonism, but the first two of these are not at all plausible.
(2) The pleasantness of desire at the moment of desiring may
be the factor which determines action. The desire of a.
starving man for food may be extremely painful and yet be a
desire most likely to produce action. (b) A man always does
what gives him most pleasure at the moment to do. This
might explain the action of the starving man in striving to
get food, but it is obvious that we sometimes do actions which
do not give pleasure at the moment ; for example, we go to the
dentist for the painful business of having a tooth ex.racted.
(c) The motive that determines action is always the desire
for some future pleasure. This is the most reasonable form of
psychological hedonism and the theory that is generally
denoted by this name.

There are, however, several good reasons for considering
psychological hedonism even in this most reasonable form to
be false.

(i) The strongest argument against psychological hedonism
is that from introspection. When we desire, we are not
always consciously desiring pleasure. We may be desiring
food or music or exercise without any thought of the pleasant

Bl H%It, from: Amgrican Philosophy To-day and To-morrow, pp.
187189,
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feeling that their attainment will bring us. It is true that the
satisfaction of our desires for these things is normally accom-
panied by pleasant feeling, so much so that in some cases we
refer to the objects which satisfy our desires as pleasures; we
talk of such things as music and food as the pleasures of life,
and we even refer to the meeting with a friend as a pleasure.
Yet it is evident that what we desire is not merely the pleasant
feeling, but the object arousing it. However much we may
love music and get pleasure from listening to it, music will not
satisfy us if what we desire at the moment is food.

(i) Even in the animal world a mother animal will endure
pain and sacrifice her life for the sake of her young. When
a human mother engages in similar conduct the psychological
hedonist maintains that she does so for the sake of future
pleasure, either so that she may enjoy later the society of her
child or that she may save herself from the painfulness of
remorse, or cven that she may give herself a momentary
thrill of satisfaction over her extreme sacrifice on behalf of her
child. Even if we admit that all human self-sacrifice could
be explained by such explanations, it does not follow that
these are the only possible explanations of it; explanation by
a natural instinct to sacrifice oneself in certain circumstances
would be a still more plausible explanation. To transfer the
explanations given by the psychological hedonist to the animal
world would suggest 2 far higher level of development in the
animal world than we have any scientific grounds for accept-
ing, and it would seem a simpler and more reasonable view
to hold that the aim of the mother, whether animal or human,
is to save her young from danger; the discovery that there is
pleasure even in such self-sacrifice is something which comes
later.

(iii) Maternal self-sacrifice is only one case of what we may
suppose to be a general rule that wants come before sats-
factions. This would appear to be true in the biological
evolution of conduct. Plants and the lower forms of animal
life have needs or wants, for example of air and moisture,
but there is no evidence that they have any consciousness of
these wants or their satisfaction, so that in no sense can they
be said to desire pleasure. From these unconscious wants
there scems to be a gradual development through dim
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appetites to conscious desires, the satisfaction of which is
certainly accompanied by pleasant fecling. The same would
appear to be the order of development in the case of certain
desires in the individual human being. The child seems to
have an innate tendency to imitate the activities of grown-up
people. A boy imitates the grown-up activity ol smoking
and gencrally on the first occasion finds it extremely un-
pleasant, but imitative and self-assertive tendencics cause him
to persist in the activity until it gives him satisfaction. The
psychological hedonist may here argue that the hoy persists
because he argues that grown-up peoplc must find smoking
exceedingly pleasant, but his first unhappy experience would
be sufficient reply to this argument if the boy were influenced
merely by the desire for pleasure, and there were no other
innate tendencies urging him to persist in the activity. Again
an activity like: killing one’s neighbour is in all probability
naturally unpleasant; it is only when 2 man has determined
from motives of cnvy or vengeance to kill his neighbour that
it will give him pleasure to do, so. Therc are certain ex-
periences like the satisfaction of the hodily appetites and the
enjoyment of perceiving beautiful objects which are so univer-
sally pleasant that it is plausible to accept the view of the
psychological hedonist that men desire these experiences for
the sake of the pleasure they give. The other things that give
us pleasure, and there arc many of these in human life without
taking such an extreme example as an angry man killing his
neighbour, depend on our having desired them befcrehand,
and not on their own intrinsic pleasantness.

(iv) An argument which suggests but by no means demon-
strates the falsity of psychological hedonism is known as the
‘paradox of hedonism’.1 Sidgwick pointed out that the best
way to get pleasure is to forget it. The player of a game who
is continually thinking of the enjoyment that he is getting
out of the game will probably miss that enjoyment to a great
extent, while the player who gives all his mind to the playing
and winning of the game gets the fullest enjoyment out of it.
This is one example of a law which has long been known to
psychologists that attending to an affective state so modifies
that state as to lessen or even destroy its pleasant or

1 Sidgwick : The Methods of Ethics, Bk. I, Ch, 4.
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unpleasant quality. Itis possible, however, lor people without
attending all the time to the pleasantness of their experiences
to make the attainment of pleasure their aim, and such people
do get a grcat deal of enjoyment in spite of the paradox of
hedonism. It would be foolish to suppose that because men
aim at other things than pleasure they never aim at pleasure
at all. And the psychological hedonist might arguc that men
are intelligent enough to take the paradox of hedonism into
account in their inevitable pursuit of pleasure. The argu-
ment provided by the paradox of hedonism is that, if psycho-
logical hedonism be true, it is difficult to explain why there
should have been such a strange development as that implied
by the paradox of hedonism. If we accept the other view
that desires may be for many different objects and activities,
then it would be in accordance with what psychology teaches
us about association or conditioning that the desire for pleasure
should neecd frequently to be reinforced by the conscious
desire for the object or activity which originally gave the
particular pleasure. It is to this necessity that the paradox
of hedonism calls attention.

It is this fact of association or conditioning which gives
such plausibility as it has to psychological hedonism. In the
case of hunger, for example, we have a want for nourishment
and the satisfaction of this want is accompanied by strong
pleasantness. When the satisfying of this want has been
repecated many times, and especially when the bodily need of
nourishinent is so regularly supplied as no longer to require
attention, we may come to desire consciously the associated
pleasantness rather than the nourishment, and there is little
doubt that we often eat for the sake of pleasure rather than of
nourishment. This happens most conspicuously in the cases
of eating and drinking and gratifying the sexual instinct, but
it may happen in the case of any desire. Even the philosopher
may come to study for the sake of the pleasure that his studics
give him rather than for the sake of attaining knowledge
which was his original aim. And our motives are in most
cases so complex that in almost every case the desire for
pleasant experience may be one factor in our motive; it is not
the only factor as psychological hedonism alleges.

Our conclusion is that we do not desire things because they
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give us pleasure ; on the contrary, they give us pleasure because
we desire them. The idea of climbing a mountain, for
example, is pleasant only if there is already a desire to do so
in our minds. The fact that we do a thing because we our-
selves desire to do it does not mean that all our desires are
selfish, as psychological hedonists suppose. We may have an
entirely unselfish desire for such an object as our neighbour’s
success, and the satisfaction of that desire may give the un-
selfish man more pleasure than his own promotion. What
makes a man selfish is not the fact that the satisfaction of his
desires gives him pleasure, but the kinds of objects which give
him pleasure and the kinds of desires that he has in his mind.
The well-being of others may be what a man desires most and
what gives him most pleasure, and this is just what we mean
by calling the man unselfish.

§6. Reason as Motive to Action

Aristotle? held that the end or aim of the willing process is
always set by our desires, and that the work of reason is to
deliberate about means and not ends. Similarly the Scottish
philosopher, Hume, argued that ‘reason is and ought only
to be the slave of the passions’.? The ends or objects that we
seek are, -according to this view, determined only by our
desires and the business of reason or the cognitive part of
mind is merely to determine the best means for satisfying these

_desires. Psychological hedonists are bound to hold this view;
pleasure is the only object at which we can aim, and so reason
and intelligence can only be used to guide us in the most
efficient ways of getting pleasurc. It appears to be one of the
limitations of the scheme of instincts taught by McDougall
and ‘other modern psychologists that their theory suggests a
similar function for the intellect. The ends at which we aim

-are determined by our innate tendencies or instincts; reason
assists us in discovering the best means for the attainmient of
these ends.

Certain considerations suggest that this view is false and
that reason has some part to play as a motive to action. (i)
Among our innate tendencies there is in man at any rate the

1 Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. VI, Ch. 2 (11392a).

2 Hume: Treatise on Human Nature, Bk, 11, P1. 111, Ch. 3.
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desire to be consistent and to avoid contradiction—what we
may call the desire to be rational. This desire seems to
play a very important part in the development from the
isolated instincts of the child to the unifi¢d consistent character
of the fully developed man, and it is likely to play some part
in any fairly complex motive. The burglar, who is disturbed
by a pang of pity while 10bbing a safe, is likely to pull himself
together with the argument that it is foolish to be carried away
by ‘sentiment’ and that it is reasonable to stick to his pro-
fessional activities. (ii) It has already been shown that in a
consciously willed action, judgements are made as to the
attractivencss of one end as compared with another. Even
if we allow that the main factor in determining attractiveness
is the appeal of the end to one or more of our instinctive
tendencies, - yet the making of a judgement is primarily a
cognitive process in which reason does play some part. There
are, of course, voluntary actions like habitual or even reflex
movements where there is no conscious willing with its implied
judgements, and in these cases there may be no question of
reason serving as a motive. (iii) In the developed character
it is impossible to isolate the cognitive, affective and conative
aspects of mind. In determining an action the mind works
as a unity, and it would be a false abstraction to suppose that
the affective and conative aspects of mind determine an
action without any reference to the cognitive or rational
aspects of mind. (iv) Reasoning, even the abstract kind of
reasorifng that we use in philosophical study, may suggest-a
course of action, and to that extent be a determining factor
in action. The student of economics, for example, may in his
purely intellectual investigation frame theories which suggest
possible plans of action. It is true that something more may
be needed before these plans are actually carried into effect,
such as a desire for increased national wealth or the dislike of
sone economic evil, causing pain to the economist’s mind,
but no one can deny that, in producing the consequent
activity, abstract economic reasoning has been one factor.
Hume himself admitted that reflection may arouse a desire
by causing us to think about some desirable thing? (as when
a student of ancient history has suggested to him by his
Y Hume: Treatise on Human Nature, Bk. 111, Pt. I, Ch. 1.
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historical studies the desirability of visiting Greece), and that
reflection may sometimes weaken a desire by showing us the
worthlessness of the objects of that desire (as when religious
contemplation weakens our worldly ambitions). (v) It is
likely that those who hold that 1cason always dcals with
means confine reason to logical inference, either of the deduc-
tive or the inductive variety. In that casc it certainly would
be difficult to suppose that reason could tell us the end or
objects at which we should aim. There are, however, two
other possible functions of reason.!  (a) Reason may provide
the mind with what are called a friori concepts, that is,
notions which are not learned by experience but are in some
way or other given by the mind'itsell. Many pcople hold for
example that the idea that we ought to do a ceriain action is
such an a priori concept and that such a notion, apart from
any desire to do the action, impels us to do it. () Reason
has the function of intuitive induction, that is, the function
of seeing the universal rule involved in particular instances
without the methods of experiment and hypothesis which are
analysed by inductive logic; the seeing of the universal prin-
ciple is direct and intuitive. Moralists may hold that reason
can so discover not merely laws as to what does happen, but
laws as to what ought to happen, and these may serve as
motives determining our conduct. (vi) Introspection suggests
that we are able to suspend our judgement, so that when in
the course of deliberation an activity is judged to be the most
attractive, it is possible to delay action until the relective
part of our mind has attended to other considerations which
may influence our judgement. The man who has written an
angry letter, however attractive the sending of it may be, may
leave it in his desk until the next morning, and by that time
rational considerations will have made the sending of it less
attractive. Similarly reasonable ideas do seem to have the
power of driving unprofitable ideas from the mind, and the
result will be that a diflerent course of action will appear more
attractive.

The importance of this discussion for ethics is that it leaves
open the possibility that our actions may be determined by a
‘sense of duty’ or by conscience, or even by an understanding

1 Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 105.
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of the principles of ethics. It has indeed been suggested that,
for the good life, reason should be the only motive determin-
ing our actions. Socrates, the founder of Western philosophy,
maintained that knowledge is virtue, as if a clear understand-
ing of what is good would inevitably overcome all other
tendencies to action and so lead to right conduct. It seemsa
truer observation of human nature to say that often we see
the better but [ollow the worse. We shall however leave the
psychology of the moral judgement to our fourth chapter; for
the present, we have established that reason may have some
place in determining the ends at which we aim and our
actions leading to them.

§7. The Frecdom of the Will

Modern psychology, particularly in the wwo schools of
behaviourism and psycho-analysis, tends to teach that human
activities are ‘entircly determined by events taking place
beforchand, just as physical science seems to teach that events
in the physical world are completely determined by ante-
cedent physical events. It is often held that. such a view
denies the [reedom of the will and leaves no place for the science
of ethics. It certainly appears to leave very little scope for
the moralizer. It would be absurd to tell anyone that he
ought to do a certain action at a particular moment when
previous events have already made it inevitable that he is to
do another action at this moment. The moralizer’s only
justifization can then be that his exhortation is a new ante-
cedent event so powerful as to cause a change in the course of
events. Even if we accept the view that our actions are
completely determined by antecedent causes, it may be
possible to continue making ethical judgements very much in
the way that we make judgements about the beauty or ugli-
ness >f natural scenery or about the ‘goodness’ or ‘badness’
of different kinds of motor engines. What would seem in-
appropriate in the case of conduct so inevitably determined by
preceding events would be to praise or blame those engaged
in such conduct. As a matter of fact the scientific student of
ethics has always been more careful than either the ordinary
man or the moralizer in bestowing praise and blame. Even
if conduct be completely determined, we can still judge conduct
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to be good or bad; only our judgements will be different
in nature from what they are commonly thought to be, for
they will be of the same kind as the judgements we pass on
good or bad machines. Ethics will become a different
science, but it will not be an impossible science. The argu-
ment sometimes used that man’s will must be free if we are
to make any moral judgements at all about his conduct, is not
valid. All that the determinist vicw implics is that our
moral judgements are different from what,most people think
them to be, but this is probably true in any case, for the
scientific view of the moral judgement is very different from
the common view. As a matter of fact, in common speech
we still call a man good although we may belicve that his
goodness is largely due to a good heredity and a good up-
bringing.
There are two views on the causation of our actions which
are obviously false. (a) The view of fatalism holds that our
choices make no difference whatever to events in the outside
world. It is a matter of common observation that our choices
do make differences in the outside world. If in an airport I
choose to enter an aeroplane bound for America the objective
result will be different from what it will be if I choose to enter
an aeroplane bound for Australia. If it is true that our
actions are always determined by preceding events it is by
these events affecting our choices not by their changing our
actions and their results in spite of our choices. (b) The other
false -view is that our actions are determined directly and
entirely by causes outside our own bodies. This is not even
true of causation in the physical world. The effects of a bomb
will depend not only on the nature and explosive force of the
bomb but on the materials of which the building is made and
on the way in which they have been put together. The sight
of the door of the public-house produces very different effects
in the habitual drunkard and in the temperance reformer; it
‘causes’ the drunkard to go in and have a drink, while it
‘causes’ the temperance reformer to pass by on the other side
with a strong feeling of revulsion. When one Indian leader
said recenty of another that his mind was enslaved by British
domination, he evidently thought that British domination
had not had the same effect on his own mind, because his
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own mind had a different constitution from that of his
political rival. If there be such a thing as free choice it
would appear to consist in a man being able to choose which
of his outside circumstances will determine his conduct. If,
on the other hand, the actions of 2 man are entirely deter-
mined by preceding events, these events must include events
inside the agent as well as outside events; in other words, a
man’s actions must be determined by his character as well as
by his circumstances. It must be remembered, however, that
even for the strongest believer in free will outside circumstances
are stillrelevant for conduct. The man whoignores outside cir-
cumstances in his actions so as to attempt to walk across a deep
river is showing himself to be 2 madman and not a freec man.

The real point under debate is whether our actions are
determined by invariable antecedents so that any difference
in our action would necessarily imply some difference in the
antecedent events, or whether somewhere in the chain of
antecedents there is an event that cannot be traced to a cause
or an event the cause of which might have been followed by
some other effect than that which actually occurs. In the
former case a person with a complete knowledge of the pre-
ceding events would always be able to predict what an agent
will do on a particular occasion; in the latter case no such
certain prediction is even theoretically possible. The former
view is called determinism and maintains that the law of
causation holds in the case of human actions just as it does in
the @ase of physical events. Sir David Ross expresses the law
of causation thus: ‘For every variation between two events
there must be some variation between the antecedent cir-
cumstances, without which the variation between the events
would not have taken place.’”! The latter view is called
indeterminism, which maintains that a motive to a human
action or some part of it may come into existence at the
moment of willing, which is not the necessary result of any-
thing that has been in existence before. The only reasonable
form of determinism is that which holds that our actions are
directly determined not only by causes outside our bodies,
but by causes within the body, in particular by what we have
called our characters. This is called self-determinism.

1'W. D. Ross: Foundations of Ethics, p. 214.
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The following ave the chief arguments in favour of self-
determinism :! S

(2) The modern scientific outlook implics determinism in
the physical world and when this outlook has been adopted
by the psychologist in bechaviourism and psycho-analysis,
a similar, although hardly an identical, determinism has
been found there.  Or in simpler words, science requires that
events can be explained in terms of previous cvents, and if
this is not true in the case of mind then the scientific study of
mind is not possible. Modern discoverics in physics, while
they do not show that there is indeterminism in the physical
world as they are sumetimes alieged to do, do show that
even in the physical world causation is more complicated than
the ordinary man imagines and, to that extent, they leave
possibilities, both in the physical and mental world, of causa-~
tion being very different from that suggested by the simple
view that the same cause always produces the same cffect.
In any case the argument by analogy between physical
causation and mental causation like all other arguments by
analogy is not a reliable argument. Morcover, most deter-
minists would admit that causation in the mental world is
very diflcrent from that in the physical world. To take one
difference as an example, when several forces are at work
together in the physical world, there is a law by which these
forces are combined, so that in the efect producced each cause
at work plays its part. On the other hand, when a number of
conflicting motives affect the mind, we have no psycho-
logical law to tell us what exacily will be the effect produced,
but it appears that by the act of choice some of the motives
concerned lose all power of producing any efect, so that the
effect is the result of some of the motives and not of a com-
bination of them all. When I decide to study philosophy
instead of cconomics my previously strong desire to study
economics scems now quite inoperative and has almost no
part in determining my course of study. What modern
science suggests is that, if causation be universal, it has many
different forms so that human actions may be determined by
antecedent cvents in a very diflerent way from that in which

! Many of the lollowing arguments for sclf-determinism and in-
determinism occur in Laird : A Study in Moral Theory, Ch. 8.



The Psychology of Moral Action 51

physical cvents are dctermined. Indeed, the dcterminist
may go on to say that, when the ordinary man talks of ‘free
will’, he is merely deseribing a type of causation where the
causes at work are predominantly inside the agent and where
the agent is conscious of these causes at work within himself.
According to this view a man is not free when he is carried
away by an impulse, as when the sight of his enemy makes
him strike impulsively; he is only free when his action is
determined by the inner tendencies of his being as a whole,
as in the deliberate choice to study philosophy instead of
economics. In reality both actions are determined; but the
impulsive action is determined chiefly by the outside stimulus,
while the deliberate action is determined by the inner character
of the agent.

(b) In the physical world we connect }he determination of
events by antccedent causes with the ability to predict events;
when a meteorologist foretells the weather accurately we
believe that the weather is determined by antecedent causes
and that the meteorologist knows these causes. The fact
that we are able to tell what is going to happen shows that
we know that these future events are causally connected with
events that have already taken place. Now in the case of
mental events, while it is difficult to predict what a person of
undeveloped character will do in any situation, we can and
do predict with fair accuracy what a man of stable, developed
character will do. We say that we can depend upon such a
man“acting in a certain way in a certain situation. This
would suggest that the conduct of the man of developed
character, to whom we are ordinarily most ready to attri-
bute free will, is more determined than the conduct of the
impulsive child or undeveloped character. According
to self-determinism, his conduct is determined by the inner
conditions of his own character rather than by outside
circumstances, and as the inner conditions of character
change less from time to time than the outside circumstances,
so the conduct of the man of developed character is more
predictable.

(c) It has been argued that if an dction or a motive leading
to an action has no cause, then the person doing the action
cannot be regarded as responsible for it. If at a particular
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moment I can indifferently do either of two actions, the action
that I do has no moral significance, for it is not the result of
anything in my character; the other action might have taken
place just as readily. The action or motive has appeared
spontaneously and nothing that the agent could have done
would have prevented its appearance. This view actually
suggests that it is not seclf-determinism but indetermiinism
which would deny all possibility of moral responsibility.
Morality demands that our actions should issue from a con.
tinuous character or a permanent self,
The following arguments have been used in favour of in-
determinism :

(a) We all know directly after we have done an action that
we could have acted differently from what we actually have
done. Alter having taken a book from my shelf I know that
I could have taken another book. This intuition of freedom
is universal and so deserves serious consideration, but it is
possible that it may be mistaken. The feeling of remorse
or regret over past actions also seems to imply the know-
ledge that we could have acted differently, but here again we
may be deceived as to our capacities. People often imagine
that in other circumstances they could have done things
which they have failed to do, but the student of human nature
generally disbelieves them. For example, a man says con-
fidently that he would have made a greater success of another
profession than he has made of his own, but those who know
him best realize that he would have had the same lack of
success elsewhere. Similarly our belief in our freedom of
choice may be a false belief.

(b) The argument that without free will morality and moral
theory would be impossible has alrcady been referred to.
What is true is that praisc and blame, at least in the ordinary
sense of these words, would not be justified. Qur praise would
become an expression of admiration much in the way that
we may express our admiration of the beauties of nature.
Some people have argued that without freedom of choice
punishment can never be justified, but this does not seem to
be correct.  When we allow pain in operative surgery to cure
diseases which most people believe to be determined by
natural causes, it does not seemn unreasonable to allow pain
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to be used in the curing of criminal tendencies, even if they
involve no free choice.

(c) It has been argued that the knowledge that our conduct
is determined by causes over which we have no control
provides no inducement for moral effort and so morality
is likely to suffer. Historically this does not seem to have
been the case. The early Mohammadans, and the Calvinists
among Christians, whose determinism almost approached
fatalism, were men of strong moral purpose in practical life.
To regard good conduct as inevitably necessitated by God’s
decrees may actually strengthen the purpose to carry out that
conduct, and the inspiring effect of the idea that this conduct
is God’s appointed conduct may be stronger than the
paralysing effect of the idea that man of himself can do
nothing.

(d) It may be argued that determinism gives no hope for
the future as it admits of no real change in the universe, of
nothing really new. It is possible, however, that the law of
determinism is a law of inevitable progress, and it was in this
way that the determinists of the nineteenth century regarded it.

(e) However much we may be able to predict the actions of
a developed character we can never be quite sure about them.
This is not due merely to our lack of complete knowledge of
the characters and circumstances of others, for we would
deeply resent other people maintaining that with such com-
plete knowledge they would be able to tell exactly what we
ourselves would do. This, in fact, takes us back to our first
and strongest argument that we have an intuition of our own
{reedom.

These arguments are not decisive in favour of either self-
determinism or indeterminism. If our actions are deter-
mined by antecedent causes it is a causation of a very different
kind from anything that we know in the physical world. Some
of the factors that make it different are (i) the presence of the
activity of choice, a kind of event that is unknown in the
physical world, (ii) the presence of the activity of setting
oneself to do an action, again a kind of event unknown in the
physical world, and (iii) the fact that the thought of what is
right or our duty may be one cause determining our actions.
Those who believe in the freedom of the will do not deny that
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our actions are limited, and to that extent determined, by
conditions both internal and external. No onc supposes that
a man with no knowledge of Russian in his own mind is free
to talk with an inhabitant of Russia in the latl'cr’s own
language, and gravitation sees to it that we do not jump un-
aided to the moon, even if we were foolish enough to wish to
do so. Professor Broad suggests that the ultimate properties
of a substance or those in respect of which the substance
cannot change confine the states of that substance within
narrow limits, but within these limits there'is a certain amount
of free play.! The believer in fice will appears to hold that
the ultimate substance of mind is of a kind that allows a rather
larger [ree play to its states or processes than do most physical
substances. The question of frecdom is not whether mind
acts on the body or not; both dclerminists and indeterminists
would admit commenly that there is causation of the deter-
minist kind between mind and body il they accept the common
view of interactionisin. Accordingly, the question is whether
mental processes, and particularly the process of sctting one-
self to action, are determined or not. The point of view of the
outside observer in psychology (as in other scicnces) confines
him to the observation of outside causes producing effects'on
the character of the subject whom he is observing. From the
nature of the case he never can observe a sclf which acts
causally and yet is not determined in its actions by causes
which may now be a part of the character of the subject but
originally were produced by outside causes either 4n the
heredity or the environment of the subject. Professor C. A.
Campbell has suggested that there is also an inner stand-
point, and in it we do definitcly give 1 meaning 1o a causation
by the self as distinguished from the character of the sclf,
determined as it is by heredity and environment and of course
by past ‘self-causations’.? Inamoment of temptation, we know
that we need not take the line of least resistance, that is the
line our character would lead us to take; by an act of willing
the self can decide how far our character shall determine the
action.' There does appear to be something more in the
determination of our actions than the various tendencies of
! Proc. Arist, Soc. : Indeterminism, Formalism and Value, p. 144/
2 C. A. Campbell: In Defence of Free Will.
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our character and the outside causes affecting us at the time
of the action, even if we hold with thc self-determinists that
the various tendencies are united in a single mind or self,
which is regarded by them as the real determinant of our
actions. ‘This something more may be the [ree play which
Professor Broad suggests to be a characteristic of mental
substance or it may be the self which Professor Campbell
regards as something in some way separable from the
character. Self-determinism goes very far to cxplain what
is commonly known as the freedom of the will, but it does not
go far cnough, for it does not explain the conscious resistance
to the determined tendencies of our character, The rival
hypotheses can, however, hardly be rfagarded as more than
confessions of ignorance, and the moralist still awaits a theory
of willing which will provide a satisfactory psychological
basis for a theory of ethics.



Chapter III
THE DEVELOPMENT OF MORALITY

§1.  Levels of Development

We may distinguish between three stages in the develop-
ment of morality : (a) the level of instinct, in which the conduct
that appears right to the agent is the conduct determined by
his fundamental needs and instincts—the innate tendencies
described by McDougall; (b) the level of custom, in which
the conduct that appears right to the agent is conduct in
accordance with the customs of the group to which he belongs;
and (c) the level of conscience, in which the conduct that
appears right to the agent is that approved by his own in-
dividual judgement of what is right and wrong. We have no
sufficient grounds to maintain that the devélopment from one
stage or level to another is a historical development. The
most primitive societies with which we are acquainted at the
present day show approval of a great deal of conduct that is
in accordance with the custom of the particular society con-
cerned, and there are some matters even in such societies
where the individual judgement secms to provide the stdndatd
of rightness and wrongness. And even in the most advanced
society there will be manifestations of the level of instinct.
When a man ‘sees red’, for the moment the thing that seems to
him the only appropriate thing to do is an act of violence
which is approved neither by the standards of his group nor
by his own reflective judgement when he is in a calmer state
of mind. The most conscientious individual in a modern
society is likely in most matters to follow the customs of his
group without reflection, and only in one or two special

‘matters to adopt deliberately a new standard of his own,
different from that of those around him. We are rather in
this chapter describing a logical order in the development of
the moral judgement, and, in so doing, we are in danger of
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ignoring the many complications to be found in men’s actual
judgements at the different levels of development.

§2. The Level of Instinct

Two apparently contradictory pictures have been given of
man in his most primitive condition. The French philosopher
Rousseau held that man was naturally both free and good,
and that the primitive life of man, free from the artificial
restrictions placed on him by the customs and institutions of
society, was a life of idyllic peace, harmony, goodwill and
happiness. On the other hand, the English philosopher
Hobbes held that natural man sceks only ‘that which pleaseth
him and is delightful to himsell’. Every man feels by nature
that he has a right to all things, and, as all are naturally
acquisitive and ferocious, they are bound to be in a state of
war with one another. The state of nature is intolerable—'no
place for industry because the fruit thereof is uncertain . . . no
arts, no letters, no society, and, which is worst of all, continual
{ear and danger of violent death, and the life of man, solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish and short’.!

In these pictures of primitive human nature, Rousseau is
leaving out certain of the instinctive tendencies which modern
psychologists have found in human nature, such as the in-
stincts of pugnacity, self-assertion and acquisitiveness, while
Hobbes is leaving out others of these tendencies, such as the
gregarious instinct, the parental instinct, which soon becomes
attache@ to other objects than the actual offspring of its
owner, and the general innate tendencies to feel sympathy
with others, to imitatc them and to accept suggestions from
them. Itisin the life of the lower animals that we find a life
nearest to the purely instinctive level, and we may admit that,
in comparison with the life of a cultured human society, the
life of even the most developed animal group is nasty, brutish
and poor. Yet the life of the lower animals is not altogether
an unceasing conflict among competing instincts within an
individual, or a struggle for existence among different
individuals of the same animal species. Thc gregarious
instinct, and the various general tendencies connected with it,
are found in many animal species, and there appears to be a

t Hobbes: Lepiathan, Pt. I, Ch. 13.
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kind of unconscious tendency to harmony among the \{arious
instincts within a single animal organism. Indeed, it is only
when man’s innate tendencies become conscious in the form
of desires that we find those painful conflicts which appear to
be at the basis of our judgements of right and wrong. Rous-
seau seems to have thought that there was an unconscious
harmonizing of the instincts to be found in primitive man,
who may have had a mystical sense of unity with nature that
has been lost both by savages and civilized men in modern
times ; this is what Levy Bruhl calls the law of participation.
There is little evidence of such a harmonizing power in primi-
tive society, although we are probably right in thinking that
the savages known to us are the result of degradation and differ
in many ways from really primitive peoples. The control of
the instincts in the tribes we regard as primitive is olten main-
tained by an elaborate customary morality, reinforced by
threatened punishments from a supernatural sphere, or
tabus, as they are often called.

It is commonly thought that thg conduct of animals at the
level of instinct cannot be regarded as right or wrong. Itis
said to be neither moral nor immoral but amoral or non-
moral, conduct to which moral predicates are not really
applicable at all. There is no motivation by the judgement
of what is right or by the sense of duty as we find them in
human beings. Yet it is reasonable to suppose that in some
dim way the animal regards the carrying out of the instinctive
impulse as the right thing to do. It is in this way atny rate
that instinctive impulses appear to human beings. ‘The
impulse of an instinct reveals itself as an axiomatically obvious
proposition, as something which is so clearly “sense’ that any
idea of discussing its basis is wicked or foolish.’* It is in this

~way that it seems obvious to the angry man that he should
take vengeance on his opponent. From another point of
view, at the level of instinct, the influence of outside circum-
stances seems. to predominate over the inner nature of the
animal, and ‘there is nothing that we can call free choice;
with sufficient knowledge of the animal’s inner nature, and
of the outside causes affecting it, complete prediction of its

1 Trotter : Instincts of the Herd in Peace and War, p. 15 (c.f. James:
Principles of Psychology, Vol. 11, p. 986). :
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conduct would be possible. We may at a later stage look
back on such conduct and label it good or bad; we may
commend as good the hen’s self-sacrifice in defending her
chickens from a hawk, and we may condemn as bad the tiger’s
massacre of weaker animals, but these are figures of speech,
borrowed from a later morality. The conduct of both fowl
and tiger is simply natural; to slaughter other animals may
appear to the uger as much the right thing to do (if there
be any such consciousness in animals at all), as to sacrifice
herself for her chickens appears to the mother hen.

Even at the level of instinct there must be kinds of conduct
which are liked by members of the same species as the agent,
for example those actions which are satislying to the self-
assertive instinct of the members of the species, and there
must be other kinds of conduct which are disliked by the
members of the species, and which arouse in them the instincts
of repulsion and pugnacity. Westermarck found the origin
of moral disapproval in the violation of our self-feeling which
is a common incentive to resentment.! It is certainly
reasonable to hold that primitive man regards as bad what he
dislikes. The fact that our moral judgements had their
origin in our emotions of resentment would not, however,
prove that they are now simply statements that we feel resent-
ment to the conduct we label bad; such a view would he as
absurd as holding that modern science deals with magic,
because it had its origin in the alchemy of the Middle Ages.
The falt that our moral judgements had as their antecedents
likes and dislikes which varied from person to person does not
prove that they are now lacking in objective validity. Wester-
marck himself made impartiality or disinterestedress an
essential characteristic of moral emotion,? and this charac-
teristic seems to play a larger part in moral judgements as we
now find them than the primitive likings or resentments in
which these judgements may have originated.

The development of conduct in a primitive society must at
some period or other have taken place in two directions.
(i) It became more social and co-operative. A single man
can do very little either in producing things to satisfy his

! Westermarck : Ethical Relativity, pp. 62—70.

2 Westermarck: op. cit., pp. 91-94.
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necds or to protect himself against his enemies. And some
of his innate tendencies like the gregarious instinct, the sex
instinct, imitativeness, suggestibility and sympathy already
imply the existence of other people and his having relations
with them. It is both because of his own naturally social
nature as well as for the better satisfying of his nceds that a
man forms both temporary and permanent associations with
his fellow-men. This leads very soon to some form of division
of labour with different people performing the different
functions for which they are best suited. In one very simple
form of division of labour we may find the man delending the
home from its enemies, while the woman provides the food.
In different circumstances the man does the work of hunting
while the women gathers the vegetable foods, or, at a later
stage, the man does the outdoor work, while the woman, more
confined in her range by the nced of tending her children,
does the work inside the home. Later devclopments in the
division of labour demand the different kinds of craftsmen,
such as the potter and the weaver in Indian village life, and
such specialization of function is a2 mark of a developing
society. (ii} Conduct becomes more rational, as man tends
to use his intelligence more and more in satis[ying his needs.
This is seen in the making of tools which are simply intelligent
contrivances to assist in production. It is scen also in the use
of stratagem in primitive wars; the wcaker man by using his
brain may defend himself successfully against the stronger.
At this stage, reason is chiefly used in the choice of méans, but
means arc proximate cnds, for our mind may be so occupied
in secking the means, that for the time being it becomes for us
an end, and there can be no hard and fast distinction between
the choice of proximate ends and of ultimate cnds. Even for
civilized man the distinction is often a vague one, and the
ends which we set belore us as definite goals, like passing
examinations and making money, arc really only proximate
ends or means, although we are often vague as to the ends
to which these means lead.

It has already been suggested that a society entircly at the
level of instinct may never have really existed in the human
or in the animal world. What we have been describing are
tendencies. which must have been at work at some time or
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other during the early stages of the development of human
conduct. There must have been the raw material of instinc-
tive tendencies, including from the very start certain socializing
tendenciecs. There must have been at some stage or other
feelings of pleasurc in certain types of conduct and of dis-
pleasure in others, feelings which may have spread rapidly in
a group, because of its members’ natural tendencies to sug-
gestibility and sympathy. And at times developments must
have occurred, not equally in all directions but spasmodically
and unevenly, towards more rational and more social conduct.
It appcars too that, in spite of much emphasis on the con-
tinuity of evolution made by scientists at different times, at
one point nature made a leap. While there are resemblances
between animal conduct and savage conduct, the difference
hbetween the two is immense, and there is no evidence of
intermediate links. The most highly cultured chimpanzee
[alls far short of the most primitive of normal savages in the
ability to use his reason and to engage in social activity, and
in the power to communicate with his fellows that these
imply. It is likely that he also falls short in his power to
direct his conduct consciously. And at his very lowest level
man shows a capacity of judging his own behaviour that does
not seem to occur at all in the animal world.

§3. The Level of Custom

At this stage man considers to be right those forms of
conddct which are approved by the standards or customary
modes of behaviour of the social group to which he belongs.
At this level the bad action is the action that is ‘ not done’, and
the good action is the action that has been ‘always done’.
The importance of this level is suggested by the effect that
it has had on our ethical terminology. The word ‘morals’
is derived from the Latin word mores, meaning habits or
customs, and the name ‘ethics’ itself comes as a secondary
derivative of the Greck word éfos which also meant custom
or habit. We now distinguish between customs that are
actually practised by the majority of a society and customs
that are approved by the majority, (whether they live up to
their convictions or not), for we realize that the majority may
sce the better and follow the worse. At the level of custom,
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however, this distinction is not consciously made; what is
done is what ought to be done, and the ways in which their
ancestors actually lived are the ways approved by the living
generation.

There can be little doubt that the basis ol customary
morality is the instinct known as the herd or gregarious in-
stinct, and the innate tendencics of sympathy, imitativeness
and suggestibility which are closcly bound up with this
instinct. Perhaps they should be regarded rather as ex-
pressions or developments of this instinct than as general
innate tendencies in the way they are described by McDougall.
As Trotter has pointed out in his book on The Instincts of the
Herd in Peace and War, impulses that are derived from the
herd, because of this herd instinct, come to consciousness
with the sense of being the obvious thing to do, which we have
seen already to be characteristic of human impulses dependent
on instinct.! There is however a noteworthy difference
between impulses arising from the herd instinct and those
arising from other instincts. Each other instinct has its own
special impulsc; the sex instinct impels men to mate and the
flight instinct impels men to run away. The herd instinct,
however, may give to any tendency to action, to which we are
impelled by the group, the feeling that it is the obvious and
necessary thing to do, and to any opinion the characteristic
of appearing self-evident to the person holding it. In this
way the moral opinions of the group come to the individual
as self-evident principles which no reasonable persén can
doubt. It is because of their common instinctive basis that
it is impossible to distinguish sharply the level of custom from
the level of instinct. It is just as much a part of human nature
to feel pleasure in what gives our neighbour pleasurc as it is
to feel resentment against a person interfering with our
actions or to feel tender aflection towards our offspring.

We are here dealing with a level of conduct of which we can
find adequate examples both in history and in primitive com-
munitics as they exist to-day. Such communities difler from
more civilized societies in a larger place being given to the
observing of customs and a smaller place being given to in-
dividual reflection on moral matters. It must be admitted,

1 Trotter : op. cit., pp. 44—48.
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however, that even the most advanced of human societies is
still largely at the level of custom, for few people in them reflect
much on moral matters and these generally only in one or
two special directions. A striking characteristic of the cus-
tomary level is the large place given in it to the tribe or com-
munity as contrasted with the individual. At this stage the
tribe or nation is not merely a political unit for the protection
of its members. It is an economic unit generally providing
for all its own needs, holding all its property in common, and
having a certain amount of specialization or division of lahour
within the group. It is also in somc sense a moral unit for
a wrong done by a member of the tribe is a wrong for which
the whole tribe is held responsible, and a wrong done to a
member of the tribe is a wrong which all its members must
avenge. The moral outlook at this level is illustrated in the
story of Achan in the Old Testament.! When Achan com-
mitted a theft the whole tribe suffered a defeat, and even
when the wrong that had so caused the defeat was traced
to Achan, not the thief alone but his household and kinsmen
were destroyed in order to remove the evil from the tribe.
The blood feud between families as it still exists on the North-
West Frontier of India is another example of the family or
tribe being held responsible for the crime committed by the
individual. The group is also a religious unit, often united
by mystical and supernatural bonds to some dead anccstor,
or even to a totem-animal, which is in some sense regarded
as the™ancestor of the tribe in whose life the whole tribe
shares.

The place given to the single group or tribe in a primitive
society at the customary level may be contrasted with the
many groups with which an individual has relations in a
modern society., The modern man has attachments to various
groups—to his family (which is a far smaller group than the
Jjoint-family or tribe of the customary level), to his business,
to his club, to his school or college, to his church and to his
state. Onc of the results of having so many attachments is
that no single one of them can have the authority or scope in
the life of the individual that the primitive tribe had for the
primitive man. The fact, too, that the different groups

1 Joshua vii.
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to which he belongs make different and somectimes con-
flicting demands on the individual makes the modern man
realize that he himself has to decide what action he shall
take when such a conflict arises. It is difficult for us to put
ourselves in the position of a man at the level of custom, when
there was one group only, a kind of enlarged family before
which the individual scemed utterly powerless and without
the support of which the individual would have no sort of
life to enjoy at all.

How did customs or approved ways of acting arisc? They
were ways of acting that were satislying to the whole group,
partly because they satisfied the instinctive cravings of a great
many individuals at the same time, and partly because they
made a harmonious compromisc among those instinctive
tendencies which were in danger of conflicting with one
another either within an individual or between different
individuals in the community. Primitive man, of course
did not always reason clearly about such customs. Some.
times there was a fallacious piece of reasoning that a certain
line of action had been harmful in one particular case and
so must be harmful in every case. Such fallacics in inductive
reasoning are still at the base of most of our superstitions :
for example, people will refuse to travel in green clothe;
because of the fate at Flodden of the Scottish armies who are
alleged to have been so dressed when they marched to defeat,1
Modern men often detect such superstitions and sharply
distinguish them from customs the value of which Ras been
established by experience, but it is unlikely that primitive
peoples cver made such a distinction. For them, unlucky
conduct was the same as bad conduct, and lucky conduct
was the same as good conduct. Another fact which weakens
the value of custom is that 2 custom always tends to outlive
its usefulness. The custom of fighting duels came from a time
when the duel was the only practicable way in which a
wronged individual could secure justice, but it survived into
times when there were other less arbitrary and more im-
partial institutions for securing justice, and then just because
it was an old institution it had a special appeal to men of

1 There are many other traditions about the origin of this
superstition. but the same fallacy is involved in them,
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honour. Old age not only keeps alive customs which are no
longer useful ; it often gives them an air of venerability.

The group has various ways of maintaining the observance
of its customs. (a) There is first of all the force of public
opinion. Qur natural tendencies of sympathy, imitativeness
and suggestibility make us wish to do what our neighbours
approve, and nothing is more unpleasant to the ordinary
man than the feeling that he is regarded as a strange being
with whom his neighbours will have nothing to do. If
Trotter was right, the herd instinct gives to the opinions of
our neighbours an obviousness and sclf-evidence that belong
to opinions motivated by instinct and not by logical reason-
ing. (b) A familiar support of the customs of a primitive
society is the tabu. If an individual does something that is
forbidden by custom, supernatural powers will inflict a
punishment of illness, accident, or even death upon him.
This punishment is often attributed to the activity of the dead
ancestors or even the animal ancestor of the tribe so that it
invests the authority of the group with that feeling of religious
awe which Otto has called the ‘numinous’ state of mind.*
(c) This authority is often supported by an elaborate religious
ritual, and ritual is 2 most powerful ally of customary morality.
Religious ritual often serves to work up the tribe to a state of
great emotion, and this cmotion is often enlisted on the side
of what is customary. This is especially true of the rites of
initiation to manhood where impressive ritual is used to
bring home to the youth both the authority of the tribe and
the importance of observing its customs. A modern example
is that of the solemn oath administered often with the ritual
cmbellishment of a foreign language to doctors on their being
admitted to their profession. Ritual is also used in the con-
demnation and punishment of offenders against the customs
of the group, and we find this still in the dignified ritual of
our law-courts which manifests the majesty of the law. There
are other uses of ritual where its connexion with the main-
tenance of custom is more indirect but still etfective. We find
ritual used on the great occasions of life, birth, marriage and
death, and at other times of special importance such as the
sowing and harvesting of crops, the declaration of war or the

! Otta: The Idea of the Holr. Ch. 2.
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building of a new house. In these things the ritual often
indicates that the group as 2 whole has an intercst and stake
in the life of the individual, and its part on such occasions adds
to its authority in the eyes of the individual. (d) The group
is generally prepared to use physical force to compel the
recalcitrant individual to observe its customs. It is charac-
teristic of customary morality that it has no hesitation in
compelling people to be good; this hesitation and the view
that people should be free to choose the right for them-
selves belong to the level of conscience.

At the level of custom the great step has been taken of
having established moral standards, so that the individual no
longer always does simply what is right in his own eyes or
what appeals to his natural instincts. There are defects
in these standards, as we shall see in the next paragraph, but
to have standards with a certain amount of universality is
‘the one thing needful” for morality. At this level too the
standards are supported both by the public opinion of the
group and by strong penalties for their violation. Nor, as
is sometimes suggested, are these standards altogether arbi-
trary; they have been proved to a large extent to be useful
by the collective experience of the group.  And thesc standards
have themselves a secondary uselulness in furthering those
bonds that bind the group together in a unified socal life.
The observing of customs tends to bring out in the individual
those tendencies which lead 10 sociability and henevolence
rather than those which are sell-asserlive and individdalistic,
and the former are certainly the tendencies which contribute
most to moral progress. The individual is also likely to form
regular habits—in itself a real moral gain—under the in-
fluence of the established standards of the group in which he
lives.

It is true that at this level the standards themselves have
very great defects. There is generally little distinction made
between customs based on reasoning and experience and those
based on mere superstitions. Again rules dealing with most
trivial matters are often given more importance than rules
dealing with what we now regard as the most important
affairs of morality. A slight error, like the using of 2 wrong
word in a piece of religious ritual, may be regarded as more
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serious than a crime of violence. We find in all early codes
of law, even in the Jewish law attributed to Moses, a curious
mixture of petty regulation and ultimate moral principle.
On the whole, the standards of customary morality are too
rigid, making no allowance for individual circumstances,
and they take little or no account of the motives of the doer
of an action. They leave little room for individual freedom
with its possibilities of new and creative forms of goodness,
and the fact that the standards are to be rigidly enforced
means that they cannot be set very high. This lack of freedom
and the rigid subordination to a limited number of fixed rules
are not the best conditions for the development of the highest
type of character, and there seems to be little at this stage
to encourage the unification of the various desires of the
individual, which is characteristic of developed morality.

§4. The Level of Conscience

At the level of custom the authority in the moral life is
outside the individual ; he must do what is approved by his
group. At the level of conscience the moral authority is
inside the individual; it is an inner voice that directs him,
and now it is what conscience commands that appears the
obvious and proper thing to do. This is so much the case
that Trotter was inclined to maintain that conscience is
merely a developed form of the moral dictates of the herd
operating through the herd mst.mct,1 but surely the most
chardéteristic expressions of conscience are those where it
contradicts the commands of the group. It is true that
conscience often bids a man follow the customs of his
group, but sometimes it does not, and at this level the
dec1dmg factor is always what the man hlmself regards as

right.

The advance from the level of custom takes place in three
directions. (a) The standards of morality are now actively
chosen by the individual after a greater or less amount of
deliberation; they are no longer accepted passively as an
inevitable part of his life in a group. Even when the in-
dividual does not himself make an active examination of the
standards of his group, and does not deliberately choose to

1 Trotter; op. cit., p. 40, 41.
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accept or reject them (and few individuals have the ability
and the energy to engage in such a deliberate examination),
the individual still feels that he can when he chooses decide
for himself in moral matters. (b) There is a new personal
interest in morality. At the group level the moral standards
are more or less unconsciously accepted as part of the moral
atmosphere of the society to which the individual belongs,
but at the level of conscience to be good is an individual
matter, and is sometimes actually thought of as being for the
advantage merely of the individual himself. We may indeed
define individualism as ‘the assertion by the individual of
his own opinions and beliefs, his own independence and
interests as over against group standards, authority and
interest’. Historically, the tendency for morality to become
a more personal matter has been helped by the coming
of the higher religions and especially of Christianity with its
emphasis on the value of the individual soul, which, in con-
trast to the transitory nature of all social groups, is destined
for a personal immortality. (c) While other aspects of human
welfare become matters for the various institutions and groups
in a developed society, pure morality tends to bccome the
sphere of the individual alone. There is a tendency, for
example, to separate the spheres of ethics and of politics,
holding that politics deals with the affairs of the state, and
that the moral standards which apply to individuals are
hardly relevant in the political sphere; this is surely an un-
fortunate effect of the iendency to individualism. We can
see the change of outlook in the difference between- Greek
ethics with its view that the good man is primarily the good
citizen and that ethics is a subordinate if fundamental part of
politics, and modern ethics, which holds that political or
civie life is at the most one sphere among the many in which
a man can express his goodness.

The development from the level of custom to the level of
conscience may appear to be largely due to historical accidents.
We have seen how the spread of Christianity aided that in-
dividualistic outlook which is fundamental to the level of
conscience. Other historical events, like the breaking up
of the Greek city states in the fourth century before Christ,
and the Renaissance of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries
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with its rich unfolding of individual human capacities were
powerful aids 1o such an advance. The movement from
customary morality to individual reflective morality is one,
however, which depends on fundamental tendencies of human
nature which only reccive a new impetus from such historical
events as have been mentioned. In all men there are two
opposing tendencies which we may label the ‘hormic’ and
‘mnemic’ tendencies, the tendency to be always seeking
something new and the tendency to cling firmly to the
old. W. S. Gilbert indicated thesc two tendencies .when
he wrote:

* That every boy and every gal
That’s born into the world alive
Is cither a little Liberal
Or else a little Conservative.’!

He might have said equally truly that each new child is both
Liberal and Conservative at the same time; each has the
tendency both to go forward to the unknown and to remain in
the ways of the past. The r'nemic tendency by itself favours the
continuance of the level of custom, and the hormic tendency
may lead to new ways of conduct that refuse to be subordinated
to moral standards at all; this is the reason why moralists so
often distrust those with new ideas. Itis the struggle between
the two tendencies within the individual which arouses in
him in& ¥idual reflection and so raises him from the level of
custom *) the level of conscience. It may only be in one or
two matters that the two tendencies conflict in any individual,
but when he does face that conflict reflectively even on a single
issue, he has passed from the level of custom to the level of
conscience. Another factor in human nature which leads to
this advance is the conflict between the interests of the in-
dividual and the interests of the group as a whole. It is
characteristic of the customary level of morality that the
individual has no other interests than those of his group, and
so long as the conditions of life are difficult and dangerous a
conflict between personal interest and the interest of the tribe
is not likely to arise; the individual sees that the very best
1'W. 8. Gilbert: folanthe, Act. 1.
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thing which he can do for himself is to subordinate his own
interests to those of his group and to assist in the common
defence of his group and in the common struggle [or cxistence.
There is a return to such a condition in modern timcs in the
emergency of war when individuals again are prepared to
ignore their personal interests for the sake of the common
interests of their society. Nor is such a conflict likely to arise
when the members of a group are almost at the same level of
ability and education, for then they will find their own
interests served best by working entircly lor the interests of
the group. The casc is diflerent, howcver, as soon as a
man outshines his fellows. The village potter in an Indian
village may continuc merely to play his part in the group
economy of the village until he discovers some process
which enables him to excel all other potters. Then people
come from other villages to buy his pots, and he will be
tempted to go and sell for his own personal gain in a more
advantageous market. For our purpose the relevant result
is that he hegins to think of his own interest as something
different from the “interests of his group. Circumstances
may hasten the conflict between group and individual in-
terests. A time of famine, for example, may drive the
energetic individuals away from the arca of their tribe to seek
their living elsewhere, and when tkis happens, the interests
of the exiled individual are no longer likely to be identical
with those of the group. War, industrial development and
indeed outside change of any kind are likely to offe. oppor-
tunities for new leaders, and the new leader is likely to find his
own interests to be different from those of the tribe with its
established chief. Yet it would be wrong to suggest that the
assertion of individual interests is a late dcvelopment, for,
from the very beginning, there is in each individual an instinct
of self-assertion. At the level of custom the expressions of this
instinct may be kept in strict control by the customs of the
tribe, but it is there all the time and is ready to find expression
whenever opportunity offers.  One of the first ways in which
any individual is likely to asscrt himself is by using his own
judgement in moral matters and, whenever he does so, he
has for the moment at least moved from the level of custom
to the level of conscience.
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§85. < Comparison of the Level of Custom and the Level of Conscience

Morality to-day in most parts of the world is largely a
matter of custom with, here and there, individuals reflceting
on moral matters, and, under the guidance of conscience,
rcfusing to accept the customs of their country or class or
‘sct’. It is a social gain that most men should accept the
standards of their group without question; if everybody were
constanily asking questions about the rightness and wrong-
ness of the ways ol their society, there would be a lack of
stability in the morals of a community, and the young would
have very little chance of learning almost unconsciously the
mnoral traditions of their race. In most matters cven those
who reflect on morality accept t_hese traditions without
it is only when the reflective person finds some in-

\sistency in the standards of his group or finds that they
cor ot in accord with the highest moral aspirations of his own
are “rc that he asks questions and ultimately adopts new moral
nzuudar ds. Many of the moral standards that prevail at the
stanl of custom must have originated in the reflection of some
!cvt;vi dual in the past.  Itis true that the founders of the great
m‘{l’ ious moral codes attributed their codes to a Divine in-
relig on, but, even if we admit this, the Divine inspiration
SP‘r’i3 through the individual conscience and must have been
ca;’o’urcd by the moral reflections of the human instrument
co{orc it was cxpressed in a moral code. The codes so pro-
I?ch d Ly the pioncers of morality probably suffered weakening
V:ld modification before they gained general acceptance;
al need only compare fhe tcachings of the Sermon on the
"CIOU nt and the conventional moral code of the majority of
bhristiﬂns to sec how individual ideals become weakened
Lefore they becqmc part of the z\cccptef:l code of customary

rality. In this way .the. level of conscience may have been
I'le'tcl’l found at the begmmng of customary morality, as well
0s occurring as a revolt against Customary morality, the way
ian which we most qommqnly find it at the present day.

Reflective morality as it is found at the level of conscience
and conventional rporahty as it is found at the level of custom
differ in the following respects : i

(1) At the level of custom ‘what is done’ and “what is not

qucstion;

)
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done’ may not be what we would call moral matters at all.
Religious ritual, for example, is given an equal importance to
moral conduct, and, to judge from the way that the two are
mixed together in such a code as the law of Moses, both are
regarded in the same way. To be wrong in the one is the
same kind of wrongness as to be wrong in the other. Again,
no difference seems to have been made between what we would
now regard as a moral law and what we would regard as a
political by-law, like the rule of the road; both must equally
be done by the members of the tribe, In modern times the
confusion between morality and other spheres is most clearly
seen in the case of etiquette. The conventional person, and
the word conventional implies that in some respects he is at
the level of custom, feels a breach in the code of the manners
of his class, like wearing a lounge suit at dinner while all the
other guests are in dinner jackets, with the same kind of re-
morse as he would feel if his fellow-guests caught him telling
a lie. Reflective morality on the other hand makes the
distinction very clear between what is morally wrong, and
what is merely disapproved of on other grounds, although it
may admit that these other breaches of custom may have
indirect moral effects. A herctical way of performing a
religious rite may, for example, cause social disorder, as when
Laud’s liturgy was used in Edinburgh in 1637 ; disobedience
of the rule of the road may cause an accident endangering
life; and even a man’s appearing at dinner in a lounge suit
may hurt the feelings of his hostess ; all these are mora. effects.
At the level of conscience, however, we see just what is moral
about them, and distinguish it [rom what is merely customary,
and this is our first great gain.

(2) At the level of custom the business of the individual
is to observe and to follow the habits of others. At this level
it may even be a disadvantage to morality for him o observe
too closely and attentively, for the individual is more likely
to enter into the moral outlook of his group if the natural
tendencies of sympathy, imitativeness and suggestibility are
allowed a free and half-conscious play without the inter-
ference of deliberate attention which may lead to critical
reflection.  On the other hand the task of the individual at.
the level of conscience is to reflect on the customs of his
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group; these are the data on which his conscience works, for
even the most original moralist does not begin a new moral
system from the start; he begins by criticism of what is there
already. In his reflection, he is likely to make discoveries of
different kinds. (a) He will discover that certain customs
which were formerly useful are now no longer so, but may
even be detrimental to the welfare of his society. The custom
may no longer fulfil the purpose that it originally fulfilled.
For example, the prohibition of the taking of interest in
Mohammadan countries was certainly a useful rule when all the
money that was borrowed was borrowed for consumption by
the borrower, but the extension of that customn into industrial
communities, where money is chiefly borrowed for purposes of
production and so performs a useful function in society,
seems to be socially harmful and quite outside the original
purpose of the rule. (b) He will discover that customs vary
greatly from one another in their importance. The paying
of tithes on spices like mint and anise and cummin according
to Jewish custom was recognized by Christ as something
that ought to be done, but he saw that it was a duty of little
importance compared with others, such as works of judgement,
mercy and faith.? (c) He will discover that certain customs
are not justified by his own moral intelligence. The institu-
tion of slavery had in the early nineteenth century a long
tradition of custom behind it, and its supporters could point
out that there was not a single word against the institution
as such in the Christian Bible which was considered to express
man’s highest moral aspirations, and yet to reflective men at
that period the institution was recognized as a bad one and
one that had to be got rid of. At the present day the pacifist
opposes the custom of fighting for the defence of one’s country,
which has certainly a long tradition of moral approvai
behind it; the pacifist of course may be wrong, for the fallible
individual may be led to wrong conclusions by his reflections,
but whether right or wrong he has taken the matter of fighting
from the level of custom to the level of conscience, as the name
‘conscientious objector’ given to the pacifist in time of war
suggests. All such reflection is stimulated and aided by the
comparison of the moral code of one’s own group with those
1 Luke xi. 42.
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of other groups. Indeed, travel and wars, which have taken
men to see the ways of other civilizations, are powerful
influences in arousing men’s minds from the level of custom
to that of conscience.

(3) At the level of custom there is no room for progress or
development. The reformer and the delinquent are both
apt to be put in the same class ; at the present day, for example,
both are likely to be labelled ‘Bolsheviks’ or ‘revolutionaries’
by the supporters of conventional morality. The rising to
the level of conscience opens the door for change ; this change
need not always be for the better, but at least progress is now
possible. Inour next section we shall sce certain directions in
which progress has been made in the period known to history.

(4) At the level of custom the group is satisfied if the in-

dividual outwardly observes its customs. It is to be remem-
bered, indeed, that there are customs of speaking as well as
of doing, and it is necessary to ‘say the right thing’ as well as
to ‘do the right thing”. It is at the customary level that
heretics, who say the thing that must not be said, receive the
severest treatment. The customary level might go so far as
to demind a uniformity of motive, but there is no way of
testing such a uniformity and so custom can demand only
uniformity in outward expression. The level of conscience
on the other hand is one where it is maintained that the inner
springs of action, the motive and the intention, are of more
importance than the outward bodily movements or their
effects. In this direction morality has received firuch aid
from the development of more personal and spiritual religion
with its belicf that ‘man looketh on the outward appearance,
but the Lord looketh on the heart’.

(5) The level of custom tends to maintain morality at
rather a dead level throughout the community. Painful
punishments prevent any individual from sinking much
below that level, but there is little encouragement and at
times even some danger for the individual who aspires to rise
much above the average level of his fellows. For the politician
who has little concern with anything but the smooth running
of the state there is much advantage in the maintenance of the
level of custom. It avoids disturbance, it prevents serious de-
gradation, and it does not require on the part of the statesman
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the effort of creative thought. The level of conscience
on the other hand is one in which great individual saints are
likely to appear, but it is also unfortunately one in which the
individual who chooses the downward path has little to keep
him from utter ruin. This is one reason why many who
themselves have risen to the level of conscience urge the
necessity of maintaining a customary morality in most matters;
they say that their conscience approves the customary stan-
dards of their group. They realize that a customary morality
is more likely to keep the evil-doer from wrong than the lead-
ings of his own undeveloped or perverted conscience.

(6) In a similar way customary morality cannot adapt
itself to the special needs of each individual. In some
respects this is a gain for it ensures that the established rules
of morality cannot be upset by the self-interest or prejudice
of a particular individual. Yet it does prevent what we may
call the fincr adaptations of the moral life, such as the doing of
the right thing in particular circumstances which are unique.
It has been = characteristic of the morally best men that they
have had the insight to do such unique acts. It is said that
at the end of the first World War in 1918, the suggestion was
made to the British Prime Minister that his first move should
be the sending of some shiploads of food to Hamburg in
vanquished Germany. We may well believe that the maker
of this suggestion had a unique insight and that the action
would have been morally right, but the Prime Minister
probabi¥ realized that such a thing was ‘not done’ and was
contrary to the standards of the group in such circumstances.
Such an action belongs to the level of conscience which can
always be on the outlook for new ways of being good.

Such a comparison may seem altogether in favour of
reflective morality at the conscience level, but it is doubtful
whether such morality can exist except with a background of
customary morality. If the individual is to have a [ree choice
in moral matters, he must have some stability of moral back-
ground, and some assurance that his fellow-citizens will not
interfere unduly with his freedom. It is likely that it is only
a well-established morzl tradidon that can provide such a
background. Anarchy does not provide the best environ-
ment for the exercise of the individual conscience.
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The level of conscience itself is not without its defects and
dangers. The possibility of an individual choosing the way
of evil with none of the restraints imposed by customary
morality has already been mentioned. Yet even for the man
who takes the good life seriously there are certain dangers.
The conscientious man may, for example, fall into a kind of
morbidity or unhealthy self-centredness in which his attention
is taken away from the obvious duties demanded of him by
his community to the questionings of his own conscience. In
extreme cases there may even be a deliberate cult of his own
perfection with a corresponding neglect of his social dutics.
The monk who has chosen to leave the world for the cultiva-
tion of his own soul is in danger of forgetting that he has
duties to the world he has abandoned. It may be that some
men give their best service to the world in living the monastic
life, but in such there must be no morbid self-centredness.
Again, the fact that at this level there arc so many different
spheres of human activity makes it easy for the individual to
limit his morality to certain of these spheres, for example to
his leisure and family life, while his business is run for the
purpose of making money with no moral considerations
except the very limited honesty that business prudence
requires. In an extreme case a man may find other spheres
of activity so interesting that he ignores morality altogether.
The artist may claim that he is so absorbed in his art that for
him morality simply does not matter at all. Another danger
of the level of conscience is that of an individual giving up the
observance of a moral rule when he no longer understands its
meaning and usefulness. Around the institution of marriage
there have gathered in the course of history a great number of
customs. Many of these have seemed to the reflective of our
own generation to have no significance, and the result has
been a tendency to abandon all the restraints imposed by
tradition, although a fuller reflection would show that the
doing so has always had disastrous effects on society. It
appears as if the right attitude to traditional custom is to
abandon it not when we fail to see its usefulness but only
when we see that it is definitely harmful. There is a safety
and stability about customary morality, even although it
does not admit of the attainment of such heights of goodness
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as a moralily directed by individual conscicnce, and there
appears to be a place for both custom and reflection in an
ideal community.

§6. The Historical Development of Morality

A survey of social history as it is known to us does show that
on the whole, in spite of periods of sinking into merely
customary ways, there has actually been a development from
the level of custom in the direction of the level of conscience.
Of course this development has not been continuous; after
the appearance of a moral leader who, by his insight or
reflection, rejects one of the accepted rules of morality, there
is 2 long period in which, after struggle and much apparent
failure, the new rule becomes accepted as a part of customary
morality. Indeed, the reflective moralist has not achieved
his purpose until what was for him a matter of conscience
has become for others a matter of custorn. He himself, of
course, has reached the level of conscience when he chooses
something different {rom what is customary, but his moral
gain is only consolidated by its becoming a matter of custom.
The story of the changed attitude to slavery in Britain or
America during the nineteenth century provides a good
cxample of this. In an ideal socicty it appears that conscience
would always direct the individual to follow the customs of
the group in matters where there is a custom, for an ideal
society _would have only the best possible customs. In an
ideal society there would, however, certainly be matters
in which there is no custom, so that there would be an
opportunity for originality and creativeness in the moral
life.

Historically there have been certain moral gains as part of
this development from customary to reflective morality.

(a) The moral judgement has tended to deal with the inner
causes of action rather than the outward conduct. This,
as we have seen, is an essential element in the development
from the level of custom to the level of conscience. We find
it historically in the new attitude to the criminal and par-
ticularly to the young delinquent, where an attempt is now
made to discover the mental history behind the crime. or in
the use of confession in the practice of religion,
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(b) The area of the moral life has been enlarged. In the
tribal life, moral duties were almost all within the tribe, and
such obligations as there were to the stranger were religious
and magical rather than moral; it was prudent to be careful
in dealing with the unknown. The most nationalistically
minded to-day would admit that we have some dutics to all
humanity. Even those who tell us most emphatically not
to interfere with the custons of primitive peoples declare
that we have one moral duty to such people, namely the duty
of leaving them alone. A great many pcople now fecl that
they have some duties to the animal world, at least the obliga-
tion not to cause animals useless and unnccessary pair, and
this seems a moral advance in the last few centuries about
which there can be no doubt. The wilful torturing of
animals” which until a2 century ago was among thc most
common of English sports has, except for the barbarous relies
of fox-hunting and cock-fighting, almost disappeared. Certain
movements indeed like that against vivisection go very far
in giving equal consideration to animals and men in the matter
of causing pain. The more humane trcatment of animals,
even if in some cases it has been perverted to preferring

-domestic animals to one’s fellow-men, is undoubtedly a great
moral achicvement.

(¢} The-dcvelopment to reflective morality has given us the
knowledge that morality is something that we can try to
understand, and the study of ethics belongs to the level of
conscience. In India and China, where customary codes of
morality have long prevailed, there has becn little cthical
reflection. Modern ethics began in those Greck thinkers
who themselves passed from the level of customn to the level
of conscience, particularly Socrates and the Sophists. At the
reflective level, we rcalize that morality is not a law imposed
on us by an arbitrary creator or his ministering priests; it is
not even a law imposed upon us by our fellow-men. Itis a
law that we ourselves can understand, and choose for our
guidance because we see that it is good sense to do so. The
great Greek moralists realized this, but the long moral
domination of the Roman Catholic Church in the Middle
Ages made men feel again that the moral law was outside
them and beyond their understanding. In totalitarian
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states in our own day there has been a renewal of this im-
position of the moral law from outside, although this has often
been disguised by the supposition that the moral law in some
way cxpresses the ‘real will’ of the people concerned. It is
truc that it is better in most cases to observe moral customs
that we do not understand if there be no reason for trans-
gressing them, but the very effort to understand is itself a
moral cnterprise of considerable value, and the means of
making the moral law somcthing that we accept open-eyed
for ourselves by our own free choice.



Chapter IV
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF THE MORAL JUDGEMENT

§1. Conscience—the Subject of the Moral Fudgement

In the second chapter it was indicated that one of the mental
processes which may lead to action is a sense of duty, and in
the third chapter the level at which the individual himsclf
judges what is right or wrong has been called the level of
conscience. In this chapter we are still more or less engaged
in merely descriptive science. We are asking how the sense
of duty or conscience actually works in the minds of men;
we are not directly concerned with the validity of its decisions
or whether they are always in accord with the normative laws
of ethics. Conscience is defined in a standard dictionary as
‘the faculty or principle which pronounces upon the -moral
quality of one's actions or motives approving the right and
condemning the wrong’.? Conscience in the popular opinion
is certainly one faculty of the mind, but modern psychologists
are almost unanimous in their agreement that the mind works
as a single unity, and so it is the mind as a whole that is en-
gaged in making moral judgements. The word ‘conscience’
itself with its suggestion of knowing together expressed in the
Latin prefix con and its similarity to the wider term ‘con-
sciousness’ in its very derivation suggests that the mind as a
whole is responsible for moral judgements and involved in
what we call conscience. The English moralist, Butler,
distinguished between two aspects of conscience.? (a) There
is a cognitive or reflective function of conscience.® It con-
siders characters, actions, intentions and motives with the
special aim of discovering their goodness and badness.

1 Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.
¢ Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 76.
3 Butler: Dissertation Il : On the Nature of Virtue,
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Butler himsclf regarded this reflection as largely an intel-
lectual matter ; we have in view an ideal nature or constitution
of man and we judge particular characters and actions in
reference to that ideal. Conscience also judges that pain is
appropriate to wrong-doing and happiness to right-doing.
All this secms so far true, but it should also be emphasized
that conscience is even more intuitive than intellectual; it
sces directly the rightness and wrongness of actions rather
than discovers them by reasoning processes, and Butler’s
view that pain is appropriate to wrong-doing and happiness
to right-doing is something that we can only know by a
direct insight or intuition. Actually the judgements of
conscience vary [rom being the logical conclusions of well-
thought-out trains of moral reasoning to being direct in-
tuitions for which we can offer no reasonable explanations.
As a matter of fact there is a similar variation in human
judgements in other spheres, in religion for example. Some
of our judgements are the results of trains of reasoning; others
are judgements the truth of which seems self-evident although
incapable of proof. (b) Conscience has also an imperative
or authoritative aspect.! Butler says that conscience does
not merely give arguments for one action rather than another;
it decides in favour of one action. To take a metaphor from
the law-courts it is in the place of the judge and not of the
advocate on either side of the case. Butler realized that,
because of human weakness, the actual ability to make
such a decision may be lacking in an individual conscience,
but the right to do so is always there. ‘You cannot form a
notion of this faculty conscience,’ wrote Butler, ‘without
taking in judgement, direction, superintendency. This is a
constitutive part of the idea, that is, of the faculty itself: and
to preside and govern, from the very economy and constitu-
tion of man, belongs to it. Had it strength as it has right,
had it power as it has manifest authority, it would absolutely
govern the world.” Of course in actual experience con-
science does not require to give an authoritative decision in
the case of every action that we do; our habits are such that
we' can normally engage in actions without calling in con-
sclence to make 2 decision as to their rightness, (c) Professor

Y Butler: Sermons I, III: Upon the Natural Supremacy of Conscience.



82 An Introduction to Ethics

C. D. Broad has pointed out that conscience has also an
executive or active function; it actually initiates or checks
actions, and in this way, as we have already pointed out,
is one of the mental processes causing action.* It may be

that the judgements of conscience are judgements with a

strong ideo-motor tendency so that they automatically tend

to realize themselves in action or in the prevention of action.

It is here that the ‘sense of duty’ comes in as a motive to

action. It may do its work by way of an ideo-motor tendency

or it may be one of our natural human tendencies to do what

the sense of duty directs, although it is clear that such a

tendency, if it exists, is often overcome by other tendencies

of our nature.

There are other characteristics of conscience. The Greek
philosopher Socrates noticed that his guardian spirit or
‘daemon’ gave negative guidance, telling him what not to
do rather than what to do.? This seems to be generally
characteristic of the direct intuitions of conscience, even in
the case of those who make no such claim to supernatural
guidance. We have to reflect on plans for positive action,
but the prohibition of an action comes more or less in-
tuitively ; we just see without reason that it is the wrong thing
to do. This maysimply be one case of the general truth, that
we shall study later in the case of moral laws, that the negative
is always more easy to express directly than the positive;
it is easier to tell men not to steal than to tell them just what
to do in the practice of positive honesty. Yet conécience
is not confined like Socrates’ daemon to the negative for we
do sometimes have the positive intuition that a certain action
is the only right one to do. We express this in ordinary life
by saying: ‘Something inside me told me to do this, and I
ought to have done it.’

The feeling of remorse has always been connected with
conscience. Conscience not only judges some action that we
have done to be wrong, but arouses a pcculiar [celing of pain
that is extremely unpleasant. Indeed moralists emphasize
the pains of conscience as one of the reasons for avoiding

1 Broad : Five Types of Elhical Theory, p. 76.
2 See Burnet : Greek Philosophy : Thales to Plato, p. 130.
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wrong actions. This is of interest in showing that the affective
aspect of mind plays its part in conscience. The reason that
painful feelings of remorse are more olten aroused than
pleasant feelings is not merely man’s pronencss to do evil.
It also depends on the fact which we have just noticed that
conscience deals more freely with the negative aspect of
morality—what ought not to be done, than with the positive
aspect—what ought to be done.

