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"Others apart sat on a hill retired
i"in""sitt more elevate, and reasoned high
oi ".o"ia"n.., 

foreknowledge' will' and fate;
ii"'"J f.t", Iree will, Ioreknowledge absolute'
e"il"""d no end, in wandering mazes lost'
ili**a and evil much they argued then'
Of haPPiness and final misery'
pr*l.iti and apathy, and glory and shame-
V.i" *itaorr, att, and false philosophy !

Yet, with a pleasing sorcery, could charm
Paiu for " *Lil" or anguish' and excite
f'aU.cioo" hope, or arm the obdured breast
liltft "ioUUo* 

patienco as with triple steel"'
(Mrrrox, Parailise tosl, Bk' II')
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CHAPTER I : INTRODUCTION
I lr..r. lirt. moralists are chosen for discussion because oI the

.,rrncnco o[ cach and the wide differences between them. The
I r..,, I rn()nt primarily philosophical and not historical.

I tlr' ,rrrrl writings of Spinoza,
I tl,. ,rrrrl writings of Ilutler.
I tlr ,lrrl writings o{ flrrmc.
I rlr ,rrrrl wrilings of Ktnl.
I tl, ,rrrrl wrilings of Sitlgwick.

(IIIAI)TIitt II : SI,INOZA
r 1 rr, l(r,rr,,rrn lrrl igrrorirrg Spinoza's Third Kind of Knowledge ar,drllr ltirrr,r wlriclr <lr:1rcnd on it.
11, A lrrrrr,rrr lx.irrli rs rr r:ornplt.x system with a characteristic balance{ilrl rilt ailr[l(. tr,trrlt.ncy to prescrve it.

I lrtr r1nlr,rrr lrrr,, lxrl.lr lt physical and a psycbical aspect.
ti Al r'r r tr.l, ll lli pr),(.lli(:rl aspcct,-i.s an idea; in its physical aspect,tt t,, llrr,rurrrrr.rltrrtr: obiect o{ this idea.

lt trl A ry,rrr'rllrrn nr onr.'r lrrirrtl is:t confused but direct awareness oi a
rr,rrltlr, rrl tott rrl ottt"l lvrtly.

trr r,, ll tq , r,rrlrr,,r,rl lx'r.turu. it is irl:vit;rbly fragmcntary.
a,r llrrrr ,rr, trlr'.r,rol rrll rr.rrs:rtiorrs, lrutthcitleaof asensationmavnot

l, lr llr '.,rrrrr trtittrl rrs tlrc sr:tts;rti<ln ity:lf.
a,. .r llr, I rt.t lttnl ttl linowltdlic cottsists oI scnsations and images

,,,rrrrr, lr,l lry tttctl trrstx iitlitln.
. t .. g 1,,. ,,, ,,r,/ h tnl rtl liniftl.l$ is r:ttionzrl insight. It is based on

,t,, 1 1r,t lrrrrrl, lrrtl irvoirl'r llrt'r'orttittgcncy of the latter.
(,t,r",,,.r , r,r1[,,lrrlr,l lltr tttrtgc ol rittiottal knowledge, and gave no

,..rlr,lir' l.'rv 4rrottltl t,l llrr lr.rrrsiiirln to it.
rr r1 rrl,rrr,,r,r.llr,rrryrrl lltr J'rlul lttrl'ulsc:rnditspsychicalandphysical

o"1r r lr
I .,llrr,,r rn llrr' ;,r1'r lrtr ttl ;tti1x'r'l of Vital Impulsq, accomPanied by

i, .rs,rr. rr, ,,, r'l tl',r'll.
lr,,lr tr'lrrtltrrrn ' rr nrr'nlllttHlcss; " Ireedom " means absence of
r rlr rrr'rl,,,rr ltrtittl

,tl,rrr,,re ., llrr,,r l llrrrl ,rwitrt'tt('ss <lf ouc's impulses is irrelevant to
ilfr. r rlF' lnlrr||t
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25. It is true that conative dispositions must be assumed, and that

these are not open to introspection.
z5-zg. Bttt this is not all that he means. His doctrine can be interpreted

in three difierent ways; and, on each interpretation, it is lalse.
29. Emolian is the direct but confused awareness of the heightening,

maintenance, or lowering of one's own vitality. Hence there are
three fundamental emotions, Pleasure, Desire, and Pain.

30. Passiae Emolions depend on the First Kind of Knowbdge, and
their predominance constitutes Human l)ondagc.

3r. Actiue Emotions depend on the Second or Third Kind o{ Knowledge.
There is no Active Emotion of pain.

3r. Certain Active and certain Passive Emotions are called by the
same names.

3r--32. Human Freedom consists in the predominance oI clear ideas and
Active E,motions.

3z-33. The power of the Passive Emotions, and its causes.
33-35. Three methods of substituting Active for Passive Emotions.
35. Spinoza was both a Psychological and an Ethical Egoist.
36. Three. prim-a facie objections to Psychological Egoism at the pre-

rational level.
3G-39. Spinoza does not mention the first. He tries to deal with the

other two, but the attcmpt is a failure.
j9-4r. .I:[is defencc of Psycirological Iigoism at thc rational lcvcl.
42. I-Ie hirs not shown th;rt irppan:nl.ly n<ur-r'goislir: actions arc in lact

rlrr<: to rzrliolrirl r.goisnr ; n()r lllirt. rlclilrrillc szrcrifict: of oneself
irs ;t ll('ans l{) sonr('crrtl t: rrrryxrssilrlr.

,1.1 44. ltis rlislirrction lx'twr.t.n tolnlx'lilivt: and non-r:ompetitive goods
cluurot, irr llrt. t'rtrl, lxr nr;rirrl;rirrt.rl.

44*4-5. 'l'hc lcrnls " pt.r'fcr t " ;urrl " irrrlr.rfr.t:l " :rpply strictly only to
prorlrrt:ls ol rlt.sigrr, anrl wc t iurrrot irsr.rilx: <lcsigns to God. -

45 4(,. A " goo<l " nrt:rrrbcr of :r sJx.r:ics ntcirns ()ll(. whrr.h pcrlorms the
s1x.r:ilir: lrrnt:tions nrorc cllrcrt'ntly tlran t.lrt.tvcrag(: mcnrber of it.

46. " lJtrrl ".is a rnercll, privativc tcrnr. lt is not positivc evcn in the
scnse in which " good " is.

46-47. 'I'hcre is a_very restrictcd sense in wlrich " bctter " can express a
relation between mcmbers of diflcrcnt species.

47--48. 1'hcre are no limits to the rights of human beings over animals.
4tt. An enliglrtcnecl ligoist will avoid hatred in himself, and will seek

t() ()vcrcomc it in others by love.
4tl-4t1. ln ;r socicty of enlightened Egoists the "monkish virtues" would

rrot lrr: virtues, brrt they have a certain use in actual societies.
4r-1--.5o. Sor:icty is.r'sscntial at all levels; and the State is necessary sololg ars tlrt'rc zrre .Lny men who are partly, but not wholly, ratirjnal.
-5r. l)r:licirte position <l[ t]re lirce Man among thor;c who are still inllorrrlage. Sprnoza's tacl., oouragc, and 1inancial independence.
5r-52. l)loasurt' ;rn<l pain, for Spirroza, are the talio cognosccndz, ancl nottllri rako cssendi oI good a.n<l r:vil.

CONl'l,lNTS

( llAl'l l'l( lll : llti'I'LEIt

t{ rr,r,lr, l,l,rrIrtlrlI lry I rv,, , (,llltlsl(,lIs
l'1,,r.,,,r, , ,. ll, lr rlr', ,rttrl llro',r' wlttt lt Il'1,,r.,.r, , ,. ll, lr r1,,. ,rttrl tlro',r' wlttt lt rlo not, Pr(:stlPpose desires'
I f 1, r fl,;r, I I lrr I r, rlttrl; Orlu.sr, thc Collateral Eflects, andtltill Cuust', Lltc Collateral Eflects, and the

rrrrrrl,,r'

some,

. whv

1X

t{

llrrtl, r " ,rllrrll y lo l(,rttl ,rrrrl ltis ttltlikcncss to Spinoza.
I ,,., ,l,l, ',1 r,lll,t"[ ,rtt,l trrot.tltly irr littglantl u'hen Butler wrote'
I lr, lr,rrrr,ilr trrtrtrl t't ,t ltt|trttt lttt:tl system, in which each princiPle

.ilr,1 1,1,,1a il,ll \ lr,r'. ll , Il(,lx'l Il:tco itnd Strength.
\trtrr.,,'il"i.,1,,[rrttltttgtttirtt:ot.tl:!l'lccwithldcalHumanNature,

rn,l \ t,, lr ir llttli ,r1i,tttr',1 rl
Ih,,,,rr,,1,1 nl l,l,'rrl IItttttrttt Nitt.trrr:comparedlvithidealconcepts

Iil rrr,rllr, iltrtllr { rlllll ttttlttlttl lx il'ttt:tl.
AI l,l,,rl I lrrrtl ttt.t1' lx' lltrl('lrtlill,l(i; it generally has no contrary

.'l,l',,.1t., ,rrrrl llr, rrttrrr'1t1. ol it is rcached by reflecting on
tri,1" rl,, I lll'rlrlllr r ' ,lll.tllli('ll ttt ;r st:riCS.

I rl rlr, tt,rr l, I s, r'n l'trtcly lxrsttilc ldcals and those of Ethics.
l lrr l,,r,r lr lrr,lr,,l rrr ltvr' ltt ittr iPlc, viz., l'atticular Propensities, Cool

,.lt 1,,,. li,tlt,,ntl Iltttrt'olrtrc, ;.itl Ct)nscierrca.
| ..rF, tr il, r. ,,1!rrtlrl ln ',rllrrt'ltrrf ; lx:low it come,Cool Self-love and

lr,rtt,,r,rl li tr.r,lltrrl rtll(l lx low tltcm thc Particular Pro-
ln,r{lllr {

I lr. l'rrll, rrl,rr I'trrlx'tt'rtllr"r t;tttllttl lx' rt:tlttcc<l to Self-love'
llr lrl.rlt.,r ,,1 llolrlx'."r i liillrrllr llrr''rry oI l'ity'
I lr, , l w llr,rl llrl I',ttlir rtl,tt l'to1r'trr'ttics:rrc rcducible to Self-love

ts. r' I

il
hl
t,t

l'1, 1,.

r:l rr r

,a ,l
.t

lt I

.l

I lI l rl,r,, , I ll. t tt tttrtl; UIfr.)., Lrru

".tt.l,t, lt,,rr,,l,ltt tttrltttl',r'
41,1,1r,,rtr,,rr ,,1 llrr''r' rlt',ltlrlltrttl:; .to tlx: questionof the relation oI',,1r, 'l',," ,,1 llr, , rll'.llllr llr)ll:; l() l-lIo quesllorl or flr

lr ,,tr,,,1,r I'r,,1,, tr',tlt, . lo Scll Lrvc:tttd tlenevolence'
l ,rr tr, ,rl,rr l'r'rlx rr',tlr( ri trt;tittly c-oncern Self-love ;

il,.r,,11 ll, r', .,,1, tr, r' . rnrlll(', lxrtlr etlrrally'
,. r,,, r,r ,.1,,, 1, l111lrrlr.tt .trrrl lltllrgt:r are " disinterested "

ll'1 .,. nr, l,ll,l,l,'\lr,tl
lrr,l ll,rtl, r lr,,l,l llr,rl llt.t, tr;;t gt'ttt:r:tl princip!' of Benevolence, as

rlr, r, l, I l', [, t rl lrttttr lllt'ol Sr:lI IOVC ?

I 1,. t*,, l,'r'r, ll'l' , rri, ltr ltt;ttty rt:s1lt:cts, co-ordinate'
ltrt r,,rr,r'il,, ,,,[rl|tllll'r Ixtt':;s o[ IJcncvolenCe leSS thaU eXCeSS

\.. I .,. , tr.,,r , rr 1,, rrlrolly lrrrstilt: to Self-love, whilst some are
..lr lll lr.,,rrl, 1,, lt, tr, villt'tlt:tl.

t t,, ,, t,', I ',1 ."' , rrltl',lrlcrtt rl [qoist llnd an enlighterled Altruist
r r 1,, ,,',,, I' ll,' ,rtrrr'. l)t:liberatc prlrsuit o{ one's owtt

l,,l I r,,. , l, r,'1, l" 'l' l' rl rt"r'[['
, .r r ,, r, r...,,, l,,r1,1,rrrr ". .rttrl thc means to happiness makes

rt ,,, tl,,r .ll 1,,', .rrrrl ll ttt:vrllcnce must conflict'
r,,, . r,, l ,,,t'nllrlt .t'.1x'r'1, is the mind reflecting on ethical

l, r, r l' 'i ll'
{ 1 ,,. ...' q,r,11,,,1 ,vlllr rclctt tttt' to tltc nature of the agent'
t,, rt,. I l,,l frl,rr I .,il,. r( tr,, rvrrttlrl stll)ply a motive StrOnger than

rl,,r ',,rr l,l ,,,rrllrr I rrrllr tl.
\ !,r,r,r r rr ,, ,".,1 rr,,l l, ,lr, l.rl|rl lry Conscience, thoughitcannot

.,rlr r ,.lll, L,rr,, lr llr r
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79-80. Butler occasionally speaks as if self-love were co-ordinate with, orsuperior to, Consci6nce
8o. This seems to be an argumentative concession to a hypotheticalopponent.
8o-8r' when sel{-Iove and conscience seem to conflict it is more prudentto follow Conscience. Reasons for doubting this.8r. Butler sometimes uses Utilitarian languagc, but hc was not aUtilitarian.
8r-82. God may be- a Utilitarian,_trut this woulct not justify mcn in guidingtheir conduct solely by Utilitarian princilrlcs.
8z-83. Merits and defects of Builer,s theory.

CHAPTER IV: HUME
84. Comparison of Hume and Spinoza.
84-85. Hume defines " good,, and,,bac1 " in terms of general Approualand Disapprouit.
85-86.
86.
86-87.

87-88.
88-8q.
8q.

go-c)r.

His theory is relational and psychological, but not subjective.But it reverses the view of Common-iense.
Those.things,_and those only, are good which are pleasant or con_ducive to pleasure in humin bcin"gs. -'---- --- r
N on-causal, and C ausal Pleasantness.
Dcfinition of " immediately plea.sant,,.
Hume should havt: srrbstitutcrl ,. lx,lievctl to lrc,, for .. are,,pkrasarrt <rr conrlrrcivr: to 1rk,;rsrrrc. Il,,irci 'was .tn limpiticalI I edoniqt .

Atllll:-";:l ;rrrrl, I)is:rp]lrov:rl .<l<.1r.rrrt ur lltc IVoral Scntiment; the(l.tr(.('trr)il wlrrr lr llrt.y l;rke irr Iruln;rrr lx.irrgs dcpcnds o" tt"S(nltrn(rtl ol I I untantlt'.qr. 'l'ht' Scrrtilrrcrrt ol ilrrrrr;rrrirv is r:on)rrlon ro;rrr rrrcn, anrl is concernedwith llrr.h,rppirrcss or rrrrlr:rppirrt.ss 6l lrrql ;rs srrr.lr.
9r"'r;:. In s.p.r'i;rl r:ircrr.rsr;rr('r.s ir. lrr:ry bt.i,hibitr.rl rry s1x,t.iar scntimentswhich l.lrt sitllatt()n t:xcrtcs. -

'-l2 -r;.1. It sccnrs; doubtfur wlrctl*r it .xlrl:rins tlrt: dirr.ction laken byIrrrnran Approval and I)isaplrr,,va'I.
ot-,ru O11.1l.qroualol-Justicesecmskr.br.:rrrr.xcr.ptionlollrrmc,stheory.

rlume attempts to answer tl)is.
94. I:Ie bases it on t]re u.tility of having invariable rulcs about property.95. In cases where Justice would cease to be useful we cease to 

"ppro.i"o{ it.
9.5-r1(r. Juslir:c. is not ba1{. orr a speciai instinct. Hume,s argument forthis is not conclusrve.
t16-r17. -fhc scnst: in wrrich J,stice is " nat,ral ", and the sense in which itis " arti{it:ial ".
f i. flttmc's thcorv covers only that part of Justice which is concernedwith thc enforccnrent oi an existing se"t of rules.
rv7 '<11'i. It is .ot clcar tlrat.pproval of Justice wo.rcr ccase whcre its utility

CC:TSCS,
<)u-<.)'). N,r th:rt.tility alonewourd account ror the apprnval o{ Justice inpli rnitive comrnunities.

CONTENTS

:,: ;:', ttrrrrrr"ri rk.tr.nt. o{ his theory against Psychological Egoists.
,;1 ;,. r )rrr npprov:rl oI lho virtues of enemies, of historical characters,

rrnrl ol ( lrirr;rt:t<:rs in fiction cannot be egoistic.
r,,,' l,'l ll"rr r,ur tlrc l'sychological_Egoist explaia the appearance oI

r lr.,rtr lr.r r.slr:tl IJcnevolence ?

r "., r, ' t Nol lry rlt:lrlrcrate lraud.
r,.r t"l Nor lry rrnwitting sell-deception. Four arguments to show this;

.rrrrl crrticisms of them.
| , , I t r ., /ir,r r,,11 ;11y11 Sentiment in ethical matters.
r,.f r',t. l(r'.r'rrrrcorrsistsinthepowersof Itduitiaelnd,uction,Raliocination,

,trtl l;ornut.tion ol A Priori Concepts.
r,,r, llrrrrrr.rrcvcr defines "Reason", but tacitly identifies it with

li.rlrrrr rrr;rlion.
r,,i, llrrrrrr. Iroltls that Rea-con is never sufficient to account {or moral

lnr(llr()n and action, and that it is concerned only with matters.l lrrr t. \
r ,, r,,rl I lrr. trr,,l llrrt of this doctrine is a truism.
r ,,t llrrl rl lr.r:; no tendency to prove the second part.
f,'tr rfi, ll* I'hrnoiltnalist, tte Causal, and the A Prioyi analysis oI

, tlrr, .rl irrlgtnents, Hume took the first o{ these.
r r,, r r r lll trl..rrtrirrrnents against Rationalism. Neither is conclusive.
r |, r r I lltr llrr,.r. rrrgrrments for his own view. All are inconclusive.
r, I r r . llrrrrrr. lr.r:; rrcither refuted his opponents nor proved his own

, .r',,. ltrrt he may in fact be right.
l 1 ll lr wr.rc right all ethical disputes could, in theory, be settled

l,y r ollt,ction oI psychological statistics. This seems incredible.

CHAPTER V: KANT
r r.. li,rrlr,,rl rlillr:rcnce between Kant's ethics and that of Spinoza

.,rr,l I lrrrrrc.
rr, r,r'.l,rlr.nrr.nt of l(ant'stheory.
r. ri,,tlruf' rs intrinsically good but a Good, Will, whicl' is a will

tlr.rt lr.Llrit.rr;rlly chooses rightly, The rightness of a volition
'1, ltr n(lri wlrolly on its motive.

, ! , r r l, tt',,t t),t lnltulse and Action on Princi?le. A right action must
Ir ,lrrrrr. (,rr some principle which the agent accepts.

I 'r, , r,,r trl I rnf craliues into Hypothetical arrd Categorical.
, . , t ,t .r 1,,1 l'rtncil>le. A right action must be dor.e for a principle,

,,,,t rr,,t rrrr.rcly oz a principle.
I r,. r rl.lrt .r, lron in a given situation is the same {or all rational

1,, r*1 , .rnrl is independent of their special inclinations.
..r I1,, \l"t,rl l.uu states the conditions which a principle must

trrlt,l rl r( rs to bc a Categorical Imperative. The condition
r,,,r ,t rr'lcr lo thc Iorrn, and not to the content, of the principle.

| , ,, r I l,', r,l.rlr.rr., ol tlrt: tltcory.
t ,tl,'tttr Arrrlriguity oI this notion.

I ,.r rrr .,.r r l.rrrrrr.rl scll-evidence for any determinate Principle
,.1 ,, rllrrr I

xt
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t22-r?3. The Moral Law is a criterion for testing, not* a premise for
deducing, principles of conduct whicb claim to be right.

r23-r31. Criticisms of the theory.
tz3-t24, There are principles which are accepted as Categorical Impera-

tives by many people.
t24-r25. But it is not true that the right action in a given situation is

always independent of the inclinations of the agent.
tz5. Artl, if it were, the principle on which the action is done need

not be a Categorical Imperative.
rz6-tz?. For there may be ends which all rational beings can see to be- desirable, though there are no ends whose desirability can be

deduced from the mere concept of a rational being.
rz7- rz8. Even if there be Categorical Imperatives, no criterion for re-

cognising them could be deduced Irom the concept oI a rational
being,

rz8-rzg. If there be such a criterion it must be discovered by inspection,
comparisonn and intuitive induction.

t2g-t31. Kant's examples to illustrate the use of his criterioo do trot
really illustrate it.

r3r. Its only use is to avoid personal bias; and it caunot be used
bliudly even for this.

r3r-r39. Further developmeots of Kant's theory.
r3t-r32. His other two forms oI the criterion do not seem to be logically

equivalent to the original form.
t32-r33. Limitations to the principle of always treating men as ends and

trever as meiuls.
r33. The principle ol Moral Autonomy. Sense in which it is true.
r?,n. Sumtnum Bonum and Bonum Consummatum. Pleasure has no

intrinsic value; but the presence oI the deserved amount of
pleasure adds to the value of wholes composed of virtuous
pergons.

r35-r39. Kant's theory of. Moral Obligation,
r-35-136. The double nature of man is a fact; but Kant's theory of it is" metaphysically imPossible.
136. T}oe Good Will and f,h.e Holy Wil'|.
116-137. The theory that what I ought to will, as a Phenomenon, is what

I necessirily do will, as aNoumenon, is ethically unsatiifactory.
r37-r38. Theory oI a timeless choice by tb'e Noumenal, SelJ ot i1us Empirical

Character.
r-38-r39. This is ethically more satisfactory than the first theory, but is

equaUy impossible metaphysically.
r39. The emotion ol Achtung. Kant is dealing with genuine facts,

even if his theory of them be unacceptable.
r39-r4o, Kant's ethical argument for Immortality.
r4o. lts premises are inconsistent with each other, and one of them is- true only in a rhetorical sense.
t4o-r42, Kant's ethical argument for the existenco of God.
t4t-142. It depends on confusing thc oughl in " ought to Da " with the

oughl in " ought to do."
r42. Aud it seems inconsistent with his argument lor Immortality.
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CIIAI,TER VI: SIDGWICKl' rrtr
I I I r l { l'lrll, r'roplrir: nrcrits and literary defects of Sidgwick.
I i I tr't '.yrrrP'rr:r o{ Sitlgwick's theory.
f l1 (A) l.r,{:lr:Ar, ANer-vsrs or Erntcal Trnus. Notions ol Ought,litlht, r'rttl Good.

(l t) 1,. f ,r.,l,rMor oGrcAL QursT.lol.s. - Are there a prdori conceptsin,l tt l,tioli judgmcnts in Ethics ? '
(( ). l'.il( lrol-oclcar..Qurs::roNs ABouT MorrvBs. There is arl(.!,n,. l() do what is right and reasonable, as such.
lrr'.trrrr liorr oI Psychological. and Ethical lled.onism. Refutation

r rl l lrr: Iorrncr.
(l)) lrrEr-WrLL AND DEtanurwtsu. Direct inspection oro-1(,un(.cs lor the former, but all else favours the^ta*ei tn"r1rrr.r,l.ion is_much less important to Ethics than ii Um Ue"rit)rorrght to be.
(1, ) ( r ^s6rr.rcaTroN oF tn_r Metroos or Etnrcs. Intuitionism,

l. 6, t t s t tc I I edonism, ar:d U tilitayianism.
(1,) l)lclArLDD Dtscussrou oF THE runEB MmroDs.
\t) l,luilionism,

r 1, r 1 ., 1 ( r l t( isru oI the alleged moral intuitions of Common-sense.
r I r t',, l..vr.r'y rncthod involves- at least one intuition ; but all genuine

r.l lrictl intuitions are highly abstract.
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t.,; (t. r) llcdonismi,ngeneral.
r', r (,r. rtl '.fhe Ethical Pyoblem. Nothing has intrinsic value butr:xlxrricnces,. and their intrinsic value is wholly determined by. llrir hedonic qualities.

(t, t.tl 'l'he Factual, Ptoblem. The difficulties in making hedoaic
cstiuri-utes for oneself and for others.

I i/. (r, I Uniuersalistic Hed,onisrn.
r 11 Arr ;rbstract argument directed against (a) Non-Hedonists, and

(L) I:)goists.
r 1tr. A concrcte. argument based on comparing Utilitarian morality

witb that oI Common-sense.
( )rrr rornote ancestors were unwittiag Utilitarians.

ri7 llu.rc are divergences between Common-sense and Utilitarian
rnor:rlity ; but the L.tilitarian will seldom be justified, on his
own principles, in openly breaking or advising others to break
thc rules currcnt in his society.

t(,t ((:) ltrrLATroNS BETWEEN TrtE TITREE MSTHOOs,
r .,lt 'l lry are vaguely assumed in ordinary life to lead to consistentrr.sults. But they conflict in many iases.

iiirlgwick accepts H9{on1gm, together with a few highly abstractrrrtrritions about right distribulion of happiness. Eis ilifficulties
.trr: in deciding belween Egoistic and Udiversalistic Hedonism.

r .1,1 l'..rr:h .is Iounded on a principle which seems to him self-evident,l.rrrl yct these priuciples aie mutually inconsistent.rr," I lu: [wo theories cannot be reconciled ; but it might be possiblet. show that the results oI consistenfly actin[ on either ofllrt:ur would be the same.



PAGE
160. The attempt to prove this on purely psychological grounds, by

reference to Sympathy, fails.
r6c-r6r, A metaphysical postulate is needed, which naturally takes a

theistic lorm.
16r. Sidgwick does not definitely assert that we are justified in making

this postulate.
t6r-256. Elucidations and criticisms of Sidgwick's theory.
16r-177. (A) Locrcal Axer.vsrs or ETHIcAL TERMS.
t6r-t7t. (rl Ought and' Right.
16r. (t, rl Ought-to-d,o and Ought-to-be.
16z-164. g, z\ Deontological, teleological, ar,d logical application of

" Ought ".
162-163. Everyone admits the third; some only the second and third;

some all three.
163. The logical application is a particular case of the deontological I

and, in this application, the sense is " ought-to-do ".
164-166. (r, 3) The relations of Ought and Right.
164. Ought-to-do implies both the Rightness of the action and the

presence of opposing motives.
164-165. Rightness is a relational term, since it involves tbe notion of

fittingaess or a?Pto?ilateness to a situation.
165. A thing ought to be iI atr agent who had it in his power to produce

it ought to produce it.
It is right that the desire to do what is right should conquer

opposing motives. In such couflicts we have the experience
ol Moral Obligation.

xlv

r66.

t7r.

17t-177.
t7t-t74.
r72,

CONTENTS

166-17r. (r, 4) Can Right be analysed into non-ethical constituents ?

166. (a) Can-my judgment that X is right mean that I feel approvalatX?
t67-r68. Sidgwick's argument to refute this is not conclusive.
168. (b) Can it mean that I not only leel approval myseU but also

sympathetrcally represent the approvals lclt by others ?

Sidgwick denies this.
t6g. (r)_,Can_it_mean that public opinion will approve o{ me if I doX and disapprove ol me if I omit X ?

r69-t7o. SidgwicL rejects this for various reasons. His distinction betweengenuinely Troral and .quasi-moral judgments and emotions
seems sound ; but it is hard to distinguish the two in many
cases.

rlo. (d) Can_it meag that God will reward me if I do X and puaish
me if I omit X ? Sidgwick rejects this.

r7o-r7r. Sidgwick is probably correct in concluding that Rieht is a simple
notion, but he has not conclusively proved this.-

The logical simplicity of Right neither entails nor excludes the
psychological primitiveness oI the concept of Right.

(z) Good.
(2, r) Can Goodness be defined itr terms of Pleasantness ?

A good picture is one that gives pleasure, not to everyone, but
to a person of good, taste.

r?2-t73. And the expert may get much less pleasure from a good picture
tban persons of crude taste get from a bad one.
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t r l ll " ;lnrt " ltFnnl planrnnt, Hcdonism would be a truism insteadr'l r rllrlrtrlnlrln tlrcory.
LI tfi llill ilrlxlll r)ttn ilr)l rrnn lr wor<l correctly without beins awarerrl thr trrrr rrrrrrlvrlx o( ilre tcrnr whiah it denotes ?" lf so,lltrllwtr L'r rolrrl.nliorr lr intrrrrclusive.
t ,l t | | lt, t) ( nrr ( lxrrlrrnnx lro rlc(int,rl in tcrrns of Desire ?
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lrl lrn lllll, lll lltr'1'1111, lrn u.rltti 19 rrrnclrrcle that "good" cannot berlllrrrrl wrrlr,,r rnr,rrrr r r, rrcsir'rrility in t-he ethically ideal
lrlrt lf '' lllttl,ll lu lx. rle,,itcrl ".

lr tl r hrr llrrt r,r,r,rr llrir in u rlrlrrrilion ? Might not.. good,, beIfirlrftrrrlrL,, {ilrl .lhr l[illx'ntlr(]rr tlrrrt whut is good is a fittingrrlrfrr I r,l rlr.rtrr, lx, rl,rrllrr,llr I -'
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llrl;ttllr ll!.r'rl li r,rrltrllnl lrr llottrl r.oglrition.
ll'rl rlrl,,ly t,rrllrl r1111;,ql llrrtl lrrrlnllrirrg nkin to sensation istllr ltrr rt.rtt V I lrlr lr,t1, lr, 111,,,,,, ntttolkrtt.
ll I I'rf r ilillIll| rt (JItnlliltth Altr)trt M(r,t,tVn$ ffvn VOfttfOn.
ltl Nottun *r fil,tlt'r llrrrr la rr rlt,nlto io rkr what is right asrl, lr, rrll llrtr r lrrhl rrlrl otrly lrr tr rttiotrul bcing.(rl I'rt', I'rlqtrtl llo'1,'xttm.
lr. rl l(r'lrrlllrt rf l'rt'r ltrrIrgirll l6 l,]tlricol [Icdonism.
(t, t l) llr,ltlhrl ll l,;4olnlrl l,ltlrictl I{r:tlonism.
lr llr rlrl, llrl rr.rrrr. l'nyr.lrolrgir:nl Hcdonism would exclude

rr r'1y rllttr ,rl llt,,r,r y nxr cl)i. l,)goistic Dthical Hedonism.
llll rlrrro rrrr nlrrrl rorrlrl rr0l lrr.lp aiming at his own gTeatest

lrrlr;rlrrrrr, lf r lrrLl rtol lx. sirrrl that he oughl to do so,
1n1 ll tlrr, lr,rr rl;1hl rrrrrr, ol l,ryr:lrological Hedouism an agent could

r llrr lrrlnly llll lo nrrk lris own glcalcsl happiness.
rltl t, I rl l(r'htLrl lo lJrrrvr.rrrrlirlit; Iithi<:al Hedonism,
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lll t,rl
li1 tll 1

I lr,, I wt I lrrtr lr.r nr, int.orrrlrntilrk:.
lr.t Mtll. lry rrrrrrrrrlllirrg two flllacics, claimed to deduce ther.llrI rrl lrorrr llrr psyr.lrokrgi<:rrl thcory.
lr. ,) lE l,lyr lrokrgir:rrl llr:rLrnisrn truc ?

l ll.rr ntrr trnl lorrrrcxiotrg lx:lwt.t.n l,leaSure and Pain, On the
,,rrr, lr,ilrl. rulrl I)(.sil.(! nrttl Avr:rsion, on the other.

l l I r hr' t ,tttt,,t trl rilrl Nor, ()alryoriul (llraractcristics. Restatement of
I'r1r lllh,grrrrl llr.tlorrisur in tornrs of this distinction.

llI ti/
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r n6
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I hr1

I lr,, ,,rrly lxrrltrve nrgrrntcnt for Psychological Hedonism is one
',1 t\ltll'n. whrr:h r.r.sls on a confusion beiween .'pleasing,, and' lr,lrrg plcrrritrrt. ",

I lr lx1 1 tlrrrl nll frrllilmcnt of desire is pleasant does not implyllr,rl rrll rhrirr is foi plt:tsrrrc.
l',, !r' n lrrrn oI l'rryclrological Hedonism.
I r, qlrl tr nn rrrrrr,sl[ul, but not t-herefore a painful, state.
I rrrl lttry lrcl unerury ot thc absence of other tbings than pleasure
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r89-r9r. Last struggles of the Psychological Hedonist.
rgr-tg2. (2, 3) Further facts about the relations of Pleasure-Pain and

Desire-Aversion. Pleasures of Pursuit. The " Paradox of
He<1onism ".

rgz. Application of the above to Optimism and Pessimism. " The
means justifies the end."

tg2-2o5. (D) Fnun-Wrr-L AND DETERMTNISM.
rgz-tg3. Statement of the general problem. Sidgwick confines himself to

a special case of it.
rg3-rg4.The problem cannot be properly treated except il1 connexion

with a complete system oI metaphysics.
r94. Sidgwick could not help believing that, at the moment when he

had to decide between two alternatives, onc of which he
believed to be right and the other to be wrong, he could always
choose the former.

rg4-rg1. This does not involve " freaks of unmotived volition ".
tg5-r96. It is compatible with the fact that habitual wrong choice in the

past makes wrong choice more likely in the future.
196. Both Determioism and Indeterminism can provide a man with a

plausible excuse for doing what he knows to be wrong. But
neither excuse is valid.

196-198. On either theory much the same ends will be desirable.
tg8-2o5. Bearing of the rival theories on Melrt, Remorse, and Punishmenl.
r98-r99. The Determinist can talk of " good " and " bad " men, at least

in the sense in which these adjectives can be applied to
machines.

tgg-2oo. The additional credit which is given to a man who does right as
the result of a moral struggle is explicable on thc Determinist
theory, so Iar as it is a fact,

2oo. Delerminism of Mcntal Euents and Dctetmincstn of Substances.
Either can be hcld without the other.

2or. Those who hold that Merit would vanish on a Determinist view
are assuming Determinism of Substanccs.

2or-2o2. Joint Partial Responsibilily and Remote Total Responsibility.
The former does, and the latter does not, rcduce the merit or
demerit oI an agent.

2oz. A Determinist could hold that men are intrinsically good or bad.
2o3. It seems uncertain whether Remorse involves an Indeterminist

view of oneself.
2o3-2o4. The Determinist can express praise or blame for the same kind

of reasons as would justify him in oiling machinery.
zo4. Sidgwick holds that the Determinist can justi{y any {orm of

punishment which is not purely retributivq ; and he doubts
whether anyone can justify the latter.

2o4-2o5. It mustbe justified, if at all, ontbe PrincQtle of Organdc Unities,
And this is open to the Determinist.

zo6-2o8, (E) ClessrucarroN oF rnn MBrnoos or ErHIcs,
206. Sidgwick's method of classilication uses both epistemic and

ontological features, and results in cross-division3. Suggestedprimary division into Deontological and. Teleological.
206-20?, Both kinds can be sub-divided into Monistic and Pluralistic.
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rrl-2I6,

ttb 227.
lllr'21?.

tt7.

Both these kinds of Teleological theory can be sub-divided intoUgoislic and, N on-Egoisttc.
..7 rr)ll. sl<lgw.ick.is predolninantly a Monistic Teleologist who cannot<lccitle betweerl the Egoistic and the Non-Egoistic form of thethcory._ But he accepts a few highly abstiact Deontolosicalprinciples about the right distributlon'of happiness
1lx 14p. (I.) DETATIED DrscussroN oF TrrE THBEE MDTHoDs.
tox .r7. $) Intuitioilism.
toll-t t(r. (r, r) General account of Intuitionism.
lrrll ro9. The Intuitionist does not ignore the intended conseouences ofactious. How then does Ee differ from the Teleologist ?
rou-2tr. Comparison 9j the Intuitionist,s and the Teleologist,s attitudestowards a lie.
, I L The Deontologist is not concerned witb the gooilness ot badnessoI the consequences, whilst the Teleologisi is concerned with

no othcr feature in the consequences.
tlt-rtt,. The Teleologist must take account of all the intended con-

sequegces, _whilst many_ Deontologists hold that oDly a smallselection of them need be consideied.
.r r '213. This restriction is essential if it is claimed that a trie, e.g., car-be

seen to be wrong in all circumstances.
,r l. For the Teleologist all judgments of the form .,So-and-so isright (or wrong) " involve empirical judgments about con_

sequences.
, r I -2 r{. ng} }e wjtl also need at least one a prioil juclgment of the form" Anything that had such and suc6 a non'-etf,ical characteristic

would necessarily be intrinsically good,,.
r!4. Sidgwick's distinction between bignrati,c arrd phdlosophio Ir.-' tuitionists corresponds to our disiinction betweeu piuralistic

and Monistic Deontologists.
.ri-rr5. Both hokl that some judgments of the form .. So-and-so is right(or wrong) " are a pri,oii.

There might be Deontologists who do not claim to be able tomake . any such .judgments. Perhaps they correspond toSidgwick's,E sthetib Intuifi onists.
(r, z) Sidgwick's position regarding Intuitionism.
Sidgwick's criticisms of the Dogmatic Intuitionism of common-

sense morality.
He concludes that we are forced to take a mainly Teleologicalview, eked out with a few highly abstract intuitibns about"ttreright distribution of good an-d evil.

.rll 22.3. Sketch of a modified Iorm of Intuitionism which would avoidSidgwick's criticisms.
,rll. Analysis of the notion of acting in a given situation.
.tt). The Fitlingness of aD action to the total course of events asmodified by it.
.ttr-zzo. Rasultant-Fittin-gness and. Comfonent Fittingnesses. Tbere is no

general rule for compounding the latter into the former.
,ttt The Utility of an action.
t,tt )tr, The consequences o{ an actio[ are relevant both to its Resultant

Fittingness and to its Utility, though not in the same way.
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227-240.
227-239.
227-238.
228.
228-233.
228.
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22:r-222. The Rightness or Wrongness olan action in-a giv-en situation
is a finction of its Resultant Fittingness and its Utility.

222-221. The Dosmatic Intuitionist first identifies Rightness with Fitting-
ness, incl then confines his attention to Immediate Fittingness'

223-227. Sidgwick's deontological intuitions'
223. Statement of the first three oI them.
227-22t". The first two are verv trivial. What kintls of Iikeness or unlike-

ness between two peopte are ethically relcvant, and what
kinds are not ?

224-225. It seems doubtful whether the third is unconditionally true.
22q. The Iourth princirrle is about the irrclcvance of mcre diflerence

oI date at-rvhich a plcasurc is to bo t njoycd.
225*226. Is the common view that pain Iollowed by pleasure is, other

things being equal, prefei'able to pleasure {ollowed by pain,
inconsistent with this ?

The two remaining principles are concerned with Egoism and
Universalism. Their discussioo is deferred.

General features of Sidgwick's intuitions.
(z\ Hedonism.
(2, r) Hedonism in general.
(2, rr) The ethical problem.
Statement of the Hedonistic view of Intrinsic Goodness'
Psychological discussion of Pleasure and Pain.
Mental events may be divided into those which are, and those

which are not, djrected to objects. The latter ate Feelings.
zz8-zzq. The former consist oI Cog,nitions, Conalions, and' Iimolions; but

it is plausible to suppose that Cotl:rtions and Ilmotions are
merel], Cognitions hiting certain psychical qualities'

22g. The quality ol Hedonic Tone, wit}l its two determinate forms
P leas antne s s and U nf I e a s antne s s.

z3o. It can characterise Feelings,- Conati()ns, and Emotions ; but not- o"thaDs pure Cognitions, if such there bc. A Pleasure is any
ia"a ,it experience which has the quality of I'leasantness.

23o-23t. Any experience wlich has hedonic quality will also have some
non-htdonic qualitY.

27r-233. Mill's doctrine oI Pleasures and Pains o{ difierent quality.
23r. It is obvious that Pleasures differ in their non-hedonic qualities

and relational ProPerties.
2qr-212.'Ilne Puve Hed.onist holds that tro characteristic o{ an experience

has any bearing on its value except its hedonic quality and the
causal property of tecundilY.

2q,2-21q. Could there be difierent determinate forms of the quality of
pleasantness'l If so, pleasures could difier in quality in a
second sense.

211. Sidgwick is a Pure Quantitatiae Hedonist; Mill was a Pure,but
nit Puvely Q ua,ttii atiue, Hedonist'

233-237. Arguments against Pure Quantitative Hedonism.
zt4. Malice is bad, in spite of and because of its pleasantness, even

though it be imPotent.
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, rt r t , 'l lre lxr<lness of malice depends on the combination of jts pleasant
Irrlonic tone with an bbject which is unfitted to be cognised
wit.lr pleasure.

,r r 'l lrr: I'lcdonist can produce no instance of an experience which
has only hedonic qualities.

' tt, t t i . 'l lu: utrnost that the Hedonist could prove is that hedonic tone' is necessary to make an experience.lntlin5ic2lir- valuabie,.and
that ther6 is no one non-hedonic characteristic which is
necessary. It does not follow that the presence of one or other
of a ceitain set of non-hedonic char-acteristics is not a/so
necessary.

r, , tl{. Might not a pleasant experience simply be one that is liked for
iis non-hed^onic qualiti-es, and a paihful experience be one tbat
is disliked for its non-hedonic qualities ?

, rli .' r(). (e, rz) The factual problem'
, l,r llowever great may be the difEculties in Utilitarian calculations,

they arE small iompared with those which would exist {or a
more adequate theory of ethics.

, r., /.to. (2, zl Egoistic Hedonism, and (2, 3) Unioarsalislic Hed,onism.' Thbre migUt Ue a non-hedonistic form of Egoism.
/.1,' j,,(,. (G) Tnu Rrretrous BETwEEN THE THREE METEoDS.
, t., r.l ,. Ilgoistic, Altruistic, and. {Jniuersalaslic Hedonism. The second is

the contrary opposite of the first.
Common-sense regards Egoism as grossly immoral and Altruism

as Quixotic. Nbr is it clear about Universalism'
AII three theories presuPpose the falsehoqd o{ both Psychological

Egoism and Psy:cholog-ical Altruism. Egoism alone avoids the
nelessity oI suirminglhe happiness of several men.

.r.1(r. Egoism as an ethical theory.
lI Egoism be properly stated it cannot be convicted of internal

inconsistency or of arbitrariness.
.r,14. A suggested compromise. Might it not be fitting to desire.the' ' occ-urrence of a good state of mind to some degr-ee no matter

where it occurred, but to desire more intensely that it should
occur in oneself than in any other mind ?

An Egoistic Ethical Hedonist cannot consistently take a purely
teleological view of Right and Wrong.

r.1s. The Egoist would reject the second of the two pri:rciples.from" which Sidgwick Ceduces the Principle oI Rational Benevolence.
,r,1(,. Pure Egoism seems plainly fa1se, but Universalism does not seem

plainly true.
, t{, r } i. Universalistic Hedonism.
, rr, ,'.18. What is meant by the Total Nett Hapfiness of an individual ?

r 1rl The summation in this case does correspond to the actual
adjunction of successive phases in a man's experietrce.

, f r /.1,). What is meant by ttre Tolal Nett Ha?pifl.ess of a group ?

r t,) lt is better to talk of the happiness iz a group than the happiness' of a group. It is doubtlul whether summation here represents
Cny real adjunction'

' t,, ,.,,). 'I'he total happiness in a group might be increased by increasing
its numbeii and diminishing the average happiness. This
seems Plainly immoral.

xIx
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PREFACE

flf btrtory of the present volume is as follows. The essay

I Butlcr's ethics was first delivered as a public lecture at
h Unlvcrsity of Bristol, a city which'seems hardly to
lffltr how great a moralist and theologian it once had for
l5 blrhop. It was aftennards published in the Hibbeil
lOlIilrll, rnd I have to thank the Editor for kindly allowing

;l t0 nPublt& it. The essays on the ethics of Spinoza;
iJ llrunr, urd of Kant formcd lhe Do*ncWan Ledures which
I aalltrr d h Trtnity College, Dublin, towards the end of
lf funnu tcrm of 1929. I must take this oPportunity

Ail(l3 ny tbonb to the Provost and his faqily,
b th Fdlotr, for thc kindness which made my all
trt ltry b Dublin ro Pleasant. The essa5r on the

C ttdplot, ud thc concluding outline of the main
C rttrb, rrr wrlttcn rpccially to complete this

Altct& lt br. T.vr brcn pert of my duties to
I Hil DUlorDhy b Cmbrldtc, I have had to

t"tc ttr udrfrautr whoro studies I
i.l 0DtIr mtdn thr tbotrghts which

f I ttl rubfrct whllc rcading and
h hr na ry crndidrtcs for Part I

f lfL ;ltb Klnt'r view that almost,I I llIutaa b .tUcal questions, though the
ll tt tslLd by r borlng enough presentation of

{* Afil}' lor thb ltllon, and partly because
ullt
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every one has the necessary materials at his disposal without
previous technical training, ethical problems perhaps form
the best introduction to the study of philosophy for most
men. I hope that my book will be of some use to professional
philosophers ; but I also hope that it may be found interesting
by intelligent amateurs, and may lead some of them to
pursue the subject further for themselves. I have not
wittingly shirked any difficulty in order to make the book
easy; but I do not think it contains anything too hard
for an intelligent amateur to understand provided he will
give to it the amount of attention which any abstract
discussion demands.

It is perhaps fair to warn the reader that my range of
experience, both practical and emotional, is rather exception_
ally narrow even for a don. Fellows of Colleges, in Cambridge
at any rate, have few temptations to heroic virtue or
spectacular vice ; and I could wish that the rest of mankind
were as fortunately situated. Moreover, I find it difficult
to excite myself very much over right and wrong in practice.
I have, e.9., no clear idea of what people have in mind when
they say that they labour under a sense of sin; yet I do
not doubt that, in some cases, this is a genuine experience,
which seems vitally important to those who have it, and
may really be of profound ethical and metaphysical signi_
ficance. I recognise that these practical and emotional
limitations may make me blind to certain important aspects
of moral experience. Still, people who feel very strongly
about any subject are liable to over-estimate its importance
in the scheme of things. A healthy appetite for righteousness,
kept in due control by good manners, is an excellent thing;
but to " hunger and thirst after " it is often merely a
symptom of spiritual diabetes. And a white-heat of moral
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orrllrrrsiirsm is not perhaps the most favourable condition in
wlrir:h to conduct the aualysis of ethical concepts or the
lrllit:ism of ethical theories. So, having thus given fair
wnrrrirrg to my readers, I may at least claim the qualities
ol rrry dcfects.

I must end by thanking my friend, Mr A. A. Wynne
Willson, for his kindness and care in reading the proofs.
ll il be true, as has been alleged, that he owes (under
l'rovitlcnce) such knowledge as he has of the difference
lrrlwt:cn Right and Wrong entirely to his Director of Studies,
lrn hts now more than repaid the debt.

C. D. BROAD.

'l'Hrrurry CoLrccE,
CnMsnrpcB,

August r9zg,



IIIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY
CHAPTER I

Introduction : Biographical Details
I pnoposB in this book to expound. and criticise five

l.ypical theories of ethics, viz., those of Spinoza, Butler,
llrrme, Kant, and Sidgwick. My choice of these five systems
was largely determined by the following considerations. In
the first place, they are extremely unlike each other, so that
lxrtween them they give a very fair idea of the range of
possible views on the subject, though they by no means
cxhaust all the alternatives. Secondly, all five authors are
thinkers of the highest rank, so it is reasonable to suppose
that the types of ethical theory which they favoured will
be worth very serious consideration. Since their views
rliffer fundamentally from each other, they cannot all be
true in all respects, and it is of course unlikely that any of
them contains the whole truth and nothing but the truth
about ethics. But it seems likely that each of these great
men will have seen some important aspect of the subject,
and that the mistake of each will have been to emphasise
this aspect to the exclusion of others which are equally
rclevant. It appears to me that the best preparation for
original work on any philosophic problem is to study the
solutions which have been proposed for it by men of genius
whose views difier from each other as much as possible.
'fhe clash of their opinions may strike a tight which will
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enable us to avoid the mistakes into which they have
fallen; and by noticing the strong and weak points of each
theory we may discover the direction in which further
progress can be made.

I have treated the five moralists in their historical order,
and I have not cumbered the discussion with biographical
matter or textual criticism. The minute study of the works
of great philosophers from the historical and philological
point of view is an innocent and even praiseworthy occupation
for learned men. But it is not philosophy; and, to me
at least, it is not interesting. My primary interest in this
book is to find out what is true and what is false about
ethics; and the statements of our authors are important to
me only in so far as they su$gest possible answers to this
question. I hope and believe that I have not misrepresented
any of the moralists under discussion. I have always tried
to put what seems to me to be their fundamental meaning
in modern terms and as plausibly as possible. But I am
well aware that, in many places, alternative views about
what they may have meant can quite reasonably be held.
This applies in the main to Spinoza, whose whole terminology
and way of looking at things is extremely unfamiliar to us
nowadays, and to I(ant, who, as Lord Balfour happily
says, contrived to be technical without being precise. Butler,
Hume, and Sidgwick are admirably clear lwiters, and they
belong to our own country and tradition; so that there is
seldom any doubt about their meaning.

For the sake of those readers whom it may concern
I will give here very short biographical sketches of our five
moraiists. Spinoza belonged to a family of Portuguese
Jcws which had fled to Holland to escape persecution. He
was born at Amsterdam on z4th November r63a. He
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rtrrdied at a rabbinical school, where he read the Old
'l'r:stament, the Tahrtud, and various Hebrew commentators
and philosophers, such as Ibn Ezra and Maimonides. At
one time he also read a good deal of Cabalistic literature,
lrut in the end it filled him with contempt. Spinoza was
cighteen years old when Descartes d.ied, and he learned
I.rrtin in order to be able to read Descaltes' works. Though
hc differed profoundly from Descartes, and criticised him
rcverely, he said that he had won all his own philosophical
possessions from the study of Descartes.

By 1656 Spinoza had departed so far from orthodox
Judaism that he was excornmunicated by the Synagogue and
solemnly cursed in the name of God and His holy Angels.
Shortly afterwards a pious member of the congregation,
remembering that divine Providence often condescends to
act through secondary causes, tried to murder Spinoza in
the street with a dagger. This was not the only narrow
escape which Spinoza had from death by human violence.
In 1673, when the French were invading Holland, Spinoza
accepted an invitation to visit the French camp at Utrecht
in order to discuss philosophy with Cond6, their general,
who was a Cartesian. The Dutch, like other nations in
war-time, were seeing the " hidden hand " in the most
unlikely places, and Spinoza was suspected to be a spy and
was in great danger from a mob which demonstrated outside
the house in which he lodged at the Hague. In this very
ugly situation he displayed the most admirable courage
and coolness, and succeeded in convincing the mob of his
innocence and making it disperse.

After his encounter with the Zealot with the dagger
Spinoza left Amsterdam and lived for a time at a house in
thc country belonging to the Collegiants, a sect of evangelical
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Christians. In 1669 he moved into the Hague, where he
iived with a painter called aan den Spijch tiil zrst February
t677, when he died of consumption at the age of forty-four.
He made his living by grinding and polishing lenses for
optical instruments, and he seems to have been highly
skilled at his craft. He corresponded with several people
on philosophical and scientific subjects, and his letters are
important as throwing light on obscure points in his
philosophy. His most important work is the Ethics, in
which he expounds his complete system in the form of
definitions, axioms, postulates, and theorems, as in Euclid.
This was not published until after his death.

Spinoza was offered the professorship of philosophy at
Heidelberg on highly favourable terms by Karl Ludwig of
the Palatinate, a very enlightened prince. He refused on
the double ground that he would be certain sooner or later
to get into trouble for religious unorthorloxy and that he
did not want to have to interrupt his own work by formal
teaching. lt is to bc feared that Spinoza would not have
been enlightenccl cnough to appreciatc the beneficent system
of the Ph.D. degree, introduced into English universities
as a measure of post-war propagantla, whereby the time
and energy of those who are qualified to do research
are expended in supervising the work of those who never
will be.

Joseph Butler was the son of a linen-draper who had
been successful in business and had retired on a competency.
He was born at Wantage on r8th May t6gz, the youngest
of a long family. His father intended him for the Pres-
byterian ministry and sent him to a dissenting academy,
first at Gloucester and then at Tewkesbury. He stayed on
for some time as an usher, and in r7r3, whilst still there,
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l, rrr,lt, ;rrlonymously to Samuel Clarke an acute criticism
,,1 r r.rl:rirr ltoints in the latter's Boyle Lectures on the
li, rrtt, rtntl Altributes of God. The modesty of the younger
rrr,,rr,;urrl the courtesy oI the older, do the utmost credit
t,, lr,llr. A number of letters were exchanged, and in time
I l.rr Lr. r;iune to know and admire Butler.

l,r,orr lJutler began to emerge from the slavery of Gen,eva
rrrl, llrt: reasonable liberty of Lambeth. He decided to
l,r, r)ln(: lrn Anglican clergyman, and, after some difficulty,
l,,r',rr:ult:d his father to send him to Oriel College, Oxford.
ll, lrr<rk his B.A. degree in October ryr8 at the age of
trr.rrly-six. Almost directly afterwards he was ordained
l,rr' rit rutd deacon at Salisbury. Through influential friends
,rrrrl lris own merits he now started on a steady course of
,', r lt'sirLstical preferment. He became preacher at the Rolls
( lr;r1x'l in London in r7rg, Prebendary of Salisbury in r7zt,
li.r'lor of Houghton-le-Skerne near Darlington in the
l,,lhrwirrg year, and Rector of the then extremely valuable
lrvrrrli of Stanhope in Durham in 1725.

llis Sermons on Human Na.ture, which are his most
rrrrportiLnt contribution to ethics, were delivered at the
li,,lls Chapel, and were published in 17z6 alter he had
r, rlrrt:rl his preachership there. In 1736 appeared his
rrtlrr.r'(rczt work, the Analogy, which is perhaps the ablest
.r r r, I [rLirest argument for theism that exists. A short
.,1,1x,rulix to this is devoted to ethics.

ln t736 he became Prebendary of Rochester and Cierk
,,1 llrr.Closet to Queen Caroline. The queen was a lady of
r, r !' Krcat intelligence both practical and theoretical, as
ur\'{rno can see who gives himself the pleasure of reading
| ,rr,l Ilcrvey's Memoirs. She was keenly interested in
rrr, t.rplrysics and theology, and she greatly appreciated
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Butler's gifts. She died in the latter part of 1737, com-
mending Butler to the attention of the Archbishop of
Canterbury. tsutler preached an eloquent sermon on
" profiting by afifliction " to the heart-broken widower, who
had declared through his sobs to his dying wife that he
would never marry again but would only keep mistresses.
George II was deeply affected, and promised to " do
something very good " for Butler.

After such hrppy auspices Butler was naturaily a little
disappointed when Walpoie offered him only the See of
Bristol, at that time one of the poorest of the English
bishoprics. However, he bore his cross and entered on his
duties in 1738. He remained at Bristoi till r75o, collecting
in the meanwhile such minor scraps of preferment as the
Deanery of St Paul's in ry46 and the Clerkship of the
Closet to the King in ry47. In the latter year he was
offered and declined the Archbishopric of Canterbury. In
r75o his journeys through the wildcrness terminated in
the promised land of the Bishopric of Durham. This he
did not live long to enjoy. His hcalth broke down, and
he retired first to Blistol and then to Bath, where he died
in 1752. He is buried in the cathedral at llristol, and the
visitor may read a long and flowery inscription, put up in
the nineteenth century, in which his achievements as a
theologian are fittingly recorded.

