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Others apart sat on a hill retired

In thoughts more elevate, and reasoned high
Of providence, foreknowledge, will, and fate ;
Fixed fate, free will, foreknowledge absolute,
And found no end, in wandering mazes lost,
Of good and evil much they argued then,

Of happiness and final misery,

Passion and apathy, and glory and shame—
Vain wisdom all, and false philosophy !

Yet, with a pleasing sorcery, could charm
Pain for a while or anguish, and excite
Fallacious hope, or arm the obdured breast
With stubborn patience as with triple steel.”

(Mirtow, Paradise Lost, Bk.

11.)
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

. These five moralists are chosen for discussion because of the

eminence of each and the wide differences between them. The
treatment primarily philosophical and not historical.

Life and writings of Spinoza.
Life and writings of Butler.
Life and writings of Hume.
Life and writings of Kant.
Life and writings of Sidgwick.

CHAPTER II: SPINOZA

Reasons for ignoring Spinoza’s Third Kind of Knowledge and
doctrines which depend on it.

A human being is a complex system with a characteristic balance
and an innate tendency to preserve it.

This system has both a physical and a psychical aspect.

An event, in its psychical aspect, is an idea ; in its physical aspect,
it is the immediate object of this idea.

A sensation in one’s mind is a confused but direct awareness of a
modification of one’s body.

It is confused because it is inevitably fragmentary.

There are ideas of all sensations, but the idea of a sensation may not
be in the same mind as the sensation itself,

The First Kind of Knowledge consists of sensations and images
connected by mere association.

The Second Kind of Knowledge is rational insight. It is based on
the First Kind, but avoids the contingency of the latter.

Spinoza exaggerated the range of rational knowledge, and gave no
satisfactory account of the transition to it.

Spinoza’s theory of the Vital I'mpuise and its psychical and physical
aspects.

Volition is the psychical aspect of Vital Impulse, accompanied by
an awareness of itself.

* Indeterminism ” is meaningless ;  freedom
external constraint.

Spinoza’s theory that awareness of one’s impulses is irrelevant to
one’s decisions.
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It is true that conative dispositions must be assumed, and that
these are not open to introspection.

But this is not all that he means. His doctrine can be interpreted
three different ways; and, on each interpretation, it is false.

Emotion is the direct but confused awareness of the heightening,
maintenance, or lowering of one’s own vitality. Hence there are
three fundamental emotions, Pleasure, Desive, and Pain.

Passive Emotions depend on the First Kind of Knowledge, and
their predominance constitutes Human Bondage.

Active Emotions depend on the Second or Third Kind of Knowledge.
There is o Active Emotion of pain.

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

Human Freedom consists in the predominance of clear ideas and
Active Emotions.

The power of the Passive Emotions, and its causes.
Three methods of substituting Active for Passive Emotions.
Spinoza was both a Psychological and an Ethical Egoist.

Three prima facie objections to Psychological Egoism at the pre-
rational level.

Spinoza does not mention the first. He tries to deal with the
other two, but the attempt is a failure.

His defence of Psychological Egoism at the rational level.

He bas not shown that apparently non-egoistic actions are in fact
due to rational egoism ; nor that deliberate sacrifice of oneself
as a means to some end is impossible.

His distinction between competitive and non-competitive goods
cannot, in the end, be maintained.

The terms “ perfect’” and * imperfect’ apply strictly only to
products of design, and we cannot ascribe designs to God.

A ‘“good ” member of a species means one which performs the
specific functions more efficiently than the average member of it.

‘“ Bad " is a merely privative term. It is not positive even in the
sense in which " good * is.

There is a very restricted sense in which “* better *’ can express a
relation between members of different species.

There are no limits to the rights of human beings over animals.

An enlightened Egoist will avoid hatred in himself, and will seek
to overcome it in others by love.

In a society of enlightened Egoists the ‘ monkish virtues " would
not be virtues, but they have a certain use in actual societies.
Society is essential at all levels; and the State is necessary so

long as there are any men who are partly, but not wholly, rational.
Delicate position of the Free Man among those who are still in
Bondage. Spinoza’s tact, courage, and financial independence.

Pleasure and pain, for Spinoza, are the ratio cognoscend:, and not
the ratio essendi of good and evil.
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CHAPTER III: BUTLER

Butler’s affinity to Kant and his unlikeness to Spinoza.

Low cbb of religion and morality in England when Butler wrote.

The human mind is a hierarchical system, in which each principle
and propensity has its proper place and strength.

Virtue consists in acting in accordance with Ideal Human Nature,
and Vice in acting against it.

The concept of Ideal Human Nature compared with ideal concepts
in mathematics and natural science.

An Ideal Limit may be indefinable ; it generally has no contrary
opposite ; and the concept of it is reached by reflecting on
imperfect instances arranged in a series,

Distinction between purely positive Ideals and those of Ethics.

The four kinds of active principle, viz., Particulay Propensities, Gool
Self-love, Rational Benevolence, and Conscience.

Conscience should be supreme ; ,below it come Cool Self-love and
Rational Benevolence: and below them the Particular Pro-
pensities.

The Particular Propensities cannot be reduced to Self-love.

Refutation of Hobbes’s egoistic theory of Pity.

The view that the Particular Propensities are reducible to Self-love
is made plausible by two confusions.

Pleasures which do, and those which do not, presuppose desires.

The Object, the Ewxciting Cause, the Collateval Effects, and the
Satisfaction of an impulse.

Application of these distinctions to the question of the relation of
Particular Propensities to Self-love and Benevolence.

Some Particular Propensitics mainly concern Self-love ; some,
mainly Benevolence ; some, both equally.

Sense in which Ambition and Hunger are *‘ disinterested”’. Why
this seems paradoxical.

Did Butler hold that there is a general principle of Benevolence, as
there is a general principle of Self-love 7

The two principles are, in many respects, co-ordinate.

But Conscience condemns excess of Benevolence less than excess
of Self-love.

And no action can be wholly hostile to Self-love, whilst some are
wholly hostile to Benevolence.

The conduct of an enlightened Egoist and an enlightened Altruist
would be much the same. Deliberate pursuit of one’s own
happiness tends to defeat itself.

Confusion between happiness and the means to happiness makes
it seem that Self-love and Benevolence must conflict,

Conscience, in its cognitive aspect, is the mind reflecting on ethical
characteristics.

Actions are judged with reference to the nature of the agent,

In the Ideal Man Conscience would supply a motive stronger than
any that might conflict with it.

A right action need not be dictated by Conscience, though it cannot
conflict with Couscience,
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Butler occasionally speaks as if Self-love were co-ordinate with, or
superior to, Conscience.

This seems to be an argumentative concession to a hypothetical
opponent.

When Self-love and Conscience seem to conflict it is more prudent
to follow Conscience. Reasons for doubting this.

Butler sometimes uses Utilitarian language, but he was not a
Utilitarian.

God may be a Utilitarian, but this would not justify men in guiding
their conduct solely by Utilitarian principles.

Merits and defects of Butler’s theory.

CHAPTER 1IV: HUME

Comparison of Hume and Spinoza.

Hume defines ‘‘ good ”” and “ bad ™ in terms of general Approval
and Disapproval.

His theory is relational and psychological, but not subjective.

But it reverses the view of Common-sense.

Those things, and those only, are good which are pleasant or con-
ducive to pleasure in human beings.

Non-causal and Causal Pleasantness.

Definition of ‘ immediately pleasant ™.

Hume should have substituted ‘‘ believed to be” for “ are
pleasant or conducive to pleasure. Hume was an Ewmpivical
Hedonist.

Approval and Disapproval depend on the Moral Sentiment; the
direction which they take in human beings depends on the
Sentiment of Humanity.

The Sentiment of Humanity is commeon to all men, and is concerned
with the happiness or unhappiness of men as such.

In special circumstances it may be inhibited by special sentiments
which the situation excites.

It seems doubtful whether it explains the direction taken by
human Approval and Disapproval.

Our approval of Justice seems to be an exception to Hume's theory.
Hume attempts to answer this.

He bases it on the utility of having invariable rules about property.

In cfases where Justice would cease to be useful we cease to approve
of it.

Justice is not based on a special ingtinct. Hume’s argument for
this is not conclusive.

The sense in which Justice is *“ natural”, and the sense in which it
is ‘* artificial .

Hume’s theory covers only that part of Justice which is concerned
with the enforcement of an existing set of rules.

It is not clear that approval of Justice would cease where its ntility
ceases.

Nor that utility alone would account for the approval of Justice in
primitive communities.

a
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and of characters in fiction cannot be egoistic.

How can the Psychological Egoist explain the appearance of
disinterested Benevolence ?

Not by deliberate fraud.

Nor by unwitting self-deception. Four arguments to show this ;
and criticisms of them.

Reason and Sentiment in ethical matters.

Reason consists in the powers of Intuitive Induction, Ratiocination,
and Formation of A Priori Concepis.

Hume never defines ‘“ Reason’, but tacitly identifies it with
Ratiocination.

Hume holds that Reason is never sufficient to account for moral
exfn;:tizn and action, and that it is concerned only with matters
of fact.

The first part of this doctrine is a truism.

But it has no tendency to prove the second part.

The Phenomenalist, the Causal, and the 4 Priori analysis of
ethical judgments. Hume took the first of these.

His two arguments against Rationalism. Neither is conclusive.

His three argnments for his own view, All are inconclusive.

Hume has neither refuted his opponents nor proved his own
case. But he may in fact be right.

If he were right all ethical disputes could, in theory, be settled
by collection of psychological statistics. This seemsincredible.

CHAPTER V: KANT

Radical difference between Kant’s ethics and that of Spinoza
and Hume.

Statement of Kant’s theory.

Nothing is intrinsically good but a Geod Will, which is a will
that habitually chooses rightly. The rightness of a volition
depends wholly on its motive.

Action on Impulse and Action on Principle. A right action must
be done on some principle which the agent accepts.

Division of Imperatives into Hypothetical and Categovical.

Action for Principle. A right action must be done for a principle,
and not merely on a principle.

The right action in a given situation is the same for all rational
beings, and is independent of their special inclinations.

The Moral Law states the conditions which a principle must
fulfil if it is to be a Categorical Imperative. The condition
must refer to the form, and not to the content, of the principle.

Elucidations of the theory.

Mixed Motives, Armbiguity of this notion.

Kant never claimed self-evidence for any determinate principle
of conduct.
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The Moral Law is a criterion for testing, not a premise for
deducing, principles of conduct which claim to be right.

Criticisms of the theory.

There are principles which are accepted as Categorical Impera-
tives by many people.

But it is not true that the right action in a given situation is
always independent of the inclinations of the agent,

And, if it were, the principle on which the action is done need
not be a Categorical Imperative.

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.

Even if there be Categorical Imperatives, no criterion for re-
cognising them could be deduced from the concept of a rational
being. )

If there be such a criterion it must be discovered by inspection,
comparison, and intuitive induction.

Kant’'s examples to illustrate the use of his criterion do not
really illustrate it.

Its only use is to avoid personal bias; and it cannot be used
blindly even for this.

Further developments of Kant’'s theory.

His other two forms of the criterion do not seem to be logically
equivalent to the original form.

Limitations to the principle of always treating men as ends and
never as mMeans.

The principle of Moral Autonomy. Sense in which it is troe.

Summum Bonum and Bopuwm Cownsummatum. Pleasure has no
intrinsic value ; but the presence of the deserved amount of
pleasure adds to the value of wholes composed of virtuous
persons.

Kant’s theory of Moral Qbligation.

The double nature of man is a fact; but Kant's theory of it is
metaphysically impossible.

The Good Will and the Holy Will.

The theory that what I ought to will, as a Phenomenon, is what
I necessarily do will, as a Noumenon, is ethically unsatisfactory.

Theory of a timeless choice by the Noumenal Self of its Empirical
Character.

This is ethically more satisfactory than the first theory, but is
equally impossible metaphysically.

The emotion of dchiung. Kant is dealing with genuine facts,
even if his theory of them be unacceptable.

Kant's ethical argument for Immortality.

Its premises are inconsistent with each other, and one of them is
true only in a rhetorical sense.

Kant’s ethical argument for the existence of God.

It depends on confusing the ought in ‘‘ ought to be ”’ with the
ought in * ought to do.”

And it seems inconsistent with his argument for Immortality.
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CHAPTER VI: SIDGWICK

Philosophic merits and literary defects of Sidgwick.

Synopsis of Sidgwick’s theory.

(A) Logicat AnxaLrysis oF EtmicaL Terms. Notions of Qughi,
Right, and Good.

(B) EpisTEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS. Are there @ priovi concepts
and a priori judgments in Ethics ?

(C) PsycHOLOGICAL QUESTIONS ABOUT MoTIVES. There is a
desire to do what is right and reasonable, as such,

Distinction of Psychological and Ethical Hedonism. Refutation
of the former,

(D) FREe-WILL AND DETERMINISM. Direct inspection pro-
nounces for the former, but all else favours the latter. The
question is much less important to Ethics than it has been
thought to be.

(E) CLASSIFICATION OF THE METHODS OF ETHICS., [niuitionism,
Egoistic Hedonism, and Utilitarianism.

(F) DrTAILED DISCUSSION OF THE THREE METHODS,

(1) Intuitionism.

Criticism of the alleged moral intuitions of Common-sense,

Every method involves at least one intuition; but all genuine
ethical intuitions are highly abstract.

(2, 1) Hedonism in geneval.

(2, 11) The Ethical Problem. Nothing has intrinsic value but
experiences, and their intrinsic value is wholly determined by
their hedonic qualities.

(2, 12) The Faciual Problem., The difficulties in making hedonic
estimates for oneself and for others,

(2, 3) Universalistic Hedonism.

An abstract argument directed against (a) Non-Hedonists, and
(b) Egoists.

A concrete argument based on comparing Utilitarian morality
with that of Common-gense.

QOur remote ancestors were unwitting Utilitarians.

There are divergences between Common-sense and Utilitarian
morality ; but the Utilitarian will seldom be justified, on his
own principles, in openly breaking or advising others to break
the rules current in his society.

(G) RELATIONS BETWEEN THE THREE METHODS.

They are vaguely assumed in ordinary life to lead to consistent
results. Dut they conflict in many cases.

Sidgwick accepts Hedonism, together with a few highly abstract
intuitions about right distribution of happiness. Mis difficulties
are in deciding between Egoistic and Universalistic Hedonism,

FEach is founded on a principle which seems to him self-evident,
and yet these principles are mutually inconsistent.

The two theories cannot be reconciled ; but it might be possible
to show that the results of comsistently acting on either of
them would be the same.
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The attempt to prove this on purely psychological grounds, by
reference to Sympathy, fails.

A metaphysical postulate is needed, which naturally takes a
theistic form.

Sidgwick does not definitely assert that we are justified in making
this postulate.

Elucidations and criticisms of Sidgwick’s theory.

(A) Locrcar Awaynvsis oF Etdical TErwms.

(x) Ought and Right.

(1, 1) Oughi-to-do and Oughi-to-be.

(x, 2) Deontological, teleological, and logical application of
““ Ought .

Everyone admits the third; some only the second and third ;
some all three.

The logical application is a particular case of the deontological;
and, in this application, the sense is * ought-to-do ™.

(x, 3) The relations of Ought and Right.

Ought-to-do implies both the Rightness of the action and the
presence of opposing motives,

Rightness is a relational term, since it involves the notion of
Jittingness or appropriateness to a situation.

A thing ought to be if an 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 conflicts we have the experience
of Moral Qbligation.

(1, 4) Can Right be analysed into non-ethical constituents ?

(@) Can my judgment that X is right mean that I {feel apptoval
at X ?

Sidgwick’s argument to refute this is not conclusive,

(b) Can it mean that I not only feel approval mysel but also
sympathetically represent the approvals felt by others?
Sidgwick denies this.

(¢) Can it mean that public opinion will approve of me if I do
X and disapprove of me if I omit X ?

Sidgwick rejects this for various reasons. His distinction between
genuinely moral and guasi-moral judgments and emotions
seems sound ; but it is bard to distinguish the two in many
cases.

(d) Can it mean that God will reward me if I do X and punish
me if I omit X ? Sidgwick rejects this.

Sidgwick is probably correct in concluding that Right is a simple
notion, but he has not conclusively proved this.

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

(2) Good.

(2, 1) Can Goodness be defined in terms of Pleasantness ?

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

And the expert may get much less pleasure from a good picture
than persons of crude taste get from a bad one.
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1f * good * meant pleasant, Hedonism would be a truism instead
of a disputable theory.

But might one not use a word correctly without being aware
of the true analysis of the term which it denotes ? Tf so,
Sidgwick's refutation is inconclusive.

(2, 2z) Can Goodness be defined in terms of Desire ?

We must distinguish a purely positive, a positively ideal, and an
ethically ideal meaning of the term *’ desirable ™.

Sidgwick proposes a complicated definition of *“ my good on the
whole", which involves desirability only in the positively
ideal sense.

But, in the end, he seems to conclude that * good ”’ cannot be
defined without reference to desirability in the ethically ideal
sense of *‘ fitness to be desired .

Is it clear that even this is a definition ? Might not * good ™ be
indefinable, and the proposition that what is good is a fitting
object of desire be synthetic ?

(B) EPISTEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS.

Since ethical concepts are a priori and there are @ priori ethical
judgments Reason is essential to moral cognition.

But analogy would suggest that something akin to sensation is
also necessary. This may be moral emotion.

(C) PsycHOLOGICAL QUESTIONS aBOUT MOTIVES AND VOLITION.

(1) Reason as Motive. There is a desire to do what is right as
such, and this could exist only in a rational being.

(2) Psychological Hedonism.

(2, 1) Relation of Psychological to Ethical Hedonism.

(2, 11) Relation to Egoistic Ethical Hedonism,

In its strictest sense Psychological Hedonism would exclude
every ethical theory except Egoistic Ethical Hedonism.

But, since an agent could not help aiming at his own greatest
happiness, it could not be said that he ought to do so.

In the less rigid sense of Psychological Hedonism an agent could
consciously fail to seek his own greafest happiness,

(2, 12) Relation to Universalistic Ethical Hedonism.

The two theories are incompatible.

Yet Mill, by committing two fallacies, claimed to deduce the
ethical from the psychological theory.

(2, 2) Is Psychological Hedonism true ?

There are real connexions between Pleasure and Pain, on the
one hand, and Desire and Aversion, on the other.

Categorial and Non-Categorial Characteristics. Restatement of
Psychological Hedonism in terms of this distinction.

The only positive argument for Psychological Hedonism is one
of Mill's, which rests on a confusion between ' pleasing " and
‘“ being pleasant ™.

The fact that all fulfilment of desire is pleasant does not imply
that all desire is for pleasure.

Tocke s form of Psychological Hedonism.

Desire is an unrestful, but not therefore a painful, state.

One may feel uneasy at the absence of other things than pleasure
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Desire-Aversion. Pleasures of Pursuit, The ‘‘ Paradox of
Hedonism .

Application of the above to Optimism and Pessimism. ‘ The
means justifies the end.”

(D) FREE-WILL AND DETERMINISM.

Statement of the general problem, Sidgwick confines himself to
a special case of it.

The problem cannot be properly treated except in connexion
with a complete system of metaphysics.

Sidgwick could not help believing that, at the moment when he
had to decide between two alternatives, one of which he
believed to be right and the other to be wrong, he could always
choose the former.

This does not involve “ freaks of unmotived volition .

Tt is compatible with the fact that habitual wrong choice in the
past makes wrong choice more likely in the future.

Both Determinism and Indeterminism can provide a man with a
plausible excuse for doing what he knows to be wrong. But
neither excuse is valid.

On either theory much the same ends will be desirable.

Bearing of the rival theories on Merit, Remorse, and Punishment.

The Determinist can talk of “ good >’ and ‘' bad ’ men, at least
in the semse in which these adjectives can be applied to
machines.

The additional credit which is given to a man who does right as
the result of a moral struggle is explicable on the Determinist
theory, so far as it is a fact.

Deierminism of Menlal Events and Determinism of Substances.
Either can be held without the other.

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

Joint Partial Responsibility and Rewmote Toial Responsibility.
The former does, and the latter does not, reduce the merit or
demerit of an agent.

A Determinist could hold that men are intrinsically good or bad.

It seems uncertain whether Remorse involves an Tndeterminist
view of oneself,

The Determinist can express praise or blame for the same kind
of reasons as would justify him in oiling machinery.

Sidgwick holds that the Determinist can justify any form of
punishment which is not purely retributive ; and he doubts
whether anyone can justify the latter.

It must be justified, if at all, on the Principle of Organic Unities.
And this is open to the Determinist.

(E) CLASSIFICATION OF THE METHODS oF ETHICS.

Sidgwick’s method of classification uses both epistemic and
ontological features, and results in cross-divisions. Suggested
primary division into Deontological and Teleological.

Both kinds can be sub-divided into Monistic and Pluralistic.
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Both these kinds of Teleological theory can be sub-divided into
Egoistic and Non-Egoistic.

Sidgwick is predominantly a Monistic Teleologist who cannot
decide between the Egoistic and the Non-Egoistic form of the
theory. But he accepts a few highly abstract Deontological
principles about the right distribution of happiness.

(F) DeTAILED DISCUSSION OF THE THREE METHODS.

(1) Intuitionism.

(1, 1) General account of Intuitionism.

The Intuitionist does not ignore the intended consequences of
actions. How then does he differ from the Teleologist ?

Comparison of the Intuitionist’s and the Teleologist’s attitudes
towards a lie.

The Deontologist is not concerned with the goodness or badness
of the consequences, whilst the Teleologist is concerned with
no other feature in the consequences.

The Teleologist must take account of all the intended con-
sequences, whilst many Deontologists hold that only a smalil
selection of them need be considered.

This restriction is essential if it is claimed that a lie, €.g., can be
seen to be wrong in all circumstances.

For the Teleologist all judgments of the form ‘' So-and-so is
right (or wrong) " involve empirical judgments about con-
sequences.

But he will also need at least one a priori judgment of the form
* Anything that had such and such a non-ethical characteristic
would necessarily be intrinsically good .

Sidgwick’s distinction between Dogmatic and Philosophic In-
tuitionists corresponds to our distinction between Pluralistic
and Monistic Deontologists.

Both hold that some judgments of the form ** So-and-so is right
(or wrong) *’ are a priovi.

There might be Deontologists who do not claim to be able to
make any such judgments. Perhaps they correspond to
Sidgwick’s A sthetic Intuitionists.

(1, 2) Sidgwick’s position regarding Intnitionism.

Sidgwick’s criticisms of the Dogmatic Intuitionism of common-
sense morality.

He concludes that we are forced to take a mainly Teleological
view, eked out with a few highly abstract intuitions about the
right distribution of good and evil.

Sketch of a modified form of Intuwitionism which would avoid
Sidgwick’s criticisms.

Analysis of the notion of acting in a given situation.

The IMitingness of an action to the total course of events as
modified by it.

Resultant Fittingness and Component Fittingnesses. There is no
general rule for compounding the latter into the former.

The Utility of an action.

The consequences of an action are relevant both to its Resultant
Fittingness and to its Utility, though not in the same way.
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The Rightness or Wrongness of an action in a given situation
is a function of its Resultant Fittingness and its Utility.

The Dogmatic Intuitionist first identifies Rightness with Fitting-
ness, and then confines his attention to Immediate Fittingness.

Sidgwick’s deontological intuitions.

Statement of the first three of them.

The first two are very trivial. What kinds of likeness or unlike-
ness between two people are ethically relevant, and what
kinds are not ?

It seems doubtful whether the third is unconditionally true.

The fourth principle is about the irrelevance of mere difference
of date at which a pleasure is to be enjoyed.

Is the common view that pain followed by pleasure is, other
things being equal, preferable to pleasure followed by pain,
inconsistent with this ?

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

General features of Sidgwick’s intuitions.

(2) Hedonism. '

(2, 1) Hedonism in general.

(2, 11) 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, directed to objects. The latter are Feelings,
The former consist of Cogwnitions, Conations, and Emotions ; but
it is plausible to suppose that Conations and Emotions are
merely Cognitions having certain psychical qualities.

The quality of Hedonic Tone, with its two determinate forms
Pleasantness and Unpleasantness.,

It can characterise Feelings, Conations, and Emotions ; but not
perhaps pure Cognitions, if such there be. A Pleasuye is any
kind of experience which has the quality of Pleasantness.

Any experience which has hedonic quality will also have some
non-hedonic quality.

Mill’s doctrine of Pleasures and Pains of different quality.

It is obvious that Pleasures differ in their non-hedonic qualities
and relational properties.

The Pure Hedonist holds that no characteristic of an experience
has any bearing on its value except its hedonic gnality and the
causal property of Fecundity.

Could there be different determinate forms of the quality of
pleasantness 7 If so, pleasures could differ in quality in a
second sense.

Sidgwick is a Pure Quantitative Hedonist ; Mill was a Pure, but
not Purely Quantitative, Hedonist.

Arguments against Pure Quantitative Hedonism.

Malice is bad, in spite of and because of its pleasantness, even
though it be impotent.
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The badness of malice depends on the combination of its pleasant
hedonic tone with an object which is unfitted to be cognised
with pleasure.

The Hedonist can produce no instance of an experience which
has only hedonic qualities,

The utmost that the Hedonist could prove is that hedonic tone
15 necessary to make an experience intrinsically valuable, and
that there is no ome non-hedonic characteristic which is
necessary. It does not follow that the presence of one or olher
of a certain set of non-hedonic characteristics is not also
necessary.

Might not a pleasant experience simply be one that is liked for
its non-hedonic qualities, and a paintul experience be one that
is disliked for its non-hedonic qualities ?

{2, 12) The factna! problem.

However great may be the difficulties in Utilitarian calculations,
they are small compared with those which would exist for a
more adequate theory of ethics,

(2, 2) Egoistic Hedonism, and (2, 3) Universalistic Hedonism.
There might be a non-hedonistic form of Egoism.

(G) THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE THREE METHODS.

Egoistic, Altvuistic, and Universalistic Hedonism. The second is
the contrary opposite of the first.

Common-sense regards Egoism as grossly immoral and Altruism
as Quixotic, Nor is it clear about Universalism.

All three theories presuppose the falsehood of both Psychological
Egoism and Psychological Altruism. Egoism alone avoids the
necessity of summing the happiness of several men,

Egoism as an ethical theory.

If Egoism be properly stated it cannot be convicted of internal
inconsistency or of arbitrariness.

A suggested compromise, Might it not be fitting to desire the
occurrence of a good state of mind to some degree 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.

The Egoist would reject the second of the two principles from
which Sidgwick deduces the Principle of Rational Benevolence.

Pure Egoism seems plainly false, but Universalism does not seem
plainly true.

Universalistic Hedonism.

What is meant by the Total Nett Happiness of an individual ?

The summation in this case does correspond to the actual
adjunction of successive phases in a man’s experience,

‘What is meant by the Total Neit Happiness of a group ?

It is better to talk of the happiness iz a group than the happiness
of a group. It is doubtful whether summation here represents
any real adjunction.

The total happiness in a group might be increased by increasing
its numbers and diminishing the average happiness, This
seems plainly immoral.
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Either the way in which a given amount of happiness is dis-
tributed throughout a group is ethically irrelevant, or some
principle is needed to distinguish right from wrong ways of
distribution.

Granted that A must not be favoured over B unless there be
some ethically relevant difference between them, what kind
of differences are ethically relevant in distribution ?

The only characteristic which a pure Utilitarian could admit to
be relevant in judging the goodness of a distribution is its
fecundity.

There is goodness of a community, as well as goodness i it;
though there is happiness only i it, and not of it.

Ts it legitimate to postulatc Theism in order to reconcile the
claims of Egoism and Universalism ?

No metaphysical postulate could render two cthical intuitions
which conflicted mutnally consistent. At most it would make
it 1{Jra,ctica,lly indifferent whether we acted on one or oi the
other.

The postulates of science are theoretical, Sidgwick’s postulate is
practical,
It might make the conscientious man more comfortable and more

efficient, provided he could forget that it was only a postunlate
made for that purpose.

And, even so, if he acts on principle at all, he will never know
whether he is acting on the right or the wrong principle.

CHAPTER VII: CONCLUSION

(1) ANALYsSIS OF ETHICAL CHARACTERISTICS.

Attitude of the moralists studied in this book to the Naturalistic
Analysis of ethical concepts.

(1, 1) Naturalistic Theories.

Various possible types of Naturalistic Theory.

(1, 13) Psychological Naturalism,

This may be either Public or Privale.

A Naturalistic Theory need not be a Subjective Theory, and
Public Psychological Naturalism is not in fact subjective.

Distinction between Mental Quality Theories and Mental Aititude

Theories. ** Publicity *’ has a different meaning in the two
types of theory.

The forms of Public Psychological Naturalism may be classified
according to the extent of the group of experients assumed
in the definition of ethical concepts.

And also according to whether the group is supposed to be actual
ot merely ideal.

Factual and Ideal Naturalism. The Naturalist tends to pass into
the latter when the former is criticised, and is then liable to fall
into inconsistency.

Relational and Non-Relational Theories.

Connexions between this classification and the division of theories
into Naturalistic and Non-Naturalistic.



PAGE
264—-273.
265.
265-266.

266.
266-267%.

267.

26%7—-270.
267-268.

268.

268-269.

269-270.

270-242.
270-271.
271,

271-272.

272,
272-273.
273%276.
273-274-

274-275.

275.
2476.

276~281.

CONTENTS xxi

(2) EriSTEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS.

Definition of ““ Reason ”’. It involves three cognitive powers.

No ethical theory denies that Reasoning plays a part in the
formation of some ethical judgments. Theories which deny
that Reason plays any other part are Non-Rationalistic.

All Naturalistic theories are Non-Rationalistic,

When account is faken of the possibility of @ priori concepts and
of a priori judgments in Ethics there are three possible types
of Rationalistic theory.,

Sidgwick and Kant accepted some a priori concepts and some
a priori judgments in Ethics.

The function of Feeling or Emotion in ethical cognition.

In Psychological Naturalism they are an essential part of the
content of ethical judgments. In the other forms of Naturalism
they are at most signs of the presence of something else which
forms the content of the ethical judgment.

In Non-Naturalistic theories they are no part of the content of
ethical judgments, but they may be necessary conditions for
the formation of ethical concepts.

If ethical concepts be empirical they may be abstracted from
instances which are presented by the emotions of Approbation
and Disapprobation. This is not plausible.

1f ethical concepts he a prioyi it is plausible to suppose that
emotions of Approbation and Disapprobation furmish the
occasions necessary for Reason to recognise ethical character-
istics.

How do we arrive at universal ethical judgments ?

They are of two kinds, Pure and Mixed.

If the Mixed Judgments be empirical they must be reached by
problematic induction from observed instances.

If they be a priori they are probably reached by intuitive induc-
tion from observed instances.

Any theory which asserts a universal connexion between an ethical
and a non-ethical characteristic can take three forms, viz,
Analytic, Synthetic A Priori, and Ewmpirical.

Tf Naturalism be false the fundamental concepts and the funda-
mental universal judgments of Ethics are almost certainly
a priovi.

(3) QUESTIONS ABOUT VOLITION AND MOTIVES.

Theories about motives are Egoistic or Now-Egoistic, and the
former are Hedonistic or Non-Hedonistic.

The recognition by Reason that a proposed course of action is
right or wrong does stir the Will to do or to avoid it. But this
canmnot be inferred from the fact that Reason plays an essential
part in moral cognition.

Seven questions about the desire to do what is right as such.
The last four bring in the question of Free-Will,

(4) QUESTIONS ABOUT EMOTIONS AND SENTIMENTS. Is there any
specific emotion connected with the recognition of right and
wrong, and is it essential that it should be stirred if there is to
be moral action ?

(5) How FAR caN ETHICS BE REDUCED TO A SYSTEM ?
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Ts there any non-ethical characteristic which is common but not
peculiar, or peculiar but not common, or common and peculiar
to all intrinsically good things ?

