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• PREFACE

rr is with much diffidence that I send into the world this

essay on two of the most important conceptions that occupy
the attention of moral philosophers. I am conscious of the
great difficulty of most of the main problems of ethics, and of
the fact that almost all the assumptions that it seems most
natural to make raise problems that for their proper treatment
would demand long and careful discussion. I fancy that in
some places, in my anxiety to take account of the complications
and opposing considerations that demand to be taken account
of, I may have made the main oudines of my view difficult to
follow; and that in others, in my wish to avoid undue com-
plexity, I may have made general statements without qualifica-
tions which will suggest themselves as necessary. I have tried

to strike a mean between undue simplicity and undue com-
plexity; but I cannot flatter myself that I have always, or even
usually, been successful. Some ofthe conclusions I have reached
seem to me almost certainly true, and others seem to me very
doubtful; and I have tried to indicate which I think the more
and which the less doubtful.

My main obligation is to Professor H. A. Prichard. I believe
I owe the main lines of the view expressed in my first two
chapters to his article 'Does Moral Philosophy rest on a
Mistake.^' (Mind, 1912, 21-37). In addition to this, I have
repeatedly discussed many of the main ethical problems with
him, and have learnt something from every discussion; I have
also had the advantage of reading a good deal that he has
written but not published. And finally, he has read in manu-
script most of what I have written, and has helped me
gready by exhaustive comments and criticisms. These have
been very profitable to me both where (as in the ti-eatinent of
rightness) he is (I believe) in general agreement with my point
of view, and where (as in die tt-eatinent of the question what
things are good) he to a large extent disagrees.



OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS
AMEN HOUSE, E.G. 4

LONDON EDINBURGH GLASGOW
LEIPZIG NKWYORK TORONTO
MELBOURNE CAPETOWN BOMBAY

CALCUTTA MADRAS SHANGHAI

HUMPHREY MILFORD
PUBLISHER TO THE

UNIVERSITY

3h%1t^*V

n

• PREFACE

rr is with much diffidence that I send into the world this

essay on two of the most important conceptions that occupy
the attention of moral philosophers. I am conscious of the
great difficulty of most of the main problems of ethics, and of
the fact that almost all the assumptions that it seems most
natural to make raise problems that for their proper treatment
would demand long and careful discussion. I fancy that in
some places, in my anxiety to take account of the complications
and opposing considerations that demand to be taken account
of, I may have made the main oudines of my view difficult to
follow; and that in others, in my wish to avoid undue com-
plexity, I may have made general statements without qualifica-
tions which will suggest themselves as necessary. I have tried

to strike a mean between undue simplicity and undue com-
plexity; but I cannot flatter myself that I have always, or even
usually, been successful. Some ofthe conclusions I have reached
seem to me almost certainly true, and others seem to me very
doubtful; and I have tried to indicate which I think the more
and which the less doubtful.

My main obligation is to Professor H. A. Prichard. I believe
I owe the main lines of the view expressed in my first two
chapters to his article 'Does Moral Philosophy rest on a
Mistake.^' (Mind, 1912, 21-37). In addition to this, I have
repeatedly discussed many of the main ethical problems with
him, and have learnt something from every discussion; I have
also had the advantage of reading a good deal that he has
written but not published. And finally, he has read in manu-
script most of what I have written, and has helped me
gready by exhaustive comments and criticisms. These have
been very profitable to me both where (as in the ti-eatinent of
rightness) he is (I believe) in general agreement with my point
of view, and where (as in die tt-eatinent of the question what
things are good) he to a large extent disagrees.



VI PREFACE

I wish also to say how much I owe to Professor G. E.

Moore's writings. A glance at the index will show how much

I have referred to him; and I will add that where I venture to

disagree, no less than where I agree, I have always profited

immensely from his discussions of ethical problems.

W. D. R.

October 1930.
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I

THE MEANING OF 'RIGHT

THE puq^ose of this inquiry is to examine the nature^ rela-

tions, and implications of three copceptiorra^w^ appear

good^i
much in commonand 'morally good*. The inquiry

^rh die mquiries, of which there have been many in recent

years, into the nature of value, and I shall have occasion to

discuss some of the more important theories of value; but my
object is a more limited one. I offer no discussion, except at most
a purely incidental and illustrative one, of certain forms ofvalue,
such as economic value and beauty. My interest will through-

out be ethical, and value will be discussed only so far as it seems
to be relevant to this interest.

I propose to begin with the term 'right'. A considerable

ambiguity attaches to any attempt to discuss the meaning of
any term. Professor G. E. Moore has well indicated three main
objects diat such an attempt at definition may hayej^ 'When we
say, as Webster says, "The definition of horse is, 'A hoofed
quadruped of the genus Equus'," we may, in fact, mean three

different things, (i)Wemaymean merely: "WhenIsay*horse',
you are to understand that I am talking about a hoofed quad-
ruped of the genus Equus." This might be called the arbitrary

verbal definition. ... (2) We may mean, as Webster ought to

mean: "When most English people say 'horse', they mean a

hoofed quadruped of the genus Equus." This may be called

the verbal definition proper. . . . But (3) we may, when we
define horse, mean something much more important. We may
mean that a certain object, which we all ofus fcnow, is composed
in a certain manner: that it has four legs, a head, a heart, a liver,

etc., etc., all of them arranged in definite relations to one
another.' ^

We must ask ourselves whether, in discussing the meaning
of 'right', we are attempting any one of these kinds ofdefinition,

or something different from them all. I certainly do not wish
I Principia Ethica, 8.

3738 .

/^
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2 THE MEANING OF 'RIGHT f

merely to indicate a sense in which I propose to use the tenn ^

'right'. I wish to keep in touch with the general usage of the

word. While other things may be called 'right* (as in the

phrases *the right road', *the right solution'), theword is specially

applied to a^ts, and it is the sense (by general consent a very

important one) in which it is so applied that I wish to discuss.

But we must be prepared to find that the general usage of the

word is not entirely consistent with itself. Most of the words

in any language have a certain amount of ambiguity; and there

is special danger of ambiguity in the case of a word like 'right',

which does not stand for anything we can point out to one

another or apprehend by one of the senses. Even with words

that do stand for such things there is this danger. Even if two

people find that the things the one calls red are just the things

the other calls red, it is by no means certain that they mean the

same quality. There is only a general presumption that since

the structure of their eyes (if neither is colour-blind) is pretty

much the same, the same object acting on the eyes of the two

men produces pretty much the same kind of sensation. And in

the case of a term like 'right*, there is nothing parallel to the

highly similar organization of different people's eyes, to create

a presumption that when they call the same act right, they mean

to refer to the same quality of it. In point of fact, there is a

serious difference of view as to the application of the term

'right'. Suppose, for instance, that a man pays a particular debt

simply from fear of the legal consequences of not doing so,

some people would say he had done what was right, and others

would deny this: they would say that no moral value attaches

to such an act, and that since 'right' is meant to imply moral

value, the act cannot be right. They might generalize and say

that no act is right unless it is done from a sense of duty, or if

they shrank from so rigorous a doctrine, they might at least

say that no act is right unless done {xomsome good motive, such

as either sense of duty or benevolence.

This difference of view may be due to either of two causes.

Both parties may be using 'right' in the same sense, the sense

of 'moi^^Uy obligatory', and differing as to the further character

an act must have in order to have this quality. Or the first

THE MEANING OF 'RIGHT' 3

party may be using 'right' in this sense, and the second in the

sense of 'morally good'. It is not clear to me which of these

two things is usually happening when this difference of view
arises. But it seems probable that both things really happen-
that somep^^oplg fjail to nntir^ thf^ dktinrtinn KpfwPPn 'right'

an3r^morally ^ood'j^ and that others, while distinguisKing the

meaning of these terms, think that only what is morally good
is right. A discussion of the first of these positions only is

strictly in point here, where we are discussing the meaning of

'right'. It seems to me clear that 'right' does not mean the same -^^

asjmorally^ood'; and we can test this by trying to substitute

one for the other. If they meant the same thing we should bev/
able to substitute, for instance, 'he is a right man' for 'he is a /^
morally good man'; nor is our inability to do this merely a

matter of English idiom, for if we turn to the sort of moral

judgement in which we do use the word 'rigfatV^ucb^s 'this is

die right act'^ it is^dear-tliaL by rills we mean 'this act is the act

fthat ougfltto be done\yxiiis act is morally olLi^g,iory\ and to

suyjiWfrtitlier ol th^se pEra^sTSS^maMy^od' in 'he is a

morally good man' would obviously be not mefely unidio-

matic, but absurd. It should be obvious, then, that 'right' and

'morally good' mean diflferent things. But some one might say

ii that it can be applied to agents as well as to acts^j^et when
applied to aciy lliey mean Ihe iianie thingTTSiouId like there-

fOrrtnlK)nvmce him that nght act cannot mean the same as

'2^ thatought to be doge^aTO^Jro the same as
'ff^^MJjjltfcfiPp^

^l^^nSfrSSfmncemm of this, I think he will see the^o-
priety ofnot using^ghtacj* ih the sense of 'morally good act*.

But weought first to note a minor difference between the

meaning^ ^nght' and the meaning of 'something that ougEt

to be done' or 'that is my duty'^T^hat is incumbent online'.

It may sometimes happen that there is a set of two or more acts

one or other of whirl^ nupht to hp done byme rather than any
^ft nnt Kplnn^ny^to^s set. iJl.sucli a case any act of this set

• ' '-
''er'

^^BEiJca- _
but none is my duty*:

Thus 'rigni has a some

f^^j
r

u

^r-tv.^

\}

a
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THE MEANING OF BRIGHT

tion than 'something that ought to be done' or any of its equi-

valents. But we want an adjective to express the same meaning

, as ^something that ought to be done', and though we have

^
'obligatory' at our disposal, that also has its ambipity, since

it sometimes means 'compulsory'. We should have to say

^morallvpbli^tory' to make our meaning quite clear; and to

^^bviTtethe r^^^^^ of using this rather cumbrous expression,

I will use 'light' in this sense. I hope that this paragraph will

prevent any confusion arising from this slightly inaccurate

^?ome might deny the correctness of the distinction just

drawn. They might say that when there are two or more acts

one or other of which, as we say, we ought to do (it not being

our duty to do one rather than another), the truth is that these

are simply alternative ways of producing a single result, and

that our duty is, strictly, not to do 'one or other of the acts,

but to produce the result; this alone is our duty, and this alone

is right. This answer does, I think, fairly apply to many cases

in which it is the production of a certain result that we think

obligatory, the means being optional: e.g. to a case m which it

is our duty to convey information to some one, but morally

immaterial whether we do so orally or in wri^ting. But in

principle, at any rate, there may be other cases in which it is

our duty to produce one or other of two or more diSerent

states of affairs, without its being our duty to produce one o

them rather than another; in such a case each of these acts will

be right, and none will be our duty.

^^ If it can be shown that nothing that ought to be done is ever

moTaiiy'iool;hViU be clear afortwri that Wily good does

not mem the same as 'that ought to be done .
Now it is, I

think, quite clear that the only acts that aremoially gopd are

those that proceed from a good motive; ttarts maintained by

those whom I am now trying to convince, and I entirely agree.

ILihen, we can show that action from a good motive is never

morally obligatory, we shall have established that what is

V morally good is never right, and afortmi that 'right does not

\ mean the same as 'morally good'. That action from a,.^
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lotive is never morally obligatory follows (i) from the Kantian

te,.,^dud3ui&'^^ thatJjugjjt' implies

^^^_^ It is not the case that I can by choice produce a certain

motive (whether this be an ordinary desire or the sense of

obligation) in myself at a moment's notice, still less that I can

at a moment's notice make it effective in stimulating me to act.

I can act from a certain motive only if I have the motive; if not,

the most I can do is to cultivate it by suitably directing my
attention or by acting in certain appropriate ways so that on

some future occasion it w/z7/be present in me, and I shall be able

to act from it. }Aypresent duty, therefore, cannot be to act here

and now from it. j, t^» ^ > «
^ .

e \

(2) A similar conclusion may be reached by a reductio ad

absurdum. Those who hold that our duty is to act from a cer-

tain motive usually (Kant is the great exemplar) hold that the

motive from which we ought to act is the sense of duty. Now
if the sense of duty is to be my motive for doing a certain act,

it must be the sense that it is my duty to do that act. If, there-

fore, we say 'it is my duty to do act A from the sense of duty',

this means 'it is my duty to do actA from the sense that it is my
duty to do act A\ And here the whole expression is in contra-

diction with a part of itself. The whole sentence says 'it is

my duty to-do-act--^-from-the-sense-that-it-is-my-duty-to-do-

act-^'. But the latter part of the sentence implies that what I

think is that it is my duty to-do-act--^ simply. And if, as the

theory in question requires, we try to amend the latter part of

the expression to bring it into accord with the whole expression,

we get the result 'it is my duty to do act A from the sense that

it is my duty to do actA from the sense that it is my duty to do

act A\ where again the last part of the expression is in conflict

with the theory, and with the sentence as a whole. It is clear

that a further similar amendment, and a further, and in the end

an infinite series of amendments would be necessary in the

attempt to bring the last part of the expression into accordance

with the theory, and that even then we should not have suc-

ceeded in doing so.

Again, suppose that I say to you 'it is your duty to do act A
from the sense of duty'; that means 'it is your duty to do actA

<l/t-
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from the sense that it is your duty to do act j4\ Then / think

that it is your duty to act from a certain motive, but I suggest

thatyott should act under the supposition that it is your duty

to do a certain thing, irrespective of motive, i.e. under a sup-

position which I must think false since it contradicts my own.

The only conclusion that can be drawn is that our duty is to

do certain things, not to do them from the sense of duty.*

The latter of these two arguments ( (i) and (2) ) cannot be

used against those who hold that it is our duty to act from some

other motive than the sense of duty; the sense of duty is the

only motive that leads to the infinite series in question. But

the first of the two arguments seems in itself sufficient against

any theory which holds that motive of any kind is included in

the content of duty. And though the second argument does not

refute the view that we ought to act from some other motive,

it would be paradoxical to hold that we ought to act from some

other motive but never ought to act from a sense of duty,

which is the highest motive.^

Let us now return to the three senses in which Professor

Moore points out that we may understand an attempt to define

a certain term.3 So far, the position we have taken up with

regard to 'right' includes something of each of the first two

attitudes he distinguishes. In using *right' as synonymous

(but for the minor distinction already pointed out)^ with *what

is my duty^ and as distinct from 'morally good', I believe I am
*cdntorming to what most men (if not all men) usually mean

when they use the word. But I could not maintain that they

always use the word in this way. I am, therefore, to some

extent adopting the first of the attitudes he distinguishes, and

expressing my own intention to use 'right' in this sense only.

And this is justified by the great confusion that has been intro-

duced into ethics by the phrase *a right action' being used

sometimes of the initiation of acertain change in the state of

" It should be added, however, that one, and an important one, of our duties is to

cultivate in ourselves the sense of duty. But then this is the duty of cultivating in

ourselves the sense of duty, and not of cultivating in ourselves, from the sense of duty,

the sense of duty.
a If any one doubts that it is, I beg him to refer to pp. 164-5, where I give reasons in

support of the contention.

3 Cf. p. I. pp. 3-4-
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affairs irrespective of motive, and at other times of such initia-

tion from some particular motive, such as sense of duty or

benevolence. I would further suggest that additional clearness

.

, would be gained ifwe used *act' of the thing done, the initiation

ofchange, and 'action' of the doing of it, the initiating ofchange,

from a certain motive. We should then talk of a right act but

not of a right action, of a morally good action but not of a

morally good act. And it may be added that the doing of

a right act may be a morally bad action, and that the doing

of a wrong act may be a morally good action; for 'right' and
'wrong' refer entirely to the thing done, 'morally good' and
'morallybad' entirely to the motive from which it is done. A firm

grasp of this distinction will do much to remove some of the

perplexities of our moral thought.

The question remains,' what attitude we are to take up to-

wards Professor Moore's third sense of 'definition*. Are we to

hold that 'right' can be defined in the sense of being reduced
to elements simpler than itself.^ At first sight it might appear

that egoism and utilitarianism are attempts to define 'right'

—

to define it as 'productive of the greatest possible pleasure to the

agent' or as 'productive of the greatest possible pleasure to

mankind'; and I think these theories have often been so under-
stood by some of those who accept them. But the leaders of
the school are not unanimous in so understanding their theory.

Bentham seems to understand it so. He says ^ that 'when thus

interpreted' (i.e. as meaning 'conformable to the principle of
utility'), 'the words ought and right . . . and others of that stamp,
have a meaning; when otherwise, they have none*. And else-

where ^ he says 'admitting (what is not true) that the word right

can have a meaning without reference to utility'. Yet, as

Sidgwick points out,3 *when Bentham explains (Principles of
Morals anJ Legislation^ Chap, I,§ i, note) that his fundamental
principle "states the greatest happiness of all those whose
interest is in question as being the right and proper end of
human action", we cannot understand him really to mean by
the word "right" "conducive to the general happiness"; for

* Principles ofMorals anJ Legislation^ Ch. I,§ lo.

* Methods ofEthics, cd. 7, 26 n.

' ib.S 14. 10.
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the proposition that it is conducive to general happiness to

take general happiness as an end of action, though not exactly

a tautology, can hardly serve as the fundamental principle of a

moral system'. Bentham has evidendy not made up his mind

clearly whether he thinks that 'right' means 'productive of the

general happiness', or that being productive of the general

happiness is what makes right acts right; and would very

likely have thought the difference unimportant. Mill does not

so fa'r as I know discuss the question whether right is definable.

He states his creed in the form 'actions are right in proportion

as they tend to promote happiness',^ where the claim that is

made is not that this is what 'right* means, but that this is the

other characteristic in virtue of which actions that are right are

right. And Sidgwick says 2 that the meaning of 'right' or 'ought'

*is too elementary to admit of any formal definition', and ex-

pressly repudiates 3 the view that 'right' means 'productive of

any particular sort of result'.

The most deliberate claim that 'right' is definable as 'pro-

ductive of so and so* is made by Prof. G. E. Moore, who claims

in Principia Ethica that 'right' means 'productive of the greatest

possible good'. Now it has often been pointed out against

hedonism, and by no one more cleariy than by Professor Moore,

that the claim that 'good' just means 'pleasant' cannot seriously

be maintained; that while it may or may not be true that die

only things that are good are pleasant, the statement that the

good is just the pleasant is a synthetic, not an analytic proposi-

tion; that the words 'good' and 'pleasant' stand for distinct

qualities, even if the things that possess the one are precisely

the things that possess the other. If this were not so, it would

not be intelligible that the proposition 'the good is just the

pleasant' should have been maintained on the one hand, and

denied on the other, with so much fervour; for we do not fight

for or against analytic propositions; we take them for granted.

Must not the same claim be made about the statement 'being

right means being an act productive of the greatest good pro-

ducible in the circumstances' } Is it not plain on reflection that

Utilitariardsm, copyright eds., 9.

» ib. 25-6.

» Methods of Ethicsy ed. 7, 32.
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In his later book, Ethics^ Professor Moore seems to have

come to adopt the other position, though perhaps not quite

unequivocally. On page 8 he names as one of the *more funda-

mental questions' of ethics the question 'what, after all, is it

that we mean to say of an action when we say that it is right or

ought to be done? ' Here it is still suggested that *right' is per-

haps analysable or definable. But to this question Ethics no-

where distinctly offers an answer, and on page 9 we find, *Can

we discover any single reason, applicable to all right actions

equally, which is, in every case, the reason why an action is

right, when it is right .^' This is the question which Professor

Moore in fact sets himself to answer. But the reason for an

action's being right is evidently not the same thing as its right-

nessy and Professor Moore seems already to have passed to the

view that productivity of maximum good is not the definition

of *right' but another characteristic which underlies and accounts

for the rightness of right acts. Again, he describes hedonistic

utilitarianism as asking, *can we discover any characteristic,

over and above the mere fact that they are right, which belongs

to absolutely all voluntary actions which are right, and which

at the same time does not belong to any except those which are

right .^' ^ This is the question which he describes hedonism as

essentially answering, and since his own view differs from

hedonism not in logical form but just by the substitution of

'good' for 'pleasure', his theory also seems to be essentially an

answer to this question, i.e. not to the question what is right-

ness but to the question what is the universal accompaniment

and, as he is careful to add,^ the necessitating ground of right-

ness. Again, he describes hedonistic utilitarianism as giving us

'a criterion, or test, or standard by which we could discern

with regard to any action whether it is right or wrong'.^ And
similarly, I suppose, he regards his own theory as offering a

different criterion of rightness. But obviously a criterion of

rightness is not rightness itself. And, most plainly of all, he

says, 'It is indeed quite plain, I think, that the meaning ofthe two

words' ('duty' and 'expediency', the latter being equivalent to

'tendency to produce the maximum good') 'is not the same;
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for, if it were, then it would be a mere tautology to say that it is
always our duty to do what will have the best possible conse-
quences J If we contrast this with Principia Ethica, page 169,
if I ask whether an action is really my duty or really expedient
the predicate of which I question the applicability to the action
in question is precisely the same', we see how much Professor
Moore has changed his position, and changed it in the direction
in which, as I have been urging, it must be changed if it is to be
made plausible. And if it is clear that 'right' does not mean
productive of the greatest possible good', it is a fortiori clear
that It does not mean 'productive of the greatest possible plea-
sure, for the agent or for mankind', but that productivity of
the greatest possible pleasure for the agent or for mankind is at
niost the ground of the rightness of acts, rightness itself being .

admitted to be a distinct characteristic, and one which utili-

'

tanamsm does not claim to define.

But there are theories other than utilitarianism which claim
to define right'. It would be tedious to try to refute all such
theories. With regard to many of them ^ it seems to be enough
to ask one s readers whether it is not clear to them on reflection
that the proposed definition of 'right' bears in fact no resem-
blance to what they mean by 'right'. But there is one group of
theones to which some reference should be made, viz. those
that give what may be called a subjective theory of 'right'
that identify the rightness ofan act with its tendency to produce'
either some feeUng or some opinion in the mind of some one
who contemplates it. This type of theory has been dealt with
very thoroughly by Professor Moore,3 and I should have little
or nothing to add to his convincing refutation. But such theories
are perhaps even more prevalent with regard to 'good' than
to nght' and in my fourth chapter I discuss them at some
length I would ask my readers to read the argument there
ottered, and to reflect whether the refutation I offer 4 of
subjective accounts of 'good' does not apply with equal force
to subjective accounts of 'right'.

'

^A^*"
evolutionary theory which identifies 'right' with 'conducive to life'.* Ethics, Chs. 3, 4. pp. 80-104.
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Any one who is satisfied that neither the subjective theories

of the meaning of *right', nor what is far the most attractive of

the attempts to reduce it to simpler objective elements, is cor-

rect, will probably be prepared to agree that
'

right' is an irre-

ducible notion^

Nor is this result impugned by inquiries into the historical

development of our present moral notions from an earlier state

of things in which *what is right' was hardly disentangled from

*what the tribe ordains'. The point is that we can now see

clearly that bright' does not mean 'ordained by any given

society'. And it niay be doubted whether even primitive men
thought that it did. Their thoughts about what in particular

was right were to a large extent limited by the customs and

sanctions of their race and age. But this is not the same as

to say that they thought that *right' just meant *what my race

and age ordains'. Moral progress has been possible just because

there have been men in all ages who have seen the difference

and have practised, or at least preached, a morality in some

respects higher than that of their race and age. And even the

supporters of the lower morality held, we may suspect, that

their laws and customs were in accordance with a *right' other

than themselves. *It is the custom' has been accompanied by

*the custom is right', or 'the custom is ordained by some one

who has the right to command'. And if human consciousness

is continuous, by descent, with a lower consciousness which

had no notion of right at all, that need not make us doubt that

the notion is an ultimate and irreducible one, or that the right-

ness {primafaciey of certain types of act is self-evident; for the

nature of the self-evident is not to be evident to every mind

however undeveloped, but to be apprehended directly by

minds which have reached a certain degree of maturity, and

for minds to reach the necessary degree of maturity the de-

velopment that takes place from generation to generation is as

much needed as that which takes place from infancy to adult life.

In this connexion it may be well to refer briefly to a theory

which has enjoyed much popularity, particularly in France

—

the theory of the sociological school of Durkheim and Levy-

> For this qualification cf. pp. 19-20.
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Bruhl, which seeks to replace moral philosophy by the 'science
des moeurs', the historical and comparative study of the moral
beliefs and practices of mankind. It would be foolish to deny
the value of such a study, or the interest ofmany of the facts it

has brought to light with regard to the historical origin of
many such beliefs and practices. It has shown with success that
many of the most strongly felt repulsions towards certain types
ofconduct are relics of a bygone system of totems and fetishes,
their connexion with which is litde suspected by those who
feel them. What must be denied is the capacity of any such\
inquiry to take the place of moral philosophy. The attitude of
the sociological school towards the systems of moral belief
that they find current in various ages and races is a curiously
inconsistent one. On the one hand we are urged to accept an
existing code as something analogous to an existing law of/
nature, something not to be questioned or criticized but to be
accepted and conformed to as part of the given scheme of
things; and on this side the school is able sincerely to proclaim
itself conservative of moral values, and is indeed conservative
to the point of advocating -the acceptance in full of conven-
tional morality. On the other hand, by showing that any given
code is the product parriy of bygone superstitions and pardy
of out-of-date utilities, it is bound to create in the mind of
any one who accepts its teaching (as it presupposes in the mind
of the teacher) a sceptical attitude towards any and every given
code. In fact the analogy which it draws between a moral code
and a natural system like the human body (a favourite com-
parison) is an entirely fallacious one. By analysing the con-
stituents of the human body you do nothing to diminish the
reality of the human body as a given fact, and you learn much
which will enable you to deal effectively with its diseases. But
beliefs have the characteristics which bodies have not, of being
true or false, of resting on knowledge or of being the product
of wishes, hopes, and fears; and in so far as you can exhibit
them as being the product of purely psychological and non-
logical causes of this sort, while you leave intact the fact that
many people hold such opinions you remove their authority
and their claim to be carried out in practice.
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It IS often said, in criticism of views such as those of the

sociological school, that the question of the validity of a moral

code is quite independent of the question of its origin. This

does not seem to me to be true. An inquiry into the origin of a

judgement may have the effect of establishing its validity.

Take, for instance, the judgement that the angles of a triangle

are equal to two right angles. We find that the historical origin

of this judgement lies in certain pre-existing judgements which

are its premisses, plus the exercise of a certain activity of in-

ferring. Now if we find that these pre-existing judgements

were really instances of knowing, and that the inferring was

also really knowing—was the apprehension of a necessary

connexion—our inquiry into the origin of the judgement in

question will have established its validity. On the other hand,

if any one can show thatA holds actions of type B to be wrong

simply because (for instance) he knows such actions to be

forbidden by the society he lives in, he shows that A has no

real reason for believing that such actions have the specific

quality of wrongness, since between being forbidden by the

community and being wrong there is no necessary connexion.

He does not, indeed, show the belief to be untrue, but he shows

that A has no sufficient reason for holding it true; and in this

sense he undermines its validity.

This is, in principle, what the sociological school attempts

to do. According to this school, or rather according to its

principles if consistently carried out, no one moral code is any

truer, any nearer to the apprehension of an objective moral

truth, than any other; each is simply the code that is necessitated

by the conditions of its time and place, and is that which most

completely conduces to the preservation of the society that

accepts it. But the human mind will not rest content with such

a view. It is not in the least bound to say that there has been

constant progress in morality, or in moral belief. But it is

competent to see that the moral code of one race or age is in

certain respects inferior to that of another. It has in fact an

a priori insight into certain broad principles of morality, and it

can distinguish between a more and a less adequate recognition

of these principles. There are not merely so many moral codes

THE MEANING OF 'RIGHT' ,5
which can be described and whose vagaries can be traced to
historical causes; there is a system of moral truth, as objective
as all truth must be, which, and whose implications, we are
interested in discovering; and from the point of view of this,
the genuinely ethical problem, the sociological inquiry is simply
beside the mark. It does not touch the questions to which we
most desire answers.^

« For a lucid and up to a point appreciative account of the sociological school, and
a penetrating cntiosm of its deficiencies, see ch. 2 of M. D. Parodi's U ProbUm*Moral et la Fenset Contemporaine,

\
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WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT?

THE real point at issue between hedonism and utilitarianism

on the one hand and their opponents on the other is not

whether 'right* means 'productive of so and so'; for it cannot

with any plausibility be maintained that it does. The point at

issue is that to which we now pass, viz. whether there is any

general character which makes right acts right, and if so, what

it is. Among the main historical attempts to state a single

characteristic of all right actionswhich is the foundation of their

rightness are those made by egoism and utilitarianism. But I

do not propose to discuss these, not because the subject is un-

important, but because it has been dealt with so often and

so well already, and because there has come to be so much
agreement among moral philosophers that neither of these

theories is satisfactory. A much more attractive theory has been

put forward by Professor Moore: that what makes actions

right is that they are productive of more good than could have

been produced by any other action open to the agent. ^

I
This theory is in fact the culmination of all the attempts to

Ibase rightness on productivity of some sort of result. The
first form this attempt takes is the attempt to base rightness on

conduciveness to the advantage or pleasure of the agent. This

theory comes to grief over the fact, which stares us in the face,

that a great part of duty consists in an observance of the rights

and a furtherance of the interests of others, whatever the cost to

^ ourselves may be. Plato and others may be right in holding

' that a regard for the rights of others never in the long run

^ involves a loss of happiness for the agent, that *the just life

^ profits a man*. BuLthis, evgniTtrue^ is irrelevant to the right-

ness of the act. As soon as a man does an action because he

thinks he will promote his own interests thereby, he is acting

not from a sense of its rightness but from self-interest.

* I take the theory which, as I have tried to show, seems to be put forward in Ethics

rather than the earlier and less plausible theory put forward in Principia Ethica, For
the difference, cf. my pp. 8-11.

WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT? 17

To the egoistic theory hedonistic utilitarianism supplies a

much-needed amendment. It points out correctly that the. fact

that a certain pleasure will be enjoyed by the agent is no reason

why he ought to bring it into being rather than an equal or

greater pleasure to be enjoyed by another, though, human
nature being what it is, it makes it not unlikely that he will try

to bring it into being. But hedonistic utilitarianism in its turn

needs a correction. On reflection it seems clear that pleasure

is not the only thing in life that we think good in it<^elfj that

for instance we think the possession of a good character, or an

intelligent understanffing ot the world, as good or better. A
great advance is made by the substitution of 'productive of

the greatest good' for 'productive of the greatest pleasure*.

Not only is this theory more attractive than hedonistic

utilitarianism, but its logical relation to that theory is such that

the latter could not be true unless it were true, while it might

be true though hedonistic utilitarianism were not. It is in fact

one of the logical bases of hedonistic utilitarianism. For the

view that what produces the maximum pleasure is right has for

its bases the viewsXi) that what produces the maximum good

is right, and (2) that pleasure is the only thing good in itself.

If they were not assuming that what produces the maximum
good is right, the utilitarians' attempt to show that pleasure is

the only thing good in itself, which is in fact the point they

take most pains to establish, would have been quite irrelevant

to their attempt to prove that only what produces the maximum
pleasure is right. If, therefore, it can be shown that productivity

of the maximum good is not what makes all right actions right,

we shall a fortiori hr^v^ r^fiitfd ^^^^"istir in^lltort^i<;tTt,

When a plain man fulfils a promise because he thinks he

ought to do so, it seems clear that he does so with no thought

of its total consequences, still less with any opinion that these

are likely to be the best possible. He thinks in fact much more

of the past than of the future. What makes him think it right

to act in a certain way is the fact that he has promised to do so

—that and, usually, nothing more. That his act will produce the

best possible consequences is not his reason for calling it right.

What lends colour to the theory we are examining, then, is not
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the actions (which form probably a great majority of our
actions) in which some such reflection as *I have promised' is

the only reason we give ourselves for thinking a certain action

right, but the exceptional cases in which the consequences of
fulfilling a promise (for instance) would be so disastrous to

others that we judge it right not to do so. It must of course be
admitted that such cases exist. If I have promised to meet a

friend at a particular time for some trivial purpose, I should
certainly think myself justified in breaking my engagement if

by doing so I could prevent a serious accident or bring relief

to the victims of one. And the supporters of the view we are

examining hold that my thinking so is due to my thinking that

I shall bring more good into existence by the one action than
by the other. A different account may, however, be given of
the matter, an account which will, I believe, show itself to be
the true one. It may be said that besides the duty of fulfilling

promises I have and recognize a duty of relieving distress,^ and
that when I think it right to do the latter at the cost ofnot doing
the former, it is not because I think I shall produce more good
thereby but because I think it' the duty which is in the circimi-

stances more ofa duty. This account surely corresponds much
more closely with what we really think in such a situation. If,

so far as I can see, I could bring equal amounts of good into

being by fulfilling my promise and by helping some one to

whom I had made no promise, I should not hesitate to regard
the former as my duty. Yet on the view that what is right is

right because it is productive of the most good I should not so
regard it.

There are two theories, each in its way simple, that offer a
solution of such cases of conscience. One is the view of Kant,
that there are certain duties of perfect obligation, such as those
of fulfilling promises, of paying debts, of telling the truth,

which admit of no exception whatever in favour of duties of
imperfect obligation, such as that of relieving distress. The
other is the view of, for instance. Professor Moore and Dr.
Rashdall, that there is only the duty of producing good, and

« These are not strictly speaking duties, but things that tend to be our duty, or
primafacie duties, Cf. pp. 1^20.
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that all 'conflicts of duties' should be resolved by asking *by
which action will most good be produced?' But it is more
important that our theory fit the facts than that it be simple,

1^

and tile account we have given above corresponds (it seems to
me) better than eitiier of the simpler tiieories witii what we
really tiiink, viz. tiiat normally promise-keeping, for example,
|Should come before benevolence, but that when and only when
'uie good to be produced by the benevolent act is very great
|and die promise comparatively trivial, die act of benevolence
becomes our duty.

In fact the theory of 'ideal utilitarianism', ifI may for brevity
refer so to die theory of Professor Moore, seems to simplify
unduly our relations to our fellows. It says, in effect, diat the\
only morally significant relation in which my neighbours stand?
to me is tiiat of being possible beneficiaries by my action.jL/
They do stand in this relation to me, and this relation is morally
significant. But they may also stand to me in the relation of
promisee to promiser, of creditor to debtor, ofwife to husband,
of child to parent, of friend to friend, of fellow countryman
to fellow countryman, and die like; and each of these relations
is tile foundation of 3l prima facie duty, which is more or less
incumbent on me accordin^o die circumstances of die cast
When I am in a situation, "arperhaps I always am, in whiclx
;Tiore tiian one of theseprimafacie cRitfe^Ts incumbent on me,
jvhat I have to do is to study die situation as fully as I can until
J form the considered opinion (it is never more) that in the
flircumstances one of them is more incumbent than any other;
then I am bound to think that to do tinsprimafacie duty is my^
duty sansphrase in the situation. .^^mmmm

I suggest prima facie duty* or 'conditional duty' as a brief
w^y of referring to die characteristic (quite distinct from that
ofbeing a duty proper),which an act Ijas, in virtue of being of
a certain kind (e.g. the keeping of.promise), ofteing an act
yhich would be a duty proper if it were not at the same time
of another kind which is morally significant. [Whedier an act

•

* Some will think it, apart from other considerations, a sufficient refiitation of thisview to pomt out that I also stand in that relation to myself, so that for this view the
distinction of oneselffrom others is morally insignificant.
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is a duty proper or actual duty depends on all the morally

significant kinds it is an instance of._ The phrase *prima facie

duty' must be apologized for, since (i) it suggests that what we

are speaking of is a certain kind of duty, whereas it is in fact

not a duty, but something related in a special way to duty.

Strictly speaking, we want not a phrase in which duty is quali-

fied by an adjective, but a separate noun. (2) 'Prima facie sug-

gests that one is speaking only of an appearance which a moral

situation presents at first sight, and which may turn out to be

illusory; whereas what I am speaking of is an objective fact

involved in thejiature_of the situation, or more strictly in an

element of its nature, though not, as duty proper does, arising

from its whole nature. I can, however, think of no term which

fully meets the case. 'Claim' has been suggested by Profesj^or

Prichard. The word 'claim' has the advantage of being quite

a familiar one in this connexion, and it seems to cover much of

the ground. Itwould be quite natural to say, *a person to whom
I have made a promise has a claim on me*, and also, *a person

whose distress I could relieve (at the cost of breaking the

promise) has a claim on me*. But (i) while 'claim' is appro-

priate from their point of view, we want a word to express the

corresponding fact from the agent's point of view—the fact

of his being subject to claims that can be made against him;

and ordinary language provides us with no such correlative to

'claim'. And (2) (what is more important) 'claim' seems in-

evitably to suggest two persons, one of whom might make 1

claim on the other; and while this covers the ground of sodiil

duty, it is inappropriate in the case of that important part cf

duty which is the duty of cultivating a certain kind of character

in oneself. It would be artificial, I think, and at any rate meta-

phorical, to say that one's character has a claim on oneself.

There is nothing arbitrary about these prima facie duties.

Tsuggest, without claiming^ completeness or finality for it, the

following division.^
^

Vj I should make it plain at this stage that I zm asswma .̂ the correctness ofsome oi*

our main convictions as to prima facie duties, or, more strictly, am claiming that we

WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT.J* 21

(i) Some duties rest on previous acts of my own. These
duties seem to include two kinds, (a) those resting on a promise
or what may fairly be called an implicit promise, such as the
imphcit undertaking not to t^l lies which seems to be impliedv^
in the act of entering into conversation (at any rate by civilized

^
men), or of writing books that purport to be history and not
fiction. These may be called the duties of fidelity. {I) Those
resting on a previous wrongful act. These may be called the
duties of reparation. (2) Some rest on previous acts of other ^

men, i.e. services done by them to me. These may be loosely
described as the duties of gratitude. ^

(3) Some rest on the fact
or possibility of a distribution of pleasure or happiness (or of
the means thereto) which is not in accordance with the merit \J
of the persons concerned; in such cases there arises a duty to
upset or prevent such a distribution. These are the duties of
justice. (4) Some rest on the mere fact that there are other
beings in the worid whose condition we can make better in
respect of virtue, or of intelligence, or of pleasure. These are ^ -^

the duties of beneficence. (5) Some rest on the fact that we can
improve our own condition in respect of virtue or of intelli- J
gence. These are the duties of self-improvement. (6) I think
that we should distinguish from (4) the duties that may be
summed up under the title of 'not injuring others'. No doubt
to injure others is incidentally to fail to do them good; but it

seems to me clear that non-maleficence is apprehended as a
duty distinct from that of beneficence, and as a duty of a more
stringent character. It will be noticed that this alone among
the types ofduty has been stated in a negative way. An attempt
might no doubt be made to state this duty, like the others, in
a positive way. It might be said that it is really the duty to

know them to be true. To me it seems as self-evident as anything could be, diat to
^

make a promise, for mst««ee, is- to create a moral claim on us in someone else. Many
readers will perhaps say that they do not know this to be true. If so, I certainly cannot
prove It to them; I can only ask them to reflect again, in the hope that they wiU ulti- 7
mately agree that they also know it to be true.JThe main moral convictions of the '^>

plain man seem to me to be, not opinions which'it is for philosophy to prove or dis-
prove, but knowledge from the start) and in my own case I seem to find little difficulty i

in distinguishing diese essential convictions from other moral convictions which I
'

also have, which are merely fallibleopinions based on an imperfect study of die work-ing tor good or evil of certain institutions or types ofaction/
' For a needed correction ofthis statement, d". pp. 22-3. y
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prevent ourselves from acting either from an inclination to
^

harm others or from an inclination to seek our own pleasure, m

doing whichwe should incidentally harm them. But on reflection

it seems clear that the primary duty here is the duty not to

harm others, this being a duty whether or not we have an

inclination that if followed would lead to our harming them;

and that when we have such an inclination the primary duty

not to harm others gives rise to a consequential duty to resist

. the inclination. The recognition of this duty ofnon-maleficence

•

is the first step on the way to the recognition of die duty of

beneficence; and that accounts for the prominence of the com-

w-tnands *thou shalt not kilF, *thou shalt not commit adultery

,

•thou shalt not steal', *thou shalt not bear false witness ,
in so

, early a code as the Decalogue. But even when we have come

to recognize the duty of beneficence, it appears to me that the

duty of non-maleficence is recognized as a distinct one, and as

prima facie more binding. We should not in general consider

-\x justifiable to kill one person in order to keep another ahve,

or to steal from one in order to give alms to another.