Butler seems to have been a ttroroughly unworldly man
whom the world treated very well. He took no part in
politics ; and, although he was no doubt fortunate in having
certain influential friends, it is probably true that he owed
his advancement mainly to his sheer merits as a moralist
and a theologian. We all know how grcatly Church and
State have advanced in morality sincc the corrupt first half
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ol llrr. r,iglrlccnth century; and it is gratifying to think
llr,rl :t rrrirrr likc lJutler would now be allowed to pursue his
rrlrrrlir,s with singularly little risk of being exposed to
llrl rlrurgcrs and temptations of high office or lucrative
pr,,lr.r'rrrcttt.

l)irvid Hume was born at Edinburgh on z6th April r7rr.
llc wrrs a younger son of a Scottish country gentleman,
wlro, like most Scottish country gentlemen, was of good
l.rrrrily and small means. At the age of twenty-three Hume
rvlrrl irrto a merchant's office at Bristol; but he found the
lrl. intolerable, and decided to live very economically in
lir:trrt:e, pursuing his studies on his own tiny income. He
,,r'ltlt:d at La Fldche, where Descartes had been educated
lry tlrc Jesuits. While there he wrote the first two volumes
rrl lris 'l-yeatise on Human Nature. He came home in 1737
lr, :rrrange for their publication, and they appeared in
tl.lt). fhey failed to attract any attention, and Hume was
lrrttr:rly disappointed. He continued, however, to work at
llrr: tlrird volume, on Morals, which appeared in t74o.
lt r74t he published a volume of Essays Moral and, Political.
'l'lris was more successful; it went into a second edition,
rtrrrl lrc added a second volume to it in t742.

I)uring this time Hume had been living on his elder
lrrrrther's estate at Ninewells in Berwickshire, trying mean-
wlrilc to get some congeniai and remunerative employment.
'l wir:e he tried and failed to be appointed to a university
1,rofcssorship. To vary the monotony of life he spent a
yr';rr ils tutor to a lunatic nobleman; he went with General
5t Clair as secretary on one of those strange expeditions
wlrir:h English war-ministers were liable to send to the
r.:tst of France; and in 1748 he took part in a diplomatic
rrrrssir.rn to Vienna and Turin.
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In t74B he published a third volume of .Essays, and also

a condensed and simplified form of Book,I of the Treatise,
entitled Philosophical Essays concerning Hunr,ax, (Jnder-
standing. In IZSB this reappeared under the title of
An Enquiry concerning Hurnan (Jnd,erstanding. His most
important ethical work is the Enquiry into th,e Principles of
Morals. This is founded on Book III oI the Trealise on
Human Nature. It was published in t75t, and Hume
considered it to be " incomparably the best " of all his
writings.

In ry52 the Faculty of Advocates in Edinburgh made
Hume their librarian. The salary was vanishingly small;
but the position gave Hume the run of a fine library, and
he started to write a History of England. He began with
the House of Stuart. The repercussions of the events of
that period were still being felt, and Hume's sympathy with
Charles I and Strafford raisecl an almost universal outcry.
In ry56 he published thc second volume, which dealt with
thc period from thc death of Charles I to thc Itevolution.
This gave less olTence to the Whigs, and its success helped
on the sale of the peccant first volumc. In t75g appeared
the volume which treated of the House of 'l udor. It also
caused great scandal; but Hume workcd stcaclily away at
his History and completed it in two more volumes published
in ry6r.

Hume was now fairly well off, and had determined to
settle down for the rest of his life in Scotiand. But in t763
a prcssing invitation from the Earl of Hertford took him
to Paris, where he bccame secretary to the English embassy.
Hunie had great social success in the society of Paris, and
enjcryed his life therc very much. In ry66 he returned to
London with Rousseau, whom he had befriended, and who,
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rt r'; scarcely necessary to add, afterwards quarrelled with
Irrrrr. ln ry69 he finally returned to Edinburgh with a
l,r rvirtc income of {rooo a year.

llcre he had expected to spend many happy years.
lf rrt irr t775he was stricken down with an internal complaint
rllrit:lr he recognised to be mortal. He suffered little pain,
.rrrtl bore his steadily increasing weakness with wonderful
r lrt'r'r'fulness. He died on e6th August r?26 iL Edinburgh,
, rrrrsing the deepest offence to Dr Johnson by the hrppy
.rrrtl cven jocular frame of mind in which he approached
llrr' great unknown. Shortly before his death he had
ra'r itten a brief autobiography, which was published in t777
l,y lris friend Adarn Smith. It t77g his nephew David
l,rrlrlished his uncle's Dialogues on Natural, Rel,igion, which,
',o lrr as the present writer can see, leave little further
to bc said on the subject. Hume wrote two essays, one on
.\tticide , and the other on Immortality, which were suppressed
,rrrtl rcmained unpublished for many years after his death.
lioth are masterly productions. To philosophers Hume is
Ircst known for his criticisms on the notion of Causation
,rrrrl on the logical foundations of Induction. It is un-
l,t tunate that the general pubiic should know him mainly
.r; thc author of the one thoroughly silly production of his
1x'rr, viz., the notorious Essay on Miracles.

Immanuel Kant was born at Konigsberg in East Prussia
nt t724, thirteen years after Hume. He survived Hume by
t'"rt'nty-eight years. His father was a saddler, and his
l,rrrrily is said to have been of Scottish origin on the father's
',ttlt:. Kant's parents belonged to the evangelical sect called
/'rr'li,sls, and his very rigoristic ethics bear witness to the
',lr:rrr moral principles which he absorbed in youth.

l(ant is the flrst professional philosopher with whom we
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have to deal in this book. He became professor of Logic
and Metaphysics at Kdnigsberg in t77o, and continued to
hold this office till his death in r8o4. He used also to
lecture in the university on Anthropology and Physical
Geography. His life was regular and uneventful to the last
degree, but he was one of the most important and original
thinkers of whom we have any record. He has, indeed,
been described by Mr. Bertrand Russell as " a disaster " ;
but it seems a pity to appty to him an epithet which should
obviously be reserved for Hegel. His most important
works are his three Critiques, that of. Pure Reason, that of
Practical Reason, and that of. Jud,gm,enl. The first edition
of the Critiqwe of Pure Reason appeared in r78r, and the
second considerably modified edition in ry87. This is
probably the most important philosophical work which had
appeared in Europe since Aristotle's Metaphysics. It is
abominably obscure, but one feels that the obscurity is
that of a man who has to deliver a very complicated and
important message in a short time, and whose words and
ideas stumble over each other.

The Critique of Praclical, Reason was published in 1788.
It contains,Kant's theory of ethics, and the metaphysical
conclusions which he claimed to be able to prove from
ethical premises after denying that they could be proved in
any other way. The purely ethical part of it is stated more
simply and briefly in the Fowndations of tka Metaphysic of
Morals, which appeared in 1785. There is a second part of
this work, which deals with the particular virtues and
vices in terms of the general theory. This was not published
rxftrl t797.

The third Ciltique, that of Jud,gment, was published in
r7go. It contains Kaut's theory of the Beautiful and the
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Sublime, and also an extraordinarily able and balanced,
hut terribly long-winded, discussion of the notions of
rrrcchanism, design, and teleology, their mutual relations,
tnd their legitimacy as principles of explanation.

There is no important problem in any branch of philosophy
which is not treated by Kant, and he never treated a problem
without saylng something illuminating and original about it.
I Ic was certainly wrong on many points of detail, and he
tnay well be wrong in his fundamental principles; but, when
all criticisms have been made, it seems to me that Kant's
failures are more important than most men's successes.

He was keenly interested in philosophical theology, and
there is a progressive widening in his treatment of this
subject from the mainly negative dialectic of the Critique of
Pure Reasoa, through the pureiy ethical argument of the
Critique of Practical, Reason, to the reconsideration of the
argument from design in the widest sense which occupies
so much of the Critigue of Judgrnenl. If any reader who is
interested in this subject will study Butler's Analogy,
I-Iume's Dial,ogues on Natural Religion, and the theological
parts of Kant's three Critiques, he will iearn all that the
Ituman mind is ever likely to be able to know about the
matter, with just-one grave omission. The omission is
that he will find nothing about the ciaims of specifically
religious and mystical experience to give information about
this aspect of reality. It is, perhaps, worth while to add in
this connexion that, just as Butler treated specifically
(llrristian doctrines in the second part of the Analog3t, so
l(ant treated them in a book called Rel,igion uilluin tlr,e

Ilounds of Mere Reason. This work, which was published
irr t793, also throws light on certain points in Kant's
cthical theory.
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With Henry Sidgwick we come to comparatively recent

times.. He was born at Skipton in Yorkshire in rB3B. His
father, the Rev. William Sidgwick, was headmaster of
Skipton Grammar School. Sidgwick went to Rugby in
r85z, and came up to Trinity College, Cambridge, in October
1855. He had a brilliant undergraduate career as a classic,
and became Fe1low and Assistant Tutor of Trinity in 1859.
He early developed an interest in philosophical and ethical
subjects, and was noted among his undergraduate con-
temporaries for his acuteness of thought end clearness of
expression. He was a member of the society called the
Apostles, and he used to take part in philosophicat dis-
cussions in a small society which met for that purpose at
the house of John Grote, the Knightbridge professor of
Moral Philosophy in the University of Cambridge.

The Moral Sciences Tripos was founded in r85r, and
Moral Science was admitted as a qualification for a degree
in 186o. Sidgwick examined for this tripos in 1865 and 1866.
In 1869, finding that his interests had become predominantly
philosophical, he exchanged his classical lectureship at
Trinity for one in Moral Science. In the same year, however,
he began to have conscientious scruples about the religious
declaration which it was then necessary for a fellow of a
college to make. He accordingly resigned his fellowship,
but was permitted by the College to retain his lectureship.
Within a short time, the religious tests were abolished; so
Sidgwick, like Charles Hone5rman, had the advantage of
" being St. Laurence on a cold gridiron ". It is fair to say,
however, that it would have made no difference to his
action if the gridiron had been red-hot. fn connexion
with this incident he published a tract on The Ethics of
Subscription, and the subject is also discussed very fully
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;rntl fairly in his Methods of Ethics, It is interesting to
rcmark that the Utilitarian Sidgwick took a more rigoristic
vicw on this question than the Idealist Green.

In t872, on the death of F. D. Maurice and the conse-
rlucnt vacancy in the Knightbridge Professorship, Sidgwick
rpplied for the post. He was at this time unsuccessful;
the electors considered that the soundly evangelical views
of one of the other candidatqs more than atoned for any
slight lack in phiiosophical distinction. The disappointment
was only temporary, for in 1883, when the Professorship
tgain fell vacant, Sidgwick was elected, and continued to
hold the chair until his death in r9oo.

In rB75 he had been appointed Prelector in Moral and
I'olitical Philosophy at Trinity; in rBBr an honorary fellow ;

and in r88j he again became an ordinary fellow of the college.
In the meanwhile he had married a sister of the present
Earl of Balfour, who shared his two great interests apart
from philosophy, .viz., the higher education of women
and the investigation of alieged supernormal psychical
phenomena. Sidgwick and his wife must take a great
share in the credit or discredit for founding and fostering
Newnham College and for the present position of women in
the University of Cambridge. Whether the object which
they accomplished was a good or a bad one is a question
on which equally intelligent and virtuous persons are likely
to differ till the end of time; but no one can fail to admire
the single-minded devotion with which they spent time,
ltbour, and money to bring it about.

The foundation of tlne Society for Psychical, Research,
;rnd the keeping of it in the straight and narrow path of
science in face of dogmatic materialism and enthusiastic
<:rcdulity, are achievements on which they can be con-



14 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY
gratulated without reserve. Sidgwick was president of the
society from rBBz to rBB5, and again from IBBB to r8g3,
whilst Mrs Sidgwick remains one of its most prominent and
valued members. It would be difficutt to imagine anyone
better fitted by the perfect balance of his mind for research
in this most difficult and irritating subject than Sidgwick.

Sidgwick's chief ethical works are his Method.s of Ethics
and his Ethics of Green, Spencer, and, Martineau. He was
at once critical and eclectic, and he tried to make a synthesis
of a chastened Intuitionism with a chastened Utilitarianism.
In the course of his work almost all the main. problems of
ethics are discussed with extreme acuteness, and that is
why I have devoted a much longer essay to Sidgwick than
to any of the other moralists whom I treat in this book.
In the other essays exposition and criticism have been
about equally mixed. But, in dealing with Sidgwick, I have
let the argument carry me whither it would. In each
section of the essay I start from some point in Sidgwick
and I eventually return to it ; but I often wander very far
afield and express my own thoughts, for what they are
worth, in the meanwhile.

In conclusion I must say that I have confined myself
as far as possible to the purely ethical views of the writers
under consideration. In the case of Kant and Sidgwick
their theology is so closely bound up with th.eir ethics that
I have had to say something about it. But in the other
cases I have felt myself justified in letting sleeping Gods lie.

CHAPTER II
Spinoza

'f'rroucs Spinoza's main work is called Ethics, it is not
,r I r r':rtise on ethics in our sense of the word. Nor did Spinoza
r.r,r,r' write any such treatise. His views on ethics, in the
rrr,rlcrn sense, have to be gathered from various passages
:,r'l.ttcred about his books and his letters. Nevertheless,
tlrr: rrltimate and explicit aim of his philosophical works
rr';r.s cthical. It was to discover in what human perfection
rxrrrsists, to explain the dif&culties which prevent rnost men
frorn reaching it, and to show the way which they must
Iollow if they would overcome these dififrculties. Before
I lrr:gin to expound Spinoza's ethical theory I must state
tlrat I shall ignore everything in his system which depends
rrrr what he calls Scientia I'ntuiliaa or the Third, Kind, aJ
tinowledge ; i.e.,I shall ignore his doctrines of the Intellectual
Lovc of God, of Human Blessedness, and of the Eternity of
llrrr Human Mind. Such an omission would be inexcusable
if I were claiming to expound Spinoza's system as a whole,
ftrr they are among the hardest, the most interesting, and
llrc most characteristic parts of it. But for the present
t)rrrpose it is justified by the following facts. These doctrines,
I run convinced, are the philosophic expression of certain
r.liginus and mystical experiences which Spinoza and many
ollrt'r-s have enjoyed and which seem supremely important
l, tlrose who have had them. As such they belong to

"l)inoza's philosophy of religion rather than to his ethics in

d
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the ordinary sense. Spinoza himself recognises that he is
passing into a difierent realm when he begins to expound
them, for he introduces them with a remark which is
extremely startling as coming from him. He says that he
has now done with " all that concerns this present life ",
and- that henceforth he is going to discuss " the duration
of the human mind without relation to the body ". That
Spinoza was right in thinking that these experiences are of
the utmost importance and that philosophy must deal
seriously with them I have no doubt ; but I am equaily
sure that his theory of them is not consistent with the rest
of his system. For these reasons I think I am justified in
ignoring the doctrines in question.

I must begin by explaining Spinoza's view about the
nature of man and his position in the universe. Each man
is a finite part of the general order of Nature. He is a
system of very great internal complexity having a charac-
teristic kind of unity and balance. Hc is in constant inter-
action with other men and with the rest of Nature, and
these interactions constantly tend to upset the balance in
one direction or another. So long as the balance is
approximately maintained he lives and remains in bodily
and mental health. When it is temporarily upset to a
marked extent he is ill or mad; and when it is upset so
far that it cannot be restored he dies. Now in man, as in
every other natural unit, there is an inherent tendency to
react to all changes in such a way as to maintain this
characteristic unity and equilibrium. This inherent tendency
in any finite natural unit Spinoza calls its conatus. The
conalus of anything is the essence of that thing; the
particular way in which it behaves in any particular situation
is just the expression of its 'conatus under the speciai cir-
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r lmrrlrurr r,r ol llrr. rrrorncnt. lt is of interest to remark that,
lil 1,11 11,1 t)rgutrisrlls i[r(] oonccrned, modern phySiOlogy agrees
rtrllr,ly wlllr llris rkrctrine of Spinoza's, and that its re-
ro.rurlr,r lrrrvr. r.stirblishcd it in much greater detail than
h;rltrrrrrr r ortkl lrirvt: tlrclmed of.

Nrrw rr rrrrrrr, likt: cvcrything else in Nature on Spinoza's
th,w, ln rr llrirrg with two fundamentally different but
11;lr,lrrrrrrlrly rrorlclatcd aspects, a physical and a psychical.
ll w,, l,'H,rrrl rr rnrrn under his physical aspect and leave his
gnl,r lrI rrl rr:r;x.r;t out of account, we call him a human
u1'lrt,,rt ll wc rcgard him under his psychical aspect and
lerrt r, lrln plrysir:ll aspect out of account, we call him a
htlr,lr ',,,rr1, lloth these points of view are abstract and
rll,r[llrl , r.vr.rything which is a soul is also a body, and
r.vr.r vllrtlg wlrir:lr is a body is also a soul. Suppose now that
I rlrtlrl{r, lrrkr,s pluce in a man, through his interacting with
lrml, rllrlr p.rlt o[ Nature. This change, since it takes place
Itt r llrllli wlriclr has two inseparably correlated aspects,
tlll ll,,r ll lrrrvr, llrcsc two aspects. Regarded on its purely
;rlryrl, rrl ',r,h., il will be called a modification of the body;
ltr6rlrrL,,l utr tl.r prrrr:ly psychical side, it wili be called a
ltrl,lllt, rrlt,n ol ilrr: soul. Every event which is a modif,ca-
llur ,,1 rl1, lxrrly is also a modification of my soul, and
|.flllt,r.t,r,,ll'

\l'r, ,,,trr,' rrorv to a {urther specification of this doctrine
tlrlr lr l,r lrl11lrll, r lrrrutctcristic of Spinoza. Suppose that a
trlltlrr ;,"g,, lr,' 1,lry,;ir::rl cvent ey,4 happens in a certain rnan.
ll11lll,,,l lrr tl'r grrrrcly psychical aspect it counts as a
frlrlrhrll rrt'r'ttl ,'r, in his soul. Regarded in its purely
1rlr1rt,,rl rr'rl,r'r I rl r:orrnts as a physical event e, in hisbody.
hrrt f,lrll,rrr'|r virw is that ey, is what'we call the act of
r+rlrlrrg lll, rlr,rrrlic r:* in the body, whilst e, is what we

lr
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call the sensum which is the immediate object of the act eg
of the soul. Many philosophers would agree with Spinoza
to the extent of holding that the act of sensing and the
sensum are two distinct but inseparable aspects of a single
event and are not two distinct events. But of course his
doctrine goes further than this. He identifies the sensum,
which is the objectiue constituent of a sensation, with the
bodily change which is the necessary and sufficient bod,ily
cond,ition of the sensation. Very few philosophers have
followed him in this. It is enough for me to say that there
are great and glaring objections to this identification; and,
although I think that most of them could be avoided with
a Iittle ingenuity, I am sure that this could be done only
at the cost of grving up Spinoza's doctrine that there is
nothing positive in error, which is an essential part of his
system.

Every idea in my mind then, whatever else it may be,
is at least an act of direct acquaintance with a certain
modification of my body. And every modification of my
body, whatever else it may be, is at least the immediate
object of a certain idea in my mind. This doctrine seems
at first sight to be wantonly paradoxical, and one thinks at
once of objections which seem perfectly conclusive. But
Spinoza was quite well aware of these diffrculties, and he
strove with some success to meet them. We have now to
consider two propositions which are of great importance in
the further development of Spinoza's theory, and which do
something to remove the appearance of paradox. (r) The
ideas in my mind of most of the changes in my body, though
they are acts of direct acquaintance with those changes, are
highly confused. The reason, according to Spinoza, is this.
When an event B is caused by an event A the former, taken
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ilr€tl ll,nt llrr. ltrllr.r', is rrot a natura,l unit. The whole
All h trrrl lt rrror,. rrcrrrly l natural unit. Consequently the
fryr hh,rl rrng,r,r I ol ll, takcn apart from that of A, is not a
Irelrrlrl rrrrtt. 'l'lrr: psychical aspect of AB would be a
lrlnllvr,ll, r h,,u irh:ir, and any mind which had it would have
t l.l*llvlll,r'h.rrr irk.rt of the physical aspect of B. But a
Itllrl wlrl lr lorrt;rirrr:rl thc psychical aspect of B without
llrel ,,1 A w,rrkl lr;rvr: only a confused idea of the physical
irll,r t tl ll 'llrr. rrpplication of this general principie will
h. lrnrl l,r',lly (.xl)llrincd by an example. Suppose I eat
trtt' I l, rrrrlrr.r rrrrrl have a feeling of stomach-ache. To
fpr"l rl,trr,rr lr ,rllrr. is to be directly acquainted with a certain
lrhle|rl,,11tr rrl lrtrxtr,ss in nry stomach which is in fact caused
Ity c,rrlrrtrr llrt.rrrir:trl process in the cucumber. But I am
llrl rlll ,ll!, ,rlrlruLirrtcd with this process in the cucumber,
lrr"r,rr,,, llrr, r rrlrrrrrllcr is not a part of my body and there-
lrrr' llrr 1r,,1,, lrir';rl corrclate of the process in it is not a
.l{lr. ,l rrr1, rrrrrrrl. So my idea of the process in my stomach,
*hlr lr r "llrl lllll(':i 1ty feeling of StomaCh-ache, is a frag-
ffm,frt,rl, l,,ul ol rr r:ornplete idea, and its complement is not
Itt lr1 lrlrrrl lrrrl r,lscwhcre. It is therefore an inadequate
llrl ,rrrlrr,r,rl, llr,rrglr rlirect, acquaintance with this bodily
;ir,u ,,ou N, rrr, r ollr':rst tlfs with the idea which a physiologist
trlglrt lr,rr, rrl llrr. lrrrx;css in my stomach. He would know
{ f tr rrt ,l,,rl ,rlrorrt its causes, and his idea of it would
llp.r.l',r, l', l,rrrll,r:k:trr and adequate. But it would not
lre ,llrr tl it,ltt,uttlttnrc uilh the process, for he cannot feel,
mt! .t,r11s,u lr ,r, 1r,.. it would only be knouled,ge about the
lrt,,.ia llr, ,rl,,rvt, t:xlrrnple is typical of all those ideas
ll lr1 l"',ltly rrrnrlrlrr:rrlions which we call ,. sensatiops,, and

l,,lll1, , llr,'1, ;1.1 1' ;rll ideas of effeCts cut loose from the
lrL,r, ,l llr'ir r,rr*,r,s, ll.cl therefore fragmentary, inadequate,

r9
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and confused. But they are all acts of direct acquaintance
with their objects, whilst the clearer and more adequate
ideas of science are not. I think it \ dll be useful at this
point to introduce two names which do not ocrur in Spinoza's
writings. I propose to call my direct acquaintance with the
process in my stomach, which, on Spinoza's view, constitutes
my feeling of stomach-ache, an " intuitive idea ". And I
propose to call the sort of idea of the process which another
person might have a " discursive idea ".

(z) The second important point is this. Although my
mind contains intuitive, but confused and inadequate, ideas
of every change in my body, I am not aware of all these
ideas. On Spinoza's view corresponding to every idea there
is an intuitive idea of a higher order which has the former
for its immediate object. But he holds-though I doubt
whether he be consistent in doing so-that an idea may be
in one mind whilst the intuitive idea of it may be, not in
the same mind, but in some other. I am almost certain
that he would hold that, in the case of the lower animals,
ttreir minds contain nothing but ideas of the first order, and
that the ideas of these ideas are elsewhere in what fos qalls
the " Attribute of Thought ". Everything, for Spinoza, is
conscious, but not everything is self-conscious; and the
extent of a thing's self-consciousness may vary from time
to time.

We are now in a position to understand, so far as is
necessary for our present purpose, what Spinoza meant by
the distinction which he draws between the First and the
Second Kinds of Knowledge. The materials of the First
Kind of Knowledge are those confused intuitive ideas of our
own bodily modifications which we call " sensations " and
" feelings ". And these ideas are intercounected only by
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rrru lrrlftrnt, wlrir:lr rlt:pntl on thc order and the frequency
*lllr wlrlr lr nllu't' llrirrgs ltave affected ourselves. In this
wny llrl hh,rur of olrju:ts which have no intrinsic relation to
mrlr rrllrrt tttrry lrt' txlrttt:ctccl, whilst the ideas of objects
rhh lr rrrl irrtlirrsir:rrlly rcllrtcd to each other may be dis-

Irhr,rl llrrr{ llu' tiirst Kincl of Knowledge is the level of
ffr.rr.' rr,nr., lxit'r:r'llliott lrnd imagery, and of uncritical beliefs
lrrrrl,h,,l orr ruritttitl itrstinct, association, or hearsay. This.
h lll, ,,rrly kirul of knowledge which animals have. Men
rlrul ,r,r irrfrrtrlr with nothing but this kind of knowledge,
{rrrl r,v.ry nriur r:otttitrues to move at this level for long
tlr,lr lrln llttottgltottt thc whole of his life. But all men
ltivr, r,,ilr,, r irlrru:ily for another kind of knowledge, and all
llthr ln qr)nrr, .'xtcnt rcillise this capacity, though most of
llrerr rftr ro lo ir lrrmcntably slight degree. This Second
[;1111 ll t(rurwlr.rlgc is rational insight. At this level one
rlm ltrltlrrnk' r'onncxions and disconnexions between objects,
illl llr,'r lrlr.rrs irr(: connccted and disjoined according to
lhcro lrrlrlrrqtr: r'rrlrtions between their objects. The best
ttrnrlrL, ol llrr Srrxrntl Kind of Knowledge is pure mathe-
llrnlhr, lrrrl wl lrrrrst rcmcmber that Spinoza, like most of
hh lrrrlr,rrrpor,rli(.:{, tlrought that physics, when properly
lfilh'nlrr'rl, wurrhl lrc sccn to have the same necessary
rhrtrr lr,r rrr lrrrrr. nutllrcmatics. Spinoza is quite certain
llral lll, ',rrorrrl l(irrrl of Knowledge presupposes the First
ilt'l whllnt llr,' liirst Kind might exist, and in animals
lrartrtl,rlrlv rhrr',r r,xist, without leading on to the Second.
lll. r,null ul llrr. trirnsition is vague and radically rJn-
:llhllrlrry, rrlrrl wc nccd not waste time over it. The
rrrufrll,rl ;rrrlrrl,r lor orrr purpose are these. There are two
lllrlell.rrl'rlly r lilfr.r r.ut kinds of cognition :-the sensitive,
Imrllmrllvr,, nrrrl rrssrx:ittive, on the one hand, and the
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rational, on the other; both men and animals have the
first; men have, and animals have not, the capacity to
rise from the first to the second ; men in this life start
with nothing but the first and the capacity to reach the
second from it; and they all realise this capacity to various
degrees in the course of their lives. All this seems to me
to be plainly tme, and to be unaffected by the facts that
Spinoza overestimated the range of rational cognition and
failed to give a satisfactory account of the details of the
process by which it is reached.

It has been necessary to give this outline of Spinoza's
theory of knowledge, because his theory of human perfection
and imperfection is so closely bound up with it. We are
now in a position to explain his doctrine of the will and the
emotions. It is based on the notion of conahrs. Spinoza
calls the conatus of a human being Appetitus , whic}i. I propose
to translate by the phrase Vital Impulse. It has, of course,
two inseparably connected aspects. Viewed on its purely
physical side it is the tendency of the human organism to
maintain its characteristic form and balance in spite of and
bv means of its interaction with its surroundings. I will
call Vital fmpulse, when only its bodily aspect is considered,
Organic Self-maintenance. Spinoza does not give a special
name to it. The purely psychical aspect of Vital Impulse
is the tendency of the human mind to maintain its charac-
teristic unity and purposes in spite of and by means of the
influences that are constantly affecting it. This aspect of
Vital Impulse Spinoza calls Voluntas; I propose to call it
Mental, Sel,f-mabttenance. A man's Vital Impulse then is
the fundamental thing in him ; and all his particular
behaviour, bodily and mental, is just an expression of the
reaction of this Vital Impulse to particular situations. In

SI)INOZA 23

irlrrrltlrl willr Spirroz,a's general principle one's Mental
hrll mrrrlrrlr,rrrrrrcr is llrc intuitive, but often very confused,
llh,rr nl lrrr,',r ( )rllrrttir: Sclf-maintenance. Now, as we have
u,r,t, llrl IL'ir ol iru irk:rt may or may not be in the same mind
ar lfrr,nrlgtrrrrl irh';t, My rnind mttst contain an intuitive
flwrilr,ilri{rr ol rrry Orgtnic Self-maintenance, for this aware-
ttpm lr llrr, lr.,vclricrrl aspcct of that Vital Impulse of which
ilty I )rll,rntr Sr'lf .trrtintcnance is the physical aspect. But
Ily nrlrrrl rrr','rl rrot contain an intuitive awareness of this
twriltiilr,\h, r r., I nr:cd not be conscious of my own Vital
llr;,u1o,,, nlllrottglt rny Vita1 Impulse is, in one aspect, a
al{lr, rrl rrry lorrsr:iollsness. Spinoza gives a special name
lrr \'ll,rl lrngruhit wlrcn the man whose conatus it is is also
6a111r rrl ll llc llrtrn calls it Cu,piditas, which we might
llrtltrlrrll m ll t,l i I.i.ott,.

llrr lrn rrow tlrr:l<lc Spinoza's very peculiar theory of
Ynlull'r,1, rI'r'i:iiorr. Spinoza is, of course, a rigid determinist.
llrr tr,grrtrl'r " ltccrkrtn ", in the sense of indeterminism, as
111si1111l11plr"r'r n(,1[i(:nsc. The only sense in which the word
" ftr,r, " r rrrr irrlr,lligibly be used is in opposition to the word
" nrrulrrrlrr.rl". Arr action is free inthis sense in so faras
lltp r,lrn,, ,l il is wholly contained in the nature and past
Irhllry ll tlrr, ;r11r.rrl. It is constrained when some essential
fnrl,r lrr ll'r lotirl r:ause lies outside the agent. It is clear
llrrl rr,,l lrirrll r,rrr lrr: ru completely free agent in this sense
rlrgrl tlrr llrrrvllsc taken as a single collective whole.
Atrrl w,, r rurr,l ,r:,r'tibc iree wil,l to the Universe; for will
lltlrrrg., rr,l l, llrr' Univcrse as a whole, but only to certain
fitrllr ;,,rtl,r nl il :ittt'lt lts men.

til lrrt ',lrirrrurr's <lrrctrine is not very startling, and it
11rrrrl,l lr,, ,rrrr,lrlr'(l lry er great many other philosophers.
Wts r,rrr,' rr,w lo sotttctlting more interesting. He holds
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that the ordinary analysis of choice and voluntary decision,
which most determinists would accept, is radically mistaken.
The usual view, even of determinists, is that we contemplate
various possible alternatives; that we are attracted by
certain features in each and repelled by certain others; and
that finally the balance of attractiveness in one alternative
determines our choice in its favour. According to Spinoza
all this is wholly wrong. We do not desire things because
the prospect of them attracts us, nor do we shun things
because the prospect of them repels us. On the contrary
the prospect of certain things attracts us because we already
have an impulse towards them, and the prospect of other
things repels us because we already have an impulse against
them. We may or may not be aware of these impulses. If
\tre are, they are called " volitions " and we are said to
deliberate and to act voluntarily. If we are not, we are
said to act blindly and impulsively. The presence or
absence of consciousness of an impulse makes no difierence
whatever to the impulse or its consequences. The decision
and the action are completely determined by the impulses,
whether we be aware of them or not; and the process of
deliberating and deciding, if it be present, is a mere idle
accompaniment which can only give a formal recognition
to a Jait accompli, as the King does when he gives his assent
io an Act of Parliament. It is amusing to notice that this
is precisely the theory which Mr. Bertrand Russell puts
forwa.rd inhis Anal,ysis of Mind. as a wonderful new discovery
which we owe to the Psycho-analysts.

Spinoza's theory seems to me to be true in what it
asserts and false in what it denies. It is true that the
mere thought of an alternative neither attracts nor repels us.
This is obvious from the fact that the thought of the same
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rllr.rrr;rlivr: will be accompanied byattraction in one person,
lry rr.prrlsion in another, and by neither in a third. It is
lvtrlr.rrt from this that the attractiveness or repulsiveness of
llrr,irllcrnatives which we contemplate depends upon certain
rr,lrrlivr'ly pt:rmanent factors in ourselves' These we may
r all " r:onative dispositions ". It is possible, of course, that
llrr.rr. rrrry be some conative dispositions comrnon to all
rrurr, llrrrnirn beings. If so, some types of alternative will
lrr rrllr;u:tivc and others will be repuisive to all such beings
wlrr.rrrvcr they happen to contemplate them. In such
lrr'rr,,, llre cssential part played by the conative disposition
nrlglrl llsily be overlooked, and it might be thought that
lltr rrrc contemplation of the alternative sufficed to stir
rlnrlrr. lot'it or aversion from it. But this would be a
nrlrlrrkr'. Now it is of course true that one need not be
rnry,rrr of one's conative dispositions in order that they
rlrlrrhl rnake certain alternatives attractive and others
lr,1rrrl',ivr: lo us. A dispositiorr, i.e., a more or less permanent
lr,nrL,rrcy, is not the kind of thing of which one could be
rllrlr tly irwitre by introspection. We have to infer what
rur lorrirtivr: dispositions are by noticing what kind of
llrlrrli', wc clo habitually desire and what kind of things
w,, rkr lrrrl>itually shun. If Spinoza wished to assert no
Irrrrrr. ltrirn that (a) the attractiveness and repulsiveness of
nIIr,r rrrr I ivr:s depend on our conative dispositions, and (b) that,
rr lru lr()rn being acquainted with our conative dispositions,
1ryr, lr rr vl I o infer what they are from our desires and aversions,
Irr, w,r'r ccrtainly right. But there can be no doubt that he
rll,l rrr.irrr to assert something more, viz., that my awareness
rrr rilrlwiu'(:r)css of my own desires makes no difference to
llrtr r orrsr:rplrences in the way of decision or action.

Nuw ttris doctrine has a certain ambiguity in it, which
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I will point out. But, in whichever sense it is interpreted,
there is no reason to think it true, and strong reason to
think it false. (i) Spinoza might mean that any contem-
plated object attracts or repels us in consequence of certain
characteristics which it actu,ally ftas, whether we recognise
their presence or not, and that it makes no difference
whether we do or do not believe these characteristics to be
present and to be the cause of the object's attractiveness
or repulsiveness. This doctrine certainly cannot be true.
In most cases of desire and deliberation none of the con-
templated objects actually exist at present. You therefore
cannot talk of the characteristics which they actualiy have,
or suppose that these excite our conative dispositions as the
presence of a magnet might stir a compass-needle. What
affects our conative dispositions and calls forth desire or
aversion must in all such cases, so far as f can see, be our
belieJs about the characteristics which the various alter-
natives would, haue if they were actualised. (ii) Let us then
pass to a more plausible interpretation. I may have a
number of beliefs about the characteristics which a con-
templated alternative would have if it were actualised.
And I may be aware of some of these beliefs and unaware
of others. Thus I may in fact believe that a certain
alternative would have the characteristic c, and I may also
believe that it would have the characteristic c, but I may
be aware of the first belief and unaware of the second.
Spinoza might mean that my desires and aversions are
determined by the beliefs which I in fact have, and that
my beliefs excite my conative dispositions in exactly the
same way whether I happen to be aware of them or not.
As regards this view there are two things to be said. (a) It
is not prima facie pafiicularly plausible. It is not obvious
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rt,,r tlr, ..rrrr;,I'r' <:lruse-factor " belief that so-and-so would
1,, , i ,, r l.rnr clrrnrcteristic, unaccompanied by awareness
,,r rl, rt l,,.lrr.l " rrrrrst always have precisely the same effect
, ,, ,'rl ,,r,rlrv(' rlispositions as the more complex cause-
t,, r,,r ,,,rr r',lrnii o[ this belief accompanied by awareness
,I rr (/,) ln rriury <::tscs it is plainly false. In so far as

I ,,', ,r,rr.rr, ,,l :r,rnrr: of my bcliefsabout the characteristics
',1,r, lr ,rr ,rll.rrrrrlivc wottl<l have, I may be unaware of
, ,,, ,,1 tlr, , ,,rr,rlivc rlislxrsitions which the contemplation

, I rlrr rllr ur.rlrll i'r cxr:itirrg. Now some of these nray be
,,, lr rl,t I .lr,,rrlrl :;lrorrlily olrit't:t lo their being excited.
l l,. r,rr;.lrl 1,,,1',' l,'rl lo rlis:lstl()lls oollscquences in the
| , r '.r I rrrrlllrl sr'1'.rtrl lltlttt ;t:; trlor;tlly <lisrcputable. If
| 1,, rr,, r\\.ur' r,l llrr",r' l,r'lit'l',, lr.rrrl tlltts o[ thc conative
tr 1.., rrr,,rr rrlu, li rr', rr' (r)tttttt,i irllo pllry, I might decide
r ,, t ,, r1 ,lrll, r, nlly lo l;tlir' ;r. f;rirly r>llvious example.
\ I , , , ": ,,1 ,l,,, nl nror.rl r lr,rlrr:ltr rlllt.y contemplate an
. r , l i, r, r,, rl\ l" .urolltlt l,, t'l,,tt, Y. I[C may in faCt
l,tr,., r,r tlr rl llrr rrtll trt,rl', \' lr.rp1ry, lrn<l (D) that it will
r,,,r, rr , I r, r l,,r lrrrr 1,, ,,rlttrc Y. ()[ tltcsc two beliefs

1,, , \,r. ,,1 llr, ll ,l .rtrrl rrt:tw;ttt: rlf the Second.
,,' I rr r 1,,1, ll,, rr,lr, ul,,n lrr ttt.tlttl,rirt llr:Lt lrisdecisiOn
,rr ,l , l', 1,,,, , , l, llr, ilil' rr'lrr'llt|t llr' r't'rtflfins in

ir, I rl, ,, ,,, I 1,, lr, I ,,r 1,,,,,1rr, ..rrr'.rt,'rll il. When
I , ,r{ rl.,r , I'rrl ,,1 llr, , rrt , ,,1 lrt ,lr",ttc lo <l<l tltiS

r , | ,, I r,,r,l ,,,11r11.r I'ttrlrttrt'. Wlfttlt llo may
r, I ,ll 1,,,1,,r1 rl,l, .r ttt.ry lilltlw t<lhave
I t . t, . r, ,, ,,,,, , 1,,, r' r rr, lrt, ;r.r',1 lilr', lrr: will be

t, ,I L,1, , r,, rr I r, rur 1 ,l,,rrrll rl wlri<:lr would nOt
I I r. 1r. ,r,l ,.ll,,rrrr, ()l rotll'.r' ll is trtre that

l L r' rrr,,,lrlt ,,rI r, lr,rr', llr,rrr llt.r'lr: at"witrctrcss of



28 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

anything else. But the point is that we have conative
tendencies of the second and higher orders as well as those
of the first order ; i.e., we have conative tendencies which
lead to desires or aversions towards other conative tendencies.
And awareness of one's beliefs about a desired object may
lead to recognition of the conative tendencies to which it
is appealing; this may excite conative dispositions of the
second order which would not otherwise have been excited;
and this may make a profound difference to our final action
or decision. (iii) There is yet a third possible interpretation
of Spinoza's doctrine to be considered. I might contemplate
a certain alternative, and be aware of all my beliefs about
the characteristics which it would have if it were realised.
And I mrght desire it. But I might not be aware that I
was desiring it. I might fail to recognise that I was taking
up any conative or emotional attitude towards it, or I
might think that my attitude was one of aversion when it
was really one of desire. Spinoza may have meant to assert
that the result of desiring an alternative without recognising
that one was taking up this attitude towards it would be
precisely the same as the result of desiring it and, recognising
that one was desiring it. This, again, does not seem to me
to have the least plausibility on the face of it" And it
seems not to be true. If I recognised that f was desiring
something which I think an unfitting object of desire, this
would be a motive for suppressing the desire or averting
my attention from this object. If I did not recognise that
I was desiring this object no such motive would operate
on me. And the presence or absence of this motive might
make a profound dlfference to my final decision.

I cannot think of any other interpretation of Spinoza's
doctrine beside the three which I have just discussed and
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trf ar I r,rl ! I I trer,r.frlrc scems to me that the most characteristic

lntl nl'rlrln(,r,it'tl tlrt:ory of the will is a {ailure. And the
llrl llrrrl nottto o[ thc exponents of the " New Psychology"
Imvr, rrrrwlltirrgly plagiarised it does not, to my mind,
tmrlorlrrlly tltlttcc the probability that it is nonsense.

Wr wlll ltow deal with Spinoza's theory of the emotions.
Wlrorrnvo:' rrry lxxly is acted upon by another body one of
lhroo llrlrrg{ nrily happen. Its vitality may be increased,
mr rllrrrhrtnlrcrl, or it may remain at the same level in spite
ffl llrn lrrlcuu'lion. In my mind there will be an intuitive
Irrtl rurrlrrr,r'rl rtwilrcness of these changes or of this main-
htrlnl, ol rrry lndily vitality. And this awareness is the
mrr,rrlrrl urrgxr:t of those psycho-physical states which we
r,rll " r,rrroliotts ". There are thus three primary emotions;
vlr , ph.,r.rrrlr', which is the consciousness of a transition to
Irrlglrlr.rrr.rl vitatity ; pain, which is the consciousness of a
lrrrrrrlllrrrr lo lowcrcd vitality; and what Spinoza calls
" rh,rlin ", wlrir:h is the consciousness of the constancy of
rrnr,'r vrl,rlily throrrghout a change in the body. Spinoza
rllrllrrgtrnltrs two kinds of pleasure and of pain. (r) The
yllrrllly ol tttr: body as a whole may be increased. The
rrrnrlrruxtrlss of this he calls Hilaritas, which we may
Ilrrrclrrlr rui " St:nse of Well-being". (z) The vitality of a
lxul nrrry lx' ittcrcased without anv increase of the total
vllrrllly, ()r lv(:n at the expense of it. The consciousness
rrl llrr,r lrl r:itlls Titillatio, which we may translate as
' l ,,,,r11.,r'rl Pk:rtsure ". The two corresponding kinds of
grrrrrrlrrl ltnoliott he calls Mel,ancholia and Dol,or respectively'
fl'r rrrlpilrl lnrtrslirtc them as " Depression " and " Localised
lt,r ltt "

llr,. irlrovc is Spinoza's general account of Emotion.
ll,, rr,,w rltitws ir distinction, which is vitally important for
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his ethics, between Passiae and Actiae Emotions. passive
emotions correspond to the confused and inadequate ideas
of the First Kind of Knowledge. Active emotions are the
affective correlates of clear rational knowledge. We are
said to be " passive " in respect of any change that happens
in us when part of the cause of this change is outside us.
When the complete cause of a change in us is itself in us
we are said to be " active " in respect of that change. Now
at the level of the First Kind of Knowledge, as we have
seen, our minds contain intuitive ideas of changes in our
bodies and do not contain ideas of the causes of these
changes. That is why the First Kind of Knowledge is
confused and irrational. We now see that we are passive
in Spinoza's sense at this level, and that the intellectual
inadequacy and confusion are bound up with the passivity.
The emotions which correspond to this intellectual level are
thrust en us. We do not understand them or their causes,
and, for that very reason, they tend to be inordinate and
obsessive. Panic fears, overmastering loves and hates. and
jealousies, are the typical excesses of passive emotion. So
long as we are at this level we may fairly be called slaves
of passion, instinct, impulse, popular opinion, convention,
and superstition. This state Spinoza calls ,. Human
Bondage ".

Now the essence of the human mind, that which dis_
tinguishes it from animal minds, is the striving to under_
stand, to think clearly, and to connect its ideas rationally.
This, in hurnan beings, is the Fsychical aspect of the Vital
Impulse which is their conatus. Whenever a human mind
passes from a state of greater to one of less mental con_
fusion its vitality is increased, and this transition is felt as
pleasure. Since this kind of pleasure depends on the mind,s
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,r{ r , lr,r,rr lr,r rst ir: activities it is called " Active Pleasure ".'
It tu tlrr',,rrt of plcasure that we feel when we solve a

Illlrh 111 lr)r (,rrrsolvcs and replace muddle and confusion by
,,r'1, r ,rr,l r;rliortal arrangement. Active Desire would be
llr l,,,lrn11 llr;rl we have when we manage to keep our
I r r 't r 11 lt'vr'l of clearness in spite of distractions and
,llllr, lllr,.., 'l'hcrc is no active emotion corresponding to
llrr lr,r'...rv(. r,nrotion of pain. Of course the mind may pass
lr,,rrr ,r h'vcl of greater clearness and insight to one of
ll,rlrvr' ,,,rrfrrsion, as it does when we are ill or tired. And
tlrt,, lr.rrr',ilion will be felt as painful. But it is a passive
rrr,ttnn,:;rrrr:c the change is not due to the mind's own
r lr,l ,rr l.r istir: activities but to its falling under the dominion
rl ,llr.r llrirrgs. Certain active and certain passive emotions
,rr, ,.rll,'rl lry thc same names, and maylead to actionswhich
,.r, ..ul,r'rlrt:ilrlly alike. We might compare, e.g., the case of
,r rl,r l.r lrrrrl of an ordinary man in presence of a ba.d
,r, t,h.nt. 'l'lrc ordinary man may feel an emotion of sym-
1,,rtlrr'tr, prlin, and this may make him try to heip the
,, r r llr r r.r Il rr t his actions will tend to be fussy and inefhcient,
,rrr,l lr,'rrr;ry fccl too sick to do anything even if he knows
11,\\ t, 'llrc doctor feels very littie of this sympathetic
l',rm. lllll hc has a clear idea of what is needed and an
,r, trr. r'rrrotion of helpfulness. Yet these two very different
, rrrrrlr,rr', would often be called by the same name of

.1'rrrlr.rllry " or " humanity ". Even the more amiable
l,r rvr. r'rnotions are apt to degenerate into the state which
lrr' li,.rr,, iilustrated in the character of Mrs Jellyby, who
rr, 1,Lr l,'r[ hcr duties as a wife and a mother in order to
I'r ,,.u,l(' the education of the natives of Borrio-
1,,,,'l,r (,lrlr.

r\,,,nling to Spinoza the active emotions fall under
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two main heads, which he cans Animositas and. Generositas.
These are equivalent to Rational Self-love and Rational
Benevolence. The state of predominantly clear knowledge
and predominantly active emotion is called ..Human
Freedom " ; and the problem of practical ethics is to
discover how men may pass from the state of Human
Bondage, in which they are all born ancl in which most of
them remain, to that of Human Freedom, which some
few of them do reach" We must now consider Spinoza,s
teaching on this topic.

He certainly cannot be accused of underestimating the
difficulties; for be begins by insisting on the power of the
passive emotions over human beings, and it seems aimost
overwhelming. In the fi.rst place, we are, and cannot cease
to be, parts of the general order of Nature. Now the rest
of Nature, taken together, is stronger than any one of us,
and it is not specially designed for the benefit of any one
of us. Consequcntly evcry man, by reason of his finitude,
is always liablc to passive emotions ; and, if external cir-
cumstances be spt:cially unfav<-rurable, it is always possible
that he may be completely overcome and obsessed by
some passive emotion : e.g., the character of the wisest and
best man is at the mercy of an accident to his brain and
of infection by the germs of sleepy sickness. Secondly, an
idea which is clear and adequate has not for that
reason any special power to expel an idea which is con-
fused and inadequate. The clear discursive idea of the
sqn as a vast sphere millions of miles away coexists
with the confused intuitive idea of it as a small disc
a little way above our heads. One emotion can be ex-
pelled only by another emotion, and the clearest and most
exhaustive knowledge that certain emotions are irrational
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rl rl, rrr ,l,, rrr,l lrrrrrrlrrl rrr llr,.rr r.orrsr:rlll()nces will not
1,,' rlr, I rrltr I trtrrlr.rlr 1, lo r.r;rr.l llrt.ttt rtrtless it be itself
| .,rrl,lrt,,l lr1 ,,,1t, I lt'rltnn rvlri, lr i:; Stf<ltfgef than they.
llrl. l.r'l rrrrr ir l'r'rl,'11rll1, lr1r' ll ;r, ltgrsqn be ObSeSSed
l,r l, rl ,,r,\ tlr, rr tr. ' 'ltvtr lton llr;rl tlris emotiOn iS
trr,tr.,',1 l',1 ,l,t,r rrllll, rvrll lr,n,,. lro lr.ntlt:ttr:yto overcOme
l,r 1, rl,,,r 1 rrrrl. tlr, llr,,r11,l1l ,,1 lrrrrr.lr.lf;rs irratiOnal and
,1.1,r r l, I tlr .ur r rr,,lt,,11 ,,l ,lt,11rt..l rrt lttrtt.

Ilr, 1,,,rr, I ,,1 lll ntll'l ,,\, I llr,. 1r,s ,,,;1,,, r:tnotiOnS, SUCh
,r, tt t= lt.r , lr,,lr tlr, l,,ll,rrr,rrr,. r.1u,,r.,, (l) Wc can tO
!,.rI, , ,t, rrt | ,rIr ,l, rr l,l, r, rrl ililt ,r\\,ll lr.l,,,iiv(: ctttotions,
Il,l r,6 rr I ll, ,r lr,l ,.,rl I lr | | lt,,nt llr,. rli.iirf lcfcsted
at lt ttllll, ..t,lr 11, ,tll ,,1 lll 1n1r,,,1,, r 111,r' 1r,1,, lf,,lo11i:il. In
It rl',ltrF rrr lrr1,,l1 ,lt,',,, lrlr llr, , r ntoltr)n,i ltottt tlte
itltl "f "'r, lr ,r, I .,r, lr ,rl r rlr rl,rl r,rt,r., ,rrrrl :lrrltstitute
flt llr, nr llr, ,lr,,tl,,l ,,1 ,, tr rrliltr r utto,itll, Wr. tltrts CCaSe

ll 1,, =., lrrr,lr g,,rIrrr1,,,l 1,1 r \rr,.,t\,t. loVr, ;g11,1 l[fte Of
Ftlll,rl tlrtrrl., .rrrrl grr rrlrlr (..) lrr llrr. lorr11 lun cmotiOns
llrr,l'1. t,l, rl ,lr,l lrl,, r,,rr,rl nlrlr., l,, wlrir:lt we clearly
rlrrlr r.,t.lr,l .lr rt,tr lr nn,ltlul llr;rrr t.rttotionS tOWafds
1r'11llr rrl,rl llrll;r, ,,r lr I rln., \vlu( lr rV,. lirtoW orfly COnfUSedly
lfl',rrtilr tlr' .,r r,, , ur'l t'ltr.ntlrr,r lry ittutgcs whiCh grOW
rr!ilr I ,Ir,l I rrlrl, r rrrllr l.r1r..r. ,,1 lrrrtr. /i.y1., cfn<ftion at
ll,, l, r,rrr ,,1 r rl rllr, nr rlr,.rl llrr.orr.rrr t,l rto rklttl)t far less
lrrlr r, , ll,.r tlr, ,111,,11r,;1 ol lot,,. ot ll;tlr. for lt partiCular
I,, r= ,r .rlr,, i. r, rrr rll\ prr.,r.rrl llrrt llris 1rcrson will change
i,r tt .,r.\ ,,r ,lr, rrr,l rrr lrt,, ltll;r:rtt:c thc image of him
rrtll r,,,, ,rrtl,l,, r, r,rrli ltr.rlu(,ncy iur<l distinctness, and
ll,, .,,,1,,r,,till l r,l,,111..11, ltrrl tlrr: tlrorrght Of the mathe-
ri'ri, rl 11,,,,,,ll rr 1,,. rr.pr,r, lrlr.r.rl witlr cqual Clearness at
rrrll \n.l ,, tlr, lr.. trrlr.rlu.r:rllotir)ll grlins in the long
r'rr ,,., r tl, ,i,,r, rrrlr.rr,,r. otrt.. (.1) llvr:ry cvent iS really
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due to an infinite network of contemporary cause-factors.
And again it is the inevitable outcome of an infinite chain
of successive total causes stretching back endlessly into
the past. Now much of the obsessiveness of the emotions
which we feel towards an event at the non-rational level is
due to two illusions. We think that we can single out one
particular thing or person as conrpletely and solely respons-
ible for the event. And we think that, although the event
happened, it need not have done so. Now, when we clearly
understand that nothing that happens could have fallen out
otherwise, a great deal of the bitterness of many of our
emotions tends to evaporate. And when we clearly under-
stand that every event is the inevitable consequence of an
endless chain of total causes, each of which is of infinite
complexity, our emotion ceases to be concentrated on any
one event or thing or person and is spread over all these
infinitely numerous conditions" The result is that we no
longer feel an intense and obsessive love or hate of any orre
thing or person when we view the world from the level of
rational knowledge. 8.g., in the late war ignorant people
could regard the Kaiser as its sole and sufficient cause, and
could feel an intense and perturbing emotion of hatred for
him. But this was impossible for anyone who was intelligent
enough to know, and intellectually honest enough to bear
in mind, that the war was the inevitable outcome of im-
mensely complex causes, stretching back for centuries, and
many of them quite impersonal. (+) In moments of calm
a rational being can deliberately form certain habits of
thought and certain associations and dissociations of ideas
which will persist and will check passive emotions when
they threaten him. All these four ways of replacing
obsessive passive emotions by calm active emotions are
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;rlnlrrly gntrrrilrc rrrrd important ; and Spinoza shows here
Irh rrural prrrfoun<l psychological insight. The path from
llrrrrr,rrr lkxrrhq;c to Human Freedom is thus steep and
rlllrgx't y, lrrrt it docs exist and it is not impassible. As
h;rltrlrrr nrrys irr a famous passage : " If it rvere not very
rlllltr ull wlry should so fcw have travelled it ? But all
Irr;rrr,rur,ly cxt:r:llcnt things are as difficult as they are
lllt"'

Wo r otnr: rrow to a topic which is of the utmost im-
futlrllll, lrr tll cthical systems, viz., the relative positions
whlr lr rrl r, lo lrc :rssigncd to cgoistic and to altruistic emotions,
rlrulrlr, urrrl ;u:tions. f'hcre are always two questions, one
lnyrlrrrlrgllrrl irn<l thc nthcr ethical; and the answer to
llra llrrl lrrrr ir tlirt:ct bcaring on the answer to the second.
Nuw 'r;rtrroz.rr's psychology is fundamentally and explicitly
nlrlrllr l,.vrl'y crnotion, volition, and action of a man is
tm .rr|rrrrhnlorr of thc Vital Impulse, which is his essence.
Atrrl llrlr Vrlrrl lrrrpulse, like every other coil,atus, is a striving
Irn vll rrrrrirrtr.nirnt:t: and sely'preservation and for nothing
rh, All urrr prirnitivc instincts are therefore instincts of
lrll prr,r'rv.rliotr , lnd, when we reach the rational level,
It r {l urrly purnru: deliberately and with clear insight the
trtltr orrrl hrr wlri<:h we formerly strove instinctively and
hllmrlly llrrrrr rlt:lilrcrate self-sacrifice is literally impossible ;
attl, rl;1rlr ll rr irrrgxrssible, it can be neither right nor a
{ttly Nrw rury rrrrt:h theory as this is at once faced with
llt llrlrr lftrrrn 'l'hc first is that there seem to be non-
rluhlh r,mrrl lrrtrx irnd actions at both the instinctive and
lhe trlhrrrrl lrvr'|. And the second is that we seem to regard
rll rolllko lrr r:r:rtain cases as right and even as a duty.
Wn mrrrrl nuw !r.c lrow Spinoza deals with these objections.

Wr, wlll lx.6rrr with the question of fact, and we will
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consider it first at the instinctive level and then at the
rational level. It seems to me that the apparent exceptions
to Spinoza's theory which we find at the pre-rational level
come under three main heads: (r) Certain emotions and
actions which are concerned with the preservation of a
species, viz., those which are involved in sexual intercourse
and parenthood. The action of the male spider, who is
generally eaten by his wife, and the action of the hen,
who attracts the attention of a hawk to herself in order to
divert it from her chickens, are certainly very odd ex-
pressions of an impulse towards nothing but self-preservation.
(z) The general sentiment of sympathy towards another
member of one's race or species, as such, when one sees
him in pain or difficulty. That this is often overcome by
other emotions and irnpulses is true enough. But it is
equally certain that, when there is no special cause to
inhibit it, it is evoked and may lead to actions which do
not make for the preservation of the agent. (3) Certain
kinds of emotion and action towards particular persons
whom we already love or hate. If A either loves or hates B
strongly enough he will often feel emotions arrd perform
actions which are, and can be seen to be, most detrimental
to his own welfare and even to his own survival. Acts
done in a passion of jealousy or spite are obvious examples.