If the third alternative be accepted we have a Monistic Theory
of Value.

There are three similar alternatives about things that are right.
The third, if accepted, involves a Monistic Theovy of Obligation.

Summary of tentative conclusions under cight heads.
The danger of over-simplification in ethical matters.

The study of Ethics may make us wiser, but we must not expect
it to make us in any other respect better.
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PREFACE

THE history of the present volume is as follows, The essay
on Butler’s ethics was first delivered as a public lecture at
the University of Bristol, a city which seems hardly to
realise how great a moralist and theologian it once had for
its bishop. It was afterwards published in the Hibbers
Journal, and T have to thank the Editor for kindly allowing
me to republish it. The essays on the ethics of Spinoza,
of Hume, and of Kant formed the Donnellan Lectures which
I delivered in Trinity College, Dublin, towards the end of
the summer term of 1g29. I must take this opportunity
of expressing my thanks to the Provost and his family,
and to the Fellows, for the kindness which made my all
too short stay in Dublin so pleasant, The essay on the
ethics of Sidgwick, and the concluding outline of the main
problems of ethics, were written specially to complete this
book. Although it has never been part of my duties to
lecture on moral philosophy in Cambridge, I have had to
teach it privately to the undergraduates whose studies I
direct. These two chapters contain the thoughts which
have occurred to me on the subject while reading and
criticising the essays done for me by candidates for Part 1
of the Moral Sciences Tripos.

I am inclined to agree with Kant’'s view that almost
every one is interested in ethical questions, though the
interest can be killed by a boring enough presentation of
the subject. Partly for this reason, and partly because

Xx1il
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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, 1 find it difficult
to excite myself very much over right and wrong in practice.
I have, e.g., 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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enthusiasm is not perhaps the most favourable condition in
which to conduct the analysis of ethical concepts or the
criticism of ethical theories. So, having thus given fair
warning to my readers, I may at least claim the qualities
of my defects,

I must end by thanking my friend, Mr A. A, Wynne
Willson, for his kindness and care in reading the proofs,
If it be true, as has been alleged, that he owes (under
Providence) such knowledge as he has of the difference
between Right and Wrong entirely to his Director of Studies,
he has now more than repaid the debt.

C. D. BROAD.

TriNiTYy COLLEGE,
CAMBRIDGE,
August 1929.
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FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY
CHAPTER I

Introduction: Biographical Details

I proposg in this book to expound and criticise five
typical theories of ethics, viz., those of Spinoza, Butler,
Hume, 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
between them they give a very fair idea of the range of
possible views on the subject, though they by no means
exhaust 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
differ 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
relevant. 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 differ from each other as much as possible,
The clash of their opinions may strike a light which will

A 1
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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 suggest 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 Kant, who, as Lord Balfour happily
says, contrived to be technical without being precise. Butler,
Hume, and Sidgwick are admirably clear writers, 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
moralists. Spinoza belonged to a family of Portuguese
Jews which had fled to Holland to escape persecution. He
was born at Amsterdam on 24th November 1632. He
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studied at a rabbinical school, where he read the Old
Testament, the Talmud, and various Hebrew commentators
and philosophers, such as lbn Ezra and Maimonides. At
one time he also read a good deal of Cabalistic literature,
but in the end it filled him with contempt. Spinoza was
eighteen years old when Descartes died, and he learned
Latin in order to be able to read Descartes’ works. Though
he differed profoundly from Descartes, and criticised him
severely, 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 excommunicated 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 Condé, 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
the country belonging to the Collegiants, a sect of evangelical
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Christians. In 1669 he moved into the Hague, where he
lived with a painter called van den Spijck till 21st February
1677, 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 E#hics, 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 unorthodoxy and that he
did not want to have to interrupt his own work by formal
teaching. It is to be feared that Spinoza would not have
been enlightened enough to appreciate the beneficent system
of the Ph.D. degree, introduced into English universities
as a measure of post-war propaganda, 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 18th May 1692, 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 1713, whilst still there,
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he wrote anonymously to Samuel Clarke an acute criticism
of certain points in the latter’s Boyle Lectures on the
Being and Attributes of God. The modesty of the younger
man, and the courtesy of the older, do the uvtmost credit
to both. A number of letters were exchanged, and in time
Clarke came to know and admire Butler.

Soon Butler began to emerge from the slavery of Geneva
into the reasonmable liberty of Lambeth. He decided to
become an Anglican clergyman, and, after some difficulty,
persuaded his father to send him to Oriel College, Oxford.
He took his B.A. degree in October 1718 at the age of
twenty-six, Almost directly afterwards he was ordained
priest and deacon at Salisbury. Through influential friends
and his own merits he now started on a steady course of
ecclesiastical preferment. He became preacher at the Rolls
Chapel in London in 1719, Prebendary of Salisbury in 1421,
Rector of Houghton-le-Skerne near Darlington in the
following year, and Rector of the then extremely valuable
living of Stanhope in Durham in 1725.

His Sermons on Human Nature, which are his most
important contribution to ethics, were delivered at the
Rolls Chapel, and were published in 1726 after he had
resigned his preachership there. In 1736 appeared his
other great work, the Analogy, which is perhaps the ablest
and fairest argument for theism that exists. A short
appendix to this is devoted to ethics.

In 1736 he became Prebendary of Rochester and Clerk
of the Closet to Queen Caroline. The queen was a lady of
very great intelligence both practical and theoretical, as
anyone can see who gives himself the pleasure of reading
Lord Hervey’s Memorrs. She was keenly interested in
metaphysics 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. Butler preached an eloquent sermon on
* profiting by affliction ” 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 happy auspices Butler was naturally a little
disappointed when Walpole 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 Bristol till 1750, collecting
in the meanwhile such minor scraps of preferment as the
Deanery of St Paul’'s in 1946 and the Clerkship of the
Closet to the King in 1747. In the latter year he was
offered and declined the Archbishopric of Canterbury. In
1750 his journeys through the wilderness terminated in
the promised land of the Bishopric of Durham. This he
did not live long to enjoy. His health broke down, and
he retired first to Bristol and then to Bath, where he died
in r752. He is buried in the cathedral at Bristol, 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 thoroughly 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 greatly Church and
State have advanced in morality since the corrupt first half
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of the eighteenth century; and it is gratifying to think
that a man like Butler would now be allowed to pursue his
studies with singularly little risk of being exposed to
the dangers and temptations of high office or lucrative
preferment.

David Hume was born at Edinburgh on 26th April 1711.
He was a younger son of a Scottish country gentleman,
who, like most Scottish country gentlemen, was of good
family and small means. At the age of twenty-three Hume
went into a merchant’s office at Bristol ; but he found the
life intolerable, and decided to live very economically in
France, pursuing his studies on his own tiny income. He
settled at La Fléche, where Descartes had been educated
by the Jesuits. While there he wrote the first two volumes
of his Treatise on Human Nature. Ie came home in 1737
to arrange for their publication, and they appeared in
1739. They failed to attract any attention, and Hume was
bitterly disappointed. Ke continued, however, to work at
the third volume, on Morals, which appeared in I1740.
In 1741 he published a volume of Essays Moval and Political.
This was more successful ; it went into a second edition,
and he added a second volume to it in 1742.

During this time Hume had been living on his elder
brother’s estate at Ninewells in Berwickshire, trying mean-
while to get some congenial and remunerative employment.
Twice he tried and failed to be appointed to a university
professorship. To vary the monotony of life he spent a
year as tufor to a lunatic nobleman ; he went with General
St. Clair as secretary on one of those strange expeditions
which English war-ministers were liable to send to the
coast of France; and in 1748 he took part in a diplomatic
mission to Vienna and Turin.
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In 1748 he published a third volume of Essays, and also
a condensed and simplified form of Book I of the Treatise,
entitled Philosophical Essays concerning Human Under-
standing, In 1758 this reappeared under the title of
An Enguiry concerning Human Understanding. His most
important ethical work is the Enquiry into the Principles of
Morals. This is founded on Book III of the Treatise on
Hwman Nature. 1t was published in 1751, and Hume
considered it to be ‘“incomparably the best’ of all his
writings.

In 1752 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 raised an almost universal outcry.
In 1756 he published the second volume, which dealt with
the period from the death of Charles I to the Revolution.
This gave less offence to the Whigs, and its success helped
on the sale of the peccant first volume. In 1759 appeared
the volume which treated of the House of Tudor. It also
caused great scandal; but Hume worked steadily away at
his History and completed it in two more volumes published
in 1761,

Hume was now fairly well off, and had determined to
settle down for the rest of his life in Scotland. But in 1763
a pressing invitation from the Earl of Hertford took him
to Paris, where he became secretary to the English embassy.
Hume had great social success in the society of Paris, and
enjoyed his life there very much. In 1766 he returned to
London with Rousseau, whom he had befriended, and who.



INTRODUCTION 9

it is scarcely necessary to add, afterwards quarrelled with
him. In 1769 he finally returned to Edinburgh with a
private income of £1000 a year.

Here he had expected to spend many happy years.
But in 1775 he was stricken down with an internal complaint
which he recognised to be mortal. He suffered little pain,
and bore his steadily increasing weakness with wonderful
cheerfulness, He died on 26th August 1776 in Edinburgh,
causing the deepest offence to Dr Johnson by the happy
and even jocular frame of mind in which he approached
the great unknown. Shortly before his death he had
written a brief autobiography, which was published in 1777
by his friend Adam Smith. In 1779 his nephew David
published his uncle’s Dialogues on Natural Religion, which,
so far as the present writer can sece, leave little further
to be said on the subject. Hume wrote two essays, one on
Suicide, and the other on Immortality, which were suppressed
and remained unpublished for many years after his death.
Both are masterly productions. To philosophers Hume is
best known for his criticisms on the notion of Causation
and on the logical foundations of Induction. It is un-
fortunate that the general public should know him mainly
as the author of the one thoroughly silly production of his
pen, viz., the notorious Essay on Miracles.

Immanuel Kant was born at Konigsberg in East Prussia
in 1724, thirteen years after Hume. He survived Hume by
twenty-eight years. His father was a saddler, and his
family is said to have been of Scottish origin on the father’s
side. Kant’s parents belonged to the evangelical sect called
Pietists, and his very rigoristic ethics bear witness to the
stern moral principles which he absorbed in youth.

Kant is the first professional philosopher with whom we
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have to deal in this book. He became professor of Logic
and Metaphysics at Koénigsberg in 1470, and continued to
hold this office till his death in 1804. 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 apply 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 Judgment. The first edition
of the Critigue of Pure Reason appeared in 1781, and the
second considerably modified edition in 1787. 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 Practical 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 Foundations of the 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
until 1797.

The third Critique, that of Judgment, was published in
1790, It contains Kant’s theory of the Beautiful and the
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Sublime, and also an extraordinarily able and balanced,
but terribly long-winded, discussion of the notions of
mechanism, design, and teleology, their mutual relations,
and 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 saying something illuminating and original about it.
He was certainly wrong on many points of detail, and he
may 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 Reason, through the purely 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 Critique of Judgment., If any reader who is
interested in this subject will study DButler’'s Analogy,
Hume's Dialogues on Natural Religion, and the theological
parts of Kant’s three Critigues, he will learn all that the
human 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 claims 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
Christian doctrines in the second part of the Analogy, so
Kant treated them in a book called Religion within the
Bounds of Mere Reason. This work, which was published
in 1793, also throws light on certain points in Kant's
ethical theory.
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With Henry Sidgwick we come to comparatively recent
times. He was born at Skipton in Yorkshire in 1838. His
father, the Rev. William Sidgwick, was headmaster of
Skipton Grammar School. Sidgwick went to Rugby in
1852, and came up to Trinity College, Cambridge, in October
1855. He had a brilliant undergraduate career as a classic,
and became Fellow 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 and clearness of
expression. He was a member of the society called the
Apostles, and he used to take part in philosophical 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 1851, and
Moral Science was admitted as a qualification for a degree
in 1860. 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 Honeyman, 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. In 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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and fairly in his Methods of Ethics. It is interesting to
remark that the Utilitarian Sidgwick took a more rigoristic
view on this question than the Idealist Green.

In 1872, on the death of F. D. Maurice and the conse-
quent vacancy in the Knightbridge Professorship, Sidgwick
applied for the post. He was at this time unsuccessful;
the electors considered that the soundly evangelical views
of one of the other candidates more than atoned for any
slight lack in philosophical distinction. The disappointment
was only temporary, for in 1883, when the Professorship
again fell vacant, Sidgwick was elected, and continued to
hold the chair until his death in 1qo0o0.

In 1875 he had been appointed Prelector in Moral and
Political Philosophy at Trinity ; in 1881 an honorary fellow ;
and in 18835 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 alleged 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 {ail to admire
the single-minded devotion with which they spent time,
labour, and money to bring it about.

The foundation of the Society for Psychical Research,
and the keeping of it in the straight and narrow path of
science in face of dogmatic materialism and enthusiastic
credulity, are achievements on which they can be con-
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gratulated without reserve. Sidgwick was president of the
society from 1882 to 1885, and again from 1888 to 1893,
whilst Mrs Sidgwick remains one of its most prominent and
valued members. It would be difficult 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 Methods 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 1 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 their 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,

THOUGH Spinoza’s main work is called Ethics, it is not
a treatise on ethics in our sense of the word. Nor did Spinoza
ever write any such treatise. His views on ethics, in the
modern sense, have to be gathered from various passages
scattered about his books and his letters. Nevertheless,
the ultimate and explicit aim of his philosophical works
was ethical. It was to discover in what human perfection
consists, to explain the difficulties which prevent most men
from reaching it, and to show the way which they must
follow if they would overcome these difficulties. Before
I begin to expound Spinoza’s ethical theory I must state
that I shall ignore everything in his system which depends
on what he calls Scientia Intuitiva or the Third Kind of
Knowledge ; i.e.,1 shall ignore his doctrines of the Intellectual
Love of God, of Human Blessedness, and of the Eternity of
the Human Mind. Such an omission would be inexcusable
if I were claiming to expound Spinoza’s system as a whole,
for they are among the hardest, the most interesting, and
the most characteristic parts of it. But for the present
purpose it is justified by the following facts. These doctrines,
I am convinced, are the philosophic expression of certain
religious and mystical experiences which Spinoza and many
others have enjoyed and which seem supremely important
to those who have had them. As such they belong to

Spinoza’s philosophy of religion rather than to his ethics in
15
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the ordinary sense. Spinoza himself recognises that he is
passing into a different 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 equally
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. Heis a
system of very great internal complexity having a charac-
teristic kind of unity and balance. He 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 comatus. The
conatus 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 special cir-
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cumstances of the moment. It is of interest to remark that,
so far as organisms are concerned, modern physiology agrees
entirely with this doctrine of Spinoza’s, and that its re-
searches have established it in much greater detail than
Spinoza could have dreamed of.

Now a man, like everything else in Nature on Spinoza’s
view, is a thing with two fundamentally different but
inseparably correlated aspects, a physical and a psychical.
If we regard a man under his physical aspect and leave his
psychical aspect out of account, we call him a human
organism. If we regard him under his psychical aspect and
leave his physical aspect out of account, we call him a
human soul. Both these points of view are abstract and
one-sided ; everything which is a soul is also a body, and
everything which is a body is also a soul. Suppose now that
a change takes place in a man, through his interacting with
some other part of Nature. This change, since it takes place
in a thing which has two inseparably correlated aspects,
will itself have these two aspects. Regarded on its purely
physical side, it will be called a modification of the body ;
regarded on its purely psychical side, it will be called a
modification of the soul. Every event which is a modifica-
tion of my body is also a modification of my soul, and
conversely.

We come now to a further specification of this doctrine
which is highly characteristic of Spinoza. Suppose that a
certain psycho-physical event e, happens in a certain man.
Regarded in its purely psychical aspect it counts as a
psychical event e, in his soul. Regarded in its purely
physical aspect it counts as a physical event ey in his body.
Now Spinoza’s view is that e, is what we call the act of
sensing the change e, in the body, whilst e, is what we

B
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call the sensum which is the immediate object of the act e,
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 objective constituent of a sensation, with the
bodily change which is the necessary and sufficient bodsily
condition 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 little ingenuity, I am sure that this could be done only
at the cost of giving up Spinoza’s doctrine that there is
nothing positive in error, which is an essential part of his
systern.

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 difficulties, and he
strove with some success to meet them. We have now fo
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. (1) 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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apart from the latter, is not a natural unit. The whole
AB is much more nearly a natural unit. Consequently the
psychical aspect of B, taken apart from that of A, is not a
natural unit. The psychical aspect of AB would be a
relatively clear idea, and any mind which had it would have
a relatively clear idea of the physical aspect of B. But a
mind which contained the psychical aspect of B without
that of A would have only a confused idea of the physical
aspect of B. The application of this general principle will
be most easily explained by an example. Suppose I eat
some cucumber and have a feeling of stomach-ache, To
feel stomach-ache is to be directly acquainted with a certain
physiological process in my stomach which is in fact caused
by a certain chemical process in the cucumber. But I am
not directly acquainted with this process in the cucumber,
because the cucumber is not a part of my body and there-
fore the psychical correlate of the process in it is not a
state of my mind. So my idea of the process in my stomach,
which constitutes my feeling of stomach-ache, is a frag-
mentary part of a complete idea, and its complement is not
in my mind but elsewhere. It is therefore an inadequate
and confused, though direct, acquaintance with this bodily
process. Now contrast this with the idea which a physiologist
might have of the process in my stomach. He would know
a great deal about its causes, and his idea of it would
therefore be fairly clear and adequate. But it would not
be direct acquaintance with the process, for he cannot feel
my stomach-ache ; it would only be Anowledge about the
process. The above example is typical of all those ideas
of my bodily modifications which we call * sensations ” and
“feelings . They are all ideas of effects cut loose from the
ideas of their causes, and therefore fragmentary, inadequate,
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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 will be useful at this
point to introduce two names which do not occur 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 ”.

(2) 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,
their minds contain nothing but ideas of the first order, and
that the ideas of these ideas are elsewhere in what he calls
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 interconnected only by
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associations, which dcpend on the order and the frequency
with which other things have affected ourselves. In this
way the ideas of objects which have no intrinsic relation to
each other may be connected, whilst the ideas of objects
which are intrinsically related to each other may be dis-
joined. Thus the First Kind of Knowledge is the level of
mere sense-perception and imagery, and of uncritical beliefs
founded on animal instinct, association, or hearsay. This
is the only kind of knowledge which animals have. Men
start as infants with nothing but this kind of knowledge,
and every man continues to move at this level for long
stretches throughout the whole of his life. But all men
have some capacity for another kind of knowledge, and all
men to some extent realise this capacity, though most of
them do so to a lamentably slight degree. This Second
Kind of Knowledge is rational insight. At this level one
sees intrinsic connexions and disconnexions between objects,
and one’s ideas are connected and disjoined according to
these intrinsic relations between their objects. The best
example of the Second Kind of Knowledge is pure mathe-
matics ; but we must remember that Spinoza, like most of
his contemporaries, thought that physics, when propetly
understood, would be seen to have the same necessary
character as pure mathematics. Spinoza is quite certain
that the Second Kind of Knowledge presupposes the First
Kind, whilst the First Kind might exist, and in animals
presumably does exist, without leading on to the Second.
His account of the transition is vague and radically un-
satisfactory, and we need not waste time over it. The
essential points for our purpose are these. There are two
fundamentally different kinds of cognition :—the sensitive,
instinctive, and associative, on the one hand, and the
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rational, on the other; both men and animals bhave 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 true, 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 conatus. Spinoza
calls the conatus of a human being Appetitus, which 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
by means of its interaction with its surroundings. I will
call Vital Impulse, 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 Self-maintenance. 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 sitwations. In
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accordance with Spinoza’s general principle one’s Mental
Self-maintenance is the intuitive, but often very confused,
idea of one’s Organic Self-maintenance. Now, as we have
seen, the idea of an idea may or may not be in the same mind
as the original idea. My mind musi contain an intuitive
awareness of my Organic Self-maintenance, for this aware-
ness is the psychical aspect of that Vital Impulse of which
my Organic Self-maintenance is the physical aspect. But
my mind need not contain an intuitive awareness of this
awareness ; ¢.¢., I need not be conscions of my own Vital
Impulse, although my Vital Impulse is, in one aspect, a
state of my consciousness. Spinoza gives a special name
to Vital Impulse when the man whose conatus it is is also
aware of it. He then calls it Cupiditas, which we might
translate as Volition.

We can now tackle Spinoza’s very peculiar theory of
voluntary decision. Spinoza is, of course, a rigid determinist,
He regards “ freedom ", in the sense of indeterminism, as
meaningless nonsense. The only sense in which the word
““ free ”’ can intelligibly be used is in opposition to the word
‘“constrained . An action is free in this sense in so faras
the cause of it is wholly contained in the nature and past
history of the agent. It is constrained when some essential
factor in its total cause lies outside the agent. It is clear
that nothing can be a completely free agent in this sense
except the Universe taken as a single collective whole.
And we cannot ascribe free will to the Universe; for will
belongs, not to the Universe as a whole, but only to certain
finite parts of it such as men.

So far Spinoza’s doctrine is not very startling, and it
would be accepted by a great many other philosophers.
We come now to something 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
we 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 difference
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 fait accompli, as the King does when he gives his assent
to an Act of Parliament. It is amusing to notice that this
is precisely the theory which Mr. Bertrand Russell puts
forward in his Analysis 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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alternative will be accompanied by attraction in one person,
by repulsion in another, and by neither in a third., It is
evident from this that the attractiveness or repulsiveness of
the alternatives which we contemplate depends upon certain
relatively permanent factors in ourselves. These we may
call ““ conative dispositions . It is possible, of course, that
there may be some conative dispositions common to all
sane human beings. If so, some types of alternative will
be attractive and others will be repulsive to all such beings
whenever they happen to contemplate them. In such
cases the essential part played by the conative disposition
might easily be overlocked, and it might be thought that
the mere contemplation of the alternative sufficed to stir
desire for it or aversion from it. But this would be a
mistake. Now it is of course true that one need not be
aware of one's conative dispositions in order that they
should make certain alternatives attractive and others
repulsive to us. A disposition, 7.e., 2 more or less permanent
tendency, is not the kind of thing of which one could be
directly aware by introspection. We have to infer what
our conative dispositions are by noticing what kind of
things we do habitually desire and what kind of things
we do habitually shun. If Spinoza wished to assert no
more than that (2) the attractiveness and repulsiveness of
alternatives depend on our conative dispositions, and (b) that,
so far from being acquainted with our conative dispositions,
we have to infer what they are from our desires and aversions,
he was certainly right. But there can be no doubt that he
did mean to assert something more, viz., that my awareness
or unawareness of my own desires makes no difference to
their consequences in the way of deciston or action.

Now this 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 actually has, 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 actually 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 I can see, be our
beliefs about the characteristics which the various alter-
natives would have 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 T 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 ¢,, and I may also
believe that it would have the characteristic ¢,, 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 particularly plausible, It is not obvious
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that the simpler cause-factor “‘ belief that so-and-so would
have a certain characteristic, unaccompanied by awareness
of that belief ” must always have precisely the same effect
on our conative dispositions as the more complex cause-
factor consisting of this belief accompanied by awareness
of it. (b) In many cases it is plainly false. In so far as
1 am unaware of some of my beliefs about the characteristics
which an alternative would have, I may be unaware of
some of the conative dispositions which the contemplation
of this alternative is exciting. Now some of these may be
such that I should strongly object to their being excited.
They might have led to disastrous consequences in the
past, or I might regard them as morally disreputable. If
I became aware of these beliefs, and thus of the conative
dispositions which were coming into play, I might decide
to act very differently. To take a fairly obvious example.
A person X of decent moral character may contemplate an
act of generosity to another person, Y. He may in fact
believe (2) that this will make Y happy, and (b) that it will
make it easier for him to seduce Y. Of these two beliefs
X may be aware of the first and unaware of the second.
Surely it is perfectly ridiculous to maintain that his decision
will always be precisely the same whether he remains in
ignorance of the second belief or becomes aware of it, When
he realises that a part of the cause of his desire to do this
act was a purely sensual conative tendency, which he may
regard as intrinsically disreputable or fnay know to have
led to disastrous consequences in his past life, he will be
provided with a motive against doing it which would not
have been present otherwise. Of course it is true that
mere awareness of one’s own beliefs and conative tendencies
will no more modify one’s actions than mere awareness of
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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 ; ¢.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. T 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 might 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 I was desiring
something which 1 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 difference to my final decision.

I cannot think of any other interpretation of Spinoza’s
doctrine beside the three which [ have just discussed and
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rejected. It therefore seems to me that the most characteristic
part of Spinoza’s theory of the will is a failure. And the
fact that some of the exponents of the *“ New Psychology »
bhave unwittingly plagiarised it does not, to my mind,
materially reduce the probability that it is nonsense.

We will now deal with Spinoza’s theory of the emotions.
Whenever my body is acted upon by another body one of
three things may happen. Its vitality may be increased,
or diminished, or it may remain at the same level in spite
of the interaction. In my mind there will be an mtuitive
but confused awareness of these changes or of this main-
tenance of my bodily vitality. And this awareness is the
mental aspect of those psycho-physical states which we
call ““ emotions ”’. There are thus three primary emotions ;
viz., pleasure, which is the consciousness of a transition to
heightened vitality ; pain, which is the consciousness of a
transition to lowered vitality; and what Spinoza calls
*“ desire ”’, which is the consciousness of the constancy of
one’s vitality throughout a change in the body. Spinoza
distinguishes two kinds of pleasure and of pain. (1) The
vitality of the body as a whole may be increased. The
consciousness of this he calls Helaritas, which we may
translate as ** Sense of Well-being ”’.  (2) The vitality of a
part may be increased without any increase of the total
vitality, or even at the expense of it. The consciousness
of this he calls Titillaiio, which we may translate as
“ Localised Pleasure”. The two corresponding kinds of
painful emotion he calls Melancholia and Delor respectively.
We might translate them as * Depression ” and ‘* Localised
Pain ",

The above is Spinoza’s general account of Emotion,
He now draws a distinction, which is vitally important for
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his ethics, between Passive and Active 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 on 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 human beings, is the psychical 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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own characteristic activities it is called ““ Active Pleasure ”.
It is the sort of pleasure that we feel when we solve a
problem for ourselves and replace muddle and confusion by
order and rational arrangement. Active Desire would be
the feeling that we have when we manage to keep our
existing level of clearness in spite of distractions and
difficulties. There is no active emotion corresponding to
the passive emotion of pain. Of course the mind may pass
from a level of greater clearness and insight to one of
relative confusion, as it does when we are ill or tired. And
this transition will be felt as painful. But it is a passive
emotion, since the change is not due to the mind’s own
characteristic activities but to its falling under the dominion
of other things. Certain active and certain passive emotions
are called by the same names, and may lead to actions which
are superficially alike. We might compare, e.g., the case of
a doctor and of an ordinary man in presence of a bad
accident. The ordinary man may feel an emotion of sym-
pathetic pain, and this may make him try to help the
sufferer. But his actions will tend to be fussy and inefficient,
and he may feel too sick to do anything even if he knows
how to. The doctor feels very little of this sympathetic
pain, but he has a clear idea of what is needed and an
active emotion of helpfulness. Yet these two very different
emotions would often be called by the same name of
“ sympathy ” or ‘“humanity”. KEven the more amiable
passive emotions are apt to degenerate into the state which
Dickens illustrated in the character of Mrs Jellyby, who
neglected her duties as a wife and a mother in order to
send moral pocket-handkerchiefs to the natives of Borrio-
boola-Gha.

According to Spinoza the active emotions fall under
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two main heads, which he calls Auimositas 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 and in which most of
them remain, te 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 he begins by insisting on the power of the
passive emotions over human beings, and it seems almost
overwhelming. In the first 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, Consequently every man, by reason of his finitude,
is always liable to passive emotions; and, if external cir-
cumstances be specially unfavourable, 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
sun 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
exbaustive knowledge that certain emotions are irrational
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in themselves and harmful in their consequences will not
have the faintest tendency to expel them unless it be itself
accompanied by some emotion which is stronger than they.
This is of course profoundly true. If a person be obsessed
by jealousy the mere conviction that this emotion is
irrational and degrading will have no tendency to overcome
his jealousy unless the thought of himself as irrational and
degraded stirs an emotion of disgust in him.

The power of the mind over the passive emotions, such
as it is, arises from the following causes: (1) We can to
some extent form clear ideas of our own passive emotions,
and regard them and ourselves from the disinterested
scientific standpoint of the introspective psychologist. In
so doing we largely dissociate these emotions from the
idea of such and such an external cause, and substitute
for them the emotion of scientific curiosity. We thus cease
to be so much perturbed by excessive love and hate of
external things and people. (2) In the long run emotions
towards ideal and impersonal objects which we clearly
understand are more permanent than emotions towards
particular things or persons which we know only confusedly
through the senses and remember by images which grow
vaguer and fainter with lapse of time. E.g., emotion at
the beauty of a mathematical theorem is no doubt far less
intense than the emotion of love or hate for a particular
person who is actually present. But this person will change
or go away or die, and in his absence the image of him
will recur with decreasing frequency and distinctness, and
the emotion will fade away. But the thought of the mathe-
matical theorem can be reproduced with equal clearness at
will. And so the less intense emotion gains in the long
run over the more intense one. (3) Every event is really

C
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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 completely and solely respons-
ible for the event. And we think that, although the event
happened, it need not bave 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 one
thing or person when we view the world from the level of
rational knowledge. E.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. (4) 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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plainly genuine and important; and Spinoza shows here
his usual profound psychological insight. The path from
Human Bondage to Human Freedom is thus steep and
slippery, but it does exist and it is not impassible. As
Spinoza says in a famous passage: ‘‘If it were not very
difficult why should so few have travelled it? But all
supremely excellent things are as difficult as they are
rare.”’

We come now to a topic which is of the utmost im-
portance in all ethical systems, viz., the relative positions
which are to be assigned to egoistic and to altruistic emotions,
desires, and actions. There are always two questions, one
psychological and the other ethical; and the answer to
the first has a direct bearing on the answer to the second.
Now Spinoza’s psychology is fundamentally and explicitly
egoistic. Every emotion, volition, and action of a man is
an expression of the Vital Impulse, which is his essence.
And this Vital Impulse, like every other conatus, is a striving
for self-maintenance and self-preservation and for nothing
else. All our primitive instincts are therefore instincts of
self-preservation ; and, when we reach the rational level,
we can only pursue deliberately and with clear insight the
same end for which we formerly strove instinctively and
blindly. Thus deliberate self-sacrifice is literally impossible ;
and, since it is impossible, it can be neither right nor a
duty. Now any such theory as this is at once faced with
two objections. The first is that there seem to be non-
egoistic emotions and actions at both the instinctive and
the rational level. And the second is that we seem to regard
self-sacrifice in certain cases as right and even as a duty.
We must now see how Spinoza deals with these objections.

We will begin 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: (1) 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,
(2) 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 impulses 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 and 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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oneself. These two factors may conflict; and, at the
pre-rational level, the former seems often to be stronger
than the latter. Spinoza does explicitly treat the other
two kinds of apparent exception, and we will now consider
his theory.

Spinoza’s attempted explanation of the sympathetic
emotion which I feel when I contemplate any other human
being in a state of pleasure or pain is as follows. If A and
B be two bodies of similar nature, and a certain modification
of A determines a certain modification of B, then the latter
modification will resemble the former. This general prin-
ciple will apply to the case of two human bodies. Suppose
now that a man A is having a certain emotion, and that
another man B is perceiving A’s body at the time. A’sbody
will have a certain characteristic modification, which is the
physical correlate of the emotion which A is feeling. This
will cause a certain modification in B’s body, which will
be the physical correlate of B’s perception of A’s body. By
the general principle just enunciated this modification in
B’s body will resemble the modification in A’s body which
causes it. It will therefore be correlated with an emotion
in B which is similar to the emotion which A is feeling.