The essential defect of the *ideal utilitarian' theory is that

it ignores, or at least does not do full justice to, the higWy

» personal character of duty. If the only duty is to produce the

maximum of good, the question who is to have die good—

whether it is myself, or my benefactor, or a person to whom 1

have made a promise to confer that good on him, or a mere

fellow man to whom I stand in no such special relation-

should make no difference to my having a duty to produce that

good. But we are all in fact sure that it makes a vast difference.

One or two other comments must be made on this pro-

visional list of the divisions of duty, (i) The nomenclature is

not strictly correct. For by 'fidelity' or 'gratitude' we mean,

strictly, certain states of motivation; and, as I have urged, it is

not our duty to have certain motives, but to do certain acts.

By 'fidelity', for instance, is meant, strictly, the disposition to

fulfil promises and implicit promises because we have made them.

/We have no general word to cover the actual fulfilment ot

•

/ promises and implicit promises irrespective ofmotive; and I use

fidelity', loosely but perhaps conveniently, to fill this gap. bo

y
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too I use 'gratitude' for the returning of services, irrespective

of motive. The term 'justice' is not so much confined, in ordi-

nary usage, to a certain state of motivation, for we should

often talk of a man as acting justly even when we did not think

his motive was the wish to do what was just simply for the sake

of doing so. Less apology is therefore needed for our use of

'justice' in this sense. And I have used the word 'beneficence'

rather than 'benevolence', in order to emphasize the fact that

it is our duty to do certain things, and not to do them from

certain motives.

(2) If the objection be made, that this catalogue of the main

types of duty is an unsystematic one resting on no logical

principle, it may be replied, first, that it makes no claim to being

ultimate. It is a prima facie classification of the duties which

reflection on our moral convictions seems actually to reveal.

yVnd if these convictions.are»-as I would claim that they are, of

the nature ot' knowiedlge, and if I have not misstated them, the I

list will be a list of authentic conditional duties, correct as far )

as it goes though not necessarily complete. The list oi goods (
put forward by the rival theory is reached by exactly the same

j

method—the only sound one in the circumstances—viz. that i

of direct reflection on what we really think. Loyalty to the

facts is worth more than a symmetrical architectonic or a hastily

reached simplicity. If further reflection discovers a perfect

logical basis for this or for a better classification, so much the

better.

\\ (3) It may, again, be objected that our theory that there are

these various and often conflicting types oi prima facie duty

leaves us with no principle upon which to discern what is our

actual duty in particular circumstances. But this objection is/

not one which the rival theory is in a position to bring forward./

For when we have to choose between the production o^ two

heterogeneous goods, say knowledge and pleasure, the 'ideal

utilitarian'theory can only fall back on an opinion, for which

no logical basis can be oflFered, that one of the goods is the

greater; and this is no better than a similar opinion that one of

two duties is the more urgent. And again, when we consider

the infinite variety of the eflfects of our actions in the way of
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pleasure, it must surely be admitted that the claim which
hedonism sometimes makes, that it offers a readily applicable cri-

terion of right conduct, is quite illusory.

I am unwilling, however, to content myself with an argu-

mentum ad hominem^ and I would contend that in principle

there is no reason to anticipate that every act that is our duty is

so for one and the same reason. Why should two sets of cir-

cumstances, or one set of circumstances, not possess different

characteristics, any one of which makes a certain act our prima
facie duty? When I ask what it is that makes me in certain

cases sure that I have a prima facie duty to do so and so, I find

-Ithat it lies in the fact that I have made a promise; when I ask
/the same question in another case, I find the answer lies in the

: fact that I have done a wrong. And if on reflection I find (as I

I

think I do) that neither of these reasons is reducible to the other,

I must not on any apriori ground assume that such a reduction

I is possible.

An attempt may be made to arrange in a more systematic

way the main types of duty which we have indicated. In the

f

first place it seems self-evident that if there are things that are

intrinsically good, it is prima facie a duty to bring them into

existence rather than not to do so, and to bring as much ofthem
into existence as possible. It will be argued in our fifth chapter

that there are three main things that are intrinsically good

—

-^ virtue, knowledge, and, with certain limitations, pleasure. And
'^\ since a given virtuous disposition, for instance. Is equally good

whether it is realized in myself or in another, it seems to be my
duty to bring it into existence whether in myself or in another.

^

So too with a given piece of knowledge.

The case of pleasure is difiicult; for while we clearly recog-
nize a duty to produce pleasure for others, it is by no means so
clear that we recognize a duty to produce pleasure for our-
selves. This appears to arise from the following facts. The
thought of an act as our duty is one that presupposes a certain

amount of reflection about the act; and for that reason does not
normally arise in connexion with acts towards which we are

already impelled by another strong impulse. So far, the cause
of our not thinking of the promotion of our own pleasure as a

s/
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duty is analogous to the cause which usually prevents a highly
sympathetic person from thinking of the promotion of die
pleasure of others as a duty. He is impelled so strongly by
direct interest in the well-being of others towards promoting
their pleasure that he does not stop to ask whether it is his duty
to promote it; and we are all impelled so strongly towards the
promotion of our own pleasure that we do not stop to ask
whether it is a duty or not. But there is a further reason why
even when we stop to think about the matter it does not usually
present itself as a duty: viz. that, since die performance ofmost
of our duties involves the giving up of some pleasure that we
desire, the doing of duty and the getting of pleasure for our-
selves come by a natural association of ideas to be thought of as
incompatible things. This association of ideas is in the main
salutary in its operation, since it puts a check on what but for
it would be much too strong, the tendency to pursue one's
own pleasure without diought of other considerations. Yet
if pleasure is good, it seems in the long run clear that it is right
to get it for ourselves as well as to produce it for others, when
this does not involve the failure to discharge some more strin-

gent />r£^ayarz^ duty. The question is a very difficult one, but
it seems that this conclusion can be denied only on one or other
of three grounds: (i) tiiat pleasure is notprimafacie good (i.e.

good when it is neidier the actualization of a bad disposition
nor undeserved), (2) that there is noprimafacie duty to produce
as much that is good as we can, or (3) that though there is a
prima facie duty to produce other things that are good, there
is no prima facie duty to produce pleasure which will be en-
joyed by ourselves. I give reasons later ' for not accepting the
first contention. The second hardly admits of argument but
seems to me plainly false. The third seems plausible only ifwe
hold that an act that is pleasant or brings pleasure to ourselves
must for that reason not be a duty; and tiiis would lead to para-
doxical consequences, such as that if a man enjoys giving
pleasure to others or working for their moral improvement,
it cannot be his duty to do so. Yet it seems to be a very stub-
bom fact, that in our ordinary consciousness we are not aware

« pp. 135-8.
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of a duty to get pleasure for ourselves; and by way of partial
explanation of this I may add that though, as I think, one's
own pleasure is a good and there is a duty to produce it, it is

only if we think of our own pleasure not as simply our own
pleasure, but as an objective good, something diat an impartial
spectator would approve, that we can think of the getting it as
a duty; and we do not habitually think of it in this way.

If these contentions are right, what we have called the duty
of beneficence and the duty of self-improvement rest on the
same ground. No different principles of duty are involved in
the two cases. Ifwe feel a special responsibility for improving
our own character rather than that- of others, it is not because
a special principle is involved, but because we are aware that
the one is more under our control than the other. It was on
this ground that Kant expressed the practical law of duty in
the form 'seek to make yourselfgood and other people happy*.
He was so persuaded of the intemality of virtue that he re-
garded any attempt by one person to produce virtue in another
as bound to produce, at most, only a counterfeit of virtue, the
doing of externally right acts not from the true principle of
virtuous action but out of regard to another person. It must
be admitted that one man cannot compel another to be virtuous;
compulsory virtue would just not be virtue. But experience
clearly shows that Kant overshoots the mark when he contends
that one man cannot do anything topromote virtue in another,
to bring such influences to bear upon him that his own response
to them is more likely to be virtuous than his response to other
influences would have been. And our duty to do this is not
different in kind from our duty to improve our own characters.

It is equally clear, and clear at an earlier stage of moral de-
velopment, that if there are things that are bad in themselves
we ought, prima facie, not to bring them upon others; and on
this fact rests the duty of non-maleficence.

The dutyofjusticeis particularly complicated, and the word
is used to cover things which are really vety different—things
such as the payment of debts, the reparation of injuries doneby
oneself to another, and the bringing about of a distribution of
happiness between other people in proportion to merit. I use

ii

WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT' ,7
the word to denote only the last of these three. In the fifthchapter I shall try to show that besides the three (compa a-avely) simple goods, virtue, knowledge, and pleasure, there"
a more complex good, not reducible to these, consisting in theproportionment of happiness to virtue. The bringing of thisabout IS a duty which we owe to all men alike, though it maybe reinforced by special responsibilities that ;e hafe under-
taken to particular men. This, therefore, with beneficence and
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social contract); and partly (ifwe are fortunate in our country'

from the fact that its laws are potent instruments for the general

good.

Or again, the sense of a general obligation to bring about

(so far as we can) a just apportionment of happiness to merit is

often greatly reinforced by the fact that many of the existing

injustices are due to a social and economic system which we
have, not indeed created, but taken part in and assented to; the

duty of justice is then reinforced by the duty of reparation.

It is necessary to say something by way of clearing up the

relation hetweenjprma facie duties and the actual or absolute

duty to do one particular act in particular circumstances. If,

as almost all moralists except Kant are agreed, and as most

plain men think, it is sometimes right to tell a lie of to break a

promise, it must be maintained that there is a difference between

primajacie duty and actual or absolute duty*^ When we think

ourselves justified in breaking, and indeed morally obliged to

break, a promise in order to relieve some one's distress, we do
not for a moment cease to recognize 2iprimafacie duty to keep

our promise, and this leads us to feel, not indeed shame or

repengince. but '^'^''^'^'^'^^^^^W^\i^i'^f i
for behaving as we do;

we recognize, further, that it is our duty to make up somehow
to the promisee for the breaking of the promise. We have to

^§tinguish from the characteristic of beipg our duty that of

tending to be our duty. Any act that we do contains various

elements liri vlrtu^^otwhich it falls under various categories.

In yirtue of being the breaking of a promise, for instance, it

tend? iQ^bejwrongjJii yirtye of being an instance of relieving

distress it tenJs toDeright.fTendency to be one's duty may be

called a parti-resultant attribute, i.e. one which belongs to an

actin virtue of some one componeht in its nature. Being one's

mty is a toti-resultant attribute, one which belongs to an'act

iiryirtue of its whole nattire and ofnothing less than this. ^ This

istinction between parti-resultant and toti-resultant attributes

is one which we shall meet in another context also.^

Another instance of the same distinction may be found in

the operation of natural laws. Qua subject to the ici<rit of
I But cf. the qualification in p. 33, n. 2. > Cf. pp. ni ^ USe\

I
\

./

WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT? 29
gravitation towards some other body, each body tends to move
in a particular direction with a particular velocity; but its actual
T^o^r^^;c^^€Rg^^̂ jdh^:{oxc^^ to which it is subject,m
is onlyBy recognizing this distincfibn that we can preserve the
absoluteness of laws of nature, and only by recognizing a
corresponding distinction that we can preserve the absoluteness
ofthegeneral principles ofmorality. Butan important difference
between the two cases must be pointed out. Wheil we say thatm virtue of gravitation a body tends to move in a certain way,
we are referring to a causal influence actually exercised on it by
another body or other bodies. When we say that in virtue of
being deliberately untrue a certain remark tends to be wrong
we are referring to no causal relation, to no relation that involves
succession in time, but to such a relation as connects the various
attnbutes of a mathematical figure. And if the word 'tendency' 1
is thought to suggest too much a causal relation, it is better to

'

talk of certain types of act as beingprimafacU right or wrong
(or of different persons as having different and possibly con-
flicting claims upon us), than of their tending to be right or
WI9ng.

Something should be said of the relation between our appre-
hension of the primafacie rightness of certain types of act and
our mental attitude towards particular acts. It is proper to use
me word 'agprehension' in the former case and not in the latter.
That an act, qua fulfilling a promise, or qua effecting a just
distribution of good, or qua returning services rendered, or
qua promoting the good of others, or qua promoting the virtue
or insight of the agent, is pnmgjiciejdghi, is self-evident; not
in the sense that it is evident from the beginning of our lives,
or as soon as we attend to the proposition for the first time, but
in the sense thatwhenwe have reached sufficient mental maturity
and have given sufficient attention to the proposition it is evi-
dent without any need of proof, or of evidence beyond itself.
It IS self-evident just as a mathematical axiom, or the validity of
a form of inference, is evident. The moral order expressed in
these propositions is just as much part"^ the fundamental
nature of the universe (and, we may add, of any possible uni-
verse in which.jherejKere moral agents at all) as is^ spatial j
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or numerical structure expressed in the axioms of
^
jeometry or

arithmetic. In our confidence that these propositions are true

there is involved the same trust in our reason that is involved

in our confidence in mathematics; and we should have no

justification for trusting it in the latter sphere and distrusting

it in the former.J[n_bgtlLcases we are dealing with propositions

that cannot be proved, but that just as certainly need no

proof.

Some of these general principles oi prima facie duty may
appear to be open to criticism. It may be thought, for example,

that the principle of returning good for good is a falling off

from the Christian principle, generally and rightly recognized

as expressing the highest morality, of returning good for evil.

To this it may be replied that I do not suggest that there is a

principle commanding us to return good for good and for-

bidding us to return good for evil, and that I do suggest that

there is a positive duty to seek the good of all men. What I

maintain is that an act in which good is returned for good is

recognized as specially binding on us just because it is of that

character, and that ceteris paribus any one would think it his

duty to help his benefactors rather than his enemies, if he could

not do both; just as it is generally recognized that cetcrjspariius

we should pay our debts rather than give our money in charity,

when we cannot do both. A benefactor is not only a man,

calling for our effort on his behalf on that ground, but also our

efactor, calling for our special effort on that ground.

Our judgements about our actual duty in concrete situations

have none of the certainty that attaches to our recognition of

the general principles of duty. A statement is certain, i.e. is an

expression of knowledge, only in one or other of two cases

:

when it is either self-evident, or a valid conclusion from self-

evident premisses. And our judgements about our particular

duJ3^jMi\:e neither of these characters, (i) They are not self-

evident. Where a possible act is seen to have two characteristics,

in virtue of one of which it isprimafacie right, and in virtue of

the other prima facie wrong, we are (I think) well aware that

we are not certain, whether we ought or ought not to do it;

that whether we do it or not, we are takine a moral risk. We
^f
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the longLrunf aftey consjdpraHnnj^ to think one duty
ssiTfg than the other, but -we ti^ notice! certainjthat
ind though we do not always recognize that a possible
:o such characteristics, and though there may he cases

in which it has ndt, we are never certain that any particular
possible act has not, and therefore never certain that it is right,

nor certain that it is wrong. For, to go no further in the analysis,
it is enough to point out that any particular act will in all

probability in the course of time contribute to the bringing
about ofgood or of evil for many human beings, and thus have
^rimafacie rightness or wrongness ofwhich weknow nothing.

(2) Again, our judgements about our particular duties are not
logical conclusions from self-evident premisses. The only
possible premisses would be the general principles stating their
prima facie ri^tness or wrongness qua having the diflferent

H^gcteristics they do have; and even ifwe could (as we cannot)
apprehend the extent to which an act will tend on the one hand,
for example, to bring about advantages for our benefactors,
and on the other hand to bring about disadvantages for fellow
men who are not our benefactors, there is no principle by which
we can draw the 9jtfausioHliKtf-k4Ssi^the whole right er on
thf5rwhnlf wxQQ^ln this respect the judgement altotL, -^-^
ness ofa particular act is just like the judgement as to the beauty
of a particular natural object or work of art/A poem is, for
instance, in respect of certain qualities beautiful and in respect
of certain others not beautiful; and our judgement as to the
degree of beauty it possesses on the whole is never reached by
logical reasoning fromjJie apprehension ofits particular beauties
or particular defects./T5^oThTn-thiy-afld^in thlTT^^
have more or less probable opinions which are not logically

justified conclusions frpm the general principles that are recog-
nized as self-evidgnt^/^y*^..,^^^^^

There is therefore much trudi inlBg'de^w»'ipiiuii'T5ftHe right
act as a fortunate act. Ifwe cannot be ceitairiBat it is right, it

is our goodioxtune if theactwe do is the right act. This con-
sideration does not, howevS, make the doing ^bf our duty a
mere matter of chance. There is a parallel here between the
doing of duty and the doing of what will be to our personal
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or numerical structure expressed in the axioms of
^
jeometry or
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advantage. We never know what act will in the long run be to

our advantage. Yet it is certain that we are more likely in

general to secure our advantage if we estimate to the best of

our ability the probable tendencies ofour actions in this respect,

than if we act on caprice. And similarly we are more likely to

do our duty ifwe reflect to the best of our ability on theprima

facie rightness or wrongness of various possible acts in virtue

of the characteristics we perceive them to have, than if we act

without reflection. With this greater likelihood we must be

content.
, , . i t

THanypeople would be inclined to say that the nght act for

me is not that whose general nature I have been describing,

viz. that which if I were omniscient I should see to be my duty,

but that which on all the evidence available to me I should

think to be my duty. But suppose that from the state of partial

knowledge in which I think act A to be my duty, I could pass

to a state of perfect knowledge in which I saw act B to be my

duty, should I not say 'act B was the right act for me to do' }

I should no doubt add 'though I am not to be blamed for doing

act A\ But in adding this, am I not passing from the question

'whati^-right' to the question 'what is morally good'.^ At the

same time I am not making the/w// passage from the one notjon

to the other; for in order that the act should be morally good,

or an act I am not to be blamed for doing, it must not merely be

the act which it is reasonable for me to think my duty; it must

also be done for that reason, or from some other morally good

mbtive. Thus the conception of the right act as the act which

\ it is reasonable for me to think my duty is an unsatisfactory

^ compromise between the true notion of the right act and the

notion of the morally good action.

The general principles of duty are obviously not self-evident

from the beginning of our lives. How do they come to be so ?

The answer is, that they come to be self-evident to us just as

mathematical axioms do. We find by experience that this

couple of matches and that couple make four matches,

that this couple of balls on a wire and that couple make

four balls; and by reflection on these and similar discoveries

we come to see that it is of the nature of two and two to

WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT?
y^

make four. In a precisely similar way, we see the prima
facie rightness of an act which would be the fulfilment of
a particular promise, and of another which would be the ful-
filment ofanother promise, and when we have reached sufficient
maturity to think in general terms, we apprehend prima facie
rightness to belong to the nature of any fulfilment of promise.
What comes first in time is the apprehension of the self-
evident /jr/^/zayici^ rightness of an individual act of a particular
type. Fro;n this we come by reflection to apprehend the self-
evident general principle oiprima facie duty. From this, too,
perhaps along with the apprehension of the self-evident/^nW
facie rightness of the same act in virtue of its having another
characteristic as well, and perhaps in spite of the apprehension
oi its prima facie wrongness in virtue of its having some third^
characteristic, we come to believe something not self-evident ^>

at all, but an object of probable opinion, viz. that this particular
act is (notprimafacie but) actually right.

In this respect there is an important difference between
rightness and mathematical properties. A triangle which is

isosceles necessarily has two of its angles equal, whatever other
characteristics the triangle may have—whatever, for instance,
be its area, or the size of its third angle. The equality of the
two angles is a parti-resultant attribute. ^ And the same is true
of all mathematical attributes. It is true, I may add, oiprima
picie rightness. But no act is ever, in virtue of falling under
»me general description, necessarily actually right; its right-
ness depends on its whole nature ^ and not on any element in it.

The reason is thatno mathematical object (no figure, for instance,
)r angle) ever has two characteristics that tend to give it oppo-
site resultant characteristics, while moral acts often (as every one
knows) and indeed always (as on reJlecQWwe must admit)
have different characteristics thaLleo.4 to make^them at the
s^me ^me prima fiicie right and prima Jac^wtong; there is

' Cf. pp. 28, 122-1.

* To avoid complicating unduly the statement of the general view I am putting
forward, I have here rather overstated it. Any act is die origination of a great variety
ot things many of which make no difference to its rightness or wrongness. But diere
are always many elements in its nature (i. e. in what it is die origination of) diat make
a difference to its rightness or wrongness, and no element in its nature can be dismissed
without consideration as indifferent.
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probably no act, for instance, which does good to any one

without doing haim to some one else, and vice versa.

Supposing it to be agreed, as I think on reflection it must,

that no one means by 'right' just 'productive of the best possible

consequences', or 'optimific', the attributes 'right' and *opti-

mific' might stand in eidier of two kinds of relation to each

other, (i) They might be so related that we could apprehend

a priori, either immediately or deductively, that any act that

is optimific is right and any act that is right is optimific, as we

can apprehend that any triangle that is equilateral is equiangular

and vice versa. Professor Moore's view is, I think, that the

coextensiveness of 'right' and 'optimific' is apprehended im-

mediately.' He rejects the possibility of any proof of it. Or

(2) the two attributes might be such that the question whether

they are invariably connected had to be answered by means of

an inductive inquiry. Now at first sight it might seem as if the

constant connexion of the two attributes could be immediately

apprehended. It might seem absurd to suggest that it could be

right for any one to do an act which would produce conse-

quences less good than those which would be produced by

some other act in his power. Yet a little thought will convince

us that this is not absurd. The type of case in which it is easiest

to see that this is so is, perhaps, that in which one has made a

promise. In such a case we all think th^t prima facie it is our

duty to fulfil the promise irrespective of the precise goodness

of the total consequences. And though we do not think it is

necessarily our actual or absolute duty to do so, we are far from

thinking that any, even the slightest, gain in the value of the

total consequences will necessarily justify us in doing some-

thing else instead. Suppose, to simplify the case by abstraction,

that the fulfilment of a promise to A would produce 1,000 units

of good 2 for him, but that by doing some other act I could

produce 1,001 units of good for B^ to whom I have made no

» Ethics. 181.
. , . , r \ 1. . . .u .

2 I am assuming that good is objectively quantitative (cf. pp. 14*74), but "°'^"!^^

we can accurately assign an exact quantitative measure t© it. Since it is of a definite

amount, we can make the supposition that its amount is so-and-so, though we cannot

with any confidence assert that it is.
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promise, the other consequences of the two acts being of equal
value; should we really think it self-evident that it was our
duty to do the second act and not the first .^ I think not. We
should, I fancy, hold that only a much greater disparity of
value between the total consequences would justify us in failing
to discharge ourprima facie duty to ^. After all, a promise is
a promise, and is not to be treated so lightly as the theory we
are examining would imply. What, exacdy, a promise is, is
not so easy to determine, but we are surely agreed that it con-
stitutes a serious moral limitation to our freedom of action.
To produce the 1,001 units of good for B rather than fulfil our
promise to j4 would be to take, not perhaps our duty as phil-
anthropists too seriously, but certainly our duty as makers of
promises too lighdy.

Or consider another phase of the same problem. If I have
promised to confer on ^ a particular benefit containing 1,000
units of good, is it self-evident that if by doing some different
act I could produce 1,001 units of good for ^ himself (the
other consequences of the two acts being supposed ^qual in
value), it would be right for me to do so.^ Again, I think not.
Apart from my general prima facie duty to do ^ what good I
can, I have another primaJacie duty to do him the particular
service I have promised toTo him, and this is not to be set
aside in consequence of a disparity of good of the order of
;,ooi to 1,000, though a much greater disparity might justify
me in so doing.

"^

Or again, suppose that A is a very good and B a very bad
man, should I then, even when I have made no promise, think
It self-evidendy right to produce 1,001 units of good for B
rather than 1,000 for A> Surely not. I should be sensible of
aprimajacie duty of justice, i.e. of producing a distribution of
goods in proportion to merit, which is not outweighed by
such a slight disparity in the total goods to be produced.

Such instances—and they might easily be added to—make
it clear that there is no self-evident connexion between die
attributes 'right' and 'optimific'. The theory we are examining
has a certain attractiveness when applied to our decision that
a particular act is our duty (diough I have tried to show that

^
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it does not agree with our actual moral judgements even here).

But it is not even plausible when applied to our recogmticn

oi prima fack duty. For if it were self-evident that the ngh

coincides with the optimific, it should be self-evident that what

hprimafacie right \sprimafacie optimific. But whereas we are

certain that keeping a promise is prima facte right, we are

not certain that it \s prima facie optimific (though we are per-

hapscertain thatit isprimafacie bonific). Ourcertamty that it is

prima facie right depends not on its consequences but on its

being the fulfilmem ofa promise. The theory we are examining

involves too much difference between the evident ground ot

our conviction about prima facie duty and the alleged ground

of our conviction about actual duty.
. -r • .u

The coextensiveness of the right and the optimific is, then,

not self-evident. And I can see no way of proving it deduc-

tively ; nor, so far as I know, has any one tried to do so. 1 here

remdAs the question whether it can be established inductively.

Such an inquiry, to be conclusive, would have to be very

thorough and extensive. We should have to take a large variety

of the lets which we, to the best of our ability, judge to be

rieht. We should have to trace as far as possible their conse-

quences, not only for the persons directly affected but also for

those indirectly affected, and to these no Hmit can be set lo

make our inquiry thoroughly conclusive, we should have to do

what we cannot do, viz. trace these consequences into an un-

ending future. And even to make it reasonably conclusive,

we should have to trace them far into the future. It is clear

that the most we could possibly say is that a large variety oi

typical acts that are judged right appear, so far as we can trace

-ffieiryo-fii^quences, to produce more good than any other acts

possible'to the agents in the circumstances. And such a result

iSreiHS^t of proving the constant connecion of the two

at5SBSte"sr-But it is surely clear that no inductive inquiry jusO-

"Tving even this result has ever been carried through. Ope

advS:ates of utilitarian systems have been so much persuaded

either of-the identity or of the self-evident connexion of tiie

attributes -right' and 'optimific' (or 'feUcific') that they have

not attempted even such an inductive inquiry as is possible.

r
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And in view of the enormous complexity of the task and the

inevitable inconclusiveness of the result, it is worth no one's

while to make the attempt. Wha^^^ after all, would be gained

byit? If, as I have tried to show, for an act to be right and to

be optimific are not the same thing, and an act's being optimific

is not even the ground ofits being right, then ifwe could ask our-

selves (though the question is reallyunmeaning) whichwe ought

to do, right acts because^they areright or optimific acts because

they are optimific, our answer must be *the former'. If they are

optimific as well as right, that is interesting butngtjiiQranyjuii-

portant; if not, we still ought to do them (which is only another

way of saying that they are the right acts), and the question

whether they are optimific has no importance for moral theory.

There is one direction in which a fairly serious attempt has

been made to show the connexion of the attributes 'right' and

*optimific'. One of the most evident facts of our moral con-

sciousness is the sense whichwe have ofthe sanctity ofpromises,

a sense which does not, on the face of it, involve the thought '} ^^
that one will be bringing more good into existence by fulfilling

the promise than by breaking it. It is plain, I think, that in our

normal thought we consider that the fact that we have made a

promise is in itself sufficient to create a duty of keeping it, the

sense of duty resting on remembrance of the past promise and

not on thoughts of the future consequences of its fulfilment.

Utilitarianism tries to show that this is not so, that the sanctity A

ofpromises rests on the good consequences of the fulfilment of

them and the bad consequences of their non-fulfilment. It
.

does so in this way: it points out that when you break a promise

you not only fail to confer a certain advantage on your promisee

but you diminish his confidence, and indirecdy the confidence

of others, in the fulfilment of promises. You thus strike a blow

at one of the devices that have been found most useful in the

relations between man and man—the device on which, for

example, the whole system of commercial credit rests—and

you tend to bring about a state of things wherein each man,

being entirely unable to rely on the keeping of promises by

others, will have to do everything for himself, to the enormous

impoverishment of human well-being.
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it does not agree with our actual moral judgements even here).
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. -r • .u
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To put the matter otherwise, utilitarians say that when

promise ought to be kept it is because the total good to be pro-l

duced by keeping it is greater than the total good to be

produced by breaking it, the former including as its main ele-

ment the maintenance and strengthening of general mutual

confidence, and the latter being greatly diminished by a weaken-

ing of this confidence. They say, in fact, that the case I put

some pages back^ never arises—the case in which by fulfiUingl

a promise I shall bring into being i,ooo units of good for m;

promisee, and by breaking it i,ooi units of good for some onel

else, the other effects of the two acts being of equal value. Thel

other effects, they say, never are of equal value. By keeping!

my promise I am helping to strengthen the system of mutual

confidence; by breaking it I am helping to weaken this; so that

really the first act produces i,ooo+;f units of good, and the

second i,ooi—y units, and the difference between +x and

—y is enough to outweigh the slight superiority in the im-\

mediate effects of the second act. In answer to this it may be

pointed out that there must be some amount of good that ex-

ceeds the difference between +x and —y (i.e. exceeds ^+y);
say, x+y-\-i. Let us suppose the immediate good effects of the

second act to be assessed not at i,ooi but at i,ooo+^+j^+{.

Then its net good effects are i,ooo+^+{, i.e. greater than

those of the fulfilment of the promise; and the utilitarian is|

bound to say forthwith that the promise should be broken.

Now, we may ask whether that is really the way we think about
|

promises.^ Do we really think that the production of the

slightest balance of good, no matter who will enjoy it, by thel

breach of a promise frees us from the obligation to keep our

promise ? We need not doubt that a system by which promises

are made and kept is one that has great advantages for the|

general well-being. But that is not the whole truth. To make

a promise is not merely to adapt an ingenious device for pro-

moting the general well-being; it is to put oneself in a new

relation to one person in particular, a relation which creates

a specifically ntw prima facie duty to him, not reducible to the

duty of promoting the general well-being of society. By all
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means let us try to foresee the net good effects ofkeeping one's

promise and the net good effects of breaking it, but even if we

assess the first at 1,000+^ and the second at 1,000+^+{, the

question still remains whether it is not our duty to fulfil the

promise. It may be suspected, too, that the effect of a single

keeping or brealdng of a promise in strengthening or weaken-

ing the fabric of mutual confidence is greatly exaggerated by

the theory we are examining. And if we suppose two men

dying together alone, do we think that the duty of one to fulfil

before he dies a promise he has made to the other would be

extinguished by the fact that neither act would have any effect

on the general confidence? Any one who holds this may be

suspected of not having reflected on what a promise is.

I conclude that the attributes *right' and 'optimific' are not

identical, and that we do not know either by intuition, by de-

duction, or by induction that they coincide in their application,

still less that the latter is the foundation of the former. It must

be added, however, that if we are ever under no special

obligation such as that of fidelity to a promisee or of gratitude

to a benefactor, we ought to do what will produce most good;

and that even when we are under a special obligation the ten-

dency of acts to promote general good is one of the main factors

in determining whether they are right.

In what has preceded, a good deal of use has been made of

*what we really think* about moral questions; a certain theory

has been rejected because it does not agree with what we really

think. It might be said that this is in principle wrong; that we

should not be content to expound what our present moral

consciousness tells us but should aim at a criticism of our exist-

ing moral consciousness in the light of theory. Now I do not

doubt that the moral consciousness ofmen has in detail under-

gone a good deal of modification as regards the things we think

right, at the hands of moral theory. But if we are told, for

instance, that we should give up our view that there is a special

obligatoHness attaching to the keeping of promises because it

is self-evident that the only duty is to produce as much good as

possible, we have to ask ourselves whether we really, when we

P-34.
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promise. It may be suspected, too, that the effect of a single
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the theory we are examining. And if we suppose two men

dying together alone, do we think that the duty of one to fulfil

before he dies a promise he has made to the other would be

extinguished by the fact that neither act would have any effect

on the general confidence? Any one who holds this may be

suspected of not having reflected on what a promise is.

I conclude that the attributes *right' and 'optimific' are not

identical, and that we do not know either by intuition, by de-

duction, or by induction that they coincide in their application,

still less that the latter is the foundation of the former. It must

be added, however, that if we are ever under no special

obligation such as that of fidelity to a promisee or of gratitude

to a benefactor, we ought to do what will produce most good;

and that even when we are under a special obligation the ten-

dency of acts to promote general good is one of the main factors

in determining whether they are right.

In what has preceded, a good deal of use has been made of

*what we really think* about moral questions; a certain theory

has been rejected because it does not agree with what we really

think. It might be said that this is in principle wrong; that we

should not be content to expound what our present moral

consciousness tells us but should aim at a criticism of our exist-
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doubt that the moral consciousness ofmen has in detail under-
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reflect, are convinced that this is self-evident, and whedier we
really can get rid of our view that promise-keeping has a bind-
ingness independent of productiveness of maximum good. In
my own experience I find that I cannot, in spite ofa very genuine
attempt to do so; and I venture to think that most people will

find the same, and that just because they cannot lose the sense

of special obligation, they cannot accept as self-evident, or even
as true, the theory which would require them to do so. In fact

it seems, on reflection, self-evident that a promise, simply as

such, is something that prima facie ought to be kept, and it

does noty on reflection, seem self-evident that production of
maximum good is the only thing that makes an act obligatory.

And to ask us to give up at the bidding of a theory our actual

apprehension of what is right and what is wrong seems like

asking people to repudiate their actual experience of beauty,

at the bidding of a theory which says *only that which satisfies

such and such conditions can be beautiful*. If what I have
called our actual apprehension is (as I would maintain that it

is) truly an apprehension, i.e. an instance of knowledge, the

request is nothing less than absurd.

I would maintain, in fact, that what we are apt to describe

as 'what we think* about moral questions contains a consider-

able amount that we do not think but know, and that this forms
the standard by reference to which the truth of any moral
theory has to be tested, instead of having itself to be tested by
reference to any theory. I hope that I have in what precedes
indicated what in my view these elements of knowledge are

that are involved in our ordinary moral consciousness.

It would be a mistake to found a natural science on *what we
really think*, i.e. on what reasonably thoughtful and well-

educated people think about the subjects of the science before
they have studied them scientifically. For such opinions are

interpretations, and often misinterpretations, of sense-ex-

perience; and the man of science must appeal from these to

sense-experience itself, which furnishes his real data. In ethics

no such appeal is possible. We have no more direct way of
access to the facts about rightness and goodness and about
what things are right or good, than by thinking about them;
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the moral convictions of thoughtful and well-educated people

are the data of ethics just as sense-perceptions are the data of a

natural science. Just as some of the latter have to be rejected

as illusory, so have some of the former; but as the latter are

rejected only when they are in conflict with other more accurate

sense-perceptions, the former are rejected only when they are

in conflict with other convictions which stand better the test of

reflection. The existing body of moral convictions of the best

people is the cumulative product of the moral reflection ofmany
generations, which has developed an extremely delicate power
of appreciation of moral distinctions; and this the theorist

cannot afford to treat with anything other than the greatest

respect. The verdicts of the moral consciousness of the best

people are the foundation on which he must build; though he

must first compare them with one another and eliminate any

contradictions they may contain.

It is worth while to try to state more definitely the nature of

the acts that are right. We may try to state first what (if any-

thing) is the universal nature of aU acts that are right. It is

obvious that any of the acts that we do has countless effects,

directly or indirectly, on coundess people, and the probability

is that any act, however right it be, will have adverse effects

(though these may be very trivial) on some innocent people.

Similarly, any wrong act will probably have beneficial eflfects

on some deserving people. Every act therefore, viewed in

some aspects, will be prima facie right, and viewed in others,

prima facie wrong, and right acts can be distinguished from

wrong acts only as being those which, of all those possible for

the agent in the circumstances, have the greatest balance of

primafacie rightness, in those respects in which they areprima

facie right, over their prima facie wrongness, in those respects

in which they are prima facie wrong

—

prima facie rightness

and wrongness being understood in the sense previously ex-

plained. For the estimation of the comparative stringency of

theseprimafacie obligations no general rules can, so far as I can

see, be laid down. We can only say that a great deal of strin-

gency belongs to the duties of 'perfect obligation'—the duties
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ofkeeping our promises, ofrepairing wrongswe have done, and
of returning the equivalent of services we have received. For
the rest, iv rfj alddTjaei ij Kpuris,^ This sense of our particular

duty in particular circumstances, preceded and informed by
the fullest reflectionwe can bestow on the act in all its bearings,

is highly fallible, but it is the only guide we have to our duty.

When we turn to consider the nature of individual right

acts, the first point to which attention should be called is ^t
any act may be correcdy described in an indefinite, and in

principle infinite, number of ways. An act is the production
of a change in the state of affairs (if we ignore, for simplicity's

sake, the comparatively few cases in which it is the maintenance
of an existing state of affairs; cases which, I think, raise no
special difficulty). Now the only changes we can directly pro-

duce are changes in our own bodies or in our own minds. But
these are not, as such, what as a rule we think it our duty to

produce. Consider some comparatively simple act, such as

telling the truth or fulfilling a promise. In the first case what I

produce direcdy is movements ofmy vocal organs. But what
I think it my duty to produce is a true view in some one else's

mind about some fact, and between my movement ofmy vocal

organs and this result there intervenes a series ofphysical events

and events in his mind. Again, in the second case, I may have
promised, for instance, to return a book to a friend. I may be
able, by a series of movements of my legs and hands, to place

it in his hands. But what I am just as likely to do, and to think

I have done my duty in doing, is to send it by a messenger or
to hand it to his servant or to send it by post; and in each of
these cases what I do direcdy is worthless in itself and is con-
nected by a series of intermediate links with what I do think it

is my duty to bring about, viz. his receiving what I have
promised to return to him. This being so, it seems as if what
I do has no obligatoriness in itselfand as if one or other of three
accounts should be given of the matter, each of which makes
rightness not belong to what I do, considered in its own nature.

(i) One of them would be that what is obligatory is not
doing anything in the natural sense of producing any change

> *The decision rests with perception*. ArisL Nie, EtA, x 109 b 23, 1 126 b 4.

\
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means let us try to foresee the net good effects ofkeeping ouc s
promise and the net good effects of breaking it, but even ifwe
assess the first at i,ooo+;^; and the second at i,ooo+Ar+7, the
question still remains whether it is not our duty to fulfil' the
promise. It may be suspected, too, that the effect of a single
keeping or breaking of a promise in strengthening or weaken-
ing the fabric of mutual confidence is gready exaggerated by
the theory we are examining. And if we suppose two men
dying together alone, do we think that the duty of one to fulfil
before he dies a promise he has made to the other would be
extinguished by the fact that neither act would have any effect
on the general confidence? Any one who holds this may be
suspected of not having reflected on what a promise is.