Spinoza does not explicitly deal with the first class of
apparent exceptions, and I cannot see that any general
principle which he uses in his treatment of the other two
would provide a plausible explanation of them. I think
that they make it certain that he has taken the notion of
Vital Impulse too narrowly, and that this impulse certainly
involves a primitive striving to propagate and preserve one's
species in addition to the primitive striving to preserve
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llr,rr,ll llrlrtr lwo factors may conflict ; and, at the
;rtr, r,rllnrrrrl h'r't'l, lltt: {ormer seems often to be stronger
llrrur llrl l,rlllr'. Spirroza does explicitly treat the other
ltvm ltrr,l', ol lrltpirt'cttt tlxception, and we lvill now consider
Itlr I lrr',,1 y

',l,irror.r'.; rrllcnrptcd cxplanation of the sympathetic
rtrrll l,n u,lrrr lr I fccl when I contemplate any other human
Im,lrr11 tl rr ,,lrrlc o[ lrlcasure or pain is as follows. If A and
ll ll l s,, lror lir,r; o[ sirnilar nature, and a certain modification
rrf A rlr l'urlrrr':; rt t:t'rtilin modification of B, then the latter
Im,,,llll,,rlt.rr rvill rcscmblc thc former. This general prin-
rl;rh, stll ,r1r1rl1' to tltt: crtsc of twcl human bodies. Suppose
Irrrtr llr,rl .r nrrn A is having a ccrtain emotion, and that
l1trrllrr,r lr,rrr ll rs lxrrct:iving A's bocly at the time. A'sbody
tlll h,rr'r, ,r ( ('t lirin clurracteristic modification, which is the

frlrg,al,,rl r,rrll,rll o[ thc cmotion which A is feeling. This
llll llr,,r ,r rlrl:ritt rrtodification in B's body, which will
lr, llr,' 1,ls1",1r ,rl r'ot tllrttt: of B's perception of A's body. By
llp, g, rr, rrrl lrrrtrliplt' jrrst enunciated this modification in
fl'r lr,,'11, rltll tr"'r'ntlrlt: tlte modification in A's body which
Filr i tt lt rvrll llrlrt'k.rre be correlated with an emotion
16 ll rrlrt, lr r, ,rrrril,tt to lltc cmotion wliich A is feeling.

I tlrtnl, rl r', rlttttc r:t'rtitin that this explanation will not
pr,rl lrr tlr, lrr',1 plltcc, there is no reason to accept the
lt"m r,rl l,r tn' rl'L' r,r its prrrticular application. If one human
lt,,ly ,rrtl'r,r ,lrn,'li :ttttl a second human body be within
trrtrh,,l ll rrrll l,, .rllct:tctl lly the event in the former. But
ll rtll l',1 lr 1,,'rr,'rrl lrt'so af{ected as to emit a shriek
ll.r ll ',,,,,rr11\', r'v.rr if thc principle were true it would
trrl lrr' .rlltr rr.nl \Vlrr.rr A has a certain emotion the only
frltl r,l ll1, ;,1r1'',r,,rl r:ot'reliltc of this emotion which can
rrllrr I 11 1 1,,,r11, r,r il:, t:xtcrnal expression, e.g., a shriek,

37
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a smile, a frown, and so on. Now this is certainly not the
whole, or even the principal part, of the physical correlate
of A's emotion. So, even if it were to produce a similar
modification in B's body, it would produce only a small
and rather trivial part of the total physical correlate of the
emotion. It is therefore quite possible that B would not
feel an emotion like that which A is feeling and expressing
at the time. Even if I could not see a fellow-rnan frown
without frowning myself it would not in the least follow
that my frown must be accompanied by an internal bodily
state like that which accompanies the other man's frown.
So Spinoza's explanation of the second class of apparent
exceptions is a complete failure.

Spinoza's theory of the third class of apparent exceptions
is as follows: To say that I " love " A means that the
perceived or imagined presence of A gives me pleasure, and
this is a sign that it heightens my vitality. To say that
I " hate " A means that the perceived or imagined presence
of A gives me pain, and this is a sign that it lowers my
vitality. I shall naturally try to preserve and strengthen
anything that heightens my vitality, and to destroy and
weaken anything that lowers my vitality. For by so doing
I am indirectly preserving and increasing my own vitality.
Thus I shall tend to do actions which give pleasure to those
whom I love and pain to those whom I hate. That such
actions at the pre-rational level often overshoot the mark
must presumably be ascribed to the state of intellectual
confusion which is characteristic of this level. This ex-
planation seems to rne to be sound so far as it goes. But
I doubt if it accounts for all the facts. Is not the presence
of those whom we hate sometimes highly stimulating ? Is
it not a perfectly well-known fact that many people delight

SPINOZA 39

Itr lrrtrttrrll llrosr: lvhom they love ? And does not the whole
llr.lry ovr.r'irrtr,llt:ctrralise the mental processes of animals
rlrrl ul rrrr,rr rr,l tlrc levcrl of impulse and passion ? I conclude
rrtr llrr,wlrult: thrrt Spinoza has failed to answer the prirua
/rtr r,,r rr,ll, rlgrr.irrst cgoism as an adequate psychological theory
ll lltllrorr rr.rrrl ir<:t.ion at the pre-rational level.

Wr, lr;rvr,rrow t<-r consider the question at the level of
trrllrtrirl krrorvk:rlgt:, activc emotion, and deliberate action.
ll.,trt :rl)ul()zrr's t:ontcntion is that actions performed at this
h,r,r,l rvlrillr irr'c ()ommonly counted as altruistic are simply
llrrur, wlrrclr ;r. r:lcar-si6;lrtccl cgoist would see to be essential
ll 111', owrr rrltirniltc intcrcsts. l{is theory is as follows.
!r,ll lrrr,,rr,rv,rtiorr lrrt<l tlu: pcrfolrnancc of the characteristic
or llvllI.,, ol {ltt: sclI irt'c our orrly ultirnate end. And all our
rllrt rlr.,'rrrs :rr'c sulrorrlinatcrl to it; for, as he says, " We
,11111rll rlr,',rrr.to lrc blcssed, or to act rightly, or to live
rl{lrllt,, rvrllrorrl rlcsiring to live." At the rational level we

lrttur, llrr,, r,rrrl <lclibcrately and wittingly, and we choose
lh, tllllrl nrliurs to it; whereas at the instinctive level we
frulrr,rl rt lrlirrtlly and were often misled by association.
Nlw lll'orl,r.sscnti:rl activity of a human being is to think
l'h'rrtlt' 'rrl un(l(:r'stand rationally. Everything that we do
llltl, lt ,l,rr"' ll()l <:onsist in or involve the exelcise of this
.. ltrlll, r,rrr lrr: rlonc as well or better by animals. So the
rll wlrt, lr ,r lrrrrrr;rn bcing who clearly understands his own
lt{lll, utll 'rluvr: lo preserve and develop is a self which
llrlrrl. r l, .rr l\, ,rrrrl rrnclerstands rationally. He will tolerate
lt lurlll r ,l lrlr ;rr;tivities in himself or in others only in
rrr fdt ,r, llr,,l,,rlt: irrtliflerent or helpful to this end. Now
!i;1lssrr,,1 rrr,rrrrl,rirrs lwo very important propositions, one
tl E,rl tr''. ,rrr,l llrc otlrcr positive. The negative contention
lr lh'rl rrr'u ronl(.into conflict with each other only in so
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far as they live at the pre-rational level. The goods which
belong to that level are limited in amount, anrl the part of
them which belongs to A cannot also belong to B. This is
obvious as regards the pleasures which are derived from the
exclusive possession of a bit of property, of a beloved
person, and so on. But rational insight is a non-competitive
good; the possession of such knowledge of a certain subject
by A does not prevent B from having just as clear and
just as extensive knowledge of the same subject. And the
same would apply to all those goods which depend on,
though they do not reduce to, rational insight, e.g., the
admiring contemplation of beautiful objects. The positive
contention is that rational insight, and the other goods
which depend on it, cannot exist except in an ordered
community of human beings, and that it cannot reach any
high degree in one unless it reaches a high degree in all. A
solitary hermit would have to spend so much time and
energ"y in securing the bare necessities of life and defending
himself against his foes that he would have hardly any left
for cultivating the specifically human excellences. Ancl no
man could carry his own intellectual development far, even
though he lived in a society which supplied him with defence
and the necessities of life, unless he had the constant stimulus
and co-operation of other men of intelligence and culture.

Thus the " Free Man ", as Spinoza calls him, rvould have
posiiive egoistic grouncls for wishing to live in a society of
some kind rather than in solitude; and he would have
positive grounds for wishing the other members of this
society to be Frec Men, like himself, rather than ignorant
slaves of superstition, instinct, and passion. And, since he
is a clear-sighted rational being, he will know that omelettes
cannot be made without breaking eggs. He will tolerate
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rlrl rh.',rr(,, lrs a necessary means to the existence of an
u,l,rrrr.rr.rl so<:icty and to the development of its members
Irrl,r f,rr,r. Mcr), much that is directly indifferent or even
rh,lrlrrrr.rrlrr.l to his own intellectual development. For he
rlr,l.r,,lirrrtls tlre properties of the materials with which
ll, lr,r,, io <lt:al, and he knows that he is but sacrificing a
rrlrrrlL,r rrrrrnccliate gain for a greater ultimate return. And
llt,, lrtrxt'ss which he sets in motion is cumulative; for, the
lr'rr,,l lri.i, socicty approaches to a society of Free Men, the
i,rr'r,r will bc the grounds of possible conflict between its
Il,,rnl,r,r:i, ltnd the less often will he have to sacrifice a
al,rrrl lrr r:rrtr:lr a mackerel. In this way, Spinoza would say,
tryr, r ,nr r,xplain and justify all actions at the rational
lr,vr,l rvlrillr worrld commonly be counted as altruistic. And
1,;rrt'rnr rr.nrlrins the fundamental principle; for, although
tlr, l'rr,r,Man wills the perfection of other men as well as
Irl, ,rvrr, lrr wills his own as an end, whilst he wills theirs,
lr,t ,r., iln cnd, but only as a necessary means to his
Itlvll

\\/lr,rl ;rrt: wc to say of this doctrine of Spinoza's ? It is
rprllr. r r.rl;rirr that there would be far less friction and
rrrllrr,rl lrrrslrirtion in a society of rational egoists, each of
$lurr (,u(,(l for nothing but his own intellectual develop-
lrr ll ,urrl rrrrlrcsitatingly took the most effective means to
.r, ur, il, llrln there is among men who are partly ruled
1,1' llr. rrr'l irrr:ls, passions, and ioyalties of the pre-rational
lr r,l Arrtl I tlrink it very likely that many of the actions
slrl lr rl rvorrkl be reasonable for a rational egoist to perform
Irr ,r ,,,rrr,ly of rational egoists would not differ much
r rtr rl,rll1, llorn those which are now praised as altruistic.
llrr, rr. nrlsl grant to Spinoza. But there remains much
lrr lrr r r rlrr isr'tl in the theory.
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(r) We must not assume that, because many types of
action rvhich are alleged to spring from non-egoistic motives
would also be done by a rational egoist who understood his
business, therefore these actions d,o in fact spring from
egoistic motives. We have already seen that the Vital
Impulse, even at the pre-rational level, must include factors
beside the instinct of self-preservation, factors which may
conflict with and sometimes overcome that instinct. So,
even if Spinoza be right in holding that there is nothing
new oll the conative side at the rational level, and that we
have here only the old Vital Impulse grown consciorn of
itself and of the necessary conditions of its own satisfaction,
there would still be no ground to expect that egoism would
be an adequate theory of deliberate action.

(z) The contention that " we cannot desire to act rightly,
or to live rightly, without desiring to live " is no doubt
true when the proper qualifications are made. But it then
becomes trivial. For we must substitute for it the statement
that I cannot desire to act rightly without desiring to live
long enough to perform the right action which I am intending.
Now this would be true even if the action which I judge to
be right and intend to perform to-morrow is to sacrifice my
life for my country in a forlorn hope or to science in a
certainly lethal experiment. I should still desire to live
till the charge is sounded or until the apparatus is ready
and the observers are assembled. Consequently this principle
cannot disprove the possibility of deliberate self-sacrifice.
I think it is true that no rational being deliberately wills
his own destruction as an end; but it is quite clear to me
that such a being may deliberately choose an alternative
which he knows at the time will involve his destruction as
a necessary condition of its fulfilment.
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( r) 'llur distinction between competitive and non-
,,,rrl,r.lrtivc goods is superficially striking, and it has a
, rt,rrr rll:rtivc importance. But I believe that it is ulti-
rrr,rtr 11' r:rlhcr misleading. It is of course obvious enough
tlr,rt Lrrowlcdge can be shared without being divided, in a
.,r n,, rr wlrich property cannot; and that it is capable of
l, rrrll rrrrlt:linitely increased. But, although knowledge
l., ll r., rrot a competitive good, some of the necessary
,,r'lrtrons for acquiring and exercising intellectual powers
l,l,,rrrlr, ;rrc competitive. Philosophers and scientists and
,rrtr.,t., rrr,r'<l as much food, clothing, shelter, and warmth
,r,, .rn\'()n(: clse. And they need considerably more leisure,
,rrr,l ,r Lrrrg and expensive training. Now the supply of all
tlr,,.r. llrirrgs is limited. Unless sorne people mainly devote
tlr, rn.,r.lvr.s to producing such things, and thereby forfeit
rl, rr owrr r:hance of any great intellectual or artistic develop-
rrrr rrt. rl is certain that scientists and philosophers will not
lr,r r ' llrt' k:isure or the training or the freedom from practical
r{,,r nr", wlrich are essential to their intellectual development
,url ., lrvrly. So, to be quite frank, I do not agree that a

;rr rl'r lly r;ttional man, in Spinoza's sense, would want all,
rrrr rr l, lrt: perfectly rational. He would indeed want to
,,,,lr'l;rlt with a great, many s:uch men, and, within this
, /,r,.. lr,' rvortld want the members to be as highly developed
tr r,li'll('(:l as possible. But he would recognise that the
, r \ r'rr'.lcnce of a class of disinterestedly scientific or
,ltr lrr lx'rsons depends on the labours of people like bed-
rr rl, r',, lrrit;klayers, miners, etc., who cannot and nrust not
l,,l', rrrlt'llcctual curiosity their main motive or develop
tl, rr rrrl.llccts too far. No doubt these humble and dutiful

u'' ;rrnply rewarded by knowing that they are the
,,,r1 lrcnr which spring such fine flowers of culture as our-
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selves. But the fact remains that, so long as our intellects
are bound to animal organisms which have to be clothed,
fed, warmed, and housed, all talk of disinterested knowledge
and msthetic appreciation or production as non_competitive
goods which all men might enjoy together to the highest
degree is, to put it plainly, moonshine.

We trave now, I hope, gained a fairly clear idea of the
range of application of the words ..good ,, and ,. bad.,, on
Spinoza's view. And this is one important part of the
total problem of ethics. But there is another part of that
problem to which we must now turn our attention. The
question is : " What is the meaning of ethical terms, like
'good ' and 'bad', 'right , and ,wrong,, , ought ,, etc. ?
Can they be analysed; and., if so, what is the right analysis ?
And how are thev related to each other ? ,, On these
questions Spinoza has much less to say. But his views are
characteristic and important, though they are not stated. or
defended in as much detail aLs would be desirable.

The first point to notice is that all implication of praise
or blame must be removed from ethical judgments, in so
far as this implies that a thing or person might have been
other than it is or might have done otherwise than it did.
Any such implication, on Spinoza's view, is simply a delusion
due to partial ignorance of the conditions. The judgment
that a thing or person or action is good or bad, when freed
from these delusive implications, must be as purely positive
as the statement that a thing is round or square. There is
one and only one sense in which the words ., perfect,, and
" imperfect " can properly and iiterally be used, and thatis " realising or falling short of the intentions of the
designer ". They can thus be applied properly only to the
artificial products of deliberate design, such as plates or
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rr"l,'! r,rr:i. When men apply them to each other and to
tlrrrrll , rrr llrc outer world which are not the products of
lrur,ur rL.sign they are making a certain tacit assumption.
llr, 1, :rrr. tlrinking of God as a being like themselves who

,1, .rl ,,.rrtls und uses means to secure these ends; they are
tlrirrl.rrrli of themselves as deliberately designed and pro-
rlrlrrl lry (iod, as plates and motors are designed and
1,r,,, lrrrrtl by men; and they are thinking of the non-
nrtrlrr rrl part of the outer world as designed by God for
llr, lrr.rrr.lit of men. The whole of this tacit assumption,
n,,,'rrluu, to Spinoza, is philosophically absurd. And it is
,lrrly rr.frrtt:tl by the experience that the rest of Nature is
lrr rl.r lly indifferent to man and his welfare. In face of
,,ur lr r.\lx)l'icnces men do not give up their false assumption,
l,rl '.rrrli still deeper into folly by talking of the " inscrutable
Irr'rrlrnr " and the "mysterious purposes" of God when
r'rr tlr,lrrrrkt:s, pestilences, and famines devastate humanity.
llr,l,l)nroza calls "taking refuge in the asylum of ignor-
'rrr, Wc must therefore rigidly confine our use oI the
rr,rrl., " ;xrrfect " and " imperfect " to things that we know
l,r lrr. llrt, lrroducts of deliberate human design.

\\/lr:rt thcn are we to say about the meaning of the terms'1',,,rrl";rnd "bad", "better" and "worse"? Spinoza's
\ r, \r ..r.(.nls to be the following. If we take any species of
1,, rrr1,,, llrr,r'c will be certain powers and activities which are
,,'nrrnn rrrrrl peculiar to the members of it. Within a given
.l',, r, , lo say that one member is "better" than another
,.lrl'ly nr(.irns that it has the characteristic powers of the
,il.'. r' , lo a greater degree and that it performs the
r l,r,rr tr.r istic functions of the species more efrciently. The
l,rl,l.rrrrr.rrtrrl ethical judgment is of the form ', A exercises
tl,, , lr,rr;rr:tcristic functions of his species more efficiently
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than B, who belongs to the same species ", and this is what
is meant by " A is better than B ". But it is not always
convenient to express ethical judgments in this comparative
form. It is often more convenient to put them in the form
" A is a very good man " or " B is a fairly bad man ". We
arrange members of a species in an order according to
whether they perform the specific functions more or less
efficiently. This series has neither in theory nor in practice
a first or last term or an upper or lower limit. Thus the
notion of a " perfectly good " or " perfectly bad " man
would be meaningless. But we can form the noti,on of an
average or typical member of the species, though it is of
course a fiction to which nothing actual exactly answers.
A member of a species will then be called " good " if it
performs the specific functions with decidedty greater
efficiency than the average member, and it will be called
" bad " if it performs them with decidedly less efficiency
than the average member. The notions of " good " and
" bad " are thus doubly relative. In the first place, they
mean " better or worse than the average ". And, secondly,
the average is that of a certain species, and " better " or
" worse " refer to the relative effrciency with which the
characteristic functions of this species are performed. Sti[,
there is a sense in which " good " is a positive term, whilst
" bad " is a merely negative or privative term like " blind "
or " short-sighted ". For the relation of worse to better
within the species is simply the relation of less to more of
the positive powers and activities which are characteristic
of the species.

Is there any sense of " better " and " worse " in which
they relate members of different species to each other ?

E.9., would there be any sense in saying that the worst
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lr,ur llr;rt we can imagine is "higher than" the best
rrnl,(. llr:rt we can imagine, or that humangood is " tobe
I'tlllrrlrl to " canine or equine good when it conflicts with
llrr,rrr r' So far as I can understand, Spinoza's answer would
lx ,r', lolkrws: When and only when the powers which are
rlr,rrrrlltristic of species A include all and more than all the
lxrwrrr, which are characteristic of species B we can say
llr,rl irrr.y rncmber of A is " higher than " any member of B,
lrrl llrcrr: is an objective ground for preferring the good
ll r\ lo thlt of B if the two conflict. This relation holds
l,r'lwlrrr rrrcn and all animals. For men have the power of
rrrlrrrr.rl r:ognition, whilst animals have not. And, although
u, r iur' physically weaker and less skilful in many ways
llr,rn rrll:rin animals, yet by using their rational cognition
llrr 1' r,rrr in the end accomplish everything that any animal
r,ilr .l.,,rrrrplish and do it far more ef&ciently. Where this
l.trrrl ul rr.l;rtion does not hold, as, e.g., between dogs and
r,rl'r, llrr.r'r: is no sense in talking of "better" and " worse",

lrr1llr.r " :rntl " lower ". On the general principle of egoism,
nlrl lr wr. lurve already discussed, any man will treat any
lllr, r rrrrlivirlual, whether human or non-human, simply as
rt lrr,ur,r lo his own intellectual development. But, in the
,ro. .l ollrrrr human beings, the form which such treatment
l,rl,, wrll bc cnormously modified by the fact that the
I filill,,uilonshi1l and co-operation of other rational beings are
vllrrlly rrrrlxrrtant to one's own intellectual welfare and
;t',wllr lrr tlu: case of animals there is no such modifying
Illlrrr rr,. , ;rntl, although the Free Man will not treat them
wtllr w,rrrlorr t:rrrclty, he will unhesitatingly use them for
lr,,nl, r Irllrrrrg, haulage, and scientific experiments. Spinoza
r,ll,l lnl lr,rvr: had the faintest sympathywithvegetarianism
t't llr, 'rgrlirtion against vivisection; and I am afraid that
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he would have regarded the pleasure lvhich most decent
people get from the love and companionship of cats, dogs,
or horses, as a form of passive emotion from which the
Free Man would have freed himself.

A " virtue ", on Spinoza's view, is any active power or
capacity which is part of the nature of a thing. The
fundamental human virtue is to understand clearly, and all
other human virtues are subordinate to this. It will be
worth while to say something about Spinoza's views on
certain alleged virtues and vices. The vice which he thinks
most evil is hatred, for it is bad both directiy and indirectly.
In the first place, it is an extremely disturbing passive
emotion which tends to make us hurt and destroy other
human beings. Now, as we have seen, the Free Man will
want to preserve other men and to make them rational
enough to be his companions and colleagues. The Free
Man, if he is hated, will not return hatred but will try to
return love. For it is a plain psychological fact that to
return hate for hate always increases the original hatred,
whilst this may sometimes be overcome by love. This is
of course true; but it is a truth which goes so much against
the grain that men will not act upon it even when it is
promulgated by what they regard as divine authority and
supported by daily empiricai verification.

Spinoza has a low opinion of what Hume calls " the
monkish virtues ", viz., deliberate asceticism, pity, humility,
repentance, and shame. They are not strictly virtues, but
passive emotions which spring from our weakness and not
from clear rational insight. And they are bad in two
respects. In the first place, they are all painful emotions,
and therefore signs of diminished vitality in the man who
feels them. Moreover, the actions to which they lead,
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lrltrg lr,ru,rl rrrr rrr,rrlr,rlurrtc knowlcdge, are quite as likely
In rlrr lr,llr ln out:,r,lv,,s lrnrl others as to benefit them.
f lt, l'1.r, l\lrur rvrll rtirrr <lircctly at good, and, in so doing
tlll tl,trlr,rrl,rlly rrvoirl cvil. He will not be constantly
llrllItlg rrlrurrl r,r,il ;rntl trying to avoid it. And he will
l"illl1, trr trrlrlr't,rliorr ;r.lI tlrosc bodily and mental pleasures
*lrhlr ,rr nol lrrtrlfrrl to his intellectual development.
Elrlrrlr,r r orrp.ut,s lrirn to the healthy man who eats what
hr, llh,,, ,rrrl irrcirklrtally avoids illness. The man who
tllr,,rlr,, lrlrr,,,.ll to avoiding evil is like the valetudinarian
ttllr tq rrlrv,rl':, thinking of his own ailments and has to
rl|,1 lrtrrr,,r,ll rn ortlcr to keep alive. " The last thing that
llrr, l,r,r, l\l;rrr tlrinks about," says Spinoza, " is death; and
Irlr u't'rrlorrr is rr ruc<litittion, not of death, but of life."

N, r,r.rllrr.h.ss, Spinoza allows a certain relative value to
11r,,,,, " rrrorrliislr virtues ". After all, most people are not
1,1,,, M,'rr, jrrsl rLs most people are not perfectly healthy.
Arr,l rl r', orrly tlrosc who " know that sin is in vain " who
r,ur,,,rlr,l1," wlristlc the Devil to make them sport". If a
m,ur r,, lo lrc swtyed by passive emotions at all it is better
l,'t lrrrrr lo lrr: nroved by pity, humility, repentance, shame,
r't, llr,rrr lry rrxrlice, hardness of heart, and insolence. We
rlrr ,t llrr,rr rr:rxlgnise, beside the ethics of Free Men living in
tlr, r',, rrly of their equals, a kind oI Inte,yimsethik which
f,,,\, ur, llrt' rt:lirtions of those who are still in bondage. It
tr rt tlrr., hrvt:l, on Spinoza's view, that we find the State,
,r, \r,. [rrow it, with its laws, customs, and institutions.
I r' ry nriur, rvhether he lives at the rational or the pre-
r,rtr,rrr,rl lcvt'I, has a natural right to preserve his own
r,i r ,tr.n( (.. And from this follow the natural rights of
t,, I, rrrl; rvlrrr.l. he judges to be to his own advantage, of
,r' ur,rrll irrjrrrics to himself, of cherishing what he loves
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and injuring what he hates, and so on. At the rational
level the exercise of these natural rights would lead, not
to conflict, but to co-operation. But, when men have
confused ideas and passive emotions, they make mistakes
about their own real interests and about the proper means
to secure them. They thus come into perpetual conflict
with each other; and the only way out of this is for all
of them to forego some part of their natural rights and to
refrain from actions which injure each other. But at this
level they will not be able to see this fact steadily, nor will
they be able to adjust their lives at all times to these
limitations merely because it is reasonable to do so. At
this level some men at alI times and all men at some times
will refrain from inflicting injury only in so far as they
fear a greater injury for themselves. And the State is an
institution, which arises at this partially rational level,
with power to lay down rules of conduct, to <lciine what
are and what are not injurics, and to prevent injurious
actions by punishrncnt and the threat of punishment.
There is no property, and there can be no justice or injustice,
apart from a State and its laws. " Sin " is disobedience
to the laws of one's State, and " merit " is obedience to
them. And so, Spinoza says, " it is evident that justice
and injustice, merit and sin, are extrinsic ideas, and not
attributes which display the nature of mind."

The State, then, exists primarily, not for the Free Man,
but for men who are partly rational and mainly at the
level of confused ideas and passive emotions. But the
Free Man will have to be a citizen of some State and to
make the best of it. ' For, although he will often feel, as
one often felt during the late war, that he is living in a
lunatic asylum which is being conducted by the inmates,

:.I'INOZA 5I
i , r,, ,,1 lr,,rrrrr.irl:rl ln;rni;rcs with occasional lucid

, ,,,,,,rrl,.,r,rl,lv lrt'ttcr for one's inte]lectual health
, r. I r rl,,r .ur,l r,(rrilrr:ition of the hermit's cave. The

,r rlr, 1,r,,. i\lrrrr in a society of those who are
r I','r(l,r1i, is o[ course a delicate and difficu]t

ll ,,,,r I rr.t nr,rlit: tlrc mistake of treating them as
Ir,, .r lrc will outrage their prejudices and

| , r111,,11 ,1rr,l pr:rltaps death. On the other hand,
,,.,i , r rl,lr.' rrrLlic a difference between them and

r r ,1,,1,1 ,,llr,rr;ivo airs of superiority. Spinoza had
r rrrrrrlr, ,,l ltractising this diffrcult art of com-

, ,l,,rr r,l tlrc scrpent with the harmlessness of
,r,l .rll llr:rl wc know of his life suggests that he
,t Lrll irr i(. He always avoided giving pro-
,, l.rrrll rrrLrtyrdom i yet, when the occasion

| ,lr 1,l r\,,1 rr r:trlrn heroic courage in face of a
I , r r r r, rt rr rrrolr. And he was equally successful

| ,, lrll, rrr.,,r o[ life ". He shared the joys and
rlr, .rrrrlrlr' lrcople among whom he lived in a

, , ,rtrrr.rl rrrr :;r.ll'consciousway; an<l hetolerated
I I rrr tlrr.rrr trcliefs and practices which would

rr r;,,, ,1lrlc lor himself. In the meanwhile he
r ,, ,, lrr irrli Ir.y, his skill as a practical optician,

L,1, rr l, rro r)ue. He thus accomplished one of
I rll l,r,,l.s, vir,., to be a prophet without being

L t,, ,r ,,rirri without being a sponger.
r ii, ,rr ,,rr. oiltr:r point of general ethical interest

. rr1 r ,r,, ,l I,r.lr )r(. w(. lcave Spinoza and pass to Butler.
I rlr,)n ()l lrlc:rsure and pain in Spinoza's ethical

I I r rr,,l :r I lt:rlonist, in the strict sense. States
, I , rr(,n,, rrrtr lrot good because they are pleasant

r,, l)1,..r:,ur'(,, nor are they bad because they are
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painful or conducive to pain. But pleasure and pain,
though they are thus not the ratio essend,i of good and evil,
are the ratio cognoscendi thereof. Pleasure is the infallible
sign of heightened vitality, pain is the infallible sign of
lowered vitality, and these are the only ultimate good and
evil. If a man were born with completely clear ideas and
completely active emotions he would, according to Spinoza,
have no idea of good or evil. For he would never have
feit the pleasure of passing to a higher degree of vitality
and mental clearness nor the pain of passing to a lower
degree of vitality and to a state of greater mental confusion.
Yet he would in fact be in the best state in which a human
being could be. But the hypothesis in question is one that
could not possibly be realised, for we necessarily start in
a state of predominantly confused cognition and pre-
dominantly passive emotion. There is iust one qualification
to be made to the above statements. We rnust remember
the distinction between Well-being and Localised pleasure,
and between Depression and Localised Pain. It is only the
first members of these two pairs which are infallible signs
of heightened and lowered vitality respectively, and therefore
of good and evil.

CI IAPTER III
Butler

flrrIurrr'., r.llrir';rl thcories are contained in the Sermons
,'q lltt,t,ttr t\rtltttr wlrich he preached at the Rolls Chapel in
I ,'r',f ,,rr, ,rrrrl rrr llrc. l)issertation on the Nature of Virtue
*lrt, lr l,,ln,. ()n(, ol tlrt: appendices to his famous Analogy
"t li,.ltyt,,tt ll worrl<l be hard to find two writers of such
, rrrnll r rvlro w(:r'c so unlike each other as Butler and
.l,tn,,r,r llrr. wr.itr:r with whom he has most affrnity among

f11,,.,r slr,.rrr.trr:;ttt:d in this book is Kant, though Hume
,r, , r 1,t, r | ,r rrr I crrrPhlrsised his refutation of psychological
r l!,,r ,rr llrrllr.r' w:ts not, of course, as great a metaphysician
'r. lr,rrrt lrrrl lrt: lrtrgely made up for this by his clearness
,lll l,,rl,urr,, l(;rrrt's work is marred by a mania for neat
l.,1.t, r1 , l,r.,,,rlrcrrlions and by a strong trace of moral
l,lrr,rtl' r,nr rvlrilst llutler has the solid common-sense and
tlr, \\,,I r,..rsorrablcness of an English bishop of the
r r1'lrtr r rrtlr r r.rrlrrry. He writes about facts with which we
*tr, rll r, ,lr.rrrrltrl in language which we can all understand;
ql,l ll s,rr 1,, llrorrgh it does not pretend to be a complete
ltr,rtr , ,,rr r.llrir:s, forms one of the best introductions to
ll,, ,,rrl,;,,I llr;rl r:XiStS.

lt r , rr,.,, ,,;;u'y t<l say something at the outset about the
r llrl,,rl rrr,l rr.111,i1111s tone of the period, because this largely
,lrrrrrrrn,,l tlrr. l<lnn in which Butler put his arguments.
ll', t lrrr.tr,rrr rr,ligion was then going through one of its
l, !rr, rrt p11.s.,1.s of dormancy, and has seldom been at a
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Iower ebb in England. Although it has undergone much
more serious attacks since Butler,s time, I should say
(speaking as an outside observer) that it is far more afivl
now than then. Religion was in a resting stage, worn out
with the theological excitements of the seventeenth century
and awaiting the revival which was to take place in thllatter part of the eighteenth. Builer says in his prefaceto the Analogy: " It is come to be taken for granted by
many persons that Christianity is not so much a subjectof inquiry, but that it is now at 1ength discovered to befictitious. And accordingly they treat it as if in the present
age this were an agreed point among all people of discern_
ment ; and nothing remained but to set it up as a principal
subject of mirth and ridicule, as it were by way of reprisalsfor its having so long interrupted the pleasures of theworld." This would certainly not be an accurate description
of the attitude of " people of discernment ,, at the present
time towards religion in general or christianity in parlicular.
We do indeed meet with such people; but they strikeus as quaint and picturesque survivals of the eighteen_
seventies who are rendered all the more amusing by their
obviously sincere conviction that they are daringly ad.vanced
thinkers.

It was also fashionable in Butler,s time to deny the
possibility of disinterested action. This doctrine, which
was a speculative principle with Hobbes, has always hada certain vogue. It is not without a certain superficial
plausibility, and it has naturally been popular both with
vicious persons who wanted a philosophical excuse for their
own selfishness and with decent people who felt slighfly
ashamed of their own virtues and wished to be taken for
men of the world. One of Butler,s great merits is to have
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l,rlrrlr,rl orrl r:k:rrrly and conclusively the ambiguities of
littt,1t,rti,' wlticlr rrurke it plausible. As a psychological
lll,,,1y ll w;rs killcd by Butler; but it still flourishes, I
l'.,lh,vr,. irut(,nK lrcokmakers and smart young business men
wlr,ur, r lirirrr lo know the world is based on an intimate
,rrlr,rtnl;ut(r.with the shadier side of it. In Butier's day
llr, llrr,ory rrrovt:d in higher social and intellectual circles,
,ur,l ll lrirrl lo lrc trcated more seriously than any philosopher
wrrrrlrl lrorrlrk: to treat it now. This change is very largely
Ilrl r,,,rrlI oI Ilrrtlcr'swork ; hekilled the theorysothoroughly
llr,rl lrr. .,orrrr:tirncs seems to the modern reader to be flogging
rL,r,l lr,r:,r,s. Still, all good faliacies go to America when
lll 1, rlrr,, :rrrtl risc again as the latest discoveries of the local
l,r,lr',,,rrlr.i. So it will always be useful to have Butler's
tr lrrlrrlrorr :rt lltnd

Altr.r tlrr,st: llreliminaries we can consider Butler's ethical
lll,,ry .r,, rr whole. His chief merit is as a moral psycho-
1,,1,r',1 I lr, st;rtcs with great clearness the principles according
lrr u,lrrr lr rlt,r:errt people do feel and act and judge, though
llr, 1, ,rrrrll rrot state these for themselves. And, in the
,ul,r. ol llris, he refutes certain plausible fallacies which
w.rrlrl rrol lxrve occurred to common-sense, but which
rrrr,rr,l,.rl ('(,nlrnon-sense cannot answer when learned men
ru1,1,r',1 llrr,rn to it. His fundamental doctrine is that the
Irrrrrr,rrr rrrirrtl is an organised system in which different
l,r"l,, n..tlt,.,; rrnd principles can be distinguished. But it is
r"t r,r{rullll to cnumerate these without saying how they
tl rr l,rtr,rl to each other. It would not be an adequate
rl, ,, nlrtrurr o[ a watch to say that it consists of a spring,
rrlr,, l,, lr,rrrrls, etc., nor would it be an adequate descrip-
11,'11 ,l llrr. ltritish Constitution to say that it consis,s of
llr, hrr11, l.ords, and Commons. We do not understand
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the nature of a watch until we know that the spring

- makes the wheels turn, that the balance-wheel controls
them, and that the object of the whole arrangement is
to record the time. Similarly, we do not understand the
British Constitution tili we know the precise functions and
the mutual relations of the King, the Lords, and the
Commons.

Now Butler explicitly compares the nature of man both
to a watch and to a constitution. He says that we do not
fully understand it till we know what it is for and what
are the various functions and relations of the various
principles and propensities. According to him none of
these is intrinsically evil. Wrong-doing is always the
excessive or inappropriate functioning of some principle of
action which is right when acting in its due degree and in
its proper place. It is like a watch with a spring which
is too strong for its balance-wheel, or a constitution in which
one of the estates of the realm usurps the functions of
another. So the essential thing about man as a moral
being is that he is a complex whole of various propensities
arranged in a hierarchy. These propensities have a certain
right proportion and certain right relations of subordination
to each other. But men can go wrong, just as watches
and constitutions can do ; and so we must distinguish
between the actual relative strength of our various pro-
pensities and that which they ought to have. The latter
may be called their " moral authority ". It may well happen
that at times a principle of higher moral authority has less
psychological strength than one of lower moral authority.
If so the man will be tikely to act wrongly. The rightness
or wrongness of an action, or even of an intention, can be
judged only by viewing it in relation to the whole system
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lrr wlriclr it is a factor. Thus we judge very differently the
nrrtrr, il()tion or intention in a child or a lunatic or a sane

Hrown rnirn. Similarly we do not blame a motor-car for
Itrr,pirrlirritics which would make us regard a watch as
wrrrllrh.ss. This is because watches and motor-cars are
vr,ry rlilll,rcnt systems with very different functions. An
rrr lrrrrl nxrtor-car must be judged by comparing its behaviour
wrllr llrirl of an ideal car, and an actual watch by comparing
lln lrr,lrrrviorrr with that of an ideal watch.

ll is lrrctty clear that Butler has hold of a sound and
lrrlr,lligilrlt: idea, which is as old as Plato's Repubkc. He
r lroor,cs io cxpress his theory in the form that virtue consists
Irr rrclirrl; in accordance with one's nature, and that vice is
rrr llrrlJ rrg:rinst one's nature. I am not fond of the words
" rrirlrrrrl " and "unnatural", because they are extremely
rrnrlrrlilrolls and are cornmonly used by people to convey a
llrrr',,rrr o[ moral authority to their personal likes and
rll,rlrhr.s. Ilrrtler fully recognises this; he sees that in one
rllrr. nobotly can act against his nature. I think it would
lrn lx'tlr.r'to say that virtue consists in acting in accordance
wlllr I lrr. idaal nature of man, and that vice consists in acting
rrgrrlrrrrl il. No man's actual nature is the ideal nature of
lrrur ltrrt this raises no special difficulty. We can form
llrr, r otrr r.ption of a perfect watch, although no real watches
rrr' ;x,rllct. And science makes great use of such idealised
lrlrr'pl:i irs yrcrfectly straight lines, perfect circles, perfect
llrrr,r.r, r.l('., though it admits that there are no such objects
Il Nrrltttr'.

Wr. rrrrrst now consider how such concepts are reached,
lr rrrr lo sr.t: whether the concept of an ideal human nature
h ltlrr,ly lo lrc valid or useful. I think that we commonly
tr,rr lr llrr,rrr irr two different ways. In forming the concept
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of a perfect watch we start with a knowledge of what
watches are for. A watch is for telting the time, and a
per{ect watch would be one that told the time with com_
plete accuracy. Butler often talks as if we could apply
this criterion to man, but this d.oes not seem to me to be
true. There is no sense in asking what a man is for unless
we assnme that he has been made by God for a certain
pu{pose. And, even if this were certain, it would not helpus; for we do not know what this purpose may be. But
there is another way in which we form ideal concepts, and
this is illustrated by the concept of a perfect circle or
straight line. We see such things as cakes and biscuits
and pennies. On reflection we see that they fall into a
series-cake, biscuit, penny-in which a certain attribute
is more and more fully realised. Finally we form the
concept of a perfect circle as the ideal limit to such a series.
Thus we can form the concepts of such ideal limits as
circles and straight lines by reflecting on imperfect instances
arranged in series; and here there is no need. to know what
the objects are for. Intermediate between the ideal watch
and the ideal circle, and more closely analogous to what
Butler needs for his purpose, would be the biologist,s
concept of an ideal horse or rabbit. By comparing and
contrasting actual horses, all of which are defective in
various respects and to various degrees, we can form the
notion of an ideal horse. And, although we recognise thatit is an anthropomorphic way <if speaking and that we
must not take it too literally, we are making a statement
which has some kind of correspondence to an important
fact when we say that Nature is always striving towards
such ideals and always falling short of them to some
extent.
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I lrr,r'r: are three things to notice about these ideal limits.
(r) llrt'rt: is generally no lower limit to such series. There
lrr ,r ct,nccpt of a perfectly straight line, but there is no
,rrrr1,11l of a perfectly crooked one. (z) When we have
l',rrrrlrl the concept of an ideal limit we sometimes find
llr,rl rt is analysable and sometimes that it is not. We
rrrrr rk'linc "circularity", but we cannot define "straight-
n,',', ". Yet we understand just as well what is meant by
,,rr, ,rs lry the other. (S) We could not reach the concepts
,l llrcst: ideal limits unless we had the power of reflecting
,,r ',r'rir:s and recognising the characteristic which is more
'url rnorc adequately, though still imperfectly, realised in
llr. lrrlllrr:r members of the series.

Now I think that there is an exact analogy to these
llrr'r' points in forming the concept of an ideal human
r,rlun.. (r) There is no concept of a perfectly bad man,
rrrv nr{)r'o than there is a concept of a perfectly crooked
ltrrr' (z) If we arrange actual men, including ourselves,
lrr ,r sr,rir:s, and reflect on it, we can detect a closer and
rL,'rlr rrpproximation to an ideal which is not exactly
r'rrlrrcrl in any of them. But it does not follow that we
.,rr .rnirlysc and define this ideal completely. I think that
llrrlh.r would say that we can indicate its general outlines
lrrrl rrot its precise details. It certainly involves, as we
,,lrrrll ,,r'r', the subordination of particular impulses to the
lrrrrr' 1'1's1,..'rl principles of prudence and benevolence. And
tl r.r l,rirrly involves the subordination of both these general
l,rrr rllh's to the supreme principle of conscience. But just
Ir,,rv l.rr r':rch impulse would be indulged in the ideal man,
'rrl lu,,l wlurt compromise he would make between prudence
irr,l lx'n(.volence when the two conflict, Butler does not
Ir ll rr', Antl perhaps it is impossible for anyone to tell us.
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This margin of vagueness does not, however, make theconcept of an ideal human nature either unintelligible oruseless. (3) Bufler would say that we could not form thisconcept at all unless we had the power of reflecting uponactions and characters and 

"o*puri.rg them in .".p""i otmoral worth. Moral worth is evidently a characteristic ofa quite peculiar kind. It is not considered by the othersciences; and so the ideal gases of physics or the ideal
circles of geometry may be called .. purely positive ideals,,
and must be contrasted with the ideal human nature whichis contemplated by ethics. The power of recognising thispeculiar characteristic is one which we plainly ao frave ana
do constantly use. It is the cognitive aspect of what Butler
ca77s Conscience. With these explanations it seems to methat Butler's conception of an ideal human nature is sound,and that it is true to say that virtue consists in actingin accordance with this nature, and that vice is actin!against it.

We can now consider in greater detail how Butler
supposes human nature to be constituted. In all men hedistinguishes four kinds of propensities or springs of action:
(r) There are what he calrs " particular passions or affections ,,.
These are what we should call imiulses to or aversionsfrom particular kinds of objects. Horg"., sexual desire,
anger, envy, syrnpathy, etc., rvould be examples of these.trt is obvious that some of them mainly benefit the agentand that others mainly benefit othei people. But wecannot reduce the former to self_love or the latter tobenevolence. We shall go more fully into this very im_portant doctrine of Butler,s later. (z) There is the generalprinciple of cool serf-rove. By this Builer means thetendency to seek the maximum happiness for ourselves over
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lh. wlr,,lr. ( orrrse of our lives. It is essentially a rational
rohul,rtrrrg principle which leads us to check particular
llr;rrrl,,r'., ,rrrrl l.<l co-ordinate them with each other in such
{ t+rry ,r.r l() m;rximise our total happiness in the long run.
Itl llr,rr. is thc general principle of benevolence. This,
'r,l,rlr, r,, ;r rational calculating principle, which must be
"lr,rrl,lv rlistin5;uished from a mere impulsive sympathy
wttlr lrr.opk: whom we see in distress. It is the principle
$lrr, lr rrr:rl<r:s us try to maximise the general happiness
4,,,,1r111s1' to a rational scheme and without regard to
1,1.,,,r., I think it would be fair to say that the ideal of
tlr, ( l1,11rty Organisation Society is benevolence in Butler,s
,,,,1.,,, (4) l'here is the principie of Conscience which is
.rrl,r'nr. ovr:r aII the rest in authority. In ideal human
lr'r I r I r . ru rnscience is supreme over self-love and benevolence ;
r , . rl rl,tr:rmines how far each of these principles is to be
r r, rrr'(1. St:lf-love and benevolence in their turn are superior
t,r tlrr. lxtrticular impulses ; i.e., they determine when and
t, rr,lr;rl t:xtent each shall be gratified. In any actual man
',r ll Lrvr, lnay overpower conscience and so spread itself at
tlr' r.\lx'nsc of benevolence. We then get thecoollyselfish
lr,rr Or benevolence may overpower conscience and
r \r.r( r:i(, itself at the expense of proper prudence. This
lr r1,1rr,rrs when a man neglects self-culture and all reasonable
,,r,. l()r'his health and happiness in order to work for the
t:'n.r:rl welfare. Butler holds that both these excesses are
rir,,rl,. We do not indeed, as a rule, blame the latter as
rrrrrr lr :rs tlie former. But we do blame it to some extent on
,,rlrrr rt.llcction. We blame the imprudently benevolent
rrrrrr h.ss than the coolly selfish man, partly because his
l,rrrll rr; irn uncommon one, and partly because it may be
1,, rr,'trli;tl to society to have some men who are too benevolent
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when there are so many who are not benevolent enough.
Butler does not mention this last reason; but I have no
doubt that he would have accepted it, since he holds that
the faulty behaviour of individuals is often ovemrled by
Providence for the general good.

Particular impulse, again, may be too strong for self_
love or for benevolence or for both. ,8.g., revenge often
Ieads people to actions which are inconsistent *ith both
benevolence and self-love, and. ill-regulated sympathy may
have the same effect. In the latter case we have the man
who gives excessively to undeserving cases which happen
to move his emotions, and who equally violates prud.ence
by the extent of his gifts and benevolence by his neglect
of more deserving but less spectacular cases. Butler makes
the profoundly true remark that there is far too litile self-
love in the worid; what we need is not less sel,f-loae b:ut
lnole beneuolence. Self-love is continually overcome by
particular impulses like pride, envy, anger, etc., and this
is disastrous both to the happiness of the individuar and
to the welfare of society at large. Self_love is not indeed
an adequate principle of action. But it is at least rationar
and coherent so far as it goes; and, if people really acted
on it consistently, taking due account of the pleasures of
sympathy and gratitude, and werghing them against those
of pride, anger, and lust, their external actions would not
differ greatly from those which benevolence would dictate.
This seems to me to be perfectly true. Those actions which
are most disastrous to others are nearly always such as no
person who was clear-sightedty aiming at the maximum
amount of happiness for himself wouid dream of doing.
We have an almost perfect example of Butler,s contention
in the action of France towards Germany since the war of
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tlt f I', trltll lt lurs been admirably adapted to producing
f lt. rl,r\nrlnn irrconvcnience for both parties, and, if the
l'l,lr lr lr,rrl :rctcrl simply from enlightened self-interest
l1"tr,rrl ,,1 nrrlir:t: lurd blind fear, they and all other nations
ltrrrrlrl trul lrr. [trr bctter off.

llr,, rrlr.;rl lrrunan nature, then, consists of particular
Ilr1,rrl,,r.', rlrrl.y srrllorclinated to self-love and benevolence,
rlll rl lltr..;r. gcncrirl principles in turn duly subordinated
ln tlrr, ,,upr('nlc principle of conscience. This seems to me
f 1r lrr, ;rr.rlr,r:lly ulrrect so far as it goes; and I will now
lrr,,lrlr,r rrr llllrcr more detail each of these constituents
ll lrrrrrr,rtt n;t.t rtt't:.

t l'rttlirul.or Intttulses.-Butler's first task is to show
llr,rl llrr,,,r. t'irnnot be reduced to self-Iove, as many people
Ir,rr,,. llrorrlllrl lrt:fore and since his time. It is easy to see
tlr,rt lrr. r,; riglrt. The object of self-Iove is one,s own
tl,r\rrurl lrlrppincss over the whole course of one,s life.
llr, ,'lr;r.r'l o[ lurngcr is food; the object of revenge is to
1,lrr. ;r,un lo sonleone who we think has injured us; the
rrl,1, r I r,l r;y,rrrp:rtlry is to give another man pleasure. Each
rrl llr..,r. lrrr'lir:rrllLr impulses has its own particular object,
rvlrrl.,t ,,r,ll lovr: lrlrs a general object, viz., one's own maximum
lr.rl'l'1rr..,., Again, these particular impulses often conflict
nrtlr ,,r.ll Lrv'r',;rnd this is equally true of those which we
,rr, rrr 11111.1 | lo praise and those which we are inclined to
I'l,rrrr, N,r' is tlris simply a question of intellectuar mistakes
,rl,r,rrl rr'lr;rl will make us happy. A man under the influence
,l ,r ,,lrorr11 plrrticular impulse, such as rage or parental
,rllr,lr,rr, rvill oltcn do things which he knows at the time
lil lrr ilul)t rrrlr:rtt.

Irr ,r loolrrotc Butler takes as an example Hobbes,s
rh lrrrrtlotr ol " pity " as " fear felt {or oneself at the sight
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of another's distress ". His refutation is so short and so
annihilating that I will give the substance of it as a model
of philosophical reasoning. He points out (a) that, on this
defrnition, a sympathetic man is ipso facto a man who is
nervous about his own safety, and the more sympathetic he
is the more cowardly he will be. This is obviousry contrary
to fact. (D) We admire people for being sympathetic tL
distress; we have not the least tendency to admire themfor being nervously anxious about their own safety. If
Hobbes were right admiration for sympathy wourd invorve
admiration for tirnidity. (c) Hobbes mentions the fact that
we tend specially to sympathise with the troubles of our
friends, and he tries to account for it. But, on Hobbes,s
definition, this would mean that we feel particularry neryous
for ourselves when we see a friend in distress. Now, in
the first place, it may be doubted whether we do feel any
more nervous for ourselves when we see a friend in distress
than when we see a stranger in the same situation. On
the other hand, it is quite certain that we do feel more
sympathy for the distress of a friend than for that of a
stranger. Hence it is impossible that sympathy can be
what Hobbes says that it is. Butler himself holds that
when we see a man in distress our state of mind may be a
mixture of three states. One is genuine sympathy, i.a.,
a direct impulse to relieve his pain. Another is thankfulness
at the contrast betwegn our good fortune and his ill ruck.A third is the feeling of anxiety about our own future
described by Hobbes. These three may be prese6rt in varying
proportions, and some of them may be wholly absent in
a particular case. But it is only the first that any plain
man means by " s5rmpathy " or " pity,,. Butler makes a
very true observation about this theory of Hobbes. He
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lrf lltrl ll lr tlro kind of mistake which no one but a
fllxrplru woultl moke. Hobbes has a general philosophical
UX;, llnt nll rction must necessarily be selfish; and so
lf hrl lo lorco rympathy, which is an apparent exception,
5h rooord wlth this theory. He thus comes into open
I;frlot wlllr common-sense. But, although common-sense
l$f lrrl,prtr to bc right and the philosopher to be wrong,
I flrorrhl rny tlrrt this is no reason to prefer coillmon-sense
5 plrllrnrplry. Common-sense would feet that Hobbes is
}r0tl;, lrrrt lt would be quite unable to say why he is wrong.
ll worrltl lrnvc to content itself with calling him names.
tbf orrly curc for bad philosophy is better philosophy;
I fitrrr t'olurrr to common-sense is no remedy.

We cltt now leave Hobbes to his fate, and return to the
ffnrnl rlrrcrtiorr of the relation of our particular impulses
lO nll-lovc. Why should it seem plausible to reduce
pttlorrlnr lnrpulscs, Iike hunger and revenge and sympathy,
h rll-lovo ? The plausibility arises, as Butler points out,
Itum lwo urnfusions. (i) We confuse the ownership of an
Iilprrlro wlth its object. All our impulses, no matter what
*rlr rrlrJor:tr nlay be, are ours. They ail betong lo the self.
Thlr lr m truc of sympathy, which is directed to others, as
il lttut11nr', which is directed to modifying a state of oneself.

, ([) Alrrtrr, ttrc satisfaction of any impulse is rny satislaction.
I pt llrn plcisurc of satisfied desire equally whether the
llrlrc wtrlt:lr I indulge be covetousness or malice or pity.
lO lt t. lnrr: that all impulses bel,ong lo a self, and that the
lfffyhrS oul of any impulse as such giaes pl,easure to that
Ill, llrrl it is not true that all impulses have for their
*fe,t. rlults of the self whose impulses they are. And it

' , I nrl ltrrn that the object of any of thern is the general
Itpptr,om o[ thc self who owns them. Neither sympathy
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nor malice is directed to producing the happiness of the
self who owns these impulses. One is directed to producing
happiness in another person, and the other is directed to
producing misery in another person. Thus there is no
essential contrariety between any impulse and self-love.
The satisfaction of any of my impulses as such gives me
pleasure, and this is a factor in that total happiness of
myself at which self-love aims. And self-love can gain its
end only by allowing the various special impulses to pass
into action. On the other hand, no impulse can be identified
with self-love. The relation of particular impulses to self-
love is that of means to end, or of raw materials to finished
product.

All this is true and very important. But to make it
quite satisfactory it is necessary, I think, to draw some
distinctions which Butler does not. (i) We must distinguish
bet'lveen those pleasures which consist in the fulfilment of
pre-existing desires and those which do not. Certain sensa-
tions are intrinsically pleasant, e.g., the smell of violets or
the taste of sugar. Others are intrinsically unpleasant,
e.g., the smell of sulphuretted hydrogen or the feel of a
burn. We must there{ore distinguish between intrinsic
pleasures and pains and the pleasures and pains of satisfied
or frustrated impulse. AIl fulfiiment of impulse is pleasant
for the moment at ieast; and all prolonged frustration of
impulse is unpleasant. This kind of pleasure and pain is
quite independent of the object of the impulse. Now these
two kinds of pleasure and pain can be combined in various
ways. Suppose I am hungry and eat some specially nice
food. I have then both the intrinsically pleasant sensation
of taste and also the pleasure of satisfying my hunger.
A shipwrecked sailor who found some putrid meat or dined
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rll lltn rnhirr lx-ry would enjoy the pleasure of satisfying his
Ittttrlnr ncr:orrrptnied by intrinsically unpleasant sensations
trl lnrln. A lnn-uiaanl towards the end of a long dinner
ttrlllrl gnl urr intrinsically pleasant sensation of taste from
hlr rnvorrry tlthough he was no longer hungrSz and therefore
rlhl nol gcl lhc pleasures of satisfying his hunger.

(ll) ! lhink that we must distinguish between the object
rrl rrrr lrrrprrlsc, its exciting cause, what will in fact satisfy
ll, rrrrrl llu: r;ollateral effects of satisfying it. Butler lumps
Illrllrrr lrrrnger and s5rmpathy, and says that the object of
rtro lr ftxxl iurd the object of the other is the distresses of
rurrt lolkrw lrrt:n. Now, in the first place, the word " hrrnger "
Ir rrrnlrrgrruus. It may mean certain organic sensatioirs
wlrh lr rrrr: gt:nerally caused by lack of food. Or it may
iltrirut nn irtrpulse to eat which generally accompanies these.
llrrlh'r rrvirlcntly uses the word in the latter sense. But,
r,vr'tr lrr llris scnse, it seems to me inaccurate to say that the
ulrlor'l o[ hunger is food. It would be equally true to say
llrnl llrrr objcct of a butcher going to market is food; but
Iro rrrny not be hungry. The object or bim of hunger is
h ml lool. The object of the butcher is to buy it as
r lrnnlrly tnrl sell it as dearly as possible. In fact the
ulrlr,r'l o[ rrrr impulse is never, strictly speaking, a thing or
lxttron; it is always to change or to preserve some state
ll rr llring or person. So much for the object or aim of an
Intglttlru'.

Nrrw, rs wc eat, the impulse of hunger is gradually
rrrllrrltlrl, irnd this is pleasant. If we are continually pre-
vlrrllrl lronr cating when we are hungry this continued
Irlrlrrrliorr o[ the impulse is unpleasant. Lastly, the process
ll lrrlr.rlying our hunger has the collateral effect of pro-
rlrrr lrrg rr.rrsutions of taste which may be intrinsically pleasant
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or unpleasant according to the nature of the food and the
tastes of the eater. I wouid say then that the exciting
cause of the impulse of hunger is lack of food, accompanied
in general by certain characteristic organic sensations; that
its aim or object is the eating of food; that its collateral
effects are sensations of taste; and that it is accompanied
by satisfaction or dissatisfaction according to whether we
get food or are unable to do so. Now let us consider pity
from the same points of view. The exciting cause is the
sight of another person, particularly a friend or relation, in
distress. The aim or object of it is to relieve the distress.
The collateral effects of its exercise are the gradual relief
of the distress, feelings of gratitude in the sufferer's mind,
and so on. Lastly, in so far as we are able to exercise the
impulse, therd is a pleasant feeling of satisfaction in our
minds; and, in so far as we are prevented from doing so,
ihere is an unpleasant feeling of frustration.