I think it is quite certain that this explanation will not
work. In the first place, there is no reason to accept the
general principle or its particular application. If one human
body emits a shriek and a second human body be within
earshot it will be affected by the event in the former. But
it will not in general be so affected as to emit a shriek
itself. Secondly, even if the principle were true it would
not be sufficient. When A has a certain emotion the only
part of the physical correlate of this emotion which can
affect B’s body is its external expression, e.g., a shriek,
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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-man 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 me 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
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in hurting those whom they love ? And does not the whole
theory over-intellectualise the mental processes of animals
and of men at the level of impulse and passion ? I conclude
on the whole that Spinoza has failed to answer the prima
facie case against egoism as an adequate psychological theory
of emotion and action at the pre-rational level.

We have now to consider the question at the level of
rational knowledge, active emotion, and deliberate action.
Here Spinoza’s contention is that actions performed at this
level which are commonly counted as altruistic are simply
those which a clear-sighted egoist would see to be essential
to his own ultimate interests. His theory is as follows.
Self-preservation and the performance of the characteristic
activities of the self are our only ultimate end. And all our
other desires are subordinated to it ; for, as he says, “ We
cannot desire to be blessed, or to act rightly, or to live
rightly, without desiring to live.”” At the rational level we
pursue this end deliberately and wittingly, and we choose
the right means to it; whereas at the instinctive level we
pursued it blindly and were often misled by association.
Now the one essential activity of a human being is to think
clearly and understand rationally. Everything that we do
which does not consist in or involve the exercise of this
activity can be done as well or better by animals. So the
self which a human being who clearly understands his own
nature will strive to preserve and develop is a self which
thinks clearly and understands rationally. He will tolerate
or further other activities in himself or in others only in
so far as they are indifferent or helpful to this end. Now
Spinoza maintains two very important propositions, one
negative and the other positive. The negative contention
is that men come 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, and 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
energy 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. And 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 stirmulus
and co-operation of other men of intelligence and culture,
Thus the “ Free Man ”, as Spinoza calls him, would have
positive egoistic grounds 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 Free 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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and desire, as a necessary means to the existence of an
organised society and to the development of its members
into Free Men, much that is directly indifferent or even
detrimental to his own intellectual development. For he
understands the properties of the materials with which
he has to deal, and he knows that he is but sacrificing a
smaller immediate gain for a greater ultimate return. And
the process which he sets in motion is cumulative ; for, the
nearer his society approaches to a society of Free Men, the
fewer will be the grounds of possible conflict between its
members, and the less often will he have to sacrifice a
sprat to catch a mackerel. In this way, Spinoza would say,
we can explain and justify all actions at the rational
level which would commonly be counted as altruistic. And
egoism remains the fundamental principle; for, although
the Free Man wills the perfection of other men as well as
his own, he wills his own as an end, whilst he wills theirs,
not as an end, but only as a necessary means to his
own.

What are we to say of this doctrine of Spinoza’s? It is
quite certain that there would be far less friction and
mutual frustration in a society of rational egoists, each of
whom cared for nothing but his own intellectual develop-
ment and unhesitatingly took the most effective means to
secure it, than there is among men who are partly ruled
by the instincts, passions, and loyalties of the pre-rational
level. And I think it very likely that many of the actions
which it would be reasonable for a rational egoist to perform
in a society of rational egoists would not differ much
externally from those which are now praised as altruistic.
This we must grant to Spinoza. But there remains much
to be criticised in the theory.
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(1) We must not assume that, because many types of
action which are alleged to spring from non-egoistic motives
would also be done by a rational egoist who understood his
business, therefore these actions do #n 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 on the conative side at the rational level, and that we
have here only the old Vital Impulse grown conscious 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,

(2) 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 T 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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(3) The distinction between competitive and non-
competitive goods is superficially striking, and it has a
certain relative importance. But I believe that it is ulti-
mately rather misleading. It is of course obvious enough
that knowledge can be shared without being divided, in a
sense in which property cannot; and that it is capable of
being indefinitely increased. But, although knowledge
itself is not a competitive good, some of the necessary
conditions for acquiring and exercising intellectual powers
plainly &re competitive. Philosophers and scientists and
artists need as much food, clothing, shelter, and warmth
as anyone else. And they need considerably more leisure,
and a long and expensive training. Now the supply of all
these things is limited. Unless some people mainly devote
themselves to producing such things, and thereby forfeit
their own chance of any great intellectual or artistic develop-
ment, it is certain that scientists and philosophers will not
have the leisure or the training or the freedom from practical
worrjes which are essential to their intellectual development
and activity. So, to be quite frank, I do not agree that a
perfectly rational man, in Spinoza’s sense, would want all
men to be perfectly rational. He would indeed want tfo
co-operate with a great many such men, and, within this
class, he would want the members to be as highly developed
in intellect as possible. But he would recognise that the
very existence of a class of disinterestedly scientific or
artistic persons depends on the labours of people like bed-
makers, bricklayers, miners, etc., who cannot and must not
make intellectual curiosity their main motive or develop
their intellects too far. No doubt these humble and dutiful
lives are amply rewarded by knowing that they are the
soil from 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 asthetic appreciation or production as non-competitive
goods which all men might enjoy together to the highest
degree is, to put it plainly, moonshine.

We have 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 they 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 as 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 literally be used, and that
is “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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motor-cars. When men apply them to each other and to
things in the outer world which are not the products of
human design they are making a certain tacit assumption.
They are thinking of God as a being like themselves who
desires ends and uses means to secure these ends; they are
thinking of themselves as deliberately designed and pro-
duced by God, as plates and motors are designed and
produced by men; and they are thinking of the non-
artificial part of the outer world as designed by God for
the benefit of men. The whole of this tacit assumption,
according to Spinoza, is philosophically absurd. And it is
daily refuted by the experience that the rest of Nature is
perfectly indifferent to man and his welfare. In face of
such experiences men do not give up their false assumption,
but sink still deeper into folly by talking of the ‘‘ inscrutable
wisdom ” and the ‘ mysterious purposes” of God when
earthquakes, pestilences, and famines devastate humanity.
This Spinoza calls ‘ taking refuge in the asylum of ignor-
ance”’. We must therefore rigidly confine our use of the
words “ perfect ”” and ““ imperfect ' to things that we know
to be the products of deliberate human design.

What then are we to say about the meaning of the terms
““good” and “bad”, “ better ’ and “ worse ”’ ? Spinoza’s
view seems to be the following. If we take any species of
beings there will be certain powers and activities which are
common and peculiar to the members of it. Within a given
species to say that one member is ““ better ” than another
simply means that it has the characteristic powers of the
species to a greater degree and that it performs the
characteristic functions of the species more efficiently. The
fundamental ethical judgment is of the form ““ A exercises
the characteristic 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
“Ais avery 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 notion 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 decidedly 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 efficiency with which the
characteristic functions of this species are performed. Still,
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.g., would there be any sense in saying that the worst

2
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man that we can imagine is ‘ higher than’ the best
mouse that we can imagine, or that human good is “ to be
preferred to "’ canine or equine good when it conflicts with
them ? So far as I can understand, Spinoza’s answer would
be as follows: When and only when the powers which are
characteristic of species A include all and more than all the
powers which are characteristic of species B we can say
that any member of A is ‘* higher than "’ any member of B,
and there is an objective ground for preferring the good
of A to that of B if the two conflict. This relation holds
between men and all animals. For men have the power of
rational cognition, whilst animals have not. And, although
men are physically weaker and less skilful in many ways
than certain animals, yet by using their rational cognition
they can in the end accomplish everything that any animal
can accomplish and do it far more efficiently. Where this
kind of relation does not hold, as, ¢.g., between dogs and
cats, there is no sense in talking of “ better ”” and *“ worse ”,
“higher ” and “ lower ”. On the general principle of egoism,
which we have already discussed, any man will treat any
other individual, whether human or non-human, simply as
a means to his own intellectual development. But, in the
case of other human beings, the form which such treatment
takes will be enormously modified by the fact that the
companionship and co-operation of other rational beings are
vitally important to one’s own intellectual welfare and
growth, In the case of animals there is no such modifying
influence ; and, although the Free Man will not treat them
with wanton cruelty, he will unhesitatingly use them for
food, clothing, haulage, and scientific experiments. Spinoza
would not have had the faintest sympathy with vegetarianism
or the agitation against vivisection; and I am afraid that
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he would have regarded the pleasure which 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 directly 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 empirical 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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being based on inadequate knowledge, are quite as likely
to do harm to ourselves and others as to benefit them.
The Free Man will aim directly at good, and, in so doing
will incidentally avoid evil. He will not be constantly
thinking about evil and trying to avoid it. And he will
enjoy in moderation all those bodily and mental pleasures
which are not hurtful to his intellectual development.
Spinoza compares him to the healthy man who eats what
he likes and incidentally avoids illness, The man who
devotes himself to avoiding evil is like the valetudinarian
who is always thinking of his own ailments and has to
diet himself in order to keep alive. ' The last thing that
the Free Man thinks about,” says Spinoza, ‘ is death ; and
his wisdom is a meditation, not of death, but of life.”
Nevertheless, Spinoza allows a certain relative value to
these “ monkish virtues”. After all, most people are not
Free Men, just as most people are not perfectly healthy.
And it is only those who “ know that sin is in vain ”’ who
can safely * whistle the Devil to make them sport”. If a
man is to be swayed by passive emotions at all it is better
for him to be moved by pity, humility, repentance, shame,
etc., than by malice, hardness of heart, and insolence. We
must then recognise, heside the ethics of Free Men living in
the society of their equals, a kind of Inferimsethik which
governs the relations of those who are still in bondage. It
is at this level, on Spinoza’s view, that we find the State,
as we know it, with its laws, customs, and institutions,
Every man, whether he lives at the rational or the pre-
rational level, has a natural right to preserve his own
existence. And from this follow the natural rights of
seeking what he judges to be to his own advantage, of
avenging injuries to himself, of cherishing what he loves
D



50 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

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 all 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 define what
are and what are not injuries, and to prevent injurious
actions by punishment 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,
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even the society of homicidal maniacs with occasional lucid
intervals is incomparably better for one’s intellectual health
than the squalor and stagnation of the hermit’s cave, The
situation of the Free Man in a society of those who are
still largely in bondage is of course a delicate and difficult
one. He must not make the mistake of treating them as
if they were ifree, or he will outrage their prejudices and
incur persecution and perhaps death. On the other hand,
he must not visibly make a difference between them and
himself or adopt offensive airs of superiority. Spinoza had
ample opportunities of practising this difficult art of com-
bining the wisdom of the serpent with the harmlessness of
the dove ; and all that we know of his life suggests that he
acquired great skill in it, He always avoided giving pro-
vocation or seeking martyrdom ; yet, when the occasion
arose, he displayed a calm heroic courage in face of a
murderous patriotic mob. And he was equally successful
in “the long littleness of life”. e shared the joys and
sorrows of the simple people among whom he lived in a
perfectly natural un-self-conscious way ; and he tolerated
and respected in them beliefs and practices which would
have been impossible for himself. In the meanwhile he
earned his own living by his skill as a practical optician,
and was a burden to no one. Ie thus accomplished one of
the hardest of all tasks, viz., to be a prophet without being
a prig and to be a saint without being a sponger.

There remains one other point of general ethical interest
to be mentioned before we leave Spinoza and pass to Butler.
This is the position of pleasure and pain in Spinoza’s ethical
system. He is not a Hedonist, in the strict sense. States
of mind and actions are not good because they are pleasant
or conducive to pleasure, 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 essendi 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
felt 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 just one qualification
to be made to the above statements. We must 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,



CHAPTER 1IIT

Butler

BuTLER’S ethical theories are contained in the Sermons
on Human Nature which he preached at the Rolls Chapel in
London, and in the Dissertation on the Naturve of Virtue
which forms one of the appendices to his famous Awnalogy
of Religion. It would be hard to find two writers of such
eminence who were so unlike each other as Butler and
Spinoza. The writer with whom he has most affinity among
those who are treated in this book is Kant, though Hume
accepted and emphasised his refutation of psychological
egoism. Butler was not, of course, as great a metaphysician
as Kant; but he largely made up for this by his clearness
and balance. Kant’s work is marred by a mania for neat
logical classifications and by a strong trace of moral
fanaticism ; whilst Butler has the solid common-sense and
the sweet reasonableness of an English bishop of the
eighteenth century. He writes about facts with which we
are all acquainted in language which we can all understand ;
and his work, though it does not pretend to be a complete
treatise on ethics, forms one of the best introductions to
the subject that exists.

It is necessary to say something at the outset about the
ethical and religious tone of the period, because this largely
determined the form in which Butler put his arguments.
The Christian religion was then going through ome of its

recurrent phases of dormancy, and has seldom been at a
63



54 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

lower 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 alive
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 the
latter part of the eighteenth. Butler says in his preface
to the Analogy: ' It is come to be taken for granted by
many persons that Christianity is not so much a subject
of inquiry, but that it is now at length discovered to be
fictitious. 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 reprisals
for its having so long interrupted the pleasures of the
world.” 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 particular.
We do indeed meet with such people; but they strike
us 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 advanced
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 had
a 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 slightly
ashamed of their own virtues and wished to be taken for
men of the world. Omne of Butler’s great merits is to have
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pointed out clearly and conclusively the ambiguities of
language which make it plausible. As a psychological
theory it was killed by Butler; but it still flourishes, I
believe, among bookmakers and smart young business men
whose claim to know the world is based on an intimate
acquaintance with the shadier side of it. In Butler’s day
the theory moved in higher social and intellectual circles,
and it had to be treated more seriously than any philosopher
would trouble to treat it now. This change is very largely
the result of Butler’s work ; he killed the theory so thoroughly
that he sometimes seems to the modern reader to be flogging
dead horses. Still, all good fallacies go to America when
they die, and rise again as the latest discoveries of the local
professors. So it will always be useful to have Butler’s
refutation at hand.

After these preliminaries we can consider Butler’s ethical
theory as a whole. His chief merit is as a moral psycho-
logist. He states with great clearness the principles according
to which decent people do feel and act and judge, though
they could not state these for themselves. And, in the
course of this, he refutes certain plausible fallacies which
would not have occurred to commeon-sense, but which
unaided common-sense cannot answer when learned men
suggest them to it. His fundamental doctrine is that the
human mind is an organised system in which different
propensities and principles can be distinguished. But it is
not enough to enumerate these without saying how they
are related to each other. It would not be an adequate
description of a watch to say that it consists of a spring,
wheels, hands, etc., nor would it be an adequate descrip-
tion of the British Constitution to say that it consists of
the King, Lords, 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 till we know the precise functions and
the mutual relations of the King, the Lords, and the
Commions.

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 likely 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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in which it is a factor. Thus we judge very differently the
same action or intention in a child or a lunatic or a sane
grown man, Similarly we do not blame a motor-car for
irregularities which would make us regard a watch as
worthless. This is because watches and motor-cars are
very different systems with very different functions. An
actual motor-car must be judged by comparing its behaviour
with that of an ideal car, and an actual watch by comparing
its behaviour with that of an ideal watch.

It is pretty clear that Butler has hold of a sound and
intelligible idea, which is as old as Plato’s Republic. He
chooses to express his theory in the form that virtue consists
in acting in accordance with one’s nature, and that vice is
acting against one’s nature. I am not fond of the words
“mnatural” and “unnatural”’, because they are extremely
ambiguous and are commonly used by people to convey a
flavour of moral authority to their personal likes and
dislikes. Butler fully recognises this; he sees that in one
sense nobody can act against his nature., 1 think it would
be better to say that virtue consists in acting in accordance
with the 1deal nature of man, and that vice consists in acting
against it. No man’s actual nature is the ideal nature of
man, But this raises no special difficulty. We can form
the conception of a perfect watch, although no real watches
are perfect. And science makes great use of such idealised
concepts as perfectly straight lines, periect circles, perfect
gases, etc., though it admits that there are no such objects
in Nature.

We must now consider how such concepts are reached,
so as to see whether the concept of an ideal human nature
is likely to be valid or useful. I think that we commonly
reach them in 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 telling the time, and a
perfect 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 does not seem to me to be
true. There is no sense in asking what a man is for unless
we assume that he has been made by God for a certain
purpose. And, even if this were certain, it would not help
us; 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 that
it is an anthropomorphic way of 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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There are three things to notice about these ideal limits.
(1) There is generally no lower limit to such series. There
is a concept of a perfectly straight line, but there is no
concept of a perfectly crooked one. (2) When we have
formed the concept of an ideal limit we sometimes find
that it is analysable and sometimes that it is not. We
can define “ circularity ”’, but we cannot define * straight-
ness”’. Yet we understand just as well what is meant by
one as by the other. (3) We could not reach the concepts
of these ideal limits unless we had the power of reflecting
on series and recognising the characteristic which is more
and more adequately, though still imperfectly, realised in
the higher members of the series.

Now I think that there is an exact analogy to these
three points in forming the concept of an ideal human
nature. (1) There is no concept of a perfectly bad man,
any more than there is a concept of a perfectly crooked
line. (2) If we arrange actual men, including ourselves,
in a series, and reflect on it, we can detect a closer and
closer approximation to an ideal which is not exactly
realised in any of them. But it does not follow that we
can analyse and define this ideal completely. I think that
Butler would say that we can indicate its general outlines
but not its precise details. It certainly involves, as we
shall see, the subordination of particular impulses to the
more general principles of prudence and benevolence. And
it certainly involves the subordination of both these general
principles to the supreme principle of conscience. But just
how far each impulse would be indulged in the ideal man,
and just what compromise he would make between prudence
and benevolence when the two conflict, Butler does not
tell us. And perhaps it is impossible for anyone to tell us.
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This margin of vagueness does not, however, make the
concept of an ideal human nature either unintelligible or
useless. (3) Butler would say that we could not form this
concept at all unless we had the power of reflecting upon
actions and characters and comparing them in respect of
moral worth., Moral worth is evidently a characteristic of
a quite peculiar kind. It is not considered by the other
sciences; 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 which
is contemplated by ethics. The power of recognising this
peculiar characteristic is one which we plainly do have and
do constantly use. It is the cognitive aspect of what Butler
calls Conscience. With these explanations it seems to me
that Bufler’s conception of an ideal human nature is sound,
and that it is true to say that virtue consists in acting
in accordance with this nature, and that vice is acting
against it.

We can now consider in greater detail how Butler
supposes human nature to be constituted. In all men he
distinguishes four kinds of propensities or springs of action :
(1) There are what he calls ““ particular passions or affections ”.
These are what we should call impulses to or aversions
from particular kinds of objects. Hunger, sexual desire,
anger, envy, sympathy, etc., would be examples of these.
It is obvious that some of them mainly benefit the agent
and that others mainly benefit other people. But we
cannot reduce the former fo self-love or the latter to
benevolence. We shall go more fully into this very im-
portant doctrine of Butler’s later. (2) There is the general
principle of cool self-love. By this Butler means the
tendency to seek the maximum happiness for ourselves over
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the whole course of our lives. It is essentially a rational
calculating principle which leads us to check particular
impulses and to co-ordinate them with each other in such
a way as to maximise our total happiness in the long run.
(3) There is the general principle of benevolence. This,
again, is a rational calculating principle, which must be
sharply distinguished from a mere impulsive sympathy
with people whom we see in distress. It is the principle
which makes us try to maximise the general happiness
according to a rational scheme and without regard to
persons. I think it would be fair to say that the ideal of
the Charity Organisation Society is benevolence in Butler’s
sense. (4) There is the principle of Conscience which is
supreme over all the rest in authority. In ideal human
nature conscience is supreme over self-love and benevolence ;
t.e., it determines how far each of these principles is to be
carried. Self-love and benevolence in their turn are superior
to the particular impulses ; 7.e., they determine when and
to what extent each shall be gratified. In any actual man
self-love may overpower conscience and so spread itself at
the expense of benevolence. We then get the coolly selfish
man. Or benevolence may overpower conscience and
exercise itself at the expense of proper prudence. This
happens when a man neglects self-culture and all reasonable
care for his health and happiness in order to work for the
general welfare. Butler holds that both these excesses are
wrong. We do not indeed, as a rule, blame the latter as
much as the former. But we do blame it to some extent on
calm reflection. We blame the imprudently benevolent
man less than the coolly selfish man, partly because his
fault is an uncommon one, and partly because it may be
beneficial 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 overruled by
Providence for the general good.

Particular impulse, again, may be too strong for self-
love or for benevolence or for both. E.g., revenge often
leads people to actions which are inconsistent with 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 prudence
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 little self-
love in the world; what we need is not less self-love but
more benevolence. Self-love is continually overcome by
particular impulses like pride, envy, anger, etc.,, and this
is disastrous both to the happiness of the individual and
to the welfare of society at large. Self-love is not indeed
an adequate principle of action. But it is at least rational
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 weighing 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-sightedly aiming at the maximum
amount of happiness for himself would 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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1914 to 1918. It has been admirably adapted to producing
the maximum inconvenience for both parties, and, if the
French had acted simply from enlightened self-interest
instead of malice and blind fear, they and all other nations
would now be far better off.

The ideal human nature, then, consists of particular
impulses duly subordinated to self-love and benevolence,
and of these general principles in turn duly subordinated
to the supreme principle of conscience. This seems to me
to be perfectly correct so far as it goes; and I will now
consider in rather more detail each of these constituents
of human nature.

1. Particular Impulses—Butler’s first task is to show
that these cannot be reduced to self-love, as many people
have thought before and since his time, It is easy to see
that he is right. The object of self-love is one’s own
maximum happiness over the whole course of one’s life.
The object of hunger is food; the object of revenge is to
give pain to someone who we think has injured us; the
object of sympathy is to give another man pleasure. FEach
of these particular impulses has its own particular object,
whilst self-love has a general object, viz., one’s own maximum
happiness. Again, these particular impulses often conflict
with self-love, and this is equally true of those which we
are inclined to praise and those which we are inclined to
blame. Nor is this simply a question of intellectual mistakes
about what will make us happy. A man under the influence
of a strong particular impulse, such as rage or parental
affection, will often do things which he knows at the time
to be imprudent.

In a footnote Butler takes as an example Hobbes’s
definition of “ pity ”’ as “ fear felt for 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 (@) that, on this
definition, a sympathetic man is ¢pso facfo a man who is
nervous about his own safety, and the more sympathetic he
is the more cowardly he will be. This is obviously contrary
to fact. (b)) We admire people for being sympathetic to
distress ; we have not the least tendency to admire them
for being nervously anxious about their own safety. If
Hobbes were right admiration for sympathy would involve
admiration for timidity. (¢) 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 particularly nervous
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.c.,
a direct impulse to relieve his pain. Another is thankfulness
at the contrast between our good fortune and his ill Iuck.
A third is the feeling of anxiety about our own future
described by Hobbes. These three may be present 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 ‘“ sympathy ” or “ pity ”. Butler makes a
very true observation about this theory of Hobbes. He
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says that it is the kind of mistake which no one but a
philosopher would make. Hobbes has a general philosophical
theory that all action must necessarily be selfish; and so
he has to force sympathy, which is an apparent exception,
into accord with this theory. He thus comes into open
conflict with common-sense. But, although common-sense
here happens to be right and the philosopher to be wrong,
I should say that this is no reason to prefer common-sense
to philosophy. Common-sense would feel that Hobbes is
wrong, but it would be quite unable to say why he is wrong.
It would have to content itself with calling him names.
The only cure for bad philosophy is better philosophy ;
a mere return to common-sense is no remedy.

We can now leave Hobbes to his fate, and return to the
general question of the relation of our particular impulses
to self-love, Why should it seem plausible to reduce
particular impulses, like hunger and revenge and sympathy,
to self-Jove ? The plausibility arises, as Butler points out,
from two confusions. (i) We confuse the ownership of an
impulse with its object. All our impulses, no matter what
their objects may be, are ours. They all belong fo the self.
This is as true of sympathy, which is directed to others, as
of hunger, which is directed to modifying a state of oneself.
(ii) Again, the satisfaction of any impulse is my satisfaction.
I get the pleasure of satisfied desire equally whether the
desire which I indulge be covetousness or malice or pity.
So it is true that all impulses belong to a self, and that the
carrying out of any impulse as such gives pleasure to that
self. But it is not true that all impulses have for their
objects states of the self whose impulses they are. And it
is not true that the object of any of them is the general
happiness of the self who owns them, Neither sympathy

E
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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
between 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 therefore distinguish between intrinsic
pleasures and pains and the pleasures and pains of satisfied
or frustrated impulse. All fulfilment of impulse is pleasant
for the moment at least; 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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off the cabin-boy would enjoy the pleasure of satisfying his
hunger accompanied by intrinsically unpleasant sensations
of taste. A bon-vivant towards the end of a long dinner
might get an intrinsically pleasant sensation of taste from
his savoury although he was no longer hungry and therefore
did not get the pleasures of satisfying his hunger.

(ii) I think that we must distinguish between the object
of an impulse, its exciting cause, what will in fact satisfy
it, and the collateral effects of satisfying it, Butler lumps
together hunger and sympathy, and says that the object of
one is food and the object of the other is the distresses of
our fellow-men. Now, in the first place, the word ‘* hunger ”
is ambiguous. It may mean certain organic sensations
which are generally caused by lack of food. Or it may
mean an impulse to eat which generally accompanies these.
Butler evidently uses the word in the latter sense. But,
even in this sense, it seems to me inaccurate to say that the
object of hunger is food. It would be equally true to say
that the object of a butcher going to market is food ; but
he may not be hungry. The object or aim of hunger is
to eat food. The object of the butcher is to buy it as
cheaply and sell it as dearly as possible. In fact the
object of an impulse is never, strictly speaking, a thing or
person ; it is always to change or to preserve some state
of a thing or person. So much for the object or aim of an
impulse.

Now, as we eat, the impulse of hunger is gradually
satisfied, and this is pleasant. If we are continually pre-
vented from eating when we are hungry this continued
frustration of the impulse is unpleasant. Lastly, the process
of satisfying our hunger has the collateral effect of pro-
ducing sensations 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 would 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, there is a pleasant feeling of satisfaction in our
minds ; and, in so far as we are prevented from doing so,
there 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 self-love 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. (4) 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.
() Some impulses aim at producing results within the
agent himself; some aim at producing results in other
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men; and some aim at effecting changes in inanimate
objects. Thus hunger aims at one’s own eating ; pity aims
at the relief of another man’s distress ; and blind rage may
aim at smashing plates or furniture. (¢) The collateral
effects of satisfying an impulse may be in the agent, or in
others, or in both. Probably there are always collateral
effects in the agent himself, and nearly always in other
men too. But sometimes the collateral effects in the agent
predominate, and sometimes those produced in other men
are much more important. The collateral effects of satis-
fying hunger are, under ordinary circumstances, almost
wholly confined to the agent. The collateral effects of the
exercise of pity are mostly in the sufferer and the spectators,
though there are always some in the agent. The collateral
effects of ambition are divided pretty equally between self
and others. Lastly, (4), the pleasures of satisfied impulse
and the pains of frustrated impulse are naturally confined
to the owner of the impulse.

It is evident that those particular impulses which aim at
producing or maintaining states of the agent himself, and
those whose collateral effects are mainly confined to the
agent, will be of most interest to seli-love. Hunger is a
typical example. Those impulses which aim at producing
or altering or maintaining states in other men, and whose
collateral effects are mainly confined to others, will be of
most interest to benevolence. Sympathy and resentment
are typical examples. There will be some impulses which
almost equally concern self-love and benevolence. For it
may be that they aim at producing a certain state in others,
but that their collateral effects are mainly in the agent; or
conversely. Anger against those whom we cannot hurt is
aimed against them but mainly affects ourselves. The
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question where the exciting cause of the impulse is situated
is not of much importance for our present purpose, though
it is likely that most imnpulses whose exciting causes are within
the agent also aim at producing changes in his own state.
The pleasures of satisfaction and the pains of frustration con-
cern self-love alone, since they can be felt only by the agent.

It is important to notice that actions which were
originally done from particular impulses may come to be
done from self-love or from benevolence. As babies we eat
and drink simply because we are hungry or thirsty., But
in course of time we find that the satisfaction of hunger
and thirst is pleasant, and also that the collateral sensations
of eating certain foods and drinking certain wines are
intrinsically pleasant. Self-love may then induce us to
take a great deal of exercise so as to make ourselves
thoroughly hungry and thirsty, and may then make us go
to a restaurant and choose just those dishes and wines
which we know will give intrinsically pleasant sensations
in addition to the agreeable experience of satisfying our
hunger and thirst. Again, a boy may play cricket simply
because he likes it; but, when he grows older, he n’ia.y
devote his half-holidays to playing cricket with boy scouts
from benevolence, although he is no longer specially keen
on the game, and although he could enjoy himself more in
other ways.

It sounds to us odd when Butler says that ambition and
hunger are just as disinterested as pity and malice. He is
perfectly right, in his own sense of *“ disinterested *’, and it is
a very important sense. It is true that neither ambition
nor hunger aims at one’s own happiness. The object of one
is power over others, the object of the other is to eat food.
True, the satisfaction of either is my satisfaction ; but so too
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is the satisfaction of pity or malice. If by “ disinterested "
you mean “ not done with the motive of maximising one’s
own happiness on the whole ”, it is quite clear that hunger
and ambition can lead only to disinterested actions. The
appearance of paradox in Butler's statements is explained
by the distinctions which we have drawn. It ¢s true that
ambition and hunger are more closely connected with self-
love than are pity and malice. For they do aim at the
production and modification of states of ourselves, although
they do not aim at our own greatest happiness; whereas
pity and malice aim at producing and modifying states of
other men, and the collateral effects of their exercise are
also largely confined to others. Thus both Butler and
common-sense are here right, and the apparent difference
between them is removed by clearly stating certain dis-
tinctions which are liable to be overlooked.

2. Self-love and Benevolence.—We can now deal in detail
with the two general principles of self-love and benevolence.
Butler seems to me to be clearer about the former than
about the latter. I have assumed throughout that he
regards benevolence as a general principle which impels us
to maximise the happiness of humanity without regard to
persons, just as he certainly regards self-love as a general
principle leading us to maximise our own total happiness.
I think that this is what he does mean. But he sometimes
tends to drop benevolence, as a general principle co-ordinate
with self-love, rather out of sight, and to talk of it as if it
were just one of the particular impulses. Thus he says in
the First Seymon that benevolence undoubtedly exists and
is compatible with self-love, but the examples which he
gives are in fact particular impulses which aim at the benefit
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of some particular person, ¢.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, ¢.g., that 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 Butler 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 affection, and so on. The main business
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of self-love is to control and organise those impulses which
aim at producing states in oneself, or whose collateral
effects are largely in oneself. TFrom the point of view of
self-love benevolence is simply one impulse among others,
like hunger, resentment, etc. But it is equally true that,
from the point of view of benevolence, self-love is only one
impulse among others. The prudent person may need to
check his excessive benevolence towards mankind in general,
just as he has to check blind anger or a tendency to over-
eating. The benevolent person may need to check his
excessive prudence, just as he has to check the special impulse
to lose his temper.

