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PREFACE

IN 1959 and 1960 | gave the Gifford Lectures in ltheversity of St. Andrews. The lectures
were called 'Norms and Values, an Inquiry into@uaceptual Foundations of Morals and
Legislation'. The present work is substantially $aene as the content of the second series of
lectures, then advertised under the not very adeditle 'Values'. It is my plan to publish a
revised version of the content of the first sedEkectures, called 'Norms', as a separate book.
The two works will be independent of one another.

| take this opportunity to express my thanks toliméversity of St. Andrews for honouring

me with the invitation to give the Gifford Lecturasd to the members of staff and students at
St. Andrews, with whom | was able to discuss theteat of the lectures when they were in
progress. Giving the lectures afforded me with agewand opportunity to do concentrated
research, for which I am deeply grateful.

In the course of revising the contents of my lexsusind preparing them for publication | have
had the privilege of regular discussions over @ lperiod with Professor Norman Malcolm. |
am indebted to him for a number of observationsiammtovements and, above all, for his
forceful challenge to many of my arguments and giew

There is very little explicit reference to curreiigcussion and literature in this book. | hope
no one will interpret this as a sign that the authishes to ignore or belittle the work which

is being done by others. It is true, however, thatworks of the classics have provided a
much stronger stimulus to my thoughts than theing® of my contemporaries. In particular
have | learnt from three: Aristotle, Kant, and Meokhave been successively under the spell
of the Kantian idea of duty and the Moorean idemwinsic value. In fighting my way

against Kant | was led to reject the position sames called ‘deontologist’, and in resisting
Moore | became convinced of the untenability oueabbjectivism



and -intuitionism. In this largely negative wayrtiged at ateleologicalposition, in which the
notions of the beneficial and the harmful and tbedjof man set the conceptual frame for a
moral 'point of view'. Perhaps one could distingugtween two main variants of this
position in ethics. The one makes the notion ofgihed of man relative to a notion of the
natureof man. The other makes it relative to the needsveants of individual men. We
could call the two variants the 'objectivist’ ahd tsubjectivist' variant respectively. | think it
is right to say that Aristotle favoured the firsiere my position differs from his and is, |
think, more akin to that of some writers of thditaiian tradition.

From what has just been said someone may get fhregsion that this is a treatise on ethics.
It is not. (See Ch. |, sect. 1.) But | think thiatontains the germ of an ethics, that a moral
philosophy may become extracted from it. This @ojahy will hardly strike one as novel in
its main features. What may be to some extent saheapproachto ethics through a study

of the varieties of goodness. | think that thisrapgh is worth being pursued with much more
thoroughness than | have been capable of. | hdmgwould find it inviting to work out in
greater detail things, which are here presentéddriorm of a first sketch.
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Instead of saying that somethiisggoodfor a being or thing, we often also say thataes
goodto the being or thing in question. To take a hafidr to get married will do him good,
we say.

That which, in the sense of the above examplegasl for or does good to some being or
thing, | shall calbeneficial.

Related to the category of the beneficial is thegary of theusefuland its sister-categories
the advantageous and the favourable. For thehees tve shall coin the teruatilitarian
goodnessl shall, however, also frequently employ 'usedisla common name of the three
sister-categories and 'usefulness' as a synonyhatilitarian goodness'.

There are typical uses of the phrase 'good for bodhg, under

which we would not translate ‘good' by 'benefidiait by 'useful’. For example: to know the
language of the country in which he is travellirsga good thing for the tourist -- knowing the
language he will get more out of the journey. Skisbwledge is useful under the
circumstances. But we do not normally call it bénaf.

When 'good' in 'be good for somebody' means 'us#ieh the whole phrase cannot -- as
when 'good’ means 'beneficial' -- be replaced bygabd to somebody'. But of that which is
useful, we often say that it is ‘good to be' optyto have'. For example: to be courageous or
to have courage is a good thing for a man, it &fulsn situations, when he is facing danger.
Many other states of character, traditionally chil@tues, such as temperance or industry, are
useful too. But virtues are not normally called dfesial.

Which is the logical relation between the categufrthe useful (and its sister-categories) on
the one hand and the category of the beneficidherther hand? I think it is right to say that
the second is a sub-category of the first, or iesieficiality is a sub-form of utilitarian
goodness. Everything beneficial is also useful,fmiteverything useful is also beneficial.
Things which are useful without also being benafitshall call ‘'merely useful'.

On the view which is here taken of the relationnmetn beneficiality and utilitarian goodness,
the two must have some feature in common. The maefn addition, must possess some
distinguishing feature, which marks the benefiamkhat which ign some special sense
useful, advantageous, or favourable.

The common feature seems to be this: Somethinggilior beneficial by virtue of the way
in which itcausally affectsomething else. | shall call this causal relevasfdbe useful or
beneficial a way oéffecting favourablyhe thing in question. The 'logical mechanism' of
affecting things favourably will be briefly examohée section 4. This form of causal
relevance will be seen to have two main branchsisall refer to them using the words
promoteandprotectrespectively.

In the case of useful things, which are also cdtedeficial, that to which the useful is
favourably causally relevant -- ultimately if notmediately -- may be characterizedlzes
good of some beindnstead of 'good’' we can here also say 'welfBtg/sical exercise, for



example, is beneficial, because good for the he'#lthalth' is another name for the good
(welfare) of the body. The good of the

human body is an aspect of the good (welfare) of.nus to say that exercise is beneficial
is to say that it affects favourably, immediatdig good of the body, and ultimately the good
of man. Generally speaking: everything which isdfemal affects favourably the good
(welfare) of some being.

It appears to be the case that a thing which affinet good of some being protectively rather
than promotively, we call (merely) useful rathearthalso) beneficial. The reason, for
example, why we call the causal relevance of virtioethe good of human beings usefulness
rather than beneficiality, seems to be that viraresprotective rather than promotive of this
good.

Things are thus sometimes useful without also beergeficial on the ground that they affect
favourably the good of some being. In most casesghier, things which are merely useful
are this on the ground that they are favourablygabiyirelevant to (the attainment of) some
end of action. It is convenient, we have saiddibanything which is aend of actioragood.
Accepting this terminology, one could also say thttting is useful when it is favourably
causally relevant to some good; and that it is beilaéwhen it is promotive of that peculiar
good which we call the good of a being.

2. Things which are useful for the attainment aleare often also said to imstrumentalto
the attainment of those ends.

In view of this common use of the word ‘instruméniamay be asked whether we ought not
to have reserved the term ‘'instrumental goodnesfé category of the useful. This, | think,
would correspond to the way in which many philosaghactually have used the term.

The dispute about terminology is futile. It is inm@nt, however, to realize that 'good' in 'a
good knife' or 'a good watch' or 'a good car' dussordinarily mean the same as 'useful'.
Even a poor knife can, under circumstances, beaiudefs useful, whenever the use of this
knife is a good thing. But this usefulness of théd&kdoes not necessarily mean that it is a
goodknife.

The distinction between usefulness and that whitdve called instrumental goodness can be
illuminated by considering the difference in megnioetween the phrases 'be good for a
purpose’ and 'serve a purpose well'. To say of sontethat it is good for a purpose

ordinarily means that itan be usedtb serve this purpose. If we are in pursuit offthgpose

in question, then this thing is

useful, a good thing to have. But to say of sonmgihihat it is a good so-and-sog.knife, is

to presupposéhat it can be used for a purpose essentiallycestsal with so-and-sos, and to
saythat it serves this purpose well. (See Ch. llt.s&¢ The opposite (contradictory) of ‘good
for this purpose’ is 'no good for this purpose.,'cannot be used to serve this purpose' or
‘useless for this purpose’. The opposite of 'sehispurpose well' is 'serves this purpose



poorly'. Nothing can serve a purpose even poorlgamit can serve it, i.e. unless iinsa
sensegood for this purpose.

Instrumental goodness is typically excellenceor a notion ofank andgrade,whereas
usefulness is not. This is reflected in the diffén@le, which absolute and comparative
judgments of value play in connexion with instrunaigoodness on the one hand and in
connexion with the useful or the beneficial on dtieer hand. We are more often interested in
knowing whether one knife is, within a given sulipe setting of purpose, better than
another, than in knowing whether it is, in thatisgt goodsimpliciter. This is so because of
the intimate connexion which there is between juelgis of instrumental goodness and
preferential choice. When judging of usefulnessragee are primarily interested in the
guestion whether something can be used or is nd fyo@a certain purpose, and in judging of
beneficiality whether something will or will not dobeing good -- for example whether it

will be good for him to go into business. This @ to say that we do not also sometimes
grade things as being more or less useful or baakfBut whereas even the less good of two
medicines, which both work to cure an illness, dbespatient good and in this sense is
beneficial, useful for restoring his health, notethe better of two knives, which can both be
used for carving meat, needs be a good carving knif

To call something an instrumentally godds to say that it is K which is goodas such, i.e.

as a K.When'good'in a phrase 'a gaddmeans useful or beneficial, then, for all | cae, see
are not attributing a goodnessits kindto theK. A good habit, for example, is not good as
habit. Habits have no special excellence of thieid kas knives or watches or cars have. (Cf.
Ch. 1l, sect. 1.) The logical picture, howevercanplicated here by the fact that many kinds,
the members of which are judged useful or benéficiaome respect, are also essentially
associated with purposes,&ag.medicines with purposes of curing illness. Whas ihthe
case,

the useful or beneficial thing can also be judgedhfthe point of view of its instrumental
goodness. Then thiestrumental goodness the thing can be said to measuralggree of
usefulness.

3. We must now consider the opposites of the usefdlits sub-category the beneficial.

Oneopposite of the useful is the useless. To calletbing useless can mean several things. It
can mean that the thing in question has no usanpipurpose whatsoever, or that it cannot be
used for a certain purpose. When 'useful’ meamsl & this purposei,e. ‘can be used for

this purpose’, and 'useless' means 'no good fpthposei.e. ‘cannot be used for this
purpose’, then the useful and the useless are eppo®ne another as contradictories, and not
as contraries. This seems to be the way the two@really opposed.

If one had to name the opposite of the benefitial first name to suggest itself would
probably be the adjective 'harmful'. Others whiaduid also come to the mind are
'detrimental’, 'damaging’, and 'injurious’ or 'nmg'.

The beneficial, we said, is something which is glwdr does good to a thing or a being,
serves the good of the thing or being in questaarly, no thing is harmful merely on the
ground that it does no good or does not servedbe gf any being. 'Harmful', unlike



'useless’, is not a privative term. The harmfulalhs the opposite of the beneficial is that
which affects the good of a being unfavourably,eadely. And to affect the good of a being
adversely is not the samerast to affect it favourably. If it were, then to berhdess (=not
harmful) would be the same as beneficial, whiabbitiously is not.

Good habits, for example, have beneficial effeats onan, good laws and institutions
beneficial effects on a community of country. Badbits have detrimental effects on the good
of a mang.g.because they ruin his bodily health. Similarly lesls and institutions do harm
to the community. But habits can also be harmladsowt being good, and institutions and
laws useless or 'pointless’ without being harngdasitively obnoxious. Thus whereas the
useful and the useless, and the harmful and threléss are opposed to one another as
contradictories, the beneficial and the harmful@posed to one another as contraries. They
exclude one another, but between them there isit@ateone.

The harmful, when it is the contrary of the beniafids also said to be bad, or sometimes
evil, for the being whose good it affects unfavdalyalt is further said to do bad of evil to
this being. It is called a bad thing of maybe erm@re frequently an evil thing. Often it is
called simply an evil. The institution of ostracisome could say, was an evil to the Athenian
republic; the reign of Ahab was an evil to Isralegt of Hitler to Germany and Europe. | find
it convenient to adopt the substantive famevilfor anything -- be it an institution, an act, a
state of affairs or of character -- which is harhifuthat sense of *harmful’, which is the
opposite of beneficial,e. for that which is bad for the good of a being.

The notion of evil, thus defined, is a sub-categufrthe notion of the harmful. Anything
which frustrates or hampers the attainment of senteof human action is harmful or
detrimentalyiz.to the attainment of that end. But not of everyghiwhich is in this sense
harmful, do we say that it does evil to the bemgursuit of the end. Sometimes we say that
it was good for a man that this of that plan ofliesame ruined -- but that which ruined his
plans was nevertheless a harmful thiig, to his plans. This observation shows that the
adjective 'harmful' is commonly used also to mémndpposite of utilitarian goodness in
general, and not only to mean the opposite ofuks@ategory the beneficial.

There are thus two senses of 'harmful' which meagtistinguished: 'harmful’ in the broad
sense, which names the contrary of utilitarian gasd, and 'harmful’ in the narrower sense,
which names the contrary of the beneficial.

There are also two senses of the word 'evil' todied in this connexion. When ‘an evil’
means something which affects the good of a baiwgraely, then 'an evil' means something
which is a cause of harm (to the being involved)t iBstead of 'a cause of harm' we can here
also say 'a cause of evil'. Thus the word 'eviistimes means the cause of harm and
sometimes the harm caused. The word 'harm’, itdvee¢m, has not the same double
meaning. It nearly always means the thing (damege$ed or suffered.