Now, in considering the relations between the various
particular impulses and the general principles of self-love
and benevolence, it is very important to bear these dis-
tinctions in mind. Butler says that some particular impulses
are more closely connected with selflove and others with
benevolence. He gives examples, but he does not carry the
analysis further. We can now state the whole case much
more fully and clearly. (o) Some impulses have their
exciting causes in the agent, some in inanimate objects, and
some in other persons. Hunger is excited by one's own
lack of food and the organic sensations which accompany
it ; covetousness may be excited by the sight of a book
or a picture; pity is excited by another man's distress.
(A) Some impulses aim at producing results within the
agent himseif ; some aim at producing results in other
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nu,n ; rrnrl some aim at effecting changes in inanimate
rrlrlr,r ls. '['hrrs hunger aims at one's own eating; pity aims
rrt llrr, rr,lief of another man's distf,ess; and blind rage may
rrlrrr rrl sntashing plates or furniture. (c) The collateral
r.llr.r l:, of srrtisfying an impulse may be in the agent, or in
.llrr,r:;, or in both. Probably there are always collateral
r,lllr 1,, in the agent himself, and nearly always in other
rrr, rr (oo. IJut sometimes the collateral effects in the agent

;,rr',Lrrniurrtc, and sometimes those produced in other men
rilr, illll('ll rnore important. The collateral effects of satis-
ll rrrli lrrrugcr are, under ordinary circumstances, almpst
1q,l1,ll! r:onlined to the agent. The collateral effects of the
r,\r.rr r.i(' of pity are mostly in the sufferer and the spectators,
llr,rrJilr llrt:rc are always some in the agent. The collateral
lltr,r t,, of umbition are divided pretty equally between self

'urrl ollr(,r's. Lastly, (d), the pleasures of satisfied impulse
rrrrrl llrr, pirins of frustrated impulse are naturally confined
lo llrr, ()wncr of the impulse.

ll r:; r:virlcnt that those particular impulses which aim at
pr,,rlrrr irrg or maintaining states of the agent himself, and
llr,.,r, wlrosc collateral effects are mainly confined to the
rr1lr,rrt , will lrc of most interest to self-love. Hunger is a
t11,r,.rl r.x;rrrrple. Those impulses which aim at producing
,r ,rlllrirrl; or maintaining states in other men, and whose
r rrll,rlr.tirl r,lft:cts are mainly confined to others, will be of
lrrr.,l nrlr.rt:st to benevolence. Sympathy and resentment
ru,, tt'l)r(irl cx:rmples. There will be some impulses which
,rlrrr,,,l r,rlrutlly concern self-love and benevolence. For it
rn,ry lrr. tlrirt lhey aim at producing a certain state in others,
l,rrt tlr,rl llrt,ir collateral effects are mainly in the agent; or
r r,rrvr.l,,r,ly. Anger against those whom we cannot hurt is
,rtnrrrl ;rlirrirrsl thcrn but mainly affects ourselves. The
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of some particular person, e.g., paternal and filial affection.
He says that, if you grant that paternal and filial affection
exist, you must grant that benevolence exists. This is a
mistake. He might as well say that, if you grant that
hunger exists, you must grant that self-love exists. Really
paternal affection is just as much a particular impulse as
hunger, and it can no more be identified with benevolence
than hunger can be identified with self-love. I think that
he makes such apparent mistakes partly because he is
anxious to show that benevolence is, as such, no more
contrary to self-love than is any of the particular impulses.
He shows, e.g., lhat to gratify the principle of benevolence
gives just as much pleasure to the agent as to gratify any
particular impulse, such as hunger or revenge. It is true
that excessive indulgence in benevolence may conflict with
self-love ; but so, as he points out, may excessive indulgence
of any particular impulse, such as thirst or anger. In fact
benevolence is related to self-love in exactly the same way
as any particular impulse is related to self-love. So far he
is perfectly right. But this identity of relation seems some-
times to blind Butler to the intrinsic difference between
benevolence, which is a general principle, and the particular
impulses which aim at producing happiness in certain
particular men or classes of men, e.g., patriotism or paternal
affection.

I think that there is undoubtedly a general principle of
benevolence; and I think that Butier held this too, though
he does not always make this clear. The main business of
benevolence is to control and organise those impulses which
aim at producing changes in others, or whose collateral
effects are mainly in others. Thus it has to do with pity,
resentment, paternal afiection, and so on. The main business
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ll qr,ll lovc is to control and organise those impulses which
rttlt ,r I prorltrcing states in oneself, or whose collateral
lllr,r l,r rrrt.Lrrgcly in oneself. From the point of view of
rlll Lrl,r, lrr,rrt:volcnce is simply one impulse among others,
llkr, lrrrrrllt.r', rcscntment, etc. But it is equally true that,
Ir,rrr llrr, point of view of benevolence, self-love is only one
Ilrprrl,,r, irruong others. The prudent person may need to
r 1r,,, k lris cxccssive benevolence towards mankind in general,
ll,rt ,r', lrc lxrs to check blind anger or a tendency to over-
r',rllr11 'l'lrt: benevolent person may need to check his
r! \, r'.,',rvr. pnrdcnce, just as he has to check the special impulse
ll lr,'.,' lris tcmPer.

llr.rr':rrc, however, two respects in which self-love and
Ir,s1,.\',rh'rrt:t: scem to me to be not perfectly on a level.
I illl,,r rr'il('('| irpproves both of self-love and of benevolence in
llrlrr 1rro1x:r dcgrees. But I think it is clear that conscience
I'rlr''' l)(,n(:volence higher than self-love. It would hold that
ll r, 1*r,,r,ilrlc, though not easy, to have too much benevolence,
lrrrt llr,rl you could quite easily have too much self-Iove,
llrlrrlilr irr frrct most people have too little. Again, from a

;,,'r,'11' 1,r,"/('llolog'cal point of view, self-love and benevolence
,uf , rl,,l rlrritt: co-ordinate. The putting into action of. qny
lr.rrrl.rrr 1', irrcluding benevolence, is as such pleasant to the
,r,1, rl, ,rrrrl so ministers in its degree to self-love. But the
I'rllnrl irrt.o uction of our conative tendencies is not as
rrr, lr ,r ,.()ul(:c of happiness to others. Others may be affected
, ttlr, r plt.;rsrrnLbly or painfully according to the nature of
llrr tilrl)ills(, which I exercise. But I get a certain amount
,,1 I'l',r,,rrrl lr<lm the mere fact that I am doing what I want
l,r,l,r, rprilr,rrpart from whether the object of the action is
mt ,'\\'lr ll:rl)l)iness or whether its collateral consequences
,r, l,lr',r,,,rrrt scnsations in myself. Thus no action of mine
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can be completely hostile to self-love, tlpugh the collateral
results of the action may be so unpleaiant for me that cool
self-love would not on the whole sanction it. But the
gratification of many impulses may be completely hostile
to benevolence. If I lose my temper and blindly strike a
man, self-love gets something out of the transaction, viz.,
the momentary feeling of satisfaction at furfilling an impurse,
even though the remoter consequences may be so unpleasant
for me that cool self-love would have prevented the action.
But benevolence gets nothing out of the transaction at all;
it is wholly hostile to it.

As we have said, Butler holds that pure self_love and
pure benevolence would lead to very much the same externatr
actions, because the conateral rosults of most actions really
make about as much for the happiness of the agent as
for that of others. In this connexion he makes two pro-
foundly true and important observations. (i) If you want
to make yourself as happy as possible it is fatal to keep
this object constantly before your mind. The happiest
people are those who are pretty fully occupied with some
activity which they feel to be honourable and useful and
which they perform with reasonable success. The rnost
wretched lives are led by men who have nothing to do but
think of their own happiness and scheme for it. Happiness
which is deliberately sought generally turns out to be dis_
appointing, and the self-conscious egoist divides his time
b-etween wanting what he has not and not wanting what
he has. (ii) The second point which Butler makes is that
the common opinion that there is an inevitabre conflict
between self-love and benevolence is a fallacy based on the
common confilsion between enjoyment itself and the means
of enjoyment. If I have a certain sum of money, it is
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rrvtrlr,rrl thrrt the more f spend on myself the less I shall
Irrrvr. lo slxrrr<l on others, and conversely. It therefore
|rlL', ;rl lirst sight as if self-Iove and benevolence must
ftr.r r.,r.rirrily rxlnllict. But, as Butler says, money and other
lrlul,, ol prolrcrty are not themselves happiness; they are
lrrl1, rrr:rlt:rial objects which produce happiness by being
rEr,(l rn ccrlain ways. Now it is certain that both spending
tnnr.y orr rnyself and spending it on others may give me
It,t1,;,111,',..i. If I already spend a good deal on myself it is
rlrtlr. lil<r:ly that I shall gain more happiness by spending
anrrrr, ol i[ on others than I shall lose by spending that
lrrr, lr k.ss on myself. This is certainly true; and the
lrrlu,,rou bctween happiness and the means to happiness,
wlrrr lr llrrtlcr here explains, is constantly made. The miser
lllrr,,lr,rlr,s the typical and exaggerated form of this mistake;
lrrrl rrr.,rrly overy one makes it to sorne extent.

I llrirrk there is only one point in Butler's theory of the
qrrl,'rl,rrrli:rl idcntity of the conduct dictated by self-love and
l,I, lrr,rrrvolence which needs criticism. It assumes an
lq,l,rtr.rl prrrcly selfish man in a society of people who are
rrrl,r,l lry lrcnevolence as well as by self-love and who have
rrrt:iuri,ir.rl their social life accordingly. In such a case it
rlrl,rrrrly would pay this individual to act very much as the
l,lrr, rph, of benevolence would dictate. It is not so clear
llrrrl rl would pay to act in this way in a community of
lrr 11 1yls,v wt:re all quite devoid of benevolence. All that we
irulr,r!, is lhat every one in such a society, if it could exist
ll ,rll, u'orrld probably be very miserable; but whether one
ll llrr.rrr would be rendered less rniserable by performing
r rl.rrr,rlly bcnevolent actions it is difrcult to say. But, if
n, ,,rl)lx)sc llutler to mean that, taking men as they are,
,lll l,rllrng thc institutions which such men have made for
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themselves, enlightened self-interest would dictate a line of
conduct not very different from that which benevolence
would dictate, he seems to be right.

This fact, of course, makes it always difficult to say
how far any particular action has been due to benevolence
and how far to self-love. What is certain is that both
principles exist, and that very few actions are due to one
without any admixture of the other. Sometimes we can see
pretty clearly which principle has predominated, but this
is as far as we can safely go. Exactly the same diffisulfy
arises as Butler points out, over self-love and the particular
impulses. It is often impossible to say whether a certain
course of action was due to self-love or to a particular
impulse for power or money. All that we know for certain
is that both principles exist and that they mix in all pro-
portions, Sometimes the onlookers can tell more accurately
than the agent what principle predominated, because they
are less likely to be biased.

3. Conscience.-We come now to Butler's supreme prin-
ciple of conscience. According to him this has two aspects,
a purely cognitive and an authoritative. In addition,
I think we must say that it is an active principle ; i.e.,
that it really does cause, check, and moilify actions. In
its cognitive aspect it is a principle of reflection. Its subject-
matter is the actions, characters, and intentions of men.
But it reflects on these from a particular point of view.
fn one sense we are reflecting on our actions when we merely
recall them in memory and note that some turned out
fortunately and others unfortunately. But we should not
call such reflection an act of conscience, but only an act of
retrospection. The pecuiiarity of conscience is that it
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rr,lh,r l.r on ir.ctions from the point of view of their rightness
lr \r'r ( ,llgn(:ss. The very fact that we use words like " right " ,
" rryrr)uH ", " duty ", etc., shows that there is an intellectual
l,rr ully within us which recognises the terms denoted by
llrr,',r, rrurrt:s. Otherwise such words would be as meaningless
lu 11,, '.r the words " black " and " white " to a man born
lrllrrrl We clearly distinguish between a right action and
lrrr, llrtt happened to turn out fortunately. And we clearly
rlt'rlr116rrish between a wrong action and one that happened
lr, lrrrrr out unfortunately. Again, we distinguish between
lrrr. unintentional hurt and deiiberate injury. Conscience
lr rrrr lilli:rcnt to the former and condemns the latter. Finally,
r .n'r( r('nce recognises a certain appropriateness between
wronl,<loing and pain and between right-doing and happi-
rlhh; i.e., it recognises the fact of merit or desert. If we
rr,r, ,r ur.ul being hurt we judge the situation quite differently
rrr r rrl(ling to whether we think that he is innocent or that
lr, r,r lrcing punished for some wrong act.

)ro wc may say that conscience, on its cognitive side,
lr rr lirctrlty which reflects on characters, actions, and
Itrlltrlions, with a special view to their goodness or badness,
tlglrlrrcss or wrongness. And it further judges that pain is

'rlrlrlrl)ri&te to wrong-doing, and happiness to right-doing.
lrrrlly, we must add that it does not judge of actions or
Irrlr,rrliorrs in isolation, but judges them in reference to the
lh,rrl rritture of the agent. The ideal nature of a child or
ir lrrrrltic is different from that of a sane trown man, and
r,r rotrscicnce takes a different view of the same action
wlr.rr pt:rformed by one or the other. Butler apparently
rr.flrilr.s that, although the ideal nature of a child or a
Ittrr,rlrc is different from that of a sane grown man, the
hh,,rl rrrrture of all mature men is identical. No doubt we
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have to assume this in practice; but it seems hardly likely
to be strictly true. It is hard to draw a perfectly sharp
line between maturity and immaturity, or between santty
and insanity.

By saying that conscience has supreme authority Butler
means that we regard the pronouncements of conscience,
not simply as interesting or uninteresting statements of
fact, and not simply as reasons to be balanced against
others, but as concl,usiue reasons for or against doing the
actions about which it pronounces. The fact that conscience
pronounces an act to be wrong is admittedly one motive
against doing it. But so too is the fact that self-love
condemns it as imprudent, or that benevolence condemns
it as likely to diminish the. general happiness. Thus far
conscience, self-love, and benevolence are all on a level.
They are all capable of provid.ing motives for acting or
abstaining from action. The difference lies in their respective
authorily, i.e., in the relative strength which they ought to
have and which they would, have in an ideal human being.
If self-love and benevolence conflict over some proposed
course of action there is nothing in the nature of either
which gives it authority over the other. Sometimes it will
be right for self-love to give way to benevolence, and some-
times it will be right for benevolence to give way to self-love.
But conscience is not in this position. In an ideal man
conscience would not simply take turns with benevolence
ind self-love. If benevolence or self-love conflict with
conscience it is always they, and never it, which should
give way; and, if they conflict with each other, it is
conscience, and it alone, which has the right to decide
between them. In any actual man conscience is often
overpowered by self-Iove or benevolence, just as they are

BUTLER Z9

often overpowered by particular impulses. But we recog-
nise the moral, right of conscience to be supreme, even
when we find that it lacks the necessary psychological power.

I do not think that Butler means to say that every
trivial detail of our lives must be solemnly debated before
the tribunal of conscience. Just as the man whose aim is
to secure his own maximum happiness best secures that
cnd by not constantly thinking about it, so I should say
that the man who wants always to act conscientiously will
often do best by not making this his explicit motive. So
lbng as our actions are those which conscience would approve,
if we carefully considered the guestion, the supremacy of
conscience is preserved, even though we have acted from
immediate impulse or self-love or benevolence. Conscience,
e.g., apptoves of a due measure of parental affection; but
it is much better for this affection to be felt spontaneously
than to be imposed on a parent by conscience as a duty.
In fact the main function of conscience is regulative. The
materials both of good and of evil are supplied by the
particular impulses. These are organised in the first instance
by self-love and benevolence, and these in turn are co-
ordinated and regulated by conscience. In a well-bred and
well-trained man a great deal of this organisation has
become habitual, ard i., ninety-nine cases out of a hundred
he does the right things without having to think whether
or why they are right. It is only in the hundredth specially
perplexing or specially alluring situation that an explicit
appeal to conscience has to be made.

It remains to say something about two rather curious
and difficult points in Butler's theory. (r) Although he
constantly asserts the supremacy of conscience, yet !!e5-e
are one or two passa{Jes in which he seems to make sell:
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love co-ordinate with it. fn one place he actually says that
no action is consistent with human nature if it violates
aither reasonable self-love or conscience. In another famous
passage he seems to admit that, if we reflect coolly, we can
justify no course of action which will be contrary to our
happiness. The former passage I cannot explain away; it
seems to be simply an inconsistency. But the latter occurs
in the course of an argument in which he is trying to prove
to an objector that there is no real conflict between conscience
and enlightened self-Iove. I think it is clear from the
context that he is not here asserting his own view, but is
simply mal<ing a hypothetical concession to an imaginary
opponent. He goes on to argue thus. Even if you grant that
it can never be right to go against your own greatest happi-
ness, yet you ought to obey conscience in cases of apparent
conflict between it and self-love. For it is very difficult to
tell what will make for your own greatest happiness even
in this life, and it is always possible that there is another
life after this. On the other hand, the dictates of conscience
are often quite clear. Thus we can be far more certain
about what is right than what is to our own ultimate
interest; and therefore, in an apparent conflict between
the two, conscience shouid be followed since we cannot be
sure that this is not really to our own interest.

So Butier would probabiy answer that the question
whether conscience is superior to self-love or co-ordinate
with it is of merely academic interest. I do not think that
this answer can be accepted. In the first place, as moralists
we want to know wbat should, be the relative positions of con-
science and seif-love. And it is no answer to this question
to say that it is not practically important. Second"ly,
we may grant all that Butler says about the extreme un.
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,.rl,rllll, ,r,r lr) rvlr;rl is to our own ultimate interest. But
llr, ,lr ltrr,lr,', r,l ,orrsr:icn<:c are by no means so certain and
rilr.ilillrrlrrr,rr., rrr firrst. (:ir.sos il.s Butler makes out. And even
ll llrr r \t,''tr,, il i:i rrol. obvious why they should beassumed
lrr lr 111,,.11, lo lrr, lr. lrcttcr guide to our own interest than
llrr lrr,,,l .l)rur)n llurt wc could reach by reflecting directly
,,1 llt,rl ,1111r;r.r l.

1r) llr,,ollrr,r'<loubtful point is Butler's view about the
t,,rlrl, rrl lr,rpJrrrrr,r;s. In one place he says that it is manifest
llr,rl rr,,llrrrrli r':rrr llr: of consequence to mankind or to any
lr,rtrr, lrrrt lr:rppinr:ss. And he goes on to assert that all
,,,rrr,,rr r rrlrrr',i ;r,nrl vices can be traced up to benevolence
rlrrl tlrr l.r, l, ol il. Ilinally, in the same sermon he says
llr,rl 1,, ri v,rlr.n('(' socrns in the strictest sense to include all
llr,rt t, t,,,,rl :rnrl worthy. Now, if these statements be
,r,,I't,,1 ,rl llr.ir. l:ux:-value, Butler was a Utilitarian; i.e.,
ll tllrrr,,lrt tlr,rl Ir;r.ppiness is the only intrinsic good and that
rtrlrr.r,1,.r.,1., irr ltromoting happiness. But it is to be
rr,,t,l tlr,rl llr,...r' rr:rrllrrks occur in the sermon on the Loae
,r/ ,,rrr ,!, rt,ltltrtur, wlrcre he is specially concerned to recom-
r, r,l I,, rr vnL'n(r. to people who were sadly lacking in it.
1l,l r ri n lr.r,. lrr. ;rrlrls a footnote in which he distinctly
-11 rlr rr tlr.r'. :u(. cortain actions and dispositions which
,r, rl,l,r,,\,,1,rll,r1ir:lhcr apart from their probable effect on
,!, r, r rl lr,;,;,rrr, ,'r I[c asserts this stil] more strongly in
tl,, I t'., tt,,ttt,,t,,tr l:irlue,which is a later and more formal
rr,,1 l, .,, I tlrrrrlr rl is clear that his considered opinion is
r1, rll I lrltlrl,rl,ult,inl.

llrrt rr l,,,llr llrr,,;r'workS he seems to take the interesting
I r, \r rlr rr (,,rrl nrry lrc a Utilitarian, though this is no
lr r.,'r, l,.r ,,rr l,,.rrrll so. It may be that God's sole ultimate
[r',t I ! , I t,, ilt,r \ ililllj(: tlrt: total amount of happiness in the
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universe. But, 6ven if this be the only thing of which he
approves as an end, he has so made us that we directly
approve of other tendencies beside benevolence, e.g., justice
and truth-telling. And he has provided us with the faculty
of conscience, which tells us that it is our duty to act in
accordance with these principles no matter whether such
action seems to us likely to increase the genera.l happiness
or not. It is quite possible that God may have given us
this direct approval of truth-telling and justice, not because
he directly approves of them, but because he knows that
it will in fact make for the greatest happiness on the whole
if we act justly and speak the truth regardless of the apparent
consequences to ourselves and others. If so, that is his
business and not ours. Our business is to act in accordance
with our consciences, and only to promote the general
happiness by such means as conscience approves, even
though we may think that we could promote it more in
certain cases by lying or partiality. If God does over-
rule our conscientious actions in such a way that they do
make for the greatest possible happiness even when they
seem to us unlikely to have that effect, so rnuch the better.
It makes no difierence to our duty whether this be so
or not.

It is of course plain that Butler leaves undiscussed
many questions with which any complete treatise on Ethics
ought to deal. We should like to know whether there is
any feature common and peculiar to right actions, which
we could use as a criterion of rightness and wrongness.
And we should like to know how, when the same conscience
at different times, or different consciences at the sarne
tifne, seem to issue conflicting orders, we are to tell which
is genuine and which is spurious. To such questions Butler
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rlrrr,r rrr,t ,rll.rrr;rl lo 11ivc lrn Answer, whilst the Utilitarians
,,1 llr, ,,rr, lr,rrrrl :urrl l(arrt on the other do give their
r, .,1,, ' I rr', \,,r y (lillr.r'crrt lrnswers to it. But, though his
dl..,l, rn r,' rrr ,rrrI)l(.1r., iI rlor:s sccm to contain the prolegomena
lr' ,1111, .,1,.,lr.rrr ,,1 r.llrir:s llrlt can claim to do justice to the
l.r' Ir r,l nrlr,rl r.\lx.tirtttr:c.



CHAPTER. IV
Hume

TnB best account of Hume's theory of ethics is to be found
in his Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals. This is
a treatise specially devoted to ethics. Spinoza's ethical
theory is only a part, though a vitally important part, of
an elaborate metaphysical theory of the universe. Hume
had no such system, and believed it to be impossible for
human beings to build one capable of standing. Still, he
had certain very definite epistemological principles or
prejudices, and these inevitably determined and coloured
his ethical theories. The two men were in many ways
extremely unlike each other in disposition, outlook, training,
and experience ; and the spirit of their respective philo-
sophical writings is profoundly difierent. Yet, in spite of
real and important disagreements, we shall find several
points of fundamental similarity between the ethical views
of Hume and SPinoza. ott ' '

It will be best, in the case of Hume, to take first that
part of ethical theory which we took last in the case of
Spinoza, viz., the question of the meaning and analysis of
ethical predicates and propositions. Hume's doctrine is the
following. There is a certain specific kind of emotion
which nearly all human beings feel from time to time.
This is the emotion of. Approual or Disapproual. It is
called forth by the contemplation of certain objects, and it
is directed towards those objects. Now for Hume the
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rrlrrlr.nrrnl " x is good " rnea.ns the same as the statement
" r luirtllr.tlrlt thc contemplation of it would call forth an
r'nlnltorr ol rpllroval towards it in all or most men". The
rlr,ltrrilrorr o[ " x is bad" would be the same with "dis-
rllrlrtn\/,tl " srrbstituted for " approval ". a,, i.

llrr. lolhrwing points may be noticed at once. (r) It
lrrrlrr,,r " 1,oo<l " and " bad " to be relational predicates.
I lr,tr r',,r y rrrt,rrning involves a relation to the human species.
',rr l,rr ll rr.,,(,nll)les Spinoza's view. (z) It is a psychological
lltr','| 1,,'.ttttc it defineS "gOOd" and "bad" by referenCe
l, r lr l,nrr kirrrls oI mental state, viz., certain kinds of
r trrrrllln lrr tlris it difiers from Spinoza's view. " Good "
rlrl " lr,rrl", lirr him, were definable in terms of specific
lu$,u,r ,rrrrl lr<:tivities. No reference to emotion entered
lrrl,, ll'.' ,lt/irtilioru, though he held that the feelings of
1rlr,r',rr,' ,rrrrl llrrin are trustworthy signs of the presence of
pr,,,rl ,rrrrl r.vrl rcspcctively. (3) Though Hume's theory is
l lrrll,rr,rl ;rrrtl psychological, in the senses explained, it is
;s,l .,ulr1r,r lrvr: in the sense that it leaves no room for
ril|,ilrrr,il] rrrrtl rcfutation in ethical matters. It would be
r,r ll ll ,r',,,r'rlr,rl tlrlrt " x is good " means " I here and now
Ir,rr', ,rn r.rrroliotr of approval towards x ". Suchstatements,
ll l,rl,r, r,uLl lurxlly be reluted; and all argument about
tll rrr rr.rrLl lrr. rrnprofitable. But Hume's theory is that
'r t'r p1,r,rl " nrclrns that the contemplation of x will call
l,,rllr ,rrr , rrrlliorr <l[ approval in a1l or most men on all or
lr,,,rl ,,,r',rlti;. Such statements as this can be argued
rrlrrrrl ,lrrl ,,rr1r1rorlr:d or refuted by observation and collection
r,l ,l,rtr,trr,, Orr Ilume's theory a man might quite well
lr'rl,r' llr,. prrll'rrrr.rrt lhat x is good, though the contemplation
,,1 t , r,,rlr.rl tn lrirn at the time no emotion at all or an
..nt,,tr,,rr ol rlir,;rpproval. For he might acknowledge that
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x evokes in most men at most times when they contemplate
it an emotion of approval. I think that it is even possible
on Hume's theory for a man f,rst to judge that x is good,
and then,' in consequence of this judgment, to begin to feel
approval of x. For most of us like to feel the same kind of
emotions in given circurnstances as others feel, especially if
we respect or admire the others. And so the mere fact
that I believe that most people have a feeling of approvai
in contemplating x may cause me to feel an emotion of
approval in contemplating x which I should not otherwise
have felt. (4) I have laboured these points because it is
irnportant to see at the outset that such a theory as Hume's
does not inevitably lead to such extreme paradoxes that we
can reject it out of hand. But we must not underrate the
extent to which Hume's theory conflicts with ordinary
views. The common view, though it is never very articulately
expressed, is presumably somewhat as follows. Certain
things would be good and others would be bad whether
the contemplation of them did or did not cali forth emotions
of approval or disapproval in atl or most men. The good
things call forth emotions of approval in aII or most men
because they are good and because men are so constituted
as to feel this kind of emotion towards what they believe to
be good. And the same is true, mutatis mutand'is, of bad
things. On Hume's view if men did not feel these emotions
nothing would De good or bad ; and it is only in the rather
exceptional case which I mentioned above that the judg-
ment that x is good mlght precede and produce in a certain
man an emotion of approval towards x.

Hume now passes to the second part of ethical theory,
viz., tho question: What kinds of thing are good, and
what kinds are bad ? This reduces for him to the question:
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lr llrlr(' rrny characteristic comrnon and peculiar to the
llrirrlirr lowirr<ls which all or most men feel an emotir:n of
rrpl)r(,virl, bcside the fact that they are the objects of this
lrrrol iorr ? Hume holds that such a question can be settled
,nly lry ordinary observation followed by an empirical
;,i.rr.rrlisirtion. The result of his observation is that actions,
rprirlitics, and characters which are generally approved by
rrrrrr irll fall into two classes, viz. i (r) those which are
lrrrrrrrrlirrtr:ly pleasant either to their possessor or to other
rrrr.rr ; rrrr<l (e) those which are useful, i.e., vltimately and
rurlrrr.r:lly productive of pleasure, either to their possessoror
lu ollrr,r rnen. Of course these classes are not mutually
..r, lrrsivt:. A benevolent act may be directly pleasant to
llrr.irl;t'rrt :tnd to spectators whilst it is useful to the Person
ftrr wlrosc benefit it is done. And an industrious character
ln rr,{cfrrl both to its possessor and to society. Hume also
lrrrrlr lhrrt the converse proposition holds; i.4., everything
llr,rl lrtlls into one of these classes calls forth an emotion
,rl ;rlrproval in all or most men who contemplate it. He
rrow 11r,ru:ralises these observations by problematic induction,
nrrrl rr';rclu:s the conclusion that all, t}nngs which are either
,lrr.r'l ly plcasant or indirectly,conducive to pleasure, whether
trr llrr.ir' owncrs or in other men, evoke the emotion of approval
Irr irll rrr rnost men; and that only such things do so.

t will now make some comments on this doctrine. (r) In
llr. lrr:rt lrltce there are two slight ambiguities to be noticed
rrrrrl rr.rDovcd. The first concerns the distinction between
wlr,rl i'i irnrnediately pleasant and what is useful. There is
,ur ,rrnlrigrrity in the word " pieasant ", which may be
l,l,,rr1ilrl orrt in the following way. We should commonly
,1,11, lr,llr tlutt chocolate is pleasant and that the experience
.l t,r'.lrrr11 <:ltocolate is pleasant. But we should not call
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chocolate itself " a pleasure ", whilst we should call the
experience of tasting it " a pleasure ". A pleasure is always
a mental event, such as a feeling; or a whole of which a
mental event is an essential constituent, though something
non-menta-l may be contained as object, such as hearing a
tune, tasting chocolate, etc. Now the word " pleasant "
has a different meaning when applied to an experience and
to a non-experience ; and the former meaning is the funda-
mental one. In the first sense it denotes a non-causal,
characteristic ; in the second it denotes a causal, characteristic,
i.e., a more or less permanent tendency to produce, in
co-operation with other factors, a result of a certain kind.
Thus to say that a certain tune is pleasant means that it
is such that the experience of hearing it will at most times
and in most men be pleasant in the non-causal sense, i.e.,
will be a pleasure. It must be noted that the same thing
may be cognised in several different ways; e.g., we can see
a bit of chocolate instead oI tasting it, we can feel a picture
instead of seeing it, and so on. Now it will often happen
that some of these different modes of cognising a given
object are pleasant experiences whilst the others are neutral.
But I think that we call an object pieasant if there be any
rvay of cognising it,which is a pleasant experience to most
men at most times. . , o o

I can now define the statement that x is " immediately
pleasant ". It means that x is either (a) a pleasant experience,
or (b) is such that there is at least one mode of cognising it
which is for most men and at most times a pleasant experience.
We can now deal with the statement that x is " useful".
A thing is useful without being pleasant when it is not
itself a pleasure, and when no mode of cognising it is a
pleasure, but when it is a cause-factor in the production of

HUME 89

;rh';rsrrrcs. It is of course quite possible that one and the
rur t r rt' t:vcnt should be non-causally pieasant, causally pleasant,
rur(l llscful. Most pleasant experierrces are causally pleasant
loo, since the introspective contemplation of one's own
1rh'rtsrrrcs is itself as a rule a pleasure. And no doubt they
,rrl rrlso often cause-factors tending to produce other pleasant
lr;rr.r'it:nccs in the future, and are thus useful.

'llrt: sccond ambiguity is this. Ought we not to substitute
" lrclir:vcd to be " for " are " in Hume's generalisation ?

( )rr1;lrt wc not to say that the emotion of approval is called
lrrrllr lry all those things and only those thiqgs which arc
l','ltrutd l-ry the observer to be immediately pteasant or
rr',r'lrrl ? l)rcsumably things would call forth this emotion if
llrly wr,rt: bclieved to have the property, even though they
rltrl rrot irr fact have it; and presumably they would not
r,rll lorllr tlrc emotion if they were believed not to have the
lrr,,lr'rly, cvcn though they in fact had it. Orr*he other
lr,rrrrl, llrt: tcrm " belief " must be taken rather widely if we
rul n(,1 to fall into an opposite error. It must be taken to
Itrr lrrrlr, wlrrt I should call " quasi-belief " ; i.e.,;ases in
nlrrr lr wr. rrrr: rlot explicitly believing or disbelieving so-
rrrrrl ,,o, lrrrl rrrt: acting as if we believed it, and, if challenged,
rr'r,rtIl lrlrlir:itly believe it. I do not think that Hume
rr',ull lurvr: olrjccted to either of these modifications in his
rI,, lnnr.; anrl I shail henceforth assume that they have
lrr r tr lllit(l(..

t.') llly scr:ond comment is this. If "Hedonism" be
,1, lrr.rl .r,, tlrr. thcory that there is a universal and reciprocal
r,'mrr'\rolr lx'tw('cn goodness and pleasantness, then Hume
r ' ,r lr.rlrrrrrit . lior he has asserted that everything that is
1ql,rl, 111 lri:. scrrsc, is pleasant or conducive to pleasurie;
rrtrrl llr,rl r.r't,rything which is pleasant or conducive to
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pleasure is, in his sense, good. But there are three funda-
mentally different possible types of hedonism, and Hume's
is perhaps the least usual kind. We may first divide
hedonistic theories into Anal,ytic and Synthetic Hedonisrn.
Analytic hedonism asserts that to be " good " means to be
" pleasant or conducive to pleasure ". This is plainly not
Hume's view. He is then a synthetic hedonist. But
synthetic hedonism may take two forms, a priori and
tmpirical. The a priori synthetic hedonist, whilst denying
that " good " means " pleasant or conducive to pleasure ",
holds that he can see a necessary and reciprocal connexion
between the two characteristics, such as we can see between
the two characteristics oi being equilateral and being equi-
angular in the case of a triangle. Anything that was good
would necessarily De pleasant or conducive to pleasure, and
conversely. This is the view of such a hedonist as Sidgwick ;

but it is plainly not Hume's view. The connexion for him
is contingent, and the evidence for it is observation and
empirical generalisation thereof. He is thus an empirical
hedonist. It is logically possible that all or most men should
have been so constituted as to feel approval when they
contemplatpd what is painful or conducive to pain in human
beings. If so, character and conduct of this kind would
have been good. Or, again, men might have been so con-
stituted that they simply did not have the emotions of
approval or disapproval at all. If so, nothing would have
been "rther good or bad.

It is then, according to Hume, an empirical and con-
tingent fact that men are so constituted as to feel approval
and disapproval, and that they are so constituted that their
approvals and disapprovals take the particular direction
which he has found that they do take. I propose to call
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lho trurult: disposition to feel emotions of approval and
rllrrrlrlrrrrvirl from time to time the Moral, Sentiment. In
ltrl't lo rtr:count for the particular direction which these
lnrolrons takc in human beings Hume holds that it is
rlrr.\srrty t<l postulate the existence in them of. another
rlrrlirrrcrrt, which he calls that of Beneuolence ot Hwmanity,
Mlrr rur: so constituted that every man tends to feel pleased
wlrr.rr lrt: r:ontcmplates the happiness of any human being
rurl l(.n(ls to {eel displeased when he thinks of any human
l,r'rrr11 rrs urrlutppy. There are four points to notice about
llrt,r trrroliorxrl disposition. (i) It is common to all, or nearly
rrll, rrrlrr, likc the sexual instinct. (ii) It is excited by the
lrlrr r'lrtiorr or the thoughl of. any human being, as such, in
rr rrlrrlr. o[ happiness or misery. It thus difiers, e.g', from
rr,ll krvr.or patriotic sentiment. These are no doubt common
lu rrrrsl rrrt:rr; but the object which evokes thErrris a certain
rllrlll 0t rr t:t:rtain restricted class of men, not any man as
nu,lr (iii) 'l'he sentiment of humanity determines the
I'rulr('ulirt tlirection which the emotions of approval and
rlrr,,rgrlrrrrvirl tirke in human beings. It is because the happi-
rlr,nq ol rrrcrr is, as such, pleasing to most men that most
lrr,rr llr'l irlrlrroval for qualities which they believe to be
plr,,u,rrrrl or ccltrducive to human happiness. And it is
lr.r,rurr. llrc urrhappiness of men is, as such, displeasing to
ls1rnl rrrcrr that most men feel disapproval for qualities
wlrh lr llrcy Lrclieve to be unpleasant or conducive to human
rrrln,ry. (iv) 1'he emotion of approval is itselI pleasant and
llrrrl ol rlrsrrpproval is unpleasant.

(ll rorrrsr: llume admits that the sentiment of humanity
lr rrllr,rr rrrlribited and overpowered in particular cases. The
r;r,rlnl rrlrrlions in which I stand at a certain moment to
r r lr lulrr otlu'r rrralt or group of men may completely inhibit
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the expression of the sentiment of humanity, which is
concerned with them simply as human heings. This obviously
happens in the case of jealousy, in war, and so on. Hume
also admits that humane emotion may be felt without
leading to humane action. AII that he asserts is that, in
the absence of special causes which excite conflicting senti-
ments, nearly all men do feel pleased at the thought of a fellow-
man in a state of happiness and pained at the thought of a
fellow-man in a state of misery. And this seems to be true.

Granted that there is this sentiment of humanity, does
it explain the particular direction which the emotions of
approval and disapproval take in men ? I cannot see that
it does. Either the sentiment of humanity is the same as
the moral sentiment, or it is not. If it is, then the explanation
is merely verbal. This one sentiment is called " the moral
sentiment " because it expresses itself in emotions oI approval
and disapproval, and it is called " the,sentiment of humanity "
because of the particular direction which these emotions take
in men. And, in any case, this identification does not seem to
be plausible. To feel moral approval is not the same as to
feel sympathetic pleasure, and to feel moral disapproval is
not the same as to feel sympathetic pain. Let us then take
the other alterhative, viz., that there are two different senti-
ments. If we confine our attention to the positive terms
in our pairs of opposites we have now three distinct factors,
viz., moral approval, sympathetic pleasure, and something
believed to be pleasant or useful to man. The fact to be
explained is that the first is directed to the third. The
fact alleged as an explanation'is that the second exists and
is directed to the third. But this explains nothing unless
it be assumed that the clirection of the first must always
be determined by that of the second. And this, whether
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Irrrr.or fl.lsc, is just as ultimate, and as much or as little
ln rrr.r'rl o[ cxplanation, as the original fact which we set
nrrl lo c.xplain. I cannot help thinking that there is here
rr lirllrrt trace of egoistic psychological hedonism in Hume's
llrr.r,ry. I suspect that he is tacitly assuming that the fact
llrrrl I rlircct a certain emotion on to the supposed pleasure
.,r l)rin of another is intelligible if and only if it be mediated
lr1, rr ftr:ling of pleasure or pain in mysel,f.

llrunr: has now to defend his theory on three fronts.
(r ) Alltinst those who would question his identification of
rvlr;rl is gcnerally approved with what is believed to be
lrL',r,,;rrrt or conducive to human happiness. (z) Against
r,l'ol:ils, lil<c Hobbes and Spinoza, who would object to his
1rn.,| rrl:rling an innate sentiment of Humanity or Benevolence,
,urrl w()rrl(l claim to beable to explain all the fact\n purely
r,1,,r.rlic principles. (3) Against those moralists, whom we
rr,r\, r()lrghly classify as " Rationalists," who would alto-
p,r.tlrr.r rr,jr.r:t his analysis of ethical characteristics,,and his
vr.u' llr;rl wc can and must determine what kindstof thing
,r r r. l:r r( x I lry ordinary observation and empirical generalisation.
\l',' will now consider these three points in turn.

(r) llrrrnc sees that the most plausible objection to his
trL,rrlrlrr';rlion of what is generaUy approved with what is
I'r,lt, r'r,rl lo llc pleasant or conducive" to human happiness
,ur,,r,, ()r,(.r' lcgal justice. A particular act of justice may be
r r I r,.rrrr.ly rrnpleasant to the agent, who may have to deprive
Irt,, lrrr.rrrl of something which the latter values. It may be
r rlrr rrrr,ly rrrrpleasant to the person on whom it is exercised.
An,l rl rnrry bc detrimental to the general happiness. All

, tlr ,r ,r,rrrlilions might be realised in carrying out the
l.r,'\r,r,,il,, lll ir will which was correct in point of law. Yet
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we should certainly approve of those concerned if they
acted in accordance with the law, and disapprove of them
if they did not. Hume's general solution of the difficulty
is as follows. If we confined our attention to this particular
act and its immediate consequences we should disapprove of
it, But, as rational beings, we cannot confine our attention
to this very restricted object. We shall inevitably tend to
think of its remoter consequences, of the consequences of
acts like this becoming prevalent, and so on; and our re-
action to this total object may be opposite to that which we
should make to the more restricted object which is a part of it.

The application of this general principle to the special
case of legal justice is as follows. The happiness of mankind
is enormously increased on the whole by there being a set
of acknowledged and rigidty enforced rules about the owner-
ship, exchange, and bequest bf property. Whatever set of
rules be established there will be certain cases in which
ttre enforcement of a rule will lead to worse results than a
breach of the rule, if that breach could be taken in isolation.
But a breach of an established rule never can in fact be taken
in isolation. The whole utility of having rules depends on
the fact that they are known to be invariable; and, if you
begin to make exceptions in hard cases, this utility will
very soon vanish. Any set of ruIes about property, however
arbitrary, so long as it is generally understood and rigidly
enforced, ensures greater happiness than no rules at all or
rules which cannot be relied upon.

H_ume supports this doctrine of th'e purely utilitarian
sanction for legal justice by the following considerations.
i't is easy, he says, to conceive of circumstances under
which rules of property would be useless; and we see, on
reflection, that in such circumstances all obligation to keep
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llro rrrlr.r worrld ccase. Three such cases can be imagined.
(t) Wlnro thcre is an unlimited supply of goods available
Io nvr,ry ono, as there is of air under ordinary conditions;
rt wlrrrc lrcnevolence was unlimited in extenAion and
Irrlr,rprily. (ii) Where there is such an extreme shortage of
;lrrrrl'r llrrrt, if they were equally divided, no one would
ltrtvr! r,iloul.lh to be of any use to him. An example would
lx' l xlrilr wrccked crew with one biscuit. (iii) Where it is
rrtlrrnr llrtt others will disobey the rules, and there is no
rrrrllror ity to enforce them. An example would be if one
wlrr rr nrcrul.lcr of an army which had got out of hand and
wrrr rr.lrr,rtling in disorder. The actual position in ordinary
llh, rlillr.rs from all these extreme cases. There is a limited
rrrl'grly o[ goo<ls, which is enough for all if pr\erly dis-
llllrrrlr,rl, tnd which can be increased or diminished by
Irrrrrrrrrr rrr:lion. And men are neither perfectiy benevolent
Irr,r corrrplctcly selfish. Under these conditions the efrstence
rurrl r,rrlon:ctnt:nt of a set of rules about property id of the
rrltru,,,t rrtility. A breach of these rules is then in general
rr rlrrrlrh. injury. It is aiways a public injury, as tending
lo u1r,u.l conficlence in a system whose.rvhole utility depends
lrr llrr,r'onli<lcnce which is felt in it. And in most cases
ll I'r ,r pr ivirtc injury, in so far as it disappoints some man's
h,lirtrrrrrrlr: cxpcctation of continuing to hold such property
rrh t,, l,uiuir.ntt:cd to him by the rules of his society.

llrrrrrr. irrgues that the only alternative to his theory is
llr,rl llrr,rr, is a natural instinct about property. This he
rllrrrr',r orr tlrr: ground of the extreme diversity of the rules
rllrnrrl 1rro1r:r'ty and the extreme complexity of the notions
r,l ,wnr.r:,lriP, inheritance, contract, etc. No single instinct
$,lll rrr r orrrrl for these facts. But the principle of utility
rrr r ounl:i lxrl.h {or the diversities of the rules about property
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in different times and places, and for what we find common
to all of them. On the one hand, men at different times
and places are in very diflerent situations, and so rules
about property which are useful in one state of society may
be hurtful in another. And, on the other hand, the funda-
mental needs of men are always the same, and the general
conditions imposed by Nature on their fulfilment are fairly
constant. This contention, I think, may show that no
instinct would be sufi,cienl to account for the rules about
property, and that real or fancied utility must play an
important part. But it does not show that such an instinct
may not be necessary to account for the facts. The rules
about marriage are as odd as, and even more complicated
than, those about property; and Hume's argument, if
valid about property, ought to show that the rules of
marriage have nothing to do with the sexual instinct.

Justice, Hume says, is a virtue natural to man, in the
sense that our approval of justice is the inevitable reaction
of a being who is both rational enough to consider the
remote consequences of acts and benevolent enough to
approve of human happiness. And rationality and bene-
volence are part of the nature of man, in the sense that
they are part of his innate constitution. Again, justice is
certainly not conventional, if this means that it presupposes
an original deiiberate contract made among men when they
founded societies. For an essential part of justice is the
keeping of contracts, and so it is circular to deduce justice
from an original contract. It is conventional or artificial
only in the sense that there is no need to postulate a special
instinct for setting up rules about ownership or a special
sentiment which makes us feel disapproval at breaches of
such rules. The obvious utility of having rules of some
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hlrll rrlrorrl owncrship, and of rigidly enforcing them, fully
,'rl,l rrn,' wlry rncn have established them and why they feel
lltrrnll rltsrrlrlrtoval at breaches of them. But in the details
ll llrr, rrrft,s rrt any given time and place there is much that
lrr r nnlr,rrliorurl, traditional, and fanciful.

lllrrrr,'s theory of Justice thus resembles Spinoza's,
lrr r.;rl tlr;rt it is not purely egoistic, and that it is more
lrrlll, rvoll<crl out. Is it adequate ? In the first place, it
rrlllrlrr.,i ;rl lrcst only to a small part of justice. It ptofesses
ll ,rrr'ounl for our approval of the rigid enforcement of an
,!\rltlulll sr:t. of rules and for our disapproval of breaches of
ll l'l;rirrl.y this is not the whole of the matter. We say
llr,rl orrl sct of rules is, on the whole, " rnore just \thanrurullr(.r'. And we may propose to alter some of the exibting
urlr", orr tlrc ground that they are " unjust ". Now the
r;rrr',rl iorr whcther one set of mles is juster than another
nlr.nr,, lo lrc <1uite different from the question rvhethellhe
l,,rnlr rrurltcs on,the whole for greater human happiness
llr,rrr llrc lttter. It seems quite conceivable that one set
ll rrrL.s lirr clistributing property might be far less just than
,urollr(.r, :rrr<l yct that the first might stimulate production
nr' nnr('lr rrrorc than the second that a community would be
lr'r;,1rrr,r if govcrned by the first. And I believe that people
$lr, rl'r'rr, flLt:crl with the alternative of introducing one set
r'r lir. ollrr:r', or oI changing from one to the other, would
lrr ,rl,rll lrctwccn them. For we approve both of justice
,rrr,l ul lrrrrrxur happiness, and when the two conflict our
lr r 11111", ,rrl Ittixed,

lrr llrr:i t:onnexion I must add that I question Hurne's
rl.,, 111111. llr;rl where the utility of justice vanishes our
,rl'l'r"\',rl ,r[ il vanishes too. The truth seerns to me to be
,,,,,,,:. ,r., lolkrws. Where justice and utiiity conflict, as
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they may, our feelings are mixed because we approve of
both. And cases may arise in which the sacrifce of justice
produces so much human happiness or obviates so much
human misery that our total reaction is predominantly one
o{ approval. But, where justice has neither utility nor
disutility, as in the case of the ship-wrecked sailors with a
single biscuit which is not enough to keep even one of them
alive, I think it is plain that we should approve of a just
distribution of the biscuit and disapprove of a bestial
scramble for it. We should all hope that, if we had to
starve along with others, we should have the grace to starve
decently and in order, and that they would do likewise.

Again, although I heartily agree with all that Hume
says about the extreme utility of having rules of some
kind about property and strictly enforcing them even in
" hard cases ", I am very doubtful whether this fact suffices
to explain the original establishment of such rules or the
strong feeling of disapproval which we now experience
when we contemplate a breach of them. As regards the
original establishment of rules about property, it is hard to
believe that rather remote and abstract considerations about
the happiness of the community as a whole and in the long
run would have occurred to the minds of primitive people,
or would have had much influence on their conduct unless
they had been reinforced by other beliefs an<i emotions of
a less refined kind. As regards our present obedience to
such rules in cases where we might profit and escape punish-
ment if we broke them, it seems to me that, if the question
of utility comes in at all, it is reinforced by a consideration
of justice in the sense which Hume's theory ignores. When
I am tempted to do such an act, the question that arises
in my mind and sometimes prevents me is this: " Is it
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lrn thtl yorr should enjov the advantages which you do,
tlrr,'11;lr rll ll('l' rncn keeping the rules when they would
1rr,l1l lr1, lrrr,rrliing them, whilst you take the liberty to break
llr rrr rvlrr.rr it is to your private advantage to do so ? "

l\l y lnrrclrrsion then is that Hume's theory of Justice,
ll1.n1,lr tl contirins much that is true and important, is
Irr,rrlr,rpr,rlr, ln particular he has failed to answer the
llr1,,r lt('l llt'rt our approvais and disapprovals are in part
rL lrrrnirrr,rl lry other considerations beside the supposed
trrrrrr,'rli,rtr. Plt:lrsantness or unpleasantness, utility or dis-
ltrlrtl', .[ llrr: object which we are contemplating. Not
,,rrl1, llrr tolltl amount of happiness to be distributed, but
,r1,, llrr.w:ry in which it is distributed, stirs our en\qtions
r,l ,rlrl)rr)virl rrnd disapproval. And, although the latter
Irr,r1, lr;rvr.:L 1>rofound influence on the forrner, that is not
llrr ,rrly or thc main reason rvhy it arouses the fioral
r,r llllill(.il1.

( ,) \\',. ('irr) now pass to Hume's defence of his doctrine
,rt,,un,,l- p:,y,r:lrological Egoists, like Spinoza and Hobbes.
llr, , l,r,,,,rr rrl lcfrrtation of psychological egoism is contained
Irr tlr. rl,l lis o[ l]ishop Butler, and Hume does not add much
Irr 1l ltrrl il will be worth while to give a brief account of
lrr , ,rr11rrrrr.rrls, since later writers of great pretensions, such
,r: ( 0t', u iul(l llradley, have been psychological egoists,
111,,rr1,lr lr,l lrsychological hedonists, in spite of Butler and
lrl,, t r lttl.tl trttts.

\\, rrr,ry rlivi<lc Hume's contentions into two groups :

(lt l',,.1111,,. r'vitkrnce in favour of his theory, and (ii) a
r lr,rll' rrl,r lo lris opponents. (i) The positive evidence is as
lrrll,rrr (,r) lt is certain that we feel approval and dis-
rr;,1,r,1111 ,,1 irclions and sentiments which we know cannot
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affect our happiness at all I e.E.,the actions of historical
persons in the remote past or of fictitious characters in
novels or plays. Again, we may approve of the virtues of
enemies, although we know that these very virtues make
them more dangerous to ourselves. (Hume lived before the
gutter-press had shown us a better way.) Now this must
be due either to a direct approval of certain types of
character and action, as such; or to a direct approval of
human happiness in general, combined with the belief that
these types of character and action tend to produce it,
even though they affect our own happiness adversely, if at
all. Either alternative is inconsistent with psychological
egoism. Nor can the facts be explained by saying that
we imagine ourselves to be contemporary with the historical
characters, or that we imagine the fictitious characters to
be real and capable of afiecting our happiness. Mere
imagination can, no doubt, produce emotion; but it will
not continue to do so when we know all the time that it is
mere imagjnation, and that the facts are otherwise. (b) It is
quite certain that we feel approval of qualities which are
agreeable or useful to their possessor, even when they are
not useful to anyone else. E.g., we approve of a good
taste in literature or painting even in a poor man who
cannot be a patron of the arts. How can this be explained
on egoistic principles ?

(ii) The challenge is as follows. On the face of it there
is such a sentiment as disinterested benevolence, and the
egoist must account for this appearance. He may try to do
this in two ways. (a) He may suggest that the appearance
is due to d,eliberate fraud. This alternative Hume rejects as
plar,rly superficial. We might perhaps add that, if every
one knows perfectly well that there is no such thing as

HUME IoI
rllqlllr,rr,,il('(l lrcnevolence, it would not be worth anyone's
wlrlL, lrr prclt'rtrl to be benevolent. So we pass to the second
rrlllrrr.rtrvr,, which Hume calls "the more philosophical
r,lr!rv (/r) 'l'lris view is that we unwittingly deceive ourselves
lrt, ,,,rnr(, trir:k <-rf the imagination, some association of ideas,
,r .,onr(. lrit of rnistaken reasoning, when we think that we
rrrl lr.r,lnrg rrrr interest in anything but our own happiness.
I lrr llrr,r llrr:ory Hume makes the following comments.

(,r) l,.vcrr if it were true, the common distinction between
or,llr,,lr rrrt.rr ;rncl actions, on the one hand, and unselfish
lr,lr rrrrrl ;rr:lions, on the other, would correspond to a fact.
l,rrrrrlr,rl llurt in all cases self-interest were the only motive,
n'r.nru.il still adrnit that in some men a certain association
rrl trlr,,ri or lrick of the imagination or mistaken reasoning
r rul,.r,., llrr,nr to do actions which benefit others rather than
tlrr,rrr,,r.lvr,s. Such men and such "dior. would be called
" rrrr,,r,llr:rlr ", rurtl it would be a fact tilat we approve men
wlrl lr,rlrilrurlly deceive themselves in this way, and dis-
rrlrlrr(r\'r' llrost: wlto do not.

(/l) llrr, :rfftrction of animals for each other and for their
ltrr..lr,r,,, llrr,krvr: of parents for their children and of men
l,,r llrr,rr ltrr,rrtls, are instances of emotions which clearly
r,rrrrt lr, r't:rltrccd to disguised self-interest. There are
trl'. r,rrurrr,rrts to bc made on this. In the first place,
;ir,rrrtlrl llr;rt llrcsc cmotions cannot be reduced to self-love,
llrr 1' ,rr,' ;rlso <:rrrlainly not instances of general benevolence
,t lrrrrrr,rrlly, irr llume's sense. They are instances of what
llrrlL'r ,'irlls " lxrrticular propensities". They might be
rrrllrtllr.rl lo r,xist, and to be irreducible to self-love, by a
lr'ur \r'lr)'rh,rrit'rl thc cxistence of a sentiment of general
f,r.lr'\',,1'rrrr'. Strr:rlndly, the case of animals and young
r lrll,lt,'tt rvorrkl rrt,rrrost prove that apparently disinterested
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affection cannot be explained by self-interest and mistaken
reasoning. It does not prove that self-interest and certain
non-rational causes, such as association, mlght not be
adequate to explain the faqts.

(y) H" quotes with approval Butler's contention that
the possibility of gratifying self-Iove presupposes the existence
of desires for other objects beside one's own happiness.
8.g., a revengeful man gratifies his self-love by gaining the
pleasures of revenge. But revenge would give him no
pleasure if he did not already want to injure his enemy.
And this is not a desire for his own happiness, but a desire
for another's misery. Hume's argument here appears to be
this: " You must admit that we do directly desire some
other things beside our own happiness, e.g., t}rre misery of
our enemies. If so, why should you deny that we may
directly desire the happiness of mankind in general ? "
This is a valid argumentum ad hominem against the psycho-
logical egoist. It does not of course prove that we do in
fact directly desire the happiness of mankind in general;
but it does refute the only argument produced by egoists
to show that we do not. For their only argument against
the existence of general benevolence is that we cannot
directly desire anything but our own happiness; and the
example of revenge shows that this general principle is
{alse.

(d) Hume's last argument is characteristically ingenious
and plausible, but I believe it to be fallacious. It is this.
Not only Zas egoism failed in the past to explain the facts
which appear to refute it ; we can be confident that it will
be no r4ore successful in the future. In physics very familiar
phenomeni.are often found to be due to very complex and
previously unsuspected causes. But in psychology " the
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rlrrrph,sl. and most obvious cause that can be assigned for
ruly l)ll(rnomenon is probably the true one ". Strong feelings
r rilillol lx: accounted for by elaborate trains of reasoning.
I rrrrry fccl very strongly about the death of someone who
r orrkl not possibly have done me any services if he had lived.
lx,lf sophistication might account for my overlooking the
l)r r,\(.u(:e of self-interest when it is mixed with other motives,
lrrrl il cannot manufacture strong feelings out of self-interest
wlrr.n:, as in the present case, this motive plainly does not
rorrul irrto operation.