There are, however, two respects in which self-love and
benevolence seem to me to be not perfectly on a level.
Conscience approves both of self-love and of benevolence in
their proper degrees. But I think it is clear that conscience
rates benevolence higher than self-love. It would hold that
it is possible, though not easy, to have too much benevolence,
but that you could quite easily have too much self-love,
though in fact most people have too little. Again, from a
purely psychological point of view, self-love and benevolence
are not quite co-ordinate. The putting into action of any
tendency, including benevolence, is as such pleasant to the
agent, and so ministers in its degree to self-love. But the
putting into action of our conative tendencies is not as
such a source of happiness to others. Others may be affected
either pleasurably or painfully according to the nature of
the impulse which I exercise. But I get a certain amount
of pleasure from the mere fact that I am doing what I want
to do, quite apart from whether the object of the action is
my own happiness or whether its collateral consequences
are pleasant sensations in myself. Thus no action of mine
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can be completely hostile to self-love, though the collateral
results of the action may be so unpleasant 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 fulfilling an impulse,
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 external
actions, because the collateral results 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 most
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
between 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 inevitable conflict
between self-love and benevolence is a fallacy based on the
common confusion between enjoyment itself and the means
of enjoyment. If I have a certain sum of money, it is
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evident that the more I spend on myself the less I shall
have to spend on others, and conversely. It therefore
looks at first sight as if self-love and benevolence must
necessarily conflict. But, as Butler says, money and other
kinds of property are not themselves happiness ; they are
only material objects which produce happiness by being
used in certain ways. Now it is certain that both spending
money on myself and spending it on others may give me
happiness, If I already spend a good deal on myself it is
quite likely that I shall gain more happiness by spending
some of it on others than I shall lose by spending that
much less on myself. This is certainly true; and the
confusion between happiness and the means to happiness,
which Butler here explains, is constantly made. The miser
illustrates the typical and exaggerated form of this mistake ;
but nearly every one makes it to some extent.

I think there is only one point in Butler’s theory of the
substantial identity of the conduct dictated by self-love and
by benevolence which needs criticism. It assumes an
isolated purely selfish man in a society of people who are
ruled by benevolence as well as by self-love and who have
organised their social life accordingly. In such a case it
certainly would pay this individual to act very much as the
principle of benevolence would dictate. It is not so clear
that it would pay to act in this way in a community of
men who were all quite devoid of benevolence. All that we
can say is that every one in such a society, if it could exist
at all, would probably be very miserable ; but whether one
of them would be rendered less miserable by performing
externally benevolent actions it is difficult to say. But, if
we suppose Butler to mean that, taking men as they are,
and taking the 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 difficulty
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-Jove 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 modify 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.
In 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 peculiarity of conscience is that it
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reflects on actions from the point of view of their rightness
or wrongness. The very fact that we use words like ““ right ”,
“wrong ”’, “ duty ", etc., shows that there is an intellectual
faculty within us which recognises the terms denoted by
these names, Otherwise such words would be as meaningless
to us as the words “ black ” and ** white ”’ to a man born
blind. We clearly distinguish between a right action and
one that happened to turn out fortunately. And we clearly
distinguish between a wrong action and one that happened
to turn out unfortunately. Again, we distinguish between
mere unintentional hurt and deliberate injury, Conscience
is indifferent to the former and condemns the latter, Finally,
conscience recognises a certain appropriateness between
wrong-doing and pain and between right-doing and happi-
ness ; t.e., it recognises the fact of merit or desert. If we
see a man being hurt we judge the situation quite differently
according to whether we think that he is innocent or that
he is being punished for some wrong act.

So we may say that conscience, on its cognitive side,
is a faculty which reflects on characters, actions, and
intentions, with a special view to their goodness or badness,
rightness or wrongness. And it further judges that pain is
appropriate to wrong-doing, and happiness to right-doing.
Lastly, we must add that it does not judge of actions or
intenfions in isolation, but judges them in reference to the
ideal nature of the agent. The ideal nature of a child or
a lunatic is different from that of a sane grown man, and
so conscience takes a different view of the same action
when performed by one or the other. Butler apparently
assumes that, although the ideal nature of a child or a
lunatic is different from that of a sane grown man, the
ideal nature 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 sanity
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 conclusive 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, seli-love, and benevolence are all on a level
They are all capable of providing motives for acting or
abstaining from action. The difference lies in their respective
authority, 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. Scmetimes 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
and 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-love or benevolence, just as they are
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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
end 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
long as our actions are those which conscience would approve,
if we carefully considered the question, the supremacy of
conscience is preserved, even though we have acted from
immediate impulse or self-love or benevolence. Conscience,
e.g., approves 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, and in 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. (1) Although he
constantly asserts the supremacy of conscience, yet there
are one or two passages in which he seems to make self-
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love co-ordinate with it. In one place he actually says that
no action is consistent with human nature if it violates
etther 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-love. I think it is clear from the
context that he is not here asserting his own view, but is
simply making 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 should be followed since we cannot be
sure that this is not really to our own interest.

So Butler would probably 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 what should be the relative positions of con-
science and self-love. And it is no answer to this question
to say that it is not practically important. Secondly,
we may grant all that Butler says about the extreme un-
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certainty as to what is to our own ultimate interest. But
the deliveries of conscience are by no means so certain and
unambiguous in most cases as Butler makes out. And even
if they were, it is not obvious why they should be assumed
to be likely to be a better guide to our own interest than
the best opinion that we could reach by reflecting directly
on that subject.

(z) The other doubtful point is Butler's view about the
value of happiness. In one place he says that it is manifest
that nothing can be of consequence to mankind or to any
creature but happiness. And he goes on to assert that all
common virtues and vices can be traced up to benevolence
and the lack of it. Finally, in the same sermon he says
that benevolence seems in the strictest sense to include all
that is good and worthy, Now, if these statements be
accepted at their face-value, Butler was a Utilitarian ; s.e.,
he thought that happiness is the only intrinsic good and that
virtue consists in promoting happiness. But it is to be
noted that these remarks occur in the sermon on the Love
of our Neighbour, where he is specially concerned to recom-
mend benevolence to people who were sadly lacking in it.
And even here he adds a footnote in which he distinctly
says that there are certain actions and dispositions which
are approved altogether apart from their probable effect on
general happiness. He asserts this still more strongly in
the Dissertation on Virtue, which is a later and more formal
work. So I think it is clear that his considered opinion is
against Utilitarianism.

But in both these works he seems to take the interesting
view that God may be a Utilitarian, though this is no
reason for our being so. It may be that God’s sole ultimate
motive is to maximise the total amount of happiness in the

F
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universe, But, even 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 general 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 much the better,
It makes no difference 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 same
time, seem to issue conflicting orders, we are to tell which
is genuine and which is spurious. To such questions Butler
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does not attempt to give an answer, whilst the Utilitarians
on the one hand and Kant on the other do give their
respective very different answers to it. But, though his
system is incomplete, it does seem to contain the prolegomena
to any system of ethics that can claim to do justice to the
facts of moral experience.



CHAPTER IV
Hume

TuE best account of Hume's theory of ethics is to be found
in his Enguiry 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. 5till, 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 different. Yet, in spite of
real and important disagreements, we shall find several
points of fundamental similarity between the ethical views
of Hume and Spinoza.

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 Approval or Disapproval. It is
called forth by the contemplation of ce{tain objects, and it

is directed towards those objects. Now for Hume the
84
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statement *“ x is good " means the same as the statement
“ x is such that the contemplation of it would call forth an
emotjon of approval towards it in all or most men”. The
definition of “x is bad” would be the same with “ dis-
approval " substituted for ‘‘ approval ".

The following points may be uoticed at once. (1) It
makes ““good” and ‘“bad” to be relational predicates.
Their very meaning involves a relation to the human species.
So far it resembles Spinoza’s view. (2) It is a psychological
theory, since it defines “ good ” and “bad” by reference
to certain kinds of mental state, viz., certain kinds of
emotion., In this it differs from Spinoza's view. * Good”
and “bad”, for him, were definable in terms of specific
powers and activities. No reference to emotion entered
into the definition, though he held that the feelings of
pleasure and pain are trustworthy sigus of the presence of
good and evil respectively. (3) Though Hume’s theory is
relational and psychological, in the senses explained, it is
not subjective in the sense that it leaves no room for
argument and refutation in ethical matters. It would be
so if it asserted that “ x is good ”” means ““ I here and now
have an emotion of approval towards x . Such statements,
if false, could hardly be refuted ; and all argument about
them would be unprofitable. But Hume’s theory is that
“x is good ” means that the contemplation of x will call
forth an emotion of approval in all or most men on all or
most occasions. Such statements as this can be argued
about and supported or refuted by observation and collection
of statistics. On Hume’s theory a man might quite well
make the judgment that x is good, though the contemplation
of x evoked in him at the time no emotion at all or an
emotion of disapproval. 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 first to judge that x is good,
and then, #n 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 circumstances 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 approval
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
important 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 call forth emotions
of approval or disapproval in all or most men. The good
things call forth emotions of approval in all 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, mufalis mutandis, of bad
things. On Hume’s view if men did not feel these emotions
nothing would be good or bad ; and it is only in the rather
exceptional case which I mentioned above that the judg-
ment that x is good might precede and produce in a. certain
man an emotion of approval towards x.

Hume now passes to the second part of ethical theory,
viz., the question: What kinds of thing are good, and
what kinds are bad ? This reduces for him to the question :
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Is there any characteristic common and peculiar to the
things towards which all or most men feel an emotion of
approval, beside the fact that they are the objects of this
emotion ? Hume holds that such a question can be settled
only by ordinary observation followed by an empirical
generalisation. The result of his observation is that actions,
qualities, and characters which are generally approved by
men all fall into two classes, viz.: (x) those which are
immediately pleasant either to their possessor or to other
men ; and (2) those which are useful, i.e., ultimately and
indirectly productive of pleasure, either to their possessor or
to other men. Of course these classes are not mutually
exclusive. A benevolent act may be directly pleasant to
the agent and to spectators whilst it is useful to the person
for whose benefit it is done. And an industrious character
is useful both to its possessor and to society, Hume also
finds that the converse proposition holds; ¢.e., everything
that falls into one of these classes calls forth an emotion
of approval in all or most men who contemplate it, He
now generalises these observations by problematic induction,
and reaches the conclusion that al/ things which are either
directly pleasant or indirectly conducive to pleasure, whether
in their owners or in other men, evoke the emotion of approval
in all or most men ; and that only such things do so.

I will now make some comments on this doctrine. (1) In
the first place there are two slight ambiguities to be noticed
and removed. The first concerns the distinction between
what is immediately pleasant and what is useful. There is
an ambiguity in the word *‘ pleasant’, which may be
brought out in the following way. We should commonly
say both that chocolate is pleasant and that the experience
of tasting chocolate 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-mental 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,
1.6., 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, 7.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 of 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 pleasant if there be any
way of cognising it which is a pleasant experience to most
men at most times.

I can now define the statement that x is ** immediately
pleasant ”. It means that x is either (4) 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
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pleasures. It is of course quite possible that one and the
same event should be non-causally pleasant, causally pleasant,
and useful. Most pleasant experiences are causally pleasant
too, since the introspective contemplation of one’s own
pleasures is itself as a rule a pleasure. And no doubt they
are also often cause-factors tending to produce other pleasant
experiences in the future, and are thus useful.

The second ambiguity is this. Ought we not to substitute
“believed to be” for “are” in Hume's generalisation ?
Ought we not to say that the emotion of approval is called
forth by all those things and only those things which are
believed by the observer to be immediately pleasant or
useful ? Presumably things would call forth this emotion if
they were believed to have the property, even though they
did not in fact have it; and presumably they would not
call forth the emotion if they were believed not to have the
property, even though they in fact had it. On the other
hand, the term “ belief ’ must be taken rather widely if we
are not to fall into an opposite error. It must be taken to
include what I should call *“ quasi-belief "’ ; i.e., cases in
which we are not explicitly believing or disbelieving so-
and-so, but are acting as if we believed it, and, if challenged,
would explicitly believe it. I do not think that Hume
would have objected to either of these modifications in his
doctrine ; and I shall henceforth assume that they have
been made.

(2) My second comment is this. If “ Hedonism ~ be
defined as the theory that there is a universal and reciprocal
connexion between goodness and pleasantness, then Hume
is a hedonist. For he has asserted that everything that is
good, in his sense, is pleasant or conducive to pleasure ;
and that everything 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 Awnalytic and Synthetic Hedonism.
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, @ priori and
empirical. 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 of being equilateral and being equi-
angular in the case of a triangle. Anything that was good
would mecessarily be 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
contemplated 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 either 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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the innate disposition to feel emotions of approval and
disapproval from time to time the Moral Sentiment. In
order to account for the particular direction which these
emotions take in human beings Hume holds that it is
necessary to postulate the existence in them of another
sentiment, which he calls that of Benevolence or Humanity.
Men are so constituted that every man tends to feel pleased
when he contemplates the happiness of any human being
and tends to feel displeased when he thinks of any human
being as unhappy. There are four points to notice about
this emotional disposition. (i) It is common to all, or nearly
all, men, like the sexual instinct. (i) It is excited by the
perception or the thought of any human being, as such, in
a state of happiness or misery. It thus differs, e.g., from
self-love or patriotic sentiment. These are no doubt common
to most men ; but the object which evokes them is a certain
man or a certain restricted class of men, not any man as
such. (iii} The sentiment of humanity determines the
particular direction which the emotions of approval and
disapproval take in human beings. It is because the happi-
ness of men is, as such, pleasing to most men that most
men feel approval for qualities which they believe to be
pleasant or conducive to human happiness. And it is
because the unhappiness of men is, as such, displeasing to
most men that most men feel disapproval for qualities
which they believe to be unpleasant or conducive to human
misery. (iv) The emotion of approval is itself pleasant and
that of disapproval is unpleasant.

Of course Hume admits that the sentiment of humanity
is often inhibited and overpowered in particular cases. The
special relations in which I stand at a certain moment to
a certain other man or group of men may completely inhibit



92 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

the expression of the sentiment of humanity, which is
concerned with them simply as human beings. 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. Al 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 of approval
and disapproval, and it is called ‘ the sentiment of humanity "
because of the particular direction which these emotions take
inmen. 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 alternative, 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 direction of the first must always
be determined by that of the second. And this, whether
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true or false, is just as ultimate, and as much or as little
in need of explanation, as the original fact which we set
out to explain. I cannot help thinking that there is here
a latent trace of egoistic psychological hedonism in Hume’s
theory. I suspect that he is tacitly assuming that the fact
that I direct a certain emotion on to the supposed pleasure
or pain of another is intelligible if and only if it be mediated
by a feeling of pleasure or pain in myself.

Hume has now to defend his theory on three fronts.
(1) Against those who would question his identification of
what is generally approved with what is believed to be
pleasant or conducive to human happiness. (2) Against
egoists, like Hobbes and Spinoza, who would object to his
postulating an innate sentiment of Humanity or Benevolence,
and would claim to be able to explain all the facts on purely
egoistic principles. (3) Against those moralists, whom we
may roughly classify as “ Rationalists,” who would alto-
gether reject his analysis of ethical characteristics, and his
view that we can and must determine what kinds of thing
are good by ordinary observation and empirical generalisation.
We will now consider these three points in turn.

(x) Hume sees that the most plausible objection to his
identification of what is generally approved with what is
believed to be pleasant or conducive to human happiness
arises over legal justice. A particular act of justice may be
extremely unpleasant to the agent, who may have to deprive
his friend of something which the latter values. It may be
extremely unpleasant to the person on whom it is exercised.
And it may be detrimental to the general happiness. All
these conditions might be realised in carrying out the
provisions of a 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 rigidly enforced rules about the owner-
ship, exchange, and bequest of property. Whatever set of
rules be established there will be certain cases in which
the 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 rules 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.

Hume supports this doctrine of the purely utilitarian
sanction for legal justice by the following considerations.
It 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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the rules would cease. Three such cases can be imagined.
(i) Where there is an unlimited supply of goods available
to every one, as there is of air under ordinary conditions ;
or where benevolence was unlimited in extension and
intensity. (ii) Where there is such an extreme shortage of
goods that, if they were equally divided, no one would
have enough to be of any use to him. An example would
be a ship-wrecked crew with one biscuit. (iii) Where it is
certain that others will disobey the rules, and there is no
authority to enforce them. An example would be if one
were a member of an army which had got out of hand and
was retreating in disorder. The actual position in ordinary
life differs from all these extreme cases. There is a limited
supply of goods, which is enough for all if properly dis-
tributed, and which can be increased or diminished by
human action. And men are neither perfectly benevolent
nor completely selfish. Under these conditions the existence
and enforcement of a set of rules about property is of the
utmost utility. A breach of these rules is then in general
a double injury. It is always a public injury, as tending
to upset confidence in a system whose whole utility depends
on the confidence which is felt in it. And in most cases
it is a private injury, in so far as it disappoints some man’s
legitimate expectation of continuing to hold such property
as is guaranteed to him by the rules of his society.

Hume argues that the only alternative to his theory is
that there is a natural instinct about property. This he
denies on the ground of the extreme diversity of the rules
about property and the extreme complexity of the notions
of ownership, inheritance, contract, etc. No single instinct
will account for these facts. But the principle of utility
accounts both for 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 different 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 sufficient 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 deliberate 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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kind about ownership, and of rigidly enforcing them, fully
explains why men have established them and why they feel
strong disapproval at breaches of them. But in the details
of the rules at any given time and place there is much that
is conventional, traditional, and fanciful.

Hume’s theory of Justice thus resembles Spinoza's,
except that it is not purely egoistic, and that it is more
fully worked out. Is it adequate? In the first place, it
applies at best only to a small part of justice. It professes
to account for our approval of the rigid enforcement of an
existing set of rules and for our disapproval of breaches of
it. Plainly this is not the whole of the matter. We say
that one set of rules is, on the whole, “ more just ” than
another. And we may propose to alter some of the existing
rules on the ground that they are “unjust”’. Now the
question whether one set of rules is juster than another
seems to be quite different from the question whether the
former makes on the whole for greater human happiness
than the latter. It seems quite conceivable that one set
of rules for distributing property might be far less just than
another, and yet that the first might stimulate production
so much more than the second that a community would be
happier if governed by the first. And I believe that people
who were faced with the alternative of introducing one set
or the other, or of changing from one to the other, would
hesitate between them. For we approve both of justice
and of human happiness, and when the two conflict our
feelings are mixed.

In this connexion I must add that I question Hume’s
doctrine that where the utility of justice vanishes our
approval of it vanishes too. The truth seems to me to be
rather as follows. Where justice and utility conflict, as

G
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they may, our feelings are mixed because we approve of
both. And cases may arise in which the sacrifice of justice
produces so much human happiness or obviates so much
human misery that our total reaction is predominantly one
of 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 and 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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fair that you should enjoy the advantages which you do,
through other men keeping the rules when they would
profit by breaking them, whilst you take the liberty to break
them when it is to your private advantage to do so? ”

My conclusion then is that Hume’s theory of Justice,
though it contains much that is true and important, is
inadequate. In particular he has failed to answer the
objection that our approvals and disapprovals are in part
determined by other considerations beside the supposed
immediate pleasantness or unpleasantness, utility or dis-
utility, of the object which we are contemplating. Not
only the total amount of happiness to be distributed, but
also the way in which it is distributed, stirs our emotions
of approval and disapproval. And, although the latter
may have a profound influence on the former, that is not
the only or the main reason why it arouses the moral
sentiment,

(2) We can now pass to Hume’s defence of his doctrine
against psychological Egoists, like Spinoza and IHobbes.
The classical refutation of psychological egoism is contained
in the works of Bishop Butler, and Hume does not add much
to it. But it will be worth while to give a brief account of
his arguments, since later writers of great pretensions, such
as Green and Bradley, have been psychological egoists,
though not psychological hedonists, in spite of Butler and
his refutations.

We may divide Hume’s contentions into two groups:
(i) Positive evidence in favour of his theory, and (i) a
challenge to his opponents. (i} The positive evidence is as
follows. (@) It is certain that we feel approval and dis-
approval of actions and sentiments which we know cannot
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affect our happiness at all; eg., 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
themn 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 affecting 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 imagination, 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. (4) He may suggest that the appearance
is due to deliberate fraud. This alternative Hume rejects as
plainly superficial. We might perhaps add that, if every
one knows perfectly well that there is no such thing as
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disinterested benevolence, it would not be worth anyone’s
while to pretend to be benevolent. So we pass to the second
alternative, which Hume calls ““the more philosophical
view”'. {b) This view is that we unwittingly deceive ourselves
by some trick of the imagination, some association of ideas,
or some bit of mistaken reasoning, when we think that we
are feeling an interest in anything but our own happiness.
On this theory Hume makes the following comments.

(a) Even if it were true, the common distinction between
selfish men and actions, on the one hand, and unselfish
men and actions, on the other, would correspond to a fact.
Granted that in all cases self-interest were the only motive,
we must still admit that in some men a certain association
of ideas or trick of the imagination or mistaken reasoning
causes them to do actions which benefit others rather than
themselves. Such men and such actions would be called
“unselfish ", and it would be a fact that we approve men
who habitually deceive themselves in this way, and dis-
approve those who do not.

(8) The affection of animals for each other and for their
masters, the love of parents for their children and of men
for their friends, are instances of emotions which clearly
cannot be reduced to disguised self-interest. There are
two comments to be made on this. In the first place,
granted that these emotions cannot be reduced to self-love,
they are also certainly not instances of general benevolence
or humanity, in Hume’s sense. They are instances of what
Butler calls ““ particular propensities ”. They might be
admitted to exist, and to be irreducible to self-love, by a
man who denied the existence of a sentiment of general
benevolence. Secondly, the case of animals and young
children would at most prove that apparently disinterested
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affection cannot be explained by self-interest and mistaken
reasoming, It does not prove that self-interest and certain
non-rational causes, such as association, might not be
adequate to explain the facts.

(v) He quotes with approval Butler’s contention that
the possibility of gratifying self-love presupposes the existence
of desires for other objects beside one’s own happiness.
E.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, ¢.g., the 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. Tor their only argument against
the existence of general benevolence is that we cannot
directly desire anyihing but our own happiness; and the
example of revenge shows that this general principle is
false.

(6) Hume’s last argument is characteristically ingenious
and plausible, but I believe it to be fallacious. It is this.
Not only kas egoism failed in the past to explain the facts
which appear to refute it ; we can be confident that it will
be no more successful in the future. In physics very familiar
phenomena are often found to be due to very complex and
previously unsuspected causes. But in psychology *the
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simplest and most obvious cause that can be assigned for
any phenomenon is probably the true one”’. Strong feelings
cannot be accounted for by elaborate trains of reasoning.
I may feel very strongly about the death of someone who
could not possibly have done me any services if he had lived.
Self-sophistication might account for my overlooking the
presence of self-interest when it is mixed with other motives,
but it cannot manufacture strong feelings out of self-interest
where, as in the present case, this motive plainly does not
come into operation.

I think that there is a tacit assumption and a confusion
in this argument of Hume’s. The tacit assumption is that
all fundamental emotional and conative dispositions which
a man owns must be open to introspection by him simply
because they are zis. If this were true there could of course
be no question of a mental occurrence being due to some
fundamental tendency which we have never yet recognised.
But I see no reason to accept the premise. There might be
dozens of fundamental tendencies in ourselves which we
cannot detect by introspection, just as there is minute
structure in matter which we cannot detect by sense-
perception. And what cannot be introspected may cause
what can be introspected, just as what cannot be perceived
by the senses may cause what can be so perceived.

The ambiguity is this. When it is said that strong
feelings can never be accounted for by subtle reasonings,
this may mean one of two things. It may mean that a
strong feeling in A can never be wholly due to a subtle
process of reasoning in A’s mind. This is no doubt true.
And, in any case, strong feelings which are apparently not
egoistic are certainly felt by people who are quite incapable
of subtle reasoning, whether valid or invalid. 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 to 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 by a subtle
process of reasoning in the mind of the experient are certainly
false. But we cannot reject off-hand an egoistic theory
merely because it asserts that apparently non-egoistic
emotions are due to very complex non-rational 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 certainly false, and that Butler and Hume
between them have refuted it and all 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.

(3) 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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Unfortunately he never explicitly says what he means by
““ Reason ", Now ‘“ Reason’ is a highly ambiguous word,
and I suspect that Hume uses it in this discussion in an
unduly narrow sense. It will make for clearness if I state
what I understand by “ Reason ” before I begin to deal
with Hume’s arguments. I ascribe three cognitive functions
to Reason: (i) The intuiting of necessary and universal
connexions between characteristics, when conjunctions of
these characteristics are presented to the mind’s attention.
E.g., it is an act of Reason, in this sense, when we see by
inspection that amy triangle which is equilateral must be
equiangular, and conversely. In this way we derive our
knowledge of axioms. (ii) The drawing of inferences,
demonstrative or problematical, from premises. This activity
is, no doubt, closely connected with the former. For it
depends on seeing certain formal relations between pro-
positions, and on recognising that such relations justify
inference in any instance in which they are present. (iii) The
formation of a priori concepts. This needs explanation.
It appears to me that we have concepts of certain charac-
teristics which are neither manifested to us in sensation
(as redmess is) nor synthesised out of characteristics so
manifested (as the characteristic of phenixhood is). 1
believe the concept of Cause, and many others, to be of
this nature. I have no doubt that certain specific kinds of
sensible experience are necessary conditions for the forma-
tion of such concepts ; but they are not, strictly speaking,
derived from sensible experience, as the concepts of redness
and phenixhood are. These are what I call “a priori
concepts ’. Some people would deny that there are any
such concepts; and those who would admit them might
differ very much about their nature 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 priors
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 function 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
relation 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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tend to produce happiness or misery in the agent or in other
men. When the situation is complex and the consequences
are mixed, Reason is needed to analyse the situation and to
estimate the balance of happiness or misery which is likely to
result. But this knowledge which Reason gives us would lead
nejther to approval nor disapproval, action or abstention,
unless the thought of human happiness attracted us and the
thought of human misery repelled us. Now this attraction
and repulsion cannot be due to Reason, but must depend
on the special emotional make-up of the human mind.
The essence of Hume's view then is that Reason is wholly
confined to matters of fact. It will help us to analyse a
situation, to choose means for a given end, and to infer
probable consequences of various alternative courses of
action. But it has nothing whatever to do with our choice
of ends as distinct from means., We desire things as ends
only because they move some emotion in us, and not
because of any objective characteristic in them which
Reason can recognise.

It is evident that there are two different propositions
involved in Hume’s doctrine. The first is that Reason, even
if sometimes necessary, is never sufficient to account for
the facts of moral emotion and moral action; and that
a Sentiment must be postulated in addition to explain
these. The second is that Reason is concerned only with
matters of fact. Now the first of these contentions may be,
and, I believe, is true. But if is little more than a truism ;
and it has no tendency to support the second proposition.
Suppose it were the case that there is a certain quality,
viz., goodness or badness, and certain relations of rightness
or fittingness, which are recognised by Reason and by it
alone. It is still logically possible that a being who was
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rational in the cognitive sense, 4.6., who recognised these
qualities and relations, should be entirely unmoved by the
thought of their presence or absence. And it is logically
possible 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 7, 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
conative dispositions in addition to Reason in order to
account for moral feeling and moral action. Now some
Rationalists have written as if they thought that the mere
recognition of ethical characteristics by Reason sufficed 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 ethical 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 first



HUME 109

instance unless the person who made it had felt an emotion
of approval in contemplating X, though it may #ow on
occasion be made by a person who is not feeling this emotion.
This may be compared with the fact that the judgment
“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,
The first would be to say that “ X is red ” means simply
“ Most men will have a sensation of red when they look
at X.” This may be called the “ phenomenalist analysis .
The 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 analysis”. 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 be generally approved by
men. It is plain that Hume takes the phenomenalist view
about goodness. According to him the property which
causes a thing to be generally approved by men is not
goodness but supposed direct pleasantness or utility. But
he has produced no conclusive reason for preferring the
phenomenalist to the causal analysis.

We have now to consider another alternative. As before
we will begin with a parallel from non-ethical topics. It is
generally held that the judgment ““ X causes Y " would not
have been made in the first instance unless a number of
X-like events had been observed and they had all been
found 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
X-like and Y-like events have been presented to its attention
through 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 against the Rationalist’s position,
and three in support of his own. (i) Rationalists maintain
that actions, 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 challenges 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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actions. 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 objects. 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 ingratitude. 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. In virtue of this difference
Nero and his mother stood in mental relations in which the
trees could not have stood. And we 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 before we can pass
the judgment. Thus Reason must have completed its task
before moral judgment can begin, and its task is simply to
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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. (5) 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
simply from those which are already known. I infer them
from these fogether with the axioms of geometry, which are
known by Intuitive Induction. Similarly, it is arguable
that I first 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 enfails 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
more important part in ethics than Hume allows.

(i) Hume argues that his position is strengthened by the
analogy between ethical and @sthetic 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 sufficient to
give rise to an asthetic judgment. A circle would have
no beauty unless there were observers so constituted that
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the recognition of its form calls forth an emotion of admira-
tion in them. Similarly a murder would not be wrong unless
there were observers so constituted that this kind of relation
between men calls forth an emotion of disapproval. This
argument does not, I think, appreciably strengthen Hume'’s
position. Either the situation with regard to @sthetic
judgments is, or it is not, exactly analogous to that with
regard to moral judgments. If there is exact analogy, we
have already shown that the facts in the case of moral
judgments are susceptible of two other interpretations beside
Hume’s. And the same two alternatives would be open
in the case of ssthetic judgments. If there is not exact
analogy, then the argument from the @sthetic to the moral
judgment cannot be relied upon. For the differences might
be such as to allow Hume’s theory to be true of asthetic
judgments, and to prevent it being true of moral judgments.

(iii) If you press a man as to why he did a certain action
there will always come a point at which he can make only
a tautologous answer. If you ask him why he plays golf,
he may say that it is for the sake of health. If you ask
him why he wants to keep in health, he may say that it is
because illness is painful. But, if you ask him why he
dislikes pain, and he still has patience to answer you at all,
he can only make the tautologous answer : ‘‘ Because I do.”
This, Hume thinks, shows that Reason is concerned only
with means and with relative ends, never with ultimate
ends. Now virtue is admitied to be an ultimate end,
desirable for its own sake. Therefore there must be some
sentiment in men to which virtue appeals, and it must
derive its value from this and this alone. The weakness of
this argument will best be secen by taking a parallel case.
In any chain of reasoning whatever we eventually get back

o
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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 vitally 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, ¢.e., as to its non-ethical
qualities and relations to other things, as to what effects it
will 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 still 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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on contemplating X, Now this is a question which can be
settled by experiment, observation, collection of statistics,
and empirical generalisation. This seems to me simply
incredible. I should accept the view that there is a point
in any ethical dispute between A and B beyond which
further argument becomes futile. This would not, of course,
prove that the difference has been reduced to a mere
difference of taste; for it might be that A’s intellect was
obtuse or warped, as compared witli B’s, in respect to
certain quite objective qualities or relations. But, as I
have just pointed out, the logical consequence of Hume's
theory is not that in disputes on moral questions there
comes a point beyond which we can only say ““ de gustibus
non est disputandum.” The logical consequence of his theory
is that all such disputes could be settled, and that the way
to settle them is to collect statistics of how people in fact
do feel. And to me this kind of answer seems utterly
irrelevant to this kind of question. If I am right in this,
Hume’s theory must be false.



CHAPTER V
Kant

KANT's theory of 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 difference 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 contemplating 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 suffice to say

here that both, in their very different ways, thought that
116
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the double nature of man, as being partly instinctive and
partly rational, was of vital importance in human ethics.
After these preliminaries I will now give a critical account
of Kant’s theory.

The theory may be summed up in the following pro-
positions. (1) Nothing is intrinsically good but a good will.
Kant tries to prove this by taking other alleged intrinsic
goods, such as happiness, intellectual eminence, etc., and
showing that each may be worthless or positively evil when
not combined with a good will. This argument is fallacious,
If we accept the alleged facts they prove only that a
good will is a mecessary constituent of any whole which is
intrinsically good. It does not follow, though it may of
course be true, that a good will has itself any intrinsic
value.

(2) A good will is one that habitually wills rightly.

(3) The rightness or wrongness of a volition depends
wholly on the nature of its motive. It does not depend on
its actual consequences. And it does not depend on its
intended consequences except in so far as the expectation
of these forms part of the motive. Of course a mere idle
wish is of no moral value. But, provided we genuinely
try to carry out our intention, and provided our motive is
right, then the volition is right no matter what its con-
sequences may be.