I conclude that the attributes 'right' and 'optimific'* are not "^

identical, and that we do not know either by intuition, by de- /
duction, or by induction that they coincide in their application, I
still less that the latter is the foundation of the former. It must (

be added, however, that if we are ever under no special )

obligation such as that of fidelity to a promisee or of gratitude
to a benefactor, we ought to do what will produce most good;
and that even when we are under a special obligation the ten'
dency ofacts to promote general good is one of the main factors
in determining whether they are right.

^

In what has preceded, a good deal of use has been made of
what we really think' about moral questions; a certain theory ^/-o

has been rejected because it does not agree with what we really
think. It might be said that this is in principle wrong; that we<.^.
should not be content to expound what our present moral

"

consciousness tells us but should aim at a criticism of our exist- ->

ing moral consciousness in the light of theory. Now I do not
doubt that the moral consciousness of men has in detail under- ^Z-'',
gone a good deal ofmodification as regards the things we thinkvit^*
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right, at the hands of moral theory. But if we are told, for
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means let us try to foresee the net good effects ofkeeping ouc s
promise and the net good effects of breaking it, but even ifwe
assess the first at i,ooo+;^; and the second at i,ooo+Ar+7, the
question still remains whether it is not our duty to fulfil' the
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extinguished by the fact that neither act would have any effect
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I conclude that the attributes 'right' and 'optimific'* are not "^

identical, and that we do not know either by intuition, by de- /
duction, or by induction that they coincide in their application, I
still less that the latter is the foundation of the former. It must (

be added, however, that if we are ever under no special )

obligation such as that of fidelity to a promisee or of gratitude
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^
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has been rejected because it does not agree with what we really
think. It might be said that this is in principle wrong; that we<.^.
should not be content to expound what our present moral

"

consciousness tells us but should aim at a criticism of our exist- ->

ing moral consciousness in the light of theory. Now I do not
doubt that the moral consciousness of men has in detail under- ^Z-'',
gone a good deal ofmodification as regards the things we thinkvit^*

'

right, at the hands of moral theory. But if we are told, for
-"

instance, that we should give up our view that there is a special
obligatoriness attaching to the keeping of promises because it
IS self-evident that the only duty is to produce as much good as
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Nevertheless, this account appears not to be the true one.

For it implies that what we consider right or our duty is what
we do directly. It is this, e.g. the packing up and posting of

the book, that derives its moral significance not from its own
nature but from its consequences. But this is not what we
should describe, strictly, as our duty^ our duty is to fulfil our

grmniseJxfi.Jopjjt. the book into our friend's possession. This

we consider obligatory in its own nature, just because it ij^a

fulfilment of promise, and'ndt because of its consequences.

But, It might be repTi(EdT)y the utilitarian, I do hot do this; I

only do something that leads up to this, and what I do has no
moral significance in itselfbut only because of its consequences.

In answer to this, however, we may point out that a cause

produces not only its immediate, but also its remote conse-

quences, and the latter no less than the former. I, therefore,

not only produce the immediate movements of parts ofmy body
but also my friend's reception of the book, which results from
these. Or, if this be objected to on the grounds that I can hardly

be said to have produced my friend's reception of the book
when I have packed and posted* it, owing to the time that has

still to elapse before he receives it, and that to say I have pro-

duced the result hardly does justice,to the part played by the

Post Office, we may at least say that I have secured my friend's

reception of the book. What I do is as truly describable in this

way as by saying that it is the packing and posting of a book.

(It is equally truly describable in many other ways; e.g. I have

provided a few moments' employment for Post Office officials.

But this is irrelevant to the argument.) And ifwe ask ourselves

whether it is qua the packing and posting of a book, or qua the

securing ofmy friend's getting what I have promised to return

to him, that my action is right, it is clear that it is in the second

capacity that it is right; and in this capacity, the only capacity

in which it is right, it is right by its own nature and not because

of its consequences.

This account may no doubt be objected to, on the ground
that we are ignoring the freedom of will of the other agents

—

the sorter and the postman, for instance—who are equally

responsible for the result. Society, it may be said, is not like a
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machine, in which event follows event by rigorous necessity.

Some one may, for instance, in the exercise of his freedom of
will, steal the book on the way. But it is to be observed that I

h^ve excluded that case, and any similar case. I am dealing with
the case in which I secure my friend's receiving the book; and
if he does not receive it I have not secured his receiving it. If

on the other hand the book reaches its destination, that alone
shows that, the system of things being what it is, the trains by
which the book travels and the railway lines along which it

travels being such as they are and subject to the laws they are

subject to, the postal officials who handle it being such as they
are, having the motives they have and being subject to the

psychological laws they are subject to, my posting the book
was the one further thing which was sufficient to procure my
friend's receiving it. If it had not been sufficient, the result

would not have followed. The attainment of the result proves
the sufficiency of the means. The objection in fact rests on the

supposition that there can be unmotived action, i.e. an event
without a cause, and may be refuted by reflection on the uni-

versality of the law of causation.

It is equally true that non-attainment of the result proves
the insufficiency of the means. If the book had been destroyed
in a railway accident or stolen by a dishonest postman, that

would prove that my immediate act was not sufficient to pro-
duce the desired result. We get the curious consequence that

however carelessly I pack or dispatch the book, if it comes to

hand I have done my duty, and however carefully I have acted,

if the book does not come to hand I have not done my duty.

Success and failure are the only test, and a sufficient test, of the ^ f
performance of duty. Of course, I should deserve more praise

in the second case than in the first; but that is an entirely different

question; we must not mix up the question of right and wrong<^

with that of the morally good and the morally bad. And thav
our conclusion is not as strange as at first sight it might seem
is shown by the fact that if the carelessly dispatched book
comes to hand, it is not my duty to send another copy, while
if the carefully dispatched book does not come to hand I must
send another copy to replace it. In the first case I have not my
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duty still to do, which shows that I have done it; in the second
I have it still tg do, which shows that I have not done it.

We have reached the result that my act is right ^i/a being an
ensuring of one of the particular states of affairs of which it is

an ensuring, viz., in the case we have taken, of my friend's

receiving the book I have promised to return to him. But this

answer requires some correction; for it refers only to theprima
facie rightness ofmy act. If to be a fulfilment of promise were
a sufficient ground of the righthess of an act, all fulfilments of

.
promises would be right, whereas it seems clear that there are

cases in which some otherprimafacie duty overrides the prima
facie duty of fulfilling a promise. The more correct answer
would be that the ground of the actual rightness of the act is

that, of all acts possible for the agent in the circumstances^ it

is that whose prima facie rightness in the respects in which it is

prima facie right most outweighs its prima facie wrongness in

any respects in which it is prima facie wrong. But since its

prima facie rightness is mainly due to its being a fulfilment of
promise, we may call its being so the salient element in the

ground of its rightness.

Subject to this qualification, then, it is as being the produc-
tion (or ifwe prefer the word, the securing or ensuring) of the

reception by my friend of what I have promised him (or in

other words as the fulfilment of my promise) that my act is

right. It is not right as a packing and posting of a book. The
packing and posting of the book is only incidentally right,

right only because it is a fulfilment of promise, which is what is

directly or essentially right.

Our duty, then, is not to do certain things which will pro-

duce certain results. Our acts, at any rate our acts of special

obligation, are not right because they will produce certain

results—which is the view common to all forms of utilita-

rianism. To say that is to say that in the case in question what
is essentially right is to pack and post a book, whereas what is

essentially right is to secure the possession by my friend of
what I have promised to return to him. An act is not right

because it, being one thing, produces good results different from
itself; it is right because it is itself the production of a certain

WHAT MAKES RIGHT ACTS RIGHT?
state of affairs. Such production is right in itself, apart iiom
any consequence.

But, it might be said, this analysis applies only to acts of
special obligation; die utilitarian account still holds good for
the acts in which we are not under a special obligation to any
person or set ofpersons but only under that of augmenting die
general good. Now merely to have established that there are
special obligations to do certain things irrespective of dieir con-
sequences would be already to have made a considerable breach
in the utilitarian walls; for according to utilitarianism diere is
no such tiling, there is only the single obligation to promote
the general good. But, further, on reflection it is clear tiiat just
as (in the case we have taken) my act is not only die packing
and posting of a book but tiie fulfilling of a promise, and just
as it is in the latter capacity and not in die former diat it is my
duty, so an act whereby I augment the general good is not only,
let us say, die writing ofa begging letter on behalfofa hospital'
but die producing (or ensuring) of whatever good ensues
therefrom, and it is in the latter capacity and not in die former
that it is right, if it is right. That which is right is right not
because it is an act, one thing, which will produce another
tiling, an increase of the general welfare, but because it is itself
the producing of an increase in the general welfare. Or, to
qualify this in the necessary way, its being the production ofan
increase in die general welfare is die salient element in the
ground of its rightness. Just as before we were led to recognize
the prima facie rightness of the fulfilment of promises, we are
now led to recognize the prima facie rightness of promoting
the general welfare. In both cases we have to recognize the
intrinsic rightness of a certain type of act, not depending on its

consequences but on its own nature.
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APPENDIX I

RIGHTS

A general discussion of right or duty would hardly be com-
plete without some discussion, even if only a brief one, of the

y closely related subject of rights. It is commonly said that

rights and duties are correlative, and it is worth while to inquire

whether and, if at all, in what sense this is true. The statement

may stand for any one, or any combination, of the following

logically independent statements:

^ (i) A right of .^ against B implies a duty oiB to A,
^- (2) A duty oiBtoA implies a right oiA against B.

s (3) A right of -^ against B implies a duty of -^ to B,

1^(4) Aduty of-^ to -ff implies a right of y^ against 5.

What is asserted in (i) .is that A*s having a right to have a

certain individual act done to him by B implies a duty for B
to do that act to A; (2) asserts the converse implication; what

is meant by (3) is that A's having a right to have a certain act

done to him by B implies a duty for A to do another act to B^

which act may be either a similar act (as where the right of

having the truth told to one implies the duty of telling the

truth) or a different sort of act (as where the right to obedience

implies the duty of governing well); (4) asserts the converse

implication.

Of these four propositions the first appears to be unquestion-

ably true; a right in one being against another is a right to treat

or be treated by that other. in a certain way, and this plainly

implies a duty for the other to behave in a certain way. But there

is a certain consideration which throws doubt on the other three

j\ propositions. This arises from the fact that we have duties to

^ animals and to infants. The latter case is complicated by the

// fact that infants, while they are not (so we commonly believe)

actual moral agents, are potential moral agents, so that the duty

of parents, for instance, to support them may be said to be

counterbalanced by a duty which is not incumbent on the

infants at the time but will be incumbent on them later, to obey
and care for their parents. We had better therefore take the

i

RIGHTS
49

less complicated case of animals, which we commonly suppose
not to be even potential moral agents.

It may of course be denied that we have duties to animals.
The view held by some writers is that we have duties concern-
ing animals but not to them, the theory being that we have a
duty to behave humanely to our fellow men, and that we should
behave humanely to animals simply for fear of creating a dis-
position in ourselves which will make us tend to be cruel to
our fellow men. Professor D. G. Ritchie, for instance, implies
that we have not a duty to animals except in a sense like that
in which the owner of an historic house may be said to have a
duty to the house.' Now the latter sense is, I suppose, purely
metaphorical. We may in a fanciful mood think of a noble
house as if it were a conscious being having feelings which we
are bound to respect. But we do not really think that it has them.
I suppose that the duty of the owner of an historic house is

essentially a duty to his contemporaries and to posterity; and
he may also think it is a duty to his ancestors. On the other
hand, if we think we ought to behave in a certain way to ani- /

,

mals, it is out of consideration primarily for their feelings that ^
we think we ought to behave so; we do not think of them
merely as a practising-ground for virtue. It is because we think
their pain a bad thing that we think we should not gratuitously
cause it. And I suppose that to say we havea duty to so-and-so
is the same thing as to say that we have a duty, grounded on ")

facts relating to them, to behave iti a certain way towards them. ^

Now if we have a duty to animals, and they have not a duty
to us (which seems clear, since they are not moral agents), the '^- '

first and last of our four propositions cannot both be true, since

(4) implies that a duty of men to animals involves a right of
men against animals, and (i) implies that this involves a duty
of animals to men, and therefore (4) and (i) together imply
that a duty ofmen to animals involves a duty ofanimals to men.
And since the first proposition is clearly true, the fourth must
be false; it cannot be true that a duty of A to B necessarily
involves a right o(A against B. Similarly, the second and third
propositions cannot both be true; for (2) and (3) taken together

» Natural RightSy io8.
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imply that a duty of men to animals involves a duty of animals

to men. But here it is not so clear which of the two propositions

is true; for it is not clear whether we should say that though we

have a duty to animals they have no right against us, or that

though they have a right against us they have no duty to us.

If we take the first view, we are implying that in order to have

rights, just as much as in order to have duties, it is necessary to

be a moral agent. If we take the second view, we are implying

that while only moral agents have duties, the possession of a

nature capable of feeling pleasure and pain is all that is needed

in order to have rights. It is not at all clear which is the true

view. On the whole, since we mean by a right something that

can be justly claimed, we should probably say that animals

have not rights, not because the claim to humane treatment

would not be just if it were made, but because they cannot

make it. But the doubt which we here find about the applica-

tion of the term 'rights' is characteristic of the term. There are

other ways too in which its application is doubtful. Even if we

hold that it is our duty not merely to do what is just to others

but to promote their welfare beyond what justice requires, it

is not at all clear that we should say they have a right to benefi-

cent treatment over and above what is just. We have a tendency

to think that not every duty incumbent on one person involves

a right in another.

This characteristic of our way of thinking about rights has

been fastened upon by theory. Green, for instance, divides the

whole region of duty into three parts: (i) moral duties which

involve no rights on the other side, (2) obligations involving

such rights, both obligations and rights being included in the

jus naturae and being such as should be legally recognized,

(3) l^g^l obligations involving legal rights on' the qther side.^

He describes the rights in class (2)—what Twill for brevity call

moral rights—as sharing with legal rights the characteristic of

depending for their existence on some form of general recogni-

tion. The recognition in the latter case consists in the making

of a law; in the former it consists simply in a general state of

public opinion. Now it is plainly wrong to describe either

^ Principles of Political Obligationf%% lOf lu

i
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legal or moral rights as depending for their existence on their

recognition, for to recognize a thing (in the sense in which
*recognize' is here used) is to recognize it as existing already.'

The promulgation of a law is not the recognition of a legal

right, but the creation of it, though it may imply the recognition

of an already existing moral right. And to make the existence

of a moral right depend on its being recognized is equally mis-

taken. It would imply that slaves, for instance, acquired the

moral right to be free onlyat themomentwhen a majorityofman-

kind, or ofsome particular community, formed the opinion that

they ought to be free, i.e. when the particular personwhose con-

version to this view changed a minority into a majority changed

his mind. Such a view, of course, cannot be consistently main-

tained, and we find Green implying in successive sections that

social recognition is indispensable to the existence of rights,^

and that the slave has a right to citizenship though this right is

not recognized by society.^ In the latter passage we see the

true Green, the passionate lover of liberty, reacting against the

theory of the previous page. Some may think that slavery

is not wrong; but every one will admit that there are certain

forms of treatment of others which are wrong and which the

sufferer has the right to have removed, whether this right is

recognized by society or not.

There is, however, to be found in Green another view which

is less clearly false. According to this, the existence of a right

is made to depend not on the recognition oiit but on the recog-

nition of a power in the person in question to seek an end com-
mon to all the citizens of a community. ^ This avoids the patent

error of making the existence of a right depend on its being

recognized to exist. Yet like the former view it makes a moral

right depend not on the nature of a given person and his rela-

tions to his fellows, but on what people think about them, i.e.

on what a majority of the community think about them. But

' *A claim to which reality is given by social recognition, and thus implicitly a

"ght' (§ 1 39). Cf. 'This recognition of a power, in some way or other, as that which
should be, is always necessary to render it a right* (§ 23). 'Rights are made by recogni-

tion. There is no right "but thinking makes it so" ' (§ 1 36).

^ § 140 implies that the slave's right to citizenship is founded on his possessing a

common human consciousness with the citizens of the state.

3 Cf. e.g.§§25, 26.
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though the existence of legal rights depends on the degree of

enlightenment of the community, the existence of moral rights

plainly doe5 not, but on the nature and relations of the persons

concerned.

Green's theory seems to have arisen as follows. He starts

his historical survey with Hobbes and Spinoza,^ both of whom
identify right with power. A legal right may be identified with

a certain kind of power; it is the power of getting certain things

not by one's own brute force but by the aid of the law. Green

seems to have tried to get a theory of moral rights by making

a similar amendment of the bare identification of right with

power; and he accordingly identifies them with the power of

getting certain things not by one's own brute force nor by the

aid ofthe law but by the aid ofpublic opinion; instead ofsaying,

what is surely evident, that a moral right is not a power at all.

Yet there are elements in his account which point to a truer

theory; e.g. *a "right" is an ideal attribution ("ideal" in the sense

ofnot being sensibly verifiable)'. ^ Now whether a given society

recognizes a particular right is, I take it, sensibly verifiable in

the sense in which Green here insists that a right is not. What
is not sensibly verifiable is whether the society is justified in

recognizing the right, and this depends on whether the right

is there antecedendy to society's recognition of it. Thus the

insistence that a right is not sensibly verifiable points to an

objective theory of rights; but unfortunately Green follows

this clue no farther.

If we eliminate the possibility of holding that animals have

rights, by saying that only that which has a moral nature can have

a right, our main doubt with regard to the correlation of rights

and duties is on the question whether there is a right to benefi-

cence. It is obvious that a man has a right to just treatment, and

it is commonly agreed that he has a right to have promises made
to him fulfilled; it is less generally agreed that he has a right to

beneficent treatment, even when it is admitted that it is our

duty to treat him beneficendy.

Some would even say that to treat others beneficendy is to

go beyond our duty. But probably this statement rests on a
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mere confusion. We usually oppose justice to benevolence.

But while treating a man justly is commonly understood to

mean doing certain things to him (paying our debts to him,

and the like), irrespective of the spirit in which we do them,

treating him benevolently obviously means doing certain

things to him from goodwill. And it is rightly felt that there

is a great difference between the two things, and it is found

natural to say that the one implies, and the other does not, a

right on the other side, and (by some people) even to say that

^ the one is a duty and the other is not. But ifwe will distinguish

^ between doing what is just and doing it in the spirit of justice,

^ and between doing what is beneficent and doing it in the spirit

of beneficence, then (in accordance with the principle that it is

always acts, and not acts from a certain motive, that are our

duty) it is clear that it is not our duty to act in the spirit .of

justice, any more than in the spirit of beneficence, and that it

is our duty to do what is beneficent, as it is our duty to do what

is just.

If we are clear on this point, our main objection to saying

that the other person has a right to beneficence disappears. I

do not say that our whole objection disappears; for there hangs

about the notion of a 'right' the notion of its being not only

something which one person should in decency respect but

also something which the other person can in decency claim,

and we feel that there is something indecent in the making of a,

claim to beneficence.

These doubts about the application ofthe term 'right* appear

to spring from the fact that *right' (the noun) does not stand

for a purely moral notion. It began, I suppose, by standing for

a legal notion, and its usage has broadened out so as to include

certain things that cannot be claimed at law; but its usage has

not yet broadened out so much as to become completely cor-

relative to duty. Once we start on the process of broadening

it out, however, there seems to be no secure resting-place short

of this.

Returning now to the four propositions about the correla-

tivity of duties and rights, it seems that with regard to the

second proposition, *A duty oi B to A implies a right of A
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against E* (which has latterly been the subject ofour discussion),

we should say (i) that this is not true when A is not a moral

agent, and (2) that it is true when -^ is a moral agent (even if

the duty be the duty of beneficent action). And since our only

doubt about the third proposition, *A right of A against B
implies a duty ofA to B\ arises from our doubt whether ani-

mals have not rights, if we agree that animals have not rights

we need not doubt the truth of this proposition. It is this pro-

.
position, above all, that has been maintained by those who have

insisted on the correlativity of rights and duties; for this was

maintained essentially against the belief that men have 'natural

rights' in a state of nature in which they have no duties.

A further problem, however, awaits us, viz. whether a failure

^ to do one's duty involves a corresponding loss of right. Or
rather, as we have found the meaning of 'rights' more doubtful

than that of 'duties', it will be more profitable to omit any

reference to rights, and put our question in the form, 'if-^ fails

in his duty to B^ does that put an end to 5's duty to AV In

some cases we seem to be clear that this is so. If a tradesman

sends me goods inferior to those I chose in his shop, I am not

morally, any more than legally, bound to pay him the full

price; I may return the goods and pay nothing, or (with his

consent) keep them and pay a lower price. And in general any

yt duty arising out of a contract is cancelled by non-fulfilment of

the corresponding duty on the other side. In other cases we
are not so clear. It is not so generally agreed, for instance, that

if-^ tells lies to B^ B is justified in telling lies to A. Two blacks,

we say in such a case, do not make a white. Yet the peculiar

stringency of the duty of veracity seems to spring from an

implicit understanding that language shall be used to convey

the real opinions of the speakers, and it would seem that a

failure to carry out the understanding on one side makes it no
longer binding on the other; and we should have small patience

/ with an habitual liar who insisted on strict veracity in others.

It must be admitted that a man who has deceived me has de-

stroyed what would have been the main reason for its being my
duty to tell him the truth. But we should probably hesitate to

say that by his breach of the implicit understanding my duty

i
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to tell him the truth has been entirely destroyed, as by the

tradesman's breach of contract my duty to pay him has been
destroyed. Various reasons help to account for this. For one .

thing, it is likely that by deceiving a liar I may indirectly deceive

innocent people; for another, the consequences for my own
character are likely to be particularly dangerous. But the main
reason probably lies elsewhere. Before the contract was made
between my tradesman and me, there was no duty incumbent
on me of paying him this sum of money. I had a general duty

to promote the good of all men, but there was no obvious

reason for supposing that this could be best done by trans-

ferring this sum of money to him. But even before the implicit

undertaking to tell the truth was established I had a duty not to

tell lies, since to tell lies \^ primafacie to do a positive injury to

another person. Since this duty does not rest on contract, it is

not abolished by the breach of contract, and therefore while a

person who has been deceived by another is justified in refusing

to answer his questions, he is not justified in telling him lies.

Yet that this forms only a small part of the stringency of the

duty of truthfulness may be inferred from the leniency with

which we should judge deceit, in a case in which no implicit

undertaking to tell the truth has been established, e.g. when a

civilized man deceives a savage whom he has just met for the

first time, or vice versa^ or when one of two savages belonging

to different tribes deceives the other. Deceit is much more
venial in such a case, because the offender has no reason to

suppose that the other is not deceiving, or going to deceive,

hifti.

Taking, then, the obvious division between duties arising

out of contract and those that arise otherwise, we must say \

that while the former are candelled by breach of the contract ^^^v

on the other side, the latter are not cancelled by the bad be-

haviour of the other person. It would also seem, from a con-

sideration of our actual moral judgements, that the former

type of duty is the more stringent of the two.

Now the distinction between the rights corresponding to

duties that arise out of contract, and the rights corresponding

to other duties, may be quite suitably expressed as a distinction
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between contractual and natural rights, and the notion of

natural rights as a distinct class may thus be vindicated, if it be

cut free from the belief which has been so often bound up with

it, that there are rights in a state of nature, i.e. in a state in which

there are no duties. Such a belief is made possible for Hobbes

only by a complete confusion between rights and powers,

amounting to an express identification of the two.

APPENDIX n

PUNISHMENT

In connexion with the discussion of rights it is proper to

consider a question which has always interested and usually

puzzled moralists, and which forms a crucial example for the

testing of moral theories—the question of punishment. A
utilitarian theory, whether of the hedonistic or of the 'ideal'

kind, if it justifies punishment at all, is bound to justify it solely

on the ground of the effects it produces. The suffering of pain

by the person who is punished is thought to be in itself a bad

thing, and the bringing of this bad thing into the world is held

to need justification, and to receive it only from the fact that

the effects are likely to be so much better than those that would

follow from his non-punishment as to outweigh the evil of his

pain. The effects usually pointed to are those of deterrence and

of reformation. In principle, then, the punishment of a guilty

person is treated by utilitarians as nqt different in kind from

the imposition ofinconvenience, say by quarantine regulations,

on innocent individuals for the good of the community. Or
again, if a state found to be prevalent some injury to itself or to

its members that had not been legislated against, and proceeded

to punish the offenders, its action would in principle be justified

by utilitarians in the same way as its punishment of offenders

against the law is justified by them, viz. by the good of the

community. No doubt the state would have greater difficulty

in justifying its action, for such action would produce bad

consequences which the punishment of law-breakers does not.

Butthe differencewould be only in degree. Nay more, a govem-
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ment which found some offence against the law prevalent, and

in its inability to find the offenders punished innocent people

on the strength of manufactured evidence, would still be able

to justify its action on the same general principle as before.

Plain men, and even perhaps most people who have reflected

on moral questions, are likely to revolt against a theory which

involves such consequences, and to exclaim that there is all the

difference in the worid between such action and the punish-

ment of offenders against the law. They feel the injustice of

such action by the state, and are ready to say, in the words

imputed to them by Mr. Bradley: 'Punishment is punishment, / .'

only when it is deserved. We pay the penalty because we owe >/4

it, and for no other reason; and if punishment is inflicted for

any other reason whatever than because it is merited by wrong,

it is a gross immorality, a crying injustice, an abominable crime,

and not what it pretends to be. We may have regard for what-

ever considerations we please—our own convenience, the good

of society, the benefit of the offender; we are fools, and worse,

if we fail to do so. Having once the right to punish, we may

modify the punishment according to the useful and the pleasant

;

but these are external to the matter, they cannot give us a right A//S,

to punish, and nothing can do that but criminal desert.' ^

^

^

There is one form of utilitarian view which differs in an

important respect from that above ascribed to utilitarians.

Professor Moore admits the possibility, which follows from

his doctrine of organic unities, that punishment may not need

to be justified merely by its afier-eSects. He points out^ that

it may well be the case that though crime is one bad thing and

pain another, the union of the two in the same person may be

a less evil than crime unpunished, and might even be a positive

good. And to this extent, while remaining perfectly consistent

with his own type of utilitarianism, he joins hands with intui-

tionists, most of whom, at any rate, would probably hold that

the combination of crime and punishment is a lesser evil than

unpunished crime. .

Most intuitionists would perhaps take the view that there is

a fundamental and underivative duty to reward the virtuous

« Ethical StuJUs, ed. 2, 26-7. * Principia Et/iica, 214.
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between contractual and natural rights, and the notion of

natural rights as a distinct class may thus be vindicated, if it be

cut free from the belief which has been so often bound up with

it, that there are rights in a state of nature, i.e. in a state in which
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amounting to an express identification of the two.

APPENDIX n

PUNISHMENT
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and to punish the vicious. I am inclined to diverge from this

view. Two things seem to me to be clear: that we have z prima

facie duty to do this, and that a state of affairs in which the good

are happy and the bad unhappy is better than one in which the

good are unhappy and the bad happy. Now if the first of these

is an underivative fact, the two facts are logically unconnected

For it can be an underivative fact only if the intuitionist view

is true, and if that view is true the superiority of the one state

of affairs over the other cannot follow from the duty of pro-

ducing it, since on the intuitionist view there are duties other

than the duty of producing good. But an intuitionist may with

propriety perform the reverse derivation; he may derive the

primafacie duty of reward and punishment from the superiority

of the state of affairs produced, since he may—and, as I think,

must—admit that if a state of affairs is better than its alter-

natives there is a prima facie duty to produce it if we can.

The duty of reward and punishment seems to me to be in this

way derivative. It can be subsumed under the duty of pro-

ducing as much good as we can; though it must be remembered

that the good to be produced in this case is very different from

the other goods we recognize (say virtue, knowledge, and

pleasure), consisting as it does in a certain relative arrange-

ment of virtue, vice, pleasure, and pain.

But if we hold that there is this duty, it must be admitted

that it is one which it is very difficult for us to see our way

to performing, since we know so little about the degrees of

virtue and vice, and of happiness and unhappiness, as they

occur in our fellow men. And in particular there are two grave

objections to holding that the principle ofpunishing the vicious,

for the sake of doing so, is that on which the state should pro-

ceed in its bestowal of punishments.

(i) What we perceive to be good is a condition of things in

which the total pleasure enjoyed by each person in his life as a

whole is proportional to his virtue similarly taken as a whole.

Now it is by no means clear that we should help to bring about

this end by punishing particular offences in proportion to their

moral badness. Any attempt to bring about such a state of

affairs should take account of the whole character of the persons
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even attempted with any degree of resolution to effect this

apportionment. And in fact for the state to make such an
attempt would seriously interfere with its discharge of its

proper work. Its proper work is that of protecting rights.

Now rights are (as we have seen) rights to be treated in certain

ways and not to be treated in certain ways from certain motives;
what the state has to take account of, therefore, is not morally
bad actions, but wrong acts, and it has to take account ofthem in

such a way as to diminish the chance of their repetition. And
this attempt would only be interfered with if the state were at

the same time trying to effect a proportionment of happiness
to moral worth in its members. The latter task, involving as it

would a complete review of the merit and happiness of all its

members, would involve leaving the punishment for each
offence undetermined by law, and to be determined in the light

of all the circumstances of each case; and punishment so com-
pletely undetermined in advance would be quite ineffective as

a protector of rights.

But to hold that the state has no duty of retributive punish-
ment is not necessarily to adopt a utilitarian view ofpunishment.
It seems possible to give an account of the matter which retains

elements in punishment other than that of expediency, without
asserting that the state has any duty properly defined as the duty
of punishing moral guilt. The essential duty of the state is to
protect the most fundamental rights of individuals. Now,
rights of any human being are correlative to duties incumbent
on the owner of rights, or, to put it otherwise, to rights owned
by those against whom he has rights; and the main element in
any one's right to life or liberty or property is extinguished by
his failure to respect the corresponding right in others.' There
is thus a distinction in kind which we all in fact recognize, but
which utilitarianism cannot admit, between the punishment of
a person who has invaded the rights of others and the infliction

of pain or restraint on one who has not. The state ought, in its

effort to maintain the rights of innocent persons, to take what
steps are necessary to prevent violations of these rights; and
the offender, by violating the life or liberty or property of

• » Cf. pp. 54-5.
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another, has lost his own right to have his life, liberty or X
property respected, so that the state has no prima facte duty ^
to spare him, as it has zprima facie duty to spare the innocent.

It is morally at liberty to injure him as he has injured others,

or to inflict any lesser injury on him, or to spare him, exactly as

consideration both of the good of the commumty and of his

own good requires. If, on the other hand, a man has respected

the rights of others, there is a strong and distinctive objection

to the state's inflicting any penalty on him with a view to the

good of the community or even to his own good. 1 he interests
^

of the society may sometimes be so deeply involved as to make it
.

right to punish an innqcent man 'that the whole nation pensh /

not'. But xh^rl^yim^a facie duty of consulung the genera \

interest has proved more obligatory than the perfectly distinct /

^Za facie duty of respecting^the rights of those who have)

respected the rights of others.
^^

This is, I believe, how most thoughtful people feel about

the afibdng of penalties to the invasion of the rights of others

They may have lost any sense they or their ancestors had that

the state should inflict retributive punishment for the sake of

doing so, but they feel that there is nevertheless a difference

of kind between the community's right to punish people for

offences against others, and any right it may have to incon.

venience or injure innocent people m the public interest. This

arises simply from the fact that the state h^s^ prima facte duty

not to do the latter and no such duty not to do the former.

We can, I think, help ourselves towards an understanding ot

the problem by distinguishing two stages which are not usuaUy

kep^apart in discussions of it. The infliction ofpunishment by

the state does not, or should not, come like a bolt from the blue.

It is preceded by the making of a law in which a penalty is

affixed to a crime; or by the custom of the commumty and the

decisions ofjudges a common law gradually grows upm which

apenalty issoaffixed. We must, I think distinguish this stage

that o(L affixing of the penalty, from that of its ^nfliction and

we may ask on what principles the state or itsoffiaals should act

^^
At^hTe?riier stage a large place must be left for considera-

5-.
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tions of expediency. We do not claim that laws should be
made against all moral offences, or even against all offences by
men against their neighbours. Legislators should consider

such questions as whether a given law would be enforced if it

were made, and whether a certain type of offence is important
enough to make it worth while to set the elaborate machinery
of the law at work against it, or is better left to be punished
by the injured person or by public opinion. But even at this

stage there is one respect in which the notion of justice,

as something quite distinct from expediency, plays a part

in our thoughts about the matter. We feel sure that if a

law is framed against a certain type of offence the punish-
ment should be proportional to the offence. However
strong the temptation to commit a certain type of offence

may be, and however severe the punishment would therefore

have to be in order to be a successful deterrent, we feel certain

that it is unjust that very severe penalties should be affixed to

very slight offences.^ It is difficult, no doubt, to define the

nature of the relation which the punishment should bear to the

crime. We do not see any direct moral relation to exist between
wrong-doing and suffering so that we may say directly, such
and such an offence deserves so much suffering, neither more

f| nor less. But we do think that the injury to be inflicted on the

,

offender should be not much greater than that which he has
inflicted on another. Ideally, from this point of view, it should
be no greater. For he has lost his prima facie rights to life,

liberty, or property, only in so far as these rested on an explicit

or implicit undertaking to respect the corresponding rights in

others, and in so far as he has failed to respect those rights.

But laws must be stated in general terms, to cover a variety
• of cases, and they cannot in advance affix punishments which
shall never be greater than the injury inflicted by the wrong-
doer. We are therefore content with an approximation to what
is precisely just. At the same time we recognize that this, while
it is 2i prima facie duty, is not the only prima facie duty of the

legislator; and that, as in the selection of offences to be legis-

lated against, so in the fixing of the penalty, he must consider

expediency, and may make the penalty more or less severe as it

t
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dictates. His action should, in fact, be guided by regard to the

primafacie duty of injuring wrong-doers only to the extent that

they have injured others, and also to the prima facie duty of
promoting the general interest. And I think that we quite

clearly recognize these as distinct and specifically different

elements in the moral situation. To say this is not to adopt a

compromise between the intuitionist and the utilitarian view;
for it can fairly be claimed that one of the duties we apprehend
intuitively is that of promoting the general interest so far as

we can.

When the law has been promulgated and an offence against

it committed, a new set of considerations emerges. The ad-

ministrator of the law has not to consider what is the just

punishment for the offence, nor what is the expedient punish-

ment, except when the law has allowed a scale of penalties

within which he can choose. When that is the case, he has still

to have regard to the same considerations as arose at the earlier

stage. But that, when the penalty fixed by law is determinate,

this and no other should be inflicted, and that, when a scale of

penalties is allowed, no penalty above or below the scale should

be inflicted, depends on 2iprimafacie duty that did not come in

at the earlier stage, viz. that of fidelity to promise. Directly, the

law is not a promise: it is a threat to the guilty, and a threat is

not a promise. The one is an undertaking to do or give to the

promisee something mutually understood to be advantageous

to him; the other, an announcement of intention to do to him
something mutually understood to be disadvantageous to him.

Punishment is sometimes justified on the ground that to fail to

punish is to break faith with the offender. It is said that he has a

right to be punished, and that not to punish him is not to treat

him with due respect as a moral agent responsible for his actions,

but as ifhe could not have helped doing them. This is, however,

not a point of view likely to be adopted by a criminal who
escapes punishment, and seems to be a somewhat artificial way
of looking at the matter, and to ignore the difference between

a threat and a promise.

But while the law is not a promise to the criminal, it is a I

,

promise to the injured person and his friends, and to society, y

¥,
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,

promise to the injured person and his friends, and to society, y

¥,
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It promises to the former, in certain cases, compensation, and

always the satisfaction of knowing that the offender has not

gone scot-free, and it promises to the latter this satisfaction

and the degree of protection against further offences which

punishment gives. At the same time the whole system of law

1 is a promise to the members of the community that if they do

not commit any of the prohibited acts they will not be punished.

Thus to our sense thdit prima facie the state has a right to

punish the guilty, over and above the right which it has, in the

last resort, of inflicting injury on any of its members when the

public interest suflSiciently demands it, there is added the sense

that promises shouldprimafacie be kept; and it is the combina-

tion of these considerations that accounts for the moral satis-

faction that is felt by the community when the guilty are pun-

ished, and the moral indignation that is felt when the guilty

are not punished, and still more when the innocent are. There

may be cases in which the prima facie duty of punishing the

guilty, and even that of not punishing the innocent, may have

to give way to that of promoting the public interest. But these

are not cases of a wider expediency overriding a narrower, but

o( ontprima facie duty being more obligatory than two others

different in kind from it and from one another.'

^i

/

III

THE MEANING OF *GOOD'

ASTUDY of the meaning of 'good' and of the nature of

goodness should begin by recognizing that there is a wide

diversity of senses in which the word is used. The first distinc-

tion, perhaps, to be drawn is that between {A) the adjunctive

or attributive use of the word, as when we speak of a good

runner or of a good poem, and {B) the predicative use of it, as

when it is said that knowledge is good or that pleasure is good.

It is evident that in ordinary usage the first meaning—that of

'good of its kind'—is much the commoner; it appears also to

be the earlier. ^ Within the attributive use of the word we may

distinguish (i) its application to persons, and (2) its application

to things. In case (i) the root idea expressed by *good' seems

to be that of success or efficiency. We ascribe to some one a

certain endeavour, and describe him as a good so-and-so if we

think him comparatively successful in this endeavour. It might

be thought that in certain cases (e. g. *a good singer', *a good

doctor') another idea is in our minds, viz. that the person in

question ministers to our pleasure, or to our health—in general

to the satisfaction of some desire of ours. But our pleasure or

our health comes in only incidentally in such cases; it comes in

just because the endeavour we are imputing to the person in

question is the endeavour to give us pleasure or to improve

our health. It does not, therefore, it would appear, form part of

the general connotation of *good' when thus used. We can in

this same sense call a man *a good liar', not because he con-

tributes to the satisfaction of any of our desires, but because we

think him successful in what he sets out to do.

In case (2) there appear to be various elements included in

what we mean by *good'. We seem to mean in the first place
,

(a) 'ministering to some particular human interest'. A good \J

knife is essentially one that can be successfully used for cutting,

a good poem one that arouses aesthetic pleasure in us. But

there is also here {b) the notion that the thing in question is one

(
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\y in which the maker of it has successfully achieved his purpose

—a notion which might be called the 'passive' counterpart of

the notion explained under (i). As a rule both the notions (a)

and (i) appear to be involved in our application of *good* to

anything other than persons; but sometimes the one and some-
times the other predominates. There is, however, (c) a third

element, less seriously intended, in our application of *good'

to non-persons. When we speak of a good lie or of a good
sunset we are half-personalizing lies and sunsets and thinking

of this particular lie or sunset as succeeding in that which all

lies or sunsets are trying to achieve; i.e. we are, not quite

seriously, transferring to non-persons the meaning of *good'

J

appropriate to persons.