The term 'poor’, be it noted in conclusion, is @smetimes used in connexion with assessing
utilitarian goodness. Then 'poor' does not mearsdnee as that which is the ordinary
meaning of 'bad’ in such contexts. The poor thimg, utilitarian sense, is to



some low degrefavourablyrelevant to some end or purpose. It is thus niitedypuseless,

still less is it harmful, for the end or purposejirestion. The poor is some, but very little, use.
A poor medicine, for example, still dossmegood. If it affects the patient adversely, it & n
calledpoor. But it may be calletbadin the utilitarian sense of harmful or obnoxious.

4. The property of being useful or harmful, anf@riori also the property of being beneficial
or evil, belongs to a thing by virtue of a causdétionship between this thing and something
else (cf. sect. 1). In the case of things usefldeneficial this causal relationship is one of
affectingfavourablyor being favourably relevant to the other thingjuestion. In the case of
things harmful or evil this relationship is oneaffectingadverselyor unfavourablythis other
thing.

There are two principal ways in which something barcausally favourable to the attainment
of an end. Either this thing is favourably relevamthe end by taking us, metaphorically
speaking, nearer or even up to this end. Or @&vstrably relevant by preventing us,
metaphorically speaking, from being taken fartheayfrom the end. We have already4g.

) coined the termpromotiveandprotectivefor these two forms of favourable causal
relevance to ends.

In a similar manner one may distinguish betweenrnvain forms of affecting the attainment
of ends unfavourably. Something is unfavourablgveht by taking us farther away from the
end or goal, or by preventing us from getting netorét. When the adverse effect is of the
first kind, it is also calledleteriorative.

The promotive effect of some useful or benefidmhg) is sometimes described by saying that
it makesbad betterand sometimes by saying that it magesd betterThe former type of
promotive effect is often also called an effectofing or healing.

Take, for example, the case of a beneficial medioincure. It serves the good of the being to
whom it is administered, by curing some illness #img restoring health. An illness is an

evil, something which affects the good of the bedyitimately the good of a man --
adversely. A beneficial medicine or cure thus wddtghe good of a being by working
against an existing evil. Generally speaking: drpotes the good by making bad better.

In a similar manner, the deteriorative effect ahgocharmful or evil thing is sometimes
described by saying that it makgsod worseand sometimes by saying that it makes
worse.

When, for example, the wrong medicine is admingteo the ill man making him sicker still,
the effect of the harmful consists in making badseoWhen excessive use of tobacco or of
alcohol ruins the health of a person, the harmfakes good deteriorate. Bad habits, generally
speaking, promote evil by ruining the good of teelg who practises them.

It would be an interesting and worthwhile taskrteastigate the formal logic of these various
forms of the causal efficacy of utilitarian goodsi@sd its opposite. The investigation would
show, for one thing, in how many different sensmaething can be a 'cause' of good or of
evil. To observe these different senses is es$ént@y ethics, which measures the moral



value or rightness of acts in terms of the consece® of action. Yet it is an observation
which traditional ethics has habitually neglectednake.

5. Are value-judgments, of the kind which we argrromnsidering, objectively true or false?
In discussing this question it is important to sapajudgments which involve the notion of
the good of a being, from judgments which do nebive this notion. The case of the latter is
much simpler.

In judgments of usefulness and harmfulness, whichat involve the notion of the good of a
being, wgudgethe causal relevance of something for some purposad which we pursue.
The existence of the purpose or endrissupposeth the judgment. An end, we said, can also
be called 'a good' simply by virtue of being desifEhe question, however, whether an end is
good or bad in some other sense,the question of thealueof ends, is totally irrelevant to
judgments of usefulness and its opposites. Suamedts ar@urely causal.

For example: A man wants to train himself to bec@ng®od runner and deliberates whether
he should give up smoking. Is the habit of smoklatrimental, harmful, obnoxious to the
attainment of his end? He has to consider the tatfeats of smoking upon excellence in
running. The problem can be viewed under the varamspects of causal relevance, which we
distinguished in the preceding section: does sngpgievent him from improving his talents,
or does it positively ruin them? Which aspect & tausal

problem that will interest him most, will largelyggdend upon the state which he has already
reached with a view to the end.

Suppose our man arrives at the conclusion that sigak a bad habit in the sense that it has
adverse effects on the attainment of his end. Bhelasion is true or false -- and in this sense
‘'objective’. Assume that it is true. Does it thelolv that smoking is a bad habit wigvery

man who pursues the same end as he?

Obviously, identity of aim or end or purpose is enbugh to make the judgment concerning
the badness of smoking generalizable. Another manpuarsue the same end, but have a
different constitution or otherwise be differentiycumstanced and therefor 'immune’ to the
harmful effects of tobacco. What is a bad habitdioee man in pursuit of a certain end, need
not be a bad habit for another man in pursuit aicdy the same end. With a view to this one
may call the value-judgment passed on the halbjéstive'. But this subjectivity -- if it be
called by that name -- does not remove the judgrment the province of truth and
falsehood.

Suppose we generalized the case which we havedismrssing, and said that smoking is bad
for any man who pursues the same end and is exautllarly circumstanced. This would be
trivial, unless we specified the circumstancesylich case the generalization might easily be
false.

If we want to generalize in matters of usefulness lrarmfulness, we shall on the whole have
to be content witlhough generalizations of the following schematic typer fost men in
circumstance€ the thingX is good or bad with a view to the eBdThe corresponding holds



true also for the special form of the useful, whiah call the beneficial, and the special form
of the harmful, which we call the evil.

Judgments of utilitarian goodness, which do nobive the notion of the good of a being, are,
we said, purely causal judgments, though of limgederalizability. Judgments of the
beneficial and the evil, however, are not purelyszh They split in two components. One is
causal. It concerns the consequences or effecsrtafin acts or habits or practices or
institutions or what not. The other component cauddveniently be called axiological. It
concerns the relations of these effects to thatkvhie have termed the good of a being. This
is not a causal relation. It is more like a relasioip of belonging. We shall later have
occasion to investigate the nature of this relaigmin more detail.

6. What kinds or species of being have a good? \fglihe range of significance of in the
phrase 'the good of?

Can, for example, artefacts and other inanimategsehave a good? It is not unnatural to say
that lubrication is beneficial or good for the aarthat violent shocks will do harm to a
watch. The goodness of a car or a watch is itastfumental goodness for some human
purposes. Therefore that which is good for theocavatch is something which will keep it fit
or in good order with a view to its serving a pwspavell. It may be argued that, since the
goodness of the car or watch is relative to hunmais @nd purposes, that whiclgisod for

the car or watch cannot properly be said to sdrggaod ofthe car or watch themselves. If it
serves anybody's good at all, it will be the gobthe human being to whom the instrument
belongs or who uses it.

A being, of whose good it is meaningful to talkprse who can meaningfully be said to be

well or ill, to thrive, to flourish, be happy or s@rable. These things, no doubt, are sometimes
said of artefacts and inanimate objects too -i@adrly when we feel a strong attachment to
them. 'My car does not like the roads of this distrery much, as shown by the frequent
overhaulings which it needs’, we may say. Butithidearly a metaphorical way of speaking.

The attributes, which go along with meaningful aééhe phrase ‘the good of X', may be
calledbiological in a broad sense. By this | do not mean that Whene terms, of which
biologists make frequent use. 'Happiness' and anegltannot be said to belong to the
professional vocabulary of biologists. What | méarcalling the terms 'biological’ is that
they are used as attributes of beings, of whosmeaningful to say that they havife. The
guestion 'What kinds or species of being have agde therefore broadly identical with the
question 'What kind or species of being have &'lifend one could say that itfisetaphorical
to speak of the good of a being, to the same exzteittis metaphorical to speak of the life of
that being.

Artefacts, such as cars and watches, have a ldf¢harefore a good, only metaphorically.
Plants and animals have a life in the primary seBaewhat shall we say of social units such
as the family, the nation, the state? Have theyadde 'literally’ or 'metaphorically' only? |
shall not attempt to answer these questions. |tdwbbther there is any other way of
answering them except



by pointing out existing analogies of languagés H fact that we speak about the life and also
the good (welfare) of the family, the nation, ahd state. This fact about the use of language

we must accept and with it the idea that the samék in questiomavea life and a good.

What is arguable, however, is whether the life arfidrtiori also the good (welfare) of a

social unit is not somehow 'logically reduciblethe life and therefore the good of the beings

-- men or animals -- who are its members.

It would seem that man, among beings who have d,damds a position, which is peculiar in
two respects.

Man is not the only living being who has a sodi@. IBut there are a vast number of social
units, which are peculiar to man. These are theswvhich presupposeremrmative order.

The supreme example of such units is the state. tHewgood of such 'covenanted’, as they
may also be called, social units is conceptualteel to the good of the human individual, is
a major problem of political philosophy.

The other respect in which man holds a peculiaitippsamong beings who have a good, is
that he may be regarded@sasicomposed of parts, of whose independent life arudi gpne
can speak. Man is body and mind, one sometimes @ay@e makes a tripartite division of
man into body, mind, and soul. It makes sense ¢alspf the life of the body and also of the
welfare of the body. The same holds true for thedaind the soul. The welfare of the body
and mind is called (bodily and mentaBalth.

In the rest of this chapter | shall discuss a fofrgoodness which is connected with that
aspect of the good of man, which we call health.ri#ég call this fornmedicalgoodness.

7. Goodness of the form here called medical igredeto when we speak about a (in the
medical sense) good heart, good lungs, or good-eyes also about a good memory or
understanding.

The heart and the lungs amgansof the body; memory and understanding are oftdadta
facultiesof the mind. That which is here called medicaldjuess could also be spoken of as
the goodness of organs and faculties.

Are the eyes an organ of the body or of the mineth&ps we could say that they are an organ
of the body, which serves as the bodily substratfienfaculty of the mindviz. sight. The
same holds good of the other so-called sense-argans

Organs resemble instruments or tools in that tleese iboth morphological and functional
characteristics. Faculties again have no morphcéddeatures proper to them; in this and
other respects they resemble abilities and sHile. functional characteristics of organs, too,
resemble abilities; they consist in things which tingans themselvel®, such as pumping
blood or breathing air, rather than -- as is theeaaith tools -- in their usability for various
assigned purposes.

In speaking of the goodness of various organs we@amarily concerned with their
characteristic functions and not with their mormgital features. A deformation of the heart
may be a cause why it performs badly and is thliecca bad heart. But if the deformation



did not impede the performance of the organ, weillshieardly call it bad merely because
deformed.

When 'good' in the phrase 'a gdédefers to medical goodness afAdhus is some organ or
faculty, we have another case of a goodié#s kind.In this respect medical goodness
resembles instrumental and technical goodnesdlitieits from utilitarian goodness. (Cf.
sect. 2.)

Instrumental goodness of its kind presupposesowed, an essential connexion between the
kind and some purpose; technical goodness agassantial tie between the kind and some
activity. In a similar manner, medical goodnes#kind can be said to presuppose the
existence of an essential connexion between tree(kihorgan or faculty) and sonfienction.

There is a conspicuous resemblance between medlidakchnical goodness by virtue of the
fact that both forms of goodness manifest themsedgea certain excellence of performance.
But there are noteworthy differences as well. lldiere mention the following three:

The technically good man goodat something. But the phrase 'good at' is seldesal in
connexion with good organs or faculties. A goodrhisanot ordinarily said to be good at
pumping blood or good lungs to be good at breatidapd eyes are not said to be good at
seeing, nor even the man who has good eyes. Bmaheof good sight may be good at, say,
discerning landmarks at a great distance. The rhgnarl memory may be good at, say,
remembering dates or telephone numbers or knowoegp by heart. In these last cases the
things at which the man is good is some specialigcin which one can train

oneself, and not the function, as such, of theroaydaculty concerned.

This observation takes us to a second differentiedas technical goodness and the goodness
of faculties and organs. Activities at which mea said to be good, are for the most part
acquired rather than innate. Teaching and traianegnormally needed to reach technical
excellence. The functions of organs and facultggsraare substantialipnate.By training

one's body and mind one can, to some extent, devietse functions to greater perfection,

and by caring for one's body and mind one cangimoesextent, prevent them from decaying
and deteriorating. But substantially the goodndégaaulties and organs is not dependent

upon what a madoeswith a view to perfecting them, but upon what ntilgh called the

graces of nature and fate.

The term 'innate’, incidentally, must not be misnstbod. It does not mean that all faculties
and organs perform their proper functions fromtth of the individual. It may take time

for them to mature. Man can quite properly be saide innately endowed with sight, and yet
a newly born baby cannot see.

A third major difference between technical goodrass the goodness of organs and faculties
is constituted by the way in which organs and faesiiserve the good of the being who has
them. A man can use his acquired skills and sp&@hts to promote his good. He need not,
however, do this. But good faculties and organedexls. To have a bad heart or bad lungs or
a bad memory is bad for -- an evil to -- the mamwhs it, and it is because of the



detrimental effects on the good of the whole thagudge the organs or faculties in question
bad. (See below, sect. 9.)

Because of the intrinsic connexion which holds leetwthe goodness of organs and faculties
and the good of the being to whom they belongpppse to call the functions, which are
proper to the various organs and facultessential functionef the being, or rather, of the
kind or species of which the individual being ismamber. The 'essentiality’ of the functions
does not entail that every individual of the spe@an actually perform all those functions.
But it entails that, if an individual cannot doghat the time when by nature it should' -- to
quote Aristotle -- we call lbnormalor defector faulty or, sometimesnjured. It follows by
contraposition that the essential functions ofgpecies are functions which angrmal
individual of the species can perform.