I lhink that there is a tacit assumption and a confusion
irr llris argument of Hume's. The tacit assumption is that
nll frurrlamental emotional and conative dispositions which
it rlirn owns must be open to introspection by him simply
lrr,r'rrusc they are his. If this were true there could of course
lx, rro clucstion of a mental occurrence bein$ d11e to some
Irrrrrlirrrrcntal tendency which we have never yet recognised.
llrrl t scc no reason to accept the premise. There might be
rhrzr,ns of fundamental tendencies in ourselves which we
orrrrrot dctect by introspection, just as there is minute
nlrrrr:trrrt-. in matter which we cannot detect by sense-
pr.r'r:r.plion. And what cannot be introspected may cause
rvtr;tt r:rLn be introspected, just as what cannot be perceived
lry tlrt: scnses may cause what can be so perceived.

'l'lrt: ambiguity is this. When it is said that strong
h.r,lirrgs can never be accounted for by subtle reasonings,
llris rniry mean one of two things. It may mean that a
trlrrrnA fccling in A can never be wholly due to a subtle
lrrr((,:is of reasoning in A's mind. This is no doubt true.
Arrrl, irr any case, strong feelings which are apparently not
r',,,r',1it: rrrc certainly felt by people who are quite incapable
,l 'irrlrtlc reasoning, whether valid or invaiid. But it might
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mean that B's theory about the causation of A's strong
feeling cannot be true if it involves subtle reasoning on B's
part. Now I see no reason tb accept this. It is obviously
possible that the causes of A's strong feeling may be very
complex and obscure. In that case any correct theory
about the causation of A's strong feeling will necessarily
involve subtle reasoning on B's part. The upshot of the
matter is this. Any egoistic theory which assumes that
apparently non-egoistic emotions are caused, Dy a subtle
process of reasoning in the mind of ttre experienl are certainly
false. But we cannot reject ofi-hand an egoistic theory
merely because it asserts that apparently non-egoistic
emotions are due to very complex non-yational, causes which
need for their detection and analysis very subtle reasoning
on the part of the psychologist.

My general conclusion on this whole topic is that psycho-
logical egoism is certainl',, false, and that Butler and Hume
between them have.refuted it and ali the arguments which
have been alleged in its favour. But to refute psychological
egoism is not the same as to prove that there is a sentiment
of general benevolence or humanity. I think it very likely
that there is such a sentiment; but I doubt whether Hume
has proved that there is.

(S) We come now to what is, from the standpoint of
ethics, the most fundamental question of all, viz., " Is
Hume's analysis of ethical characteristics correct, and is he
right in holding that all general rules about what kinds of
thing are good or bad can and must be established by
observation and'empirical generalisation ? " Hume discusses
this question in the form: " What are the respective
functions of Reason and Feeling in ethical matters ? ,,
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lJrrfortunately he never expiicitly says what he means by
" l{r.rrson ". Now " Reason " is a highly ambiguous word,
rrrrrl I suspect that Hume uses it in this discussion in an
urrrlrrly narrow sense. It will make for clearness if I state
wlrrrt I understand bv " Reason " before I begin to deal
willr Ilume's arguments. I ascribe three cognitive functions
lo ltcason: (i) The intuiting of necessary and universal
lo1111s1le15 between characteristics, when conjunctions of
llrr,st: characteristics are presented to the mind's attention.
1,.' 1i., it is an act of Reason, in this sense, when we see by
irrslrcction that any triangle which is equilateral must be
rrrlrriiLngular, and conversely. In this way we derive o,g.-q,

krrowledge of axioms. (ii) The drawing of inferences,
rk.rrronstrative or problematical, from premises. This activity
is, no doubt, closely connected with the former. For it
rk.1x'nds on seeing certain formal relations between pro-
lxrsilions, and on recognising that such relations justify
irrflrt:nce in any instance in which they are present. (iii) The
folrrrirtion ot a priori concepts, This needs explanation.
ll ir1l1rcars to me that we have concepts of certain charac-
lr.ristics which are neither manifested to us in sensation
ls rcdness is) nor synthesised out of characteristics so
rrriurifcsted (as the characteristic of. phanixhood, is). I
lrr.lit:vc the concept of Cau,se, and many others, to be of
llris rurture. I have no doubt that certain specific kinds of
xrnsiblc experience are necessary conditions for the forma-
Irorr of such concepts; but they are not, strictly speaking,
rlr.r'ivt:r[ from sensible experience, as the concepts of redness
uttl t>hunixhood arc. These are what I call " a Priori
r orrct:pts ". Some people would deny that there are any
'ru( lr ()or)cepts; and those who would admit thern might
rlrll(,r' vcry much about their natute and status. If there be
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a priori concepts, as I believe there are, I ascribe the
formation of them to Reason. ,The three cognitive functions
which I assign to Reason may be called respectively
" Intuitive Induction ", " Ratiocination ", and " Formation
of. A Priori Concepts". Now it is an essential principle or
prejudice with Hume to deny the possibility of a pri,ori
concepts ; so naturally he does not include the third function
under the head of Reason. But in his other works Hume
does admit Intuitive Induction; for this is involved in
what he calls " knowledge of the relations of ideas " and
contrasts with " knowledge of matters of fact ". Yet here,
it seems to me, he ignores this {unction of Reason altogether,
and tacitly reduces Reason to Ratiocination. We are now
in a position to consider his arguments.

Hume's general position is the following. The prima facie
case for the man who thinks that Reason plays an essential
part in ethical matters is that we certainly do dispute about
questions of right and wrong, and do try to persuade each
other on moral questions. Now we do not dispute about
mere feelings and emotions. The prima facie case for the
man who thinks that sentiment and emotion play an
essential part in ethical matters is that virtue and vice
certainly do move our feelings, and that moral approval
and disapproval are undoubtedly motives to action. Now
Reason cannot tell us that one quality must attract
and another must repel us. This must depend on innate
or acquired tastes. And the mere intellectual recognition
of the presence or absence of a certain quality or
rehtion neither moves our feelings nor affects our actions.

He concludes that Reason and Sentiment both play an
essential part, but that the parts are quite different. Reason
is needed to tell us that certain types of character or conduct
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lrrrrl lo produce happiness or misery in the agent or in other
nr(.n. When the situation is complex and the consequences
ru(, nlixed, Reason is needed to analyse the situation and to
r,rilirrurte the balance of happiness or misery which is likely to
r r.srrll. But this knowledge which Reason gives us would lead
rrr.illrcr to approval nor disapproval, action or abstention,
rrrrh'ss the thought of human happiness attracted us and the
llrorrght of human misery repelled us. Now this attraction
iur(l r'opulsion cannot be due to Reason, but must depend*.{
rln thc special emotional make-up of the human mind.
'l lrr. r:ssence of Hume's view then is that Reason is wholly
corrlined to matters of fact. It will help us to analyse a
rilrr:rtion, to choose means for a given end, and to infer
lrrrrlxrble consequences of various alternative courses of
rrction. But it has nothing whatever to do with our choice
ol r,nds as distinct from means. We desire things as ends
orrly because they move some emotion in us, and not
lrn rluse of any objective characteristic in them which
l(r,rrson can recognise.

It is evident that there are two different propositions
irrvolved in Hume's doctrine. The first is that Reason, even
il sornetimes necessary, is never suf&cient to account for
llrr. facts of moral emotion and moral action; and that
ir Sr:ntiment must be postulated in addition to explain
llrr.st:. The second is that Reason is concerned only with
rrurttcrs of fact. Now the first of these contentions may be,
rrrrrl, I believe, is true. But it is little more than a truism;
.rrrrl it has no tendency to support the second proposition.
Srrplxrse it were the case that there is a certain quality,
vrr,., 1;oodness or badness, and certain relations of rightness
or lilt.ingness, which are recognised by Reason and by it
rrkrnc. It is still logically possible that., a being who was
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rational in the cognitive sense, r.e., who recognised these
qualities and relations, should be entirely unmoved by the
thought of their presence or absence. And it is logically
possibie that a being who recognised these qualities and
relations and felt emotions of approval and disapproval
when he thought of their presence or absence should not
be moved to do what he approves or to avoid what he
disapproves. No doubt we should call such beings ,.moral
lunatics ", and say that they are " not completely rational ,,.

But the fact that they are conceivable, and. that they do
indeed exist, shows that even the most convinced Rationalist
about moral cognition must postulate certain emotional and
cbnative dispositions in addition to Reason in order to
account for moral feeli,ng and moral qction. Now some
Rationalists have written as if they thought that the mere
recognition of ethical characteristics by Reason suffi,ced. to
account for moral feeling and moral action. If any of them
really did think this, they were wrong; and Hume,s argu_
ment shows that they were. But this has not the faintest
tendency to prove that they were wrong in holding that
Reason is necessary for the recognition of ethicai character-
istics and for the intuiting of necessary connexions between
them and other characteristics. Thus the second part of
Hume's contention, viz., that the only business of Reason
is with matters of fact, is quite unsupported by the excellent
reasons which he gave for the first. Is there any reason
to believe it ?

Hume never states very clearly the alternatives to his
own theory. I think it will be wise to do this before con-
sidering in detail his arguments for it and against its rivals.
Let us grant, for the sake of argument, that the judgment
" X is good " would never have been made in the f,rst
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insl,ance unless the person who made it had felt an emotion
o[ approval in contemplating X, though it may now orl
occasion be made by a person who is not feeling this emotion.
'l'his may be compared with the fact that the judgmentl
" X is red " would never have been made in the first
instance unless the person who made it had had a sensation
of red on looking at X, though it may now on occasion be
made by a person who is not having such a sensation. Now
there are two different ways of analysing the latter fact.
'l'he first would be to say that " X is red " means simply
" Most men will have a sensation of red when they iook
at X." This may be called the " phenomenalist analysis ".
'l'he second would be to say that " X is red ",means " There
is a certain property in X which causes sensations of red
in most men who look at X." This may be called the
" causal ana\rsis ". Let us now apply this to the case of
goodness. The phenomenalist analysis would be that good-
ness is the characteristic of. being generally approved by
men. The causal analysis would be that goodness is the
property which causes a thing to Lre generally approved by
rnen. It is plain that Hume takes the phenomenalist view
about goodness. According to him the property which
(:rLuses a thing to be generally approved by men is not
goodness but supposed direct pleasantness or utility. But
Ire has produced no conclusive reason for preferring the
phenomenalist to the causal analysis.

We have now to consider another alternative. As before
wc will begin with a parallel from non-ethical topics. It is
gcncrally held that the judgment " X causes Y " would not
have been made in the frrst instance unless a number of
X-likc events had been observed. and they had all been
forurd to be followed by Y-like events. The phenomenalist-
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analysis of this fact is that " X causes Y " simply means
" X-like events will always be followed by Y-like events."
But another view is possible. It may be that there is a
peculiar relation between X and Y which cannot be mani-
fested through the senses, but which is intuited by the
intellect when and only when a number of sequences of
{-liku and Y-like events have been presented to its attention
(hrough the senses. This of course makes the causal
relation an a priori concept, in the sense defined above.
I will therefore call this type of analysis the ,, a priori
concept analysis ". Now the a priori concept analysis of the
ethical fact which we are granting to Hume would be as
follows. Emotions of approval and disapproval furnish the
necessary occasions on which.the intellect intuites certain
ethical relations, e.g., those of rightness and wrongness,
fittingness and unfittingness, which cannot be manifested
through the senses. We could not expect Hume to entertain
this suggestion, but it is nevertheless a perfectly possible one.

We are now in a position to consider Hume's arguments.
He has two arguments agalnst the Rationalist's position,
and three in support of his own. (i) Rationalists maintain
that actigns, intentions, or emotions are right or wrong
because of some relation of fittingness or unfittingness to
something else, which Reason recognises. Hume says that
this relation must either relate the action or emotion to the
situation in which it takes place, or it must be the logical
relation of falling under or conflicting with some general
moral rule. If the former is meant, he cha[enges the
Rationalist to point out exactly what this relation is. If
the latter is meant, he argues that the theory is circular.
For the general moral rule must have been reached by
induction from observed particular cases of right and wrong
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ections. Particular actions must therefore be recognised to
be right or wrong before any general moral rules could have
been formulated. Hume's challenge seems to me unfair.
Might not the relation in question be absolutely unique and
peculiar, and yet perfectly familiar ? If so, any attempt
to express it in other terms would necessarily be erroneous
or tautologous. On the other hand, his objection to the
second form of ethical Rationalism seems fairly conclusive.

(ii) Inanimate objects may have to each other exactly
the same kind of relations which would make us approve
or condemn human beings. Yet we do not make ethical
judgments about inanimate obiects. When a young tree
destroys the older tree which produced it, the two trees
stand in precisely the same relations in which Nero and his
mother stood when he murdered her after she had gained
him the empire. Yet we blame Nero, and do not blame
the young tree, for ingratitrlde. I do not think that a
Rationalist need spend many sleepless nights over this
objection. Nero and his mother had minds, whilst we
believe that the trees had not.' fn yirtue of this difference
Nero and his mother stood in mental relations in which the
trees could not have stood. And rve condemn Nero in
respect of his emotions and intentions towards a person who
had had certain emotions and intentions towards him.

We come now to Hume's three arguments for his own
view. (i) In geometrical reasoning we first observe certain
relations between points, lines, etc., and then proceed to
deduce other relations which were not before obvious to us.
But, when we reflect on a situation in order to pass a moral
judgment, all, the relations must be known beforewe can pass
the judgment. Thus Reason must have completed its task
before moral judgment can begin, and its task is simply to



\T2 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY
ascertain the exact facts of the case. All that then remains
is for the situation which Reason has analysed to call forth
an emotion of approval or disapproval. There are two
undoubted truths in this argument of Hume's. (a) I must
be fully aware of the non-ethical relations in a situation
before I can make a trustworthy judgment on the ethical
relations. (b) When I am fully cognisant of the non-ethical
relations I cannot infer, from them and them alone, the
ethical relations; as I might seem to infer the remaining
geometrical relations between a set of points from a selection
of their geometrical relations. But, even in the geometrical
case, I do not infer the additional geometrical relations
simpl,y from those which are already known. I infer them
from tfiese together wilh the axioms of geometry, which are
known by Intuitive Induction. Similarly, it is arguable
that I fi.rst recognise the co-existence of certain non-ethical
relations with certain ethical relations in a particular case;
then see by Intuitive Induction that the presence of the
former entails that of the latter in any case; and finally
use this as a premise for inferring the presence of these
ethical relations in other cases in which I find these non-
ethical relations. So the premises of this argument are
quite compatible with the view that Reason plays a much
mgre important part in ethics than Hume alIows.

(ii) Hume argues that his position is strengthened by the
analogy between ethical and asthetic judgments. The
beauty'of an object no doubt depends on the relations and
proportions of its parts. And these are in many cases
recognised only by the exercise of Reason. But the recog.
nition of these relations and proportions is not suffi.cient to
give rise to an asthetic judgment. A circle would have
no beauty unless there were observers so constituted that
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llrr. rr.r:ognition of its form calls forth an emotion of admira-
liorr irr l lrt:m. Similarty a murder would not be wrong unless
llrr,r'r' wcrc observers so constituted that this kind of relation
lrr.lrvr,r,n mcn calls forth an emotion of disapproval. This
rrrffililrrrnt rlocs not, I think, appreciably strengthen Hume's
lxrsiliorr. Iiither the situation with regard to esthetic
Irrrlgrrrt,nts is, or it is not, exactly analogous to that with
lr.plirrrl lo moral judgments. If there is exact analogy, we
Iurvr, :rlrr,rr<ly shown that the facts in the case of moral
lrrllgrrrr,rrls rrrc susceptible of two other interpretations beside
llrrrrrr.'s. And the same two alternatives would be open
irr llrl crtsr: of ;csthetic judgments. If there is not exact
rurirI4,,;,, llrcn the argument from the asthetic to the moral
Irrrlpirrrcrrt crtnnot be relied upon. For the differences might
lr. rirrclr rrs lo nllow Hume's theory to be true of asthetic
lrrrlllrrrr.rrls, anrl to prevent it being true of moral judgments.

(rri) lt yolr l)t'oss a man as to why he did a certain action
llrr,rr.will rrlw;rys cornc a point at which he can make only
rr lrrulohrllou:i ir.nsw(:r. If you ask him why he plays golf,
Irr,nr,ry,,,ry llutl il is for tltt: sirkc of health. If you ask
Irltrr wlry lrr.w,tttlr, lo kcr'11 irr lrcitlth, hc may say that it is
lx,1 1111n1 lllur",,r t'r prrtrrlrrl. ltrrl, if you ask him why he
rll',llL,,n Jlrrlu, rrnrl lrr',,t ill lrlrs 1l;tl it'ttr:r: ttl llnswer you at all,
llrr rrtlr llll,trr,rhl lltl litttlolog()lltl;lltsw(lr: " Bccause I do."
llrln, llrrtrrr' llrlnh',, ',ltow'r lltirl lttrlrsott is concerned only
wllll rilr,rrrrr rlilrl $'tllr tr.ltrltvr. r'lttls, llovcr with ultimate
r,l,ln N,,w r'rrlrrr t,r irrltrtilllrl to llt: an ultimate end,
rlr,,rlrrrlrlr' llr llrr rwtl 'ritli('. 'l'ltr:rt'[ort: tltere must be some
nrrllllr'nl lr nu,n lo wlticlt virtuc appeals, and it must
rL,tlvr, llrr vrrlttl lrrttt llris :tltrl this alone. The weakness of
llrl,r ,rr,:ilrrrr.ill will lrcsl lx: sr:t:n by taking a parallel case.

lrr rrrry r lriur rll tcrtsrtttittg whittever we eventually get back
il
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to premises for which we can give no reason, in the sense

that we cannot mention any other proposition from which
they are dEducible. But this does not show that our accept-
ance of these ultimate premises must be irrational. It may
of course happen to be so. But it may be that we accept
them because Reason perceives directly that their subjects
and their predicates are necessarily connected. Similarly,
in explaining why we acted in a certain way, we come
eventually to ends which are valued for themselves and not
as means to anything else. But it does not follow that
our recognition of their value does not depend on rational
insight into their nature.

The upshot of the matter is that, on this vitaliy important
point, Hume has neither proved his own case nor refuted
that of his opponents. But it remains possible that he is
right and they are wrong. I cannot profess to decide the
question here; but I will end by pointing out one con-
sequence of Hume's view. This is that every dispute on
questions of right and wrong is capable of being settled
completely by the simple method of collecting statistics.
Suppose that A thinks that X is right, and B thinks that
X is wrong. We have first to make sure that A and B agree
as to the non-ethical facts about X, i.e., as to its non-ethical
qualities and relations to other things, as to what effects it
wiil have and what effects other things which might have
been substituted for it would have had, and so on. Suppose
that, when all differences and confusions on these non-
ethical matters have been removed, A still thinks that X is
right and B stiil thinks that it is wrong. If Hume's theory
be true, this means that A thinks that most men would
feel an emotion of approval on contemplating X, whilst B
thinks that most men would feel an emotion of disapproval
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orr lorrlctnplating X. Now this is a question which cdn be
nr.l lk,rl by experiment, observation, collection of statistics,
rrrul cnrpirical generalisation. This seems to me simply
Irrlrr.rlilrlt:. I should accept the view that there is a point
rn irny r:thical dispute between A and B beyond which
lrrr llrrr rrrgument becomes futile. This would not, of course,

l)r.v(, llrrrt the diflerence has been reduced to a mere
rlrlllrcrutr of taste; for it rnlght be that A's intellect was
olrl rrrl or warped, as compared with B's, in respect to
r.rlirirr rlrritc objective qualities or relations. But, as I
Irrrvr. .j rrit lxrinted out,'the logicai consequence of Hume's
llrr.ry is rrot that in disputes on moral questions there
( rnr"i ;r. lxrint beyond which we can only say " de gust'ibus

,tu,t (\1. i,isfulandurn." The logical consequence of his theory
rrr llrrl ;rll sttclt disputes could,be settled, and that the way
lo,,r'llh' llu:m is to collect statistics of how people in fact
rhr lr,r'1. Anrl to me this kind of answer seems utterly
rrrt,L'v;rttl lo llris kintl of question. If I am right in this,

. llrrrrrr"s llrr:oty tttttst llc false.
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CHAPTER V
Kant

KAlvr's theoryof ethics differs from Spinoza's and Hume's
far more radically than these differ from each other. The
most fundamental point of divergence is the following.
For Spinoza and Hume the notions of good and evil are
primary, those of right and wrong are derived from them,
whilst that of duty or obligation is barely mentioned. A
right action or intention is simply one that leads or is likely
to lead to a good result. For Kant the notion of duty or
obligation and the notions of right and wrong are funda-
mental. A good man is one who habitually acts rightly, and
a right action is one that is done from a sense of duty.
There is a second absolutely fundamental difierence between
Kant and Hume, at any rate, which may be mentioned at
once. Ethics for Hume is concerned simply with mankind.
It deals with the purely contingent fact that men have a
disposition to feel emotions of approval and disapproval,
and the equally contingent fact that in men this disposition
is excited by cont'emplating the happiness or misery of
human beings. Kant, on the other hand, holds that the
fundamental laws of morality are the same for every rational
being, whether man, angel, or God, since the ultimate
criterion of rightness is deducible from the concept of a
rational being as such. The relation of Kant to Spinoza on
this point cannot be stated briefly; it will suflrce to say
here that both, in their very different ways, thought that
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tlrn rlouble nature of man, as being partly instinctive and
pnrtly rttional, was of vital importance in human ethics.
Aftnr lhcsc preliminaries I will now give a critical account
ol Kuut's theory.

'l'lur thcory may be summed up in the following pro-
lxrrlliorrs. (r) Nothing is intrinsically good but a good will.
Knrrl. trics to prove this by taking other alleged intrinsic
grxxls, srrch as happiness, intellectual eminence, etc., and
rlrorvirrg that each may be worthless or positively evil when
rrol r:ornbined with a good will. This argument is fallacious.
l[ wtr irccept the alleged facts they prove only that a
grxxl will is a necessary co'nstitu-ent of any whole which is
Inlrlrrsit:tlly good. It does not follow, though it may of
oorlrrc lx: true, that a good will has itself anSz intrinsic
vnlttt.

(.r) A good will is one that habitually wills rightly.
(.1) 'l'hc rightness or wrongness of a volition depends

wlrolly on the nature of its motive. It does not depend on
llr ur:lrrrrl consequences. And it does not depend on its
Ittlr,ttrlt,rl conscquences except in so far as the expectation
rtl lhr.lc forrns part of the motive. Of course a mere idle
wlrlr lr of no moral value. But, provided we genuinely
Ity lo crrrry out our intention, and provided our motive is
tlglrl, llrr.rr tlrc volition is right no matter what its con-
to.ltton('rs rniry be.

(1) 'l'lrc nt:xt question that arises is therefore: " What is
llro lrllcrrou of rightness of motive? " Before answering
llth r;ttt'lliorr wc must draw some distinctions among volun-
lrty rl'lknrs. In the first place we may divide them into
Atlurnr on lmfulse and Actions on Prineipk I will begin
hy lllttrlrnting this distinction. Suppose that I want to
tllk'vr, u r:c1'lsil1 man who is in distress, simply because
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I like him personally or because the sight of his distress
makes me feel uncomfortable. Then I might not want to
relieve a precisely similar man in a precisely similar situation
if I did not happen to like him or if his distress were not
thrust under my nose. This kind of voluntary action is
impulsive. No doubt it has c{tctses; there is something in
the particular case which excites some conative disposition
in me. But it is not, strictly speaking, done for a re6r.son
or on any principle which goes beyond this particular case.
Now contrast this with the case of a member of the Charity
Organisation Society giving relief to a complete stranger.
He anaiyses the situation to see whether it does or does
not come under a certain rule or principle of action which
he has accepted. If it does, he gives relief; if it does not,
he refuses it. And he would treat in exactly the same way
any other man whose case had the same features. This is
an example of action on principle. The agent had a reaso?t,
for his action. And, if he stated his reason, his statement
would always take the following form : ,,This case has
such and such characteristics; and &ny case having these
characteristics ought to be treated in such and such a
way." Now Kant holds that an action cannot be right
unless it is done on some general principle, which the agent
accepts.

(5) This, however, is not a suff,cient criterion of rightness.
Kant divides principles or maxims of conduct into two
classes, which he calls Hypothetical, and Categorical, Im,pera_
tiaes. A hypothetical imperative is a principle of conduct
which is accepted, not on its own merits, but siinply as a
rule for gaining some desired end. Suppose that I refuse to
make a certain statement on a certain occasion, for the
reason that it would be a 1ie, and that lies ought not to be
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lolrl, Suppose that my ground for believing that lies ought
rr,l lo lrc told is that they undermine confidence and thus
rrrlrrr:c human happiness. Then the principle that lies ought
Irol lo l>c told would be, for me, a merely hypothetical
Itttlx.rirlive. It is accepted as a rule for maintaining human
Irrrlrlrirrcss, and not on its own merits. It is thus both con-
lirrgr,lrt and derivative. It is contingent, because conditions
rur r. <:onceivable in which lying would not reduce human
Itrrlrpincss, and in such conditions I should no longer accept
llu, lrrinciple. And it is derivative, because my acceptance
ul it in cxisting circumstances depends on my desire for
lrrrrrurn happiness. The latter is my ultimate motive for
rrot lying. A categorical imperative would be one that is
rrlrr'ptcd on its own merits, and not as a rule for gaining
norrrc rlesired end. If an action were done on a principle
wlrir:lr is a categorical imperative we might say that it was
tk.lnc tor a principle, and not merely oz a principle. In fact
w(' (:ir.n distinguish three cases, viz., action in accord,ance
rill, ;rction on, and action for a principle. An impulsive
'rclion might happen to be in accordance with a principle,
llrirrrglr it could not be done on principle nor for principle.
Nnw !(;tnt holds that there are categorical as well as hypo-
llrlicirl irnperatives; a view which many philosophers
worrll rr:jcct. And he holds that an action is right if and
orrly if it is done on a principle which is a categorical
lrrr;x.r'irtivc, i.e., if it is done/or a principle.

Wlry rlid Kant hold this view ? His reason appears to
l,r. llris. It seems evident to him that any action which, in
rr l:rv(.ll sit.uution, is right or wrong at all must be right or
wronf1, in that situation, f.or any rational being whatever,
rrrr nrrllr,r what his particular tastes and inclinations may
l,r' Now rrrry hypothetical imperative presupposes a desire
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for some particular kind of object. But different rational
beings, or different species of rational beings, might like
different kinds of objects. All men, a.g., dislike the kind of
sensation which we call toothache. But this fact has no
necessary connexion with their rationality. There is nothing
impossible in the supposition that there might be rational
beings who liked the sensation o{ toothache as much as
most men like the scent of roses. And it is conceivable that
there might be rational beings who have no sensations at
all; indeed many people would hold that this possibility is
realised in the case of angels. Therefore no hypothetical
imperative would be accepted by atl rational beings as such.
Hence, if there be any principles of conduct which would
be accepted by ali rational beings as such, they must be
accepted on their own merits and must therefore be
categorical imperatives.

(6) We come now to the final question : " What charac-
teristic must a principle of conduct have in order to be
accepted on its own merits by every rational being as such ? "
Kant's answer is that the feature which is common and
peculiar to such principles must be a certain characteristic
Jorm, and not anything characteristic in their contenl. And
the formal criterion is this. It is necessary and sufficient
that the principle shall be such that anyone who accepts
it as Zfs principle of conduct can consistently desire that
every one else should also make it their principle of conduct
and should act upon it. This supreme criterion Kant often
calls " the Categoical Imperative " or " the Moral Law ".
It would be better to call it the " supreme Principle of
Categorical Imperatives ". For it is a second-order principle
which states the necessary and sufficient conditions that
must be fulfilled by ar,y first-order principle if the latter is
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to be a categorical imperative and action determined by it
is to be morally right.

We may now sum up the theory. An action is right if
and only if the agent's sufficient motive in doing it is the
fitct that he recognises it to be required in the circumstances
lry a right principle of conduct. A principle of conduct is
riglrt if and only if it would be accepted on its own merits
by tny rational being, no matter what his special tastes
iurrl inclinations might be. It must therefore be a principle
wlrich is acceptable to rational beings simply because of its
itrlrinsic form, and not because it is a rule for gaining some
rk'sircd end. And a principle will be acceptable to all
nrlional beings if and only if each could consistently wiII
thitt all should adopt it and act on it. This is the essence
of l(ant's theory, as I understand it; and I will now make
urtrrt: cxplanatious and criticisms before considering the
fttt'llrt:r developments of the theory. I will begin with some
rxgrlirnations.

(r) What are we to say about actions which are deter-
tnirrr:rl by a mixture of causes ? Suppose I refrain from
lr,llirrg a lie to a certain man on a certain occasion. All
llu, krllowing three causes may be moving me in the same
rltrn:liorr. I may have a special feeling of iove or respect
furr lrinr. I may desire human happiness, and believe that
l1,rrr1i rrnrk:r the given circumstances would tend to diminish
ll Arrrl I may accept the principle that lies ought not to
lrr, lokl irs a categorical imperative. Does my action cease
lo lrr. liglrt because the first two cause-factors are present
rrrrrl irrr. nroving me in the same direction as the third ?

l(rrrrl cr,rtrinly talks as if this were so. But I do not think
ilurl lrr nccd have taken this extreme view if he had
tr,rogrrisrxl a certain ambiguity in the notion of "mixed
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motives". Suppose that three cause-factors, x, y, arrd z,
are all moving me in the same direction. It may be that
they are severally necessary and jointly sufficient to deter-
mine my action. ff so, the situation would properly be
described by saying that I have a single motive which is
internal,l,y cornplex. On the other hand, it may be that one
of these motive-factors, e.g., x, would have sufficed to
determine my action even if the others had been absent.
Now all that Kant needs to maintain is that, when there is
a plurality of cause-factors all moving the agent in the
same direction, the action would be right if and only if it
would stil,l have been done for a principle even though the
other factors had been absent.

(z) Kant has sometimes been counted as an extreme
advocate of the infallibility of the individual conscience.
This is a peculiarly foolish accusation. He nowhere suggests
that a single first-order moral principle is self-evident. On
the contrary the essence of his theory is to offer a single
necessary and sufficient criterion by which every suggested
principle of conduct must be tested and judged before it
can rightly be accepted and acted upon.

(3) Kant has sometimes been blamed because no particular
rules of conduct can be deduced from his general principle.
It is said to be " empty ", " sterile ", and " merely formal ".
Since Kant was perfectly well aware that his general principle
is merely formal and since he plainly regarded this as its
great merit, we may assume that this objection rests on a
misunderstanding. The relation of the Moral Law to par-
ticular Categorical Imperatives, such as " Lies ought not to
be told ", is not supposed to be iike the relation of the Law
of Gravitation to Kepler's Laws of Planetary Motion. It is
much more like the relation of the general principle : " All
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,rrllrrmcnts of the form'all IVI is P and all S is M entail
irll S is P' are valid " to a particular bit of reasoning of
llrrrl form, such as: " AIl men are mortal and all Greeks
,u(. uron, therefore all Greeks are mortal." You cannot
r[,rlrrt:t: any particular argument from the general principle
,l Ilrc syllogism ; but, if any particular argument in syliogistic
l,r rrr <;la.ims to be valid, you can test its claims by seeing
rvlrr,llrt:r it does or does not have the formal structure
r,'r;rrirr:tl by the general principle. Kant would say, I think,
llrrrl it is no more the business of ethics to provide rules of
r orrrlut:t than it is the business of logic to provide arguments.
'l lrc lrtrsiness of ethics is to provide a test for rules of conduct,
;u:il rrs it is the business of logic to provide a test for'
ir r llrr rnr:ttts.

I lurvc now, I hope, removed the more obvious mis-
rrrrrL,r'sltndings that may arise about Kant's theory. Let
rrrr llrt'rr lrcgin to criticise it. (r) We must admit at once,
.r., rr pltin matter of fact, that certain principles are accepted
rrn(l :r(:l(xl upon by many people who do not accept or act
rl,r)n llrcm simply as hypothetical imperatives. It is
1rr rlr.r'lly ct:rtain that many people accept and act on the
l,rrrrciPk' that lies ought not to be told, without thinking
,,1 wlr:llrur the results of lying are desirable or undesirable.
llir.rr. rrrr: then imperatives which are here and now cate-
l,,,ur;rl for ccrtain persons, and there is action for the sake
,,1 l,rirrciplt:s. To this extent Kant is right, and he has
potnllrl orrt utt important psychological fact which moralists
Itl,r lrlrnrozir and Hume tend to ignore. The utmost that a
llrrlrt,rrr:rn <xruld honestly say of such facts is that the
rrrrlr.r,rlivr.s which are now categorical for Smith must once
lr,rr', l,r.r,rr rttercly hypothetical, either for Smith himself or
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for earlier members of his society or race. Accepted originally
only as rules for gaining some desired end, they have now
acquired such prestige that Smith accepts them for their
own sake without thinking of their consequences. I am not
at present concerned to criticise this theory of the origin of
categorical imperatives. I wish simply to point out that
there are imperatives which are here and now categorical
for certain persons.

(z) We saw that the premise which is alleged to entail
the most characteristic parts of Kant,s theory is the
following. Any action which, in a given situation, is right
or wrong at all would be right or wrong lor any rational
being whatever in that situation, no matter what his special
tastes and inclinations might be. Now this premise seems
to me plainly false. I think it is true that some actions
would be right, and that some wo:uld. be wrong, in a given
situation, quite independentry of the tastes and incrinations
of the agent. 8.g., if he were a member of a board of electorsit would be his business to ignore his personal liking or
disliking for any of the candidates. But it is equally certain
that some actions would be right if done by an agent with
one set of tastes and inclinations and wrong if done in
precisely the same situation by an agent with certain other
tastes and inclinations. If the agent, instead of having to
decide whether to choose A or B for a professorship, had
to decide whether to make a proposai of marriage to A
or to B, it is perfectly obvious that his personal likings
and dislikings would be relevant to the rightness of his
action.

This conclusion may perhaps be reinforced by the
following consideration. Every one admits that what is
right or wrong for a given agent at a given moment depends
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Irr ;rirrl on the nature of the situation in which he is placed
rrl llrr: moment of acting. Now among the factors in the
rrilrrtlion are the tastes and inclinations of the other rational
lrr.irrgs with whom the agent is concerned. And, although
llrr,sr: rrre not relevant to the rightness or wrongness of some
rrr'liolrq, the5r quite certainly are relevant to the rightness
()r' wrongness of others. Now it seems very far-fetched to
sul)lx)sc that, whilst the tastes and inclinations of all other
rrrlional beings are often ethically relevant, those of the
irl3rrrt are never so.

'l'hc most then that I could admit is that there may be
r,orrrc actions which would be right and some which would
lx: wrong in a given situation no matter what might be the
l;rslr.s and inclinations of the agent. Since there are certainly
ollrcrs of which this is not true, Kant's theory of ethics
rnrrsl :rt best be incomplete. For his criterion at best will
r;,1rly only to this department of morality and not to
rrrorrrlity as a whole. Ferhaps this is the only parf of morality
lor wlrich any general criterion can be given; but that is
iitrotlrt:r matter.

(.1) Supposing that there are some actions which would
lrr, r ight and some which would be wrong in a given situation
ltil iltty rational being, does it follow that the principles on
wlrir:h such actions are done must be categorical and not
lrypotlrr-.tical imperatives ? Kant's ground for asserting this
l'r, irs wr: have seen, that a hypothetical imperative is accepted
orrly :rs a rule for gaining some desired end; and that there
r,, rro cnd which all rational beings as such must desire.
llri:. sccms highly plausible. But it is necessary to draw
rr rli:;l irrt:tion between two different questions. (a) Is there
rur!' r,n{l which all rational beings who contemplated it
u,rrrkl judge to be desirable? And (b) is there any end
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such that one could infer from the concept of a rational
being that any such being must judge it to be desirable ?

The answer to the second question is, no doubt, in the
negative. The concept of a rational being is the concept
of a being who is capable of intuiting necessary connexions,
of making inferences both deductive and problematic, and
of forming a priori concepts. It is quite impossible to see
directly or to infer deductively that such a being would
find anything desirable, still less that it would find so-
and-so-e.g., general happiness-desirable. We could, how-
ever, infer the hypotheticai proposition that, f anything-
a.g., general happiness-be intrinsically desirable, them stch a
being would be able to see this if he contemplated the
notion of general happiness. For this hypothetical pro-
position does follow from the premise that the being is
capable of intuiting necessary connexions, and this is part
of the definition of a rational being.

It should now be evident that the negative answer
which we have had to give to the second question has no
bearing whatever on the first question. Let us take a
parallel case from mathematics. We could not infer from
the concept of a rational being that all rational beings are
capable of seeing that the square-root of z is an irrational
number. We could infer only that, if this be a necessary
proposition , then all rational beings will be capable of seeing
its truth and necessity. Yet, in point of fact, the proposition
that the square-root of a is an irrational number is a necessary
truth, and all rational beings who are properly trained and
pay attention to the very simple proof of it can see this for
themselves. In exactiy the same way it might, 4.g., be the
case that general happiness is intrinsically desirable. In that
case every rational being rvho contemplated the notion of
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g,,rrr.r,rl lrirlrpiness with enough attention would be able to
rr.r, llrirl it is desirable, though it is certainly not deducible
Ir,,lr llrc trotion of a rational being that he should find
g,'rrr,r ir I Iutppiness desirable.

!!'r, scr: then that it is perfectly possible that there may
lrr. r'rrrls which every rational being who contemplated them
rt,ttull, itt, fuct recognise to be intrinsically desirable, although
llrr.rr. rrrc no ends with regard to which it could be inferred,
Ir.rrr tlrt: concept of a rational being that he would find
tlrr,rrr rlcsirable. It is therefore possible that even those
,rr liorrs which would be right or wrong in a given situation
rr.lirrrrllt:ss of the special tastes and inclinations of the agent
nr:rv lrc rlone on principles which are accepted as hypothetical,
irrrrl not as categorical, imperatives.

(4) l-t:t us suppose, however, that there are some principles
wlrir:lr arc accepted by all rational beings as categorical, and
n()t rncrely as hypotheticpl, imperatives. Kant, as we
lirrow, ckLims to infer from the concept of a rational being
t.!rr. nt:r:essary and sufhcient conditions which such a principle
rrrust fulfil. Can this be done ? It seems perfectly clear to
ulr tlrat it cannot. It appears possible only so long as the
con<:r:1lt of a rational being is left unanalysed in an atmo-
slrlrr,rc misty with the incense of adoration. When it is
lrrorrght into the common light of day and analysed, as we
lurvt: done to it, we see that one can no more infer that a
r:rtir-rnal being would recognise any principle as right than
tlrirt it wouid recognise any end as desirable. Still less
<'orrl<[ we infer from the concept of a rational being that it
woukl accept aII those principles and only those which
,rrrswered to a certain formal condition.

Why did Kant imagine that he could infer such a criterion
lrorn the concept of a rational being ? Presumably his mind
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must have moved in the following way. If there be anything
which a rational being as such might be expected to dislike,
it will be logical inconsistency. So a rational being would
reject any principle whose acceptance uould, involve him in
logical inconsistency. Then Kant must have jumped, in
some way which I cannot pretend to explain, from this
proposition to the proposition that a rational being would
accept any principle whose acceptance would not involve
him in logica-l inconsistency. This is of course absolutely
indefensible, and charity bids us turn our eyes from the
painful spectacle.

The truth on this matter seems to me to be the following.
There rnay be principles which rvould be accepted as cate-
gorical imperatives by all rational beings. But, if so, each
is accepted because of its special content, and not because
oj any peculiarity in its form. I think that the principle
that gratitude is due to our benefactors is a plausible example
of such a principle. Now, if this would be accepted by any
rational being who understood the meaning of the terms
" gratitude " and " benefactor ", it is because there is an
intrinsic relation of. f,ttingness between the former kind of
ernotion and the latter kind of object. It is accepted
then, if at all, because a rational being can see that
a certain relation necessarily relates those two special
terms. It is not accepted because of anything in its general
form.

Again, it is possible that there may be some characteristic
which is common and peculiar to all the principles which
would be accepted as categorical imperatives by a1l rational
beings. If so, this characteristic might be abstracted and
used in future as a test for any principle which claimed to
be a categorical imperative acceptable to all rational beings.

KANT rzg
llrrt il is r;rrite certain that such a criterion, even if it exists,
r lrril lrot be deduced from the concept of a rational being.
ll tl r,xisls and can be discovered at all, its discovery and
oqlrrlrlirrlrrrrt:nt must take place in the following way. We
rlr,,rrlrl lr:rvc to compare a number of admittedly categorical
Irrrgx'lirlivcs with each other, and contrast them with a
Itturrlx.r' o[ principles which were admittedly not categorical
Itrrlx.rirlivcs. We might then discover that there is a certain
r lrrrlrr:lr,r'istic common and peculiar to the forrner. Finally
tvr, rrril;lrl lrc able to see by an act of intuitive induction that
,,,,1, tlrirrr:iplc which had this characteristic would necessarily
lx.rr cirlr.gorical imperative, and that the converse of this is
rr lno rr.r'r'ssllrily tnu:.

(5) l.r.t us now r:onsiclcr I(ant's criterion in greater detail.
'llrr,,rilr.riorr is tlurt:r principle must be such that any
trrlklrrrl lrr.irr6 wlro t)rolx)ses to accept it could consistently
wlll lllrl il r,lrorrlrl lrr: acccptcd and acted upon by every
r)lrt An l(rrrrl lxrirrls orrl, rr principle might fail to pass this
llrl lrr lwo rlrllr.rr.rrl wirys. In the first place, the very
rttlrlrrrllhrtr oI r,\,r.ry olu. rtr:littg irt a certain manner in
r etlrrlm r lt. ultnlrttr r,n rrriglrl lx, sclf -rxrntradictory. This
s'61,, llr, llrlrrhr, wlrrLl lr illrrrlritlcrl lry t.hc principle that
ivrrl y rrrr rlrutthl trlr,rrt lo lriry lriu:l< Itulnt:y which was
ntlgltrrrlly ll'ttl lu lrltrr ott ptoulrhc of tr'prt.ytttcttt. Sccondly,
llto nrrp;xrnlllorr ul r,\,..ry onr.irclirrg in ir t:crtain way in
r lr lrrln r lrlunrrlrrtrl',r trrigltl ttol lx' sr:lf-cotttradictory, but
ll trrtglrl lx. lltrrl llrrr conscrptcttt:t: o[ othcr pcople acting on
llrl'r prrrtcigrlr.worrltl lx: lo hinrlcr me from acting on it.
Irr llrrrl lirsr. I r:ottkl rtot consistcntly will that the principle
;,lrorrhl lrr. 11.ltr,r'rrlly rtcccpted and acted upon. Kant thinks
llrrrl llris r:rtst: worrltl bc illustrated by the principle that
lvr.ry ()n(: slroultl seck to make himself as happy as possible

I
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without regard to the happiness of any other man except
in so far as this subserves his own happiness.

It is very difficult to think of any principle which would
strictly be self-contradictory when generalised. I cannot
see that Kant's example of promise-breaking is a case in
point. If the principle were generally acted upon people
in difficulties would, no doubt, soon cease to be able to get
help from others by promises of repayment. So the real
position is that the desire that every one who has got out
of a difficulty by making a promise shall be allowed to
break the promise afterwards is incompatible with the
desire that every one who is in difficulties shall be able to
get out of them by making promises. The incompatibitity
consists in the fact that, human memory and human motives
being what they are, the fulfilment of the former desire
would prevent that of the latter. In fact human nature is
so constituted that, if the principle were generally acted
upon, there would very soon be no more cases for it to
apply to. This is plainly not, as it ought to be on Kant's
theory, a case of. sel,f-contradiction or purely forutal' in-
consistency.

The example of the second case is equally unfortunate,
though in a different way. If it is to be relevant at all we
must suppose that the principle of Egoism is accepted as a
categorical, imperative, and not as a mere rule for gaining
maximum personal happiness. My acceptance of the prin-
ciple therefore does not presuppose a desire for my own
happiness or a belief that this is the most effective way to
secure it. Now ail that Kant shows is that the acceptance
of this principle by others would be likely to lead to con-
sequences detrimental to my happiness. Thus he shows only
that my desire that every one should accept and act on
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llrn ;rrlrrr:iplc of Egoism would be inconsistent with my
rlorho krr nry own maximum happiness. And this is wholly
Ittolovnrrl. lior we ought to be testing the claims of Egoism
lrr lln rr rulegorical imperative ; and, as such, it does not pre-
ullrlxurt. tlrc existence of a desire for my own happiness.
Atrrl, xo frrr as I can see, if anyone did propose to accept
lltrt ptirrr:ipkr of Egoism as a categorical, and not as a hypo-
llrolh'nl, inrpcrative, there would be no way of refuting
lrlttr I slulrkl claim to see by inspection that he was
Ittlrlrkr.rr ; llrt there I should have to leave the matter.

'l lrr only importance of Kant's criterion is as a means
ul rrvoirlirrg ytrsonal bias. If I feel inclined to approve a
rorlrrlrr rrlliorr by myself in a certain situation it is always
rh'rllrlrlr. lo t:onsider what I should think if the same kind
ul rtr'lirrlt wcrc done in the same situation by another man.
ll I ltrrrl tlr;tt I should condemn it in another, and yet can
urn no rr,k.vlnt differences between him and me, the chances
rrro llrrrl nry iq)proval of the action in my own case is due
ln'rrrrrr, gx.r'sonrl bias. But it is important to notice that
lhlr 1ir hrci;rlc, like the Principle of Indifference in Probability,
lrutrrol lx. rrsrxl mechanically. I have to judge for myself
wlrnl rllllr,rr.rur:s between me and another are, and what
ilr, rrol, r.llri<:ally relevant to this kind of action in this
llrrrl ol rilrrtlion. And, beyond a certain point, this cannot
ln rnrlrrcr.rl lo gcncral rules.

! lrrvr. rurw criticised the most fundamental points in
Knrrl'r llrr.ory. I will therefore pass to the further develop.
Irronlrurl il. (r) l(ant gives two other forms of the Supreme
lrtlrr lph, of Mrlr:tlity. The second forrn is: " Treat every
rrlkurrrl lrlnr(, including yourself, always as an end and
m.rvot un rr nr(lrc rne&ns." The third form is: ," A principle
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of conduct is morally binding on me if and only if I can
regard it as a law which I impose on myself." He regards
the three forrns of the Moral Law as logically equivalent,
but thinks that each emphasises a different aspect of it.
I cannot see that the three forms are logically equivalent;
but the two additional principles are interesting, and deserve
some slight comment.

(a) The second formula plainly contains an important
truth, but it stands in need of some qualification. In the
first place so far from being thought wrong, it is thought
to be an act of specialiy heroic virtue in certain circumstances
for a soldier to sacrifice his life for his country, or for a
doctor to do so for his patients, or for a scientist to do so
for the advancement of knowledge. It must be admitted,
however, that, although we thus admire people in certain
circumstances for treating lhemselaes as mere means, we
should not feel justified in treating them in that way without
their consent. Again, there seem to be cases in which you
must either treat A or treat B, not as an end, but as a
means. If we isolate a man who is a carrier of typhoid,
we are pro tanto treating him merely as a cause of infection
to others. But, if we refuse to isolate him, we are treating
other people pro tanto merely as means to his comfort and
culture. The fact rvhich this formula exaggerates seems to
be the following. EJ"ry rational being (and, I should add,
every sentient being) has as such certain claims to con-
sideration which it is always wrong to ignore. But, although
such claims must always be considered, they need not, and
indeed cannot, allbe satis-fied in fi:Jl. For they may conflict
with each other, and then some comPromise must be struck
between them. And in certain cases we approve a man
for voluntarily abating or renouncing his claims, though we
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slrorrkl not judge it right to impose this abatement or
rr,rnrnciation on him in the circumstances.

(D) The third formula also contains an important truth
cxlrrcsscd in an exaggerated form. It is not necessary that
;r prirrr;iple of conduct should be " self-imposed " ; indeed it
r:; tlorrbtful whether any clear meaning can be attached to
t I r is r u;tion. But it is true that an action done for a principle
Ir:r:; rr<) moral value unless the agent Ireely and wittingly
;rlr:r,1rts the principle for which it is done. It is important
lo 1111[11;s, however, that a principle may be freely and
wrttingly accepted in two quite different ways. (i) I may
.rccr,pt it directly, because, on inspection, I persuade myself
tlr;rt it is right to act in such and such a way in such and
srrr:lr r:ircunrstances. (ii) I may not be able to see this
rlirr,r:lly. ltut I may be told that it is so by someone whom
I lrr.lit:vr: to have greater moral insight in general or in this
r;1x.r'r;rl rk.prrrtmt:nt of conduct than I have. Or, again,
I rrrilllrt lrr,lir,vr: that it had been ordained by a good God'
lor rr.il.,()n.i wlrir:lr I cannot understand but which are
r r.r l,rinly ;rrlr,r;11'r.1,.. In srr<,:h r:ases it would be my duty to
,1rrr.;rl llrr.;rrirrr'r1rk.;rrrrl ;r<:l orr it, cvcn though I could not
.,r., r1,, lrrrllr lry rlirr.r:l rrrr;1x.r:liorr o[ tltc tcrms. The kind
ol r,r,,r, rvlrrr lr l(,url',; llrrtrl lirlrrrrrllr is lneant to cut .out is
tvlr, r, llrr ;rrrrrr rlrll r,, ;rr'r'r'1ltt,rl ,,tt:t(l.y ()n tradition, or
mrtrlt'lrrrrr llrr. lr..rr llr:rl (iorl will ltrrrrish me if I do not
,rr I lr ,rr r,trl,lnr r. \i,rllr ll, lrr srrr:lr <:lLscs ltctions done from
Ilrr'r;,rrrr, rl,l,,w,,rrlrI pl;rirrl.y lurvt: rro rnclral value.

(.,) K,rrrt rlrirw:, ir vr:r'y inrportant distinction between
ll,.' tttlt,,t',ttill.y goorl (.Slarurrtutrt, lJomtm) and the com.plete
1',rxxl (1i1,1111rn (,'ott,sulttntutun). As we have seen, he holds
llr.r I .r rvill wlri<:lr lurbitually wills rightly is intrinsically good
,rrrrl llr.rt rrotlring else is so. Pleasure and pain, e.g., by
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themselves are neither good nor bad. Nevertheless pleasure
and pain are capable of adding to or detracting from the
total value of a situation. A being who wiils rightly
deseraes a certain degree of happiness, and one who wills
wrongly deserves a certain degree of unhappiness. The
moral valtte of each being who wills rightly is of course
quite independent of whether he gets the amount of happiness
which his right wiiling deserves. But the total, value of a
universe in which each being who willed rightly did get the
amount and kind of happiness which his right willing
deserved would plainly be greater than that of an otherwise
similar universe in which happiness was absent or was not
distributed on this principle. If we adopt a useful distinction
of M'Taggart's we may say that the total value in the
universe would be the same in both cases; but the total
value o/ the universe would be greater in the first case than
in the second. The complele good would be a system of
perfectly virtuous beings, each enjoying that amount and
kind of happiness which his virtue deserved; although the
only intrinsic good is right willing, and although an action
is never right if it be donepr the sahe orf a reward.

This doctrine of Kant's is perfectly consistent, and I
agree with a large part of it. I accept the notion of desert,
and I agree that it is better that there should be virtue
with the appropriate amount of happiness than the same
degree of virtue with less happiness. I am not, however,
convinced that pleasure and pain have no intrinsic value;
though I am more inclined to think that pain is intrinsically
evil than that pleasure is intrinsically good. Doubts on
these points would introduce many complications into the
elegant simplicity of Kant's doctrine; and it would be out
of place tc pursue the subject further here.

KANT
( 1) 'l'lrr: last point to be noticed is Kant's theory of

l\l'rr.rl ( )lrliga"tion. Kant, like Spinoza, is greatly impressed
wrllr llrt: rlouble nature of man, as being partly a creature
ol p,r;siorr, impulse, instinct, and sensation, and partly a
r,rlrorr:rl being. Kant and Spinoza both held that the
r.rliorurl zrspect of man's nature is the more fundamental.
Nlillrcr of them gave a satisfactory account of the relations
lrclwccn the two; but for this no other philosopher is in a
lrosilion to cast stones at them. Kant's theory is, roughly,
llr;rt the non-rational aspect of a human mind is the way
rrr which such a mind inevitably appears to itself. It is
rrt't'tllcss to waste much time over this theory. Either the
lrtrrnrur mind, as it really is, is purely active and rational
or it is not. If it is not, the problem of the relation between
llrt: active rational side and the passive, emotional, and
s('nsr.rous side remains where it was. But, if it is purely
:rr:livc and rational, the problem of how it comes to appear
to itsclf as partly passive, emotional, and sensuous arises
rrt once and is plainly insoluble. Most of Kant's theory of
frt:ctlom consists of a rapid shuffie between one and the
othcr horn of this dilemma, and resembles an unskilful
pt:rformance of the three-card trick rather than a serious
plrilosophical argument.

Still, the double nature of man remains a f.act, whatever
rrtay be the right explanation of it. And both Kant and
Spinoza held that the characteristic experiences of obligation
rrnrl moral struggle are closely bound up with it. It will be
rt:nrernbered that Spinoza said that, if, per impossib,ile, aman
wr:re born with nothing but clear ideas and active emotions,
lu: would not know the meaning of good and evil though he
would in fact enjoy the highest good. Now Kant dis-
tirrguislres between what he calls the Good Wil.l. and the
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Holy Wil'|,. And he ascribes the experience of moral obligation
in human beings to the fact that their wilis are good, but
not holy. A good will is one which always has the power
to act on right principles, but is also susceptible to other
kinds of solicitation, e.g., speciai impulses and passions,
desires for certain ends, and so on. The wills of human
beings, in this life at any rate, are in this state. They need
never act on these other solicitations, but they are always
subject to them. A holy will would be one in which every
tendency to action except for the sake of a right principle
was absent. Such a will rnust be ascribed to God, and it
may perhaps belong to angels and to just rnen made perfect.
Now, in the case of a holy will, there is no question of duty
or obligation. All obligation is the obligation of a being
whose rvill is good, but not holy, to act as if its will were
holy ; i.e., never to act on any motive but right principle,
although other motives do in fact solicit it. Kant holds
that the fact that we are under an obligation to act in this
way implies that we always could have done so even in
those cases where we in fact did not. If you ask him how
this is possible his answer is that, as we realiy are, we are
purely rational active beings and therefore can always
behave as such. The particular inclinations, impulses, and
passions are only aspects under rvhich a being who is purely
active and rational appears to itself.

I have already shown that this solution is rnetaphysically
impossible. It is equally unsatisfactory from an ethical
point of view. Either what appear to me as my passive
emotions and irrational impulses are purel,y delusive appear-
ances, or they correspond to something in my real self' If
it be a pure delusion that I have irrational impulses it must
be a pure delusion that I ever act on them, and therefore

KANT

rr plrre delusion that I ever act wrongly. If, on the other
lrirn<l, these appearances do correspond to something in my
rcrrl self, then it is indeed possible that I should really act
wrongly at times. But my self will really be rnixed; and
tlrcre is no explanation rvhy a self which is in fact of mixed
rrtture should always be able to act as if its nature were
prrrcly rationai. The tmth is that Kant takes the mixture
to be real when he is dealing with purely ethical questions,
rurtl takes it to be delusive when he is trying to give a
rationai theory of the metaphysical consequences which he
thinks are entailed by the ethical facts.