It is often claimed that conscience is infallible and that its
judgements arc final so that there is no appeal from them.
From one point of view this appears to be true. I[in the case
of an individual action the agent at the moment of acting has
the intuition that the action is the wrong one to do, it cannot
be right for him there and then to do the action, even although
it may be an action approved by ethical theory, public opinion,
and the teachings of revealed religion. In this sense it can
never be right to disobey conscience, and it may be true that
‘an crring conscience is a chimera’, although this is hardly
what Kant meant by these words.! Religious pecople may
hold it as a part of their religious faith that God never allows
a man’s conscience to lead him astray. We shall have to
consider later the question of the infallibility of conscience.
What our common observation tells us (and it is with ordinary
description that we are concerned in this section), is that
conscience often docs give decisions which are contrary to
acccptcd moral standards, and cven contrary to what con-
scienle itself directs at a later stage in its owner’s mental
development. The extreme case of this is that of the fanatic
who is thoroughly conscientious and obedient to the dictates
of his conscience, but whose conscience leads him to actions
which are almost universally considered to be wrong. There
is little doubt but that conscience can be educated, and that
it can be trained both in individuals and in groups to become
more sensitive to certain evils. It was mentioned in the last
chapter for example how there has been an increased sensi-
tivity in Britain to cruclty to animals. Again, an individual,
brought up in an environment where the moderate drinking
of intoxicants has been customary, may see no evil in the

! Kant: Preface to the Metaphysical Elements of Ethics, XblI,
(Abbott, p. 311).



84 An Introduction 1o Ethics

praciice, but a growing experience of the dangers of CXCessive
drinking and of the evils caused by it may lead him to a
position where his conscience tells him that for him total
abstinence is the only right course of action. There is,
unfortunately, also a deadening of the conscience or ‘ harden..
ing of the heart” which is a kind of negative education. The
individual who deliberately and repeatedly disobeys his
* conscience in a certain matter finds the commands of con-
science growing less and less clear, and finally they do not
bother him at all. Psychology has no dotlibt that conscience
varies in its commands from time to time in the case of most
people, and that its judgements may change under influences
from outside. An individual may be unfortunate enough to
have what Ruskin called the ‘conscience of an ass’,1 but
experience suggests that if the ass cultivates the society of
saints, follows their example reflectively to the best of his
ability, and keeps putting into practice what his conscicnce
directs, then his conscience may develop into the conscience
of a saint,

Certain common phrases suggest that conscience may be
shared by several individuals or that a group may have a
common conscience ; we say that °the conscience of the whole
nation’ was aroused by certain revelations, If conscience
is, as we have suggested, influenced by outside circumstances,
then it is likely that individuals in the same environment and
subject to the same moral influences, will find thejr individual
consciences leading them in the same way, and this e.plains
such phrases as the ‘Nonconformist conscience’ or ‘the con-
science of the British people’. Such phrases are, however, in
reality figurative, for conmscience is characteristically the
faculty of an individual. It is when an individual differs’
from his socicty arid when he feels that he ought to do some-
thing different from what his group has always done that
conscience becomes prominent. The *conscientious objector’
is. the man who resists the accepted code of his group. To
use the term ‘conscience’ for a generally accepted moral
principle rather than for the individual act of making a
judgement implies confusion in language and consequently
confusion in thought.

! Quoted, Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk. 11, Ch. g3, Pt. 1T, §x.
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§2.  Theories of Conscience

It has been a common opinion of religion to regard con-
science as the voice of God speaking in the soul of man, and,
if we accept the reality of supernatural influences on the
human mind at all, it is reasonable to believe that conscience
or the human mind in its capacity of making moral judge-
ments, is particularly susceptible to such influences. The
higher religions at any rate are all agreed in regarding God
as having a special interest in man’s moral judgements and
moral actions. Yet it is inconceivable that what we ordinarily
call conscience is nothing but this supernatural influence.
Its judgements arc so often proved to be wrong in the light
of fuller knowledge, and its judgements are so often obviously
influenced by circumstances and sometimes even by personal
prejudices, that to identify conscience with the voice of God
would be a particularly arrogant piece of blasphemy.! What
the moralist may concede to the theologian is that conscience
can be put under Divine guidance and become increasingly
susceptible to Divine leading, although of course a merely
descriptive science can give no proof or disproof of this.

An opposing view is that conscience simply provides a
mirror for custom within the individual mind, so that con-
science makes for the individual the same moral judgements
as custom and law make for the group as a whole. The
element of truth in this view is that the judgements of our
conscxence are almost certainly influenced by the customs
and efilos of our society. But the general falsity of the view
is evident from the frequency with which the individual
conscience rebels against the customs of a man’s society. Our
whole discussion of the difference between the level of custom
and the level of conscience shows that they do not lead to the
same actions. A clear interpretation of conscience regarded
as mirroring custom was that given by W. K. Clifford.?
Clifford suggested that the conception of the self is less definite
and more wide among primitive peoples, so that when the
primitive man thinks, as he does rather vaguely, of his self,

! Newton, echoing St. Gregory Nazianzen, said: ‘Deus est vox
lelatlva

* Mackenzic: Manual of Ethies, p. 115. Quoted from Lectures
and Fssaps (On the Scientific Basis of Morals).
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in a dim way he includes the whole tribe in that conception.
“The savage is not only hurt when anybody treads on his foot,
Bt hurt when anybody treads on his tribe.” *The tribe qua
tribe has 1o exist, and it can only exist by the aid of such an
organic artifice as the conception of the tribal scif in the minds
of its members.” ‘Now suppose,” continued ClifTord, ‘that
a man has done something obviously harmful to the com-
munity. Either some immediate desire or his individual
sclf has for once proved stronger than the tribal sell. When
the tribal sell wakes up, the man says: ‘“In the name of the
tribe I do not like the thing that I as anindividual have done.””’
This scll-judgement in the name of the tribe is called con-
science.  We may doubt if primitive man, who admittedly
thinks vagucly, is capable of making the distinction between
the tribal self and the individual self that Clifford’s argument
would rcquire, but even then the voice of the tribal self could
hardly be identified with conscience, for conscience may
speak for the individual against the tribe just as often as it
speaks for the tribe against the individual.

Many thinkers regard conscience simply as a dircct capacity
of knowing good [rom evil, a kind of special scnsc. This
was the view held by the English ‘moral sense® school, and
it is the basis of those theorics of ethics that are included
under the title ‘intuitionism’. A moral sensc may be of two
different kinds. It may be a sense which distinguishes
directly the bad from the good like the sense of taste which
distinguishes sweet from bitter; such a sense is mori- or less
invariable and is little affccted by cducation. Or the moral
sense may be a sense like that which distinguishes the beautiful
from the ugly; this, too, apparently gives judgements directly
and without intellectual reflection, but actually it is a capacity
that develops and is modifed by cducation, and its judge-
ments can be analysed and tested by aesthetic standards.
Our description of conscience has certainly shown that, if
conscience is a sense at all, it is a sense of the second kind, one
that can be educated by reflection and modified by outside
influences. The judge of our actions is not the moral sense
of any individual however undeveloped, but to use Mac-
kenzic's phrase is the ‘moral connoisscur’,? that is the skilled

1 Mackenzie: Manual of Eihics, Bk. I, Ch. 6, §ix.
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and sympathetic critic. There may accordingly be an appeal
from the judgement of the unskilled conscience to the judge-
ment of this moral connoisscur. How far such an appeal
from the individual conscience should be permitted is a
question for the cthical theory of intuitionism.

The Scottish philosopher, Adam Smith, who is better known
as one of the founders of the science of political cconomy, held
that conscience is based on the psychological fact of sympathy.?
He considers that the earliest moral judgements are made not
on our own conduct, but on the conduct of others and that
our approval or disapproval depends on the extent to which
we are able to sympathize with others in their conduct. If
e scc @ person getting angry over a trivial matter we cannot
sympathize with him, for we feel that his anger is out of all

roportion to what we oursclves would feel in similar cir-
cumstances.  Ifa person shows gratitude for a benefit received
sust to the extent that we would feel gratitude in the same
circumstances, then we sympathize with him and approve
his conduct. Smith has actually introduced here something
other than sympathy, namely an intuitive perception of what
is fitting conduct in ourselves and so indirectly in other pcople,
and this is something very like the ‘moral sensc’ that has just
pecn described.  Smith went on to point out that we know
that other people approve or disapprove our conduct just as
we do theirs, and so for social reasons ‘we become anxious
to know how far we deserve their censure or applause, and
whethei_ to them we must necessarily appear these agreeable
or disagreeable creatures which they represent us. We begin
upon this account to examine our own passions and conduct
and to consider how these must appear to them by con-
sidering how they would appear to us if in their situation’.
S$mith however admitted that we may fecl the judgements of
other men to be biased and prejudiced and so we try to
jmaginc how our actions would appear to an ‘impartial
spectator’ from whose point of view wc make our moral
judgements. An appeal lics from the opinions of mankind
“to a much higher tribunal, to the tribunal of their own con-
sciences, to that of the supposed impartial and well-informed
spectator, to that of the man within the breast, the great

Y Smith: The Theory of Moral Sentiments, cspecially Pt. 111, Ch. 1.

G
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judge and arbiter of their conduct’.? The irm:oduction of .tl\c
idea of impartiality adds something new to Smith’s conception
of conscience. ‘The appeal from one’s own biased judgements
to the judgements of one’s fellow-men is followed by the
recognition that the judgements of others are biased also,
but Smith’s argument does not show how conscience from
two sets of biased judgements comes to give a set of impartial
judgements, unless there be in us some innate capacity for
impartiality. We have already scen that it is very likely
that moral judgements had their origin in feelings of liking
and approval or disliking and disapproval, and Smith cer-
tainly was right in emphasizing the place of sympathy in the
development of these feelings into moral judgements. ‘The
fact that he had to introduce into his theory both the in-
tuitive perception of what is fitting and the notion of impar-
tiality shows that conscience is based on more than sympathy.
The attention paid to the emotional and conative aspects
of mind by such psychologists as McDougall and Shand in
our own day may tempt the moralist to renew the attempt
made in the eighteenth century to analyse conscience in terms
of feeling states. It may be suggested ‘that conscience is a
* specialized moral sentiment or emotional organization similar
in pattern to other sentiments like patriotism or being in love.
(8hand, however, was careful to make ‘respect for conscience’
rather than conscience itself a sentiment.)? Conscience
certainly shares with other sentiments the power of initiating
actions. For example, patriotism or a sense of di:ty may
equally lead a man to enlist in the army at a tiine of war.
It is worth noling, with Shand, that as all our sentiments have
to do with the regulation of conduct, all may be judged as
morally good or morally bad. Conscience however cannot
Ie analysed merely in terms of feelings ; that would leave out
the reflective aspect of conscience. It is our intellect rather
than our feelings, our head rather than our heart, which makes
moral judgements.

Many moralists have spoken as if there were in our minds a
picture of our true self or our ideal self, by which we judge our
conduct as coming short of our ideal, and this is what we mean

1 Smith: op. cit. Pt. ITI, Ch. 2.

2 Shand: Foundations of Character, p. 57.
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by conscience. In ordinary expcrience we often picture to
ourselves what we should do, cither generally or in particular
circumstances, and our actual conduct almost always fails
to come up to the picture. The phrase ‘ideal self’, however,
suggests that we have in our minds a complete and self-
consistent picture of the man we would like to be; the truth
is that in actual life we have only very imperfect and very
fitful glimpses of something a little better than we are, but
something which may, in the light of fuller knowledge and of
more virtuous praclice, appear later to be very defective.
It may be that the aspiration towards something a little higher
than we are is a fundamental characteristic of our human
nature. Bergson, who held that the course of evolution is
not mechanical but creative, and so ever pushing onwards to
some new manifestation, was pointing to this same character-
istic. And one aspect of this creative urge is the presence in
our mind at least on some occasions of a conscious representa-
tion of something a little better than we really are, a picture
of ‘the man to arise in me, That the man that I am may
ccase to be’. It seems certain that we do sometimes judge
our actual character and actions by comparing them with such
an ideal self, and our doing so is certainly an activity of
conscience.

These various views almost all tend to leave out what Butler
called the reflective aspect of conscience, and conscience
certainly implies that we do use some intellectual reflection
in morzd matters. In many cases we think out a right course
of action, and only after careful deliberation do we judge our
action to be right. The person who commonly uses such
deliberate reflecticn is referred to as ‘conscientious’ as if he
possessed or used conscience to an unusual degree. And this
brings us back to the point from which we started. It is the
mind as a whole which makes moral judgements. We
have mentioned various factors influencing the mind in this
task, perhaps supernatural ‘guidance, certainly the customs
and ethos of our society, and the sympathy which is a part
of our innate mental equipment. The human mind some-
times seems to work by a direct intuition of what is right or
fitting and then the description of conscience as a moral
sense is appropriate; sometimes it seems to work by a
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conscious representation of something better than the actual,
and then the term ‘ideal self’ is relevant; and sometimes it
works by the slow deliberate processes of logical reasoning.
It appears wrong to confine the name of ‘conscience’ to any
one of these activities; we can use it in fact whenever we are
making moral judgements.

§3. The Nature of the Moral Fudgement

‘When our conscience tells us that an action is good or right,
what is implied in the statement that we make? A great deal
of this book is taken up with a logical investigation of the
implications of such judgements, what is the true meaning
of such terms as good and right. In this chapter, however,
our question is still one of psychology; when the ordinary
man makes such judgements what is it that he intends to say,
rightly or wrongly? And this will serve us in good stcad when
we come to our more logical investigation, for in cthics we
must iry to keep our notions as near to those of the ordinary
man as we can. We want to use our terms as he uses them,
only of course with more accuracy and consistency.

It is nccessary, first of all, to distinguish what is subjectively
right, that is, what appears to be right to the person using the
term, from what is objectivcly right, that is right in the light
of objective moral standards. There is little doubt that the
ordinary man does not make this distinction; when he says
that moderate drinking is right, what he is really doing is
saying that, in his own opinion, moderate drinking+is right,
that is, subjectively right; but he probably feels that he is
making a statement that is objectively true, and that moderate
drinking is right, apart from his own opinion altogether.
What makes confusion still easicr is that many moralists hold
that it is always objectively right for 2 man to do what is
subjectively right to himself, for example that it was really
right for the Inquisitor to condemn heretics to death, because

he himself saw that this and this only was the right thing to
do. In the meanwhile we nced only note how easy it is to
confuse the subjectively right and the objectively right, and
to suggest that in common speech we are constantly confusing
them.

There are four implications that may be in people’s minds
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when they use the termns ‘right’ and ‘good’ and the other
ethical torms which were mentioned in the first chapter.
These may be called summarily (a) value, (5) obligatoriness,
(¢) moral fittingness, and (d) objective validity. It is not
likely that all these implications are present in a person’s
mind when he uses an ethical term, but one or more of them
certainly is. Certain terms cmphasize one implication more
than another; ‘duty’, for cxample, einphasizes obligatoriness,
and ‘right’ implies moral fittingness rather than value. It
may be that these notions are not completely in harmony
with one another, so that what has most value need not be
what is most obligatory. These are questions for our ethical
study; what we have now to do is to consider how these im-
plications are present in the mind of an ordinary person as he
makes his moral judgements.

(a) Value. When we make the judgement, ‘This action
is good’, we imply that the action has some value or that it is
worth while doing. The same is true, although perhaps in a
less degrec, of the judgement, ‘This action is right’. It may
be that the action is worth while in itself apart from its results ;
this is what we mean often when we say that a character is
good, and what we mcan sometimes when we say a motive
like gratitude is good. Or it may be that an action is worth
while because it produces results which are worth while in
themselves like things of beauty or a state of happiness. Good
conduct is by no means the only thing in the universe that is
worth While ; most people agree that things like the enjoyment
of beauty or conscious communion with God are also worth
while, and so worthy to be called good. Indecd, it is here
that the ethical use of good agrees in part with the many other
uses of ‘good’ which may be studied in axiology. When we
wish to make a moral judgement emphasizing this aspect of
value or disvalue, we tend to use the terms ‘good’ and ‘bad’
rather than the terms ‘right’ and ‘wrong’. Some pcople
think that the term ‘right’ is used to connote what produces
good results, but at most this is only a part of its meaning,
and sometimes it docs not seem to bear this meaning at all.

(b) Obligatoriness. When we judge a picce of conduct
morally we imply that somebody ought to do certain actions.
Very often the moral judgement comes with the foree of an
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order ; that is why Kant calls the moral law au ‘inuperative
and many other ethical writers have conceived the moral
standard on the analogy of the laws of a state. A superficial
introspection probably suggests that most people under the
influence of conscience feel under the sway of a command
coming from outside, that it is an external God bidding them
do something or outside society bidding them do some-
thing. A deeper reflection will show that the authority is
in some sense inside of us, that in some sense it is an obligation
that is imposed or at any rate accepted by the self. Even
il it be God’s command it is God speaking within our hearts.
It is this obligatoriness that is one mark distinguishing conduct
and other things which are ethically good from things that
are good in some other way. However good we may regard
the perception of a beautiful object or the experiencing of
some pleasure, we do not feel the obligation to enjoy them that
we feel 1o do good actions. Because of this, many moralists
hold that this notion of obligatoriness is the fundamental notion
of cthics. Many people doubt whether we can say that it is
obligatory for anyone to have certain motives like sympathy
or gratitude, for our motives depend largely on our given
menital make-up, and it is still more doubtful whether we can
say that it is obligatory for anyone to produce certain outside
results, for outside results generally depend on many factors
over which we can have no control. What is obligatory for a
man is his sctting himself to do a certain action. In.empha-
sizing this aspect, we tend to use the phrases ‘we ought to
do’ something or it is ‘our duty’ to do something.

(c) Moral Fittingness. Many people think that the whole
meaning of an cthical judgement like “This action is right’ is
contained in the notions of valuc and obligatoriness. When we
use the term ‘right’, however, we are often not laying emphasis
either on the value of the action or its results, or on the obliga-
tion we feel to perform it. We are rather implying that the
action is suitable in some unique and probably indefinable
way to the situation in which the doer finds himself, although
we may also think that such an action is likely to produce
results of value and that we have some obligation to do it.
‘The rightness of an action like speaking the truth consists not
merely in its producing good results, for many people would
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think it still right if*it produced bad results; and it does not
consist in its being obligatory, for people hold that it is
obligatory because it is right. Its rightness depends on its
being the morally fitting thing to do in most circumstances,
although not in all; it is not right to speak the truth in writing
fairy tales. Some moralists hold that while goodness or value
is primarily objective, so that the goodness of an action has
nothing to do with the doer’s attitude to it, rightness is
primarily subjective. An action’s rightness depends on its
moral suitability and the mental attitude of the agent is the
dominating factor in determining its suitability; the spirit
in which help is given is more important for the rightness of
the action than the nature of the help. It is certainly the
case that mental conditions must be taken into account, but
there is also an objective moral fittingness. A certain situa-
tion seems to call for a certain type of action, apart from its
good conscquences. There is a moral fittingness in a man
attempting to save a drowning child, even although his
inability to swim makes his action useless. This notion of
moral fittingness is the chief rival of obligatoriness as the
fundamental notion of cthics. It is of course most commonly
expressed in the moral judgement, ‘This is right,’ and its
opposing judgement, ‘ This is wrong.’

(d) Objective Validity. As we have already suggested, when
the ordinary man says that an action is good or right he holds
that hg,is saying something which is true, apart from his own
judgement on the matter. It is of course possible that he is
mistaken in this, and many theories of ethics hold that all
that he is affirming is that he has a feeling of liking or a feeling
of some kind of moral approval lowards the action. He holds
that his ethical judgement is one that can be contradicted by
an opponent and that cither he or his opponent is wrong in the
matter. This may be put in another way by saying that the
ordinary man holds that the decisions of conscience are
true or false decisions in the same way that the decision of
a jury that a prisoner on trial is guilty or not guilty is a true or
false decision.

It has been common to distinguish between judgements of
fact, the descriptive judgements of the ordinary positive sciences
like hotany or chemistry and judgements of value, the
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appreciative judgements of the normative sc.icncn:s. “Water is
composed of oxygen and hydrogen’ is a Judgement of fact.
*This picture is beautiful’ and ‘To. speak the truth is always
right’ are judgements of value. The suggestion is often made
that judgements of fact are morc objective because they depend
on the real nature of the world, while judgements of value are
more subjective, because they depend more on the individual
idiosyncrasies and prejudices of the person making the
Jjudgement. Both kinds of judgement are made by human
minds, and so both are subject to subjective influcnces like
lack of understanding, prejudice and personal desire, and for
this reason both may somctimes e regarded as subjective.
It is likely that judgements of value just because they often
affect the emotional side of our nature more deeply arc more
affected by subjective influences than judgements of fact.
It is certainly very easy to confuse the fact of our liking of a
thing with the judgement that this thing has valuc of one kind
or another. Both types of judgement can, however, be
examined objectively by the standards provided by logic,
and so demonstrated to be true or false. Another factor
which adds to the common confusion here is the common view
that a truc judgement has some kind of moral superiority
over a false judgement, that the man who holds true judge-
ments is, other things being equal, a better person than the
man who holds false judgements. We shall examine later
those theories of ethics often called subjective theories which
consider that the truth of moral judgements depends Un their
relations to some person’s desires or emotions or opinions,
but there is no doubt that the ordinary man regards his moral
judgements as objectively valid.

§84. The Object of the Moral Fudgement

We have written so far as if our moral judgements were
always judgements on voluntary actions, and this is in
accordance with the definition of ethics that was given in our
first chapter but, as a matter of fact, in our ordinary spgcch
we make moral judgements on a great many different kinds
of objects. We speak of a goed motive, good intentions,
good will, high mo:al purpose and good character as well as
of good actions. And there are moralists who hold that the
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only reason for calling actions right or good is that they produce
good results or good consequences. The development from
the level of custom to the level of conscience has tended to
make moralists attend more to the mental processes leading
to an action than to the action itself or to its outward conse-
quences, The moralist feels that, in doing so, he is getting
nearer to the moral quality of the action than if he attends
merely to the outward act, the form of which may be modified
by outside circumstances or such considerations as the technical
skill of the agent which are not directly relevant for morality.

With these considerations in view, Kant made lLis famous
statcment that there is nothing in the world or even out of it
that can be called good without qualification except a good
will.* Knowledge which may appear to be good may be
used by a traitor in his treachery and so prove bad in its
effects because the traitor lacks good will. Physical strength,
another apparent good, may be used for bad ends, and so
increase the badness of its possessor. By ‘good will' Kant
cannot have meant a mere desire or vague wish that may or
may not lead to action; that would be probably without any
moral value at all. 'What he meant was the firm desire and
fixed purpose to do something good. It is the need of this
determined cffort that is expressed in the proverb ‘The way
to hell is paved with good intentions’, intention herc being
used not correctly for a deliberate plan of action but for a
vague desire that may not result in action at all. It might
seem rtasonable to define Kant's good will as the willing
which lcads to good actions, but this is not always the case.
The act of willing of a charitable man, which lcads him to give
alms to a beggar, may be genuinely good, but if it result in the
beggar’s drinking too much and getting run over by a motor
car, the action as a whole can hardly be described as good.
Of course here the charitable man’s act of willing had the
defect of a lack of adequate knowledge of the human weakness
of the recipient of the charity, but if such lack of knowledge
is to prevent us from calling a picce of willing ‘good will’, it
would follow that there never can be such a thing as a good
will at all. It is safer to describe the good will as the will

 Kant: Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals, First
Section (Abbott, p. g).
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which normaily tends to produce good actions, whether the
action be good in itself or good because of its consequences.
In attempting to confine goodness to the willing process,
Kant probably made a false abstraction ; it is the whole action
including its mental antecedents, and also its external con-
sequences that is good or bad, and not the abstract process or
willing.

An even more definite attempt to make the proper object
of the moral judgement the inner springs of action was made
by Martincau, who held that our actions are to e regarded
as good or bad in proportion to the goodness or badness of
the motives which led to them.! Most people would agree
with Martineau that certain motives are always bhad; for
example, cruelty is both bad in itself and bad because of the
kind of actions and consequences which it causes. Other
motives like sympathy are always good. And we do in part
at least judge an action by its motive; if we belicve that a
father’s punishment of his child is due to parental love we
judge it differently from what we would, if we believe it to be
due to cruelty. Martineau tended to use the word motive
for the emotional state which impels a man to an action
rather than for the end or aim which induces him to carry
out the action, and he considered that these emotional states
can be arranged in an order of value as motives, beginning
with the sentiment of reverence and the ‘primary affection’
of compassion as the best, and ending with the ‘secondary
passions’ of censoriousness, vindictiveness and suspiciousness

as the worst.  Butsurely the position of 2 motive in Martineau’s
list is determined in part at least by the object towards which
the motive is felt; the fear of God has been reckoned as one
of the highest motives by religious people, closely akin to
Martineau’s highest motive of reverence, while the fear of
pain or the fear of other people are certainly among the lower
motives, not very far removed from Martineau’s suspicious-
ness. It is clear that for this scheme motives would need to
be subdivided according to the objects to which they are
attached, and Martineau makes no systematic attempt to do
this. It is too a false abstraction, concealing the true value
of the whole process, to separate the incentive or emotional
U Murctineau: Types of Ethical Theory, Vol. T, p. 266.
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state impelling (o action from the inducement or end aimed
atin the action. What Martineau was really trying to classify
are sentiments, emotional dispositions attached to particular
objects and tending to certain types of action. It is certainly
true that some sentiments are morally more valuable than
others; the natural love for one’s parents is morally better
than what psycho-analysts call the Oedipus complex promoting
tendencies to kill one’s father. We may admit too with
Martineau that reverence towards almost any object is a
better attitude in a man than suspiciousness of every object.
There is a good deal to be said for the view that motives arc
sometimes worth while in themselves; malice is almost
certzinly bad in itself apart from its consequences, and
lenevolence may De similarly good in itself.  Yet the ordinary
way of evaluating a motive is to consider the kind of actions
it produces. Most people think of malice as bad or of bene-
volence as good, because malice produces bad actions and
henievolence produces good actions. Most moralists would
make the highest motive not reverence with Martineau but a
sense of duty. Just as other motives are attractions to certain
objects or activitics because these are of a certain character,
so the sense of duty is an attraction to certain activities on
account of their being right.

The view that motive is the object of the moral judgement
is often opposed by the argument that we cannot be praised
or blagped for our motives because our motives cannot be
produced at will. This criticism implies the unproved and
probably untrue assertion that morality deals with praise and
blame. Over and above this it seemns the case that motives
can to some extent be produced at will. It is possible for the
same man to feel anger or to feel amusement when a practical
joke is played on him, and to a limited extent he can set
himself to arouse a particular motive just as he can set himself
to do a particular action. It may be admitted that our
capacity for sctting ourselves to arouse a particular motive is
wmore limited than our capacity for choosing an action, but
it is'still there. In particular it seemns possible in face of a
complex situation to inhibit to some extent the other tendencies
to action that arise in the mind and to give attention to what
our scnse of duty directs.  In any casc, it appears that we do
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judge motives as good or bad, and that when we judge an
action, like the giving of alms to a beggar, we do take the
motive of the giver into account; the action would be fiend-
ishly bad if the giver deliberately was out to make the beggar
drunk, but, if he gave in a spirit of benevolence, there is at
least something good about the action as a whole.
The same type of argument can be used in considering the
view that the moral judgement has intention as its object.
We do judge intentions to be good or bad not merely in the
sens¢ in which they are paving-stones on the road to hell,
but in the sense described in our second chapter of being the
total plans of action which 2 man purposes to carry out. The
Utilitarians rightly emphasized the fact that a man is respon-
sible not only for the motive or desire which induces him to
the plan of action but for all that he knows of what needs to
be done in order to carry out his desire. The revolutionary
is responsible not only for the Utopia or perfect state which is
the aim inspiring his whole scheme of action but for the blood-
shed, the suffering and the oppression which have to occur
as steps in his plan of a changed world. Indeed, we must
gostill further and include not only those parts of the intention
which the agent did not himself desire but were faced as
necessary steps in his plan of action, but those things also
which could have been in his mind if he had taken the trouble
to reflect. We hold the driver responsible who, by his
reckless driving, endangers the lives of others, although the
driver himself is perfectly confident in his own mind ‘that he
is taking no unnecessary risk ; we feel that he should know that
he is bringing others into danger. When we are dealing with
responsibility, the moral judgement on intention is accord-
ingly more important than the moral judgement on molive,
for it is the whole intended scheme for which the docr of an
aclion is responsible. It is also more important, from the
point of view of responsibility, than the judgement on action,
for a man is responsible for his intention and even for what he
ought to have foreseen in his intention in a way that he is not
responsible for his actions which may be affected by outside
conditions or his own limitations. We need not consider that
a good intention has value in itself, except in so far as it con-
tains motives that are good in themselves ; ordinarily we think
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of an intention as good because it normally leads to 2 good
action. The revolutionary’s intention is good if the scheme
ofactions and results to which it leadsis good. No one believes
the person who tells tales on others and maintains that he does
so with the intention of doing good to these other people,
when the result of his tale-bearing is obviously and repeatedly
bad. The proofs of a man’s intentions are his actions.

In practical life probably the most important moral judge-
ment is that on character. The particular motive or the
particular intention or even the particular action may not
really represent the man’s moral outloock and may never
repeat itself.  What is important in ordinary life is that we
should know the character or permanent mental constitution
of a man, and only give to a singlc desire or to a single action
the very small importance it deserves. In this evaluation of
character, motives are more important than intentions, for
it is the original desire initiating a plan of action that reveals
the character of its doer rather than the details it is necessary
to think of in carrying it out, although these too may have a
subordinate place in our judgement of character. Some
people indeed hold that character is simply a collective name
for the sentiments or dependable motives at work in any
person. Once again we may hold that a character is worth
while, or good in itself, or good because it leads to good
actions. Certainly we judge a man’s character by his habits
of action. ‘By their [ruits ye shall know them,’* and if a
chara®er bears consistently and habitually the fruits of good
actions, no onc can imagine that it is really bad.

We come back to our original position that the moral
judgement which is most important for ethics is the
moral judgement on voluntary actions, because the other
moral judgements are largely based on it. We judge a ‘will’,
a ‘motive’, an ‘intention’, a purpose’, and even ‘a character’
to be good in so far as each of thesc may be normally expected
to produce a good action or good actions. None of them
could keep up a claim to be regarded as good if in actual
experience they normally produced bad actions. In speak-
ing of a good action, however, we must be careful not to
limit the term ‘action’ to the simple bodily movement of the

1 Matthew vii. 20,
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agent; the motive, intention, purpose and willing are all
really parts of the action. An action donc in a different
spirit or with a different motive is not really the same action;
speaking the truth in malice is not really the same action as
speaking the truth in love. Again, it would appear necessary
to include part of the results of an action—at least the intended
part of the results—in the action itself. To make a statement
slandering another person in a language that we know to be
understood by our hearer is a different action from making
exactly the same statement to a hearer whom we know not to
understand the language we are using. In this way, action
may to some extent include both motive and result. Tt is
worth noting that an action may be good in two ways; it
may be good in itself apart from any effects or consequences
(and we have seen that motives and characters may also have
this kind of goodness) ; or it may be good because it produces
good consequences.

The fundamental nature of the judgement on action has
heen concealed by the fact that in practical life the other
kinds of moral judgement are so often more important. In
.considering the worth of men for positions of importance or
for undertaking things on our behalf, the judgement of
character is the important judgement, and we consider that
we have a truer estimate of a man’s character if we know and
judge his motives than if we merely know and judge his
actions. In praising and blaming men, and in censidering
their responsibility for their actions, the judgement:on in-
tention is more important than the judgement on action.
No one doubts that the act of slaying a fellow-man is bad in
itself; but we judge the action very differently when we know
that the motive was self-defence from the way that we judge
it when we know that the motive was jealousy. Again the
deliberate intention to kill one’s neighbour makes the killer
far more blameworthy than if there is no such intention.
We do not blame the surgeon who accidentally kills his
patient if he has taken all reasonable precautions in his in-
tended plan of action to avoid killing him. Although these
judgements on character, motive and intcntion may be
practically more important, yet they all depend for their
natitre on the judgement on action. And this fact that all our
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moral judgements arec based on the judgement on action
itself makes our task much more simple. In the following
chapters we shall need only to inquire what it is in actions
which makes them good or bad, right or wrong, or subject
to the other forms of moral judgement. The meaning of
good and bad motives, good and bad intentions, or good and
bad characters will follow almost directly from the meaning
of good and had actions.



Chapter v
THE DEVELOPMENT OF ETHICAL THEORY

§1. The History of Ethics

. The history of European cthics ean be convenicntly dl}”qed
Into three periods cach with its own special charflclcrlst:;-s'
The Greck period lasted from the beginning of cthical Stuog,
which was certainly not earlicr than 500 B.C., to A-D: 5 00
The medieval period of ethics may be dated from A-P: 5ds
10 A.D. 1500, and the modern peried from A.p. 1500 °““arthé
Each period has its characteristic ethical institution. Infthc
Greek period the Greek city state formed the background 0% n
moral life, and the man who performed his dutics as 2 C‘“?gd
was regarded as a good man. In the medieval pert e
morality was dominated by the Church and, generally Speahc
ing, the good life was identified with the holy life or tor
religious life. In the modern period neither CbUth nrc
state are so important in the moral life, and morality 15 chs
concerned with the free individual and his rights and dutt
in rclation to other free individuals. While we may r_cg:‘“;j
our three periods as the period of the city state, the REFIO 1
the Church and the period of the free individual respective yc’)
we must not exaggerate the differcnces between then.l' ot
the present day, our ethical thinking is largely detelmmck
by two influences, the frec reflection that arose 1 the ‘Gr'e s
city states and the moral tradition of Jews and Christi2t
that was taught by the Church of the Middlc Ages.

§2. Greek Ethics from

The study of ethics is an outcome of that development }:a ve
the level of custom to the level of conscience \.v}'nch 1wialiles
described in an carlier chapter. When an individua raction
that his conscience shows 10 him the rightness Of.som(i:f at all
which other people regard as wrong, his reflection
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thorough, is likely to lead him to the fundamentai problem
of cthics—what it is in an action that makes it right or wrong,

or what is the standard or test by which we discriminate

good and bad actions. While ethical reflection of this kind

occurred in a vague way in many countries, it was in ancient

Greece in the fifth century before Christ that European ethics

really began. The Sophists were a group of teachers,

generally itinerant, who were primarily concerned with the

education of young men for that political carcer which was

open to every free-horn citizen in the city states of Greece.

The Sophists lived in an age like our own, when there was
a good deal of questioning of the value of established institu-
tions, partly because certain of these institutions had actually
outlived their usefulness (the use of Homer as a basis for all
literary education, for example), and partly because there
occurred at that period one of those outbursts of freedom in
human thought that seem to happen periodically in the
history of the human racc without there being any very
adequate reasons for lherr_x. The Sophists raised the moral
question by asking what in the good life was according to
nature, and what was merely a matter of custom or con-
vention. The morc revelutionary among them thought that
all morality was 2 matter of human convenience, and that
we call things good merely because they suit ourselves or the
majority of mankind. .To use :l-}e famous phrase of one of
the greatest of the Sophists: ‘Man is the mcasure of all things’;
he decizes for himself what is right and what is wrong, and
there is no other sgandard.

Socrates, who is commonly regarded as the founder of
Western philosophy, while he shared to the full the tendency
of the Sophists to ask questions about matters of conduct, was
]ess confident than most of his colleagues of his ability to answer
these questions. This was especially unfortunate, because he
considered that a thorough understanding of the nature of
goodness was a necessary condition [or living a thoroughly
good life. He expressed this view in the maxim ‘Virtue is
knowledge’. Socrates’ own personal goodness of character
seems to have concealed from him the fact that in the case
of most men good will or the purpose to do what is right is
nceded along with knowledge of the nature of goodness Lo

u
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secure practical goodness of living. Or it may be that
Socrates realized this, and that his maxim was simply his
way of emphasizing the importance of a knowledge which
most people regard as of no importance at all. It is not
known whether Socrates himself ever made an explicit state-
ment that morality is a matter of nature and not of custom,
but this was almost certainly his view. He quoted with
approval the saying ‘Know thyself’,! and this suggests that
he realized that a knowledge of human nature is important
for the good life, or even perhaps that goodness is natural in
the sense of being based on human nature. _

The two great followers of Socrates, Plato and Aristotle,
pursued systematically that knowledge of ethical matters
which Socrates had considered to be essential for virtue. For
Plato this knowledge was a metaphysical knowledge, chiefly
the understanding that the real world is not the world which
is perceived by our scnses, but a world of realities, which
Plato called ‘ideas’, and which are perfect types correspond-
ing to those things that exist in imperfect forms in the world
that is known to us through perception. The most funda-
mental of these realities is the ‘idea of the good’, and whatever
else this implies it certainly means that goodness is natural
in the sense that it is the most fundamental fact about the
universe. Aristotle accepted in general the ethical position
of Socrates and Plato, although there was a marked difference
in his philosophical outlook, for temperamentally he was more
interested in the concrete details of the moral life th2a in the
abstract underlying principles, and we have in his Ethics not
a description of an ideal community as we have in the Republic
of Plato, but an analysis of the moral life as it was found in the
Greek city states of his own day. Aristotle 100, however,
fully realized the importance of ethical knowledge.

It is perhaps an indication of the greatness of Socrates,
Plato and Aristotle that, while most later schools of ethics
have claimed them as among their founders, they cannot be
labelled with the name of any particular ethical school.
What they taught was the necd and the importance of under-
standing the nature of goodness and, although they did not
put it in this way, the truth that goodness belongs to the nature

1 Attributed to Chilon, Thales, and Apollo (by Cicero).
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of things. To understand goodness means to understand the
nature of the universe as a whole, and particularly that part
of it we call human nature.

There were two groups contemporary with Plato and
Aristotle in which one of the fundamental cleavages between
later cthical schools is already found. The Cyrenaics held
explicitly that a good action is one which gives pleasure,
and this is the view called hedonism which has persisted as one
of the great cthical theories until our own day. The Cynics,
on the other hand, held that the good lile consisted in being
independent of human desires and their satisfaction, so that
for them pleasure had no connexion with goodness. In
later Greek thought, the Cyrcnaics were followed by the
Epicureans, who had a more developed theory of pleasure
being the one good at which men ought to aim, while the
Cynics were followed by the Stoics, who found the good life
in the avoidance of feeling and the rational pursuit of duty.
The Stoics taught explicitly that goodness is natural, for the
laws of morality are the laws of nature, perfectly rational and
so comprehensible to humanreason.  As the desire for pleasure
was of all things the most likely to lead men away from
rational living, this was to be altogether avoided, In their
emphasis on rational knowledge, the Stoics were true disciples
of Socrates. We have in the Epicureans and the Stoics two
ways of looking at the moral life. The Epicureans held that
good things are those that satisfy our human desires, and
particBlarly the desire for pleasure; this is the fundamental
view of the moralists called Utilitarians in modern times.
The Stoics held that a good action is an action done in accord-
ance with some principle known to reason; this is the view
of Kant and the many moralists influenced by him in modern
tirnes.

§3. Medieval Ethics

The spread of Christianity in Europe mecant that a new
emphasis was given to the individual. This helped to change
the Greck outlook which had identified the good man with
the good citizen and had regarded ethics as a part of politics.
It also meant that more attention was given to the inner
aspect of morality; it was a man’s inner motives that
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indicated his true spiritual state and fitted him for the life of
heaven, which was the aspiration of every good man. Yet,
on the whole, the Middle Ages did not encourage moral
speculation and the consequent development of ethical
theory. The standard of right and wrong had bcen given
finally beyond dispute in the revelation of God’s law in the
Bible as it was interpreted by the Church, and to raise doubts
or to ask questions was dangerous heresy il not impious blas-
phemy which the Church had the power to punish with a
becoming severity. All that was left for ethics to do was to
deduce from the principles and illustrations provided by the
Bible and the Church the particular applications of these to
individual cases, and so we find in the Middle Ages the teach-
ing of casuistry or applied ethics taking a very large place.
The degradation of casuistry, which has given the word its
modern evil suggestion, belongs to a slightly later period.

§4. Modern Ethics

In the fifteenth and sixtecnth centuries, the Church lost the
authority which it had held over the larger part of Europe
for nearly a thousand years. One cause of this was an out-
burst of individualism, emphasizing human freedom and
human accomplishment, which was largely brought about
by a revival of Greek learning with its cvidence of what man
could accomplish apart from the Christian revelation;
another cause was the division and consequent weakening of
authority of the Church itself. Whatever the causes %y have
been, and they were by no means as simple as our statement
has suggested, individual men were no longer willing to
accept the decision of the priest as the final word in moral
matters. Many in religious circles tried to find in the words
of the Bible itself the mora] authority that had formerly been
given to priest and Church, and for Protestantism the final
moral standard was the teaching of the Bible with a great
deal of liberty of individual intcrpretation. More reflective
people, however, felt impelled to look for a standard of right
and wrong that was intelligible and acceptable to their reason,
and these are the standards which we will have to examine
critically in the following chapters. The various views may
be classified as follows:
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(a) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between
right and wrong was merely subjective, depending upon the
attitude of the individual making the moral judgement.
For example, what a2 man likes is regarded by him as right;
what he dislikes is regarded by him as wrong. We may
include in this group all who maintain that the difference
between right and wrong is merely a human convention.
This had been the view of the more extreme Sophists in
ancient Greece, and it became the view of all the more
sceptical among modern thinkers.

(b) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between
right and wrong was known by direct insight or intuitively,
and the more extreme of them held that this is all that can
be said about it. A moderate intuitionism was maintained
both by the moral sense school of Shaftesbury and Hutcheson
and Dby the Scottish ‘common-sense’ school led by Reid in the
cighteenth century.

(c) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between
right and wrong is based on some law, but there were many
different views of the nature of that law. The Greek Stoics
had suggested that the moral law was both a law of nature
and a law of reason, and this view was held by the greatest
Christian philosopher of the Middle Ages, St. Thomas Aquinas,
In the cighteenth century we find two schools of thought as
to the laws underlying morality. For the one school the
moral Jaw is a law of human nature to be revealed by a study
of mai’s psychological constitution. Butler is the leading
moralist of this school, but similar views were held by Adam
Smith and Hume. All of these attempted to analyse con-
science or the moral sense psychologically and so to discover
the basis of morality. The other school emphasized the view
that the moral law is a law of reason. We find this view in
the Cambridge Platonists, Clarke and Wollaston, among
English philosophers, and in Kant, the German philosopher.
Through Kant, this view has been developed in the modern
idealism of Hegel and his followers, who maintain that the
moral law is a law of logic and consequently a law of nature,
for it is their metaphysical view that the structure of the
universe is logical throughout.

(d) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between
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right and wrong depends on the result of our actions, ancd
particularly on their power of satisfying our dcsires and
causing pleasure to ourselves and others. We have seen this
view in the Greek sthools of the Cyrenaics and Epicureans,
and in the modern period it has bcen maintained by the
great school of English Utilitarians, including John Stuart
Mill and Sidgwick.

All these types of cthical theory have been affected by
various influences in the course of their development. In
the eighteenth century the associationist psychology prevalent
among English philosophers undoubtedly led such moralists
as Butler, Hume and Smith to study ethics by attempting to
analyse conscience into its elements. In the nincteenth
century, the study of evolution in biology affected more than
one type of ethical theory, as well as trying to offer a purely
evolutionary explanation of the nature of good and bad.
The theory that pleasure is the moral standard was developed
on evolutionary lines by Herbert Spencer; the theory of
idealism was developed on evolutionary lines by Hegel in
Germany and T. H. Green in England; and the theory
that morality merely depends on human likes and dislikes
has been developed in the modern theory of ethical relativity
by Westermarck, who takes full advantage of the cvolutionary
study of the development of the sentiments. Another in-
fluence which has strongly affected ethical study in our own
day has been the analogy of moral goodness with othqr forms
of value. The moral sense school of the eightcenth®Century
made a rather simple analogy between goodness and heauty,
but the development of economics and the study of the naturc
of art have led men to examine more closely the nature of
value, and there is a tendency to try to discover the nature of
goodness by seeing its place in the scheme of values. To-day,
under the influence of Bergson and others, the creative aspect
of artistic activity is suggesting a similar creativeness in the
doing of good actions.

§5. Classification of Theories of the Moral Standard

It is possible to arrange moral theories in many different
ways, some of them so similar as to lead casily to confusion.
There is first of all the difference between absolute and relative
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cthics. Absolute cthies holds that therc is one universal
and eternal moral code which applies equally to all men of
all ages, and that changing circumstances or changing opinions
make no difference whatsoever to this absolute moral code.
Relative or relativistic ethics holds that the moral standard
varies with different circumstances, so that it may be right
for an Arab nomad, but wrong for an English city-dwelier, to
have four wives at the same time. It is possible to believe
in absolute standards of ethics and yet to hold that the par-
ticular applications of these standards are relative to circum-
stances, for example, to hold that the obligation to speak the
truth is an absolute obligation, but to hold that a philosopher
is morally bound to state both sides of the case as he knows
them to be true on a debatable point of theory, while a lawyer
pleading a case is only bound to state those true facts which
will favour his own client.

Closely akin to the distinction between absolute and relative
ethics is the distinction between objective and subjective ethics.
Indeed, we may say that subjective or subjectivist ethics is
that form of relative ethics which holds that the circumstances
which cause variability in the moral judgement are always
the mental states of a particular person. The most familiar
example of subjective ethics is the view that all that I mean by
calling an action good is that I myself like it. There may be
forms of relative ethics that are not subjective, for example,
the theory which holds that the rightness or wrongness of
polygarily depends on economic conditions would be ob-
jective but relative. All absolute standards in ethics are of
course neccessarily objective.

Another distinction is that made between naturalistic and
non-naturalistic theories of ethics. Naturalism analyses ethical
concepts in terms of the ordinary descriptive sciences, and
by far the commonest form of naturalism analyses ethical
concepts in terms of psychology. A naturalistic theory may
be subjective if the analysis is such that the nature of right or
good will vary with the attitude of some person, for example the
view that ‘This action is right’ merely means ‘I like this
action’. A naturalistic theory is, however, objective when
the standard does not change with the changing attitude of
any person, for example the ordinary hedonistic view that
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the right action is one which causes morc pleasure than any
other possible action. In both these examples the notion of
‘right’ is analysed in terms of psychology, in the first case
in terms of liking, and in the second case in terms of causing
pleasure, so both are naturalistic theories. But in the first
case it would be possible for the action to be right for A, il A
liked it, and at the same time wrong for B, if B disliked it, so
the theory is subjective. In the second case, if the action
does actually cause the maximum possible pleasure to all
concerned, it must be equally right for everybody, so the
theory is objective. If the moral standard is subjective, then
there can be no universal moral standards, and ethics would
become to a great extent a part of the descriptive science of
psychology.

Theories of ethics may be divided again into attitude theories
in which ethical terms are defined by the attitude of some being
or other and consequence theories, in which ethical terms are
defined by reference to the consequences of actions. The
theory which defines a right action as one that the agent likes
is an attitude theory; hedonism which defines a right action
in terms of its pleasant consequences is a consequence theory.
Attitude theories however need not always be subjective, or
even naturalistic. The theory that a right action is one that
the majority of mankind likes would be objective but natural-
istic; the theory that a right action is one that is commanded
by God would be an attitude theory, but hardly naturalistic
in the ordinary sense of naturalism. Attitude thedties and
conscquence theories hardly include all theorices of ethics; the
view that the moral law is a law of nature is neither an
attitude nor a consequence theory, unless we personify nature,
and it is surely possible to think that the rightness of an action
is affected both by its own nature and by its consequences,
that is by something more than a consequence theory would
include.

Theories of ethics have been divided by Professor Broad
into deonlological and teleological theories. A deontological
theory holds that the rightness and wrongness of an action
depends on the action itself and not on the consequences it
produces. Of course it is not always possible to say just where

1 Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 162.
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the action ends and its consequences begin; when I read a
book is my understanding of it a part of my reading or a
conscquence of my reading? The simplest form of deonto-
logical theory is intuitionism, the view that we have a direct
intuition of the rightness and wrongness of actions. All
forms of intuitionism would not however be included in the
dcontological group; there are thcories which hold that we
have intuitions about the consequences of our actions, for
example that we know intuitively that only actions causing
the maximum possible pleasure are right, and these would
certainly be relevant to the teleological group of theories.
It is a question for ethics how far our intuitions give us absolute
or relative standards, so we might have an absolute intuition-
ism or a relative intuitionism. And the question may be
raised whether our intuitions are simply mysterious dictates
of conscicnce or whether they can be analysed in other terms
by the moralist. Some of the moral sense school, which is
commonly regarded as an intuitionist school, held that the
uncorrupted moral sense always sees those actions to be right
which cause the greatest happiness of the greatest number;
so, in this case what appears to be a deontological theory on
analysis proves to be teleological. We shall consider in-
tuitionist theorics in Chapter VII. Therc are, however, other
forms of deontological theory. One of the commonest is to
hold that the rightness of an action depends on its conformity
to some kind of law—a law of God, a law of the social group,
a law Rven by our own conscicnce, a law of nature, a law of
logical consistency, or even a law of evolutionary development,.
The term ‘law’, as used in this statement, is itself an ambiguous
term, and we shall consider several deontological theories of
the standard as law in Chapter VIII. It may be debated
whether the division into deontological and teleological
holds of all ethical theories or of objective theories only. If
we arc to include subjective theories, most of them would
fall into the deontological group, but it is probably better to
confine this division to objective theories.

Teleological theories are identical with the consequence
theories of our last division. They hold that the rightness
and wrongness of an action depends on its consequences or
results. By far the commonest teleological theory has been
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hedonism which holds that the rightness or wrongness of an
action depends entirely on the pleasantness or unpleasantness
which it causes. While a great deal of ethical discussion in
the past has been occupied with the hédonistic theory called
Utilitarianism, most teleologists to-day realize that there
may be other conscquences aflecting the rightness and wrong-
ness of actions as well as the pleasantness or unplcasantness
thdt “they cause. We shall consider in Chapter IX the
hedonistic forms of the teleological theory, and in Chapter XI
those theories which hold that the relevant consequence is
the perfection of the agent, and in Chapter X1I those theories
which regard the consequences in terms of valuc generally,
although here we shall need to consider also deontological
views that use the notion of value. In Chapter X we shall
consider cvolutionary theories, which on the wholc belong
to the teleological group, most of themn holding that it is the
consequence of furthering evolutionary development which
makes an action right. We shall see more than once in the
sequel that it js possible to combine a deontological and a
teleological theory. If we regard, for example, thc moral
law as a law of nature, there may be some laws of nature
which make actions right apart from their consequences
or there may be natural laws stating the consequences that
are to be sought. And if we use the concept of value, we may
find that some actions have value in themselves, while others
have value because of their consequences. All this goes to
remind us that any division of ethical theories into gtoups is
somewhat arbitrary, however useful it may be in dividing the
subject of our study-into convenient sections.



Chapter VI

RELATIVE, SUBJECTIVE AND NATURALISTIC
THEORIES OF THE MORAL STANDARD

§1. Absolute and Relative Ethics

Every science consists of a number of true universal state-
ments, and, il cthics is to be regarded as a science, it must
include a number of moral judgements that are true not
merely for one individual but for all men or for all men of a
certain group. Relative ethics maintains that there are no
moral rules that apply to all men as such; there are forms
of cthical relativity which would admit of standards for all
the members of a limited group, and other more extreme
forms in which what is tight for any man is a purely individual
matter, so that there is no question of any standard at all.
The following appear to be the chief arguments uscd against
absolute ethics, the view that there are universal, unchanging
moral standards.

(a) There have been, as a matter of fact, a great many
differen’®moral standards both in the past and at the present
day, and any attempt to say that one is better than another
may be duc to bias or prejudice in favour of our own. The
duel which was considered the only right way of settling
disputes by men of honour in the seventeenth century is now
everywhere considered to be wrong. The sati or widow who
burned herself on her husband’s funeral pyre did an act that
was regarded as good by Hindus of a former age, but was
regarded as bad by the British invaders of India. In reply
to this argument, it may be pointed out that modern anthrop-
ologists consider that the variations in moral codes are not as
great as they were at one time believed to be. Moral codes
may difler as to whether a man may have one wife or four;
all are agreed that a man may not have any woman that he
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likes whenever he likes. Moral codes may difler again as to
the cases where lying ic the lesser of two evils, but all are
agreed that ordinarily spcaking the truth is the right course
of action. Such variety as there is in moral codes can often
be explained by the fact that these codes are not statements
of ultimate moral principles but are applications of such
principles to the actual conditions of a particular socicty.
The principle of chastity finds one sct of applications in a
community of monks vowed to celibacy but another in family
life. A strong sensc of honour is probably as much approved
to-day as it was in the days of the ducl, and wifely aflcction
is as much regarded as good as it was in the days when the
sati offered her life, but the ways in which these principles
of goodness are expressed have changed with changing
circumstances. There are certain factors which prevent us
from sceing the fundamental resemblances in the diflerent
moral codes. (i) At different times, actions with the same
name may be very different in their moral quality, and so
may be judged differently without any differcnce in moral
principle being involved. Slavery as St. Paul knew it in the
Roman Lmpire of the first century was a very different in-
stitution from slavery as Livingstone knew. it in Africa in the
nineteenth century. (ii) A difference in moral judgeraent
may be due to a difference of opinion on matters of fact,
particularly on the actual consequences of action, and not to
a difference in moral standard. It was too readily supposed
that those who supported and those who opposed®he pro-
hibition of the sale of intoxicating liquors in Amecrica always
differed in their moral principles; in some cascs at any rate
the difference was a difference in opinion as to what the actual
effects of the prohibition laws were, so that if the truc facts
could have been made known to both parties there would
have been more agreement. It s also to be remembered that
existing moral codes are not regarded by the absolutist as
being the absolute moral code; they are at best imperfect
approximations to that code, and the fact that they are all
imperfect leaves room for their differing from one another.
In all these ways, it is possible that there may be one absolute
moral code in spite of the many existing codes and their
differences from one another.
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(6) The view that moral judgements are bascd on cmotions
has encouraged the belief in ethical relativity, for emotions
change from time to time in the same individual although he
may remain in the same situation, and different individuals
feel differcnt emotions even in the same situation. There
is no necd to dispute Westermarck's view that moral judge-
ments may have their origin in emotions.! It may be the
case even now that the occurrence of an emotion like
rescntment is often a necessary condition to arouse in us a
moral judgement condemning the action to which we feel
resentment.  When we feel angry with our neighbour we
find oursclves condemning his bad deeds; he may have
really done them and they may really be bad, but our anger
was the occasion for our discovering their badness. The
very most that Westermarck and his supporters can demon-
strate is that emotions provide a psychological condition, in
the absence of which we would not be able to make a moral
judgement; if we did not feel the emotion of moral approval
towards an action we would be psychologically unable to
judge that the action is good. Dr. A. C. Ewing points out
that our breathing is a necessary physiological condition
of our making a moral judgement,® but no one would for
this reason maintain that ethical judgements are judgements
about breathing. Similarly ethical judgements are not
judgements about emotions, and so do not necessarily share
in the variability 'of emotions.

(¢) T™ notion of the moral judgement being absolute has
been attacked by the logical positivists who hold that the so-
called moral judgement cannot be really a judgement at all,
still less a universal scientific judgement. They hold that ifa
judgement is to have meaning the words of which it consists
must refer to things which are directly experienced by the
senses, or which are analysable into elements that can be
directly experienced by the senses. They hold that the notion
‘ought’ is incapable of being so analysed and they are pro-
bably right in this. It follows that morai judgements are
not really judgements at all but commands or wishes or

! Westermarck: Ethical Relativity, p. 60.

2 A, C. Ewing: Subjectivism and Naturalism in Ethics: Mind, Vol.
LIII, p. 139.
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cxclamations. We shall consider these views when we come to
subjective theories in the next section, but it is sufficient at
present to point out that logical positivism is not the only
possible theory of knowledge. Other philosophers would
agree with the logical positivists that the universal ethical
judgement is different from the universal scientific judgement
both in its nature and method of proof; but they would hold
that it is universal and unconditional ina way that no
judgement derived merely [rom observation by the senses
can be.

(d) Ethical relativists point to the lack of agrecement
among holders of an absolute ethics as to what the basis of
that ethics is. In days when the Christian revelation was
widely accepted as the basis of morality in Europe, and there
was a general confidence in the capacity of reason to reach
true knowledge, ‘there was little thought of ethical.relativity.
At the present day, when there is no such acceptance
of a single religious or metaphysical basis for a moral
code, the belicf in ethical relativity is widespread. Rela-
livists are ccrtainly justified in pointing out that moral
philosophers have up to the present not agreed among
themselves, but this is no proof that there will always he
such disagrecment.

The consequences of believing that there arc no absolute
moral standards are such that it is difficult to Dbelieve that
any sane person can accept them. (a) We not only judge
actions by our own moral code, but we judge that &c moral
code is better than another, for example that the moral code
of the ancient Israelites was better than the code of a cannibal
tribe on a Pacific island. If there is no absolute standard in
morals we have no right to make such a judgement, for there
is nothing in respect of which we can compare the two codes.
The ethical relativists say simply that we judge moral codes
that are like our own to be superior to those that are unlike
our own, so that our preference is simply a matter of prejudice.
This hardly seems to be the case, as there arc people who
prefer some other moral code to that of their own society,
although it is possible to argue that they may be influenced
by some other prejudice. Yet it is hard to believe that the
moral code of one of the higher civilizations, of the Roman
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Stoics or of Christians for example, is not superior to tribal
codes that permit cannibalism (although this may actually
be a sign of moral decadence disapproved by every truly
moral code) or the blood feud.

(b) Ifthere is no moral superiority of one code over another,
there can be no such thing as moral progress or moral decline.
This is possibly the case, but it is opposed to one of the most
common beliels of our modern age.

(¢) As no moral code is better than another, and no moral
progress is possible, moral effort becomes meaningless.
Lthical relativists deny this by saying that a man should
try to bec true to the code that he himself or his society
professes. If this code, however, has no superiority to the
scheme of conduct dictated by his appetites, why should
anyone make the strenuous effort needed to obey the
moral code?

(d) The logical conclusion of ecthical relativity would be
that no man is better than another, for every man has a
certain moral outlook, however vague, which determines his
actions and character. The man who sees society as an object
to be preyed upon cannot he regarded as morally worse than
the man who sees sociely as something to be loved and served,
if one code is as good as another.

Most ethical relativists would say that this argument is un-
fair to their theory because while they deny a universal moral
standard, they accept what we may call local moral standards,
rules t1%¢ hold for limited groups of people. But no relativist
has shown how the limits of such groups are to be determined,
or why the arguments that make moral standards relative
to the circumstances of a particular community should not
be used to make moral standards relative to cach particular
individual. To do so of course means that therc are no
standards at all. LEthical relativists are however right in
holding that the ordinary moral rules which men commonly
accept are not really the ultimate, unchanging, absolute
principles which distinguish right and wrong. Ordinary
moral rules are the applications of these principles to particular
circumstances, and the ultimate principles themselves are
neither perfectly known nor perfectly embodied in any exist-
ing moral code.
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§2. The Standard as Subjective
Subjective ethics is by far the most commonly held form of
relative ethics, and so deserves a special consideration.  The
term subjectivism is used differently by different writers,
sometimes to indicate all attitude theorics of ethics or even
all relative theories, but we shall corifine it to theories showing
the two characteristics that we mentioned in the last chapter,
namely (i) that the judgement that an action is right depends
for its validity on the mental state of a_particular person,
and (i) that because this mental state may change either in
the same individual, or from one individual to another,
an action may be right at one time and wrong at another or
even right and wrong at the same time. The simplest case
of subjectivism is the view that when I say that an action is
right all that I mean is that I like this action. Mcinong has
pointed out that there is a confusion here between two things.!
A judgement both expresses a state of mind and means the
object of the state of mind. When 1 say ‘This man deservcs
to be hanged’, I am certainly expressing my own attitude,
but the meaning of my statement is a fact that is true of
false apart from my attitude to it. It is very likely that
when I say ‘This action is right’, I am expressing :my
own attitude of moral approval or liking to it, and this is
what subjectivists emphasize; but the validity of the judge-
ment depends not on what it expresses but on what it means,
and this needs to be established on objective grounds, not on
the fact that it expresses an attitude. All subjectivi ‘theories
are naturalistic theorics for they attempt to define cthical
notions in terms of psychological notions such as liking or
approval. Subjective theories vary as to the individual
whose mental states determine the rightness or wrongness
of the action. Most commonly it is the maker of the moral
judgement whose mental states are concerncd, and some
people would confine the term ‘subjectivism’ to this type of
theory. Sometimes, however, it is the doer of the ac‘iop
whose mental states are involved, as when we say that if
a man thinks an action to be right it is objectively right for
him to do it. Or the determining factor may be the mental
states of some other person such as one’s religious confessor.
1, N. Findlay : Meinong’s Theory of Objects, p- 28.
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Dr. A. C. Ewing has distinguishcd between three views
which may properly be called subjective in his opinion:?
(a) the vicw that the moral judgement refers merely to the
mental state of the person who makes it, as in our previous
example that when I make the statement ‘This action is
right’ all that is mecant is ‘I like this action’; (b) the view
that moral judgements are not judgements at all, but of the
nature of commands, exclamations or wishes so that, accord-
ing to one view, ‘ This action is right’ is merely a command to
do the action; and (c) the view that.moral judgements are
either always false or at least incapable of being proved
truc. -

(a) The simplest form of subjectivism is the view that all
that a moral judgement asserts is that the person making it
has, or tends to have, certain feclings. The statement ‘This
action is right’ means ‘I like this action’, or ‘When I consider
this action I tend to have a feeling of moral approval towards
it’, or some such staterment about my own feelings. Approval
and liking are not the same; we may approve of a murderer
being hanged without at all liking this being done. In fact,
approval is not entirely a feeling state; it implies a judgement
as to the rightness of what is done, so that the feeling of
approval implies some other moral standard than itself.
In having a feeling of approval of an action, I am implying
that I consider that the action is right by some objective
standard. This is in a less degree true of other feelings; my
judgenDut that a thing is bad cannot merely mean that I am
afraid of it, for a fear itself may be justifiable or unjustifiable;
it is right to be afraid of snakes, but wrong to be afraid of
sleeping in the dark. Similarly, likes and dislikes may be
justifiable or unjustifiable.

This type of subjectivism, like other false ethical theories,
can best be refuted by showing that it has consequences like
the following, which no reasonable person can accept.

(i) When two persons are talking about a certain action,
and the one says that it is right and the other says that it is
wrong, they are not really contradicting each other. They
are merely making statements of the same type as ‘I like sugar

'A. C. Ewing: Subjectivism and Naturalism in Ethics: Mind,
Vol. LIII, p. 120,

I
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in my tea’ and ‘I do not like sugar in my tea’, both of which
can be true at the same time provided that they are made by
different people. It follows that there never can be a real
difference of opinion or a real argument about the rightness
ofan action. Few people would admit that the man who says
that telling lies is always better than speaking the truth can
never be proved wrong by argument, but on this view, if he
adheres to his position that he likes lying better than truth-
speaking, there is no arguing against his position.

(ii) This consequence of subjectivism can be put in another
way by saying that when two people make the assertion
‘Speaking the truth is right’ they never mean the same thing.
One of them means ‘I, A.B., like the practice of speaking the
truth’; the other means ‘I, C.D., like the practice of speaking
the truth’.  Few people would accept that a moral judgement
when made by different persons must have a different meaning
in each case, and of course ethical discussion becomes again
impossible.

(iii) If this view were correct the only arguments that would
be relevant to the rightness or wrongness of actions would be
arguments from psychology. If I wish to show that your
statement, ‘This action is right’, is incorrect, I shall need to
prove that you have made a mistake in introspection, and
that you really do not know what your own mental state is.
It certainly would be a remarkable boldness on my part to
suppose that I know what is going on in your mind better
than you do yourself. And certainly no intelligenc: person
has ever set about refuting a moral judgement in this way.

(b) The ground of the view which holds that moral judge-
ments are not judgements but commands, exclamations or
wishes, is the theory of knowledge called logical positivism
which holds that all genuine judgcments are on analysis
verifiable by the senses and, as moral judgements obviously
cannot be verified in this way, they are not really judgements
atall. There would seem no purely cthical ground for taking
this view of the moral judgement, and in the light of its con-
sequences, most moralists would be inclined to say that the
ethical evidence shows that the logical positivists must be
wrong somewhere in their episternological theory of judge-
ment. The first consequence of regarding what is commonly
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called a moral judgement as a wish or a command or an
exclamation, is that we cannot assert it to be true or false,
for only statements (that is, judgements expressed in words)
can be true or false. The so-called moral judgement is
according to the vicw that is now being considered itself the
wish or the command. For example, to call the practice of
speaking the truth right is only another way of saying ‘ Always
speak the truth’, or ‘Would that men spoke the truth’.

We are not, according to this view, making a judgement
that we are having a wish or feeling an emotion or issuing a
command; it would then be theoretically possible to say
whether our judgements are truc or false. However, the
same arguments that we have used against the view that in a
moral judgement I am merely telling about my own feelings
would apply equally against the view that I am merely
telling my own wishes or commands. It seems certain that
when the ordinary man asks whether an action is right, he
is not merely wanting to know his own wishes or feelings;
he wants to know something about the action, something that
can be expressed in the form of a judgement or statement.
With this vicw also, there would be no possibility of differences
of opinion or of rational arguments on moral matters. There
is nothing contradictory about my wishing or commanding
one thing, and your wishing or commanding the opposite ; but
ifone person says that an actionis right, another person who says
that it {5 wrong clearly means to contradict the first speaker.
The ju@ement ‘This action is right’ is not a command in
ordinary specch; it is a reason for obeying a command on
some occasions. This view can hardly give a reasonable
explanation of the fact that we make moral judgements about
past events. When I say that Drutus was wrong in killing
Caesar, according to this view, I may mean that if I had been
present I should have exhorted Brutus not to kill Caesar, or I
should have exclaimed against his action, or I should have
wished him not to do it. Yet surely it is possible to know my
own nature well enough to admit that, if I had been there, I
should have certainly been so influenced by public opinion
and other things that I should have been altogether on the
side of Brutus and his confederates urging them on, wishing
thern success, and exclaiming in their favour, and yet to
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admit that, in the light of calm reflection over the whole affair,
Brutus and those with him were wrong.

(c) The view that all moral judgements are either false or
impossible to prove true is really equivalent to a complete
moral scepticism. Either there is no difference between
right and wrong, or nobody knows the difference. In either
case a knowledge of moral standards is impossible. The
strongest argument against this view is that even the most
sceptically minded agree that certain actions, like speaking
the truth, are normally right, and others, like murder, are
normally wrong. To deny that there is any validity in such
universally accepted judgements is surely going too far, for
it would deny to human beings the power of expressing
intelligent opinions on such matters. That is a consequence
which the ordinary man would find as difficult as the moral
philosopher to accept.

§3. WNon-Subjective Naturalism

A common theory, closely akin to those that have just been
refuted, is the view that when we say ‘This action is right’,
what we mean is that all normal human beings like it or feel
approval of it, or have some such attitude to it. Other
theories of the same group hold that when we say that an
action is right, what we mean is that a majority of mankind
have a certain attitude to it, or that all of a certain group or
class have a certain attitude to it, or that a majority of a
certain group or class have a certain attitude to it These
theories differ from those examined in the last section in leaving
open the possibility for real differences of opinion and dis-
cussion in ethics. If by saying that an action is right I mean
that a majority of human beings like it, another person can
,contradict me and show that I am wrong by demonstrating
that a majority of human beings dislike the action in question.
This type of theory was held by the philosopher Hume, who
held that actions were right when they aroused in a majority
of mankind a sentiment of moral approval.? (Hume held
that actions which have either directly or indirectly pleasant
consequences alone aroused this sentiment.)? This type of

3 Hume : Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Section I (137).

1 0p. cit. Section IX, Pt. I (217).
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theory does provide an outside standard for distinguishing
right from wrong actions, and so is not to be regarded as
subjective.

The following objections may be made to this type of theory:

(a) There are certainly cases where an individual judges an
action to be right, although he knows that the majority of
mankind and the majority of every group concerned with it
dislike and feel moral disapproval of the action. We saw in
an earlier chapter that one of the most characteristic mani-
festations of individual conscience is to make a moral judge-
ment different from that of the majority of the group to which
the individual belongs.

(b) If this view is correct all ethical questions about which
there is a difference of opinion are to be settled by the count-
ing of numbers. We can find out whether an action is right
only by counting the number of people who like it and the
number of people who dislike it, or by some similar counting
of the people on each side. Now it is certainly reasonable
to give serious consideration to a moral opinion that is widely
held, and people often do try to justily their moral approval
of an action by arguing that ‘everybody feels the same about
it’.  Yet most people would admit that a minority is some-
times in the right. Indeed, the history of morals shows that
an opinion which later becomes the opinion of the majority
of a group, usually begins by being the opinion of a few
enthusjasts, for example the view that slavery is wrong. What
is mor¢ important in this objection is that most people would
hold that there are other ways of proving actions right or
wrong than by counting heads; most people for example
would hold that the consequences of an action have some
relevance to its rightness.

Another extremely common naturalistic theory based on
psychology is that good actions and good things are actions
and things which satisfy the desires of the doer of the action.
An action may be good or right in being itself the object of a
desire or in being the cause of such an object. It is important
to distinguish this view from two others with which it may be
easily confused. It may be held that a good thing is simply
a desired thing, but it is only too clear that many of the things
which men actually desire are bad. Or it may be held more
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reasonably that by a good thing we mean a thing which would
satisfy the desires of a perfect or ideal man; this may be true
but it is no longer a naturalistic theory of ethics, explaining
‘good’ in terms of desire as it is studied in psychology. The
theory with which we are dealing here realizes that many of
the things which men do desire do not give them satisfaction
and so are not to be rcgarded as good, but it holds that all
actions or things which do give satisfaction are good. The
strongest objection to this view is based on the fact that men
do sometimes have evil desires, for example, the desire for
another man’s wife, and, for a time at least, the attainment
of such an evil desire docs give satisfaction. It may be true
that it does not give satisfaction to a man’s complcte nature
over a long period, but the notion of a man’s complete nature
is bringing in something other than the mere satisfaction of
desire.

This raises the question of naturalism in another form.
Most people would agree that ethics deals with ideals or
notions of perfection, and the question arises whether an
ideal can ever be described in purely natural terms. Professor
Broad says that it can and cites as examnples a perfect gas or a
frictionless fluid.? For the moralist the question is whether
perfect moral actions or ideal human nature can be so
described.  All naturalistic theories are, from onc point of
view, an attempt to doso. Spinoza attempted to define good
conduct as conduct appropriate to the characteristic function
of the species,? but naturalists seem to have corfliderable
difficulty in deciding what is the characteristic function of
man, and even then there may be different kinds of appro-
priateness, and moral appropriateness may be incapable of a
purely naturalistic explanation. However, this is a form of
naturalism which will have to be considered later when we
discuss the moral law as a law of human nature, or when we
discuss the moral standard as human perfection.