Further, we have to note that 'good' in its application to

persons has a special sense in which it stands for moral excel-

lence. This is the case whether we emphasize the adjective or

the noun in the phrase *a good man'. Both *a good man', as

opposed to a strong, clever, handsome, &c., man, and *a good
man\ as opposed to a good poet, plumber, scholar, &c., stand

for moral excellence. The tendency to limit *good' to the

meaning 'morally good' seems not to be involved in the original

^ connotation of the word, which is originally expressive of
indefinite commendation.^ The limitation seems to me to have
arisen in the following way. Mankind has, in an unsystematic

way, reflected a good deal on the question, what things are

good in themselves, intrinsically good, and has come to think

that certain dispositions (of which the most conspicuous are

l^ conscientiousness and benevolence) are the things that are

most certainly and in the highest degree good in themselves;

and it has tended more and more to adapt the adjunctive use of
the word to the predicative use, and apply it par excellence to

men characterized by such dispositions.

It is to be noted that 'good' in the sense of 'good of its kind*

is doubly relative. It is in the first place relative to the kind

—

to what the kind is aiming at (when the word is applied to
I Cf. Utie N.E.D*s primary definition of the word: 'The most general adjective of

commendation, implying the existence in a high, or at least satisfactory, degree of
characteristic qualities which are either admirable in themselves or useful for some
purpose/

4;£>
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persons) or to the activity which produces the kind or to the

interest which the kind subserves (when the word is applied to

things). When we call a person or a thing 'a good so-and-so'

we do not imply that it is necessarily good in any respect other

than that expressed in the noun. What is a good x may be a bad

y or I.
And 'good of its kind' is relative in a further sense, viz.

that it is comparative. We have in mind what we suppose to be

a rough average of the excellence of the members of the kind,

and we call anything better than this good and anything worse

than it bad, not implying that there is any fixed neutral point

at which what is good ends and what is bad begins. 'Good' in

this usage means 'better than the average' or perhaps 'consider-

ably better than the average', and 'bad' 'worse than the average'

or 'considerably worse than the average'. Whether 'good' is

used with reference to successful endeavour or to utility, we do

not imply, nor usually suppose, that there is a definite line

between success and failure, or between utility and inutility,

and that the things we call good are in any other than a com-

parative sense good, or those we call bad in any other than a

comparative sense bad.

Finally we may note that 'good' in the sense of 'good of its

kind' may be applied not only to an individual which is a good

instance of its species, but also to a species which is a good

species of its genus. We may say not only 'that is a good son-

net', but 'the sonnet is a good poetical form'.

We may turn now to the predicative use of 'good'. But it

must be noted that the grammatical difference is not a sure clue

to the difference of usage. Often when we say 'x is good' we

mean that it is a good so-and-so, and the universe of discourse

makes it clear what noun is to be understood'. What I wish to

call attention to now is the cases in which there is no such

implication, as when it is said that 'courage is good' or 'pleasure

is good'. In such a usage, 'good' is not relative in either of the

senses just pointed out. We do not mean that courage or

pleasure is a successful or useful instance of a species, or species

of a genus, nor do we mean that it is merely comparatively

good, rising above the average of its kind. In both these re-

spects 'good' in this usage is an absolute term.
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Within this usage, however, several varieties have to be
distinguished, (r) In the first place, 'good' may here still mean

^ 'useful'. A hedonist may call virtue good, though he means
only that it is conducive to pleasure. But while in calling a
thing good of its kind (when this refers to usefulness) we mean
simply that it conduces to the end things of its kind are meant
to conduce to (so that we may call a particular poison gas a
good poison gas, whatever we may think of the value of the
ends subserved by poison gases), in calling a thing good ab-
solutely (though still in the sense that it is useful) we mean
that it is a means to an end which is good; i.e. *good' in this

usage is a complex notion implying both a causal relation

between the thing judged good and a certain effect, and the
goodness of the effect. Thus this usage points directly to
another (2), viz. that in which *good' means ^intrinsically good'.
I use this phrase rather than *good as an end', because the latter

phrase taken strictly would imply that the things referred to
' are good only when desired, and therefore only when non-
existent. But that which is intrinsically good is not good only
when it is desired. If it is a thing good to be desired when not
yet existent, it is also a thing to be approved when it exists and
to be regretted when it has perished, and its goodness is no
more closely connected with the first of these attitudes than
with the other two. The intrinsically good is best defined as
that which is good apart from any of the results it produces.

(3) There is a sense of *good' which Professor Moore has
distinguished from that conveyed by the expression *intrinsi-

.

cally good', as a narrower sense than this. He points out ' that
hedonistic utilitarianism 'does not assert that pleasure is the
only thing intrinsically good, and pain the only thing intrinsi-

cally tvi\. On the. contrary, it asserts that any whole which
contains an excess of pleasure over pain is intrinsically good,
no matter how much else it may contain besides; and similarly
that any whole which contains an excess of pain over pleasure
is intrinsically bad.' What that theory asserts is that pleasure is

the only thing 'ultimately good' or 'good for its own sake'.

Both 'intrinsically good' and 'ultimately good' imply that the
' EtAicSf 73.
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thing in question would be good, even if it existed quite alone.

*We may, in short, divide intrinsically good things into two

classes: namely (i) those which, while as wholes they are in-

trinsically good, nevertheless contain some parts which are not

intrinsically good; and (2) those which either have no parts at

all, or, if they have any, have none but what are themselves

intrinsically good.' And he uses 'ultimately good' to denote

the second of these classes. 'Good throughout' would express

more obviously the same meaning.

The distinction is an important one. A whole, for instance,

which contains good elements and indifferent ones, but none

that are bad, is good 'apart from its consequences' and 'would

be good even if it existed quite alone', and is thus intrinsically

good, in the sense defined. But if the indifferent elements not

only are themselves indifferent but do not contribute to the

goodness of the whole, the whole is good not for its own sake

but for the sake of its good elements, and is thus not ultimately

good, in the sense defined. It might seem as if the distinction

answered to Aristotle's distinction between that which has a

certain attribute stricdy qua itself (fj auro), and that which has

it in virtue of an element of itself (/caret fiepos); while the

wider distinction between the intrinsically good and the good

as a means answers roughly to Aristotle's wider distinction

between that which has an attribute in virtue of itself and that

which has it in virtue of a concomitant {KaO* avro and /card

avfiPepTjKos). But Professor Moore would not accept this

identification, for his well-known doctrine of organic unities

states that elements in themselves indifferent or bad may yet

contribute to the goodness of a whole in which they occur.

Thus a whole containing, say, one good and one indifferent

element may have a goodness greater than that of its good

element, and is then not simply good 'in virtue of a part of

itself'., while nevertheless it is not 'ultimately good'.

The importance of this doctrine is difficult to assess; for it

must be admitted that clear instances of 'organic unities* in this

sense are rather hard to discover. At first sight, one would say

that the clearest examples are to be found in the regions of

aesthetic and of economic value, (a) In the aesthetic region,
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it is a familiar fact that some detail of a poem, say, or of a pic-^

ture, which if it stood alone would have little or no aesthetic

value, yet contributes greatly to the effectiveness of the whole.

But if the view to be suggested later^ is true, that beauty is not

a form of intrinsic value, but only the power in an object of

evoking something that has value, the aesthetic experience,

then a beautiful object is not a case in point since the only value

that it or any of its parts has is an instrumental value, (i) In the

economic region, it is a familiar fact that a pair of boots is

worth more than twice as much as a single boot, and an as-

sembled machine much more than the parts when unassembled.

But here the values in question are still more obviously instru-

mental, not intrinsic, and therefore not an illustration of the

doctrine.
. . t^ i

Professor Moore's examples are not very convmcmg. 1 ake

for instance his first illustration.^ *It seems to be true that to be

conscious of a beautiful object is a thing of great intrinsic value;

whereas the same object, if no one be conscious of it, has cer-

tainly comparatively little value, and is commonly held to have

none at all. But the consciousness of a beautiful object is

certainly a whole of some sort in which we can distinguish as

parts the object oii the one hand and the being conscious on

the other. Now this latter factor occurs as part of a different

whole, whenever we are conscious of anything; and it would

seem that some of these wholes have at all events very litde

value, and may even be indifferent or positively bad. Yet we

cannot always attribute the slightness of their value to any

positive demerit in the object which differentiates them from

the consciousness of beauty; the object itself may approach as

near as possible to absolute neutrality. Since, therefore, mere

consciousness does not always confer great value upon the

whole ofwhich it forms a part, even though its object may have

no great demerit, we cannot attribute the great superiority of

the consciousness of a beautiful thing over the beautiful thing

itself to the mere addition of the value of consciousness to that

of the beautiful thing. Whatever the intrinsic merit of con-

sciousness may be, it does not give to the whole of which it

» pp. 127-31. * Principia Ethica, 28-9.
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forms a part a value proportioned to the sum of its value and

that of its object.' This analysis can surely not be accepted.

Consciousness, by which I think Professor Moore means

apprehension, is a state of a mind, and does not include its

object (say, a body) as a part of itself. The only whole which

could be said to include consciousness plus its object is the

whole (if it can be called a whole) consisting of the object plus

the consciousness of it. The true analysis of the consciousness

of a beautiful object, it would seem, is not into consciousness

plus the beautiful object, but into (a) its being an instance of

consciousness in general, and (b) its being an instance of con-

sciousness of something beautiful. And it seems to owe its

whole value to the second of the facts named.

Or again take another of Professor Moore's examples.^ Tf

we compare the value of a certain amount of pleasure, existing

absolutely by itself^ with the value of certain "enjoyments",

containing an equal amount ofpleasure, itmay become apparent

that the "enjoyment" is much better than the pleasure, and

also, in some cases, much worse. In such a case it is plain that

the "enjoyment" does not owe its value solely to the pleasure

it contains, although it might easily have appeared to do so,

when we only considered the other constituents of the enjoy-

ment, and seemed to see that, without the pleasure, they would

have had no value. It is now apparent, on the contrary, that the

whole "enjoyment" owes its value quite equally to the presence

of the other constituents, even though it may be true that the

pleasure is the only constituent having any value by itself.'

The situation here is that there are pleasurable states of mind

(e. g. enjoyments of beauty) which are judged to have more

intrinsic value than equally pleasurable states which were merely

pleasurable states could have. And Professor Moore seems

willing to admit that the element other than pleasantness in the

first kind of states of mind may have no value, or a value less

than the excess value of these states over the merely pleasurable

ones. If this be so, the case would certainly illustrate the doc-

trine of organic unities. But it seems at least arguable that the

element, other than pleasure, in the complex state—the element

« Principia Ethica, 188.
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of insight, or whatever we may prefer to call it—has great

intrinsic value, enough to account entirely for the superior

value of the whole in which it is an element. And if so, the case

will not illustrate the doctrine of organic unities.

There seems, however, to be at least one case which illus-

trates the doctrine. Few people would hesitate to say that a

state of affairs in which A is good and happy and B bad and

unhappy is better than one in which A is good and unhappy

and B bad and happy, even \iA is equally good in both cases,

B equally bad in both cases, A precisely as happy in the first

case as B is in the second, and B precisely as unhappy in the

first case as A is in the second. The surplus value of the first

whole arises not from the value of its elements but from the

co-presence of goodness and happiness in one single person,

and of badness and unhappiness in another. And it is probable

that the principle has other applications, though it is hard to be

sure of these in detail.

The importance of the doctrine so far as its application goes

is somewhat doubtful. But its truth in the abstract seems un-

questionable. We have no right to assume that the value of

a whole is precisely equal to the sum ofthe values ofits elements

taken separately. It may owe some of its value to the co-

presence of certain of its elements in certain relations to one

another; and this co-presence of its elements cannot fairly be

called another element and thus taken to justify us in saying

that the value of the whole is the sum of the values of its ele-

ments.

In view of his doctrine of organic unities. Professor Moore

holds that there is yet another sense of good, (4), that must be

recognized. *When we say that a thing is "good" we may

mean either (i) that it is intrinsically good or (2)^ that it adds to

the value of many intrinsically good wholes or (3) that it is

useful or has good effects.'^ The second of these three mean-

ings is properly distinguished both from the meaning 'intrinsi-

cally good' and from the meaning *instrumentally good', and

might be called *contributively good'. But it may be doubted

if it is a sense in which the word *good' is often actually used.

» = Our (4).
* Ethics^ 250.
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For when a whole A-\-B is thought to be intrinsically good,

its goodness is usually taken to be either equal to that of one of

its elements A^ B not being good in any sense (except perhaps

the instrumental sense), or if the goodness of the whole is taken

to be greater than that of A^ an intrinsic goodness accounting

for the excess goodness of the whole is ascribed to B. In fact,

in so far as the clear recognition of the principle of organic

unities is novel, this fourth sense of *good' cannot have been

any one of the ordinary meanings of good, though many of the

things that have been called good may in fact have been good

only in this sense.

It is, I think, clear that it is the predicative rather than the

attributive senses of *good' that are most important for philo-

sophy. And of the predicative senses, the first or instrumental is

,

clearly a complex notion including {a) the notion of a causal rela-

tion between something and something else, and (b) the notion

of the intrinsic goodness of the effect. It contains nothing but

these two elements. And of these two, it would be foreign to

our purpose to embark upon a discussion of causality. We are

left therefore with the notions of the intrinsically good, the

ultimately good, and the contributively good. Further, feeling

uncertain about the application in fact (though I do not doubt

the truth) of the principle of organic unities, I regard the things

that are intrinsically but not ultimately good as owing, gene-

rally speaking, their value to those elements in them that are

ultimately good; as being good, in fact, *in virtue of a part of

themselves', the other parts of them being irrelevant to their

goodness. In ethics we have to take account of wholes that are

intrinsically but not ultimately good. For it is certain that when

we act we produce, along with any intrinsically good or bad

results that we produce, many others that are neither (e. g.

states of bodies). What we have to choose between the pro-

duction of is not states of affairs all of whose elements are

intrinsically good or intrinsically bad, but states of affairs many
of whose elements are neither. But these elements will (except

in so far as they may be contributively good) afford us no reason

for choosing to produce one such whole state rather than

another. And similarly in the parts that are intrinsically but
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not ultimately good, the sub-parts that are not intrinsically

good will afford us no reason for trying to produce such parts.

What we must concentrate our attention upon is the elements

that are ultimately good ; the others must be treated as mere

inevitable accompaniments of these. The notion of the ulti-

mately good—the notion, that is to say, of that which is good

stricriy for its own sake and neither for the sake of its results

nor for the sake of an element in itself—is thus the central and

fundamental one.

But whatever is ultimately good is also intrinsically good,

i. e. is good apart from its consequences, or would be good even

if it were quite alone. We must make sure therefore that we

understand (as well as we can) the nature of intrinsic goodness.

And if we can once understand this, there will be little to add

about the further feature which distinguishes the ultimately

from the merely intrinsically good. We have simply to add

that the ultimately good as distinct from the merely intrinsically

good contains no element that is not intrinsically good.

/

/

)

\

IV

THE NATURE OF GOODNESS

IT is round the question of the intrinsically good that the

chief controversies about the nature of goodness or ofvalue

revolve. For most theories of value may be divided into those

which treat it as a quality and those which treat it as a relation

between that whicHTias value and something else—which is

usually but not always said to be some state of a mind, such as

that of being pleased by the object or desiring it or approving

of it or finding its desire satisfied by it. And it seems clear that

any view which treats goodness as a relation between that

which is good and something else denies that anything is in-

trinsically good, since by calling a thing intrinsically good we
mean that it would be good even if nothing else existed. One
of the advocates of a relational view of value, Professor Perry,

seeks to maintain that a relational view does not involve the

denial of intrinsic value, which he evidently thinks would be a

consequence hostile if not fatal to his view. *A . . . serious

objection* to his theory, he says,^ *is based upon the nature

of intrinsic value. We judge a thing to be intrinsically good
"where we judge, concerning a particular state of things,

that it would be worth while—would be *a good thing'—that

that state of things should exist, even ifnothing else were to exist

besides^ either at the same time or afterwards".'^ If a thing

derives value from its relation to an interest taken in it, it would
seem impossible that anything whatsoever should possess

value in itself. But in that case value would seem always to be

borrowed, and never owned; value would shine by a reflected

glory having no original source.

*The question', he continues, 'turns upon the fact that any

predicate may be judged synthetically or analytically. Suppose

that "good" were to be regarded as a simple quality like yellow.

It would then be possible to judge either synthetically, that the

primrose was fair or yellow; or, analytically, that the fair,

' A General Theory of Valuej 132. * G. E. Moore, Ethics^ 162,
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yellow primrose was fair or yellow. Only the fair, yellow

primrose would be fair and yellow "even if nothing were to

exist besides". But the logic of the situation is not in the least

altered ifa relational predicate is substituted for a simple quality;

indeed it is quite possible to regard a quality as a monadic (a

single term) relation. Tangential, for example, is a relational

predicate; since a line is a tangent only by virtue of the peculiar

relation of single-point contact with another line or surface.

Let R* represent this peculiar relation, and Ay B^ two lines.

One can then judge either synthetically, that {A) R(JS); or,

analytically, that {A) R (B) is R. Similariy, let S represent

an interested subject, an object, and R* the peculiar relation

of interest taken and received. We can then judge either syn-

thetically, that (0) R' (S); or, analytically, that (0) R' (S) is

R\ In other words, one can say either that is desired by 5,

or that O-desired-by-i' is a case of the general character "de-

sired".'

• I assume, as it seems necessary to assume in order to make

the example relevant, that *fair' here = 'beautiful*, and that

beauty is taken as a species of goodness. Professor Perry is

evidendy taking *yellow' to be a simple, non-relational qyality,

and holding *good' to be a relational one, viz. = 'object of

interest to some one' (loosely represented by *desired-by-5').

I am in doubt about the meaning of *only' in the sentence

'Only the fair, yellow primrose would be fair and yellow "even

if nothing were to exist besides".' (i)/Only' may mean 'yet'.

If so. Professor Perry is admitting that the fair yellow primrose

would be yellow, and would be beautiful if beauty were a non-

relational quality, even if there were nothing else in the world.

And if this be so, that constitutes a vital difference between

such attributes, which would attach to their subject even ifthere

were nothing else in the world, and attributes such as 'desired-

by-5', which certainly would not attach to unless S existed

as well. (2) More probably, I think, 'only' means 'alone'; i. e.

Professor Perry is saying that in contrast with the fair yellow

primrose, the primrose would not be fair and yellow if nothing

else were to exist, just as would not be desired by 5 if5 did

not exist as well as 0.

)

THE NATURE OF GOODNESS 77

Now it is true that the primrose could not be fair or yellow

if nothing but it existed. It could not be fair if its fairness did

not exist, nor yellow if its yellowness did not. But it is equally
'

true that the fair yellow primrose (which Professor Perry con-

trasts with the primrose in this respect) could not be fair or

yellow if its fairness or its yellowness did not exist; and its

fairness and its yellowness are quite as different from the fair

yellow primrose as they are from the primrose, so that there is

no difference between the primrose and the fair yellow primrose

in this respect. But if yellowness, or fairness, is a non-relational

quality of the primrose, the primrose might be yellow or fair

though nothing but the primrose and its attribute of being

yellow or fair existed. On the other hand, if goodness is a

relational quality (say= object of interest to some one), nothing

could be good unless, besides it and its attribute of 'being an

object of interest to some one', something else existed, viz. a

person to whom it is an object of interest. The essential differ- \
ence would remain, that non-relational attributes can be pos- 1

sessed by subjects though nothing but the subjects and the

attributes exist; while relational attributes can be possessed by
^ subjects only if something besides both the subjects and the

, attributes exists, viz. the things that form the other terms of

the relations. Thus if the definition of an intrinsic attribute as

one which its subject would possess if nothing other than the

subject existed, be amended into the form 'an intrinsic attribute

is one which the subject would possess even if nothing but the

subject and the attribute existed', it is evident that non-rela-

tional attributes are intrinsic and that relational attributes

cannot be so. If *good', then, be defined as Professor Perry

defines it, nothing can be intrinsically good. And his attempt

to get over the difficulty of the apparent necessity (for a rela-

tional view of value) of denying that anything has intrinsic

value, by means of the distinction between analytic and syn-

thetic judgements, comes to nothing. 'O-desired-by-i*' is not

a different object which can truly be said to possess intrinsic

value when it is denied that any O apart from being desired

has intrinsic value. 'O-desired-by-5 is good' is simply another

way of saying 'any has value not in itself but by virtue of the
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co-existence with it, and in a certain relation to it, of S\ And

to say this is to deny intrinsic value to anything. And similarly

any other view which identifies goodness with or makes it

depend upon a relation between that which is good and some-

thing else, denies the existence of intrinsic value.

The theories which identify goodness with some relation

are bound to think of this either (I) as a relation between that

which is good and some or all of its elements, or (II) as a rela-

tion between some or all of its elements, or (III) as a relation

between it or some or all of its elements and something else.

Out of the many theories about the nature of goodness, I am

unable to think of any which belongs to type (I), and this type

need not, perhaps, be examined. There have been theories of

type (II), viz. those that identify the good with the harmonious

or coherent. With reference to any such view, the question

must first be asked whether it is meant (a) that goodness just is

coherence, or {/?) that what is good is good because it is coherent.

Only the first of these views is strictly relevant here, where we

are inquiring what goodness is. The second view does not

answer this question; it leaves still open the question what is

the nature of the attribute goodness which coherent things

are said to have because they are coherent. Now the first view

seems to be clearly false. It is surely clear that, however close

a connexion there may be between coherence and goodness,

we never mean^ when we call a thing good, that it is coherent.

If this were what we meant, *the coherent, and only the co-

herent, is good' would be a mere tautology, since it would be

equivalent to *the coherent, and only the coherent, is coherent*;

but it is evidently not a mere tautology, but a proposition which

if true is very important. The theory then, if it is to have any

plausibility, must be understood in the second form; and in

this form it is no answer to the question we are asking, what is

goodness.

It may be well, however, to offer some comments on the

theory in its second form, even if this is not strictly relevant to

the present stage of our inquiry. In the first place it may be re-

marked that any such theory seems to start with the presump-

tion that there is some single attribute, other than goodness.
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that makes all good things good, and that the only question is

what this attribute is. Now I agree that goodness is a conse-

quential attribute; that anything that is good must be good

either by virtue of its whole nature apart from its goodness, or

by virtue of something in its nature other than goodness. This

seems to me a very important fact about goodness, and one

that marks it off from most other attributes.^ But I cannot

agree that the presumption is that there is any one characteristic

by virtue of which all the things that are good are good. If

conscientiousness and benevolence, for instance, are both good,

it is just as likely, initially, that conscientiousness is good

because it is conscientiousness, and benevolence good because

it is benevolence. Still, this must not be assumed to be the case,

any more than the opposite view must be assumed. We must

be prepared to consider on its merits any suggested general

ground of goodness. But when I ask myself whether conscien-

tiousness, or benevolence, for instance, can be held to be good

by virtue of the coherence of its elements, I have to ask what

the supposed elements are, and in what respect they are sup-

posed to cohere, and to these questions I find no clear answer

given by those who hold the theory. It would be more plausible

(though not, I think, true) to say that the goodness of con-

scientious or benevolent action depends on its coherence with

something outside it, e. g. with the whole system ofpurposes of

the agent, or of the society he lives in. But such a theory would

belong not to type (II), which we are examining, but to type

(III). Or again, suppose that one judges a particular pleasure

to be good, is it not clear that even if most and possibly all

pleasures are complex, it is not on account of its being a com-

plex united by the relation of coherence, but on account of its

having the felt character of pleasantness, that it is judged to be

good.*^

When we turn to type (III), we find that the relation which

is identified with goodness (or else held to be what makes good

things good) is sometimes held to be necessarily a relation to a

mind, while sometimes this limitation is not imposed. I take

as a typical view of the latter kind one of which I owe my
« Cf. pp. 1 21-2.
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knowledge to an article by Professor Urban. ^ Professor Shel-

don, as reported by Professor Urban, holds that value is 'fulfil-

ment of any tendency whatever'. The essential objection to

this theory seems to me to be this. Empty 'tendency' of any

reference to the aims of conscious beings (which it is the special

point of this theory to do), and what meaning is left for 'fulfil-

ment of any tendency' ? What is left is the notion of a thing's

being under the influence of a certain force, and of its actually

passing into the state it would pass into if acted on by that force

alone. And who will say that diis purely physical circumstance

is either identical or even coextensive with value .'^

To this Professor Sheldon (as reported by Professor Urban)

answers: 'Good is no doubt a different notion from fulfilment,

and therefore appears to contain something not authorized in

the content of the latter notion. But that is because good or

value is the relation between the fulfilment (or furthering) and

the tendency, a relation uniquely and sufficiendy determined

by the two.' ^ To this it seems to me enough to reply that this

relation can exist, as much as anywhere else, in the case of

bodies acted on by physical forces, where no one would dream

of applying the notion of good or value. If we must have a

relational theory of value, there seems to be much more plausi-

bility in the 'psychological' than in the 'ontological' form of

the theory.

The 'psychological' theories as a rule take the form of hold-

ing that a thing's being good means either {A) that some person

or persons have some feeling towards it, or {B) that some per-

son or persons think it to be good; and such views, or rather

those of the first type, have some initial attractiveness. {A) Our

judgements that certain things are good are in fact constandy

accompanied by feelings towards them—feelings of pleasure,

and of regret for their absence; and this fact is apt to lead to one

or other of two views, or more often perhaps to a mixture of

the two. One view is that by being objects ofsome such feeling

(let us say, adopting Professor Perry's comprehensive phrase,

by being 'objects of interest') things acquire a further character,

that of value. The other is that to have value is just to be an

> Journal ofPldlosophy^ &c., 19 16, 454. * lb.
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object of interest, and nothing more. I am rather in doubt how

to classify the view put forward in A General Theory of Value

by Professor Perry himself. Passages could be found in his book

to support the interpretation of him as holding the first view;

e. g. those in which value is described as dependent on interest.

But on the whole it seems pretty clear that it is the second view

he wishes to maintain. 'The view', he says,^ 'may otherwise be

formulated in the equation: x is valuable = interest is taken in

x' ; and immediately after, 'Value is thus a specific relation into

which things possessing any ontological status whatsoever,

whether real or imaginary, may enter with interested subjects'

—i. e. the relation ofbeing objects of interest to them. Again,^

'Thus the question' (the question to which he provides an

answer) 'is the question, In what consists' (/wr, On what de-

pends) 'value in the generic sense .^'

lixhe first interpretation be the true one, there remain difii-'

cult questions to which he provides no answer. If value is

something not consisting in, but depending on, being an object

of interest, what is value itself, and what is the nature of the

relation vaguely described as dependence.'^ Is the relation a

causal one, or a logical one, and if neither of these, what is it.^

To these no answer is suggested. But these questions need not

be pressed, for I fancy that Professor Perry would accept the

jeco/u/ interpretation as the true account of his view.

On this second interpretation, the theory is that 'good' and

'object of interest' are just different ways of expressing exactly

the same notion. But it is surely clear that this is not true. It is

surely clear that when we call something good we are thinking

of it as possessing in itself a certain attribute and are not think-

ing of it as necessarily having an interest taken in it. If when

we attend to something we are impelled to describe it as good,

it is surely not impossible to think that, though of course we

can only discover its goodness by attending to it, it had its

goodness before we attended to it and would have had it if we

had not attended to it. And again it is evidentiy possible to

think that some of the things in which an interest has been

taken have nevertheless been bad. But if 'good' and 'object of

« A General Theory of Value, 116. * lb. 1 18.
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interest' meant exactly the same, it would be impossible to think

either of these two things which it clearly is possible to

think. The view, therefore, that *good' and 'object of interest'

stand for the same notion must be given up. What the rela-

tional theory must maintain, if it is to be plausible, must be

something different; it must be that whereas most people think

that certain things have a characteristic, goodness, distinct from

that of being objects of interest, nothing has any such charac-

teristic. And then the question arises, what could have led

mankind to form this quite superfluous notion to which nothing

in reality corresponds ? It is not as if the notion of goodness

were a complex notion formed, like such notions as that of

*centaur', by a play of fancy in which characteristics found

separate in reality are imagined to coexist; for there are no

characteristics of which *good' can be said to be a compound.

We may, however, not merely ask how the notion could have

come into being if it were not the apprehension of a reality.^

We may claim that we are directly aware that conscientious

action, for example, has a value of its own, not identical with

or even dependent upon our or any one else's taking an interest

in it. Our reason informs us of this as surely as it informs us

of anything, and to distrust reason here is in principle to dis-

trust its power of ever knowing reality.

Another fatal objection to any theory which identifies good

with being an object of interest, or of any particular type of

feeling, becomes apparent when we ask by whom the interest

or the feeling is supposed to be felt. Some answers escape some

objections and others escape others, but each possible answer is

exposed to at least one fatal objection of its own. This ground

has been very fully covered by Professor Moore in an examina-

tion of the corresponding theories about 'right',^ and both in

the case of 'right' and in the case of *good' his line of argument

seems to me unanswerable. Theories of this type are divisible

into those which identify goodness with the presence of some

feeling (i) in at least one person, no matter who he is, (2) in

the person who judges an object to be good, (3) in a majority

I Cf. Cook Wilson's argument against the possibility of a fictitious 'simple idea*.

Statement and Inference, ii. 5 1 1-21. * Ethics, chs. 3 and 4.
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of persons of some class or other—say persons belonging to a

particular stage in the history of civilization, (4) in a majority

of mankind, or (5) in all mankind. To (i) there seem to be

four objections, (a) It surely can hardly be denied that, what-

ever feeling we select as the feeling involved—whether for

instance this be taken to be pleasure, or approval—a man may

doubt whether a certain thing is good, even when he does not

doubt that some one or other has had such a feeling towards it.

{b) If what I mean when I call something good is that some one

or other has a certain feeling towards it, and if what any other

person means when he calls it bad is that some one or other has

an opposite feeling towards it, we should not be at variance,

because both propositions might be true. Yet if anything is

clear, it is that we do suppose ourselves to be making incom-

patible statements about the object, (c) If something, without

changing its nature, at some moment aroused for the first time

the feeling in question in some mind, we should clearly judge

not that the object had then first become good, but that its

goodness had then first been apprehended. And {d) it might

be enough to ask whether any one finds it even possible to think

that goodness could be brought into being by the feeling of

some one or other^ no matter how vicious or stupid or ignorant

he might be. It seems clear that by goodness we mean some-

thing at any rate more objective than that.

To the theory in form (2) the primary objection is identical

with objection (b) above. If all I mean by saying that an

object is good were that it arouses a certain feeling in me, and

all you mean by saying that it is not good, or is bad, were that

it does not arouse that feeling, or arouses an opposite feeling,

in you, we should not be at variance, for we might both be

right. And objection (c) applies with just as much force to this

theory as to the previous one.

To the theory in form (3) it may be objected (a) that it will

follow that two people who claim to be representing the feel-

ings of majorities of different sets of persons will never be at

variance if they pronounce the same thing respectively good

and bad. Yet it is clear that even when two men belong to

difierent sets of persons, the feelings of a majority of which
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they would on this view be claiming to represent, they believe

themselves to be making incompatible statements when they

call something respectively good and bad. Clearly therefore

what they claim to be expressing is not the feelings of differfent

majorities. But further (J>)
it is surely plain that there are cases

in which a man thinks something good, without thinking that

there is a majority ofany class ofmen who have a certain feeling

towards it. Even if we think that a majority of persons at our

own stage of civilization, for instance, would have feelings like

ours if they attended to the object, we may feel sure that they

have not attended to it and therefore have not the feeling in

question towards it.

The theory in form (4) is not open to xhtfirst objection made

to the previous theory. For any onewho thought that a majority

of mankind had a certain feeling towards an object would be

at variance with any one who thought that they had not this

feeling, or had an opposite feeling. But objection (h) to theory

(3) applies with redoubled force to theory (4).

And finally, to theory (5) it applies with even greater force.

{B) The second and remaining type ofwhat I may call purely

subjective theories of good is that which holds that for me to

think an object good is to think that (i) some one or other, or

(2) I, or (3) a majority of some set of men, or (4) a majority of

mankind, or (5) all mankind, think it good. It is unnecessary

and would be tedious to examine these theories as fully as we

have examined those of type {A). It is enough to point out

that corresponding objections are equally fatalto them, and to

add a new objection fatal to all theories of type (JB).

The objections to -^ i apply equally to B\

„ ^2 » » >j
^^

„ ^3 » n yy ^3

y> -^5 yy » » -^5

But apart from these objections to special forms of theory (-ff),

the whole theory has one absurdity common to all its forms.

It is perfecdy evident that the meaning of 'X is good* cannot be

identical with the meaning of *some one (or I, or a majority of
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some class ofmen, &c.) thinks thatX is good', since it is identi-

cal with the meaning of only one element in the latter phrase.

Or, to put the same objection otherwise, to say that S thinks X
good leaves it an open question whether X is good. For

opinion has thq characteristic, which feeling has not, of being

either true or false. If S thinks falsely that X is good, then X
is not good; and i(S thinks truly that -^ is good, then X's being

good is neither identical with nor dependent on S*s thinking

it good. In fact, while theory (^A) deserves the most serious

consideration, and it is excessively hard to be sure whether one

is right in rejecting it or may not have been guilty of some

logical confusion, theory (B) may be rejected out of hand.

Professor Perry, as one might expect, repudiates it with vigour.

I turn to a reconsideration of theory (A) in the light of

Professor Perry's discussion. He divides all possible theories

of value into four types, according to the view they take of the ,

relation of value to interest, interest being identified *with the

motive-affective life; that is to say, with instinct, desire, feeling;

these, andall their family of states, acts, and attitudes'.^ *There ,

are four possible relations of value to interest. In the first place,

value may be, in its essential nature, quite irrelevant to interest.

... In the second place, value may be held to be the character

of an object which qualifies it to be an end; in other words,

that which implies, evokes or regulates interest. . . In the third

place, value may be assigned to the objects of cer^in duly

qualified interests, such as the final, harmonious, absolute, or

imperative interest. Finally, there is the simpler and more
comprehensive view, that value in the generic sense attaches

promiscuously to all objects of all interest.'^

I am not specially concerned with the two intermediate

views, and agree with many of Professor Perry's criticisms of

them. I am mainly interested in the first, which I believe to be

true,^ and in the fourth, which he believes to be true. He takes

as a typical expression of the first view Professor Moore's

> j4 General Theory of Value^ 27. * lb. **A I

3 I think, of course, that a thing may arouse interest, and will arouse it in a well-

constituted mind, because of'xts goodness. What I wish to deny is that its goodness
either is or depends on its arousing interest.
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remark 'my point is that "good" is a simple notion, just as

"yellow" is a simple notion; that, just as you cannot, by any

manner of means, explain to any one who does not already

know it, what yellow is, so you cannot explain what good is';

and he treats this view as being best 'understood as an extension

of that pan-objectivism which, having concluded that the so-

called "secondary qualities", such as colour, have as good a

title to extra-mental existence as the so-called primary qualities,

such as figure, sees no reason why the so-called "tertiary"

qualities, such as good, should not be assigned the same

status'.^

There may be in some minds a connexion between a realistic

view of the secondary qualities and an objective view of good-

ness, but it should be pointed out that there is no necessary

connexion between the two views. For my own part, reflection

on the facts of perception and of its illusions forces me to think

that there is no such thing as objective colour, for example;

I am driven to suppose that colour-sensation is a mental state

which is not perception of colour. But colour-sensation ^ is an

indubitable fact, and I can with a certain modification accept

Professor Moore's comparison. I can say that goodness is a

quality which can no more be defined in terms of anything

other than itself, than can the quality of the sensation which we

describe as being one of 'seeing yellow'. Whatever we may

think about the objectivity of colour, there can, I imagine, be

no doubt of the indefinability of the character of our sensation.

Thus the adoption of this comparison is in no way bound up

with an objective view of secondary qualities. Nor, again, do

I think of goodness as 'extra-mental' ; for while I do not think

it is essentially for minds, I think it is essentially a quality of

states of mind.

Professor Perry's first criticism ofthe objective view ofgood

is that 'one who upholds this view of good must be prepared

to point to a distinct quale which appears in that region which

our value terms roughly indicate, and which is different from

« A General Theory of Falue, 2^.

a i. e. the experience which we habitually, whether rightly or (as I suggest) wrongly,

describe as that of seeing colour.
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the object's shape and size, from the inter-relation of its parts,

from its relation to other objects, or to a subject; and from all

the other factors which belong to the same context, but are

designated by words other than "good". The present writer,

for one, finds no such residuum.'^ The existence of such a
residuum is just the point at issue. So far we have only theword
of those who agree with Professor Moore that they do discern

in certain things a unique quality which can only be expressed
by the term 'goodness' or some synonym of 'goodness', and
the word of those who agree with Professor Perry that they do
not; and so long as the question is considered on these lines,

all thatwe can do is to invite others to contemplate, for instance,

conscientious action, and try for themselves whether they do
or do not discern such a quality in it. But Professor Perry is,

of course, not content with his ipse dixit. He argues that if

goodness were an indefinable quality like yellowness its presence,

when it is present, should be equally self-evident; and he points

to the hesitancy of Professor Moore's report as to what things

are good, as showing that the presence ofgoodness is /wr equally

self-evident with that ofyellowness. Here he seems to be stress-

ing too much the analogy which Professor Moore has alleged to

exist between goodness and yellowness. The analogy exists

only in respect of the indefinability of both. It is not argued
that in other respects the two qualities are on all fours. In
particular, the one is apprehended (if apprehended at all) ^ by
sense-perception, the other by intelligence; and there is no
reason to anticipate that what is discerned by the intelligence

should be as easily discerned as what is discerned by sense-

perception. But Professor Perry exaggerates the difference

between the ease of discernment in the two cases. There is, he
says, 'no serious difference of opinion as to the distribution of
terms connoting empirical qualities. "Things wear them in

public, and any passer-by may note them." ' 3 But does not
yellow merge into green, and into orange, and are there not

' ^ General Theory of Value, 30.
* This caution seems necessary in view of the doubt I have expressed on p. 86 as

to whether colour is something apprehended at all. The sentence in the text without
the parenthesis would state the defence which I believe Professor Moore would make
of his view. 3 A General Theory of Value, 30.
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border-line cases in which it is extremely difficult to say whether

what we have before us is yellow or green, or whether it is

yellow or orange? And if there are things about whose good-

ness there is room for difference of opinion, are there not other

things, such as conscientious action, whose goodness is matter

of general agreement?
r , . i /: u-r c

But I should not like to rest the case for the mdehnability ot

goodness merely on this argumentum ad hominem. It seems to

me more important to point out that the question whether the

presence of a given quality in some particular thing is easily

discerned has nothing to do with the question whether the

quality is indefinable. If two people differ, for instance, as to

whether a particular action is good, their differing implies, no

less than their agreeing would have done, that they^ mean by

•goodness' a definite quality; and their mere differmg does not

imply that that quality is not indefinable any more than their

agreement would imply that it is. The questions of its de-

finability and of its discemibility are different and not logically

connected.