In Kant's theotogical works there are traces of a different,
but no more satisfactory, theory. If it be admitted that the
rrotion of duty has any application it must be admitted that
sorne actions which I actually have done are actions that
I ought not to have done, and that sorne rvhich I failed to
tlo ought to have been done try me. tsut to say that I did
X but ought not to have done it implies that I could have
ruvoided doing X. And to say that I omitted X but ought to
have done it irnplies that I could have done it. It must
thcrcfore be adrnitted that the fact of duty and moral
obligation implies that my present actions are not completely
dctermined by my present character and situation. Yet
tny actions are events in time, and Kant claims to have

lrroved in the Criti,que of Pure Reason that e"ll events in
tirne are compietely determined. The solution is to dis-
linguish between me as a noumenon and me as a phenomenon.
Iivery act of mine couid be predicted by a person who
l<new enough about my circumstances, my innate dis-
positions, my past actions, and the laws of empirical
psychology. But, on the other hand, the whole series of
rny acts, ernotions, etc., is the manifestation of a single
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noumenal self which is not in time. Suppose now that my
empirical self contains, among other events, certain wrong
actions. These, as we have seen, must be so connected
with the other events in my empirical self and the rest of
the empirical world that they could have been predicted
with complete certainty by anyone who had enough know_
ledge of empirical facts and laws. Nevertheless f am
responsible for them. For my noumenal self. could. haae
manifested itself in time as an empirical self which did not
contain these wrong actions but contained right actions
instead. And I cannot disclaim responsibility for the fact
that my noumenal self chose to appear as an empirical self
which contains wrong actions rather than as an empirical
self which contains nothing but right actions. For it is my
real self ; and the whole series of events which make up
my empirical self is just one possible manifestation of my
noumenal self, which the latter freely and timelessly chooses
in preference to other possible manifestations.

This theory has at least the merit of admitting that the
noumenal self can really choose wrongly. But the notion of
a timeless and undetermined choice by a'noumenon of the
series of phenomena by which it shall be manifested in
time is quite unintelligible. And there is a further difficulty.
We have to suppose that each noumenon independentty of
all the rest makes an undetermined choice of the series of
phenomena by which it shall be manifested in time. yet
these various independently chosen series of phenomena
must all fit into each other in such a way that the whole
phenomenal world forms a single system in which even the
minutest items are subject to invariable rules of sequence
and co-existence. This seems absolutely incredible. And
so both Kant's attempts to reconcile complete determinism
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in Jhe empirical self with the possibility of real wrong and
right doing seem to break down.

Nevertheless, from a purely ethical point of view, Kant's
theory of moral obligation seems highty plausible, if we put
it in the form that " duty " and " obligation " have meaning
and application only to beings who are fundamentally, and
yet not wholly, rational. And he is right in holding that
an obiigation to do or to abstain implies power to do or
abstaip. But it is a very diffrcult problem to say what
precise meaning is to be given to the two highl5, ambiguous
words " fundamentally " and " power " ; and it is certain
that Kant has failed to answer this question satisfactorily.

Kant holds that there is a peculiar kind of emotion
which a being who has a good, but not a holy, will experiences
when he contemplates moral purity. This emotion, which
he calls Achtung, is a species of awe. On such occasions the
being, who from his mixed nature belongs both to the
world of sense and to the supersensible world, is getting
a peep, and the only direct peep which he can get in this
life, into the tratter. This glimpse humbles and even frightens
him, in so far as his nature is partly animal and sensuous;
yct, at the same time, it exalts him, in so far as his nature
is fundamentally rational, by reminding him that he is a
citizen of the supersensible wor1d. Here again it seems
clear that Kant is describing a genuine fact in terms which
rnost of us can understand and accept in outline, even
though we might hesitate to follow him in points of
rletail.

It remains to say something about Kant's ethical argu-
Iru'nts for immortality and for the existence of God. The
irrgument for immortality is as follows. We are under a
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moral obligation, not merely to act righily on all occasions,but also to make ourselves perfect. No* *" should not beperfect until we had no inclination to act wrongly. And
we shall neier c"rse to have the inclination to act wrongly
unless we become purely rational, and the ,"r.rorr, iil_pulsive, passive side of our nature is completely eliminated.
Now, in terms of time, this would take an infinite time toaccomplish. But, since we are morally obliged to aim atthis result, it musi be possibie to reach it. - 

Theiefore wpmust be immortal to allow us time to do so.
The following criticisms must be made on this argument :(a) The command to make ourselves perfect is ,rJt ; ;"taken literally. It is merely a rhetorical way of saying:" Never be contented with your present level of moralachievement." No doubt we alwayscan improve our moral.e,haracters so long as we are alive. But this does not implythat we shall ever be able to make them perfect. 1Ay fantbprernises are really inconsistent with each other. Onepremise is that morar perfection must be attainabre or itcould not be our duty to seek it. The other premise is thatit is attainable only after an unending time. And this is

sg1et1' equivalent to saying that it is not attainabte af ail.The ethical argument for the existence or God is asfollows. Nothing is intrinsically good except virtue, which
consists in doing right without any ulterior motive. Everyone can always act virtuously whether God exists o. ,rui.But, although virtue is the only intrinsic good., it is not, aswe have 'seen, the cornplete good. The complete good iscomposed of virtue with the appropriate amount of happiness.
Now we can say of the compiete good that it ought lo exist.But what ought to be must be possible, and therefore the
necessary conditions of its possibility must be actual. Now
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there is no necessary connexion between virtue and happiness
either logically or by way of ordinary natural causation.
There is no logical connexion, because virtue cannot be
defined in terms of happiness, and there are many other
kinds of happiness beside the feeling of satisfaction with
one's own virtue. And there is no causal connexion by the
ordinary laws of Nature. Virtue depends wholly on oneself,
and, on Kant's view, can always be realised no matter how
unfavourable the conditions may be. But happiness depends
largely on one's innate tastes and dispositions, on the state
of one's bodily health, and on external circumstances. And
a perfectly virtuous man has no more control over these
than a vicious one. The position then is this. The complete
good must be capable of existing, since it ought to exist.
One of its factors, viz., perfect virtue, is possible under all
circumstances. But the other factor, viz., the deserved
amount of happiness, will be realised only if the course of
Nature be deliberately overruled so as to secure it. 4"4the only way in which we can conceive this happening is by
supposing that Nature is dependent on a powerful, benevolent,
and moral being, who arranges that in the long run virtue
shall be reward.ed by the appropriate amount of happiness.

This argument is open to the following criticisms:
(r) There are two different senses of " ought ", and one of
these involves factual possibility whilst the other involves
only logical possibility. If I say: " You ought to do so
and so," I do imply that you could. do so and so in some
sense which is not merely that there is no logical contra-
rliction in the notion of your doing it. But, if I say: .. So
tnd so ought to exist," I imply only that it would involve
no logical contradiction, and that'any being who could
bring it about ought to try to do so. But it does not imply
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that there actually is any such being. Thus Kant is entitled
only to the hypothetical proposition: " ff a perfect God
existed he would order the course of Nature so that virtue
would receive its appropriate reward in happiness." He is
not entitled to the categorical conclusion that such a being
exists. (z) It seems to me that there is a certain incon-
sistency between Kant's position in this argument and his
position in the argument for immortality. In the latter it
is assumed that we shall not be morally perfect until we
have completely got rid of the passive, sensuous, and
emotional side of our nature. 'In the argument about God
it is assumed that the happiness, which is an essential
feature in the supreme good, is not the mere consciousness
of virtue, but is something further added as a reward of
virtue. But how could we feel any such happiness if we
had no sensations or emotions left ?

CHAPTER VI
Sidgwick

Srocwrcx's Methods of Ethics seems to me to be on the
whole the best treatise on moral theory that has ever been
written, and to be one of the English philosophical classics.
'fhis does not of course imply that Sidgwick was a better
man or an acuter thinker than the other writers with whose
thcories we have been dealing; for he inherited the results
o[ thcir llbours, and he thus had over them an advantage
of thc kind which any contemporary student of mathematics
or physics has over Newton and Faraday. But, even when
lhis advantage has been discounted, Sidgwick must continue
[o rirnk extremely high. He combined deep moral earnest-
rrr,ss with complete coolness and absence of moral fanaticism.
I lis r:ryiucity for seeing all sides of a question and estimating
llrr.ir rt:lative importance was unrivalled; his power of
rrrrirlysis was very great ; and he never allorved the natural
rk,silt: to make up one's mind on important questions to
lrrrlry him into a decision where the evidence seemed in-
:r.rlt:<1uate or conflicting. Those who, like the present writer,
n(:vor had the privilege of meeting Sidgwick can infer from
lris writings, and still rnore from the characteristic philo-
sophic merits of such pupils of his as M'Taggart and Moore,
lrow ircute and painstaking a thinker and how inspiring a
tr.ru:hcr he rnust have been. Yet he has grave defects as
rr writcr which have certainly detracted from his fame.
llis style is heavy and involved, and he seldom allowed
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that strong sense of humour, which is said to have made
him a delightful conversationalist, to relieve the uniform
dull dignity of his writing. He incessantly refines, qualifies,
raises objections, answers them, and then finds further
objections to the answers. Each of these objections, rebuttals,
rejoinders, and surrejoinders is in itself admirable, and does
infinite credit to the acuteness and candour of the author.
But the reader is apt to become impatient; to lose the
thread of the argument ; and to rise from his desk findifu
that he has read a great deal with constant adrniration and
now remembers little or nothing. The resuit is that Sidgwick
probably has far less influence at present than he ought to
have, and less than many writers, such as Bradley, who
were as superior to him in literary style as he was to them
in ethical and phiiosoihical acumen. Even a thoroughly
second-rate thinker like T. H. Green, by diffusing a grateful
and comforting aroma of ethical " uplift ", has probably
made far more undergraduates into prigs than Sidgwick will
'ever make into philosophers. If I can grve nin my own
words an intelligible critical account of Sidgwick's main
argument; which will induce some people to read or re-read
the Methods of Ethics and will furnish thern with a guide to
it, I shall have done a useful bit of work. They will then
be able to study at leisure and without confusion the
admirable details, and to fill in those lights and shades
.which are so important and so characteristic of Sidgwick but
are necessarily omitted in the sketch which I offer them.

I witl begin with a s5rnopsis of the work, taking the
topics in my own order and stating the conclusions in my
own words. I shall then give a more detailed critical

'discussion of each of the main points in the synopsis.

SIDGWICK uS
(A) Logical Analysis of Ethical Terms.-We constantly

make judgments which involve the terms right, urong, ought,
good., bad, etc. These may be called " Ethical {udgments ".
We must begin by seeing whether the terms right and, ought,
on the one hand, and good, on the other, are analysable
into simpler factors or are logicatly ultimate. (r) In the,
case of ought we must distinguish between a merely hypo-
thetical and a categorical sense. We certainly do seem to
use " ought " in a categorical sense sometimes, and all
attempts to define it when used in this sense have failed.
It is therefore likely that the categorical ought is a logically
primitive term, though it may well be that the notion of it
has arisen in the course of human history or pre-history
from psychological pre-conditions in which it was not present.
(z) In the case of good we must distinguish between good-
as-means and good-as-end, and we may confine our dis-
cussiori to the latter. There is a long and complex argu-
ment, which is hot easy to summarise, on the question
whether good-as-end is logically analysable. The upshot
seems to be that it can be defined in a very complicated
way by means of relations to hypothetical desires, and
that it does not involve in its analysis any obligation to
seek it.

(B) tpistemological, Questions.-:fhe main question here
is as to which of our cognitive faculties is involved in the
cognition of ethical terms and propositions. From the
discussion of the term ought it appears probable that this
is an a priori concept. Now the recognition of a Priori
concepts and the making of judgments which involve such
terms have always been ascribed to Reason. Again, although
we no doubt start with singular ethical judgments, such as
" That act is wrong ", we neverregard them as ultimate and

K
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as neither needing nor being capable of justification. On
the contrary we should always expect to be able to justify
our singular judgment by a statement of the form : " That
act has such and such a characteristic, and any act which
had that characteristic would ipso Jaclo be wrong." These
universal ethical judgments are derived by intuitive induction
from inspecting the particular cases which are described in
the singular judgments. And this process of seeing that a
particular conjunction of characteristics is an instance of a
universal and necessary connexion between characteristics
has always been ascribed to Reason. So Reason plays an
essential part in ethical cognition. n t ,

(C) Psychological, Questions abou,t Motiaes and, Volitions.-
(r) Can Reason afiect our actions in any other way than
by suggesting new means to already desired ends and by
calling attention to remote probable consequences ? Sidg-
wick holds that there is a perfectly definite way, in addition
to these two, in which Reason can arrd does affect our
actions. Hurnan beings have an impulse or desire to do
what they judge to be right and to shun what they believe
to bp wrong as such. It is only one motive among others,
and it may be, and often is, overcome by others. But it
,exists and it affects our actions. And it is a motive which
could act only on a rational being; for only such a being
could have the a priori concept of right or ought. (z) As he
holds this view, it is important for him to refute a certain
psychological theory which is inconsistent with it and which
has been very widely held. This is the doctrine called
Psychological Hedonism. According to this theory the only
motive which can move any human being is the expectation
of pleasure or of pain. Sidgwick first clearly distinguishes
this from the theory called Ethical Hedonism, which asserts
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llrat pleasantness and painfulness are the only characteristics
in virtue of which any state of affairs is intrinsically good
or bad. He discusses the relations between the two wholly
rlil'fcrcnt theories, and shows that Ethical Hedonism cannot
lrc infcrred from Psychological Hedonism and can be held
r:orrsistently by a man who denies Psychoiogical Hedonism.
I [c then discusses and refutes Psychological Hedonism
itsclf.

(D) Free-ui,ll and. Determinism.-The question. of motives
naturally leads us to that of freedom and determinism. For
ethics the question comes to this : " fs there always a
possibility of my choosing to act in the manner which I
now judge to be reasonable and right, whatever my past
actions and experiences may'have been ? " There are two
points to be considered. (r) What is the right answer to
thc question ? (z) To what extent is ethics concerned with
thc question and its answer ? On the first point Sidgwick
contcnds that all argument and analogy is in favour of the
<lcterminist. view, but that direct inspection is in favour of
frt'c-will. Although every yielding to temptation makes it
Ir:rr<[cr to do what one judges to be right, yet at the moment
o[ r:]roir:c between an alternative which he judges to be right
rtn<l one which he judges not to be so he cannot doubt that
Irr: can choose the former. " The difficulty seems to be
st,prrrated from impossibility by an impassible gulf." On
llrt: second point his view is that a deterministic answer
to the question would make very little ethical difference
in pnictice, far less than libertarians have thought. But
it would be inconsistent with certain elements in, the
('()rnnl()n - sense notions of merit and demerit, praise
;.r rrrl lrllrrge, reward and punishment, and remorse for
rv lorrg-tlt-ring.
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(E) Classif,cation of the Method,s of Ethics.-The subjects

which have so far been mentioned are common to all types
o{ ethical theory, though different theories might give
different answers to some of the questions which have been
raised. We come now to the main purpose of the book,
viz., a discussion of the most important Methods of Ethics.
By . " Method of Ethics " Sidgwick means roughly any
type of general theory which claims to unify our various
ethical judgments into a coherent system on some principle
which is claimed to be self-evident. In the end he comes
to the conclusion that the really important methods of
ethics reduce to three, which he calls Intuitionism, Egoistic
Hed,onism, and Utilitarianism or Uniuersalistic Hed,onism.
(In this context of course " hedonism " is to be understood
as " ethical ", not as " psychological ", hedonism.) I think
that there is a good deal to be criticised in this classification, r .
but I must reserve my criticisms for the present. Intuition- ti 'i

iiln is, roughly speaking, the view that there are a number
of fairly concrete ethical axioms of the general form : " Ary
action of such and such a kind, done in such and such a
kind of situation, would be right (or rtrong) no matter
whether its consequences were good, bad, or indifferent."
8.g., common sense would hold that any action which was
an instance of deliberate ingratitude to a benefactor would
ipso facto be wrong, and that this can be seen by direct
inspection without any consideration of the consequences of
this action or of the prevalence ol similar actions.

Egoistic and Universalistic Hedonism agree in rejecting
the view that there are such concrete self-evident ethical
axioms as these. Sidgwick points out, what most Egoists
and Utilitarians seem to have failed to notice, that Egoism
and Utilitarianism cannot do without self-evident ethical
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propositions altogether. Both would hold it to be self-
r:vi<lcnt that nothing is ultimately worth aiming at but
plt:asure and absence of pain. The Egoist finds it self-
r:vident that an individual ought to aim at a maximum
lxrlance of happiness for himself, and that, if necessary, he
ought to be ready to sacrifice any amount of other men's
happiness in order to produce the slightest nett increase in
his own. The Utilitarian, on the other hand, finds it self-
cvident that each individual ought to aim at the maximum
balance of happiness for all sentient beings present and future,
and that, if necessary, he ought to be ready to sacrifice any
amount of his own happiness provided that he will thereby
produce the slightest nett increase in the general happiness.
And there might be other very general principles, mainly
about the proper distribution of a given amount of happiness,
which either Egoists or Utilitarians or both would accept as
self-evident. But neither Egoists nor Utilitarians would admit
more concrete ethical intuitions than these. Those specific
cthical principles, such as the principles of truth-speaking,
gratitude to benefactors, etc., which common-sense regards
irs sclf-evident and independent of consequences, would be
rcgirrrlecl by Egoists and Utilitarians as mere empirical
gt:rrt:ralisations which tell us what types of action have been
found on the whole to maximise individuai or general happi-
rrcss in various commonly recurring types of circumstances.
'l'lrr,y are thus hypothetical, and not categorical, imperatives ;
:rrrrl, wtren obedience to them would clearly involve a nett
:,;rr:r'il'rcc of individual or general happiness as compared
willr the results of breaking them, it is our duty to break
llrr,rrr.

(l;) Detaited, Discussion of each of the Three Methods.-
l,.irclr of the three methods is discussed, so far as possible
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by itself. The order which Sidgwick takes is Egoism,
Intuitionism, and Utilitarianism. This does not seem to
me to be the best order, since a great deal of the argument
that is used in connexion with Egoistic Hedonism has to be
assumed in dealing with Universalistic Hedonism, and the
reader is rather liable to forget what has been established
in connexion with the former when he emerges into the
latter after the very long and complicated discussion on
Intuitionism which is sandwiched between the two. I prefer
the order (r) Intuitionism, and (z) Hed,onism. The latter
can then be subdivided into (2, r) Hed,onism in General,
(2, z) Egoistic Hed,onisrn, and (2, 3) Uniuersal,istic Hed,onism.

(rl Iniu,itionism.-The treatment of this method begins
with a discussion of certain general questions, of which the
following are the most important. What is lhe nature of
ethical intuitions, and do they in fact occur ? What relation,
if any, is there between the psycho-genetic history of the
occurrence of intuitions and their validity when they have
occurred ? What is the subject-matter of ethical judgments ;
are they about acts or intentions or motives or character ?

Sidgwick then undertakes an extremely elaborate detailed
investigation into the morality of common-sense. He takes
in turn those types of action which seem to common-sense
to be self-evidently right (or wrong) without regard to
cdnsequences in certain types of situation; his object being
to see whether critical reflexion can extract from common-
sense morality a coherent system of self-evident principles
connected with each other in a logically satisfactory way.
The upshot of the discussion is that, so long as lrye confine
our attention to fairly normal cases and do not try to
analyse our terms very carefully, there is a great deal of
agreement about what ought and what ought not to be
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done in given types of situation, and our duties seem self-
evident. But no sooner do we bring the principles of
cornmon-sense morality face to face with difficult and
unusual situations than this agreement and this apparent
self-evidence vanish. Terms which seemed clear and simple
are found to cover a multitude of alternatives; and, when
these alternatives are explicitly introduced into the state-
ment of an alleged self-evident principle, the latter is liable
to reduce to a tautology or to cease to be self-evident,
according to which alternative we substitute. Then again
the axioms of common-sense morality seem to conflict
with each other in marginal cases. If we try to enunciate
higher principles, which will harmonise the lower ones in a
rational way when they conflict and will tell us how far
each is to be followed in such cases, we find either that we
cannot do it, or that the higher principle is so complicated .

that we should hesitate to ascribe self-evidence to it, or
that we are frankly beginning to take account of remote
consequences and thus deserting pure Intuitionism.

As we have already remarked, Sidgwick himself holds
thal eaery method of ethics must involve at least one
intuition; for at any rate the judgment that we ought to
aim at so and so as an ultimate end must be intuitive. In
addi.tibn to such intuitions as these he recognised as self-
evident a few very abstract principles about the right
distribution of happiness. But these few highly abstract
a priori principles serve only to delimit an enormous field
outside which no action can be right, just as the Conservation
of Energy only sets limits to the changes that are physically
possible. Within this field innumerable alternative courses
of action are possible, just as there are innumerable possible
changes which would satisfy the Conservation of Energy.
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To determine which of these alternatives is right we need
supplementary and more concrete ethical principles, just as
we need the specific laws of physics and mechanics to deter-
mine which oI the changes compatible with the Conservation
of Energy will actualiy happen. Aqd, on Sidgwick,s view,
no such concrete ethical principles are intrinsically necessary
and self-evident. They are, as Egoism and Utilitarianism
teach, mere hypothetical imperatives, to be accepted only as
general prescriptions for gaining ends which are judged to
bi: intrinsically desirable.

(.2, t) Hedonism in General.-TJnder this heading two
very different questions have to be discussed. One is purely
ethical, the other is purely factual and mainly psychological.

(2, rr) The Ethical, Problem. It seerns intuitively certain
that we ought to aim at realising the greatest nett balance
of good that we can. But this at once leads to the question :
" fn virtue of what characteristics is a thing, or person, or
event, or state of afiairs intrinsically good ? ,, prima facie
there would seem to be several characteristics which give
intrinsic value to anything that has them. 8.g., it would
be plausible to hold that a virtuous character has intrinsic
value in respect of its virtue, that an acute intellect has
intrinsic value in respect of its acuteness, that a beautiful
person has intrinsic value in respect of his beauty, and soon. Now the pure ethical hedonist has to show that this
is a mistake. He has to show that nothing is intrinsically
good or bad except experiences, that no characteristic of
an experience has any bearing on its intrinsic value except
its pleasantness or painfulness, and that the measure of its
intrinsic value is the nett balance of pleasantness over
painfulness which characterises it. Sidgwick claims -that,
when all the numerous sources of illusion which tend to
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cloud the issue have been removed and we view the alter-
natives quite clearly, we are bound to agree with the ethical
hedonist.

(2, rz) The Factual Problem. Even if ethical hedonism
be in fact true, it.witl be of no use as a practical guide to
right ionduct unless we can compare pleasures and pains
with a fair degree of accuracy and can reach fairly accurate
estimates of the nett balance of pleasure in various alter-
native future experiences which we can initiate by our
present choice of action. For the Egoistic Hedonist the
problem is confined to his own future experiences during
the rest of his life. The Utilitarian is faced with all the
problems of the Egoistic Hedonist and with others in
addition. For he has to consider how his actions will affect
the happiness of all present and future sentient beings
throughout the whole of their lives from now onwards.
"Sidgwick discusses the alleged and the real difficulties of
such estimation very elaborately. The uncertainties of
direct comparison are very great; and he concludes that
various indirect methods which have been suggested as
cilsier and more accurate cannot dispense with the direct
nrcthod and have difficulties of their own. Still, we all do
make such comparisons and estimates constantly in ordinary
lifc, and we do regard them as reasonably trustworthy
whcn due precautions have been taken. And ethical hedonism
orrly asks us to do in connexion with al,l our conduct what
wc rtdmittedly do in connexion with a large part of it. . r ,

'l'hc greater part of Sidgwick,s discussion of (2, z)
Iigoislic Hedonism is concerned with this problem of
t'stimation, which is really common to it and to Universalistic
I lt:rkrnism.

(2, .l) Uniuersalistic Hedonisrn-sidgwick's arguments

t"'
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for Utilitarianism are of two different kinds. The first is
an abstract argument from principles which claim to be
self-evident. The second is based on his criticisms of the
morality of common-sense.

The essence of the direct abstract argument is this.
(a) There is a Total or Uniaeysal Good,. This is composed of
the Goods which reside in individuals and their experiences,
and it has no other components. (D) Our primary duty is to
aim at maximising this Universal Good. We can of course
do this only by affecting the amount of Good which resides
in this, that, or the other individual. But we ought to aim
at the Good of any individu) only as a factor in the Universal
Good. It can therefore never be right to increase the
amount of Good which resides in.,,a certain individual or
group of individuals if this can be done only at the expense
of a reduction in the Universal Good. (c) Now it has been
argued in connexion with Hedonism in general that nothing
is intrinsically good except pleasant experiences, and that
the intrinsic goodness of any experience is determined simply
by the nett balance of pleasantness over painfulness in it.
(d) It is therefore my primary duty to aim at increasing
the total amount and intensity of pleasant experience and
decreasing the total amount and intensity of unpleasant
experience in the universe as much as I can. I can do this
only by afiecting the nett balance of happiness in this, that,
and the other individual, including myself. But I must
recognise that the happiness of any individual (a.g., myself)
or of any group of individuals (a.g., my family or country-
men) is to be aimed at onl,y as a component of the Universal
Happiness ; and that, as such, it is in no way to be preferred
to the equal happiness of any other individual or group of
individuals. . Consequently it is never right to increase the
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nett happiness of an individual or a limited group at the
expense of a reduction in universal happiness.

It will be seen that in the above argument (a) and (b)
are directed against Egoists, whilst (c) is addressed to people
who take a non-hedonistic or a not purely hedonistic view
of Good. It remains to deal with Intuitionists, in the sense
of people who hold that we can see directly that certain
types of action would ipso facto be right (or wrong) in
certain types of situation without regard. to the goodness
or badness of their consequences. Sidgwick does this by
following up his negative treatment of the claims of common-
sense morality to furnish a coherent system of self.evident
ethical principles with an equally detailed positive discussion
of these principles regarded as rules for maximising general
happiness in constantly recurring types of situation. The
conclusion which he reaches after a very careful examination
is that the resemblance between the rules accepted as
intuitively certain by common-sense and those which would
be reasonable on Utilitarian grounds is close and detailed.
In the ordinary cases, where common-sense feels no doubts
about its principles, the Utilitarian grounds for the rule are
strong and obvious. 'trn the marginal cases, where common-
sense begi-ns to feel doubtful about a principle, there are
nearly always strong Utilitarian grounds both for obeying
the rule and for breaking it. In such caseS the Utilitarian
solution seems to be generally in accord with the vague
instincts of common-sense, and common-sense often explicitly
appeals to Utilitarian considerations in such difficulties.
Again, the difierences between the moral judgments of men
of different races or periods about the same type of action
can often be explained by Utilitarian considerations. On
the whole too the relative importance which common-sense
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ascribes to the various virtues is the same as that which
would be ascribed to them on Utilitarian grounds.

Sidgwick does not conclude from these facts that our
remote ancestors were consciously and deliberately Utili- -
tarians, and that they laboriously derived by observation,
induction, and hedonic calculation those general rules which
now seem to us directly self-evident. On the contrary, the
further we go back in the course of history the less trace do
we find of deliberate Utilitarian calculation and inference,
and the more immediate and direct do moral judgments
become. Still, the distribution of praise, blame, admiration,
etc., for character and conduct is very accurately pro-
portional to its apparent effect on general happiness. It
seems fair to conclude that common-sense has always been
implicitly and unconsciously Utilitarian, and that it tends
to become more and more explicitly so as intelligence,
sympathy, and experience grow.

This extensive and detailed agreement between Utili-
tarianism and the morality of common-sense should no
doubt help to give us confidence in the former. But, on
the present hypothesis, the rules of common-sense morality
are traditional prescriptions for maximising general happiness
which grew up among our remote ancestors and have.been
handed down to us. The circumstances under which they
arose must have been widely different from those in which
we live; the persons among whom they grew up did not
consciously aim at the Utilitarian end; and, even if they
had done so, they must have had a very limited insight
into remote consequences, a very restricted range of s5rm-
pathy, and many superstitious beliefs which would affect
their estimates of the happiness to be gained from various
courses of action. It is therefore most unlikely that there
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would be complete agreement between the rules of common-
sense morality and those which an enlightened Utilitarian
would lay down at the present day in Western Europe.
And, if one is persuaded of the truth of Utilitarianism, one
will naturally hold that, where the morality of common-
sense differs from that oI Utilitarianism, the former is
mistaken and ought to be corrected.

It had been fashionable with Utilitarians before Sidgvick's
time to insist with a good deal of fervour on this point, and
to talk as if Utilitarianism could and should produce a new
ethical heaven and earth at very short notice. Sidgwick
examines with extreme care and subtlety the duty of a
Utilitarian living in a society of non-Utilitarians and con-
vinced that certain of the rules of the current moralitv are
out of accord with his principles. He pours buckets of
cold water on the reforming fires of such Utilitarians. When
all relevant facts are taken into consideration it will scarcely
ever be right on Utilitarian grounds for a Utilitarian openly
to break or to recommend others to break the rules of
morality commonly accepted in his society.

(G) The Relations betueen the Three Method,s.-sidgwick
thinks that in the daily practice of ordinary men all three
methods are accepted and used in turn to justify and cor-
rqlate moral fudgments. And it is vaguely apsumed that
they are mutually consistent, that " honesty in the long
run is the best policy ", and that on the whole I shall find
my greatest happiness in what produces the greatest happi-
ness for every one. These comfortable assumptions have no
doubt a good deal of truth in them so long as one is living
a normal life in peaceful times in a well-organised society
with fairly decent laws and a fairly enlightened public
opinion. But even in these circumstances cases arise from
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time to time in which the alternative which would be right
according to one method would be wrong according to
another. And in less favourable conditions such conflicts
might be frequent and glaring. Now, as regards possible
conflicts between Intuitionism and Utilitarianisrn, Sidgwick
has no diffrculty in deciding. He accepts no moral principles
as self-evident except the general principle of Ethical
Hedonism and a few highly abstract rules about the right
distribution of happiness. The morality of common-sense,
so far as it can be justified, must be justifled by the Utilitarian
method ; and, where it cannot be thus justified, it must be
rejected by the moralist in his private thinking, though not
necessarily or usually in his public speaking or overt action.
If then the choice had lain simplSr,between Intuitionism and
Utilitarianism, Sidgwick would definitely have been a Utili-
tarian, though his Utilitarianism would have involved a
few highly abstract intuitions.

But unfortunately the position for him was not so simple
as this. He had also to consider the relation between
Egoistic and Universalistic Ethical Hedonism, and here he
finds an insuperable difficulty. If it be admitted that there
is a Total or Universal Good, then it is no doubt my duty
to aim at maximising this and to regard the Good which
resides in me and. my experiences as important only in so
far as it is a part of the Total Good. In that case I must
be prepared to sacrifice some or all of my Good if by that
means and by that only I can increase the Total Good.
But the consistent Egoist will not admit that there is a
Totai or Universal Good. There is my Good and your
Good, but they are not parts of a Total Good, on his view.
My duty is to aim at maximising my Good, and to consider
the efiects of my actions on your Good only in so far as
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they may indirectly afiect mine. Your duty is to aim at
maximising your Good, and to consider the effects of your
actions on my Good only in so far as they may indirectly
affect yours. It is plain that there is no logical inconsistency
in this doctrine. And Sidgwick goes further. He says that
it is plain that X is concerned with the quality of X's
experiences in a way in which he is not concerned with the
quaiity of Y's experiences, whoever Y may be. And it is
impossible to feel certain that this distinction is not ethically
fundamental. Thus Sidgwick is left in the unfortunate
position that there are two principles, each of which separately
seems to him self-evident, but which when taken together
seem to be mutually inconsistent.

To this logical difficulty he does not, so far as I can see,
profess to be able to give any solution. For he proceeds to
discuss what is clearly a different point, viz., whether there
is any way of convincing an Egoist that he ought always
to act as if he were a Utilitarian. Even if this could be
done, it would of course be no disproof of the truth of
Egoism. Nor would it alter or explain the fact that there
are two fundamental ethical principles which are mutually
incompatible though each seems self-evident. The only
sense in which Egoism and Utilitarianism would have been

. " reconciled " would be that we should have shown that the
fundamental theoretical difference between the two should
make no difference in practice. We must show that the
Universe is so constituted that, whenever obedience to
Utilitarian principles would seem to demand a greater
sacrifi.ce of happiness on the part of an agent than dis-
obedience to them, this sacrifice is recouped from some
source of happiness which escapes the notice of the super-
ficial observer. Such attempted " reconciliations " have
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taken two forms, viz. : (r) Psychol,ogical, and (e) Metaphysical,.
Each is discussed by Sidgwick.

The psychological attempt at reconciliation has been
based on the pleasures and pains of sympathy. Sidgwick
discusses this solution elaborately and reaches the conclusion
that, whilst sympathetic pleasures and pains are extremely
important and would go far towards making Egoistic and
Utilitarian conduct coincide, yet they will not produce
complete identity. Indeed there are ceitain respects in
which the growiug intensity of sympathY, when combined
with its inevitable limitation of range, would increase the
divergence between Egoistic and Utilitarian conduct.

The metaphysical attempt at reconciliation has in
Western Europe generally 'taken the theistic form that
there is an all-powerful God who desires the greatest
Total Good of all living beings. By rewards and punish-
ments in a future iife he will make it worth the Egoist's
while to abt in such a way as to subserve this end, even
when, if this life alone be considered, it would be his duty
to act otherwise. Sidgwick recognises that it is not essential
that the metaphysical reconciliation should take this theistic
form; it would be secured equally well by the Buddhist
doctrine of reincarnation. Sidgwick puts aside, as out of
place in an ethical treatise, the question whether the
existence of a celestial Jeremy Bentham (if we may use
the expression with becoming reverence) has been revealed
supernaturally or can be established by reasoning from
non-ethical premises. But he thinks that it is in place to
consider whether anything can be determined on this subject
from purely ethical premises. His conclusion seems to be as

follows. fhe hypothesis that the universe is so constituted
that to act as a Utilitarian will always be consistent with
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tho dictates of Egoism is necessary and suffrcient to avoid
o contradiction in ethics, which is a fundamental department
of human thought. Is this any ground for accepting the
hypothesis ? If we hold that, in other departments of
human thought, it is reasonable to accept certain general
principlcs (e.g., the Uniformity of Nature), which are not
self-evident nor capable of proof by problematic induction,
simply because they introduce order and coherence which
would otherwise be lacking, then it would seem to be in-
consistcnt to object to moralists for doing likewise. But
Sidgwick cxpresses no opinion here as to whether in other
dcprtrtmcnts of thought men do in fact assume such prin-
clplcs ; or whether, iJ they do, they are justified.

t**
I havc now completed what I hope is a fair and clear

accottnt of the main contents of Sidgwick's Method,s oJ Ethics'
I havc refrained from all criticism, and I have not entered
inl.o the details of his arguments. I propose now to take
thc main points of the synopsis in order; to give a somewhat
rnore detailed account of Sidgwick's views on each; and to
mnkc such criticisms or comments as seem to me desirable.

(A) Locrcer Axervsrs oF ETHICAL Tnnus: {r) Ought
and llighl,. The main discussion on this subject is to be
foundin Book I, Chap. III.

(r, r) We must begin by distinguishing a narrower and
. t wirkrr sense of " ought ". In its narrower sense it applies

only to actions which an agent could do if he willed. But
llurrt: is a wider sense in which there is no such implication.
Wrr r:tn say that sorrow ought to have been felt by a certain
mrtn nt the death of a certain relation, though it was not in
Itlr ;xrwcr to feel sorrow at will. And we can say that virtue
orrglrl to lrc rcwarded.

L
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(r, z) There is another distinction to be drawn between
what I will call the deontological, ttre teleological, and the
l,ogical application oI " ought ". Some people judge that
there are certain types of action which ought to be done
(o: avoided) in all or in certain types of situation, regardless
of the goodness or badness of the probable consequences'
This is what I call the " deontological " application of
" ought ". Now there are people who wouid deny that they
ever make such judgments as these. But such people may,
nevertheless, make the judgment that every one ought to
aim at certain ends without any ulterior motive, e.g., at his
own greatest happiness, at the greatest happiness of all
sentient beings, and so on. This is what I cail the " teleo-
logical " application of " ought,". Sidgwick suggests that
many people who say that they have no notion of un-
conditional obligation merely mean that they never use
" ought " in the deontological application though they may
quite well use it in the teleological application. Lastly, it
is conceivable that there are people who not only do not
recognise any types of action as being obligatory apart from
all consideration of the goodness of their consequences, but
also do not recognise that there are any ends which every
one ought to aim at. Every one must admit indeed that
there are ends which are in fact ultimate for a given
individual, i.a., things that he does in fact desire directly
and not merely as a means to something e1se. But it
rnight be said that there is nothing of which it could be
held that every one ought to desire it as an end. Even so,
as Sidgwick points out, there is an application of " ought "
which such people would make. If a certain man does in
fact take a certain end as ultimate for him then he ought
to be consistent about it. He ought to take such means as
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hc bclicvcs will tend to bring it into being, and he ought
rrot lo <kr llrings which he believes will be inconsistent with
iis nritlisrrtion. That people can and do will ends and then
ftil to will whirt they believe to be the right means to them
is cr.rlrrin. And we do say that no one ought to act in
llris inconsistent way. This is the logical application of
" orrght ".

It will bc noted that I have been careful to talk of three
rlillr.r'r'rrt uff>lit:atitrus, and not of three difierent meanings, ot
" orrglrt " Wr, htve now to considerwhetherthese different
irpgrlir:rrliorrs rlo involve different meanings, and also how
llrr.y :rrr. r'r,lrtlcrl lo lhc distinction which we have already
rlrrrwrr lrr,lwr,r'rr llrt: wi<ler and the narrowersense of "ought".
'f'lrr. 1xr:iiliorr sr.t:nrs to me to be as follows:. (a) " Ought",
wlrlrr rrsr.rl irr ils tt:k:ological application, is used in its wider
sr.nsr,. lior in tlris application we say that every one ought
lo rk,sirc so-rrucl-so as an ultimate end. Now it is plain that
wr. r':rnrrol rlcsirc this or that at will, any more than we can
Lrvr, llris or lhat person at will. Thus to say that each
orrlllrl lo rk.sirc thc happiness of all is like saying that every
urrr,orrlllrl lo krvc his parents and is not like saying that
r.vr.r v on(, orrglrt to speak the truth. (b) " Ought ", when
u.,r.rl irr ils krgical application, would seern to be used in
tl,, lt;[tow(.r' scnsc. ljor we believe that it is within the
lxrwr.t ol :rrry srrnc human being to be consistent if he tries.
'l[rrr., lr,:,;ry tlrat anyone who adopts an end as ultimate
lnr lrrrrr orrlilrl lo tdopt what he believes to be the means
lo tl r,, lrlir':,:ryirrg th:rt every one ought to tell the truth
rurl r.r n.l lilic s;ryin51 that every one ought to love his
l)rlr.nl,r lrr lrrct it sccms to me that the logical ought is
Irrrrl ,r ,,1r.r r,rl r';rsr of thc deontological ought. Its main
Iltlrr',rl r', llr,rl rt rs rt'cognised by people who would not
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admit that they could recognise any other instance of the
deontological ought. ,t t

(r, 3) We must now say something about the relations
between " right " and " ought ". This will enable us to say
something further about the relations between the narrower
and the wider senses of " ought ". (a) Any action that I
ought to do would be right for me to do. But there might
be several alternative actions open to me all of which were
equally right. In that case it cannot be said of any one of
them that I ought to do it; it could only be said that I
ought to do one or other of. these actions, and that it was
indifferent which I did. (b) Even if only one course of action
open to me were right, or if one alternative were more right
than any of the others, we should not necessarily say that
I ought to do that action. /We tend to confine the word
" ought ", in its narrower sense, to cases where we believe
that there are motives and inclinations against doing the
rightest action open to the agentj Thus, as Sidgwick points
out, we should hardly say of an ordinary healthy man that
he ought, in the narrower sense, to take adequate nourish-
ment; though we might say this of an invalid with a dis-
inclination to take food or of a miser. And, although we
hold that God acts rightly, we should hesitate to say that
he always does as he ought or does his duty. Such notions
would seem inappropriate to a being who is supposed to
have no inclinations to do what is wrong or to leave undone
what is right. (c) It seems to me that, when I speak of
anything as " right ", f am always thinking of it as a factor
in a certain wider total situation, and that f rnean that it is
" appropriately " or " fittingly " related to the rest of this
situation. When I speak of anything as " wrong " I am
thinking of it as " inappropriately " or " unfittingly "
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rt'lttr:<l to the rest of the situation. This is quite explicit
wlu:n wt: say that love is the right emotion to feel to one's
;xrrcnts, or that pity and help are the right kinds of emotion
rrrrtl rrction in presence of undeserved suffering., This
rclrrtiolxrl character of rightness and wrongness tends to be
rlisgrriscd by the fact that some types of action are commonly
tlrouglrt to be wrong absolutely; but this, I think, means
rrrrly tlrat they are held to be unfitting to all, situations.
WhrLt I have just asserted is not, and does not pretend to
lx', rrrr rrnalytical d,ef,nition of " right " and " wrong ". It
rkrcs lrring out their relational character, and it correlates
llrr,rn with certain other notions. But the kind of appro-
lrri:rtr,rrt:ss and inappropriateness which is impiied in the
rrol iorrs of " right " and " wrong " is, so far as I can see,
:;1x.r'ilir: anrl unanalysable. c

Now, so far as I can see, the wider sense of " ought "
rr,rlrrcr.s to that of right, together with the associated notion
lh:r t , i[ tlrt: right state of affairs were in the power of anyone
lrr lrrrrrlrrr:r:, hc ought to produce it. Take, e.g., the state-
rrrlrrl llrrrl virtue ought to be rewarded. This means
l)unr;rrrly tlr:rt it is right that virtue should be accompanied
l,r'lr,,l,l,irrcss, that the one is fitting to the other. In so
l.u ;r', il nrcrrns more than this the further implication is
llr.rt ,rrry,orrr,who had it in his power to make the virtuous
lrirlrlly rvorrkl lrc under an obligation to do so. I think
llrlr.l,r. llrrl tlrcre is no need to hold that " ought-to-be "
l', ,r llrrt,l irrrk:pcnclcnt notion in addition to " right " and
" .rr1,lrt lrr rlo ". Iior it seems that " ought-to-be " can be
,,rr,r11,,,',1 rrr lr,rrrrs of " right " together with a hypothetical
r, lr I r'rrr r' l. wlurt :L bcing who had it in his power to produce
llr, rrlllrl .l,rlr.of :rl'fltirs " ought to do".

(,/) " ( )rrlilrt ", irr thc narrower sense in which in future

r65
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I propose to use it, seems to be bound up with the following
facts. (i) That a man's belief that a certain action which is
in his power is right is a motive for doing it, and that his
belief that a certain state of affairs which he could help to
bring about would be good is a motive for aiming at it.
(ii) That human beings are subject to other ntotives which
may and often do conflict with this one. And (iii) that, in
cases of conflict, it is right that this motive should win.
When such a conflict is actually taking place we have a
peculiar emotional experience which may be called a " feeling
o{ obligation ".

(r, 4) In the above discussion I have in places wandered
far from Sidgwick, though I do not know that I have said
anything that he would deny. We come now to a question
which he discusses very fully: " Can the term 'right' be
analysed into a combination of other, and not specifically
ethical, terms ? " To hold that it can is to hoid a naturalistic
theory as regards right. Sidgwick's method is to take the
most plausible of the naturalistic analyses, and to try to
show that they are inadequate. It of course remains
possible that some day some more subtle naturalistic analysis
may be proposed, and that this will be immune to Sidgwick's
criticisms. But this has not in fact happened up to now.
The objections have often been ignored, but they have never
been answered.

Sidgwick takes four suggested analyses for discussion.
(a) It mighl !s suggested that when I say that X is right
I mean simply that it excites in me a certain kind of feeling
of approval. Since people certainly argue with each other
about rigirt and wrong, this can hardly be their primary
meaning. But it might be said that this is ali that they
ever have any groumd, {or asserting ; and that they carelessly
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put their judgment in an impersonal form, as a man
might do if he said that the taste of onions is nasty, though
he really means no more than that he dislikes the taste
of onions. I think it is obvious that this extremely sub-
jective view will not fit the facts. At the very least I
must mean that X would evoke a feeling of approval in
all or most people on all or most occasions when they
contemplated it.

It is clear that the theory could be most satisfactorily
refuted if it could be shown that I sometimes reverse the
judgment about X whilst my emotion towards it remains
unchanged, or that my emotion towards X sometimes changes
its determinate form whilst my judgment about X remains
unchanged. Sidgwick, however, does not claim that this
happens. What he says is that my judgment may change
from " X is wrong " to " X is right ", and I may still feel
towards X an emotion which resembles that which I formerly
fclt. But, on careful introspection, it is found to be no
longer moral disapproval but a " quasi-moral feeling of
rcpugnance ". This fact is important in so fa.r as it enables
rrs to distinguish the feeling of moral approval and" dis-
approval from other pairs of opposed emotions which often
irccompany that feeling and are liable to be mistaken Ior it.
It is; a.g., clear that, in the case of unusual sexual practices,
the majority of normal people constantly mistake what is
irr. fzrct a quasi-moral feeling of repugnance for a genuine
fccling of moral disapproval. But I cannot see that the
fact is incompatible with the theory of the meaning of
" right " which Sidgwick is attacking. For in his example
rt is surely possible that at first I feel moral disapproval
rrrixt:<l with quasi-moral repugnance, and that later I feel
rrrrrr';r.l approval mixed witli, quasi-moral repugnance. And



168 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

the supporters of the present theory could say that my first
judgment expressed the fact that I was feeling moral dis-
approval; my second expresses the fact that I am feeling
moral approval; and the constant factor of. quasi-moral
repugnance does not enter into either judgment. Sidgwick's
conclusion that the moral emotion is causally d,etermined
by the moral judgment, and therefore cannot be the subiect-
matter of the judgment, is compatible with the facts but is
not necessitated by them.

(b) The second analysis is that when I say that X is right
I mean that I have a feeling of approval towards it and
also sympathetic representations of other men's similar
feelings. To this Sidgwick answers that I may begin to
feel moral disapproval of an action which I once approved,
whilst my fellow-men. contiriiie to feel moral approval of
it. Or, again, I might go on feeling moral approval after
other men had begun to feel moral disapproval. In such
cases the sympathetic representation of other men's similar
feelings has ceased. Nevertheless I should begin to judge
that the action is wrong in the first case, and I should
continue to judge that it is right in the second case. It'is
of course true that the sympathetic representation of the
similar feelings of others generally accornpanies and supports
my moral judgments. But this is because my judgments
generally agree with those of others, and this agreement
increases my conviction of the truth of my own judgments.

(c) The third analysis is that when I say that X is right
I mean that other men will feel approval towards rne iI T do
X and will feel disapproval towards rne if. I omit to do X.
This theory, as Sidgwick says, does bring out a certain
analogy between moral and legal right. An action is iegally
wrong if it will be punished by the law ; and, on this theory,
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it is morally wrong if it wiU be punished by the pains of
public disapprobation. But it is plain that the analogy is
only partial, and that the theory is inadequate. For we
admit that there are things which it is right to do, but
which will calt forth public disapproval; and conversely.
We often hold that public opinion distributes its approvals
and disapprovals 'urongly; and it seems clear that such
judgments involve a sense of " wrong " which cannot be
analysed in terms of public approval and disapproval'
Lastly, if I say to a man: " You will be wrong if you do
so and so, and public opinion will be against you," the
second part of my admonition is clearly not a mere repetition
of the first, as it should be on the present theory. It is
true that there are quasi-moral judgments, just as there are
guasi-moral emotions. The words " right " and " wrong "
in such judgments do mean no more than " evoking social
approval " and " evoking social disapproval " respectively.
The codes of honour, of fashion, etc., consist of such judg-
ments. And unreflective people do not sharply distinguish
them from genuine moral judgments. But, when we reflect,
we do seem to see that there is a fundarirental difference
between the quasi-moral judgment : " It is wrong to wear
brown boots with a morning-coat " and the genuinely moral
judgmeat : " It is wrong to inflict pain on innocent persons
e*cepi as a means to removing some greater evil." The
distinction becomes most clear'when one and the same
action is the object of moral approval and quasi-moral
disapproval, or conversely. This difference seems plainly
to exist within my experience; but I cannot help being
somewhat perturbed to find that there are important depart-
ments of conduct in which judgments which seem to most
people to be clearly moral seem to me equally clearly to be
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only quasr.-moral. I have no doubt that they are mistaken in
thinking these judgments moral (though it is of course pos-
sible that I suffer from moral obtuseness), but I cannot help
wondering whether the few judgments which seem to me so
clearly moral may not really be only quasi-moral judgments
which have so far resisted my attempts at ethical scepticism.

(d) The fourth analysis is that to say that X is right or
that it is wrong means respectively that one will be rewarded
or punished by God if one does it. To this Sidgwick answers
that people certainly make moral judgments and feei moral
emotions without holding this particular form of theism.
Moreover, those who believe that God will in fact reward
certain actions and punish certain others generally believe
that he will do so because the. former are independently
right and the latter independently wrong. Lastly, although
we should not say that it is God's duty to act justly, because
we think of him as not subject to any opposing impulses,
we should say that it is right for him to do so. And we
certainly do not mean that he will be punished by himself
if he does not.

Sidgwick concludes that the notions of right and wrong
are probably logically simple and so incapable of analysis.
Even if his list of attempted analyses covers all the possibili-
ties, which we cannot safely assume, there remains a point
of formal logic to be mentioned. Strictly speaking, he has
shown only that " right'l does not aluays mean any one
of these. It remains logically possible that it always means
one or other of them, sometimes one and sometimes another.
If so, it is a fundamentally ambiguous word. What he
needs to show is that there is a meaning of " right " which
does not coincide with any of these alternatives, and that it
is used with this sense in ethical judgments. I am inclined
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to think that this is true; but Sidgwick's argument does
not strictly suffice to prove it.

(r, 5) It remains to be noticed that Sidgwick clearly
points out that the logical simplicity of the term right
neither entails nor is incompatible with the psychological
primitiveness of the notion of right in the human mind.
It is quite possible that the notion may have arisen in the
course of evolution, and that we can point out the other
notions which have preceded it. Some people have imagined
that, if this could be done, it would follow that right cannot
be logically simple but must be composed of the terms
which are the objects of these psychologically earlier notions.
This, as Sidgwick remarks, is to carry over to psychology
the chemical theory that the resultant of the interaction of
several elements is composed of those elements, still persisting
in a disguised form, and of nothing else. Even in chemistry
this is a bit of highly speculative metaphysics, if taken
litcrally. But at least it is a convenient way of summing up
ccrtain important observable facts, such as the constancy of
rnass, the fact that a compound can be repeatedly generated
by thc rlisappearance'of its elements and the elements be
rcgt:ncrirted by the destruction of the compound, and so on.
'l'lrcrc are absolutely no facts in psychology which bear the
k'rtst analcigy to these ; and so there is no justification for
tnrrting the products of psychological development as if they
wttc oompounds containing their antecedents as elements.

('t) Cood. Sidgwick does not treat the term Good until
llorth | , Chap. IX is reached. But this seems to be the
l)tolx.r' grltcc to deal with it.

(t, t) 'l'hc first question to be considered is whether
" 11nurlnr.ss " can be defined in terms of pleasantness. In
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this discussion it will be well to remember the distinction
which f drew, in connexion with Hume's theory, between
non-causal pleasantness, which can belong only to experiences
and which makes such experiences pleasures, and causal
pleasantness-, which can belong to other things beside
experiences. It will be remembered that the statement
that X is " causally pleasant " means that there is at least
one mode of cognising X which is at most times and for
most men a pleasant experience.

Now, when we talk of " good " wine or " good " pictures,
it does seem at first sight that we mean simply wine which
is pleasant to taste or pictures which are pleasant to see.
And so it seems as if " goodness ", in these cases at any
rate, could be identified with causal phasantness. But,
even when we confine ourselv.es to such things as wines
and pictures, there are serious difficulties, which Sidgwick
points out, in this view. We distinguish between good and
bad. taste in such matters. A " good " picture could hardly
be defined as one which most men at most times find it
pleasant to contemplate. We should rather be inclined to
say that it is one which persons of good, taste in such matters
find it pleasant to contemplate. But then we are defining
" goodness ", as applied to pictures, not simply in terms of
causal pleasantness, but in terms of this and " goodness "
as applied to taste. And it seems as if ', goodness,', in the
latter sense, involved some reference to a supposed objective
standard, and could not itself be defined in terms of causal
pleasantness. Then, again, it must be admitted that a bad
picture or wine may not only please moie people than a
better one, but may also give more intense pleasure to
those whom it pleases. The bl,asC expert may get very
little pleasure from seeing pictures or tasting wines which
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he recognises to be very good, whilst he may get acute
discomfort froni wines and pictures which give intense
pleasure to less sophisticated people of crude tastes and
strong susceptibilities.

Suppose now that we pass regretfully from wines and
pictures to*character and conduct. If we say that a " good "
character means one which spectators find it pleasant to
contemplate, we shall be back in the difficulties which arose
over wines and pictures. . We shall have to say that the
pleasure must be of a certain specific kind, that it witl be
felt only by people of good moral taste, and that even in
them it may not excite a degree of pleasure proportional to
its goodness. It seems almost certain that the contemplation
of the character and conduct of the heroes and heroines of
the films has given far more intense and widespread pleasure
than the contemplation of the character and conduct of
Socrates or St. Paul. If, on the other hand, we take a wider
definition, and say that " good " character or conduct
means character or conduct which is either immediately
pleasant or productive of pleasure on the whole and in the
long run, we seem to be asserting that the fundamental
doctrine of Hedonism is a tautology like the statement that
the rich and only the rich are wealthy. Now Hedonism,
whether_ true or false, has seldom seemed to its supporters
and never to its opponents to be a mere tautology which is
true ex ai termini.
. I am not prepared to accept this last argument of
Sidgwick's, for I believe that it rests on a very common
confusion between analytical propositions and verbal or
tautological propositions. It seems clear to me that a
tcrm may in fact be complex and in fact have a certain
ilnalysis, and that people may yet use it in the main correctly
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without recognising that it is complex or knowing the right
analysis of it. In that case the proposition which asserts
that it has such and such an analysis will be analytic, but
will not be tautologous. It therefore seems to me that
" good " might mean immediately pleasant or conducive to
pleasure in the long run, and yet that people who use the
word " good " correctly might quite well fail to recognise
that this is the right analysis of the term which the word
denotes. I agree with Sidgwick in thinking that this is not
in fact the meaning of the word " good ", but I deny that
his argument proves his conclusion.

(2, z) We pass now to a second suggestion, viz., that
" good " can be defined in terms of desire. In this connexion
Sidgwick makes a very important point which he hardly
stresses enough, so that the reader may easily overlook it.
I will therefore begin by making this point quite explicit.
It concerns the ambiguity of the word " desirable." In
criticising Mill at our mother's knee we all learnt one
ambiguity of this word, viz., that it may mean capable of
being desired or f,t to be desired. The first meaning might
be called the " purely positive meaning " and the second
might be called the " ethically ideal meaning ". The im-
portant point which Sidgwick makes is that there is a third
sense, which might be called the " positively ideal meaning ".
In this sense " X has such and such a degree of desirability
for me " means that I sho.uld, desire X with such and such
an intensity a/ I knew that it were attainable by voluntary
action and if I could forecast with complete accuracy what
my experience would be on attaining X. We must now
notice that what is highly desirable, in this sense, if it could
be got apart from its consequences, might have highty
undesirable results. Among these results is the fact that
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the indulgence of desire A may strengthen it and cause
desire B to weaken or vanish; and yet B may be a more
desirable desire, in the sense defined, than A. We thus
come to the notion oI " the most desirable future for me on
the whole from now on ".

This, according to Sidgwick, may be defined as that state
of affairs which I shouid now choose in preference to any
other that I could initiate at the time, provided that I had
completely accurate knowledge of this and of a.ll practically
possible alternatives, and provided that I could accurately
forecast what my experiences would be on the supposition
that each alternative were realised. It will be noted that
this would involve a knowledge of how my desires and
fctrlings are going to alter in the course of my life, either
as rr rt:sult of my present choice or from causes outside my
r:onlrol. It is evident that this notion is ',ideal,,, in the
sr.rrsr: in which the notion of a perfect gas or a frictioniess
tlrrirl is idcal. But, like those notions, it is purely positive;
it irrvolvcs in its analysis no reference to obligation or
liltingrlrss. 'fhe suggestion is that this is wliat is meant by
" rrry goorl on the whole ". He says that it seems paradoxical
lo srrllpost: that " my good on the whole " can mean anything
srr r:orrrlrlicated as this. And yet (Methods of Ethics, Sixth
[,.rlition, p. uz) he seems inclined to think that this may
lrr. Ihe correct analysis of the term. And, for reasons
wlrit:h I have already given, I see no objection to the
vir.w that a term with which we are quite familiar
nriry in fact have a very complicated and unfamiliar
;r rurlysis.

ln the second paragraph of the same page he goes on to
\,ry : " It seems to me, however, more in accordance with
('onlnron-sense to recognise, as Butler does, that the calm
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desire for my good on the whole is authoritatiue; and
therefore carries with it impticitty a rational dictate to aim
at this end, if in any case a conflicting desire urges the will
in an opposite direction." It is not perfectly clear to me
what he wishes us to infer from this statement. He might
mean (a) that the purely positive, though ideal, definition
of " my greatest good on the whole " is adequate; but that
it is a synthetic and necessary proposition that I oughl to
desire my greatest good on the whole, thus defined. Or
(b) he might mean that the purely positive definition is not
adequate, and that " good " cannot be def,ned' without
reference to the ethical notion of " ought " or " right ".
It seems fairly clear from the latter part of this paragraph
that he takes the second view. " My greatest good on the
whole " is what I ought to desire, assuming that only my
own existence were to be considered. And " the gteatest
good on the whole " is what T ought to desire when I give
the right amount of importance to all other individuals as

well as myself. (Sidgwick says " equal, importance ". But
this prejudges the question whether equality is the right
relative importance of myself and others.)