The most common form of naturalism holds that ethical
notions can be explained entirely in terms of psychology, and
this may be called psychological naturalism. It includes
not only attitude theories like the subjective theories we

1 C. D. Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 262.

t C. D. Broad". Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 55f.
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examined in our last section and the group attitude theories
we examined at the beginning of this section, but also such
consequence theories as hedonism, which defines rightness in
terms of the consequence of causing pleasure, which is of
course a mental state, that can be described in terms of
psychology. This view will be considered in our chapter on
the standard as pleasure. Professor C. D. Broad considers
that the view that what is right is what is commanded by
God is a form of theological naturalism, explaining right in
terms of theology,! but theology is hardly a natural science
in the sense that the sciences based on sense-observation are,
and to call such a definition naturalistic seems likely to lead
to confusion; we shall consider this view as one form of the
standard as law, namely, that what is right is in accordance
with the law of God. Again, the view that what is good is
what appears later in the course of evolution may be called
evolutionary naturalism, a view that we will consider in our
chapter on the standard as determined by evolution. All
these non-subjective forms of naturalism differ from sub-
jectivism in providing objective moral standards which apply
equally to all the individuals of a group, or even to all mankind.
In other words, they leave open the possibility of a scientific
system of ethics, and many of the best known of ethical
theories, hedonism in its many forms for example, are non-
subjective naturalistic theories. Their distinguishing mark
as we have already seen is that ethical notions can, according
to therii; be analysed entirely in terms of one of the natural
sciences.

§4. The Naturalistic Fallacy

The fallacy which is present in every naturalistic theory has
been explained by Dr. G. E. Moore somewhat in this way.?
Good or goodness is indefinable; all naturalistic theories
attempt to define good and, in so doing, commit the natural-
istic fallacy. Dr. Moore holds that all that we can do in
ethics is to define one moral concept in terms of another moral
concept. We may define ‘right’ or ‘ought’ in terms of the
notion ‘good’; for example. ‘A right action is one that leads

! C. D. Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 259.

2 G. E. Moore: Principia Ethica, 1.B., §§ v—xiv.
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to a good consequence’. If, however, we try to define ‘good’,
our only hope of doing so would be by a somewhat round-
about definition bringing in the term ‘right’, or an equivalent
ethical term, so that our definition would be really circular
and not a definition at all. So we are forced to admit that
good is indefinable.?

The fundamental truth in Dr. Moore’s argument can be
seen by taking any common naturalistic definition of good;
for example, good is productive of pleasure. The question is
not whether this statement is true or false, but whether it
gives an adequate definition of good. Many statements are
true, which make no claim to give a definition; no one in
saying that buttercups are yellow imagines that he is giving a
definition of buttercups. Dr. Moore himself admits that good
actions are, as a matter.of fact, productive of pleasure. Some
may even go so far as to say that productiveness of pleasure
is part of the meaning of the term ‘good’, but not the whole
of its meaning, so that it cannot serve as a definition. Others
may maintain that what causes an action to be good is the
fact that it produces pleasure, but a statement of what causes
an action to be good is not a definition of goodness ; we might
similarly say that light of a certain wave-length causes the
colour yellow, but this would not be a definition of yellow.
What Dr. Moore needs to prove is only that ‘good’ includes
something more than productivity of pleasure or any other
natural characteristic in its connotation. This is a ~uestion
which can only be decided by introspection, or by seeing
what we mean in our own minds when we use the term ‘good”’.
Do we mean merely ‘producing pleasure’? 1If so, the staté-
ment ‘All good actions produce pleasure’ is a tautological

1 Dr. Moore’s chicf point was made as long ago as the sixtcenth
century hy the English divine, Richard Hooker. In his Laws of
Ecclesiastical Polity, Hooker wrotc (Book 1, Chapter 8, S&ii):
‘And of discerning goodness, there are but these two ways, the one
the knowledge of the causes whereby it is made such: the other the
observation of thesc signs and tokens which, being always anncxed
with goodness, argue that where they are to be found there also
goodness is, although we know not the cause by lorce whercol it
is there.” Dr. Moore holds that there is no way of knowing the
causcs whereby goodness is made such and that the subjcct-matter
of ethics is limited to tiic obscrvation of those signs and tokens
which are always annexed with goodness.
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statement in which the predicate adds nothing to the subject.
All it asserts is that pleasure-producing actions produce
pleasure. Most people would deny that in making such a
statement they are simply making a repetition of the same
notion in subject and predicate. And honest introspection
aimost certainly would show that they are not giving a defini-
tion, for they would admit that it is possible to doubt and argue
about the statemnent that good actions produce pleasure in a
way that it would be nonsensical to discuss whether pleasure-
producing actions produce pleasure. It appears from this
that for most normal human beings the concept ‘good’ and
the concept ¢ productive of pleasure’ are not identical, and the
same would be true of any other naturalistic definition of
good. Dr. Moore goes still further and maintains that the
same type of argument would apply to what he calls meta-
physical theories of ethics, which attempt to define good in
terms of things in a supersensible sphere, so that these defini-
tions too commit the naturalistic fallacy. When Kant
defines ‘good’ in terms of a supersensible will, he is com-
mitting this fallacy. Again, when we say that ‘good’ means
commanded by God, we are not really defining ‘good’, for
most people feel that a good action would still be a good
action even if it were not commanded by God. .
Those who have opposed Dr. Moore’s view generally suggest
that if we cannot define ‘gcod’, the fundamental notion of
ethics,hen the study of ethics becomes impossible. If Dr.
Moore’¥’ theory be true, we simply know ‘good’ intuitively,
and that is the end of the matter. Even if we admit that
definition by analysis, Dr. Moore’s type of definition, is the
only possible kind of definition, we still may maintain that
ethics can contain a great many universally true statcments
about good. To take an analogous example, ‘yellow’ is a
notion that cannot be analysed into any simpler notions;
it can only be known by a direct apprehension of the colour,
so that for the man born blind, who cannot have such a
direct apprehension, the colour remains unknowable. By
Dr. Moore’s argument, ‘yellow’, like ‘good’, would be
indefinable. Yet many true scicntific statemnents can be
made about ‘yellow’. It can be described in terms of the
wave-length with which it is correlated in physics, although
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the colour sensation is certainly not identical with the wave-
length. It can be stated that yellow is the complementary
colour of blue, that it is the limit of a series of colours passing
from red through orange, that it is the colour of certain
natural objects like buttercups and sulphur, and so on. Even
if we agree with Dr. Moore that ‘good’ is indefinable, there
still can be made a great many universally true statements
about ‘good’. As we have already seen, those who say that
good is always productive of pleasure, or that good is always
commanded by God, may very well be making such true
statements; only they are not defining good.

What is more open to criticism in Dr. Moore’s theory is the
implication that definition by analysis is the only scientific
form of definition. This ultimately depends on Dr. Moore's
metaphysical position that the nature of a thing and particu-
larly of a universal like ‘good” is not determined in any way
by other things and their nature. To use his own quotation
in his Principia Ethica: * Everything is what it is and not another
thing.’? This position is denied by many forms of meta-
physics including modern idealism which holds that the nature
of a thing or of a universal is often determined by its relation
to other things or universals. If we accept this or a similar
view we may believe that there is another kind of definition
than by the analysis of wholes into parts. We may define an
unanalysable part by showing its place within the whole to
which it belongs, and many of the so-called metanhysical
theories of ethics attempt to define good by showing its relation
to other things and its place in the whole scheme of reality.
For Dr. Moore’s ‘logical atomism’ this is impossible, because
the relations of good to other things and its place in the scheme
of things can, according to his view, tell nothing about its
real nature.

It is possible to suggest one element that is not included in
all naturalistic definitions of ‘good’ or ‘right’ in terms of
psychology, and that is the element which we have called
‘obligatoriness’. No definition of ‘good’ in terms of our
attitude to it (as when we say that all that we mean by a good
action is an action that we ourselves like), or in terms of the
effect it has on our minds (as when we say that ‘good’ means

! Quoted from Bishop Butler on title-page of Principia Ethica.
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‘productive of pleasure’) can cxplain why we feel it obligatory
to do what is good in quite a different way {from that in which
we feel obliged to do what we like or to give ourselves pleasure.
Similarly, in the case of evolutionary naturalism, it is very
difficult to sce why we should feel obliged to do what comes
later in the course of evolution merely because it comes later.
The theory that Professor Broad calls theological naturalism
does seern to provide some explanation of the [eeling of
obligatoriness, and particularly of that emotion of awe which
is aroused in us hoth by the moral law (according to Kant)
and by the idea of God. Yet, as we have alrcady suggested,
good would still be good and presumably retain its obligatori-
ness cven il it were not commanded by God. It is doubtful,
too, whether any definition of ‘good’ and ‘right’, in terms of
natural science, can include the notion of ‘moral fittingness’,
but this point will be examined more fully when we consider
the moral law as a law of nature. It is certainly one of the
advantages of those deontological theories of ethics which
regard the moral standard as a law that they can give a more
adequate place to the notions both of ‘obligatoriness’ and
‘moral fittingness’ than other ethical theories, and particularly
than those which are entirely naturalistic.

§5. Conclusion.

The survey of theories in this chapter may be summed up as
follows,., (2) In order that our moral judgements should have
any rey validity, it appears necessary to suppose that there
are absolute moral standards, however much the applications
of these may be modified by varying circumstances. (b) No
subjective theory of ethics is valid. Apart from the general
arguments against all relative theories of ethics, there are
consequences of these subjective theories which no reasonable
person can accept. {c) In the case of non-subjective natural-
istic theories of ethics many of them seem to make true
universal statements on moral matters which must be included
in any complete science of ethics. It is probable, however,
that ethical notions can never be defined in terms of the
ordinary descriptive sciences, which are based entirely on the
observation of the senses in the other sciences and on intro-
spection in psychology. In particular, such definitions will
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not include the notion of ‘obligatoriness’ nor, in most cascs,
that of ‘moral fittingness’ which seem to be essential elements
.in the connotation of such terms as ‘good’ and ‘right’. The
question whether ethical notions can be defined in terms of
supersensible realities is a more difficult one, and one which,
in spite of Dr. Moore’s assertion that ‘good’ is always in-

definable, must be left unanswered at this stage of our ethical
study.



Chapter VII
THE STANDARD AS GIVEN BY INTUITION

§1.  The Nature and Objects of Intuition

An intuition is ‘the immediate apprehension of an object
by the mind without the intervention of any reasoning process’.
A moral intuition is, accordingly, onc that apprchends some
moral object immediately, without there being any reasoning
about it. There are three possible objects of moral intuifions.
(a) We may know directly that one particular act, such as the
assassination of Caesar by Brutus, is right. To have this
intuition does not imply that political murder would be right
in any other case. The theory which holds that the only
way of knowing rightness and wrongness is by such intuitions
of the rightness or wrongness of individual actions is called by
Sidgwick ‘perceptional intuitionism’,? but may be more
appropriately called ‘individual intuitionism’,? dealing as it
does with intuitions about individual actions. (b) We may
know directly without reflection that a certain class or kind
of actions is right or wrong; for example that telling the truth
is alwayvright. The theory which holds that this is the only
way of knowing the rightness or wrongness of actions is called
by Sidgwick ‘dogmatic intuitionism’,! but may be more
appropriately called ‘general intuitionism’,® dealing as it does
with intuitions about classes of actions. (c) We may know
directly some moral principle by which we can judge actions
to be right or wrong. We may know intuitively for example
that any action which treats a man merely as a means is
always wrong. We may call this ‘universal intuitionism’,*
dealing as it does with the universal principles of ethics.

We can say without fear of contradiction that human beings
do have intuitions of all these three kinds. One man can

1 Sidgwick : Methods of Ethics, Bk, I, Ch. 8, Sectiors iii-iv.

2 These terms are taken from Paton’s The Good Will, pp. 135-145.
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say with as much confidence as if he were guided by Socrates’
daemon that it is wrong for him to accept a certain invitation,
and refuses to give any reason for his decision except that his
conscience tells him that it is wrong. A great many people
hold that to tell a lie is always wrong even in circumstances
where great good would result, as when a falsehood might
save a household of innocent people from a murderous
assault. And some people claim that they know certain
moral principles intuitively, for example that goodness ought
to be accompanied by happiness.

There are certain objections to all three kinds of intuition-
ism. (a) While it is true that there are some actions and some
classes of actions and some principles that we know intuitively
to be right or wrong this is by no means truc of every action
or every class of action or every moral principle. Most of us
face situations when we doubt which action is right, and there
are classes of action, for example, the selling of intoxicating
liquors, about which there is similar doubt. Even an ethical
principle like the principle that virtue ought to be accompanied
by happiness, while it is self-evident to some people, is very
debatable in the opinion of others. (b) It may be true that
intuition of all threc kinds works fairly well in normal circum-
stances, but it does not work in unusual cases. It is self-
evident that we should speak the truth until we come to the
unusual case where our doing so seems likely to involve the
sacrifice of innocent lives. Then we have no intpition to
guide us. (c) People make mistakes in their intuitidus. The
use of the term ‘intuition’ by religious people and mystical
philosophers, for example by modern interpreters of the
Hindu Upanishads, suggests that there is something infallible
about intuition, but unfortunately this does not seem to be
the case in any sphere. A person may judge directly that a
certain object is beautiful which to the trained eye is crude
and imperfect. Similarly in the eighteenth century it was
self-evident to the ordinary man that nobody could send a
message from London to America in five minutes, but the
invention of the telephone has shown this intuition to be
wrong. Again, it is almost certain that those who condemned
heretics to burn at the stake were obeying the intuitions of
their own consciences, but most people would now agree that
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their intuitions were wrong. (d) Conscience provides too
many and too varied intuitions to form an ethical system.
Are we to obey our own particular intuition about an in-
dividual act, or the general intuition that actions of that
class are wrong, or a deduction that we make from some self-
evident moral principle about the matter? These do not
always agreec with one another. A conscientious person who
sees very clearly that lying is always wrong may find that
it seems right to lie in a particular case, and intuition shows
him no way out of his difficulty. (e) This last objection
implies that intuitions sometimes contradict one another.
Justice points to one course of action, and mercy to another.
(f) Intuitionism fails as an ethical theory, because in every
case it is possible to give a reason for what our intuitions
dictate. In ordinary life we are constantly doing so. After
stating that our ‘conscience tells us that a certain action is
right, we go on to explain why it is right.

It is because of this last objection that in the history of
ethics intuitionism has taken two forms. One theory, which
i>really the strict theory of intuitionism, holds that all in-
tuitions are unanalysable. When we have an intuition that
the killing of Caesar was right, or that telling lies is always
wrong, all we can say is that we have the intuition and this
is the last word on the matter. Nothing more can be known
about the morality of the action or class of actions in question.
So there is no analysis or justification of the dictates of our
conscier’s=. Such a theory would reduce ethical study to a
mere description of our various intuitions, and in the case
of individual intuitionism would leave open the possibility
of extreme subjectivism, for it is certain that different people
often have different intuitions about the same particular
action. It may be the case that i our general and universal
intuitions were more accurately expressed than they usually
are, they would prove to be the same in all persons and so
escape the taint of subjectivity. This is not the case at present
when they often seem to be different in different people.
The other form of intuitionism holds that our intuitions,
although actually valid, can always be analysed, explained
and justified by rational argument. Hutcheson, one of the
founders of the moral sense school, maintained, for example,
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that the moral sense always approves what is bencficial to
society as a whole or what leads to ‘the greatest happiness for
the greatest numbers’.? Such thinkers are really giving up
intuitions as the final moral standards in ethics; our intuitions
for them become merely convenient guides indicating to us
those actions which are to be justified or condemncd on other
grounds.

Intuitionism is often confused with deontology. Rashdall,
for example, defines -intuitionism as the theory that ‘actions
are proved right or wrong a priori without reference to their
consequences’,? but, as we shall see in our next chapter, there
can be deontological theories other than intuitionism holding
such standards as the law of reason or the law of nature,
Strictly speaking, we should confine the term ‘intuitionism’
to the theory that the only criterion by which right can be
distinguished from wrong is intuition or direct apprehension
without reflection, but it will be convenient and in accordance
with the custom of writers on ethics to use the term ‘in-
tuitionism’ for any ethical theory in which intuitions play a
large part. Itisin this sénse that we shall include the theories
of the English eighteenth century ‘moral sense’ school, and
of Butler in this chapter, before we go on to examine critically
the three kinds of intuitions.

§2. The Moral Sense School

Shaftesbury (1671-1713) held that goodness in man required
the existence together and proper balancing in thrmind of
(2) ratural affections towards others, like love and sympathy,
and (b) self-affections directed towards the agent’s own welfare,
like love of life and ambition. It is possible for a man to
judge by reason how to keep the balance between these two
sets of affections, but these affections themselves arouse a new
kind of affection called the ‘moral sense’, which is a natural
feeling leading us 1o approve of some things and to disapprove
of others, and serving in itself as an impulse towards good
conduct. When uncorrupted, the moral sense is always in
harmony with the judgements made by reason. It may be

1 Hutcheson: Inquiry, Essay on Moral Good, II1, §viii, Edition 4,
pp. 180, 181,

2 Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. 1, Ch. 4, §i (Vol. I, p. 80).
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corrupted by habitually evil conduct or false religious views,
but Shaftesbury held that it never can be corrupted by honest
philosophical speculation or ‘frec-thinking’.? In this he
difTered from many religious pcople in his day and in ours,
who hold that *frec-thinking’ is morally dangerous in Icading
the conscience astray.  With regard to the nature of the moral
sense Shaltesbury begins by comparing it to a scnse of smell :
‘I would avoid being nasty when nobody was present . . .
pecause I had a nose’;? but he goes on to maintain that a
cultivated taste, thc.taste qf the ‘moral connoisseur’, is the
true guide. *To philosophize in a just signification is but to
carry good breeding a step higher.”  In passing from a simple
like that of smell or taste to the capacily of making
d judgements like the judgements of acsthetics,
does have the support of common speech. The
¢ gea-taster’ uses the ordil}ary sense of smell, but by education
and practice comes to Jjudge the quality of tea through its
smell. And we speak of the man \yll.h a capacity for making
acsthetic judgements or the connoisseur as a ‘man of taste’,
Shaftesbury ccrlal'nly regarde_d the moral sense as a capacity
which can be cultivated and improved. .

Shaftesbury’s SUCCCSSOT, Hutcheson (1694~1747) distin-
guisth between the material goodness and the formal good-
ness of an action.’ The material or objective goodness of an
action is determined by the fact of its acttlxally causing the
‘greatcs! happiness for the gre.ztfest_xlun}bers_, a phrase which
Hutchcs%n anticip;tcd. the Utilitarians in using. The formal
goodness of an action Is c.letermmed by the fact of its flowing
from good allection in 2 just proportion, and the moral sense
is our guide and often our molive to such formal goodness,

the moral sense led particularly to bene-

with Hutcheson, . .
volent actions which he regarded as cntirely disinterested i
motive, but as actually or materially always leading to the

agent’s own true interest. For Hutcheson the final mora]
1 Shafiesbury : An Inquiry Concerning Virtue (Sce especially Bk, 1

Pt II1). ’
2 Shaltesbury : Characteristics (An Essay on the Freedom of Wip

Humour), Pt. III, Sect. iv (Quoted Mackenzic: Alanua!{f éth?c’frd

Bk. 1I, Ch. g, Pt. 11, §viii). »
3 See Sidgwick : History of Eithics, Ch. 4.
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standard was not the intuition of the moral sense; it was
rather the aclual consequences of the action in society.

We may regard the moral sense view as making an analogy
between our moral capacity of judging between good and
bad actions, and our aesthetic capacity of judging between
beautiful and ugly objects. Psychologically both have the
appearance of being feelings or emotions, and the moral
sense of the eighteenth century was always regarded as a
feeling, but actually both involve the making of judgements.
Some people have even held that the two are identical.
The Greeks often used the same term, ‘76 xaldv’ for the
beautiful and the good, and some of the Stoics had ‘a maxim
‘Only the beautiful is good’,* although this is not to be
thought of as an essential part of Stoic doctrine. Modern
writers have also held that there is at least a close resemblance,
if not a partial identity, between goodness and beauty. We
certainly feel something of the same admiration for a noble
deed as we do for a great work of art, and hold that a great
work of art as such has a moral as well as an aesthetic value.
Aristotle held, for example, that tragic drama has a purging
or purilying cffect upon the emotions. Yet in the work of
art the material embodiment has an importance it does not
have in the moral action, where the intentional attitude of the
mind counts more.

The aesthetic judgement is itself a complicated kind of
judgement, about which there is a good deal of phil~sophical
dispute. It is said that ‘there is no disputing about tastes’,
and this certainly appears to be true. The man who sees an
object to be beautiful would be merely insincere if he gave
up his own self-cvident judgement for that of the skilled critic
or connoissewr who regards the object in question as ugly.
His state of mind is analogous to that of the man whose
conscience tells him that an action is wrong, although his
moral guides say that it is right. Aesthetic taste, however,
like conscience, can be educated. The influence of teachers
and companions with a developed power of aesthetic judge-
ment, the influence of beautiful objects in one’s environment,
the practice of those arts which create things of beauty and,
to a less degree, the theoretical study of aesthetic standards

1 Perhaps originally from Plato: Lysis, XIII.
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may help to educate the man of crude, uncultivated taste
in the direction of becoming a skilled critic or connoisseur.
The principles on which such skilled critics make their judge-
ments are, to some cxtent at any rate, objective standards
which can be studied in the normative science of aesthetics,
just as our moral standards can be studied in the normative
science of ethics.

Does this analogy ever amount to an identity? It is likely
that moral standards are even more objective than aesthetic
standards, that while we may in some cases regard contra-
dictory judgements as possible in aesthetics, we can never do
so in ethics. It may even be suggested that what is objective
in an aesthetic judgement is really a moral judgement.?
Much of the beauty of a work of art may be merely ‘in the
eye of the beholder’, but there is also in it an objective value
which is independent of the beholder; and this objective
value may be a moral value. If we agree with the telcologists
in regarding right actions as actions which produce good
consequences, then we may hold that things of beauty or
works of art are among these good consequences, so that a
man producing a thing of beauty is so far doing a right or
good action. Again, it may be the c¢ase on a deontological
view that one of the characteristics which makes an action
good in itself apart from its consequences is that it has the
quality of beauty. The self-sacrifice of Antigone in per-
formingjgle funeral rites of her brother forbidden by the law
of the state, or the action of that ‘very gallant gentleman’,
Captain Oates, in walking out to his death in an Antarctic
blizzard on the chance of helping to save his comrades, have
about them the beauty that makes actions good.

Professor Broad suggests that the rightness of an action
may consist in its ‘fittingness’ to the circumstances or whole
situation in which it oceurs.? It is normally fitting to give
a true answer when one is asked a question, apart from the
consequences of doing so. The beautiful actions which we
have just mentioned, those of Antigone and Captain Oates,
were supremely fitting in unique situations, although they
had actually no very good results, apart from that of providing

! Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. I, Ch. 6, Note.

% Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 219.
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a noble example to others. If there be such a moral fitting-
ness it is closely analogous to aesthetic fittingness, and it is
known intuitively; so the ‘moral sense’ would be an appro-
priate name for such an intuitive capacity.

§3. The Theory of Butler

Bishop Butler (1692-1752) used the term ‘conscience’
rather than the term ‘moral sense’ for the intuitive faculty,
and the change is significant, for with Butler the knowledge
of right and wrong is a matter of reason rather than of feeling.
Butler’s sermons repeatedly urge that it is reasonable to obey
the commands of conscience, and it is the ‘sweet reasonable-
ness’ of Butler’s theory that makes him one of the most
acceptable of English moralists. Butler taught that the human
mind is a constitution, or, as we would now call it, an ‘organic
whole’, consisting of many elements of which some are
naturally subordinate to others. We may take as an example
of 2 constitution the British constitution, in which the King,
the House of Lords and the House of Commons have each
their special functions and their constitutional relations to
one another. Similarly, in the constitution of the human
mind there are different elements with natural relations to
one another of superiority and subordination. Because
Butler maintained that these relations are natural we must
regard him as one of those who hold that the laws of morality
are laws of nature, and not merely matters of ~ustom or
convention. )

There are in the mind a number of particular *passions’
or ‘impulses’ as we would now call them, which lead us to
pursue different objects. For example, the impulse of hunger
leads us to eat food, the impulse of fear leads us to run away
and escape from danger, and the impulse of pity leads us to
help others in distress. Butler sees that, although the satis-
faction of every one of these impulses is accompanied by
pleasure, none of them directly aims at pleasure; it is, for
example, food and not pleasure that we seek when we are
hungry. It is true that men do desirec and seek pleasure,
but the desire for pleasure presupposes a desire, the object
of which 1s distinct from pleasure. Only in so far as we desire
that object can we find pleasure in its attainment and make
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that particular pleasure our aim. In other words, Butler
refutes psychological hedonism by demonstrating that our
impulses do aim at other things than pleasure.

In the constitution of the human mind. there are set over
the particular impulses one or two rational calculating prin-
ciples. About one of these, the principle of self-love, through
which a man deliberately aims at his own happiness, Butler’s
language was perfectly clear. About the other, the principle
of benevolence, there is a good deal of doubt as to what
Butler’s teaching really was. Butler certainly held that they
both are natural tendencies of human nature, and that the
particular impulses are naturally subordinate to them.
The man who allows himself in a fit of anger to do things
which are neither to his own interest nor to the interest of
others is behaving in an unnatural way. The interpreter of
Butler is tempted to describe the principle of benevolence as
a principle which rationally and deliberately aims at the
happiness or wellare of all men everywhere (with the exception
of the agent himself), and this would certainly be the principle
of benevolence in its most perfect form. Butler, however,
used the term benevolence for the tendency to seek the good
of others, ever. when that tendency is lacking in universality
or even rationality. Accordingly, he sometimes spoke of
bencvolence as if it were a particular impulse with its object
to help some other person on the same level as the other
‘particular passions’ and not a rational principle to which all
particu™> impulses are subordinate. In actual experience
it is difficult to make a sharp distinction between the ‘bene-
volence’ which is a particular impulse, like that of the man
who gives a shilling thoughtlessly to a beggar in rags, and the
‘benevolence’ which is a rational principle like that inspiring
Utilitarian philosophers and other social reformers; there are
endless intermediate "varieties of benevolence. The bene-
volence of most people is probably nearer the impulsive level,
an unreflective tendency to help others in apparent need
rather than a cool, calculating principle. Just as the
particular impulses when they are carried out give us as an
accompaniment that pleasure to ourselves which is the object
of self-love, so benevolence in all its forms when successfully
carried out is accompanied by pleasure and ministers to our
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own self-love. Indeed the satisfactions which arise f% t:s‘i
agent from doing benevolent actions are among the S{-IO \gvas
and most lasting of human satisfactions, and Butler o

right in emphasizing that, in this way, there is nOtdingg
contradictory between self-love and benevolence., Accor e
to A. E. Taylor, Butler regarded benevolence as a case o
Joining conscience to a particular passion. If we regiller
conscience as primarily a rational principle, and Bu r
certainly regarded it in this way, then both self-love and bF‘ies
volence in so far as they are rational calculating principle:

will be under the sway of conscience.

Conscience is the element in human nature which Is
naturally superior even to self-love and benevolence, and s
decisions are final, Here t00 conscience has its authority
from its natyra] Position in the constitution of the human
mind, ‘as from its Very nature manifestly claiming superiority
over all others’.z Thjs is what has been called the authorita-
tive aspect of conscience, and the fact that conscience seems
to make its decisions directly and intuitively is our justification
for mcluding Butler's theory among the intuitionist theor_les
of ethics, Butler, however, held that conscience is reflective
s well as intuitive; it i gpe principle of reflection upon the
2w of rightness, The principles on which conscience gives
!ts decisions are Principles which are ‘luminous to the under-
standing’, T explains certain passages in Butler's sermons
I which he seemed 1o put self-love on the same level as
conscience,? for ip g View they are, in respect of beirt, 7ational
Principles, on the same level. In the eighteenth century 1t
ieemed 10 most men ghay the reasonable course of action 1S
0‘} ZZTE(’" Te or happiness, and this is the Pl‘mC‘Plg
of selfove, Maintained, however, that it is the sam
m?;‘;‘;[;}’;lli\}llhutnderlics? the dgcision_s of conscience, so tlt]l'?;
agent’s gugm al ]fconscwnce directs is likely to lead to ted
bth he Commman i, iy Ould probably have agreed
10 one’s gun LD View of his time that wanton indifferc dy
wiong, The appiness is unreasonable and consequ"i:‘ A

* Mind v, Te a’rc Passages in which Butler did not make

N » Vol, X)\XIX P. 342,

® Butler . Serman, 1 '
‘eg. B

utler

utler: Serpypp ur (especially closing paragraph).
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clear that conscience should always overrule self-interest, but
1t must be remembered that Butler was not merely a student
of theoretical ethics. In his office as a Christian bishop he was
rather a moralizer endeavouring to lead men to obey their
consciences, and an argument that would appeal to the rather
€asy-going people of England in the eighteenth century before
the Wesleyan revival was the argument that what conscience
bade them do was the reasonable line of action and the one
conducive to their own individual happiness. Butler left
unanswered the question whether conscience bids us directly
and unconditionally seek our own interests and pursue our
own happiness. He probably would have agreed that
Introspection shows us that conscience does no such thing,
but that the providence of God has so ordered the universe
that what is commanded by conscience actually always leads
to our own happiness and interests.

84. Individual Intuitions

When an individual sees directly that a particular action is
right for him at the present moment, and there is no oppor-
tunity for further reflection on the matter, most moralists
would agree that the individual ought to act on his intuition.
There are two considerations which support this common
view. (i) In almost every sphere of activity the practised
agent forms habits of action which give him the power in a
particular case to see immediately or intuitively the right
thing *» do, and to carry it out. The practised tennis-
player does not need to deliberate which rule to follow and
what kind of stroke to take as the ball comes towards him;
he automatically sees how to deal with the ball, and does so
without any reflection. The good man is in the same prac-
tised condition in dealing with moral situations. (ii) A moral
situation may be to some extent unique. As we have just
seen we respond to moral situations that 'often occur by
habitual actions, which do not require conscious guidance at
all, or by the application of some rule. It is a new situation
that most frequently arouses our conscience to make a moral
decision, and this decision is often something more tl‘{an
looking for the particular moral rule which should be applied
in the new situation. Conscience has to see what action is
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morally fitting for, the new and perhaps unique circumstances,
and this discovery of what is morally fitting appears to be an
intuitive rather than a reflective act of the moral conscious-
ness. We may admit that here as elsewhere the more reflec-
tion we do the better; but often there is not time for reflection,
and even when there is, insight into the right thing to do at the
moment seems to be a direct intuition rather than a con-
sequence of reflection.

Such a dircet intuition may in many cases be wrong. The
individual having it may not liave had cither the experience
of life or the practice in goodness which educate the conscience
so that his intuition may be as crude as that of the child who
sees directly a beauty in the combination of two gaudy
colours that ‘clash’ with one another to the practised eye.
There are too in all probability other considerations than
‘moral fittingness’ which affect the rightness of actions, and
although ‘moral fittingness® seems to be realized intuitively,
these other considerations may be discoverable in other ways.
They may include the results produced by our actions and
their conformity to certain laws, such as the laws of nature
or the law of God, and thesc may be better known by rational
reflection than by intuition. And we should certainly reject
intuitions which contradict one another, just as we would
reject contradictory judgements in every other sphere of
knowledge. We use this kind of arguinent very commonly in
moral matters. We say, [or example, ‘You cannot believe
this action to be right, when you believe that actic..’ to be
wrong’, or ‘You cannot think it is right to kill a German, when
you think it is wrong to kill an Englishman.’

The particular intuition has considerable usefulness in the
moral life, and it may be the only guidance available for the
individual in a situation which requires immediate action.
There is, however, nothing miraculously infallible about it.
Its validity depends largcly on the moral cxperience behind
it and on its consistency with other moral judgements. In
one respect alone, namely in seeing the unique action ‘ morally
fitting’ to unique circumstances, there seems to be no other
guide than intuition, but it is possible that even here we are
dealing with the automatic reaction of the trained mind
perceiving something that could also be discovered by the
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slow processes of reasoning and deliberation. The question
fOI: students of ethics is what are the principles, if any, on which

this intuitive aspect of conscience works when its judgements-
are valid.

§5. General Intuitions

.Many people believe that we know intuitively that certain

nds of action are always right and that other kinds are
a_LWaYS wrong, for example that helping the poor is always
right and that lying is always wrong. Certain people, as
we have already seen, do have such intuitions, and even
refuse to admit that their intuitions are incorrect when they
are shown to be logically inconsistent in holding them. For
example, the intuition that all lying is wrong forbids us to
tell a lie even in order to save a man’s life, even although we
have at the same time the intuition that it is always our duty
to do what we can to save the lives of others. In such a
Situation the intuitionist can only maintain that he is bound
to do an action which is in some respects wrong, but in that
case he would require either a principle or a particular in-
tuition to tell him which wrong to do in this particular situa-
tion. The fact is that our intuitions do not provide us with
universal moral rules valid without exception in any circum-
stances ; they only point out to us what Sir David Ross calls
prima facie obligations’,! that is classes of action which tend
to be obligatory for most people in most circumstances.
They pri¥ide us with rules which guarantee that any action
which falls under them tends to be right.

Sidgwick pointed out that these general intuitions provide
rules which are valid in most cases, but that there are some
cases falling under any of these rules where the intuition is
doubtful or even invalid.? It is true that in most circum-
stances killing is wrong, but there are cases where the wrong-
ness of killing is commonly denied, as in killing in self-defence,
and there are cases where its wrongness is debated, as in
inflicting capital punishment or in fighting wars that are not
clearly wars of self-defence. Sidgwick maintained that
general intuitions are not intuitions at all, but generalizations

1 Ross: Foundations of Ethics, p. 84.
2 Sidgwick: Methods of Ethics, Bk. I11; Bk. IV, Ch. 3.
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made from experience about the types of conduct which lead
or do not lead to the general happiness of society. When the
intuition appears self-evident and certain, as in dealing with
common cases of murder, then there is no doubt that to commit
murder is conduct opposed to the general happiness ol society,
but in doubtful intuitions like those with regard to capital
punishment there is in fact a great deal of doubt as to whether
such conduct is really for the advantage or disadvantage of
society as a whole. In such doubtful cases, our way of decid-
ing the matter is, according to Sidgwick, not by intuition,
but always by an appeal to consequences. In the case of
capital punishment we ask whether the execution of the
criminal is likely to have good or bad consequences to our
society as a whole.

Sidgwick appears to have been right in holding that such
general rules of morality are often not given by dircct in-
tuition but are generalizations. They may, however, bec
generalizations of other kinds than the teleological generaliza-
tion of types of conduct which lead to advantageous results.
They may, for example, be generalizations of the particular
intuitions which were described in our last section. If a
person repeatedly has had the intuition in particular cases
that to speak the truth in this particular case is right, it will
be convenient for him to make from these particular insights
a general rule that truth-speaking is always right, whatever
its consequences may be.

Two objections to the view that the sole standard o%norality
is our intuition of the rightness and wrongness of classes of
actions may be mentioned. (i) This view ignores the fact
that what gives moral value to an action is often the spirit in
which the action is done as much as the actual action itself.
Speaking the truth in a spirit of enmity or malice is certainly
morally inferior to what St. Paul calls ‘speaking the truth in
love’.! It may be that on closer examination our intuition
proves to be that all actions of a certain type done in a certain
spirit are right, but, in judging the spirit of an action, we
generally take into account its intended consequences, and
most intuitionists are at pains to deny that consequences
affect the rightness or wrongness of actions. (ii) This view

t Ephesians iv. 15.
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takes insufficient account of the circumstances in which an
action is done. It is surely more wrong to tell a lie in giving
evidence in a court than in describing one’s fishing exploits
in the smoke-room after dinner. It has already been sug-
gested that one factor in making an action good is that
it fits the circumstances in which it is done perhaps in some
unique moral way that can only be known by intuition.
General intuitions can obviously take no account of this
unique factor in particular actions.

In spite of these objections it may be the case, as we shall
suggest in the next chapter, that certain types of actions are
opposed to what we shall then call the laws of nature and are
so far wrong actions, and that every man has, however vaguely,
intuitions of these laws of nature. To tell lies may in this
way always tend to be wrong, although in some circumstances
still stronger obligations may make a course of action involving
falsehood the best course possible. Most people, who belicve
that in present circumstances war and capital punishinent
are morally justifiable, would also admit that war and capital
punishment should be abolished as soon as circumstances
permit, and this surely implies an insight that in an ideal
society they would be bad. When our general intuitions
are valid, they are probably not generalizations from particular
intuitions, as otherwise they would retain a subjective quality
which might lessen their objective validity; and they are
probablg\not generalizations from actions which have been
found P experience to have good consequences, because
consequences depend so largely on circumstances as to make
generalization impossible. ‘They are probably, in so far
as they are valid, intuitions of natural relations or natural
laws, but with these we shall deal later. The critic of general
intuitions is certainly right in holding that the ordinary man
apprehends these laws vaguely, and expresses them in-
accurately.

§6. Universal Intuitions

The view that ethical principles are reached by intuition
is not an ethical theory of the moral standard, but a phile-
sophical theory as to how we reach universal truths. In uni-
versal intuitions what we know intuitively is not the rightness
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or wrongness of particular actions or of classes of actions,
but some rule or principle which may assist us directly or
indirectly in discovering whether an action is right or wrong.
It has been a common, if over-simplified, view to hold that
there are two theories of knowledge, an inductive theory that
we begin with the observation of particular facts and on the
basis of these proceed to make generalizations in the form of
universal statements, and a deductive theory that we begin
our knowledge with abstract universal principles known
intuitively from which our more particular knowledge is
inferred. Few would deny that observation with the help
of our sense-organs plays some part in the acquisition of
knowledge; what is generally in debate is whether anything
more than observation and generalization is required. For
example, from our frequently repcated observations of men
dying and the complete abscnce of contradictory observations
we conclude that all men are mortal. It may be that by this
purely empirical or inductive method we can reach statements
of the type used in the descriptive sciences such as ‘ All bodies
heavier than air tend to fall to the ground’, although many
philosophers would hold that even here something more than
mere observation is involved. By mere obscrvation however
we can never reach statements which imply the ideas of
necessity or obligatoriness, for example the cthical statements
*Virtue must result in happiness’, or ‘Virtue ought to result in
happiness’. The whole-hearted empiricist would conclude
that we never can make validly a universal staterriht with
‘must’ or ‘ought’ in its predicate. So if we are to maintain
that ethics is a normative science providing universal rules
as to what ought to be done, we must reject the purely em-
pirical theory of knowledge. The other alternative is to make
ethics into a descriptive or positive science.

The deductive theory in its commonest form holds that al]
our knowledge depends on abstract principles that arc known
by intuition; the widest of these principles is the law of
contradiction in logic. If we are to retain ethics as 2 norma-
tive science, a theory of ethics must involve the intuitive
knowledge of certain truths. Even a theory opposed to most
forms of intuitions like hedonism must begin with an intuition
that pleasure ought to be pursued or that only actions which
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cause pleasure can be right; there scems to be no other way
than intuition of discovering the central principle of hedonism
or any other ethical theory, for it is a principle that we must
see to be self-evidently true. Yet, here as clsewhere, there is
nothing infallible about intuition. In logic and mathematics,
abstract principles known intuitively are only justified or
confirmed as valid by thcir power of making our experience
intelligible. It is as we apply the law of contradiction to
experience that we are confirmed in our belief in the im-
possibility of two contradictory statements being true. In the
same way the intuition of a moral principle, for example that
happiness is the sole good, can only be held to be valid when
it has come through the test of our moral experience. If it
explains the facts of the moral life and if it is not contradicted
in any way by other principles which appear to he necessary
implications of morality, then and only then can it be accepted
as a valid principle. It may be the case that 2 man cannot
help believing in what he sees intuitively to be true, but for
his intuition to be accepted by ethical scicnce it must be
tested both by its compatibility with other intuitions, and
especially the particular intuitions mentioned in an carlier
section, and by its ability to give a consistent explanation of
moral experience. So long as men gencrally regard other
things than happiness as good, and so long as there are ranges
of moral expericnce that cannot be explained by the hypo-
thesis that men ought always to seck happiness, the intuitton
that happiness is the sole good cannot be accepted as valid.

§7. Conclusion

What services docs intuition render to ethics? Much that
appears to be intuition is simply an automatic reaction that is
the result of moral expericnce. Just as the practised workman
makes a movement at his trade without deliberation, so the
practised moral agent sees directly the right thing to do or
the right rule to follow in a particular case. Thcre appear to
be, however, certain forms of intuition where it is to some
degree independent of reasoning and experience. (i) In the
case of particular actions the quality which we have called
‘moral fittingness’ to the particular circumstances seems to
be known intuitively and not directly analysable into any
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relation discoverable by reason. (ii) In the casc of classcs
of action, we seem to know intuitively that certain types of
action are or are not in accordance with what we have called
the ‘laws of nature’. (iili) Certain ethical notions, and in
particular the notion of ‘ought’-ness or obligatoriness,
cannot be discovered by mere outside observation. The
notion of ‘ ought’-ness must be in some way or other intuitively
apprehended, although it may only become explicit to our
minds through experience, and must be consistently applied
to experience. This would apply to all ethical notions and
principles which appear to be known intuitively.



Chapter VIII
THE STANDARD AS LAW

§1. The Meaning of Law

In ordinary life we are lamiliar with two kinds of laws, the
laws of our country and the laws of nature. The former may
be called political laws; they are orders made by a sovercign
government to all its subjects or to all of a certain class of its
subjects. The subjects may disobey these laws but, if they
do so, they render themselves liable to be punished. If there
is no punishment for the Lreaking of a law, the law very soon
loses all its authority over those who do not willingly observe
it. Political laws differ from country to country and from
time to time. New circumstances bring new laws; in time of
war, for example, we find new laws dealing with national
registration, rationing, and the power to commandeer
property. Some, but not all, political laws deal with matters
concerning morality ; murder, for example, is forbidden both
by the political laws of most countries and by moral precepts.
The laws of nature, which may also be called scientific laws, are
simply ‘Oniversal statements of fact, stating relations that
hold universally between events in the real world as, for
example, the law of gravitation, which states that every body
atuact&gvery other body with a certain force. There is a
tendency’ to think that universal statements which express
the relation of cause and effect are laws of the most scientific
kind, but we shall argue in a later section that it seemns hardly
r:ght to think that there are no other universal relations than
relations of cause and effect, and that the term ‘law of nature’
would be equally appropriate in the case of other universal
relations. Scientific laws differ from political laws in being
statements of fact and not commands, so that while it is
possible to disobey a political law it is impossible to disobey
a scientific law, if it be really valid, even in the figurative
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sense of producing an exception to it. Scientific laws, if
valid, cannot be changed, although of course they may have
differcnt applications in different conditions; political laws
as we have already seen vary from time to time. Scientific
laws resemble political laws in having a universal reference;
in the case of a political law, all of a certain group or class
must obey the law; in the casc of a scientific law, a statcment
is madc about a/{ the objects or cvents of a certain kind.  The
name ‘law’ was given to the laws of nature in all probability
because it was thought that these, too, werec commands of
God the creator, or the orders that He had given for the con-
struction of the universe.

In both political and scientific laws there may be a diflerence
in the range of the application of the law. Some political
laws, for examplc the laws dealing with murder, apply to
all the citizens of a country indiscriminately; others, for
example the laws dealing with income-tax, apply only to a
limited group of people, in our example those with an annual
income above a certain amount. Similarly, some scientific
laws, like the law of gravitation, appear to be absolutely
universal in their application and there is a tendency to limit
the term ‘laws of nature’ to such absolutely universal laws.
Other scientific laws hold only under certain conditions;
for example the law of Malthus that population tends to
exceed the means of subsistence held in the conditions pre-
vailing in Europe in the early nincteenth century and in the
conditions prevailing in India and China to-day, Lut it does
not hold in the conditions prevailing in Western Europe or
North America to-day. So in the case of scientific laws we
may distinguish between universal laws or laws of nature
holding unconditionally, and /’yppothetical scientific laws
holding under certain conditions.

The German philosopher Kant used the name ‘hypo-
thetical imperative’! for something which appears to be
another kind of law, and which has more of the nature of a
command or political law than a statement of fact. The
builder, if he wishes to erect a permanent building, has to
obey certain rules. These rules are dictated partly by the

'y Kant: Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals, Second
Section (Abbott, p. 31).
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nature of the materials he is using, for they will differ in a
brick and in 4 stone building, and partly by the object at
which he is aiming, for they will differ when the builder is
building a cathedral to last for centuries and when he is
building a temporary shelter. Hypothetical laws of this
kind appear to resemble political laws in the fact that they
can be disobeyed, but, if the agent disobeys them, he will not
attain satisfactorily the object at which he is aiming. And, as
we have seen, such hypothctical laws require to take into
account the facts of nature; the laws of building need to take
into account the nature of the material being used. Indeed,
the really ‘hypothetical’ part of such a law is really a scientific
law of a limited kind; it is a statement of the means that will
always bring about a certain end, or the cause that will
always produce a certain effect. The laws of building or
architecture, for example, are statements of the causes that
will always produce certain effects in building. What gives
them the appearance of commands or political laws is the
fact that somebody, the builder himself or a customer, has,
Dy a wish or 2 command, ordered the erection of the building.
At the most, the laws of architecture are what Laird called
¢subordinate imperatives’, or commands which are not
commanded in their own right, but only derivatively because
something else is commanded. If a builder accepts the
obligation to build a house, he accepts the obligations which
follow from it including the obligation to obey the laws of
architeesnre.

In the science of economics we find examples of the three
kinds of law which we have so far mentioned. Economics
contains scientific laws, mostly of the hypothetical kind, which
hold only under certain conditions, e.g. the law of supply and
demand, that the price of a commodity tends to rise with an
increase in demand or a decrease in supply. Economics is
concerned with political laws, such as regulations made by a
government controlling prices and rents. It also is concerned
largely with what Kant called ‘hypothetical laws’ and Laird
called ‘subordinate imperatives’;! it provides rules, for
example, as to what people should do if they wish to increase
the national wealth,

' Laivd : 4 Study in Moral Theory, p. 42

L
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Some writers refer to these hypothetical imperatives as
normative laws, but others confine the term ‘normative
law’ to rules which hold universally for all men, not merely
for builders or money-makers or any other limited group of
people.  We may call these ‘dominant imperatives’ to which
the ‘subordinate imperatives’ are instrumental. Some people
hold that there are no such imperatives; we simply have our
own desires or the orders of other people including govern-
ments, and we have to obey the ‘subordinate imnperatives’
in so far as we desire the objects to which they are instrumental
or in so far as we are compelled to obey the commands of
others, and these subordinate imperatives are involved in our
doing so. The most likely cases of rules holding uncon-
ditionally and universally or, as Kant called them, categorical

_imperatives, are the rules provided by ethics and by religion,

and these have the best claim to be called normative laws.
Some people have tried to put the rules of aesthetics and the
rules of logic on the same level as the rules of ethics and of
religion. It is doubtful whether there is a universal obliga-
tion to seek to create or even to cnjoy the beautiful; and, if
there is, it is almost certainly a moral obligation to be justified
on ethical and not on aesthetic grounds. Similarly it appears
that obedience to the laws of logic is not obligatory for a
writer of a fairy tale or a comic opera, whose aim is the enter-
tainment of others and not truth. If there is an obligation
of some kind on everyone to discover and know the truth it is
certainly a moral obligation. The case of the laws . religion
is more difficult; they appear to be more definitely regarded
as political laws or commands than the laws of morality, for
they are explicitly held to be the commands of God.

Kant distinguished three kinds of normative laws which
he called imperatives or commands.! (i) There is, as we
have already seen, the hypothetical imperative, which only holds
for groups of people who, under certain conditions, have
certain ends in view, as, for example, the laws of architecture.
(ii) There is the assertorial imperative. There are certain ends
about which we can assert that everybody seeks them, so that
the hypothetical rules for attaining such ends would be

1 Kant: Fundamental Principles of Metaphysics of Morals, Section 11
(Abbott’s translation, pp. 31-33).
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universally applicable, but would still be conditional, because
they only hold because of the condition that people seek these
ends. Kant held that we can assert that all men naturally
seek happiness, so all rules which are to be observed in order
to attain happiness are assertorial laws. Many people hold
that all the laws of morality are laws of this type ; for example,
hedonists hold that they are rules for attaining pleasure.
(iii) There is the categorical imperative which holds uncon-
ditionally and universally, and Kant considered that the moral
law is the only law of this kind. Moral laws do not depend
on the ends at which men aim like the laws of architecture
or of economics or even the universal assertorial laws of how
to reach happiness. In this way Kant denied all tcleological
theories of ethics, which hold that an action is right because
it leads to certain consequences. It is the same truth that is
expressed in Kant’s statement: ‘There is nothing good with-
out qualification except a good will.” All other apparent
forms of goodness depend on conditions, and so the rules for
attaining them are hypothetical, but the command to will
what is good is categorical. Three remarks may be made
about this. (a) Kant’s term ‘categorical imperative’ implies
that the moral law is 2 command made by somebody.. Kant
himself, in certain passages, regarded it as a command of God,!
and it aroused in him the same emotion of religious awe as
the sight of the starry heavens aroused in the Psalmist. Kant
himself yrote: ‘Two things fill the mind with ever new and
increasing admiration~and awe . . . the starry heavens above
and the moral law within.’? The term ‘imperative’ certainly
emphasizes the aspect of obligatoriness in the moral law in
which it resembles the command of a legally constituted
authority. (b) The difficulty of Kant’s view is to know how a
good will wills or what, in concrete cases, the categorical
imperative tells us to do. Most people would accept it as a
categorical rule always to will what is good, but this gives
us no guidance as to what the decision is in particular acts of
willing. (¢) It may be doubted whether the moral law or

* Kant: Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason, 11, v (Abbott’s trans-
lation, p. 226).

2 Kant: Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason: Conclusion (Abbott’s
translation, p. 260).
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any other so-called categorical imperative is absolutely un-
conditional. The moral law is obligatory only for rational
beings, so it is subject to one condition, namely that of being
apprehended by a rational mind. Kant himself, as we shall
see later, realized this when he said that the moral law must
be such that a man can impose it on himself.

§2. The Moral Law as a Political Law

Among people who are not philosophically minded one
of the most common views of moral laws is that they are
commands given by God to men by means of some special
revelation like the laws of Moses which were revealed to him
on Mount Sinai. This view has been accepted by many
moralists, including the English philosopher Paley, who held
that in moral obligation the command comes from God.!
The theist, who believes in God’s moral government of the
universe, is bound to hold that moral laws are part of God’s
providential arrangement for mankind, but he may also hold
that these laws would still be valid, even if God had not
commanded them. In mentioning ‘theological naturalism’
we have already suggested that when we say that what is
right is commanded by God we are not defining ‘right’,
but telling a new fact about it. At the same time it must be
admitted with Paley that the hypothesis of 2 moral law being
commanded by God is one of the simplest explanations of
that obligatoriness which we have seen to be an _essential
element in the moral judgement. It is possible“tchat the
other elements in the moral judgement like ‘value’ and ‘moral
fittingness® may be explainable in other terms, but that the
element of ‘obligatoriness’ comes from the fact that what is
right or good is commanded by God. Even if we accept
this we have still to discover what makes a right action right
and so worthy of being commanded by God.

At the level of customary morality when the tribe has a
complete all-round, or what we would now call a ‘totalitarian’,
influence on the individual, it is easy to identify the moral
law with the law of the tribe. It is the command of the chief
or of the elders or, at a more advanced stage, of the duly
constituted government. This view, however, cannot be

L Paley: Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy, Bk, II, Ch. 2.
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held when conscience tells an individual that he is not to
obey the law of his country, and the ‘conscientious objector’
by his act denies this view of morality. To regard political
law as more binding morally than the voice of conscience
is altogether opposed to the common-sense view of the matter.
The fact that political codes vary from country to country,
and in the same country from time to time, separates them
from the moral law which has been generally considered to be
absolute and unchanging. Some legislators have indeed
thought that their special task is to apply the universal
moral law to the particular conditions of their country in their
legal code.

There are certain difficulties of the whole conception of the
standard as law brought out most clearly in the limitations
of political laws. (2) While political laws, and universal
commands generally, can deal with moral mattersin a negative
way, as in forbidding murder or theft, they are often incapable
of dealing with positive moral duties, like the duties of bene-
volence, which depend so much on the individual’s position
and circumstances. (b) While political laws, and laws
generally, can command or forbid external actions, they can
do little or nothing to ensure that the action is done or
refrained [rom in the right spirit, and the ‘right spirit’ is very
Important for morality at the level of conscience. (c)
Political laws, and laws generally, cannot enjoin actions
which are unique in their moral quality. The heroism of the
brave nian and the self-sacrifice of the saint are things that
cannot be commanded by law. These limitations, which are
so conspicuous in the case of political law, would apply to
every form of moral standard, which takes the form that all
people or all people of a certain group ought to do a certain
thing, and this is just what we mean by the standard as law.

§3. The Moral Law as a Law of Nature

When we talk of the ‘nature’ of a person or thing we may
mean any one of three things. (i) We may mean the
primitive or original nature, referring to those characteristics
the person or thing had in some carlier period of history
when it was first called by its present name. It is in this sense
that Rousseau and .other moralists advocated a return to
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nature or to the simpler form of life that our ancestors are
supposed to have lived. There are few or no grounds in
history for holding that primitive ways of living were morally
superior to those in vogue at the present day. In any case
it is certainly not the fact of their being primitive that makes
them morally superior. (ii) We may mean by the nature of
a person or thing what it actually is at the present time.
When we say that it is the nature of a dog to ‘bark and bite’
we are merely asserting in other words that most dogs do
normally bark and bite. If this be the meaning of ‘nature’,
it would be absurd to say that it is anyone’s duty to ‘live
according to nature’; it would merely amount to telling
him to do what he is doing. (iii) By the nature of a thing
or 2 person we may mean its ideal nature. Many people
would say that. we are now talking of something unreal,
something that cannot be handled by the ordinary methods
of descriptive science.  Yet scientists themselves are constantly
describing the ideal nature of things. In the ordinary text-
books of zoology a description is given of the characteristics
of an animal of a certain specics; but the field naturalist
knows that the actual specimens which he finds all vary in some
way or other from the type described in the text-books. If
he were to find, for example, a leopard answering exactly
to the description of the leopard in the text-book he would
say that this 1s a perfect leopard or that this is what a leopard
should be. The text-book gives to some extent a description
not of the actual animals but of the ‘ideal nature’ of ¥/ animal
of this kind. Those who regard the moral laws as a law of
nature are maintaining that the rules of morality are rules
by obeying which man would attain his ideal nature and ideal
natural relations between himself and others. It is in this
third sense that the concept of ‘nature’ is relevant for
ethics.

Some of the Greek sophists held that morality was a mere
convention established for human convenience, and the
Epicureans took the view that justice is only a name for an
arrangement devised by men for the purpose of sccuring
their own happiness. The school of Socrates, however,
regarded morality as natural, somewhat in the third sense of
the last paragraph, and the Stoics held explicitly that the
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virtuous life is the life ‘according to nature’, naturc being
governed by one universal law which is fundamentally
rational. Cicero expressed the Stoic view in its developed
form in the following passages: ‘ True Jaw is right reason in
agreement with nature; it is of universal application, un-
changing and everlasting ; it summons to duty by its demands
and averts from wrong-doing by its prohibitions.” ‘We
cannot be frecd [rom its obligations by senate or people, and
we need not look outside ourselves for an expounder or in-
terpreter of it.’*  ‘The law is not one thing at Rome, another
at Athens, but is eternal and immutable, the expression of
the command and sovereignty of God.’> Some of the Stoic
writers spoke as if this life had been actually lived by man in
primitive days (or as if ideal nature were identical with primi-
tive nature), but others of the Stoics saw the difference between
the primitive life, which at its best is a life of innocence due to
ignorance, and the Stoic life according to nature, which is a
life lived in full consciousness of what is rational and con-
sequently right.

The view of the moral law as a law of nature was adopted
somewhat hesitatingly by Christian thinkers who regarded
goodness as a matter of supernatural grace rather than of
natural law, but the law of nature had a fundamental place
in the system of the greatest of medieval philosophers, St.
Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). Aquinas taught that natural
law is ordained by God, and that it is concerned with the
social liv2 of man as a creature of time and space living in the
actual world where all his social relations are to be ordered
according to the law of God. Natural law is a judgement
touching what is right, a judgement necessarily flowing from
the Divine being, and unalterably determined by the nature
of things as they exist in God.> God’s eternal law is the
command of His divine reason, and so far as the knowledge
of this law can be shared by human reason, it is what we call
natural law. Other animals may share in God’s eternal law
in so far as they follow it instinctively, but man shares in it
by way of knowing it, and it is this eternal law, in so far as

1 Cicero: Republic, iii. 22.

2 Cicero: from Lactantius Divinarum Instutiomon, vi. 8.

3 Gierke. Tr. Maitland : Theorics of the Middle Ages, p. 172,
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we know it, that we call the law of nature.! Because of the
limitations of our knowledge of the eternal law, human law
(which we have called political law) is needed to teach us
our particular duties, but our human codes of law must
never be opposed in any way to the law of nature which is
part of the eternal law of God. A modern theist might say
that God constructed the physical universe on principles
which are imperfectly known to the scientists as scientific
laws or laws of nature; similarly, Aquinas held that God
made man and man’s social relationships on certain rational
principles, which, in so far as we know them, we call the laws
of nature.

Among English thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries the Cambridge Platonists held that the laws of
morality are part of the fundamental structure of reality,
but the clearest and most suggestive statement of the ‘law
of nature’ in English ethics is that of Samuel Clarke (1675~
1729).® Clarke regarded the universc as constituted by moral
relations analogous to the causal relations of the physical
universe. There are necessary and eternal relations, both
causal and moral, which different things bear to one another,
and there follow from these relations the *fitness and unfitness
of the application of different things or different relations one
to another’. Accordingly, natural fitnesses are expressed
in Clarke’s four principles of piety to God, of equity and of
benevolence towards one’s fellow-men, and of sofriety in
what concerns the self. These are the natural laws ot human
relationships. In Clarke’s own words ‘there is a fitness or
suitableness of certain circumstances and an unsuitableness
of others, founded in the nature of things and in the qualifica-
tions of persons, antccedent to all positive appointment
whatsoever’. All men agree in their judgements of such
fitness and unsuitableness as they agree concerning the
brightness of the sun or the whiteness of snow and, so far as
people are reasonable, they guide their conduct by these
relations of things. Natural uncorrupted man would always
do so, but our irrational impulses lead us into error. Clarke
might have held, for example, that the relation of obedience

} Aquinas: Summa Theologica, II. 1. g1. 1, 2.

*S. Clarke: Discourse upon Natural Religion,
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Letween children and their parents is 2 necessary and cternal
relation, and we would all admit that there would be some-
thing ‘unnatural’ in a moral law which enjoined parents to
obey their children. Again, there is a natural fitness in
answering a question with the true answer; to lic without
reason would be in some sense unnatural. When a modern
Utilitarian says that not even extra-marital intercourse is
immoral, if no unhappiness will be caused thereby,! he is
making a statcment that is repugnant to the common sense
of most people. The ground of this repugnance is surely that
extra-marital intercourse is unnatural or unfitting in our
human social relationships.

One fundamental view which is maintained by the theory
of the moral standard as a law of nature is that morality is
objective. It may be admitted as we have already seen, that
different civilizations and different ages have had slightly
different moralities, but they have never had entirely different
moralities. Mr. C. S. Lewis puts it in this way in his Broad-
cast Talks: ‘Think of a country where people were admired
for running away in battle, or where a man felt proud of double-
crossing all the people who had been kindest to him. You
might just as well try to imagine a country where two and two
made five. Men have differed as regards what people you
ought to be unselfish to—whether it was your own family
or your fellow-citizen or everyone. But they have always
agreed that you oughtn’t to put yourself first. Selfishness
has never been admired. Men have differed as to whetner
you should have one wife or four. But they have always
agreed that you mustn’t simply have any woman you liked.’®
The objective nature of morality is proved a little more
scientifically by the fact that we can and do compare differing
codes of morality as better or worse. To quote Mr. C. S.
Lewis again: ‘If no set of moral ideas were truer or better
than any other, there would be no sense in preferring civilized
morality to savage morality, or Christian morality to Nazi
morality’;® there would be indeed no sense in supposing that
such a thing as moral progress is possible. We may take it

! Stace: Concept of Morals, p. 1881l

2 C. 8. Lewis: Broadcast Talks, p. 11.

? C. S. Lewis: op. cit., p. 17.
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that there is an absolule universal law, however inadequately
it is known by us, underlying our moral judgcments; the
medieval moralists who laid emphasis on the law of nature
were very definite that this law is only a limited if valid ex-
pression of the law of God, in so far as that can be known to
our human minds.

The moral law, however, is not a law of nature in exactly
the same sense in which the law of gravitation is a law of
nature. A moral law says not that things arc always done,
but that they always ought to be done. It distinguishes
between certain natural tendencies (which may in themselves
be described in terms of scientific law) as good, and other
equally natural tendencies as bad. There is, however, a
fact that links scientific law and moral law. The view of the
moral standard as the law of nature points out that moral
laws take scientific laws into account, that to some extent
they are hased on scientific laws. It is because of the natural
dependence of the child on its parents, about which a scientific
generalization can be made, that it is morally fitting that
children should obey their parents. The scientific fact that
the number of males and the number of females of the human
species are approximately the same under natural conditions
is a fact that can be used as a basis for an argument in favour
of monogamy. We are not merely stating that moral
standards must take into account the facts of nature in their
applications; this is true and often accounts for the different
forms that moral rules take in diflerent countri¢> and in
different ages. We are also maintaining that the absolute
moral standards themselves are bound up with universal
truths about human nature and its common relationships
everywhere; in other words they arc bound up with what
modern science calls the Jaws of nature, and particularly
the Jaws of human nature. It may e something universal in
nature that cnables moral laws to have that universality
which enlitles them to be termed laws.

Yet this is not the wholc story of the moral laws as laws of
nature. The moral fittingness of the conduct which is en-
joined by the moral laws is a relation of a unique kind which,
we suggested in our last chapter, can bé apprehended only
by an intuition. Professor C. D. Broad says that fittingness
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or unfittingness is a direct ethical relation between an action
or emotion and the total course of events in which it takes
place.? Moral fittingness need not be the only way in which
an action can be good or right, but it is a way that can be
explained in terms of a natural relation, a relation that can
be generalized as a law of nature, not of course a scientific
law stating a relation of causation, but an ethical law stating
a relation of moral fittingness. Attempts have been made to
explain this relation of fittingness in terms of other relations.
Evolutionists have maintained that good conduct is conduct
by which a man adapts or fits himself to his environment,
and so secures a longer term of life either for himself or for
his species, but, as we shall see in a later chapter, most people
would deny that such conduct is necessarily good in a moral
way. If it be morally good, that is merely an additional fact
about it. Again, good conduct may be as we have suggested
in the preceding chapter fitting in the sense of being aesthetic-
ally beautiful, but we had reason there to hold that moral
fittingness is not identical with aesthetic fittingness. If
there are relations of moral fittingness in the universe they are
relations of a unique kind,' and, in order to maintain their
reality, we shall need a metaphysical theory of the universe
other than the mechanical one which holds that everything
can be explained by the law of causation and the uniformity
of nature, or in other words that the only laws of nature are
scientific_laws stating causal relations. It will need to be
a more s3iritual theory of the universe more like the theory
of Plato which held that 'the central fact about the universe
is its goodness. We shall make fuller suggestions for such a
theory in our concluding chapter, and shall again there refer
to what is regarded in this book as the most adequate theory
of ethics, namely, that the moral law is a law of nature.

On one point most upholders of the moral standard as a
law of nature have been agreed. From the Stoics down to
Clarke, they have held that the law of nature has been known
by reason, and that the life according to nature is also the
life according to reason. Some have held explicitly that it is
the fact of the moral law of nature being reasonable that
makes it worthy of our obedience. In other words, the moral

! Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 219.
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law is not a scientific law like the law of gravitation, but a2
logical law like the law of contradiction. It is this view in
varying forms that we shall deal with in the remaining part
of this chapter.

§4. The Moral Law as a Law of Reason

The view that the moral standard is a law of reason is often
a reaction from the view that morality depends on the feelings
of the maker of the moral judgement. If morality depends
not on feeling but on reason, then its standards arc objective
and unchanging. We have scen too that the view that the
moral law is a law of nature has often been held along with
the view that nature is fundamentally rational. One form
of this theory is that good actions are in some sense consistent
actions, This view was expressed in an extreme form by
Wollaston, a follower of Clarke.*? Wollaston held that a bad
action is a practical denial of the true state of aflairs and that
a good action is a practical affirmation of it. ‘If 2 man steals
a horse and rides away upon him,’ he does not ‘consider
“him as being what he is’ (that is, another man’s horse), and
‘to deny things as they are is the transgression of the great
law of our nature, the law of reason.’? All wrong-doing
consists in affirming a falsehood. As Leslie Stephen put it:
‘Why a man should abstain from breaking his wife’s head
was that it was a way of denying that she was his wife.’3
Mackenzie pointed out that it is true that a bad¢.ct is in-
consistent; but it is inconsistent not with objective fact, as
Wollaston said, but with an ideal.* Stealing is bad not
because it asserts that another man’s property is my own,
but because it is inconsistent with an ideal relation between
myself and my neighbour.

In the next section we shall sec another form of wrongness
being regarded as inconsistency. Kant argued that when a
man does a bad action he is acting inconsistently in the sense
that he himself is acting on a principle which he is not

1 Wollaston: The Religion of Nature, Scctions I-VI,

2 Wollaston, quoted by Sorley : History of English Philosophy, p. 158.

2 Stephen: English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, Vol. I, p. 130,

4 Mackenzie: Manual of Ethics, Bk. 11, Ch. 3, Pt. II, §11.
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prepared to let others adopt as their principle, and it is in this
inconsistency that the badness of the action lies.

Professor H. J. Paton, in his book on The Good Will, has
laid emphasis on coherence in willing. In the lower forms
of goodness, the actions of an individual form 2 coherent
whole among themselves; in higher forms of goodness they
form a cohcrent systemn with the actions of the other members
of one’s own society, and in the highest forms of goodness
they form a coherent system with all other acts of willing in
the universe. There are two aspects of Professor Paton’s
theory, namely, that goodness is a characteristic of acts of
willing and only belongs to other things in so far as they are
objects of such acts, and that the goodness of such acts of
willing depends in some measure on their coherence among
themnselves. Professor Paton has not made it clear whether
there is a goodness in willing as such apart from its coherence.
The distinctively moral good at any rate is to be found in the
will which is not only coherent in itself but is also coherent
with similarly coherent wills in the society of which the agent
is a member. It is doubtful, however, whether coherence,
taken by itself apart from the volitions which cohere, is of
much moral value; for an act of willing to be good it is
necessary that the action which is willed should itself be good
as well as that it should cohere with other acts of willing. The
coherence in the policy of a group of anarchists apparently
increases, the evil of their policy. It is only when a policy
is made*dp of volitions which are either good in themselves
or good in some smaller combinations that cohcrence adds to
the goodness of the policy. The goodness of a volition does
not depend altogether on its coherence with other acts of
willing; it depends largely on its own particular content.
Coherence of action or volition is, of course, not identical
with logical consistency, although idealists are in danger of
making this confusion in ethi¢s. Two actions are normally
said to be coherent when the performance of the one facilitates
or at least does not hinder the performance of the other, and
the degree of coherence is the degree to which the two actions
mutually facilitate one another. We may say also that two
actions are coherent when they do not imply that the agent
is making contradictory judgements of fact or acting on
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contradictory principles of action, and in this mecaning
coherence has a connexion with logical consistency. One
condition of an action being right or morally good is that it
should cohere with the agent’s other actions and the actions
of other good people in both these senses of coherence, but
there are other necessary conditions to be fulfilled before we
can call an action good.

The reason for this condition is the old one given for obeying
the law of nature, namely that the universe is fundamentally
rational, 5o that in order to ‘live according to nature’ we too
should act in a rational way.

§5. The Theory of Kant!

Kant’s first principle is that ‘there is nothing in the world
or even out of it that can be called good without qualification
except a good will’. Kant illustrates this principle in two
ways.® (i) He points out that the ‘gilts of fortune’, talents
and worldly wisdom are good only on condition that they are
used by a good will. They are not good if they exist quite
alone; and when wealth or intelligence is used by a bad will,
the evil of the whole situation is incrcased and not lessened.
Itis a fact that we ordinarily speak of wealth and intelligence
as good things, but, according to Kant, this is not the case
unless they are being used by a good will. (It is possible
that when we call them good we are using the word ‘good’
in some other meaning than the ethical one.) @F course,
wealth and intelligence, as used by a good. will, are good.
Professor C. D. Broad holds that what Kant’s examples prove
is that things which are intrinsically good (that is, good even
if they exist all alone), always contain good will as one eleme-.t
in their make-up.? Kant himself maintained that happiness
is good when it is the consequence of virtue so that ‘virtue-
cum-happiness’ is an intrinsically good whole. Kant’s
language certainly suggests that the goodness here does not
depend on the presence of a good will, but on the fact that
the happiness is deserved ; yet good will is present in the form

Y CI. Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory (Kant). J. W. Scott:
Kant on the Moral Life.

? Kant: Fundamental Principles of Melaphysics of Morals, Sect. 1
(Abbott’s translation, p. g9).

8 C. D. Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 117.
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of virtue. (ii) Kant’s other illustration goes further in main-
taining that a good will is itself an intrinsically good whole,
for it is good even when it exists quite alone. Kant wrote:
‘If with its greatest efforts (the good will) should yet achieve
nothing, and there should remain only the good will (not
to be sure a mere wish, but the summoning of all means in our
power), then, like a jewel, it would still shine by its own light,
as a thing which has its whole value in itself.” It is not in
intrinsic goodness that Kant was interested, for with him the
good will might be itsell part of the whole or the complete
whole, He spoke rather of the good will as being always and
unconditionally good, and by unconditionally good he meant
good with whatever accompaniments it is found.

The problem for Kant was: ‘ What is it that makes good will
good?’ We may take it that Kant certainly meant by willing
not a mere passing wish but a definite purpose to action,
‘the summoning of all means in our power’, as Kant himself
put it. One of the commonest explanations of good will is
that an act of willing is good when it leads to a good result.
Kant, however, saw that the results of willing vary with varying
circumstances, and that if he were to make the rule for 1ight
willing depend on results it would become hypothetical or,
at best, assertorial. For Kant, however, the categorical nature
of the moral law was almost a matter of religious faith; to
take it away would lessen the absolute authority of the moral
law. We should then only be able to say that, only if such
and suchifesults are to follow, we should obey the moral law.
And if in our explanations of good will there can be no
reference to the results of willing, equally there can be no
reference to the circumstances in which an act of willing takes
place; these too would vary from action to action and so
introduce a varying and contingent elément into the moral
law. Tt follows from this that the moral law can never give
commands about the concrete nature of our actions; for
example, to command men to give alms in certain circumstances
would bring in just those contingent elements which Kant
wished to avoid.