The essential functions are needed for that whachdcconveniently be calledreormal life
of the individual.

The notion of normalcy, as we shall soon see, greét importance to the understanding of
the special form of goodness which belongs to asgand faculties.

8. Medical goodness may be said to be relatedetodtion of the good of a being thanks to
the intermediary role of the notionslofalthandillness.

An organ which performs its proper function welkad to be good or well. It is also often
said to be healthy and sometimes said to be in geatth. This last, however, is more
commonly said of the man, or being, whose orga@sancerned.

An organ which does not perform its proper functieell is sometimes called and
sometimesveak.It is also calledad or poor. One can distinguish between the meanings of
il and ‘'weak'. 'Bad’ and 'poor’ again are usedty much as synonyms in the field of medical
goodness; perhaps one could maintain that 'baabre often used for the ill than for the
weak, and 'poor' more often for the weak thanterill organ.

That a man has bad health usually means that Fersah illness of some or several of his
organs. Bad health is also called poor healthnifaa is said to be of weak health, this
weakness of health must be reflected in the weakoilesome or several of his bodily parts.
Weak health too is sometimes called poor health.

What is the difference between iliness and weakateggans, or between bodily illness and
weakness of health? Ordinary usage can hardlyiddésanaintain a rigorous distinction
between the concepts. But it may be said to hiatdistinction which can be made and
maintained with a certain rigour.

lliness, we shall say, is attualand weakness@otentialevil or cause of harm to the being
concerned. The ill or diseased organ causes hasuffaring to the being whose organ it is.
The weak orgamaycause suffering. The meaning of ‘'may’ here ighmattof mere physical
possibility. The 'may' has to be explained in teahprobability. Roughly speaking:

weakness as a potential cause of harm to the Iscaypiobability of illness. How this
probability is estimated need not concern us N&feakness could also be called a disposition



of tendency to deteriorate into iliness. This haldsd both of weakness of organs and of
weakness of health.

Poor or bad organs thus function in a way whick&# health adversely, by being either an
actual or potential cause of illness. Shall we@atrarywise that good organs function in a
way which affects health favourabiyg. promotes the physical wellbeing of the being or at
least prevents it from deteriorating? It seems édtihat it wouldhot be correct to say thus.
For, let us ask, what is ordinarily meant by 'gegds’, 'good lungs', etc. Primarily, it seems,
organs which araot bad(poor),i.e. neither ill nor weak. '‘Good' as an attribute obagan of
the body means very much the same as 'all righgai® are good when they are in order, fit,
as they should be, normal. Organs which are bitéer normal are called 'exceptionally
good'.

Thus in the case of organs, badness (poornessauadoebe logically primary to goodness.
'‘Good' is here a privative term. It means 'not,Batl'right’, 'no source of complaint'. If | am
not mistaken, this is a logical feature in which thrm of goodness, which we are now
discussing, differs basically from both instruméiatad technical goodness. In their case,
‘poor’ (for technical goodness also 'bad’) is egbire term, 'good’ a positive term. The
positive is logically primary to the privative.

It follows from the definition of medical goodness an absence of weakness and iliness that
‘good’ and 'poor’ as attributes of organs or oflpdealth denote contradictories rather than
contraries. But from the definition of weaknesdikelihood of illness it also follows that the
border separating the good from the poor will bguea (The meaning of 'likely' is inherently
vague.) Because of this vagueness it will freqyeel impossible to pronounce definitely on
the question whether a certain organ of some iddalibeing should be considered good or
not.

If a being is said to be in good bodily health, whis organs perform their proper functions
well, and if organs are good, when there is notkngng with themj.e. no iliness or
weakness, then the notion of (good) bodily healthi$ a privative notion. From this privative
notion of health one may distinguish a positivearobdf health, which is present when the
being positively ‘enjoys' good health, feels fitj¥es or flourishes physically. But of the two
notions, the privative seems far more importanidtild be correct to say of an individual
that he is irperfectly goododily health merely on the ground that thereathing wrong

with his body and bodily functions.

The privative notion of goodness of organs andadfily health has an interesting connexion
with certain ideas relating to causation. If anasrgunctions unsatisfactorili,ge. suffers from
some weakness or iliness, we think of this badsamly acause-for example some
constitutional morphological defect of the orgarsome injury, which has befallen it in the
course of the life of the individual. But the nolnstate of the organ.e. the state in which it
is when it functions satisfactorily, is not in tb@me sense ‘caused'.

The idea that a cause is primarily a cause of farththus is an evii,e. a disturbance of an
equilibrium or normal state or good ordek@smosn the literal sense of the Greek word)



seems to be the very root, from which the ideaaofation as we know it to-day has
originated. The Greek word for causaita, which also means guilt, i.e. responsibility for
harm or evil. It is an interesting observation tthegt Finnish word for caussyy,has precisely
the same double meaning as the Gia@g#. The received meaning of the teamtiologys the
study of the causes of diseases, but the literahing of the word is science of causes in
general.

9. Organs are bade. weak or ill, by virtue of their adverse effectstbe being whose organs
they are. Briefly speaking: organs are bad becatiseme bad or evil of which they are the
cause. But, as noted in the preceding sectionnsrgee not good, because of some good they
cause, but simply by not causing harm.

An organ may be judged diseased on the groundttlehibits a certain deformation. But, as
said before (sect. 7), morphological anomaliesatanost be symptoms of badness, not
defining criteria. For the deformations are badydalthe extent that they impede the
function.

The relation between tHanctioningof an organ and itsffectson the body is a causal and
thus extrinsic relation. But the relation betwelealdadnesof the effects and theadnesof
the organ, whose functioning is responsible foséheffects, is a logical and thus intrinsic
relation. The evil which bad organs causedsstitutiveof the badness of the organs
themselves, one could also say.

For example: That the discomfort and fatigue, wtaaghan feels each time he has to climb
stairs, should be due to an insufficiency of hiarhas a fact about causation in the human
body. But when the heart, because of this and aireifects, is said to be weak or

to perform poorly, then thieadnesof the effects is not 'symptomatic’, but 'consititel of the
weaknes®f the organ angoornesf its performance.

Which then is the evil or harm, which bad organsseaactually or potentially?

One basic form of such harmpain or pain-like sensations such as discomfort, achesea.
Obviously, the pain caused by a diseased organmadake continuous, in order that we shall
call the organ (continuously) ill. These differealationships to change reflect differences in
the logic of the concepts of pain and of illness. &ample: a diseased heart need not cause
pain when the individual is at rest, but it maysadiscomfort when he moves.

Wherein does the evil of pain lie? To ask thusoista ask a triviality. Pain is evil, | would
say, only to the extent that it is disliked or shea or unwanted. It is a fact that pain is not
always disliked. The phrase 'a pleasant pain'tsmontradiction in terms. We shall have to
speak more about this in connexion with hedonialgess.

Do all tests for judging, whether the function af@gan is impeded and the organ thus is
weak or ill, depend logically upon the notion ofrga

At first sight there seem to be ways of testingfthreetioning of organs and therewith their
goodness, which are independent of pain -- and ef/fearm generally. Consider, for



example, how a doctor tests a man's sight. A maadby speaking, is said to have bad or
poor eyes (sight), if he cannot, at the appropdétances, discern things and movements
which most men can discern. Here the standard edmgess is set by something, which can be
called thenormalcyof the function.

It would, however, be wrong to think of the tesinofmalcy as being exclusively a
performance-test. If the eyes of a man can sedlgxhose things which normal eyes are
supposed to see at the appropriate distanced, thetuse of his eyes to see this causes him
pain, his eyes would not be normal. The same whbald true if he could look at things only
for a short time without his eyes getting fatigu€dus the tests of normalcy of performance
include, or have to be supplemented by, considerafpertaining to pain or fatigue. (Fatigue
is discomfort and can for present purposes be eduaform of pain.) The fact alone that the
use of an organ is painful may disqualify it in tieemalcy-test.

But how shall we judge of a case when the funcatigrif an organ falls decidedly short of the
normal performance, but when there is no pain dilpaliscomfort of any kind? Such cases
are perhaps rare, but they may occur. Shall we $agrhat the organ is bad, because its
performance is sub-normal, or shall we say thigtall right, since it causes no discomfort?

At this point it is good to remember that a mansusis organs to satisfy various needs and
wants of his. If some organ of his performs sulbamadly, he can be said to suffer
incapacitation.This means: there will then be things which heldaio if the organ

performed normally, but which now he cannot do.@thdve want to do these things, the fact
that he cannot do them may be a cause of annoyfasgation, grief, and similar feelings.
These phenomena can, with some caution, be temrezdal pains'. The man who suffers
them will then complain of the badness of the orgsia source of his mental discomfort.

But suppose he does not want to do things, whiatol&l do, if the organ functioned
normally.He will then have no reason to complain of this orgéhis either. Shall we
nevertheless call it bad? One may hesitate abeuwrbwer. It seems to me thaiye call the
organ badi.e. weak or ill, it is only because of the fact thagmnormally have the wants and
needs, which this particular man happens to beowttrand therefore alseormally would
suffer if they had this man's deficiency. A man vdaoes not put some or other of his organs
to their normal use, may be said to be abnormaldartain respect, or be said not to live a
normal life. This abnormality of the man or of hfe could, for a variety of reasons, be
considered a bad thing and even be regarded as af dness. But this badness is clearly
logically independent of that of the organ.

The evil or harm which bad organs cause, and wiki@tgically constitutive of their badness,
is thus of two principal kindsjz. pain and frustration of wants. Abnormality of megrhance
too is logically constitutive of badness of orgamst only indirectlyyvia the notion of
normality of the needs and wants of men. Due tddbethat some men may be lacking in
normal needs and wants, it may happen that an esgabjectively' diseased but that its
badness is not 'subjectively’ noted.

10. We have so far been talking explicitly abowat ¢foodness (and badness) of organs only.
Much the same things can be said



about the goodness of faculties. But there are swteworthy differences. | shall here touch
upon the subject very summarily.

In the case of the faculties too we can distingbistween the ill, the weak, and the good.
Calling a faculty bad (or poor) is usually to shsttit isweak.A bad memory is essentially a
weak memory. When faculties completely deteriordite being whose faculties they are is
often said to be mentally ill or deranged. The faes themselves are not commonly called
ill. 1t would also not be generally correct to ghgit a weakness of a faculty, like that of an
organ, is a likelihood of illness.

The harm caused by poor faculties cannot, for quiued reasons, be pain in the primary
sense of bodily pain. The harm is here basicalfliesng due to incapacitation. It is the
annoyance, frustration, and grief which the indinabwill experience as a consequence of not
being able to satisfy needs and wants which a mbase faculties function in the normal
way, can satisfy.

As in the case of the organs, the harm which bewltias may cause to the being is logically
constitutive of their badness. If use of memoryevaot vital to the satisfaction of the needs
of a normal life, it is not clear why one shouldl sab-normal capacity of remembering
things 'bad memory'. Perhaps we can imagine a &diife under which that, whictve call

bad memory, would be an altogether good thing te lzend therefore would be called good
memory. We too sometimes consider it good to fordpetugh not on a scale which would
make us revise our notion of goodness of memomhdps we can also imagine
circumstances, under which remembering would bengptetely useless activity. To be good
at remembering would then be a technical excellens®mething like it. People might be
keen on remembering, as on playing a game. Théomdoo, of a good or bad memory
would be different from ours, i.e. their notion vidlack a feature which isssentiato ours.

The harm caused by illness, mental or bodily, tsamby a concern of the sick person himself.
The ill man may not be able to take care of himd#df has to be helped by others. Thus he
easily becomes a burden on his fellow-humans. Heroareover, also be a menace to the
good of others: by spreading contagion, if he dilgall, and by harmful acts if he is

mentally deranged. The

question may be raised, whether the relationshiywdsn iliness and the harm caused to
others by the sick is an intrinsic or extrinsic werion,i.e. whether it is constitutive or not of
the notion ofiliness of a man- as distinct from the notion of iliness of aman of faculty by
itself.

It seems to me that in this respect there is aaqmal difference between physical and
mental illness. It is part of our notion of thetdatthat it upsets the relations of the sick to his
surroundings in a way which, from a social poinvigiw, is unwanted, undesirable. A man
could not be said to be bodily ill unldss, or at least angormalperson in his state, suffers
pain or discomfort. But the feeble-minded or manvaleo is perfectly content and happy in
his state, we still consider ill. This we shoulddig think of him if his state were not from a
social point of view a bad thing, an evil. We caragine forms of lunacy -- there may even



be such forms in actual existence -- which lacls¢h@bnoxious effects upon social life and
which we would regard as blessed states, whichraisg rather than illness which we
deplore or pity.

11. Are judgments of medical goodness 'objectivtely or false?

A man who judges of some organ of his that it sedsed on the ground that he feels pain, is
not judging that he has pain. What he judges isttigapain he feels is caused by some defect
of the organ. In this he may, of course, be mistakée judgment is true or false. The fact
that pain is a state of consciousness of an indatidubject does not detract from or void the
‘'objectivity’ of the judgment.