But if I attempt to vindicate Professor Moore's companson

of goodness with yellowness as being like it an indefinable

quality, I do not wish (any more than I imagine he would) to

be thought to suppose that it is a quality in other respects like

yellowness. The most salient difference is that it is a quality

which anything that has it can have only in virtue of having

some other characteristic; as e. g. a conscientious act is good

in virtue of being conscientious. This I express later by de-

scribing it as a consequential and not a fundamental quality.^

Professor Perry turns next to mention Professor Laird's

presentment of the objective view. Professor-Laird, he says,

•appeals to the fact that there is an immediate objectivity in the

appreciation of beauty, or in the admiration of conduct. These

are not mere subjective states caused by an object; ^ey present

the object, clothed in its quality of charm or moral worth.'^

Professor Perry points out that there are many adjectives which

we apply to objects, and which therefore prima facie might

appear to stand for qualities of objects apart from any relation

» Cf. pp. 1 21-2. > A General Theory of Value, 31.
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to persons, but which on examination turn out to refer simply

to the existence ofsome such relation,—adjectives like *coveted',

*boresome', 'tiresome', 'hopeful'; and that on the other hand

adjectives like *red' resist all attempts to localize them in the

subject and insist on being localized in the object. But it is

surely unfair to argue from words like 'coveted', 'boresome',

'tiresome', 'hopeful', which by their very formation point to a

relation between a subject and an object, and the word 'good',

which equally clearly points to nothing of the kind but to a

quality resident in the object itself, independent ofany subject's

reaction to the object. As regards 'beautiful' I am, as I shall

point out later, ^ inclined to agree that the fact that lies at the

back of our predications of it is simply the power something

has of producing a certain kind of emotion in us; and the fre-

quent use of such words as 'charming', 'delightful', almost as

synonyms of 'beautiful' may be held to lend this view some
support. But it is surely a strange reversal of the natural order

of thought to say that our admiring an action either is, or is

what necessitates, its being good. We think of its goodness as

what we admire in it, and as something it would have even if

no one admired it, something that it has in itself. We could

suppose, for instance, an action of self-denial which neither the

doer nor any one else had ever admired. If now some one were

to become aware of it and admire it, he would surely pronounce

that it had been good even when no one had been admiring it.

Professor Perry makes the further objection that the 'objec-

tive' theory derives all its plausibility from its exponents' being

preoccupied with 'the aesthetic and contemplative values', and

that it precludes them from giving a comprehensive account

of all values. 'The most serious defect of this type of theory

is its failure to provide any systematic principle whatsoever.

There are as many indefinable values as there are feeling atti-

tudes, and since these are to be regarded as objective qualities

rather than as modes of feeling, there is nothing to unite them,

not even the principle of feeling. If "good" is a unique quality,

then so are "pleasant", "bad", and "ought". There is no way
of subsuming pleasant under good, or of defining the opposi-

373S
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tion of good and bad, or of subsuming both good and ought

under a more general category such as value. If, on the other

hand, value is defined in terms of interest, then the variability

of interest seems to account for both the unity and the diversity

of values/ 1 His assumption, then, is that there must be some

single sense of Valuable* in which the word is always used,

and his contention is that a subjective theory alone will serve

to assign such a single- meaning and to show the relations

between the various specific kinds of value. And under the

heading of 'valuable' he includes both things which would not

naturally be described as being valuable at all, and things which

we can surely recognize to have value only in fundamentally

different senses. Does any one really think that obligatoriness

is a special form of being valuable ? ^ Is it not a hasty assump-

tion to assume that it is an instance of the same kind of thmg

of which moral goodness or beauty is another instance.^ And

is it not clear that what we call economic values 3 are merely

instrumental values, different in kind from the goodness of

virtue or of pleasure ? The assumption that there must be *a

general theory of value* applicable to value in all the senses of

that word seems to me to be unjustified.

At the same time, I am inclined to agree with Professor Perry

in one of his contentions, though not in what he (if I understand

him aright) seeks to deduce from it. He is seeking to find a

single thread of identity which unites all our applications of the

word good, and to infer from this that the word 'good' has the

single meaning which he assigns to it. Now when I consider

the variety of meanings of *good' indicated in the precedmg

chapter—the predicative and the attributive use, the mean-

ings 'successful in his endeavour' and 'useful', the instrumental

and the intrinsic sense—though I cannot agree that what we

mean in all or any of these cases by 'X is good' is 'X is an object

of interest to some one', I am inclined to think that the only

thread that connects our application of the word in all these

senses i. e. the only common fact that is present whenever we

use the term 'good'—is that in each case thtjudger has some

feeling of approval or interest towards what he calls good. But

I A General Theory of Value, 34. *^ ^ ^*

t
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this in no way proves that we are always using 'good' in the

same sense. The senses 'intrinsically good' and 'useful' appear

to me entirely different, though whether we use the word good
in one or the other we have in both cases a feeling of approval

or interest towards what we call good. What common thread

there is, is one that connects not the various meanings of good,

but our use of it in these various meanings. The attempt to find

a common thread in our application of the term is not what I am
chiefly interested in. What I am interested in, and what I can-

not but think to be the more important question for philosophy,

is whether there is not a sense ofgood in which it can be applied

to things not as meaning that they are successful or useful

members of a class, and not as meaning that they are instru-

mental to a good beyond themselves, but as meaning that they

are good in themselves. And it is surely plain that when we
state, for instance, that courage is good, this is what we mean

—

even if some one may maintain that we are mistaken in making
this statement. I have tried to do some justice, briefly, to

the other senses, in the preceding chapter, and from that

point onwards I have been interested solely in this other and

more fundamental sense of 'good'. And of this I feel pretty

clear, that though our applications of it are always accompanied

by an interest in what we thus call good, the existence of that

interest is not what we assert when we so describe things.

Professor Perry turns next to consider in detail Professor

Moore's argument for the indefinability of 'good'. He quotes

the remark 'it would be absolutely meaningless to say that

oranges were yellow, unless yellow did in die end mean just

"yellow" and nothing else whatever—unless it were absolutely

indefinable.' ^ And to this, taken alone, his objection is well

founded. 'It is not meaningless', he points out, 'to say that

"the conception of substance is pre-historic", or that "the

painting is post-impressionistic", or that "the argument is

circular"; and yet in these cases the assigned predicates are de-

finable.'^ The statement 'oranges are yellow' certainly is mean-

ingless unless 'yellow' has in this statement a single self-identical

meaning. In a sense 'yellow' must mean yellow and nothing

* G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica, 14. ^ A General Theory of Value, 35.
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I A General Theory of Value, 34. *^ ^ ^*
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else whatever. But this does not show it to be indefinable.^ For

if we could correctly define 'yellow' as, say, 'x which is j', we

should not be saying that *yellow' means anything other than

Vellow', for 'x which \sy would be just what yellow is. But,

it might be said in support of the view that *good' is obviously

indefinable, there is a great difference between 'good' and such

attributes as *pre-historic', *post-impressionistic', *arcular .
If

a term is definable, i. e. stands for a certain complex,^ we can

use the term intelligently and intelligibly only if we> have the

definition to some extent before our minds; and we have in fact

at least rough definitions of such terms in our minds when we

use them. On the other hand, the fact that we use the term

'good' intelligently and intelligibly without having any defini-

tion of it in our minds shows that it is indefinable.

Professor Moore uses an argument of somewhat the same

type when he argues, against any attempt to define 'good',

that given any set of concepts not containing good, it is always

possible to inquire whether a thing answering to this set of

concepts is good.^ Suppose some one claims that 'being-desired-

by-anybody is being good', this claim is met by the fact that

even if we know that war is desired by some people, we may

still doubt whether it is good.
^

Both of these arguments amount, I think, to saying that it

'good' stood for any complex (as on any relational theory it

does), we ought, if we use the word intelligently, to have in

our minds the notion of a definite relation between definite

things. It seems to me cle^r that we have no such notion in our

minds when we use the word in ordinary discourse.

But I cannot be sure that this entirely setdes the question.

For there seem to be cases in which we seek for the definition

of a term and finally accept one as correct. The fact that we

accept some definition as correct shows that the term did some-

how stand for a complex of elements; yet the fact that we are

« I should explain that I mean by a complex here a complex of elements co-ordinate

in respect of universality, in distinction from another class of terms which might be

called complex, and which are indefinable, viz. those that involve ejements not co-

ordinate in respect of universality, as 'red* involves both colour and redness. U, CooK

Wilson, Statement anJInference, ii. 502-4.

* Principia Ethical 15.

THE NATURE OF GOODNESS 93

for some time in doubt whether the term is analysable, and if so,

what the correct analysis is, shows that this complex ofelements

was not distinctly present to our mind before, or during, the

search for a definition. It appears as ifwe cannot avoid recog-

nizing that there is such a thing as using a term which implicitly

refers to a certain complex, while yet the complex is not ex-

plicidy present to our minds. And in principle this might, it

seems, be true of 'good'. The absence of an explicit reference

to a complex in our ordinary use of the term should therefore

not be taken as necessarily implying that the term is indefinable,

nor, in particular, as excluding the possibility of its standing

for a relation. The method should, I think, rather be that of

attending to any proposed definition that seems at all plausible.

If it is the correct definition, what should happen is that after

a certain amount of attention to it we should be able to say,

*yes, that is what I meant by "good" all along, though I was

not clearly conscious till now that it was what I meant'. If on

the other hand the result is that we feel clear that 'that was not

what I meant by good', the proposed definition must be re-

jected. If, after we have examined all the definitions that possess

any initial plausibility, we have found this negative result in

every case, we may feel fairly confident that 'good' is indefi-

nable. And there is no initial presumption that it is definable.

For it seems clear that there could be no complex entities unless

there were some simple ones; and, in a universe so various as

the universe is, there is no reason to suppose that the simple

entities are few in number.

In the process of criticizing proposed definitions of a term,

there are two moments. Perhaps the most obvious ground for

rejection of a definition is that we are able to point to things of

which the term is predicable but the definition not, or vice versa.

And any one will be able without difficulty to think of defini-

tions of 'good' that have been proposed, which come to grief

on one or other of these two objections. But even when the

denotations of the term and of the definition coincide (or when

we cannot be sure that they do not), we can often see that a

proposed definition does not express what we mean by the

term to be defined. It would be on this ground, for example,
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that we should reject a definition of 'equilateral triangle' as

'triangle with all its angles equal*. And it is on this ground

that most of the proposed definitions of *good* can be rejected

—many of the metaphysical definitions, such as those which

identify goodness with comprehensiveness or with reality;

and many of the psychological definitions, such as those which

identify it with being productive of pleasure or with being an

object of desire. The point is not that the proposed definition

is not seen at first sight to be true, or that it needs inquiry, but

that it does not survive inquiry.

Professor Perry's own criticism of Professor Moore takes

the following form. Suppose that 'good' be defined as 'desired

by some one'. This definition is disproved, says Professor

Moore, by the fact that even if war is desired by some one, it is

still possible to inquire whether war is good. Professor Perry

seems to admit this as fatal to the proposed definition, for he

proposes to substitute for it what he evidendy thinks of as a

different definition, 'good in some sense= desired by some one'.

And he endeavours to turn the edge of Professor Moore's

objection by saying that the correctness of this definition is

quite compatible with our still being able to inquire (as we

evidently can) whether war, if it is good in this sense, is also

good in some other sense, e. g. desired by all men, or obligatory,

or beautiful.^ ^
This seems to me strangely to miss the point. No one would,

I suppose, dream of objecting to the equating of 'good in some

sense' with 'desired by some one' on the ground that war though

desired by some persons is not desired by every one, or not

beautiful, or not obligatory. The objections are (i) that, even

though desired by some persons, war is not in any sense good

(though there may be elements in it that are good), and (2)

that, even if it were in some sense good, what would be meant

by calling it good is most certainly not that it is desired by

some one.

Professor Perry further tries to base an argument for the

relativity of good to the interests of individuals, on the fact

'that the question may be submitted once again to each indi-

« A General Theory of Falue, 36-7.
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vidual judge'. 'Ifwhen a given object a is already acknowledged

to be good the question of its goodness is nevertheless put to a

subject My the question is assumed to refer to the special sense

of good which is relative toMJ ^ This would surely be a non-

sensical procedure. If the goodness of a is already 'acknow-

ledged', i. e. admitted by both the persons involved, there is no

sense in the one asking the other whether the object is good;

and anything that the other may say such as 'I desire it' or 'I

don't desire it' has no relevance to the question whether it is

good, which has already ex hypothesi been settled in the

affirmative.

The advocates of the view he is criticizing are. Professor

Perry points out, anxious to secure for 'good' a meaning which

shall 'provide judgments of value with a common object which

will determine their truth or falsity'. And for this purpose, he

insists, 'an interest is as good an object as any other. The fact

thatM takes an interest in a, consists in a relation of a to M;
but this fact itself is not relative to M's judgment about it, or

to the judgment ofany other subject.' ^ There is, in fact, a great

difference between a view which makes the goodness of an

object depend on a subject's judgement that it is good, and one

which makes it depend on his interest in it. The former view

is one that will not stand a moment's examination; the latter is

one that does provide judgements of value with some reality

to judge about, and that therefore requires serious considera-

tion. But while it provides for our judgements of value an

object independent of our judgements, it fails to do justice to

what is also implied in our judgements of value, that when one

person says an object is good and another says it is not, they

are contradicting one another. For ifM only meant 'I take an

interest in a and N only meant 'I do not', they would not be

contradicting each other.

Professor Perry sometimes, for brevity, uses as equivalent

to 'good' 'enjoyed by a subject', and sometimes 'desired by a

subject*. Neither of these phrases does full justice to his theory.

His theory is that to be good is to be an object of interest^ and

interest is thought of as covering both desire and enjoyment;

I lb. 37. * lb. 38-
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1. e. the goodness ofsome things consists in their being enjoyed,

that of others in their being desired, and that of others, perhaps,

in their being both enjoyed and desired (though this, as we

shall see, is impossible). Now so long as we say (as he is apt to

\ say) that *the goodness of the primrose consists in its being

desiredV the theory seems at first sight attractive enough. But

obviously it is only a rough and ready description ofmy desire

to say I desire a primrose. What I desire is to be seeing it or

smelling it or possessing it. As soon as we describe definitely

what it is that we desire, we see that it is something which does

not yet exist. There are no doubt cases in which we desire to go

on doing whatwe are doing, orbeing in the same sort ofstate that

we are in. But even ifI desire, for instance, to go on looking at a

primrose, what I desire is not the looking which is taking place

at present, but the looking which I wish to take place in the

immediate future. The object of desire is always something

non-existent. If it be said that it exists as a possibility, we must

reply that that is an inexact way of saying that the possibility of

it exists, which means that though it does not exist, the nature

of some or all of the things that do exist is not incompatible

with its coming into existence.

I It is plain that in so far as goodness were either identical

with or dependent upon being desired, nothing could both

exist and be good. Now I suppose that we are all convinced

both that some things that exist now are good, and that things

of certain kinds, which may come into existence in the future,

will be good if and when they exist; and I suppose that apart

from these convictions we should have little or no interest in

the topic of 'good', and ethics in particular would go by the

board. Yet in so far as the theory identifies the good with the

desired, it denies both these convictions. But it might be re-

plied that the goodness of existent things consists in their being

enjoyed, and the goodness of non-existent things in their being

desired. I must take leave, however, to doubt whether we can

say of a non-existent thing that it is good. However much one

were convinced that conscientiousness, for example, is good,

and that A might become conscientious, no one would say *A's

« Cf. A General Theory of Value^ 133.
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conscientiousness is good* if he were convinced that A is not in

fact conscientious. But, our opponent might reply, we can say

oikinds of thing that they are good even ifwe are not convinced

that any instances of these kinds exist. We might say 'perfectly

conscientious action is good', even if (as Kant suggests) we are

not convinced that there has ever been such an action. But

that is only a short-hand way of saying that without being sure

that such an action ever has existed, we can be sure that r/any

existed it would be good. Hypothetical goodness presupposes

hypothetical existence just as actual goodness presupposes actual

existence. And if so, being good can never be identical with

being desired, or even compatible with it.

The relation in which the primrose stands to desire is not

that of being desired but that of exciting desire. This is a rela-

tion in which existing things co/Tstand to desire, and the theory

might be transmuted into the form, *the good is that which

excites desire'. But the excitants of desire fall into two classes.

There are things our experience of which is such as to make us

desire to remain in our existing relation to them, or to get into

some closer relation to them, and to others like them; and there

are things our experience of which is such as to make us desire

to get away from them. Things of the second class are just as

decidedly excitants of some desires as things of the first class

are of others. And obviously one main sub-class (if not the

whole) of the second class consists of things that cause pain.

Thus if *good' meant 'excitant of desire' we should be led to

the conclusion that things that cause pain are, as such, an im-

portant class of goods. This conclusion would evidently not

be accepted, and therefore the theory would have to be modified

into the form *the good is that which excites the desire to main-

tain our relations with it, or to get into closer relations with it,

and with others of its kind'—what we may, for short, call

'positive desire'.

Now, on the face of it, some of the things that excite positive

desire^ do so because they are judged to be good. Prima facie

one would say that if the consciousness of a good disposition

» Desire, of course, not for them to exist but for us to be in some new relation to

them or to continue to be in the same relation to them.
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« Cf. A General Theory of Value^ 133.

THE NATURE OF GOODNESS 97

conscientiousness is good* if he were convinced that A is not in

fact conscientious. But, our opponent might reply, we can say

oikinds of thing that they are good even ifwe are not convinced

that any instances of these kinds exist. We might say 'perfectly

conscientious action is good', even if (as Kant suggests) we are

not convinced that there has ever been such an action. But

that is only a short-hand way of saying that without being sure

that such an action ever has existed, we can be sure that r/any

existed it would be good. Hypothetical goodness presupposes

hypothetical existence just as actual goodness presupposes actual

existence. And if so, being good can never be identical with

being desired, or even compatible with it.

The relation in which the primrose stands to desire is not

that of being desired but that of exciting desire. This is a rela-

tion in which existing things co/Tstand to desire, and the theory

might be transmuted into the form, *the good is that which

excites desire'. But the excitants of desire fall into two classes.

There are things our experience of which is such as to make us

desire to remain in our existing relation to them, or to get into

some closer relation to them, and to others like them; and there

are things our experience of which is such as to make us desire

to get away from them. Things of the second class are just as

decidedly excitants of some desires as things of the first class

are of others. And obviously one main sub-class (if not the

whole) of the second class consists of things that cause pain.

Thus if *good' meant 'excitant of desire' we should be led to

the conclusion that things that cause pain are, as such, an im-

portant class of goods. This conclusion would evidently not

be accepted, and therefore the theory would have to be modified

into the form *the good is that which excites the desire to main-

tain our relations with it, or to get into closer relations with it,

and with others of its kind'—what we may, for short, call

'positive desire'.

Now, on the face of it, some of the things that excite positive

desire^ do so because they are judged to be good. Prima facie

one would say that if the consciousness of a good disposition
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in oneself or the contemplation of it in another leads me to wish

to maintain and develop that sort of disposition, it is not because

I feel it to be pleasant but because I judge it to be good. But

this alternative is not open to Professor Perry, for, m basmg

our taking an interest in the thing on our thinking it good, it

would involve the giving up of his main thesis, that a thing s

being good either is or is based upon our taking an interest in

it AH that is left for him therefore is to identify what is good

with that which by virtue of the pleasure it causes excites desire

for a closer relation with it and with other things like it. What

is good, then, for him is that which excites pleasure and tiiereby

excites such a desire. And though he includes both these ele-

ments in his formula, the fact of exciting pleasure is evidently

the root fact of which the other is a mere consequence.

Not only, however, is pleasantness the fundamental and

tendency to excite desire only a consequential element in good-

ness, according to the theory in the form in which it seems

necessary to restate it, but it is far more plausible to put forward

pleasantness, than to put forward this tendency, as the essence

of goodness. If we say *that which produces so-and-so is, as

doing so, good', we are evidently implying that what is pro-

duced is intrinsically good, and what produces it instrumenta y

good. And it is plausible enough to say ^pleasure is intrinsically

good, and what produces it instrumentally good'; there is a

pretty general agreement that pleasure, whether it is the good

or not, is at least good. But there is no general agreement that

desire, or even positive desire, is good. If we take the moral

standpoint we must say that some desires are good and others

bad, and that when desires are good they are good not because

they are desires but because they are the sort of desires they

are And if we take the hedonistic standpoint, we must say

that desires are good or bad (which will mean 'pleasant or

unpleasant') not in virtue ofbeing desires but mainly (I suppose)

in virtue of dieir being supposed to be likely or unlikely to be

fulfilled. Desire (even positive desire) thus not being a thing

necessarily good in itself, there is no reason why, in general,

things that excite desire (or positive desire) should be good.

So long as we thought of things as objects of desire, it was
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perhaps not unplausible to say that objects of desire are good

even when the desire is not; but if we recast the theory in the

form in which we have found it necessary to recast it, and say

the good is that which excites positive desire, i. e. which is to it

as cause to effect, there is no reason (obvious or alleged) why,

positive desires not being always good, their excitants should

nevertheless always be so.

The most favourable way, then, of presenting the theory we

are examining is to exclude from it the reference to desire and

to reduce it to the form *what is good is that which produces

pleasure'.^ But no one would in fact say that everything which

produces pleasure is good unless he thought pleasure itself

good; ^ and the theory emerges in the final form 'pleasure, and

pleasure alone, is good by its own nature; and what produces

pleasure, and only what produces pleasure, is good because it

produces something good.' The heart of the theory, then, in

spite of all it has said by way of attack on ordinary notions of

intrinsic good, is that there is one thing, and one thing only,

that is intrinsically good, viz. pleasure. The theory when re-

duced to its simple terms seems to be our old friend, hedonism.

After all the able refutations of hedonism that have been pub-

lished in recent years, it seems to me unnecessary to tread once

more on this rather hackneyed ground, and I suppose that

Professor Perry would agree that hedonism is untenable, and

claim that his own theory is tenable only in virtue of elements

that distinguish it from hedonism. But these elements are, if

I am not mistaken, among the least tenable elements in his

theory.

There is, however, one more point of view from which the

theory may be examined. Professor Perry describes 'the most

popular' objection to it as being that 'the fact of desire is not

accepted as final in most judgments of value. Objects of desire

« This is ambiguous, since it may mean ' "good" means "productive of pleasure" *,

or 'what is good is good because it produces pleasure'; i.e. tlie ambiguity involved in

the theory from the start (cf. pp. 80-1) still remains.
i . t

2 And inferred frortfthis that what produces it is good. But it is surely plain that

it does not follow from a thing's being good that what produces it is good, in the same

sense of *good'. It must be admitted that we often call 'good' things that are merely

useful, but then 'good' is being used improperly. Where I use the phrase 'instru-

mentJly good', I use it to indicate this common but loose sense of 'good'.
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are held to be bad in spite of their being desired, and desires

themselves are held to be bad whether or no they are satished J

I need not consider (a) one form of this objection with which

I have no sympathy—the view of Schopenhauer and others

that all desire is bad; that is an extravagance of quietism lor

which there is little to be said. (J) The first real difficulty to

which the theory is exposed is that named next by Professor

Perry, viz. the fact that *the same object may be liked or desired

by one man, and disliked or avoided by another'.^ This tact,

taken with the identification of *good' with 'object of interest

,

leads to the conclusion that the same thing may be both good

and bad. On the face of it, this result is paradoxical, and all

but self-contradictory; but he claims that *a relational definition,

such as that here proposed, is the only means of avoiding con-

tradiction'.3 The claim is an odd one: by identifying good with

object of interest we get into the paradox of calling the same

thing good and bad (a paradox which an absolute theory at

least escapes, whatever be its other merits or dements); and

then we triumphantly get out of the difficulty by saying. Oh,

but good only means good for one person, and bad only means

bad for another person, so that there is no paradox.'

Is it not clear that when we assert the goodness of anything

we do assert something which we believe to be incompatible

with the same thing's being bad.^ We may describe a thing as

'both good and bad', but such language is not stnct. (i) We

may mean that the thing contains some elements that are good

and some that are bad, but then that is the right way of putting

the matter, and 'the thing is both good and bad' is only a loose

way of putting it. It is implied in our thought on the subject

both that ifwe push our analysis far enough we shall find sonie

elements that are simply good and others that are simply bad,

and that the whole is not both good and bad but is either on

the whole good or on the whole bad. (ii) It may be suggested

that, without thinking of a thing as consisting of good and bad

elements, we may judge it to be good from one point of view

and bad from another—that a state of mind, say,may be morally

good and intellectually bad. But this turns out to be reducible

I A General Theory of Value, 134. * ^' >35. ' ^' '3<5.
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to the former case, in which analysis reveals a good and a bad

element. Ifwe take a temporal section of the history of a mind,

however short be the section there will be elements in it of

knowledge and opinion which have a certain value, and actions

or dispositions to act which have a certain value (positive or

negative). The whole state of mind, then, cannot be judged

from the moral point of view, nor from the intellectual, but

some elements in it from the one and some from the other.

And each such element will have a goodness that is incompatible

with its being bad, or a badness that is incompatible with its

being good; and the whole state of mind will have a degree of

goodness or else a degree of badness, which can be assessed

only from a point ofview in which we transcend both the moral

and the intellectual point of view.

(c) The case which has most deeply affected popular habits

of thought, and which is mainly responsible for the prejudice

against the present theory of value', says Professor Perry, *is

the case in which an interest or its object is morally condemned.' ^

It is certainly an obvious objection to the theory that all objects

of interest are good, that in point of fact we do judge to be bad

many things in which nevertheless some one or other takes or

has taken an interest. Professor Perry's answer to this objec-

tion is to urge that in such a case we are performing a moral

judgement, and that 'moral judgments are not concerned with

value in the generic sense, but with a specific and complex

aspect of it They do not deal with interests /?dr se^ but with

the relation of interests to the complex purposes in which they

are incorporated.' ^

In answer to this it is important to point out that the term

'moral judgement' contains a serious ambiguity. There are

three types of judgement which have by various writers been

termed moral judgements. These are (i) the judgements in

which an act is pronounced to be right or wrong; (ii) the judge-

ments in which an action or disposition is judged to be morally

good, or bad, or indifferent, i. e. to have (or fail to have) the

kind of goodness or badness that only dispositions and actions

can have; (iii) the judgements in which something is said to be

1 lb. 136. * lb. 136-7-
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good or bad or indifFerent sans phrase. The first two may

be said to be departmental judgements, in the sense diat each ot

them is applicable only to one class of objects, the first to acts

considered apart from their motives, the second to dispositions

*

and actions considered in respect of their motives. J
udgements

of the third class are not in any way departmental; they may be

made about anything in the whole world. It can be said ot

some things—I suggest, as at any rate an adumbration ot the

things of which it can be said, virtue, knowledge and well-

grounded opinion, and pleasure i—that they are good; ot

others—vice, badly grounded opinion, and pain—that they

are bad; and of other things that they are indifferent, i. e. con-

-sidered in themselves, though many of them may be instru-

mental to good or to evil. In making such judgements we are

not adopting a narrowly ethical standpoint; we are saying tor

instance that wisdom and pleasure are good, though they are

not morally good. We are taking the most commanding

point of view that can be taken with regard to the value ot the

things in the universe. Yet this is ^point ofview which a moral

philosopher should, in part of his inquiry, adopt, since ethics

is the study of that which we ought to do, and of what is in-

volved in its being what we ought to do, and since what we

ought to do depends to a large extent (though, as I have urged,

not entirely) on the goodness or the badness of the things we

can in our acts bring into being.

It would, however, be a mistake to spend time in arguing

the question whether the theory of good in general belongs to

ediics or to metaphysics. The other two types of judgement

belong exclusively to ethics. Goodness in general runs out

beyond the strict scope of ethics, if ethics be the philosophical

study of good conduct; for some of the things that are good

are neither conduct nor dispositions to conduct. But the study

of the meaning of good in general, and of the types of thing

that are good, is either a part of ethics, or a part of metaphysics

to which the study of purely ethical problems inevitably leads

us: which it is, depends on how we define ethics and meta-

X To avoid making my statement too complicated, I omit a further kind of good

which will be mentioned later, cf. p. 138.
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physics. Neither ethics nor metaphysics is a study to which

definite limits have hitherto been set, or one, probably, to

which they can profitably be set. The only way, perhaps, in

which we could prescribe a quite rigid programme for meta-

physics would be by saying that it is the study of the charac-

teristics possessed in common by everything that is; and from

this point ofview the theory ofgoodness would have to be pro-

nounced not to be part of metaphysics. But whether we widen

our notion of metaphysics to make it include the theory of all

very widely distributed characteristics (among which goodness

and badness are included), or treat the study of value as a part

of ethics, or recognize an intermediate science of axiology (or

theory of value) less wide than metaphysics and wider than

ethics, is a question the discussion of which does not lead u^

any distance at all towards understanding the facts.

We must return, however, to the objection Professor Perry

is at the moment considering, and to his answer to it. The

objection is that many of the things in which people find

pleasure and which they desire are nevertheless bad. His

answer is that they are not bad in general but only bad from

the ethical standpoint. And our answer to that is that while

there is what may be called a narrowly ethical standpoint from

which we judge such and such an action to be vicious or morally

bad, there is also a more commanding standpoint from which

we view the agent's total state of mind at the time and judge

that in spite of any elements of pleasure-value it may contain

it is on the whole a bad thing, a thing for whose occurrence

the world is the worse. This is not the narrowly ethical stand-

point, for it is the same standpoint from which we judge that

the occurrence of a pain is, considered apart from its accompani-

ments, a bad thing, though a pain is not morally bad. Now if

from this, which is the most commanding standpoint, we say

that many states of mind in which their owners have taken

interest and found pleasure are neverdieless bad, *good' cannot

be identical with 'object of interest*.

My general conclusion is that Professor Perry's arguments

have not succeeded either in refuting the view that goodness

is an intrinsic quality of certain things, or in defending from
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attack the view that it is identical with being an object ofinterest

to some mind.^

But the view that goodness is an intrinsic quality is exposed

to attack from another quarter. Professor Urban, whose work

on the question of values entides him to the most serious con-

sideration, attacks this view and puts forward another.^ He

considers that there is a certain ambiguity in speaking of value

as a quality of objects. *0n the one hand, by value is often

understood such qualities as the good and the bad, the beautiful

and the ugly, the pleasant and unpleasant, etc. They are quali-

ties like yellow, hard, loud, etc. On the other hand, the value

quale is characterized, often by the same authors (Russell,

Meinong), as that which "ought to be on its own account" or

"as worthiness to be, or to be of interest".' ^ The expression

value, he says, is not necessarily used 'merely as a general term

for these qualities; it may also refer to the proposition that

the object ought to be, to something judged because of these

qualities*.^

Professor Urban admits then that goodness is a quality, and

a quality like yellowness. But he thinks that besides the value

judgement *so-and-so is good', there is another type of value

judgement, *so-and-so ought to be because it is good'; and it

is the latter type of judgement that leads him to reject a quality

theory of value. Here he seems to me both to admit too much

and to make a claim that cannot be sustained, (i) On the one

hand he admits that *good', 'beautiful', 'pleasant* are qualities

like 'yellow', 'hard', 'loud'. This seems to me to overtook two

important distinctions, (a) Even if 'good' and 'beautiful' are

qualities, they are not qualities like 'yellow' and 'hard'. There

is the vital difference—to be dwelt on later s—that while the

latter are constitutive qualities, the former are resultant quali-

» I may refer here to the weighty final chapter of Meinong's last treatment of the

problem of value, in his Zur GrundUgung der allgemeinen Werttheorie. It is remarkable

that though he approaches the problem from the side of the subjective act of valuation,

and of the analysis of this, he concludes that there are 'unpersonal goods', m the sense

that there are goods which are not essentially for a subject at all, though they are m a

subject (cf. p. 147 of his work). This is exactly the position I wish to establish.

2 Journal of Philosophy^ &c., 1916, 45 5-65.
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ties, depending on constitutive qualities. And (b) there is

a vital difference between 'good' on the one hand and

*pleasant' or 'beautiful' on the other; for while it can be intelli-

gently asked whether the pleasant or beautiful has value, it

cannot be intelligently asked whether the good has value, since

to be good is just to be valuable. 'Good' is a more general

term than 'beautiful' and 'pleasant', and if we sometimes use

*good' with a narrower reference to moral good, it is with the

knowledge that 'good' has a wider scope than this.

(2) But while he is content to regard not only 'pleasant' and

'beautiful' but 'good' as mere qualities. Professor Urban thinks

there is something further that may be asserted of things that

have these qualities, because they have them, viz. that they

ought to be on their own account, or that they are worthy to

be or to be of interest; and it is this that he identifies with value

proper, and asserts not to be a quality. This seems to me, with

all respect, to be a mistake. 'Ought' properly asserts an obliga-

tion, and it would be absurd to assert of, say, a state of pleasure \

or a beautiful object that it is under an obligation to be, or of a •

state of pain or an ugly object that it is under an obligation not

to be. It is true that we sometimes say of such things that they

ought or ought not to be, but it is always, if we use language

with any approach to strictness, with the underlying thought

that it is or was or will be some one's duty to bring them into

being, or to prevent them from being. It may further be pointed

out that it does not tw^n follow from a thing's being good that

it ought to be, even in this loose sense, for if a thing, though

good,wouldadd less to the sumofgood inthe universe thansome

other good thing that can be produced by an alternative act,

it is (when no special obligations exist) our duty not to bring

it into being; and again there are special obligations which

over-ride the obligation to bring a particular good into being.

'This is worthy to be' or 'this is worthy to be an object

of interest' seems either (a) to be a metaphorical ascription of

moral merit, i. e. of a deserving to be brought into being or to

be made an object of interest, to things many of which (e. g.

states of pleasure or beautiful objects) obviously have no moral

merit; or else (i) to be a mere synonym for the phrase we have
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already criticized—'this ought to be' or *this ought to be of

interest'—and open to the same objection as these.

These two mistakes, as I venture to think them ( (i) and (2) )

are logically connected. .It is because Professor Urban de-

grades *good', the universal adjective of value, to the level of

•pleasant' and 'beautiful', ^hich are departmental adjectives of

value, and degrades all of these alike to the level of constitutive

qualities like 'yellow', 'hard', 'loud', that he feels a necessity to

seek value in something beyond goodness, and to express it in

the loose and metaphorical phrases he uses for it.

Further, he does not seem to be clear about the relation

between goodness, pleasantness, or beauty, and 'ought-to-be-

ness'. For on one page ^ he describes the proposition that an

object ought to be as 'something judged because of these

qualities', and on the next he says that from the presence of

these qualities 'the positive value of the object itself does not

follow'. Why then should one judge that it ought to be, 'because

of these qualities' ?

Professor Urban is seeking to show that value, like existence,

is not a quality, and states this in the following way. 'As an

object may have its full quota of qualities and the question of

its existence or non-existence still be left open, so an object may

have its full quota of qualities, including its so-called value

qualities, and we may still have to ask whether it ought to be

or not.'2 Here he seems to be on the track of a true distinction,

which, however, I should prefer to state in another way. There

are a number of characteristics which evoke son^e sort of ap-

proval or preference and in virtue ©f which anything that has

them has some intrinsic goodness. Yet to say of a thing that it

has one of these is not to say that it is intrinsically good. Treat-

ing beauty as a form of instrumental goodness (i. e. not as a

form of goodness in the strict sense but as a way of being pro-

ductive of something good),3 I do not reckon it among these

characteristics. The three which seem to me to cover the

ground (though I may easily be mistaken) are the character-

istics of being virtuous, of being an instance of knowing, of

» Journal of Philosophy, &c, 456.
3 Cf. pp. 127-31.

a lb. 457.
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being an instance of being pleased.^ If therefore a state ofmind

possessed one of these valuable characteristics and did not

possess any of the opposite characteristics, we should neces-

sarily judge it to be good. But concrete states of mind, perhaps

always and certainly sometimes, occupy positions on all three

scales—that of virtue-vice, that of intelligence-unintelligence,

that of pleasure-pain; and it therefore does not follow, because

a state of mind has one, or two, of the characteristics which in

themselves are good, that it is good on the whole. Thus to

judge of a state of mind (or of a state of society) that it is on

the whole virtuous, or intelligent, or pleasant, is not necessarily

to judge that it is good on the whole. The judgement that a

state ofmind is good on the whole is what I should put in place

of Professor Urban's judgement that a thing ought to be, as

distinguished from the judgement that it is virtuous or pleasant

or beautiful. And if I am right in holding that 'this is good' is

the true expression of this ultimate valuation, rather than 'this

ought to be', the argument for the view that goodness is not a

quality, and for the assertion that its affinities are rather with

existence, falls to the ground. I would distinguish as Professor

Urban does between the possession of moral goodness or of

intellectual goodness or of feeling-goodness by a thing (i. e. by

a state of mind) and its possession of goodness on the whole.

But I see no ground for his view that while these departmental

values are qualities, value 'is not a "what" at all, either quality

or relation: it is a "that" '. Is it not clear that value must fall

within the same category as its own varieties }

Professor Urban admits this as a possible view, i. e. that

ultimate value may be a quality, though different from the

'valuable qualities'.^ But he holds that this view has been

refuted by Croce. Croce's argument,^ as summarized by Pro-

fessor Urban, is this: 'Take ... the value-judgement in its

usual form, A is as it should be, or negatively, A is as it should

not be. The first, he holds, is tautology, the second a logical

absurdity. IfA exists, it is already as it should be, for it can

not be other than it is.'^ The conclusion Croce draws is that

* This last requires some modification; cf. pp. 135-8. * Journal ofPhilosophy,
&C., 459. 3 Saggio shUo Hegel, 409. Journal of Philosophy, &c., 459.
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the so-called value judgement is not a judgement at all but a

mere expression of feeling. Professor Urban draws a different

conclusion—that value is not a quality. But let us see if either

of diese conclusions really follows. It is necessary to dis-

tinguish between two types of subject of which it might con-

ceivably be asserted that it is (or is not) as it should be. (i) It

might conceivably be said ^pleasure is as it should be', *pain is

not as it should be'. And against any such judgement Croce's

criticism is justified. To say for instance that pleasure is as it

should be implies that pleasure, while remaining pleasure,

might have different natures, that it is better that it should have

one of them than any other, and that it has that which it is best

that it should have. And so with any similar judgement. Of all

such judgements we may say, not with Croce that some are

tautological and others are absurd, but that all are absurd. For

in naming the subjects of our judgements as we have named

them, we have ascribed to them a certain nature and excluded

the possibility of their having a different nature, and also (since

the value of things depends on their nature) the possibility of

their having a different value, from that which they have. This

is just what distinguishes intrinsic from instrumental value;

for if a thing is only instrumentally good or bad, then even

when its nature remains the same it might have a different

instrumental value if the causal laws of the universe, or the

other things in the universe, were different.

But it is to be observed that, so far, Croce is fighting a man

of straw. No one can judge that 'pleasure is as it should be'

unless he has adopted (as Croce does) the artificial view that

'A is as it should be' is the correct form of the value judgement.

If we adopt instead the natural form, 'pleasure is good', *pain

is bad', his argument leaves us quite untouched. For to point

out that pleasure or pain could not be other than it is, has not

the slightest tendency to show that the judgement 'pleasure is

good' is tautological or the judgement 'pain is bad' absurd.

(2) There is another and quite different type ofjudgement, in

which we can and do assert of something that it is or is not as

it should be. We may say 'the state of so-and-so's mind is not

as it should be', or 'the state of England is not as it should be'.

THE NATURE OF GOODNESS 109

Here we do not in naming our subject already describe its

nature and exclude the possibility of its having a different

nature, and a different value, from that which it has. We mean

that the existing state of things is bad, with the further implica-

tion that it is the duty of some person or persons to substitute

for it a different state which would be good. And this again is

left entirely untouched by Croce's argument.