Kant held that the characteristic which makes willing right
is that it must be done on a rational principle. Tt is in this

! Kant: Fundamental Principles of Metaphysics of Morals, Scct. I
(Abbott’s translation, p. 10).
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respect that Kant was an upholder of the view that the moral
standard is a law of reason. Man is fundamentally rational
and is dealing with a universe that is constructed on rational
principles. We may express Kant’s view loosely by making
a statement which most uncritical people would accept,
‘An action cannot be right unless you can give a reason for it.”
An action that is done on an impulse, like the impulse of pity,
may be right, but the only way of proving it to be right is to
show that it is a reasonable action. Kant used language
which suggests that an action is right only when it is done
from the motive of doing what is reasonable (whicly, in Kant’s
view, is obeying the categorical imperative), but this is
probably an exaggeration of his fundamental position, and
1t is certainly not in agreement with our ordinary notions of
rightness. We often, for example, judge actions that have
been done from an impulse of pity, to be right, provided that
reason would also point to these actions as the right ones.
At the most, Kant might have reasonably maintained tha.t
the action should still be done from a sense of duty even if
the particular impulse causing it were absent. .
Kant also held that the principle on which the goqd will
wills its actions must not contain any reference to circum-
stances or results, as otherwise it would bring in just tl}at
contingent elemént which Kant was at such pains to avoid.
The right action determined by such a principle would be
the same for every individual, no matter what the _tastes or
inclinations or circumstances of the particular indi -dual are.
If we let these things come in, our rule will no longer be purely
rational and absolutely categorical. This suggested to Kant
the first form that he gives to the catcgorical imperative,
‘Act only on that maxim which thou canst at the same time
will to become universal law.” The test of the rightness of an
action is whether we are prepared that everybody else should
adopt the rule, on whith we did the action, as his own rule
of action. Professor C. D. Broad has pointed out that Kant’s
first form is not really a moral law in itself; it is a principle by
which moral laws can be tested.! The argument appears to
be that a rational being will always reject what is logically
inconsistent, and Kant held that it is logically inconsistent
L Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 120.
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to adopt a moral principle for ourselves and to refuse to adopt
that same principle for other people. The ambiguity in
Kant'’s principle lies in the phrase ‘thou canst will’; and it has
different meanings in the two examples which Kant himself
gave. (i) ‘Thou canst will’ may mean ‘Thou canst will
without logical inconsistency’. Kant gave the example of
refusing to repay borrowed money: what is true in this case
is that the institution of money-lending could not go on if
everybody refused to pay his debts. There is, however, an
equal degree of inconsistency in such an action as giving
charity to the poor; if everybody were to do so, poverty and
the consequent need of charity (at least in its present form)
would disappear. Yet in common opinion the relusal to
pay onc’s debts is regarded as bad, and the giving of charity
is regarded as good. (ii) ‘Thou canst will’ may however
mean ‘Thou canst will after having taken the consequences
of thy willing into consideration’, and this is what Kant
illustrated in his other example. If everybody were to neglect
the happiness of others, the consequences would be so bad
that no one would be prepared to have the neglecting of the
happiness of others made a universal rule. Of course, Kant
had on his own premises no business to make any rclerence
to consequences, for he held that the moral law is valid with-
out any rcgard to the consequences of disobeying it. We
may agree with Kant that a rule which we are not prepared
to let othnr people adopt for themselves can hardly be a valid
moral rure, but the wrongness of such a rule lies rather in the
self-centred attitude which puts ourselves on a different plane
[rom other people than in any logical inconsistency in apply-
ing the rule.

Kant’s theory has been criticized in the following ways:

(a) It has been said that Kant's standard is merely formal,
but there is nothing wrong in Kant providing a flormal
standard. Indeed, that is just what he himself desired to do.
Just as the logician provides, for example, the syllogistic form
to which every valid argument of that type must conform, so
Kant, in his first principle, hoped to provide a rule to which
every moral law must conform, and i[ he had accomplished
this, no onec can deny that he would have rendered a most
valuable scrvice (o cthical theory. The question may be

M
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asked whether Kant atternpted to deduce particular rules
from his abstract principle, and about that his commentators
are not agreed. Rashdall, for example, held that he did
atternpt this,! but Seth denied it.2 If he did so, then he
certainly attempted to do something that cannot be done;
to do so would be just like attempting to deduce particular
concrete arguments in geometry from the abstract form of
the syllogism without any other data. What we can maintain
is that Kant’s principle does take concrete circumstances into
account, and that there are concrete cases where the applica-
tion of Kant’s principle would lead to conclusions opposed
to_established moral opinions. In Kant’s first example of
refusing to repay borrowed money the contradiction is not
purely logical or formal, but depends on the fact that in exist-
ing economic and social conditions people would not lend
money if there were no hope of repayment. (The Sermon on
the Mount envisaged different conditions.) In Kant’s
second example the contradiction obviously depends on happi-
ness being a concrete consequence of consideration shown to
other people. As to the application of his principle, there
certainly are cases in which it does apply; for certain rules
which forbid certain actions the principle gives guidance in
accordance with our usual moral opinions; the thief, tempted
to steal, for example, is hardly likely to wish that everybody
should be a thicf like himself. Even in some prohibitions,
however, Kant’s principle would not apply. The,-efusal to
repay borrowed money is something that the ordinary debtor
may very reasonably wish to be universalized, for by this he
would escape from the whole economic system in which he
has found himself entangled in difficulties, and the social
reformer may agree with him that the abolition of the whole
institution of money-lending would be a very good thing
indeed. In the case of positive rules enjoining action, Kant’s
principle may lead to the rejection of conduct that we
commonly regard as good ; we cannot suppose, for example,
that giving to the poor can be universalized, and so we can
hardly wil! it, for by universalizing it no poor would be left.
If we make the rule narrower it would mean that the teaching
t Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. I, p. 108.
# Mind, Vol. XVI, p. 596.
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of philosophy is wrong, for no reasonable teacher of philosophy
could wish that every other person should become a pro-
fessional teacher of philosophy like himself. A follower of
Kant might reply that we should put our moral rules in 2 more
general form. For example, if a man wills to seek the truth,
he should be ready that all other people should also seek the
truth., Here too, however, it is surely better that some
members of a society should give themselves o other occupa-
tions than truth-secking, for example, creative art. Our
conclusion must be that the only positive rule which can be
strictly and validly universalized is the rule to do one’s duty
or to obey the moral law. What is wrong with Kant’s
principle is not that it is in itself formal, but that it cannot be
validly applied.

(b) The objection of formalism may be put in another way.
Kant assumed that a good will can exercise itsell without
taking into account circumstances or consequences at all.
We may agree with Kant and the deontologists that there are
cases where the act of willing may be good in itself apart
from the consequences it causes, although we have suggested
that this special deontological form of goodness consists in
fittingness 10 circumstances. We may also agree with Kant and
the upholders of the law of rcason that one condition of a
volition being good is that it is consistent with the other acts
of volition of the agent or even of other good men in his
society, by this is only one condition of goodness, the formal
condition as we may call it. For a concrete action to be
good it must fulfil other conditions as well, and these Kant
ignores. What these other conditions are is the subject of
our ethical investigation; we have already suggested that a
unique moral fittingness and conformity to the law of nature
may be among these conditions. Kant has made an unreal
abstraction of one condition essential for a good will, namely
the possibility of its rule of action being universalized without
contradiction, and even this formal condition does not
universally hold at least in the way in which Kant ex-
pressed it.

(¢) Many have considered Kant's principle to be too rigid,
too inflexible, too harsh in its application. It is possible,
however, to interpret Kant’s principle in two ways. (i) ‘Act
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3::Za;31\a‘lhat maxim which thou canst will to he::omc._a u ni-
nly o t‘;lfaf people in exactly the same circumstances,” Or (ii) ‘Act
versal [a, 2t maxim which thou canst will to bc_con,w a uni-
case of (i"'f'" beople engaged in the same type of action.” In the
to Tcpeat):‘] as exactly the same circumstances are never ]lkcl,y
Principle hemselves it is possible for any man to accept Kant’s
say that l?}’ld yet to do almost any kind,of action. Indeed, to
of the off IS circumstances are unique is the common excuse
told 2 |; c'_'llfier agdinst the moral law. Anyon,c would l'_lav,c
usual deF if he h?.d been in my circumstances’, is the liar’s
ever hay t{)nce of hls.cond\{ct, with the implication that nobody
can ace cen or w1ll_ be in the same circumstances. No onc
itis o Iust: Kant’s principle so interpreted o.f. being too strict;
be no dax as to be useless. In the case of (ii), and there can
appea enying that_ this is Kant’s meaning, the principle does
dOletll: IO be too inflexible, for it le.aves. no room for those
the cou or exceptional cases in which it is right to break
ing hmmon moral rule.  Antigone, in the heroic act of bury-
state er brothcr3 disobeyed the lawful government of the
» an act which nobody would wish to see universalized.
The man who tells a lie in order to save the lives of others
My not will that lying should become the universal custom,
and yet he may be convinced that, in his own special circum-
St’a“CCS; to tell a lie was the best possible course of action.
We need to take into account other considerations than merc
conformity to Kant’s principles to dccide whether an action
Is right or wrong, a
Kants principle certainly appears to be too strict in another
Wway; namely, in its appearing to confine morally good actions
to those which are done out of respect to the moral law. There
are passages in Kant’s own writings which suggest that an
action done because of the agent’s inclination to do it can
never be morally good, but it appears to be a truer interpreta-
tion of Kant’s view to hold that the presence or absence of
inclination is morally indifferent. The utmost that Kant
could have held necessary is that for an action to be good the
agent would still do it from a sense of duty, even if the in-
clination to do it were not present in his mind. It is good
to give alms to those in need from motives of pity and love,
provided that we would still do it from a sense of duty on
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occasions: when these motives were absent from our minds.
Kant did not consider that these motives may have them-
selves an independcnt moral value as many moralists would
now hold.

In this matter, Kant appears to have confused the goodness
of an action and the merit of performing it. We commonly
- hold that there is more merit in an action, or that we deserve
more praise for performing it, when we do it in spite of a
strong disinclination. There is more merit, for example, in
the help given to an enemy, when our natural inclination is to
increase rather than to relieve his difficulty, than in the help
given to a friend when our natural inclinations all encourage
our helping him. When we judge, however, the goodness of
the character of the agent, a difference appears. Most
people think that it is better for 2 man to have the kind of
character which gladly expresses itself in generous acts of
forgiveness than the kind of character which can only do such
acts as a matter of very unpleasant duty. And most
moralists would hold that in many cases the act which is
done out of the fullness of a willing mind is itself a better act,
more fitting to the situation and with better consequences,
than the act done from a stern sense of duty. We can say
that the good man ought to feel inclined to do such an act,
and if the inclination is not there the value of the whole act
is lessened. It is certainly the case that in doing some right
acts a fegling of disinclination ought to be present in the
agent’s mahd.  When a judge pronounces a severe sentence
it is perhaps morally fitting that he should do his right act
with a fceling of disinclination. It certainly does not look
as if inclinations werc morally irrelevant; for the judgement
on the action as @ whole always includes as a part of its object
the ‘spirit’ in which the action is done, and this ‘spirit’
certainly includes the agent’s inclination or disinclination.
(d) Professor Broad thinks that Kant is wrong in holding
that a right action must always be right, no matter what the
inclinations of the agent are.* It is true that in some cases,
as in the judge’s pronouncing sentence or in the members of
a public board making an appointment, the less that one’s
own inclinations determine the action the better, and, in these

1 Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 1241.
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cases a change in one’s personal inclinations would make no
difference to the rightness of the action. In choosing a wife,
however, inclination is a very important factor, and the man
who does so under the guidance of pure reason without
considering his own inclinations at all will probably make the
wrong choice. Similarly in choosing an occupation a young
man is probably always right to take his own inclinations into
consideration, for he is not likely to do good work even in the
noblest of callings if he himself has no liking for it.

(e) Our chief criticism of Kant’s theory is the criticism
that we have made of the theory of the law of reason generally.
A good action is not merely consistent with other good actions
either in Kant’s sense of its principle being tapable of
universalization or in any other sense. Its own particular
content must also be good. We have not yet discovered
in what this goodness consists, whether in a unique moral
fittingness to circumstances or in conformity to a law ol
nature or in productivity of good results. The mere formal
consistency which Kant advocated will never by itself make
an action good. We have seen too good reasons for holding
that the particular kind of consistency which Kant demanded,
namely that the rule of an action should be willed to be the
rule of everybody, is not a characteristic of all good actions.
There is 2 unique element about a good action as well as a
universal element; it must suit the particular circumstances
in which it occurs, as well as obeying a universal law. In this
it resembles the activity of the artist who in each”work must
not only obey the rules of his art but must also be moved by
an original creative impulse.

. Kant stated two other forms of the categorical imperative,
or additional conditions that a valid moral law must fulfil.

(a) ‘Treat every rational being including yourself always
as an end, and never as a mere means.” Some people have
criticized this form by pointing out that we are constantly
using other people as means; we usc a porter as a means of’
carrying our luggage, a teacher as a means of educating
ourselves and a banker as a means of keeping our money safe.
There is only 2 moral wrong done when we use other people
as means in a bad way, as when a woman is used as a prostitute
or children are used as cheap means of production. Kant,
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however, never stated that we should not use the services
of others or that they should not use our services. What he
rightly emphasized was that we should never use people as
mere means, but always should remember that they. are ends,
things of value in themselves apart from the services that they
render us. Kant made this point more explicit when he
referred to the aim of the moral life as a kingdom of ends.?
In this, however, Kant has abandoned the pure deontology
which does not take into account the consequences of an
action, for in speaking of a kingdom of ends he certainly was
regarding those actions as good which in some way or other
lead to the welfare of other human beings and ourselves. We
shall inquire later in what that welfare consists; Kant seems
to have considered that it includes both virtue and happiness.
A more valid criticism of Kant’s second form of the categorical
imperative is that he himself regarded a man not as an end
in himself, but as a mere means for the realizatiori of the
abstract law. :

(b) ‘A principle of moral conduct is morally binding on
me if and only if I can regard it as a law which I impose on
myself.” This form of the categorical imperative prevents us
from supposing that the moral law is something iinposed upon
us from outside in complete opposition to any inclination of
our own minds, a view to which some of Kant’s statements
might lead us. The moral law is surely a law that our own
reason makes us inclined to obey, because we find it reasonable
to doso Yet there does seem to be a sense in which the moral
law is not self-imposed, for an obligation which is only self-
imposed is an obligation from which we can give ourselves a
dispensation, and most people, and certainly Kant himself,
would hold that the individual has no right to give himself a
dispensation from obeying the moral law. Professor Broad
has pointed out two cases where we may accept obedience
to a moral law as an obligation without finding it reasonable.?
(i) Its truth may be self-evident to us intuitively, but Kant
could have replied that it is reasonable to obey such intuitions.
(ii) Again it may be right to obey a moral law not because
we ourselves find it reasonable, but because some moral

v Kant: Metaphysic of Morals, Sect. IT (Abbott, p. 46-59).

2 Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 133.
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leader, whose judgement we trust, commands us 1o do so.
Kant however could have again replied that it is only because
we find it reasonable to obey without question leaders of
great moral insight that we find it morally binding to do what
they direct. The third form of the categorical imperative
simply emphasizes the truth that the moral law is a reasonable
law, a law acceptable to our human reason.

While Kant maintained that the good will is the only thing
that is absolutely and unconditionally good, that is, good
either by itscll alone or in every condition in whicl it is found,
he also maintained that in a perfectly good universe a good
will would be accompanied by an appropriate degree of
happincss.! Common sense would agree with Kant that
a universe where goodness of willing is accompanied by an
appropriate degree of happiness is better than a universe
where goodness of willing has no such accompaniment. Yet
it is difficult to see how Kant could consistently maintain
that the good will is the only thing that is unconditionally
good and that yet good will along with happiness is better
than good will alone, unless he was using the word ‘good’ with
two different meanings. It is in this connexion that Kant
considered it necessary to postulate or assume the existence
of God.?2 If virtue ought to be rewarded by happiness we
must, according to Kant, be able to say that it can be re-
warded by happiness, and when we say that a thing can be,
we mean that the necessary conditions for its existence are
already present in the universe. Kant thought “.aat the
existence of an overruling God is a necessary condition of
the universe being so organized as to secure that virtue is
accompanied by happiness and so he concluded that God must
exist. ‘This is not the only place in his theory at which Kant
introduced the notion of happiness as a good. He maintained
elsewhere that we ought to aim at our own perfection (that
is the attainment of a perfectly good will) and at the happiness
of other people.? We can heartily agree to the practical

L Kant: Critique of Practical Reason, Pt. I, Bk. I1, Ch. 2 (Abbott’s
translation, p. 206).

2 Kant: op. cit., Pt. I, Bk. 11, Ch. 2, §v (Abbott, p. 221).

3Kant: Preface to the Metaphysical Elements of Ethics, IV-VI
(Abbott, pp. 296-302).
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expediency of this rule, for the conditions of life are such that
while we are likely to be able to do something to make other
people a little more happy, the only person in whom we are
likely to effect much moral improvement is our own self. But
this double standard of morality is surely a strange one for
the philosopher who emphasized consistency and denied
the relevancy of pleasant consequences to the rightness of
actions. If perfection or the good will is the only good or the
highest good for ourselves, it surcly must also be the highest
good for other people and, however little we can do for other
people’s perfection, to do that little is far more important
morally than to seck their happiness. And if happiness be
a good for other people, it surely must also be a good for
ourselves. This whole question of why common opinion
holds it morally better to seek other people’s happiness than
to scek our own is one that will need to be considered later.

Kant considered that human immortality is another neces-
sary postulate for morality. If we ought to attain to a per-
fectly good will, it must be possible to do so. Immortality
is a necessary condition of such a possibility, for our human
nature is to such a degree sensuous that it will require an
infinite time for the will to become rational and so perlectly
good. Kant, however, was making too fine a distinction
when he distinguished here between an impossibility and a
possibility which would take an infinite time to be realized.
The ord_ig\l‘ary man at any rate sees no difference between the
two. T good will is not a will in a state of abstract per-
fection but the will that wills the best possible in existing
conditions, and that we can do here and now. This however
brings in again that reference to conditions which Kant wished
to avoid. Indeed perhaps the most fundamental objection
to Kant'’s theory is just that he conceived of a good will as
willing in a vacuum, whereas actually the good will wills in
the light of conditions and consequences.

§6. Conclusion

While we have admitted that the moral law may well be
commanded by God and derive its obligatoriness from being
so divinely ordered, yet we have held that it would be still
valid, cven if it were not God’s command. We have also
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seen reason 1o accept the view that the moral law is in one
sense a law of nature, as being objective, universal and depend-
ing on the natural constitution of the universe for its validity,
but it is certainly not a statement of causal relations like
scientific laws. If the moral law is a law of nature, nature
must be a system of relations of moral fittingness as well as of
causal relations. It is on the ground of the fundamental
rationality of nature that we ¢an go on to regard the moral
law as a law of reason. In some sense, gorality implies a
logical consistency in our actions, although we have realized
that purely formal consistency is not enough to secure the
goodness of our actions. The moral principles on which we
act, and the judgements implied in our particular volitions
must not only be consistent among themselves, but the con-
crete actions willed must be themselves good in their own
particular circumnstances. It is in his failure to realize this and
to see that a good volition must be defined in terms of its
content as well as its form that Kant’s theory fails. The whole
view of the standard as law, or of goodness consisting in obey-
ing universally applicable rules has serious limitations. It
leaves out the doing of unique acts in particular circumstances,
and it suggests a uniformity in good actions, which is not
what we find in the richly varied pattern of the moral life at
its best. The moral law may keep us from lines of action
which are universally bad; it cannot guide us to the"full

variety of human goodness. .



Chapter IX
THE STANDARD AS PLEASURE

§t. The Nature of Pleasure

Any mental process may have the quality either of pleasant-
ness or of unpleasantness, but it has always other qualities as
well. The sensation that we get from eating sugar is normally
pleasant, but the sensation has other qualities as well as
pleasantness, such as sweetness; in fact, its pleasantness
depends largely on its sweetness. Pleasantness and un-
pleasantness appear never to occur in the mind alone; they
are always parts of more complex concrete mental states.
From this an important consequence follows for ethical theory;
we can never know by direct introspection that pleasantness
by itself is good or valuable. What we can know from intro-
spection is that all states or some states containing pleasant-
ness as an element seem to us directly to be valuable. We
might even know that their apparent goodness is in direct
proportion to their pleasantness, but this does not appear to
be actOlly the case. Professor Broad points out that malice
is a state of mind which is progressively worse according as
it is more pleasant to its owner;! it is in a man’s finding it
pleasant to seek the harm of others that malice has its dis-
tinctive evil. We call those mental experiences which have
the clement of pleasantness in such a marked degree that it
arouses our special attention by the name of ‘pleasures’,
and it is possible for a man to make such experiences the aim
of his actions. Pleasantness seems to occur in the mind under
various conditions: {a) as a normal quality of certain sensa-

- tions and perceptions such as the sensation of sweetness and
the perception of beautiful objects; (b) as an accompaniment
of any activity either bodily or mental, provided that the

1 Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 234.
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activity is not imposed on its agent fromn outsidc, or frusirated
by the inability to perform it, or impeded by fatigue or some
other impeding factor; (even the facing of difficultics as in
mountaineering may be pleasant, provided that there is some
consciousness of the possibility of the difficultics being over-
comc) ; (c) as an accompaniment of the successful completion
of any activity; (d) as an accompaniment of the attainment
of a desire which is, of course, a spccial case of the successful
completion of an activity, but which is such an important
source of pleasantness that it is worth mentioning specially.
We have already scen in our discussion of psychological
hedonism that our desire for a certain experience may come
by association to be a desirc for the pleasantness which
accompanies that experience. Man’s natural desire for food
may devel'op into a desire for the pleasantness which accom-
panies cating.

§2. Ethical Hedonism

Ethical hedonism holds that pleasantness is the only
quality because of which an experience is good or valuable.
A good action is an action which leads to a pleasant experience
as its consequence, and the right action at any moment is the
one which will lead to more pleasant cxperiences or, as we
commonly say, Lo greater pleasurc than any other action
which is possible for the agent at that particular moment.
Ethical hedonism does not merely say that one of the. factors
which makes an action good is the pleasantness of-the ex-
periences which it brings about, for this is a view which many
moralists, who are not cthical hedonists, would adopt; ethical
hedonism holds strictly that no consequence of an action
except pleasantness and unpleasantness, which we may call
its hedonic consequences, have the slightest relevance what-
ever to the goodness of the action.

Ethical hedonism is a theory of cthics telling how men
ought to act and what men ought to desire. In this way it
differs from psychological hedonism, which is a theory of
psychology holding that men always do those actions which
have pleasant consequences and do have such natures that
they can desire nothing but pleasantness. If a psychological
hedonist were to go a step further than psychological hedonists
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usually do, and maintain that men always do thosc actions
which bring the greatest possiblc amount of pleasantness 1o
themnselves, then there could be no theory of ethics at all
for men would always act in a certain way and would be
unable to act in any other. As a matter of fact, psychological
hedonists do not generally take this step. They hold that
man always desires pleasure but not necessarily the greatest
possible pleasure: so that while the object of every action is
the attainment of a pleasant experience, the pleasantness
sought may not be cither the most intense or the most lasting
pleasantness possible for the agent. In this way they leave
room for a theory of ethics that, while men do always seek
pleasant experiences, they ought to seek for themselves those
forms of pleasant expericnce which are most intense and most
lasting. This theory is called egoistic ethical hedonism, and,
if psychological hedonism were true, it would be the only
possible theory of ethics. Many ethical hedonists have been
at the same time psychological hedonists, and if they had
succceded in demonstrating the truth of their psychological
theory, they would certainly have refuted all other ethical
theories than cgoistic hedonism.

Few hedonists, however, have accepted egoistic hedonism as
their sole theory. There are two kinds of ethical hedonism:
(@) egoistic hedonism, which holds that each man ought to seek
his own maximum pleasure (‘his own maximum pleasure’
being 3 short way of describing those experiences which will
bring to'him a greater surplus of pleasantness over unpleasant-
ness than any other experiences possible for him); and (b)
universalistic hedonism, more commonly known as ufilitarianism,
which holds that cach man ought to seek the maximum
pleasure of all human beings, or even of all beings capable of
expericncing pleasantness and unpleasantness.

In estimating the amount of pleasantness caused by an
action, two factors need to be taken into account, the intensity
or degrec of pleasantness caused, and the duration or length of
time that the pleasant experience lasts. It is difficult to
estimate the comparative importance to be given to these
two factors. Is an intense pleasantness of a short duration
like that enjoyed in eating a sweetmeat to be reckoned greater
than a less intense pleasantness of longer duration like that of
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lying in bed? Is a shilling spent on a novel that will give us
several hours of mildly pleasant reading more productve of
pleasure than the shilling spent on a cinema seat where our
pleasantness will be more intense while it lasts but over in a
couple of hours? Bentham! suggested other factors which
should be taken info account in comparing two pleasant
experiences with regard 1o their pleasantness, namely (a)
certainty or the degree of probability of the pleasantness re-
sulting [rom the action, () propinquity or the nearness in time
of the pleasant result, (¢) fecundity or the power of the pleasant
experience to produce further pleasant experiences in its train,
(d) purity or freedom from intermixture with unpleasant
experiences, and (e) extent or the number of persons affected
by it. In our practical consideration of the results of an
action, the probability of a particular result occurring is a
very important factor; Hamlet, for example, argued that
it was unwise to take vengeance on his uncle while engaged
in prayer because of the ‘certainty’ of his thus escaping
the punishment he deserved.? Propinquity is important
only in so far as it affects probability; we prefer an
immediate pleasure to a more distant pleasure because of
the greater probability of our actually attaining it; there
is less time for the proverbial ‘slip ’twixt the cup and
the lip’. Fecundity and purity are really secondary factors
determining the intensity and the duration of the pleasant
consequences. A pleasure that produces other p'-asures
has either its intensity or its duration or more probably both
increased. Purity means incredsed intensity for there is less
unpleasant experience 1o reduce the surplus of pleasantness
over unpleasantness.

A moralist may adopt ethical hedonism for any one of
three reasons. (a) He may hold that the terms ‘good’ and
‘pleasant’ have exactly the same connotation or meaning, so
that the one may be used for the other indifferently, or more
probably he will hold that ‘good® has the same meaning as
‘productive of pleasant consequences’. (He will be referring
of course only to the strictly ethical use of the term ‘good’).
If this view were correct, it is difficult to understand how

Y Bentham: Principles of Morals and Legislation, Ch. 4, §iv.

t Hamlet, Act m1, Sc. iii, 73-95.
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people come to argue as to whether hedonism is a true theory
or not, and their discussions are not merely discussions as to
the meaning of terms. We may, with Professor Broad, call
the holder of this theory an analytic hedonist.* (b) A moralist
may hold that, while the terms ‘good’ and ‘productive of
pleasant consequences’ are not identical in meaning, the
experience of the human race has shown that good actions do,
as a matter of fact, produce pleasant consequences.. Such a
hedonist has still to face the fundamental question of what it
is that makes a good action good, or he may take, as such
hedonists often do, a sceptical attitude to the possibility of this
question being answered. In Professor Broad’s terminology,
this moralist is an empirical synthetic hedonist.* (c) A moralist
"may hold that while ‘good’ and ‘productive ol pleasant
consequences’ are not identical in meaning, yet they stand in
a necessary relation to one another. A good action does not
merely as a ‘matter of fact produce pleasant consequences;
from its very nature it must produce pleasant consequences.
If we reject analytic hedonism as obviously misrepresenting
the nature of ethical argument this becomes the ground of
hedonisrn most worthy of a critical examination. Professor
Broad calls it a priori synthetic hedonism.

§3. Egoistic Ethical Hedonism

o
This ethical theory holds that what makes an action right
is the frgt that it causes the greatest possible amount of
pleasantness to the doer of the action. Other consequences
of the action, such as the fact offits causing pain or unpleasant-
ness to other people are entirely irrelevant to its rightness.
It follows that the sole moral duty of man is to try to get the
greatest amount of pleasantness for himself throughout his
life. The Greek Cyrenaics held that a man ought to seek
the pleasure of each moment as it passes without considera-
tion of future consequences, but the Epicureans considered
that there should be a prudent consideration of consequences
which would enable the agent to secure the greatest possible
amoufit-of pleasure in the whole course of his life. In par-
ticular, the prudent man will avoid those intense but momen-
tary pleasures, like the pleasures of debauchery, which result
1 Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. go.
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in a great deal of disturbance to the pleasant tenor of a cqlm
existence. So much was this aspect of egoistic hedonism
emphasized that the Epicureans spoke of the moral cnd as
*frecdom vom disturbance’ rather than as pleasure. Plcasures
which may seem less intense at the moment of enjoyment,
like the pleasures of friendship and philosophical study, will
keep a man in that calm condition of mind which makes life
as a whole really pleasant. A natural accompaniment of
this view was the opinion of the Epicurcans that justice was
not good in itsell but merely a compact, e¥pedient for socicty
to make, which prevents men from doing onc,another harm
_aln’d S0 causing one another disturbance and pain. Chuistian-
}ay‘,’ouw“bh] Its emphasis on self-sacrifice, did not provide la
Consisl;i te alfnosp!lere for egoistic hcdonism, .zmd the l:c:n !}:
rebels ;’l €goists, since t'he coming of Christianity, have cec
Hobbes Tom the traditional moral outlook of their a%l .
seck m;untz.nned that man was entirely sclfish, natura ]);
impli e% on 5;1,}“5 own advantage so that egoistic hedonism, >
the Ieam is thCOI:y, although Hobbes did not emph?stlhc
egois]zic isantness Wh{ch results from the carrying out Of on
some lmpulscs. Sl.dg.WiCk and other Utilitarians have g“'an
‘heoryp ace to egoistic hedonism in a wider utilitar!
weVr‘iel?:l: eealc:ic?'d yhmain!aimd that if psychological hledtcl)::or)’
of ethics’ aﬁds 1c hedonism would be the only'posmb e A
edonist,(:o 5 50 the sirongest argument wh{ch an cgu-uth
of psychol e PTOducg.wOuld be a demonstration o the ey
of i oghxcal hedonism. In our study of the psycho clJ1l
psycholo, Chever, we saw good reason for holding lt it
most ps :ll.lc a] h.ed°"‘51'}1 is an untrue theory inac.ccptﬂ.b ; g
ism ha}s l;(: OR1515, aud 50 the main support of egoisuc he Ont
against e} oo l‘emoYed_ The most powcrl‘ul ﬂ{gumirc
irectly o hical hedonism is the fact that its teachings ‘c
view o n‘:EOSFd 10 our own intuition and the loug-esta’blls g
manking rality maintained by the ‘common !se.nSC o .
seeking the nio) PCOPle may sec directly the rightness 0
. 8 the pleasure of other people. No one in his sens

Imagiy; .. . .
eg 155 that it is his mora] duty to seck his own Plcz.'suri
e duestion wheth ish which 1
ore Plcasmg 1o me stion

ism

er I should cat a certain d
than another is not really a moral qu¢
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at all, unless my choice has other conscquences than merely
Increased pleasure to myself. If this common-sense view
needs confirmation, it is surely supplied by the experience of
deliberate pleasure-seekers in all ages that the ‘pleasures of
life’ do not give the satisfaction which they promise, and
leave those who pursue them with the discovery that ‘all
is vanity and vexation of spirit’. The mere getting of pleasure
for oneself is not satisfying to the natural aspirations of the
human mind as a whole. As a matter of history, many
hedonists, who have advocated egoistic hedonism, have been
at pains to try to show that the conduct which leads to the
agent’s own greatest pleasure is also the conduct which leads
to the greatest pleasure of the whole human race. We shall
see later that there is no proof that this is the case, but the
very fact that hedonists do attempt to use such an argument
suggests that they are not prepared to go against the common-
sense judgement of ordinary people that it is better for 2 man
to seek pleasures for others than for himself. Even the least
virtuous can remember some one occasion when he did some
action because he thought of it as his duty, without thinking
1t at all likely that it would bring him any pleasure; and
one such case shows that egoistic hedonism is not a true
theory.

There is one possible argument in favour of some form of
egoistic hedonism. There is little doubt that a2 man is con-
cerned with his own experiences, including their pleasantness,
in a way "\ which he is not concerned with the experiences
of others, Accordingly, if we accept the utilitarian end of
increasing the total amount of human pleasure, it is conceivable
that the best way of doing so is by each individual increasing
his own share of human pleasure, although the experience of
the pleasure-seeker does not confirm this view. It is probable
that this argument gets its plausibility from the fact that a
certain amount of attention to a2 man’s own individual interests
such as his health and his education, is useful as a means to
the service of others and to the increase of their pleasures,
It is even true to say that the man who enjoys doing his work
for others is likely to do better work than the man who does
not. This recognition that a certain amount of enjoyment
or pleasant experience for oneself is useful as a means for

N
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ini 1 . ’ . cn
attaining some wider moral end is, hov\evg:r,t l‘llgryn_[dlﬁe:,ra
from the theory that a man’s own pleasure is only m
end which he ought to seek.

§4. Utilitarianism L. R
Some of the eighteenth-century English moralists, mClUdmg‘
Butler and Shaftesbury, cmphasized the natura!ness Oe
benevolence or of seeking the good of others and of its plac
in the moral life, and Hutcheson actually s}afed that the
objective or ‘material end’ of good conduct is ‘the greatest
happiness for the greatest numbers’, the phrase that came to
be the slogan of English utilitarianism.? The great leaders
of this school at its most flourishing period, the beginning ?f
the nineteenth century, were Bentham, James Mill, and his
son, John Stuart Mill,” If these moralists had {ner?ly argued
for a purely hedonistic theory of ethics, Maintaining that
pleasure is the sole good, their theory might not have met
with such general acceptance, but they themselves were social
reformers working for the betterment of humanity in ways
of which moralists of any school are likely to approve. The
very name °‘utilitarianism’, with its emphasis on ut.llxty_or
usefulness rather than on pleasure, is a cas¢ of the ‘emotive
use of language’, prejudicing their readers 1n favour of their
theory; it is more reasonable to be gcnerall){ useful to others
than to aim specifically at the greatest possible pleasantness
for all mankind. The utilitarian school l}a‘d also ,_nhe advan-
tage of a good slogan, ‘the greatest happiness of in}e greatest
number’, a slogan which emphasized the wide distribution
of human pleasure as well as its maximization. A purely
hedonistic theory would not care whether human pleasure
were distributed among many or confined to 2 few, provided
that the greatest possible amount of pleasure were achieved.
In examining utilitarianism we shall consider critically the
theories of John Stuart Mill and Henry Sidgwick (1838-1g00),
although Mill was not a strict hedonist, and Sidgwick was not
a strict universalist. There has been a tendency to use the
name °‘utilitarianism’ for any teleological theory of ethics,
or any theory which holds that actions are not right or wrong
1In the modified form ‘the greatest happiness of the greatest
number.’
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::2nlshcmsclvcs bul that their moral quality depends on their
€quences. Rashdall’s “Ideal Utilitarianism’ is an example
\-ltill' 15_im::orrect usc of thejterm.1 It .is certa‘in also that
uSir:tﬂnamsm has been made more plausible by its adherent,s
o g the term ‘happincss’ rather than the term pleasure’,
¥ It is much easier to include under happiness all those ends
to 1¢h men have regarded as morally worth attaining. than
Include them under the specific psychological quality of
ir;‘iasamness. ‘In t_his chaplc.r, at any rate, the theory that
si © be. cxamined is that which limits the moral end to the
gle aim of increasing man’s pleasantness.

5. The Theory of Jokn Stuart Mill

P IMIH.,S account of utilitarianism may be summarized in the
.0 Owing five statements: (a) Pleasure is the only thing that
1S desirable. (b) The only proof that a thing is desirable
1s the fact that people do actually desire it. (c) Each person’s
OWn pleasure or happiness {to use Mill’s more usual term) is a
§ood to that person, so the general happiness is a good to
cverybody. (d) Men do desire other objects, but they
desire them as a means to pleasure. (e) If one of two
Pleasures js preferred by those who are competently acquainted
with both we are justified in saying that this preferred pleasure
IS superior in quality to the other. In criticizing Mill’s
theory, we shall state certain implications of the above
EE?POSW ns and consider whether they are valid or

(i) What is good is what men do actually desire. This state-
ment of course commits what Dr. Moore calls the ‘naturalistic
fallacy’, in supposing, as it appears to do, that good can be
defined in terms of what men desire. Even if it were a fact,
as unfortunately it is not, that men do always desire what is
good, this is not the fact to which we are drawing attention
when we call something good. Even if we were to hold that
Mill is not defining ‘good’ in the sense objected to by Dr.
Moore, but merely stating a fact about it, we would still have
to admit that Mill has committed in his argument the ordinary
verbal fallacy of ambiguity of term. In common English use
“desirable’ meaps what ‘ought to be desired’, and it is this

1 Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. 1, pp. 184—221.,
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common usage which gives plausibility to the above state-
ment of Mill’s theory. Mill, however, explicitly uses ‘dcsir-
able’ to mean what people do actually desire as in the pro-
position (b) in the above paragraph, but the fact that men do
actually desire it is no proof of a thing being desirable in the
common use of the term.  Mill explicitly refers to the analogy
of ‘desirable’ with such words as ‘visible’ and ‘audible’.
In these cases it is true that visible’ means ‘able to be seen’,
so the fact that people do actually sce a thing is sufficient
proof that it is visible; and it is true that ‘audible’ means
‘able to be heard’, so that the fact that people do actually
hear a thing is sufficicnt proof that it is audible. ‘Desirable’,
however, is in the English language not similar to ‘visible’
or ‘audible’, but to words like ‘detestable’ which implies not
that a thing is detested but that it ought to be detested. This
mistake of Mill led him to break the rule that we cannot
infer directly from what men actually do what they ought to
do; any breach of this rule certainly commits a naturalistic
fallacy.

(ii) Men always desire pleasure. This indicates that Mill
based his ethical hedonism on psychological hedonism; but
we have already shown that, if psychological hedonism were
true the only possible theory for a moralist would be egoistic
hedonism and not utilitarianism. If 2 man were so made
that he could only seek his own pleasure and nothing else, it
would be impossible for him to seck the pleasure of other men,
which utilitarianism maintains that he ought tci-do. In
any case, we have seen that there are good grounds for
denying the truth of psychological hedonism; men do not
always desire pleasure. Mill admitted somewhat incon-
sistently that men do seek other things than plcasure, but he
holds that men seek such things cither as ‘parts of pleasure’*
or as ‘means to pleasure’. The expression *parts of pleasure’
is not clear, but Mill presumably meant that we seek those
wider experiences like the enjoyment of music because of the
element of pleasantness they contain; the pleasantness is one
part of the plcastre while the harmony and the timbre of the
music are other parts of the pleasure. Mill saw that the object
which we seek originally as a means to pleasure may come

3 Mill: Utilitarianism, Ch. 4, p. 56.
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by association to be itself the object of our seeking, just as the
miscr who originally sceks money for the good things. that it
can buy comes to seek money for itself. This whole argument
is a reversing of what modern psychology suggests to be the
actual [acts of the case; the desire for particular objects comes
first, and the desire for the pleasantness derived from them
comes later by a kind of association or ‘conditioning’. Man
naturally desires food when he is hungry; to eat for the sake
of pleasure rather than for the sake of satisfying hunger is a
later dcvelopment.

(iil) Pleasures differ from one another in quality. Mill held that
some pleasures are superior in quality to others and in this
he had the support of common opinion. The pleasure of
listening to good music is generally held to be superior in
quality to the pleasure of eating; the pleasures of benevolence
are held to be superior in quality to those of self-indulgence,
cven although their actual intensity may be less. Most
moralists explain this by holding that the superior pleasure
contains other elements of value as well as its pleasantness,
but the strict hedonist is debarred from this view for he holds
that no other element than pleasantness can have any value,
so that the only factor which can make one pleasure superior
to another is its pleasantness. Iflistening to music is a superior
pleasure to eating food, the hedonist can hold it to be so only
because it has a greater intensity or duration of pleasantness.
This vigy is not confirmed by common experience. Certain
pleasures, like sexual intercourse or the excitement of a
crowd at a football match, are extremely intense, but they
are not on that account rcgarded as among the highest
forms of pleasurc.

It may however be the case that we usc the word pleasant-
ness loosely for mental states that are not exactly the same,
and that certain of these states are superior in quality to
others. According to this view the element of pleasantness
in listening to music may be different in kind from the element
of pleasantness in eating. In English we do use different
words when drawing attention to the pleasantness or hedonic
quality of different mental states. We tend to use the word
‘pleasures’ for the more sensuous forms of enjoyment, par-
ticularly those duc to the gratification of the bodily appetites
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or to the presentation to the senses of beautiful objects like
pictures and music. We tend to use the word ‘happiness’
when drawing attention to the pleasantness of more permanent
and durable kinds of enjoyment, which depend more largely
on conditions within man’s own nature, as when we speak of
the happiness of 2 man in his home or in his profession.
Indeed, it is just one of the debated points of teleological
cthics whether the virtues are merely means to produce
pleasure or whether they are constituent elements of the state
which we call happiness, for we apparently think of the happy
man as virtuous in a way that the successful pleasurc-seekcr
is not. There are pleasant cxperiences for which even happl-
ness’ seems an inadequate word; the joy of an artist in his
creative work or the blessedness of communion with God
are generally regarded as such experiences, and we have
used the words ‘joy’ and ‘blessedness’ rather than the words
‘pleasure’ or ‘happiness’. There are two possible explana-
tions of this terminology and of the apparent differences in
the quality of our pleasures. (a) As we have already suggested
‘pleasantness’ may be an ambxguous term, so that the pleasant-
ness which we experience in the gratxﬂcauan of our appetites
is different in kind from the pleasantness that we experience
in the fellowship of our friends or from the pleasantness that
the artist expericnces in the pursuit of his creative art. In
this case when the hedonist says that only pleasure is good he
really means that only the superior kinds of pleasure 2re good.
No hedonist can accept this position for he holds (gnd holds
reasonably) that the lower pleasures are also good, although
perhaps in a less degree. The clement of value in both is
just that on account of which we call them both pleasant.
(b) The more reasonable explanation is that while pleasant-
ness is present in every experiencc which we call good, it
is not the only element of value in such an experience. This
view is the more probable, lecausc as we have already scen,
pleasantness is a¥ ways an abstraction. What we actually
experience is a concrete mental state of which pleasantness is
only one element discovered by analysis. It is not even true to
say that the value of the whole mental state can be measured
by the amount of pleasantness that it contains, for we have
already seen that malce leccomes more evil in proportion as
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it is morc intensely pleasant. It is surely a reasonable
inference that elements other than pleasantness contribute
to the goodness of the superior ‘pleasures’ like the enjoy-
ment of art or communion with God. The facts certainly
scem to justify Mill’s distinction between higher and lower
pleasurcs, but it is a distinction that cannot be made by the
strict hedonist, for it does imply that there arc other elements
of value in a good whole besides pleasantness or conduciveness
to pleasantness.

(iv) Pleasures can be added lo one another. Mill certainly
committed the logical fallacy of composition as he passed
from egoistic hedonism to utilitarianism. To infer from the
statement that each person’s happiness is a good to each
particular person, the conclusion that the general happiness
is a good to the whole number of persons is no more 2 valid
argument than to supposc that because ecach man in a city
has the right to open the door of his own house it follows that
all in the city have the right of opening the door of any house
they may fancy. It is the desirability of Mill's conclusion
which gives his argument « plausibility which is lacking in
that of the house-brcaker. There are, however, other ways
of reconciling egoistic hedonism and utilitarianism. It may
be argued that a man’s devoting himself to the pursuit of the
general happiness is the best means of attaining happiness for
himself, and far-sighted egoists convinced by this argument
would s¢f, themselves to seek the happiness of others.  Another
possibility of reconciliation depends on the intuitive recogni-
tion that another person’s happiness is of equal value to one’s
own. Without such a recognition there would always be a
subordination of egoism to utilitarianism or of utilitarianism
to egoism. It certainly appears self-evident that another
man’s happiness is at least an equal good to my own, but the
moralist who accepts this is accepting another principle than
that of egoistic hedonism, namely, that the location of the
pleasure does not matter. It is just on this point that egoistic
hedonists and utilitarians differ.

We turn now to the wider question whether there is any
way in which the happiness of particular individuals can be
added together to form a gencral happiness, and this raises
the whole question as to whether amounts of pleasantness can



190 An Introduction to Ethics

be measured and whether they can be added together as
Mill’s theory assumed. It may be that we have no right to
talk of the total amount of pleasantness caused by an action,
and still less to compare it with the total amount of pleasant-
ness caused by another action. In this connexion we rmust
distinguish between the theoretical question whether we can
aim at a sum of pleasures and the practical question whether
we can ever actually calculate the total sum of the pleasant
consequences of an action. Our inability to do so will
certainly take away from the practical usefulness of such-an
ethical theory as utilitarianism, but it will not aflect the truth
or falsity of the theory. The total sum of the pleasant con-
sequences of an action must be taken to include not only the
pleasantness immediately resulting from the action but also
the amounts of pleasantness in all later states of mind brought
about, however indircctly, by the action. It must also be
taken to include not only the pleasantness enjoyed by the doer
of the action but the amounts of pleasantness enjoyed by all
conscious beings in consequence of the action. In calculating
this sum of pleasant consequences, it must be assumed that
the unpleasant consequences arc also taken into account
and, in some way, subtracted from the total amount in order
to arrive at what has been called ‘the total sum of the pleasant
consequences of the action’. There is no doubt that we often
do compare two simple experiences with regard to the degree
of their pleasantness. We say ‘An apple is more Plcasant to
eat than a quince’, or ‘I enjoyed this novel more tuan that’,
This does not mean however that a quantitative measurement
can be made of units of pleasantness in the way that we measure
weights or lengths in standard units. The case is more like
that of an art critic judging one object to be more beautiful
than auother, or of an examiner examining students’ cssays.
In these cases it is fairly easy for the critic or the examiner
to say that one object or one essay is better than another and
5o to put them in a serial order; but it is extremely difficult
for the critic to say how much the one object is more beautiful
than the other, or for the examiner to assign marks. It is
a common expcricnce that two examiners will place the
essays of candidates in the same order of merit but will
give very different marks to the same essay. Yet, if we
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were dealing only with the immediate plcasantness of ex-
pericnces to ourselves:we could certainly in many cascs
say with great confidence that onc is more pleasant than
another.

The difficulty arises in more complex cases, and particularly
when we consider more distant consequences. To begin
with, it is difficult, as we have alrcady seen, to compare a
pleasure of weak intensity and long duration like that of
reading a novel with a pleasure of strong intensity and short
duration like that of eating an ice, but there is little doubt
that we do sometimes make such comparisons in our ordinary
life, generally by confining our attention to the immediate
consequences of the two alternatives. Swrictly, however,
the hedonist has to consider not only the pleasantness of the
immediate consequences, but he has to consider the pleasant-
ness of all the resultant experiences, and he has to take un-
pleasant as well as pleasant conscquences into account.  One
difficulty in his calculation is that when two pleasant ex-
periences come together in our minds the résulting pleasant-
ness sometimes does not scem to be as great as the sum of the
two pleasantnesses occurring separately. We consider that
the child who gets a large number of toys and sweets on
Christmas morning does not get a pleasure equal to the sum
of the pleasures that each of the gifis and sweets would have
given him separately. There seems to be a limit to the amount
of pleas-ggtness that he can enjoy in a limited time, and each
additional cause of pleasure seems to give a diminishing
Pleasantness to the mind very much in the fashion of the law
of diminishing returns in economics. The wise parent knows
this and, so far as custom permits, arranges the child’s receiv-
ing of his gifts in such a way that the total amount of pleasant-
ness may be increased. It is also the case that some pleasant
experiences seem so to fit into one another that the pleasant-
ness of the two together is actually greater than the sum of the
two pleasantnesses enjoyed separately. The British theatre-
goer seems to think that the pleasure of watching a play and
the pleasure of cating chocolates go well together; but on the
other hand the pleasure of listening to music and the pleasure
of talking with one’s fricnds seem to interfere with one another
so that the pleasantness of both of them together appears
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to be actually less than that of one of them alone. The next
question is as to how far we can subtract the unpleasantness
of one or more consequences from the pleasantness of the
other consequences of an action. Here too it is difficult to
suppose that the subtraction is in accordance with the rules
of arithmetic and sometimes it is difficult to see how it can
be done at all. The fatigue and the slight ache in the limbs
which accompany the mountainecer’s triumph as he reaches
the summit of a mountain are in themselves unpleasant
cxperiences, but they seem to add to rather than detract
from the pleasantness of the total experience. On the other
hand, music which might be normally pleasant may appear
to add to an excruciating pain. Yet even in such cases where
plcasantness and unpleasantness are mixed we do often make
cstimates of the total balance of pleasantness or unpleasant-
ness. The drunkard when he feels thoroughly bad on the
morning after a drinking bout may be able to comfort him-
sell that his evening’s pleasure was ‘worth it’—that the
pleasantness of his drinking exceeded the unpleasantness of
the after-cflects.  While it appears that there is no strictly
mathematical way of adding pleasantnesses and subtracting
unpleasantnesses from them, a vague statement can often be
truly made that the consequences of one action are more
pleasant or more unpleasant than the consequences of
another.

The situation is even morc complicated for the ptilitarian
than for the egoistic hedonist because the utilitarran has to
consider not only the pleasant and unpleasant experiences
resulting to one man [rom an action, but the pleasant and
unpleasant experiences resulting to all men. And here
there certainly can be no practical way of comparing the
pleasantnesses and unpleasantnesses of two men. I can have
no knowledge whether my neighbour’s toothache feels more
unpleasant to him than my toothache does to me. To judge
from the way two different people react to the same situation,
people seem to vary in their capacities of enjoyment and
suffering. So itis only by a limited use of our own experience
as a guide to the experiences of others that we can make some
very uncertain inferences that one action causes a greater
balance of pleasantness over unpleasantness than another,
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Yet some such statcments arc almost cerlainly truc;
no one in his senses can doubt that the opening of a
hospital in a country devastated by war causes greater
pleasantness all round than the opening of a concentration
camp.

For a practical estimate of the desirability of one action
rather than another according to the utilitarian view, we
would need to take into account not only the pleasantness of
the consequences of the actions but also the probability of
these consequences actually occurring. The figure for
comparison would be theoretically the amount of the pleasant-
ness multiplied by the degree of its probability. We have
already secn that it is unlikely that amounts of pleasantness
can be measured as a number of units, and students of
probability tell us that often no numerical value can be given
to a probability; we can often say that one event is more
probable than another but can make no cstimate of the degree
of probability of either in a quantitative form.? This
certainly appears often to be the case in judging the proba-
bility of the occurrence of some future pleasurc. Even if
we had reason to think that the probabilities of two
consequences occurring arc cqual, we would need still to
take into account the amount of information on which
each judgement of probability is based, for it is always
more reasonable to act on a judgement of probability based
on full i‘gclarmation than on a judgement based on small
informatidn.

It is certain that the practical calculation as to which of
two courses of action will Icad to the greater balance of
pleasantness is often impossible from lack of knowledge
of these consequences. The argument that we do actually
make this calculation in some cases is not sufficient to prove
that we can make it in every case. In simple cases we often
can make 2 direct intuitive judgement about consequences,
but in these cases there is no difficulty in making a decision.
It is in difficult cases that we need to make a calculation of
consequences, and in these the complications are often so
great that the calculation cannot be made. It is easy for me
to judge that my eating sole which has never caused me any

! c.g. Keynes: A Treatise on Probability. Pt. I, Ch, 3, Exiv.
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indigestion in the past is to have more pleasant consequences
than my eating lobster which I ncither find pleasant to
the taste nor easy of digestion. It is cxtremely difficult to
know whether Caesar’s crossing of the Rubicon had more or
less pleasant consequences than the disbandment of his army
could have had, or whether the formation of a federated
United States of Europe would have more plcasant conse-
quences at this point of history than the formation of a United
Nations Organization. One thing can bc said for the
utilitarian calculus of hedonic consequences; it is certainly
no more complicated and probably less diflicult than the
practical application of any other cthical thcory except a
simple form of intuitionism. The application of Kant’s
categorical imperative in difficult cases would be cven more
difficult than that of the principle of utilitarianism. There
isno easy road to translate ethical theory into rules for practical
living.

(v) The moral end is not merely the maximum amount of happiness
but ‘the greatest happiness of the greatest number’. When the
utilitarians used the expression *the happiness of the greatest
number’, they certainly introduced a consideration other
than those provided by strict hedonism. They maintain that
we ought to aim not merely at causing as much pleasantness
as possible, but at a certain distribution of this pleasantness,
It certainly would appear wrong to common sensc to lold
that a great amount of pleasure concentrated in g or three
people is better than a slightly smaller amount of pleasure
distributed universally among mankind, and the utilitarians
brought out this point in their referencc to the ‘greatest
number’. For this a principle of distribution is required and,
as we shall see later, our intuition tells.us that it ought to bc a
just distribution. Utilitarianism, however, provides no such
principle nor does it tell us how far we should be willing to
reduce the total amount of pleasantness in the universe in
order to secure a more just distribution of pleasantness among
mankind.

(vi) Pleasure is the only thing that is desirable or good. The
fundamental objection to Mill’s utilitarianism as to every
other form of hedonism is that we know intuitively that other
things as well as pleasure arc good. What gives a certain
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plausibility to hedonism is that every experience which we
intuitively recognize to be good seems to provide a certain
pleasantness as one of its parts, and it is easy to make the false
inference that because pleasantness is present in every good
experience, pleasantness is the factor that make the experience
good. Profcssor Stace has pointed out that an increase of
pleasantness docs not even mean an increase in the more
developed hedonic state that we call happiness.? This may
be due to the fact that, as we have alrecady scen, pleasure-
causing stimuli are subject to a law like the law of diminishing
returns at least in the happiness they produce. This happiness
is dependent not so much on the amount of plcasantness
enjoyed as on the kinds of activities in which the owner of
that happiness finds pleasure, and this will depend on what
we call his character. Sidgwick, on the other hand, main-
tained that ‘when we sit down in a cool hour, we can only
Jjustify to ourselves the importance we attach to any of these
objects by considering its conduciveness in one way or
another to the happiness of sentient beings’.?  With most men
cool reflection is likely to conclude that such experiences as
the contemplation of beauty or the system of volitions that
constitute a developed moral character, or the knowledge of
truth or communion with God or the consciousness of freedom
or fellowship with one’s friends, would still be good, even if
the pleasantness which is their normal accompaniment
under present conditions were absent. The matter is, as
Sidgwick @), one-for honest introspection, and each man can
give only his own verdict. It certainly would seem more in
accordance with common opinion to hold that actions lead-
ing to perfection of character or to increased fellowship with
others are better than actions which merely bring pleasure to
their doer. These and other possible objects for a teleological
theory of ethics will be considered in our further survey of tele-
ological theories under the headings * The Standard as Perfec-
tion’ and ‘The Standard as Value’. Some of them seem to
have an even better claim than pleasure to be considered as
the ends at which right actions aim, and there has been a
tendency among teleologists, while retaining the name of
3 Stace: Concept of Morals, p. 146.
* Sidgwick : Methods of Ethics, Bk. III, Ch. 14.
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utilitarianism, 1o discard strict hedonism, and to rccognize
other moral standards than that of productivity of pleasure.
Rashdall, for example, in his Ideal Utilitarianism, combined
the utilitarian principle that ethics is teleological with a non-
hedonic view of the ethical end.

§6. The Theory of Sidgwick!

Sidgwick, who was certainly the greatest English utilitarian
thinker in the latter part of the nincteenth century, considered
in his AMethods of Ethics three cthical theorics, all of which
appear (o common sense to e reasonable, namely intuitionism,
egoistic (cthical) hedonism, and utilitarianism. The type
of intuitionism which Sidgwick chielly examined is what we
have called general or dogmatic intuitionism, which holds
that we know certain moral rules intuitively. Sidgwick
found that the rules so known are just the rules that an en-
lightened utilitarian would adopt. As long as our intuition
gives clear guidance, the type of action enjoined is certainly
the one which would cause the greatest happiness to all
mankind. When the ‘intuition gives doubtful guidance, as
in the case of telling an unpleasant truth to a sick man, then
it is also doubtful whether the action is one conducive to the
general happiness or not.  So Sidgwick regarded the intuitions
of common-sense morality as utilitarian rules not deliberately
formulated by a utilitarian philosopher, but gradually acquired
and modified by the experience of the human r£.: workisfe
naturally and more or less uncon¢i®usly in‘a utilitarian
direction. Sidgwick rcalized, however, that in every ethical
theory there are intuitions of the kind that we have called
universal intuitions. Egoistic hedonism, for example, is
based on an intuition that I ought to seek the greatest possible
pleasure for myself whatever the other consequences of my
actions may be. Sidgwick himselfl stated certain principles
known intuitively by practical reason. One of these is the
principle of benevolence that it is our duty to aim at good
generally and not at any particular part of it, to regard the
good of others, for example, as much as our own. Another

! This account of Sidgwick’s theory owes much to a well-arranged
summary in Broad's Five Types of Ethical Theory, pp. 145-161.
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is the principle of equity that the good of one individual is
not more important than the good of others. While most
moralists have accepted some such principles, it is not the
case that they are self-evident to all men; they do not appear
to be self~evident to psychological hedonists or to believers in
a chosen race.

These principles of equity and benevolence seem to imply
that the pleasures of others are to be regarded as of equal
weight with our own and so might have led Sidgwick to
abandon egoistic hedonism in favour of utilitarianism.
Sidgwick, however, still retained a place for egoistic hedonism
among his ‘methods’ of ethics. Ulilitarianism is based on
two sets of premises, the axiomatic truths of egoistic hedonism
on the one hand, and the principles of benevolence and
cquity on the other. In accepting the conclusion of an
argument we do not deny the truth of its premises, but rather
accept and confirm them. So even if we accept utilitarianism
we must still accept the self-evident axiom of egoistic hedonism
that I ought to seck the greatest possible amount of pleasant-
ness for mysclf. This argument would not be valid if we reach
the position of utilitarianism by some other way than egoistic
hedonism so that on another argument than that of Sidgwick,
utilitarianism may be true and egoistic hedonism false, as we
have already maintained it to be.

Sidgwick’s third ‘method’ was that of utilitarianism which
he had_gready shown to be strongly supported by the
intuition3¥f common-sense morality. Ultilitarianism however
may and is indeed likely to provide different rules from those
given by egoistic hedonism, and so we are left with two in-
dependent moral standards; egoistic hedonism tells us to
seck our own pleasure, while utilitarianism tells us to seck
the greatest pleasure of the total number of all conscious
beings. This was called by Sidgwick the ‘dualism of practical
reason’. It is possible to suppose that it makes no practical
difference whether we aim at our own pleasure or at the
pleasure of all mankind. Sidgwick suggested that the
practical difficulty might be solved by (a) a psychological
reconciliation and (b) a metaphysical reconciliation. (a) A
psychological argument on the lines of that of Adam Smith?

1 See Ch. 4, §ii.
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might show, that because of the pleasure a man derives ﬁ"oc?
the fceling of sympathy and the practice of benevolen i
actions done for the sake of the plcasure of others are al“’az

those which cause the greatest possible pleasure to the docr ot
the actions himself. Introspection shows that this 1S “n
always the case. While it is true that in many cases 2 mac
finds in his public service his chief source of happiness, thcl:s
arc cases where the path of suffering on behalf of others 1

chosen in the full consciousness that it is and is always likely
be painful to the chooser. (b) In a metaphysical theory ©

the universe, we may suppose that there is a contro]ll.ng
being whom we call God, who arranges events so that the 1n-
dividual who works for the pleasure of others will always be
rewarded, either in this Jife or in the next, with the sameé
degree of happiness to himself. Once again, experience
suggests that there are cases where in this life at any rate
the most devoted servants of their fellow-men suffer much
unpleasantness, but of course the upholder of this argument
can always point to a future life where virtue will be rcwarded.
It may be suggested that the existence of God or of some
impersonal system for securing the rewarding of virtue like
the Buddhist system of karma and rebirths is too large a
hypothesis to make in order to reconcile the conflicting
demands of egoistic hedonism and utilitarianism in the sphere
of practice, unless it has strong confirmation on other grounds.
Sidgwick himself did not accept either the psychological or
the metaphysical hypothesis; he simply suggest¢(: them as
ways of escape from the dualism of practical reason. The
real difficulty would remain, however, even if these hypo-
theses were accepted; for the conscientious moralist would
still want to know whether he ought to seek as his deliberate
aim his own pleasure or the pleasure of all men, although he
might realize that practically it made no difference which
aim he chose as his own. The real solution appears to be the
complete rejection of egoistic hedonism as wholly inconsistent
with our common-sense intuitions, so that, il utilitarianism
in some form or other is to be accepted it must be on some
other ground than that of Sidgwick’s premise of egoistic
hedonism.
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§7.  The End as the Pleasure of Others

It has been said more than once that common sense gives no
moral approval to actions which bring pleasure merely to
their doer, but it does give moral approval to actions which
bring pleasure to other people, particularly when these are
done at the cost of some unpleasantness to the docr of the
action. To the ordinary man the giving of pleasure to
others simply with a view to one’s own indirect enjoyment
would certainly have a suggestion of insincerity about it.
On the other hand a telcological theory of ethics has, strictly
speaking, to admit that the location of the end to be aimed
at docs not matter, and so it could never justily the dis-
tinction made by the ordinary man between other people’s
pleasure and his own. Yet of all moral intuitions the pre-
ferring of thc happiness of others to our own seems among
the clearest. A mere principle of equity or of justice like
that adopted by Sidgwick cannot justify it, for all that such a
principle could provide is that another person’s pleasure
should count equally with, our own. What our intuition
requires is a ground on which another person’s pleasure should |
be preferred to our own. To put it in another way, does
anyone believe that he has the right to cause his neighbour’s
plcasure to suffer a great diminution in" order to secure an
equivalent increasc for hlmse_lf? We would rather say that
we almgst never have the right of causing pain to others,
howevet uch pleasure we would gain thereby for ourselves.
Professor Stace considers that moral actions are merely one
species of the actions \Yhich incn‘egs? ]:luman happiness, and
that they have the specific characteristics of unselfishness and
justice.! Morality neced not concern itself about bidding us
do actions which are pleasant to ourselves; we do them
readily cnough without any instructor. It may be that
justice and unselfishness are required by those ‘laws of nature’
which are not universal statements of experienced fact like
scientific laws. Experience shows us aggression and cruelty
in the natural world as well as self-sacrifice and suffering pain
for the sake of others.  Yet there is something in nature with
which the moral law, that it is fitting to suffer for another’s

1 Stace: Concept of Morals, Ch. 7.
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pleasure, is in harmony. It is analogous with the corn of
wheat clying to produce much fruit, with the suffering of the
mother in child-bearing, and for the Christian this law has
found supreme expression in the death of Christ on the Cross.
1t is likely that this law can be put in higher terms than those
of hedonism, and we shall come back to it later in our con-
sideration of sclf-sacrifice. Yet even in terms of pleasantness
and unpleasantness, there is something fitting or mnatural
about suffering in order that others may have pleasure thereby.



Chapter X
THE STANDARD AS DETERMINED BY EVOLUTION

§1.  The Concept of Euvolution

The word ‘evolution’ may be used generally for a develop-
ment of any kind or more particularly for that form of bio-
logical development which was taught by Charles Darwin
in his Origin of Species published in 1859. The notion of
development was already a familiar one to philosophers and
biologists from the time of Aristotle; indeed, nothing could
be more obvious than that in the life of an individual animal
or plant there is a development from the embryo or seed to
the fully grown animal or plant. Even before the time of
Darwin many thinkers held that a development of some
similar kind went on in the history of a race of animals or even
in the history of the universe as a whole. Darwin’s theory of
evolution, however, was based on one special kind of develop-
ment. He denied that the various kinds of animals and plants
were each due to a special creative act of God, that God
for gxanpyle in the beginning had created a pair of dogs and a
pair of ¢dts. Darwin held rather that each familiar kind of
animal or plant had do'éel_oped from some earlier and not
exactly similar kind, the laws of such development being
‘natural selection’ ard the ‘survival of the fittest’. To take
an imaginary example, in a region of the world in which the
ground is covered with snow during the winter and food is
then scarce, rabbits become the prey of larger animals.
However, among the rabbits of that region some suffer a
chance variation and become lighter in colour. These
lighter rabbits are more difficult to see in the snow, and so
escape while their darker brothers are more frequently killed
for food by the larger animals. The result is that, after a
long period of time, the whiter rabbits become more and more
numerous while the darker brownish rabbits gradually
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disappear [rom that region altogether. There has been in
this imaginary example a natural selcction among rabbits,
and the lighter have survived because in the particular en-
vironment which we have described they were the fittest to
survive. It wasinsome such way, according to the Darwinian
theory, that the monsters, which are now found only in the
form of fossil remains, disappeared in the past and that their
places have been taken by the animals with which we are now
familiar. In historical times there have been changes such
as the brown rat taking the place of the black rat in Great
Britain in the eighteenth century which can be readily ex-
plained in terms of Darwin’s theory.! We are rot here
concerned with the validity of Darwin’s theory in biology,
but it may be suggested that even among plants and animals
natural selection is only one among many tendencics at work
in determining the course of development.

The concept of evolution in the Darwinian sense was soon
used either literally or figmatively for many other kinds of
development than that of plant or animal species. People
talked of the evolution of societies, of institutions, of religion,
of art, of morals and of conduct, sometimes merely suggesting
that these things change in the course of history, but some-
times with the definite implication that the changes take
place in accordance with the principles of natural selection
and the survival of the fittest. If we were engaged in a study
of the positive science of ethics, and were merely describing
man’s conduct or even the various standards by w®::h man’s
conduct has been judged in the course of history, we would
certainly need to admit that there has been a development in
human conduct and in the standards by which man has
judged it. It is likely too that the conduct which is still
practised and the standards which are still held are in some
sense more fitted to our circumstances than those which have
disappeared, or, to use another vague phrase often uscd by
evolutionists, the surviving conduct and the surviving
standards lead to 2 more complete adjustment to our environ-
ment. This admission, however, scarcely touches the

1 This is hardly a case of direct struggle between the two species
as Darwin thought, but one where the black rat failed for a time to
adapt itself to new conditions.
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normative science of ethics. If the standard of cthics is to be
provided by the theory of evolution and by nothing else, then
we would need to hold that better conduct is merely more
developed conduct or conduct occurring at a later stage in
the course of history, and that no other meaning can be given
to the terms ‘good’ and ‘right’. It is doubtful whether any
moralist has ever accepted an evolutionary theory in this
strict sense. What most evolutionists would maintain is that
as a matter of fact later or more developed conduct is better
than earlier or less developed conduct without supposing
that ‘good’ or ‘better’ can be defined in terms of develop-
ment. Yet it is a definition of ethical terms that we are
really seeking in a theory of ethics, but of course any attempt
to define good in terms of historical or biological development
would commit Dr. Moore’s naturalistic fallacy. This is
indeed the case where the fallacious nature of a naturalistic
definition is most obvious to the plain man; when we use the
term ‘good’ in common speech, we certainly do not mean
‘occurring later in the course of cvolution’.

The Darwinian theory has, however, given a special direction
to the evolutionary theory of ethics in connecting good conduct
with survival. What an evolutionary theory might legitimately
say about survival is that a type of conduct which survives in a
‘struggle for existence’ between different types of conduct is
the better—a view in which it would have the support of the
popular jress which seems to hold that the type of civilization
of the ccp;\sluerors in a war is always better than that of the
vanquished. What some evolutionists seem to say is that
conduct which causes the doer of that conduct or even the
race to which he belongs to survive is good conduct. It may
be a plausible theory that prolongation of life either in the
individual or in the race is a good thing, so that all actions
leading to it are good, but this is not an evolutionary theory
of ethics. Itis a teleological theory holding that prolongation
of life is either the only end or one of the ends to which all
right conduct is directed.

We have remarked that the introduction of a standard other
than the purely evolutionary one is characteristic of most
so-called evolutionary theories of ethics. There seems to be
something unstable about every evolutionary theory which
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tends to turn it into a theory of a different type. This is
especially true of the greatest of evolutionary theories of
ethics, that of the nineteenth-century English philosopher,
Herbert Spencer. )

§2. The Theory of Herber! Spencer

We shall now state Spencer’s theory in a small number of
propositions, sticking as far as we can to his own words.
(i) Life is the continuous adjustment of internal relations to
external relations, and conduct comprehends all adjust-
ments of acts to ends. (ii) The conduct to which we apply
the name ‘good’ is relatively more evolved conduct, and the
conduct to which we apply the name ‘bad’ is relatively less
cvolved. (iii) A developed adjustment of acts to ends or
later conduct in the course of evolution furthers prolongation
of life and an increased amount of life. (iv) Life is good or
bad according as it does or does not give a surplus of agreeable
feeling, that is, of pleasantness. (v) Life as a matter of fact
does give such a surplus of pleasantness. (vi) What ultimately
gives authority to all moral rules is the fear of pain or punish-
ment. (vii) The particular moral rules accepted by any
community at any period of history depend on natural
selection in accordance with circumstances, so that, at the
present day, conduct gains ethical sanction in proportion as
it becomes less militant and more industrial. (viii) It is an
intuitive principle that every man is free to choose /-'do what
he wills, provided he does not infringe the equal freedom of
any other man. (Spencer implies that he will use this free-
dom to seek his own good.) (ix) In the course of develop-
ment, conduct is less controlled by proximate ends and more
controlled by remote ends, and the sense of duty is an internal
sanction securing that conduct is controlled by more remote
ends.

In Spencer’s theory we can see three influences at work,
namely (a) the utlitarianism of his day which provided a
hedonistic background for most ethical reflection, (b) the
biological theory of evolution and (c) the individualism of
Victorian liberalism with its emphasis on the freedom of the
individual and the undesirability of interference by the state
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as in the economic doctrine of laisser faire. It is clear from
the very outset that Spencer was not satisfied with the purely
evolutionary theory of ethics that better conduct is nothing
but more evolved conduct. He implied that thisis a statement
requiring proof, and he proceeded to give proofs of it. For
Spencer, conduct was an adjustment to environment, but
good conduct was an adjustment of a special kind. It is not
a fair criticism of Spencer’s theory to say with Mackenzie
that ‘adjustment to environment’ cannot provide a moral
standard because there are so many kinds of adjustment.?
Death with its ‘dust to dust’ is [rom a chemical point of view
the most complete adjustment that a human organism can
make to its environment, and yet no one would suggest the
pursuit of death as a moral aim. We make adjustments for
different ends or purposes and the goodness of a piece of
conduct depends on the nature of the end as well as on the
efficiency of the adjustment on teleological principles. Spencer
certainly realized this for he defined conduct as comprehend-
ing all adjustments of acts to ends. A more valid criticism
would be that Spencer was too much influenced by biology
where, if we can say there is purpose at all, that purpose is
merely to prolong life and to produce offspring, and this
cannot be regarded as the end of moral action. Nor can we
admit the relevancy of Mackenzie's point that in the higher
human activities like those of the inventor we do not so much
adjust gurselves to our environment as adjust or modify our
cnvirorﬁ&m to suit our own purpose, as, for example, when
we dig a canal from a river to imigatc our fields.> The
adjustment of act to end may be cither an action which
modifies ourselves as in learning a new activity, or it may be
an action modifying our environment as in building a bridge;
the relevant part for teleological cthics is that the adjustment
leads to an end.