Shall we say that a mae.g.a doctor, who judges of some organ of another tinainit is
diseased on the ground that this man complaingiof s making two judgments -- one about
the pain of that other man and another about theecaf his pain? | don't think we should say
thus. The doctor, who judges about the state dtthe&athe organ on the basis of signs of
pain, is presupposing or taking for granted th@ paéhis presupposition he may have reason
to question, say because an examination of thenatgas not reveal any functional or
morphological anomaly, which were symptomatic feks. His doubts he may express in a
judgment (conjecture) to the effect that the othan actually feels no pain. But the judgment
to the effect that an organ of that other man is

ill, is a judgment solely to the effect thatauseof a given discomfort is to be located to the
organ (including its functioning).

In a similar manner, when we judge organs or faesilbad on the ground that they are a
source of annoyance, frustration, or grief, werargjudging that a certain mental discomfort
or pain occurs, but that it is due to such and saafses. In these judgments, as will be
remembered, certain standardsiofmalcyare presupposed. These standards may be vague
and they may be difficult to apply -- for examplechuse they cannot be applied uniformly to
all members of a certain zoological species, budtrtake account of age and sex and training
and, maybe, various external circumstances ofdibe But this does not constitute a ground
for saying that judgments of goodness or badndssfmemploy such standards, were
'subjective’.

12. Organs and faculties, we have said, servedbd gf a being. The organs of the body, one
could say without distorting language, seiwenediatelythe good of the body. This good is
also called bodily health. The faculties of the dhgerveammediateythe good of the mind,

our mental healtrRemotelyprgans and faculties serve the good of man.

The concept of health may be considered a modalsimaller scale of the more
comprehensive notion of the good of a being. Téiat may be suggested that one should try
to understand this good (welfare) in all its vag@spects on the pattern of the notion of
health. On such a view, the good of man would beedicalnotion by analogy, as are the
good of the body and of the mind literally.



The conception of the good of man on the basisexfioal analogies is characteristic of the
ethics and political philosophy of Plato. The idearofound and, I think, basically sound. It
Is worth a much more thorough exploration than balgiven to it in the present work.

We distinguished above (sect. 8) between a prigativd a positive notion of health. The first,
we said, is the more basic notion. Health in thegbive sense consists in the absence of
bodily pain and of pain-like states, which are @psent upon the frustration of needs and
wants of a normal life. Health in the positive senensists in the presence of feelings of
fitness and strength and in similar pleasant (adpieg joyful) states. In the enjoyment

of those states the healthy body and mind canidgs#ourish.

In a similar manner, welfare may be said to presgataspects. The one, which answers to
the privative notion of health, is the basic aspkas conceptually allied to the needs and
wants of beings and to the notions of the bendfasid harmful. | am not, however, going to
suggest that it is a privative idea in the samangfisense in which the basic notion of health
seems to be this. The other aspect of welfare, wdaswers to the positive notion of health,
has a primary conceptual alliance with pleasureh®feing, who enjoys this aspect of its
welfare, we say that it is happy. Happiness coldd ke called the flower of welfare.

IV

THE HEDONIC GOOD

1. OUR discussion in Chapter Il brought us intodio with the notion of the good of a being.
This in its turn was found to be related to theom of pain and pleasure, i.e. to a further
form of goodness, which is here caltbeé hedonic good.

Our term 'hedonic goodness' is supposed to aougghly the same ground as the word
‘pleasure’ in ordinary language. But, as we sloahsee, this ground is very heterogeneous
and the use adneword to cover it may produce an appearance ofemmoal homogeneity,

by which we must not let ourselves become deluded.

To realize the heterogeneity of the conceptuadl figl which we are moving in this chapter,
some observations on language may be helpful. giigfn one is used to speaking of
pleasure and pain as a pair of contraries or ofggdn other languagetsis contrast is not

so clearly marked. In German, for example, the estgrarallel to theair ‘pleasure-pain’ in
ordinary parlance is 'LustUnlust’. But the Germamdifor ‘pain’ is not 'Unlust'. It is
‘Schmerz'. The German pair of substantives 'Ludtkfnanswers in meaning more closely to
the English pair of adjectives 'pleasant-unpleashan to the substantive-pair '‘pleasure-pain'.
But this correspondence too is not perfect. Thaed&pleasant’ and 'unpleasant’ in English
would most naturally be translated by 'angenehmh"@mangenehm' in German.

Considering the important réle which the conceptlefsure has played in ethics all through
the history of the subject, it is surprising hottldi this concept has been made the object of
special investigation. Neither Hume, nor the Bhitigilitarians, nor Moore and the critics of



ethical naturalism in this century, seem to haventmwvare of the problematic character of
this key-notion

of their own writings’ Most writers in the past regard pleasure as egtbere kind of
sensation or as something between sensation antbenidoore, Broad, and the non-
naturalists in general take it for granted thagpéntness is a 'naturalistic’ attribute of things
and states and not an axiological tefmhis, | think, is a bad mistake. Some of the orthod
views of pleasure were challenged by Professore@ilRyle in an important essay a few
years ago: Since then there is noticeable a new interestdrctmcept for its own sake -- and
not merely as an item in the ethicists' discussaimaoral value.

Our discussion here of the concept of pleasureclzam neither to be deep-searching nor
even very systematic. My own feeling is that | anmtycscratching a surface, under which
important problems lie hidden.

I think it is useful, at least for purposes of @tfiapproximation, to distinguish three main
forms-- as | shall call them -- of pleasufe.

The first | callpassive pleasurdt is the pleasure, or better: the pleasantnelghwe

attribute primarily to sensations and other soechitates of consciousness and secondarily
also to their causes in the physical world. Pletsess as an attribute of sensations can also
be spoken of as 'the pleasures of the senses'sarasious pleasure'. It seems to me that this
sub-form of passive pleasure is largely regardeti@prototype of all pleasure whatsoever,
and that this one-sided view has been much toetrénent of the philosophic discussion of
these topics.

The second form of pleasure | shall call, by casttiective pleasurelt is the pleasure which

a man derives from doing things which h&eé®n on doing, enjoydoing, orlikesto do.

Active pleasure can also be called 'the pleasuran active life'. To the discussion of the
ethical relevance of pleasure, the pleasures dadidhiee life seem to me to be at least as
important as the pleasures of the senses. Yet #ineriew moralists, apart from Aristotle, who
have paid much attention to active pleasure.

'"Hume calls pleasure and pain alternatingly 'impeoess and 'perceptions’, sometimes also
'sensations’. Bentham calls them 'interesting |péices'.

’See e.g., the discussion by Broad in "Certain Fesatim Moore's Ethical Doctrines" he
Philosopby of G. E. Moo (1942), pp. 57-67 and the reply by Moore, op, egpecially

p. 587.

3Gilbert Ryle,Dilemmas( 1954), pp. 54-67.

“Substantially the same distinction between threm$oof pleasure is made by Broad in
Five Types of Ethical Thec ( 1930), pp. 187 and 191f.

In addition to passive and active pleasure thetleaswhich | shall call thpleasure of
satisfaction or contentednegdsis the pleasure which we feel at getting thatol we desire
or need or want -irrespective of whether the dddineng by itself gives us pleasure. The



pleasure of satisfaction has played, implicitipat explicitly, a great rble in the formation
and discussion of the doctrine knownpagchological hedonism.

2. As specimens of the use of 'good'’ to refer ¢ostib-form of passive pleasure, which we
call sensual, one may offer the phrases 'a good'wiria good apple'. Let us here consider
the case of the good apple in some detail.

It should first be noted that there are many pawfitgew, from which the goodness of apples
may become assessed. Apples are food. When wéaay is good to eat apples or that
apples are good for the children, we are probdbhking of the nourishing value and
wholesomeness of apples. This goodness of theigraftthe form we have called the
beneficial. When the beneficial nature of applesoiscerned, the attribution of goodness is
usually not of an individual apple but of applesash or of some kind of apple.

When the cultivator or producer of apples judgethefgoodness or badness of a kind of
apple, he may be thinking of such questions ashenghis kind is easy to cultivate or -- in a
cold climate -is a hardy sort of apple. From thestoner's point of view, some apples are
particularly good for storing, others for makingnjaothers again for eating. When judged
from the producer’'s and the consumer's specifictpaif view, the goodness of apples is
often instrumental or utilitarian goodness for sqmuepose. When these forms of goodness in
apples are concerned, the judgment is usually adb&urd of apple and not about individual
apples.

Calling an individual apple good is often anotheywef saying that it is not damaged or
decayed or diseased. The apple is then being draatpiasia being, of whose good it makes
sense to talk. An apple can be 'healthy' as disttiom ‘wholesome'. We need not here stop to
consider whether and when such talk is 'redudol&lk of instrumental and utilitarian
goodness.

But calling an individual apple good can also bednother way of saying that we like its
taste, that it is good-tastinghenthe

goodness of the apple is hedonic. When it is hedioms, moreover, of the form we called
passive and the sub-form we called sensuous.

The hedonic judgment need not be about an indiVigiiale. A person who says that apples
are good, may mean that he likes the taste of apaia from this it would not follow that he
will like the taste of all individual apples. A g&n again, who says of an individual apple,
which he isnot actually tastingthisis a good apple’ would almost certainly be promoun

on a kind of apple, of which this individual is@esimen. He finds the taste of apples of this
sort good, but he perhaps dislikes the taste oesatimer kind of apple. | shall here disregard
suchgeneralor generalizechedonic judgments.

Consider the particular judgment expressed in thg/'this apple is good' or 'this is a good
apple', when 'good' is meant hedonically. The dqoeshay be raised: Of what is goodness
here really predicated? On the face of it, goodiepsedicated of the apple. It could,
however, be suggested that the verbal formulatimteals a primary judgment, the overt
formulation of which would run 'the taste of thigpée is good' or, alternatively, 'this apple is



good-tasting' or 'this apple has a good taste'oAting to this suggestion, hedonic goodness
belongs primarily to the taste of the apple, arabsdarily only to the apple itself. The taste is
a sensation, or bundle of sensations; the appigls/sical object. It is a causal or
dispositional characteristic of the physical objiett it evokes or produces, under specific
circumstances, taste-sensations in a sensing subjese sensations are the primary logical
subject of the hedonic value-judgment. The physlualy ‘partakes’, so to speak, in the
goodness of the sensations only by being theirecaus

Against this idea of a primary and a secondarybaittion of goodness the following objection
may be raised: To call a goodtasting apple godabik common and natural. It could hardly
be maintained that it were uncommon or unnaturahtbits taste good too, this simply is one
of the uses of 'good'. But instead of calling tbedytasting apple's taste good, we could also
call it agreeable or pleasant, whereas the apg®# ivould not commonly and naturally be
called by those attributes. And now someone migehwo make a subtle distinction and say
that 'good’ is primarily an attribute of the thiawgd secondarily of the sensations

it produces, 'pleasant’ again primarily of the aéinas and secondarily, if at all, of the
physical object.

There are other senses of 'good' which apply to the object, and not to the sensations it
produces. For example: The apple can be gooddangtor good for providing us with
Vitamin C, but its taste cannot possess such gasdidere are thus, it would seem, a great
many more senses in which the apple can be gobddthan in which its taste can be good
or bad. But to argue from this that there is nseasf 'good’, which applies genuinely or
primarily to the taste of an apple (or to a sewssith general), seems to me to be quite wrong.
The lesson taught by the use of the word 'pleasatite context is not that sensations could
not be good in a primary sense, but that the wadedsant' is a synonym for the word 'good'

in oneof the latter's primary uses.

| shall accept the view that hedonic goodness@ftib-form, which | have called the
pleasure of the senses, is primarily an attribfiseeasations and secondarily of the objects
which produce those sensations. The sentencediiesis good' | shall say expresses a
primary hedonic value-judgment, and the sentence 'thieapgood’, when 'good’ is used in
the hedonic sense sacondaryhedonic value-judgment.

3. In the sensation which a thing, as we say, (pred when it affects our senses, we sense
one or several qualities of the thing. In tastingas, for example, we sense its taste-quality,
which is sweetness. In tasting an apple we sensg mualities: a certain juiciness, sourness,
maybe sweetness too. We could say that the tasiéygof the apple is a bundle or mixture
of several qualities. (Not all of these ingrediguglities, by the way, are what we would
ordinarily call tastegualities.Some are olfactory qualities. Is juiciness a tastality?) In a
similar manner we could say that the tastesatiorwhich we have of the apple is a bundle
or mixture of several sensations. The several semsahemselves might be called
ingredients, or ingredient sensations, of the te¢alsation.

Assume that a sensation, which contains severegdignt sensations of different qualities, is
judged good or pleasant. Then it may happen thatamepoint to some of those ingredients
and say that we judge the sensation pleasant, becduhe presence in it of those very



ingredients. The ingredients, thus pointed to, a@a callgood-makingngredients
(ingredient sensations); and

the qualities of the thing, thus sensed, we coaldgood-making qualities or properties of the
thing. For example: someone may wish to maintaan What makes him like the taste of a
certain apple, is the presence in it of a certaitiness and sourness. Juiciness and sourness
would then be good-making qualities of the apphel he sensations of juiciness and
sourness good-making ingredients of the total testesation, which the person has of the

apple.

In a sensation judged pleasant several ingredergations may thus become distinguished,
I.e. several sense-qualities sensed. Now it mayagpsrbe thought that pleasantness itself is
one such quality, just as for example sweetness is.