This seems to be Sidgwick's conclusion, but I must
confess that I find his discussion very complicated and the
result not very clearly stated. Assuming this to be the
right interpretation, there remains one further question to
be raised. It follows, no doubt, that a purely positive
definition of " good " has been found to be impossible.
But is any defrnition possible ? Granted that the two
propositions " X is the greatest good on the whole for me "
and " X is what I ought to desire when I take account only
of my own existence " are logical,l,y equiaalent, is the second
an analysis o/ the first ? This does not seem to me at all
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obvious. It is surely possible that both " good " and
" right " are indefinable, as both " shape " and " size".are,
and yet that there is a synthetic, necessary, and mutual
relation between them, as there is between shape and size.

(B) Eetsmuor.ocrcAr, Qunsrroxs. I have discussed the
epistemology of ethics very fully in connexion with Hume,
and can therefore afford to be brief here. Sidgwick's
argument begins in the last paragraph of p. 33 in the Sixth
Edition. It may be summarised as follows. We have
come to the conclusion that there are judgments which use
certain specific and indefinable ethical notions, such as
ilght and ought. We may ascribe such judgments to a
faculty of Moral Cognition, without thereby assuming that
tny of tht:m are true. Can this faculty be identified with,
or rcgurdcd as a species of, any of the familiar cognitive
firt:rrltics which deal with non-ethical matters ? In particular,
is it iuralogous to Sense or to Reason ? It is not plausible
to supposc that all moral judgments are the results of
rr.;rsonlng from self-evident general principles to particular
lrrr.n. ( )n thc contrary it is quite plausible to hold that
llrr, lrrt:rrlty of Moral Cognition primarily pronounces singular
jrrr16;rrrt:rrts on particular cases as they arise. And this
rrriglrl nrakc it appear that this faculty is more analogous
lir St,nsc than to Reason. But (a) this suggests that it
irrvolvt:s sensations or feelings, which might vary from man
Io nrir)I, and that there could be no question of truth or
trrlsity ancl no real differences of opinion on ethical matters.
Arrtl (D) even if we start with singular ethical judgments,
w(. ncvcr remain content with them or regard them as
rrllirntte. If I judge that X is wrong I always think it
ri.,r:lrrrrrble to be asked for a ground for my assertion. And

M
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the ground would always take the form: " X has certain
non-ethical characteristics C, and it is evident that anything
which had these characteristics would be wrong." These
general principles are reached from particular cases by acts
of intuitive induction, and this is a typical act of Reason.
Moreover, there are certain very abstract general principles
which form an essential part of Ethics, though they do not
suffrce to tell us our duties in particular cases. An example is
that it is wrong to give benefits to or impose sacrifices on A
rather than B unless there be some ground, other than the
mere numerical difference between A and B, for treating them
differentiy. Such principles can be grasped only by Reason.

After what I have said in connexion with Hume I need
make only the following comrflents. (a) The essential point
is that Ethics involves both a priori concepts and a priori
judgments; and these, by definition, are the work of
Reason, We may therefore admit that Reason is essential
in ethical cognition. But (b) analogy would suggest that it
is not suffrcient. In other departments of knowledge Reason
does not lorm a priori' concepts unless and until it is pre-
sented with suitable materials to reflect upon by Sense-

perception. Thus, e.g., it may well be that, unless our
sensations had very often come in recurrent bundles, we
should never have reached the a lriori concept of Substance ;

and that, unless there had been a good deal of regularity
in sense-perception, we should never have reached the
a priori concept of Cause. It therefore seems likely thaJ
something analogous to sense-perception is necessary, though
not suffrcient, in ethical cognition. It is difficult to suppose
that ordinary sense-perception can play the required part.
But it does seem to me plausible to suppose that this part
may be played by emotions of moral approval and dis-
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approval. The statement that X is wrong is not, in my
opinion, a statement about my olvn or other men's emotions
of disapproval; just as the statement that X causes Y is
not, in my opinion, a statement about the regular sequence
of Y-like events on X-like events. But it seems to me
arguable that wrongness would never have been recognised
by Reason without the stimulus and suggestion of the
emotion of disapproval, aird that causatioz would never
have been recognised by Reason without the stimulus and
suggestion of perceived regular sequence. I do not think
that this is in any way incompatible with the fact that
nou, it many cases, the judgment that so-and-so is wrong
may precede and causally determine an emotion of moral
disapproval towards so-and-so.

(C) PsvcnorocrcAl puEsrroNs ABour Morrvrs eNn
VorrtroNs ; (t) Reason as Motiae. Here again, after what
I have said in connexion with Hume and with Kant, there
is very little for me to add. It is a fact that in most hurnan
beings the belief that a certain course of action is right,
whatever their criterion of rightness may be, is pro tanlo
a motive for doing it ; and it is a fact that the belief that
a certain course of action is wrong is pro tanto a motive
against doing it. We are perfectly familiar with thrs motive
and can watch its conflict with other motives. It is a
further fact that, when it does conflict with other motives,
we judge that it is right that it and not they should prevail.
This, I take it, is what is meant by the " authority " of
this motive, which moralists insist upon and which Butler
contrasts rvith its actual psychological power. Now rightness
and wrongness, as we have seen, are characteristics which
can be grasped only by a rational being, since the concepts
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of them are a priori. It follows that this kind of motive
can act only on a rational being. It does not foliow that it
must act on every rational being, as such ; unless you choose
to define " rational being " in such a way as to include the
property of being susceptible to this motive. With these
explanations and qualifications it seems clear to me that
" Reason is a motive," though I think that this is an
abominably loose way of expressing the very important
facts which it is meant to convey.

(z) Psychotogical Hedonisrn. This is the doctrine that my
volitions are determined wholly and solely by *y pleasures
and pains, present and prospective. It is thus a particular
species of Psychological Egoism, It is not the only species;
one might quite well be a Psychological Egoist without
being a Psychological Hedonist, and, so far as I can see,
T. H. Green in his Prol,egomena to Ethics and Bradley in his
Ethical, Studies are non-hedonistic psychological egoists. It
is plain that any refutation of the generic doctrine of Psycho-
logical Egoism would, ipso facto, be a refutation of its
specifically hedonistic form, whilst the converse would. not
be true. We have already considered at some length
attempted refutations of Psychological Egoism by Butler
and by Hume. But Sidgwick's is probably the best dis-
cussion of the whole subject that exists. We have to deal
with two questions, viz.: (2, r) the relation or want of rela-
tion between Psychological and Ethical Hedonism, and (2, z)
the truth or falsehood of Psychological Hedonism itself.

(4, r) Since Ethical Hedonism can take either an egoistic
or a universalistic form, we must consider in turn the rela-
tion of Psychological Hedonism to (2, rr) Egoistic Ethical
Hedonism, and (2, rz) Universalistic Ethical Hedonism or
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Utilitarianism. Sidgwick discusses the first point in Book I,
Chap. IV, Sect. r of the Method.s of Ethics. He discusses
the second rather briefly in Book III, Chap. XIII, Sect. 5.

(2, rt) Egoistic Ethical Hedonism is the doctrine that
it is my duty to aim at the greatest possible amount of
happiness in my own life, and to treat all other objects as
subservient to this end. Now, Sidgwick argues, it cannot
be my duty to aim at anything which it would be psycho-
logically impossible for me to aim at. So, if psychological
Hedonism implies that it is psychologically impossible for
me to aim at anything but my own greatest happiness, it
implies that any ethical theory which says that it is my
duty to aim at any other end must be false. It would thus
cntail the rejection oI all riaal ethical theories, though not
necessarily the acceptance of. Egoistic Ethical Hedonism.
On the other hand, it can hardly be said to be my duty to
aim at my own greatest happiness unless it be psycho-
logically possible for me to aim at something else instead.
Iror duty seems to imply the existence of motives which
may conflict with the one which it is a duty to obey. It
seems to follow that Psychological Hedonism, if taken to
mean that f can aim only at my own greatest happiness, is
incompatible with eaery ethical theory, including Egoistic
Ethical Hedonism. ff, however, Psychological Hedonism,
whilst holding that nothing can act on my will except my
present and prospective pleasures and pains, admits that I
may wittingly or unwittingly prefer what will give me less
pleasure or rnore pain to what will give me more pleasure
or less pain, this conclusion will not follow. Although, even
in this form, it will not entail Egoistic Ethical Hedonism
(for no purely psychological theory could entail any purely
ethical theory), still Egoistic Ethical Hedonism might fairry
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be regarded as the only reasonable ethical theory to hold
in the circumstances.

This is the gist of Sidgwick's doctrine of the connexion
or lack of connexion between the two theories. It may be
remarked that, if it be valid, it would apply equalTy to any
psychological theory which asserted that there is one and
only one object which I can desire as an end. For I could
be under no obligation to aim at any other end, since this
would be psychologically impossible for me. And I could
be under no obligation to aim at this end, since there could
be no motives corrflicting with my desire for it. But,
a.lthough the notion of duty or obligation would have ceased
to apply, the notion of right might still have application.
It might be the case that the o_nly end which I can desire
is also the end which it is right or appropriate or fitting for
me to desire. I should simply be in the position of God,
who is assumed to be incapable by nature of desiring anything
but what is right for him to desire.

Even if Psychological Hedonism be put in the extreme
form that I can desire nothing but my greatest happiness
on the whole, this must presumably mean that I shall
always choose at any moment that course which then
seems to rne to involve most private happiness. This may
differ from the course which would in fact involve most
private happiness. Thus, even on this interpretation of
Psychological Hedonism, the agent might diverge from the
ideal of Egoistic Ethical Hedonism through intellectual
defects, though not through succumbing to the influence of
rival motives. But, on the more usual interpretation, he
can also diverge from the ideal of Egoistic Ethical Hedonism
through volitional and emotional defects. Though nothing
can move him but the expectation of private pleasure or
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pain, he may prefer a nearer, shorter, and intenser pleasure
to a more distant, longer, and more diffused pleasure, though
he recognises that the latter is greater than the former.
Or he may refuse to purchase what he recognises to be a
more than equivalent future pleasure at the cost of suffering
a present short intense pain. In deciding whether to have
a tooth stopped or not we may be moved by none but
hedonistic considerations, and we may recognise that there
will be a nett balance of happiness in having it stopped;
and yet the prospect of immediate intense pain may prevent
us from going to the dentist. Such a decision will certainiy
be wrong on the theory of Egoistic Ethical Hedonism, and
we can say that the agent ought to have gone to the
dentist if we accept this milder form of Psychological
Hedonism.

(2, l,z) Universalistic Ethical Hedonism is the doctrine
that it is the duty of each to aim at the maximum happiness
of all, and to subordinate everything else to this end. It is
perfectly plain that this ethical theory is incompatible with
any lorm of Psychological Egoism, and therefore with
Psychological Hedonism. For Psychological Egoism denies
that anyone can desire as an end anything but some state
of himself, e.g., his own happiness or the greatest develop-
ment of .all his faculties. And if, as would follow, no one
can desire as an end the happiness of humanity in general,
this cannot be the right or fitting object of anyone's desire,
,rbr ""r, it be anyone's duty to aim at this end.

Yet Mill, in his Utilitarianism, professed to deduce
Universalistic Hedonism from Psychological Hedonism. Mili
starts by assuming that " desirable " means " desired by
someone." Though this rests on a confusion which we have
already noted, there is no need to insist on that fact here.
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For Mill's argument involves another fallacy which would
invalidate it even though the above premise were granted.
The argument may be put as follows. If Psychological
Hedonism be true, each man's happiness is desired by
someone, viz., by himself. Therefore each man's happiness
is desirable. But the happiness of humanity is simply the
whole composed of the happinesses of each man and of
nothing else. Mill concludes that the happiness of hrrmanity
is desirable. But the only legitimate conclusion {rom these
premises is that the happiness of humanity is a whole
composed of a set of parts each one of which is desirable.
It does not follow from this that the happiness of humanity
is itself desirable. For, on Mill's definition of " desirable ",
this would mean that the happiness of humanity is desired
by someone. And it d.oes not follow from the fact that
every part of 'this whole is desired by someone that the
wholp itself is desired by anyone. On the contrary, it would
follo.lv. from the premise that no one can desire anything
but his own happiness, that no one can desire the happiness
of humanity; and therefore, on Mill's definition, that the
happiness of humanity is zol desirable.

(2, z) Having now considered the relation of Psychological
Hedonism to the two forms of Ethical Hedonism, we can
deal with the question whether Psychological Hedonism be
itself true. Let us begin with certain undoubted facts
which must be admitted. The belief that a future experience
will be pleasant is pro tanto a motive for trying to get it,
and the belief that it will be painful is pro tanto a motive
for trying to avoid it. Again, the felt pleasantness of a
present pleasant experience is pro tanto a motive for trying
to make it last, whilst the felt painfulness of a present
experience is pro tanto a motive for trying to make it stop.
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Thc question is whether the expected pleasantness of a
future experience is the only feature in it which can make
rrs want to get it, whether the felt pleasantness of a present
experience is the only feature in it which can make us want
to prolong it, whether the expected painfulness of a future
cxpcrience is the only feature in it which can make us want
to lvoid it, and whether the felt painfulness of a present
cxperience is the only feature in it which can make us want
to gct rid of it.

I must begin with one explanatory remark which is
n()(:cssary if the above proposition is to be taken as a
lxrrft:ctly accurate statement of Psychological Hedonism.
No sane Psychological Hedonist would deny that a pleasure
wlrit:h is believed to be longer and less intense may be
;trcfcrrcd for its greater duration to one which is believed
lo lrc shorter and more intense. Nor would he deny that
rl n('rrrcr and less intense pleasure may be preferred for its
gtcirtr.r noarness to a more intense but remoter pleasure.
Arrrl llris irnlllics that duration and remoteness are in some
nr,rrsr. [nr:tors wltich affect our desires as well as pleasantness
rrrrrl gr;rirrfrrlrrcss. 'Ihis complication may be dealt with as
loI lows.'l'l rt'rt: lrrc ccrtain determinable characteristics which
r.\'r,ly (.v(.rrt, irs such, must have. Date of beginning and
rlrnirlion lrrc cxamples. There are others which an event
rriry ()r nlry not have. Pleasantness, colour, and so on,
rilr, r'x,rurl)lcs. Lct us for the present call them respectively
') r'rrlr.pSrrirtl " and " non-categorial " determinable charac-
lotl',1 rr',; ol r,vr:nts. Then the accurate statement of Psycho-
Lrgkrrl lllrkrrrism would be as follows. No non-categorial
r lt,u,lr lr.ri:il ic of :l present or prospective experience can
rrr\,r,uur rk.:iirr.s for or against it except its hedonic quality;
lrrrl, grrrrrtr.rl tlrirt it has hedonic quality, the effect on our
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desires is determined jointly by the determinate form of
this and by the determinate forms of its categorial
characteristicsu

Now, so far as I am aware, no argument has ever been
given for Psychological Hedonism except an obviously
fallacious one which Mitl produces in his Utilitarianistn.
He says there that " to desire " anything and " to find "
that thing " pleasant " are just two different ways of stating
the same fact. Yet he also appeals to careful introspection
in support of Psychological Hedonism. Sidgwick points
out that, if Mill's statement were true, there would
be no more need of introspection to decide in favour of
the doctrine than there is need for introspection to decide
that " to be rich " and " to be wealthy f' are two different
expressions for the same fact."'But, as he also points out,
Mill is deceived by a verbal ambiguity' There is a sense of
" please " in English in which the two phrases " X pleases

me " and " I desire X " stand for the same fact. But the
verb " to please " and the phrase " to be pleasant " are
not equivalent in English. In the sense in which " X pleases

me " is equivalent to " I desire X " it is not equivalent to
" I find X pleasant ". If I decide to be martyred rather
than to live in comfort at the expense of concealing my
opinions, there is a sense in which rnartyrdom must " piease

me " more than living in comfort under these conditions'
But it certainly does not follow ex ai termini that I believe
that martyrdom will be " more pleasant " than a comfortable
.life of external conformity. I do not think that " pleasant-
ness " can be defined, or even described unambiguously by
reference to its relations to desire. But I think we can
give a fairly satisfactory ostensive definition of it as that
characteristic which is common to the experience of smelling
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roses, of tasting chocolate, of requited affection, and so on,
and which is opposed to the characteristic which is common
to the experiences of smelling sulphuretted hydrogen, of
hearing a squeaky slate-pencil, of being burnt, of unrequited
affection, and so on. And it is certainly not self-evident
that I can desire onl,y expeiences which have th'e charac-
teristic thus ostensively defined.

I think that there is no doubt that Psychological
Hedonism has been rendered plausible by another confusion.
The experience of having a desire fulfilled is always y'zo

lanto and for the moment pleasant. So, whenever I desire
anything, I foresee that if I get it I shall have the pleasure
of fulfilled desire. It is easy to slip from this into the view
that my motive for desiring X is the pleasure of fulfilled
clesire which I foresee that I shall enjoy if I get X. It is
clcar that this will not do. I have no reason to anticipate
the pleasure of fulfilled desire on getting X unless I already
dcsire X itself. It is evident then that there must be sonre

<lcsires which are not for the pleasures of fulfilled desire.
I.ct lls call them " primary desires ", and the others
" sccondary ". Butler has abundantly shown that there
mrrst be some primary desires. But, as Sidgwick rightly
points out, he has gone to extremes in the matter which
irrc not_ logically justified. The fact that there must be
primafy desires is quite compatible with Psychological
llcdonism, since it is quite compatible with the view that

. rtll primary desires are for primary pleasures, i'e., for
plcasures of taste, touch, smell, etc., as distinct from the
plcasures of fulfilled desire. Still, introspection shows that
this is not in fact so. The ordinary man at most times
plainly desires quite directly to eat when he is hungry.
ln so doing he incidentally gets primary pleasures of taste



r88 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY
and the secondary pleasure of fulfilled desire. Eventually
he may become a gourmaniL He will then ea,t because he
desires the pleasures of taste, and he may even make himseif
hungry in order to enjoy the pleasures of fulfilled desire.

There is a speciat form of Psychological Hedonism of
which Locke is the main exponent. This holds that all
desire can be reduced to the desire to remove pain' or
uneasiness. The one conative experience is aversion to
present pain, not desire for future pleasure. The position is
as follows. When I am said to desire some future state X
this means that the contemplation by me of my non-possession
of X is painful. I feel an aversion to this pain and try to
remove it by trying to get X. Since in the case of some
things the contemplation of my non-possession of them is
painful, whilst in the case of others it is neutral or pleasant,
the question would still have to be raised as to why there
are these difierences. Perhaps the theory under discussion
should not be counted as a form of Psychological Hedonism
unless it holds that my awareness of the absence of X is
painful i{ and only if I believe that the possession of X
would be pleasant. This is in fact Locke's view, though he
adds the proviso that my uneasiness at the absence of X is
not necessarily proportional to the pleasure which I believe
I should get from the possession of X. We will therefore
take the theory in this form.

As regards the first part of the theory Sidgwick points
out that desire is not usually a painful experience, unless it
be very intense and be continually frustrated. No doubt
desire is an unrestful state, in the sense that it tends to make
us change our present condition. It shares this characteristic
with genuine pain. But the difierence is profound. When
I feel aversion to a present pain I simply try to get rid of it.
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When I feel the unrest of desire for a certain object I do not
simply try to get rid of the uneasiness; I try to get that
particular object. I could often get rid of the feeling far
more easily by diverting my attention from the object than
by the tedious and uncertain process of trying to gain
possession of it. As regards the second part of the theory,
it seems plain on inspection that I may feel uneasiness at
the absence of some contemplated object for other reasons
than that I believe that the possession of it would be
pleasant. I might feel uncomfortable at the fact that I
am selfish, and desire to be less selfish, without for a
moment believing that I should be happier if I were more
unselfish.

The Psychological Hedonist, at this stage, has two more
lines of defence: (a) He may say that we unwittipgly desire
things only in respect of their hedonic qualities, but that
we deceive ourselves and think that we desire some things
directly or in respect of other qualities. It is plain that
this assertion cannot be proved; and, unless there be some
positive reason to accept Psychological Hedonism, there is
not the faintest reason to believe it. (b) He may say that
our dosires were originally determined wholly and soiely by
the hedonic qualities of objects ; but that now, by association
and otler causes, we have come to desire certain things
directly or for other reasons. The case of the miser who
has come by association to desire money for itself, though

'lre originally desired it only for its use, is commonly quoted
in support of this view. Mill, in his Util,itarianism, deals
with the disinterested love of virtue on these lines. Sidgwick
makes the following important observations on this con-
tention. In the first place it must be sharply distinguished
from the doctrine that the original c&uses of all our desires
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were previous pleasant and painful experiences. The question
is what were the original objects and motiues of desire, not
what kind of previous experiences may have prod,uced, olur
present desires. Secondly, the important question for ethics
is what we desire here and now, not what we may have
desired in infancy or in that pre-natal state about which
the Psycho-analybts, who appear to be as familiar with the
inside of their mother's womb as with the back of their
own hands, have so much to tell us. If Ethical Hedonism
be the true doctrine of the good, it is no excuse for the
miser or the disinterested lover of virtue that they were
sound Utilitarians while they were still trailing clouds of
glory behind them. Lastly, such observations as we can
make on young children point in exactly the opposite
direction. They seem to be much more liable to desire things
directly and for no reason than grown people. No doubt,
as we go further back it becomes harder to distinguish
between self-regarding and other impulses. But there is no
ground for identifying the vague matrix out of which troth
grow with one rather than with the other.

I think that we may accept Sidgwick's argument here,
subject to one explanation. It may well be the case that
what very young children desire is on the whole what will
in fact give them immediate pleasure, and that what they
shun is what will in fact give them immediate pain; though
there are plenty of exceptions even to this. But there is
no ground to suppose that they think of the former things
as likely to be pleasant, and desire them for that reason;
or tirat they think of the latter things as likely to be painful,
and shun lhem for that reason. It is unlikely that they have
the experience of desiring and shunning for a reason at all
at the early stages. And, if this be so, their experiences
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are irrelevant to Psychological Hedonism, which is essentially
a theory about the reasons or motives of desire.

(2, 3) Psychological Hedonism is now refuted, and the
confusions which have made it plausible have been cleared
lll). lt remains to notice a few important general facts
;rhorrt the relations of pleasure and desire and of pain and
irvr:r'sion. (a) Just as we distinguished between the pleasure
of ftrl{illcd desire and other pleasures, such as the smell of
t'():its, so wc nrust distinguish between the pain of frustrated
rk.:;irr. lLrrrl other pains, such as being burnt. And just as
llrr.rr, :trr: st:r;ondary desires for the pleasures of fulfilled
rL.,,ir,., :io llrr:re are secondary aversions for the pain of
lr rr,,l r;r lr.r I rlcsire. Secondary aversions presuppose the
r,rrr,,lr,rrr,. ol primary aversions, and it is logically possible
llr,rt ,rll 1,r irruu.y aversions might be directed to pains. But
Irr,,pr.r lrorr slrows that this is not in fact the case. (b) Among
llr.,,r. 1rlr.;r:;rrrt,s wltich do not consist in the experience of
lrrllrllr.rl rlr.sirr' ;L <listinction must be drawn between passive
1rL,,r,,rrrr.,,, su('lr rrs thc cxperience of smelling a rose, and the
plr',r,,rrrr.,, ol prrlsrrit. A great part of human happiness
r or..r,,t,, rn llrr. r'x1x:ricnce of pursuing some desired object
.ur,l ',u(rr.,;slully ovt:r<;<-rming diffrcuities in doing so. The
r.l,rlrorr,, ol tlris l<ind of pleasure to desire are somewhat
, r,rrrlrlrr,rl.rl. 'l'lrc plcirsure of pursuit will not be enjoyed
rrrrlr.,,,, rvr. sllrrt with at least some faint desire for the
1rrrr,,rr,rl r,rrrl. lltrt thc intensity of the pleasure of pursuit
rn,r1' lrr.orrt o[ all ltroportion to the initial intensity of the
,l,,rrr. lot llrr: t:ntl. As the pursuit goes on the desire to
.rtt.rrrr llrr,cn<l grows in intensity, and so, if we attain it,
\1,, nr,ry lr;rvr: r:njoycd not only the pleasure of pursuit but
,r1,,,, llrr, lrlr::tsurc o{ fulfilling a desire which has become
v.r1, ,,lrorrg. All these facts are illustrated by the playing
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of games, and it is often prudent to try to create a desire

for an end in order to enjoy the pleasures of pursuit' As
Sidgwick points out, too great a concentration on the thought
of the pleasure to be gained by pursuing an end will diminish
the desire for the end and thus diminish the pleasure of
pursuit. If you want to get most pleasure from pursuing X
you will do best to try to forget that this is your object
and to concentrate directly on aiming at X' This fact he

calls " the Paradox of Hedonism."
It seems to me that the Iacts which we have been

describing have a most important bearing on the question
of Optimism and Pessimism. If this question be discussed,

as it generally is, simply with regard to the prospects of
hurnan happiness or misery in"'this life, and account be

taken only of passive pleasures and pains and the pleasures

and pains of fulfilled or frustrated desire, it is diffrcult to
justify anything but a most gloomy answer to it' Rut it
is possible to take a much more cheerful view if we include,
as we ought to do, the pleasures of pursuit. From a hedonistic

standpoint, it seems to me that in human affairs the means

generally have to justify the end; that ends are inferior
carrots dangled' before our noses to make us exercise those

activities from which we gain most of our pleasures ; and

that the secret of a tolerably happy life may be summed up

in a parody of Hegel's famous epigram about the Infinite
End,s viz., " the attainment of the Infinite End just consists

in preserving the illusion that there is an End to be attained"'

(D) Fnrn-wILL AND DBrBnIurNrsu' Sidgwick discusses

this topic in Booh I, Ckap' 7 of the Method's of Ethics'

The general question can, I think, be stated as follows :

* Die volwhrung d,es unenillichen zuechs ist so nut die idwschung

aufzuheben, ali ob u noch nicht ttol'lfilhtt sei'
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" Granted that a certain man at a certain moment did in
fact deliberately choose the alternative X and deliberately
reject the alternative Y, could the very same man have
instead chosen Y and rejected X even though everything in
his own past history and present dispositions and every_
thing in the past history and present dispositions of the rest
of the universe had been precisely as it in fact was ? ,,
Iithics is interested mainry in a particurar case of this
gcnural problem, viz., when the alternative X is wrong
nntl tlrc alternative Y is right. Granted that I did at a
r:rrrtirin rnoment deliberately choose the wrong alternative
ttnrl rr:jtr:t the right one, could I at that moment have
lnrln*rl r:hos.n the right and rejected the wrong one, even
llrorrglr r.vcrything in my past history and present dis-
lxlrlli,ns llrrrl in those of the rest of the universe had been
tlrnt:im'lY its it. in fact was ?

Sirlgwick confines himself to this special case of the
tnor(r g(.ncral problem. He mentions a nurnber of empirical
fur:ls wlrir:h sccm to support determinism, but he deliberately
refrrrilrs from going into the metaphysics of the question.
lrr llrls, lhorrgh rather reluctanily, I shall follow him. But
this r,rrr:h I must say. physicar substances and events arert rrltt'rly cliffcrent in kind from minds and. mental events
tlurl, cvcn.if complete determinism were certainly true of
lltr: [1y1ry161, any argument by analogy to a like conclusion
ttlrorrt thc latter would be most unreliable. Again, the kind
of r:rrrs;rtion which applies to mental events in general, and
pirrlir:rrlarly to those mental events which are characteristic,l llr. rational level, such as inference and deliberate choice,
ir so uttcrly unlike physical or even physiological causation,
llrnt it would be most dangerous to transfer any proposition
wlriclr involves the latter to the former. No doubt apparent

N
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of games, and it is often prudent to try to create a desire
for an end in order to enjoy the pleasures of pursuit. As
Sidgwick points out, too great a concentration on the thought
of the pleasure to be gained by pursuing an end will diminish
the desire for the end and thus diminish the pleasure of
pursuit. If you want to get most pleasure from pursuing X
5rou will do best to try to forget that this is your object
and to concentrate directly on aiming at X. This fact he
calls " the Paradox of Hedonism."

It seems to me that the facts which we have been
describing have a most important bearing on the question
of Optimism and Pessimism. If this question be discussed,
as it generally is, simply with regard to the prospects of
hurnan happiness or miserSr in this life, and account be
taken only of passive pleasures and pains and the pleasures
and pains of fulfllled or frustrated desire, it is dif&cult to
justify anything but a most gloomy answer to it. But it
is possible to take a much more cheerful view if we include,
as we ought to do, the pleasures of pursuit. From a hedonistic
standpoint, it seems to me that in human affairs the means
generally have to justify the end; that ends are inferior
carrots dangled before our noses to make us exercise those
activities from which we gain most of our pleasures; and
that the secret of a toierably happy life may be summed up
in a parody of Hegel's famous epigram about the Infinite
End,* viz., " the attainment of the Infinite End just consists
in preserving the iilusion that there is an End to be attained."

(D) Fnrr-wILL AND DBtrnurNrsu. Sidgwick discusses
this topic in Booh I, Ckap. Z of the Metkods of Ethics.
The general question can, I think, be stated as follows :

* Die VolWhrung des unendlichen Zuechs ist so nur d,ie Tdusohun6
aufzuheben, als ob w noeh nicht uolUiifut sei.

SIDGWICK r93
" Granted that a certain man at a certain moment did in
fact deliberately choose the alternative X and deliberately
reject the alternative Y, could the very same man have
instead chosen Y and rejected X even though everything in
his own past history and present dispositions and every-
thing in the past history and present dispositions of the rest
of the universe had been precisely as it in fact was ? "
Ethics is interested mainly in a particular case of this
gcneral problem, viz., when the alternative X is wrong
rtncl the alternative Y is right. Gra,nted that I did at a
r:r:rtirin moment deliberately choose the wrong alternative
rtnrl rcject the right one, could I at that moment have
irrstr':r<l chosen the right and rejected the wrong one, even
llrorrglr cverything in my past history and present dis-
lrosiliorrs anrl in those of the rest of the universe had been
;rtrr ist,ly rrs it in fact was ?

Sirlllwir:l< r:onl-rnes himself to this special case of the
nrol(. [i(,nr.l'rrl prrrrlrk'nr. I{e mentions a number of empirical
l,rr'l,i wlrir lr ru.r,rrr to srrpltorl rk:tcrrninism, but he deliberately
rr,lr,rnr., lr,rrr 11r,rrr1; rrrl. llrr, lrr.lirltlrysics of the question.
Itr llrl,r, llrnrrlllr r,rllrr.r rr.lrrr:l;rrrlly, I shirll follow him. But
llrt,r.rrrrrr lr I rrrrr,,l ,r,r1, l,lry:iir.rrl srrllsllrr.rc<:s and cvents are
rrtt rll't 11, rltll.rr.rrl trr ktrrrl lrrrrr rrrirrls :rn<l nrcntal events
llr,rl, r.r,r.rr rl r.rrrPlr.l. rlr.lr.nrrirrisnl w(.r(l <;crllr,iltly true of
llt. l,rn('r, ,uly irrllunr('lll lry rrrr;rkrgy lo ir likc conclusion
,rlr.rrl tlrr, llrttr.r w,rrhl lx. rrr,st rrrr*:lilrblt:. Again, the kind,l r,r.:;;tli,rr wlrir.lr irPPli.s l. r,c,tirl cvents in general, and
;r.rr li.rrlrtrly lo llr.sc nrt:ntrrl cvcnts which are characteristic.l llr. rrr.ti.,ir[ lt:vcl, such as inference and r]eliberate choice,
r', '.. ,lt.rly rr.likc physical or even physiological causation,
llr;rt it wrrrlcl [rt-' most dangerous to transfer any proposition
rvlri.lr i.v.lvcs the latter to the forrner. No doubt apparent

N
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exceptions to complete mental determinism can always be

theoretically reconciled with it if we are ready to postulate
ad hoc for each case epough non-introspectible mental
processes and enough hitherto latent mental dispositions.
But we must confess that we have no clear idea of what
we are postulating when we do this. And the whole
procedure is painfully reminiscent of MoliBre's physicians
and of the less reputable kind of company-prornoter' The

essential question is whether we can give any clear meaning
to indeterminism, and whether with any meaning that we

give to it it can be made consistent with certain funda-
mental principles of logic and metaphysics which seem to
be self-evident. This leads at once into some of the hardest
problems of phiiosophy i e.8., the meanings of "possibility",
the analysis of the notions of cause and substance and the
relations between the two, the notions of variable states and
permanent dispositions, and so on. The devils who dis-

cussed the subject in Pandemonium soon discovered, as
Milton tells us, that there is no end to what may plausibly
be said on both sides of the question' They, it will be

remembered, very wisely reverted to purely ethical problems ;
and in this, if in no other respect, Sidgwick followed their
example.

Sidgwick is content to record his immediate conviction
that, at the moment when he has to decide between two
alternatives one of which he believes to be right and the
other to be wrong, he can always choose the forrner. It
should be noticed that what seems so certain to Sidgwick
is not what has sometimes been called " freaks of unmotived
volition ". The choice is determined in the end by the
actual motives in their actual strength. But one impulse,
viz., the desire to do what is believed to be right, is held
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to lrc in a peculiar position. It is held that this desire
irlw:rys could haue been strong enough to overcome all
opposing desires even though in fact it was so weak that
opposing desires overcarne it. The possibility which is
r:ontt:mplated by indeterminism is, not that a decision
rrright have taken place without a complete cause, butth.t a certain one of the factors in this complete cause
t:orrlrl have been of different strength though everything
.lsc in the universe up to the time of the decision had been
r.xrrctly as it in fact was.

Now, as regards thiq statement, all that I can say istlris. It does seem to'me to express some proposition or
ollrr:r which I believe and cannot help believing. And yet,
wlrr,rrr.vr:r I try to give any definite meaning to ., could,, inil, il srrrrns either no longer to express what I believe or to
.xt)r'('ss something which conflicts with other principles
wlrir:h st:cm to me to be self-evident. And in this unsatis-
lirr:lory state I must leave the matter.

Irrrkrt.rminism, in the sense described above, is, I think,
rlrril. r:rr,p:rtible with the obvious fact that making frequent
wrr)Dll rkrr:isions under certain circumstances in the past
rlirrrirrislr.s the likelihood of making right decisions in similar
.i.r'rrrrrslrrnr:cs in the future. Even if it always remains
'lunihlr [,r' the desire to do what is believed to be right to
r.x.r.r.rl :r. r:.rtrtin assigned strength, it may still be the case
llr,rl lrirlritrr;tl i.dulgence of opposed desires makes this less
rurrl lr"i'r frtitulilo, But this is not the whole of the matter.ll r', r.rt,rrrr rlrrrt the habitual indulgence of opposed desires
nrrrkr"r /lr, irir..sity greater. Now the decision in any case
wlll lr. rl'r.rrrrirrr:rl by the relative intensities of the desire
lo rIr rvlr,rl rs lrclir:vc<l to be right and of these opposed
rL'rlrr"r ( 

'rrs.tlrr.rrtly thc desire to do what is believed to



:,:96 FM TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

be right will have to be present in greater and greater

strength .if a right decision is to be made after repeated

indulgence of opposed desires. Now, even if the desire to
do wh.at is believed to be right cowl,il teach the necessary

degree of intensity, and even if the probability of its reaching

an assigned degree be in no way affected by the habitual
indulgence of opposed desires, it may still be the case that
there is a certain average degree which it is most likely to
reach. And it may be that the rnore the required degree

exceeds this average the less likety it is to be reached'

I agree with Sidgwick that a belief in determinism or a
belief in indeterminism ought to make hardly any difference

to our practice. on either view I have to act on probability.
On neiiher can I be absolute$'certain what I or any other
manwilldoingivencircumstances,andonbothlcanin
thesamecasesmakeafairlyaccurateguess.Norneans
which it would be reasonable on one theory to choose for
securing.agivenendwouldbeunreasonabletochooseon
the othlr. On either view it is certain that a present resolve

toactrightlyinfuture,andthebuildingupofcertainhabits
inthemeanwhile,increasetheprobabilitythatlshall
deciderightlyinfuture.Nodoubtadishonestdeterminist,
who does not really want to glve uP a bad habit' will be

tempted to say: " It is no use tryi'g to give it up' for my
character is such that I shall certainly fail.,, But a dis.

honest indeterminist in the same situation will be tempted

to say: " There is no harm in indulging to-day; for I
shall always be able to stop to-morrow'"

Would any end which it is right for a human being to
desireontheoneviewceasetoberightforhimtodesire
on the other ? So far as I can see, the statement that it is
righttodesireso-and-soasanendmeansthatthereisa
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certain appropriateness between the nature of this object
and the attitude of desire for it. But I think that this
may over-simplify the situation. Perhaps we should rather
say that there is a certain appropriateness between the
nature of this object and the attitude of desire for it wherr
felt by a being of such and such a nature. Now, so far as
the appropriateness concerns only the object and the mental
attitude, there seems no reason to think that the question
of determinism or indeterminism would be relevant. Deter-
minists and indeterminists ascribe precisely the same desires
to human beings; they difier only in that indeterminists
assert that a certain one of these desires always could have
been strong enough to overcome the rest even when in fact
it was overcome by the rest. Still, this difference may
fairly be called a difference of opinion about the nature of
the htiman mind; and it is conceivable that this difierence
of nature might be relevant at this point. It might be
litting for a mind of the nature which indeterminists ascribe
to thc human mind to feel desire for a certain object, whilst
It would not be fitting for a mind of the nature which deter-
tnitricts iscribe to the human mind to feel desire for such
on objcct. Whether there would in fact be this difference
cttt lrc decided only by inspection in the case of each
ruggcstcd cnd in turn.

Sirlgwick confines his attention to the two ends of
lltppincss and Perfection. It seems clear that, if it be
llttlng to desire the maximum happiness either of oneself
ttr o[ hunranity in general as an end, it will be equally
llttlrrg to do so whether determinism or indeterminism be
tlto truth rbout the nature of one's mind. The case is not
nt rltttlrlc in regard to Perfection. In so far as the notion
ol |tnrlection contains factors which involve undetermined
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free-will it cannot be a suitable object of desire if deter-
minism be true. For it cannot be fitting for anyone to
desire what is or involves a logicai or metaphysical im-
possibility. But, even if the notion of Perfection does
contain such factors, it is certain that it contains many
others which do not involve undetermined free-will, a.g.,
intelligence, courage, kindness, etc. If it be fitting to desire
these as ends at all, it will be fitting to do so even if
determinism be the truth about the human mind.

Are there then any points at which the difference between
determinism and indeterminisrn becomes practically relevant
in ethicatr matters ? Sidgwick holds that the ordinary notion
of Merit and Demerit is bound up with indeterminism, and
that Remorse and Retributory. Punishment are bound up
with Merit and Demerit in this sense. Let us first consider
what a determinist can consistently say and do in this
connexion. (a) It is obvious that he can talk of " good "
and " bad " men in a perfectly definite sense. A " good "
man will be one whose character is such that, even in
conditions under which many men would be determined to
make wrong choices, he will be determined to make right
ones. And a " bad " man could be defined in the same
way mutatis mutand.is. It may be objected that in this
sense of " good " and " bad " they mean exactly what they
would mean when we talk of a good watch or a bad motor-
bicycle, and that it is plain that we ascribe goodness and
badness to men in some other sense beside this. This is no
doubt true ; but there are, even on the determinist view,
profound difierences between men ancl material systems,
and between the causal determination of mental and of
physical events. And it may be that these differences,
rather than the difference between indeterminism and
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determinism, account for the fact that we feel it unsatis-
factory to equate a good man and a good motor. There
are at least three points here which are, I think, important.

(i) Common-sense draws a distinction between the good
rnan who was born with a happy balance of innate tend.encies,
who enjoyed a sound education, and who has generally rJone
right without any moral struggle, and the good man who
has been less fortunate in his moral inheritance and training
but has managed to make himself virtuous with considerable
rlifliculty. It is inclined to ascribe .,merit ,, to the second,
rrncl to say of the first that .,it is no particular credit to
lrim to be good ". Now this distinction might, at first sight,
st:r:rn to be bound up with indeterminism ; but it is perfectly
Prssible for a determinist to admit it, so far as it is tenable,
arrrl lo account for it. The second. type of good man has
slrowrr clcarly that he possesses in a high degree the desire
lo rkr what is right; we have a rneasure of its strength in
llr. ,lrslrrr:les wlri<:h it has overcome. This is a guarantee
Ilrrrl lrr. will lrrolxrbly continue to act rightly. The first
ly1r. rrl l,oorl rrr;rrr rttuy lurv<,. tlris clcsire in an equally high
,l,'fir,',' , lrrl, r,irr, r' lr. lr;rs lrrrrl littlt: occasion to exercise it,
w. r,uur,l 1x,i';ilrly lltrnt llrlri lrc lrts. lt is thcrcfore possible
llr,rl, il .irr,trr.,l:,lr r.s w(,t(, l. r:l,r.gr: considerably, he
rvrrrlrl r, krlsg.r lr;rlrirrr:rlly lr.r riglrtly. lt must be noted
llr;rt .rrrrrrrr)ll s(:,s(! l<r'r,Ps its rr<lrrrirrrlion of the second type,l 11,,r1 rrr;,r willrirr lr,rr,<ls, and that the bounds are such
;r:, rv.rrl<l lrr: r't:rrsrnrrblc on the determinist view. We shouldrr,l lxr.tir:rrlrrrly rrclmire a man who had continually to
slrrrllglc lrg:tinst impulses to commit rnurder, rape, and
irr.r'st ,, tlrc most trivial occasions, even though his struggres
w(,r(. rlwrrys successful. There is something wrong with a
rrrrrr rvlr. lrits to be perpetually performing hair-raising feats
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of moral acrobatics, though we may adrnire the strength
and skill displayed in the performance.

(ii) Complete determinism involves two difierent pro-
positions which it is important to distinguish. The first is
that a man's present choices are completely determined by
his original character and the influences to which it has
since been subjected. The second is that the man himself
began to exist at a certain moment of time, and that his
coming into existence at that moment with such and such
an original character was completely determined by the
nature, relations, and history of pre-existing substances.
Either proposition can be held without the other. 8.9.,
many indeterminists have held that truman minds are created
by God at the moment of conception; i.e., they hold the
second proposition and reject the first. And some deter-
minists, 4.g., M'Taggart, hold that no human mind has ever
come into existence. What is determined is simply that it
shall begin to animate a certain body at a certain monrent.
Such determinists hoid the first proposition and reject the
second. We might call the two propositions respectively
" deterrninisnr of mental events " and " determinism of
mental substances ". I think that Sidgwick always assumes
that, if there be the first kind of determinism, there must
also be the second.

Now, in the first place, I want to point out that deter-
minism of mental substances involves a perfectly unique
kind of causation which we cannot pretend to understand
even in the sense of finding it familiar. There is one and
only one sense in which we can understand the origin of a
" new substance ". This is when the " substance " is a
compound of pre-existing simpler substances. Its " origin-
ating " simply means that these simpler substances at a

SIDGWICK 201

certain moment came into more intimate mutual relations,
that the whole thus formed is relatively stable, and that it
has characteristic properties. Now, if minds come into
existence, as distinct froro merely beginning to manifest
themselves through bodies, at all, they certainly cannot be
conceived to do so in this way. I submit that we literally
" do not know what we are talking about " when we speak
of the "o*irg into existence of a mind. If such substances
do originate in the course of history, and if their origination
be causally determined, the kind of causation involved must
prr:sumably be quite different from that with which we are
lamiliar in the determination of events in pre-existing sub-
strrnccs by each other. Now I think that it has been held
tlrirt the notion of " merit ", in the strict sense, vanishes on
llrc rlctt:rrninist view because my original character is com-
pk'tcly rlctcrmined by substances and events which existed
lx'lolc I lrt:14an t<l exist. My actions and Cecisions are
t orrrlrk,lr,ly rkrlt:r.rnint:<l in the end by rny original character
.rrrrl ,-rrlr.;r.rprr,rrl t:irr:rurrstrrrrct:s, aud I can take no creditJor
llrr'1i.orl11r',,', ol rrrl'orillirrrrl clt:rrtt:tcr, if it be good, because
tl ln,r", rl', lrr.rrrli .rrrrl rr:rlrrrl l(r otlrcr tltitrgs. Even if this
l,r' .rrlnrtllrrl, rl rlor", rrol l,llow tlr:rt llrc lrotion of " merit "
rvi,ulrl r'.rrrr',lr ,,rr ,rll lot rrr:, ol rlr;lct trrttrist llrt:ory. A tlteory
lrl., l\l' l,r1i;i.rrt ,, wlrr< lr ;rr r r'pl:; rlt'{r'nttittisttr of mcntal
r \ r'rrl , ,rrrrl rllrrrr", lllrt rttr:rrl:r.l sttlrstit"ttt;t)s (:ver originated,
r',,rrl,I lrl rrrrlorrclrt'rl lry tlris liirrrl oI objt:t;tion.

l'.rrl, r,r'r orrrlly, rt sr,r'rrrs lo rrrc llurt thc above contention
.rr', llrrorrlilr :r t:onlrrsiorr lxrlwccn joint partial responsibility
,rrr,l r.nrolc tot;rl n:spt-rtrsibility. If X and Y be two cause-
l.rr 1,r., wlrir:lr togt:tlrt:r rrre sufficient and severally are
r,'rr",,.uy lo pr'otlrrcc the effect E, we can say that the
rr',lr,rr',rlrilil.y [or li is divided between them. The credit

it
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or discredit of each is thus reduced. But suppose that D is
the immediate total cause of E and that C is the immediate
total cause of D. Then, although we can say that C is
indirectly totally responsible for E, this does not in the least
alter or diminish D's responsibility for E. If God deliberately
makes a mind whieh will inevitably choose wrongly under the
conditions in which it wilt be placed, this does not in the
least alter the fact that this mind is bad and merits dis-
approval. The fact that God also merits disapproval for
making such a mind is simply a supplementary fact, not
a plea in mitigation.

(iii) Watches and motor-cycles are called " good " or
" bad " simply as means to the end for which they are
constructed and used. It wouid be held by many people
that these adjectives are applied to men as ends and not
as means to anything else. But, whether this be so or not,
it has nothing to do with the diflerence between determinism
and indeterminism. An indeterminist might hold that a
man can be called " good " or " bad " only as a means to
producing good or bad results. And a determinist might
hold that a character in which certain conative and emotional
tendencies are present in certain proportions and in due
relation to the desire to do what is right is an intrinsically
admirable thing. The fact that a watch or a motor-car
cannot be regarded as intrinsically good or bad does not
depend on the fact that all its behaviour is determined, or
even on the fact that it was constructed out of pre-existing
materials by a pre-existing mind. It depends on the fact
that it is a mere material mechanism. Now the human
mind is not supposed to be of this nature by any determinist
whose opinions are worth a moment's consideration.

On the whole then I am inclined to think that much

I
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more remains to the determinist of the notion of Merit and
Demerit than Sidgwick will admit.

(b) Let us turn next to the question of Remorse. A
determinist can obviously regret that his character was
such that he behaved badly on a past occasion, and can
reasonably take such steps as experience has shown to be
likely to amend it in the respect in which it has proved
faulty. But, if remorse be a feeling of regret for a past
bad action, which is bound up with the belief that my
desire to do what is right could have been strong enough
to conquer the other desires which led me astray, it is plainly
not an emotion which a determinist can reasonably feel. It
does not follow that he will not continue to feel it, as a
person who disbelieves in ghosts might feel frightened in
a house reputed to be haunted. Whether remorse does
essentially involve the indeterminist view of oneself I am
not quite sure. It seems to me that regret for past wrong-
doing amounts to remorse when two conditions are Iulfilled,
viz., when no reparation can be made by me owing, e.g., to
thc dcrrth of the injured party, and when I leel that I might
lo cmily hirve done better. The first condition is obviously
lntlelx.ndcnt of determinism or indeterminism. As regards
tho second it must be remembered that there are a great
many senses of " could ", in which the statement that I
could so easily have done better would be compatible with
dcterminism. E.g., it may mean that nothing but a slightly
stronger desire to do right was needed, and that a man who
had used my opportunities better than I had done would
have had this stronger desire.

(c) We come now to Praise and Blame. And here we
mtrst distinguish between privately feeling and publicly
expressing approbation and disapprobation. The deter-
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minist has the same motive for the latter as the indeterminist,
viz., the motive which makes us oil a bit of machinery. It
is found that the public expression of approval of an action
is a strong incentive to the agent to do similar actions in
the future, and that the public expression of disapprobation
is a strong incentive to him to avoid such actions. If the
determinist can give a meaning to goodness and badness of
character and conduct, and if it is appropriate to feel
approval of good and disapproval of bad character and
conduct in the determinist sense, a determinist is justified
in privateiy praising or blaming men and their actions.
I have already argued that both these conditions are
fulfilled.

(d) Lastly, we have to consider Reward and Punishment.
The expression of praise and blame is really a particular
case of this. Sidgwick's position is as follows. The deter-
rninist can justify punishment on reformatory and deterrent
grounds; and in practice these are the only grounds that
anyone can use in apportioning rewards and punishments.
He cannot justify retributive punishment ; but it is doubtful
whether this is justifiable even on the indeterminist view.
I agree with the positive parts of Sidgwick's statement, but
am inclined to disagree with the negative part, viz., that,
if retributive punishment can be defended at all, it can be
defended only on the indeterminist view. The fundamental
question in connexion with retributive punishment is whether
a combination of two evils, viz., wrong-doing and pain, can
be a more desirable state of affairs than one of these evils,
viz., wrong-doing, without the other. The general answer is
that there is no logical impossibility in this because the
value of a whole depends largely on the relations between
its constituents as well as on the natures of the constituents
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themselves. .A.nd the contention of the believers in retri-
butive punishment is that there is a certain appropriateness
of pain to wrong-doing which, unless the pain be altogether
excessive in duration and intensity, makes the whole state
of affairs less bad than it would be if the wrong-doing were
unpunished.

This opinion seems to me to be true in spite of being old-
fashioned. And there is nothing in it which could not be
accepted by a determinist. Determinists can admit that
there are bad men and wrong actions; and they can admit
the general principle that a whole composed of two evils
suitably related may be less bad, owing the appropriateness
of the one evil to the other, than one would be wtthout
thr: othcr. The question that remains is whether pain would
lx. rtppropriate only to wrong-doing which is undetermined
in llrr: sr:nsc alrcady defined. It is of course admitted
llurt rrrr nclion would not deserve punishment if it were
rrrvolrrrrllrry, or <:ontrir-voluntary, or were done under an
Irorrr.sl rrrislrpgrlr,lrcnsiorr of thc circumstances. But this is
Irn.lr,r,,url lor llr' glt'r'scttl l)rlrt)osc. The only question now
rrl l.rnttr, r,r llrr', " \rrPgxrsr. llrltl ltt a certain moment I
rlr,lllx,r rrlr,ly rrr,rrlr' ,r wrr)n,, r'lroicc sirrrlrly llct:ittrsc my desire
ln rll wlr,rl r., rilllrl w;r,r rrol :ilt'orr11 r'trottglt as compared
wrllr rrv,rllrr.r rk'sitrs rrl llrc litttr'. Sltottl<l I not <Ieserve
grrrrrrrlrrrrr,rrl rrrrk':lrlrryrk'.ritctorkrliglrl coul,dtt tltatmoment
Ir,rvr lrr.r'rr slrorrg crrorrlllr lo cottrlttcr Iny otltcr desires even
llrurrlllr r.vr.r'yllrirrg irr rrty prtsl hislory and present circum-
rlirrrr,:i lrlrrl lx:r,n t:xlr:tly irs it in fact was ? " The reader
nrrr.,t :rrrswcr tlris rlru:stion for himself, after inspecting as
r.ur.frrlly:rs lrr.r::rn. [t is certainly not obvious to me that
l,;lrorrhl lrol <lcsr:rvc punishment unless the condition
rrrr,rrt rorrr.rl lrllovt: wcrc fulfilled.
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(E) CressrrrcATroN oF THE Mrrnoos or Ernrcs. As we
have seen in the Synopsis, Sidgwick reduces the fundamental
types of ethical theory to three, iz., Intuitionisfit,, Egoistic
Hed,onism, and, Util,itailanism. The only criticism that I
wish to make at this point is that his division does not
seem to rest on any very clear principle. The name
" Intuitionism " seems to suggest an epistemic principle of
classification, and the opposite of it would seem to be
" Empiricism ". On the other hand, the opposition of
Egoistic and Universalistic Hedonism to Intuitionism rests
on a quite .difierent basis, viz., on whether some types of
action are intrinsical,l,y ight or wrong or whether the rightness
or wrongness of actions always depends on their conducive-
ness to certain end,s. This of course is not an epistemic
question at all. And this cross"division leads to needless
complications in Sidgwick's exposition. He has to recognise
that, from an epistemic point of view, all three types of
theory involve ethical intuitions. For the two types of
Hedonism involve at least the intuition that pleasure, and
nothing else, is intrinsically desirable. He thus has to
distinguish between a wider and a narrower sense of
" Intuitionism ". All this seems rather untidy and unsatis-
factory. I would therefore propose the following amend-
ments. I would first divide ethical theories into two classes,
which I will call respectively d,eontological and tel,eological..

Deontological theories hold that there are ethical pro-
positions of the form: " Such and such a kind of action
would always be right (or wrong) in such and such circum-
stances, no matter what its consequences might be." This
division corresponds with Sidgwick's Intuitionism in the
narrower sense. Teieological theories hold that the rightness
or wrongness of an action is always determined by its
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tendency to produce certain consequences which are intrinsic-
ally good or bad. Hedonism is a form of teleological theory.
It is plain that teleological theories can be subdivided into
monistic and plural,islic varieties. A monistic theory would
hold that there is one and onlv one characteristic which
makes a state of affairs good or bad intrinsically. A
pluralistic theory would hold that there are several inde-
pendent characteristics of this kind. Hedonism is a monistic
teleological theory. I think that a similar subdivision could
bc made among deontological theories. It might be held
that all the various moral rules recognised by a deontological
thcory are determinate forms of a single rule, or at any
rirtt: that they all answer to a single necessary and sufficient
t:ritr:rion. This seems to have been Kant's view. Such
t tlrtxrry is monistic. A deontological theory which held
tlrirl thcrc is a number of independent moral rules would be
;rlrrr rtlist it:.

llrtlr kin<ls of tclcological theory can now be divided on
Ir nr,w grtirrr:i;lkr. 'l'lx: cnd to lrc aimed at is of course never
n llrrrrrrllr.tinlir: itr llu' irbstrrtt:t ; it is always a concrete
rlnlo ol rtllrrtil irr wlrir:lt ir ccrl;rin <:hirracteristic, or charac-
lorlrlh n, in tttrrttilr.rllrl. Alrrl llrc rlrrr.stion arises whether it
lr llro ngr.ttl'l rlttly lo irittt rrl llrc rrrirnifcstation of this
rlrrir,rlrlc r:hirtirclr.lisl ic in lrilrrst:lI only or in a larger circle.
Wr. llrrrs 6r:t it srrbrlivisiotr inlo rgisl,ic itnd non-egoislic types
rrl lr.lr.rrkrgit'rrl tlu:ory. Utilittrirurisnt, e.g., may be described
lrl{ ir n(,n-r.goistic fornt o[ mortistic teleological theory.