So for Spencer the important question was ‘What are the
ends to which better or more evolved conduct leads?’ and
Spencer gave three answers: (a) prolongation of life; (b) an
‘increased amount’ of life, perhaps something like the ‘life
more abundant’ of the Gospel; and (c) pleasurc. If he were

1 Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk. II, Ch. 5, §vi.

2Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics (as above), p. 200 (6th Edition).
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to have demanded a single moral end Spencer would have
needed to show that the longest life is at the same time both
the fullest life and the one containing the greatest amount
of pleasure. Spencer did make some attempt to prove this.
He held that 1t is evident that life does give a surplus of
pleasure to each human individual; how debatable this
statement is can be seen from the fact that in the same
century the German pessimists Schopenhauer and Von
Hartmann were denying that life gives a balance of pleasure
chiefly on the grounds that desire, which is the most charac-
teristic phenomenon of life, is painful and that labour, which
is the lot of most men, is irksome. Even if we were to accept
Spencer’s statement that life as a whole gives a surplus of
pleasure, it would not follow that the prolongation of life
would be the only or the best way of increasing pleasure.
Indeed the experience of man suggests that il the term of
life is extended beyond the normal span of ‘thrce-score years
and ten’ the result is ‘labour and sorrow’, not pleasure. It is
possible on Spencer’s premises to conternplate more alarming
ways of increasing the amount of pleasure, such as an indefinite
increase in the population with each new individual adding
his small quota to the total surplus of pleasurc. Spencer did
not make the notion of an ‘increased amount of life’ clear;
he may have meant merely a more pleasant life, but he
probably meant a more complex life, or to use an claborate
phrase of his own, a life of ‘coherent diflerentiates hetero-
geneity’ rather than of ‘incoherent undifferentia{-y’ homo-
geneity’. It is doubtful, however, whether such complexity
makes life either more pleasant or morally better in the
common meaning of these words. Still it is conceivable that
there may be three different ends which give valuc to the
conduct leading to them, and that, while thesc help one
another to some extent, in other respects they suggest different
lines of conduct.

The question may be asked whether conduct later in the
course of evolution leads to any or all of these ends. Primitive
tradition as in the Biblical book of Genesis holds that the
lives of primitive men were longer than those now enjoyed,
and, while it is true that in the last century the ‘expectation
of life’ in western countries has greatly increased we have not
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had yet scientific observations over a long enough period to
show whether this is a particular phase or a universal charac-
teristic of the course of evoluton. There is certainly a rich-
ness of living brought about by modern invention, but there
is dispute as to whether it is the kind of richness which could
be called morally better; Rousseau did not think so, and Mr.
Gandhi to-day takes the samec view. Pcople of the same
outlook swould also deny that the developed life of civil-
ized man is more pleasant than the life of the primitive
man. There may, however, be grounds for holding that
Spencer is right, that the course of cvolution moves in
all these three dircctions; we have certainly not enough
empirical evidence to make definite staiements one way or
the other.

A more [undamental objection to Spencer’s theory is to the
truly evolutionary part of it, namely the assumption that
conduct at a later stage in evolution is morally better than
conduct at an earlier stage. There is mnuch in popular
thought to support the opposite view. In many civilizations
men have thought that there was a golden age of virtue and
innocency in the distant past, and at many periods of history,
even those who admit material progress often look back to
the preceding age as one of *plain living and high thinking’.
The experiences of recent years with racial persecution and
war on a terrific scale can hardly give confidence to those who
believe imyan inevitable moral progress as time gocs on. We
may dou®? also whether any of the three ends suggested by
Spencer have any very strong claim to be regarded as the
result of the conduct which men call ‘right’ or ‘good’. In
the case of pleasure it has already been suggested that pleasure
1s at most only one clement in the moral ¢nd, or perhaps one
among several moral ends, and we shall see later that its
Place on the scale of values is probably a low onc. There are
certain forms of good conduct, temperance, for cxample,
which, other things being equal, do lead to the prolongation
of individual lifc; but other forms of good conduct, such as
courage and benevolence in their more sclf-sacrificing forms
almost certainly tend to shorten the lives of their possessors.
A more reasonable view, and one that Spencer might have
accepted, is that good conduct tends to preserve the life of



208 An Introduction to Ethics

the race rather than that of the individual, and this thcory
would have a place for those acts of self-sacrifice and heroism
in which the individual loses his own life for the sake of his
cornmunity. The mistake in this argument is that it would
make the rules of eugenics the most impertant of all moral
rules. ' These rules may certainly have some place in a moral
code, but this theory of ethics cannot explain how men have
intuitively recognized it to be right to do certain things which
eugenics would forbid, such as to prescrve the life of the
deformed, the mentally feeble and the sickly, the very people
whose continued existence threatens the health and vigour
of the racc. We have already suggested that Spencer’s
‘amount of life’ is too vague a phrase for scientific examina-
tion, but it certainly ignores the fact that throughout the
history of civilization there have been two ideals of the good
life—the rich, full life of knowledge, art and many-sided
activity (the kind of life that we associate with the Renaissance
in Europe), and the simple single-minded life which neglects
much that would be otherwise attractive in the steadlast
pursuit of a single purpose (the kind of life that we associate
with the Stoic and the saint). This second kind oflife certainly
lacks the heterogeneity of the first, but many people hold it
to be morally better. In his absolute ethics, the ethics of a
world in which there is a complete adjustment of the in-
dividual to his environment Spencer held that pleasure would
be the ultimate standard. He referred to ‘actions of a kind
purely pleasurable alike in their jimmediate 2-!. remote
eflects—actions absolutely right’.

§3. Evolution without Teleology

Darwin’s theory was an attempt to cxplain the development
of animal species without the notion of purpose and to show
how, by purely mechanical causes, later species developed
from earlier species. How far he was successful in doing so is
a question for the biologist. The phrase ‘survival of the
fittest’ suggests to the mind of a moralist at least fitness for
some end or purpose, even if that purpose be merely to remain
alive. In our examination of Spencer’s theory we have
seen that he certainly introduced the notion of ends again
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and again in his evolutionary ethics. Good conduct for him
is not merely conduct at a later stage in the course of evolution;
it is conduct which leads to longer life or to fuller life, or to a
surplus of pleasantness.

Spencer himself regarded the course of evolution as moving
in the direction of an equilibrium, ‘a balanced combination
of internal actions in face of external forces tending to over-
throw it’. Mackenzie has pointed out that this aspect of the
course of evolution has been emphasized by other evolutionary
moralists including Leslie Stephen and S. S. Alexander.?
The idea of a balance among tendencies in the life of the good
man is by no means a new one in cthics. Plato taught it
explicitly in his view of justice as the virtue by which each part
of our human nature performs its proper function in harmony
with the other parts, and there is a similar view underlying
Aristotle’s notion of the good as a mean; but these views will
concern us later. The view of the standard as a law of reason
held that there is a coherence among themselves in morally
good actions, and the notion of a harmony in the develop-
ment of the capacities of human naturc will play a large part
in the conception of the standard as perfection with which
we shall be occupied in our next chapter. Alexander
brought out the importance of an equilibrium among the
contending inclinations of an individual, when he wrote:
‘This moral ideal is an adjusted order of conduct, which is
based ugon contending inclinations, and establishes an
equilibrit )1 between them’.? Mackenzie interprets Leslie
Stephen’s view as holding that ‘virtue means efficiency with
a view to the maintenance of social equilibrium’; and,
although Leslie Stephen® hardly gives to this notion the
emphasis that Mackenzie suggests, the mnotion of ‘cqui-
libriumn’ in evolutionary ethics requires examination, and the
following remarks may be made about it. (a) The tendency
to reach an equilibrium is certainly not the only tendency in
the course of evolution, and conduct may survive for other
reasons than because of its tending towards a state of
equilibrium. It may survive for example because it is more

! Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk. II, Ch. 5, §vii.

? Alexander : Mora! Order and Progress, p. 399.

3 In his book, The Science of Ethics.
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suited to the circumstances of a new environment. (b) As
we have suggested already, coherence or equilibrium among
the different tendencies of an individual or 2 community is
of very litile moral value unless the tendencies are in them-
selves good tendencies. (c¢) The preservation of an equi-
librium at some stage of ethical development ahead of the
present stage would mean a maintenance of the status quo
rather than the creative pursuit of new types of good activity
which is characteristic of the moral life at its best and which
\}e nll.‘i_ght expect to find emphasized in an evolutionary theory
of ethics.

§4. WNatural Selection in Ethics

Is there natural selection and a survival of the fittest in the
sphere of morality as there is in the sphere of biological
evolution? If we were dealing with the positive science of
ethics we could cerwainly make some gencralizations very
like those that are made by the biologists. Individuals and
races may vary their conduct, just like the ‘chance variations’
of the biologist, and we may believe that certain varietics
of conduct will lead the race or individuals that practise them
to survive, while those practising other types of conduct will
perish. Therc may be a struggle for existence in the world
of men as in the world of animals; only in the developed
stages of that struggle the qualities which lead Jr survival
will change, as Spencer himself realized. The ust™4f intelli-
gence, as in the construction of aeroplanes and atomic bombs,
and co-operation for mutual protection with its place for
qualities of generosity to others and fair play among allics are
obviously of the greatest value for survival in modern warfare.
There seem to be varicties of conduct suited to certain en-
vironments; polygamy was certainly morc useful for survival
in days when much manual labour was required in the life
of the nomadic tribe or the primitive agricultural settlement
than it is in the machine-filled life of a modern industrial
city. We may too regard the struggle as a struggle not among
men but among standards, and here too we may see that
certain standards of moral approval tend to survive in
certain environments; the virtue of courage is emphasized
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in a time of war while the virtue of thrift is cmphasized
in a country building up its resources under a capitalistic
régime.

The survival of the fittest among moral ideas, however, has
certain definite differences from the survival of the fittest
among races or species, as Alexander pointed out in an
article on *National Selection in Morals’.? The only way of
survival in the Darwinian scheme is the propagation of one’s
own species and the destruction of rival ones. Asimilar process
takes place among men when supporters of a particular sct
of moral values sct out to destroy those with rival views or to
impose their own views by force on those subordinate to them.
Yet we have heard the word ‘unnatural’ used as thc most
suitable adjective for the ideological race massacres of our
own time, a term which suggests that we do not look on these
things as a part of the natural course of evolution. The
great methods among men of making moral ideas survive
have been those of education and persuasion. It is because
of these that ideas originally held by a minority become the
prevailing moral ideas of an age, as we can see in the story
of the. abolition of slavery. It has even been thought that
ideas which it has been attempted to suppress by violence
have a better chance of survival; the blood of the martyrs
has been the seed of the Church.

Even in these circumnstances we are still dealing with positive
cthics and we have no reason to think that the ideas which
survive & ¥ always the best ideas from the point of view of
ethics. For example, when the decision to prohibit the sale
of certain intoxicating liquors was made in the United States
of America, this did not indicate that the prohibition was
necessarily right, although many reformers hailed it as such
at the time. It would be equally foolish to think that the
repeal of the prohibition laws showed that they were unfit
to survive and morally wrong. Yet there may be a true
explanation of both the imposition and the repeal of the pro-
hibition laws which uses only natural factors, as Darwin sct
out to do in his explanation of biological changes. Scientific
explanation of an event has nothing directly to do with its
moral value. If we are to maintain that the standards of

t International Journal of Ethics, Vol. 11, No. 4.



212 An Introduction to Ethics

ethics ultimately to be reached by the human race are the
highest possible, it must be done on other grounds than those
of purely natural selection. It may be done on the religious
ground that God is working out a purpose of this kind in the
life of this planet (a view that many Christians have held as a
part of their faith), or on some other metaphysical ground.
Merely natural selection can at the most preserve standards
which are suited to a particular environment; it can do
nothing to secure that these are morally the best.

§5. Modern Theories of Euvolution

It is perhaps hardly worth our trouble to have given so much
consideration to Darwin’s theory of natural selection, as even
biologists now tend to accept other forms of the evolutionary
theory. Some of these other forms differ greatly from the
original theory of Darwin, and one or two of them appear
to be more significant for ethics than that theory ever
was.

A well-known modern evolutionary theory is the theory of
‘Emergent Evolution’ taught chiefly by Lloyd Morgan. We
usually think of development taking place by strictly
mechanical causation, so that if we know the causes at work
at any moment of evolution, we can tell the effects which
will follew, just as when we know the weather conditions we
can in some measure predict the quantity of < harvest.
Lloyd Morgan held that evolution does not alwi’y proceed
by strictly predictable steps, but that at various stages the
causal factors at work result in thc emergence of something
new, an ‘emergent’ as this theory calls it, which could not
have been predicted from a knowledge of the causes alrcady
at work, however complete that knowledge may be. The
emergence of life from non-living matter and the emergence
of mind from living matter are two of the most striking
examples of the appearance of what is new and unpredictable
in the course of evolution. In a similar way there may be an
emergence of the non-naturalistic from the merely mechanical,
or an emergence of conduct determined by ideals of what is
right from conduct determined by natural causes. Of course
Lloyd Morgan gave no explanation of how such an emergence
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takes place. The very fact that it is unpredictable implies
that there is no scientific explanation of it. Still the view
that we have to accept with a ‘natural piety’ the fact that such
emergences do take place elsewhere in the course of evolution
does mean that even the scientifically minded can accept it
as possible that at a certain stage in development conduct
is no longer determined by mechanical causes but by
ideals.

When a man is asked to explain a process, for example the
working of his watch, he may sct about doing it in two ways.
He may explain it by the energy, accumulated in the spring
through the process of winding, being released under the
control of some regulating mechanism. This is explanation
by mechanical causes, causes which begin to work before the
process takes place, or what Mackenzie called ‘explanation
by beginning’.! The ordinary man, however, is even more
likely to explain the working of the watch by showing how it
tells him the time. This is explanation by the purpose or
end of the process, what followers of Aristotle called the ‘ final’
cause; Mackenzic called this ‘explanation by end’.? It
has been the endeavour of natural scicnees to use mechanical
explanations and not explanations by end which may be
named teleological explanations. Human conduct may be
cxplained in the same two ways. In our ordinary talk we
usc more commonly the teleological explanation and explain
a man’s Btion, for example his taking a certain journey, by
his purp®d in doing so. Modern psychologists belonging
to the schools of cither behaviourism or psycho-analysis make
attempts to explain action in terms of antecedent cvents in
the agent’s mind very much in the fashion of the physical
sciences.  The original Darwinian theory belonged to the
same scientific outlook, and tried to explain the development
of animal and plant kinds by mercly natural causes. But
the outlook, even among scientists, is changing, and the
special characteristic of such modern developments of the
evolutionary theory such as ‘ Emergent Evolution’ is that they
give a larger place to purpose or teleology, and this is very
significant for ethics, where one group of moral thinkers, the

! Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk, II, Ch. 5, §iv.

* Mackenzie: op. cit., Bk. II, Ch. 5, §x.
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telcological group, has regarded conduct as good or bad
according to the ends which it has in view.

The French philosopher, Bergson, however, was not
satisfied with teleological explanations of conduct and of the
course of evolution. He held that all such explanations still
mean that our actions are determined, not now by the ante-
cedent causes of the physical sciences but by the ends 1o which
they lead, and he thought this to e inconsistent with that
freedom which we intuitively know to be the very essence of
our life and consciousness. Accordingly, Bergson attempted
to explain the course of evolution neither like the earlier
Darwinians by accidental variations due to causes already at
work, nor like the teleologists by the working out of the purpose
of a beneficent creator who has given a like power to his
human creatures, but by a creative impulse or ‘vital surge’.
This has been present in nature from the beginning, mani-
festing itsclf in new forms of living creatures, and in human
life it shows itself in new forms of conduct. Creativeness or
the power of producing the new and the unpredictable is of
the very nature of the evolutionary process.  So the emergence
of ideals and even the later appearance of new ideals in the
moral life is not a difliculty to be solved, but is just what one
would cxpect from the creative nature of reality. Evolution
is neither mechanical nor teleological but creative.

§6. Creative Morality n

v n

If creativeness is characteristic of all evolution, then an
evolutionary theory of cthics may hold that goodness and
creativeness are identical or that conduct is better in so far
as it is more creative. This would be a reasonablc develop-
ment of Bergson’s theory and certain moralists have to some
degree accepted it chiefly in close relation to a particular
theory of theology. Prolessor L. A. Reid finds the samc
creativeness in an act of goodness as he does in a work of art.?
Most moralists make the mistake of trying to find the goodness
of an action in onc abstract part of it, but just as the goodncss
of a work of art is in the concrete whole, so the goodness of a
good action is in the action as a whole, not in its motive alone,

11,. A. Reid: Creative Morality, Ch. 6.
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as some of the intuitionists have said, and not in its pleasant
conscquences alone, as the utilitarians have said. There is
always something unique and irreplaceable about a good
action as there is about a work of art. There are rules to be
followed by the artist and by the moralist, but the artist who
simply follows the rules of his craft slavishly and does nothing
more will never produce a great work of art. Similarly
Professor Reid considers that ‘our true duty lics not in obeying
a gencral rule, but in doing a unique action within an
individual concrete situation which has never occurred before
and never will occur again’, and we can sec the right act
only by imaginative individual insight.! Professor Reid finds
that an intense interest in persons is what keeps morality from
becoming conventional and devoid of significance as it often
does. Itislove rather than a sense of duty which is the moving
force in creative morality. In this Professor Reid follows
Bergson, who held that open morality, the morality which
extends to all men, has ‘agape’ or love as its principle.?

The Russian theologian, M. Berdyaev, distinguishes between
three levels of ethics, (a) the cthics of law where morality
consists in obeying rules, (b) the ethics of redemption or grace
where man himself as concretely personal, and not obedience
to law, is regarded as the supremc end of lifc, where the moral
law is for the sake of man and not man for the sake of the law,
and (c) the cthics of creativeness.? M. Berdyaev points out
like Bergsgn that whether we accept the standard as law or
the stanc &l as an end to which good conduct leads, man is
still a slave to rule; the rule in the first case is fixed by some
outside authority; the rule in the sccond case is fixed by the
end at which man aims. And this enslavement to rule leads
lo what Berdyaev calls ‘the intolerable dullness of virtue’.
Creativeness is the making of something new, of something
that never has existed in the world before. It implies [reedom
and it implies that ‘each individual must act as himself and
not as another would have acted in his place, and his moral
activity must spring from the depths of his own conscience’.¢

L L. A. Reid: Creative Morality, p. 104.

2 Bergson: Morality and Religion, p. 27.

? Berdyaev: The Destiny of Man.

Yop. cit., p. 172.

»
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Berdyacv at the same time emphasizes the point that in such
creative morality the unique concrete personality of the human
individual is the highest value in the moral life and moral
action is not merely a2 means for the triumph of a2 universal
law. The thing that matters in man’s creative activity is not
so much the end to be achieved as the realization of his
creative energy. In fighting for a good cause it is commonly
agreed that what matters most is the quality of one’s fighting
and not the issue of the battle. Creativeness may bring its
owner happiness, but that is a mere accidental consequence
and never the aim of the creative act. Indeed, M. Berdyaev
suggests that the final end of good conduct, as distinct from
the conduct itself, is judged rather in terms of beauty than of
moral goodness. M. Berdyaev concludes that the develop-
ment of morality is in the direction of freedom, compassion
(as evidenced by a growing tenderness to weak folk, children
and animals), and creativeness.!

This aspect of creativeness is certainly something that does
not seem to have a place in most of the familiar ethical
theories, and the fact of the new emphasis on it in present-
day ethical thought may itself be an evidence for the evolution
of morality. Whether we can accept the theory of creative
evolution, as it has been taught by Bergson or by other
modern philosophers, is a question for the metaphysician
rather than the moralist, but it does point to something that
the older evolutionists ignored, the presence of fi-r, unique
and creative activity in the course of evolution. ‘3 "or ethics
this notion has a special importance. Tt has been generally
agreed that frcedom of some kind or other is 2 necessary
postulate for morality. There appears too in the case of
certain moral actions, and these actions of the highest moral
quality, something of the same uniqueness that we find in a
great poem or in a great picture. While there appears to be
a larger place in morality for obedience to rule and aspiration
after ends of value than M. Berdyaev recognizes, there is
surely also a place for creativeness, the expression of goodness
in new kinds of action, Yet we need to be reminded that
what is important about an action is not that it is new and
unique but that it is good, and to mix these up would be a bad

! Berdyaev: op. cit., p. 196.
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case of the naturalistic fallacy. To admit creativeness and
uniqueness to morality may seem to give it an indefiniteness
and freedom which a scientific theory of ethics cannot cope
with, and it may be actually the case that there is something
about goodness that is intractable to scientific handling.
It may be, however, that creative evolution is pointing us
again to one of those laws of nature that are at the basis of
the moral life as of the universe generally, a law that there is a
fundamental creativeness both in nature and in morality.



Chapter XI
THE STANDARD AS PERFECTION

§1. Self-Realization

Rashdall has pointed out that the word ‘self-realization’,
which has often been used to describe the aim of the moral
life, cannot mean the making of the self real, as its form would
suggest, for the self is real already.? It may mecan, and
generally does mean the making of the self perfect. A good
deal of the plausibility of evolutionary thcories of ethics is
derived from the fact that many people believe that the
course of evolution tends to the production of more perfect
kinds of plants and animals, for example to more perfect dogs,
more perfect horses, more perfect roses or more perfect
oranges. In these cases, however, the deliberate direction of
man in controlling the breeding of animals and the fertiliza-
tion of plants has done more than nature ever did in producing
more perfect kinds. This suggests that a conscious choice of
activitics and a deliberate pursuit of ends is the way of attain-
ing human perfection rather than leaving it to tk-, natural
course of cvolution. There is one radical differeri’s sbetween
evolutionary perfection and moral perfection as these words
are commonly used. In evolution we are concerned with the
perfection of the kind or the race, each individual counting
only for the more perfect kind it may help to produce, and for
attaining such perfection the most important known rules are
those of cugenics. In morality, as the phrase self-realization
reminds us, the perfection with which we are concerned is the
perfection of the individual self, and every individual counts.

Aristotle gave to the end or final cause of the moral life the
name of ‘eudaimonia’ (évdatpovia), and while the Greeks
used this word for somcthing very near to what we call
‘happiness’ or even ‘prosperity’ in English it is safer not to

3 Rashdall: Theory of Good and Lnil, Vol. I1, p. G2 (1).
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attempt to translate a word to which Aristotle certainly gave
a special technical significance. Aristotle defined ‘eudai-
monia’ as the exercise of a man’s soul (or realization of a
man’s capacities) in accordance with ‘excellence’ (or ‘virtue’),
and if there be more than one excellence, in accordance with
the best and most complete cxcellence.! The word that has
been translated ‘exercise’ or ‘realization’ is the word from
which our English word ‘energy’ comes, and has something
of its connotation of active working. The question raised by
this definition as by all perfection theories of ethics is which
capacities of our nature are most worth developing. The
acrobat certainly devclops some capacities of his nature to a
very remarkable extent, but it is doubtful whether a capacity
to turn somersaults and to walk on one’s head has any moral
value, except perhaps a small one in giving some pleasure to
spectators. There are intellectual capacities of a similar
kind, such as solving crossword puzzles or chess problems,
the development of which may give a certain satisfaction to
their possessors but which can hardly be thought to add to his
moral goodness. Even in the case of those capacities which
are found developed to some degree in most normal men,
there are clear differences of value. It is generally held to be
right to develop one’s capacity for sympathy as much as
possible, but not one’s capacity for eating. The idea of an
all-round development of capacities is attractive and found a
supporfgg in as great a thinker as Bradley, who held that a
man’s ﬁ should be ‘to widen in every way both the world
of knowledge and the realm of practice’.? There is probably
much to be said for the view that each individual should
develop capacities of different kinds, by taking some sort of
physical cxercise, engaging in some intellectual pursuit and
having some form of spiritual aspiration. At the same time
it is certain thart a certain amount of specialization on the part
of individuals is good for sociely, for example that some
individuals should give themsclves to medical or scientific
rescarch so completely that they leave themselves neither
time nor opportunity for developing the rest of their capacitics.
Nor can we say that goodness consists in the development ofa
1 Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. 1, 7 (1093a).
* Bradley : Principles of Logic, p. 452.
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man’s higher capacities (however these may be ?"’3"9‘1) at
the price of neglecting his lower capacities, for 1t 1s esirable
that to some extent at least the lower capacitics should be
developed also. The neglect of the developmcn_t of a g_ood
digestion may handicap a2 man greatly in his social relations
and in his scientific or artistic pursuits. There is some place,
too, for the deliberate renunciation of the developm ent of a
man’s capacities in the good life ; the story of the saints is that
of men who have ‘denied themselves’ by deliberately aban-
doning pursuits, worthy in themselves, which would have led
to a richer self-realization. Such men renounced the enjoy-
ment of family life or the practice of art or the search for
knowledge in order to carry out some social purposc or
religious ideal. What is evident from all that has been said
is that a theory of self-realization, in order to be valid, must
indicate which human capacities are to be developed and to
what degree each is to be developed.

§2. Spiritual Evolution

The German philosopher, Hegel, also regarded t}'xe story
of the universe as a process of development or cvolution, but
not as a biological evolution determined by mechanical
laws. It is a spiritual evolution, taking place accordmg toa
dialectical or logical process, and it reaches t.he highest
development so far reached in the self-conscious life Qf man.
The course of animal development which culminagr- in man
is in the direction of a fuller self-consciousness, the:s Ality not
merely to know but to reflect on one’s own knowing. Even
in human history we can see a dialectical growth in this power
of thought reflecting on iiself, which finds its expression in
philosophy. This spiritual evolution differs from biological
evolution in that fuller self-conscicusness may be the con-
scious goal of the individual.

The view that reason is the characteristic quality of man
was held by Aristotle, who held that reason was the best
excellence in accordance with which man’s soul may be
developed. Now it is certainly a fact that, without a certain
amount of deliberate reflection (which is a combination of
Aristotle’s reason and Hegel’s self-consciousness), a man
could not be regarded as fully human and would certainly
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Le incapable of those plans for the betterment of others apg
his own self-improvement which are characteristic of the gogg
man. Yet it is hard to believe that moral gOOdr_Aess is in an
unusual degree characteristic of those who carry this deliberate
reflection to extreme forms in the more abstract analyses of
logic and metaphysics. It may be admitted that the: abstract
philosopher is performing a useful function in society, anq
certainly one which very few people arc capable of perform,.
ing, but the mere fact that ‘reason’ and ‘self-consciousness®
are more developed in him than they are in others does not
seem to make the philosopher morally better than the fajthfy]
doctor or the far-seeing statesman. It is likely that Aristorle
and Hegel were both biased in favour of the phxlosophic way
of life. .

Of course Hegel did not hold that goodness consists jn the
isolated individual secking his independent good by realizin,
more and more fully his own capacity for sclf-gonsciousnéss.
Indeed the emphasis of Hegel was on the social syster ¢4
which the individual belongs rather than on the individyg]
himself. The conscious cfort of the individual to realige
his own good, while it is certainly better than mere obedjence
to external laws, is uscless and even evil, unlessitisin harmony
with the social institutjons in which the universal or absolyge
mind expresses itself. These institutions are the famjy,
society and the state. Hegel conceived of the process of
cvoluti as a logical movement from lhesns. to antithesig
contraff }ing the thesis, and then to a synthesis which com.
bines tii€sis and antithesis, and may serve 1ts turn as 5 new
thesis. Similarly in moral cvolution there is 2 movemepn,
from a goodness that is simply an outward obedience ¢o
externally imposed rules to a goodness that COnsists in the
inward submission to the internal faculty of conscience, anq
thesc two find their synthesis in a social morality, a life ¢,
is gradually shared by the devcloping consciousness of the
community in its effort to attain the highest pt’trfecti()n of
which human nature is capable’. To put Hegel’s theory i,
another way, the ‘good will® which Kant made the basjs of
morality was with Hegel no longer the will of the individya)
imposing rules on himself, but the universal will which becomeg
self-conscious in the course of evolution. In fact, the ethics
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of Hegel, so far [rom over-emphasizing the placc of individual
self-realization, do not give a large enough place to the
individual as a moral agent.

§3. The Theory of T. H. Green!

The influence of Hegel was very marked in English cthical
thought during the sccond half of the nincteenth century,
and we may take as an cxample of ethical idealism in England
the theory of T. H. Green.!  Green held that the characteristic
part of human nature is the ‘spiritual principle’ by which
man knows himsclf to be distinct from the world of nature,
and because of which he is sclf-conscious. This principle,
however, is not to be regarded merely as an additional part
or faculty of the human mind over and ahove the capacities
which man shares with the lower animals, and working as it
were in a separate compartment from them. On the other
hand the spiritual principlc works through and transforms these
humbler capacitics. For cxample, man has scnsations of
colours and sounds just as the lower animals have these
sensations, but in man thesc arc so modified by the spiritual
principle that they become perceptions, and these differ
from sensations in having mcanings of which man is directly
conscious, Similarly man has appetites like hunger and
thirst just as the lower animals have these appetites, but
in man these are so modified by the spiritual princiole that
they become dcsires in which 2 man is conscié; ; of the
particular ends which he knows to be likely to sausly him,
and at which he deliberately aims. The appetite of hunger
becomes the desire for food, and its owner knows that food
will give him the required nourishment and satisfaction.
Green held that what is good is what satisfies desire, not in
the sense of satislying particular animal wants but in the sense
of satisfying or realizing the self-conscious personality as a
whole. An act of will, according to Green, is one in which
an individual dirccts himsell to the realization of some idea
as to an object in which for the time he seeks his satisfaction.®
This power of looking forward 1o the rcalization of an idea is

1 T. H. Green: Prolecomena tn Ethics




The Standard as Perfection 223

characteristic of the spiritual principle in man and is one
power in which he is a reproduction of the spiritual principle
of the universe which we call God. Just as God conceived
the universe, so human beings have the power of conceiving
a future state of themselves that is better than the present,
and of rcalizing this conception by their volitions. It is
clear that we do not know the moral ideal in all its fullness,
but sclf-conscious reason enables us to see as it were the next
stage in our moral advance and when, by our willing, we have
rcached that stage, our reason will reveal to us a further stage.
Green was in agrecment with Hegel that the moral ideal is
thus to be progressively attained only in a social life which
we share with other self-conscious beings.

It is not only in man that the spiritual principle of the
universe manifests itself in rational activitics, Even in animal
and plant lifc there is a certain adjustment of means to end
in what we now call ‘goal-directed’ activities. Only we have
no reason to think that animals are self-conscious or able to
reflect on their mental processes.  Reason works unconsciously
in the animal world, but as the animal developes into the
man, this hidden rational principle becomes open and
conscious. So with Green the realization of a man’s spiritual
capacities which is the aim of morality is linked up with the
process of evolution. Grecen held that the signs of reason in
the animate and even in the inanimate universe are due 10
the fact T\t the ultimate reality of the universe is the one
supernatt, ¥ self-conscious intelligence which men call God.
There is a certain vagueness in Green as in other idealists as
to how the individual human mind is related to the divine
mind, but Green held cxplicitly that our spirits are repro-
ductions of God’s spirit, and for this reason, we are able in a
small measure to understand in our seiences and philosophies
the universe which is God’s creation and to play our part in
bringing into fuller self-consciousness the spiritual principle
in ourselves.

Like Hegel, Green traced the growth of the spiritual
principle in the course of history. As man has developed in
self-consciousness, his morality has increased in inwardness,
and he has realized more and more that the motives and
intentions which he can observe only by reflection are more



29,4 An Introduction to Fthics

significant for morality than the mere outside bodily move-
ments. And the moral ideal has become wider, for as man
has engaged in reflection, he has realized that goodness must
be shown not merely to his own family or tribe or nation, but
to all mankind, and even in some measure to the animal
world. It appears to him irrational to set narrower bounds
than this to the sphere of moral relations and so historically
there has been a gradual extension of the area within which
the rules of morality are held to apply.

Mackenzie, in his treatment of Green,! used the terms
‘rational’, ‘spiritual’, and ‘self-conscious’, as if they describe
the same element in human nature, and ethical idealists are
apt to cause confusion by doing so. The term ‘spiritual’ is,
however, a very wide and somewhat vague term, including
all of men’s higher aspirations, towards creative art, com-
munion with God and ideal social relations, as well as the
intellectual quest for truth and self-consistency. ‘Rational’,
on the other hand, is a term applying to the activities of
the intellect, particularly those more abstract opecrations
of logic and mathematics with which men exercise their
intellectual powers. There does not seem to be any more
moral goodness in such rational activities than in others
which certainly make less use of the reason, lor example
the making of music. What gives plausibility to the con-

fusion of the rational and the spiritual is the fact that in all
spiritual aclivities one condition of success is lhc Jarmonious
working together of all the capacities concerned,; 41 ficedom
from contradiction in the sense that we do not act in ways
which hinder one another or which imply a belief in state-
ments that contradict one another. We may express this by
saying that freedom from contradiclion is one among several
characteristics of the good while it is the chief characteristic
of the rational. It may be admitted that a theory of idealism
like that of Hegel held on metaphysical grounds that the good
and the rational are identical, but in the phenomenal aspect
of the moral life to which a book like this is almost confined,
they certainly are not identical. It is generally the case that
good actions done with understanding are better than those
done unconsciously and this was what Socrates emphasized
1 Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk, I1, Ch. 5, §xi.
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when he said that knowledge is virtue. To this cxtent an
increasing self-consciousness may mean an increasing good-
ness. Yet the highest type of moral character is often thought
to be that of the man who does good works without thinking
about them, for to him goodness has become a second nature.
In any case, ‘spiritual’, ‘rational’ and ‘self-conscious’ are
not synonyms.

§4. My Station and its Duties

One of the difficulties of the standard as perfection, as we
saw at the beginning of this chapter, is the fact that no in-
dividual can attain to the perfection of all his capacities, and
that the attemnpt to do so would be socially unfortunate, for
no one would be able to specialize in the single direction in
which he may he able to render outstanding services to his
community. So, with most idealists, each person is thought
of as having his own particular place in a social system that is
consciously aiming at the realization of a perfect humanity.
There are great difficulties in this view. Men's conscious
aspirations towards perfection belong to individuals and not
to a mythological group mind, and a social organization
gains moral perfection only in so far as it tends to the perfec-
tion of individuals. Idealists are on safer grounds when they
pass from the individual mind right to the Absolute mind,
where, according to the theistic members of their school,
there is -mgoncrete personality who may consciously aim at
the perfcm of humanity as a whole:

In the concrete moral life the living of a good life assuredly
means the performing of a particular function in the com-
munity. The negative rules imposed by outside laws or even
by the inncr voice of conscience tend to make men think that
goodness is a matter of abstaining from types of conduct
that are forbidden, and the positive side of morality is reduced
to a vague benevolence. A deeper insight shows that it is in
the faithful and honest discharge of his daily work that the
good man lives most of his life and manifests his goodness.
In his Ethical Studies, perhaps the most stimulating book on
ethics that was produced in the nineteenth century, F. H.
Bradley pointed out that each individual has a particular
‘station’ in the society to which he belongs, for example as
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d the most imporlant
out the duties of this
ikely to discover a
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teacher or as farmer or as labourer, an
part of his moral life consists in carrying
particular station.! In doing so he is |
wider sphere of morality, for example in ¢ !
he makes with his fellow-workers, but the duties that lie to
his hand in his everyday occupation still hold the first place
in his moral life, Even if we arc able to do very little for the
perfection of mankind as a whole, we certainly can do the
duties of our own particular station. It is by attending to
these that we shall discover practically the right compromise
between self-realization and self-sacrifice which has been
such a problem for moralists. In doing our daily duty we shall
both spend our lives in the service of our fellow-men :.l.nd
develop towards perfection those of our own capacities which
are most worth while developing. The fact that my par-
ticular station differs from the particular stations of others
will mean that the course of development 1s 'dlﬂ'f_:rent for
different individuals. The aim of the good life is on no
account to turn men out on the same pattern, even although
it were a pattern of moral perfection like a row of guardsmen
of equal height. Its aim is to make to some degree unique
personalities, and surely this is another example of tha't creative-
ness which is fundamental both to life and to morality.

§5. Eudacmonism
We have seen that, in his theory of self-rcalizatie: ©_Aristotle

used ‘eudaimonia’, the Greek word for ‘hi]’mess’, to
describe the moral end, and the name ‘cudaemonism’ is
used for a group of moral theories which connect the state
of ‘happiness’ with the process of self-realization. We may
define eudaemonisni as the ethical theory which regards the
moral end as the perfection of the total nature .oi man, in-~
volving his [ullest happiness in the realization of his capacitics.
According to this theory, happiness differs from pleasure (a) in
being the accompaniment not of one particular activity, but
of the harmonious co-opcration of all a man’s activities,
(b) in being a more permanent and less changeable state of
mind, and (c) in being more closely bound up with the
activities which it accompanies, so that it is not inappropriate
‘Bradley: Ethical Studies, Fssay V.
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to speak ol the activities as in some sensc a part of the happi-
ness. In the fullest sense of the word, happiness can only be
predicated of a life as a whole—a fact that is expressed in
the saying of Solon quoted by Aristotle:1 ‘ Call no man happy
tll he is dead.” We may, however, say that an individual
is happy in a less absolute way, if we take into account any
fairly extensive group of harmonious activities. The sug-
gestion in cudacmonism that happiness, a kind of higher
pleasure, is the end of the moral lifc takes us back into many
of the limitations and difficulties of hedonism. It is probably
true to say about happiness what we have already said about
pleasure ; just as pleasure is not the aim of our actions but an
accompaniment of their normal and successful performance,
so happiness is not the aim of our lives but it is an accompani-
ment of the normal and successful carrying out of the duties
of our station, to use again Bradley’s phrase.

It is the harmonious carrying out of different functions of our
organism that makes happiness different [rom pleasure. In
any theory of the standard as perfection this harmony must
find a large place. In the psychological part of our study we
saw that the development of character consists largely in the
harmonizing of our different sentiments and universes of
desire, and in our study of the law of reason we were led to
admit that one condition for good willing is coherence, the
state in which our acts of will form a harmonious whole, and
in no sggse contradict one another. Eudaemonism has
again en’l sized this truth by showing that such harmonious
co-operativh produces a hedonic quality that is morally
supcrior to that of mere pleasantness, namely happiness.

§6. Conclusion

The view of the standard as perfection provides in some
measure a middle way between deontological and tele-
ological theorics of ethics. Deontologists say that the good-
ness of conduct depends entirely on the conduct itself; tele-
ologists say that it depends on the goodness of the effects of
the conduct. The perfection theory also holds that the good-
ness of conduct depends on the goodness of the result to which
it leads, the relevant effect being that of a perfected character.

1 Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. I, Ch. 10.
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It is difficult, however, to say what a perfect character is

without saying that it is one which engages to a Supreme deg.rce
in good conduct. In this case the standard as Perfectgon
would still require an analysis of what we mea2n by calling
‘conduct good. For, if we maintain that good conduct is
merely that which leads to good character, and good character
is merely that character which manifests itself in good conduct,
then we are arguing in a circle. ’

Nevertheless, the view of the standard as
make clear certain characteristics of the good life. In Greeq’s
theory we have an explicit recognition that some clements in
human nature are more worthy of realization than others
and that what we may call the spiritual elemcnt 13 that which
is most worthy of development. This is a view which is
needed to correct the suggestion made by hedonism that all
activities are of equal value, provided that they give cqu:?l
totals of pleasantness. We are not prepared to identify this
spiritual element with pure intellectual reason of the kind
used in logic, although it is the case that conmsistency or
coherence in willing is one feature of the good life. From
Bradley we learned the truth that perfection is not the same
for all individuals; each man’s duty dcpends on his
particular station, and in fulfilling this duty each man can
realize his own special and probably unique kind o§ per.fecuon.
Eudaemonism points out that the harmonious realization of a
man’s capacities is accompanied by a lasting happ? ¢ =ss which
is different from and superior to the mere pleasa’ > “ss which
accompanies the satisfaction of cach separatc impulse or
desire.

This view, however, ignores certain facts about the good life.
It is almost certainly the case that our human nature cannot
reach anything much in the way of moral goodr}ess without
struggle, and struggle is painful for it generally involves the
checking and suppressing of certain of our desires. And the
limitations of our human life mean that we have certainly
to sacrifice the development of some capacities in order that
we should reach perfection as far as we can in other directions,
and this means self-sacrifice as well as self-realization. The
conditions of society, at any rate as we know them, demand
that the individual should sacrifice his own good, and that

as perlection does
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may mean his own perfection, to the good of his society as a
whole. Many whose education has becn interrupted by the
service of their country in a time of war, [ecl that in one direc-
tion at any rate their advance towards perfection has suffered
an irreparable harm.

‘The discussion in this chapter has not solved the question
with which it began: ‘Which capacitics of our human nature
are most worth developing?’ cxcept in the very vague assertion
that the spiritual element in human nature is the one most
worthy of realization. One possible way of answering this
question is the consideration of the results of the kinds of
conduct in which our various capacities are engaged, the
consideration which teleologists hold to be fundamental for
cthics. If we can make up our mind as to which results of
human activity are most worth while, we may be able to tell
which of our capacities require to be developed to produce
these results, and we may conclude that these are the capacities
most worth developing. The question as to which results
of human activity are most worth while is one that will concern
us in the next chapter.



Chapter XII
THE STANDARD AS VALUE

§1. The Concept of Value

In our first chapter we made a distinction between cthics
which deals with good and bad conduct and axiology which
deals with good and bad things generally, beautilul pictures
and m)mc experiences as well as good conduct. Axiology
is sometimes defined as the science of value, and one group
of ethical theories, the telcological group, holds that when we
call an action right or good all that we mean is that it brings
about consequences that are of value. Unfortunately the
common practice in English is to use the word good and not
the word valuable \whcn referring to things of value, and, at
the risk of some ambiguity, we shall have to refer to lhmgs
of value as good things. It is clcar that there may be good
things, in this axiological sense, which are not affected in any
way by human actions, such as ‘the starry heavens above’,
and cthics is not at all concerned with thesc.  F.ven among the
things produced in part by human action which ar¢c gommonly
called good, some appear 10 be produced by acé 4,6 that we
would not usually call ‘right’ or good in ecthics. ~ "t’he moral
quality of the conduct of a wine producer is commonly judged
on other grounds than whether the wine he produces is good
or bad. Prohibitionists would hold that his conduct while
rngagcd in his trade is always wrong; and cven those who
admit its rightness will hold that this is aflected only in a
lesser degree by the quality of the winc he produces. We
shall call those consequences of human actions which may be
held to aflect the rightness of the action ‘morally good’ or
‘morally bad’, and it is to be remembered that these con-
sequences may be events, including actions, as well as what
we usually call things. (It is just one of the characteristics
of deontological theorics of cthics that they hold that actions
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arc the only objects that can be morally good.)  Our problem
then is: ‘Which conscquences of value can be appropriately
regarded as morally good?” The term ‘value’ itself came to
cthics by way of economics, and in economics it is used for
(a) value in use, that is, the capacity of an object to satisfy
a human need or desire, and (b) value in exchange or the
amount of one commodity that can be obtained in exchange
for another, which in modern times is generally reckoned in
terms of money and cxpressed as the price of the commodity.
The prohibitionist cannot deny that wine has a value in use,
for it certainly satisfies a human need or at any rate a human
desire, and when we call a wine good, probably the greater
part of what we mean is that this particular wine is more
satisfying to the human palate than others (although we may
include an aesthetic quality also in our judgement). We
can leave aside the concept of ‘value in exchange’ with one
remark. We are not likely to make the mistake that morally
good things can be estimated in terms of money, but there is
a rcal danger of our supposing from the analogy of economic
value in exchange that good things, including the morally
good, can always be cstimated in quantitative terms so that
we can calculate how much pleasure would compensate us,
for cxample, for loss of communion with God. It was on
this analogy that the utilitarians set about making the
hedonistic calculus. One can imagine a Dr. Faustus suppos-
ing in hiryransaction with the devil that he had before him
the com !';._,tive costs of his alternatives, but it seems far
removed iFom the ordinary possibilities of the moral life.
The cconomic idea of ‘value in use’ points to a very im-
portant distinction among things of value. Sir David Ross
has made a distinction between objects of satisfaction and
objects of admiration.! Objects of satisfaction have what the
economists call ‘valie in use’; everything that is satisfying
to human beings in any way whatever has got such a value,
and all pleasant objects, in as far as they are pleasant, are
certainly objects of satisfaction. It is the contention of this
chapter that objects are never morally good merely because
they are objects of satisfaction; anyone who maintains that
they are is committing the naturalistic fallacy. Yet in our

*'W. D. Ross: Foundations of Ethics, p. 278.
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common speech such things are very commonly referred to
as good, simply because they are satisfying to the speaker.
Objects of admiration may bring no satisfaction in the ordinary
sense of the word to the person who admires them, except
in so far as admiration is a psychologically satisfying con-
dition ; no one could say that the awful tragedy of King Lear
satisfies a human desire. We must not say, however, that
morally good objects are by definition objects of admiration
and nothing else; that would be again to commit the natural-
istic fallacy. Sir David Ross writes of ‘worthy’ objects of
admiration and of ‘worthy’ or ‘fit’ objects of satisfaction,!
and we shall need to examine whether such objects are to be
included among the good things at which we ought to aim.

A more common division of values has been into instru-
mental values and absolute values. An instrumental value
is the value that a thing has because it is 2 means of producing
something else of value. The value of 2 machine for peeling
potatoes is entirely instrumental; if peeled potatoes had not
the value (also instrumental) of satisfying human hunger, a
potato-peeling machine would not have had any value
whatsoever. All the values in use with which economics
deals are instrumental values. A thing that is good in itself
and not because of its consequences has absolute value. It
is commonly thought that only things of absolute value can
be regarded as morally good because it is held that only such
things can be worthy objects of our admiration. _This view
seems to be wrong ; a piece of conduct which is me;
to an end may be a worthy object of admiri This
explains why we can admire and regard as morally good the
brave deeds of a soldier fighting for a cause that we believe
to be a wrong cause; his action is a means to a bad end but
it is a worthy object of admiration on account of its courageous
quality.

In the earlier sections of this chapter we shall confine our-
selves as far as we can to the teleological view that an action is
right or morally good Dbecause it leads to consequences of
value, consequences which may be things or events, which,
so far as we have seen, may be of absolute value or instru-
mental value, and which, we have suggested, are to be found

1 0p. cit. p. 279.
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among objects of admiration rather than objects of satis-
faction. We have not so far suggested which good con-
sequences are worthy objects of admiration. In doing so,
we shall need to bring in again the deontological view that
actions are of value apart from their consequences. Before
doing so we shall consider a conception, closely akin to that of
absolute value, but more carefully defined, the conception of
‘intrinsic’ value.

§2.  Intrinsic Value

Things may have value as parts of other things of value,
or as means to ends of value. A pair of spectacles would have
practically no value, except as a curious example of man’s
creative ingenuity, unless there were behind the spectacles
eyes to see through them. The value of spectacles is certainly
an instrumental value ; they are valuable as means to be used
by cyes for secing objects. Some things may have value as
parts of a larger whole; a particular lens may be quite useless
by itself, but as part of a telescope it may be of such great
value that, if it were to be lost, the telescope would be useless.
We may call both these classes of value, value as means to an
end and value as part of a whole, extrinsic values; there‘is
probably no real difference and certainly no relevant difference
between thern. In contrast to these, there are objects which
appear to have such value, that they would retain it even if
they wqy to exist completely alone. According to the
saints, %ﬂunion with God is such an experience. Take
cverything else away and the experience of communion with
God would still be of value. As Luther put it in his great
hymn:

‘And though they take my lile,
Goods, honour, children, wife,
Yet is their profit small,
These things shall perish all,
The city of God remaineth!’

We may illustrate the concept of intrinsic values from cthical
theories which we have already considered. Sidgwick held
that pleasure was a thing of intrinsic value, indeed the only
thing of intrinsic value. In his ‘cool hour’ of reflection
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Sidgwick saw that if nothing remained, cxcept the bare
experience of pleasant feeling, it would still be of value. Kant,
on the other hand, regarded pleasantness or happiness not
as a thing of intrinsic value but as having extrinsic value only
in the case of its forming part of an intrinsically good whole.
He held that in an ideal universe virtue would be rewarded
)vi_th an appropriate amount of happiness. In this case
‘virtue combined with an appropriate amount of happiness’
is intrinsically good; happiness by itself is not intrinsically
good.

It is possible that things of intrinsic value may be cither
elementary and incapable of further analysis or complex
wholes that can be analysed. In the example which we have
Jjust given, Sidgwick held that the only thing which is of in-
trinsic value is the elementary process of pleasant aflection.
It is 2 more common view that most things of intrinsic value
are complex in structure, and Dr. Moore considers that they
are complex structures of a special kind which he calls
‘organic wholes’. Incidentally, some thinkers even consider
that the pleasure which is intrinsically valuable is a complex
whole; for it contains at least the elements of pleasant affective
quality and consciousness. (Others deny the possibility of
this analysis holding that the consciousness and the pleasant-
ness are identical.) There is, however, herc a strong argu-
ment against the view that a simple abstract quality like
pleasantness is intrinsically valuable. It is in the Jast resort
only by a direct experience or intuition that we kr’ 4.
a thing has intrinsic value or not. All attempts v establish
the value of a thing by rcasoning can only show that it is
extrinsically valuable in relation to, or as a mcans to, other
things mentioned in the argument. We can never experience
abstract processes by themselves ; we cannot for example have
pleasantness alone in our minds, and so we never can know
directly that it would still have value, if it were to exist quite
by itself. Many people would carry this argument further
and say that in those conditions where pleasantness is most
alone, because the experience has lost its other elements of
value as in the drunkard’s pleasant stupor or the drug
addict’s pleasant somnolence, the value of the experience
largely disappears in spite of the fact that the pleasantness
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still remains. Intuition can at most tell us that intrinsicall_y
valuable things have pleasantness as one among their
characteristics. .
The view that intrinsically good objects are organic
wholes has been expounded by Dr. G. E. Moore in his Principia
Ethica.? The conception of an organic whole is undoubtedly
derived from that of a living organism like an animal, where
the parts of the body work together in close relations to one
another. It is used also for the unity of a work of art, like a
great picture, where there is an analogous closeness of relation
among the parts. The whole of an organic unity is in some
sense more than the sum of its parts. Various attempts to
express this have been made in such ways as ‘The parts of an
organic whole are causally dependent on one another’, or
*The parts would not be what they are except for the existence
of the whole’. As Dr. Moore points out, these are not very
intelligible explanations and it is doubtful il they are true of
any real whole. All that they express is the closeness of the
relations of the parts to the whole. Dr. Moore himself
explains an organic whole in terms of value, for he defines it
as a whole ‘where the value of the wholc bears no regular
proportion to the sum of the values of its parts’. This is the
case with living organisms; the limbs and organs of the body
taken separately have very small values, so that, if these were
merely added together, they would come to nothing like the
value o!i iving body. This is also the case with a work of
art; thc%urs in a picture by Rembrandt are separately of
little value, as is suggested by the small price the painter
would have to give the merchant for them; but the value of
the picture as a whole is very great indeed. An interesting
consequence is that even if we are convinced by introspection
that onc part makes a special contribution 1o the value of the
whole, the mere increasing of that contribution need not add
to the value of the whole. A particular patch of colour may
be the crowning beauty of a picture, but the spreading of that
colour over a larger area is more likely to detract from than
add to the beauty of the picture as a whole. Dr. Moore,
probably because of his metaphysical theory, ignores another
fact about an organic whole; each part may have a value of
! Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 1.d, §§xviii—xx,



236 An Introduction to Ethics

its own, and that value may be affected by its place in the
whole. The patch of colour may be a thing of great beauty
in itself, but its beauty will be affected by its relation to the
other colours in the picture. We may doubt whether
biologists would be ready to accept Dr. Moore’s definition of
an organic whole in terms of value; they certainly use similar
conceptions without bringing in the notion of valuc at all.

Another possible definition would be that the various parts
co-operate in the purpose of the whole, but this definition
again would have metaphysxcal 1mpllcat|ons of a purpose
either immanent in the organic whole itself or in the mind ofits
creator, which a scientist might not be ready to accept. Even
if we thmk that Dr. Moore is not giving the strict connotation
of the term ‘organic whole’ in his definition, and cven if we
hold that there are other true things that can be said about
it, we must still admit that what he has said about the value of
the whole in relation to the value of its parts is substantially
true, although it may not serve as a definition.

It certainly is the casc that many of the things to which good
men aspire are complex, and some of them at any rate sccm
to be organic wholes in Dr. Moore’s sense of that term. In
an experience like the enjoyment of beauty, many diflerent
clements, subjective and objective, are combined in an ex-
perience which is a unity. For instance, understanding is
probably one element in the enjoyment of beauty, and yet
if it becomes too prominent, and critical analys”"*
the mind, the enjoyment is lessened rather tha:
We may ask whether there are elements common to all the
‘worthy objects of admiration’ which are intrinsically valuable
and may be regarded as organic wholes, and we may be told
in reply that consciousness is one such element and pleasant-
ness is another such element. In our experience intrinsically
good things imply consciousness and pleasantness; but these
alone would not be sufficient to distinguish intrinsically good
wholes from other organic unities which are not intrinsically
good. An experience like malice, which is intrinsically
bad, contains both consciousness and pleasantness and, as we
have seen, increasing pleasantness here means increasing
badpess. To go back to our analogy with a picture, while it
is true that in every intrinsically good whole, pleasantness is
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present as an clement (and this is the tuth emphasized by
hedonism), it does not follow that the mere increasing of the
amount of pleasantness in an experience would add to its
value, any more than the increasc of one colour would add
to the value of a picture. Introspection confirms this and
shows us that there can be too much pleasantness in some
experiences and this may mean a decrease in their value.
Some of the more mawkish mystics seem to have a morally
inferior experience of communion with God because of its
overwhelming pleasantness in which they revel. Even the
Lpicureans sometimes realized that positive pleasure had to
be kept in a secondary place in the good life. Kant was
nearest the mark when he talked of an appropriate amount of
happiness in a complete good.

§3. Intrinsicelly Good Things as the Aim of Moral Action

What things are intrinsically good, and which of them are
distinctively moral goods? In his Principia Ethica Dr. Moore
mentions the enjoyment of beautiful objects and the pleasure
of human intercourse.? There is no doubt but that these are
experiences which would he good even if they were to exist
quite alone, but there are other experiences also, such as
communion with God, the comprehension of truth, the ex-
perience of artistic creativeness or even the enjoyment of
satisfying our bodily appetites, which have an equal claim
to the k of intrinsic goods with those mentioned by Dr.
MOOTC.% would be better that the enjoyment of the
gourmand” should exist by itself than that nothing should
exist at all. Il pleasantness were to exist alone (although
we have no reason to think that it can exist alone), it would
be an intrinsic good; its existence would be better than its
non-existence.

We have seen that there may be intrinsically good things
which cannot be affected by human endeavour at all (the
starry heavens, for example, apart [rom a human or any
other spectator), and these cannot be moral goods. Kant
explicitly maintained that the intrinsic goodness of virtue
along with the appropriate amount of happiness could only
in its happiness aspect be brought about by God or some

! Moove: Principia Ethice, Ch. 6, §exiii.
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similar cosmic provider, and not by human arrangement.
Even most of the intrinsic goods which were mentioned in
our last paragraph are also dependent to a large extent,
although not entirely, on other conditions than the voluntary
actions of human agents. The enjoyment of beautiful
objects depends on the natural endowment of the agent and
on the existence of such objects in the natural world, as well
as on the deliberate cultivation of taste. The pleasure of
human intercourse depends partly on the natural endow-
ments of those who enjoy the intercourse, for C}.'lmplc ability
to speak, and partly on the will of our companions as well as
our own; friendship that is merely willed by one party is no
real fnendshlp at all. Similarly communion with God,
comprehension of truth and conscious creativeness depend
partly on the enjoyer’s natural endowments, and partly on the
objects towards which the enjoyment is directed, the nature
of God, the complexities of nature and the materials used in
art. Pleasantness itself has long lbeen recognized as depend-
ing on other conditions as well as the will of the agent, such as
good health and oulward circumstances. This indicates one
of the great practical difficulties of a telcological theory of
ethics. There is never any complete certainty that the end
sought will be attained by our human strivings to attain it,
so varied are the outside conditions concerned. The most
we can say is that in the light of human experience such and
such an action is likely to or has a tendency to ypwoduce a
certain good. There are no absolutely universa¥s s in a
teleological theory of ethics; our rules must take “iie form,
*This action is probably right because in many cases in our
experience it has produced a certain result.’

Another question is, * Which of these intrinsic goods is most
worth attaining?’ Can we say of any one of them that it is
intrinsically better than the others? We had to ask a similar
question with regard to the end as perfection, and then we
were only able to give it a very limited answer. To begin
with it can be said definitely that objects of admiration rank
more highly than objects of satislaction. Intrinsic goods
which arouse the special feeling state that we call admiration
are intrinsically better than those which cause mere satis-
faction. Indeed, we have gone so far as to suggest that
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objects: of satisfaction as such, while they are certainly good
in the broad sense of good used for all objects of value in
axiology, are not moral goods at all. It may seem evident
that we make moral judgements about actions leading merely
to the satisfaction of our appetites, eating and drinking for
example, but it is not as objects of satislaction that we judge
themn in ethics. It is as an object of satisfaction that a good
wine is judged in axiology as better than an ordinary wine.
What then of Sir David Ross’s ‘worthy or fit objects of satis-
faction’? In our opinion these are objects of our moral
judgement, not as objects of satisfaction, but as worthy
olsjects of admiration. We have then confined our moral
goods to objects of admiration but, apart from the obvious
naturalistic fallacy of defining good things in terms of the
feeling state of admiration, it is notorious that we often
admire the wrong things. The intrinsic goods that are the
aims of right or good actions are worthy objects of admiration.
This word ‘worthy’ is difficult to definc. One suggestion is
that it can only be defined in connexion with the deontological
notion of rightness which we shall consider in the last section
of this chapter. The intuitionists hold that it is only by a
dircct intuition that we can say that intrinsically good things
are morally worthy of admiration and attainment. The
theory suggested, admittedly an inchoate and undeveloped
theory, in this introduction, suggests that our aiming at certain
goods rather than others is in some way in accordance with

the ‘laweﬁ hpature’,

One 11:3})\«3 can say about those moral goods which are
worthy objects of admiration. The actions leading to them
must have the characteristics of moral fittingness and obligatori-
ness which were mentioned in Chapter IV, and which are
casicr to explain on a deontological theory of ethics. Some
account can be given, however, of ‘obligatoriness’ in a tele-
ological theory. Various intrinsically good things have the
power of casting a spell on certain individuals so that they
feel constrained to give their lives to the pursuit of these
things. The saints strive in this way for communion with
God, the philosophers and the men of science for the com-
prehension of truth, the artists for the creation of new objects
of beauty, and ‘in wider commenalty spread’, there is an
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urge towards the enjoyment of beauty and human fellowship
although in these cases the peculiar sense of obligatoriness is
oftenlacking. The saint feels that he ought to seek communion
with God, but the ordinary man hardly feels that in the same
way he ought to seek intercourse with his neighbours or
enjoyment of beauty. These are often sought merely as
objects of satisfaction, but when they are not regarded as
satislying, the ‘ought’ feeling is present; we talk of a ‘duty
call’, when the social intercourse is not one that we expect
o0 find satislying, and art galleries or concert halls may be
visited from a sense of duty. It is not, however, about moral
goods as the aims of right actions that we have the strongest
sense of obligation. Most men feel an obligatoriness about
actions like truth-speaking and honesty in their dealings
whichi they do not feel about the goods to which these actions
may admittedly lead. Which of the hedonists in actual
lile feels with the same obligatoriness that he ought to seek
pleasure as he [ecls that he ought to speak the truth? While
there is a certain plausibility in supposing that the actions
which are commonly regarded as good or right do lead to
pleasure, and perhaps in a special way to pleasant human
intercourse, many seem to have nothing to do with most of
the other ends which we have cited as possible cases of moral
intrinsic goods. It is only in an indirect way that honesty
in action can lead to the comprehension of truth or to the
creation of beautiful objects, and an honesty that-tad merely
such indirect ends in view would hardly appear £ worthy
object of admiration. Indeed we may question ti¢ view that
these goods arc primarily moral goods at all; what is most
important morally is not that we aim at them but the use
that we make of them when we attain them.

In a theory of the type of Rashdall’s ‘ Ideal Utilitarianism’2
an attempt 1s made to arrange the intrinsic goods at which
a man ought (o aim in a system, and Rashdall gave due place
to the happiness which utilitarians regarded as the sole moral
end, but he reserved the supreme place for what he called
virtue and what will be called in the next section ‘good
character’. Near to virtuc were such goods as intellcctual
activity and the appreciation of beauty, and pleasure came

1 Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. 1. 184~ 221,
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low in the scale of goods, even lower than some other relatively
simple fceling states, like compassion and sympathy. Rashdall
did not discuss a unifying principle among such goods and
his only method of judging whether a particular thing was to be
regarded as a moral good was by intuition in the case of each
particular good separately. The point in which Rashdall
retained his utilitarianjsm is that his theory is out and out
teleological. The religious man, however, has claimed in all
ages that communion with God is the highest of goods.
Aristotle and other philosophers have held that the con-
templative life of the philosopher is the highest life so that for
them comprehension of truth would either take the place of
communion with God or share the highest place with that com-
munion, which is itself a kind of contemplation. If Prolessor
Reid and M. Berdyaev are right in holding that morality is
essentially creative, the highest goods are the products of
creative art in the widest scuse of the word. Most people
would agrec that the goods we have mentioned rank higher
than the pleasures of human intercourse and enjoyment of
beauty, and these in turn rank higher than those pleasures,
such as the pleasures of the appetites, which are largely matters
of satisfaction rather than of admiration. Mere pleasantness
Dy itself would probably come very low on the scale, although
its presence as an accompaniment or constituent of all the
higher values makes this exceedingly difficult to judge by
way of i i pection. A similar difficulty appears when we
try to d7. . * whether the consciousness of freedom is itsell
an intrindic good. It occurs as a constituent or perhaps an
accompaniment of all the higher goods; and it never occurs
by itself for [reedom is always [reedom to perform some
concrete activity, either mental or physical. If freedom is an
intrinsic good, it is difficult to tell its place in the scale of
intrinsic goods. Indeed it is doubtful whether such a scale
can be made at all, for the particular intrinsic goods which
an individual ought to seek surely depend on his station and
its duties. The comprehension of truth obviously takes a
higher place for the philosopher and the scientist than it does
for the artist. It is more important for the man of affairs to
seek the pleasures of human intercourse than for cither
philosopher or artist, although this may be as an instrumental
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and not always an intrinsic good for him. Most young
Indians to-day hold that in their particular station and circum-
stances freedom ought to take a higher place in their scale of
goods than it would in a free country of long standing. What
we can say about all these intrinsic moral goods is that they
are worth achieving by any good man so far as the oppor-
tunities of his life offer. The best man may achicve them all
to some degree but the degree to which he will achicve one
rather than another will depend on his station and its duties.

84. Guod Character as the Moral End

In our list of moral goods, which arc intrinsically good and
worthy objects of admiration, we have dcliberately left out
one which is by many moralists regarded as the most important
of all—the enjoyment of a good character; its importance
justifies a scparate section dealing with it. Some moralists
confine the term ‘moral good’ to good character and the
actions leading to it. It certainly seems in accordance with
our common intuitions to hold that a perfect character or a
virtuous human personality is the highest among moral
goods, but it is cxceedingly difficult to give any satisfactory
meaning 1o these terms on a purely teleological theory of
ethics. "l'o make a good character merely onc that produces
right actions and right actions merely those that lead to a
good character is simply arguing in a circle, and to confine
right actions to those leading to other intrinsic y’f‘fls than a
good character is to leave out to a great extent £2%°
actions as speaking the truth and dealing honeslly, and to
fail 1o explain the obligatoriness of right actions in any rcason-
able way. The easiest way of giving good character its place,
perhaps its unique place, among moral goods is to bring in a
deontological view of ethics, which holds that right actions or
morally good actions are themselves intrinsically good; they
are not right merely because they are means w0 some end,
To accept the deontological view by itself would be to deny
moral but not axiological value to all the intrinsic goods
which have been mentioned in the last section, and that
seems too great a demand. But deontologists can reasonably
maintain that right actions do as a matter of fact lead to
these intrinsically good conscquences although they may deny
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that it is this conduciveness to good consequences which
makes them good. We must admit that most of the actions
which deontologists call right or morally good have effects
of two kinds. (a) They produce consequences which are
intrinsically good such as human fellowship or pleasure. The
strict dcontologist holds that the action would still be right
even il it were not to produce the intrinsically good conse-
quence, and he has the support of the common man in this
view. Honesty may be generally the best policy in the sense
that it produces the best possible consequences, but a man is
still right to be honest in cases where he knows quite well
that in his parlicular circumstances his honest action is to
have an unfortunate result. Most pecople would agree,
on the other hand, that of two actions equally right in them-
selves from the point of view of pure deontology it would be
always better to choose the one with the intrinsically better
conscquences. There is, however, an important distinction
here between consequences that arc objects of satisfaction
and those that are objects of admiration. If I say that it is
good for mc to eat a dish I like rather than one I dislike, it
being understood that for the deontologist both are equally
right, I am using the word good in a mercly axiological way.
The one dish is more satisfying than the other. If however
it is equally right for me to give my neighbour one of two
dishes and I take the trouble to find out which will give him
the gre leasure, my action has become in some small
way a wﬁi\g object of admiration, and to give him the extra
pleasure 1¥*fhorally good. This distinction probably holds of
other intrinsically good consequences as well as pleasure,
but hardly to the same degree. A right action which leads
to a greater creativeness on the part of my neighbour is
morally better than one which leads to my own greater
creativeness. Here, however, we may be judging by a purely
teleological standard.

(b) The other set of effects which right actions have,
consists of cffects on the character of the agent, and these are
the effects emphasized by the standard as perfection. Kant
held that ‘a man is an end in himself’, and many would hold
that ‘a sweet and virtuous soul’ is the finest achievement of
the moral life. Admittedly this is not an easy standard to
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deal with for it is difficult to know what a character or a sell
or a personality really is, and a great many philosophers hold
that they are simply hypothetical entities of the status of the
electron or the gene. If we assert that a good character is
simply a shorthand phrasc for the kind of man who normally
does right actions, we are making the good character which
we have identified with the man mercly a means to the per-
formance of right actions; and while many thinkers hold that
good actions and good character are the two moral intrinsic
goods, most of them maintain that good character takes an
even higher place than good actions. If actions are good in
themselves, as the deontologists say, then a good character
has certainly instrumental value, but it has also, according
to the view of this section, an intrinsic value. This view has
some interesting implications. It is difficult to believe that a
human being can be of intrinsic value, unless he is immortal,
for the word ‘intrinsic’ would exclude the value of his in-
fluence, his works and the children that he produces. This is
one of the few ethical theories that would demand strongly
the immortality of the soul, which Kant held to be a postulate
of ethics. This view also suggests the desirability of there
being an infinite varicty of unique personalities, as we have
already suggested in our discussion of creative morality. I
there were millions of perfect personalities, all identical with
one another, it is difficult to helieve that each individual
would have much intrinsic value ; there would l);pl nty others
to take his place. According to this view itis n j)at a man
does but what he is that matters most for moral 7, although
here there is a danger of saying about an abstraction what is
true only of the concrete whole; it may not be possible to
separate a man’s actions from his personality.

Many people, who admit the intrinsic value of human
personality, and hold that it is of higher value than the other
intrinsically good things mcntioned in this chapter, still
hesitate to say that the conscious aim ol an individual ought
to be the attainment of a perfcet personality, or the realization
of his ‘true self’ or the development of his own character.
They know [rom experience that right actions do lead to such
an end; indeed the doing of right actions is the only way of
attaining it. It seems sell-evident to them, however, that the




The Standard as Value 245

molive in a right action is always directed to some other end
than the agent’s own benefit, most commonly to the benefit
of one or more of his fellow-men, and this is true even if the
benefit is thought of in terms of such a lofty conception as
perfection. There is even a suggestion of egotism about
Kant’s precept that we ought to aim at our own perfection,
and at other people’s happiness. It puts a value on his own
self that the good man is reluctant to put. There is in fact a
paradox of perfectionism as well as a paradox of hedonism;
the man who aims at his own perfection is less likely to attain
it than the man who gives his life 10 the service of others.:
There are two possible ways out of this difficulty for the
cthical theorist. (a) It may be that we have here reached
the limits of morality. Morality that bids us seek our own
perfection has something sclf-contradictory about it, and
religion is required in order to indicate that in humnble walking
with God a man’s own perfection is merely a part of some-
thing infinitely greater. (b) It may be that we are again
approaching one of nature’s [undamental laws, that the
sacrifice of his own good by an agent is in one respect always
the “fitting’ action. It is part of the ultimate nature of things
that it should be so, and that is all we can say about it.

From this discussion it appears that there are worthy objects
of admiration, intrinsically good things, which men ought
to seek. Some of them are worthy to seek for ourselves or for
others, apghe most important of these is a perfected character
although&h _¥e are difficultics in consciously aiming at this
for oursei¥&s hecause of what we have called the paradox
of perfectionism. Good things, which are merely objects of
satisfaction are not, as such, things which men ought to seck
for themselves, but to seck them for others seems to be in-
trinsically 'good and a worthy object of admiration. Yet
cven in our study of tclcology it has become clear that
conduciveness to an cnd of intrinsic value is not the only way
in which an action can be right. To understand even in a
partial way the idea of a good character it is necessary to
suppose that, in some sense, right actions have value in
themselves, and this is the deontological view of cthics. We
have seen, too, that the location of an intrinsic good, which
has no relevance for axiology, scems to be relevant for ethics.
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Another man's intrinsically good experiences are, other
things being equal, to be preferred morally to our own.

§5. Right Actions as Intrinsically Good

One difficulty of the teleological view is that bccause of
it there may be a temptation to think that the end justifies
the means.  If right actions are merely right because of the
consequences to which they lcad, it is difficult to explain
the common experience of actions being wrong, although the
agent has admittedly some good end in vicw. The tele-
ologist can only explain their wrongness by pointing out that
as a matter of fact the action in question leads to some other
bad end. Even in the case of an action donc as a means to
an end, we must judge its rightness not merely in terms of its
conduciveness to the end but in its fittingness to our whole
situation at the time. .