(4) The next question that arises is therefore : “ What is
the criterion of rightness of motive? ” Before answering
this question we must draw some distinctions among volun-
tary actions. In the first place we may divide them into
Actions on Impulse and Actions on Principle. I will begin
by illustrating this distinction. Suppose that I want to
relieve a certain 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 T 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 causes; there is something in
the particular case which excites some conative disposition
in me. But it is not, strictly speaking, done for a reason
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 analyses 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 reason
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 any 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 sufficient criterion of rightness.
Kant divides principles or maxims of conduct into two
classes, which he calls Hypothetical and Categorical Impera-
tives. A hypothetical imperative is a principle of conduct
which is accepted, not on its own merits, but simply 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 lie, and that lies ought not to be
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told. Suppose that my ground for believing that lies ought
not to be told is that they undermine confidence and thus
reduce human happiness. Then the principle that lies ought
not to be told would be, for me, a merely hypothetical
imperative. It is accepted as a rule for maintaining human
happiness, and not on its own merits. It is thus both con-
tingent and derivative. It is contingent, because conditions
are conceivable in which lying would not reduce human
happiness, and in such conditions I should no longer accept
the principle. And it is derivative, because my acceptance
of it in existing circumstances depends on my desire for
human happiness. The latter is my ultimate motive for
not lying. A categorical imperative would be one that is
accepted on its own merits, and not as a rule for gaining
some desired end. If an action were done on a principle
which is a categorical imperative we might say that it was
done for a principle, and not merely ox a principle. In fact
we can distinguish three cases, viz., action @ accordance
with, action on, and action for a principle. An impulsive
action might happen to be in accordance with a principle,
though it could not be done on principle nor for principle.
Now Kant holds that there are categorical as well as hypo-
thetical imperatives; a view which many philosophers
would reject. And he holds that an action is right if and
only if it is done on a principle which is a categorical
imperative, i.e., if it is done for a principle.

Why did Kant hold this view ? His reason appears to
be this. It seems evident to him that any action which, in
a given situation, is right or wrong at all must be right or
wrong, in that situation, for any rational being whatever,
no matter what his particular tastes and inclinations may
be. Now any 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, e.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 of 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 all rational beings as such.
Hence, if there be any principles of conduct which would
be accepted by all 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 content. And
the formal criterion is this. It is necessary and sufficient
that the principle shall be such that anyone who accepts
it as Ats principle of conduct can consistently desire that
every one else should also make it 4eir principle of conduct
and should act upon it. This supreme criterion Kant often
calls *“the Categorical Imperative” or “#he 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 any 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
fact that he recognises it to be required in the circumstances
by a right principle of conduct. A principle of conduct is
right if and only if it would be accepted on its own merits
by any rational being, no matter what his special tastes
and inclinations might be. It must therefore be a principle
which is acceptable to rational beings simply because of its
intrinsic form, and not because it is a rule for gaining some
desired end. And a principle will be acceptable to all
rational beings if and only if each could consistently will
that all should adopt it and act on it. This is the essence
of Kant’s theory, as I understand it ; and I will now make
some explanations and criticisms before considering the
further developments of the theory. I will begin with some
explanations.

(1) What are we to say about actions which are deter-
mined by a mixture of causes? Suppose I refrain from
telling a lic to a certain man on a certain occasion. All
the following three causes may be moving me in the same
direction. 1 may have a special feeling of lové or respect
for him. I may desire human happiness, and believe that
lying under the given circumstances would tend to diminish
it. And I may accept the principle that lies ought not to
be told as a categorical imperative. Does my action cease
to be right because the first two cause-factors are present
and are moving me in the same direction as the third?
Kant certainly talks as if this were so. But I do not think
that he need have taken this extreme view if he had
recognised a certain ambiguity in the notion of “ mixed
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motives . Suppose that three cause-factors, x, y, and 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. If so, the situation would properly be
described by saying that I have a simgle motive which is
wnternally complex. On the other hand, it may be that one
of these motive-factors, ¢.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 still have been done for a principle even though the
other factors had been absent.

(2) 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 like 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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arguments of the form all M is P and all S is M entail
all S is P’ are valid ” to a particular bit of reasoning of
that form, such as: ‘ All men are mortal and all Greeks
are men, therefore all Greeks are mortal.”” You cannot
deduce any particular argument from the general principle
of the syllogism ; but, if any particular argument in syllogistic
form claims to be valid, you can test its claims by seeing
whether it does or does mot have the formal structure
required by the general principle. Kant would say, I think,
that it is no more the business of ethics to provide rules of
conduct than it is the business of logic to provide arguments.
The business of ethics is to provide a test for rules of conduct,
just as it is the business of logic to provide a test for
arguments.

I have now, I hope, removed the more obvious mis-
understandings that may arise about Kant’s theory. Let
me then begin to criticise it. () We must admit at once,
as a plain matter of fact, that certain principles are accepted
and acted upon by many people who do not accept or act
upon them simply as hypothetical imperatives. It is
perfectly certain that many people accept and act on the
principle that lies ought not to be told, without thinking
of whether the results of lying are desirable or undesirable.
There are then imperatives which are here and now cate-
gorical for certain persons, and there is action for the sake
of principles. To this extent Kant is right, and he has
pointed out an important psychological fact which moralists
like Spinoza and Hume tend to ignore. The utmost that a
Utilitarian could honestly say of such facts is that the
imperatives which are now categorical for Smith must once
have been merely hypothetical, either for Smith himself or



124 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

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.

(2) 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 for amy 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 would be wrong, in a given
situation, quite independently of the tastes and inclinations
of the agent. E.g., if he were a member of a board of electors
it 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 proposal 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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in part on the nature of the situation in which he is placed
at the moment of acting. Now among the factors in the
situation are the tastes and inclinations of the other rational
beings with whom the agent is concerned. And, although
these are not relevant to the rightness or wrongness of some
actions, they quite certainly are relevant to the rightness
or wrongness of others. Now it seems very far-fetched to
suppose that, whilst the tastes and inclinations of all other
rational beings are often ethically relevant, those of the
agent are never so.

The most then that I could admit is that there may be
some actions which would be right and some which would
be wrong in a given situation no matter what might be the
tastes and inclinations of the agent. Since there are certainly
others of which this is not true, Kant’s theory of ethics
must at best be incomplete. For his criterion at best will
apply only to this department of morality and not to
morality as a whole. Perhaps this is the only part of morality
for which any general criterion can be given; but that is
another matter.

(3) Supposing that there are some actions which would
be right and some which would be wrong in a given situation
for any rational being, does it follow that the principles on
which such actions are done must be categorical and not
hypothetical imperatives ? Kant’s ground for asserting this
is, as we have seen, that a hypothetical imperative is accepted
only as a rule for gaining some desired end ; and that there
is no end which all rational beings as such must desire.
This seems highly plausible. But it is necessary to draw
a distinction between two different questions. () Is there
any end which all rational beings who contemplated it
would judge to be desirable? And () 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 hypothetical proposition that, ¢f anything--—
e.g., general happiness—be intrinsically desirable, #hen such 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 2 is an irrational
number. We could infer only that, ¢f 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 2 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 exactly the same way it might, e.g., be the
case that general happiness is intrinsically desirable. In that
case every rational being who contemplated the notion of
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general happiness with enough attention would be able to
see that it is desirable, though it is certainly not deducible
from the notion of a rational being that he should find
general happiness desirable.

We see then that it is perfectly possible that there may
be ends which every rational being who contemplated them
would 1w fact recognise to be intrinsically desirable, although
there are no ends with regard to which it could be inferred
from the concept of a rational being that he would find
them desirable. It is therefore possible that even those
actions which would be right or wrong in a given situation
regardless of the special tastes and inclinations of the agent
may be done on principles which are accepted as hypothetical,
and not as categorical, imperatives,

(4) Let us suppose, however, that there are some principles
which are accepted by all rational beings as categorical, and
not merely as hypothetical, imperatives. Kant, as we
know, claims to infer from the concept of a rational being
the necessary and sufficient conditions which such a principle
must fulfil. Can this be done ? It seems perfectly clear to
me that it cannot. It appears possible only so long as the
concept of a rational being is left unanalysed in an atmo-
sphere misty with the incense of adoration. When it is
brought into the common light of day and analysed, as we
have done to it, we see that one can no more infer that a
rational being would recognise any principle as right than
that it would recognise any end as desirable. Still less
could we infer from the concept of a rational being that it
would accept all those principles and only those which
answered to a certain formal condition.

Why did Kant imagine that he could infer such a criterion
from 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
rveject any principle whose acceptance would 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 #of involve
him in logical 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 may be principles which would be accepted as cate-
gorical imperatives by all rational beings. But, if so, each
is accepted because of its special content, and not because
of 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 fiffingness between the former kind of
emotion 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 all 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.
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But it is quite certain that such a criterion, even if it exists,
could not be deduced from the concept of a rational being.
If it exists and can be discovered at all, its discovery and
establishment must take place in the following way. We
should have to compare a number of admittedly categorical
imperatives with each other, and contrast them with a
number of principles which were admittedly not categorical
imperatives. We might then discover that there is a certain
characteristic common and peculiar to the former. Finally
we might be able to see by an act of intuitive induction that
any principle which had this characteristic would necessarily
be a categorical imperative, and that the converse of this is
also necessarily true.

(5) Let us now consider Kant’s criterion in greater detail.
The criterion is that a principle must be such that any
rational being who proposes to accept it could consistently
will that it should be accepted and acted upon by every
one. As Kant points out, a principle might fail to pass this
test in two different ways. In the first place, the very
supposition of every one acting in a certain manner in
certain circumstances might be self-contradictory. This
case, he thinks, would be illustrated by the principle that
every one should refuse to pay back money which was
originally lent to him on promise of repayment. Secondly,
the supposition of every one acting in a certain way in
certain circumstances might not be self-contradictory, but
it might be that the consequence of other people acting on
this principle would be to hinder me from acting on it.
In that case I could not consistently will that the principle
should be generally accepted and acted upon. Kant thinks
that this case would be illustrated by the principle that
every one should 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 incompatibility
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 self-contradiction or purely formal 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 all 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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the principle of Egoism would be inconsistent with my
desire for my own maximum happiness. And this is wholly
irrelevant. For we ought to be testing the claims of Egoism
to be a calegorical imperative ; and, as such, it does not pre-
suppose the existence of a desire for my own happiness.
And, so far as I can see, if anyone did propose to accept
the principle of Egoism as a categorical, and not as a hypo-
thetical, imperative, there would be no way of refuting
him. I should claim to see by inspection that he was
mistaken ; but there I should have to leave the matter.

The only importance of Kant’s criterion is as a means
of avoiding personal bias. If I feel inclined to approve a
certain action by myself in a certain situation it is always
desirable to consider what I should think if the same kind
of action were done in the same situation by another man.
If T find that I should condemn it in another, and yet can
see no relevant differences between him and me, the chances
are that my approval of the action in my own case is due
to some personal bias. But it is important to notice that
this principle, like the Principle of Indifference in Probability,
cannot be used mechanically. I have to judge for myself
what differences between me and another are, and what
are not, ethically relevant to this kind of action in this
kind of situation. And, beyond a certain point, this cannot
be reduced to general rules.

I have now criticised the most fundamental points in
Kant’s theory. T will therefore pass to the further develop-
ments of it. (1) Kant gives two other forms of the Supreme
Principle of Morality. The second form is: ‘ Treat every
rational being, including yourself, always as an end and
never as a mere means.” 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 forms 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.

() 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 specially 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 themselves 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 fanto 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 which this formula exaggerates seems to
be the following. Every 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, all be safisfied in full. 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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should not judge it right to impose this abatement or
renunciation on him in the circumstances.

(6) The third formula also contains an important truth
expressed in an exaggerated form. It is not necessary that
a principle of conduct should be ““ self-imposed " ; indeed it
is doubtful whether any clear meaning can be attached to
this notion. But it is true that an action done for a principle
has no moral value unless the agent freely and wittingly
accepts the principle for which it is done. It is important
to notice, however, that a principle may be freely and
wittingly accepted in two quite different ways. (i) I may
accept it directly, because, on inspection, I persuade myself
that it is right to act in such and such a way in such and
such circumstances. (ii) I may not be able to see this
directly. But I may be told that it is so by someone whom
I believe to have greater moral insight in general or in this
special department of conduct than I have. Or, again,
I might believe that it had been ordained by a good God
for reasons which I cannot understand but which are
certainly adequate. In such cases it would be my duty to
accept the principle and act on it, even though I could not
see its truth by direct inspection of the terms. The kind
of case which Kant’s third formula is meant to cut out is
where the principle is accepted merely on tradition, or
merely from the fear that God will punish me if I do not
act in accordance with it. In such cases actions done from
this principle would plainly have no moral value.

(2) Kant draws a very important distinction between
the ntrinsically good (Swummum Bonum) and the complete
good (Bonum Consummatum). As we have seen, he holds
that a will which habitually wills rightly is intrinsically good
and that nothing 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 wills rightly
deserves a certain degree of happiness, and one who wills
wrongly deserves a certain degree of unhappiness. The
moral value of each being who wills rightly is of course
quite independent of whether he gets the amount of happiness
which his right willing deserves. But the fofal 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 of the universe would be greater in the first case than
in the second. The complete good would be a system of
perfectly virtuous beings, each enjoying that amount and
kind of happiness which his virtue deserved ; although the
only ¢ntrinsic good is right willing, and although an action
is never right if it be done for the sake of 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 habpiness. 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 to pursue the subject further here.
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(3) The last point to be noticed is Kant’s theory of
Moral Obligation. Kant, like Spinoza, is greatly impressed
with the double nature of man, as being partly a creature
of passion, impulse, instinct, and sensation, and partly a
rational being. Kant and Spinoza both held that the
rational aspect of man’s nature is the more fundamental.
Neither of them gave a satisfactory account of the relations
between the two; but for this no other philosopher is in a
position to cast stones at them. XKant’s theory is, roughly,
that the non-rational aspect of a human mind is the way
in which such a mind inevitably appears to itself. It is
needless to waste much time over this theory. Either the
human mind, as it really is, is purely active and rational
or it is not. If it is not, the problem of the relation between
the active rational side and the passive, emotional, and
sensuous side remains where it was. But, if it is purely
active and rational, the problem of how it comes to appear
to itself as partly passive, emotional, and sensuous arises
at once and is plainly insoluble. Most of Kant’s theory of
freedom consists of a rapid shuffle between one and the
other horn of this dilemma, and resembles an unskilful
performance of the three-card trick rather than a serious
philosophical argument.

Still, the double nature of man remains a fact, whatever
may be the right explanation of it. And both Kant and
Spinoza held that the characteristic experiences of obligation
and moral struggle are closely bound up with it. It will be
remembered that Spinoza said that, if, per impossibile, a man
were born with nothing but clear ideas and active emotions,
he would not know the meaning of good and evil though he
would in fact enjoy the highest good. Now Kant dis-
tinguishes between what he calls the Good Will and the
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Holy Will. And he ascribes the experience of moral obligation
in human beings to the fact that their wills 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., special 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 must be ascribed to God, and it
may perhaps belong to angels and to just men 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 will is good, but not holy, to act as if its will were
holy ; ¢.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 really are, we are
purely rational active beings and therefore can always
behave as such. The particular inclinations, impulses, and
passions are only aspects under which a being who is purely
active and rational appears to itself.

I have already shown that this solution is metaphysically
impossible. It is equally unsatisfactory from an ethical
point of view. Either what appear to me as my passive
emotions and irrational impulses are purely 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
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a pure delusion that I ever act wrongly. If, on the other
hand, these appearances do correspond to something in my
real self, then it is indeed possible that I should really act
wrongly at times. But my self will really be mixed ; and
there is no explanation why a self which is in fact of mixed
nature should always be able to act as if its nature were
purely rational. The truth is that Kant takes the mixture
to be real when he is dealing with purely ethical questions,
and takes it to be delusive when he is trying to give a
rational theory of the metaphysical consequences which he
thinks are entailed by the ethical facts.

In Kant’s theological works there are traces of a different,
but no more satisfactory, theory. If it be admitted that the
notion of duty has any application it must be admitted that
some actions which I actually have done are actions that
I ought not to have done, and that some which I failed to
do ought to have been done by me. But to say that I did
X but ought not to have done it implies that I could have
avoided doing X. And to say that I omitted X but ought to
have done it implies that I could have done it. It must
therefore be admitted that the fact of duty and moral
obligation implies that my present actions are not completely
determined by my present character and situation. Yet
my actions are events in time, and Kant claims to have
proved in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason that all events in
time are completely determined. The solution is to dis-
tinguish between me as a noumenon and me as a phenomenon.
Every act of mine could be predicted by a person who
knew 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
my acts, emotions, 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 I am
responsible for them. For my noumenal self could have
manifested itself in time as an empirical self which did not
contain these wrong actions but contained right actions
instead. And T 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 independently 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 the 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 highly 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 obligation to do or to abstain implies power to do or
abstain, But it is a very difficult problem to say what
precise meaning is to be given to the two highly 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 latter. This glimpse humbles and even frightens
him, in so far as his nature is partly animal and sensuous ;
yet, 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 world. IHere again it seems
clear that Kant is describing a genuine fact in terms which
most of us can understand and accept in outline, even
though we might hesitate to follow him in points of
detail.

It remains to say something about Kant’s cthical argu-
ments for immortality and for the existence of God. The
argument for immortality is as follows. We are under a
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moral obligation, not merely to act rightly on all occasions,
but also to make ourselves perfect. Now we should not be
petfect until we had no inclination to act wrongly. And
we shall never cease to have the inclination to act wrongly
unless we become purely rational, and the sensuous, im-
pulsive, passive side of our nature is completely eliminated.
Now, in terms of time, this would take an infinite time to
accomplish, But, since we are morally obliged to aim at
this result, it must be possible to reach it. Therefore we
must be immortal to allow us time to do so.

The following criticisms must be made on this argument :
() The command to make ourselves perfect is not to be
taken literally. It is merely a rhetorical way of saying:
" Never be contented with your present level of moral
achievement.” No doubt we always can improve our moral
characters so long as we are alive. But this does not imply
that we shall ever be able to make them perfect. (b) Kant’s
premises are really inconsistent with each other. One
premise is that moral perfection must be attainable or it
could not be our duty to seek it. The other premise is that
it is attainable only after an unending time. And this is
surely equivalent to saying that it is not attainable at all.

The ethical argument for the existence of God is as
follows. Nothing is intrinsically good except virtue, which
consists in doing right without any ulterior motive. Every
one can always act virtuously whether God exists or not.
But, although virtue is the only wmtrinsic good, it is not, as
we have seen, the complete good. The complete good is
composed of virtue with the appropriate amount of happiness.
Now we can say of the complete good that it ought to exist.
But what ought to be must be possible, and therefore the
necessary conditions of its possibility must be actual. Now



KANT 141

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 And
the 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 rewarded by the appropriate amount of happiness.
This argument is open to the following criticisms:
(1) There are two different senses of “ ought ”’, and one of
these involves factual possibility whilst the other involves
only logical possibility. If T say: “ You ought to do so
and s0,” I do imply that you couid do so and so in some
sense which is not merely that there is no logical contra-
diction in the notion of your doing it. But, if I say: “ So
and 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: If 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. (2) 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

SinGwick'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.
This does not of course imply that Sidgwick was a better
man or an acuter thinker than the other writers with whose
theories we have been dealing ; for he inherited the results
of their labours, and he thus had over them an advantage
of the kind which any contemporary student of mathematics
or physics has over Newton and Faraday. But, even when
this advantage has been discounted, Sidgwick must continue
to rank extremely high. He combined deep moral earnest-
ness with complete coolness and absence of moral fanaticism.
His capacity for seeing all sides of a question and estimating
their relative importance was unrivalled ; his power of
analysis was very great ; and he never allowed the natural
desire to make up one’s mind on important questions to
hurry him into a decision where the evidence seemed in-
adequate or conflicting. Those who, like the present writer,
never had the privilege of meeting Sidgwick can infer from
his writings, and still more from the characteristic philo-
sophic merits of such pupils of his as M‘Taggart and Moore,
how acute and pajnstaking a thinker and how inspiring a
teacher he must have been. Yet he has grave defects as
a writer which have certainly detracted from his fame.

His style is heavy and involved, and he seldom allowed
143
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that strong sense of humour, which is said to have made
him a delightful conversaticnalist, 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 finding
that he has read a great deal with constant admiration and
now remembers little or nothing. The result 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 philosophical 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 give in 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 them with a guide to
it, T 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 will begin with a synopsis of the work, taking the
topics in my own order and stating the conclusions in my
own words. 1 shall then give a more detailed critical
discussion of each of the main points in the synopsis,
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(A) Logical Analysis of Ethical Terms.—We constantly
make judgments which involve the terms »ight, wrong, ought,
good, bad, etc. These may be called “ Ethical Judgments ".
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 logically ultimate. (1) 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
has arisen in the course of human history or pre-history
from psychological pre-conditions in which it was not present.
(2) In the case of good we must distinguish between good-
as-means and good-as-end, and we may confine our dis-
cussion to the latter. There is a long and complex argu-
ment, which is not 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 if.

(B) Epistemological Quesiions.—The 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 owght 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 never regard 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 facto 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.

(C) Psychological Questions about Motives and Volitions.—
(r) Can Reason affect 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 and does affect our
actions. Human beings have an impulse or desire to do
what they judge to be right and to shun what they believe
to be 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. (2) 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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that 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
different theories, and shows that Ethical Hedonism cannot
be inferred from Psychological Hedonism and can be held
consistently by a man who denies Psychological Hedonism.
He then discusses and refutes Psychological Hedonism
itself.

(D) Free-will and Determinism.—The question of motives
naturally leads us to that of freedom and determinism. For
ethics the question comes to this: ““Is 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 ? 7 There are two
points to be considered. (1) What is the right answer to
the question ? (2) To what extent is ethics concerned with
the question and its answer ? On the first point Sidgwick
contends that all argument and analogy is in favour of the
determinist view, but that direct inspection is in favour of
free-will. Although every yielding to temptation makes it
harder to do what one judges to be right, yet at the moment
of choice between an alternative which he judges to be right
and one which he judges not to be so he cannot doubt that
he can choose the former, * The difficulty seems to be
separated from impossibility by an impassible gulf.” On
the second point his view is that a deterministic answer
to the question would make very little ethical difference
in practice, far less than libertarians have thought. But
it would be inconsistent with certain elements in the
common - sense notions of merit and demerit, praise
and blame, reward and punishment, and remorse for
wrong-doing.
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(E) Classification of the Methods of Ethics.—The subjects
which have so far been mentioned are common to all types
of 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 a ‘ 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
Hedowism, and Utilitarianism or Universalistic Hedonism.
(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,
but I must reserve my criticisms for the present. Intuition-
ism is, roughly speaking, the view that there are a number
of fairly concrete ethical axioms of the general form: “ Any
action of such and such a kind, done in such and such a
kind of situation, would be right (or wrong) no matter
whether its consequences were good, bad, or indifferent.”
E.g., common sense would hold that any action which was
an instance of deliberate ingratitude to a benefactor would
tpso 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 of 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-
evident that nothing is ultimately worth aiming at but
pleasure and absence of pain. The Egoist finds it self-
evident that an individual ought fo aim at a maximum
balance 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-
evident 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. Butneither Egoists nor Utilitarians would admit
more concrete ethical intuitions than these. Those specific
ethical principles, such as the principles of truth-speaking,
gratitude to benefactors, etc., which common-sense regards
as self-evident and independent of consequences, would be
regarded by FEgoists and Utilitarians as mere empirical
generalisations which tell us what types of action have been
found on the whole to maximise individual or general happi-
ness in various commonly recurring types of circumstances.
They are thus hypothetical, and not categorical, imperatives ;
and, when obedience to them would clearly involve a nett
sacrifice of individual or general happiness as compared
with the results of breaking them, it is our duty to break
them.

(F) Detailed Discussion of each of the Three Methods.—
Fach of the three methods is discussed, so far as possible
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by itself. The order which Sidgwick takes is KEgoism,
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. 1 prefer
the order (1) Intwitionism, and (2) Hedonism. The latter
can then be subdivided into (2, 1) Hedonism in General,
(2, 2) Egoistic Hedonism, and (2, 3) Universalistic Hedonism.

(x) Intuitiontssn.—The treatment of this method begins
with a discussion of certain general questions, of which the
following are the most important. What is the 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
consequences 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 we 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



SIDGWICK 151

done in given types of situation, and our duties seem self-
evident. But no sooner do we bring the principles of
common-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
that every 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
addition 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
@ 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 of the changes compatible with the Conservation
of Energy will actually happen. And, 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
be intrinsically desirable.

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

(2, 11) The Ethical Problem. It seems 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 :
“In virtue of what characteristics is a thing, or person, or
event, or state of affairs intrinsically good ? ” Prima facie
there would seem to be several characteristics which give
intrinsic value to anything that has them. FE.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 so
on. Now the pure ethical hedonist has to show that this
is a mistake. Ie 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, 12) The Factual Problem. Even if ethical hedonism
be in fact true, it will be of no use as a practical guide to
right conduct 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
easier and more accurate cannot dispense with the direct
method and have difficulties of their own., Still, we all do
make such comparisons and estimates constantly in ordinary
life, and we do regard them as reasonably trustworthy
when due precautions have been taken. And ethical hedonism
only asks us to do in connexion with afl our conduct what
we admittedly do in connexion with a large part of it,

The greater part of Sidgwick’s discussion of (2, 2)
Egoistic Hedonism is concerned with this problem of
estimation, which is really common to it and to Universalistic
Hedonism.

(2, 3) Universalistic Hedonism.—Sidgwick’s arguments
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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,
(@) There is a Total or Universal Goed. This is composed of
the Goods which reside in individuals and their experiences,
and it has no other components. (b) 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 individual only as a factor in the Universal
Good. Tt 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. (¢) 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 infensity of unpleasant
experience in the universe as much as I can. I can do this
only ny affecting the nett balance of happiness in this, that,
and the other individual, including myself. But I must
recognise that the happiness of any individual (e.g., myself)
or of any group of individuals (e.g., my family or country-
men) is to be aimed at only 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. If remains to deal with Intuitionists, in the sense
of people who hold that we can see directly that certain
types of action would ¢pso 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. In the marginal cases, where common-
sense begins 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 differences 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-
tarianistn 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 corisequences, a very restricted range of sym-
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 of Utilitarianism, the former is
mistaken and ought to be corrected.

It had been fashionable with Utilitarians before Sidgwick’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 morality 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
morzality commonly accepted in his society.

(G) The Relations between the Three Methods—Sidgwick
thinks that in the daily practice of ordinary men all three
methods are accepted and used in turn to justify and cor-
relate moral judgments. And it is vaguely assumed that
they are mutually consistent, that ““ honesty in the long
run is the best policy 7, and that on the whole T 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 Utilitarianism, Sidgwick
has no difficulty in deciding. He accepts no moral principles
as self-evident except the general principle of Ethical
Hedonism and a fewyhighly abstract rules about the right
distribution of happiness. The morality of common-sense,
so far as it can be justified, must be justified 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 simply between Intuitionism and
Utilitarianism, Sidgwick would definitely have been a Utili-
tarian, though his Utilitarianissmn 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 expetiences 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
Total 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 effects of my actions on your Good only in so far as
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they may indirectly affect 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
quality 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
seemns 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 ¢f 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 sclf-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
sacrifice 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. : (1) Psychological, and (2) 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 certain respects in
which the growing 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 life he will make it worth the Egoist’s
while to act 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. The hypothesis that the universe is so constituted
that to act as a Utilitarian will always be consistent with
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the dictates of Egoism is necessary and sufficient to avoid
a 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
principles (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-
consistent to object to moralists for doing likewise. But
Sidgwick expresses no opinion here as to whether in other
departments of thought men do  fact assume such prin-
ciples ; or whether, if they do, they are justified.
* # *

I have now completed what I hope is a fair and clear
account of the main contents of Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethacs.
I have refrained from all criticism, and I have not entered
into the details of his arguments. 1 propose now to take
the main points of the synopsis in order; to give a somewhat
more detailed account of Sidgwick’s views on each ; and to
make such criticisms or comments as seem to me desirable.

(A) Logicar Axarvsis oF EtmicaL TErMS : (1) Ought
and Righi. The main discussion on this subject is to be
found in Book I, Chap. [11.

(1, ) We must begin by distinguishing a narrower and
a wider sense of ““ought . In its narrower sense it applies
only to actions which an agent could do if he willed. But
there is a wider sense in which there is no such implication,
We can say that sorrow ought to have been felt by a certain
man at the death of a certain relation, though it was not in
his power to feel sorrow at will. And we can say that virtue
ought to be rewarded.

L
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(1, 2) There is another distinction to be drawn between
what I will call the deontological, the teleological, and the
logical application of “ought”. Some people judge that
there are certain types of action which ought to be done
(or 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 would 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 call the “ teleo-
logical 7’ 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 én fact ultimate for a given
individual, ¢.e., things that he does in fact desire directly
and not merely as a means to something else. But it
might 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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he believes will tend to bring it into being, and he ought
not to do things which he believes will be inconsistent with
its realisation. That people can and do will ends and then
fail to will what they believe to be the right means to them
is certain. And we do say that no one ought to act in
this inconsistent way. This is the logical application of
“ought .

It will be noted that I have been careful to talk of three
different applications, and not of three different meanings, of
“ought”. We have now to consider whether these different
applications do involve different meanings, and also how
they are related to the distinction which we have already
drawn between the wider and the narrower sense of “ ought”’.
The position seems to me to be as follows: (@) ‘‘Ought”,
when used in its teleological application, is used in its wider
sense. Ior in this application we say that every one ought
to desire so-and-so as an ultimate end. Now it is plain that
we cannot desire this or that at will, any more than we can
love this or that person at will. Thus to say that each
ought to desire the happiness of all is like saying that every
one ought to love his parents and is not like saying that
every one ought to speak the truth. (&) “ Qught”’, when
used in its logical application, would seem to be used in
its narrower sense. Ior we believe that it is within the
power of any sane human being to be consistent if he tries.
Thus to say that anyone who adopts an end as ultimate
for him ought to adopt what he believes to be the means
to it is like saying that every one ought to tell the truth
and is not like saying that every one ought to love his
parents. In fact it scems to me that the logical ought is
just a special case of the deontological ought. Its main
interest is that it is recognised by people who would not
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admit that they could recognise any other instance of the
deontological ought.

(x, 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 could only be said that I
ought to do one or other of these actions, and that it was
indifferent which I did. (3) 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 7, in its narrower sense, to cases where we believe
that there are motives and inclinations against doing the
rightest action open to the agent. 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 ', T am always thinking of it as a factor
in a certain wider total situation, and that I mean 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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related to the rest of the situation. This is quite explicit
when we say that love is the right emotion to feel to one’s
parents, or that pity and help are the right kinds of emotion
and action in presence of undeserved suffering. This
relational character of rightness and wrongness tends to be
disguised by the fact that some types of action are commonly
thought to be wrong absolutely ; but this, I think, means
only that they are held to be unfitting to all situations.
What I have just asserted is not, and does not pretend to
be, an analytical definition of ‘“right” and “ wrong’. It
does bring out their relational character, and it correlates
them with certain other notions. But the kind of appro-
priateness and inappropriateness which is implied in the
notions of ‘right” and “ wrong ' is, so far as I can see,
specific and unanalysable.

Now, so far as I can see, the wider sense of ‘‘ ought ”
reduces to that of right, together with the associated notion
that, if the right state of affairs were in the power of anyone
to produce, he ought to produce it. Take, e.g., the state-
ment that virtue ought to be rewarded. This means
primarily that it is right that virtue should be accompanied
by happiness, that the one is fitting to the other. In so
far as it means more than this the further implication is
that anyone who had it in his power to make the virtuous
happy would be under an obligation to do so. I think
therefore that there is no need to hold that * ought-to-be ”’
is a third independent notion in addition to ““right ” and
‘“ ought-to-do ”’. For it seems that ““ ought-to-be "’ can be
analysed in terms of ‘“‘ right ” together with a hypothetical
reference to what a being who had it in his power to produce
the right state of affairs *“ ought to do ”.