The supposed conclusiveness, then, of Croce's argument

against value being a quality arises partly from the use of the

phrase 'A is as it should be' as the true expression of the value

judgement, and pardy from a confusion between a kind of

judgement of this form which is absurd but which no one actu-

ally makes, and another type of judgement of this form which

we do make but which is not tautological nor absurd.

It is possible to exhibit in yet another way the falsity of

Professor Urban's view that the affinity of value is with exis-

tence and not with qualities. 'Qualities inhere in objects,' he

says, 'since it is the quality that makes the object precisely what

it is; the judgement of quality presupposes that the thing is not

other than it is. But the object may have its full quota of quali-

ties without being judged valuable any more than existent.' ^

He is thinking, no doubt, of Kant's famous criticism of the

ontological argument on the ground that it treats existence as

a quality among others. An imaginary thaler may have (or

rather be imagined to have) exactly the same qualities as an

actual thaler in my pocket; existence is not one of the qualities

constitutive of a thing's nature, nor something that follows

from them. But surely the analogy entirely breaks down. For

whereas from the fact that an imaginary thaler is imagined to

have exactly the same qualities as a real thaler has, it does not

follow that since the one exists the other exists, from two things'

having exactly the same qualities other than goodness, it most

decidedly does follow that if the one is good the other is good.

While existence is not a quality, goodness is a quality conse-

quent on the other qualities of that which has it.

^Value is. Professor Urban maintains, 'not an adjectival

predicate, but an attributive predicate It is a predicate only

« Journal of Philosophy^ ScCf 4^^,
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having exactly the same qualities other than goodness, it most

decidedly does follow that if the one is good the other is good.

While existence is not a quality, goodness is a quality conse-

quent on the other qualities of that which has it.

^Value is. Professor Urban maintains, 'not an adjectival

predicate, but an attributive predicate It is a predicate only
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in the sense that existence and truth are predicates';' i- e. he

considers that there is a class of judgements of which 'A exists',

'A is good', 'A is true' are instances, in which no quality or

relation is ascribed to a subject. And though, as I have tried to

show, there is a quite essential difference between our predica-

tions of existence and our predications of value, to which his

view does not do justice, it is perhaps worth while also to

attack the view that there is a class of non-qualitative, non-

relational predicates, of which 'existent' is merely one. The

judgement 'A is true' is plainly a judgement in which another

judgement is asserted to possess a certain quality, which in turn

depends on a certain relation between the judgement that is

judged about and an existing fact. It is not of the same type as

the existential judgement, and there is no argument from analogy

for supposing that the judgment 'A is good' is so.

In contrast with the views that value is a relation, or a quality,

Professor Urban inclines to the view that value is *an objective,

or specific form of objectivity',^ and he selects three points as

sufficient to characterize this view. \i) Value is ultimately

indefinable in the terms or categories of matter of fact—as

object, or quality, or relation; (2) the judgment of intrinsic

value, that an object ought to be, or to be so-and-so, on its own

account apprehends an ultimate and irreducible aspect of ob-

jects; (3) this value is itself, not a quale of some objects, but is

a form of objectivity, in contrast with being and existence.'^

I may be allowed to sum up my own attitude towards the

theory as follows, (i) If 'object' here means, as I suppose it

must, 'substance', value is certainly not that. And I have tried

to give reasons for holding that it is not a relation. But the

arguments against {\ie prima facie view that it is a quality seem

to have completely broken down. (2) I agree that the judge-

ment of intrinsic value apprehends an ultimate and irreducible

aspect of objects, and think that this is the sole element of truth

—^and a very important element of truth—in the view. (3) I

reject the view that the true form of the value judgement is not

'A is good' but *A ought to be' or "A is as it ought to be', which

if accepted might lend some colour to the theory that the value

» Journal of Philosophy, &c., 459-^- * ^' 4^1. * ^
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judgement is akin to the existential judgement 'A is' rather than

to the predicative judgement 'A is B\
Under the third head. Professor Urban recognizes two types

of the theory, one which holds that value is what ought to be,

another which holds that it is what ought to be acknowledged. ^

The second form is no more acceptable than the first; for the

only conceivable ground for holding that a thing ought to be

acknowledged, i. e. acknowledged to exist, is that it exists, so

that the fact that it ought to be acknowledged is not the funda-

mental fact about it but only a consequential one.

Professor Urban adds two points which he considers to tell

in favour of his view, (i) The first consists in emphasizing the

verbal form of the value judgement. 'In the value judgment',

he insists passim^^ 'we apprehend a "that", not a "what".' And

the ground here given is that what we judge is not an object

but an objective, i. e. something which can only be expressed by

a that-construction. Now we may if we please call anything of

which the proper expression is a that-clause an objective; I

will accept this language for the moment. And if so we must

agree that what is judged in a value judgement is an objective.

But how does this prove that value is an objective.'^ For it is

equally true of any judgement that what is judged in it is an

objective. But the fact that 'that A is red' is an objective does

not show red to be an objective and not a quality; how then

does the fact that 'that A is good' is an objective show good to

be an objective and not a quality ? In this respect the two judge-

ments are precisely parallel.

But while value appears not to be an objective, I am inclined

to think that it is only objectives that in the long run have value,

or that have ultimate value. This fact, if it be a fact (the ques-

tion seems to me a very difficult one), is obscured by certain

perfecriy natural and not really misleading but nevertheless not

stricdy accurate ways of speaking. We say for instance of a

man that he is good. But ifwe ask ourselves what is really good

in or about him, we find that it is not all that he is or all that he

does, but those actions, dispositions, or states of him which

have a certain character; his acting, say, on certain occasions

" Journal of Philosophy, &c., 461. * e.g. ib. 462.
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from love of duty. Now that which is valued, like that which

is desired, is not so obviously an objective as that which is judged.

For the latter we have only one proper form of expression.

No one ever says *I judge his goodness' ; we have to say *I judge

that he is good'. For the object of valuation, and for the object

of desire, we have odier forms of expression. We can say *his

acting from such and such a motive is good', or *his insight into

a comprehensive law of the universe is good', or *his being

pleased is good'; and we can say *he desires the happiness of

his children'. But in both cases we can quite naturally substitute

the that-form. We can say 'that he is acting from a sense of

duty is good', or *that he has insight, &c., is good', or *that he

is experiencing pleasure is good'; and in the case of desire we

can say *he desires that his children shall be happy'. Thus the

that-construction seems to be a comprehensive form applicable
^

to what we value and to what we desire, as much as to what we

judge, though in the former two cases language has provided

us with alternative expressions which mean the same as the

*that' clause.
.

This, if true, is important; for it enables us, without denying

goodness to be a quality, to recognize a great difference between

it and most qualities. Most of our adjectives, I suppose, refer

to qualities that belong to substances; *good' is the name of a

quality which attaches, quite directly, only to 'objectives', and

since an objective is an entity more complex than a substance,

standing as it does for a substance's having a certain quality or

being in a certain relation, 'good' may be called a quality of a

different type from those that attach to substances. To this it

might be objected that I judge that so-and-so's acting conscien-

tiously, or knowing an important law of the universe, or being

pleased, is good, simply because I judge diat virtue, knowledge,

or pleasure is good. But it is surely clear that 'virtue', 'know-

ledge', and 'pleasure' are just short-hand ways of referring to

the fact that some mind or other is in a certain condition, i. e. to

entities that are complex as contrasted with mere substances,

or mere qualities, or mere relations; in other words, to ob-

jectives.

But if I use the word 'objective' as a convenient way of
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referring to the things that can be expressed by the 'dass-

construction', by 'that'-clauses, I am far from thinking that

these taken together form a class of real entities. If I think 'that

A is B\ this does not imply that there is a real entity 'that A is

B'—an independently real proposition with which my mind
is in a certain relation. If I say 'I think that A is B\ it is my
state of mind and not any independently existing entity that I

am describing. The reasons which have led some logicians to

recognize propositions as entities distinct both from objective

facts and from the activity of thinking appear to be false; as the

subject is foreign to our inquiry, I am content to refer to Mr.
McTaggart's refutation of them.' And similarly, if I desire

'that A shall be B\ this does not imply that 'that A shall be B'
is a real entity. In saying 'I desire that A shall be B' I am de-

scribing the state of my mind and nothing else; there is no
entity 'that A shall be B' with which my mind enters into rela-

tion. Thus the whole variety of things that are expressed by
'that'-clauses do not form a class of entities. But some of the

things so expressed are real entities. If I know 'that A is B\ it

is implied that 'that A is B' is a real element in the nature of the
universe. And if 'that mind A is in state B' is good, then again

it is implied that 'that mind A is in state B* is a real element in

the nature of the universe. But the proper name for what is

expressed in such 'that'-clauses, which are real elements in the

nature of the universe, is not 'objectives' (which suggests an
affinity that does not really exist between these and what is

expressed in the other 'that'-clauses mentioned above), but
'facts'. It is better therefore to say that the things that have
ultimate value are facts. And since these are entities of a higher

order of complexity than substances, we get an important

distinction between value judgements and the judgements in

which we judge about substances.

(2) Professor Urban argues that 'in order to know that an
object ought to be or is as it ought to be, it is not necessary to

know whether the object is or is not'.^ This statement, in the

second of its alternative forms, is plainly not acceptable. It is

clearly impossible to know that anything 'is as it ought to be'

* The Nature ofExistence^ i. 5^32. * Journal of Philosophy^ &c., 463.
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without knowing whether it is at all. The other form, 'such

and such an object ought to be', contains no such obvious pre-

supposition of the object's existence. But we have already

given reasons for rejecting this as a correct expression of the

value judgement. The true expression of that judgement is 'A

is good'. Does rAw presuppose ^'s existence.^ Professor Urban

maintains that it does not, and this is, I think, involved in his

view that value is *a form of objectivity, in contrast with being

and existence',^ lying between being and non-being, but itself

not a form of being'.^ He maintains that such a thing as perfect

happiness can be judged to be good, without being known to

be possible, let alone existent. But it seems clear that if we do

not judge perfect happiness to exist, the proper form of ex-

pression is not 'perfect happiness is good' but 'perfect happiness

would be good', i. e. if it existed—where its being good pre-

supposes its existence; just as it is the case that; if we do not

judge that A is happy, we cannot say 'A's happiness is good'

but only *^'s happiness would be good'. The judgement that

a thing is good presupposes the judgement that it exists; and

the judgement that it would be good presupposes the sup-

position of its existence. We can, of course, make the judgement

that it would be good if it existed, without knowing or even

judging that it exists, or even that it is possible. But that in no

way tends to show that value is independent of existence.

Actual value presupposes actual existence, and conditional

value supposed existence.

I conclude, then, that the arguments in favour of thinking

of value as an objective are no more successful than those in

favour of treating it as a relation, and that the arguments against

its being a quality put forward by those who hold the *objec-

tive'-theory are no more valid than those put forward by the

advocates of the *relation'-theory. The natural view that value

is a quality therefore holds its ground, and we may proceed to

consider whether we can say anything about the sort of quality

it is, and its relation to other qualities. In considering this

I have been much helped by Professor Moore's study of the

« Journal of Philosophyy &c., 461. * lb. 464,
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conception of intrinsic value,^ the main points of which I will

briefly summarize. *To say that a kind of value is intrinsic is to

say that the question how far a thing possesses it depends

entirely on the intrinsic nature of the thing, i. e. (i) that it is

impossible for a self-same thing to possess the value at one

time and not at another, or to possess it more at one time and

less at another; (2) that if a thing possesses any kind of intrinsic

value in a certain degree, anything exactly like it must in all

circumstances possess it in the same degree. Or to put it other-

wise, if of two things not having a different intrinsic nature

one has a certain value, the other must also have it.

Intrinsic difference is not qualitative diffierence (though

most intrinsic diflference is qualitative difference). For things

that possess the same quality in different degrees are intrinsi-

cally different, e. g. a loud sound and a soft one, or two things

of different sizes; and so are a yellow circle with a red centre and

a yellow circle with a blue centre, although not these wholes

but only single elements of each are qualitatively diff*erent.

*What is meant by "impossible" when we say "a kind ofvalue

is intrinsic if and only if it is impossible that Xand 1^ should

have diflferent values of this kind unless they differ in intrinsic

nature".'^ (i) It is sometimes said that "it is impossible for that

which has attribute F to have attribute G" means simply that

things that possess F never in fact possess G, But more is

meant than this.^

*(ii) There are causal laws in virtue of knowing which we
seem able to say that if a thing had a property i^ it would have

a property G. But when we say that if a thing has a value in

a certain degree, anything exactly like it would have the value

in the same degree, we mean that this is so independently of

any causal laws.

*It is clear that there is such a sense of necessity. If you take

a particular patch of colour, it is certain that any patch exactly

like it must in any universe be yellow. It is in a similar sense

that we assert that two things exacdy alike must have the same
value.

* Philosophical StudieSy 253-75.
* I omit ProfessorMoore's reasons for this assertion, which is (I think) obviously true.
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*(iii) The necessity we are examining is, finally, not identical

with logical necessity, such as that which we assert when we

say that whatever is a right-angled triangle must be a triangle.

"I do not see how it can be deduced from any logical law that,

if a given patch of colour be yellow, then any patch which were

exactly like the first were yellow too." So too it cannot be

deduced from any logical law that if A is beautiful anything

exactly like A would have the same degree of beauty.

*But while both yellowness and beauty depend only on the

intrinsic nature of what possesses them, yellowness is and

beauty is not an intrinsic predicate. No predicate of value is an

intrinsic predicate in the sense in which yellowness, or being

a state of pleasure, is intrinsic. Apparently certain predicates

of value are the only attributes that share with intrinsic proper-

ties the characteristic of depending solely on the intrinsic nature

of what possesses them. The fact that many people have

thought that values were subjective, points to some great

difference between them and such attributes as yellow. What

is the difference, if values are not subjective } It may be vaguely

expressed by saying that intrinsic properties describe the nature

ofwhat possesses them in a way in which values do not. Ifyou

could enumerate all its intrinsic properties you would have

given a complete description of the object. It is true both of

intrinsic properties and of values that if one thing possess them

and another do not, the intrinsic nature of the two things must

be different. Is the necessity of a different kind in the two

cases .'^ If it is, we have two senses of "must", both uncon-

ditional, and both different from the logical "must".'

This analysis seems to me a valuable one. I agree both with

Professor Moore's account of what is implied in a value's being

intrinsic, and with what I take to be his view, that goodness,

in its most fundamental meaning, the meaning to which I have

tried to call attention by eliminating the *good of its kind' and

the *instrumentally good', is intrinsic. But I wish to express a

difference of opinion with regard to rightness and beauty, the

two attributes which he describes as the main value-attributes

other than goodness; to examine further the way in which the

goodness of a thing depends on its intrinsic nature; and to
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comment on some points of detail. I begin with the latter,

(i) The first concerns the distinction which Professor Moore
draws between difference in intrinsic nature and difference in

quality. He holds that there are things that differ in intrinsic

nature without differing in quality, and he gives two types of

instance of this, {a) *Nobody would say that a very loud sound
was exactly like a very soft one, even if they were exactly like

in quality; and yet it is plain there is a sense in which their

intrinsic nature is different.' ^ Similarly no one would hold

that a particular patch of colour was 'exactly like' another patch

of identical quality but a million times larger or smaller, or that

if the one were beautiful the other must have exactly the same
degree of beauty. On this I would observe that if loudness and
size are not qualities (a question on which I offer no opinion),

the point will be met by saying that the intrinsic nature of a

thing includes besides its quality whatever quantity (intensive

or extensive) it may have.

(i) The second illustration of difference in intrinsic nature

as distinct from difference in quality is *the difference between
two patches consisting in the fact that the one is a yellow circle

with a red spot in the middle, and the other a yellow circle with

a blue spot in the middle'.^ This, which is obviously a differ-

ence in the intrinsic nature of the two patches, is described

by Professor Moore as only loosely to be called a difference

of quality. But surely he holds that two things not different in

quality are identical in quality, and surely no one would ascribe

identity in quality to two such patches. The expression 'differ-

ence in quality' seems quite sufficient to cover such a case as

this, if only we recognize that 'different in quality' means
'having caiy difference in quality', not necessarily 'different

throughout in quality'.

It would seem then as ifwe might say that the intrinsic nature

of a thing includes its quality and its quantity. But the question

may naturally be asked, should not relations also be brought
into our account of the intrinsic nature of a thing } Obviously
the relations of a thing to things other than it and other than

its elements should not. For the very view that a thing has an

' Philosophical Studies^ 264. ^ lb.
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intrinsic nature is the view that it has a nature which does not

include any relations of it to other things.^ There remain,

however, (a) the relations of the thing to its own parts or ele-

ments, and {b) the relations between its elements. Must these

be included in its intrinsic nature as separate factors, over and

above its quality and its quantity? It will be agreed that two

patches of colour have not the same nature if one consists of

three bands of red, white, and blue, in that order, and the other

of red, blue, and white, in that order; and that ifone was beauti-

ful it would not follow that the other was. And this difference

of intrinsic nature rests on a difference not between the quality

or quantity, but between the relations, of the elements of the

two wholes. Nevertheless it seems clear that it is part of the

quality of the one whole to consist of the three bands in one

order, and part of the quality of the other whole to consist of

the three bands in a different order. And if this be so, the rela-

tions of the* parts need not be included in the intrinsic nature of

the whole, over and above the quality of the whole. And for a

similar reason the relations of the whole to the parts need not

be included as a separate factor. For if one patch contained a

yellow part which was half the size of the whole, and another

a yellow patch which was a third of the size of the whole, these

facts would be part of the quality of the wholes. It would

appear, then, as if intrinsic nature included simply quality and

quantity.

(2) Another point which invites comment is the nature of

the necessity or necessities by which (a) if one patch of colour

is yellow, another having the same intrinsic nature must be

yellow, and {b) if one patch is beautiful, another having the

same intrinsic nature must be beautiful. I agree with Professor

Moore in thinking that in neither case does the necessity mean

(i) that in fact no two patches of colour of identical nature are

respectively yellow and not yellow, or respectively beautiful

and not beautiful. This will be true, of course, but we mean

more than this. Nor does it mean (ii) that in this universe there |
is a causal law which ensures that no two patches of colour

I Cf. Cook Wilson's analysis of the meaning of 'what a thing is in itself*, Staument

and InferencCy i. 152-3.
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intrinsically alike are respectively yellow and not yellow, or

respectively beautiful and not beautiful. I think that we can

see that this must be so in any universe, and cannot depend on
the causal laws of this universe. When he asserts (iii) that the

necessity is not logical necessity, the question becomes more
difficult. He describes logical necessity as *the kind ofnecessity,
which we assert to hold, for instance, when we say that what-
ever is a right-angled triangle must be a triangle, or that what-
ever is yellow must be either yellow or blue'.^ I agree that from
the single proposition 'these two patches of colour are intrinsi-

cally alike' it does not follow that if one is yellow the other

must be yellow, or that if one is beautiful the other must be
beautiful. But elsewhere he gives, and is, I think, evidently

right in giving, as a further instance of logical necessity, the

fact that *from the proposition with regard to any term that it

is red \i follows that it is coloured'.^ Here I suppose the con-

clusion follows strictly not from the one proposition *this is

red' but from this plus the self-evident proposition that red

is a colour. I suggest that the necessity by which if two
patches of colour are intrinsically alike it follows that if one
is yellow the other is yellow, is of the same nature; i. e. this

follows not from the bare proposition 'these two patches

of colour are intrinsically alike', but from this plus the self-

evident propositions that yellow is a quality (which is of the

same type as *that red is a colour' above), and that intrinsic

likeness involves identity in quality. The necessity is what
Professor Moore calls a logical necessity; I should prefer to

say that it is an instance of implication and not of causality.

What are we to say of the necessity by which if two things

are exactly alike it follows that if one is beautiful the other is

beautiful } This question is perhaps better left till we examine
the difference which Professor Moore now points out to exist

between beauty and such attributes as yellowness. 'The differ-

ence I mean is one which I am inclined to express by saying

that though both yellowness and beauty are predicates which
depend only on the intrinsic nature of what possesses them, yet

while yellowness is itself an intrinsic predicate, beauty is not.'

* Philosophical Studies, 271, ^ lb. 284-5.
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Professor Moore calls a logical necessity; I should prefer to
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What are we to say of the necessity by which if two things
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beautiful } This question is perhaps better left till we examine
the difference which Professor Moore now points out to exist
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He suggests that intrinsic kinds of value, ifany exist, are unique

in respect of the fact that, though not intrinsic properties, they

'share with intrinsic properties this characteristic of depending

only on the intrinsic nature of what possesses them'.^ He con-

fesses himself unable to define further the difference between

value and intrinsic properties except *by saying that intrinsic

properties seem to describe the intrinsic character of what

possesses them in a sense in which predicates of value never do.

If you could enumerate all the intrinsic properties a given

thing possessed, you would have given a complete description

of it, and would not need to mention any predicate of value it

possessed; whereas no description of a given^ thing would be

complete which omitted any intrinsic property'.^

Here the use of the terms 'depend' and 'complete descrip-

tion' seems to me open to criticism. To say that both intrinsic

properties and value depend on the nature of their possessors

is to suggest that it has an intrinsic nature apart from bodi and

on which both are based. But Professor Moore's conception,

and the true conception, of intrinsic properties is that they are

just the things that make up the intrinsic nature of their pos-

sessors. What are the minimum conditions that must be ful-

filled if two patches of colour are to have the same intrinsic

nature } Let us say that they are that the two patches must be

(i) of the same colour-tone, (2) of the same brightness, (3) of

the same size, (4) of the same shape. Any of these may vary

independently of any and all of the others. The essential differ-

ence between them and beauty is that beauty, and the degree

of beauty, cannot vary independently of them taken together.

Two patches of colour exactly alike in these other respects

must be alike in beauty. In other words, while these others are

constitutive characteristics, beauty is, in some way (which we

must later 3 try to describe more precisely), a dependent or

consequential characteristic. The necessity that if the intrinsic

nature of the two patches is the same their colour (or brightness,

or size, or shape) must be the same is analytic; the necessity

that their degree of beauty must be the same is synthetic.

Again, I cannot agree that a description of a patch of colour

I Philosophical Studies, 272. » lb. 274. ' Cf. pp. 121-3.

would be complete without the statement that it is beautiful (if

it is so); for its beauty might be for some purposes the most
important fact about it. But it would be, in a certain respect

(i. e. for a certain purpose), sufficient}, in that respect in which a

description of a triangle as being an equilateral triangle with

sides a foot long would be sufficient. Any such triangle would
have many more attributes; it would be equiangular, its angles

would be angles of sixty degrees, it would have a certain area,

&c.; but a description that omitted such attributes but men-
tioned its equilaterality and the length of its sides (or of one

side) would be sufficient in the sense that two triangles alike in

these respects must be alike in all respects, and that it would
state the attributes from which all the other geometrical attri-

butes of such a triangle necessarily follow. But it would not be

sufficient in respect of telling us all that the triangle is: and no
more would be the description of a patch of colour which

omitted to say whether it is beautiful or not.

In fact, as a first approximation at any rate, we may say that

the difference between goodness or value and such attributes as

yellowness is that whereas the latter are differentiae (i. e. funda-

mental or constitutive attributes) of their possessors, the former

is a property (i. e. a consequential attribute) of them. And in

this respect goodness may be compared to the properties that

geometry proves to hold good of various types of figure. But

ifwe recognize the affinity, we must also recognize the marked

difference between the two cases, (i) In the first place, it is

quite arbitrary which of the attributes equilaterality and

equiangularity is selected as the differentia of the kind of

triangle which in fact possesses both; it is just as proper to

say that the relative size of the angles determines the relative

length of the sides, as vice versa. Value, on the other hand,

seems quite definitely to be based on certain other qualities of

its possessors, and not the other qualities on the value. In fact

the distinction between differentia and property as fundamental

and consequential attributes respectively is far more appro-

priate in this case than in most of those to which it is applied,

since this is one of the comparatively few cases in which one of

the attributes is objectively fundamental and the other objec-
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tively consequential. We might call value a genuine as opposed

to an arbitrarily chosen resultant (or property).

(2) Another respect in which value differs from mathematical

properties, as well as from certain other resultant properties,

is that while mathematical (i. e. spatial, temporal, and numerical)

properties follow from part of the intrinsic nature of their pos-

sessors, value follows from the whole intrinsic nature of its

possessors. If a patch of colour is in shape an equilateral tri-

angle, it will be an equiangular triangle, whatever be its size or

colour; if it is of a certain colour, it will match certain other

patches, whatever be its shape or size; if it is of a certain size, it

will beequal in size to certain other patches,whateverbe its colour

or shape. These attributes which are based on some single

element in the nature of their possessors may be called parti-

resultant properties. In contrast with these, value is a toti-

resultant property, based on the whole nature of its possessors.

And this is true not only of *good', the adjective which ex-

presses intrinsic value, but also of *right' and ^beautiful', which

are often classed with it; though 'right' does not stand for a

form of value at all,^ and 'beautiful' does not stand for an

intrinsic form of value.

(a) Take first the attribute *good' in the sense we are examine

ing, i. e. that in which it means 'intrinsically good'. If I may be

allowed to anticipate positions which I shall try to commend
independently of the present argument, good is a characteristic

belonging primarily only to states of mind, and belonging to

them in virtue of three characteristics—the moral virtue

included in them, the intelligence included in them, and

the pleasure included in them.^ The precise degree of good-

ness belonging to any state of mind will belong to it not in

virtue of any one or two of these elements but in respect of all

of them, or of all which it possesses. Two states of mind alike

in respect of virtue and intelligence are not equally good if

they differ in their degree of pleasantness; nor two states

alike in virtue and pleasantness equally good if they differ in
|

their degree of intelligence; nor two states alike in intelligence

1 What has value is the doing of the right act because it is right.

2 Cf. n. X on p. 107.
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and pleasantness equally good if they differ in their degree of

virtuousness.

(Jb) An act that is right is right in virtue of its whole intrinsic

nature^ and not ofany part of it. In respect of certain elements

in its nature it may htprimafacie right, and in respect of others

prima facie wrong; whether it is actually right or wrong, and

if it is wrong the degree of its wrongness, are determined only

by its whole nature. This point has been, I hope, sufficiently

dealt with in our second chapter.

(c) It is, I suppose, still more clear that it is only in virtue of

its whole intrinsic nature that any beautiful thing has the precise

degree ofbeauty that it possesses. Take a simple case. A patch

of colour might have been more, or less, beautiful than it is if

either its shade of colour or its degree of brightness or its size

or its shape had been different. Or, to take a more complicated

case, the alteration of a poem in any syllable may, in principle,

make it more, or less, beautiful.

Ifwe are agreed that goodness, rightness, and beauty depend

on nothing less than the whole intrinsic nature of their pos-

sessors, we must consider whether they depend on anything

more than this. Only if they do not, only if we can say *if -^ is

good, right, or beautiful, anything exactly likeA will be equally

good, right, or beautiful', will goodness, rightness, and beauty

be intrinsic properties. An apparent objection naturally arises

in the case of beauty. There might be two patches of colour

A^ A' exactly alike. Yet if one lay beside a patch of colour B
which harmonized with it, and the other beside a patch C which

clashed with it, it would seem natural to say that the one might

be beautiful and the other ugly. The objection is, however,

illusory. For strictly it is not the two like patches Ay A that

would be respectively beautiful and ugly, but the wholes A B,

A C. On reflection we should admit that thoughA Bis beauti-

ful and A' C ugly, still if-^ is beautiful. A' if exactly like it must

be beautiful too; though to apprehend its beauty we should

have to do what it may be difficult to do, viz. contemplate it in

abstraction from C,

» i. e. in virtue of being the origination of all that it is the origination of. But cf. the

qualification in n. 2, p. 33.
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|

their degree of intelligence; nor two states alike in intelligence

1 What has value is the doing of the right act because it is right.

2 Cf. n. X on p. 107.
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and pleasantness equally good if they differ in their degree of
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(c) It is, I suppose, still more clear that it is only in virtue of

its whole intrinsic nature that any beautiful thing has the precise

degree ofbeauty that it possesses. Take a simple case. A patch

of colour might have been more, or less, beautiful than it is if

either its shade of colour or its degree of brightness or its size

or its shape had been different. Or, to take a more complicated

case, the alteration of a poem in any syllable may, in principle,

make it more, or less, beautiful.

Ifwe are agreed that goodness, rightness, and beauty depend

on nothing less than the whole intrinsic nature of their pos-

sessors, we must consider whether they depend on anything

more than this. Only if they do not, only if we can say *if -^ is

good, right, or beautiful, anything exactly likeA will be equally

good, right, or beautiful', will goodness, rightness, and beauty

be intrinsic properties. An apparent objection naturally arises
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» i. e. in virtue of being the origination of all that it is the origination of. But cf. the

qualification in n. 2, p. 33.
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It is, I think, clear that the only types of theory which deny

that beauty is intrinsic to beautiful objects are those which

make it consist in or depend on the fact that some mind or

minds do or undergo something in face of them. And such

theories, as we have seen,^ fall into two main kinds, according

as beauty is held to depend on the occurrence of (A) a feeling

or (B) a judgement. We have seen, too, that such theories may
connect beautywith the occurrence ofsome feelingor judgement

(i) in at least one person, no matter in whom, (2) in the person

who judges the object beautiful, (3) in a majority of persons

of some class or other—say aesthetically cultivated people, or

people belonging to a particular stage in the history of civiliza-

tion, (4) in a majority of mankind, or (5) in all mankind. The
most appropriate names for the feeling in question are, I

suppose, *aesthetic enjoyment' or ^aesthetic thrill', and for the

opposite feeling 'aesthetic repulsion'. Into the precise nature of

these feelings it is not necessary for our argument to inquire.

It is perhaps enough to say that we all know these feelings by

experience, and have a general idea of what they are like.

Corresponding theories, we have seen,^ may be held with

regard to 'right' and with regard to *good*. Professor Moore
rejects theory (^A i) with regard to 'right' on the ground (a)

that *a man may doubt whether an action is right, even when
he does not doubt that some man or other has the required feeling

towards it'.3 The arguipent seems to me conclusive in the case

of 'right' ; but a corresponding argument is not equally con-

clusive in the case of 'beautiful'. For it must surely be admitted

that the nature of aesthetic enjoyment and of aesthetic repulsion

is more obscure, and more liable to be confused with something

different, than is that of moral approval or disapproval. A man
who thinks that he himself gets aesthetic enjoyment from a

certain object may well doubt whether any one has ever ex-

perienced genuine aesthetic repulsion to it. He may hold that

what the other feels is a non-aesthetic repulsion to it arising

from, e. g., moral or religious or patriotic motives, or from the

shock of novelty, though the other may wrongly think and

say that his repulsion is aesthetic. And similarly a man who
p. 80. 2 pp. II, 80. ^ Ethicsf III.
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thinks that he himself experiences aesthetic repulsion to an

object may well think that no one has ever experienced genuine

aesthetic enjoyment from it, and that those who thought they

did were mistaking a pleasant feeling ofsome other kind (moral

approval, or religious enthusiasm, or the like) for the genuine

aesthetic thrill. Is not this, in fact, the account we are most
likely to give when we find ourselves differing from other

people about the beauty or ugliness of an object ? It is not,

therefore, clear that *a man may doubt whether an object is

beautiful (or ugly), even when he does not doubt that some
one or other has experienced aesthetic enjoyment of (or repul-

sion to) it'. And if this is not clear, this argument falls to the

ground.

(i) We may, however, fall back on Professor Moore's second

argument against this theory. If what I mean when I call an

object beautiful is that some one or other gets aesthetic enjoy-

ment from it, and ifwhat any other person means when he calls

it ugly is that some one or other feels aesthetic repulsion to it,

we are not at variance, because both propositions might be

true. Yet if anything is clear, it is that we do suppose ourselves

to be making incompatible statements about the object.

(c) And finally, it might have been enough to ask quite

simply whether any one finds it plausible to suppose that what
I mean when I call a thing beautiful is that some one or other,

quite irrespective ofwho it may be, has felt aesthetic enjoyment
of it. Until some such person is found, the theory may simply

be ignored; and I have dealt with it only for the sake of logical

completeness.

(2) The second theory, that what I mean is that / experience

aesthetic enjoyment from the object, is, however, often held.

The objection which Professor Moore makes to the corre-

sponding theory about rightness is equally fatal to this theory

about beauty. If all I mean when I say that an object is beauti-

ful is that I experience aesthetic enjoyment from it, and all you
mean when you say it is ugly is that you experience aesthetic

repulsion to it, we are not at variance, for we may both be

right. Yet if anything is clear, it is that we suppose ourselves

to be making incompatible statements.
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At the same time it is worth noting that, owing to the ob-

scurity of the nature of aesthetic enjoyment in comparison

with that of moral approval, each of two people who call a

thing respectively beautiful and ugly would be more inclined

to deny that the other is experiencing genuine aesthetic repulsion

or enjoyment than he would be to take the corresponding

line in an analogous moral dispute. And in many, if not in

all, cases this denial would pretty clearly be correct.

(3) The third theory is that in calling an object beautiful I

mean that a majority ofsome class ofpeople experience aesthetic

.

enjoyment from it. To save needless repetition, I may simply

refer to the previous refutation of the corresponding theory

about goodness.^ I may add that all the historical instances of

artistic revolt against tradition, all the claims to have discovered

some new form of beauty, are clear evidence of the falsity of

the theory. Nay, any one who acclaims the beauty of a newly

discovered mountain or flower, or ofa neglected gem ofpoetry,

is evidendy not claiming to express the feelings ofany majority.

Finally, theories (4) and (5), and theory {B) in all its five

possible forms, may be refuted by the same arguments as the

corresponding theories about rightness or about goodness.

We have now seen the falsity of all purely subjective theories

of beauty, i. e. of all theories which identify the beauty of an

object with its arousing of either a feeling or an opinion in any

man or class of men. But a doubt remains whether beauty can

be purely objective, whether it must not in some more com-

plicated way have necessary reference to a mind. The difficulty

arises partly from the fact that so much of beauty—the whole

of it, I suppose, strictly speaking—is sensuous. Very much of

it is inseparably bound up with colours and sounds, and unless

we give a completely objective account of these we cannot give

a completely objective account of beauty. Now the view which

holds that colours and sounds, exactly as they are (or seem to

be) perceived, are characteristic of physical bodies, is pretty

generally given up. Those who believe in their objectivity are

now more inclined to describe them as forming a separate class

of objects to which the name of sensa is given. And again most

' Cf. pp. 83-4.
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of the sensum-theories regard sensa as owing their nature not
solely to the nature of the physical object but partly to the

nature of the perceiver's body, or of his mind, or of both. The
only form of sensum-theory which gives a purely objective

account of colours and sounds, the only one therefore that is

compatible with a purely objective account of beauty, is one
which regards them as pure products of the physical object,

and the mind's function with regard to them as being purely

that of perceiving a selection of them. This is obviously not
the place to embark upon a discussion of the *object of percep-

tion' (particularly as beauty is not one of our main subjects but
is being examined only in order to bring out by contrast the

nature ofgoodness). But we may perhaps be allowed to assume
that the purely selective theory is highly improbable. Person-
ally I would go further and say that to me any form of sensum-
theory seems less probable than a purely causal theory of per-

ception; one, that is to say, which regards all our sensuous
experience as not being apprehension at all but simply a set of
mental events produced by the operation of external bodies on
our bodies and through them on our minds. But the commend-
ing of this view would need a book to itself, and in anything
I say which presupposes this view I can only hope to win the

assent of those to whom such a view of perception already

commends itself.

Ifwe are right in holding that beauty is bound up with what
is sensuous and that what is sensuous is at any rate partly de-

pendent on a mind, can any account of beauty be given which
will do justice to this fact and at the same time avoid the fatal

objections which we have seen to arise against a purely sub-

jective account of beauty, i. e. one which identifies 'this is

beautiful' with *this arouses some particular feeling or opinion
in some mind or tninds' } The view to which I find myself
driven, in the attempt to avoid the difficulties that beset both a

purely objective and a purely subjective view, is one which
identifies beauty with the power of producing a certain sort of
experience in minds, the sort ofexperience whichwe are familiar

with under such names as aesthetic enjoyment br aesthetic

thrill. Does such a theory really escape the objections to a
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purely subjective theory ? We shall see the position of affairs

if we suppose first two people maintaining respectively that a

certain object is beautiful and that it is not beautiful; and

secondly two people maintaining respectively that an object is

beautiful and that it is ugly, (i) When a man thinks an object

to be beautiful, either he is holding an independent personal

opinion, or he is judging the object to be beautiful out of

deference to the opinion of some other person or persons.

For brevity's sake I will omit the latter or conventional type

of opinion, which raises no special difficulty, and concentrate

on the former. Every independent opinion that an object is

beautiful has for antecedent, it will be agreed, a feeling ofenjoy-

ment which either is, or is taken to be, aesthetic; there is no

other basis for thinking an object beautiful than such an ex-

perience. Yet what the judger is judging is not that he has this

experience. For (a) the judgement is a judgement about the

object, not about the judger's state of mind. And {b) though

we cannot judge an object to be beautiful till we think we have

been aesthetically thrilled by it, we judge that it was beautiful

before we were thrilled by it, and will be beautiful when we

have ceased to be thrilled by it. The judgement, while it is not

a judgement about the judger's state of mind, is one in which,

on the strength of his knowledge of (or opinion about)

his state of mind, he ascribes an attribute to an object. And

if we ask ourselves what is the common attribute belonging

to all beautiful objects, we can, I believe, find none other

than the power of producing the kind of enjoyment known as

aesthetic.^ >

Now observe the difference between this view and that

which identifies 'this is beautiful' with *this produces a certain

feeling in me'. The latter view is open to the fatal objection

that it leaves no real point at issue between the man who says

*this is beautiful' and the man who says *no, it is not'; for it may

> I think, however, that it must be admitted (and this is, for what it is worth, an

objection to the view suggested) that we do not mean by 'beautiful* an attribute haying

even this sort of reference to a mind, but something entirely resident m the object,

apart from relation to a mind. What I am suggesting is that we are deceived in think-

ing that beautiful things have any such common attribute over and above the power ot

producing aesthetic enjoyment.
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well be true both that the object produces aesthetic enjoyment

in one man and that it does not produce it in the other. But if

one is in effect saying *the object has it in it to produce aesthetic

enjoyment in any one sufficiently capable of feeling such', there

is a question really at issue between him and one who says *no,

it has not'.

That this is no unnatural account of the question at issue

between them may be seen by considering separately the two
cases in which the person who asserts the object to be beautiful

is right, and is wrong, respectively, (a) When he is right, he is

actually having or has had genuine aesthetic enjoyment of the

object; the other has had no such enjoyment and is inferring

from this that the object has no power ofproducing such enjoy-

ment in any one. But the actual occurrence of the enjoyment

depends on conditions in the experient as well as on condi-

tions in the object. While his own lack of susceptibility

or of aesthetic education is at fault, he is supposing that the

conditions in the object are not those required for aesthetic

enjoyment.

{b) When the man who pronounces the object beautiful is

wrong, what is happening is that he is receiving some kind of

pleasurable thrill from the object, confusing this with aesthetic

enjoyment, and on the strength of this mistake wrongly at-

tributing to the object the power of producing the aesthetic

thrill.