The strict deontological view holds that it is the action
itself and not its conscquences which are intrinsically right
or wrong. Common opinion holds with assurance that an
action like speaking the truth is right, and demands that
justice be donc, even though the heavens may fall in con-
sequence. The French general who remarked on the charge
of the Light Brigade ‘It is magnificent but it is not war’,
was indicating that the charge had a value, cither moral or
asthetic, but it had no instrumental value for winning 2
victory. There is a danger in introducing the.aoncept of
intrinsic value here; although the right action 1ff*jatnot be 2
means to an end, it is hardly the case that the actiuiz would be
right if it were to exist quite alone. An action is right in 2
particular situation, and this is why the legalists in morality
have failed to deal with ‘exceptional cases’. It is true thatin
the majority of cases truth-speaking may be the right action,
apart from its consequences, but it is conceivable that there
are cases where it may not be so.

Here again what is good is not an abstraction but a concrete
whole. It is of the action as a whole that rightness or good-
ness can be predicated, not of one partial aspect of it. When
we say that it is right to speak the truth we do not indicate
merely the uttering of the words; no one imagines that there
is intrinsic goodness in the mere making of unmusical sounds ;
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we mean that the words are uttered with the intention of
conveying true information to someone, and often imply that
this information has actually been conveyed. If an English-
man speaks in Greek to a person who knows no Greek, so that
the effect of true information being received does not take
place, the statement is true, but there is no intrinsic goodness
in the Englishman speaking the truth in this unusual way. A
good dcal of the criticism levelled against deontological
theories ignores the fact that an action includes to some
extent its motive, its intention and even its conmsequences.
‘When a deontologist says that truth-speaking is right he is
certainly ignoring the more remote consequences such as the
pleasure or the pain that the right action causes, and it is in
doing so that he differs from the teleologist. Every deont-
ologist must admit that truth spoken from a sense of duty is
intrinsically better than truth spoken from a feeling of malice;
the whole action is to be considered and not merely the out-
ward movement of the body. It is practically very difficult
to say how far mental antecedents and external consequences
form part of an action, but to some extent they certainly do.
In making mora! judgements we sometimes include more and
sometimes less, just to the degree that we require to make
the particular moral judgement. This leaves the deont-
ological jud_gemcnt somew.hat.vaguc at least in theory as
compared with the teleological judgement which theoretically
sncludes 2]l consequences of a specified kind, but it is a
vagucncst?Saccordance with common usage. The rightness
of an actwWit’has indeed the capacity of spreading itself over
the system to which it belongs. Just as teleologists consider
that a good end is the dominating factor in a system of
actions, giving them all a share of its goodness, so deont-
ologists may hold that an outstandingly good action does,
even although it is only a means, colour with rightness or
goodness the whole system to which it belongs. The heroism
of a soldier fighting in a bad cause may give a moral worth
to his military service that the bad end could never give.

In deontology, the judgement on the rightness of an action
is a matter of direct intuition, just as in teleology the judge-
ment on the intrinsic goodness of an end is 2 matter of direct
intuition. An action like speaking the truth, apart from its

R
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remoter consequences, is seen intuitively to be good, just as
the enjoyment of beauty is seen to he an intrinsically good
experience. Indced for many people this is the characteristic-
ally moral intuition for it includes in itself these elements of
fittingness and obligatoriness which seem essential elements
in our ethical judgements in a way that no intuition of an
intrinsically good end does. When we say that it is right to
speak the truth we see that it is the suitable thing or, as we
say, the ‘right’ thing to do in the situation, and we feel it
obligatory on ourselves to do it. We may admit both types
of moral judgement. Some actions are right in themselves;
this is almost always the case with truthful, honest or just
actions. Other actions are right because of the consequences
to which they lead, such as the preparation of an entertain-
ment to give our neighbours pleasure; apart from its setting
out to please our neighbours there is nothing right about it.
There may be situations where, of two alternative actions,
one appears right in itself and the other appears right because
of the consequences it will bring about, and in such a2 case
intuition appears to be our only guide. Such a casc would be
that in which we tell a lie to save the life of a child. Unless
morality is to be ultimately subjective and that is a view which
we rejected earlier in our discussion, we must believe that this
intuition, like every other genuine moral intuition, is causing
us to see, however dimly and disconnectedly, a moral law of
nature; in this particular case it may be the sacrificing of the
agent’s good to the good of others. We kno 1o little of
these ultimate moral relations of the universe to:L. sure that
they form a coherent system ; it may be a part of our religious
or metaphysical faith that they do.




Chapter XIII
THEORY AND PRACTICE

§1.  The Purpose of Ethical Study

There are three chief views as to the purpose of studying
ethics. (a) Many thinkers maintain that ethics is a purely
theoretical study, seeking to understand the nature of morality,
but with no purpose of having any effect whatever on the
conduct of the man who studies it. F. H. Bradley, for example,
denied the possibility of ethics providing ‘an universal rule
and canon for every possible case’, and he held that casuistry,
which is the attempt to apply ethical principles to the cases
of doubt in our practical experience, is ‘unlovely in life and
more unpleasant in decay, from which I myself should be
loath to divide it’.? (b) Other thinkers hold that the chief
purpose of ethics is to influence our actual conduct. Dr. G. E.
Moore calls casuistry ‘the goal of ethical investigation’,®
and holds that the aim of ethics is to apply its principles in
such a way as to guide men in the art of living. (c) Other
lhinkers,@d probably they form the largest group, hold that,
while etl ‘ls primarily a theoretical subject which is con--
cerned witn discovering the truth about moral matters, there
must be in the course of ethical investigation a constant
criticism of existing standards of morality, so that ethics
becomes a practical subject almost in spite of itself. Those
who take the first view have been influenced by the disrepute
into which casuistry has fallen, as Bradley's strong condemna-
tion makes evident. They have also been aflected by a
common opinion that ethical theory makes no great difference
to practice. As Mackenzie put it, ‘If one set of people were
to take Kant for their guide, another set J. S. Mill, another
T. H. Green, another Dr. G. E. Moore, and, if each set

LT, H. Bradley : Principles of Logic, Vol. 1, p. 269.

* G. L. Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 1, §iv.
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interpreted their respective’ guides with care, it may be
doubted whether they would find themselves in substantial
disagreement on purely moral issues.’? We shall begin this
chapter with a discussion of casuistry, as a thinker’s attitude
to casuistry will determine his whole view on the relation of
theory to practice.

§2. Casuistry.

It was stated in our first chapter that casuistry is a legitimate
but an extremely difficult science. It is a reasonable exten-
sion of the province of ethics to examine how its principles
work out in the actual circumstances of the moral life. There
is indeed an advantage to the purely theoretical study of ethics
In examining such applications. The engineer in applying
to actual materials—steel, concrete and the rest—the principles
of dynamics, which he has studied in his theoretical text-books,
is likely enough to find defects in the formulation of these
principles, and may be led to new theoretical discoveries.
Similarly the moralist, in applying his standards to actual
cases, may find that these standards lead to contradictions,
which suggest a revision in his statement of the moral
standards. The most common objection to a general or
dogmatic intuitionismn like that described by Sidgwick?
has been that the rules discovered by intuijtion contradict one
another in actual life; and this leads a moralist tq.reconsider
and revise his theory. If ethical principles are r
checked up by secing how they work in practié
subject will become a philosopher’s fantasy away altogether
from the lives of good and bad men.

The fact that casuistry was misused at one period of history
is no argument against it, any more than it is an argument
against the discoveries of science to say that they have been
misused for purposes of human slaughter. The Jesuits in the
post-Reformation period on some occasions used arguments of
casuistry to defend conduct that appears wrong to the in-
tuitions of common sense. As a matter of fact a great many
of the objections that have been made to the ‘casuistry’ of

1 Mackenzie: Manual of Ethics (6th Edition), p. 239.
2Sidgwick : Methods of Ethics, Bk. ITI.
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the Jesuits are really objections to the doctrine of ‘ probabilism,*
which they used in their moral arguments. Probabilism
held that an action could be justified by the production of the
opinion of one Christian doctor in its favour. ‘In matters
of conscience on which there is some disagreement among
authorities it is lawful to follow any course in support of which
the authority of a recognized doctor of the Church can he
cited.’t The introduction of such an arbitrary standard is
not an essential part of casuistry; indeed, a valid casuistry
would accept its standards only from an established systern
of ethics.

There are certainly objections to casuistry. The subtleties
and sophistries into which the Jesuits are alleged to have
fallen are to some extent an inevitable consequence of the
nature of casuistry itself. In the moral life it is better to
direct our attention to the broad principles of morality and to
let the details look after themselves. The man who is fussing
all the time about insignificant details in matters of honesty is
not likely to be as good a man as the man who is 5o strong in
principles of integrity and generosity that he does not need
to worry about the honesty of particular transactions. The
latter in most cases becomes so sensitive to the right thing
in matters of honesty that he knows directly what to do with
no casuistical calculation. It may be suggested that the
chief practical value of the study of theoretical ethics is that
it saves an from the casuistical details which trouble
3 people, by giving him a broad outlook which
causes him to look beyond petty rules to far-reaching ideals
and universal principles. If these are in his mind he is more
likely to do the right thing almost unconsciously in a particular
situation. Casuists must certainly be careful not to empha-
size so much the circumstances of the particular case of con-
science as to divert attention from the moral principles in-
volved. Their true business—and it is an extremely difficult
business—is to make the larger moral principles stand out
clearly from the mass of complex details in the actual situation
with which they are concerned.

Other objections which have been made to casuistry as a
scicnce are the following. (a) Moral situations are so complex

' Oxford English Dictionary.
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that they cannot be analysed. This is equal to the assertion
that casuistry is very difficult, but other sciences, medicine
for example, do not give up in despair because they are con-
fronted with situations that are extremely complicated. (b)
It is not scientific to deal with particular cases; science deals
with universals. The answer to this objection is that casuists
themselves have always realized that they are dealing with
classes of cases. (¢) If casuists are dealing with classes of
cases they cannot deal with particular moral cases, cach of
which is unique and does not repeat itself. This may have
" some measure of truth, but the casuists would maintain that
actions may so resemble one another in one particular respect
that they can be considered under one rule. The general
intuitions of common-sense morality certainly imply that
actions are sufficiently like one another to be so classified as,
for example, when it is held that all lying is wrong. (d)
Common sense is as likely to be right as a casuistical argument
in discovering the rightness or wrongness of an action in a
particular situation. This criticism denies that experience
improves the capacity for making judgements, a view that is
accepted without question in most spheres of life; the casuist
is the man experienced in deciding the rightness or wrongness
of actions, (e) The casuist requires to know not only the
principles of ethics, but the details of the sphere of life in which
an action takes place; for example, in judging the rightness of
an airman engaging ‘in low flying’ he needs jer:now the
technical details of aviation. Here again u) “bjection

" states that casuistry is extremely difficult, not that it is im-
possible. (f) The casuist takes a legal view of morality
and tends to ignore the freedom and creativeness which
characterize the higher forms of morality. This is really
another form of the general objection made in the last
paragraph, which appears 1o be the one valid ohjection
against casuistry.

There will always be some thinkers who find their chief
interest in purely theoretical ethics, just as there are chemists
who find their chief interest in purely theoretical chemistry.
There will be other thinkers who find their chief interest in
the concrete applications of ethical principles in practical
lifc, just as there are chemists whose chief interest is in the
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applications of their science and the new inventions made
through them. The danger of the theorist is that of making
theories which are not true to the facts; the danger of the
practical man is that of losing sight of the principles involved,
in attending to the complexities of the details; but both have
a useful service to render in any science. In the history of
philosophy many of the most able theorists, such as Plato,
St. Thomas Aquinas, Bentham and J. S. Mill, have had a
deep interest in the practical applications of ethics, and have
regarded ethics as a practical subject.

§3. The Influence of Ethical Theory on Practice—The Evidence
of Experience

We must now atterpt to consider Mackenzie’s suggestion
that ethical theories have no effect on particular moral
decisions in practice. This is a difficult question to study
for often we cannot tell whether practice has influenced theory
or theory has influenced practice. The moral theorist, as
we suggested in our first chapter, does not begin with abstract
principles from which he deduces a theory. He begins with
the common moral ideas of his time and place, which he
examines, modifies in accordance with principles of consistency
and his own intuitions (which are also likely to be affected by
the moral atmosphere surrounding him), and arranges in a
consistenfagystem. To put it in another way, he does not
impose 1™ 3moral standards on existing moral opinions, but
he extracis these moral standards from existing moral opinions,
criticizing and modifying them in the process. The circum-
stances of his age and country are likely to influence not only
the theories of the moralist but the common moral opinions
with which he begins. The discoveries about biological
evolution and the rapid industrialization of Western Europe
influenced both the common views of Victorian England on
moral matters and also the systematic theory of Herbert
Spencer. The moralist is in great measure the child of
his own age, sometimes a docile child like John Stuart Mill
sometimes a rebellious child like Carlyle, but still deeply
afiected by the circumstances and prevailing moral opinions
of his times.
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One thing is certain, and that is that moral practice 1S
always influenced by more potent factors than moral theory-
Custom, as expressed in institutions and in public opinion, s
perhaps the most powerful influence. The individual’s own
intuitions, by which (according to the theory suggested in
this book) he sees the natural fittingnesses of things or the
unique moral laws of nature so far as these are relevant to a
particular case, are more powerful guides to conduct t.han
the theories of the philosophers. And, as we shall see in 2
later section of this chapter, there are ‘sanctions’, rewards
and punishments which do as a matter of fact influence people
in their conduct, whether it is or is not morally desirable that
they should do so.

When we have allowed for all these admittedly potent
factors we can still maintain that ethical theory does have 2
bearing on ethical practice. The theory of the utilitariaﬂs
was in part the product of an age in which new inventions
and particularly new means of transport made the production
of universal happiness a more attainable ideal, but the theory
itself had in turn a great influence on the movements for social
reform, for the spread of education and for the development
of the understanding of economic laws in which the utilitarian
leaders themselves took such 2 large share. Even in Bentham’s
own life his theory had practical effects in his schemes for
education, such as the founding of University College;
London, and in his plans for international peace,,~He is sai
to have invented the word ‘international; - '~! The
utilitarians had certainly an advantage over midst ethical
schools in the matter of affecting practice; they had 2 slogan
which the ordinary man thought that he understood: ‘the
greatest happiness of the greatest number’; and a slogan
mﬂuel?ccs most men far more than abstract speculation. Thc
evolutionary view, to some extent in its abstract Hegelian
fqrm through Karl Marx, but more commonly in the concrete
biological form taught by Spencer (which again seeme
comprehensible to ordinary people), is perhaps still exerting
a pernicious influence in popular pseudo-scientific writing®
which take for granted that moral progress is inevitable, an
so does not demand serious effort or sclf-sacrificing z€a’
The evolutionary theory of ethics is one of the intellectu?
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factors, alon i i

intellcétual tﬁat‘}:ath others both intellectual and non-
1 , ve produced a slackening of moral cffort
In our own age.

In our consideration of Spencer’s theory we saw that, if
the moral end is the preservation of life in the individual or in
the race, the consequence follows that the rules of eugenics
are the most important among the rules of ethics. As a
matter of fact eugenics, which claims to be a practical as
well g5 a theoretical science, did arise out of the evolutionary
outlopk of the latter part of the nineteenth century, and it
certainly has had some influence on morality. In discussing
to-day whether divorce is ever morally justified, some place
would certainly be given to arguments from eugenics, such as
the desirability for the future of the race of permitting divorce
in order to prevent the birth of undesirable offspring. ~ Ethical
theories do have a definite effect on moral practice, although
often it takes place a long time after the theory itself is given
up by most competent tnoralists, because it has its influence
through its popular interpreters whose ethical theories tend

to be out of date.

§4. The Authority of the Moral Standard

The way in which a moral theory affects the practical life
depends greatly on the nature of its authority. The various
theorie.’gy_hich regard a moral law as analogous to 2 political
law ter™ '—)ﬁnd that authority where a political law finds its
authority, chiefly in the punishments that are inflicted on the
breaker of the law. The authority of a political law, however,
is by no means confined to the penalties attached to 1ts
violation. Loyalty to the government or devotigx'l to the
person of a ruler will lead subjects to obey a political law.
In most countries, where there is any measure of political
freedom, subjects are reluctant to obey laws unless they see
the reason for obeying them or the good to be brought about
by obeying them. A law that seems unreasonable to the
common sense of the subjects will be evaded, however painful
the penalties for its discovered violation may be. We shall
find that this is also the case with moral laws- .

The view that the authority of the moral law 13 maintained
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by means of penalties and rewards is found in the utilitarian
doctrine of sanctions.! A sanction is in legal language what
gives force to the laws of a state. Most commonly 1t is the
punishment attached to their violation, but the rewards or
decorations given by states for conduct of which the rulers
approve are also sanctions. It was by means of this doctrin_e
of sanctions that the utilitarians managed to combine their
psychological hedonism with a universalistic ethical hedonism
that was really inconsistent with it. The rewards obtained
f_rom secking the happiness of others and the pains suffered
from a failure to do so are such that the intelligent man sees
that utilitarian conduct is actually the way in which he obtains
his own pleasure which, according to psychological hedonism,
he is always naturally seeking. Bentham distinguishes the
final cause of human action, which is the general happiness,
from the efficient cause at work in each individual mind,
which is the anticipation of one’s own personal pleasure.
Bentham held that there are four kinds of sanctions, which
make it to our interest to seek the good of others and so to do
right actions. (a) There are physical sanctions; as a genera
tendency right actions lead to physical health and the feeling
of well-being, while wrong actions, like drunkenness an
debauchery, lead ultimately to physical pain. (b) There
are political sanctions; in most countries the political 1aws
lead to the punishment of such-evil actions as theft ?nd
murder. (c) There are social sanctions; public opirion gIVes
praise and consequent happiness to the benevolen, 5 .1 while
it condemns and ostracizes the miser. (d) There 3re religious
sanctions; even in this life good men have found that good
actions give them a consciousness of God’s approval and 2
consequent happiness, although it is doubtful whether the
bad suffer a corresponding misery. It is, however, in the
promise of a life beyond death where the good will be ré-
warded by a superlative happiness and the bad punishe
with an excess of pain that religious sanctions have chiefly
operated. Mill added to Bentham’s four sanctions 2
sanction, ‘the internal sanction of conscience’, the pleasur®
that comes from a sense of duty well done, and the pain that
comes from remorse of conscience.

' Bentham: Principles of Morals and Legislation, Ch. 3.
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If we were engaged in a descriptive science it would be
relevant to say that such sanctions have actually had a
tendency to keep people from certain forms of evil and to
encourage them in certain forms of good. Many people
h_ave had the experience that a physical pain or the realiza-
tion of marked social disapproval has served to them as a
warning that they have fallen into a bad habit, and has
aroused them to start on a better course. As a matter of
fact pain is nature’s danger signal in all sentient creatures;
and it still serves as a warning at the higher moral levels, and
moralists have no reason to despise this provision of nature.
Perhaps the social sanction has been the most effective of all
the sanctions. At the level of custom the fear of the dis-
approval of others keeps an individual doing things of which
he himself may not see the value, and prevents him from doing
what public opinion forbids. The statesman makes a [ull
use of social sanctions in order to get people to do what.thc
government wants. He may use the cruder physical sanctions
of fines and imprisonment, but a public opinion managed by
skilful propaganda is a far more powerful influence on the
conduct of the masses. It is just this fact, that the statesman
with sufficient power can misdirect both social and. political
sanctions, that limits their value in the mqral life. The
conduct supported by the sanctions in a particular age and
country need not be morally good. It has been only too
easy fo vernments to make agreeable to their citizens
types O'mﬁduct which have led to aggression against other
states, war and oppression. Cof

It is sometimes maintained that the pleasures a.nd pains 0
conscience differ from the other sanctions in being d"'“t]]y
Proportional to the actual goodness and badness of ht'uf
actions concerned. There is, however, no guarantec of t 1;,
it is possible for conscience to be misguided or p.ervertc. y
even to become the ‘conscience of an ass’, ar‘xd in thlsfcas: 15
Pleasures and pains will no longer be indicators OT::r:is
goodness and badness, even if they orlgmall)' were. ience’
too a very familiar phenomenon called qUﬂSl-col?scmon ’
where'a remorse is felt for actions that are not morer ﬁ' e rr%.:
although they may meet with social disapproval. The shame
of having said somcthing ridiculous and so having,.
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think, aroused the scorn of our companions, is very like the
shame that we feel in doing a bad action.

Whatever the authority given by sanctions, and it is by no
means an unvarying autherity, it is certain that the moral
law has more authority than that given by the pleasures
obtained from obeying it and the pains suffered in violating
it. Many people consider that the man who obeys the moral
law simply because of the sanctions is not being really moral
at all. They hold that if conduct like lying were by the
arrangement, for example, of some all-powerful dictator to
lead to pleasant consequences and the avoiding of pains, the
liar would still be under the authority of the moral law which
bids him speak the truth. This suggests the view that the
moral law has its authority because it arouses in us a feeling of
awe or reverence, something like Kant’s ‘achiung’, closely
akin to the feeling for the supernatural that Otto calls the
sense of the ‘numinous’. It is a crude mistake to supposé
that this is a mere primitive terror of the divine being. The
fear of the Lord may be the beginning of wisdom, but perfect
love casts out fear. A man’s attitude to the authority of the
moral law may be more like the loyalty felt to a well—belov.ed
king than the fear felt towards a tyrant. The debatable point
is whether this feeling is ever a purely moral feeling, that 15,
whether it is ever aroused by the moral law alone apart from
the belief that the moral law is given by God or some such
supernatural law-giver, who is the real object of ;> fecling:
This in turn raises the larger question whether n&;} ,"hY docs
not derive its essential nature from religion, and accordingly
whcthex: it is possible to separate morality from religion
except in abstract thinking. There is little doubt but thab
as 2 matter of history, this is the way that men have felt

oy 2,
ll'everencc to the moral law ; it has authority because it is God’s
aw,

. In the case of a political law people are ready to obey it
if they sec the sense of it, If laws appear to be contradictory
to onc another and unreasonable, people will try to 2vo!

obeying them. It is likely that the same is true of the mQ"al
law and this, in some small degree, cxplains its authority-
If a moral principle appeals to one’s reason, one is MO¢
likely to obey it than otherwise. Of course, those who hold
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that the moral law is primarily a law of reason are in a stronger
position than others here, but most thinkers would agree that
there must be a consistency in the moral law which can appeal
to our human reason.

While we admit the influence of these various factors in
adding to the authority of the moral law, we cannot think
that they get to the heart of the matter. The dictates of
conscience would still have authority over us even if all these
factors were absent. Nor can any teleological theory of
ethics explain the fact that the rules of right action seem to
have far more authority over us than the ends from which
these actions are supposed by the teleologist to derive t.hexr
rightness. In many ways this question of authority is a
crucial one for ethical theory, demonstrating that a purely
teleological theory does mot explain the actual nature of
moral goodness and suggesting that something more is nee@ed
than the usual type of deontological theory. .T}us.somt.:thmg
may be, as has already been suggested, the identification of
moral law with religious law. Or it may bfz }he case, and
this suggestion can be combined with the religious one,.that
it is simply the nature of the human species to express itsclf
in good action. There is an urge in us, not merely a creative
urge, as the creative evolutionists teach (although it may be
present also), but what we may call 2 morally creative urge,
and it is this fundamental urge of our nature that gives
authorit‘m the moral law. Like our instinctive urgcs, R
is somet ™. " lacking or weak, and it is often misdirected; in
one case’ui misdirection we have the fana'tic pursutng with
€xtreme moral fervour some course of action that commg_n
sense tells us to be wrong. In the norma.l map,.howe\:réotr éf
urge leads to good social relations and l:lght living. Ac
i i { the moral law
ing to this view man feels the authority ol tions
because it is man’s nature to be good- And, if the sugges

law being 2 law of
that have been made about the moral law he fundamental
nature are correct, nature provides not only the Uf the urge
urge but the channels for the fitting €xp reSSlg:tigular moral
and this fact will help to give authority © BF° T e,
rules. Of course there are other WBSS W " ' i man
including what are usually called instincts;

would always do what is right.
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A description of the moral life as it is actually lived should
take into account all the factors which tend to give authority
to moral rules and standards. A theory of ethics will be more
adequate the fuller the explanation it gives of this authority,
and this is where most ethical theories, and hedonism most of
all, have failed. The theories which appear to be indicat}ng
the right direction for an explanation of moral authority,
are the standard as the law of God, and the standard as the
law of nature. To accept these, however, mercly on gr ounds
of their ethical desirability would hardly be justifiable; they
require to be considered as part of a metaphysical theory
which is outside the scope of an introduction to ethics.

§5. The Various Ethical Theories in their Relation to Practice

We must now go back to the three views suggested in the
ﬁrst. section of this chapter and see how they are related to the
various types of ethical theory. :

. (a) The view that ethical theory has no bearing on practice
is naturally held by those intuitionists who say that the
decisions of conscience or moral sense are final, and that these
cannot be analysed by ethical theory. Indeed, this extreme
group maintains that there is really no moral theory at 2 L
5o that there is no possibility of theory influencing practice:
Their position will be modified to the extent to which they
hold that the commands of conscience can be eitheanalyse
by theory or changed by education or expi: “jce. Al
cvolut_lonist who holds that the course of evolution Getermines
what is right, and that there is no possibility of understanding
the principles on which that course of evolution takes plact
would be in the same position. Indeed such an evolutionist
is I}kely to go further and maintain that there is no strictly
ethical theory of the nature of right and good at all.

that he would give as a description of the moral life is the
statement that there is a struggle between opposing forees,
and the resulting moral system is the result of the tendenci€s
of the compact majority winning a victory, this system being,
liable to change with a change in the relative strengths ¢
the tendencies at work. An idealistic perfectionism Wi
regards the moral life as an unfolding of the capacities of our
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human nature, without any principle as to which of these
capacities are most worth developing, can similarly give no
guidance in the practical living of the good life. This has
been in particular the weakness of the creative evolutionist
type of theory; unless the urge to create is guided into par-
ticular channels by some principle—some law of nature as
has been suggested in this book—the theory remains very
much in the air. The call of the creative evolutionist is very
much like the call of idle youth in search of amusement:
‘Let’s do something; it doesn’t matter what.’

(b) On the other hand very different guidance for practice
is provided by most of the teleologists and especially by the
utilitarians. The utilitarians hold that man learns in a
general way by experience to approve such actions as will
lead to the greatest happiness ‘of the greatest number, l.)ut
these general notions need constant criticism and emendation
with the help of a utilitarian philosophy. We must constantly
be asking the question whether kinds of ac_txon,.whlch led
in a general way to the greatest possible happiness 1n the past,
still do so in the circumstances in which we now f_md ourselves.
It was in this spirit that the early utilitarians, like Bentham,

themselves suggested social and political reforms which must
increase the happiness of mankind. Itis admittedly difficult
practice. The best laid

to apply utilitarian standards to Pr faid
schemes may, in the play of outside circumstances, often dez:j
1o resultyugery different from those that tl"lelr maker intended,
but it isi ™ -Jy that the relatively simple aims of the uplltanan

have a beiie ance of realization than most ml).ers, and so
btiter chi We think that we

his standards are relatively easy to apply. W | ©
know well enough what happiness means in prafcncc .ant
often we think that we can guess with a fair an.nount o Cel‘ta'lIl:lhy
what kind of conduct will bring that happiness abou]tl. I :
same arguments apply in a rather less (':legreil to a (:l:;s
teleological theories which give us 2 .dcﬁn'lte and more cly o
concrete account of the end to Wth]:l nghg con.duct eads.
Even idealistic and cvolutionary theories which gllve use;c:n;:
indication of the goal to be reached lhrgugh d?:l/e opn:_or ol
self-realization will provide much pracucai1 gu‘;'sagzzr or {he
next steps in human Pprogress, although the disc ¥y

iti ice sti ifficult.
may be difficult and its pursuit in practice still more di
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Even Plato could justify the Utopia described in his Republic
by saying: ‘Perhaps in heaven there is laid up a pattern of it
for him who wishes to behold it, and beholding, to orgamze
himself accordingly.’t
(¢) There is however a tradition in ethics, more or less
implicit in the philosophy of Aristotle, which holds that while
the primary function of ethics is the discovery of the truth
about moral matters, the very act of discovering the meaning
of our moral opinions is bound to affect our practice by
making the underlying principles more conscious by removing
contradictions, and at times by rejecting common opinions
in the light of the fundamental principles that the study has
revealed. This is the view of those intuitionists who, along
with their view that the commands of conscience are to be
obeyed, also believe that the judgements of conscience ¢an be
analysed and justified by reason. Such an analysis, they
maintain, itsclf serves as an education to conscience, making
its commands more consistent and more in accordance Wit
the objective moral law. It is also the general view of most
English moralists who have derived their idealism from Hegel
although some of them, like Bradley, in their distrust of any-
thing like casuistry, have inclined to the view that theoreti¢
ethics has no practical bearing at all. An idealist may ho
that the business of the moral life is to make [ully conscious
the rational, self-conscious spiritual element in human nature
and presumably one way of doing so is by the reflentive study
of those moral rules by which man has guidedfjce.>0n uct,
and that is the beginning of the study of ethics. “wne¢ might
€ven go so far as to say that a logical implication of such 3
theory is that the study of ethics by which the spiritual of
rational factors determining the good life may become OPe?
to conscious reflection is one of man’s chief moral duties
‘Mackenzie has pointed out that the greatest idealists have
realized the two sides of ethical theory :2—(i) the mo,?;l.cx-
Perience of mankind consisting of those actions and opinions
which serve as the data of every theory of morality and (ii) the
ideal, the principle of goodness which underlies all thos®
actions which men truly call good, and which it is the business
: Plato: Republic, Bk, IX, 592.
Mackenzie : Manuaf of Ethics, Bk. 11, Ch. 7, §vi.
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of the student of ethics to discover and make explicit. The
type of mind, like that of Aristotle, which men commonly
call ‘realistic’ will be more interested in the facts of experience,
_wl}ilc the type of mind like that of Plato which is commonly,
if incorrectly, called ‘idealistic’ will be more interested in the
principles or ideals that have to be made explicit. A com-
bination of idealism and evolutionism may find the direction
in which the moral ideal has become more explicit in the past
and conclude that any further development in morality must
be in the same direction. It is to this conclusion that the
creative evolutionists object, for they hold that there are new
directions in which the principle of goodness may find an
expression. It is at least plausible to suggest that the rational
aspect of the ideal reached a fairly full expression in the
Hegelian philosophy, and it is now likely to unfold itself in
other directions.

§6. A Comparison of Ethics and Logic

Our third view, which may be called the critical view,
suggests that the function of ethics is closely analogous to the
function of logic. Men can think correctly without studying
logic, and so can men live a good life without studying ethics.
It is the business of logic to discover the principles on which
all valid or correct thinking is done, and similarly it is the
business #f ethics to discover the principles on which all right
or gooc &ﬁons are done; this is, as was said in the first
chapter, v discover what makes a right action right or a good
action good. A training in logic, however, will enable us
more readily to observe the fallacies in our own and other
people’s thinking and to understand exactly the mistakes
that have been made, so that if the desire is there we may
know how to set themn right in our own thinking, and how to
make profitable suggestions to other people. Similarly 2
training in ethics should enable us to see the defects in our
own and other people’s conduct and to understand their
exact nature so that, if the desire is there, we are better able
to set things right in our own conduct and to make proﬁtaliic
suggestions 1o others. We have referred alreadY. t? the
‘time-honoured task of moralists to preach and to edify’, and

5
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ethics educates moralists for their task. There is nothing
inevitable in the practical benefit accruing from the theoretical
study in either case. The skilled logician, if he be so minded,
may use his skill to deceive others. with invalid sophistical
arguments, and a knowledge of ethical theory requires to a
far greater degree the presence of ‘the good will’ to make
its teachings effective in practice. Just as the logician who
is in 2 hurry to make his subject practical is liable to become'
pedantic, and to engage in ‘hair-splitting” in his arguments,
so the moralist who is too keen to be practical is liable to
sgﬂer from those weaknesses that brought casuistry into
disrepute. Philosophical disciplines, while they have to keep
in touch with the world of practice from which their data
come, need also to have a certain aloofness from practice in
their outlook in order to keep unbiased and objective.
Rashdall pointed out that logic had no special subject-
matter of its own, but that it is the study of the methods of all
the sciences. Ethics on the other hand, in Rashdall’s opiniot,
31as a special subject-matter which we have described as
voluntary actions*.* From one point of view, however, the
subject-matter of ethics is as wide as that of logic for it incl.ud‘fS
the actions done in all the arts, even in the art of reasoning;
2 man may break the moral law by deliberately using false
arguments.” Similarly the subject-matter of logic incl}ld?s
_]udgements made in all the sciences and among these ethics 15
included. Each has its special subject-matter, (b's& in each
case the scope of that subject-matter is so wide a “icppear t0
include the whole of one aspect of human activity. "’

§7.  Conclusion

On the general issue studied in this chapler it can be main-
talnec:l that moral theory is certainly one factor affecting moral
practice, although, like many other sciences, ethics is likely
to gain by not making its practical applications its deliberate
aim. The practical influence of ethical theory is illustrated
by the part played by such theorics in human history:
Applied ethics or casuistry is a science which can be studied

p‘ Ras)hdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. 111, Ch. 5, §i (Vol. 11,
. 423).
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scientifically, although there is in it the constant danger of
the casuist ignoring the principles of morality in his attention
to detail. The main contribution of this chapter to our
systematic study of ethics has been its effort to find a theoretic
basis for the authority that moral standards have on people in
practical living. Teleological theories fail in providing such
a basis, and the only deontological theories which show any
great prospect of doing so are those which regard the moral
standard as a law of God or a law of nature.



Chapter XIV
THE INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIETY

§1. Society as the Background of the Moral Life

In our first chapter, cthics was provisionally defined as the
normative science of the conduct of human beings living in
societies, and throughout the book there has bheen frequent
reference to the ways in which the actions of one individual
affect other individuals. Even if we take the view that actions
which do not affect other people are still the concern of ethics,
so that a Crusoe who could never return to human social life
would still have moral duties, we would have to admit that the
life of society is the normal atmosphere, and indeed the training
ground of morality. Our moral ideas develop in association
with those of other people and are being constantly criticized
and modified By the opinions of others. The psychological
ground for our regarding our moral opinions as objective is
our discovery that these moral opinions are largely identical
with the moral opinions of other people; if weeund that
people varied indefinitely in their moral outlool; ~ e would
be no reason for our thinking that our judgements™ot right and
wrong were anything but expressions of purely personal
tastes or opinions. Often these judgements have a directly
social reference; one form of right action is the sceking of
worthy objects of satisfaction for other people rather than for
ourselves, and this direction towards other peoplc is one
characteristic distinguishing things that are morally good [rom
things which are merely good or objects of value for axiology.
There may be exceptional cases like those of the saint or the
ascetic where the individual finds his station and its duties
away from society, but for the normal man morality is a
social business. The saintly ascetic may have passed into
a sphere where he has become as the ‘gods knowing
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good and evil’, but Aristotle’s general rule that man
without a society is either a beast or a god will still hold
true.

There are two exaggerations of the view that the moral life
is social, which should be avoided. (a) There is, first, the
view that the good of the individual is subordinate to the good
of the community, or that it is to be regarded as a means to
the good of the community. If we interpret the good of the
community as consisting of the goods of those individuals
who form the community, then, as Aristotle pointed out,?
it is greater than the good of. any one individual, and so to
be choscn in preference to that individual’s good. On the
other hand, if we regard the good of the community as
somcthing over and above the goods of the individuals
forming it, the good of the community is not to be chosen in
most circumstances in preference to the good of an individual.
The good in a social organization is largely an instrumental
good, serving as a means to the good of the individuals con-
cerned. A state is good if it produces good citizens or good
things for its citizens; a college is good in so far as it is a
means to individuals comprehending the truth or becoming
good men. There may be a sense in which a community
has an intrinsic value over and above both the values of the
various individuals forming it and the values of their actions;
there may be an intrinsic value in the Church as Church,
apart {r the saintly lives or goocl works of its members.
Yet such®7: atrinsic value in the institution is so comparatively
small that, in cases where there is a conflict between the good
of the institution and the goods of the individuals concerned
in it, the latter is to be preferred. A college that spent all
its income on architectural ornament and stained glass might
be enhancing its intrinsic value at the cost of njuring its
teachers and students. Of course whar we normally mean by
the good of a society includes the individual goods of its
members; its own intrinsic good, if it exists at all, is only dis-
covered by abstraction. The question of the sense in which
a society may be regarded as intrinsically good needs further
consideration, but for the present, it can safely be asserted
that the good of individuals docs not consist in their being

1 Aristotle : Nicomackean Ethics, Bk. I, Ch. 2 (ro94b).
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means to the good of an abstract society. As Kant said,
rational beings are ends in themselves.?

(b) Nor is the view correct that the test of morally good
willing is its coherence with the volitions of the other members
of a society, as i suggested by Professor H. J. Paton in his
book The Good Will. 1t is the case, as we have maintained,
that coherence may be one condition of good willing within
the individual, and in a perfected community there would
certainly be coherence among the different wills concerned.
In a developing community, however, in which individuals -
are advancing in goodness, there is likely to be conflict rather
than coherence among individual volitions. In such a
community, the moral reformer inevitably comes not to
bring peace but to bring a sword, for his reforms are likely
to be resisted by large sections of the community. In our
own day we have had communities manifesting an extra-
ordinary degree of coherence in willing a definitely bad
policy, such as the policy of eradicating people of a particular
race from their country. Coherence may even add to the
badness of such a policy. The coherence in the rascality
gf a caucus of political gangsters makes it worse rather than
etter,

§2. The Individual and the State

It may help to make our study more concrete if we limit
our attention to onc of the social groups to which agrdividual
belongs, namely the state, although what we shay . ' applies
10 some extent to other groups like the civic community, the
Church, the school, the club, the business, or even the family.
The state has been given the largest place in ethical dis-
cussions although the state has often in common speech been
identified with the government of the state, an institution to
which the ordinary subject may not even feel that he helongs.
The average Indian under British dornination has regarded
the state (thus identified with the government) as something
alien, perhaps benevolent, perhaps tyrannical, but certainly
not a social group of which he himself is part. It is unfor-
tunate that the words ‘government’, ‘society’ and ‘state’ are
so nearly synonymous as to lead to confusions of this kind.

Kant: Metaphysic of Morals, Sect. II (Abbott, p. 49).
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We shall usc the word ‘state’ here for the organized social
life of a group of people under a single government, implying
that the individual is conscious of himself as sharing in that
organized social life, however large or small his share may be
in its government. If the individual does not regard himself
as part of the state in this sense, he regards himself to some
extent as a slave, for the dictates of the state will be bonds
imposed on him from outside and not part of the fabric of his
own moral life. The word ‘society’ may be used concretely
for any social group, and abstractly for the social life of any
group.

The state resembles a living body or a work of art in having
its various parts closcly connected with one another, and
may be described as an ‘organic unity’ if we do not use that
word in Dr. Moore’s strict sense of it. The connexions
between the various parts of the state are not nearly as close
as the connexions between the various parts of a living body,
or even of a work of art.  The particular individuals who form
a state are independent beings in a way in which the cells or
even the organs of a living body are not ; for each individual
can transfer himself from one state to another, and has,
within limits, other powers of individual action that no part
of the body has. The state has no purpose of its own; it
only has a purpose as the individuals who form it give it one.
The state morcover is by no means the only whole of which
individgpal human beings are parts. A man may along with
his citil'aw't‘i,-’/hip of a state belong at the same time to a certain
family, u certain church, a certain school, a certain business
organization and perhaps to scveral clubs. In the first two
cases, at any rate, loyalty to the family or the church is often
stronger than loyaltly to the state, and there are many cases
where men have held it right to disobey the dictates of the
state in obedicnce to the claims of family or of church. Some
thinkers seem to regard these other socicties merely as parts
of the state or even as means to the good of the state, and
give the state a supreme position as the ‘society of societies’,
or with Althusius as the ‘corporation of corporations’.}?
If this means that the individual is morally obliged to submit
to the authority of the state rather than to that of any other

1 Althusius :_Politicae Cap. v. 1, 2,
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social group in every case, these thinkers are certainly wrong.
A pious Mohammadan in Egypt, however loyal to the
Egyptian state he may be, would certainly hold that his
loyalty to the Islamic church, ‘the people of God’, comes .ﬁg‘St-
Nor can we regard a state as satisfying Dr. Moore’s definition
of an organic unity as a whole where the value of the whole
bears no regular proportion to the sum of the values of its
parts. It may be admitted, as we have already suggested,
that the state has a value as a whole over and ahove both
the values of the individuals forming it and the values of
their actions, that it has ¢ the splendour and beauty of a social
body . .. worth while what it costs’ to individual members. *
There may be intrinsic value in the freedom, justice and other
characteristics of a state over and above the intrinsic values
.of the experiences of its individual ‘members, but it is very
reasonable to hold that the value of the whole is in strict
Proportion to the sum of the vaiues of these individual
experiences. In short, when a state is called an organic
unity, that term is being used loosely and vagucly. The
real unit is not the state; the real units are the individuals
forming it and it is with their actions we are concerned in
ethics.

It is easy to regard the state or other corporate body as a
person, and lawyers frequently use this fiction for their own
purposes. A state acts in many ways just as an individual
acts. It issues commands, spends money and owns gsoperty,
Jjustasindividualsdo. There are, however, certain, : * Sgrences
between the actions of a state and those of an individifat, which
are relevant for ethics. For the action of 2 state it is always
the case that some individual or individuals are morally
responsible.  When a state acts we are tempted to judge its
ractions to be good or bad, just as we judge the actions of an
individual. However, when a state acts, for example when
it declares war against some other state, the decision is
ultimately made by individual men or women who suggest
tl'u_s decision, or vote for it, or acquiesee in it, and from the
point of view of ethics, the responsibility for the decision is
entirely theirs. Of course the arrangements of a state may
§ive more scope to the influence of some individuals than of

* Laird: 4 Study in Moral Theory, p. 262,
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others, .but there is always a person or persons to whom the
responsibility can be assigned. There is no shilting it on to
an a:bstract entity like the state.

Discussions on the place of the state in ethics have becen
confused by expressions like the *group mind’ or the ‘general
will” used by certain thinkers, especially of the idealistic school.
These phrases may be useful as figures of speech, indicating
that states and other corporations act in certain respects like
persons. The state may arrive at a decision in a way analo-
gous to that by which an individual arrives at a decision;
there may be deliberation on the arguments for and against
a C_erlain policy; only the arguments in the_ case of state
decisions are most commonly presentcd by different minds
wherezs in individual decision they are commonly preseqted
by one single mind. There is, however, no single self-.conscxous
unit constituting the mind of a state as there is 2 single self-
conscious unit constituting t! ndividual. When
fhe state decides, its decision is altogether the resultant of
individual decisions, and if the decision prove unfortunate the
state cannot repent of it; only individual rqinds can do so.
For ethics the important point is that there is moral respon-

sibility for the decisions of a state; only itis a responsibility
that, because the

of individuals. People who deny this think ¢ )
state as such cannot be moraily responsible for its action,
nobody is responsible. There may be characteristics of a
‘hich are bad as the weather is bad or the work-
ne is bad, and for these nobody may be rcsp}gn-
sible, but tiie characteristics which are re!c'vm?t.for 1ct ;;::
are morally good or bad, and 'for thcse.fndrt}'xdu(:;xasn hok
responsible. Many people in India who, like l'rx;ed o sa);
regard the British government a$ Satanic, are incll
that this does not prevent them {rom regarding
of that government as very s
government is Satanic, howevel some person
must be acting in a Satanic way
does not begin to do what is mo
a corporation. .
Another difficult concept which is rclcvaf}:’h}ﬁ?' -
the common good, which is gencrally and 515‘ grien
something more than the sum of the good €xP

he mind of an i

re is that of
1d to be
ces an
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actions of individuals, something that is shared by all or most
of the members of a state. There are certain goods which
are obviously not sharable in the sense that they can be en-
joyed by two individuals at the same time, for example food
and clothing. It may be the business of a state to arrange
that there is a fair distribution of such goods, and a state can
be called instrumentally good in so far as it succeeds in
arranging such a fair distribution. The state may cven go
so [ar as to provide some such non-sharable goods, for example
fuel for domestic use. The state, however, is generally more
concerned with providing goods that can to some cxtent be
shared by all of its citizens who need them, such as transport
services, street lighting, protcction, education and facilities
for recreation and culture like parks and art galleries. The
extent to which a sharable good can be shared will vary with
its nature; the extent to which a tramcar can be shared will
c}ep;nd on the size of the tramcar, and even a public park is
limited to the number of people which it can hold at any one
time. These sharable goods provided by the state are again
instrumental to the good of the individual, and some of them
may be not mercly objects of satisfaction but worthy objects
of admiration in so far as they enable individuals to live 2
morally good life. Indeed, many have thought that the two
primary tasks of the state are firstly to enable the individual
to live and secondly to enable him to live well. The state,
however, can at the most provide means which ‘ndividual
can use, and in precisely the same conditions kded by 2
state one individual may live 2 good life and anothier may live
a bad life. Apart [rom these particular goods a state m2y
provide a moral atmosphere which may influence individuals
in their actions. It is certainly easier to do good when other
people are doing good—to abstain from excessive drinking,
for example, when everybody else is so abstaining. In this
sense the moral atmosphere of a state may form part of the
common good.

The common good may then be regarded simply as the
total wealth of i i ivi i

al wealth of a nation which can be divided so as to provide
satisfactions to its individual citizens, or it may be used in 2
more restricted way for those things which can be enjoyed
by all without diminution of their value, These things are
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sometimes material, like famous pictures and national parks
but they are more often spiritual like a nation’s culture or its
moral tradl'tions. The phrase ‘common good’ may be used
in a very different sense for that coherence in willing which
is certainly one mark of the ‘good will” of those who form a
corporate body. This need not imply at all that all the
}nd}vgduals will the same thing, but it does imply that each
individual makes some contribution by way of suggestion or
of assent to the activity of the group and that even those

indiv.idual§ who are least satisfied with the final decision
acquiesce in it out of loyalty to the group- Such coherence
1 good which can

In a CPmmunity is certainly an instrumenta
assist in the carrying through by the community of any good
activity. It may also be an intrinsic good, if we regard such

coherent activity as worth while apart from anything it
modern Russian

accomplishes. In the writings of some

thinkers there is certainly the suggestion that *sohornost’* or
community is an intrinsic good. So the common good may
include (a) the intrinsic good of the state, if there be such 2
good, (b) the stock of good chiefly spiritual but sometimes
material which can be shared without dimninution of its value,
(c) the material instrumental goods which are provided by
the state for the common use of its citizens and are con§umcd
by them, and (d) the national wealth which can be distributed
among the citizens of astate. Itisnot the case, however, that
any of titmg things are 2utomatically good for the 3ndmdual
citizen " sense of helping him to live 2 good life. That
depends ‘upon the use which the individual citizen makes of

them.

When we talk of doing something for the common g?Od‘x/’c
are not speaking of any mysteriou um bob e £ 'nsiﬁ
may mean that we are making 2 €O e ::nr;ml
value of the organized community, o and il}':
mean is that.we are providing objects of satisfaction Wh,.ich
the case of moral good, worthy objects of a?'n-}‘]uat;?-:munity
can be enjoyed and used by other members of the €
who choose to be benefited by them- d to which all

1 A spirit in which all work 10gethe? creatively 8 0 P iddle
contribute. (E. Lampert: Nicolas Berdyae? and the

Ages, p. 19n.)

but what we
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§3. Egoism, Universalism and Altruism

The moral ideal in so far as it refers to the relations of an
individual to other human beings may be considered under
the headings of Egoism, Universalism and Altruism.

Egoism is the theory that it is the duty of the individual to
seek his own good ; the term is also used for the view that it is
always his practice to do so. This latter view is called
psychological egoism, the theory that a human being is so
made that he can seek only his own good. He is doing so
even when he appears to be sceking the good of others. The
most common form of psychological egoism is psychological
hedonism and our refutation of that theory will hold with some
minor changes for any theory of psychological egoism. Ethical
egoism holds that it is the duty of an individual to seek his
own good, and in its stricter forms this theory holds that an
individual ought to have no regard whatever for the good of
others, except where the good of others is a means to his own
good. . It‘is a pity that in common English specch the theory
of egoism is often confused with the moral quality of ‘ cgotism’s
a word that should be confined to the vice of thinking too
much of one’s own self (as shown most commonly by the too
frequent use of the personal pronoun ‘I’). A man might
conceivably be an egoist in ethics without showing any
trace of egotism or selfishness in his character, although it
must be admitted that an egoistic philosophy is gryre likely
than not to influence him in the direction ofi:, Mtism in
practice.

Egoism has more to say for itself than moralists commonly
admit. Ifwe regard the moral end as perfection it is probable
that we can do very little for the perfection of others. A
man is able to influence to a greater or less degree the activities
of other people, but he can control his own activities. This
was the view taken by Kant when he bade us seck our own
peri.'ecuon and the happiness of others.? Egoism takes such
a view a step further and holds that the only contribution
which an individual can make to a completely good universc
is the realization of his own good, The cgoist too may hold

» 12;?)““ Preface to the Metaphysical Eloments of Ethics, 1V (Abbott,
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consistently with his mai isti
A ain egoistic positi itis i
- ) position that it is
innsltl:(c:(l:(igg c:}tlh?rs hthat.he will realize his own gooc,l, tl;xalt“i;]:'z
In scek eir happiness that he will find hi
ik nd his own, or th
Scmmuxg at a common good he will attain the best for hinz:f
i Tayin ::jre he d.lf_fers from the universalist is not so much
e vii m;:n a different set of rules for daily conduct, but
PR Wl'1w g dthe goal of: the moral life. For the egoist’ this
good of all,g od and nothing clse; for the universalist it is the
is[;lrl';exg are, as has been indicated, both a paradox of hedon-
knc’Wn h a paradox of p.erfectionism. The intelligent egoist
Iy taks that to make a deliberate goal of his own good, whether
e the form of pleasure or of individual perfection, is a

ba, inine i i
i ?s way of attaining it, and even for his own egoistic purposes
wise not to keep these aims too consciously in front of
ism is injurious to

lc;‘::ls e]?Pepcer pointed out that pure egot
others I;m':res't.’ The man who. shows no consideration for
man ne Cg expect no con51der.atlon from others, anq every
individ € IS the help of others in the attainment of his own
secks h}‘a good. HPbbcs, who held that man naturally
ina is own good without rqgax:d. to that of others, saw that
in m(twmﬂ:lumty where each individual sought his own good
indi ter disregard of the interests of others, the life of cach
ndividual would be ‘nasty, brutish and short’.2 The

strongest argument against egoism is that it is revolting to the
nkind. Conscience tells a man to

moral jpguitions of ma
d of others rather than his own, in whatever form

seek thiw

he may scek the good, and it is impossible to maintain a theory

of ethics which is as opposed to the commo n
nists based their

of all mankind as is egoism. When the hedo )
theory on psychological hedonism they committed 2 mistake
they took 2 false view of

that is common among €goists;
h_uman nature. A man’s impulses and desires belong to
himself and are self-directed in the sense that they spring
from the self. Some of these impulses and desires are normally
directed to others, for example sympathy .and Ppitys .and to
have these impulses is just as natural as having those d:r.ected
to one’s self like ambition and greed- The natural life of
! Spencer: Data of Ethics, Ch. 12 §hoxix.
2 Hobbes: Leviathan, Part I.

n-sense intuitions
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man is a social life, and the man who goes out to seek his own
good, unaided by others and offering no aid to others, is not
really human; he may be Aristotle’s beast or god.

Egoism however draws the attention of moralists to one
truth, although the theory as a whole is false. It points out
the importance of the individual in the moral life, for it is 2
man that is an end in himself and not a community, and
the freedom which some moralists hold to be an intrinsic
good is an individual freedom. If we are to accept universal-
ism or altruism rather than egoism, we must see that the good
of frec individuals, and not the obscurc ‘common good’ of
some corporation, is the goal of the moral life. It is by laying
all the emphasis on one particular individual, the agent’s own
self, that egoism goes wrong.

Universalism holds that it is the moral duty of an individual
to seek the good of his community as a whole. It claims to
combine the true elements in egoism and in altruism, as the
good of the community will include both the agent’s own good
and the good of others. Universalism too is capable of an
almost indefinite expansion, as moral insight deepens; 2 man
may seck the good of his own ‘set’, of his local community,
of his country as a whole, of all mankind, or even of all
sentient creatures, and the very name ‘universalism’ arouses
a reaction of moral approval by suggesting a wider or universal
group. It certainly can claim to set no narrow limits on the
range of moral obligation. It is open to criticismy,however,
in at leas:t three ways. (a) It suggests the abstr(_z:"*f(,ood of a
community rather than the concrete good of“particular
individuals. If we are to make the common good our aimn,
we must remember its concrete nature as it was analysed in

our last' section. (b) Universalism leaves out the notion of
§e]f-sac§‘1ﬁ<.:e, or it makes self-sacrifice illusory, for it holds that
m Sacrgﬁcmg ourselves for the community we are really en-
gaged in that course of action which will ultimately bring
2bout the greatest good for ourselves. It will be maintained
In our statement on altruism that one of the basic moral
intuitions of mankind is that it is right to sacrifice one’s
olrm good for th,at of others, and any attempt to bring back
ils at good to one’s s.elf' by way of one’s chmunily as a whole
repugnant to this intuition of conscience. (c) From the
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€ M M . .
n%:rllst“;flil(;:n of .\./lew it may be doubted whether the attain-
or even n maﬁlmum good !'or one’s community is always
masim ml Ol‘mciify aCC?mpamed by tl:le attainment of the
Spil:itual Og(:io or one’s own self. It is true that the higher
= foou gv h?i ls1 are sharable, but there are lower goods, such
guarant,ee thc hare. necessary for existence, apd there is no
These e at the life of service to the community will provide
sechs tgho s in sufficient quantity to the individual who so
alowed e common good. It is motorious that society has
the o some of its most sp}ﬂess servants to starve and to lack

> other common necessities of life. Universalism does not,
as it glaxms, give a full scope to the realization of the good of
each individual self. '

Altruism holds that it is the moral duty of an individual to

seek the good of other individuals with no regard for his own.
ely for the

If he serves his community he ought to do so entir
sake of other people than himself. Where egoism stands for

self-realization altruism stands for self-sacrifice. It differs
e ‘otherness’ of the

_ﬁ‘ol_n_universalism in its emphasis on th
individuals whose good is to be sought, and there can be no
suggestion in altruism of indirectly secking one’s own good
Y means of one’s public service. Spencer pointed out that
complete altruism, just like complete egoism, will lessen the
general good.? If a man completely neglects his own health
In his eagerness to serve others, or if he neglects to acquire
the skill ir\iome art which will enable him to be of service to
others, Wi~ y find himself unable to do the things for other
people WhiE{A his altruism impels him to do. There are

found among religious people, generally among women,
i 3 o rely neglect the care of their

altruists of this kind, who so enti c
health in the service of others, that the result is that they
Tequire other people to serve them during their illnesses
instead of themselves being the servants of others that they
intend to be. For most good men it is one of the self-evident
intuitions of conscience that 2 man ought (0 sacrifice his m]v-n
good for the sake of other people, but moralists of the Ite e-
ological school do not seem to have this intuition as t:].e:ax;i y bas
other people; their conscience appears to be mlsg_u{de ‘:
their theory. Rashdall said that «selfsacrifice for 1ts oWl

' Spencer: Data of Ethics, Ch- 11, §hxid,
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sake is always irrational and immoral’,? and that conscience
only finds sclf-sacrifice reasonable when the good which we
give up for ourselves is either less than or equal to or, at the
most, slightly greater than the good which we achieve for
our neighbour. If Rashdall wished to adhere strictly to a
calculus of consequences he certainly made an illogical con-
cession to the common-sense intuitions of mankind when he
included the cases where the good lost by ourselves is *slightly
greater than’ the good oblained therefrom by our neighbour.
Similarly Professor Stace maintains that ‘the proper degree
of unselfishness in my dealings with you is that degree which
will result in both you and I receiving a fair and cquitable
sharc of the available satisfaction’,* and he reduces altruism
to one specics of justice in opposilion to the common view
that altruism is somecthing that goes bcy.'ond justice 1n 1ts
benefiting the undeserving. Conscience in most mcn goes
far further than this and approves self-sacrificc in 15 cxtremcest
forms, as when the wornan anointed Jesus with an exceedingly
precious flask of ointment that may have cost her all her
fortunc.? A ratjonal calculation, like that made at the time
by Judas, can never justify such an at.:tion; but ml;:ult{lgnl gocs
justify it. A teleologist, as we saw 1n the casc © o -15 dall,
can only justify scll-sacrifice when the gxym{g urrl)_cal a good
means the attainment by ourselves or others (1> :: 511 ler good,
A deontologist, however, Cm} mamtam' l.la‘ 1c1e. 1S an
intrinsic fittingness in self-sacrifice, that it is c%r;vc?lcm to
nature’ and something that con‘e_sponds at ouftoot “])r the
corn of wheat dying, and the animal sacrificin”hersclf for
her young. What the critics of altruism are right in pointing
out is that sell-sacrifice is not the only course of action that
is morally fitting and that there arc other n}tl:llll?n'S of \_\’llil_t
is right provided by conscience. The religious ascetic is
often a man who obeys this particular command of conscience
with complete indifference to the other commands. Cascs
may arise when there is a real conflict between what self-
sacrifice demands and what some other principle, such as
1 Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. II, Ch. 3, §ii.  (Vol. II,
p- 70).
* Stace: Concept of Morals, pp. 171, 172.
3 John xii. 1-8.
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duty Lo one’s parcnts, demands.  For a young man, the way
of self-sacrifice may appear to be the acceptance of a post
with little salary, but the duty of making a home for his
parents may point to his accepting a post with a large salary
attached to it. The self-sacrificing course of action need not
always be the right one. It is obvious that most men will
serve their fellow-men best in an occupation that they them-
sclves enjoy; the doctor with a gilt for medical rescarch is
Jikely to do more for others in the work of a research laboratory
which he enjoys and which appears to lead to his own per-
fection in onc respect, than in the privations and dangers of
attending to patients in a slum infested with typhus or plague.
Yet for some men, even in such circumstances, the self-
sacrificing course of action, which appears so foolish to reason-
able people, will be the right one, as when Kagawa lives in
his Japancse slum, or Schweitzer sacrifices a distinguished
carecr in music and philosophy for the service of a primitive
tribe in the jungles of Africa. Lven in such extreme cases
of sclf-sacrifice there is, as a matter of fact, some self-realiza-
tion, however little the agent may desire it; such men at any
ratec do somcthing towards the perfecting of their own
characters.

Spencer and other moralists have held that therc must be
a compromise between the ideals of altruism and those of
cgoism. Bradley maintained that it is impossible to reconcile
the claimg, of self-realization and those of self-sacrifice, and
considciBhat we have here one of those contradictions which
demonstfae to us the truth that morality belongs to the world
of appearance and not to that of absolute reality.? It may
e suggested that Bradley in his conception of ‘my station
and its dutics” himself gave at least a practical solution to the
difficulty. The sell-sacrificc demanded from an individual
Iy morality is not sell~sacrifice in every direcion. No one
thinks that the doctor who sacrifices himself in a typhus
cpidemic should consider it his duty to do without the medicine
which science provides for his work, or even without the food
and preventive medicines which will keep himself fit for the
struggle. What is demanded is the sacrifice required by the

1 F, H. Bradley : Appearance and Reality (Sccond Ldition), pp. 415—
$20.
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man’s stalion, the particular circumstances in which hs: finds
himsell. Judas was probably right that in non:nal circum-
stances money is better spent in other ways than in anointing
bodies with perfume. But Mary, the doer of the actl?n, and
Jesus saw that in the special circumstances of Ma}'y s great
gratitude and of the approaching death of Jesus, this piece of
self-sacrifice was the right thing to do. It may be that the
self-sacrifice demanded by one’s station is always the b.ESt
means for one’s sell-realization ; for 2 man’s particular station
determines which of his capacities need to be realized. The
truth of this is something that can hardly be confirmed by
observation, and those who maintain it generally do so because

of a metaphysical theory or a religious faith. If we hold with
Archbishop Trench

*Thou cam’st not to this place by accident,
It is the very place God meant for thee’,

then we may believe that this place or station is the one where
the same conduct will fulfil our moral obligation to engagc
in the most thorough-going self-sacrifice and along with this
will lead to our own true perfection. If we ask, however,
as we have every right to ask, whether our moral aim qught
to be the good of others or our own, the answer of conscience
is that we ought to aim at the good of others. Altruism
states the view that there is something intrinsically good in
self-sacrifice ; it need not deny that there may beﬁgodf things
which are also intrinsically good. o~

o
§4. Theories of Punishment

There is another way in which the state commonly affects
the moral lives of its individual members, and that is the way
of punishment. Itis evident that the laws of a state sometimes
deal with moral matters directly, although at other times they
deal with matters which become only indirectly moral,
through their being dealt with by laws which are bound te
affect our social relations, Punishment is sometimes given
for an offence that is morally wrong, such as theft, but it i
sometimes given for actions which may be non-moral of
even morally right, as when a conscientious individual refuses
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to pay taxes as a protest against what he believes to be wrong
lchsla.uon. In this case the conscience of the individual may
tell him that his action, so far from being morally wrong, is
rlgl}t In a quite outstanding way. It has already been
maintained in our reference to political sanctions that the
sanction of punishment may be used by statesmen to encourage
conduct that is bad and to prevent conduct that is good. In
a book about ethics we are chiefly concerned with the justifica-
tion of punishment, that is, to consider under what circum-
stances, if any, the infliction of punishment is morally right.
The theories of punishment, which are mentioned in most
ethical treatments of the subject, are often given in the form
of psychological theories which explain the origin of punish-
ment. That is an interesting question, but not one which
is of primary concern to ethics.

The three common theories of punishment are known as
(a) the deterrent theory, (b) the reformative theory, and (c)
the retributive theory. .

(a) The Deterrent Theory. According to this t!leOrY the
purpose of punishing anyone who has done wrong is to d?ter
others from doing the same wrong. It is the view of pun'lsh-
ment that is held when the judge makes an ‘example’ of
some offender. Moralists often object to this view of punish-
ment because, iccording to it, the offender is being treated
merely as a means to the good of others. This, however, is
not 'quit’-\h-cgrrect, for, exceptin the case of capital punishment,
the pun;¥lent is likely to have a more deterrent effect on
the offenci#f himself than on others, and so he is not bcu;‘g
used as a mere means to the good of others. The real wea ;_
ness of the deterrent theory is that, if the only purpose o

a . _doing, it does not
punishment is to deter people from wrong-coins, If innocent
really matter whether the person punished is himse ul_;l::) s of
or guilty. There have been casts .where adx;umstm o e
occupied countries or even inefficient schol:) n;?‘sthe efect
punished innocent victil_ns_SlmPIY for tlheustzofn e of a deter-
on other people; and this is the natural 0 e ove, on the
rent theory. Itis even more common, hOWCY‘;:’ en% w’h.ich is
pretext of deterring other people, @ puns m~vc,, on other
mmore severe than that which wo."ld h-a ve b]ecrrl gla moral issue
considerations, and this is a case In which, clearly,
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is involved. It is always wrong to inflict on an offender
greater suffering than he deserves, and no deterrent argument
can justify this being done. The exact sense in which an
offender deserves punishment will need to be considered in
connexion with the retributive theory, but there is no doubt
that most people, including those being punished by legal
sentences, have a very clear intuition that punishment beyond

a certain limit for a particular crime is unjust. It may be
that, up to that limit, the magistrate is justified in varying
the degree of punishment for deterrent considerations. If
the offence is not likely to be repeated there may be
good grounds for lctting the offender off easily, while, il
the offence is becoming more common, it may be desirable
to punish the offender as scverely as he deserves to be
punished.

_(b) The Reformative Theory. According to this theory, the
aim of punishment is to reform the character of the offender
hlmself.. This view is popular at the present day, but is
often misunderstood. Many pcople who say that punishment
should have in view the reformation of the offender, mean
that the offender should not be punished at all but that he
should receive an education which will enable him to live
better. There can be no doubt of the desirability of giving
oﬂ‘endc'rs such education, but education is not punishment,
except in so far as it is a painful process, and modern educators
are inclined to deny that the process needs to he. painful.
It is certainly not the case that to inflict pain %o man is
normally the best way to reform him, and yet that is what a
reformative theory of punishment would strictly imply.
’I:herr: are other ways of reforming the offender—education,
kind treatment and even forgiveness. To know whether a
t!-nar! is likely to benefit most from suffering pain or from being
}?;\%;vli:o::n t}):gg(:tt:gly. difficult, as conscientious teachers

xperience for a very long time; and there
can be no general rule on the matter. It is reasonable
to believe, however, that the suffering of pain may often have
a good effect on the offender.

In dealing withsanctions we
saw how physical pain serves as a warning and 2 stimulus

to changing onc’s habits, a in infli
a , and the pain inflicted by legal
sentence may in many cases have the same effect. éapi‘al
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pumshmcnl_cannol le justilied on this theory without a much
more extensive knowledge of what happens after death than
even the most dogmatic expounders of immortality claim to
give, but it is doubtful whether the enlightened conscience
ever approves capital punishment. It is to be remembered
that physical pain is not the only form of punishment. The
real suffering of those punished by imprisonment and
especially by solitary confinement is a pain which is not
caused by violence to the body, and probably the pain of
social disapproval is for most people the severest form of
punishinent, The reformative value of such suffering lies
in its capacity for making the offender sce the evil of his
wrong-doing, and this will be considered later.
_(¢) The Retributive Theory. This theory of punishment in
its simplest form holds that the aim of punishment is to make
the offender suffer what his victim has suffered, and so this
theory appears to justify the law of ‘an eye for an eye and a
tooth for a tooth’.? If the business of 2 theory of punishment
were to explain how the custom of inflicting punishment
began and developed, there would be good grounds for
accepting the retributive theory in some form or other. It
is a natural tendency or instinct, which is found among
animals as well as men, to requite injury with injury. The
danger in primitive society is that the injury inflicted by the
man who is sccking revenge  may be out of all proportion
to the i{Spxy which he himsclf has suflered, and very early
in sociai*:"zanization arrangements arc matl:le t.o_comrol ’15;118
amount of vengeance taken by an injured md'lvxdual.. ]‘t:‘
biased victim of the crime is not allowed to decide for h:_]l:?se.
the amount of penalty the criminal should suffer, b“_t S 15
tribe or by 1ts chief, forming a

decided by f the )
ided by the old men O\\'e o vegard the “eye for an eye

primitive court of law. ran ¢
y a mitigatton

and ¢ ' of the law of Moses as 2 (

Tmher pamn d by the avenger 1! earlier

nents inflicte

times. We have in the book of Gcnc;ns ::c::girgglfhgfez;:

avenger who boasted of punish{ncn:s ar € ’
to his wives If Cain sha}l ltée'.z:vci][g d

for an eye; Lamech sang
3 . -en-{o
sevenfold, truly Lamech seventy and scver
! Leviticus xxiv. 20.
2 Gen. iv. 24

of the harsher punishr
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undoubtedly in such retribution that punishment had its
origin.

It is not only the case that punishment has an instinctive
origin, but it appears to be a necessary implication of man’s
living in society. A social organization requires to have
certain rules or laws as we call them; otherwise it will break
down. As we have regarded society as the normal back-
ground of the moral life, it is morally undesirable that such
a breakdown should take place, and man revert to the ‘nasty,
brutish and short” unsocial existence which Hobbes depicted.
If the laws of society can be disobeyed without the offender
su_ﬂ'ermg any penalty, the law is no longer a law. Itis in
this way that political laws fall into disuse when they arc 1o
longer needed for the maintenance of society. Laws like
those dealing with Sabbath observance have not been removed
from the statute book of a country which had them; but for a
long time no penalty was imposed on thosc who disoheyed
them., and the laws fell into disuse. If laws are a necessary
condition of our life in organized societies, and they appear
to be 50, then there must be some penalty for disobeying them-
There may be cases where a particular law is so well estal-
lished that it is possible to remit the penalty to be imposcd on
an offender if other considerations make this morally desirable,
and this is one of the situations where ethical considerations
are relevant, for a remission of penalty may seem right in itsel
In a particular situation or likely to produce so Bxutstand'
ingly good effect. There is a somewhat gram?i'rrJ -hent cx-
pression of this view of punishment in the statement that the
majesty of the law must be vindicated, and this has bee?
cTolnnecFed with the vengeance demanded by an injured vietim.
Iy o et s oo one
in peas <06 w through its oﬂicers.what the avenger & X

p tve times.  The law must be vindicated, not becaus®

an ;
2 y,cme demands vengeance, but because without sanction®
it would ccase to he a law.

The course of .
e our argument has moralists
here, as generally g suggested that 1

have to exami e tion

There ; ’ cxamine an existing institd
oy :r;:l;lo doubt that the moral opinion of mankind almost
takin ':’eny regards the taking of vengeance for the sake ©
g vengeance as morally bad, and no organized community
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will nor TR T
own }?al:éz“jy pt;l mit individuals to take the law into their
more diﬂicultn the matter of vengeance. Moralists have a
it is right to que_st}x]on to answer when they are asked whether
pumishonent isp.l.l.m§ﬂ oﬁ'endqrs, and if so to what degree the
of Punishmentjlésn ;d. ) It is doubtful whether the infliction
Bas on the ot :;m e justified by the refor.mat.ive effects it
we hawa o OF nder or the deterrent eﬂ_‘ect.? it has on others;
than the el l:l.ram;_et that th.e suffering inflicted is not greater
caved in rumc.:ung rom which .the offender and others are
comewh re, ax}d the cducenve effects of punishment are
at uncertain. There is a more general teleological

ar| . . . .
gument for the justification of punishment ; we saw in the
necessary means for

:;it xfl:::?aph that it appears to be a
instmmen‘:nlance of social organization, which is certainly an
intrinsic oa ngOd’ and perhaps in some small measure an
effect ofgo 0 l In any case, we must not consider the mere
of the law IT;C. aw being broken, but of the whole structure
a catastr l‘:mg threatene.d and it isin _the Ercv.cntlo_n of such
deter-remop e that there is 2 very limited justification for 2
already b view of punishment. A consideration that has
of y been ment.lon\":d, namc?ly t.he universal condemnation
a punishment that is excessive 1n view of the offence com-
:;lllttcg, suggests that there is 2 purely deontological view of
e rightness and wrongness of punishment. Many people
would say that a natural ‘sense of justice’ demands that

g“mShmt should be limited to a fitting amount for the wrong
one, »ui-s0me would go further and say that the same sense
of justice demands that evil-doing should be punished. Few
moralists accept the view that the adding of pain, which is
itself intrinsically bad, to the evil of wrong-doing will Jessen
the total amount of evil in the universe. There is something

however to be said for this view. Itis certainly right to feel
indignation when one sces children being unfairly treated or
poor people being oppressed, and this indignation 15 something
entirely different from the desire for personal vengeance. It

s .hment is the fitting

unishm

may be that in such circumstances P -
course of action; the school-boy who takes the Jaw into his
and gives the bully 2

umstances ull
ded as virtuous rather than viaous-
- ple that the sens€

bviously 1

0}:‘\’11 l}ands in such circ
; rashing is generally regar
n more serious cases it is 0
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of justice should be biased by the equally natural, hut morally
undesirable, tendency to seek vengeance, and punishment is
more likely to be just, if it is in the hands of an impartial
tribunal. Butler indicated this when he held that conscience
judges that pain is appropriate to wrong-doing!—a statement
thdt is harder to accept than its companion which states that
happiness is appropriate to right doing. What needs to be
remembered here is that this natural fittingness of pain to
wrong-doing is only onc of the moral considerations involved
in a particular case. The man who demands the punishinent
of an offender, when it is clearly for the good of the offender
himself and of his fellow-men generally that he should not
be punished, is paying too exclusive attention to the natural .
fittingness of ‘making the punishment fit the crime’ and is
forgetting that there are other moral considerations, one of the
most important of which is the reformation of the offender.
Yet it can be said that magistrates are morally right, apart
from any benefits which follow, in inflicting limited punish-
ments on wrong-doers, provided that other considerations
do not make another course of action morally better.