'l'lu: priuc:iples cf division which I have suggested are
clurr in orrtlinc, and they have the advantage of not intro-
rlrrcurl; cpistemological considerations. We must remember,
Irrrwcvt'r', that purely deontological and purel,y teleological
tlrr,ol'ir:s are rather ideal limits than real existents. Mo'st
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actual theories are mixed, some being predominantly deonto-
logical and others pfedominantly teleological. Sidgwick,
e.9., is definitely a Hedonist, and so far a monistic teleologist,
though he cannot make up his mind as between the egoistic
and the non-egoistic forms of hedonism. But this is not the
whole truth about his position. He also accepts as self-
evident certain abstract principles about the right way of
distributing a given amount of happiness. These modes of
distribution ought to be followed, on his view, because they
are irutrinsically right, and not merely because they are
likely to increase the amount of happiness to be distributed
in {uture. To this extent Sidgwick's theory must be counted
'as deontological. 'When, as with Sidgwick, the only deonto-
logical principles which the mo;alist accepts are about the
right distribution of something which is held to be intrinsically
desirable, his system must be regarded as almost, purely
teleological.

(F) DBrarrrn Drscussrox or Eecn oF THE TsnrB
Mrrnoos. (t) Intuitionism. We may divide Sidgwick's
discussion of this subject into two main parts, viz.: (r, t) a
general treatment of the subject, and (r, e) a detailed
analysis and criticism of the alleged moral intuitions of
common-sense. The former is contained in Booh I, Chap.
VIII, and Book III, Chaps. 1 and XIII. The latter is
contained in Book III, Chaps. III to X/ inciusive.

(r, r) We must begin by stating more definitely what is
the subject-matter of moral judgments. So far we have
said that Intuitionism, in the narrower sense to which we
are nbw confining the term, holds that certain types of
action are intrinsically right or wrong without regard to
their consequences. This statement must now be made

SIDGWICK zog
more accurate. In order to do this let us take a concrete
example. It is held by many people that it is always wrong
to tell a lie, no matter how disastrous the consequences of
telling the truth might be. We are not at present concerned
with the correctness of this doctrine, but only,with its
precise meaning. Now it is. plain that an action cannot be
called a " lie " without reference to certain of the con-
sequences which the agent expects that it will have. He
must expect that his action will produce certain beliefs, and
he must hold that these beliefs will be false.

The action, then, is judged to be wrong because the
agent expects it to have consequences of a certain kind.
But, if so, it may be asked, how does Intuitionism differ
from a teleological type of ethical theory, such as Utili-
tarianism ? Does not Utilitarianism also cond.emn lying
because it is likely to have consequences of a certain
kind ?

To deal with this question let us begin by defining a
" lie " as a statement made by an agent with the intention
of producing a false belief. This definition would presumably
lrc ilccepted both by Intuitionists and by Utilitarians. It
will bc seen that the definition includes a reference to
r:crttin consequences (viz., the production of a belief) and
to n ccrtain characteristic of these conseguences (viz,, the
fnlsity of this belief). In any particular case both the
lllllllrtritn and the Intuitionist will know, or reasonably
nlrlx.cl, lhirt there will be other consequences beside the
ltrrxlrrcllorr of a belief, and that the belief will have other
cltnrnr:lclistir:s lleside falsity. These, however, form no part
nl llrn rltlirrilion of a "lie ", though they do form part of
lltn ltrlnrrlhrrr o[ lhc pcrson who tells a lie. Now the funda-
I tlnll I ttl r ll l lorr.r u;r: betwccn the Teleologist and the Intuitionist

o
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in this case seems to be the following: The Teleologist is
interested only in i}rle good,ness or bad,ness of the intended
consequences. For he recognises only what I have called
earlier in this chapter the teleological and the logical senses
of " ought ". When he says : " f ought to do X ", he always
means simply and solely : (a) " I ought (in the teleological
sense) to desire Y " ; (D) " So far as I can see X is the most
suitable means open to me for producing Y " ; and (r) " I
ought (in the logical sense) to choose the most suitable
means open to me for producing what I ought (in the
teleological sense) to desire." The Teleologist will therefore
take into account all, the intended consequences, whether
they be included in the delinition of the action as a " lie "
or not. And he will take into account all,those characteristics,
and only those characteristics, of the intended consequences
which he holds to be relevant to their goodness or badness.
These may include other characteristics beside those involved
in the definition of the act as a " lie " ; and they may not
include that particular characteristic at ali. Thus, e.g.,
a Utilitarian would zol consider the characteristic of falsity,
which is involved in the definition, to be directly relevant ;

whilst he would. consider that another characteristic which is
not involved in the definition, viz., the tendency to diminish
human happiness, is directly relevant. It is of course
quite possible to imagine a non-hedonistic Teieologist who
held that true belief is intrinsically good, and that it is
therefore our duty to produce as much true beiief as possible.
Such a Teleologist would still differ fundamentally from an
Intuitionist about lying. An Intuitionist need not hold that
true belief is intrinsically good and false belief intrinsically
bad, and he certainly will not hold that truth-telling is
right and lying wrong simply because the former tends to
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increase and the latter to diminish the amount of true
belief in the world. Cases might easily arise in which it
would be almost certain that rnore true belief would be
produced by telling a lie than by teling the truth. In such
cases a Teleologist of the kind just described would consider
it his duty to tell a lie, whilst an Intuitionist about lying
would still hold that it is wrong to do so.

The fundamental difference between the Intuitionist and
the Teleologist is that the former does, and the latter does
not, recognise a sense of " right " which applies to actions
and intentions and is not ana.lysable into " conducive to
good consccluences ". It is not true tosaythat the Intuitionist
takcs no account of intcnclcd conscquences when judging of
the riglrtness or wrongrrcss of an action. What is true is
that lre takcs no account of the goodness or badness of the
intendcd consequences. For him a lie is wrong simply and
solely because it is intended to produce a false belief, and
not because a false belief is an intrinsically bad state of
mind. For the Teleologist the other characteristics of the
consequences are relevant only in so far as they make the
cons(r(luenccs intrinsica'lly good or bad, and to say that a lie
is wrong sirnply rncons thirt its consequences will on the
whole bc bttl.

'I'lrcrc is t frrrtlrcr rlil'[r:rcnr:r., which is not, I think, so
fundarrrt:ntirl, lrut wlrit;h ccrtrrirrly has existed between most
lnlrritionists trrtl rrrost 'lt,lcologists. A 'feleologist cannot
rt:usonrrlrly t;tkr: irrlo irccount anything less than the whole
o[ tlrt: (:ons(.(lucn(:cs iutcndcd by the agent. For he has to
corrsi<k.r tlrc t:onrlucivcrrcss of the action to good or evil
rr:srrlts, ;rrrrl it would sccrn quite arbitrary to exclude from
Iris srrrvr:y rtny part of the consequences which the agent
forcsrrw and dcsircd r-rr tolerated. But many Intuitionis+s
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have held that the rightness or wrongness of an action was
completely determined by certain characteristics of a certain
restricted part of its total intended consequences. If, e.g.,
its immediate consequences had a certain characteristic,
then it would be right (or, wrong) no matter what might be
its remoter consequences and no matter what might be the
other characteristics of its immediate consequences. E.g.,
some Intuitionists would hold that, if I were asked a question
about a certain matter, it would be my duty to make such
a statement as would produce a true belief on that matter,
even though I knew that its remoter consequences would be
false beliefs on other matters, and even though the belief
which I produce wouid be intensely painful to my hearer
in addition to being true.

I do not think that there is any logical necessity for a
person who admits that there is a sense of " right " which
apptries to actions and intentions and is not analysable into
" conducive to good consequences " to go to these extremes.
He might reasonably hold that the rightness or wrongness
of an action was determined by certain of the characteristics
of all its intended consequences. But I think it is true that
certain forms of Intuitionism could hardly be held if this
view were taken. The point is this. Teleological theories
would make all statements about the rightness or wrongness
of classes of action into empirical propositions about general
tendencies. We might be able to conclude by induction
from past experience that lying generally has bad con-
sequences; but we could not be sure that eaery Lie, under
existing circumstances, or a.ny lie, under certain conceivable
circumstances, would have such consequences. Hence, on
a teleological theory, there could be no propositions of the
form : " Such and such a type of action would aiways be
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right (or wrong)." Now most Intuitionists have claimed to
know some propositions of this kind by direct insight into
the terms. Now it is difRcult to see how they could possibly
do this unless they knew that all but the immediate con-
sequences, and all but a few of the characteristics oI these,
were irrelevant to the rightness or wrongness of the action.
To define a type of action, such as " lying ", we must take
a few outstanding features of the act or of its immediate
consequences. In any concrete instance of lying the act
will have many remote consequences which the agent can
foresee ; and all its consequences, immediate and remote,
will have many characteristics beside the one which makes
it a lie by definition. Any Intuitionist who claims to be
able to see that every lie as such must be wrong is claiming
to see that all the remoter consequences of a lie, and all the
other characteristics of the consequences except those
involved in the definition of the act as a .. lie ,,, are irrelevant
to the wrongness of the act.

It is now easy to see what is the connexion between the
epistemological division of ethical theories into Intuitionist
and llnrpirical and thc ontological division of them into
I)eontological and Tclcological. (o) As we have seen, on a
Telcological thcory, both singular judgments of the form:
" This act is right (or wrong) " and universal judgments of
thc form : " All acts of a certain kind are right (or wrong) ,,
essentirrlly involvc judgments about all the consequences of
the act 'r cl*ss of acts so far as these can be foreseen at all.
Such judgments are of course purely empirical, like a1l
judgments which involve particular causal laws. So a
teleological theory is, to this extent, necessarily an empirical
or inductive theory. (b) Nevertheless, every Teleological
theory does involve at least one a priori judgment. For it

I
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will always involve some-judgment of the form: " Anything
that had a certain non-ethical characteristic (e.g., pleasant-
ness) would necessarily be intrinsically good." Such judg-
ments have nothing to do with causation. They claim to
express a necessary connexion between a certain non-ethical
characteristic and the ethical characteristic of goodness.
The only kind of induction on which they are based is what
Mr Johnson calls " intuitive induction ", such as we use in
coming to see that shape and size are necessarily connected,
and not what he calls " problematic induction," such as we
use in making the probable generalisation that all cloven-
iooted animals chew the cud. (c) Any Deontological theory
which claims to make universal judgments of the form:
" A11 acts of such and such a kind are right (or wrong) "
does claim to make a friori judgrnents in a sense in which
teleological theories deny that they can be made. For it
defines the kind of action under consideration by one or a
few characteristics of its im,med,iate consequences ; and it
claims to see that these sufi,ce to make all such actions right
(or wrong), and that the more remote consequences and the
other characteristics of the consequences will always be
irrelevant to the rightness (or wrongness) of the action. It
is plain that, if such judgments can be made at all, they
must be a priori. They may be compared with the judgment
that, if the sides of a triangle be equal, t};ris sufi,ces to make
it equiangular, and that the size, position, colour, etc., of
the triangle are irrelevant. A Deontologist of this kind is
called by Sidgrvick either a dogmatic ot a lhilosophic
Intuitionist. The distinction between these two subdivisions
corresponds to the distinction which we have drawn between
plural,istic and monistic Deonlologists. For a Dogmatic
Intuitionist is one who holds that there are many independent

I
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intuitively certain judgments asserting that such and such
kinds of action are necessarily right (or wrong). And a
Philosophic Intuitionist is one who holds that all the more
concrete judgments of this kind can be subsumed under one
or a few supreme moral principles which are intuitively
certain. It is worth while to remark at this point that,
although it is theoretically possible for a teleological theory
to be pluralistic (since it may hold that there are several
independent characteristics, each of which would suffice to
make a thing intrinsically good), and although it is theoretic-
ally possible for a deontological theory to be monistic, yet
in fact teleological theories have tended to be monistic and
deontological theorics to be pluralistic. No one has produced
a plausible monistic deontological theory ; whilst universal-
istic hedonism is a fairly plausible form of monistic teleological
theory. And this fact has often made people prefer teleo-
logical theories, since monism in such matters is more
satisfactory to the intellect than pluralism.

(d) As I have said, a Deontologist might hold that it was
necessary to consider all the foreseen consequences of an
action lrcfore one could decide whether it was right or
wrong. If such a Deontologistlmade universal judgments
about the rightness or wrongness of certain types of action
he would have to confi.ne them to statements about general
tendencies, just as the Teleologist has to do. He could not
say :. " Every lie is as such necessarily wrong," though, in
the case of any particular lie, he might be able to say that
lhis lie is certainly right or certainly wrong. He could,
nrr rloubt, make the generalisation that anylie told in exactly
similnr circumstances with exactly similar foreseen con-
N(xlu(lnccs would necessarily be right, lf this lie be right, or
wr()trg, il this lie be wrong. But such generalisations are
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hardly worth making. This kind of Deontologist seems to
be what Sidgwick means by an ,i0sthetic Intuitionist.

(r, z) This is perhaps as much as we need say on the
general topic of Intuitionism. We can now pass to Sidgwick's
criticism of the morality of common-sense. Into the details
of this I shall not enter. The essence of the matter is this.
Sidgwick holds that common-sense does ciaim to be able to
see by inspection that certain types of action are necessarily
right (or wrong) without regard to the goodness or badness
of their consequences. And, although it does not ignore
intended consequences, since it defines many types of action
by reference to some of the characteristics of some of their
intended consequences, yet it holds that certain characteristics
of the immed,iate consequences sufice to make such actions
right (or wrong). Common-sense then is dogmatically
intuitive, though this does not necessarily imply that it
does not use other and incompatible criteria of right and
wrong. This seems to me to be true.

The upshot of his very elaborate discussion of common-
sense morality is as follows. If there be genuine moral
axioms they must fulfil the following conditions. Their
terms must be clear and distinct; the propositions them-
selves must continue to seem self-evident no matter how
carefully they be examined, and no matter with what
difficulties we may confront them; and they must be
mutually consistent. Moreover, it is important that there
should be a clear consensus of opinion in their favour. If
something seems self-evident to me and does not seem so

to someone else who, so far as I can see, is as competent
as I and is really contemplating the same situation as f,
I am reduced to a state of hesitation. There are two special
dangers about alleged ethical axioms. In the first place,
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we are liable to confusr3 strong impulses with genuine
intellectual insight, and to judge as wrong what we im-
pulsively dislike. Secondly, rules which really rest on custom
and the opinion of the society in which we have been brought
up may gain the appearance of moral axioms. A grown
man seems to himself to know intuitively what politeness
or honour or fashion forbids. Yet such codes certainly have
been imposed on him from without, and are largely lacking
ln rational justification. It is quite certain that common-
sense morality contains a great deal of material of this kind.
Now a careful discussion of the alleged axioms of common-
sense morality shows that they do not answer to the required
conditions. Agreement exists only so long as we keep to
vague generalities and simple cases. As soon as we go into
detail doubts and dif0culties arise, both as to the meaning
of the terms and as to the range of application of the
principies. The central part of each duty seerns clear, but
it is surrounded with a margin of uncertainty. And, when
the duties which it has laid down as absolute and un-
exceptionable conflict, common-sense either suggests no
principlc of rcconciliation, or one so complex and qualified
:rs to bc rro longr:r sclf-cvi<ltrtt, or clsc it falls back on some
tclcol<lgical principlt: sttt:lt rts Utilitarianism. \

I think lltirt itttyotu: wlto rcads tltc relevant chapters in
Sidgwir:k will irgr<:t: tlurt tltc cxtrcme form of Intuitionism
which h<: rrst'r'illcs to t:ornmon-scnsc cannot be maintained.
Arr<l lrt: is rro rLrrrlrt riglrt in thinking that common-sense
w;rrrls lo lrokl sortrctlting like this, and retreats from it only
at tlrt: ;roint of thc bayonet. Sidgwick's conclusion is that
wc irrc fort:t:d to a mainly teleological view, eked out by
a fcw vcry abstract intuitions about right and wrong modes
of distributing good and evil. This does not seem to me to

I
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be certain ; and I propose as briefly as possible, and therefore
somewhat dogmaticaily, to state a form of Intuitionism
which is not open to Sidgwick's objections and is not
flagrantly in conflict with reflective common-sense.

(a) Whenever a man is called upon either to act or to
abstain from action he is in presence of a highly complex
situation, composed of pre-existing persons, institutions, and
things, in various relations to each other and to himself.
Let us call this the " initial phase,,. Whether he acts or
abstains from action this phase will be succeeded by others.
The initial phase, together with its subsequent d.evelopments,
may be called a " total course of events,,. If the agent
abstains from action there will be what I will call an
" unmodified course of events ". If he acts he will introduce
an additional cause-factor into ",the initial phase, and this
will make the subsequent phases, and therefore the total
course of events, different from what they would otherwise
.have been. We then have a " modified course of events',.
According to what action he performs we shall have a
correspondingly different modified course of events. Now
of course each phase will itself be highly complex. If we
denote the unmodified course by F,F, . Fo, then any
phase such as F, will consist of factors which we might
symbolise by f,,, f*, fr-. Suppose that, instead of
abstaining from action, the man does a certain act x. The
initial phase will then consist of all the factors in F. together
with the additional factr:r x, which of course will not simply
be added to the rest but will stand in perfecfly definite
relations to them. The subsequent phases will be modified
in a characteristic way by the addition of this cause-factor
to the initial phase and will become F:F: . . . FJ.

(D) Now it seems to me that we t "ri to distiiguish two
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quite different ethical features of the action x, viz., its
fittingness or unfittingness to the total course of events as
modified by it, and its utility or disutility. I will now try
to explain what I mean by these two notions. Fittingness
or unfittingness is a direct ethical relation between an action
or emotion and the total course of events in which it takes
place. As this course of events consists of a number of
successive phases, it is possible that a certain action may
be fitting to some of the phases and unfitting to others. In
particular it might be " immediately fitting ", i.e., it might
be appropriate to the initial phase F,, but it might be un-
fitting to some or all of the later modified phases Fi, etc.
Again, since each phase is itself complex, the action might
be fltting to certain factors of a certain phase but unfitting
to other factors of that phase. It is quite easy to give
examples. If I am asked a certain question and answer it
in a certain way I may be answering that question truly but
my answer may lead to subsequent false inferences. It
might then be said that this answer was fitting to the initial
phase, but was unfitting to subsequent phases in the course
of events as modified by it. It would then become a question
whether a true answer, or a lie, or silence was the most
fitting action on the whole, given the initial phase. The
second complication may be illustrated as follows. I ma)
be an elector to an office, and one of the cand"idates may
have done me a service. To prefer him to a better qualified
candidatc would fit one aspect of the situation, since it
would be rewarding a benefactor; but it would be untrtting
to other factors in the situation, since it would be an act
of bad faith to the institution which was employing me as
an elector and an act of injustice to the other candidates.
The statement that " x is more fitting to be done in the
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situation I', than y is " means that x is more fitting to the
whole course of events F,F; . . . F* than y is to the whole
course of events F,F', . . . FJ. The fittingness of an act to
a whole course of events wilt be a function of its fittingness
or unfittingness to each phase in the series, and its fittingness
to any phase in the series will be a function oI its fittingness
or unfittingness to each factor or aspect of that phase. By
analogy with mechanics we may talk of the " resultant
fittingness " and the various " component fittirignesses ".
But, unfortunately, there is no simple general rule, like the
parallelogram of forces, by which the resultant fittingness
can be calculated from the various component fittingnesses.

(c) Having now tried to explain what I mean by the
" fittingness " of an action, I will aext consider its " utility ".
We have now to leave out of account the relations of
fittingness or unfittingness between an action and the
modified course of events which it initiates, and to consider
simply the intrinsic goodness or badness of such a course of
events. This will be determined by the qualities of the
component events and their relations to each other. The
statement that " x is more useful to be done than y in the
situation F," means that, apart from all reference to fitting-
ness and unfittingness the course of events F,Fl . . . FI
is on the whole intrinsically better than the course of events
F,F] . . . FJ. The intrinsic goodness of a whole course of
events is a {unction of the intrinsic goodness or badness of
its successive phases, and the intrinsic goodness or badness
of any phase is a function of the intrinsic goodness or
badness of its various factors or aspects. If Hedonism were
true our calculations would be simplified, because no charac-
teristic blrt pleasure or pain would have to be considered
in our estimate. But the notion of utility is wider than this,
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and it would still have application even if the Hedonistic
view of what constitutes intrinsic goodness were found to
be inadequate or false. We have to take account of the
consequences of an act both in considering its fittingness
and in considering its utility in a given initial situation.
For the act has not to fit merely th;e initial phase or the
total course of events which woulil have occurred if the
initial phase had been allowed to develop without inter-
ference from the agent. It has to fit the total. course of
events which wil,l, occar if the initial phase is modified by it
as an additional cause-factor. And of course it is still more
obvious that utility in a given situation involves a reference
to consequences. For it just is the causal characteristic of
producing a course of events which have such qualities or
such relations among themselves as to be intrinsically good.

(d) Now it seems to me that the rightness or \ilrongness
of an action in a given initial situation is a function of its
fittingness in that situation and its utility in that situation.
The pure Deontologist would deny that its utility or dis-
utility was relevant to its rightness or wrongness. The pure
Teleologist would deny that there is such a relation as
direct fittingness or unfittingness, and would make its
rightness or wrongness depend entirely on its utility or
disutility. Both these extremes seem to me to be wrong,
and to be in flagrant conflict with common sense. A;
against thc pure Teleologist I would say that we all do
recognise relations of fittingness and unflttingness. And, as
against the pure Deontologist, I would say that we do
think it reasonable to weigh utility against fittingness;
and that a sane person judges it right, though regrettable,
to do an act which is unfittiirg if this be the only means
open to him of avoiding a course of events which, from
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their qualities and their mutual relations, would be intrinsic-
ally very evil. " It hath been the wisdom of the Church of
Engl,and,, ever since the first compiling .oI her Publick
Liturgy, to keep the mean between the two extreams, of
too much stiffness in refusing, and of too much easiness in
admitting any variation from it." And I intend to follow
the excellent example of my national Church.

(e) If I am right, the kind of Intuitionist with whom
Sidgwick contends in his discussion of the morality of
common-sense makes two fundamental mistakes. In the
first place, he id.entif,es rightness with fittingness, and fails
to see that utility is also a factor in determining rightness.
Secondly, he takes far too simple-minded a view of fitting-
ness. He thinks that the fittingness of an action is completely
determined by its relations to the initial situation or the
phase that immediately succeeds it. And he forgets that
even these phases may be very complex, and that the
fittingness of the action to each factor must be considered.

It seems quite clear that the Intuitionist wiil have to
moderate his claims very greatly. He will be confined to
statements about tendencies to be right and tend,encias to be
wrong. He can say that a lie has a very strong tendency
to be wrong, and that it wili be wrong unless telling the
truth would have very great disutility or unless the situation
be of a certain special kind in which it is a matter of honour
to shield a third person. And it is very doubtful whether
any general rules can be given for balancing one kind of
fittingness against another or for balancing fittingness on
the whole against utility on the whole. When it comes to
estimating resultant fittingness from component fittingnesses
and unfittingnesses, and to estimating total rightness from
total fittingness and total utility, we are soon reducei to

-
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something analogous to those perceptual judgments on very
complex situations which we have constantly to make in
playing games of skill. No doubt this is an unsatisfactory
conclusion, and at first sight it compares iU urith the sweet
simplicity of Utilitarianism. But, if it is so, it is so. And
perhaps wer may say that Utilitarianism is at once too
simple in theory and too dif&cult in practice to satisfy
either the philosopher or the plain man for very
long.

It remains to say something about the few highly abstract
principles which Sidgwick does regard as intuitively certain.
They are the following. (i) If an action would be right
when done by A and wrong when done by B in precisely
the sirmc circumstances, there must be some qualitative
dissirnilarity between A and B which accounts for this.
Thc mere fact that B is numerically other than A is irrelevant.
(ii) If an action would be right when done by A to B and
would be wrong when done in precisely similar circum-
stances by A to C, there must be some qualitative dis-
similarity between B and C to account for this. The mere
fact thai B is numerically other than C is irrelevant. (iii)
Arry gcncral rule ought to be applied impartially to all
pcrsons who comc within thp scope of the rule.

I will comment on these three principles before I mention
thc otht:rs which Sidgwick accepts. The first two, though
rrot rrbsolrrtcly vcrbal, are extraordinarily triviat. Any pair
of irrrlivi<lrrtls always do differ qualitatively from each other
in ilrnrrnrcrtlrlc ways. Some of these qualitative differences
arc, tntl sorno irrc not, ethically relevant. And qualitative
dissiruiltritir:s which are ethically relevant to certain types
of action will bc cthically irrelevant to others. If A admires
red hair and IJ docs not, this may make it right for A and
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wrong for B to propose marriage to the red-haired C; and
it may make it right for A to propose to C but wrong for
him to propose to the otherwise similar but yellow-haired D.
But if A had to rescue either C or D from drowning, and
could not rescue both, the difference in the colour of their
hair would not be an adequate ground for saving one and
Ietting the other drown. What we want are some self-
evident principles as to precisely what kinds of qualitative
differences are relevant and what are irrelevant grounds for
two people to act diflerentiy in similar circumstances or
for the same person to act differently in similar circum-
sfances towards two people. Sidgwick's principles are
rather like the famous Pilncifle of Indffirence in Probability.
Two alternatives are equally protable if there be no relevant
dissimilarities between them ; but what kinds of dissimilarity
are relevant and what are not ? If I had the chance of
saving the life of one, but not of both, of two persons,
would the fact that one was my mother and that the other
was my second cousin be a relevant ground for saving the
former ? As regards the third'principle it is difficult to see
that it states an absolutely unexceptionable duty. Certainly,
if I have to administer a rule inflicting a penalty on all
members of a certain defined class, it wili be both unfitting
and contrary to utility if I inflict the penalty on some
members of the class and not on others. And I shall be
inexcuiable if I break it in favour of someone who does not
difier relevantly from those on whom I inflict the penalty.
But this is merely a particular case of the second rule.
Suppose, however, that I see that there is a relevant difference
between certain members of the class contemplated by the
rule and others, am I never to break the rule in their
favour ? May not the unfittingness of ignoring these relevant

I
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differences in some cases outweigh the unfittingness and the
disutility of making exceptions to the rule which it is my
duty to administer ? Such conflicts plainly can arise where
a man has to administer an obviously unjust and inadequate
rule; ind, when they reach a certain degree of acuteness, it
is very hard to be sure about the duty of the officer. We
mrght be inclined to say that it was his duty to break the
rule, but that his empl,qters would have a fight to punish
him for doing so.

I pass now to Sidgwick's three remaining principles.
(iv) Mere difierence in the date in one's life in which any
good is to be enjoyed makes no difference to its value.
This, as he points out, is quite compatible with its being
reasonable to prefer a nearer to a remoter good on the
grounds of the greater likelihood of getting it, of greater
keenness of appreciation in youth, and so on. The only
doubt that I feel about this principle is concerned with
order in time. Most people would be inclined to think that
a life which began unhappily and ended happily was to be
preferred to one, containing the same balance of happiness,
which began happily and ended unhappily. It is difficult
to be sure whether they really think that mere order is
relevant, as their language would suggest. For there are
the secondary pleasures a^nd pains of anticipation and
memory to be considered. The anticipation of happiness
is always pleasant, and is perhaps more so if one is now
unhappy. The anticipation of unhappiness is always un-
pleasant, and is perhaps more so if one is now happy. The
memory of past happiness tends to be painful if one is now
unhappy; whilst the memory of past unhappiness is on
the whole not unpleasant if one is now happy. Now the
primary happiness of the earlier half of the one life may be

P
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reduced by the secondary unhappiness of anticipating the
primary unhappiness of its later half ; and the primary
unhappiness of its later half will certainly be increased by
the secondary pain of remembering the lost primary happiness
of the first half. In the case of the other tife the primary
unhappiness of the first half may be reduced by the seco4dar5r
pleasure of anticipating the primary happiness of the second
half ; and the primary happiness of the second half will not
be reduced, and may be increased, by the memory of the
primary unhappiness of the first half. So perhaps the truth
of the matter is simply this. Of two lives which contain
the same amounts of. frimary happiness and unhappiness,
occurring in opposite order in time, the life in which the
primary unhappiness precedes the primary happiness will
contain more secondary happihess and less second,ary :un-
happiness than that in which the primary happiness precedes
the primary unhappiness. If this be the whole truth, the
case under discussion is no real exception to Sidgwick's
principle. But I do not feel completely certain that it is
the whole truth, and to that extent I feel a faint doubt
about the principle.

The two remaining principles are of extreme importance
in connexion with the controversy between Egoistic and
Non-egoistic types of ethical theory. They are as follows.
(v) The good of any one individual is of no more importance,
from the point of view of the Universe, than the equal good
of anyother. And (vi) it is my dutyto aim at good generally,
so far as I can bring it about, and not merely at a particular
part of it. From these two principles he deduces what he
calls the Principl,e of Rational, Beneaol,ence, iz., that I ought
to try to produce good states in any other individual as
much as in myself, except in so far as I am less certain of
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being able to produce them in him, or less certain that such
states in him would be good, or can see that more gocd
would be sacrificed in me than would be produced in him.It wiU be best to defer the discussion oT these two
principles and of Sidgwick,s inference from them till we
deal with the question of Egoism. In the meanwhile I
think we can say that, on their negative side, Sidgwick,s
principles are principles of. indffirence or impartiality. They
tell us that certain kinds of difference, viz., the numerical
difference between one individual and another, and the
difference in temporal position between one event in a
man's life and another, are not ethically relevant grounds
for a difference of action or treatment or valuation. On
their positive side they assert that a difference in action
or treatment or valuation always d.oes need, justification,
and that it must be justified by some kind of dissimilarity
of quality or relation.

(z) Hed,onism. We can now pass to the type of theory
called " Hedonism ", which is a form of teleological theory.
As I have said, the discussion is best subdivided into
(2, t) Hed,onism in General; (2, z) Egoistic Hed.onism,. and
(2, 3) Uniaersalistic Hedonisrn or Utilitarianism.

(2, r) We divided this into (2, n) The Ethical probl,em,
and (2, rz) The Factual, Problem. I will now say something
about each of these in turn.

(2, tt) Since Hedonism, in its most rigid form, would
be a purely teleological theory, a comprete discussion of it
woulcl have to begin by considering whether an5z purely
teleological theory of ethics could possibly be ,a"q,rut".
This question we have arready discussed in connexio" *itr,
Intuitionism, and we need say nothing further about it.In ony case Sidgwick, though a Hedonist, is not a pure

t
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teleologist, since his six ethicai intuitions are deontologrcal

propositions. The ethical question that remains is this'
i. il tn" case that nothing is intrinsically good or bad except

experiences, that no characteristic of an experience has any

bearing on its intrinsic value except its pleasantness or

painfulness, and that the measure of its intrinsic value

is the nett balance of pleasantness over painfulness which
characterises it? sidgwick discusses this question in B ook I I I'
Chop. XIV.

It seems to me important to begin by trying to get

a clear idea of what we mean by " a pleasure " and " a pain " ;

for, on this point psychologists, to my mind, are very

confused. The old tripartite division subdivides all mental

events into Cognitions, Conations, and Feelings' And it
seerns to identify " Feelings " with pleasures and pains'

Now this seems to me to be a radicatly unsatisfactory and

unscientific division. I would first divide mental events

into those which are and those which are not directed to
objects. If there be any members of the second class' and

r inir,t it is plausible to maintain that there are, r confine

the name " Feelings " to them. In the first class would
certainly come Cognitions, Conations, and Emotions' You

cannot cognise without cognising something, or will without
willing something, or have an emotion without having it
towards something. As regards those mental events which
are called " Sensations," it seems to me that some' a'g''

visual and auditory sensations, are plainly Cognitions' and

therefore fall into the first cliass. with regard to others it
is difficult in practice to decide whether they ought to go

intothefirstorthesecondclass,thoughitiscertainthat
any one of them must in fact go into one class or the other'

There are some "Sensations", e'g',those which we get from
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processes in our bodies, which are often called " Feelings ",
and which it seems highly plausible, though not absolutely
necessary, to put in the second class. Now I am very much

. inclined to agree with M'Taggart that really all members of
the first class are Cognitions. It is plain that Emotion and
Conation presuppose cognition, and that it is cognition
which provides them with their objects. Now it seems

plausible to suggest thal, e.g., to fear something just fs to
cognise that thing and to have this cognition " toned " or
qualified in a certain characteristic way. In fact to fear an
object is to cognise it " fearfully " ; to desire an object is
to cognise it " desiringly " ; and so on. Of course these
qualitative differences among cognitions carry with them
all kinds of causal, differences. If I cognise an object fear-
fully my subsequent mental states and bodily actionp will
tend to be characteristically different from what they would
be if I cognised it desiringty. If this be so, the fundamental
division of mental events is into Cognitions and Feelings.
And a cognition is called an " Emotion " if it has any one

of the innumerable specific kinds of emotional quality; ii
is called a " Conation " if it has the " desire-aversion "
quality; and so on. It seems plain that these qualities are
not mutually exclusive, like determinates under the same
determinable. The very same cognition may have several
different emotional qualities and also the conative qualit5r.
It will then count both as a conation and as a mixed emotion.

We are now in a position to deal with pleasures and
pains. It seems to me that there is a quality, which we
cannot define but are perfectly well acquainted with, which
may be called " Hedonic Tone ". It has the two determinate
forms of Pleasantness and Unpleasantness. And, so far as

I can see, it can belong both to Feelings and to those
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Cognitions which are also Emotions or Conations. Whether
it can belong to Cognitions which have neither an emotional
nor a conative quality, if such there be, is more doubtful.
" A pleasure " then is simply any mental event which has
the pleasant form o{ hedonic tone, and " a pain " is simply
any kind of mental event which has the unpleasant form
of hedonic tone. There is not a special kind, of. mental
events, called " pleasures and pains " ; and to think that
there is is as if one should solemnly divide human beings
into men, women, and blondes. It is of course true that the
commonest, and some of the most intense, pleasures and
pains are feelings, in my sense of the word. But remorse,
which is memory of certain events, having a certain emotional
tone, is plainly a pain as much.,as toothache. And hope,
which is expectation of certain events, having a certain
emotional tone, is plainly as much a pleasure as the sensation
of smeli which we get from a rose or a violet.

Now any mental event which has hedonic quality will
always have other quaiities as we1l, and its specific hedonic
quality will often be causally determined by its specific
non-hedonic qualities. Thus the painfulness of remorse and
the pleasantness of hope are determined respectively by the
specific kinds of emotional quality which these two cognitions
have. And this is even more obvious in the case of bodily
feelings. Headaches and toothaches are both pains, for they
both have unpleasant hedonic tone. But each has its own
specific sensible quality of " headachiness " and " toothachi-
ness", beside further modifications, such as "stabbingness",
" throbbingness ", etc., which may be common to both.
And the painfulness of these feelings seems to be causally
determined by their non-hedonic sensible qualities. At this
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question which I must not pursue further. Is the connexion
between such and such non-hedonic qualities and such and
such a form of hedonic quality merely causal and logically
contingent, or is it intrinsically necessary ? Is it, a.g.,logically
possible that there should have been minds which had
experiences exactly like our experiences of acute toothache
in all their sensible qualities, but in whom these sensations
were pl,easantl,y toned ? The reader may find it amusing to
speculate on this question for himself.

We can now deal with the question of pleasures and
pains of different quality, which Mill raised, but which he
and his critics have so lamentably failed to state clearly.
We must first divide the characteristics of any experience
into Pure Qualities and Relational properties. We must
then further subdivide the Pure eualities into Hedonic and
Non-hedonic, and the Relational properties into Causal and
Non-causal. Take, e.g., remorse. Its hedonic quality is
unpleasantness. It has, beside, that characteristic emotional
quality in virtue of which we call it ,, remorse,,. It has
the non-causal relational property of being a cognition of
one's own past misdeeds. And it may have the causal
property of tending to make us avoid in future such actions
as we are now regretting. Now it is perfecfly plain that
there are " differences of quality " among pleasures and
pains in the sense that two experiences which were exactly
alike in hedonic quality might differ in non-hedonic quatity
(as a headache and a toothache do), or in non-causal relational
property, or in causal property. The pure Hedonist holds
that differences of non-hedonic quality and non-causal
relational property make no difference to the intrinsic value
of an experience. Nothing is relevant to the value of the
experience except its hedonic quality and a certain onepoint I cannot refrain from throwing out an
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of its causal properties, viz., what Bentham called its
" fecundity ". Fecundity is the causal property of tending
to produce other experiences which are pleasant or painful.
Mill presumably held that, although no experience would
have any intrinsic value, positive or negative, unless it were
pleasant or painful, yet of two experiences which had
precisely the same hedonic quality and precisely the same
fecundity one might be better than the other in virtue of
some difference in non-hedonic quality, or in non-causal
relational property, or in some causal property other than
fecundity. This view appears to be perfectly consistent
logically, whether it be in fact true or not.

There is, however, another and more subtle sense in
which it is conceivable that pleasures or pains might " differ
in quality ". It is commonly assumed that hedonic tone is
a determinable quality having two and only two determinate
forms under it, viz., pleasantness and unpleasantness, though
of course each can be present in various degrees of intensity.
This may very well be true ; but there is another possibility
which is at least worth mentioning. Is it not possible that
there may be several different determinate forms of pleasant-
ness and unpleasantness, just as there are several different
shades of redness and several different shades of blueness ?

If this were admitted, it might be held that nothing is
relevant to the goodness or badness of an experience except
its hedonic quality and its fecundity, and yet that two
experiences which had exactly the same degree of pleasant-
ness and the same fecundity might differ in value because
they had this pleasantness in different determinate forms.
It is just conceivable that Mill may have meant this. He
was so confused that he probably did not himself know
precisely what he meant; very likely he was thinking in
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a vague way of both these entirely different senses of
" qualities of pleasure ", without ever clearly distinguishing
them. A person who took the present view might be called
a " pure hedonist " but not a " purely quantitative hedonist ".

As regards the characteristics which make an experience
intrinsically good or bad. Sidgwick is definitely a pure
quantitative hedonist. He seems not to have envisaged the
possibility which I have described as pure, but not purely
quantitative, hedonism. And his discussion is to some
extent confused by the assumption that pleasures and pains
are a specific kind of experience, instead of being any kind
of experience which happens to have pleasantness or
painfulness.

I do not propose to go into the details of Sidgwick's
argument. In the end, as he is well areare, each man must
decide such questions for himself by direct inspection. AU
that the philosopher can do is to make sure that no relevant
facts have been ignored, that no logical fallacies are com-
mitted, and that the issue is not confused by verbal
ambiguities. I will therefore put the matter as briefly and
clearly as I can in my own way. The contention which we
have to examine is that no relational property of an
experience, and no quality of it except its hedonic quality,
has any bearing on its intrinsic goodness or badness. If
this were so, it would follow that no causal characteristic
of it can have any bearing on its goodness or badness as a
means except its fecundity, i.e., its tendency to produce
pleasant or painful experienceg. I shall first try to convince
the reader that this is not in fact true. And I shall then try
to point out the kind of fallacy which is,I think, committed
by those persons who profess to show that it is true.

(i) Since this is a general propositioa, it can be refuted

233
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if we can produce a single convincing contrary instance.
Now consider the state of mind which is called " malice ".
Suppose that I perceive or think of the undeserved mis-
fortunes o{ another man with pleasure. Is it not perfectly
plain that this is an intrinsically bad state of mind, not
merely in spite of , btfi because o/, its pleasantness ? Is it
not plain that any cognition which has the relational
property of being a cognition of another's undeserved mis-
fortunes and the hedonic quality of pleasantness will be
uorse in proportion as the pleasantness is more intense ?

No doubt malice is a state of mind which on the whole
tends to increase human misery. But surely it is clear that
we do not regard it as evil, simply as a means. Even if we
were quite sure that all maiice would be impotent, it seems
clear to me that we should condemn it as intrinsically bad.

This.example, if it be accepted, not only refutes the
general contention of the pure hedonist, but also brings out
an important positive fact. Malice is not intrinsically bad
simply because it is pleasant ; many pleasant states are
intrinsically good. And it is not intrinsically bad simply
because it has the relational property of being a cognition
of another's undeserved happiness; the sorrowful cognition
of such an object would not be intrinsically bad. The
intrinsic badness rrf malice depends qn the combination
of being pleasant with having this particular kind of object.
We must therefore be prepared for the possibility that
there is no single simple characteristic which is necessary
and sufficient to make an experience intrinsically good or
bad. It may be that intrinsic goodness or badness always
depends on the combination of certain characteristics in the
same experience. Any experience which combined the
characteristics c, and c, might be intrinsically good; any

SIDGWICK ns
that combined c, and c, might be intrinsically bad; whilst
experiences which combined c, and c, might be neutral.

(ii) Let us now consider what seems to me to be the
fallacy in the arguments of pure hedonists. We must begin
by remarking that it is logically impossible that an experience
should have no characteristic except hedonic quality. It is
as clear that no experience could be merely pleasant or
painful as that nothing could be black or white without
also having some shape and some size. Consequently the
hedonist can neither produce nor conceive an instance of
an experience which was just pleasant or painful and nothing
more; and so he cannot judge by direct inspection that
hedonic quality is necessary and sufflcient to determine
intrinsic value. He is therelore reduced to reflecting on
instances in which hedonic quality is combined with non-
hedonic characteristics. Now the utmost that he can do is
this. He can take in turn each of the non-hedonic charac-
teristics of experiences which could with any plausibility be
thought to affect their intrinsic value. These can occur, or
be conceived to occur, without hedonic quality, or with
various degrees of pleasantness and various degrees of
painfulness. He will claim to establish by inspection pro-
positions of the following kind with regard to each of these
non.hedonic characteristics. (a) When this characteristic is
present and hedonic quality is absent the experience has no
intrinsic value. (b) When this characteristic is present and
hedonic quality is also present the experiencg has intrinsic
value. (c) The determinate kind of value (goodness or
badness) varies with the determinate kind of hedonic quality
(pleasantness or unpleasantness), and its degree varies with
the degree of the hedonic quality. Variations in the deter-

.minate form or in the degree of this non-hedonic characteristic
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make no difference to the determinate form or the degree of
value of the experience.

I do not think that any hedonist could possibly claim
more than to establish these propositions in turn about each
non-hedonic characteristic of an experience which seemed
worth cortsldering. I have tried to show by a contrary
instance that the third of them, at any rate, is not true.
But suppose, for the sake of argument that they were all
true, what could legitimately be inferred ? You could
legitimately infer that hedonic quality is necessary to give
intrinsic value to an experience. You could legitimately
infer that none of these other characteristics is necessary to
give intrinsic value to an experience; i.e., that, if you take
any one of them, an experience.could be intrinsically good
or bad without possessing that one. But it would not be
legitimate to infer that any experience could have intrinsic
value if it had none of these characteristics. For it might
be that, although an experience which had hedonic quality
could have intrinsic value without c, being present, and
could have it without c, being present, . and could have
it without co being present, yet it could not have intrinsic
value unless one or other ot the non-hedonic characteristics
c1, cs, . c! were present in addition to the hedonic
quality. To take a parallel case; there is no area which a
thing must have in order to be round, but it cannot be round
without having some area or other. Thus, even if all the
premises which the most optimistic hedonist could demand
were granted to him, he would have no right to conclude
that the hedonic quality of an experience is swfi,cient as well
as il,ecessary to give it intrinsic value. Even if the aariati,ons
in intrinsic value were dependent on variations in hedonic
quality and totally independent of variations'in any non-
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hedonic characteristic, it might still be the case that intrinsic
value would not be present qt all, unless there were some
non-hedonic characteristic in addition to the hedonic quality.
To take a parallel case; the variations in the time of swing
of a pendulum are independent of variations in the mass of
the pendulum-bob. But it would not swing at all if the bob
had no mass.

All arguments for pure quantitative hedonism, including
Sidgrrick's, with which I am acquainted overlook these
elementary logical points. I conclude then that the argu-
ments for this doctrine are certainly fallacious, and that the
doctrine itself is almost certainly false.

Here, if I were wise, I should leave the matter. But I
cannot resist the temptation of starting one more hare
before I turn to another topic. We have so far talked of
pleasantness and painfulness as two determinate forms of a
certain determinable quality (hedonic tone) which may belong
to any kind of experience. We have noted that it is a priori
impossible that any experience should have only hedonic
quality; it must always have some non-hedonic quality
(such as toothachiness, throbbingness, etc.), and this will
determine its hedonic quality. Now this suggests the
following possibility. Is it not possible that what we have
called " hedonic qual,ity " is really a relational, property and
not a quality at all ? Is it not possible that the statement :

" This experience of mine is pleasant " just means: " I like
this experience for its non-hedonic qualities " ? I may
dislike the experience as a whole, because it will have
causal and non-causal relational properties in addition to
its non-hedonic qualities. I like the experience of malice
for its emotional quality ; but I cannot confine my attention
to this. I have to consider also its relational property of
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having for its object the undeserved misfortunes of another;
and my dislike for the combination of this emotional quality
with this relational property overbalances my liking for the
experience regarded simply as having the emotional quality.
On this view we should no longer divide the qualities of an
experience into hedonic and non-hedonic. AII its qualities
would be non-hedonic. But, if its qualities were such that
I liked it for them it would be pleasant, and if its qualities
were such that I disliked it for them it would be painful.
And it would remain pleasant in the first case even though
I disliked it on the whole, and painful in the second case
even though I liked it on the whol,e. I think it is worth while
to throw out this suggestion ; but I do not wish to attach
much weight to it. My argument against pure quantitative
hedonism is independent of its truth or falsity. I am
inclined to think that Sidgwick is taking a somewhat similar
view in the very difficult discussion in Book II, Chap. II,
Sect. z, and in Booh III , Chap. XIV , Sect. 4.

(2, r-z) We can now pass to what I have called the
Faclual Problem of Hedonism. This is simply the question
whether approximately accurate estimates can be made of
the relative balance of pleasure and pain in alternative
future possible states of affairs. This is discussed in Book II,
Ckaps. III to 7.I inclusive. Naturally every difficulty
which there is in estimating the relative hedonic value of
alternative future states of oneself is intensified when one
tries to make such estimates about the states of other men,
as Utilitarianism needs to do. I have only one comment
to make. The admitted difficulties of forming such estimates
are olten alleged as a conclusive objection to Hedonism in
general and to Utilitarianism in particular. This is no
doubt legitimate as an ergumentum ad. hominem against any

SIDGWICK n9
Hedonist who gives himself airs and maintains that it would
be easy to know what our duty is if Hedonism were true.
But the important fact for those of us who have no particular
ethical axe to grind is this. Hedonism has to be rejected,
not because it is too complicated, tut because it is far too
simple. On any ethical theory which attempts to do justice
to all the facts, estimates will have to be made in comparison
with which those demanded by Hedonism would be child's
play. In the fi.rst place, in judging ttre rightness of an action
we shall have to balance its fittingness to the total course
of events which it will modify against the intrinsic goodness
and badness of these modifled events. Secondly, as we have
seen, the estimation of this total fittingness involves an
elaborate balancing and composition of partial frttingnesses
and unfittingnesses. Lastly, we have now seen reason to
think that the intrinsic goodness or badness of any state
of affairs will depend on many different factors, of which
hedonic quality is only one. Living in such a glass-house,
we shall be most unwise to cast stones at Utilitarianism on
the ground of the impossible complexity of the estimates
which it demarrds of us.

This completes what I have to say about (2, r) Hedonism
in General. I do not think that it would be profitable to
comment separately on (2, z) Egoislic Hedonism and (2, 3)
Uniaersalislic Hed.onism. The only point that I wish to
make is that thcre would seem to be no need for an egoistic
teleological theory to be hedonistic. Green's theory of
Self-realisation as the ultimate end to be aimed at is plainly
a form of Egoism, and equally plainly not a form of -Hedonism.
Sidgwick's view appears to be (cf.. Booh I, Chap. VII) fhat
all other forms of Egoism are so vague as to be hardly
worth discussing. On investigation they prove either not
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to be egoistic or to be hedonistic. This may in fact be his-
torically correct, but it does not seem clear that there could
not be a perfectly definite form of non-hedonistic Egoism.
However this may be, the important point which remains to
be discussed is the controversy of Ethical Egoism with Non-
egoistic theories of ethics. This comes under the heading

(G) Tur RBr,arroNs BETwEEN TrrE THREE Mernops.
We have already considered the relation of Intuitionism to
teleological types of ethical theory, and so we may confine
ourselves to the guestion mentioned above. Let us begin
by restricting the discussion to the case of happiness, and
afterwards reinove this restriction and consider the case of
goodness in general. There is no doubt as to what we mean
by " my happiness " and " your happiness " ; but, even if
Hedpnism be accepted, there may be a difficulty in saying
what is meant by " my good " and " your good " and
" the good".

The first point to notice is that the contrary opposite of
Egoistic Hedonism is not Universalistic, but Altruistic,
Hedonism. It will be worth while to state each oI the three
doctrines clearly at this point. Egoistic Hedonism says:
" You ought to sacrifice a.ny amoorrt of happiness in others
if you will thereby increase your own total happiness to tke
slightest ilegree more than you could by any other course
of action open to you." Altruistic Hedonism says: " You
ought to sacrifice any amowt of happiness in yourself if
you will thereby increase the total happiness of others
to the slightest degree more than you could by any other
course of action open to you." Universalistic Hedonism
says: " If a certain sacrifice of your own happiness will
so much increase that of others that the total netl amounl
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of happiness is increased, you ought to make this sacrifice;
and if a certain sacrifice of the happiness of others will so
much increase your own happiness that the total nett amount
is increased, you ought to sacrifice this amount of the
happiness of others." The Pure Egoist holds that it is his
duty to ignore the happiness of others, except as it may
afiect his own. The Pure Altruist holds that it is his duty
to ignore his own happiness, except as it may affect the
happiness of others. The Universalistic Hedonist holds
that it is his duty to consider simply the nett amount of
happiness, and to ignore the circumstance of whether it is
situated in himsell or in others.

Before going into details I will make certain obvious
comments. (i) It seems to me quite clear that common-
sense would reject Pure Egoism as a grossly immoral doctrine.
(ii) When Altruism is clearly stated common-sense would.
hardly accept it even as an unattainable ideal. It hardly
condemns the doctrine as imrnoral; but it would use the
milder expressions " Quixotic " or " Fanatical " about it.
(iii) Universalistic Hedonism seems neither immoral nor
Quixotic, and yet I doubt whether common-sense would
feel perfectly comfortable about it. Some actions which
would be right if Universalistic Hedonism be true would
seem to common-sense to be rather coldly selfish, whilst
others would seem to be rather Quixotically altruistic. We
must allow for the fact that common-sense is rather con-
fuserl ; and for the further fact that it may be desirable
to praise as an ideal what we should condemn as an actuality,
proviclcd we know that most people are likely to go wrong
by kecping too far from this ideal. This, I think, adequately
explains the rather embarrassed attitude which common-
sensc takcs towards Altruism. It knows that most people
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tend to err on the egoistic side, and not on the altruistic.
It cannot very severely condemn occasional excesses in the
altruistic direction without seeming to condone lrequent
lapses in the egoistic direction. Yet, when Altruism is
clearly formulated as a general principle, it plainly does
not commend itself to the common-sense of enlightened and
virtuous persons. (iv) All three ethical theories PresuPpose
that neither psychol,ogical Egoism rror psyckol,ogical Altruism
is true. They assume that we can and do desire as ends
both our own happiness and the happiness of others; if
they did not, the " ought " in them would be meaningless.
Ethical Egoism holds that we ought not to let our desire for
the happiness of others lead us into actions which would be
detrimental to our own happiness ; Ethical Altruism holds that
we ought not to let our desire for our own happiness lead
us into actions which would be detrimental to the happiness
of others; and Universalistic Ethical Hedonism holds that we
ought not to let either desire lead us into actions which would
be detrimental to the nett total happiness. (v) Egoism
would have one great practical and theoretical advantage
over both Altruism and Universalism. It, and it only,
avoids the necessity of considering a " sum " or " aggregate "
oI happiness, which is not the happiness of anyune, but is
somehow made up of the happiness of several different
people. The Universalist has to consider the aggregate
happiness of every one, including himself ; the Altruist has
to consider the aggregate happiness of every one except
himself ; but the Egoist has to consider only his own
happiness. This saves the Egoist from very great diftculties,
both practical and theoretical.

Let us now consider whether Egoism is a possible ethical
theory. The fundamental difference between the Egoist and
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the universalist may be put as follows. The universalist
says: " If a state of consciousness having a certain quality
(a.g., pleasantness) would, for that reason, be.intrinsically
good, then its occurrence in any mind, is a fitting object
of desire to any rnind,." The Egoist says: .. If a state of
consciousness having a certain quality (e.g., pleasantness)
would, for that reason, be intrinsically good, then its
occurrence in any mind is a fitting object of desire to that
mind, and to that mind onl,y.

The first point to notice is that the Egoist,s doctrine,
when thus stated, cannot be accusecl of any arbitrarindss or
partiality. He does not claim anything for his Ego which
he is not prepared to allow to any other Ego. .8.g., if he
is a Hedonist, he admits that equally pleasant states of
mind are equally good things, no matter whose states of
mind they may be. But he holds that each of us is properly
concerned, not with all, good things, but only with a certain
restricted class of good things, viz., those which are states
of his own mind. Within the class of things which it is
fitting for A to desire as ends it is fitting for him to pro_
portion his desires to the goodness of the things desired.
But it is unfitting for A to desire as an end anything
that falls outside this class, no matter how good it may
be, or how much better it may be than anything that
falls within the class. And exactly the same is true,
mulalis m,ulundis, of. B.

I cannot scc that thcre is any internal inconsistency in
Egoism, whcn stated in this form. It may be remarkecl
that it is possiblc to state a view which would be inter-
mediatc between pure Egoism and pure Universalism. It
might lrc suggcstcd that it is fitting for A to desire to some
degree the existence of. any intrinsically good state of mind ;
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but that, of equally good states of mind, one in himself
and another in someone else, it is fitting for him to desire
the existence of the former more intensely than that of the
latter. Pure Egoism, as I have said, seems to be flagrantly
contrary to common-sense morality; but I am not sure
that the compromise which I have just proposed is not
more in accord with the judgments of common-sense than
is Pure Universalism.

Before leaving the subject it is important to notice that
the above defence of the logical consistency of ethical
Egoism would be incompatible with a purely teleological
view of ethics. The consistent Egoistic Hedonist holds
that pleasure and nothing else is good, and that an equally
pleasant state is equally good no matter where it occurs.
He knows quite well that, in many cases, if he sacrificed
some of his own ptreasure, others would gain far more
pleasure than he has lost. Yet he holds that any such action
would be wrong. Such a view would be quite impossible if
he held the teleological theory that " right " and " conducive
to intrinsically good results " are mutually equivalent. It
can be made consistent only on the extreme deontological
view that such an action would be unfitting, and that its
unfittingness suffi.ces to make it wrong on the whole no
matter how intrinsically good its consequences might be.

If we refer back to the two principies from which Sidgwick
deduces }ais Principle of Rational, Benettolence, we shall see

that the Egoist might accept the first but would have to
reject the second. He could admit that " the good of any
one individual is of no more importance, from the point of
view of the Universg, than the equal good of any other."
He would merely remark that, after all, he is not the
Universe, and therefore it is not obvious that he ought to
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take the Universe's point of view. And he might add that,
unless the Universe be supposed to be a person, which was
certainly not Sidgwick's opinion, all talk about its " point
of view " must be metaphorical, and the precise meaning of
the metaphor is not easy to grasp. He would have to deny
that " it is rny duty to aim at good generally, so far as I
can bring it about, and not merely at a particular part of
it," which is the second of the two premises from which
Sidgwick deduces his Principle of Rational, Beneuol,ence.
According to the Egoist it is not his duty to aim at " good
generally ", i.e., regardless of where it may occur ; it is his
duty to confine his attention to aiming at those good states
of mind which will be states of his own mind. Now Sidg-
wick's difficulty was that both the principle that I ought
to be equally concerned about equally good states of mind,
no matter where they may occur, arud, the principle that
I ought to be more concerned about a good state in my
own mind than about an equally good state in any other
mind, seemed to him self-evident when he inspected each
separately" And yet they are plainly inconsistent with
each other, so that, in one case at least an ethical principle
which is in fact false must be appearing to be necessarily
true. All that I can say in the matter is that Pure Egoism,
i.e., the doctrine that I ouglrt not to desire to any degree
as an end the occurrcnce of good states of mind in anyone
but myself, seems plainly false ; whilst Universalism does
not seem plainly true. It does seem to me conceivable,
though not self-evident, that I ought to desire ruore strongl,y
the occurrence of a good state of mind in myself than the
occurrence of an equally good state of mind in anyone
else ; whilst it seems self-evident that I ought to desire
to some d,egree its occurrence anywhere. Sidgwick seems to
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