The idea that pleasure or pleasantness were a-geabgy, i.e. something which we sense, is,
| think, a bad confusion. | shall briefly indicatday | think so.

In the sensations we sense qualities; sensatiers eertain qualities, we also say. Thus, for
example, we may have a sensation of redness otrsmgse One sometimes calls a sensation
of redness a red sensation. One can do so foakeed$ verbal convenience. But it is highly
misleading. For it suggests a view of sensatioresldansd of thing, of the sensible qualities of
which: colour, shape, smell, etc., we can talk.gTdik of the fake-entities called sensedata
has, | am afraid, much encouraged this view amdriggpphers of an earlier generation.)
But a sensation of red is not thert of entitywhich smells or has a colour or can be tasted.
One can sense a colour or a smell or a taste,Meut@nnot sense a sensation. What sort of
properties then do sensations have? A sensatiqriazaaxample, be intense or vivid or dim
or vague, it lasts for some time and then passey,aand it can be pleasant or unpleasant. A
pleasant sensation is, | believe, sometimes calleehsationf pleasure. Perhaps there is
some convenience in this mode of speech. But tilshoe remembered that 'a sensation of

'Passow well-knowiandwérterbuch der griechischen Spradiiees for the Greek word
n+&v+8, of which 'hedonic' and 'hedonism' are linguisfiesprings, the German
equivalentsiiss('sweet’) an@éngenehnf'pleasant’) and suggests that the word was
originally used for taste. Even if this suggestoantrue, it does not follow, however, that
the word was used as a hame of a sense-gaalitysfinct froma value-attribute of
sensations of this quality. The two uses, whenldpgaf sweet-tasting things, probably
merged into one. These observationshe Greek n+15v+8 may be said to show how
deep-rooted is the tendency to view pleasumguasia sensible quality.

pleasure' is misleading in much the same way i&si'aensation' is. That is: just as 'a red
sensation' may be regarded as a logically distdaed of 'a sensation of redness’, similarly ‘a
sensation of pleasure' may be regarded as a latjgtalrtion of 'a pleasant sensation'.

But is not a sensation of sweetness a sweet sen®dtivould answer: Properly speaking,
only when 'sweet' is used in an analogical senseei@n 'pleasant' or something near it.



'‘Sweet' in English has clear analogical uses adug\attribute. 'How sweet of you', 'How nice
of you', 'How good of you', say roughly the saniés the existence of such analogical uses of
'sweet’, | would suggest, which makes it appearematural to speak of sweet sensations than
of red or round sensations. Of the other adjectivetaste-qualities, 'bitter' and 'sour’ are also
used analogically as value attributes. But 'saltiat quite in the same way and to the same
extent used analogically. This perhaps explains wiay least in my ears -- it sounds less
natural to call a sensation of something salt ssaisation than to call a sensation of
something sweet or bitter or sour a sweet or bittesour sensation.

4. As naming the opposite to the thing named bysthistantive 'pleasure’, languagee-the
Englishlanguage (cf. sect. 1) suggests the substanau@.'iJnpleasure’ is not a word in
common use. 'Displeasure’ again has to do withraarggtrouble. It does not name an
opposite to that which we have here called pagsea&sure, and of which the sensuous
pleasures are a sub-form. If it names an oppoipéeasure at all, then it would be of that
form which we have called the pleasure of satigfacor of some sub-form of it. The
displeased man feels dissatisfaction at or disagsrof something.

The adjective 'pleasant’ may be said to have tgulstic opposites, 'unpleasant’ and ‘painful'.

The same arguments, which may be advanced for slgdwat pleasure and pleasantness are
not sense-qualities, also apply to the unplea&aritwhich is the status of the painful in this
regard?

We speak of painful sensations. But the phrasenaation of painfulness' sounds unnatural.
This would indicate that 'painful’ too does noerdab a sense-quality.

On the other hand, we speak of a sensation of #&nhave pain in a tooth or pain in the
stomach. But we do not commonly

say that we have pleasure in the mouth, when eatirgpple. Pain, as has often been
observed, is much more sensation-like than pleagineword ‘pain’ has analogical uses,
which resemble the use of 'pleasure’ in that thalenthe word a value-attribute. But it seems
to me right to say thairn its primary senséa pain' refers to a kind of sensation and trah'p
names a sense-quality, of which, however, therenamey shades. In this respect 'pain’ is on a
different logical level, both as compared with théstantive 'pleasure’ and as compared with
the adjectives 'pleasant’, 'unpleasant’, and \glainf

Pains which are sensations are 'bodily pains'.@eet’'mental pains' are not sensations. They
are therefore 'pains' by analogy only.

That pleasure and pain are not contradictoriesvialt Not trivial, however, is that the two,
because of their logical 'asymmetry’, are not es@niraries in any of the senses of
‘contraries’, which logicians distinguish. 'Pledsand 'unpleasant’ denote contraries, likewise
‘pleasant’ and 'painful' and, when used in the hied®nse, 'good' and 'bad'. If, furthermore,
we regard the painful as a sub-form of the unpleiasee could perhaps say that 'painfal’
names a stronger contrary to the pleasant thateasgmt'.



Neither 'painful’ nor 'pleasant’ are privative terBetween the pleasant and the unpleasant
there is a zone of genuinely valueindifferent staéed not merely of states which are left
unclassified because of vagueness. This is a featwhich the hedonically good and bad
differ from the instrumentally good and poor anahirthe technically and medically good and
bad, but agrees with utilitarian goodness and begine

Are pain-sensationpso factopainful or, at least, unpleasant? | find the goestifficult and
puzzling. Since sensations are 'naturalistic’ thisugd unpleasantness is a value-attribute, an
affirmative answer would provide us with an inteéirgg example of amtrinsic connexion
between a section of the world of facts and a sedaf the realm of values.

It seems to be agical featureof the concept of pain thatostpain is also painful or
unpleasant. This feature is probably logically aested with the facts that bodily injury
usually is painful and that severe pain in itséi€o is injurious, in the sense that it has

adverse effects on the possibilities of the indraidconcerned to satisfy his needs and wants.

Yet, though necessaritmostpain is painful (unpleasangll pain, it seems, is not. 'A pleasant
pain'is not a contradiction in terms, we have &afibre. (See Ch. I, sect. 9.) Some
painsensations, moreover, we actually like, judgagant. An example would be when a
father or mother pinches their child in a playftiitade of love or tenderness.

There can also be sensations which are both pleasdrpainful to the same subject on the
same occasion. But they must, as far as | carbseeixedsensations -- like a bitter
sweetness. Thus 'painful pleasures' are sensatiartber experiences with pleasant and
painful ingredients. A 'pleasant pain' is differdhis not a sensation, whichh®th pleasant
and painful. It is not a painful sensation at allislta pain-sensation, which we happen to like,
judge pleasant, antbt painful.

Of the painful pleasures it seems always true yalsat their painful parts are something
which we would, as such, rather be without thafesufVe endure the pain because the
pleasure outbalances it, is greater than it. Itpsgpeakpaysto suffer the pain for the sake of
the pleasure. But when the child welcomes a pinith avlaugh, this is not because the pain,
though in itself disagreeable, were outbalanced byeater pleasure. A pleasant pain is not a
price we pay for some greater pleasure, but is itsefigdnt.

5. We distinguished (in sect. 2) between primamjoméc judgments, the logical subjects of
which are sensations or other states of consciegsaad secondary hedonic judgments, the
logical subjects of which are events or thingshie physical world. The secondary judgments
are capable adnalysisin terms of primary judgments and causal statemdriite pattern of
analysis is as follows:

The secondary judgment 'this Xis good' has, rougpbaking, the same meaning as 'this X
produces or has a disposition or tendency to pg@leasant (agreeable) sensations of such
and such a kind'. An instantiation of the patteould be: This apple is good' means 'this
apple produces pleasant gustatory sensationg'dinaoy life we should not express ourselves
thus, but instead of the last sentence say 'tukedmas a good (pleasant) taste'. Let



us, however, natow mind the suggested piece of a philosopher's jargeinus also for the
moment forget about the fact that the analysans doespecify abowhosesensations we
are talking, and thus is in an important respedhaomplete statement.

This analysis of secondary hedonic judgments staoeanspicuous resemblance to a well-
known attempt at analysing moral judgments. | amkihg of the theory, or a variant of it,
commonly known as the emotive theory of ethto&ccording to this theory, broadly
speaking, the sentence 'this X is morally good'maghe same as the sentence 'this X
produces or has a disposition or tendency to pmdueeling of moral approval’. The 'X'
usually stands for an arbitrary human act. Someassitspeak simply of 'a feeling of
approval’, omitting the adjective 'moral’ from #iealysans. This makes their theory simpler,
though hardly more plausible.

Our analysis of secondary hedonic judgments maggarded as a simplified model of the
corresponding ethical theory. Some of the logieattdires of the ethical theory, which have
caused dispute, can, | think, be conveniently saich the simplified model. One such
disputed point is whether moral judgments, on thetesist analysis, are true or false, or
whether they merely are verbalized expressionsnaitien and therefore lack truth-value. The
form of emotive theory, which holds the first ominj could be calledaturalistic
subjectivismThe form, which holds the second, we shall nat-cognitivist subjectivism.

Are hedonic judgments true or false? The secondaiyments involve a causal component.
It traces certain sensations back to a physicagths their cause. This causal component we
shall here ignore. If we ignore it, our questioduees to the question whether primary
hedonic judgments are true or false. To get a fignasp of this second question it will be
necessary to distinguish two types of primary hédpmdgments. | shall call them, in a
technical sensédirst person judgmentandthird person judgments.

In a first person hedonic judgment the subjeatdgyjng of a sensation, which he is himself
now experiencing or having, that it

'As a prototype may be taken the theory of Edvardtétenarck, first presented in his
monumental work he Origin and Development of The Moral Ideas (-1906-08) and
further developed and defendecddthical Relativity( 1932).

is agreeable or pleasant, that he likes experigrmithaving it. In a third person hedonic
judgment the subject is judging of the past, presmrfuture sensations of another subject
that this other subject found or finds or will fitttem pleasant. Also the case, when a subject
judges of the hedonic quality of his own past durfe sensations, will here count as third
person judgments. The subject is then, as it vegeaking of himself from outside, in the
perspective of time.

Third person hedonic judgments obviously are tmualse. That Mr. So-and-so likes or does
not like or dislikes the taste of an apple, whiehidinow eating, is true or false. So are the
statements that most people like the taste ofathibat sort of apple or that they would, if



they tasted it, like this particular apple. Thdidilties of coming to know the truth-value
may be considerable: when the apple is eaten,daowe know whether somebody, who
never tasted it, would have liked it? Perhaps tievar is that we cannkhowthis. But from
this does not follow that the statement is not buéalse.

When ascertaining the truth of a third person hedpiigment, we largely rely on first
person hedonic judgments. Does N. N. like the gpptech he is now eating? We ask him
and he replies 'Yes' or 'l like it'. His words exgs a first person hedonic judgment. It is used
for assessing the truth of the third person hedprigment that N. N. likes the taste of the
apple he is eating or, which means the same, thihtis the taste of the apple he is eating
good. We may regard the evidence provided by tisegerson judgment as being so strong
that all doubts about the truthvalue of the thiedson judgment are expelled. But sometimes
we do not attach much weight to the evidence,l®gause N. N. is a very polite man and is
therefore likely to say of an apple, which we haffered him, that he likes it even when in
fact he does not. If this were the case, we shprdtably, in forming our opinion as to
whether he liked the fruit or not, rely more onNN's facial expression, when eating the
apple, than on his words.

Do first person hedonic judgments have a truth-eallihis is a very difficult question and
part of a much larger question pertaining to tlggdal status of first person present-tense
statements in general and first person stateméois @ensations in particular. One may
argue the view -- successfully, | think -- thatle first person hedonic judgments no
statements are made at all, and that

the judgments therefore cannot properly be caheel or false. When the words 'the taste of
this apple is good' are used as a first persomjedd;, theyexpresq'give vent to’) my
pleasure at the taste and do statethat | am pleased aescribemyself as a being, who
approves of the taste.

The same distinction between first person and ghéndon judgments can, of course, also be
made for judgments about the occurrence of thoge subtle phenomena called ‘feelings of
moral approval or indignation'. In the case of sfegings, too, it is fairly obvious that the
third person judgments are objectively true ordalghereas it is at least arguable that the first
person judgments are not true or fatsements about feelingsyt neither true nor false
expressions of feeling.

One could try to do distributive justice to theigla both of naturalistic and non-cognitivist
subjectivism as theories of hedonic value-judgmbégtapportioning to each theory a due
share in the truth -- to the first because of ttegpsitional character of the third person
judgments, and to the second because of the iatier@l character of the first person
judgments. But by practising such impartiality anas risk of obscuring an important point.
This point is that the third person judgments, hestause of the feature of theirs which makes
them true or falsejiz. that they are about the valuations of other subj@r about the
judging subject's own valuations viewed in the pecsive of time)are no genuine value-
judgments at allThey are no value-judgments, since they do nateydut report or
conjecture about human reactions, i.e. such reactidich we call valuations. The only
genuine value-judgments in the context are théfesson judgments. In them the judging
subject values his sensations. They are not tréelse, and therefore, msense of the word,



no 'jJudgments’ even. For this reason it seems ttam& say that non-cognitivist
subjectivism represents the correct view of hedealaejudgments, whereas naturalistic
subjectivism is not a theory of value-judgmentalht

In their relation to truth (primary) hedonic valjiglgments, unless | am badly mistaken,
differ importantly from judgments of instrumentedchnical, or utilitarian goodness. These
latter judgments are true or false; one can alvb@ysiistaken in them. The primary hedonic
value-judgments are neither true nor false, ther@iroom for mistake in them. They are, in
this peculiar

sense, 'subjective’. In their sphere one cannbihdissh between aapparentand areal

good; 'to be good' and 'to be judged (or consider@tdought) good' are here one and the
same. But judgments in which we affirm or anticgotite occurrence of such and such
hedonic valuations in ourselves or in other subjacg, of course, true or false judgments --
though not value-judgments.