Dr. A. C. Ewing has suggested an ecducative theory of
punishment?® which supplements but does not contradict the
above argument. He points out that people tend to divide
wrong acts into two classes: excusable acts and acts that are
very wrong indeed. A man who believes that gambling is
morally wrong may think it excusable for himself groynother
person to put a shilling on a horse, but may th 9% tealing
very wrong indeed. ‘The existence of a law imposing a penalty
on a certain kind of wrong-doing may help pcople to see that
what they formerly regarded as an excusable act is in reality
very wrong indeed. This may help them not to do it again,
not because they are afraid of the punishment, but because
they realize by means of the law and the punishment how
very wrong it is. Dr. Ewing holds that this educative eflect
will only operate if people sec that there is a certain justice
in the punishment, or in our words, that the punishment is
in some measure fitting to the crime. Punishment can be

1 Butler: Dissertations II (Sclby-Bigge : British Moralists, §cexlvi),

* A. C. Ewing: A Study on Punishment, p. 23T (also his Moralily o
Punishment),
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regarded ‘as a kind of language intended to express moral
disapproval’. If people always were law-abiding, probably
the expression of disapproval in words would be enough to
keep them from serious law-breaking; in our unhappy con-
dition a more eflective language is necessary, and it is one
function of punishment to be such a language.



Chapter XV
RIGHTS AND DUTIES

§1. The Nature of Rights

According to the Oxford Dictionary, a right (in the sense
that we are using the word ‘right’ in this chapter) is a ‘justifi-
able claim on legal or moral grounds to have or obtain some-
thing, or to act in a certain way’. A right may be a legal
right, that is a right that can be enforced through a court
of law, such as a ‘right of way’ through the grounds of a
landed proprictor, and the legal aspects of such a right are
of course matters for jurisprudence, the science of law. On
the other hand, a right may be entirely a moral right and
one which a court of law will not enforce, such as the right
of a parent to obedience on the part of his children, or the
right of an old man to respect. A right may be a right to
control some material object such as a piece of property, or a
right to make use of the service of others as in a contract of
employment, or a right to do something, as to make use of a
right-of-way. For cthics the question is: ‘What are the moral
grounds on which the claim to do or to enjoy in lhesc cases is
justified?” The common answer is that a right { AJ “stified by
the fact that the ability of an individual to assert it is for the
common good. Rights imply society; the man who lived
like Robinson Crusoe on a desert island would have no rights
on that island; he might still have the right to expect his
fellow-citizens in his original homeland to send a search-party
to look for him, but that right depends entirely on the social
life which he had shared with them previous to his coming to
the island. His power to use the things that are available in
the island would be a matter of might and not right, and these
notions are entircly different in spite of the currency of the
falsehood, ‘Might is right.’

If the general good is the basis of rights, it follows that the
way in which a right should be asserted is the way that is
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most likely to increase to the maximum the common good.
This may detcrmine why some rights should be enforceable
by law, while others are not. It is for the good of the com-
munity that ccrtain rights, like the right to property, should be
so enlorceable, and others, like the right to respect, should
not be so enforceable. 1If, for example, a teacher attempts to
secure the respect of his pupils by force, even although he
gains the outward signs of respect on the part of his pupils,
the result will not be for the general good of the school as a
whole. The fact that a person has a right does not mean that
the person who has it ought to assert it in every case. Some-
times it is his duty to doso. If, for example, a ‘right-of-way’,
which is of great advantage to a community, is being denied
to it by a grecdy landlord, it may be the duty of 2 public-
spirited citizen to make a decliberate use of the footpath in
question, so that the weaker brethren of his community may
not be deprived of it.  Often, however, it is not advantageous
to the general good that an individual should assert his right.
The assertion of a claim to some small piece of property may
be so likely to cause bitter ill-will throughout a community
that the holder of the right is justified in deciding that it is
for the general good that he ought not to demand his un-
doubted right. Similarly, a member of a family may waive
some privilege accorded to him in his father’s will in order
to preserve an equality in friendship with his brothers and
sisters. Fossuch cases, the assertion of the right may not be
for the gt -tal good, although the ability to claim the thing
in question as a right is always for the general good. The
capacity of knowing when to assert a right and when to waive
it is one of the finest and rarest qualities in the good man.
It is easy to pass to an cxtreme of self-assertiveness which
demands the uttermost farthing in every case, or to an extreme
of lazy indecision which refuses to assert a claim although it
is an obvious public duty to do so. Men of the highest
character know whether to demand their right in a particular
case, or not, by a kind of intuition. To do it by calculation
would require an evaluation of all the intrinsic goods (both
good actions and good consequences) to be achieved by making
the claim, and comparing the result with the total good
rcalized by waiving the claim.
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§2. The Rights of Man

It has been the common praclice of rebels against the
existing social order, and of reformers generally, to state that
there are certain fundamental rights of man which every
human being has by nature. Such a statement formed part
of the original American ‘Decclaration of Independence’,
and a similar staternent was made for the world as a whole
in the ‘five [recdoms’ whicl were made an international goal
by President Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill: Matckenzie made
the following list of such human rights: (a) the right to life;
(b) the right to freedomn; (c) the right to hold property; (d)
the right of contract; and (c) the right to education.! To
call these rights natural does not mean that primitive man
enjoyed them in a way that civilized man does not enjoy
them. While we need not accept Hdbbes’s picture of natural
man as being in a perpetual state of conflict, the little that we
know of primitive societies suggests that there was in them
more killing and oppression, and iess chance of holding
property or obtaining education or getting one's contracts
fulfilled, than there is cven in our present war-minded age.
These rights are natural only in the sense that it is when men
cenjoy such rights that they have the opportunity of reaching
their true nature in the sense of rcalizing their capacities
or of autaining their perfection. Even in a civilized com-
munity, the general enjoyment of these rights ig: ~abject to
limitations and interruptions. In the circumst&™3 of war
the community still demnands that many individuals should
sacrifice their lives, and that most people should give up the
greater part of their frcedom. Even in time of peace the right
to [reedom is limited by what will lead to the common good,
and it is now gencrally rcalized that some measure of control
over industry is needed in an industrial society. A com-
munistic system so alters the right of the individual to hold
property that it becomes something altogether different from
that right in a capitalistic socicty; and there may be moral
grounds for holding that a man’s property should be limited
to that which he can personally use for the common good.
The laws of most states do not uphold the right of contract

1 Mackenzic: Manual of Ethics, Bk. 111, Ch. 2, §v.

W
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when that contract is obviously for the harm of the comn-
munity as a whole; a law-court could not have upheld the
contract by which Hardy's Mayor of Casterbridge sold his
wife. The right to education of some kind or other, although
it is still denied to a large part of mankind, is probably from
the point of view of ethics the right that can be demanded
most widely and with the fewest limitations, but even here
there is only a right to education in so far as it leads to the
gencral good.

The spirit of this argument may scem to be opposed to that
of the last chapter where the concrete goods enjoyed by in-
dividuals were preferred to an abstract common good. It
is to be noted, however, that we are not here discussing all
forms of good, but only the good (o be attained by the assertion
or assertibility of rights, and these have always a social
reference. But, even in this case, the common good consists
chicfly of good things enjoyed by individual members of the
community, and these, as matter of fact, will include the
‘rights of man’ to life, freedom, properly, education and frec
contract, in so far as the conditions of social life in particular
circumstances permit., The reformer’s slogan of the ‘rights
of man’ reminds us of the fact that the enjoyment of these
things by the individual is good. Some of them, like the right
to control property, are instrumental goods; others like the
enjoyment of frcedom, are probably intrinsic goods. The
reformen,&{gcs the re-organization of society in order to
provide {2 goods more adequately for each of its members.
The right of them will, however, be always limited by the
condition that the right of each individual should be in-
strumental to the common good of all in the widest sense
given to that phrase.

§3. Rights and Dutie:

The word “‘duty’, like the word ‘right’, has more than one
use both in common speech and in ethics. One of the ways
in which we sometimes describe a good action is by saying
that it is our duty to do it. The action which it is our duty
to do differs from a right action in two ways. (a) It implies
that only one action is right for us at the particular moment
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in question, becausc il it were equally right to do two alter-
native actions, we would not be able to say of either of thein
that it is our duty to do it. (b) It emphasizes that the action
is not merely fitting but that it is obligatory. Dr. Moore
expands this second difference by pointing out that duties (in
the common use of the word) have the following additional
characteristics: (e¢) Duties are right actions which many
people are tempted to avoid doing; (b)) The most prominent
good effects of duties are on people other than the doer of the
action, hence our temptation to avoid doing them; (¢) They
arouse sentiments of moral approval in a way that merely
right actions do not.!

The word ‘duty’, however, is used in a more specialized
way as the correlative to the word ‘right’ as it was used in
our last section. If a right is a justifiable claim in 2 com-
munity, a duty is the obligation to fulfil that claim. A duty
may thus be defined as the obligation of an individual to
satisfy a claim made upon him by the community, or some
other individual member or members of that community, in
the name of thc common good. The child has a right to
education, so it is the duty of his parents or of the state
generally to provide him with this education. An ordinary
contract like the purchase of a railway ticket shows how
rights and duties are relative to each other. The railway
company has a right to be paid; the traveller has the duty of
paying the proper fare; the traveller has the %N.‘_\ of being
conveyed from one place to another; the railw ‘scompany
has. the duty of providing that conveyance. This obvious
relation between rights and duties in a contract has given
plausibility to the view that all morality depends on a ‘social
contract’ by which individuals agree to perform certain
duties because by doing so they acquire certain rights. People
agree, for example, to respect their neighbours’ properties
in order to secure undisturbed occupation of their own
properties. Moralists who have upheld the social contract
theory have not considered that at a certain date in history
people met and drew up a written statement of rights and
duties. To take an analogy from jurisprudence, the social
contract is more like the law of a country like England, where
" 1 Moore: Principia Ethica, p. 168,
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much of the law has never been codified but is a matter of
custom and precedent, than the criminal law of India which
is explicitly laid down in the Indian Penal Code. There isa
good deal to be said for this theory as an explanation of some
of the rights and duties, which have a clear reference to the
social organization in which they occur, and particularly
of those moral rights and duties which are maintained by the
laws of the state. It certainly does not explain all our moral
duties which include the duty to waive our rights in certain
circumstances.

A right may involve a duty in two different ways. (a) If
one individual has a right, some other individual or in-
dividuals must have the duty of satisfying the claim which is
recognized by that right. The child’s right to education
implies 2 duty on the part of his parents or of the state to
provide him with that education. In some cases, the duty
related to a right is not so obvious, because it is largely a
negative duty or a duty of abstaining from something. A
man’s right to the use of his own property implies a duty on the
part of his neighbours to refrain from encroaching on that
property. (b) If an individual has a right it is his duty to
use that right for the common good of his community. Itis,
for example, the duty of a child to use his education in such a
way that he may become a useful member of society. This
is an aspect of rights which is not conspicuous in the laws of a
state, anfwthe rights guaranteed by them. The laws of a
country,'o¥*h for the sake of preserving the individual’s right
to freedom, and because too much petty interference with the
private lives of people generally leads to bad results, normally
imply that in ordinary circumstances the individual has the
right to do what he likes with his own, although. the trend
of present-day legislation in most countries is in the other
direction. But in extreme cases the law-courts have main-
tained that the individual’s freedom is limited. The will of
a man who has left his fortune for such an anti-social purpose
as the feeding of rats will not be upheld in court. From the
point of view of morality, however, there is general agree-
ment that the fact that a man has a right, which ultimately
is a right to use his fellow-citizens as means to his own welfare,
does imply that he has a duty to use that right in a way that
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is cither for the benefit of his fellow-citizens, or at least not
to their detriment. If he fails to do so he will be using his
fellow-men merely as mcans, and so failing to conlonn to
Kant’s second form of the categorical imperative. It is just
because of this duty to use a right for the common good that
it is somctimes 2 man’s duty to assert that right, and some-
times it is his duty to waive the same right. The deciding
factor is his knowing which course of action will in the special
circumstances of each casc lcad to the larger addition to the
common good.

§4. The Determination of Duties

In our last chapter a statement was made of five universal
‘rights of man’, although it was seen that in each case there
are certain conditions in which the right does not hold. It
has been the common practice of moralists from time im-
memorial to make similar staterments of universal dulies.
The best-known ¢xample of such a list is that known as the
‘Ten Commandments’ contained in the law of Moses. The
last six of these commandments deal with duties which are
distinctively moral, while the first four deal with duties which
are primarily religious. Rules of this kind are the rules
which the general intuitionist says that men know directly by
intuition. Mackenzic dealt with the universal duties under
the headings ‘respect for life’, ‘respect for freedom, ‘respect
for character’, ‘respect for property’, respect for ;.21 order’,
‘respect for truth’ and ‘respect for progress’.? The word
‘respect’ with which Mackenzie began each statcment itself
indicates a certain vagueness in the definition of the duty;
it seems not to tell 2 man what he ought to do in each case,
but only that he should consider how to do his duty when a
question aflecting life, [reedom or onc of the others, ariscs.

1t is evident that there is likely to be a conflict among the
various types of duty. Respect for social order and respect
for progress will certainly clash with one another, and to
discover which course of action will preserve what is best
in the established order, and at the same time will lead to
something cven better in the future, is a matter of the greatest

! Mackenzie : Manual of Lthics, Bk, IT1, Ch. 3, §$ii-viii.
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difficulty. The most that can be said for the ‘Ten Com-
mandments’, or any other common-sense statement of uni-
versal duties, is that they hold in the vast majority of cascs, but
there always will be cases where the duty is not clear, especially
in cases where two different commandments point te courses
of action which are incompatible with each other.

Two questions with regard to the determination of duties
arc often confused. There is the quecstion of the universality
of a duty,. that is, whether it is obligatory on every man in
every station to perform that duty. Many people hold that
veracity and justice are dutics of this kind. There are, how-
cver, two interpretations of universality. The medieval
moralists made 3 distinction between commandments which
are always obligatory (‘obligant semper’) and command-
ments “’hlc’h are obligatory ‘foralways' (*obligant ad semper’).
Ttisa man’s duty 3_~1\‘\'a)’s to refrain from siealing, but while itis
a man’s duty to give to the poor no one can say that it is his
duty to be always giving to them ; whether he should do so or
not in a particular case will depend on circumstances, although
the command to be chari is j i ;

1o be charitable is just as universal as the com-
mand to refrain from stealing. Veracity is a duty of the same
class; the command is not to be always speaking the truth
but to speak the truth when occasion arises; there ‘is no
command to call a spade a spade or even by an uglicr name,
however truc it may be, unless it happens to be our duty in
the circv(¥Mances to speak on the particular issue involved.

On thé% Hole it is easier to state universal rules about those
forms of conduct from which every individual should abstain,
like murder, theft or adultery, and it is no accident that of
the six from among thc Ten Commandments which deal
with moral matters five are prohibitions in the negative form
“Thou shalt not’. There is, however, here a second question,
namely, whether the duty can be so expressed in definite
words that the cases to which it is applicable will be evident
to all, and in this respect prohibitions are in very much the
same state as positive commands. There are certain forms
of evil, forbidden by the universal prohibitions, such as
deliberate murder for the sake of robbery or deliberate un-
faithfulness to a loyal partner in marriage, from which it is
universally agreed that everybody ought to abstain. But

v
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even in the case of these universal prohibitions tliere is con-
siderable difference of opinion as to what is included in the
prohibition. Does murder include killing under extreme
provocation, killing in self-defence, the inflicting of capital
punishment, killing in war, and the killing of the lower
animals? Does theft include the exploitation of labour, the
evading of taxes by devices permitted by the law, the gaining
of unearned increments, for example by an unforeseen rise
in the price of land through its being encroached on by an
expanding town or through minerals being discovered under
it? These are questions that have troubled conscientious
people, and to state in definite language even in a negative
form a universal duty is quite impracticable.

There are certain positive duties which can be stated as
definitely as any negative duty, although they are few. The
duty of paying one’s debts is an outstanding example. The
Ten Commandments enjoin one religious and one moral
duty in a positive form, the moral duty being that of respect
to one’s parents. This is, however, a duty which will not
hold under certain conditions. The sooner that a child
learns not to honour parents who are constantly engaged ina
life of malevolent treachery, the better. It is also a duty
which it is very difficult to express in clear terms defining the
actions it requires; the duty is certainly very different in the
case of a child from what it is in the case of a grown-up man.
It is true, however, that in normal cases peoples “ve, other
things being equal, a duty to respect their paren.“; and there
are other similar duties of general obligation, suck. ag;the duty
of gratitude for benefits that have been received. So it is
not the case that moral rules can give no positive guidance;
the duties mentioned in this paragraph are just as universal
as the duties of abstaining from murder or theft, although
unfortunately they are in most cases equally difficult to
express in terms which will give definite guidance in a par-
ticular difficult case.

It is however the case that many of the duties of any man
depend so much on his particular station or condition that it
is impossible to tell him definitely what his duties are apart
[rom a common-sense injunction that he should respect the
universal rules, both positive and negative, which are known
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both by our accepled moral codes and the commands of our
own consciences. About the duties of a man’s station it can
be said that experience shows that the individual who tries
to carry out faithfully the duties recognized by himself is
constantly discovering new duties which an outsider misses
altogether, and so develops a sensitivity to what is fitting in
situations connected with his own station. The casuist
makes a deliberate attempt to apply the general principles of
cthics to particular cases but, as has already been said, there
is much doubt as to whether he is really able to do so. The
man who lives conscientiously in a particular situation is more
likely to see what is his duty than is the skilled casuist.

A distinction has been made between duties of perfect
obligation and duties of imperfect obligation, and it is here
that the conlusion between universal duties and clearly defined
dutics has been most evident. (a) Sometimes all that is
meant by calling a duty a duty of perfect obligaticn is that
it can be clearly expressed in a definite law like ‘A man ought
always to pay his debts’ or ‘ Thou shalt not commit adultery’
(in the narrowest interpretation of that commandment).
On the other hand it is difficult to express definitely in terms
of action the command to be generous, so this is called a duty
of imperfect obligation. (b) In other places a duty of perfect
obligation is a duty which holds unconditionally in any
circumstances whatever, such as the obligation to be honest.
A dutyeSiimperfect obligation is, on this view, one that is
obligato¥:“only under certain conditions; for example, the
duty of giving money in charity only holds when there is some
individual present who is in some respect in greater need
than the charitable person. (c) A closely related way of
making this distinction is to hold that while duties ol perfect
obligation are universally obligatory, duties of imperfect
obligation only hold for certain individuals because of their
particular station. The duty of being honest is a duty of
perfect obligation holding for everybody; the duty of engaging
in scientific research is a duty of imperfect obligation in-
cumbent only on people who have certain abilities and a
certain amount of education. It is doubtful whether any of
these three distinctions has much significance for cthics; and
the phrases ‘perfect obligation’ and ‘imperfect obligation’
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may easily lecad one to think that the second class of
duties is less obligatory than the first. The obligations of a
man to do the duties of his particular station may in many
cases be stronger than his obligation to fulfil such duties of
perfect obligation as requiting benefits; and often all that we
mean by calling an obligation imperfect is that our knowledge
of what the obligation is, is imperfect.

§5. Duty and Virtue

Is it possible to do more than one’s duty? Are there good
actions which cannot be called obligatory, but which add to
the moral goodness of the agent? Common opinion makes
such a distinction and holds that a man’s duty consists of
obvious obligations like the performance of his daily work,
the care of his family, and common kindness to those around
him. If, however, a2 man does some unexpected or outstand-
ing act of self-sacrifice then this is described as more than his
duty; it is often called ‘virtue’, a special use of a term which
has been used in as great a variety of meanings as ‘duty’
itself. A man who pays his taxes regularly to the government
is merely doing his duty; a man who makes a gift of his
property to the government is doing more than his duty, and
so giving evidence of his ‘virtue’. Theologians have made a
similar distinction and have called those good actions which
are more than duty ‘ works of supererogation’.

Sometimes what is meant by this distinction is ft Jely that
certain duties are enforced by the laws of one’s ¢:¥htry and
are so properly called duties. A man may do his whole duty
so far as it is enjoined by these laws and still be lacking in the
distinctively moral virtues, like generosity and gratitude.
Again, the term ‘duty’ may be confined to the dutics of
perfect obligation in any of the three meanings mentioned in
our last section, and the duities of imperfect obligation would
then be included under “virtue’. Again, a2 man may do those
duties which public opinion demands that he should do, and
these are labelled his duty, but anything more demanded
from him by his own conscience will appear to others as
virtue. It has already been remarked that a man who lives
conscientiously in a particular station will find in it duties
that the ordinary man does not know to exist. The business
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man in the city is apt to think of the rural squire as an idle
fellow who lives a lazy life in the country, but the good squire
finds in his station duties of fostering good agriculture and of
administering local affairs which can be very full expressions
of the good life.

Ethical theory, however, can admit of no real distinction
between duty and virtue. It holds that even those who have
risen to the greatest heights of moral excellence can only say:
‘We are unprofitable servants; we have done that which was
our duty to do.”* Such men differ from the ordinary folk
who marvel at their ‘virtue’ in having a deeper insight into
what their duty is, and in occupying a station in which larger
and wider duties are required. There are certain duties
which are duties only for a very limited number of people;
only the millionaire has the duty of disposing of large amounts
of wealth which are not needed for his personal use. One
factor which makes duty different for different people is the
different guidance given to each man by his own conscience.
If one man sees it clearly to be his duty to pay a certain tax,
while another man in the same circumstances sees it equally
clearly to be his duty to refuse to pay that tax, we may hold
that fuller knowledge would bring them both to the same
view, but in the present state of their knowledge it is clear
that conscience points to a different duty for each of them.
So the man who is said to be doing more than his duty is really
the man gyhose moral insight shows him that he has duties
which J‘%ﬁot recognized as such by his less conscientious
neighbours.

The important distinction is not that between ‘duty’ and
‘virtue’, or between dutics of perfect and duties of imperfect
obligation in two of the meanings of these phrases, but
between the duties that are common to all, and the duties
that are peculiar to individuals in view of their special station.
It is a mistake to think that the former are in some special sense
‘duties’, and more important than the latter; ethical writers
have encouraged this mistake by taking most of their ex-
amples from among the universal duties. Many good men
may, outwardly at any rate, obey the Ten Commandments or
any universal code; like the ruler of the Gospel, they can say:

1 Luke xvii. 10,
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¢ All these have I kept from my youth up.’* For such good
men the real test of goodness comes when the circumstances
of their station point out to them some exceptional and out-
standing duty; the young man of our example was called
upon to sell all that he bad and give the proceeds to the poor.

§6. Duty as Moral Obligation

Since section two of this chapter we have been talking of
duties as particular obligations, but we must now go back
to a use (akin to that mentioned in the first section) in which
duty stands for moral obligation gencrally. We may, for
example, undertake a certain journey cither because we want
to do it, or because it is a necessary means to our fulfilling
some purpose that we have in view, or because it is our duty
to doso. We saw in an earlier chapter that the motive to an
action may be an impulse within us driving us on to the
action or an end at which we are aiming, or a sense of duty-
This is the meaning of the word ‘duty’ in Wordsworth’s
famous ode, and in Bradley’s chapter title ‘Duty for Duty’s
Sake’. We may say that Kant held that duty in this meaning
is the only motive which gives moral value to an action.

In this sense, duty is the obligation to conform to the moral
standard, whatever it may be. If we hold that the standard
is a law, cither 2 law of God or a law of nature, our duty 18
our obligation to obey that law. If we hold that this stand.ard
is the attainment of one or many intrinsically gnd things
for ourselves or for other people, our duty is our {/jjgation t0
§cek these ends. Our study has made it amply clear that it
is not easy either to know or to apply these standards, an
when people are enjoined to do their duty, all that is uSU?”Y
meant js that they should act according to the immediatt
intuitions of their consciences. Indeed, all that the moralist
can advise for any particular moment of choice is that it is 2
man’s duty to do what his conscience at that moment i
dicates, although the moralist may add that the individual
has an even graver duty of educating his conscience in so fa¥
as he has the power to do so. .

People vary much in the extent to which their conduct 3
determined by what they consider to be their duty, thelY

! Luke xviii. 18-27.
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sense of duty in the common phrase. People who arc so
guided in an outstanding way are said to be conscientious or
Sa!d to haye a sirong sense of duty. It is debatable whether
this conscientiousness is necessarily a mark of outstanding
goodness of character; there are cases where it may indicate
rather strong tendencies in the direction of evil which have
to be combated and overcome. There is at any rate a very
d'lﬂ'ercnt type of good character from that of the conscientious;
there are people who seem to do good almost unconsciously
without any feeling of obligation. Wordsworth refers to
themn as
‘Glad hearts without reproach or blot,
Who do thy work, and know it not.’

In many ways this is the nobler type of character. On the
other hand many hold with Kant that there is 2 special moral
value in doing an action simply because it is a duty, and not
because it appeals to any other motive. It is through such
acts of willing what is contrary to 2 man’s own inclinations
that a strong character is developed. The sense of duty does
have a place in the moral life, but it is not the only motive to
good actions. The aim of the good man is to form such
habits of doing his duty, including the habit of watching for
new opportunities of good action, so that he may do good
almost automatically, without a constant reference to the
guidance of his own conscience which may even lead him into

a bad h¢Sof morbid introspection.



Chapter XVI
VIRTUE

§1.  The Meaning of Virtue

The Greek word dpers which is translated by the English
word ‘virtue’ was used for excellence of any kind, and we
occasionally find the English word used in a similar way, as
in the sentence ‘The medicine has lost its virtue’. DBut
generally the excellence referred to is an excellence belonging
to man, so that the virtues may be described as the forms of
human excellence. In ethics, ‘virtue’ is used with two some-
what different meanings. (a) A virtue is a quality of character
—a disposition to do what is right in a particular direction, or
to perform one of the more universal duties mentioned in the
last chapter. (b) A virtue is also a habit of action corres-
ponding to the quality of character or disposition. We may
refer to the honesty of 2 man,.or to the honesty of his dealings
equally as virtues.

Laird has divided virtues into three classes.! (a) There are
virtues of what he calls the righteous quality. A virtue of this
kind consists in the habit of performing a duty of 7} rticular
kind and in the quality of character which leads 5 °this kind
of action. The only distinction that can be made between
virtuous conduct of this kind and right conduct, is that the
term ‘virtuous conduct’ emphasizes the habitual performance
of what is right. (b) There are virtues, secondly, of what
Laird called the requisite quality. These are necessary to 2
virtuous character, but are also found in bad characters
and indeed may tend to increase the wickedness of the ba' .
Such virtues include prudence and perseverance, The villain
who is persevering in his villainy is a worse man than the
villain who is hesitant. (¢) There are virtues, thirdly, of the
generous quality. These are chiefly of an emotional kind, an

! Laird: A Study in Mora! Theory, p. 85.
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;l;cl))ezﬁ:i somcfl-hmg not su.'icl.ly definable, but of the nature
O o rez :rtso _m}c:ral intrinsic val.uc, to actions that are in
qualts 0}; C b.xl'{g t. They sometimes even give a strange
quan @ nobility to conduct that is morally wrong. We

is in the adventurous courage sometimes attributed to

a brigand chief (perha jefly i i i
ps chiefly in fiction) and in the loyalt
often shown to people utterly unworthy of that loy);]ly}f

:ili‘::::.of this kind seem to have some intrinsic value; this
i cl}: sugges.ted by the value that we assign to these virtues
ihahe aracters of pec_)ple where no good result follows from

¢ presence of the virtuc in their actions. Of the three
classes virtues of the righteous quality are the most important

m‘the moral life and it is with them that this chapter will
chiefly be concerned. Virtues of the requisite quality arc
clearly subordinate to virtues of the righteous quality, for
they are of value only when they accompany such virtucs.
Virtues of the generous quality depend more on natural
endowments than the other two classes do, and are hardly
to be acquired merely by the conscientious doing of one’s
duty. Virtues of this quality have an appeal that is perhaps
more aesthetic than moral, but they do give to goodness 2
C.olour and an adventurous atmosphere which are some-
times sadly lacking in those whose virtues are merely of the
righteous quality. Those who think of virtue 2 being some-
thing more than doing one’s duty appear to be thinking often
of some virtue of this kind, and these virtues do have about
them a!Z>hness of emotion and a picturesqueness t0 which
few peopic attain in the moral life.
Just as the particular duties whic
vary with his station, 50 the virtues required of 2 man vary
with his station. Aristotle recognized this when he pointed
out that the courage which is requirc of a 'soldler is nearer
to rashness than the courage which is rcqulre_d of a states-
man. There is a similar difference of emphasis o1 different
virtues in different conditions of society. In an industrial
age when England had enjoyed 2 long period of FOmPﬂm:}VC
peace, Spencer could write that ‘ conduct gains cthx]cal sar.1]¢.:t;c:1r:

in proportion as the activities, Dhecoming Jess and less milt ¢
and more and al are such as do not necess! ate
h and are furthered

mutual injury onsist wit

h are required of a man

more industri
or hindrancc but ¢
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15y co-operation and mutual aid’' At such a pf:nod lh(‘l
military virtues seemed far less important than the mdusm.'l

virtues, but in a generation like our own, that has secn two
world wars, the military virtues of courage and endurance
receive a new emphasis. Yet it is possible to exaggerate the
extent to which the virtues are affected by the moral atmos-
sphere of a people, what Bradley called their ‘cthos™.?
Tt is easy to fall back into the error of the relativists and hold
that what is virtuous is always rclative to circumstances.
This is not the case. The four cardinal virtues of the Qrceks»
justice, wisdom, courage and self-control, may have different
applications in modern times from what they had in the days
of Pericles, but their essential nature remains the same. The
virtuous element in courage is fundamentally the same in the
courage of the three hundred defending the pass of Thermopy-
lae against insuperable odds, and in the courage of ‘ that very
gallant gentleman’ Captain Oates walking out to ccrtain
death in the Antarctic snows to add one small chance towards
the saving of his comrades’ lives, although Captain Oates
was engaged in an enterprise that the Greek heroes woul

hardly have understood. Different circumstances, or 2
different ethos, made the actions in these two cases very
different, but the high virtue of courage was the same 11t
both. This is so much the case that the chief value of the
analytical study of certain of the virtues which will be made
in this chapter is that it confirms the view that there are
kinds of conduct that are objectively good and thyf;y- reason-

able explanation of their goodress is that they conform to 2
natural law of some sort.

§2. Plato’s Treatment of the Virtues

In Plato’s Republic there is found the outstanding exposition
of the Greck doctrine of the four cardinal virtues, and there
can be no better introduction to these virtues than to follow
as far as is possible Plato’s argument.?

In a conversation between Socrates and some of his friends:
the question is asked: ‘What is justice?’ (The Greck wor

! Spencer: Data of Ethics, Ch. a, §vii.

*Bradley: Ethical Studies, Essay V.

® Plato: Republic, Books I—IV.
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,
E;:(gl'}':glizgrdu‘s_ed,_hzts' .ralher a wider {neﬂﬂiﬂg thap l;hc
and riel Justice”; 1t connotes somethmg hctween_lustlce

I ghteousness generally.) Two common answers are
given to the question, namely () that justice consists in doing
good to one’s friends and bringing harm to one’s enemies,
and (b) that justice is a name for the interest of the stronger.
_Thc former is akin to the modern view that justice consists
in the giving to every man of what he deserves, but Socrates
refutes this view by showing that, in so far as a good man is
good, he does not do evil even to his enemies, because it is
goodness and not evil that springs from a just character.
Tﬁe latter is akin to the common explanation of morality
given by sceptics, that those in power make the prevailing
rules of morality in order to protect their own interests.
Socrates replies by showing that every artist aims at the
perfection of his own art, and he includes rulers and indeed
men of action of every type among artists. A doctor as doctor
seeks the good health of his patient; it is only in so far as he is
a money-maker and not a doctor that he seeks big fecs.
Similarly the ruler or administrator of justice sceks the good
of his subjects and not his own good.

Socrates admits that, while he has shown that the two
suggested definitions of justice are false, he himself has not
given a clear notion of what justice is. Two of his com-
panions, with the design of arousing Socrates to give a fuller

account Vg{gustice, state in detail how much more advantageous
Ny n the practical life of the world. The

injustic/\3han justice i .
ju-lt marTt is in tJhe end likely to face martyrdom, whnl; t}l)le
unjust man even after death can get the better of the got : tz
a skilful use of atoning sazziriﬁceg This causes Socrates
attempt to define and defend justice. .
He }l;egins by studying justice on @ large scale asti:;: ]fzu;i
in a state, for there it will be more easy t0 exam}llniacter e
more hidden way in which it occurs 11 thc.cd? idual finds
individual. A state begins becausc eacpl":ltwt.lhe help of
it impossible to supply his own nee ‘tjliiit persons who
others, and it developes until there aré fouﬂdjvision of labour
can practise all the necessary arls: Th;kes social organiza-
meets the needs of each individual butll;;ses of workers there

tion necessary. Among the various €
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must be ‘guardians’, people whose work it is to protect the
city-state from invasion and, if necessary, to extend its territory
in order to meet the needs of a growing population; and in
these guardians Plato’s Socraes takes a very special interest.
Such guardians, like watch-dogs of a good breed, must combine
gentleness and spirit. A good watch-dog is gentle to his
friends and fierce to those whom he does not know. Similarly
the guardians must be true lovers of knowledge or philosophers
for in this way they will become gentle to their friends; they
must also have physical strength and courage in order to
defend their country in a time of war. For such guardians
Soc_rates suggests a scheme of cducation based on the two
subjects already recognized as the standard subjects for higher
education among the Grecks, namely, literature or music
as the Greeks called it (for the pursuit of the muses includes
_bolh our music and our literature) and gymnastics, part.icularly
in the form of military training. If these are taught in 2 due
proportion to each other they will develop both the philosophic
and the spirited elements in 2 human soul. At 2 certain
stage in their education the guardians are to be tested in
various ways, and in particular by their ability to resist
temptations. By means of such education, the sons ©
humblcr. cilizens may pass the tests and rise to the position
of guardians, while some of the children of guardians may be
rejected and have to find lowlier occupations. The younger
men whose probation is not yet complete are called auxiliaries
ax}d do the work of soldiers, while the morc expe a-f»*-‘cd an
tried guardians do the work of rulers. b
Socrates supposes that a state organized in this way will be
c9mpletely virtuous in the sense that each of the cardinal
virtues will have full scope in it, and he goes on to ask wher¢
:}:c various virtues will be found. Wisdom will be found if
coi:s::‘l)wfl‘:df of the guardian rulers whose work it is to tax¢
are natu 01‘11l ¢ good of the state. Although such guardian®
pOrlanc;? y t}l;ew in number their wisdom is of supreme ¥
Sccond of (tjl:e e v;t.:lfare of the state as a whole. Courage, ‘l:
teristic of thecirm:ﬁ?'l virtues, is evidently the special € haraas
taught them wh iaties or soldiers, Their educatiol
should ot b what things should be feared and what thm?ll
ot be feared, and a firm knowledge of this kind
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cnable a H
boldly d:llla;rlso ;eS::ISt thg allurements of pleasure and to face
artistic neatnes I} Pal!;ls. It would have increased the
temperance wes othPlatos. arg}lment if the third virtue of
clas. of the con::: e special virtue of the third and lowest
tiom both in agti ll:lmty, the class of those engaged in produc-
Plato's sense g}’ c ];ure and in industry, but temperance (in
iyl sel ~control or modcr:.mon) is needed even
T ot ption than in production, and all classes of
undisciplined }x!nag: consumers, Socrates points out that the
D ot thi ol will have more ne?d of this virtue, but
the city-stat ts \i';.rtuc must be present 1n all, thercby causing
Lo e e to be a harmony of all classes. It is an agree-
, he says, between those who are naturally better or

worse as to which shall rule.
the'r}il;le‘ilha: been no mention so far of the principal virtue in
cussion ofs 2;:6, the virtue of justice, about which the dis-
e has ]\;C R_e[Jubl.w. began, but Socrates says that this
organizati eeip implicit In all that he.has said about the
orean hlon ‘o the state. Throughout 1t has been QSSUH:ICCI
and h'c | person must do the wqu for which nature fits him,
nd this 1s what justice is. Justice 15 the principle by which
?3Ch section of the community does its own work and minds
1ts own business. If this principle is observed, wisdom will
flourish among the rulers, courage among both rulers and

guardians, and temperance among the whole people,

folk and<3Jers alike.
Having*iscovered what justice is on the larger canvas of the
state, Socrates goes on fo depict it on @ smaller scale in the
nature of each individual. Here to0 we find that there are
three parts in human nature corresponding generally 10 the
three classes in the state. There is 2 rational part, which we
may call a man’s ‘brains’ in the colloguial sens® i3
the business of this part t0 exercise forethoug t on bc!'lalf of
2 man’s whole being. ts Charactcristic virtue 18 wisdom.
:I'here is again 2 spirited part, ¥ at is vulgarly known ;ls
‘guts’, and it is the business of t ve al’l the'heq
it can to the rational part in carryi ] man’s ration?
dcccisions and to keep in control 2 man'st935;:°t"5 a:;,i ?;P‘S:]tlf'
- .ol . what m
ourage is the characteristic virtue © The third, and the

the fighting part of human naturé:

noua
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largest part of liuman nature is the appetitive part, cons}sting
of appetites and desires—‘instincts’ in not too technical a
sense of the word. Here temperance or self-control is
obviously the necessary virtue, but Socrates sticks closely
enough to the analogy with the state to maintain that 2 man
is temperate when ‘the two that are governed (that is the
spirited principle and the appetites) agree with that which
governs (the rational part) in regarding the rational principle
as the rightful sovereign’.? In the individual, as in the state,
justice consists in each principle doing its proper work. *The
just man will not permit the several principles within him
to do any work but their own, nor allow the distinct classes
in his soul to interfere with each other, but will really set his
house in order.’? In this way Socrates demonstrates that
justice or righteousness is the normal healthy condition of the
soul, and that vice or injustice is a diseased and unhealthy
condition. Without further argument on the matter his
companions are satisfied that justice is better than injustice.

The four Greek cardinal virtues appear in Plato’s argument
to become one virtue, the control of life by wisdom or reason.
Courage is the virtue by which the rational part gets the
necessary strength to control the instincts and appetites, and
temperance is the virtue by which the instincts and appetites
accept the control of reason. Justice or righteousness a5
a whole is the virtue by which each of the parts does its own
work in harmony with the others. Of course, ifz>.son is t0
be the controlling factor it must control not only B appetites
but the desire for knowledge and the will to fight. There
can be an unreasonable greed of learning and the spirited
element in man often is out of control. It is up to reason t0
decide just how far each desire should be gratified and each
interest attended to in 2 man’s plan of life as a whole. In
view of these facts a great part of the Republic is taken up
with the planning of a course of education, and the framing
of the constitution of a state, which will permit of a dominant
place being given to reason and knowledge so that ther¢
may be the wisest control of every aspect bhoth of individual
and of social life.

! Plato: Republic, Bk. 1V, 442d.

Plato: Republic, Bk. 1V, 445d.
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Plato’s great contributi
recomniti ributions to ecthical i
funci}:)lx:;?;; ;lt}it g;odness consists in the nat{:cr):lgz:ldar(;o }::lts'
mormal backgrol:;-ldunf}an nature ax_-ld his view of societypas !t)he
A temdeney to mak of the moral life. There is in his theory
considering that the morality a means rather than 2n end by
e e ¢ moral aspect of life is merely the frame-
work harmoniouslw o’}hcr human functions carry on their
activity which y. here are virtues and virtuous forms of
ditions of 800 gre intrinsically good and not merely con-
theory is undoul :'Ae;f The strongest objection to Plato’s
e i e o )_gl y one mentioned by Professor Stace, that
fectly and yp ssible for a man to control his appetites per-
yet be entirely selfish; while for many people

selfi i
shness is the most outstanding form of evil.t

§3. The Cardinal Virtues

Th i i
calle deif:l].lr virtues which Plgxto described in the Republic werc
e ater times the cardinal virtues. The word ‘cardinal’
-2 thrlvatn{e of t.hc Latin word ‘cardo’, meaning 2 hinge,
o cardinal virtues are the virtues by which the moral

life is supported, as a door is supported by its hinges. Medieval
dinal virtues the three

El}ullosgpher§ added to the four car
raet‘:: qgwa}i virtues of fa_.ith, hope and love, but these, at any
i R}J il dc interpretation given to them by the Churchmen of
e o le,Ages, are directed towards God rather than
tow: sng%es fellow-men, and so are matters for religion
er e for morality. It is possible <l to regard the
in their

four cardinal virtues, if they are widened somewhat 11
ant constituents of goodncss, an

scope, as the most import

they will certainly repay 2 fuller consideration-
(a) Wisdom. There has been 2 great eal of discussion as

to what Socrates meant by sayint irtue i

and as to the exact

to the Republic, has the supre it of |
times @ distinction 15 made

or righteous man. In modern :
between the natural intelligence: which psychologists measure
tients and which i held to be

ied knowledse

by means of intelligence quoti
'afsely a natural endowment, and the acquil
which is obtained from observation an udy- Natural

1 Stace: The Concep? of Morals, - 259-
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intelligence itself appears to include more than one ability,
at least an analytic ability and a synthetic ability. The
scientist uses analysis to a greater extent than the philosopher,
who uses synthesis especially in his attempt to view the universe
as a whole. There is also held to be a distinction between
theoretic ability and practical ability. Metaphysicians and
mathematicians have theoretic ability, while stockbrokers
and priests skilled at the confessional have practical ability.
The Greek conception of the wise man, the oodds, seems
generally to have put the emphasis on theoretic and synthetic
ability, but it is likely that Socrates included both natural
ability in all its different forms and also acquired knowledge
of all. kinds in the virtue of wisdom. .

It is obvious that both natural intelligence, at any rate of
the more practical kind, and a wide knowledge of facts may
find a place among Laird’s virtues of the requisite quality-
Practical skill in dealing with people may cause 2 man’s
]Jenevolence to be far more useful to society than otherwist
it would be, and a knowledge of the circumstances in whic
he is acting will certainly help a man in the practice of 2nY
of the virtues of the righteous quality. There can be In
otherwise virtuous people a stupidity which goes far L0 nullify
their virtues. On the other hand, such natural ability and
acquired knowledge can also increase the evil of a wicke
man’s vicious practices. The able villain and the villain who
knows all about the circumstances of his crimg';sc'e more
dangerous villains. e
, At the same time it is possible 1o hold that both natfl"“l
intelligence and knowledge that has heen acquired are things
oi.' Intrinsic value. The wisdom of the sage, watching fror:’l
his philosophic Everest, the long heave of the surging world »
Is something that is good in itself and requires no further
Justification, as Aristotle saw in his praise of the life of con-
templation.! In this sense, wisdom may be regarded 35 2
virtue of the generous quality, in itself a worthy object of
admiration. The acquiring of knowledge is less a matte? Ol
n.atu.ral endowment, and, like the more distinctively mor?
virtues, depends more on habits of choice. - ed

Ma’})’ people would admit that natural ability and acquir
! Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, X, vii.
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;‘cc:;c:;;lﬁl_g& :;:3 \lzlxrtues of the requisite quality, and that some

, ike the wisdom of the sage, are virtues of the
gencrous quality, but would deny altogether that they can be
virtues of the righteous quality.  To lcave Laird’s more accu-
rate terminology for that of common speech, is it possible to
regard a man as morally better because he is naturally more
intelligent or possesses more knowledge than his neighbours?
The tendency of modern thought is certainly to hold that the
philosopher or the scientist need not be morally better than
the uneducated artisan or the farm labourer with a low in-
telligence quotient. Indeed, some would say that the secret
of moral goodness, likc the secret of religious relevation, has
bheen hidden from the wis and prudent and revealed unto
babes. This, however, was not the view of Plato, who

taught that the only people capable of guiding their own
f their less gifted fellow-

lives and so of controlling the lives o
citizens are men who have been shown by testing to be men of
outstanding theoretic ability, and who have been given 3
long training in mathematics and logic with the S.pCClal aim
of developing their powers of reasoning. The writers of the
Hindu Upanishads shared this view of Plato’s; the sage, who
has reached the intuition of the Brahman, is not only the
wisest but morally the best of men. o,
The modern view certainly requires some qualifications and
limitations. The tendency for certain lforrq:hot; C!l:a]::lll;ail;z
: eople wi
to occuvdgpost commonly among P Pd, it B eriinly

intelligefid? quotient is well established,

suggcgs thatqa certain amount of ability 18 advantageous fglt‘
living a good life. We are in danger teo of sugpl:) Sg:g]edge
ability and knowledge are necessarily abxhtydatr: thI; ass of
of the academic variety that can be measUICThzre are other

university degree to which 2 man, attains. e
kinds of ability and knowle?lgc ; a2l community, ]
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recognized as genuine partners O are men
th iy : d their own craft and at sam

who thoroughly understan
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same time there is no doubt that relatively simple-mindcd
people are often more virtuous than the wise, and specialists
in logical and mathematical reason, who have had the kind
of education which Plato reccommended, do not appear to
show any conspicuous ability in keeping their appetites under
control. What the Greeks did not realize in the place that
they gave to knowledge is the fact that for most men the
intuitive guidance given by conscience which has been un-
consciously trained in the society of good men is sufficient
knowledge for virtuous living. A society composed of such
simple-minded people may rcquire from time to time the
presence of a sage to keep its moral ideas [rom becoming
merely conservative. The fellowship of the early Christians
gained much [rom the presence in it of a thinker of out-
standing ability like St. Paul, but there was no nced in that
or any other society for all good men to be philosophers.
There is sometimes an outstanding goodness of character in
the wise man, a virtue of the generous quality, which was
found most conspicuously in Socrates himsell, but this is one
of those exceptional blossomings of human goodness like the
gallant courage that wins the Victoria Cross or the extreme
asceticism of certain saints. For the ordinary man the moral
duty in the matter of wisdom appears to be to usc what
ability he has to discover what is right and to put himself
under the guidance of belter men, at least to the_ extent of
living in their company and following their examp}e. .
(b) Courage. Plato recognized the subortljhaéd- place of
courage in the moral life, Wisdom comes first in giving a
man his directions, and courage is then needed to resist that
fear of pain which drives 2 man away from the path in which
wisdom directs him. There seemn to be several closely akin
virtues included in courage. There is a courage of the
generous quality which is largely a matter of natural en-
dowment, and which sometimes occurs in people who are
very unworthy in other respects. This kind ol courage may
win the Victoria Cross in war, but it also may be seen in the
performance of a daring crime. Of courage of the righteous
quality there seem to be at least two kinds : (i) active courage
or valour which persists in carrying through a course of action
in spite of threats of pain or even actual experience of pain;
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and (ii) passive courage or fortitude which bears unavoidable
suffering without flinching. Closely akin to these is the virtue
of perseverance or of sticking to a course of action, but in
this case the moral agent docs not face pain so much as
inertia or weariness. Perseverance was a virtue that was not
conspicuous among the ancient Greeks, but it is regarded as
one of the most important of virtues in the ethos of our modern
industrial age. It is a virtue of the requisite quality, and
perseverance in evil tends to increase rather than diminish
the cvil of a man’s action. Valour and fortitude, however,
are undoubtedly virtues of the rightecous quality. As all
virtues do, they depend to some extent on natural endowment,
but they are developed by practice and become habits of
doing what is right in face of pain or difficulty. Itis common
to distinguish physical courage from moral courage. Physical
courage may be of two kinds which may of course be found
together in one person. (i) It may be a natural insensitivity
to pain or to objects normally arousing fear. In the case of
such courage the flight instinct described by MacDougall is
weak, and the intelligence is generally of a low level, a fact
that is often described by saying that there is ‘a lack of
imagination’. (ii) Physical courage may be another name
for the courage of the gencrous quality that has already been
mentioned, a matter of natural endowment, but also of
intrinsic value. Moral courage differs from physical courage
in its fullz®msciousncss of the pain to be faced in adhering
to the rige” course. People vary in the kinds of pain which
causc them the most dread. Somc people fear most the pains
that come from physical causes like Shakespeare’s philosopher
who could not endure the toothache;! others fear the pains
caused by social disapproval, unkind remarks and conse-
quently wounded pride; others more saintly dread only the
agonies of remorse of conscience. In the moral life there are
pains which arc¢ to be avoided rather than faced; men are
not called to face the pains of condemnation by their own
consciences or the wrath of God; they are rather to avoid the
actions which lead to such painful expericnces. It is not the
mcre facing of pain that is a virtue of the righteous quality,
but the doing of what is right in the face of pain.
! Shakespeare: AMuch Ado, V, i, 36.
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(c) Temperance. Temperance is regarded by Mackenzie
as parallel to courage.l Just as courage is the virtue which
offers resistance to the fear of pain, so temperance is the virtue
which offers resistance to the allurements of pleasure. Tem-
perance is not merely a negative virtue engaged in repressing
the appetites. Plato himself describes it in more positive
terms as unanimity on the question as to who will govern
in the state, and in the individual temperance is at work
when the two that are governed agrec with that which governs
in regarding the rational principle as the rightful sovereign.
Temperance does not merely restrain our passions and desires,
but it takes from reason guidance as to how far these desires
should be satisfied. In no sense is temperance to be regarded
as antagonistic to pleasure; indeed the only pleasures with
which temperance is directly concerned would be, according
to the Greeks, the pleasures of excitement, for to be governed
by reason prevents one from being carried away by excite-
ment. Temperance demands a reasonable moderation or
a happy blending of the domination of reason with the other
tendencies of human nature. This was a virtue highly rated
by the Greeks as in their proverb, p7n8tv dyav (‘Nothing
too much’), and we shall sce in the next section that it took
a central place in Aristotle’s conception of virtue.

Temperance is supremely a virtue which gives beauty to
the moral life. It shuts out completely fanaticism or the
irrational pursuit of any single limited good. !&;sh human
desire or aspiration is to be satisfied to its proper“hegree, and
the whole moral life will have the harmony or proportion of
a great work of art. This conception of the good life was
characteristic of the Greeks; it was no accident that they
referred to the good man as onc who is ‘bcautiful and good’
(xa)és kdyafids). The limit up to which each craving of
man’s nature may be satisfied is determined by reason in
accordance with the supreme virtue of wisdom. There is
no notion in the Greek view of an equilibrium reached through
evolution among the contending desires of a man. The
harmonious balance is to be accomplished by man’s use of his
rational powers, and these need the help of man’s 'spirited’
clement to accomplish their purpose, for the moral struggle

1 Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, Bk. 111, Ch. 4, §vi(a).
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is-not an easy one. This domination by rcason gives a certain
dignity and poise to the good life as it was conceived by the
Greeks, and the Greek word ow¢pogivy, which is translated
into ‘temnperance’ in English, has always this suggestion of
dignified serenity.

There is however an element of ‘going to an extreme’ in
the good life which is apparently antagonistic to temperance.
This virtue is closely akin to that perseverance or persistence
which may be considered as connected with the virtue of
courage. The Greek view of temperance is perhaps slightly
caricatured by the author of the book of Ecclesiastes (who
was probably an Alexandrian Jew): ‘Be not righteous over
much, neither make thyself over wise. Why shouldest thou
destroy thyself?’? This is opposed to the teaching of the
New Testament in which Christ bade his disciples ‘hunger
and thirst after righteousness’.2 This second kind of good-
ness is prepared to persist in the right course even to the ex-
tremest forms of self-sacrifice.. It is the characteristic of the
hero and of the saint but, like temperance, it has an aesthetic
quality; it is what Laird called a virlue of the generous
quality, A reconciliation between the two apparently oppos-
ing virtues is possible. For the normal course of life wisdom
ordains a due proportion in all things; but there come
occasions when the only fitting course of action, certainly
morally fitting and perhaps aesthetically fitting, is to go all
out for th&\rcalization of one single aspiration. It then looks
as if rea::> were thrown aside in the process, but it may be
that wisdom itself dirccts the forgetting of its own more
normal courses at such a moment of high duty.

(d) Justice. Justice is distinguished from the other cardinal
virtues in having a more cxplicit reference to man’s social
relations. Wisdom, courage, and temperance are primarily
virtues of an individual man; justice is primarily a virtue of
a society. There arc certain implications of Plato’s con-
ception of justice that arc worth noting. Plato appears to
hold that a certain amount of freedom is required for the
individual, for justice is ‘the power that makes each member
of a state do his own work’ and the rulers are to see that ‘no

! Ecclesiastes vii. 16.

? Matthew v. 6.
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one may appropriate what belongs to others Oil-cl;flodepnvml
of what is his own’.! This surely means lreceom from
: . ? ¢ of equality among
interference. Again, a certain amoun ve b
individuals is implied in the recognition that CFTZ’ doom o
of the community has a function to perfor™: b om an
equality arc not merely conventions that have been found
useful in the development of society; the are n some sense
natural, and based on laws of nature. It 15 naturally fitting
that the individual should have some freedom .for his creative
work; otherwise the crealive impulse remains suppressed.
It is fitting again in some degree to treat human beings as
equals; the resemblances among men arc far greater than
the differences. In our modern conceplion of justice we a_dd
a third implication intuitively known to U3 ‘as Butler in-
dicated,? conscience judges that pain is appropriate to wrong-
doing and happiness to well-doing. This 100 15 2 kind of
Justice

Modern views of justice differ from onc another as they
emphasize either the principle of equity or the principle of
deservingness. Justice with the cmphasis on equity has been
conveniently described as ‘Each to count as ong, and none
as more than one’. If this were applicd merely to the dis-
tribution of goods it would be identical with Aristotle’s
distributive justice.® Justice with the emphasis on deserving-
ness may be stated in the principle ‘To every ‘man according
to his merit’, or in a more particular setling, T°1§Y°"Y man
according to his work’—a principle more or 6."» akin to
Aristotle’s retributive justice.® The difference l?etwccn these
two views of justice is mercly one of emphasis. ‘Each to
count as one’ emphasizes the natural equality of men, a
fact of which those who enjoy special privileges need con-
stantly to be reminded. *‘To cvery man according to his
merit’ denies an absolute or unconditional equality; it main-
tains that there is a natural fittingness in reward and punish-
ment as well as in the like treatment of all.

The special problem of justice is to what cxtent cach of these
principles is to be realized after due consideration of other

1 Plato: Republic, Bk. IV, 433¢.

z Butler: Dissertations IT (§246 in British Moralists).

3 Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics, V, iii, iv.
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moral principles. The principle of equity demands an ¢4
e

distribution of satisfactions among all persons. The | tions
of deservingness holds that it is right that special satisfac o
be given to the deserving and that certain should be den ”
to the undeserving. Both of these may find thcmSCl"c; in
conflict with an ethical principle that the amount of goo f
the universe should be increased as much as is p0551.blc .(O
whatever that good may be thought to consist by the d,ﬂ‘er'u:g
schools of ethics). In the present arrangements of society
at any rate these three principles appear to lead to very
different distributions at least of material goods.
giving to cach individual of an equal amount of we d
not satisfy the principle of deservingness, for people who do
great public service would receive no greater reward zh'an
the others. Nor would such a distribution tend to fhe In-
crease of the total amount of good, for doctors and scientists
and others who do a very spccial service towards the increasing
of the total amount of good would on this distribution 13¢
the nccessary resources for engaging in the research w rich
their work demands. Modern socialism realizes this, and
it meets the difficulty by placing such specialized goods under
the control of the government so that they may always be
available for those who are most fitted to make usc of them
for the common welfare. According to this arrangement,
education is provided without charge by the state for ;“
individuals in so far as they show the ability to profit by it
and re’®rch laboratories are provided for those who have
the ability to use them. The same difliculty in conforming
to the three principles we have mentioned does not occur 11
the case of spiritual goods, for, as we have already scen, the
fact that onc person is cnjoying them does not prevent other
people from cnjoying them. Many people can enjoy siml_ll-
tancously a beautiful scene or a wonderful picce of music.
Rashdall mediated between the principle of equity and the
principle of deservingness by a principle of equal considera-
tion. What cach individual has a right to is not an equal
share of the common good but a consideration cqual to the
consideration given to others.! Professor Stace, in a similar
way, says that justice demands that therc ought not to be
1 Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. I, Ch, 8, §ii.
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any different treatment of persons as persons.! Justice does
not deny that there are extrinsic differences between persons,
such as their needs or their abilitics, or that people ought to
be treated differently from one another because of these
extrinsic differences. Rashdall’s consideration would take
into account among the extrinsic differences what each
individual deserves, and decservingness would be so widely
interpreted as to include not merely the work done by an
individual or the ‘virtue’ of the individual, but even more his
need of a particular good and his ability to use that good.
In a good society justice demands that the lame man, however
unworthy he is morally or however little he is able to do for
the common good, should be provided with an artificial leg.
Again, the fact that a2 man can read Greek gives him a claim
to the use of a Greek dictionary and copies of the Greek
classics that the person who knows no Greek, however worthy
and hard-working he may be, has not got. What the con-
ception of justice emphasizes is that there are other con-
siderations in ethics than the mere increasing of the total
amount of good. The necessity of such a principle is most
clearly seen in the case of hedonism; a fair distribution of
pleasure is even more desirable than an increasing of the total
amount of pleasure. When we turn to the higher forms of
good there is probably no conflict involved, for in the case
of intrinsically good things like moral perfection, aesthetic
enjoyment and the comprehension of truth, the wider the
distribution of these goods the greater will be thé? lMtimate
total of the good achieved. :

Tle notion of each man getting what he nceds suggests
another virtue which is commonly held to be a necessary
supplcment to justice, the virtue of benevolence.  Benevolence
consists in the satisfying of the needs of others even of the un-
deserving. It has been pointed out that the principle of
equal consideration in justice does take into account people’s
needs, and it is the function of benevolence to emphasize this
aspect of justice as contrasted with the aspects of equity and
deservingness. It has been suggested that if there were a
perfectly just distribution of goods there would be no place
for benevolence in the moral life. It is true that the mere

1 Stace : Concept of Morals, p. 176,



Virtue 319

giving of money by the rich to the poor would disappear.
In our present state of society, however, people who have
approximately the same amount of wealth and who live in
the same class of society, find constant opportunities of helping
one another because of the special abilitics of each, and this
is surely an exercise of the virtue of bencvolence. What
would disappear in a just order of society is the attitude of
patronage on the part of the giver, and the attitude of servility
on the part of the receiver, and the disappearance of both
would be a great moral gain.

§4. Aristotle’s Conception of Virtue

Aristotle said that the moral end is ‘cudaimonia’, which
may be translated ‘ happiness’, and he said that ‘eudaimonia’
consisted in the exercise of a man's soul in accordance with
virtue. To putitin Aristotle’s own terminology, ‘eudaimonia’
is the end,! or what was later called the final cause of the moral
life, while virtue is what was later called the ‘form’ or the
‘formal cause’ of the moral life. The ‘form’ is analogous to
the conception of his picture in the mind of an artist which
guides and limits his activity as he works, and which gives
shape to his creation. Aristotle defined virtue as a habit of
choice, the characteristic of which lies in the observation of
the mean or of moderation (relative to the circumstances
of the individual concerned), as it is determined by reason
or as the practically prudent man would determine it.2

Arist egarded virtue as primarily a habit of action, and
5o it was with him only secondarily a quality of character.
Virtue is not a mere habit, but a habit of choice. Aristotle
defined choice as the deliberate desire of things in our power
alter considcration of them Dy the intcllect.? Choice accord-
ingly is in some sense free for it deals with things in our own
power, and it is when such a deliberate choice is repeated
that it becomes the habit of action which we call a virtue.
The choice, for example, of doing what is right in the face
of pain becomes, when habitual, the virtue of courage. The
mere doing of single good actions may be accidental or

1 Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics, I, vii, 8.

2 Op. cit., II, vi, 15.

2 Op. cit., I1L, iii, 19.
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merely impulsive; it is the habitual choice that counts as
virtue.

The point in Aristotle’s definition which has been most
discussed is his notion of the mean or middle course. A virtue
is regarded as if it were a middle position between two vices;
courage, for example, is the middle position betwcen rashness
and cowardice, and liberality is the middle position between
extravagance and miserliness. The place of the mean relative
to the vices at the extremes depends on the circumstances of
each individual. A soldier’s courage should be ncarer to
rashness than that of a statesman, for it is his business to take
risks which it would be criminal on the part of a statesman to
take. This conception is obviously in agreement with the
Greck emphasis on proportion and harmony in art, as
expressed in the maxim ‘Nothing too much’, and it is a
direct development of Plato’s treatment of tempcrance.
Plato was content with showing how each desire or appetite
was to be satisfied in accordance with the directions given by
wisdom for the just life as a2 whole.  Aristotle characteristically
wanted to dectermine the limits for each virtue with more
accuracy, and so, instead of relating moderation to human
nature as a whole, he tried to assign to cach virtue the place
moderation would give it between two contrary vices. He
confined himself however to the degree of the virtue, and did
not mention what is equally important for morality the
direction in which the virtue should be exerciscc}. Joseph
has pointed out that we need to know not on}f’.he right
degree of anger which forms righteous indignation, but even

more the kind of person towards whom such anger is rightly
directed. We are apt to regard the mediating virtue as a
mixture of two vices, but Burnet and N. Hartmann have
denied this.! Courage is not a synthesis of rashness and
cowardice, but a combination of stout-hearted endurance and
careful foresight, both of which are good statcs of mind.
What the doctrine of the mean emphasizes is the necessity
of a controlling principle which will determine in each par-
ticular case just where the mean lics, and that points again
to the control by reason which, for Aristotle as much as for

1 H. W. B. Joseph: Aristotle’s Definition of Moral Virtue : Philosophy,
Vol. IX, p. 168.
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Plato, was the characteristic of the just or virtuous man.
Aristotle himself admitted that justice is not a part of virtue
but the whole, and, in spite of his interest in details, he un-
doubtedly accepted Plato’s view of the unity of the moral
life; it is the one rational mind with its quality of wisdom
which determines the degree to which each tendency of
human nature should be developed. Aristotle mentioned
in his definition two ways in which the mean can be discovered.
The one guide is ‘reason’, and we can identily this with the
knowledge which Socrates regarded as virtue, or with the
philosophical understanding which was the characteristic of
Plato’s guardians, and which was developed by a long educa-
tion in logical studies. Aristotle, however, who kept the com-
mon man more in mind than Plato had done, had another
guide to the mecan. In his definition he said that the mean is
as the prudent man would determine it. The ability of the
prudent man is not the theoretic ability of the philosopher,
but the practical ability of a man of experience. The example
of such a man can show ordinary people just how far each
tendency should be allowed frec play in the virtuous life.
There is a way of learning what is right by a philosophical
understanding of the principles of ethics ; there is also the easier
way of following the example of those who have learned and
demonstrated their goodness in the practical experience of
life. Aristotle himself described the ability of the practically
prudent man as that of forming a practical syllogism as con-
trasted"¥th the theoretic syllogism of the philosopher. The
major premisc consists in a general moral rule, however it
may be obtained. The minor premise consists in the recogni-
tion that a particular action is one that conforms to the general
rule; and the conclusion is the carrying out of the actual
action. The power of apprchending the rule and particularly
the power of sceing which actions conform to it are included
by Aristotle in practical wisdom (@pdvnais), which is the
quality of the prudent man (the ¢pdvipos). Even with
Aristotle’s second guide there is no abandonment of the
Socratic view that virtue is knowledge; hc only pointed out
that there is another and more practical kind of knowledge
than the theoretic contemplation of the philosopher.

The outcome of the teaching of the Greek philosophers on



322 An Intreduction (o Ethics

virtue may be expressed in modern language by saying that
goodness implies a certain point of view, and tlis would be
generally accepted among moralists. A man who does good
deeds simply by impulse or from outside pressure can hardly
be regarded as truly virtuous. The view of the Greeks that
this point of view is predominantly intellectual or rational,
so that coherent reasoning must always be the dominant
ruide, is not so generally acceptable in modern times except
among idealists who have been influenced by Hegel. In the
lives of good men the point of view implied in goudness has
been more often religious than intellectual. The religious
outlook, in the case of the higher religions at any rate, does
imply that the good life is rational and consistent, but it
implies a great deal more for it holds that goodness gels its
inspiration from a personal loyalty rather than from the need
of being intellectually consistent. It is with this question of
the relation of a man’s metaphysical and religious outlook
to his moral life that we shall deal in our concluding chapter.



Chapter XVII
ETHICS, METAPHYSICS AND RELIGION

§1.  The Relation of Ethics to Metaphysics

Ethics may be reclated to metaphysics, the theory of the
ultimate naturc of reality, in various ways. ~ It has been
asscried that il a moralist is to maintain that the moral life
is possible at all, he must nccessarily also hold certain views
about the nature of the universe. It has been commonly
considered, for example, that, if there is to be any real mean-
ing in telling a man that he ought to have done something
different from what he actually has done, 2 man must in some
sense be free to choose between two alternative actions.
It is clearly the business of metaphysics or general philosophy
to inform the moralist whether he has any grounds for making
such an assumption as that of human [reedom of choice.
Such assumptions are called postulates, and the metaphysical
postulates with which ethics is concerned may be divided as by
Rashdall into two groups. (a) There are postulates which it
seems S(¥sessary to accept if there is to be any morality at all
in the sense of there being a difference between right and wrong
actions. (b) There are postulates, without which the dis-
tinction between right and wrong can still be maintained,
but the acceptance of which adds reasonableness and clearness
to the principles of ethical theory. There is a similar differ-
ence among the postulates of the other sciences. In most
natural sciences the law of causation in some form or other is
implicitly accepted as a necessary postulate; but chemistry,
when it postulates the existence of atoms, is accepting a
hypothesis which makes its explanations clearer and more
coherent, but without which chemistry would still be a true
body of knowledge.

Apart from such postulates many philosophers, especially
those of the idealist school, have held that the nature of good
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ds on the nature of reality, and so, that our views on
what is real will affect to a greater or less extent our views on
what is good- The first part of this statement has been
strongly denied by Dr. G. E. Moore, who holds that good is a
simple unanalysable quahty not depending for iis nature
on its relations to other things in the universe, so that the
ature of these other things can have no eflect whatsoever
on the nature of gOc!dncss.l Dr. Moore, of course, does not
deny that 2 man_’s views of the nature of the universe do, as
2 matter of fact, influence his views on the nature of goodness.
Obviously, if a man holds that good actions are to bring ahout
the kingdom of heaven on carth, his attitude to them will be
different from what it would have been if he had held that
good actions have no consequences at all. In the first case
good actions would at lcast appear to him 1o be desirable;
in the second case they might not. Again it may be the casc
that a certain metaphysical view has suggested a certain
ethical theory to a thinker and so has becn the cause of his
holding that theory, but this is something quite different
from holding that his ethical theory is logically entailed by
his metaphysical theory or that his mectaphysical theory
provides logical reasons for holding the ethical theory. Dr.
Moore is not concerned with such psychological differences;
what he holds is a metaphysical view that good itself does
not depend for its nature on its relations to other things. An
idealist like Professor H. J. Paton takes the oppgsi‘e view.
holding explicitly that the nature of goodness depefiis on the
nature of willing. He maintains that all willing in so far as
it is cohcrent is good, and that the objects of such coherent
willing are good justin so far as they are the objects of coherent
willing.2 To decide between Dr. Moore’s and Professor
Paton’s views would require a metaphysical discussion far
beyond the scope of this introduction to ethics. What is
worth noting is that the difference in these two philosophers’
metaphysical theories has meant a difference in their ethical
theories, although Dr. Moore would maintain that, even if
the universe actually is what the idealists think it to be, it would
make no difference whatever to the nature of good itself. For
1 Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 4.
2 Paton: The Good Will.
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Dr. Moore’s realism good is an unanalysable, indefinable
quality. For Professor Paton’s idealism the goodness of
actions or of objects depends on their relations to the wills of
human beings or of the Absolute. Ethical views, as con-
trasted with ethical truths, certainly depend on metaphysical
views. Dr. Moore would have to admit that if the sole
reality is eternal and unchanging, there could be no practical
cthics; and surely the negative theory of metaphysics stated
by Dr. Moore, that the nature of the universe has no effect
on the nature of good, is itself an important theory for
ethics.

There are two other ways in which ethics is related to
metaphysics. (a) Ethics makes judgements of value, very
often on the basis of intuitions, and it 1s surely for metaphysics
to say, in the light of its knowledge of the universe as a whole,
whether these judgements are valid. In such a superficial
study as that contained in this book it has been our practice
to regard such intuitions as valid, except where the intuitions
themselves contradict one another or fail to fit into a coherent
account of ethical judgements, but ultimately their claim to
validity can only be justified by a metaphysical theory, even
if it be such a simple theory as would maintain that such
intuitions are given by God and so nccessarily true. The
sceptic who denies the validity of any judgement of value
must also do it on a metaphysical ground, namely on a theory
that the an mind is incapable of making such judgements.

(b) On'iie other hand, the judgements of value which belong
primarily to ethics may serve as part of the data of a meta-
physical theory. They often do so by way of suggestion;
men’s views of hurnan goodness have undoubtedly suggested
certain notions of the goodness of God which are found in
religious and metaphysical theorics, although there is no
direct logical relation between the two. Some thinkers,
however, go a great deal further than this and maintain
that the judgements of conscience are data which the
philosopher must take into account just as he takes into
account the data given by the senses, and the generalizations
which the scientists have made from them. The philosopher
must fit into his system of reality such intuitions as that
of Butler when he said that happiness is appropriate to




326 An Introduction to Eihics

right-doing, or that of Bentham when he maintained that every
man is to be counted as cne, and none as more than one.

There are accordingly four ways at least in which cthics and
metaphysics arc related :

(a) Ethics finds it necessary to assumc certain postulates,
the validity of which is a question for metaphysics.

(b) Metaphysical beliefs affect ethical belicfs whether the
nature of goodness actually depends on the nature of the
universe or not.

(¢) The validity of all cthical judgements can be finally
determined only by metaphysics.

(d) Ethics provides judgements of value as data for meta-
physies.

§2. The Postulates of Ethics

Kant held that it was necessary for morality to postulate
the existence of God, freedom and immortality. Of these,
the postulate of freedom has been most commonly regarded
as a truth without which moral judgements would be im-
possible. Moral actions are held nccessarily to be the actions
of continuous selves who are in some sense the cause of their
own actions. As a matter of fact there are two mctaphysical
schools which have tended to deny this. (a) The materialists
hold that actions are produced entirely by causes which in the
first place at any rate were outside the body of the agent.
The individual can no more be said to cause his £m actions
than a ball which is impelled by a sccond ball ‘can be said
to move itself or cause the movement of a third ball on a
billiard table. (b) Idealists of a certain type hold that the
individual has no reality cxcept in so far as he is an aspect of
the one universal sellf-conscious being or Absolute. Accord-
ingly this Absolute, which in our simple statement may be
identified with God, is the cause of all actions, if indeed
actions can be said to have any reality. On either theory,
moral actions must be illusory, and so we must hold that the
existence of individual sclves who are in some sense the cause
of their own actions is a necessary postulate for cthics.