(@) “ Ought ”’, in the narrower sense in which in future
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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 motives 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
of obligation ™.

(1, 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 hold 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.
(@) It might be 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 right and wrong, this can hardly be their primary
meaning. But it might be said that this is all that they
ever have any ground for 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. 1 think it is obvious that this extremely sub-
jective view will not fit the facts. At the very least 1
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
felt. But, on careful introspection, it is found to be no
longer moral disapproval but a ‘‘ guasi-moral feeling of
repugnance . This fact is important in so far as it enables
us to distinguish the feeling of moral approval and dis-
approval from other pairs of opposed emotions which often
accompany that feeling and are liable to be mistaken for it.
It is, ¢.g., clear that, in the case of unusual sexual practices,
the majority of normal people constantly mistake what is
in fact a gquasi-moral feeling of repugnance for a genuine
feeling of moral disapproval. But I cannot see that the
fact is incompatible with the theory of the meaning of
“right ”’ which Sidgwick is attacking. TFor in his example
it is surely possible that at first I feel moral disapproval
mixed with guasi-moral repugnance, and that later I feel
moral approval mixed with guasi-moral repugnance. And
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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 guasi-moral
repugnance does not enter into either judgment. Sidgwick’s
conclusion that the moral emotion is causally determined
by the moral judgment, and therefore cannot be the subject-
maller of the judgment, is compatible with the facts but is
not necessitated by them.

(8) 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 T may begin to
feel moral disapproval of an action which I once approved,
whilst my fellow-men continue 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 accompanies 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.

(¢) The third analysis is that when I say that X is right
I mean that other men will feel approval towards me if I do
X and will feel disapproval towards me 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 legally
wrong if it will be punished by the law ; and, on this theory,
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it is morally wrong if it will 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 call forth public disapproval; and conversely.
We often hold that public opinion distributes its approvals
and disapprovals wrongly ; 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 T 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 guasi-moral judgments, just as there are
guast-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 fundamental difference
between the guasi-moral judgment: ‘It is wrong to wear
brown boots with a morning-coat "’ and the genuinely moral
judgment : ““ It is wrong to inflict pain on innocent persons
except 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 guasi-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 quasi-moral. 1 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 guast-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 feel 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 decause the former are independently
right and the latter independently wrong. Lastly, although
we should not say that it is God’s du#y to act justly, because
we think of him as not subject to any opposing impulses,
we should say that it is #ight 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” does not always 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.

(1, 5) It remains to be noticed that Sidgwick clearly
points out that the logical simplicity of the term #ight
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 #ight 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
literally. But at least it is a convenient way of summing up
certain important observable facts, such as the constancy of
mass, the fact that a compound can be repeatedly generated
by the disappearance of its elements and the eclements be
regenerated by the destruction of the compound, and so on.
There are absolutely no facts in psychology which bear the
least analogy to these; and so there is no justification for
treating the products of psychological development as if they
were compounds containing their antecedents as elements.

(2) Good. Sidgwick does not treat the term Good until
Book I, Chap. IX is reached. But this seems to be the
proper place to deal with it.

(2, 1) The first question to be considered is whether
‘“ goodness "’ can be defined in terms of pleasantness. In
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this discussion it will be well to remember the distinction
which T 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 pleasantness. But,
even when we confine ourselves 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 more people than a
better one, but may also give more intense pleasure to
those whom it pleases. The blasé expert may get very
little pleasure from seeing pictures or tasting wines which



SIDGWICK 173

he recognises to be very good, whilst he may get acute
discomfort from 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 will 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 vi termingi.

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
term may in fact be complex and in fact have a certain
analysis, 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. T 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, 2) 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 fit fo 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 showld desire X with such and such
an intensity 4f 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 highly
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 of “ 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 should now choose in preference to any
other that I could initiate at the time, provided that T had
completely accurate knowledge of this and of all 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
feelings are going to alter in the course of my life, either
as a result of my present choice or from causes outside my
control. It is evident that this notion is “ideal”, in the
sense in which the notion of a perfect gas or a frictionless
fluid is ideal. But, like those notions, it is purely positive ;
it involves in  its analysis no reference to obligation or
fittingness. The suggestion is that this is what is meant by
“my good on the whole ”. He says that it seems paradoxical
to suppose that * my good on the whole ”’ can mean anything
so complicated as this. And yet (Methods of Ethics, Sixth
Edition, p. 112) he seems inclined to think that this may
be the correct analysis of the term. And, for reasons
which I have already given, I see no objection to the
view that a term with which we are quite familiar
may in fact have a very complicated and unfamiliar
analysis.

In the second paragraph of the same page he goes on to
say: It seems to me, however, more in accordance with
common-sense to recognise, as Butler does, that the calm
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desire for my good on the whole is authoritative; and
therefore carries with it implicitly 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 (@) that the purely positive, though ideal, definition
of “ my greatest good on the whole " is adequate ; but that
it is a symthetic and necessary proposition that I owught to
desire my greatest good on the whole, thus defined. Or
(6) he might mean that the purely positive definition is not
adequate, and that ‘““good’” cannot be defined 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 owght to desire, assuming that only my
own existence were to be considered. And “ the greatest
good on the whole " is what I ought to desire when I give
the 7ight 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 amy definition 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 logically equivalent, is the second
an analysis of 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) EpisTEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS. 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
vight and ought. We may ascribe such judgments to a
faculty of Moral Cognition, without thereby assuming that
any of them are true. Can this faculty be identified with,
or regarded as a species of, any of the familiar cognitive
faculties which deal with non-ethical matters ? In particular,
is it analogous to Sense or to Reason ? It is not plausible
to suppose that all moral judgments are the results of
reasoning from self-evident general principles to particular
cases. On the contrary it is quite plausible to hold that
the faculty of Moral Cognition primarily pronounces singular
judgments on particular cases as they arise. And this
might make it appear that this faculty is more analogous
to Sense than to Reason. But (a) this suggests that it
involves sensations or feelings, which might vary from man
to man, and that there could be no question of truth or
falsity and no real differences of opinion on ethical matters.
And (b) even if we start with singular ethical judgments,
we never remain content with them or regard them as
ultimate. If I judge that X is wrong I always think it
reasonable 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
suffice to tell us our duties in particular cases. An exampleis
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
differently. Such principles can be grasped only by Reason.

After what T have said in connexion with Hume I need
make only the following comments. (a) The essential point
is that Ethics involves both & 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 () analogy would suggest that it
is not sufficient. In other departments of knowledge Reason
does not form 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 priori 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 that
something analogous to sense-perception is necessary, though
not sufficient, in ethical cognition. Tt 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 own 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, and that causation 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
now, in 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) PSYCHOLOGICAL QUESTIONS ABOUT MOTIVES AND
VoLitionNs : (1) Reason as Motive. Here again, after what
I have said in connexion with Hume and with Kant, there
is very little for me to add. It isa fact that in most human
beings the belief that a certain course of action is right,
whatever their criterion of rightness may be, is pro tanto
a motive for doing it ; and it is a fact that the belief that
a certain course of action is wrong is pro fanio a motive
against doing it. We are perfectly familiar with this 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, 1 take it, is what is meant by the ‘“authority ”’ of
this motive, which moralists insist upon and which Butler
contrasts with 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 @ priori. It follows that this kind of motive
can act only on a rational being. It does not follow 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
“ Redson 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.

(2) Psychological Hedonism. ‘This is the doctrine that my
volitions are determined wholly and solely by my 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 T can see,
T. H. Green in his Prolegomena 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, ¢pso 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, 1) the relation or want of rela-
tion between Psychological and Ethical Hedonism, and (2, 2)
the truth or falsehood of Psychological Hedonism itself.

(2, 1) 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, 11) Egoistic Ethical
Hedonism, and (2, 12) Universalistic Ethical Hedonism or



SIDGWICK 181

Utilitarianism. Sidgwick discusses the first point in Book I,
Chap. IV, Sect. 1 of the Methods of Ethics. He discusses
the second rather briefly in Book III, Chap. X111, Sect. 5.

(2, 11) 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
entail the rejection of all #ival 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.
For 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 I can aim only at my own greatest happiness, is
incompatible with every ethical theory, including Egoistic
Fthical Hedonism. If, 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 more 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 fairly
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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 equally to any
psychological theory which asserted that therc is one and
only one object which I can desire as an end. For I could
be under no obligation to aim at any ofker 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 conflicting with my desire for it, But,
although the notion of duty or obligation would have ceased
to apply, the notion of »ight might still have application.
It might be the case that the only end which I can desire
is also the end which it is 7ight 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 fo me to involve most private happiness. This may
differ from the course which would #n 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 certainly
be wrong on the theory of Egoistic Ethical Hedonism, and
we can say that the agent owght to have gone to the
dentist if we accept this milder form of Psychological
Hedonism.

(2, 12) 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 form 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, ¢.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,
nor can it be anyone’s duty to aim at this end.

Yet Mill, in his Utiditarianism, professed to deduce
Universalistic Hedonism from Psychological Hedonism. Mill
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 humanity
is desirable. But the only legitimate conclusion from 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 does not follow from the fact that
every part of this whole is desired by someone that the
whole itself is desired by anyone. On the contrary, it would
follow 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 no¢ desirable.

(2, 2) 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 fanfo a motive for trying to get it,
and the belief that it will be painful is pro tanfo a motive
for trying to avoid it. Again, the felt pleasantness of a
present pleasant experience is pro fanto a motive for trying
to make it last, whilst the felt painfulness of a present
experience is pro fanto a motive for trying to make it stop.
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The question is whether the expected pleasantness of a
future experience is the only feature in it which can make
us 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
experience is the only feature in it which can make us want
to avoid it, and whether the felt painfulness of a present
experience is the only feature in it which can make us want
to get rid of it.

I must begin with one explanatory remark which is
necessary if the above proposition is to be taken as a
perfectly accurate statement of Psychological Hedonism.
No sane Psychological Hedonist would deny that a pleasure
which is believed to be longer and less intense rmay be
preferred for its greater duration to one which is believed
to be shorter and more intense. Nor would he deny that
a nearer and less intense pleasure may be preferred for its
greater nearness to a more intense but remoter pleasure.
And this implies that duration and remoteness are in some
sense factors which affect our desires as well as pleasantness
and painfulness. This complication may be dealt with as
follows. There are certain determinable characteristics which
every event, as such, must have. Date of beginning and
duration are examples. There are others which an event
may or may mnot have. Pleasantness, colour, and so om,
are examples, Let us for the present call them respectively
“ categorial ” and “ non-categorial” determinable charac-
teristics of events. Then the accurate statement of Psycho-
logical Hedonism would be as follows. No non-categorial
characteristic of a present or prospective experience can
move our desires for or against it except its hedonic quality ;
but, granted that 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
characteristics.

Now, so far as I am aware, no argument has ever been
given for Psychological Hedonism except an obviously
fallacious one which Mill produces in his Uhlitarianism.
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 " 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 martyrdom must * please
me ”’ more than living in comfort under these conditions.
But it certainly does not follow ex vi fermini that 1 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 T can desire only experiences which have the 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 pro
tanto and for the moment pleasant. So, whenever I desire
anything, 1 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
desire which I foresee that I shall enjoy if T get X. It is
clear that this will not do. 1 have no reason to anticipate
the pleasure of fulfilled desire on getting X unless I already
desire X itself. It is evident then that there must be some
desires which are not for the pleasures of fulfilled desire.
Let us call them ° primary desires”, and the others
“secondary . Butler has abundantly shown that there
must be some primary desires. But, as Sidgwick rightly
points out, he has gone to extremes in the matter which
are not logically justified. The fact that there must be
primary desires is quite compatible with Psychological
Hedonism, since it is quite compatible with the view that
all primary desires are for primary pleasures, i.e., for
pleasures of taste, touch, smell, etc., as distinct from the
pleasures 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.
In so doing he incidentally gets primary pleasures of taste
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and the secondary pleasure of fulfilled desire. Eventually
he may become a gourmand. He will then eat because he
desires the pleasures of taste, and he may even make himself
hungry in order to enjoy the pleasures of fulfilled desire.

There is a special 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. T 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 differences. 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 if 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
T 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 difference 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. 1 could often get rid of the feeling far
more ¢asily 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. 1 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: (#) He may say that we unwittingly 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 Hedomnism, there is
not the faintest reason to believe it. (0) He may say that
our desires were originally determined wholly and solely by
the hedonic qualities of objects ; but that now, by association
and other 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
he originally desired it only for its use, is commonly quoted
in support of this view. Mill, in his Utilitarianism, 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 causes of all our desires
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were previous pleasant and painful experiences. The question
is what were the original objects and motives of desire, not
what kind of previous experiences may have produced our
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-analysts, 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 both
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 that they think of the latter things as likely to be painful,
and shun them 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
up. It remains to notice a few important general facts
about the relations of pleasure and desire and of pain and
aversion. (@) Just as we distinguished between the pleasure
of fulfilled desire and other pleasures, such as the smell of
roses, so we must distinguish between the pain of frustrated
desire and other pains, such as being burnt. And just as
there are secondary desires for the pleasures of fulfilled
desire, so there are secondary aversions for the pain of
frustrated desire. Secondary aversions presuppose the
existence of primary aversions, and it is logically possible
that all primary aversions might be directed to pains. But
inspection shows that this is not in fact the case. (b)) Among
those pleasures which do not comsist in the experience of
tulfilled desire a distinction must be drawn between passive
pleasures, such as the experience of smelling a rose, and the
pleasures of pursuit. A great part of human happiness
consists in the experience of pursuing some desired object
and successfully overcoming difficulties in doing so. The
relations of this kind of pleasure to desire are somewhat
complicated. The pleasure of pursuit will not be enjoyed
unless we start with at least some faint desire for the
pursued end. But the intensity of the pleasure of pursuit
may be out of all proportion to the initial intensity of the
desire for the end. As the pursuit goes on the desire to
attain the end grows in intensity, and so, if we attain it,
we may have enjoyed not only the pleasure of pursuit but
also the pleasure of fulfilling a desire which has become
very strong. 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 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
buman 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 difficult 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. Frotn 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,* viz., “ the attainment of the Infinite End just consists
in preserving the illusion that there is an End to be attained.”

(D) Free-wiLL AND DeTERMINISM. Sidgwick discusses
this topic in Book I, Chap. V of the Methods of Ethics.
The general question can, I think, be stated as follows:

* Die Vollfihvung des umendlichen Zwecks ist so nuyr die Tduschung
aufzuheben, als ob er nock wicht volifithrt 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?”
Ethics is interested mainly in a particular case of this
general problem, viz., when the alternative X is wrong
and the alternative Y is right. Granted that 1 did at a
certain moment deliberately choose the wrong alternative
and reject the right one, could I at that moment have
instead chosen the right and rejected the wrong one, even
though everything in my past history and present dis-
positions and in those of the rest of the universe had been
precisely as it in fact was ?

Sidgwick confines himself to this special case of the
more general problem, He mentions a number of empirical
facts which seem to support determinism, but he deliberately
refrains from going into the metaphysics of the question.
In this, though rather reluctantly, I shall follow him. But
this much I must say. Physical substances and events are
so utterly different in kind from minds and mental events
that, even if complete determinism were certainly true of
the former, any argument by analogy to a like conclusion
about the latter would be most unreliable. Again, the kind
of causation which applies to mental events in general, and
particularly to those mental events which are characteristic
of the rational level, such as inference and deliberate choice,
is so utterly unlike physical or even physiological causation,
that it would be most dangerous to transfer any proposition
which involves the latter to the former. 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 enough 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 Moliére’s physicians
and of the less reputable kind of company-promoter. 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 philosophy; e.g., 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 former. 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 be in a peculiar position. It is held that this desire
always could have been strong enough to overcome all
opposing desires even though in fact it was so weak that
opposing desires overcame it. The possibility which is
contemplated by indeterminism is, not that a decision
might have taken place without a complete cause, but
that a certain one of the factors in this complete cause
could have been of different strength though everything
else in the universe up to the time of the decision had been
exactly as it in fact was.

Now, as regards this statement, all that I can say is
this. It does seem to me to express some proposition or
other which I believe and cannot help believing. And yet,
whenever I try to give any definite meaning to “ could "’ in
it, it seems either no longer to express what I believe or to
express something which conflicts with other principles
which seem to me to be self-evident. And in this unsatis-
factory state I must leave the matter.

Indeterminism, in the sense described above, is, I think,
quite compatible with the obvious fact that making frequent
wrong decisions under certain circumstances in the past
diminishes the likelihood of making right decisions in similar
circumstances in the future. Even if it always remains
possible for the desire to do what is believed to be right to
exceed a certain assigned strength, it may still be the case
that habitual indulgence of opposed desires makes this less
and less probable. But this is not the whole of the matter.
It is certain that the habitual indulgence of opposed desires
makes thetr intensity greater. Now the decision in any case
will be determined by the relative intensities of the desire
to do what is believed to be right and of these opposed
desires. Consequently the desire to do what is believed to



196 FIVE 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 what is believed to be right cowld reach 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 more the required degree
exceeds this average the less likely 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 neither can I be absolutely certain what I or any other
man will do in given circumstances, and on both I can in
the same cases make a fairly accurate guess, No means
which it would be reasonable on one theory to choose for
securing a given end would be unreasonable to choose on
the other. On either view it is certain that a present resolve
to act rightly in future, and the building up of cértain habits
in the meanwhile, increase the probability that I shall
decide rightly in future. No doubt a dishonest determinist,
who does not really want to give up a bad habit, will be
tempted to say: “ It is no use trying 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
desire on the one view cease to be right for him to desire
on the other ? So far as I can see, the statement that it is
right to desire so-and-so as an end means that there is a
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certain appropriateness between the mature 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 when
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 differ 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 human mind ; and it is conceivable that this difference
of nature might be relevant at this point. It might be
fitting for a mind of the nature which indeterminists ascribe
to the human mind to feel desire for a certain object, whilst
it would not be fitting for a mind of the nature which deter-
minists ascribe to the human mind to feel desire for such
an object. Whether there would in fact be this difference
can be decided only by inspection in the case of each
suggested end in turn.

Sidgwick confines his attention to the two ends of
Happiness and Perfection. It seems clear that, if it be
fitting to desire the maximum happiness either of oneself
or of humanity in general as an end, it will be equally
fitting to do so whether determinism or indeterminism be
the truth about the nature of one’s mind. The case is not
so simple in regard to Perfection. In so far as the notion
of Perfection 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 logical 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, e.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 indeterminism becomes practically relevant
in ethical 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. (e) 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 wmutatis mutandis. 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 differences between men and 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
man who was born with a happy balance of innate tendencies,
who enjoyed a sound education, and who has generally done
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
difficulty. It is inclined to ascribe
and to say of the first that it is no particular credit to
him to be good ”’. Now this distinction might, at first sight,
seem to be bound up with indeterminism ; but it is perfectly
possible for a determinist to admit it, so far as it is tenable,
and to account for it. The second type of good man has
shown clearly that he possesses in a high degree the desire
to do what is right ; we have a measure of its strength in
the obstacles which it has overcome. This is a guarantee
that he will probably continue to act rightly. The first
type of good man may have this desire in an equally high
degree ; but, since he has had little occasion to exercise it,
we cannot possibly Znow that he has. It is therefore possible
that, if circumstances were to change considerably, he
would no longer habitually act rightly. It must be noted
that common-sense keeps its admiration of the second type
of good man within bounds, and that the bounds are such
as would be reasonable on the determinist view. We should
not particularly admire a man who had continually to
struggle against impulses to commit murder, rape, and
incest on the most trivial occasions, even though his struggles
were always successful. There is something wrong with a
man who has to be perpetually performing hair-raising feats

‘merit ’ to the second,
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of moral acrobatics, though we may admire the strength
and skill displayed in the performance.

(ii) Complete determinism involves two different 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. E.g.,
many indeterminists have held that human 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, ¢.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 moment.
Such determinists hold the first proposition and reject the
second. We might call the two propositions respectively
“ determinism of mental events’ and ‘‘ determinism of
mental substances 7. 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
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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 from 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 coming 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
presumably be quite different from that with which we are
familiar in the determination of events in pre-existing sub-
stances by each other. Now I think that it has been held
that the notion of ““merit 7, in the strict sense, vanishes on
the determinist view because my original character is com-
pletely determined by substances and events which existed
before I began to exist. My actions and decisions are
completely determined in the end by my original character
and subsequent circumstances, and I can take no credit for
the goodness of my original character, if it be good, because
it owes its being and nature to other things. Even if this
be admitted, it does not follow that the notion of * merit ”
would vanish on all forms of determinist theory. A theory
like M‘Taggart’s, which accepts determinism of mental
events and denies that mental substances ever originated,
would be untouched by this kind of objection.

But, secondly, it seems to me that the above contention
errs through a confusion between joint partial responsibility
and remote total responsibility. If X and Y be two cause-
factors which together are sufficient and severally are
necessary to produce the effect E, we can say that the
responsibility for E is divided between them. The credit
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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 which will inevitably choose wrongly under the
conditions in which it will 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 would 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 difference 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



SIDGWICK 203

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

(6) 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 fecling 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. Tt
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 fulfilled,
viz., when no reparation can be made by me owing, ¢.£., to
the death of the injured party, and when I feel that I might
so easily have done better. The first condition is obviously
independent of determinism or indeterminism. As regards
the 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
determinism, 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
must 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 privately praising or blaming men and their actions.
1 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-
minist can justify punishment on reformatory and deterrent
grounds ; and in praclice 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. And 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 without
the other. The question that remains is whether pain would
be appropriate only to wrong-doing which is undetermined
in the sense already defined. Xt is of course admitted
that an action would not deserve punishment if it were
involuntary, or contra-voluntary, or were done under an
honest misapprehension of the circumstances. But this is
irrelevant for the present purpose. The only question now
at issue is this: * Suppose that at a certain moment I
deliberately made a wrong choice simply because my desire
to do what is right was not strong enough as compared
with my other desires at the time. Should T not deserve
punishment unless my desire to do right could at that moment
have been strong enough to conquer my other desires even
though everything in my past history and present circam-
stances had been exactly as it in fact was?”” The reader
must answer this question for himself, after inspecting as
carefully as he can. It is certainly not obvious to me that
T should not deserve punishment unless the condition
mentioned above were fulfilled.
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(E) CLASSIFICATION OF THE METHODS OF ETHICS. As we
have seen in the Synopsis, Sidgwick reduces the fundamental
types of ethical theory to three, viz., Intuitionism, Egoistic
Hedowism, and Utiditarsanism. The only criticism that 1
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 different basis, viz., on whether some types of
action are intrinsically right or wrong or whether the rightness
or wrongness of actions always depends on their conducive-
ness to certain emds. 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 deontological and teleological.

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. Teleological 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
mowistic and pluralistic varieties. A monistic theory would
hold that there is one and only 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
be made among deontological theories. It might be held
that all the various moral rules recognised by a deontological
theory are determinate forms of a single rule, or at any
rate that they all answer to a single necessary and sufficient
criterion. This seems to have been Kant’s view. Such
a theory is monistic. A deontological theory which held
that there is a number of independent moral rules would be
pluralistic,

Both kinds of teleological theory can now be divided on
a new principle. The end to be aimed at is of course never
a characteristic in the abstract; it is always a concrete
state of affairs in which a certain characteristic, or charac-
teristics, is manifested. And the question arises whether it
is the agent’s duty to aim at the manifestation of this
desirable characteristic in himself only or in a larger circle.
We thus get a subdivision into egoistic and non-egoistic types
of teleological theory. Ultilitarianism, e.g., may be described
as a non-egoistic form of monistic teleological theory.

The principles of division which I have suggested are
clear in outline, and they have the advantage of not intro-
ducing epistemological considerations. We must remember,
however, that purely deontological and purely teleological
theories are rather ideal limits than real existents. Most
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actual theories are mixed, some being predominantly deonto-
logical and others predominantly teleological. Sidgwick,
e.g., 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 mfrinstcally right, and not merely because they are
likely to increase the amount of happiness to be distributed
in future. To this extent Sidgwick’s theory must be counted
as deontological. When, as with Sidgwick, the only deonto-
logical principles which the moralist 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) DETAILED DiscussioN oF EACH OF THE THREE
MeTHODS. (1) Intuitiontsm. We may divide Sidgwick’s
discussion of this subject into two main parts, viz.: (1, 1) a
general treatment of the subject, and (r, 2) a detailed
analysis and criticism of the alleged moral intuitions of
common-sense. The former is contained in Book I, Chap.
VIII, and Book III, Chaps. I and XIII. The latter is
contained in Book III, Chaps. 111 to XI inclusive.

(1, 1) 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 now 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
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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 condemn 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
be accepted both by Intuitionists and by Utilitarians. It
will be seen that the definition includes a reference to
certain consequences (viz., the production of a belief) and
to a certain characteristic of these consequences (viz., the
falsity of this belief). In any particular case both the
Utilitarian and the Intuitionist will know, or reasonably
suspect, that there will be other consequences beside the
production of a belief, and that the belief will have other
characteristics beside falsity. These, however, form no part
of the definition of a ‘“lie ”’, though they do form part of
the intention of the person who tells a lie. Now the funda-
mental difference between the Teleologist and the Intuitionist

o
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in this case seems to be the following : The Teleologist is
interested only in the goodness or badmess 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 hesays: ‘I ought to do X", he always
means simply and solely : {4} ““ I ought (in the teleological
sense) to desire Y ' ; (b) “ So far as I can see X is the most
suitable means open to me for producing Y ; and (¢) “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 definition of the action as a “lie”
ornot. And he will take into account a/l 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 all. Thus, e.g.,
a Utilitarian would nof 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 Teleologist who
held that true belief is intrinsically good, and that it is
therefore our duty to produce as much true belief 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 more true belief would be
produced by telling a lie than by telling 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 analysable into * conducive to
good consequences”’. It isnot true tosay that the Intuitionist
takes no account of intended consequences when judging of
the rightness or wrongness of an action. What is true is
that he takes no account of the goodness or badmess of the
intended 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
consequences intrinsically good or bad, and to say that a lie
is wrong simply means that its consequences will on the
whole be bad.

There is a further difference, which is not, I think, so
fundamental, but which certainly has existed between most
Intuitionists and most Teleologists. A Teleologist cannot
reasonably take into account anything less than the whole
of the consequences intended by the agent. For he has to
consider the conduciveness of the action to good or evil
results, and it would seem quite arbitrary to exclude from
his survey any part of the consequences which the agent
foresaw and desired or tolerated. But many Intuitionists
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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 would 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
applies 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 theoties
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 every lie, under
existing circumstances, or any 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 always 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 difficult 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 of 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 Empirical and the ontological division of them into
Deontological and Teleological. (a) As we have seen, on a
Teleological theory, both singular judgments of the form:
“This act is right (or wrong) ”’ and universal judgments of
the form : * All acts of a certain kind are right (or wrong) ”’
essentially involve judgments about all the consequences of
the act or class of acts so far as these can be foreseen at all.
Such judgments are of course purely empirical, like all
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 @ priori judgment. For it
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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-
footed animals chew the cud. (c¢) Any Deontological theory
which claims to make universal judgments of the form:
“ All acts of such and such a kind are right (or wrong) ”
does claim to make a priori judgments 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 immediate consequences; and it
claims to see that these sujfice 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, this suffices to make
it equiangular, and that the size, position, colour, etc., of
the triangle are irrelevant. A Deontologist of this kind is
called by Sidgwick either a dogmatic or a philosophic
Intuitionist. The distinction between these two subdivisions
corresponds to the distinction which we have drawn between
pluralistic and monistic Deontologists. For a Dogmatic
Intuitionist is one who holds that there are many independent



SIDGWICK 215

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 theories 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 T have said, a Deontologist might hold that it was
necessary to consider all the foreseen consequences of an
action before one could decide whether it was right or
wrong. If such a Deontologist made universal judgments
about the rightness or wrongness of certain types of action
he would have to confine 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
this lie is certainly right or certainly wrong. He could,
no doubt, make the generalisation that any lie told in exactly
similar circumstances with exactly similar foreseen con-
sequences would necessarily be right, if tAés lie be right, or
wrong, if #4is lie be wrong. But such generalisations are



216 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

hardly worth making. This kind of Deontologist seems to
be what Sidgwick means by an Esthetic Intuitionist.

(x, 2) 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 claim 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 immediate consequences suffice 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 I,
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 confuse 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
in 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 difficulties arise, both as to the meaning
of the terms and as to the range of application of the
principles. The central part of each duty seems 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
principle of reconciliation, or one so complex and qualified
as to be no longer self-evident, or else it falls back on some
teleological principle such as Utilitarianism.

I think that anyone who reads the relevant chapters in
Sidgwick will agree that the extreme form of Intuitionism
which he ascribes to common-sense cannot be maintained.
And he is no doubt right in thinking that common-sense
wants to hold something like this, and retreats from it only
at the point of the bayonet. Sidgwick’s conclusion is that
we are forced to a mainly teleological view, eked out by
a few very abstract intuitions about right and wrong modes
of distributing good and evil. This does not seem to me to
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be certain ; and I propose as briefly as possible, and therefore
somewhat dogmatically, to state a form of Intuitionism
which is not open to Sidgwick’s objections and is not
flagrantly in conflict with reflective common-sense.

(2) 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 developments,
may be called a ‘‘ total course of events”. If the agent
abstains from action there will be what T 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 FF, . . . F,, then any
phase such as F, will consist of factors which we might
symbolise by f , f , ... f,,. 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 factor x, which of course will not simply
be added to the rest but will stand in perfectly 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 FJF7 . . . F].

n

(b) Now it seems to me that we have to distinguish 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 F}, etc.
Again, since each phase is itself complex, the action might
be fitting 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 may
be an elector to an office, and one of the candidates may
have done me a service. To prefer him to a better qualified
candidate would fit one aspect of the situation, since it
would be rewarding a benefactor ; but it would be unfitting
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



220 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

situation F_ than y is ” means that x is more fitting to the
whole course of events FF. . . . I’ than y is to the whole
course of events F F¥ . . . F’. The fittingness of an act to
a whole course of events will 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 of 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 fittingnesses’'.
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.
{¢) Having now tried to explain what I mean by the
“ fittingness ”’ of an action, I will next 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 FF, . .. F’
is on the whole intrinsically better than the course of events
FF’ ... F]. The intrinsic goodness of a whole course of
events is a function 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 but 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 {it merely the snitial phase or the
total course of events which would 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 will occur 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.

(4) Now it seems to me that the rightness or wrongness
of an action in a given inifial 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. As
against the pure Teleologist I would say that we all do
recognise relations of fittingness and unfittingness. 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 unfitting 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
England, ever since the first compiling of 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.

(¢) If T 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 identifies 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 will have to
moderate his claims very greatly. He will be confined to
statements about fendencies to be right and fendencies to be
wrong. He can say that a lie has a very strong tendency
to be wrong, and that it will 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 reduced 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 ill with the sweet
simplicity of Utilitarianism. But, if it is so, it is so. And
perhaps we may say that Utilitarianism is at once too
simple in theory and too difficult 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) i an action would be right
when done by A and wrong when done by B in precisely
the same circumstances, there must be some qualitative
dissimilarity between A and B which accounts for this.
The 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 that B is numerically other than C is irrelevant. (iii)
Any general rule ought to be applied impartially to all
persons who come within the scope of the rule.