6. Hedonic goodness of the form which we callegsivaspleasure, is a value-attribute of
sensations and other states of consciousness.Ithisdorm of goodness an attribute or
characteristic or property of sensations is usehén we want to explain why pleasure itself
IS not a sensation or a sense-quality (of a thiriggch is sensed in a sensation). But to call
hedonic goodness a property can also be misleading.

Sensations are tied to a subject. They are somé&bselysations. If the secondary hedonic
judgment expressed in the words 'this apple is geahalysed in terms of primary
judgments about the goodness or pleasantness & gostatory sensations, the question will
instantly arise: OWhosesensations are we here talking? The overt forthe@tentence,

which expresses the secondary judgment, does v®ugiany guidance, since it does not
mention an apple-taster. Nor does the overt forseatences, which express primary hedonic
judgments, always mention a subject. 'The tasthisfapple is good' and 'this is a pleasant
taste' are complete sentences. But | think it isecb to say that theenseof the sentences is
incomplete, unless it is understood, from the cande otherwise, whose taste-sensations are
meant. If this is true of sentences expressingragsy hedonic judgment, the same vaill
fortiori be true of any sentence expressing a secondaonitgddgment, into the analysis of
which the primary judgment may enter.

How is mention of a sensing subject to be worked ihe overt form of a sentence expressing
a hedonic judgment about the taste of an appletdd.assume, for the sake of argument, that
the subject is the speaker himself. He might tivestead of 'the taste of this apple is good',
say 'l find the taste of this apple good'. Instefdind' he may also say 'think’ or ‘judge’ or
‘consider'. Perhaps he would use the form of wiittiink that the taste of this apple is good'.
But this sounds artificial, at least as an expogssi his judgment, when he is actually tasting
the apple. (It sounds

more like a conjecture that all like the taste.) It would also sound rather auitili to say
'the taste of this apple is good to me'. But to'shle the taste of this apple’ -- thus not using
the word 'good' at all -- would sound perfectlyurat.



It will strike us that a majority of these sentesioghich mention a subject, are not of the
ordinary subject-predicate form, in which a propéstpredicated of a thing. It may be
guestioned whether any of them really is of thisrfolt may also be questioned whether not
the overt subject-predicate form of sentences asprg hedonic judgments with suppressed
reference to a sensing subject is really spuriaasas a reflexion of the judgment's logical
form. Among the sentences which we gave as exantpiesne which comes nearest to
being of the ordinary subjectpredicate form is tdmte of this apple is good to me'. If 'good to
me' could be said to name a property, then thikesea could be safely said to be a subject-
predicate sentence. But 'good to me' rather sugigastiation between the apple-taster and the
appletaste than a property of the taste-sensatiiine asked what this relation is, a plausible
answer would be that it is the liking-relation,smme relation closely akin to it. The sensing
subject likes, enjoys, approves of the taste offyy@e. This is what could be reasonably
meant by the unnatural-sounding form of wordstéste of this apple is good to me'.

The sentence 'l think that the taste of this ap@god' contains a subject-predicate sentence
as a part, within a 'that'-clause. It is not itgefubject-predicate sentence. As already noted, it
has a certain artificiality about itself. It sugtge® us that a distinction could be made
between the taste's being good -- as it wereseifit- and somebody's thinking or judging or
opining of the tastéhatit is good. | can, of course, think or judge omapthat | shall like the
taste of this apple, and perhaps find on tastitiggit | was mistaken. But, as we had already
occasion to stress, when we were speaking of thieaivity of hedonic valuejudgments, |
cannot judge the taste of the apple, which | am tasting, good and be mistaken. Therefore,
to think that the taste is good is not to think t@methings thus and thus, bumightbe
otherwise. The taste, which is the logical subpédhe first person judgment, cannot, from
the point of view of its hedonic valulee anything else but whathink it is. The use of 'think
that' is here quite unlike the normal use of thisagse.

It was this slightly unnatural use of 'that' --udas in valuesentences which suggested to
Moore* the following refutation of subjectivism in valukepry: If ‘this is good' means the
same as 'l think that this is good’, then by raisive same question over again for the 'this is
good, which occurs inside the 'that'-clause, weageh answer that 'this is good' means the
same as 'l think that I think that this is goodd &0 orad infinitum.This is a clever point as

it stands, but not of much consequence for thedés&futing subjectivism. It only
establishes that, if the words 'l think that tisigjood' are offered as an equivalent of 'this is
good', then the 'l think that . . .-form functiansa peculiar way, which should make its very
use here sound suspect to our logical ear. Ifubgestivist says that 'this is good' means 'l
think this good' or 'l consider this good’, omigtithe word ‘that’, he is already better off, and
Moore's objection cannot be raised against him.

These considerations, in my opinion, tend to shHwat hedonic goodness is ngbr@perty

and that the subject-predicate form of sentenchghnexpress hedonic judgments, is a
spurious reflexion of the logical form of such judgnts, which is theelational form. As the
logically most satisfactory formulations of suckgments in language | should regard their
formulation with the aid of the verb 'to like', fas example in the sentence, 'l like the taste of
this apple'. But this, needless to say, does néertlae subjectpredicate form either useless or
incorrect as a shorthand formulation in all thasaimerous cases, when mention of a sensing
subject is omitted from the sentence. The sentétiuess a good apple' or 'this is a good



taste' are all right as they stand. But they ateamislead the philosopher by concealing a
logical form.

7. To think of pleasure exclusively in terms ofdlioations of pleasantness to various logical
subjects is thus philosophically

'SeeFEthics( 1912), p. 76, Moore, when giving the 'refutatjimimmediately dealing with
the subjectivist suggestion that 'this is rightamtethe same as 'somebody believes tha
is right'. But the same argument applies, he migistéo the suggestion that the rightness
of an act meant that the act is thought to be jgh80) and also to the corresponding
suggestion about goodness (p. 98).

’It is significant that Moore, when stating the |dhjvist view, often uses the formulation
'thinks it right (good)', but when trying to refutdy means of the argumead infinitum
switches to the formulation 'thinks (believes) tias right (good)'.

misleading. To think of pleasure in terms of likisgohilosophically enlightening and helpful.
Beside 'like’, also 'approve’ and 'enjoy' are i@tal verbs, which may be used for expressing
hedonic judgments. That of which we approve is radiyrsaid to please us, but is not
ordinarily said to give us pleasure. 'Enjoy' is enobviously hedonic than 'approve’; any
source of enjoyment can also be called a sourpéeature, andice versa.

Among our likings an important position are heldtbygs welike to do.One man likes to
watch cricket, another to play chess, a third lileget up early in the morning.

The way in which liking to do is connected with ggerre is rather different in these three
examples. The pleasure of watching a game is mdishould think, of the form which we
have called passive pleasure. Watching a game ntieaequisition of experiences which

the man, who likes watching the game, finds pletadsuhis pleasure that of the senses? There
are reasons for saying that it is, since our mamjgying a sight. There are perhaps even
stronger reasons for saying that it is not, simgeyeng this sight normally requires both
knowledge of the rules of the game and some fantyliwith the practice of playing it. The
border between sensuous pleasure and other forpassive pleasure \&ry elastic.

The pleasure of playing a game has many aspeatgetoes one plays a game just for
amusement, as a pastime. Then the pleasure whecteasives from playing the game is
substantially passive pleasure, the pleasantness of certain experiences. But oftelike
playing a gamenot for the sake of amusement’, but because we amested in the game,
keen orthe art of playing it. Then the delight we takehe game is of the form which |
called active pleasure. The same is the case witlpleasure derived from the practising of
any activity, of which it is true to say that wes&een orit or that we like it 'for its own sake'.
It will occur to us that there is a connexion begwéechnical goodness and the form of
hedonic goodness called active pleasure. This coomenay be intrinsic. The two forms of
goodness are nevertheless distinct.

Consider next the man who likes to get up eartyheémorning. Must he find early rising
pleasantBomemen may rise early for ‘hedonic’ reasares,in order to enjoy the morning:
the freshness of the morning air, the beauty oktheise, etc. But rather few,



| think, of those who say they 'like' to get uplgawould give such reasons for their liking.
Someone may like to get up early because he hameg things to do that, if he stays in bed
till late, he will not have time to do them at alt, his afternoon will be badly rushed or he
will have to work at night. But he may be complgteldifferent to the peculiar pleasures of
the early morning hours. Should this man not rathhen say that heants toget up early than
say that hdikes toget up early? Or perhaps the suggestion will bedbr man should say
that hehas toor mustget up early, considering that this is not anyghirhich he likes or
wants to do 'for its own sake', but something th&brced upon him by the ‘practical
necessities' of life. (Cf. Ch. VIII.) The answetlst the uses of 'like to do' and 'want to do'
and 'have to do' shade into one another, and thaowetimes say that we like to do things,
the doing of which is a source neither of passiweati active pleasure to us.

But is there not at least a remote connexion wiglagure also in this third case which we
have been discussing? The man who rises early raayte do so in order to avoid having to
rush his day's work, which is an unpleasant thiighe may be anxious to finish his set work
as early in the day as possible, so that he can egld do in the afternoon what he 'really
likes',i.e. that which affords him (active or passive) pleasiihese possibilities are not
unrealistic. Now it may be argued that, unlessroan hasomesuch desire either to avoid
something unpleasant or to secure for himself soleesure, then he could not say truly of
himself even that hevantsto get up early in the morning. To argue thus &lioeiman would
be to apply to his case a general philosophic shesout the nature of manz. that all action
is, in the last resort, necessarily prompted bgsrd to secure some pleasure or avoid
something unpleasant, This is the thesis, or dorers the thesis, known gsychoiogical
hedonismWe must here try to form some opinion of its truth

8. Not everything which a man can be said to dwlantary action. For example: getting fat
or sleeping. And not everything which a man doekwahich is voluntary action, can he also,
on any ordinary understanding of the words, be warcant to do.Most things which a man
does 'because this is the custang, taking off his hat when greeting a lady, or 'besgathis

is the rule

or law',e.g.driving to the left or halting in front of a majovad ahead, are not things he
‘wants to do', whenever he does them. But somiegeathings which a man voluntarily does,
he also wants to do, and some of the things hesatardo he also likes to do.

To maintain psychological hedonism for all volugtaction is hardly feasible. To maintain it
for those acts and activities only which a man gnjdoing or likes to do, may seem too
narrow to be of much interest. The exact scopaettaim of psychological hedonism is
seldom made clear. | shall here regard it as astlsescerningat leastall those things, which
a man can be properly saidwant to doWhat does this thesis say? That too is seldom made
sufficiently clear. | shall here understand it agisg something which can, for purposes of a
first approximation, be stated as follows: If, miadividual case, we raise the questiany a
man wants that which he wants to do, the answeyifwilot immediately then after a chain of
questions and answers, have to mention somethirghwiins man likes, finds pleasant or
dislikes, finds unpleasant or painful. This statatme admittedly vague, but | hope the
subsequent discussion of it will make its intendeghning clearer. (See also Ch. V, sect. 2.)



A man says he wants to get up early to-morrow nmgrriiVhy? Because he wants to see the
sunrise. Why? Because he enjoys the sight, lik8$& answer to the further question, why
he likes sunrises, i%ot that their sight gives him pleasure. For his Iikof the sight of a
sunrise and the sight's giving him pleasure areamagethe same.

The question may, of course, be raised, why thetapke pleases him. It is not certain that it
can be answered. It would be answered by pointirepie fact in the man's life-history,
which tells us whanade him likg'caused’ him to like) sunrises. This questiony®kloes

not ask for a reason or motive, but for a (kindazflisal explanation. The question 'Why?',
which is relevant to the thesis of psychologicaldrd@sm, is a question concerning reasons for
doing,i.e. ends in acting.

Our early riser can rightly be called a pleasurekse His action is motivated by a desire to
secure for himself a certain pleasant experieneewihts to get up early, not because early
rising is, as such or in itself, pleasant to hint, lbecause the act is conducive to pleasiee,
is a necessary condition for his attaining a pleaeaperience in the end.