It is much more difficult to say in what exact sense it js
necessary for moralists to suppose that individuals are free.
Plausible arguments can be used to show that machines like
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motor cars are referred to as good or bad, although we know
that their movements are determined just in the way that
materialists maintain that the movements of human beings
are determined. It is difficult to believe that anyone thinks
that he uses the word ‘good’ in the same way when he relers
to a motor car as when he refers to the actions of a human
being. The goodness of a motor car is an instrumental
value or the phrase is a figure of speech, using a rather far-
fetched analogy. We saw that the notion of ‘obligatoriness’
formed an essential part of the notion of moral goodness, but
no one except a very imaginative poet can suppose that
certain movements are obligatory on the part of a motor car.
The important point for metaphysics is whether indeterminism
or self-determinism is the more accurate description of the
actual state of affairs in the universe. In our previous
discussion we saw that, although indeterminism seems the
more desirable theory for ethics, either of these theories may
on more accurate formulation provide all the freedom that
is needed [or morality, but morality does require a theory
of what we may call a sophisticated type. If this be the case
it follows that a crude materialistic theory of the universe
cannot be true, for it fails to meet the facts of the moral life.
Incidentally this illustrates how morality supplies data for
metaphysics; in this particular case the fact that there are
right and wrong actions, i(it be a fact, refutes one of the best-
known aphysical theories, materialism.

The edistence of God and the existence of immortality are
at the most postulates of the second kind, those which are of
advantage in giving significance and clarity to an ethical
theory, but are not absolutely necessary for the existence of
morality. Itdoes notseem necessary to accept these postulates
on the grounds on which Kant held them. In the case of
immortality,? Kant held that we are under an obligation to
make oursclves perfect, but in view of our sensuous nature,
this must take an infinite time to accomplish. Yet, as we are
under an obligation to do so, it must be possible to do so, and
accordingly we must be immortal. To say that perfection
takes an infinite time to accomplish is, as Professor Broad has

L Kant: Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason, Ch. 2, §iv (Abbott,
pPp. 218-220).

x
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pointed out,! surely another way of saying that it is un-
attainable. In any case, when morality bids us seck per-
fection all that is normally meant is that we should keep
on practising a better way of living than we arc doing at
present. The perfection with which morality is concerned is
a relative perfection attainable in this life and not an absolute
perfection attainable only after an infinite time. The real
uses of the postulate of immortality are the importance it gives
to the moral struggle and the significance it gives to the view
that individual personality is an intrinsic good. If death
brings complete extinction to the individual it is hard to
understand what all the bother is about in morality; at the
most a man’s right actions could have a rather doubtful
instrumental value in possibly adding to the good for future
generations. It is still more difficult to understand how a
human personality which is not immortal would have much
value of any different kind from that of a soap-bubble which
is beautiful while it lasts, but is all over in a very short time.
A belief in immortality certainly makes it more reasonable
for a moralist to hold that a good character or a perfected
personality is a thing of intrinsic value and worth achieving.

Kant’s argument for the existence of God? depended on his
intuition that virtue ought to be accompanied by an appro-
priate amount of happiness. It must be admitted that this
is a common judgement made by the human conscience,
but that there is neither confirmation of its trut ). from our
ordinary experience of life nor any natural intritfe relation
evident between the practice of goodness and the enjoyment
of happiness. Kant maintained that, if such a relation ought
to exist, conditions must actually exist which would make jt
possible that virtue may always be rewarded by an appro-
priate amount of happiness. Kant held that the only con-
dition which can make the accompaniment of virtue by
happiness possible is the existence of God who so orders
events as to bring this about. It is conccivable, however,
that there may be some natural relation between happiness
and virtue which is not at first sight obvious. It may be that
what is meant by happiness is, as Aristotle said, the exercise

! Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 140.

* Kant: op. cit., Ch. 2, §v (Abbott, pp. 221-229),
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of a2 man’s soul in accordance with virtue, and then there is
no need of postulating an outside Being who can maintain
the rclationship. It may be, again, that some other postulate,
for example the existence of an impersonal system of rewards
and punishments like the system of karma and rebirth taught
by Hindus and Buddhists, will provide for the possibility of
virtue being rewarded by happiness just as eflectively as the
existence of a personal God. There are other reasons for
holding this postulate of the existence of a personal God, but
these may be more conveniently considered when we consider
the relations of religion and morality.

Rashdall, in his Theory of Good and Euil, pointed out two
other postulates which are at least useful to the moralist, and
may be regarded as necessary postulates.! (a) The moralist
generally assumes the existence of evil. If, as some idealists -
have held, there is no such thing as evil in the universe, then
the moral life is not what we usually take it to be, a genuine
struggle, but something illusory. It may not be necessary
to think of evil in a dualistic way as something contrary to
good. Rashdall thought of it rather as a necessary conse-
quence of the limitations which God has placed on Himself
by creating individual minds which are independent of His
own. (b) Rashdall’s other postulate is that the time process
is In some sensc real. If time is illusory, change can have no
recality, and moral action certainly implies both changes
producegaby such action in the outside world and changes
in the chdiacter of the moral agent. It is true that for morality
we need to postulate the existence of a permanent self, but a
permanent self is not an unchanging self. If the self is in-
capable of change then moral effort can in no sense lead to

perfection. .

The postulates which appear to be necessary for morality
are the existence of individual selves who are in some sense the
cause of their own actions, the reality of time and the existence
of evilin some sense. About the other postulates, the existence
of immortality and the existence of God, we can only say that
to assume them would certainly add significance to the mor_al
life and clearness to our ethical explanations. This fact in

1 Rashdall : Theory of Good and Ew'i, Bk. III, Ch. 1, §viii-x (Vol. TI,
PP 235-245).
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jtself would of course give some little support to a meta-
physical theory which found a place for these things, although
we cannot accept such a theory merely on the ground that it
is more convenient for ethics than other rival theories. Ethics
can only present its own data and its own needs; metaphysics
must make its own thcories.

§3. The Universe Regarded as Possessing Moral Relations

The particular view of morality that has found most support
in this book, namely that the laws of morality are in some not
clearly defincd sense laws of nature, is a view with definite
metaphysical implications. To state all these implications
in a systematic way would mean the statement of a complete
metaphysical theory, and this, even il it were possible to state
it, is not within the scope of an clementary introduction to
ethics. In this section some suggestions will be made as to
the kind of universe in which the cthical views expressed in
this book may be true. The nature of the universe and the
conscquent validity of our particular view of morality are
matters for the metaphysician to consider.

It is common to regard the universe as containing events
related to one another by relations of cause and effect, and
to hold that some events resemble one another so much in
this matter of causation that it is possible to make a general
staternent that an event of a certain kind is likely to be followed
by an event of another kind; for example, that the.exposure
of water to great heat is likely to be [ollowed by its el aporation,
or that the biting of a man by a particular kind of mosquito
is likely, but a little less likely, to be followed by his suffering
from malaria. Such general statements are now commonly
called scientific laws or laws of nature, although it is only

since the seventeenth century that the phrase ‘natural law’ or
‘law of nature® is used of such generalizations in physical
science. It is a matter of dispute whether all events in the
universe are related to one another in some such way as that
generalized in the laws of nature. Most psychologists hold
that, while the events known from the introspection of our
minds are also related to one another in some way, the relation
between mental events is not of the same kind as that found
hetween physical events, and that the laws of psychology are
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not scientific laws in just the same way as the laws of physics
are scientific laws. In any case it is unlikely that a knowledge
of all the causal or apparently causal relations of events within
human minds would be the whole truth about these minds.
There are relations in the sphere of mind, such as the relation
of love, which are not merely causal relations, but some-
thing morc. Many people hold that the most important
characteristics of a human being are not the characteristics
which are common to many people, which would make it
possible to enunciate scientific laws or gencralizations of some
sort, but rather the characteristics in which a human being
differs from other people or the characteristics which make
him unique. This view holds that the most important fact
about a human personality is its uniqueness, so that there
never can be two people exactly similar to one another.
The question may be asked whether it is possible to make
about the universe general statements of other kinds than
causal laws. We certainly do so in the case of aesthetic
statcments. We can say, for example, that two colours
always go well together, or that two musical notes are always
in harmony with one another; these are universal statements
about relations that are not obviously causal relations. (In
aesthetics too there is the aspect of uniqueness in each beautiful
object as well as the aspect of similarity about which we can
make such general statements as those occurring in our last
sentence,_ it would be impossible for example to express the
beauty ¢3:he Venus of Milo in a series of general statements
about aesthetic relations.) The critic may say that causal
relations deal with objective facts, while aesthetic generaliza-
tions deal with fashions in human opinion. Yet an un-
biased examination will show a remarkable analogy between
the two. Certain repetitions in our sense data are followed
by reactions in our mind of two kinds; we find that one kind
of sense-impression is repeatedly followed by another kind
of sensc-impression, and our reaction is to call it a causal law;
we find that one kind of sense datum repeatedly goes well
with another kind of sense datum and it is reasonable to call
it an acsthetic law, It is true that we have more general
statements of the former kind than of the latter, and that they
are more widely accepted. This may be due to various
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factors, our lack of interest in aesthetic relations, their greater
obscurity and the apparent fact that they have a more limited
range than causal relations.

What the view of moral law as a law of nature maintains is

that there are in the universe other kinds of universal relations
which we may call moral relations. Just as we say that a
certain event is always followed by a certain other event, or
that a certain colour always goes well with a certain other
colour, so we may say that a certain action is always the right
action for a certain kind of person in certain circumstances.
In the circumstances of answering a question a true answer is
always the right or morally fitting answer to give, or in the
circumstances of a child receiving a command [rom his
parents the action which involves obedience is always the
right or morally fitting action. This type of fact is just as
much a part of the nature of the universe as the relation of
cause and effect between events or the relation of harmony
between two notes in music. As in the other cascs, it is the
work of human minds to discover moral relations and to
express them in general statements which we call laws. But
in all three cases the relations are really there, and are not
mere figments of the human mind as the subjectivists say.
It is important to realize that in the case of moral relations
also, the similarity between various right actions which enables
us to make moral laws about them is not the whole story.
There is often in a right action an aspect of uniqueness, and
in some cases its rightness or moral value lies in ‘iz unique
aspect of the action and not in the aspects which it shares with
similar actions. There is an analogy between the three kinds
of relations in still another respect. An actual event in the
physical world commonly requires more than one scientific
law to explain it. The growth of a tree, for example, is
explained only to a small extent by the law of gravitation;
there are other causes at work and the statement of their
effects will be in the form of biological laws. Similarly, in
deciding the rightness of an action more than one moral law
will often have to be taken into account, and this is one reason
why there are such doubtful cases in morality as whether a
doctor ought to give a patient a true answer which is likely
to injure the patient’s health.
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A metaphysical theory would require to determine whether
there is any connexion between the causal relations dis-
covered by the sciences and the moral relations with which
cthics deals.  Obviously a moral law cannot say that a certain
action is the right onc to do in those circumstances where
physical conditions make it impossible for the agent to do this
action. For example, under present conditions it cannot be
my duty to visit my friend in China who is ill and to return to
Britain in time for an engagement here this evening, although
with changed conditions of transport such a course of action
may become a man’s duty in the future. If my friend were
living in the same city as myself it would very probably be
my duty so to visit him. Supporters of the view that moral
laws are laws of nature may go much further than this. They
may say that, as nature is a unity, there are likely to be
analogics between causal laws and moral laws, between
what actually happens and what ought to happen, for both
are parts of the same scheme of things. It has been more than
once suggested in this book that self-sacrifice is both something
that cocs happen very widely throughout the physical universe
and something that ought to happen in the moral life of man-
kind. The natural laws which state that the seed dies in
order to produce a new plant or that the maternal instinct
impels the mother bird to save the lives of her young at the
cost of her own life have some analogy with the moral laws
which bid a man lay down his life for his friends. If two hypo-
theses wite to prove valid they would strengthen this analogy,
but here they are given as unconfirmed hypotheses. (a) If
scientific laws are, as some philosophers hold, statements
of tendencies rather than statements of what always happens,
then moral laws have an even closer resemblance to scientific
laws than they had on the older view. (b) If the universe is,
as idcalists hold it to be, more mental than material in its
structure, then the relations among its parts may be more
like the mental relations of cause and effect, that were men-
tioned at the beginning of this section, than physical relations,
and it appears as if it would be somewhat easier to fit relations
of rightness into the total scheme of things.

The theory of evolution has emphasized another aspect of
the universe than that dealt with by the causal laws of science.
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The course of natural history and the coursc of human history
are regarded as processes of development, and the nature of
this development appears to be a matter of great importance
for ethics. If the process of evolution is, as the earlier evolu-
tionists held, entirely determined by merely natural causcs,
then of course it may have no relevance for morality, cxcept
in determining the conditions under which the moral lifc has to
be lived. If, however, as some of the more modern views of
evolution suggest, there is some ‘steer’ or cosmic purpose in
evolution, and we can say with Tennyson that ‘through the
ages one increasing purpose runs’, then our human purposcs
may have to find a coherent place in that cosmic purpose.
Indeed, there are thinkers who would say that the only
reasonable theory of ethics is a teleological one holding that
actions are right when they are directed to the ends to which
the course of evolution points. If, again, we accept with
Bergson and his followers a theory of creative cvolution, it
may be that one of the ways in which an action is right is
that it is an expression of the creative impulse in a new
direction. It is possible to combine these theories and to
suppose that there is at the same time one or more purposes
towards which the development of the universe is directed
and also a creative urge at work showing itself in new and
unique creations both of new means towards the fulfilling
of existing purposes and of new purposes themsclves. One
of the purposes of the process of evolution may be to give this
creative urge fuller scope for its expression. If /,as or a
similar view of evolution be correct it may be at least part
of the business of right actions to ‘drive on the system of life’,
the reason that Dr. Johnson once gave for engaging in action.!
There would be, in this case, 2 new and closer relation between
the scientific laws of nature at work in the course of cvolution
and the laws of morality. This does not mean that it is
necessary to regard the laws of morality as on the same level
as the generalizations of the natural sciences as the carlier
teachers of evolutionary ethics tended to regard them. It
means rather that we are regarding the laws of nature more
in the way that moralists have regarded the laws of morality
for we are implying that nature as a whole in all its aspects

1 Boswell : Life of Johnson, Ch. 54.
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is purposive and even creative. It is into a background of
creative cflort and purposes working towards fulfilment
that our own moral struggles and aspirations are to be fitted.

Creative evolution suggests another aspect of morality
which monistic theories of metaphysics have been in danger
of ignoring. If we hold with monistic idealism that the uni-
verse is fundamentally one, we are apt to ignore ‘the many’,
and in particular the reality of the differcnces between
different individuals. Monism is apt to suggest to the
moralist that there is one single moral end, however complex
and many-sided it may appear, at which every man ought
always to be aiming. The inevitable result of such a view is
to reduce the moral life to a single pattern, and this does
appear to be one side of morality, and one that is also linked
with the natural world. We saw in an earlier chapter that
for every kind of animal and plant there appears to be an
ideal nature, one that the descriptive scientist describes in
his text-book, but to which the actual specimens found in
nature are only imperfect approximations. An evolutionist
may even maintain that the course of evolution has as one of
its purposcs the approximation to the perfect type for a
particular kind of animal or plant. Since the time of
Aristotle there has been a similar view in ethical theory. The
good man is the man in whom the characteristics which make
a man to be a man receive adequate expression. The fact
that man is self-conscious and so can deliberately aim at his
own seX)calization makes him diflerent from the other
animals, and, as was suggested earlier in this chapter, if man
is immortal this self-realization becomes a matter of far
greater importance. One side of goodness certainly seems
to be the realization of 2 human nature that is common to all
men. Room must also be found, however, for the view that
the good life is a life in which unique personalities are
developed and in which new forms of goodness appear. This
adds great complications to an cthical theory, for the unique
does not admit of generalizations and so far does not lend
itself to scientific treatment at all. In this respect ethics must
take the side of the pluralists in metaphysics, for a universe
which is to provide for this creative kind of morality must
have open possibilities and opportunities for what is new and
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unpredictable. Once again there is something correspond-
ing to this in biological evolution; the course of evolution
may lead to the development of a more perfect dog in the
sense of a ‘doggier’ dog; it also leads to a great varicty of new
kinds of dog.

Accordingly the universe suggested by our moral theory,
and we are only making the most tentative of suggestions, is
a universe with room for other kinds of universal laws than
the causal laws of natural science. It is a universe which at
the same time has purposes to achieve in the course of a real
development in time, and is creative in the sense of producing
from time to time things that are new and unique and un-
predictable. There are in the course of its development two
complementary tendencies, that towards the perfection of
existing types and that towards the production of unique
individuals. Of current metaphysical theories, idcalism in
its less intellectualist forms is certainly the one which would
suit our theory best, but it is an idealism which must give a
larger place to the many unique individuals and more oppor-
tunity for creativeness than most idealistic theories have
given. If the universe is of such a kind, then it is possible
to go back to the old view of the moral life as the lile ‘con-
venient to nature’. :

84. Religion and Morality

Religion may be defined as the belief in a supernatural
reality which aflects the believer emotionally in stvh 2 way
as to impel him to perform certain acts directed towards
the supernatural reality. Historically there has been a
very close connexion between morality and religion, for it
is likely that religious customs were recognized as such by
men before moral customs were distinguished from them,
and in this way morality may be said to have devcloped
from religion. The distinction was gradually made between
duties which were primarily directed towards onc’s fellow
human beings and duties which were primarily dirccted
towards God. The duties to one’s fellow-men, however,
continued to be regarded as duties which God commanded,
and so, even up to the present day, morality and religion
have to a great extent enjoined the same duties. In the
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higher religions there is an explicit recognition that to obey
the laws of morality takes a high place among religious
duties. The Hebrew prophets taught this, when they main-
tained that God requires instead of rites and sacrifices,
that men should ‘do justly and love mercy’.! It is true
that there have been cases where immoral rites are prac-
tised as a part of religious ritual but this has by no means
been the general rule.  Religious experience with its emphasis
on the supernatural and mysterious and its strong emotions
is cxcecdingly liable to abnormal perversions and the religious
attitude is apt to be exploited by the unscrupulous claimant
to supernatural powers. Religion is also very conservative
and tends to preserve customs that are no longer socially
advantagcous. Factors like these are probably sufficient
to explain those cases in which religion has enjoined what
morality has condemned. There appears also to be some
justification for the view that the more religious an individual
or a society is, the more moral the individual or the society
will also be. This correlation may seem to be disproved by
the fact that a decline in religion does not in many historical
cases appear to be followed by an immediate decline in
morality, but in most cases this decline comes somewhat
later. People continue for a period to observe the customs
of their fathers without holding the religious beliefs on which
these customs are based, but after a time the customs too are
and the moral code enjoining them falls into
arge sections of mankind at present appear to be
giving up the moral codes handed down from the past in this
way.

However closely religion and morality are connected, there
are certain well-defined differences between them:?

‘(a) Religion includes a wider range of duties than morality.
Worship, prayer and the observance of rites and sacraments
are among the most important of religious duties, but morality
has only an indirect concern with such duties in so far as they
affect a man’s conduct in relation to his fellow-men. The
fact that they do have such an indirect. moral influence is
demonstrated by the way in which primitive peoples use such

1 Micah vi. 8.

2 cf, De Burgh: The Relations of Morality to Religion.
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religious rites in instructing and initiating their youths in
their moral duties as adult members of the tribe. The
religious man would, however, be the first to maintain that
the primary purpose of such duties is not moral and man-
directed but religious and God-directed. Along with these
distinctively religious duties, most of the higher religions
enjoin all those duties which are enjoined by morality, and
even give to them the highest place among religious dutics.
(b) Religion is more characteristically an cmotional
experience than morality. This is the diflerence that was
expressed by Matthew Arnold’s famous definition of religion
as ‘morality touched by emotion’.? It is difficult, however,
to say exactly what the emotion is which distinguishes religious
experiences from other experiences. It may be described as
the fecling of tremendous mystery which Otto has called the
‘nurninous’ or the awe felt in the presence of holiness, and,
in spite of what Otto says, this holiness, even in primitive
conceptions, includes a ccrtain moral holiness—a fa<t that is
of considerable interest to moralists.? In the case of the
higher religions at any rate the emotion may be described
as an intense feeling of personal loyalty to God. It may be
described again as the emotion of subjection or negative self-
feeling which McDougall finds in the instinct of self-abase-
ment. This emotion seems often to distinguish a religious
action from a moral action of the same outward appearance.
The merely moral man does a good action, for example a
. A . - . . . J,
piece of social service, feeling that he is doing it on h3wn and
in his own strength, and in doing it his instinct of self-assertion
with its positive self-feeling is finding an expression. The
religious man does the same action, regarding himself as the
feeble instrument of God's beneficent power, and his attitude
is one of abasing himself before the will of God. It is difficult
to see this distinction in concrcte cases. Many religious
people arc sufficiently irreligious to feel that they themselves
are doing the good action. The religious fecling may, in
other cases, become associated by conditioning with the moral
action. Kant, who said that ‘morality . . . in no way nceds
religion for its support’ also said that the moral law aroused
Y Arnold : Literature and Dogma, Ch. 1, §ii.
2 Otto: Idea of the Holy, p. 53.
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in him a feeling of awe, which is very like, if not identical with,
the characteristic religious emotion.

(c) De Burgh has pointed out that while religion implies
conduct as well as knowledge (in a very wide sense of the word),
for religion knowledge is all-important, and action is for the
sake of knowledge.! For morality, on the other hand,
knowledge is merely a means to better action, necessary, as
Socrates and his followers recognized, but instrumental to
action. The religious life is essentially knowing God; ‘this
is life eternal that they might know thee the only true God’.?
This does not mean that religion is identical with theology,
the philosophical study of God, any more than that morality
is identical with ethies, the theoretical study of right conduct.
Indeed it has often been the case with religion that its special
knowledge has been hidden from the wise and prudent and
revealed to babes in understanding. The higher religions
describe religious knowledge by the word ‘faith’; it is certainly
not logical inference; it is not commonly the mystic vision,
although it generally implies a simpler kind of intuition; it
is always touched with emotion as we saw in the last para-
graph, and is probably analogous to sympathy, a mental
state in which both understanding and fecling are present.
Just as the sympathetic man understands what others are
suffering and feels for them, so the religious man understands
the will of God, and feels a submissive awe to that will. The
practicalduties of religion are to a large degree instrumental
in their value for it is through worship, prayer and sacrament
that we attain to the awarencss of the supernatural which
we call the knowledge of God. Some thinkers go further
than this and say that while morality is concerned only with
a man’s conduct, religion is concerned with his whole
personality.

(d) Religion has its centre in God; morality has its centre
in man. This distinction has already been suggested by the
different emotional attitudes which we find in morality and in
religion. It is conceivable that there may be a purely human-
istic morality which contains no reference to the supernatural

* De Burch: The Relations of Morality to Religion, IIL.  Proceedings
of the British Academy, Vol. XXI, p. 85.

2 John xvii. 3.
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although we shall suggest in the sequel that this would be a
very limited morality. Ethical societies have in the last
century often presented such a morality, and Buddhism long
ago tried to be such a morality but found human nature too
much for it and became a religion. Religion, however,
would lose its essential nature if all reference to the super-
natural were excluded from it. The fact that religion tries
to see the universe from the direction of God gives to the
morality which is inspired by religion a universality that
non-religious morality may soinetimes lack; there have been
thinkers who appear to confine morality to a single state.
Again and again in our study we have referred to a
man’s society or community or group as the sphere of his
moral duties, but religion in its higher forms reminds us
that this community is no particular state or nation. It
is as wide as humanity, for such religion teaches us the
brotherhood of man; it is even wider, for religion thinks
of a fellowship of conscious beings in heaven as well as
on earth.

In view of these four differences between morality and
religion the question may be asked whether morality requires
the support of religion or whether morality, as we know it,
can exist permanently without religion. History shows us
that it certainly can do so with no great appearance of harm
to itself for limited periods, and it is possible that something
in the way of morality may exist permanently without a
supporting religion. There are, however, several $asons for
thinking that morality without religion would be very
different from what it has been in the past and that some of
its very highest forms would disappear altogether. These
reasons, by a different turn of expression, are those which
make the existence of God a postulate of the useful if not of
the necessary kind in ethics.

The following are some of the ways in which religion appears
to be involved in morality.

(a) Morality implies a certain metaphysical outlook, at
Ieast a belief in the existence of individual selves who are in
some sense the doers of their own actions, in the reality of
time and in the existence of evil, and gains from certain other
philosophical beliefs. For most men this outlook is provided
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by their religion. The ordinary man does not study technical
metaphysics, but he has none the less a metaphysical outlook
on the universe, without which his moral rules would not make
sense.  This metaphysical outlook, however simple or crude,
is largely supplied by religion.

(b) Religion gives objectivity to moral values. There is
throughout moral thought a haunting fear that good and evil
may be mere imaginations of the human mind, that the moral
struggle is illusory and that the real universe bears no relation
to our human opinions. In religion, however, man has a
guarantee that the moral struggle is a real one in which God,
as creator and supporter of the universe, is concerned and that
His moral laws are as much the laws of nature as any of those
with which the natural sciences deal.

(c) Morality implies an impulse or initiative from some-
thing that is beyond nature. This is the view of those who
say that the voice of conscience is the voice of God within us.
‘Whether we accept this view or not, we must admit that there
is in our human nature an urge towards what is higher and
better which can never be explained in merely natural
terms. There is more in living than the satisfaction of our
animal instincts; there is what may be called figuratively an
‘instinct’ to be better, to reach something new in the way of
good action, an aspiration, as we said in an earlier chapter,
‘For the man to arise in me, that the man that I am may
cease tode’.

(d) Morality implies a personal loyalty rather than
obedience to an impersonal law. Our attitude to a law that
we regard as a moral law is very different from our attitude
to a political law concerned primarily with a non-moral
matter, such as a law restricting the movement of people
from one place to another in time of war. The political law
must be obeyed because we see the use of obeying it, or because
we wish to avoid the penalty for breaking it, or because we
hold that it is 2 moral duty to obey all the laws of our country
however stupid they may be. On the other hand, a moral
law is to be obeyed in the way that the wish of a friend is to
be obeyed. If we fail to obey it, we fail in something that is
very like a personal oLiigation. The nature of this obligation
in morality is admittedly obscure, but perhaps the most
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reasonable explanation of it is the religious one that we owe
an obligation to a personal God.

(e) There is something other-worldly about morality at its
highest. It has already been suggested that the immortality
promised to believers by many religions gives a new sig-
nificance to morality, by making the moral struggle worth
while and by making it reasonable to attribute great intrinsic
value to each human personality. Morality is at the same
time other-worldly in a different way. The good man has
his affections set not on the things of this visible world and
on the satisfaction that can be obtained from matcrial things,
but in a realm that is in some sense more spiritual. It is
true that we know this spiritual realm most rcadily as it
embodies itself in material things, in the truths expressed in
words, in the beauty of nature and of art, and in goodness
expressed in noble deeds. Yet in all these things as we know
them there is an incompleteness which leaves our highest
aspirations imperfectly satisfied. Bradley thought that
morality by its very naturc implied an unsolved contradiction
between self-realization and altruism, and Spinoza in his
Ethica found the highest level of morality in the intellectual
love of God, a level where morality has been transformed into
religion. It is the faith of the religious man that this in-
completeness which characterizes every human endeavour
in art and in philosophy as well as in morality is not the whole
of the story. This life is related to the life of eternitv, which
is known however dimly in religion, as the ‘arc to i perfcct
round’.



Chapter XVIII
THE LANGUAGE OF ETHICS !

§1.  The Use of Language

‘Expressions may be grammatically similar and yet logically
different.”? The sentence, ‘A puppy is a young dog’, is similar
in grammatical construction to the sentence, ‘A puppy is a
nuisance in the house’, but while the former expresses a defini-
tion of the English word, ‘puppy’, the latter expresses a fact
learned by observation and, in part, an emotional reaction to
it. Mr. Bertrand Russell, following Frege, was one of the first
British philosophers to show that the *apparent logical form of
the proposition need not be its real form’, and Wittgenstein
showed, by a logical analysis of the language used, that many
philosophical questions do not admit of answer, because they
are senscless questions. (An example of an obviously sense-
less question is, ‘Is the Absolute red or yellow?’) Professor
Gilbert Ryle summed up the view of those influenced by this
type of philosophy when he said in 1932, ‘The main business
of philosg‘ghy is the detection of the sources in linguistic idiom
of recuri®it misconceptions and absurd theories.” The appli-
cation of this type of philosophy to the language of ethics was
made more or less incidentally by Russell, Carnap and Ayer,
but the first systematic treatment of the language of ethics was
Professor C. L. Stevenson’s Ethics and Language, first published
in 1945. This work has been continued by others, to whom
we shall refer as ‘philosophers of language’, and, in view of
their work, every future writer on ethics will need to consider
how ethical language is used in a far more thorough way than
did either the idealists of the late nineteenth century or the
intuitionists of the early twentieth century.

We may regard words as tools, primarily tools for different

1 For books used in this chapter, see p. 372.

2 A. G. N. Flew: Logic and Language, First Series, p. 7.

Y
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sorts of communication, but also tools for constructive think-
ing. We may accordingly distinguish between different kinds
of sentences by considering the jobs they are used for. Before
discussing the kinds ol language used in ethics it may be helpful
to give examples of a few types used in ordinary conversation :

(@) Prescriptive language, consisting of commands, impera-
tives and the like,—‘sentences with the intention of telling
someone what to do’, e.g. ‘Shut the door’; ‘Thou shalt not
steal’; ‘Troops will disembark at 08.00 hours’; ‘I want you
to write this letter’; (where this is used not to tell one’s own
state of mind but to lead to the writing of the letter).

(b) Emotive language, consisting of words or sentences with

the lunctions of expressing or evoking emotional attitudes,
e.g. ‘Alas!’; ‘It’s smashing I’; ‘Fancy that !’ ; “The Tory govern-
ment’s reactionary policy has thrown the nation’s road trans-
port system to the capitalistic wolves' ; “The liberal policy of a
[ree-enterprise party has restored to our road transport system
the initiative of business men.” (These last two examples,
which contain a common statement, as well as different
emotive expressions, may be largely replaced by the sentences,
‘The government has denationalized road transport—what a
shame! and ‘The government has denationalized road trans-
port—how splendid ).

(¢) Descriptive language, consisting of ‘staternents’, sentences
with the intention of passing on information. The most
common type is the ‘sentence with the intention both of
telling you what to believe and of letting you know that I
believe it myself’; ! e.g. ‘Clouds are often followedi.y rain’;
‘A puppy is a young dog’; ‘If you want to see the largest city
in Scotland, go to Glasgow’; (where this is used not to direct
the hearer to go to Glasgow but to tell him the size of the
city).

{c)l) Interrogative language, consisting ol questions, sentences
with the intention of evoking a statement or a command {rom
the hearer, e.g. “What is the colour of a blackbird’s legs?’;
‘What shall I do to be saved?’; ‘You didn’t speak to him at
the meeting?’

There are, of course, many other kinds of language, some
of which will concern us later, but these will illustrate the
points that have now to be made. For each of t}-nese four
kinds of language there is one characteristic grammatical form,

1 R. B, Braithwaite in Mind, Vol. LXIII, p. 254.
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—a verb in the imperative mood for prescriptive language, an
interjection for emotive language, a verb in the indicative
mood for descriptive language, and a sentence beginning with
an interrogative pronoun or adjective for interrogative lan-
guage; we have shown this characteristic form in the first
example in each case.

For each kind of language, however, other grammatical
forms arc also frequently used, as in some of our later ex-
amples. The same form, e.g. ‘You didn’t speak to him at
the meeting’, may be, in different contexts and with different
intonations, a question, a statement, or an emotive expression.
1t is clear too from our last two examples of emotive language
that a single sentence may do the work of two kinds of language
at the same time; it is indeed in such two-function sentences
that emotive language is most often found.

Statements have had in philosophy a prestige denied to
other kinds of language ; they are ‘the sole vehicle of Truth’,!
‘the proper indicative sentences . . . somehow above suspicion
in a way that other sorts of sentence are not’.? Statements
are sentences to which the words ‘true’ and ‘[alse’ are directly
applicable, and it is thought that philosophy to be worthy of
the name must, like science, consist of true statements. From
what we have shown of other kinds of language being some-
times expressed in sentences in the indicative mood, (e.g. ‘It's
smashing’; “Troops will disembark at 08.00 hours’), it is clear
that we may easily make the mistake of regarding such
sentences.as ‘true’ or ‘false’. This, indeed, according to the
philosopiicrs of language, is one of the most common mistakes
made in dealing with the language of ethics.

Many of the earlier philosophers of language held what is
called the ‘verificationist theory of meaning’, which may be
simply if not quite adequately expressed in Professor Ayer's
statement that a sentence has literal meaning if and only if
the proposition it expresses is either analytic or empirically
verifiable.? (An analytic proposition is one that it would be
self-contradictory to contradict, because of the rules of lan-
guage, e.g. ‘Triangles are three-sided’ ; an empirically verifiable
proposition is one the truth or falsity of which can be confirmed
directly or indirectly by aobservation, e.g. ‘It will rain here

! P. H. Nowell-Smith: Ethics, p._ 21.

2 R. M. Hare: The Language of Morals, p. 8.

3 A. J. Aycr: Language, Truth and Logic, p. 5.
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tomorrow.’) Those who, like the present writer, do not hold
this theory but believe that there are other kinds of mean-
ingful propositions, which may be expressed in true or false
statemnents, have sometimes tended to reject all the work of
the philosophers of language. It is by no means necessary to
do so: it is possible to engage in a logical study of the language
of morals without accepting the ‘verificationist principle’.?

82. The Language used in Ethics

Most people take it for granted that the sentences which
they find in text-books on ethics, e.g. “To speak the truth is
right’; ‘Stealing is bad’; ‘One ought to pay one’s debts’, are
statements which can be described as true, without believing
that these statements are analytic or verifiable by way of
observations. Indeed, when an apparently ethical sentence
is readily verified by observation, we may suspect that it is
not an ethical sentence at all. Mr. Hare’s Indian Army
Major, who makes the apparently ethical statement, ‘Plunkett
is a good fellow,’ is really saying, ‘Plunkett plays polo, sticks
pigs with élan and is not on familiar terms with educated
Indians.’ 2 All these three are descriptive statements, verifi-
able by observation, but they are not moral judgements. The
words, which occur characteristically in moral judgements,
have all non-ethical uses as well, as in the following sentences,
‘Pick out the good apples’; ‘Five of his sums were right, but
the other two were wrong’; ‘The weather ought to be better
after Easter.’ )

In certain contexts moral judgements do the speézl jobs of
three of the kinds of language mentioned in the last section,
as well as another job, that of evaluation, to which we shall
come in our next section. (a) When in reply to the question,
‘Shall I make up a story, or shall I tell the truth?’ someone
answers, ‘It is right to tell the truth,’ the answer is prescriptive,
and almost equivalent to the command, ‘Tell the truth.
(b) When the spectator of a gallant action exclaims ‘That
was nobly done’, his exclamation is largely an emotive expres-
sion, almost equal to applause. (c) When a clergyman
writes in a testimonial that A. is a good girl, he is almost
certainly making the statement by implication that A. attends

t This is well brought out in a review of A. N. Flew’s ‘Logic and
Language’ by J. Holloway. Mind, Vol. LXII, p. 99.

# R. M. Hare: op. cit., pp. 146, 147.
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Church and has certain qualities of character. Even if, unlike
Mr. Hare’s Army Major, the clergyman is still using ‘good’
as a moral term, his judgement is in part descriptive.

It is significant that in their characterization of ethical
terms, the philosophers of language olten refer to more than
one use. Professor Stevenson’s first pattern of analysis sug-
gests that ‘This is good’ is synonymous with ‘I approve of
this; do so as well.! Here the word ‘good’ is being used
both to express an attitude of approval (in emotive language)
and to give 2 command (in prescriptive language). Professor
Ayer similarly wrote, ‘Ethical terms do not serve only to express
feeling. They are calculated also to arouse feeling, and so to
stimulate action. Indeed some of them are used in such a
way as to give the sentences in which they occur the effect
of commands.” 2 Here again there is an emotive use and a
prescriptive use.

It looks as if words in ethics are very troublesome. The
same words are used in ethical and non-ethical sentences, and
even in ethical sentences they may be used for different jobs
and for two or three jobs at the same time. In the logical
analysis of such words—we shall use ‘good’, which is the most
troublesome, as an example—three methods may be used:
(a) It may be said that ‘good’ has different meanings, and
that it is used with one meaning in ethics, and with another
meaning in such an activity as the marking of essays by a
teacher. This has been the course taken by most writers on
ethics in_the past, but it ignores what is common, and indeed
the simitir difficulties which have to be faced in the different
uses of the word ‘good’. These common elements have been
fully brought out in the writings of Mr. Hare and Mr. Urmson.
Even if we lay aside all non-ethical uses, we have still to face
the different jobs for which the word ‘good’ is used in ethics.
(b) We may look for a common element in all the uses, and
regard this as the total meaning of the term. This is pre-

surnably what the Oxford English Dictionary is doing when
it defines ‘good’ as ‘the most general adjective of commenda-
tion’, but ‘commendation’ is itself a vague and possibly
ambiguous word, and in some uses, the word ‘good’ appears
to have lost almost all sense of commendation; a ‘good load’
is simply a large load. (c) While accepting the sense of
! C. L. Stevenson: Ethics and Language, p. B1.
1 A. J. Ayer: Language, Truth and Logic, p. 108.
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commendation as basic, we may attempt to extend the mean-
ing of ‘good’ in the different spheres in which it is used. One
way of doing this is by stating the criteria or standards, on
the basis of which commendation is given in each sphere.
There may be other ways ; Professors Ayer and Stevenson, for
example, have both suggested in the passages just quoted, that
when the word ‘good’ is used in moral contexts, there is a
prescriptive element in its use. I do not think there is the
same prescriptive element in the word ‘good’ when it is applied
to the grading of apples.

Indeed the philosophers of language are (ully alive to the
varying uses ol ethical terms, but many of them are inclined
to deny that qud ethical terms they can have a descriptive use
at all. This is in part a reaction [rom the intuitionist view
of moral knowledge ‘as knowledge that a certain object has
a certain characteristic’,! and in part due to the limitation
given to meaningful statements by those who accept the
verificationist principle. So we find Professor Braithwaite
saying that ‘the essential thesis of a ‘‘noncogitive” theory
of ethics is to maintain that the specifically moral sense of
“ought” is not descriptive’,? or Professor Ayer saying, ‘Ethical
predicates are not [actual; they do not describe any feature
of the situation to which they are applied.” 3 What seems
to me clear, on the other hand, is that if we use ethical words
merely as emotive or as prescriptive, we are not using our
tools in the most cfficient way. If our purpose in saying
“This is good’ is merely ‘I approve of this; do so as well’
the better tools for our purpose would be the words, ézapprove
of this: do so as well’.  These are simple words, and do not
raise the same number of questions as the word ‘good’. To
me there appears to be something more in the word ‘good’,
and it may be this something more which philosophers of
language are seeking, when like Professor Stevenson they give
two acceptable patterns of analysis, or include in a definition
more than one use.

Some of the philosophers of language too in their eagerness
to preserve the flexibility of ethical language and to ensure
that their theories are reflecting the ordinary use of words
forget that it is the business of both science and philosophy

t P, H. Nowell-Smith: op. cit., p. 39.

2 Mind, Vol. LXIII, p. 257.

3 Horizon, Vol. 20, p. 174.
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to modify the uses of language so that words may become
more efficient tools for the purposes for which they are used.
No physicist uses the words ‘atom’ or ‘force’ in the vague,
ambiguous way they are used in common speech, and how-
ever much the student of ethics wants for the business of
exhortation to keep in touch with common speech, he will
need to reach a technical, standard use of terms. Mr. Hare
gives a good example of the kind of thing I mean in the
‘analytical model’ in the last chapter of his book,! in which
he constructs a model language, defining certain artificial
moral words in terms of a modified imperative moed. Mr.
Hare says that ‘this model is not to be taken too seriously’,
but it is the kind of thing that philosophers of language should
be doing very seriously.2 It is notorious that one can use a
chisel as a screw-driver, with disastrous results to the chisel;
one suspects that Mr. Hare’s Army Major js doing a similar
damage to the word ‘good’ when he calls Plunkett ‘a good
fellow’, and the vagaries of popular usage are constantly spoil-
ing the words we use as tools in ethical judgements, It is
the business of the philosophers of language to decide on their
proper use, and to see to it, as far as in them lies, that they

are properly used.

§3. Evaluative Language in Ethics

A group of activities in which men use the words ‘good’
and ‘bad’ includes choosing, preferring, approving, commend-
ing, and grading. In the opinion of some thinkers, ‘the
central $tivities for which moral language is used are choosing
and advising others to choose’. In these activities we shall
say that language is used evaluatively, and we shall, following
closely an article by Mr. J. O. Urmson,? deal with a simple
and often non-ethical activity of this type, that of grading.
We must not confuse it with the other activities we mention
in the last section. As Mr. Urmson puts it, ‘To describe is
to describe, to grade is to grade, and to express one’s feelings
is to express one’s feelings, and . . . none of these is reducible
to either of the others: nor can any of them be reduced to,
defined in terms of anything else.’

1 R. M. Hare, op. cit,, ch. 12.

2 See F. Waismann: Analytic-Synthetic in Analysis, Vol. X, p. 25;
Vol. XI.,, pp. 25, 49 and 115; Vol. XIII, pp. 1 and 73.

? ‘On Grading’, Essays on Logic and Language, Second Series, p. 159.
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Grading is a familiar activity in many spheres of life. Mr.
Urmson’s chief example is the grading of apples for the
market, where we might use as ‘grading labels’ or adjectives
to apply to the different grades ‘good’, ‘indifferent’ and ‘bad’,

although the trade prefers the more specialized labels of ‘super’,
‘extra fancy’ and the like. Grading is not classification; it
is not, for example, the sorting of apples into Blenheims,
Bramleys and Worcesters, where the language used is entirely
descriptive. In grading the language is evaluative, and in
contrast to classification, we are preferring one grade to
another, It is true that the ‘grading labels’ are often highly
emotive words as in the examples we have given, but the
actual activity of grading would be no different if we were
to use the labels ‘X grade’, 'Y grade’, ‘Z grade’, provided
that one grade is preferred to another. In activities like the
grading of apples the criteria for deciding the grade of an
apple are clearly defined in a series of descriptive staternents
about size, shape, colour, ripeness and absence of blemish.
There is no precise set of criteria for ‘good’ motor cars, still
less for ‘good’ poems.! The reasons why ‘good’ as a grading-
label is so very widely used appear to be both that the criteria
for its application are very general and that a different set
of criteria is used in each different context—one set for apples,
another for motor cars, and another for moral agents. Mr.
Urmson points out that it is possible in the case of apples for
a beginner to carry out the task of grading by imitating or
obeying the instructions of an experienced grader without
knowing anything about the purpose of the grading ¢:people’s
attitudes to apples. This may suggest a similar second-hand
use by many people of terms used in moral grading.

When we consider the grading of apples, we may think that
the criteria are based on people’s likes and dislikes, so that
when we label an apple ‘good’ all we are saying is that people
like large, rosy, sweet apples of the kind that are put in the
‘good’ grade. Any capable grader will say, however, that
there can be right and wrong opinions about good apples,
and that the grades which he uses are determined by objective
criteria, and not by anything as variable as people’s likings.
Still there can be little doubt that it was people’s likings which
originally determined the criteria of a good apple or a good
cheese. ‘It is a fact that there is a stable majority, who

1 R. M. Hare: op. cit., pp. 122, 129.
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prefer, like, choose cheese with the characteristics A, B, C.
Then A, B, C, become the characteristics which are accepted
even by the minority for grading cheese.” If the likings and
choices of the stable majority change, there will follow alter
a time-lag a change in the criteria. In the case of the
criteria for grading cheese Mr. Urmson thinks that this
account is ‘just about right’. In other kinds of grading the
criteria are less clearly defined and more in dispute, and it is im-
possible to give such a straight-forward account of their origin.
We do not customarily use the term ‘grading’ in ethics, but
Mr. Urmson’s argument is that in speaking of men and of
their actions as good and bad and, less commonly, indifferent,
and even in speaking of men as rash, brave and cowardly, we
are grading. For in doing so, we are ‘approving’, ‘selecting’
and ‘choosing’—activities which have a similar pattern to that
of Mr. Urmson’s grading. How does what we may call
‘moral grading’ differ from the grading ol apples? There are
no explicitly laid down criteria for grading men and their
actions like the specifications which the Ministry of Agriculture
in Britain has laid down for ‘super’-grade apples. The ‘stan-
dards’ which occupy so much of this book are criteria by
another name, and the students of ethics, who might have
been expected to lay down specifications have clearly had
difficulty in doing so, and have commonly differed among
themselves. (One thing that they may learn [rom the graders
of apples is that a ‘standard’ may require several descriptive
statements as its specifications, not a single one as they have
so oftelatternpted.) Moreover, in grading apples we know
very clearly what people are to do with them: the proof of
the apple is the eating of it, and this immediately reduces
the number of criteria to workable limits, We have no such
easily ascertainable limits in the grading of men and their
actions. In common speech, different criteria are used for
grading a man as good in different contexts: we think again
of the Army Major’s ‘good fellow’ and the somewhat unusual
criteria employed by him. Similarly the criteria used have
varied in different ages and countries; in post-war Britain
Aristotle’s ‘magnificence’ is scarcely a criterion of the good
man. Again the relative importance of motives and external
actions will vary in different contexts in their use as criteria;
the motive will figure more largely in the criteria used by a
lather confessor than in the criteria used by a policeman.
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Moral grading differs from other kinds of grading in its
importance. ‘Moral grading aflects the whole of one’s life
and social intercourse.’” This surely suggests that while the
ordinary activity of grading has a clear purpose in view, and
even an officer’s grading of men as rash, brave and cowardly
has in view the selection of men for some special duty, moral
grading has no such clearly defined purpose. Mr. Urmson
may mean that it has such a variety and complexity of pur-
poses that these cannot be analysed. It appears to me that
a moral grading with any single purpose in view is a biased
grading, like the grading of an apple merchant whose sole
aim is to sell apples of any quality at the largest price. There
has to be an autonomy about moral grading ; otherwise it is
not moral.

Mr. Urmson points out rightly that in morality we have
to decide between diflerent sets of grading criteria; we have
to grade our criteria. Here he uses the labels ‘enlightened’,
‘unenlightened’, ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ and suggests such criteria
as the absence or presence of superstition, or the health, wealth
and happiness of the people living under the inoral code in
question. The origins of criteria [or ‘enlightenment’ are not
so easily traced as the origins of the criteria for good cheese.
One of the points in which criteria for moral goodness differ
from the non-ethical grader’s criteria may be that there is a
unique relation between moral goodness and its criteria. We
shall discuss this in §6.

Mr. Urmson concludes his article by saying that he does
not regard ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ and cognate words a$-grading
labels. This is important in its indication that in ethics we
not only use evaluative or grading language, but other kinds
of language as well.

§4. Emotive Language in Ethics

Some of the earlier philosophers of language held that the
job of ethical language was ‘to express feeling’, to which ‘to
express commands’ was soon added. They realized, however,
that such a vague word as ‘feeling’ was not adequate. Pro-
fessor Ayer added to the job of expressing feeling the job of
arousing feeling, and so stimulating action.! By so doing, he
added a prescriptive use to the emotive use of ethical terms.

1 A. J. Ayer: Language, Truth and Logic, p. 108.
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Earl Russell replaced feelings by wishes: ‘When a man says,
“This is good in itself” . . . he means “Would that everybody
desired this?”’ ! Prolessor Stevenson used instead of the word
‘feeling’ the word ‘attitude’, which is not strictly defined, but
includes ‘purposes, aspirations, wants, preferences, desires and
so on’.2 In his two patterns, the attitudes expressed are
‘approval’ and ‘praise’ (‘a laudatory emotive meaning’) re-
spectively. There is obviously sorne confusion as to the feeling
that is expressed in ethical terms.

Some general considerations may help us to deal with this
confusion. (a) When ethical language is used seriously, and
not merely conventionally, it is naturally emotive. ‘We get
stirred up about goodness of men because we are men,’ says
Mr. Hare, and again, ‘Moral language is frequently emotive,
simply because the situations in which it is typically used are
situations about which we often feel deeply.’ 3 It is the case
too that people often use ethical terms for no other purpose
than expressing their emotions, as in the common exclama-
tion, “That is too bad!” The question is not whether ethical
terms are used emotively, but whether this use is part or whole
of the use being made of them in distinctively moral judge-
ments. Both Mr. Hare and Professor Braithwaite hold that
‘feelings of approval’,—even if expressed in ethical language,
‘are irrelevant to moral judgements’. (b) The point is often
made that in moral judgements we are expressing our feelings
and not saying (in descriptive language) that we have them.
As a matter of fact we are often doing both things at the same
time. €The words, ‘Phew !’ and ‘I should say I am disgusted’
may both be expressions of feelings, but they also may be in
certain contexts descriptive statements, informing people of
the fact of my disgust. What some of the philosophers of
language affirm is that it is the expression and not the descrip-
tion which is the concern of ethics. (c) The words ‘good’
and ‘right’ and ‘ought’ are generally held to express a [avour-
able attitude, what Mr. Nowell-Smith calls a ‘pro-attitude’.
This is true in the case of the word ‘good’, but when I say,
‘I ought to write this letter’, my attitude is sometimes at any
rate a ‘con-attitude’ to writing, countered by a self-command
to do it. I do not seem even to have a pro-attitude to the

! Quoted C. L. Stevenson: Ethics and Language, p. 265 n.

2 C. L. Stevenson: op. cit., p. 3.
* R. M. Hare: op. cit., pp. 141, 144.
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self-command in all cases unless my accepting of the self-
command itsell implies a pro-attitude. This suggests that
while we may be using ‘good’ and ‘bad’ frequently as emotive
terms in ethical contexts, it is less plausible to suppose that
we are using ‘right’, ‘wrong’ and ‘ought’ as emotive terms.
(d) The same term is often used with both an emotive and
descriptive meaning at the same time, and this is sometimes
true of ethical terms. Professor Stevenson has shown that the
emotive meaning of a term may be dependent on or more
or less independent of its descriptive meaning; we feel very
differently about war-time ‘controls’ from what we do about
‘self-control’. Changes in emotive meaning tend to lag behind
changes in descriptive meaning ; there are old people who still
feel a strong antipathy to socialists, although they wauld have
to describe socialists today in a very different way from those
whom they described as wild revolutionaries fifty years ago.

What is the feeling or attitude expressed by ‘good’ in ethical
contexts? Various answers have been given from Mr.
Nowell-Smith’s ‘pro-attitude’, ‘which should not be restricted
to any one pattern’, to some peculiarly moral attitude or group
of attitndes. “The term “‘good,” ” writes Professor Stevenson,
‘is indefinable, then, if a definition is expected to preserve its
customary emotive meaning. It has no exact emotive equiv-
alent,’ 1 Whether the word ‘good’ is in ethical contexts
expressing a unique attitude, not felt in other contexts, is a
question that can only be decided by introspection. My own
experience suggests that there is no peculiarly moral feeling;
what is peculiar is the prescriptive element in a sent¢iice that
might be otherwise a mere expression of feeling. Some, who
have tried to name a peculiarly moral feeling, have called it
‘approval’ or ‘moral approval’, but approval is a term used
in other ways than to express attitudes. When the Minister
of Housing approves designs for Council houses, he is probably
grading. When I approve of a plan at 2 meeting, my language
is probably prescriptive.

Ethical language differs [rom purely emotive language in
that it does not merely express an attitude: it implies that
there is some reason for that attitude. This is, in part at any
rate, the difference between saying ‘I like this particular
action’, and ‘I approve of this particular action’ in a moral
context. In our liking we are in the condition of Dr. Fell’s

1 C. L. Stevenson: op. cit., p. 82.
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pupil, who said, ‘I do not like thee, Dr, Fell: The reason why
I cannot tell,” and indeed there may be no reason at all. But
when we approve of something, so that we can say it is good
or right or someone ought to do it, then we imply that we
have sound reasons for our approval.

The important task of emotive language in ethics is not
to express attitudes but to persuade other people, and perhaps
sometimes ourselves, to do what they ought to do. One good
example of this is what Professor Stevenson calls ‘persuasive
definition’. In a persuasive definition, the descriptive mean-
ing of a term is changed without any substantial change in
its emotive meaning. The result is that the hearer, accepting
the new definition of the term, is persuaded to extend the
attitude expressed in the terms emotive meaning to something
new. The election agent who convinces me by definition that
‘patriotism’ includes adherence to the principles of his party,
has gone a long way to secure my approval and my vote.
There are other means of persuasion, but the job of them all
is to arouse feeling and so to stimulate action.

§5. Prescriptive Language in Ethics

‘Ethics, as a special branch of logic, owes its existence to
the function of moral judgements as a guide in answering
questions of the form, “What shall I do?”.’* The answers
to such questions naturally take the form of prescriptive
language which is the language used most obviously in com-
mandigs, but also in exhorting, advising, guiding and even
commending, which has sometimes a hortatory force. While
in activities of evaluating and expressing feeling people use
most frequently the words ‘good’ and ‘bad’, in answering
questions of the form ‘What shall I do?’, they use commonly
sentences containing the words ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ and most
of all ‘ought’.

We shall begin with ‘commands’ which show prescriptive
language in its simplest form, and which may occur in non-
ethical as well as ethical contexts. The ordinary view is that
the function of a command is to get somebody to do some-
thing, but Mr. Hare points out the difference between telling
someone to do something and getting him to do it. We tell
a person what he is to do in a command and then, if he is not

! R. M. Hare, op. cit., p. 172.
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disposed to do it, start the ‘totally different process of trying
to get him to do it’. What is behind Mr. Hare'’s distinction
is that the first step in trying to get a person to do some-
thing is a command in purely prescriptive language; in later
steps one of two things happens; either the language becomes
in part emotive and so persuasive, or reasons, often in descrip-
tive language, are given for the command. Indeed other
means of persuasion, verbal and physical, may be used, but
only the first step is in ordinary persuasion wholly prescriptive.

Mr. Hare shows that commands—'sentences in the impera-

tive mood’—resemble staterments—*sentences in the indicative
mood’, in the fact that they can have logical relations to one
another and can even be formally analysed in the patterns
of Aristotelian logic. One of the difficulties that the philo-
sophers of language have in denying that moral judgements
are statements, is that to regard them as expressions of
attitudes or feelings leaves them with no logical pattern, If,
however, moral terms, even artificial moral terms, can be
defined in terms of a modified imperative mood, as Mr. Hare
does in his analytical model, then clearly we may proceed
to ethical argument with something of the same logical
security as we have in dealing with scientific statements.

Those philosophers of language who emphasize the pre-
scriptive element in moral judgements do not mean that these
judgements can be directly translated into commands in the
imperative mood. Moral judgements differ [rom ordinary
commands in the following way. .

(a) Moral judgements are universal in a way tfLt com-
mands are not. In English our only imperative verb-forms
are in the second person; and it is thus that commands are
normally expressed. The artificial first and third person
forms, ‘Let me do this’ or ‘Let them do that', are really
second-person imperatives used to request others not to impede
the speaker or some other persons.! On the other hand it
is possible to make moral judgements in any of the three
persons; this is one reason why Mr. Hare in his analytical
model has to use an enriched imperative mood. Again com-
mands in the imperative mood normally refer only to the
present or the immediate future, and Mr. Hare has devised
an imperative mood to meet this also. Apparently universal
commands like ‘No smoking’ in a railway compartment only

18, E. Toulmin in Philosophy, Vol. XXIX, p. 67.
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become properly universal when they are made with some
general moral principle in mind.! Even when a particular
piece of advice is given, as it often is, in the second person of
the imperative mood, it is moral advice only when it is based
on some universal principle. A doctor’s injunction to a nurse
not to tell a particular patient that he is dying is a moral
prescription only if it is based on a universal prescription to
permit lying rather than the aggravation of suffering in certain
conditions. :

(b) Prolessor Stevenson has pointed out that direct com-
mands often arouse resistance, while a word like ‘good’ does
not have this effect.? The direct command is often not as
eflective a tool of persuasion as the moral judgement, for it
lacks those emotive meanings which arouse feelings and stimu-
late actions in others. There are cases where moral language
does arouse resistance; a suggestion of ‘piety’ may hinder a
young person [rom choosing a certain line of action.

(c) While the ordinary command, if sincerely given, has
the single function of getting somebody to do something,
moral judgements are more variable in their functions. Pro-
fessor Stevenson gives the examples of a moral judgement
being made simply to promote ethical discussion.?

(d) ‘A man who gives 2 command is not logically bound
to give any reasons why it should be obeyed’: but when a
man says, ‘You ought to do this,” he implies that there are
reasons for his advice being taken.® Such a moral judgement
is addressed to a rational agent to help him to solve a problem
of choic&? Incidentally this is why moral judgements can never
be completely identified with commands of God. The reli-
gious man can never question God's authority, and so qud
religious man cannot ask the reason why, but a moral
judgement does not command a person to do something on
the sole ground that he is told to do it. The relation between
a moral judgement and the reasons for it will concern us in
the next section.

(e) Just because a moral judgement is universal it is a
command to the speaker himsell as well as to others. This
is not the case, when we give a moral exhortation insincerely,
but to do so is an abnormal use of exhortation analogous to

1 R. M. Hare: op. cit., p. 176.

2 C. L. Stevenson: op. cit., p. 32.
3 P, H. Nowell-Smith: op. cit., p. 191 £
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making a statement without behi‘"“g hlt ourselves, 1In his
analytical model, : ‘Hal‘e l:nat &:i the test for deciding
whether the judgement ‘I QUER® f6 €O i( s 2 moral judge-
ment, the re:og‘niﬁon of the Spea)zl"lt at he himsell must
assent to the command, ‘Let me do X" ! Some people doubt
whether it is possible to give 2 command to aneself, but just
as deliberation within 2 single mind is analogous to a dis-
cussion between two Of TMOIC PETSONS, so there may be a
command given by one ‘part of the mind to another analogous
to a command given by one person to another. Qur lack of
a first person imperative Vfrb form may be one factor leading
people to deny this. Itis indeed one of the problems of moral
psychology, how the mora} command to onesell appears in
the mind with such ‘manifest authority’. Christians see in
it the Holy Spirit, Hindus the universal spirit or Brahman
within the individual spirit or Atman. In the language of
modern existentialism ‘the law is our essential being put
against us, seeing we are estranqu frorp it’.2
The fundamental data of ethics with Mr. Hare are not
moral judgements in their prescriptive aspect, as much of his
language suggests, but the personal decisions in which we
subseribe to a moral principle. Even if a2 moral command
sincerely given always implies that the giver must himself
assent to the command, yet the assent or obedience is separable
from the commanding. ‘In the end, everything rests upon
such a decision of principle’, and decision is of ‘the very
essence of morals’,3 Mr. Hare is here at one with the
language of the existentialists. co
Decision is not characteristically expressed in words. When
words are used, they take the form of sentences in the indica-
tive mood, pointing to or even describing the actions decided
upon, as, for example, Joshua’s ‘As for me and my house,
we will serve the Lord’.# The characteristic expression of
decision is action, and if decision be the very essence ol morals,
this suggests a limitation of the study of Janguage in ethics.
Still there arc cases where language is used performatively, for
example, ‘I baptize this child’; ‘I approve this plan’.
L R. M. Hare: op. cit., p. 168.
: Quoted from memory from Paul Tillich’s Gifford Lectures.
R. M, Hare: op. cit., pp. 69, 54.
¢ Joshua: xxiv. 15.
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§6. Descriptive Language in Ethics

When one person says to another, ‘This is 2 good motor-
car,” and the second person already has some knowledge of
motor-cars and the criteria by which cars are graded, then
the speaker is to some extent describing the car in question.
There is a similar descriptive capacity in ethical terms. We
expect some qualities in the man who is described as a ‘good’
man, and the term will be more fully descriptive if we know
the views of the speaker on such matters. In some contexts
the cthical term may be both evaluative and descriptive : in
others the evaluative meaning may be_getting less, as in
Mr. Hare’s Army Major’s ‘good fellow’. This descriptive
use is even more prominent in more specialized ethical
language. When we call 2 man ‘honest’, we are not only
cxpressing our evaluation or feeling of approval ; we are also
describing the man’s habits and attitudes.

It is sometimes said that an expression like ‘a good driver’,
or ‘a good auger’ are entirely descriptive. To explain the
meaning of such functional words we have to say what the
object or individual is for, what it is supposed to do, and in
describing that, we are explicitly describing ‘the good auger’
or ‘the good driver’. Where such words differ from others
is that in learning the meaning of these functional words, we
are, as it were, ‘being handed on a plate’ the criteria of a

ood ,auger or a good driver.! There are no such given
criteria for the most general ethical terms, but there are such
when tf2 term used is largely descriptive, as, for example,
‘honest’ or ‘industrious’. .

What philosophers of language have been at pains to deny
is that “This is good’ is ever a descriptive statement analogous
to the empirically verifiable statements, ‘This is three feet
long’ or ‘This is uranium’. In denying this, they tend to
make certain assumptions which were certainly sometimes
also made by the intuitionists whom they oppose, but which
appear to be unnecessary, (a) They hold that when intuitionists
call a thing ‘good’, they are attending to one single quality
abstracted from the many qualities of an object in the same
sort of way as students of optics abstract, for example, the
‘redness’ of the setting sun from all the other elements in the
experience about which similar statements can be made, such

1 R. M. Hare: op. cit., p. 100.
z
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as its round shape and its luminosity. So ‘goodness’ is spoken
of as a ‘simple’ quality or a ‘resultant’ or ‘supravenient’ quality
or even ‘a single ingredient to which we always refer when we
call something good’.! Those who maintain that ‘goodness’
can be directly perceived might reasonably maintain that
goodness’ cannot be abstracted like ‘redness’ ; it belongs to
e sl of the cxperince i3 no one quaiy rculing
© X 2 ers ; itis a quality of the whole
experience imbedded in and not resulting from the other
qualities. Nor is it obvious—and our flexible use of lan; .
in moral contexts confirms the opinion—that goodn guage
simple quality. For onc thing it is a quality everfs§ Is 2
simplest usages, of an action, which is an object of perc n s
more difficult to analyse than a material object. €ption
suitable analogue to ‘goodness’ than ‘redness’ in ordir::ore
sense-perception might be ‘discords’ in music, also direca:{y
perceptible but a good deal more difficult to expound thaz
‘redness’.  (b) Philosophers of language think that the state-
ment ‘This is good’ cannot be empirically verified in the
way that the statement “This is red’ is verified. It is the
contention of intuitionists that just as there is a stable
majority who perceive discords in music, or who choose
certain characteristics in cheeses, so there is a stable majority
who perceive goodness in the same kind of actions, and it is
from this stable majority that we can expect verification of
our intuition. After all, there are colour-blind people who
perceive red as no different from green, and, il we accept
the Christian doctrine of original sin, we all have delects in
our moral vision which make reliable verification difficult but
not, I think, impossible. (c) Philosophers ol language tend
to believe that intuitionists ascribe infallibility to the state-
ments in which they describe their intuition. Intuition is
itself an emotive word that tends to carry over into its use
in ethics the attitudes connected with it in mysticism and
religion. Intuition is as fallible as perception, or perhaps
more so. (d) It has been argued that if an object has a
quality which can be described in a statement, this quality
cannot be at the same time emotive or prescriptive or evalu-
ative. I can see no reason why things and qualities may not
be like words in this respect : our whole study has shown us
that words can be used descriptively and emotively at the

1 P, H. Nowell-Smith: op. cit., p. 180.
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same time. (c) Philosophers of language appear to think that
the experiences which moral intuitionists claim are unique
and without parallel in any other sphere. But in the sphere
of msthetics and religion there are certainly parallel experi-
ences, even more difficult to describe than the experience of
goodness. It is just because the moral intuitionist has tried
to describe these experiences with the rather inadequate tool
of a language devised for other purposes that his descriptions
can be so easily assailed. Religious people have been wise
in calling their parallel experiences ineffable. '

These considerations do not prove intuitionism; at most
they weaken the critics’ attack. Intuitionists would certainly
be wrong if they claimed that the word ‘good’, for example,
was only used to describe an intuition. The philosophers of
language have shown that it is used in other ways. There
does, however, appear to me to be a special experience for
which people do use the term ‘good’ in a moral context.
Some may think that the ‘goodness’ is in the ‘peculiarly moral
attitude’, others in the object of the intuition. Psychologists
have always taught the difficulty of distinguishing the objective
from the subjective in emotional experiences.

There is another way in which descriptive language appears
in ethical discussion, We have seen that criteria are implied
in grading, and that reasons can be given for moral pre-
scriptions and perhaps even for properly moral attitudes, and
these criteria and reasons are often expressed in the form of
staternents. Some of them indeed would in other contexts
be stateXents of descriptive science. We shall now consider
how these statements may be related to the moral judgements
connected with them.

(a) Moralists have sometimes spoken as if the moral judge-
ment was logically entailed by the statements given as reasons
or criteria. Hume, however, in a famous passage pointed out
that we cannot pass from propositions where the copula is
‘is’ or ‘is not’ to propositions with the copula ‘ought’ or ‘ought
not’. Whatever be the relation between the reasons for a
moral judgement and the moral judgement itself, it is not
one of logical entailment.

(b) Naturalists have held that “This is good’ can be defined
in terms of ‘This has certain characteristics’, for example,
“This is productive of the maximum possible amount of
pleasure’. What is ordinarily thought of as a reason for

PA
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calling something good here becomes a definition of ‘good’.
This view was for many disproved by Professor Moore,! but
it is possible for anyone who cares to ignore normal ethical
usage to define ‘good’ in this way. Professor Stevenson in
his second pattern at first sight may appear to do this: ¢ “This
is good” has the meaning of “This has qualities or relations
X, Y, Z”, except that “good” has as well a laudatory emotive
meaning . . . He has guarded himself against Professor
Moore’s ‘naturalistic fallacy’ by including in his definition
emotive meaning as well as descriptive meaning.
(c) Many of the philosophers of language seem to find only
psychological connections of association and conditioning—
contingent or matter of fact connections rather than logical
relationships—between reasons or criteria and moral judge-
ments. ‘What are accounted reasons for our moral judge-
ments are reasons only in the sense that they determine
attitudes.'? This is the type of connections that Mr. Urmson
has analysed in his consideration of the criteria of good cheese,
although it will obviously be a good deal more complicated
in ethical contexts. Mr. Hare would, I think, make decisions
the ultimate data in the development of criteria.
(d) The long tradition of reason being held to be [unda-
mental in ethics may be responsible for many people still
holding that, although the relation between a moral judge-
ment and the reasons for it is not one of logical entailment,
it may still be another kind of logical relation. Lord Keynes
similarly held that ‘probability is an objective relation be-
tween propositions or events’, aithough it is not a ri"ation of
logical entailment. Mr. Toulmin holds that there is a type
of ‘evaluative inference’ by which we ‘pass from factual reasons
to an ethical conclusion’,? but Mr. Hare thinks that this is
done only by ‘smuggling in the essential moral premises dis-
guised as a rule of inference.* It may well be that both the
proposers of such theories and their critics are keeping too
close to the pattern of logical entailment.
Mr. Nowell-Smith gives as an example of illegitimate
reasoning, ‘The first foundation is the doctrine of God the

! See Chap. VI, §4, of this book.

2 A.J. Ayer: Analysis of Moral Judgements. Horizon, Vol. 20, p. 175.

?8S. E. Toulmin. Ar Evaluation of the Place of Reason in Ethics,
pp- 38, 55 I

* Review in Philosophical Quarterly, 1, p. 374.
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Creator. God made us and all the world. Because of that He
has an absolute claim on our obedience. We do not exist
in our own right, but only as His creatures who ought therefore
to do and be what He desires.”* If the words in italics
indicate logical entailment, the argument is obviously falla-
cious. Yet there is no question that many religious people,
facing the whole of the facts summarily described in this
passage, find no other conclusion reasonable than the one it
contains—and it is difficult to find any logically cogent argu-
ment against it, except that it does not follow from the
premises by way of logical entailment. This does not mean
that the crcative power of God alone provides intuitively a
sufficient reason for the conclusion that we ought to obey Him,
but that the full Christian account of God in descriptive
language provides intuitively to my mind a sufficient reason.
Here too we may call the inference of believers an intuition,
while admitting that the word ‘intuition’ may be a cloak to
cover our ignorance of the real nature of the relation. Such
an intuition seems to me to be at least one factor in the
relation of moral judgements to the reasons for them.

t Bishop Mortimer, Christian Ethics, p. 7.



Appendix
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

The beginner who has completed an introductory course
should as a next step read some of the standard works on
ethics. The following order may be suggested: Plato’s
Republic, with Nettleship’s lectures as a commentary ; Aristotle’s
FEthics; Butler’s Sermons (1, 2, 3, 11, 12); Kant’s Foundations
of the Metaphysic of Ethics and Critique of Practical Reason, with
Professor J. W. Scott’s Kant on the Moral Life as a commentary;
and Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics. Along with the three latter
the reader would be well advised to read the relative sections
of Professor Broad’s Five Types of Ethical Theory, and a com-
plete study of this book would make a satisfactory link between
these standard works and more modern books on ethics.
Of these the student may begin with Dr. Moore’s Principia
Ethica, Rashdall’s Theory of Good and Evil, F. H. Bradley’s
Ethical Studies, and Sir David Ross’s Foundations of Ethics.

In the following list, which makes no claim to completeness,
standard works on ethics are denoted by capital letters, and
certain“easily-read modern books which the beginner may
profitably read in his first year’s study are marked with an
asterisk. The classification under chapter headings indicates
the subjects in which the writer has found each book most
useful, but, in almost every case, the book may be profitably

read as a whole.

Chapter I: THE NATURE OF ETHICS.

J. S. Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics. Introduction.
. H. Muirhead: Elements of Ethics.
J. Seth : Study of Ethical Principles.
*G. E. Moore: Philosophical Studies (The Nature of Moral

Philosophy).
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*G. E. Moore: Ethics (Home University Library).

J- Laird: A Study in Moral Theory. Chapters 1, 2 and 12.
G. C. Field: Moral Theory.

*C. D. Broad: Some of the Main Problems of Ethics.
(Philosaphy, Vol. XXI, p. g9.)

H. W. B. Joseph: Some Problems in Ethics.

Chapter II. THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MORAL ACTION.
(@) Psychology of Willing.
*W. McDOUGALL: INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL
PSYCHOLOGY.
Shand: Foundations of Character.
J. A. Hadfield : Psychology and Morals.

B. Bosanquet: Psychology of the Moral Self.
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