I will comment on these three principles before I mention
the others which Sidgwick accepts. The first two, though
not absolutely verbal, are extraordinarily trivial. Any pair
of individuals always do differ qualitatively from each other
in innumerable ways. Some of these qualitative differences
are, and some are not, ethically relevant. And qualitative
dissimilarities which are ethically relevant to certain types
of action will be ethically irrelevant to others. If A admires
red hair and B does 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
letting 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 differently in similar circumstances or
for the same person to act differently in similar circum-
stances towards two people. Sidgwick’s principles are
rather like the famous Principle of Indifference in Probability.
Two alternatives are equally probable 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 T have to administer a rule inflicting a penalty on all
members of a certain defined class, it will be both unfitting
and contrary to wutility if I inflict the penalty on some
members of the class and not on others. And I shall be
inexcusable if T break it in favour of someone who does not
differ 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
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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 ; and, when they reach a certain degree of acuteness, it
is very hard to be sure about the duty of the officer. We
might be inclined to say that it was Ais duty to break the
rule, but that his employers would have a right to punish
him for doing so.

I pass now to Sidgwick’s three remaining principles.
(iv) Mere difference 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 and 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 Jater 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 life the primary
unhappiness of the first half may be reduced by the secondary
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 primary happiness and unhappiness,
occurring in opposite order in time, the life in which the
primary unhappiness precedes the primary happiness will
contain more secondary happiness and less secondary 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 any other. And (vi) it is my duty to 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 Principle of Rational Benevolence, viz., 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 good
would be sacrificed in me than would be produced in him.

It will be best to defer the discussion of 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 indifference 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 does need justification,
and that it must be justified by some kind of dissimilarity
of quality or relation.

(2) Hedonism. 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, 1) Hedonism in General ; (2, 2) Egoistic Hedonism ; and
(2, 3) Universalistic Hedonism or Utilitavianism.

(2, 1) We divided this into (2, 11) The Ethical Problem,
and (2, 12) The Factual Problem. 1 will now say something
about each of these in turn.

(2, 11) Since Hedonism, in its most rigid form, would
be a purely teleological theory, a complete discussion of it
would have to begin by considering whether any purely
teleological theory of ethics could possibly be adequate.
This question we have already discussed in connexion with
Intuitionism, and we need say nothing further about it.
In any case Sidgwick, though a Hedonist, is not a pure
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teleologist, since his six ethical intuitions are deontological
propositions. The ethical question that remains is this.
Is it the 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
characterisesit? Sidgwick discusses this question in Book I71,
Chap. 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
seems to identify “ Feelings’ with pleasures and pains.
Now this seems to me to be a radically 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
I think it is plausible to maintain that there are, I 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, e.g.,
visual and auditory sensations, are plainly Cognitions, and
therefore fall into the first class. With regard to others it
is difficult in practice to decide whether they ought to go
into the first or the second class, though it is certain that
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 that, e.g., to fear something just is 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 actions will
tend to be characteristically different from what they would
be if T cognised it desiringly. 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; it
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 quality.
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 of hedonic tone, and ““ a pain ™ is simply
any kind of mental event which has the unpleasant form
of hedonic tonc. 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 smell which we get from a rose or a violet.

Now any mental event which has hedonic quality will
always have other qualities as well, 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
point I cannot refrain from throwing out an interesting
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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 ? Isit, e.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 pleasantly 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 Qualities 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 perfectly 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 quality
(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 one
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of its causal properties, viz., what Bentham called its
“ fecundity 7. TFecundity 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
guantitative, 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 aware, each man must
decide such questions for himself by direct inspection. All
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 rclational 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 experiences. 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 proposition, it can be refuted
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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 T perceive or think of the undeserved mis-
fortunes of another man with pleasure. Is it not perfectly
plain that this is an intrinsically bad state of mind, not
merely i spite of, but because of, 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
worse 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 malice 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 of malice depends on 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 ¢, and ¢, might be intrinsically good; any
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that combined ¢, and ¢, might be intrinsically bad ; whilst
experiences which combined ¢, and ¢, might be neutral.

(i) 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 sufficient to determine
intrinsic value. He is therefore 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. (¢) 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 experience has intrinsic
value. (¢} The determinate kind of wvalue (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 considering. 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 ; t.e., that, if you take
any one of them, an experience could be intrinsically good
or bad without possessing #hat ome. But it would not be
legitimate to infer that any experience could have intrinsic
value if it had nome of these characteristics. For it might
be that, although an experience which had hedonic quality
could have intrinsic value without ¢, being present, and
could have it without ¢, being present, . . . and could have
it without ¢, being present, yet it could not have intrinsic
value unless one o7 other of the non-hedonic characteristics
€y €y . . . 6, 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 sufficient as well
as mecessary to give it intrinsic value. Even if the variations
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 at 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
Sidgwick’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 priort
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 gquality ” 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: “T 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. All 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 T disliked it for fhem it would be painful.
And it would remain pleasant in the first case even though
1 disliked it ow the whole, and painful in the second case
even though I liked it on the whole. 1 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 11, Chap. 11,
Sect. 2z, and in Book I11, Chap. XIV, Sect. 4.

(2, 12) We can now pass to what I have called the
Factual 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 11,
Chaps. III to VI 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 often alleged as a conclusive objection to Hedonism in
general and to Utilitarianism in particular. This is no
doubt legitimate as an argumentum ad howinem against any
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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, but 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 first place, in judging the 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 modified events. Secondly, as we have
seen, the estimation of this total fittingness involves an
elaborate balancing and composition of partial fittingnesses
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 demands of us.

This completes what I have to say about (2, 1) Hedonism
in General. 1 do not think that it would be profitable to
comment separately on (2, 2) Egoistic Hedonism and (2, 3)
Universalistic Hedonism. The only point that I wish to
make is that there 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. Book I, Chap. VII) that
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) THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE THREE METHODS.
We have already considered the relation of Intuitionism to
teleological types of ethical theory, and so we may confine
ourselves to the question mentioned above. Let us begin
by restricting the discussion to the case of happiness, and
afterwards remove 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 7 ; but, even if
Hedonism 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 of the three
doctrines clearly at this point. Egoistic Hedonism says :
“ You ought to sacrifice any amount of happiness in others
if you will thereby increase your own total happiness fo the
slightest degree more than you could by any other course
of action open to you.” Altruistic Hedonism says:  You
ought to sacrifice any amount 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 fotal neit amount
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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 fotal 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
affect 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 himself 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 immoral; 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 ¢s rather con-
fused ; and for the further fact that it may be desirable
to praise as an ideal what we should condemn as an actuality,
provided we know that most people are likely to go wrong
by keeping too far from this ideal. This, I think, adequately
explains the rather embarrassed attitude which common-
sense takes towards Altruism. It knows that most people

Q
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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 frequent
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 psychological Egoism nor psychological 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 ™
of happiness, which is not the happiness of anyone, 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 difficulties,
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
(e.g., pleasantness) would, for that reason, be intrinsically
good, then its occurrence in any mind is a fitting object
of desire fo any mind.” 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 fo that
mind and to that mind only.

The first point to notice is that the Egoist’s doctrine,
when thus stated, cannot be accused of any arbitrariness or
partiality. He does not claim anything for 4ss Ego which
he is not prepared to allow to any other Ego. FE.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 4/l 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,
mutalls mutandis, of B.

I cannot see that there is any internal inconsistency in
Egoism, when stated in this form. Tt may be remarked
that it is possible to state a view which would be inter-
mediate between pure Egoism and pure Universalism, It
might be suggested that it is fitting for A to desire to some
degree the existence of any intrinsically good state of mind ;



244  FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

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 pleasure, others would gain far more
pleasure than he haslost. 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 suffices to make it wrong on the whole no
matter how intrinsically good its consequences might be.

If we refer back to the two principles from which Sidgwick
deduces his Principle of Rational Benevolence, 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 Universe, 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 my 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 Benevolence,
According to the Iigoist it is not his duty to aim at ““ good
generally ", ¢.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 botz the principle that I ought
to be equally concerned about equally good states of mind,
no matter where they may occur, and 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 [ can say in the matter is that Pure Egoism,
t.e., the doctrine that I ought not to desire to any degree
as an end the occurrence 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 more strongly
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 degree its occurrence anywhere. Sidgwick seems to
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have ignored the fact that, in considering the rightness or
wrongness of a desire for a certain object, we have to
consider, not only whether it is or is not appropriate to
desire this object at all, but also what degree of desire it
is appropriate to feel for this object if it be appropriate
to desire it at all. It is fitting to desire the pleasures
of the table, and it is fitting to desire the beatific vision ;
but it is not fitting to desire the former as intensely as the
latter.

I will now leave Egoism, and make a few remarks on
Universalism in general and Universalistic Hedonism in
particular. Let us begin by considering what can be meant
by the total nett happiness (@) of an individual, and (b) of
a collection of individuals. We might compare pleasantness
with the sensible quality of whiteness, and unpleasantness
with the sensible quality of blackness. Now any shade
that is not purely white or purely black may be called
“grey”. The greys can be arranged in an order from pure
black, as one limit, to pure white, as the other limit. This
series can be divided into three parts, viz.: (i) the greys
that are more like pure black than pure white; (i) those
which are more like pure white than pure black ; and (iii)
that which is as like black as white. These might be called
respectively ‘‘ the blackish-greys”,  the whitish-greys”,
and “ the neutral grey”. To say that a certain man is on
the whole happy at a certain moment may be compared
to saying that a certain area is pure white or whitish-grey at
a certain time. The same analogy would hold, mautatis
mutandis, for the statement that he was on the whole
unhappy or in a neutral condition at a certain moment.
Suppose there were n—1 just distinguishable black-greys,
and #—1 just distinguishable white-greys, then we might
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assign ordinal numbers to each member of the series from
pure black to pure white inclusive, as follows :(—

—#, —#n+1, ... —I,0,I, ... #H—T, N

Exactly the same could be done with the pleasure-pain
series. Next we must notice that the same shade of grey
could be present in various different intensities, and the
same seems to be true of any given pleasure-pain quality.
If there is a series of just distinguishable intensities from
zero upwards, we could assign ordinal numbers to the
members of this series. These would all be positive, as
follows i~

0, %, ...Mm, ...

Now an area might have a certain shade of grey of a
certain intensity for a certain time and then change in
intensity or shade. We could divide its history into successive
slices so short that the intensity and shade of greyness were
sensibly constant throughout any such period. The same
would be true, mutatis mutandis, of a mind and its history.
Suppose that the whole history of the area can be divided
up into !/ such successive slices of duration &, 4, . .. §
respectively. Throughout a typical one #, of these, let it
have a greyness whose ordinal number is », and whose
intensity has the ordinal number m,. Take the product
mend,. This will be positive if #, be positive, negative if
7, be negative, and zero if #, be zero; i.e., if the area be
whitish-grey throughout the period ¢, this product will be
positive, if it be blackish-grey the product will be negative,
and if it be neutral grey the product will be zero. All this
can be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the history of a mind.
In this case m, will represent the intensity, and =, the
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position of the pleasure-pain quality in its scale, of the
phase of experience which occupies the short period #, in
the history of this mind. We now take the algebraical sum
of all such products as m,n,t, ; ¢.e., the sum

mp b +mmut,+ ..t L md,

which might conveniently be written as
r)il M Nl
r=1

Now this sum of products might be either positive, zero,
or negative. If it be positive we should say that the area
had been ‘ on the whole white ” throughout its history ;
if it were negative we should say that the area had been
““ on the whole black 7 throughout its history. In the case
of a mind we should say that it had been “ on the whole
happy ” if the sum were positive, and “on the whole
unhappy ” if the sum were negative. And, the greater the
numerical value of the sum, the “more happy ” or the
“ more unhappy ”, according to whether it be positive or
negative, do we say that this life has on the whole been.

So far we have confined ourselves to a single grey area
or a single mind. In such cases the addition of the products
does correspond to something that actually takes place,
viz., the adjunction of successive phases to each other in
the history of the area or of the mind. But the Utilitarian
cannot confine himself to a single mind ; he has to consider
what he calls “ the total happiness of a collection of minds ".
Now this is an extremely odd notion. It is plain that a
collection cannot literally be happy or unhappy. The
oddity is clearly illustrated if we continue to use the analogy
of greyness. Suppose that a number of different areas,
which are not adjoined to each other, all go through
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successive phases of greyness. What could we possibly
mean by ‘ the total whiteness of this collection of areas” ?
What the Utilitarian in fact does is this. He first makes
a sum of products, in the way described, for the whole
history of each mind ; he then adds all these sums together.
He thus forms a double sum which might be denoted by

where %, is the sum of products for a typical mind M;, and
there are N minds, M, M,, . . . M, . . . M, to be con-
sidered. If this double sum is positive he says that this
collection of minds ‘ has a positive balance of happiness ”,
and the greater its numerical value the greater is the balance
of happiness which he ascribes to the collection,

It will at least enable us to avoid verbal difficulties if
we adopt a suggestion of M‘Taggart’s and talk of the total
happiness ## a collection rather than the total happiness of
a collection. We shall say then that this double sum
represents the total balance of happiness 7% the collection
of minds M, . . . M. Even so it is extremely difficult to
see that the arithmetical addition of one number hy to another
represents any kind of adjunction in rerwm nature. However
this may be, the command which the Pure Utilitarian gives
us is to maximise this double sum so far as we can. This,
he tells us, is the whole duty of man.

Now I have three comments to make. (i) Among the
things which we can to some extent influence by our actions
is the number of minds which shall exist, or, to be more
cautious, which shall be embodied at a given time. It would
be possible to increase the total amount of happiness in a
community by increasing the numbers of that community
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even though one thereby reduced the total happiness of each
member of it. If Utilitarianism be true it would be one’s
duty to try to increase the numbers of a community, even
though one reduced the average total happiness of the
members, so long as the total happiness in the community
would be in the least increased. It seems perfectly plain to
me that this kind of action, so far from being a duty, would
quite certainly be wrong,

(ii) Given a fixed collection of minds, the existence of a
given amount of happiness in this collection would be
compatible with many different ways of distributing it
among the individual members. The collection composed
of A and B might have in it a certain amount of happiness,
and this sum might be made up either through A and B
being both moderately happy, or through A being rather
happy and B rather miserable, or by A being intensely
happy and B intensely miserable. Now a purely teleological
Utilitarian would have to hold that an action of mine
would be right provided it increased the total happiness in
the community as much as any other action open to me at
the time would do, and that the way in which I distributed
this extra dose of happiness among the members of the
community was a matter of complete indifference. I do not
know that this form of Utilitarianism has been held by
anyone ; it is certainly not the form which Bentham or
Sidgwick held. Both consider it self-evident that it can
never be right arbitrarily, i.e., without being able to assign
some ground other than the numerical difference of A and
B, to treat A more or less favourably than B in the dis-
tribution of happiness. This, however, does not carry us
far. We want to know what differences between A and B
are, and what are not, proper grounds for giving one more
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and the other less of a certain extra dose of happiness.
It seems to me that, for a pure Utilitarian, one and only
one consideration would be relevant. If and only if giving
a larger share of this extra dose of happiness to A than
to B would tend to increase the total happiness in the
community in future more than giving an equal share to
A and B would do, it is right to give A a larger share than B.
A, e.g., might be the kind of man who would work harder
and produce more consumable goods if he were made
happier, whilst B might not. This kind of difference, and
this only, would be relevant. In fact the only legitimate
ground for preferring one distribution to another should be
the greater fecundity of that distribution. Now, an extremely
unequal distribution might have much greater fecundity
than a more equal one ; and this is the justification which
has commonly been given for social arrangements in which
most people are rather poor and a few people are very rich.
Yet it seems clear that, although this greater fecundity is
relevant, it is not the only relevant factor. A very unequal
distribution does seem to be ipso facto somewhat objection-
able, though it may be right to put up with this evil for
the sake of the advantage of greater fecundity. Nor is
this all. It might be that a distribution which gave more
happiness to A than to B, and a distribution which gave
more to B than to A, would each have more fecundity than
one which gave them an equal share. If so, the Utilitarian
presumably ought to reject the equal distribution and
accept one of the unequal distributions. But on what
principles is he to decide between two unequal distributions,
of equal fecundity, one of which favours A at the expense
of B whilst the other favours B at the expense of A?
Either his choice is a matter of complete indifference, or
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some other factor beside fecundity must be ethically
relevant.

(iii) The third point which T have to make is this. We
have said that you cannot literally talk of the happiness
of a community, but only of the happiness i» it. This,
however, does not seem to me to be true of goodness. It
seems to me that you can quite literally talk of the goodness
or badness of a community, as well as of the goodness or
badness iz it. No doubt the former depends on the latter.
If there were no goodness in a community the community
would not be good. The goodness of a community depends
in part on the distribution of the goodness which is in it
among its members; and of two communities, both of
which have the same amount of goodness in them, one may
be better than the other because in it this amount of good-
ness is more fittingly distributed. This would be true even
if the only goodness in a community were happiness, as the
Hedonist holds. The fact is that any collection of minds
worth calling a * community ”, is a highly complex spiritual
substance with a character of its own. It is not a mind,
though it is composed of interrelated minds; and it is not
an organism, though the analogy of organisms may at times
be useful. No doubt many expressions which we commonly
use both of individuals and communities are used meta-
phorically in the latter application. When I say: ‘“ What
Bloomsbury thinks to-day, King’s College, Cambridge, thinks
to-morrow,” I am no doubt using * thinks ' in a metaphorical
and definable sense; whilst I am using it in its literal and
indefinable sense if I say: ‘‘ What Mr. Keynes thinks to-day
Mr, Lloyd George thinks he thinks to-morrow.” But I see
no reason to believe that this is so with the terms ** good ”
and “bad”. There are indeed good qualities which can
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belong to individuals and not to communities, and there are
other good qualities which can belong to communities and
not to individuals ; but, so far as I can see, *“ good ”’ means
precisely the same in both applications.

It remains only to say something about Sidgwick’s sug-
gestion that it might be reasonable to postulate the existence
of a powerful and benevolent God who will make up to us
those sacrifices of our own happiness which we make here
and now at the dictate of the Principle of Rational Benevolence,
It is surely quite plain that no such postulate would free
ethics from the theoretical inconsistency which Sidgwick
finds in it. There are two principles which are logically
inconsistent with each other, and, on reflexion each seems
to Sidgwick equally self-evident. No God, however powerful
and however benevolent, can alter the fact that these two
principles are logically incompatible and that therefore
something which seemed self-evident to Sidgwick must in
fact have been false. The postulate that, in the long run,
I shall lose nothing by acting in accordance with the
Principle of Rational Benevolence would, no doubt, provide
me with an additional motive for acting in accordance with
it when, apart from this postulate, the apparently equally
self-evident principle of Egoism would dictate a different
course of action. Thus, the only function of the postulate
would be to make it a matter of practical indifference
whether I acted in accordance with one or other of two
principles, one of which must be false and both of which
seem true. This would be a comfort; but it is difficult
to suppose that this is an adequate ground for making the
postulate.

Sidgwick seems to think that the making of such a
postulate might be admitted to be reasonable if it be
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admitted that it is reasonable to make postulates on similar
grounds in other departments of experience, ¢.g., in natural
science. Now a postulate is a proposition having the
following characteristics. (i) It is neither intuitively nor
demonstratively necessary and neither intuitively nor
demonstratively impossible ; (ii) it can neither be proved
nor disproved by experience and problematic induction ;
and (iii) to act as if it were true will have better consequences
than to act as if it were false or doubtful. These * better
consequences ' may be either (a) increase of knowledge and
theoretical coherence, or (b) increase of happiness, virtue,
practical efficiency, and so on. In the first case we talk of
a theoretical, and, in the second, of a practical, postulate.
Now compare and contrast Sidgwick’s postulate of a bene-
volent and powerful God, who will make up to us the
happiness which we have sacrificed in acting benevolently,
with the scientific postulate that, if two apparently similar
things behave differently in apparently similar situations,
there must be some difference in the things or the situations
which will bring the difference in behaviour under a general
law. It is plain that, if we act on the scientific postulate
we shall look for such differences; whilst, if we act as if
the postulate were false or doubtful, we shall very soon
give up looking for them. Now, if we look for them, we
may find them and thus increase our knowledge ; whilst,
if we do not look for them, we certainly shall not find them.
The justification for making the scientific postulate is thus
plain. We have already seen that Sidgwick’s postulate
cannot be justified as a means of increasing our knowledge
or introducing more coherence into our beliefs. It leaves
the theoretical incoherence where it was, except that it
adds the difficulty of why the benevolent and powerful
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being should allow a false moral principle to seem as
necessarily true as a true one. If it is to be justified at all,
it must be justified as a practical postulate. Since science
does not make practical postulates, the analogy of science
is not here directly relevant. Sidgwick’s postulate must be
justified, if at all, by the fact that to act as if it were true
will increase our practical efficiency and our comfort., The
conscientious man who finds the Principles of Egoism and
of Rational Benevolence equally self-evident will be saved
from the discomfort and hesitation which would arise when
the two principles seemed to dictate different courses of
action, provided he makes this postulate. But I am very
much afraid that he would be saved from discomfort and
hesitation only if he had other grounds for believing in the
existence of a benevolent and powerful being, such as
Sidgwick postulates, or if he could forget that he was merely
postulating the existence of this being. You would not get
much comfort from postulating the existence of God so
long as you remembered that you were postulating it only
in order to give yourself comfort. But of course it is
psychologically possible to forget such inconvenient facts
with a little practice, and then the postulate might increase
the comfort and efficiency of a conscientious man whose
ethical intuitions conflicted in the special way in which
Sidgwick’s did.

But, even so, one perplexity would remain. A con-
scientious man would wish to act, not only in accordance
with a right principle, but from a right principle. Now it
results from the postulate that he will be acting in accordance
with a right principle whether he acts from Egoism or
Benevolence ; for the postulate ensures that any action
which is in accordance with either will be in accord-
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ance with both. But, if the agent acts on principle
at all, he must be acting either on the egoistic or
the benevolent principle. In one case he will be acting
from a right principle and in the other from a wrong
principle ; but, postulate or no postulate, he will never
be able to know which is the right and which is the
wrong one.



CHAPTER VII

Conclusion : Sketch of the Main Problems of Ethics

I HAVE now fulfilled to the best of my ability my under-
taking to expound and criticize the ethical theories of Spinoza,
Butler, Hume, Kant, and Sidgwick. I propose to end my
book by giving a sketch of what seem to me to be the main
problems of ethics, illustrated by reference to the writers
whose works we have been studying.

(1) ANarysis or ErhHicAL CHARACTERISTICS. 1 propose
to give the name “ ethical characteristics” to whatever
characteristics are denoted by the words ““ good ”’, “ bad ”,
“right”, * wrong”’, ““ ought ”’, and ‘“ duty ”, and by any
other words which are plainly mere synonyms for some
word in this list. Now the first and most fundamental
problem of pure ethics is whether these characteristics are
unique and peculiar, in the sense that they cannot be
analysed without remainder in terms of non-ethical charac-
teristics. Even if this were so, it would not follow that all
of them were unanalysable and consequently indefinable.
It might still be possible to analyse and define some of
them in terms of one or more of the others either with or
without non-ethical characteristics.

Those theories which hold that ethical characteristics
can be analysed without remainder into non-ethical ones
may be called (1, 1) Naturalistic Theories ; those which hold
that they cannot may be called (x, 2) Non-Naturalistic

Theories, Hume and Spinoza definitely hold naturalistic
R 257



258 FIVE TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY

views, Sidgwick is definitely non-naturalistic about *‘ right ”
and “ought”. His discussion about “good ™ is so com-
plicated that it is difficult to be sure whether he comes to
a naturalistic or a non-naturalistic conclusion. But the
impression which I get is that, after offering a very com-
plicated naturalistic analysis in terms of desire, he finally
admits that it is not adequate. With many writers it is
extremely hard to be certain whether they are naturalists
or not. It is very common to find that the following two
propositions are not clearly distinguished from each other,
viz.: (@) “ The ethical characteristic E synthetically entails
and 1s entatled by the non-ethical characteristics N, N,, . . .”";
and (b) “ The ethical characteristic E is analysable without
remainder into the conjunction of the non-ethical charac-
teristics N,, N,, . . .” Many moralists are liable to think
that they believe () when they really only believe, or only
have produced reasons for believing (2). Non-naturalistic
theories can, and generally do, accept some propositions of
the first kind. E.g., Sidgwick holds that all happiness is
good and that nothing is good but happiness. But he denies
that to be good can be analysed into containing a positive
balance of happiness. Butler’s distinction between the
psychological power and the moral authority of conscience
make it fairly clear that he was not a naturalist. Kant
has been accused of naturalism by Moore in his Principia
Ethica, but it is not at all clear to me that the accusation
is well-founded. No doubt Kant says that what I, as an
empirical self, ought to do is what I, as a purely rational
noumenal self, necessarily would do. But it is not clear that
he means this to be an analysis of the term ‘‘ ought 7. Mill
presumably meant to be a naturalistic hedonist. But it is
difficult to be sure in the case of such an extremely confused
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writer that he really was one. We will now say something
about the subdivisions of Naturalistic ethical theories.

(x, 1) Naturalistic Theories. These have taken many
different forms, according to what non-ethical characteristics
have been supposed to constitute the complete analysis of
ethical characteristics. So far as I know, the most important
have been the following. (1, 1I) Theological Naturalism.
An example would be Paley’s view that “right” means
“ commanded by God . (x, 12) Biological, Sociological, or
Evolutionary Naturalism. It is hardly worth while to attempt
to separate these, as those who have held any of them have
tended to hold the rest in various proportions. Typical
examples are the following. “ To be virtuous means to
perform the specific activities of the species to which you
belong efficiently ” (Spinoza). ‘* Better conduct means
conduct that comes later in the course of evolution, and is
more complex than earlier conduct of the same kind”
(Herbert Spencer). “ Right action means action which
tends to promote the stability and increase the complexity
of human society ’ (many Sociologists). (I, 13) Psychological
Naturalism. This attempts to define ethical characteristics
in terms of certain psychical characteristics such as pleasant-
ness, approval, and so on. Hume’s theory is a typical
example of it. It is much the most important and plausible
form of Naturalism; and the other types, when pressed
with objections, often tend to fall back on it. We will
therefore consider the various forms which Psychological
Naturalism might take.

In the first place it might take the form of (x, 131)
Private, or (1, 132) Public Psychological Naturalism. If,
e.g., a man holds that a “ right”” action means an action
which evokes in Zim a certain kind of emotion when Ze
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contemplates it, he is a Private Psychological Naturalist.
If he holds that a ““ right ”’ action means one which evokes
a certain kind of emotion in all or most men, or in all or
most Englishmen, or in all or most Etonians, he is a Public
Psychological Naturalist. It is most important not to
confuse the distinction between Naturalistic and Non-
Naturalistic theories with the distinction between Subjective
and Non-Subjective theories. A subjective theory is one
which would make all ethical judgments to consist of state-
ments by the speaker about his own mental attitude towards
an object at the time of speaking. On this view there is
nothing in ethics to discuss, and it would be mere rudeness
to question any ethical judgment that anyone might choose
to make. Now it is evident that the non-psychological
forms of Naturalism are not in the least subjective in this
sense. The psychological form may be subjective, for it
may be private; but it need not be, for it may be public.
The question whether all or most men or all or most Etonians
do feel a certain emotion when they contemplate a certain
action is open to discussion and statistical investigation.
We have seen that Hume’s form of Psychological Naturalism
is public. Later on we shall see that there is another
distinction, viz., that between Relational and Non-Relational
Theories which is highly relevant to the present point.

Now a Psychological Naturalist might develop his theory
in two ways which are prima facie quite different. Of course
he might use one of these two types of analysis for one
ethical characteristic, e.g., goodness, and the other for
another ethical characteristic, e.g., rightness. Let us take
the concept of intrinsic goodness. A Psychological Naturalist
might hold that to be * intrinsically good ” means (a) to
have a certain psychical quality, e.g., pleasantness, or () to
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be the object of a certain mental aititude, e.g., approval.
Naturalistic Hedonism is an example of the first type of
theory, whilst Hume’s doctrine is an example of the second.
We might call these two types of theory respectively Menial
Quality Theovies and Mental Altitude Theovies, On the
Mental Quality type of theory the publicity of an ethical
characteristic would mean that a certain kind of object
produced in all or most observers mental states with a
certain kind of quality, e.g., pleasantness. On the Mental
Attitude type of theory it would mean that a certain kind
of object evokes towards it a certain kind of emotion in
all or most observers, e.g., approval. If the suggestion
which I threw out in discussing Hedonism in connexion
with Sidgwick be true, Hedonism itself will be a form of
Mental Attitude theory. For the suggestion was that
pleasantness and painfulness are not really qualities of
experiences but relational properties of them. It was
suggested that “ the experience X is pleasant to me’’ means
“1 like the experience X for its non-hedonic qualities.”
On this view the Naturalistic Hedonist asserts that “ X is
intrinsically good ” means that X is an experience which the
person who has it likes for its non-hedonic qualities. And
publicity, on such a view, would consist in the fact that
experiences of certain kinds are liked for their non-hedonic
qualities by all or most men who have them.

Now both kinds of Public Psychological Naturalism could
be divided up on two different principles. (a) They might
be subdivided according to the nature of the group of
experients used in the definition. The most important
division here would be according to whether the mental
state was supposed to be caused, or the mental attitude
evoked, (i) in all or most human beings, or (ii) in a certain
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sub-group of the human race, e.g., the members of a certain
society. The first type of theory defines ethical concepts in
terms of specific properties of the human mind as such.
The second does not. Hume’s theory is an example of the
former. It would be fair to say that the former type of
theory makes morality ‘“ natural” (in the sense in which
liking sugar is natural), whilst the second makes it more
‘" artificial " (in the sense in which disapproving the com-
bination of a frock-coat and brown boots is artificial).
() Psychological Naturalism might also be subdivided
according to the mental quality or the mental attitude
which is used in defining ethical characteristics. Thus the
quality might be pleasantness, as the Hedonists hold, or it
might be quantity and complexity of experience; and the
attitude might be approval or disapproval, as Hume held,
or a sublimated form of fear or egoism.

There is another important principle of subdivision
among theories of the Psychologically Naturalistic type.
Are ethical terms to be defined by reference to the actual
experiences of acfual men or groups of men, or to the
hypothetical experiences which it is supposed that certain
idealised men or groups of men would have? Very often
the Naturalist starts with the first type of theory, and
afterwards, when pressed with objections, falls back on the
second. He begins, e.g., to talk of the emotions which
would be felt by an idealised “ impartial observer ", whilst
admitting that no actual observer is completely impartial.
We will call the two types of theory respectively Factual and
Ideal Naturalism. Now Ideal Naturalism is not necessarily
inconsistent, for the ideal man or group may be defined
in purely non-ethical terms, like the perfect gas and the
frictionless fluid. But the Ideal Naturalist is on a very
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slippery slope, and he scarcely ever manages to avoid
inconsistency. In defining his ideal he nearly always un-
wittingly introduces some characteristic which is in fact
ethical, and thus fails to do what, as a Naturalist, he claims
to do, viz., to define ethical characteristics in completely
non-ethical terms.

This completes the classification of possible types of
Naturalistic Theory. We come now to a very important
division of theories about the analysis of ethical concepts,
which crosses the division of such theoriés into Naturalistic
and Non-Naturalistic. This is the distinction between
Relational and Now-Relational theories. With regard to
any ethical characteristic it may be asked whether it is a
pure quality, like 7ed ; or a pure relation, like between ;
or a relational property, like loved-by-Jones. Of course
some ethical characteristics might be of one kind and some
of another. FE.g., it might be held that good is a pure quality,
whilst 7ight is a relation between an action or intention or
emotion and an agent, on the one hand, and a situation,
on the other. Some people have held, again, that the
fundamental ethical notion is, not good and bad, but better
and worse, And others have held that * good” means
what it would be right for every one to desire.