Consider now the following case: A man wants tougeearly some morning to see the
sunrise. He has never seen one before, but hechad lnany people praise the beauty of the
sight. He does not, however, expect that he willipaarly like it and he is not anxious to
secure for himself a new pleasure. He simply isotsrto know what the sight, which so
many people praise, looks like. Inquisitiveness loam thoroughly self-sufficient motive of
action. The chain of questions and answers coulagsuollows: Why does he want to get up
early? Because he wants to see the sunrise. Whsylglo@ant to see the sunrise? Because he
is curious about the sight. Here is no mentionkifd) or pleasure. Perhaps we can also
answer the question: Whaiadehim curious? and that the answer is: The factsbahany
poets, whom he reads, have written enthusiastie@but sunrises. This question is causal.
The fact that its answer can be said to hint atikimegs and pleasures of poets is here
irrelevant. Our man could equally well be curioosée something which people notoriously
dislike. His inquisitivenessot his desire for some pleasant experience, promgtsdtion.

| think that the case of the curious man refutetohesm, but the difficulty is to see that it
really does so decisively. For could one not am@giéllows:

Our inquisitive man is anxious to satisfy his irgjtiveness. Theatisfactionof this desire
gives him pleasure. If any case of doing that, Whine wants to do, can be correctly
described as a case of satisfying some desiral-ledmis not here query the correctness of
this view -- and if to have one's desires satisifsea pleasure, is then not psychological
hedonism after all right?

Before we answer this question, we must say sormmdsaabout the relation of pleasure to
satisfaction of desire.

Desire is sometimes called a dissatisfaction arasigentedness with a prevailing state of
things; it is an impulse or longing to change 8iete to another. The change, at which a
desire aims, could therefore also be characteasattransition from a present 'unpleasure’ to
a future pleasure. Here, however, great cautioleésled. The phrase 'transition from a
present unpleasure to a future pleasure' can maag things. It can mean that the state in



which we are now is judged unpleasant, and theabmdnich we aim is thought of as
pleasant. For example: we feel uncomfortable oeth@nd want to do something which will
make us feel

comfortable or which will amuse us, cheer us upgeHmpleasantness and pleasantness are
clearly hedonic features of the states. This israraon type of desire-situation. But it is not
the only type. The case,g.,of the man who wants to satisfy his curiositydiféerent. To

have an unsatisfied curiosity can be agitatingitexy; vexing. Itcanbe unpleasant too. But it
need not be so. Someone may even think that ctyrigsinore of a pleasant than an
unpleasant feeling. Yet on the other hand: if aptisnto satisfy our curiosity fail, we shall
probably feel annoyed or grieved or even outragadihesestates we should ordinarily
judge unpleasant. Something corresponding, it seleahlds good of desire in general:
frustration is unpleasant, sometimes to the degiréeing painful.

| think it is correct to say that frustration ofsite isintrinsically unpleasant. We should not
say that a desire had become 'frustrated’, untessioseveral unsuccessful attempts to gratify
the desire had not hadmehedonically bad consequences, such as anger, ammygrief,
impatience, hurt vanity, or the like.

Similarly, it seems to me right to think that sktction of desire is intrinsically pleasant. But
the connexion between satisfaction and pleasur®ige complicated than the connexion
between frustration and hedonic badness. Thisegalthe fact that the description of a desire
involves mention of anbject of desireThe object ighat whichwe desire. The attainment of
the object intrinsically, 'by definition’, satisfi¢he desire. Thus attainment of the object is, in
a sense, intrinsically satisfying. But from thissdmot follow that the object itself were
intrinsically pleasant or otherwise hedonically godhe hedonically good consequences,
which are intrinsically connected with satisfactmirdesire, consist in feelings of
contentedness or joy or power or relief or sometlsimilar. If they are not consequent upon
the attainment of the object, we should doubt wérethere was any desire at all or whether it
had been correctly described as a desire for sesand

It is on the evidence of such hedonically tingedssmuences both of frustration and of
satisfaction that we often judge the strength efdasire. 'He cannot have wanted it very
eagerly, since he was not very glad when he gatg' must have desired it strongly, since
failure to get it depressed him so much’, we say.

For the pleasure, which is intrinsically connecteth satisfaction of desire, we already
coined (in section 1) the nam&asureof satisfaction.

of satisfaction. It is the existence of an intrase between satisfaction and pleasure, | think,
which is above all responsible for the strong apgeee of truth, which the thesis of
psychological hedonism undoubtedly possesses.éfbtation of hedonism must therefore
not consist in an attempt to deny the existendisfconnexion.

Wherein then does the refutation consist? As fdrcas see, it consists solely in this:



The pleasure of satisfying a desire can never lebgatt of thasamedesire. For satisfaction
presupposes a desire, and a desire in its turngpeses something which we desire, an
object. Therefore the object of desire must necig$ee different from the pleasure of
satisfyingthat desire. But the pleasure drawn from the satisfaatif a desire can itself
become the object ofreewdesire. This is perhaps not very common, butnbisan entirely
unrealistic possibility. Consider again the man wiamts to see the sunrise, because he is
curious about the sight. It is conceivable thategignce had taught him that satisfying a
curiosity is something very pleasant. He is of eyfiar inquisitive disposition or temper.
Each time he is curious about something he is mdhgtense, and when his curiosity has
become satisfied he has an immensely exhilarafidgayful feeling of relief. This man
welcomes every opportunity for satisfying a cuttipdbecause of the pleasure this gives him.
This pleasure is the passive pleasure of someipeexiperience following upon the
satisfaction of a curiosity. There is nothing ie thgic of things to prevent it from becoming
the object of a new desirgiz. the desire for the pleasure of having satisfiedraosity. But
whether the original pleasure of satisfaction willwill not itself thus turn into an object of
desire is an entirelgontingentmatter. It is the contingent nature of this fabiaeh, in my
opinion, constitutes the refutation of psychologloedonism. The error of hedonism is that it
mistakes the necessary connexion, which holds leetwee satisfaction of desire and
pleasure, for a necessary connexion between dasitr@leasuras its objectThis mistake is
easy to make, but not quite easy to expose. Thibysl have spent so much time here on the
refutation of psychological hedonism, although thestrine is said to have been refuted over
and over again in the past. | am not certain thgt@@futation' does full justice to the
complications of the theory, and the problems calseit still continue to vex me.

9. Something can be an object of desatthoughit is thought unpleasant. The question may
be raised whether anything can be an object of@lescauset is considered unpleasant.
Can, in other words, the contrary of pleasure belgect of desire?

A pain can be an object of desire. A man can waniftict pain upon himself as a
chastisement. But he can also want this simplyimsexae likes the pain. This is perhaps
perverse, but it is not contrary to logic. It ig ilmgical, since -- as we have said before -a
pleasant pain is not a contradiction in terms.

A man can also want something for himself whicHihds unpleasant -- for example to
undergo a surgical operation because he consideesessary or good for his bodily health or
general well-being. A man can desire the unpleasaindf sheer curiosity. 'What will be my
reaction? Shall | faint or vomit?' One can be ist#n curious about such things. A man could
take a perverse pleasure in vomiting, and for #ke ©f this pleasure want to eat something
extremely distasteful. In none of these cases, liew& which something unpleasant is
wanted, do we want the unpleasant for the sakis dieing unpleasant, but for the sake of
something else -- some pleasure maybe -- to whishconducive.

The fact that theontrary of pleasuref | am right, thusecessarily is nadn object of desire,
may have contributed to the illusion of psycholagitedonism thgtleasure necessarilg
the ultimate end, after which people aspire whenthay want something.

10. A few brief remarks will here be made on thetdne known as Ethical Hedonism.



We shall distinguish between two principal formé§jaet this doctrine may assume:

Firstly, Ethical Hedonism can be a theory aboutdtecept of goodness or the meaning of
the word 'good'. In its crudest form this theoryimeins that any context where the word
'‘good' is used (not mentioned), either is one framch 'good' can be eliminated by simply
substituting for it the word 'pleasant’ -- as ia tfhrase 'a good-smelling flower" -- or is one
from which 'good' can be eliminated by means chalysis in terms of 'pleasure’ -as, on our
suggested view of secondary hedonic judgmentsayt lbecome eliminated from the phrase ‘a
good apple'.

Secondly, Ethical Hedonism can be an axiologicabti about the character of good things.
In its crudest form this theory

defends some such view as that those and only thoggs are good, which either are judged
pleasant in themselves, or are (somehow) instruethenuseful for the production of
pleasurei.e. causally responsible for the coming into beinglebsant things.

Moore, in his well-known criticism of hedonism, tight that the axiological theory could be
refuted on the ground that it conflicts with outueintuitions and the conceptual theory on
the ground that it commits 'the Naturalistic FaftatSood" means good, Moore says, and not
anything elsee.g.pleasant. About this | shall only say that it seeémme just as obvious that
‘good’'sometimesneans ‘pleasant’ or can otherwise become tradstdatehedonic terms as it
seems to me obvious that 'good' dnesalwaysmean 'pleasant’ or can become thus
translated. The pleasant, pleasure, we have caftan of the good or of goodness. It is
equally futile to try to reduce this form to onesaveral others as it is to try to reduce all
other forms to it. But there may exist logical cerions of a more complex and subtle nature
between the forms.

If one is aware of the multiform nature of goodnes® will realize that the general question
'Is pleasure good?' is unintelligible, unless tivenf of goodness is specified. In one sense of
‘good' the question is just as empty of contetbgically defect as the questions 'Is pleasure
pleasant?’ or 'Is goodness good?'. When corrdetigds the question must mean something
along the following lines: Are the things, whiclegyood hedonically, also good in some
other respect? And here this other respect muspéefied. The question may be well worth
discussing. So may the converse question be: A&réhihgs, which are in such-and-such
respect good, also good hedonically? In the caseittier question, however, would an
affirmative answer establish that pleasure isgbke'and ultimate good' in any reasonable
sense of those unprecise words.

V

THE GOOD OF MAN

1. THE notion of the good of man, which will bedissed in this chapter, is the central
notion of our whole inquiry. The problems conneatgth it are of the utmost difficulty.



Many things which | say about them may well be wgderhaps the best | can hope for is
that what | say will be interesting enough to betiva refutation.

We have previously (Ch. Ill, sect. 6) discusseddghestion, what kind of being has a good.
We decided that it should make sense to talk oftua of everything, of thie of which it
is meaningful to speak. On this ruling there cambeoubt that mahasa good.

Granted that man has a good -- wikdt? The question can be understood in a multitude of
senses. It can, for example, be understood asstigu®f aname,a verbal equivalent of that
which wealso call 'the good of man'.

We have already (Ch. I, sect. 5) had occasion it poit that the German equivalent of the
English substantive 'good’, when this means thel gbonan or some other beirig,das
Wohl. There is no substantive 'well" withis meaning in English. But there are two related
substantives, 'well-being' and ‘welfare’'.

A being who, so to speak, 'has’ or 'enjoys' itdg@also said tbe welland, sometimes, to
do well.

The notion of being well is related to the notidrhealth. Often 'to be well' means exactly the
same as 'to be in good, bodily and mental, hedtman is said to be well when he is all

right, fit, in good shape generally. These variexgressions may be said to refer to minimum
requirements of enjoying one's good.

Of the being who does well, we also say that iifishes, thrives,

or prospers. And we call it happy. If health andlaeing primarily connote something
privative, absence of illness and suffering; happmand well-doing again primarily refer to
something positive, to an overflow or surplus ofesgble states and things.

From these observations on language three candiftata name of the good of man may be
said to emerge. These are 'happiness’, 'well-heing''welfare'.

The suggestion might be made that 'welfare' isnaprehensive term which covers the whole
of that which we also call 'the good of man' anavbich happiness and well-being are
‘aspects' or components' or ‘parts’. It could &rritie suggested that there is a broad sense of
'happiness’, and of 'well-being’, to mean the sammeughly the same as 'welfare'. So that, on
oneway of understanding them, the three terms coeltebarded as rough synonyms and
alternative names of the good of man.

The suggestion that 'the good of man' and 'theaneelhf man' are synonymous phrases |
accept without discussion. That is: | shall use medt them as synonyms. (Cf. Ch. I, sect. 5;
also Ch. 1ll, sect. 1.)

It is hardly to be doubted that 'happiness' is sones used as a rough synonym of ‘welfare’'.
More commonly, however, the two words a used as synonyms. Happiness and welfare
may, in fact, become distinguished as two concefpdtfferent logical category or type. We



shall here mention three features which may be t@atifferentiating the two concepts
logically.

First of all, the two concepts have a primary comoe with two different forms of the good.
One could say, though with caution, that happimesfiedonic,welfare again atilitarian
notion. Happiness is allied to pleasure, and thiéheiw such notions as those of enjoyment,
gladness, and liking. Happiness has no immedigiedbconnexion with the beneficial.
Welfare again is primarily a matter of things beciaf and harmfulj.e. good and bad, for the
being concerned. As happiness, through pleasurelai®d to that which a man enjoys and
likes, in a similar manner welfare, through thedfemal, is connected with that which a man
wants and needs. (Cf. Ch. |, sect. 5.)

Further, happiness is more like a 'state’ (statdfairs) than welfare is. A man can become
happy, be happy, and cease to be happy. He caappy,;and unhappy, more than once in
his life. Happiness, like an end, can be achievetladtained. Welfare has

not these same relationships to events, procemsestates time.

Finally, a major logical difference between happsand welfare is their relation to
causality.Considerations of welfare are essentially consitilens of how the doing and
happening of various things will causally affedieang. One cannot pronounce on the
question whether something is good or bad for a, m#éhout considering the causal
connexions in which this thing is or may become edaed. But one can pronounce on the
question whether a man is happy or not, withouegssarily considering what were the causal
antecedents and what will be the consequences @rrésent situation.