(2) When one person pronounces an object beautiful and

another pronounces it ugly^ there are, I think it must be ad-

mitted, four possibilities. The first person alone may be right,

or the second alone be right, while the other is mistaking some
other emotion for aesthetic repulsion or enjoyment, or making
a conventional judgement based on his opinion that some one

else thinks the object ugly or beautiful. Thirdly, both may be

wrong, both making the sort of mistake that in the first two
cases one of them has made. But fourthly, it appears that both

may conceivably be right. For when we consider how beauty

is bound up with sense-perception, and how dependent sense-

perception is on our equipment of sense-organs, it seems not

improbable that owing to differences in the sense-organs of
3738 s
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cases one of them has made. But fourthly, it appears that both
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different individuals, or of different races, the same object may
produce (or minister to) genuine aesthetic enjoyment in one

individual or race and genuine aesthetic repulsion in another.

And if so, the same object will be both beautiful and ugly;

whether we think this probable or not, it seems clear that it

cannot be ruled out as impossible. And to this extent our

ordinary ideas about beauty and ugliness require revision; for

we certainly in general mean by 'beautiful' and *ugly' attributes

which cannot belong to the same thing (i. e. to the same thing

taken as a whole; we well know that some elements in a thing

may be beautiful and others ugly).

In a sense, then, beauty is perfectly objective. An object

may be beautiful though no one has ever felt or will ever feel

its beauty, provided that there is some mind which if con-

fronted with it would get aesthetic enjoyment from it, or could

be so educated as to get such enjoyment. The further question

may be asked, whether there could be beauty in a world in

which there were no minds at all. If it is possible for a mind to

come into being in such a world (a question on which I offer no

opinion), there too there might be beauty; for an object in a

mindless universe might be such as to produce aesthetic enjoy-

ment in some mind which might come into existence. So far

the theory is purely objective; but in so far as it holds beauty

to be indefinable except by reference to a possible effect on a

mind, and to involve a certain relation between the nature of

the object and that of mind (or of some mind), our theory

might be called subjective. And its objectivity in the one sense

seems to be quite compatible with its subjectivity in the other.

Finally we may ask whether beauty is an intrinsic value.

Apparently we must say that it is not. For even if it be held

that beauty might exist in a mindless universe, there is no
reason for regarding the beautiful things in such a universe as

having any value in themselves. Their value would be solely

instrumental to the production of aesthetic enjoyment in such

minds as might later come into being. Aesthetic enjoyment is

good in itself, and beauty is valuable simply as productive of

it; in any assignment of intrinsic value to a mindless universe

or to anything in it there is a surreptitious introduction of a
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subjective factor, namely of oneself imagined as contemplating
such a universe or the things in it.

We may turn now from beauty to goodness. We have
already seen the failure of all purely subjective theories ofgood-
ness. Are we, then, to adopt a purely objective theory, or an
intermediate theory such as I have suggested about beauty.^
Such a theory would hold that goodness is a power in certain
things to produce a certain sort of feeling in minds—or, it

might be, to produce in minds the opinion that these things
are good. These two sub-types of theory must be considered
separately. (A) There seems to be a great difference between
our predications of beauty and of goodness. All predications
of beauty seem to rest on the opinion that the judger, or some
one else, has derived aesthetic enjoyment from the object. If
for brevity we eliminate the derivative or conventional predica-
tions of beauty in which we rely on some one else's supposed
enjoyment of the object, and if we concentrate on independent
predications of beauty, we find that it is quite impossible to
make such a predication unless we have ourselves first derived
aesthetic enjoyment from the object. The feeling is the primary
thing and the judgement is based upon it. In my attitude

towards the things I call good, on the other hand, my opinion
that they are good seems to be the primary thing, and my
feeling to be consequent upon this. It seems even evident that
I may judge something to be very good or very bad, when
owing to preoccupation I have no strong feeling about it at all;

while (apart from conventional judgements) no one can judge
an object to be very beautiful or very ugly except on the strength
of a vivid feeling towards it. This is a matter of psychological
analysis, and it is difficult to be certain about it. But after a
good deal of reflection I feel pretty clear that if I delight in

contemplating a virtuous action, for instance, it is because I

think the action to be good, and not vice versa. If we think
that feeling is here the primary thing, I suppose the most natural
name for it would be 'approval'; but if we ask ourselves what
approval is we find that the basic element in it is not feeling at
all but the judgement that an object is good.
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Further, the chaotic condition of aesthetic theory seems to

show that it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to specify

the characteristic or characteristics of beautiful things (apart

from the way in which they can affect minds) on which beauty
depends. But we can give an account of what the goodness of
good things depends upon without introducing any reference

to the feelings they produce in a spectator. The goodness of
an action depends on its springing from one or other of certain

nameable motives; the goodness of an intellectual activity,

on its being an instance of knowledge, or of well-grounded
opinion; the goodness ofa state of feeling, on its being pleasant.

{B) Ifgoodness is not a power ofproducing a certain feeling,

is it a power of producing a certain opinion—the opinion that

the object is good } This suggestion can be refuted much more
decisively. For opinions have the characteristic, which feelings

have not, of being necessarily either true or false. No one will

say that an object is good because it is capable of so affecting

him, or any one, as to produce the opinion that it is good,
irrespective of whether the opinion is true or false. If the

opinion is false, the object is not good; and if the opinion is

true, the truth of the opinion that the object is good rests on
thefact that the object is good, and not vice versa.

It seems then that an intermediate view of goodness is no
more satisfactory than a purely subjective view, and that good-
ness is entirely objective and intrinsic to the things that are

good.

What are we to say of rightness } We must, I think, say

that it is intrinsic, but that in so far as a right act has value its

value is not intrinsic. The rightness of an act, if the contention

ofour second chapter is correct, is intrinsic to the act, depending
solely on its nature. But if we contemplate a right act alone,

it is seen to have no intrinsic value. Suppose for instance that it

is right for a man to pay a certain debt, and he pays it. This is

in itself no addition to the sum of values, in the universe. If he
does it from a good motive, that adds to the sum of values in

the universe; if from a morally indifferent motive, that leaves

the sum of values unchanged; if from a bad motive, that de-

tracts from the balance of values in the universe. Whatever
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intrinsic value, positive or negative, the action may have, it

owes to the nature of its motive and not to the act's being right

or wrong; and whatever value it has independently ofits motive

is instrumental value, i. e. not goodness at all, but the property

of producing something that is good.

Our arguments seem to show, then, that rightness no more
than beauty is an intrinsic value, and that the only correct way
of expressing intrinsic value is the word *good'.
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WHAT THINGS ARE GOOD?

OUR next step is to inquire what kinds of thing are intrinsi-

cally good, (i) The first thing for which I would claim

that it is intrinsically good is virtuous disposition and action,

1. e. action, or disposition to act, from any one ofcertain motives,

ofwhich at all events the most notable are the desire to do one's

duty, the desire to bring into being something that is good,

and the desire to give pleasure or save pain to others. It seems

clear that we regard all such actions and dispositions as having

value in themselves apart from any consequence. And ifany one

is inclined to doubt this and to think that, say, pleasure alone is

intrinsically good, it seems to me enough to ask the question

whether, of two states of the universe holding equal amounts of

pleasure, we should really think no better of one in which the

actions and dispositions of all the persons in it were thoroughly

virtuous than of one in which they were highly vicious. To
this there can be only one answer. Most hedonists would shrink

from giving the plainly false answer which their theory requires,

and would take refuge in saying that the question rests on a

false abstraction. Since virtue, as they conceive it, is a dis-

position to do just the acts which will produce most pleasure,

a universe full of virtuous persons would be bound, they might

say, to contain more pleasure than a universe full of vicious

persons. To this two answers may be made, (a) Much pleasure,

and much pain, do not spring from virtuous or vicious actions

at all but from the operation of natural laws. Thus even if a

universe filled with virtuous persons were bound to contain

more of the pleasure and less of the pain that springs from

human action than a universe filled with vicious persons would,

that inequality of pleasantness might easily be supposed to be

precisely counteracted by, for instance, a much greater inci-

dence of disease. The two states of affairs would then, on
balance, be equally pleasant; would they be equally good.^

And
(J>) even if we could not imagine any circumstances in

which two states of the universe equal in pleasantness but
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unequal in virtue could exist, the supposition is a legitimate

one, since it is only intended to bring before us in a vivid way
what is really self-evident, that virtue is good apart from its

consequences.

(2) It seems at first sight equally clear that pleasure is good
in itself. Some will perhaps be helped to realize this if they
make the corresponding supposition to that we have just made;
if they suppose two states of the universe including equal
amounts of virtue but the one including also widespread and
intense pleasure and the other widespread and intense pain.
Here too it might be objected diat the supposition is an im-
possible one, since virtue always tends to promote general
pleasure, and vice to promote general misery. But this objection
may be answered just as we have answered the corresponding
objection above.

Apart from this, however, there are two ways in which even
the most austere moralists and the most anti-hedonistic philo-
sophers are apt to betray the conviction that pleasure is good in
itself, (a) One is the attitude which they, like all other normal
human beings, take towards kindness and towards cruelty. If
the desire to give pleasure to others is approved, and the desire
to inflict pain on others condemned, this seems to imply the
conviction that pleasure is good and pain bad. Some may
think, no doubt, that the mere thought that a certain state of
affairs would hepainful (or another person is enough to account
for our conviction that the desire to produce it is bad. But I

am inclined to think that there is involved the further thought
that a state of affairs in virtue of being painful is prima facie
(i. e. where other considerations do not enter into the case) one
that a rational spectator would not approve, i.e. is bad; and
that similarly our attitude towards kindness involves the
thought that pleasure is good, (jb) The other is the insistence,

which we find in the most austere moralists as in other
people, on the conception of merit. If virtue deserves to be
rewarded by happiness (whether or not vice also deserves to
be rewarded by unhappiness), this seems at first sight to imply
that happiness and unhappiness are not in themselves things
indifferent, but are good and bad respectively.
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Kant's view on this question is not as clear as might be

wished. He points out that the Latin bonum covers two notions,

distinguished in German as das Gute (the good) and das Wohl
(well-being, i. e. pleasure or happiness); and he speaks of *good'

as being properly applied only to actions,^ i. e. he treats *good'

as equivalent to *morally good', and by implication denies that

pleasure (even deserved pleasure) is good. It might seem then

that when he speaks of the union of virtue with the happiness

it deserves as the bonum consummatum he is not thinking of

deserved happiness as good but only as das Wohl^ a source

of satisfaction to the person who has it. But if this exhausted

his meaning, he would have no right to speak of virtue, as he

repeatedly does, as das oberste Gut; he should call it simply das

Gute^ and happiness das IVohL Further, he describes the union

of virtue with happiness not merely as *the object of the desires

of rational finite beings', but adds that it approves itself *even

in the judgement of an impartial reason' as *the whole and

perfect good', rather than virtue alone. And he adds that

'happiness, while it is pleasant to the possessor of it, is not of

itselfabsolutely and in all respects good, but always presupposes

morally right behaviour as its condition'; which implies that

when that condition is fulfilled, happiness is good.^ All this

seems to point to the conclusion that in the end he had to recog-

nize that while virtue alone is morally good, deserved happiness

also is not merely a source of satisfaction to its possessor, but

objectively good.

But reflection on the conception ofmerit does not support the

view that pleasure is always good in itself and pain always bad

in itself. For while this conception implies the conviction that

pleasure when deserved is good, and pain when undeserved

bad, it also suggests strongly that pleasure when undeserved is

bad and pain when deserved good.

There is also another set of facts which casts doubt on the

view that pleasure is always good and pain always bad. We
have a decided conviction that there are bad pleasures and

> Kritik derpr. Vernunft^ 59-^ (Akad. Ausgabe, vol. v), 150-1 (Abbott's Trans.,

cd. 6).

* lb. I lo-i I (Akad. Ausgabe), 206-7 (Abbott).
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(though this is less obvious) that there are good pains. We
think that the pleasure taken either by the agent or by a spectator
in, for instance, a lustful or cruel action is bad; and we think it

a good thing that people should be pained rather than pleased
by contemplating vice or misery.

Thus the view that pleasure is always good and pain always
bad, while it seems to be strongly supported by some of our
convictions, seems to be equally strongly opposed by others.
The difficulty can, I think, be removed by ceasing to speak
simply of pleasure and pain as good or bad, and by asking more
carefully what it is that we mean. Consideration of the question
is aided if we adopt the view (tentatively adopted already) i

that what is good or bad is always something properly ex-
pressed by a that-clause, i. e. an objective, or as I should prefer
to call it, ^fact. If we look at the matter thus, I think we can
agree that the fact that a sentient being is in a state of pleasure
is always in itself good, and the fact that a sentient being is in a
state ofpain always in itselfbad, when this fact is not an element
in a more complex fact having some other characteristic relevant
to goodness or badness. And where considerations of desert
or of moral good or evil do not enter, i. e. in the case ofanimals,
the fact that a sentient being is feeling pleasure or pain is the
whole fact (or the fact sufficiently described to enable us to
judge of its goodness or badness), and we need not hesitate to
say that the pleasure of animals is always good, and the pain of
animals always bad, in itself and apart from its consequences.
But when a moral being is feeling a pleasure or pain that is

deserved or undeserved, or a pleasure or pain that implies a
good or a bad disposition, the total fact is quite inadequately
described ifwe say *a sentient being is feeling pleasure, or pain'.

The total fact may be that *a sentient and moral being is feel-

ing a pleasure that is undeserved, or that is the realization of a
vicious disposition', and though the fact included in this, that
*a sentient being is feeling pleasure' would be good if it stood
alone, that creates only a presumption that the total fact is good,
and a presumption that is outweighed by the other element in
the total fact.
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138 WHAT THINGS ARE GOOD?
Pleasure seems, indeed, to have a property analogous to

that which we have previously recognized under the name of

conditional oxprimafacie rightness. An act ofpromise-keeping

has the property, not necessarily of being right but of being

something that is right if the act has no other morally significant

characteristic (such as that of causing much pain to another

person). And similarly a state of pleasure has the property,

not necessarily of being good, but of being something that is

good if the state has no other characteristic that prevents it

from being good. The two characteristics that may interfere

with its being good are (a) that of being contrary to desert, and

(Jb) that of being a state which is the realization of a bad dis-

position. Thus the pleasures of which we can say without

doubt that they are good are (i) the pleasures of non-moral

beings (animals), (ii) the pleasures of moral beings that are

deserved and are either realizations of good moral dispositions

or realizations of neutral capacities (such as the pleasures of

the senses).

In so far as the goodness or badness of a particular pleasure

depends on its being the realization of a virtuous or vicious

disposition, this has been allowed for by our recognition of

virtue as a thing good in itself. But the mere recognition of

virtue as a thing good in itself, and of pleasure as a thing prima

facie good in itself, does not do justice to the conception of

merit. If we compare two imaginary states of the universe,

alike in the total amounts of virtue and vice and of pleasure and

pain present in the two, but in one of which the virtuous were
all happy and the vicious miserable, while in the other the

virtuous were miserable and the vicious happy, very few people

would hesitate to say that the first was a much better state of

the universe than the second. It would ^em then that, besides

virtue and pleasure, we must recognize (3), as a third inde-

pendent good, the apportionment of pleasure and pain to the

virtuous and the vicious respectively. And it is on the recog-

nition of this as a separate good that the recognition of the duty

of justice, in distinction from fidelity to promises on the one
hand and from beneficence on the other, rests.

(4) It seems clear that knowledge, and in a less degree what
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we may for the present call 'right opinion', are states of mind
good in themselves. Here too we may, if we please, help our-
selves to realize the fact by supposing two states of the universe
equal in respect of virtue and of pleasure and of the allocation

of pleasure to the virtuous, but such that the persons in the one
had a far greater understanding of the nature and laws of the
universe than those in the other. Can any one doubt that the

first would be a better state of the universe?

From one point ofview it seems doubtful whether knowledge
and right opinion, no matter what it is of or about, should be
considered good. Knowledge of mere matters of fact (say of
the number of stories in a building), without knowledge of
their relation to other facts, might seem to be worthless; it

certainly seems to be worth much less than the knowledge of
general principles, or of facts as depending on general principles

—what we might call insight or understanding as opposed to

mere knowledge. But on reflection it seems clear that even
about matters of fact right opinion is in itself a better state of
njind to be in than wrong, and knowledge than right opinion.

There is another objection which may naturally be made to

the view that knowledge is as such good. There aremany pieces

of knowledge,which we in fact think it well for people not to

have; e. g. we may think it a bad thing for a sick man to know
how ill he is, or for a vicious man to know how he may most
conveniently indulge his vicious tendencies. But it seems that

in such cases it is not the knowledge but the consequences in

the way ofpain or of vicious action that we think bad.

It might perhaps be objected that knowledge is not a better

state than right opinion, but merely a source of greater satis-

faction to its possessor. It no doubt is a source of greater

satisfaction. Curiosity is the desire to hiowj and is never really

satisfied by mere opinion. Yet there are two facts which seem
to show that this is not the whole truth, (a) While opinion
recognized to be such is never thoroughly satisfactory to its

possessor, there is another state ofmind which is not knowledge
—which may even be mistaken—yet which through lack of
reflection is not distinguished from knowledge by its possessor,

the state of mind which Professor Cook Wilson has called
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MO WHAT THINGS ARE GOOD?
'that of being under the impression that so-and-so is the case'.'

Such a state of mind may be as great a source of satisfaction to
its possessor as knowledge, yet we should all think it to be an
inferior state of mind to knowledge. This surely points to a
recognition by us that knowledge has a worth other than that

of being a source of satisfaction to its possessor.
(J>) Wrong

opinion, so long as its wrongness is not discovered, may be as

great a source of satisfaction as right. Yet we should agree
that it is an inferior state of mind, because it is to a less extent
founded on knowledge and is itself a less close approximation
to knowledge; which again seems to point to our recognizing
knowledge as something good in itself.

Four things, then, seem to be intrinsically good—virtue,

pleasure, the allocation of pleasure to the virtuous, and know-
ledge (and in a less degree right opinion). And I am unable to

discover anything that is intrinsically good, which is not either
one of these or a combination of two or more of them. And
while this list of goods has been arrived at on its own merits,
by reflection on what we really think to be good, it perhaps
derives some support from the fact that it harmonizes with a
widely accepted classification of the elements in the life of the
soul. It is usual to enumerate these as cognition, feeling, and
conation. Now knowledge is the ideal state of the mind, and
right opinion an approximation to the ideal, on the cognitive
or intellectual side; pleasure is its ideal state on the side of feel-

ing; and virtue is its ideal state on the side of conation; while
the allocation of happiness to virtue is a good which we recog-
nize when we reflect on the ideal relation between the conative
side and the side of feeling. It might of course be objected
that there are or may be intrinsic goods that are not states of
mind or relations between states of mind at all, but in this

suggestion I can find no plausibility. Contemplate any imagi-
nary universe from which you suppose mind entirely absent,
and you will fail to find anything in it that you can call good in
itself. That is not to say, of course, that the existence of a
material universe may not be a necessary condition for the
existence of many things that are good in themselves. Our

' Statement and Inference^ i. 113.

WHAT THINGS ARE GOOD.? ,41

knowledge and our true opinions are to a large extent about
the material world, and to that extent could not exist unless it

existed. Our pleasures are to a large extent derived from
material objects. Virtue owes many of its opportunities to the
existence of material conditions ofgood and material hindrances
to good. But the value of material things appears to be purely
instrumental, not intrinsic.

Of the three elements virtue, knowledge, and pleasure are
compounded all the complex states of mind that we think good
in themselves. Aesthetic enjoyment, for example, seems to be
a blend of pleasure with insight into the nature of the object
that inspires it. Mutual love seems to be a blend of virtuous
disposition of two minds towards each other, with the know-
ledge which each has of the character and disposition of the
other, and with the pleasure which arises from such disposition

and knowledge. And a similar analysis may probably be applied
to all other complex goods.
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VI

DEGREES OF GOODNESS

THE next question which seems to face us is the question

whether goods are commensurable. As a preliminary to

this, we may ask the narrower question whether pleasures are

commensurable. And as a preliminary to that again, we may
ask whether pleasures are comparable; whether we can properly

say that one pleasure is greater or more pleasant than another.

That this is so there seems to be no doubt. Any denial of it

usually proceeds by asking us to say which of two extremely

disparate pleasures is the greater. It is true that often we cannot

do this. But one who maintains the comparability of pleasures

is not bound to maintain that he can say of any two pleasures

which is the greater. He may not, for instance, have recently

enjoyed the two; and undoubtedly memory of the intensity of

pleasures is treacherous when it has to cover any long span of

time. Or again one or both of the pleasures may be very com-
plex, and the introspection necessary for the assessment of

their pleasantness may be difficult. But this much is clear, that

if we compare two comparatively simple and comparatively

similar pleasures recently experienced, we may have no difficulty

in seeing one to have been more pleasant than the other; and

this is enough to show that pleasures have different intensities.

If we proceed from these to others that are more complex or

less similar or were experienced less recently, it is plain that

there is no point at which we can stop and say, some pleasures

are in their nature comparable and others are not. The truth

is that pleasures have the only characteristic on their side that

is necessary to comparability, viz. difference of intensity; but

that some of the conditions on our side which would enable

us to compare them are often lacking.^

' If this is clear, we may next argue that pleasures are com-

' It is hardly necessary to say that I am not ascribing to pleasures an existence inde-

pendent of a mind to feel them; I am thinking of them as existing independendy of
our activity in comparing them.
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mensurable, i. e. that one pleasure may not only be more intense

than another, but may be, say, just twice as intense. This
surely follows from our previous conclusion. For if one
pleasure is more intense than another, it must have a definite

amount of extra intensity. True (as is often pointed out), the

difference between two pleasures is not a pleasure, as the differ-

ence between two lengths is a length. That is part of what we
mean by distinguishing intensity from extension. But the

difference between the intensity of two pleasures is an amount
of intensity, and of course a definite amount. And this may be
exactly equal to the intensity of the less pleasure; and if so, the

greater pleasure is just twice as great as the less.

On their side, then, pleasures have the characteristic requisite

for commensurability. And on our side too the conditions

necessary for rough commensuration are sometimes fulfilled.

For there seems to be no doubt that in comparing two com-
paratively simple and similar pleasures, recently experienced, we
can sometimes say with the greatest confidence that one was, say,

at least twice as intense as the other. We cannot be more precise

than this and say that one was just twice, or three times, as

intense as the other. That points to the absence of some of tlie

conditions needed for exact commensuration on our side and
not to the lack of the conditions needed for commensurability
on theirs. Or perhaps this statement should be modified. The
pleasures have precise intensities, which in principle makes
them commensurable. But they have not the characteristics

that make material objects comparatively easy to measure, the

characteristics of being fairly permanent and of being easily

compared with standards ofmeasurement which may be applied
to each in turn.

At the same time it is worth while to point out that the

difference between physical and mental objects in respect of
commensurability is not so complete as it might appear. We
can never say that one material object is precisely twice as long,

say, as another, but only at most that it either is this or fails

to be this by an amount which our senses do not enable us to

detect. And similarly we can, under favourable circumstances,

say that one pleasure either is just twice as intense as another,

- -^^
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or differs from this by an amount which introspection does

not enable us to detect.

Ifpleasures are commensurable, it does not necessarily follow

that all goods are; that, say, pleasure can be measured in respect

of goodness against virtue or knowledge. But the arguments

that have been urged against the commensurability of goods

are to a large extent the same that have been urged against the

commensurability of pleasures. The case against the com-

mensurability of goods gets much of its plausibility by con-

fronting us with two goods, highly complex or highly dissimilar

or not recently experienced, or perhaps never experienced at all

by the person who is asked to give judgement, or a good which

ranks high in a low order with one which ranks low in a higher

order. ^ The proper reply is to point to other goods not so

characterized which we have little difficulty in comparing and

even in measuring roughly against one another. Few people,

except those who are committed to hedonism, would hesitate

to say that an action of sublime heroism is many times as good

a thing as some faint and passing shade of pleasure. If we can

ever commeasure two goods, that is much stronger evidence

that goods are in principle commensurable, than the fact that

we sometimes cannot commeasure two goods is for goods not

being in principle commensurable.^ Yet the conclusion to

which this preliminary consideration points is faced with great

difficulties when we try to commeasure good things of very

different types.

When we turn to the attempt actually to measure goods

against each other, it will be prudent to begin with goods of

the same order, i. e. with the balancing of one pleasure against

another, of one state of knowledge against another, of one

virtuous action or disposition against another, (i) Much has

been written about the calculus of pleasures, and I shall be

forgiven, and perhaps thanked, for not saying much more.

Bentham has enumerated the 'dimensions' on which depend

the calculus of pleasures, but it is evident that two of them

—

' Cf. pp. 149-54.
* I note with satisfaction that Mr. McTaggart argues in favour of the commensura-

bility of pleasures, and of goods {The Nature ofExistence^ ii. a4*~3> 447~8).
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fecundity and purity—refer not to the intrinsic value ofpleasures
but to their tendency to produce other pleasures, or pains; that

certainty and propinquity, again, do not belong to pleasures in
themselves; and that extension refers not to the intrinsic value ofa
particularpleasure but to thenumberofpeople forwhompleasure

will be produced by a particular act. We are left with intensity

and duration as the characteristics on which depend the value of
a pleasure qua pleasure; and to these there is nothing to add.
Mill argued that pleasures have 'quality' as well, and that this

affects their hedonistic value. The first of these contentions is

true, and the second false. It is obviously true that a pleasure,

i. e. a pleasant state ofmind, always has a quality over and above
its intensity and duration. If we compare, for instance, the

pleasure of reading good literature and that of a country walk
(even supposing that in some case their intensity and duration
were the same), we do not find a pleasant feeling identical in

the two plus cognitive and conational elements different in the

two. Pleasant feeling is coloured through and through by what
we are taking pleasure in. But Mill should have gone on to say
that however interesting a fact this may be, it is from the point
of view of the hedonistic calculus quite irrelevant. For a
hedonist holds that pleasantness is the only characteristic of
states of mind that makes them good, and one state of mind
can have more pleasantness than another only by being more
intensely pleasant or by being pleasant for a longer time. Mill's

introduction of quality of pleasures into the hedonistic calculus

is, as has been widely recognized, an unconscious departure

from hedonism and a half-hearted admission that there are

other qualities than pleasantness in virtue of which states of
mind are good.

(2) The commensuration of different states of knowledge
against each other, and of states of knowledge against states of
right opinion, has been much less discussed. It is clear that we
all do in practice treat some forms of knowledge as more valu-

able than others, but we do not as a rule stop to distinguish

whether we are valuing them for their own nature or for their

results. Our concern here is solely with their intrinsic value.

The problem is complicated by the fact that while we assign
3738 u
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whether we are valuing them for their own nature or for their

results. Our concern here is solely with their intrinsic value.

The problem is complicated by the fact that while we assign
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value, and a kindred (though not equal) value, both to know-
ledge and to right opinion, these are not species of a single

genus. Knowledge is apprehension of fact, and right opinion

is not that, but is simply a state of mind in which things are

believed (not apprehended) to be related as they are in fact

related; and there seems to be no single genus of which these

are species. We cannot say that knowledge and right opinion

are species ofa single genus (say, 'cognition'), differing in degree

of certainty; for knowledge alone has certainty, and opinion

has merely varying degrees of approach to certainty. What
we can say, by way of bringing knowledge and opinion into

relation with one another, is (a) that knowledge is the ideal we
always have in mind in the forming of opinions, and opinions

are the results of more or less unsuccessful attempts at reaching

knowledge, and (Jb) that opinion always rests in part on know-
ledge. These two characteristics are closely bound up together,

for while opinions are the result of a variety of psychological

causes (largely irrational), it is just in so far as they rest on
knowledge that they approximate to being knowledge.

It seems natural to say that the value of a state of knowledge
or opinion rests partly on the nature of the state of mind, and

partly on the nature of the fact it is in relation to. We must not

say *of the fact apprehended', for in opinion the fact is not

apprehended. Ifwe want to substitute something more definite

for the phrase *the fact it is in relation to', we can only say *the

fact apprehended, or believed to exist'.

Now (a) in respect of the nature of the state of mind, there

appear to be two characteristics which mark knowledge off

from opinion, and on which the superiority of knowledge
seems to rest, (i) The first is that knowledge is either the direct

non-inferential apprehension of fact, or the inferential appre-

hension of one fact as necessitated by other facts, while opinion

is never either completely non-inferential or completely inferen-

tial, but is always the holding of a view which is partly

grounded on apprehension of fact and partly the product of

other psychical events such as wishes, hopes, fears, or the

mere association of ideas. In this respect all knowledge is

of equal value, and opinion is of value as it approximates to
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being completely grounded on apprehension of fact, i. e. to

being knowledge, (ii) The other respect in which knowledge
differs from and is superior to opinion is that of certainty or

complete absence of doubt. But we cannot say that opinion

approximates in value to knowledge in proportion as it ap-

proaches to certainty. It rises in value not by being held with
more conviction, but by being held with a degree of conviction
which answers more closely to the degree to which the opinion

is grounded on knowledge. It might seem as if it were a worse
intellectual fault to hold an opinion with more, than to hold it

with less, conviction than it deserves. It is certainly a fault to

which we are more liable, and it is probably more dangerous
in its consequences; but it does not seem to be either a greater

or a less fault. To mis-estimate the probability of our opinions

is equally bad, whether we over-estimate it or under-estimate it.

Thus in what renders a state of opinion good there are two
elements, (i) its degree of groundedness, and (ii) the extent to

which the degree of conviction corresponds to the degree of
groundedness.

It may be added that knowledge can only be possessed with
the degree of conviction it deserves, i. e. complete conviction.

An opinion on the other hand can rarely, if ever, be held with
the precisely appropriate degree of conviction; to make sure

of that we should have to know factors in the situation which
ex hypothesi we do not know. Thus in respect (ii) as well as

in respect (i) opinion is in principle inferior to knowledge, and
can only by accident fail to be so.

But (J)) our states of knowledge and opinion seem to derive

some of their value from the nature of the fact apprehended,

or believed to exist. The only rule I have to suggest here is

that which has been stated impressively by Mr. Bradley,^

that knowledge of general principles is intellectually more
valuable than knowledge of isolated matters of fact, and that

the more general the principle—the more facts it is capable of
explaining—the better the knowledge. Our ideal in the pursuit

of knowledge is system, and system involves the tracing of

consequents to their ultimate grounds. Our aim is to know
» Principles ofLogicy ed. 2, ii. 68j-8.



146 DEGREES OF GOODNESS
value, and a kindred (though not equal) value, both to know-
ledge and to right opinion, these are not species of a single

genus. Knowledge is apprehension of fact, and right opinion

is not that, but is simply a state of mind in which things are

believed (not apprehended) to be related as they are in fact

related; and there seems to be no single genus of which these

are species. We cannot say that knowledge and right opinion

are species ofa single genus (say, 'cognition'), differing in degree

of certainty; for knowledge alone has certainty, and opinion

has merely varying degrees of approach to certainty. What
we can say, by way of bringing knowledge and opinion into

relation with one another, is (a) that knowledge is the ideal we
always have in mind in the forming of opinions, and opinions

are the results of more or less unsuccessful attempts at reaching

knowledge, and (Jb) that opinion always rests in part on know-
ledge. These two characteristics are closely bound up together,

for while opinions are the result of a variety of psychological

causes (largely irrational), it is just in so far as they rest on
knowledge that they approximate to being knowledge.

It seems natural to say that the value of a state of knowledge
or opinion rests partly on the nature of the state of mind, and

partly on the nature of the fact it is in relation to. We must not

say *of the fact apprehended', for in opinion the fact is not

apprehended. Ifwe want to substitute something more definite

for the phrase *the fact it is in relation to', we can only say *the

fact apprehended, or believed to exist'.

Now (a) in respect of the nature of the state of mind, there

appear to be two characteristics which mark knowledge off

from opinion, and on which the superiority of knowledge
seems to rest, (i) The first is that knowledge is either the direct

non-inferential apprehension of fact, or the inferential appre-

hension of one fact as necessitated by other facts, while opinion

is never either completely non-inferential or completely inferen-

tial, but is always the holding of a view which is partly

grounded on apprehension of fact and partly the product of

other psychical events such as wishes, hopes, fears, or the

mere association of ideas. In this respect all knowledge is

of equal value, and opinion is of value as it approximates to

DEGREES OF GOODNESS 147

being completely grounded on apprehension of fact, i. e. to

being knowledge, (ii) The other respect in which knowledge
differs from and is superior to opinion is that of certainty or

complete absence of doubt. But we cannot say that opinion

approximates in value to knowledge in proportion as it ap-

proaches to certainty. It rises in value not by being held with
more conviction, but by being held with a degree of conviction
which answers more closely to the degree to which the opinion

is grounded on knowledge. It might seem as if it were a worse
intellectual fault to hold an opinion with more, than to hold it

with less, conviction than it deserves. It is certainly a fault to

which we are more liable, and it is probably more dangerous
in its consequences; but it does not seem to be either a greater

or a less fault. To mis-estimate the probability of our opinions

is equally bad, whether we over-estimate it or under-estimate it.

Thus in what renders a state of opinion good there are two
elements, (i) its degree of groundedness, and (ii) the extent to

which the degree of conviction corresponds to the degree of
groundedness.

It may be added that knowledge can only be possessed with
the degree of conviction it deserves, i. e. complete conviction.

An opinion on the other hand can rarely, if ever, be held with
the precisely appropriate degree of conviction; to make sure

of that we should have to know factors in the situation which
ex hypothesi we do not know. Thus in respect (ii) as well as

in respect (i) opinion is in principle inferior to knowledge, and
can only by accident fail to be so.

But (J)) our states of knowledge and opinion seem to derive

some of their value from the nature of the fact apprehended,

or believed to exist. The only rule I have to suggest here is

that which has been stated impressively by Mr. Bradley,^

that knowledge of general principles is intellectually more
valuable than knowledge of isolated matters of fact, and that

the more general the principle—the more facts it is capable of
explaining—the better the knowledge. Our ideal in the pursuit

of knowledge is system, and system involves the tracing of

consequents to their ultimate grounds. Our aim is to know
» Principles ofLogicy ed. 2, ii. 68j-8.



'48 DEGREES OF GOODNESS
not only the 'that' but the Vhy' also, when the 'that' has awhy I venture, however, to think that it is a mistake to rest
the value of knowledge on its being inferential. Inferential
knowledge, and its value, are entirely inseparable from non-
inferenual knowledge, first of the ultimafe premisses fromwhich inference must start, and secondly of the fact that the
premisses warrant the conclusions. It is better to know why
a thing IS so than merely that it is so, not because your know-
ledge IS inferential, but because you are knowing more, andknowing what is more general. Any attempt to elevate either
inferential knowledge above non-inferential, or non-inferential
above inferential, is fundamentally mistaken.

There are no doubt particular matters of fact which it ismore important for our welfare that we should know, thanmany general principles. It is very likely more important forour happiness to know the characters of the people we liveamong (if we can be said ever to know them) than to know
highly general mathematical principles. But this is an instru-
mental value. From the purely intellectual point of view, with
Jich alone we are concerned in speaking of the intrinsic\^\ut
of knowledge, generahty (I venture to think) is the only valu-

SLtT' '"^

^7'l^^rf. ^P^"^^^ ^^^^S ^^^^ ^^ nature
ot the fact apprehended or believed in.

tJ^l!^A^^7^\''^^ T'^
ofknowledge or opinion seems,

Jen, to depend on three elements, (i) the degree of its groun-
dedness on fact, (li the degree to which the strength o^f con-

(SZZ ""v"'^
'^ ? held corresponds to its groundedness,

(ill) the generahty of the fact known, or believedto exist. How
hese factors are to be balanced against one another in estimat-ing the value of any knowledge or opinion I do not profess to

tT'tn K VT '' P^^^^^fJy J^^^ ^Portant than it might

Jr ^;-
J^ '^''T^ " '^^J^^' ^f ^^^y> ^e may choose

either one (like metaphysics) in which we are unlikely [o obtainmuch knowledge or even fairly grounded opinion, but in which
the knowledge or opinion if obtained would be ^ore generalor one (such as chemistry) in which we are more hkely to gainknowledge or fairly g^^ i^ j^^^ ^^^^^ J g
less general. But what we do in such a case is not to try to
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estimate the value of what we are likely to gain, but to follow
our strongest interests; and in this we are justified, for interest
is the most important condition of our gaining anything valu-
able at all.

(3) As regards the balancing of virtuous actions and dis-
positions against one another, I would refer to my next chapter,
which contains all I have to say on the subject.
The 'greatest wave' now awaits us—the question whether

virtue, knowledge, and pleasure can be compared with one
another in value, and whether they can be measured against
one another. I do not pretend that the views I shall express are
certainly true, still less that I can prove them to be so. I will
only say that they are the result of a good deal of reflection
about the comparative value of these things, and that theyagree,
so far as I can judge, with the views of many others who have
reflected on it. I think, then, that pleasure is definitely inferior
in value to virtue and knowledge. There are certain facts which
support this view, (i) Most people are convinced that human
life is in itselfsomething more valuable than animal life, though
It seems highly probable that the lives ofmany animals contain
a greater balance of pleasure over pain than the lives of many
human beings. Most people would accept Mill's dictum that
*it is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfiedV
though they may think such a view inconsistent with Mill's
own principles. The very fact that he felt bound to make an
admission so fatal to his cherished hedonism is some testimony
to the truth of the admission. (2) Many people whose opinion
deserves the greatest respect have undoubtedly thought that
the promotion of the general happiness was the highest possible
ideal. But the happy state of the human race which they aimed
at producing was such a state as the progress of civilization
naturally leads us to look forward to, a state much of whose
pleasantness would spring from such things as the practice of
virtue, the knowledge of truth, and the appreciation of beauty.
The ideal has owed its attractiveness in a large degree not to its
being a state of maximum happiness, but to its being a state
whose happiness would spring from such sources; and if they

' UtU.t 14 (copyright editions).
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thought that the state of maximum happiness would be onewhose happiness sprang from such things as the indulgence of
cruelty, the hght-hearted adoption of ill-grounded opinionsand enjoyment of the ugly, they would immediately rejL such

,Wr ?7 ^7}^ "° ^°''^' ^'Sue that such a state is I have

Bu It /?
'°"-^ "°'

'f
^'''' ^ °"^ ofmaximum happiness.But that, ,f true, is simply a consequence of the laws of theworld we live in and does not absolve them from facing theproblem, what if the laws of nature ^.ere such as to make sucha life the most pleasant possible? Would they then prefer it toa state less pleasant but more virtuous and intelligent? Thevhave, in fact, in pronouncing pleasure to be the sole good, not

.nlTl "f
"""'^ P^^"'^"' consciousness, such as wl supposeamma s to en,oy, but to a very large extent what I have

called' good (i.e morally good) pleasures, those which are
themselves actualizations of morally good dispositions (suchas love for other men and love of truth and beauty) and

SL°rss
^°°'^"''' ™"'^ ™°" '° '^'' '^"^ '°'^'"

This argument, if it is sound, only proves that a certainamount of virtue and knowledge would more than outweigh
a certain amount of pleasure, and it might still be held that a
certain larger amount of pleasure would more than outweigh
the given amount of virtue and intelligence. But if we take
this view we are faced by the question, r^Aat amount of pleasure

Inn^^T ^T^j'" ^'> '° ^ g^^^" ^'"O""' of virtue or ofknowledge? And to this question, so long as we think thatsome amount is equal, I see no possibility of an answer or ofan

STtr""
^fr^^^i

to pleasure and virtue, it se msto me much more likely to be the truth that no amount of
pleasure is equal to any amount of virtue, that in fact virtue
belongs to a higher order of value, beginning at a point higheon the scale of value than that which pleasure ever reaches-

vii'^e"^'' ^'
while pleasure is comparable in valueSvirtue (1. e. <^n be said to be less valuable than virtue) it is not

with infimte duration. Pleasure will then be an object worthy
» Cf. p. 166.
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of production, but only when this does not interfere with the
production ofvirtue.