There is a close connexion between the distinctions of
Naturalistic and Non-Naturalistic and Relational and Non-
Relational respectively. It seems to be this. () Non-
Naturalistic theories are compatible with either a relationist
or a non-relationist view of ethical characteristics, or with
any combination of the two. (b) Any form of Naturalistic
theory which defines ethical characteristics in terms of the
mental attitude which a certain man, or a certain class of
men. or the whole human race. takes towards certain actions
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or intentions is plainly relational. For it makes all ethical
characteristics into relational properties, like loved-by- Jones
or disliked-by-most-Efonians. Exactly the same remarks
apply to the Theological form of Naturalism. (c) The only
doubtful case would seem to be the form of Psychological
Naturalism, such as Naturalistic Hedonism, which defines
ethical characteristics by mental qualities, such as pleasant-
ness. It might seem at first sight that this form of
Naturalism was non-relational. But, in the first place, as
we have seen, it is possible that ‘“ pleasant ”’ really means
“liked by an experient for its non-hedonic qualities ™.
And, quite apart from this possibility, there is a distinction
which must be drawn. If this type of theory defines “ good
as producing in all or in certain classes of human minds
mental states having a certain quality, it is obviously as
relational as any other form of Naturalistic theory. But, if
it defines ““ good "’ as having a certain mental quality, then
it is not relational. E.g., if a Naturalistic Hedonist defined
“good” as productive of pleasant experiences, his theory
would be relational even though pleasantness were a pure
quality. But, if he defined “ good” as pleasant, in the
sense in which only an experience can be pleasant, his
theory would be non-relational provided that pleasantness
is a pure quality.

(2) EP1STEMOLOGICAL QUESTIONS. The questions which
we have discussed so far are purely logical and ontological.
They refer simply to the problem: ‘ What is the right
analysis of ethical characteristics ? ” and not at all to the
problem : ‘“How do we come to have ideas of ethical
characteristics and to believe propositions which involve
them, and what mental faculties are involved in doing so ? ”
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We pass now to these epistemological questions. The
problem has generally been put in the form: ‘“ What part,
if any, is played by Reason; and what part, if any, is
played by emotion, feeling, and sentiment, in the formation
of ethical concepts and the making of ethical judgments ? ”’

I have already pointed out, in connexion with Hume
and Sidgwick, that Reason must not be identified with the
power of reasonimg. It includes three cognitive powers,
viz., (@) the power of forming @ priori concepts, .e., concepts
of characteristics which are not sensibly manifested in any
instance and are not composed of characteristics which
have separately been sensibly manifested in various instances ;
() the power of recognising that a conjunction of attributes is
an instance of a necessary connexion between theseattributes,
i.¢., the power of Intuitive Induction, as Mr. Johnson calls
it ; and (¢) the power of inferring conclusions from premises.

Now no theory of ethics denies that Reason, in the sense
of the power of reasoning or inferring, plays a part in the
formation of ethical judgments. Take, e.g., even an extreme
form of Private Psychological Naturalism. On this view
every ethical judgment takes the form: * Whenever I
contemplate such an object as X I feel the emotion Y towards
it.” Now it is clear that reasoning might be needed in
making an ethical judgment, even of this kind, in two ways.
(i) In order to determine what exactly is the nature of the
object which I am contemplating. The total object may
be an action done in a certain situation and likely to have
certain consequences. And I may need to use reasoning in
order to determine exactly what the situation is and what
the consequences are likely to be. (ii) In order to generalise
my present judgment by Problematic Induction. I may
argue that I shall probably feel the same kind of emotion
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to similar objects on future occasions. And, on this view
of ethics, this means that I infer that all similar objects
will probably be good (or bad) in future in the only sense
in which the theory allows me to say that this object is
good (or bad) now.

This, I think, is the only sense in which any Naturalistic
theory can admit that Reason is concerned in ethics. As
we have seen, this is definitely asserted by Hume. Now
I shall call a theory which does not admit that Reason
plays any part in ethics except that of reasonimg (2, 1) a
Non-Rationalistic Theory. We see then that all Naturalistic
theories arc Non-Rationalistic theories.

(2, 2) A Rationalistic Theory would be one that admits
that Reason plays some part in ethics beside that of mere
reasoning. And it is necessarily a Non-Naturalistic theory.
Now the concepts of ethics, even though they were su:
generis, might conceivably be empirical, like red and between.
Or they might be a priori, as I am inclined to think that
cause and substance are. Then again the universal judgments
of ethics might be empirical generalisations, like * all grass
is green ”’, or intuitively or demonstratively necessary pro-
positions, like * anything that has shape must have size ”
or “the square-root of 2 cannot be a rational number .
It is important to remember that there can be empirical
judgments which involve a priori concepts, e.g., ** friction
causes heat ”’ ; and that there can be a priori judgments
which involve empirical concepts, e.g., * there cannot be
shape without size”” Consequently there are four possible
views for a Non-Naturalistic theory to take in this matter,
viz., that ethics involves () both a priori concepts and
a priori judgments, or (b) a priori concepts but no
a priovi judgments, or (¢) @ priors judgments but no a priors
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concepts, or (d) neither a priori concepts nor a priori
judgments.

We see then that it is logically possible for a Non-
Naturalistic theory to be Non-Rationalistic, viz., in case ().
But I must confess that I do not know of any instance of
such a theory. We see further that there arc three possible
forms of Rationalistic theory, viz., (2, 21) Two-sided Rational-
ism; (2, 22) Rationalism of Concepts with Empiricism of
Judgments ; and (2, 23) Rationahsm of Judgments with
Empiricism of Concepts. Of the writers whom we have
discussed it is plain that Sidgwick is a Two-sided Rationalist.
He holds that the concept of 7ight or ought is a priori, and
he holds that we can see that what is pleasant and it only
is necessarily good. Moreover, he holds that we can intuite
certain necessary propositions about rightness, viz., the
various abstract principles about impartiality and distribution
which we have considered in the chapter on his ethics. I
think it is pretty plain that Kant was also a Two-sided
Rationalist. I donot know of instances of the more moderate
kinds of Rationalism in ethics, but persons better read
than I in the history of the subject might be able to think
of some.

So much then for the part played by Reason in ethical
cognition. T.et us now consider the various views which
might be taken about the part played by Emotion or
Feeling in ethical cognition. Let us begin with Naturalistic
theories. (4) Emotion and feeling play no important cog-
nitive part in any but the psychological form of Naturalism.
At most the other forms of Naturalism might hold that
pleasant feeling or approving emotion are on the whole
more or less trustworthy signs of the presence of the non-
psychological characteristics by which these theories define
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ethical terms. Thus Spinoza would hold that pleasure is a
trustworthy sign, provided it be Hilaritas and not mere
Titillatio, that one is performing efficiently some action
characteristic of one’s species, and therefore that one was
doing a good action or was in a good state. (b) In Psycho-
logical Naturalism feeling or emotion is an essential part of
the content of ethical judgments. For, on this theory, when
I say that so-and-so is good or right what I am asserting
is that some person or group of persons does or would
experience a certain feeling or emotion in contemplating
this object.

Let us now take Non-Naturalistic theories. Here the
emotion or feeling is never part of the confent of an ethical
judgment, in the sense that we are asserting that such and
such an emotion or feeling would be experienced by such
and such people. But it might be the case that the presence
of certain kinds of emotion or feeling is a necessary condition
for recognising the presence of ethical characteristics, and
thus indirectly a necessary condition for making ethical
judgments. The occurrence of sensations, e.g., is a necessary
condition of our getting the notions of colours and shapes,
and therefore is a necessary condition for making judgments
such as ““ this is red ” and ‘ that is round”. Yet these
judgments are not simply assertions about our sensations.
Similarly, it might be that we could not have got the notions
of right, good, etc., and therefore could not make such
judgments as “ this is right ”” or ““ that is good ”’, unless we
had felt certain emotions in certain situations. And yet
these judgments might not be merely assertions about our
emotions and feelings.

On the Non-Naturalistic type of theory how do we
become aware of ethical characteristics, and how do we
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arrive at universal ethical judgments ? If ethical concepts
be empirical, like the concepts of “red ” and * between ”,
we must have been presented with instances which manifest
them to us; and we must either abstract them from these
instances or construct them from concepts so abstracted.
Now it is obvious that these characteristics are not manifested
to us by any of our senses. One does not literally see or
feel or taste the rightness of right actions or the goodness
of good motives. So we should have to postulate some
peculiar kind of experience, analogous to sensation, yet
different from any of the ordinary sensations. This, I
suppose is what the moralists who talked about a ‘‘ Moral
Sense "’ had, or ought to have had, in mind ; though I am
afraid they used their terms very loosely. Now it would
be natural to try to identify the ‘ sensations’ of this
so-called ‘‘ Moral Sense” with certain emotions which we
undoubtedly do have, which we call ““ Feelings of Approbation
and Disapprobation”. So I think that the most plausible
form of the Moral Semse Theory would be that ethical
concepts are empirical, and that we derive them by
abstraction from instances which are presented to us by
means of the emotions of Approbation and Disapprobation,
in somewhat the same way as that in which we derive our
concepts of colours from instances of them presented to us
by means of visual sensations, Such a theory, when clearly
stated, certainly does not seem very plausible. And this
may be a good ground for holding that, if ethical charac-
teristics be sus generis, as Non-Naturalistic theories maintain,
then the concepts of them must be a priori and not
empirical.

If our concepts of ethical characteristics be not empirical,
they are not abstracted, or constructed from what has been
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abstracted, in this way. There will then be no need to
postulate a Moral Sense. But we may still suppose that
Reason needs certain specific kinds of experience to furnish
the occastons on which it recognises these characteristics.
This would be analogous to the way in which, on the view
that the concept of causation is a priors, Reason recognises
the causal relation on the occasion of experiences of regular
sequence, although we do not abstract the notion of causation
from such experiences. Now it would be plausible, on this
view, to suggest that the emotions of Approbation and
Disapprobation furnish the necessary occasions on which
Reason recognises ethical characteristics, such as goodness
and 7ightness. This theory would be a form of FEthical
Intwitionism. It might be called the Milder Form of
Intuitionism about Ethical Concepts. Some moralists, how-
ever, seem to have held that ethical characteristics are
recognised by Reason without any special kind of emotional
experience being needed to furnish it with the occasion to
form these concepts. It seems to me probable that Kant
took this view. It is a logically possible theory, but all
analogy seems to be against it. I will call it the Extreme
Form of Intuitionism about Ethical Concepts.

So much for the different possible views about the
formation of ethical concepts. ILet us now consider the
ways in which we might be supposed to arrive at universal
ethical judgments. Such judgments are of two kinds,
which I will call Pure and Mixed. A pure ethical judgment
asserts a universal connexion between two ethical charac-
teristics. An example would be: “It is one’s duty to try
to produce the best result that is open to one.” A mixed
ethical judgment asserts a universal connexion between an
ethical and a non-ethical characteristic. An example would
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be : ““ Any experience which is pleasant is intyinsically good.”
I propose to confine my attention for the present to mixed
ethical judgments.

If such judgments be empirical they must be generalisa-
tions reached by problematic induction. We observe, e.g.,
a number of pleasant experiences and find that they are all
intrinsically good. And we meet with no cases of pleasant
experiences which are not intrinsically good. Then we
generalise in the usual way, and conclude that probably all
experiences which are pleasant are intrinsically good. In
this case of course our judgments, for all we know, may be
false even in the actual world, and certainly might have
been false in other possible worlds.

If, on the other hand, such judgments be a priori the
most plausible supposition is that they are reached by
intuitive induction. We observe, ¢.g., a number of instances
of lying, and notice that they are all wrong. We then
reflect, and see or think we see, a necessary conmnexion
between the non-ethical characteristic of being an intention-
ally misleading statement and the ethical characteristic of
being wrong. If this be so, the judgment would necessarily
be true, not merely of the actual world, but of all possible
worlds. 1 will call this view the Milder Form of Intuitionism
about Ethical Universal Judgments. But some moralists
seem to have taken a much more extreme view. They
have held that we start with the knowledge of certain
universal ethical propositions before meeting with instances
of them. We do not first meet with this, that, and the other
instance of lying; mnotice that each is wrong; and then
come to see that lying as such is necessarily wrong. We
start with a knowledge of the general proposition that
lying as such is wrong ; and then, meeting with a case of
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lying, we argue: “ This is an instance of lying, and is
therefore wrong.” Such a view, again, is logically possible,
but all analogy is against it. I will call this type of theory
the Exiveme Form of Intwitionism aboui Ethical Universal
Judgments.,

It is important to notice a certain consequence of the
distinctions which we have been drawing, because it is not
generally recognised. Any ethical theory which professes
to state universal connexions between certain ethical and
certain non-ethical characteristics can take three different
forms, which are often confused with each other. Suppose
we take Hedonism as an example. The proposition con-
necting goodness with pleasantness may be supposed to be
(i) analytic, or (ii) synthetic. And, if it be supposed to be
synthetic, it may be supposed to be either (a) necessary, or
(b) contingent. Thus three quite different forms of Hedonism
are logically possible, viz., (1) Naturalistic Hedonism, which
would assert that to be ‘' intrinsically good ” wmeans to
contain a balance of pleasure; and (2) Nown-Naturalistic
Hedonism, dividing into (2, 1) A Priort Hedonism, which
would assert that anything that was intrinsically good
would #necessarily contain a balance of pleasure, and con-
versely, and (2, 2) Empirical Hedonism, which would assert
that everything in the actual world which is intrinsically
good does in fact contain a balance of pleasure, and con-
versely. Obviously a precisely similar trichotomy could be
made, no matter what was the non-ethical characteristic
which is supposed always to accompany and be accompanied
by the given ethical characteristic.

Although it is thus logically possible to combine an
empirical view of the fundamental universal propositions of
ethics with a non-naturalistic and rationalistic view of the



CONCLUSION 273

fundamental ethical concepts, I do mnot think that this
alternative has the slightest plausibility. It seems to me
that, if Naturalism bhe false, then it is almost certain both
that the fundamental concepts and the fundamental judg-
ments of ethics are a priors. This of course is Sidgwick’s
view. No doubt some people would accept this hypothetical
proposition and use it as an argument in favour of Naturalism.

This completes what I have to say about the epistemo-
Iogical problems which can be raised in connexion with ethics.

(3) QUESTIONS ABOUT VOLITION AND MOTIVES. A good
deal of purely psychological discussion on this subject has
always been undertaken by moralists. Theories about
motives may first be divided into (3, 1) Egoistic and (3, 2)
Non-Egotstic. Psychological Egoism is the doctrine that
nothing can move a man to action or decision except his
own present experiences and his expectations of his own
future experiences. Egoistic theories may be divided into
(3, 11) Hedonistic and (3, 12) Non-Hedonistic. The former
assert that ome’s only springs of action are one’s present
pleasures and pains or the expectation of one’s future
pleasures and pains. This is the theory which we have
discussed in connexion with Sidgwick under the name of
Psychological Hedowism. As we have seen, Butler, Hume,
and Sidgwick agree in rejecting Psychological Egoism and
therefore Psychological Hedonism. Spinoza was a Psycho-
logical Egoist. Kant appears to have thought that all
desires other than the desire to act in accordance with the
moral law could be reduced to the desire for one’s own
happiness. I should say that T. H. Green was a Psycho-
logical Egoist of the non-hedonistic type; 4.., he appears
to hold that the only prospect that could move me is the

S
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prospect of some future state of myself, but he does not
hold that this state must be conceived as pleasant or painful
in order to attract or repel me.

There has been a great controversy as to whether
““ Reason ’ can ever furnish a motive for action. Hume,
e.g., makes a point of denying that it can, whilst Butler
and Kant and Sidgwick take the opposite view. The
problem is very badly stated. In the first place there are
the ambiguities in the word ‘“ Reason” which we have
pointed out in dealing with the function of Reason in
ethical cognition. Then again moralists have been liable to
confuse the two quite different questions of Reason as a
faculty used in moral cognition and Reason as supplying a
motive to moral action. They seem often to have thought
that an affirmative or negative answer to one of these
questions entailed an affirmative or negative answer respec-
tively to the other. The real question is this: “ Does the
recognition by Reason that a certain proposed course of
action is right or wrong by itself stir a desire for doing or
avoiding it ? ” Is there in human and other rational beings,
among their other conative tendencies, also the tendency to
seek what is believed to be right, as such, and to avoid
what is believed to be wrong, as such? Or must the con-
templation of the proposed course of action always stir
some other conative tendency if it is to excite desire or
aversion ? The answer seems to be that there almost
certainly is this peculiar conative tendency in human beings.
But this fact has to be established simply by introspective
analysis. It cannot be inferred from the fact that Reason
is needed for the cognitive function of forming the ideas of
ethical characteristics and of making universal ethical judg-
ments. There is one actual example of a philosopher who
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admitted that some of the principles of morality are
intuitively certain propositions recognised by Reason, and
yet held that we should have no motive for acting in
accordance with them when such action would conflict with
our happiness in this world unless we believed that God
had attached sufficient rewards and punishments to obedience
and disobedience to make obedience worth our while. This
philosopher was Locke, who thus combined a non-naturalistic
and rationalistic view about the nature of ethical character-
istics and about ethical cognition with Psychological
Hedonism about human volition and action.

At this point there are seven questions that can be
raised. (@) Is there such a desire as the desire to do what is
believed to be right, as such, at all? (&) If so, is it ever
sufficient by itself to determine our actions, or does it always
need the support of some other motive, such as desire to be
thought well of by others? (¢) Does it ever suffice to
determine our actions in opposition fo all other motives
that are acting at the time? (d) Is there any sense, and,
if so what is it, in which we can say that this desire always
could have overcome all opposing motives, even though in
fact it did not do so? It is here that the metaphysical
problem of Determinism and Indeterminism begins to be
relevant to ethics. (¢) Is it essential for the validity of
moral judgments that (4) should be answered in the affirma-
tive 7 And, if it be relevant to the validity of some, but not
all, kinds of moral judgment, which are those to which it is
relevant ?  (f) Are «ll actions done with this motive right ?
And (g) are onmly actions done with this motive right?
The last four questions play an essential part in Kant'’s ethics,
and in Sidgwick’s discussion of the ethical importance of
the controversy between Deterministm and Indeterminism.
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(4) QUESTIONS ABOUT EMOTIONS AND SENTIMENTS. At
this point the question of emotion and feeling in ethics
enters again. We have already considered what part, if any,
they play in ethical cognition. But in most actions emotion
is a middle term between cognition and conation. We
contemplate some possibility ; and if, and only if, our
cognition of it is emotionally toned, we feel desire or aversion
for this possibility. The question then is this. Is there any
specific emotion connected with the cognition of right and
wrong in human beings ?  And, if so, is it essential that this
emotion should be felt if the recognition of right or wrong
is to stir desire or aversion? Some moralists have held
that there is such a specific emotion. Xant, with his
Achtung, is a case in point. Others have denied it. And,
even if it be admitted to exist, it might be held either
(@) that it is an idle accompaniment of the cognition of
right o1 wrong, and that we should desire the former, as
such, and feel aversion to the latter, as such, even though
this specific emotion were not felt; or (b) that, without
the intermediary of the emotion, the cognition of right or
wrong would not stir the conative tendency to seek the
former and to shun the latter. Kant appears definitely to
have taken the former of these alternatives.

(5) How FAR CAN ETHICS BE REDUCED TO A SYSTEM ?
We will suppose henceforth, for the sake of argument, that
Naturalism is rejected, and that it is admitted that there
are ethical characteristics which cannot be analysed without
remainder into non-ethical terms. The following questions
can then be raised :

(5, ) How, if at all, are the various ethical characteristics
connected with each other? It is evident that they fall
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into two very different classes. On the one hand we have
notions like *“ right ’, * ought ”’, * duty ", etc. We may call
these Concepts of Obligation. On the other hand we have
concepts like “ goodness”, “ merit ', etc. These may be
called Concepis of Value. Now obviously the first thing to
do is to clear up these concepts as far as possible ; to point
out any ambiguities in the uses of the words; and to
consider whether there be any analogies in non-ethical
matters to these concepts. Thus, e.g., we might point out
that “ ought ”’ is used in a partly different sense when we
say that we ought or ought not to act in a certain way in
a certain situation, and when we say that certain kinds of
emotion ought or ought not to be felt in certain situations.
The first sense of ““ ought ” implies ““ could ”’; the second
does not. I have gone into this question in connexion with
Sidgwick. Then again we should have to point out the
difference between ‘‘ good-as-means’ and ‘‘ good-as-end 7,
and so on. Also we should have to consider the analogy
or lack of analogy between, e.g., moral and logical obligation,

)

1.¢., the kind of obligation which is expressed when we say :
“If you accept so-and-so you ought not to reject so-and-so
which is logically entailed by it.”” And we should have to
consider the analogy or lack of analogy between, ¢.g., moral
and asthetic value.

Now, when this process of clearing up ambiguities and
considering analogies has been completed, we can begin 1o
consider the connexion or lack of connexion between the
two types of ethical characteristic. The first possibility
(5, 1) is that Moral Obligation and Moral Value have no
special connexion with each other. This has hardly ever
been held. If we reject it we have (5, 12) theories which
hold that there is some special connexion between the two.
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Now such theories might take the following forms. (5, 121)
The concepts of obligation are fundamental and the concepts
of value are definable in terms of them. Thus it might be
held that the notion of fiftingness is fundamental, and that
“ X is intrinsically good ” means that it is fitting for every
rational being to desire X. Such theories might be called
Deontological. (5, 122) The concepts of value are funda-
mental, and the concepts of obligation are definable in terms
of them. Such theories may be called Teleologicul. E.g., it
might be held that “ X is a right action ”’ means that X is
likely to produce at least as good consequences as any action
open to the agent at the time. Utilitarianism, in some of
its forms, would be an example of this. But Sidgwick,
though a Utilitarian, definitely rejects the view that *“ right ”
means ‘‘ conducive to good”. (5, 123) Neither concept
might be definable in terms of the other, but there might
be synthetic and necessary connexions between them. Many
people who would deny that the proposition “I ought to
do X’ means that X will probably have the best consequences
of all actions open to me at the time, would yet hold it to be
self-evident that I ought to do the action which will probably
have the best consequences of those open to me at the time.

Of course, whichever of these alternatives we might take,
there would be a number of possible varieties of that alter-
native. E.g., granted that the rightness of an action is
connected in some way with the goodness of its consequences,
we should have to ask whether it depends (a) on the actual
goodness of the actual consequences, or (b) on the actual
goodness of the probable consequences, or {(¢) on the prob-
able goodness of the actual consequences, or (d) on the
probable goodness of the probable consequences. And, how-
ever we might answer these questions, there would be
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another fundamental question to be raised, viz., whether the
rightness of actions which would produce an equal amount
of good could be different according to whether this good
would exist only in the agent, or only in others, or in both
the agent and others. Thus the alternatives of Ethical
Egoism, Ethical Altrwism, and Ethical Universalism would
have to be considered at this point. And, in addition it
would be necessary to consider the suggestion which I
threw out in discussing the relations between the various
Methods in Sidgwick. The suggestion, it may be remembered,
was that, whilst it is fitting for me to desire the occurrence
of intrinsically good states, no matter where they may occur,
yet of two equally good states, one in me and one in another
mind, it may be fitting for me to desire the occurrence of
one with greater intensity than that of the other.

(5, 2) Having considered the relations between concepts
of value and concepts of obligation, we now can take each
in turn and inquire how much systematic unity there is in
each department separately. We begin (5, 21) by raising
this question about intrinsic goodness. Is there any non-
ethical characteristic which is (¢) common, but not peculiar,
or (b) peculiar, but not common, or (¢) common and peculiar
to all things that are intrinsically good ? Let us consider
the characteristic of pleasantness for example. It might be
held (a) that anything that is intrinsically good is pleasant,
but that some bad or indifferent things are also pleasant.
Or (b) that anything that is pleasant is intrinsically good,
but that some unpleasant or inditferent things are also
intrinsically good. Or (c¢) that all that is intrinsically good
is pleasant and all that is pleasant is intrinsically good.
The last is presumably the minimum which a man must
hold in order to count as an Ethical Hedonist. It will be
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noted that Ethical Hedonism implies that the characteristic
of being an experience is common, but not peculiar, to all
things that are intrinsically good. For everything that is
pleasant is an experience, though not all experiences are
pleasant. It is evident that any theory which holds that
there is a non-ethical characteristic which is both common
and peculiar to all things that are intrinsically good intro-
duces a much greater unity into this department of ethics
than a theory which denies this. Theories like Ethical
Hedonism may be called Mownistic Theories of Value. Theories
which hold that there is no non-ethical characteristic common
and peculiar to things that are intrinsically good may be
called Pluralistic Theories of Value.

(5, 22) It is clear that very much the same questions can
be raised, and that very much the same alternatives are
logically possible, about the universal propositions of Ethics
which involve the notions of rightness or duty. Suppose
that there are a number of such propositions, such as
“Lying is always wrong ”, “ Gratitude is always due to
benefactors ”’, and so on. Then the question can be raised :
* Are these all logically independent, so that each has to be
intuited by a separate act of Rational Intuition? Or is it
possible to bring them all under one or a small number of
fundamental ethical principles, and to regard each of them
as simply stating the application of the primary principle
or principles to certain classes of situation. Or again is
there some self-evident second-order principle which states
some feature common and peculiar to all true propositions
of the form: * So and so is right (or wrong) ? ” The first
view seems to have been held by certain extreme supporters
of the infallibility of conscience. The second is held by
Utilitarians. They would say that the fundamental principle
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which is self-evident is that we ought to try to maximise
human happiness. More specific principles, such as ““ Lying
is wrong ", are derivative from this and the factual pro-
position that, when all its consequences are taken into
account, lying does tend to diminish human happiness.
The third view is characteristic of Kant. He thinks he can
see that any principle of conduct which ought to be accepted
and acted upon must have a certain formal characteristic,
and that omly such principles will have this formal charac-
teristic. We may distinguish theories of the second and
third kinds from those of the first kind as Monistic Theories
of Obligation.

I have now given what appears to me to be a fairly
adequate sketch of the main problems of KEthics, and of
the various kinds of theory which are logically possible
about each of them. I may, not unfairly, be asked before
ending the book to state my own views on the subject.
S0 far as I have any I will now state them very briefly and
dogmatically.

(1) No form of Ethical Naturalism seems to me to be in
the least plausible except the psychological form, and I am
not acquainted with any definition of ethical concepts in
purely psychological terms which seems to me to be satis-
factory. I therefore think it very likely, though not
absolutely certain, that Ethical Naturalism is false, and that
ethical characteristics are suz gemerrs. (2) If such terms as
vight, ought, good, etc., be sui gemeris, 1 think it almost
certain that the concepts of them are a priori and not
empirical. But I should suppose that Reason would not
form concepts of these characteristics unless experience
provided it with suitable occasions. And I think that these
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occasions may very well be the feeling of emotions of
approval and disapproval in certain situations. (3) It seems
to me that there are mnecessary propositions connecting
ethical with non-ethical characteristics, and that they can
be seen to be necessary by inspection. 1 believe, e.g., that
in any possible world painfulness would pro fanto make an
experience bad, though the experience might have other
qualities and relational properties which made it on the
whole good. On the other hand, I do not say that any
particular kind of experience, such as toothache, which all
human beings find painful, would even tend to be bad in
all possible worlds. For it appears to be quite possible that
there might be minds who found sensations with this
sensible quality exquisitely pleasant. I think that there
are also self-evident propositions of the form: * Such and
such a type of intention or emotion would necessarily be
fitting (or unfitting) to such and such a kind of situation.”
In any possible world it would be fitting to feel gratitude
towards one’s benefactors and unfitting to feel pleasure at
the undeserved suffering of another. But it does not follow
that any propositions about fotal righiness are self-evident.
For an action may fit some factors and some phases in a
developing situation and be unfitting to others; and its
rightness will also depend partly on the intrinsic goodness
and badness of its consequences. Here again I do not doubt
that Reason needs to meet with concrete instances of fitting
or unfitting intentions and emotions before it can rise, by
Intuitive Induction, to the insight that any such intention
or emotion would necessarily be fitting (or unfitting) in
any such situation. (4) When I introspect and analyse my
experiences as carefully as T can I seem to find among my
other conative tendencies a standing desire to do what I
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believe to be right, as such, and to avoid what I believe to
be wrong, as such. Sometimes it overcomes other desires
and sometimes it is overcome by them. But, even if it
were always overcome, I should still recognise its presence,
making right-doing a little easier and pleasanter, and wrong-
doing a little harder and less pleasant, than they would
otherwise be. (5) I do not, however, find it easy to believe
that, even when this desire was in fact so weak as to be
overcome by others, it could have been present in such
strength as to have overcome the others, although every-
thing else in the universe up to this time had been exactly
as it in fact was. For this seems to conflict with certain
fundamental metaphysical propositions which I cannot help
thinking to be nccessary. (6) I am almost certain that
“right” and “ought” cannot be defined in terms of
“good”. ButI am not sure that *“ X is good ”’ could not be
defined as meaning that X is such that it would be a fitting
object of desire to any mind which had an adequate idea
of its non-ethical characteristics. (7) I think that, in the
case of a community of interrelated minds, we must dis-
tinguish between the total goodness in the community and
the total goodness of the community. The latter depends
partly on the former, partly on the way in which the former
is distributed among the members of the community, and
partly on certain relations between the members. What
we ought to try to maximise is the total goodness of the
whole community of minds, and it is conceivable that we
may sometimes have to put up with less total goodness
17 the community, than might otherwise exist, in order to
accomplish this. (8) I do not think that there is any one
non-ethical characteristic which is common and peculiar to
everything that is intrinsically good. Nor do I think that
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all the self-evident principles of ethics can be brought under
any one supreme principle. All attempts to do this seem
quite plainly to over-simplify the actual situation.

This danger of over-simplification is the note which I
should wish most to stress in bringing my book to an end.
One lesson at least has been taught us so forcibly by our
historical and critical studies in the theory of Ethics that
we ought never to forget it in future. This is the extreme
complexity of the whole subject of human desire, emotion,
and action; and the paradoxical position of man, half
animal and half angel, completely at home in none of the
mansions of his Father’s house, too refined to be comfortable
in the stables and too coarse to be at ease in the drawing-
room. So long as we bear this lesson in mind we can con-
template with a smile or a sigh the waxing and waning of
each cheap and easy solution which is propounded for our
admiration as the last word of ‘“science”. We know
beforehand that it will be inadequate ; and that it will try
to disguise its inadequacy by ignoring some of the facts,
by distorting others, and by that curious inability to
distinguish between ingenious fancies and demonstrated
truths which seems to be the besetting weakness of the
man of purcly scientific training when he steps outside his
laboratory. And we can amuse ourselves, if our tastes lie
in that direction, by noticing which well-worn fallacy or
old familiar inadequacy is characteristic of the latest gospel,
and whether it is well or ill disguised in its new dress.

It might be retorted that we have gone to the other
extreme and made the fact of right action inexplicable.
Quite simple people, there is no reason to doubt, often act
rightly in quite complicated situations. How could they
possibly do so if the problem is so involved as we have
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made it out to be? The answer to this objection is to
compare right action with playing a ball rightly at tennis
or cricket, and to compare the theory of right action to the
mechanical and hydrodynamical theory of the action of the
racket or bat and the flight of the ball. The good player
responds, without explicit analysis or calculation, to a highly
coraplex situation by actions which an observer possessed of
superhuman powers of analysis and calculation would deduce
as the solution of his equations. We can no more learn to
act rightly by appealing to the ethical theory of right action
ithan we can play golf well by appealing to the mathematical
theory of the flight of the golf-ball. The interest of ethics
is thus almost wholly theoretical, as is the interest of the
mathematical theory of golf or of billiards. And yet it may
have a certain slight practical application. It may lead us
to look out for certain systematic faults which we should
not otherwise have suspected; and, once we are on the
look out for them, we may learn to correct them. But in
the main the old saying is true : Nown in dialectica complacuit
Deo salvwm facere populum swwm. Not that this is any
objection to dialectic. For salvation is not everything;
and to try to understand in outline what one solves ambulando
in detail is quite good fun for those people who like that
sort of thing.
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