(3) The question seems to become clearer when one ttirns
from considering virtue and pleasure in the abstract to consider
which of them seems the most worth while to get for ourselves.
It seems clear that, viewed in this way, pleasure reveals itself as
a cheap and ignoble object in comparison with virnie. This
mamfests itself clearly in the fact that the acquisition ofpleasure
for oneself rarely, if ever, presents itself as a duty, and usually
only as something permissible when it does not interfere with
duty, while the attainment ofmoral goodness habituallypresents
Itself as a duty. This surely points to an infimte superiority of
virtue over pleasure, a superiority such that no gain in pleasure
can make up for a loss in virtue.

But if virtue is better worth aiming at for ourselves than
pleasure, it is better worth trying to promote for man in general.
For that which is good owes its goodness not to being possessed
by one person or by another, but to its natiire.

(4) A further argument in favour of this view seems to arise
from the consideration of pleasures which are realizations of a
bad disposition, such as the pleasure of cruelty. It seems clear
that when we consider such a pleasure we are able to say at once
that it is bad, that it would have been better that it should not
have existed. If the goodness of pleasure were commensurable
with the goodness or badness of moral disposition, it would
be possible that such a pleasure if sufficiently intense should be
good on the whole. But in fact its intensity is a measure of its
badness, because it is a measure of the viciousness of the dis-
position realized.

(5) It is, on the face of it, much less obvious that knowledge
completely transcends pleasure in value than that virtue does
so. In fact it would be paradoxical to say diat the slightest
possible increase in knowledge would outweigh the greatest
possible loss of pleasure; I do not think that this can reasonably
be maintained about knowledge considered simply as a con-
dition ofthe intellect. But in factmost (ifnot all) states ofknow-
ledge are themselves to some extent the actualization of a desire
for knowledge. And the desire or disposition expressed and
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manifested in them has moral worth, is of the nature of virtue
and has thus a value completely transcending that of pleasure
(1. e. pleasure that is the actualization not of a good disposition
but ot a neutral capacity, as sensuous pleasure is). It is to be
noted however, that this desire is expressed just as much in the
search tor knowledge as in the attainment of it. While in itsown nature knowledge seems to be a better state than inquiry
the moral virtue of desire for knowledge may be much more
tully present m many an unsuccessful search for difficult
knowledge than in the successful attainment of knowledge
that IS easy to get. °

The view that virtue and knowledge are much better things
than pleasure does not in practice work out in so ascetic away as might appear, and that for two reasons, (i) It is quite
certam that by promoting virtue and knowledge in ourselves
and m others we shall inevitably produce much pleasant con-
sciousness These are by general agreement, among the surest
sources of happiness for their possessors. And still more are
they among the surest sources of general happiness, for a
vanety of reasons which will readily suggest themselves.And (2) itis pretty clear that our pursuit of the greater goods
is made all the more effective by intervals in which we give
ourselves up to enjoying ourselves and helping others to ei^'oy
themselves. The desire for pleasure is so strong in every one

S 3 w' T.^ fes to ignore or suppress it entirely
will find himself defeated by the laws of human nature;
naturam expellas furca, tamen usque recurreu There is a place
for asceticism in the best life, but it cannot safely be made the
general rule of the best life.

When we turn to consider the relative value of moral good-
ness and knowledge as ends, here again I am inclined to think
that moral goodness is infinitely better than knowledge. Here
too the question seems to become clearer when one considers
these two goods not in the abstract but as objects to be striven
after for ourselves as individuals. When I ask myself whether

Zrrr ""^
MrThi^"'

^""^^^^^ g^^^^ '^ ^^r^h having at

ttn nfV ' ^'Y ^'^^r
'^ ^^ "^y ^^^y ^^ ^f ^ deteriora.

tion ofcharacter, I can only answer in the negative. The infinite
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superiority of moral goodness to anything else is clearest in
the case of the highest form of moral goodness, the desire to do
one's duty. But even of the lesser virtues the same appears to
be true. And if virtue is always the thing best worth aiming at
for oneself, it is the thing best worth trying to promote in
others.

This doctrine will no doubt appear to many unduly mora-
listic; and two remarks may be made which may perhaps do
something to diminish their repugnance to it. (i) I do not wish
to introduce moralistic considerations into other spheres than
that of morals. Scientific questions must be dealt with on
scientific grounds, and aesthetic questions on aesthetic grounds.
That a beliefwould conduce to the promotion of morality does
not tend to show that it is true; and that the contemplation of
a work of art would conduce to immorality does not show that
it is not beautiful. But science and aesthetic enjoyment fall

within human life as a whole, and I do maintain that in human
life there is a greater good than either.

(2) The doctrine that morality is entirely social, that all duty
consists in promoting the good of others, seems to me a pro-
found mistake. Intellectual integrity, the love of truth for its

own sake, is among the most salient elements in a good moral
character. It is a thing which, with the other virtues, we should
try to cultivate in ourselves and to promote in others; and it

will perhaps not seem paradoxical to say that it is a better thing
to love truth than it would be to have it (if we could do so)
without loving it. That which (I am suggesting) is less good
than virtue is not the intellectual life in its concreteness, which
is the manifestation of a high and a precious excellence of
character, but the bare being in possession of knowledge irre-
spective of the character from which this springs.
The superiority of virtue to all other goods is illustrated

once more if we compare it with the more complex good we
have recognized, consisting of the proportionment of pleasure
to virtue. For suppose that some one's life as a whole contained
just that amount of pleasure which was appropriate to the
degree of virtue that characterized him, but that some of his
pleasures were the expressions ofa bad disposition (e. g. pleasures
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of cruelty), we should, I think, certainly judge that the state of
affairs would have been better if he had been without both
these pleasures and the defect of character they presuppose-
although the state of affairs thus produced would have been
one of much less perfect proportionment of pleasure to virtue
since he would both have been more virtuous and have enjoyed
less pleasure.

The suggestion that there are two orders or classes of good
things such that those in one class are not commensurable,
though they are comparable, with those in the other, is obviously
not free from difficulties. But it is the conclusion to which we
are led if it be admitted that on the one hand virtue and, say
pleasure are both of them good, and that on the other we are
totally unable to see how any amount of one of these could be
equal in goodness to any amount of the other. The problem
seems to me not to have been faced by those who repudiate
both the Kantian view that only virtue is good in itself and the
hedonistic view that only pleasure is good in itself; and I am
satisfied to have called attention to the importance and difficulty
of the problem. Its theoretical importance is evident; but it is

also practically important, for pretty evidently one of our chief
duties is that of producing as much good as we can, and clear
views as to the comparative goodness of different kinds ofgood
things are an essential preliminary to this.

VII

MORAL GOODNESS

^a^^- o-^^ •- &-^« *^j V IX LUC yji auincuiiiig eise in its nature,
by bei%tjfa-rertarnrkind; I think that I can best explain what
I understand by 'morally good' by saying that it means 'good
either by being a certain sort of character or by being related
in one of certain definite ways to a certain sort of character*.
It seems necessary to put the matter in this alternative way*
because a variety of kinds of thing can be said to be morally
good. We may say that such and such a man is morally good
or that a certain action or a certain sort oifeeling (e.g. sympathy
with misfortune) is morally good. But it seems clear that a
man is morally good by virtue ofhaving a character ofa certain
kind, and that an action or a feeling is morally good by virtue
of proceeding from a character of a certain kind. This account
of the meaning of 'morally good' seems to be confirmed by
studying the usage of the phrase. Suppose it were said, for
instance, that while conscientious action, knowledge, and
pleasure are all good, conscientious action is the only one of
the three that is morally good, what we should mean is that
while conscientious action is good in virtue of proceeding from
a certain sort of character, knowledge and pleasure are good
not in virtue of this but in virtue of being, respectively, know-
ledge and pleasure.

If this account ofwhat we mean by 'morally good' is correct,
the general answer to our next question, what kinds of thing
are morally good, is clear. Only what is a certain sort ofcharac-
ter or is related to a certain sort of character in one of certain
ways, can be good in virtue of being a certain sort of character
or ofbeing so related to it. Of the things that are morally good,
I will take for consideration morally good actions, and ask
what can be said about the nature of these. If we could agree
about this, we are not likely to disagree about what sort ofmen
or what sort of feelings are morally good; they will be the men
that have, and the feelings that spring from, the same sort of
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character that morally good actions spring from. Now when
we ask what is the general nature of morally good actions,

it seems quite clear that itjs injvirtue of the motives that they
proceed from that actions are morally gopdL Moral goodness
is quite distinct from and independent of rightness, which (as

we have seen) ^ belongs to acts^ggyg^virtuejof the motives they
proceed from, but in virtue ojjthe nanire of wjRat is done. Thus
a morally good action neeTnoTEe'Shie do^ act, and
fh^doing ofa right acFneed not be a moiAlly TOOdacrfrrnr'^^CLp

"ethical theories that Stress the tHing done and tKose tKaf stress

the motive from which it is done both have some justification,

for both *the right act' and *the morally good action' are notions
of the first importance in ethics; But the two types of theory
have been at cross-purposes, because they have failed to notice
that they are talking about different things. TfaysJCant has
tried to deduce from his conception of the natufe'ofT'moratly
good action rules as to what types of act are right; and others
have held a view which amounts to saying thatsb long as our
motive is good it does not matter what we do. And, on the
other side, the tendency of acts to produce good or bad results

has sometimes been treated as if it made them morally good or
bad. The drawing of a rigid distinction between the right and
the morally good frees us from such confusion.

We can perhaps now substituteiSdmetliing more definite for

our preliminary statement that moral goodness is that goodness
which is connected with a certain type or types of character.

Ifwe ask in particular what the moral goodness ofmorally good
actions arises from, the answer seems (as we have seen) to be
*from a certain kind of motivation'. When we ask what the

moral goodness ofmorally goodfeelings arises from, we cannot
answer *from motivation', for the term 'motive' is inappropriate
here, being appropriate only when action is in question. But
cannot we say that the moral goodness both of actions and
of feelings arises from their proceeding from a certain kind of
desire ? We think that sorrow at the misfortune of others is

murally good because we think that it springs from an interest

in their happiness, or, to put the matter more plainly, from a

' pp. 4-6.
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desire that they shall be happy. As regards actions, the only
objection that might be made to saytn^tBeit goodness.js due
to their proceeding from a certain sort of desire would be the
objection that conscientious action does not spring from desire,

but from something quite different.

Kant, whose greatest service to ethics is the vindication of
the distinct character and the supreme worth of conscientious
action, against the open or covert egoism of most of the eigh-
teenth-century theories, insists that what is operative in it is

something distinct from desire ofany kind. It is for him some-
thing so mysterious that he is driven to assign it not to man's
phenomenal nature, which he believes to be moved solely by
desire, but to his real or noumenal nature, and to hold (as his

theory of freedom implies) that it is not operative in time at all.

Against this it must be maintained that while a general sense
of duty (i. e. an apprehension that there are things we ought to

do) is present, active or latent, in us throughout our adult lives,

it is no more true to say that than to say that a desire for food,
for instance, is present in us, active or latent, throughout our
lives; and that the thought of a particular act as being our duty,

which is what operates when we act from the sense of duty,

arises in us at a particular time just as does the particular desire to

eat, which is what operates when we, in fact, proceed to eat. The
familiar conflict between the sense of duty and other motives
could not take place unless both were operating in the same field,

and that the field of ordinary 'phenomenal' consciousness.

Regarding the sense of duty as an operation of reason dis-

tinct from any form of desire, and accepting the general truth

of Aristode's dictum that thought alone sets nothing going, ^

Kant found one of his greatest puzzles to lie in the fact that pure
reason can become practical, that the mere thought of an act as

one's duty can by itself induce us to do the act. In comparison
with this, actions from desire seemed to him easily intelligible.

But it may be maintained that there is no more mystery in the

fact that the thought of an act as one's duty should arouse an
impulse to do it, than in the fact that the thought of an act as

pleasant, or as leading to pleasure, should arouse an impulse to

* Nic, Eth, 1139a 35.
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do it. Human nature being what it is, the latter thought arouses

an impulse to action much more constantly than the former;

but it is only if we have already assumed (on quite insufficient

grounds) that pleasure is the only object of desire, that we shall

find it difficult to suppose that the thought of an act as right

can arouse a desire to do it. Kant himself, of course, allows

that the thought of duty arouses emotion—the emotion which

he calls Achtung^ respect or reverence; and this seems to be

part of the truth. But to hold this is not incompatible with

holding that the thought of duty also arouses desire. Now
people often describe themselves as *wanting' to do their duty.

It seems to be often a perfectly straightforward description of

their state of mind, and when we examine ourselves we find

something of which this appears to be a correct description.

All that Kant has said ofthe uniqueness and the moral supremacy

of action arising from the awareness of duty is justified; but it

owes its uniqueness and supremacy not to not proceeding from

desire, but to proceeding from a desire which is specifically

distinct because it is a desire for a specifically distinct object,

not for the attainment of pleasure nor even for the conferring

of it on others, but just for the doing of our duty. It is in virtue

of the specific quality of the attribute 'obligatory', and not of

arousing something other than desire, that the thought of duty

has the humbling and at the same time uplifting effect that Kant

ascribes to it.

When it is denied that we desire to do our duty, that in us

which leads us to do our duty tends to be thought of as being

in necessary conflict with desire. The sense of duty tends to be

described as the sense that one should do certain acts, though

on other grounds (e. g. on the ground of their painfulness) one

wants not to do them. But *the sense of duty' really means the

sense that we ought to do certain acts, whether or not on other

grounds we desire to do them, and no matter with what in-

tensity we may desire, on other grounds, not to do them. One
of the effects of the forming of a habit of dutiful action is that

any natural repugnance one may have to dutiful acts on other

grounds tends to diminish. If we form a habit of early rising,

for example, it becomes easier, and less unpleasant, to rise early.
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But when the doing of a dutiful action is thought of as neces-
sarily involving a resistance to desire, the paradoxical conse-
quence follows that the forming of a good habit, since it leads
to less and less resistance to desire being necessary, has to be
held to involve that we act less and less from a sense of duty as
the habit grows stronger, so that (if, as Kant holds, sense of
duty is the only good motive, or even if it is the best motive)
to form a good habit is to become a person who acts less well,
and therefore a less good person.

If habitual action could become so automatic that it ceased
to be done from the thought that it is right, there would cer-
tainly be less moral worth in the doing of it. But so long as the
act is still done because it is right, it will have no less moral
worth because it has become easy. The agent's devotion to
duty has not been impaired, but its whole intensity is not
needed, as it was at the beginning, to enable him to do the right
act. Some of it has now become surplus. The view that there
may be a reserve or surplus ofgood motive, more than is needed
to produce the right act,' enables us to avoid the paradoxical
consequence that to form good habits is to become less good.
Goodness is measured not by the intensity of the conflict but
by the strength of the devotion to duty. The stronger the
motives that oppose the doing of the right act, the more sure
we can be that when the right act has been done the sense of
duty must have been strong; but it may well be equally strong
when resisting motives are feeble or non-existent.

Tending, as he does, to think of obligation as thwarting
desire, and holding that a perfect character must have no desires

adverse to the doing ofwhat is right, Kant finds himselfobliged
to say that a perfect character or *holy will' would act not under
a sense of obligation but only under a sense of the goodness or
rightness of certain acts. But, as we have seen, an act, as dis-

tinct from the doing of it from a certain motive, is ntwtv good;
and to think of an act as right is to think of it either as being
obligatory or as being one of certain alternatives, the doing of
one or other of which is obligatory ;2 so that the distinction

which Kant draws between the right and the obligatory does
« Cf. p. 172. * Cf. pp. 3-4.
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not answer to the real difference. When we realize that obliga-

tion is not necessarily in conflict with desire, but merely in-

dependent of desire, we need not hesitate to say that a holy will

would act under a sense of obligation; only it would be an
obligation that would not necessarily be irksome, because there

need not be actually present any desire adverse to it. In fact,

the better a man is, the more intensely will he feel himself

bound to act in certain ways and not in others, though it will

also be true that he will have less desire to act in these other

ways. It would, however, be a mistake to say that all internal

conflict is incompatible with a perfect character. A perfect

character would, ex hypothesis have no bad desires; it would
not, for instance, desire the pleasure of contemplating another's

pain. But its perfection would not exclude the desire for inno-
cent sensuous pleasures, such as those of food or rest, and these

desires might incidentally be in conflict with the desire to do
what was right. The possibility of such conflict as this seems
inseparable from human nature, and at the same time quite

compatible with a perfect character.

It would seem, then, that conscientious action springs from
a certain desire (the desire to do one's duty), and owes its good-
ness to the specific nature of this desire. And if this be granted,

we have removed the only objection that seems likely to be made
to the contention that all morally good actions (and feelings)

owe their goodness to the kind of desire they spring from.
If 'morally good' means what I have taken it to mean, it

seems that besides (i) conscientious action two other kinds of
action are morally good; and these too owe their goodness to

the nature of the desire they spring from. These are (2) action

springing from the desire to bring into being something good,
and (3) action springing from the desire to produce some
pleasure, or prevent some pain, for another being.

Under (2) I would include actions in which we are aiming
at improving our own character or that of another, without
thinking of this as a duty. And believing as I do that a certain

state of our intellectual nature also is good, I would include
actions in which we are aiming at improving our own intel-

lectual condition or that of others. Some writers would main-
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tain that such action, and that in which we aim at producing
pleasure for others, is not morally good, but virtuous. But if
I am right in the account I have given of what we mean by
moral goodness, viz. that it is goodness due to the character,
or (more definitely) to the desire, involved, it seems clear that
such actions aremorallygood. And it would seem contraryto the
natural usage of the word virtuous' to deny that conscientious
action is virtuous. In fact 'morally good' and virtuous' appear
to mean the same thing, and to be applicable to actions from
any one of these three desires.

It may seem at first sight doubtful whether the second and
third of these desires are really different. Some might be in-
clined to hold, and I have sometimes myself believed, that to
think of something as being a pleasant state of consciousness
for another being necessarily involves thinking of it as good,
or is thinking of it as good in a particular way, just as thinking
of an action as virtuous is thinking of it as good in another
particular way. There is no doubt that the two thoughts are
often closely associated. Many people undoubtedly do think
that pleasure is good, and in aiming at the production ofpleasure
for another are aiming at the production of something thought
of as good. Nevertheless it appears to me that the thought of
something as pleasant for another being is both different and
separable from the thought of it as good.^ For (a) there are
many states of consciousness of other people that we think to
be pleasant and also bad (e. g. states'^ofenjoying the contempla-
tion of some one else's pain). It can only be by overiooking
such cases that any one can come to hold that to think of some-
thing as pleasant for another being either is or necessarily
involves thinking of it as good. And {b) quite apart from such
vicious pleasures, it seems clear that (i) the thought of a state
of consciousness as pleasant for another cannot be the thought
of it as good in a particular way; for if it were, the thought of
a state of consciousness as pleasant for oneself would equally
be the thought of it as good in a particular way (since being
pleasant is, on this view, just being good in a particular way);

' On this question, as on some others, I wish to retract the view put forward by
me in Proceedings ofthe Aristotelian Society^ 1928-9, 251-74.
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and then the desire to get such an experience for oneself would
be the desire to bring into being something thought of as good,

and would itself have to be deemed morally good; whereas we
are convinced that the desire of an innocent sensuous pleasure

(such as that of rest after work) is morally indifferent. And (ii)

it seems clear that the thought of a state of mind as pleasant

either for oneself or for another does not necessarily involve the

thought of it as good, since we should then on reflection always

be able to detect the distinct presence of the second thought

whenever the first is present; which we certainly are not.

It seems, therefore, that we must distinguish the desire to

bring something pleasant for another person into being, from
the desire to bring something good into being (of which an

instance would be the desire to help a friend to improve his

character).^ And both are evidendy different from the desire

to do what is right. Yet there is this amount of connexion

between the thought of an act as right on the one hand and the

thought of a good, or pleasure for another, to be brought into

being, on the other hand, that when we think of an act as right

we think that either something good or some pleasure for

another will be brought into being. When we consider our-

selves bound, for instance, to fulfil a promise, we think of the

fulfilment of the promise as the bringing into existence of some
source of pleasure or satisfaction for the person to whom we
have made the promise. And when we consider the other main
types of duty—the duties of reparation, of gratitude, of justice,

of beneficence, of self-improvement—we find that in the

thought ofany of these there is involved the thought that what
the dutiful act is the origination of is either an objective good
or a pleasure (or source of pleasure) for some one else. The
conscientious attitude is one which involves the thought either

of good or of pleasure for some one else, but it is a more re-

flective attitude than that in which we aim directly at the pro-

duction of some good or some pleasure for another, since in it

the mere thought of some particular good, or of a particular

* This may be held whether or not we consider that all pleasures, or that some
pleasures, are in fact good. The desire to bring them into being qua pleasant for another
will in eitlier case be different from the desire to bring them into being qua good.
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pleasure for another, does not immediately incite us to action,

but we stop to think whether in all the circumstances the bring-

ing of that good or pleasure into existence is what is really

incumbent upon us; the difference is well illustrated by that

between discriminate and indiscriminate charity.

If there be these three types of virtuous action, it seems that

in principle there might be three corresponding types ofvicious
action, (i) the desire to do what is wrong, (2) the desire to

bring into being some particular evil, (3) the desire to inflict

some pain on another. It seems clear that all of these, if they
exist, are vicious, and that they are different from one another
as are the three corresponding forms of good action. But it is

not quite obvious that any one of them ever really occurs,

(i) Men seem to be attracted to the doing of wrong acts by the

thought of the pleasantness of the particular acts or of their

consequences, or it may be by the thought of the pleasure of
flouting authority and convention; it seems very doubtful

whether they are ever attracted by the mere thought of the

wrongness of an act. *Evil, be thou my good', which is (I sup-

pose) meant to indicate this attitude, is the maxim not of a man
but of a devil. (2) Again, when some one sets himself to bring

something evil into existence, e. g. to corrupt some one's charac-

ter, it may be doubted whether it is the badness of what he is

bringing into being that attracts him, or the pleasant sense of
power or some other pleasure that will attend the action. The
corruptingofthe character ofanother, for the sake ofcorrupting

it, is again the traditional role of the devil; but I am inclined to

think it not impossible for a man. (3) The existence of dis-

interested malevolence seems at first sight doubtful; it may be
argued that what incites any one to do a malevolent act is not

the thought of the pain of his victim, but the thought of the

pleasure he will himself derive from watching or thinking of
the other's pain. But the true view seems to be that the very
thought that that experience will be pleasant to oneself pre-

supposes the existence of an independent desire for the pain of
the victim. And a vindictive death-bed will is pretty good
evidence of disinterested malevolence, as one of the opposite

kind is of disinterested benevolence.
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Between the three types of good desire (and of consequent

good action), and similarly between the three conceivable
types of bad desire and action, it seems possible to establish a
scale of goodness, or of badness. For, firstly, it seems clear
that the desire to do one's duty is the morally best motive.
Many will question this, and think that acts springing from
love, from an interest in the well-being of a particular person
or persons, are better than those dictated by the *cold', *hard',

and 'rigid' sense of duty. But let us reflect. Suppose that some
one is drawn towards doing act ^ by a sense of duty, and
towards doing another, incompatible, act B by love for a
particular person. £x hypothesi, he thinks he will liot be doing
his duty in doing B. Can we possibly say that he will be acting
better if he does what he thinks not his duty than if he does
what he thinks is his duty.^ Evidendy not. What those who
hold this view mean by 'acting from the sense of duty' is obey-
ing a traditional, conventional code rather than following the
warm impulses of the heart. But what is properly meant by the
sense of duty is the thought that one ought to act in a certain
way, not the thought that one has been brought up to or is

expected to act in a certain way. And it seems clear that when
a genuine sense of duty is in conflict with any other motive we
must recognize its precedence. Ifyou seriously think you ought
to do A, you are bound to think you will be acting morally
worse in doing anything else instead.

Suppose, now, that love and sense of duty incline us to the
same act. Will our action be morally better if we act from the
first motive or from the second } It seems clear that since the
sense of duty is recognized as the better motive when the two
are in conflict, it is still the better when they are in agreement.
We may like better the man who acts more instinctively, from
love, but we are bound to think the man who acts from sense
of duty the better man. And this is not merely because instinc-
tive affection is a more wayward, capricious motive than sense
of duty, more apt to lead to wrong acts. It is because the
sense ofduty is different in kind from, and superior in kind to,

any other motive.

We have considered (a) the case in which sense of duty and
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another motive, present in the same person, point to diflferent
acts,

(J)) that in which they point to the same act. But there is a
third comparison to be considered. Many people would say
that a man who helps his neighbour from sympathy, without
thinking whether this orany otheraction is his duty, does a better
action than another man who helps his neighbour from a sense
of duty; though thay might admit that when the sense of duty
arises in a man, it is better diat he should act from it than from
any other motive; and this is at first sight an attractive view.
Nevertheless, it appears that action from the sense of duty,
which we have seen to be better than action from any motive
which conflicts or conspires with it, is also better than action
not preceded by the thought of duty. The attractiveness of the
opposite view seems to arise from the following fact: The sense
of duty is more obviously present when it has to fight against
opposing inclinations; i. e. is more obviously present in an
imperfect character than in one all of whose inclinations urge
it in the direction which duty also indicates. ^ We are therefore
apt to associate it with an imperfect character, and to prefer the
characters of those whose inclinations are good and who act on
them without thought of duty. But in truth the thought that
an act is my duty is not the thought that an act is my duty
though I want to do something else, but the thought that an
act is my duty whether or not I want to do something else;
though if I do not want to do things incompatible with duty
the act done from sense of duty is done immediately, without
the necessity of a moral conflict and without die thought of
duty having to be held for any length of time before the mind.
The man who acts from a sense of duty without fuss or conflict
appears to be a better character than the man who acts from
inclination without any thought of duty; though, as I suggest
later, the man who acts from both sense of duty and virtuous
inclination is in a still better state.

Next, it seems plain that the desire to bring into being some-

• ' Cf. J^t, GrunJlegung (Akad. Ausg. iv. 397-9. Abbott's Kant's Theory ofEthics,
13-1 5). One fact which makes the presence of the sense of duty more obvious in the
tormer case is that in this case there is present not only the thought that I ought to do
so-and-so, but also the consequential thought that I ought to resist the inclinationwhich would prevent me from doing so-and-so.
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thing good is a better desire than the desire to bring into being

a pleasure for another. This is plainly seen in the fact that we
should think concern for the character of one's children

or friends a better moral state than concern for their

pleasure.

Similarly it seems clear that the desire to bring something

bad into being is worse than the desire to produce pain for

another; just as concern for the character of another is better

than concern for his pleasure, the desire to corrupt some one's

character would seem to be more villainous than the desire to

inflict pain on him. On the other hand, it is less bad than is or

would be (for its existence seems improbable) the completely

anti-moral attitude of desiring to do what was wrong, simply

because it was wrong.

There seem then to be three types ofgood desire (and conse-

quent action) of diminishing goodness, and three conceivable

types of bad desire (and action) of increasing badness. But it

is clear that most bad actions do not belong to any of these

types, but are selfish actions, in which the desire involved is

none of the bad desires but desire for one's own pleasure. One
is at first sight tempted to say that this desire is in itself morally

indifferent. But it seems that a distinction must be drawn
between good pleasures, bad pleasures, and indifferent pleasures.

By a good pleasure I mean one which springs from the satis-

faction of a good desire, as e. g. the pleasures of a good con-

science spring from the satisfaction of the desire to do right,

or the pleasure of doing a kind action springs from the satis-

faction of the desire to produce pleasure for another. By a bad

pleasure I mean one which springs from the satisfaction of a

bad desire, as e. g. the pleasure of making another suffer springs

from the satisfaction of the desire to make him suffer. By an

indifferent pleasure I mean one which does not spring from

either of these sources; and it is plain that most selfish actions

are dictated by desire for such pleasures, as a rule for the pleasures

of the senses. It seems clear that the desire of an indifferent

pleasure is in itself indifferent; that the desire of a good pleasure

is either indifferent (as I am inclined to think) or less good than

any of the three good desires previously named; and that th*e
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desire ofa bad pleasure is bad, but less bad than any of the three
bad desires previously named.
The general character of selfish action, in distinction from

the three forms of bad action first mentioned, is that it proceeds
not from a bad, but from an indifferent desire. When one asks
on what its badness depends, one is at first sight tempted to say
that there is some badness in feeling any desire more strongly
than one feels another desire higher in the scale. But this clearly

will not do. Take, for instance, a soldier whose duty it is to
rest before the battle of the following day. He may be so tired

that the desire for the morally indifferent pleasure of resting is

much stronger in him than the desire to do his duty; and no one
would think him selfish or think any the worse of him for that.

It is, therefore, not the mere feeling of a lower desire with
greater intensity than a higher that constitutes selfishness and is

morally bad. It is only when the action aimed at securing
pleasure for oneselfexcludes and makes impossible the doing of
one's duty or the bringing into being ofsomething that is good,
or some pleasure for another, that the action in question is

deemed to be morally bad. Such action seems to be of two
types, or rather (since these probably shade oflfinto one another)
to range between two extremes. At one extreme, it is the
choosing of one's own pleasure in deliberate preference to the

doing of duty or to the bringing into being of a good, or of a
pleasure for another. At the other, it is the doing of an act

which in fact excludes the doing ofduty or the bringing ofsome
good or some pleasure for another into being, though the
thought of a duty that should be done, or of a good, or of a
pleasure for another, that might be brought into being, is not
present to the agent's mind. The two types might be called

deliberate and impulsive selfishness respectively; of the two,
deliberate selfishness is the worse. But even what might be
called impulsive selfishness usually includes the vague aware-
ness that if one stopped to think one would see that, in doing
what one does, one is omitting an opportunity of doing one's

duty, or of bringing some good, or some pleasure for another,
into being.

There are these two main kinds ofbad actions—a simpler and
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thing good is a better desire than the desire to bring into being
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worse kind which consists in acting on a bad desire, and a more
complicated and less bad kind which consists in acting on an
indifferent desire to the exclusion of an action to which a good
desire prompts us, or would prompt us ifwe stopped to think.

One thing which I have taken for granted may at first sight

appear somewhat paradoxical, viz. that while the desire to

bring something good into being is good whether the good
thing is to be a state of oneself or of another (e. g. an improve-
ment in one's own character or in that of a friend), the desire to
bring a pleasure into being for another is good, but the desire

to get a pleasure for oneself is indifferent when the pleasure is

indifferent (perhaps we should add *or when it is good'), and
bad when the pleasure is bad. A complication must be
introduced here which I have omitted from my main
statement in order that its general oudine might be clearer:

viz. this. The distinction between good, bad, and indifferent

pleasures may be applied to the pleasures we desire to pro-
duce for others as well as to those we desire to get for our-
selves; and when we apply it we see that the desire to secure a

bad pleasure for another (e.g. the pleasure of watching some
one suffer) is itself bad. Still, the main contrast is clear, that

the desire to produce an indifferent pleasure for another is good,
and the desire to produce it for oneself indifferent. That this is

what we really think seems perfectly clear. And it is not really

paradoxical. For though die pleasure will be similar whether
it is enjoyed by the agent or by another, the desire for pleasure
for oneself is quite a different thing from the desire to produce
it for another, since one's relation to oneself is entirely different

from one^s relation to any other person.

So far I have spoken as if each action sprang from one and
only one motive; we have next to consider actions (if there are

any) done from mixed motives. Is it possible to do an act

pardy from sense of duty, pardy from love, and, if so, is such
an action morally better or worse than one done from pure
sense of duty ? Again, is it possible to do an act pardy from a

good, partly from an indifferent or bad motive, and, if so, what
are we to say of the moral value of such an action.^

MORAL GOODNESS j^
It is clear that a mother, for instance, may want her child to

be happy or good, and may also think it her duty to produce
for it the conditions of happiness or of goodness. But can she
really act from both motives together; must not one be opera-
tive and the other ineffective.^ The metaphor of 'mixtiire of
motives' seems a questionable one, but we must at least recog-
nize the co-operation of motives, or perhaps we should rather
say *the co-operation of elements to form a single motive'. We
are familiar, I think, with cases in which conscience alone or
self-interest alone would not have induced some one to do some
difficult act, but the two together have induced him to do it. The
activities of most statesmen are probably correcdy attributed
to the co-operation of ambition, party feeling, and patriotism,
in varying proportions; and it does not seem as ifwe can always
say, *This act was due to ambition and that to party feeling and
that to patriotism'; in many of their acts it seems that two, or
perhaps all diree, of these motives are at work. Again, if we
want to induce a man to undertake a certain task, we probably
put various arguments before him representing the points in
its favour, and we do so not merely in the faith that if one point
does not appeal to him another will, but in the belief that the
various points, or some of them, may have a cumulative
influence on him; and this seems, in fact, often to be the
case.

Can we go further, and say that all motives that are present
at all in a man's mind at a particular moment are ioimd to co-
operate in producing his action, the mind being subject to a
law of composition of forces of its own.^ This is clearly not
the case. If motive j4 inclines us towards a certain act and
motive B towards a different act, our doing of the first act
is not necessarily altered (though the state of feeling with
which we do it is) by our desire to do the second, nor do we
necessarily do an act intermediate in character between
the two. The doing of such an act (e. g. when there are two
safe ways across a street, and we take an unsafe way between
them) is a mark of distraction and loss of self-control. When
we act with self-control we do the one act resolutely, irres-
pective of a lingering wish to do the other. We must' how-
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ever, consider separately the case in which two motives point

to the same act. We may act from both motives together;

must we do so ? We have seen that a motive adverse to the

doing of a particular act may be so disregarded that the act is

done just as it would have been done had the motive been
absent; it seems reasonable to suppose that a motive favour-

able to the doing of the act may equally be disregarded; e. g.

that when both sense of duty and ambition would incline a

man to do an act, he may, though he is sensible ofboth motives,
do the act wholly from the one or wholly from the other;

and attention to one's own experience seems to support this

view.

Where, however, a higher and a lower motive do co-operate

in inducing us to act, what degree ofmoral worth has the action

—more, or less, than if it had been done from the higher motive
only? Kant assumes that its worth will be less, since it will no
longer be *pure'. The question can be looked at in either of
two entirely different ways. It will suffice if we take account
of two morally good motives, one higher than the other, of
one morally indifferent motive, and of one bad motive; and
must suppose that each of these motives has a definite

amount of effectiveness in inducing the agent to act. We are

far from being in a position to assign correcdy definite numeri-
cal amounts either to the value or to the strength of motives;

but it will help us to attack the problem ifwe assign (admittedly

arbitrarily) such amounts. Let us suppose, then, that in the

scale of values sense of duty is represented by lo, love by 8,

desire of an innocent sensuous pleasure by o, malice by —8;
and let us suppose an act in which two of these motives co-

operate with equal strength in producing an act. To assign

other values to the motives, or unequal strengths to them,
would not affect the argument. Kant, in insisting that the worth
of an action is degraded by the presence in it of any motive
lower than the sense of duty, is really assuming that its value

must then be the value half-way between that which it would
have had if done wholly from sense of duty, and that which it

would have had if done wholly from the lower motive; e. g. an
act done from sense of duty+ desire of an innocent sensuous
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pleasure will have the value
lO+O

An action done from

sense of duty+ malice' will have the value . And since

Kant assigns no value, positive or negative, to 'pathological'

love, an action done from sense of duty+ love will have the

value . If we amend his view, as we have seen reason to

do,2 by assigning a positive value (say 8) to love, an action done

from sense of duty+ love will have the value .

It is, however, possible to take quite a different view; to hold

that, for instance, sense of duty may be present with undimi-

nished strength when another motive co-operates with it, and
that when it is, the addition ofa morally indifferent motive does

not lessen the value of the action, and the addition of a good,

though less good, motive increases it. The action done from
sense of duty+ desire of an innocent sensuous pleasure may be

estimated at 10+ o; that done from sense of duty+ malice at

10—8; that done from sense of duty+love at 10+8. Ifwe call

sense of duty A^ love -ff, desire of innocent sensuous pleasure

C, malice D^ the value of the actions we have been considering

will be estimated thus:

The

Kant modified, alternative view.

10 10

9 18

5 10

I 2

Kant.

Action from A 10

A+B 5

A+C 5

A-{-D I

J>

»

»
»

It is now, perhaps, easier to see the principles on which the

two modes of estimation are based. In insisting (as in principle

he does) that when two motives are equally effective, their

total (or net) value must be divided by two in order to assess

the value of the action, Kant is really assuming that all similar

kctions have an equal total intensity of motivation, so that by

* This combination may sound paradoxical; but a little reflection will show that it

is not impossible, nor, indeed, at all uncommon.
* Cf. pp. 160-1.
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the extent to which any other motive is effective, the sense of
duty must be less effective than it would have been if acting
alone. We, on the other hand, are suggesting tliat the sense of
duty may be present with equal intensity and effectiveness
whether another motive is or is not effective. Or, to put it

otherwise, he is assuming that the motivation is always exactly
enough to produce the doing of the given act, while we are
suggesting that there may be some to spare, so that in a man
who does an act, e. g., from sense of duty+ love, the sense of
duty may yet be strong enough to have secured the doing of
the act from it alone; i. e., while we agree with Kant that there
are cases in which, say, sense of duty+ a morally indifferent
motive are just strong enough to produce a certain act, and that
then the value of die act, if both motives are equally effective,
is only halfwhat it would have been if done from pure sense of
duty, we suggest that there are other actions in which, while a
morally indifferent motive is present, the sense ofduty is strong
enough to have secured by itself the doing of the act, and that
in diat case the action is as good as if it had been done from
sense of duty alone. And while we hold that there are actions
in which sense ofduty+anmferiorgood motiveare just enough
to secure the doing of the act, and that in that case the value of
the action is reduced, we suggest that there are other cases in
which, though an inferior good motive is present, the sense of
duty IS strong enough to have secured by itself the doing of the
act, and that in such a case the value of the action is greater
than if it had been done from duty alone. On the question
whether such a reserve or surplus of motivation exists, there
seems to be no appeal except to introspection, and it seems
clear on introspection that there are many cases in which, while
a variety of motives inclines us to do an act, one of them or
some of diem would have been enough to induce us to do it.

Thus we can, while agreeing with Kant that die sense of duty
IS the best motive, justify the generally entertained preference
for actfons in which some more instinctive" generous impulse
is present as well. And e!'gperience snggesrs that tfag pfesence
and effectiveness of instinctive generous emotions are by no
means adverse tathe -operation of the sense of duty. It hnot
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the case that men in whom the sense ofduty is strong are usually
less afected-by^-the-genCTOT^^ whom it

is wealT. Amttfis possiBre, "as we have tried to show, to value

^^8^'Zi!^^_P^^^^^^^ 5P^<^P^r^^ion of warm personal feeling,

wTtTiout disparaging, a3. it has so often been thought necessary
to do^lKe"supreme moral value of the sense of duty.
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