The facts that happiness is primarily a hedonicwaelfiare primarily a utilitarian notion, and
that they have logically different relationshipgitoe and to causality, mark the two concepts
as being of that which | have here called 'diffétegical category or type'. It does not follow,
however, that the two concepts are logically eltiveconnected. They are, on the contrary,
closely allied. What then is their mutual relatioftils is a question, on which | have not been
able to form a clear view. Welfare (the good okinly) is, somehow, the broader and more
basic notion. (Cf. Ch. Ill, sect. 12.) It is al$eetnotion which is of greater importance to
ethics and to a general study of the varietiesooldgess. Calling happiness an 'aspect’ or
‘component’ or 'part’ of the good of man is a nhomimittal mode of speech which is not
meant to say more than this. Of happiness | cdslu say that it is the consummation or
crown or flower of welfare. But these are metaptadrierms and do not illuminate the logical
relationship between the two concepts.

2. By an end of action we shall understand anyttiorghe sake of whichn action is
undertaken. If something, which we want to do,dswianted for the sake of anything else,
the act or activity can be called end in itself.

Ends can be intermediate or ultimate. Sometimearawants to attain an end for the sake of
some further end. Then the first endnermediate An end, which is not pursued for the sake
of any further end, ialtimate.We shall call a human aehd-directedif it is undertaken

either as an end in itself or for the sake of sema



What is an ultimate end of action is settled byl#st answer, which the agent himself can
give to the questiornwhyhe does or intends to do this or that. It is thederstood that the
question 'Why?"' asks for a reason and not for aataxplanation of his behaviour. (Cf. Ch.
IV, sect. 8.)

In the terms which have here been introduced, wédaedefine Psychological Hedonism as
the doctrine that every enddirected human actderiaken, ultimately, for the sake either of
attaining some pleasure or avoiding something @galet. The doctrine again that every end-
directed human act is undertaken, ultimately, fiersake of the acting agent's happiness we
shall call Psychological Eudaimonism. A doctringhe effect that every end-directed act is
ultimately undertaken for the sake of the actingrd'g welfare (good) has, to the best of my
knowledge, never been defended. We need not hezatia name for it.

Aristotle sometimes talksas though he had subscribed to the doctrine ofdygical
eudaimonism. If this was his view, he was certamlgtaken and, moreover, contradicting
himself. It would be sheer nonsense to maintaihdkary chain of (noncausal) questions
'Why did you do this?' and answers to them mustiteate in a reference to happiness. The
view that man, in everything he does, is aimingaipiness (and the avoidance of misery) is
even more absurd than the doctrine that he, inyeéhviag he does, is aiming at pleasure (and
the avoidance of pain).

| said that, if Aristotle maintained psychologieaidaimonism, he was contradicting himself.
(And for this reason | doubt that Aristotle wantednaintain it, though some of his
formulations would indicate that he did.) For Aoig¢ also admits that there are ends, other
than happiness, which we pursue for their own sldkementions pleasure and honour among
them.? Even 'if nothing resulted from them, we should stilbose each of them’, he sals.

On the other hand, those other final ends are sorestdesiredyot for their own sake, but

for the sake of something else. Whereas happiAestotle thinks, isneverdesired for the
sake of anything elsé Pleasuree.g.pleasant amusement, can be desired for

'e.g.,Ethica Nicomachea (EN)L094a 18-21, 1095a 14-20, and 1176b 30-31.
EN, 1097b 1-2. See also 1172b 20-23.

EN, 1097b 2-3.

“EN, 1097b 1 and again 1097b 5-6.

relaxation, and relaxation for the sake of contihaetivity.' Thenpleasure is not a final end.

| would understand Aristotle's so-called eudaimaniis the following light: among possible
ends of human actioeudaimoniaholds a unique position. This unique positionasthat
eudaimonias the final end of all action. It is thatdaimonias the only end that is never
anything except final. It is of the natureeafdaimoniathat it cannot be desired for the sake of
anythzing elseThisis, so Aristotle seems to think, weydaimonias the highest good for
man.=



It is plausible to think that a man can purswe,do things for the sake of promoting or
safeguarding, his own happiness only as an ultimadeof his action. A man can also do
things for the sake of promoting or safeguardirggtthppiness of some other being. It may be
thought that he can do this only as an intermediateof his action. The idea has an apparent
plausibility, but is nevertheless a mistake. Thhtiseems to be that a man can pursue the
happiness of others either as intermedauaitas ultimate end.

The delight of a king can be the happiness of higexts. He gives all his energies and work
to the promotion of this end. Maybe he sacrificesssi-called ‘personal happiness' for the
good of those over whom he is set to rule. Yabid is what he likes to do, it is also that in
which his happiness consists. To say this is nalistort facts logically. But to say that the
king sacrifices himself for the sake of becominggaand not for the sake of making others
happy, would be a distortion. It would be a distortsimilar to that of which psychological
hedonism is guilty, when it maintains that evenythis done for the sake of pleasure, on the
ground that all satisfaction of desire may be thdugtrinsically pleasant.

Can a man'welfarebe an end of his own action? The question is edgi to asking,
whether a man can ever be truly said to do thing#hie sake of promoting or protecting his
own good. It is not quite clear which is the cotraaswer.

'Cf. EN, 1176b 34-35.

*There is no phrase in Aristotle's ethics which esponds to our phrase 'the good of man'.
Eudaimonii (happiness, well-being) Aristotle also calls tlestor the highest good. The
notion of asummum bonunmowever, is not identical with the notion of theod of man
as we use it here. But the two notions may beedlat

On the view which is here taken of the good of iadpeto do something for the sake of
promoting one's own good, means to do someth@uqusene considers doinggood for
oneself. And to do something for the sake of pititgone's own good means to do
somethingoecausene considers neglecting it bad for oneself.

For all I can see, men sometimes do things foreasons just mentioned. This would show
that a man's welfarean bean end of his own action.

Yet the good of a being as an end of action isrg peculiar sort of 'end’. Normally, an end of
action is a state of affairs, something whichHere', when the end has been attained. But
welfare is not a state of affairs. (Cf. the disomssn section 1.) For this reason | shall say that
welfare, the good of a being, can only inadoliquesense be called an end of action.

Obviously, the reason why a man does something;hwine considers good for himself, is not
always and necessartlyat he considers doing it good for himself. Similatlye reason why

a man does something, which he considers badfotdneglect, is not always and
necessarilyhat he considers neglecting it bad for himself. Timevgs that a man's own
welfare is not always an ultimate end of his actibalso shows that a man's own welfare is
not always an end of his action at all. It doessimw, however, that a man's own welfare is
sometimes an intermediate end of his action. Whetltan be an intermediate end, | shall










































Thus, on our definitions, the answer to the quastibether a certain thing is good or bad for
a man, is independent of the following two factdtisst, it is independent of whether he (or
anybody elsejudgesor does not judge of the value of this thing fanhSecondly, it is
independent of what he (and everybody else) hapjemwor not to know about the causal
connecxions of this thing. Yet, in spite of thisl@pendence of judgment and knowledge, the
notions of the beneficial and the harmful are inmportant senssubjective.Their

subjectivity consists in their dependence uporptieéerences (wants)f the subject
concerned.

Considering what has just been said, it is cleairwe must distinguish between that whigh
good or bad for a man and that whaghpears,i.eis judged or considered or thought (by
himself or by others), to be good of bad for him.

Any judgment to the effect that something is gootad for a man is based on such
knowledge of the relevant causal connexions whiehjudging subject happens to possess.
Since this knowledge may be imperfect, the judgménth he actually passes may be
different from the judgment which he would pas$igfhad perfect knowledge of the causal
connexions. When there is this discrepancy betweenactual and the potential judgment, we
shall say that a marégpparentgood is being mistaken for hisal good.

Of certain things it is easier to judge correctlyather they are good or bad for us, than of
certain other things. This means: the risks of akisig our apparent good for our real good
are sometimes greater, sometimes less. It is,@wkivle, easier to judge correctly in matters
relating to a person's health than in mattersingldd his future career. For example: the
judgment that it will do a man good to take reg@aercise is, on the whole, safer than the
judgment that it will be better for him to go ifbasiness than study medicine. Sometimes the
difficulties to judge correctly are so great thawill be altogether idle and useless to try to
form a judgment.

Sometimes we know for certain that a choice, wkiehare facing, is of greanportanceto

us in the sense that it will make considerabtierenceto our future life, whether we choose
the one or the other of two alternatives. An exangoluld be a choice between getting
married or remaining single or between acceptingleyment in a foreign country or
continuing life at home. But

certainty that the choice will make a great differe is fully compatible with uncertainty as to
whether the difference will be for good or for bdtie feeling that our welfamaybecome
radically affected by the choice, can make the @heery agonizing for us.

Also of many things in our past, which we did netilderately choose, we may know for
certain that they have been of great importaneestio the sense that our lives would have
been very different, had these things not exisiéés could be manifestly true, for example,
of the influence which some powerful personalitg had on our education or on the
formation of our opinions. We may wonder whethevats not bad for us that we should have
been so strongly under this influence. Yet, if w@w only that our life would have been very
different but cannot at all imagit®w it would have been different, we may also be quite
incompetent to form a judgment of the beneficial harmful nature of this factor in our past
history.



It is a deeply impressive fact about the conditbman that it should be difficult, or even
humanly impossible, to judge confidently of manygs which are known to affect our lives
importantly, whether they are good or bad for ukirk that becomingverwhelmedy this
fact is one of the things which can incline a mamdrds taking a religious view of life. 'Only
God knows what is good or bad for us.' One cowdisas -- and yet accept that a man's
welfare is a subjective notion in the sense thistdietermined by whdite wants and shuns.

13. Are judgments of the beneficial or harmful mataf things objectively true or false?
When we try to answer this question, we must aghserve the distinction between a first
person judgment and a third person judgment. (6f.IC, sect. 5 and this chapter, sections 6
and 7.)

When somebody judges of something that it is (wéspbe) good or bad for somebody else,
the judgment is a third person judgment. It depdadgs truth-value on two things. The one

is whether certain causal connexions are as tigirjgadubject thinks that they are. The other
is whether certain valuations (preferences, wasftapother subject are as the judging subject
thinks that they are. Both to judge of causal caiores and to judge of the valuations of other
subjects is to judge of empirical

matters of fact. The judgment is 'objectively' tardalse. It is, properly speaking, not a
value-judgment, since the 'axiological' componarblved in it is not a valuation but a
judgmentabout(the existence or occurrence of) valuations.

The case of the first person judgment is more caatgd. Its causal component is a
judgment of matters of fact. In this respect thstfperson judgment is on a level with the
third person judgment. Its axiological componewtyvhaver, is a valuation and not a judgment
about valuations. With regard to this componen{tldgment cannot be true or false. There is
no ‘room' for mistake concerning its truth-valuetHis respect the first person judgment of
the beneficial and the harmful is like the firstgmn hedonic or eudaimonic judgment.

Although the first person judgment cannot be fatsiés axiological component, it can be
insincere.The problem of sincerity of judgments concernimgt twhich is good or bad for a
man is most complicated. It is intimately conneategith the problems relating to the notions
of regretand ofweakness of willA few words will be said about them later.

A subject can also make a statement about his @lvatrons in the past or a conjecture about
his valuations in the future. Such a statemenbajecture is, logically, a third person
judgment. It is true or false both in its causal amits axiological component.

Whether a judgment ifggically, a first person judgment, cannot be seen from énsgm and
tense of its grammatical form alone. A man says"Will do me good'. In saying this he
could be anticipating certain consequencesexpdessindis valuation of them. But he could
also be anticipating certain consequencesaaidipatinghis valuation of them. In the first
case, the judgment he makes is of the kind whiatré call a first person judgment of the
beneficial or harmful nature of things. In the setcase, the judgment is (logically) a third
person judgment. The subject is spealkdbguthimself,i.e. about his future valuations.



Sometimes a judgment of the beneficial or the harmfclearly anticipative both of
consequences and of valuations. Sometimes itaslglanticipative with regard to
consequences and expressive with regard to vahsatigut very often, it seems, the status of
the judgment is not clear even to the judging stthjenself. The judgment may contdinth
anticipations and expressions of valuations. Perltap true to say that men's judgments of
what is

good of bad for themselves tend on the whole tartieipative rather than expressive with
regard to valuations.

The distinction between thapparentand theeal good, it should be observed, can be upheld
both for third person and for first person judgnsemitthe beneficial and the harmful. In this
respect judgments of the beneficial and the harohftér from hedonic and eudaimonic
judgments. (For the two last kinds of judgmentdistinction vanishes in the first person
casej.e. in the genuine value-judgments.) Because of teegrrce of the causal component in
the judgment, a subject can always be mistakeneromg the beneficial or the harmful
nature of a thing -- even when there is no ‘roamhiistake with regard to valuation.

14. A man's answer to the question whether a cegt@od is worth its price or whether a
thing is beneficial or harmful, may undergo altemas in the course of time. Such alterations
in his judgments can be due either to changessikiiowledge of the relevant causal
connexions or to changes in his valuations. Fomgt@: a man attains an end, which he
considers worth while to have pursued, until yedisrwards he comes to realize that he had
to pay for it with the ruin of his health. Then fexises his judgment amdgrets.

There are two types of regret-situation relatingtioices of ends and goods in general.
Sometimes the choice can, in principle if not iagtice, be repeated. To profess regret is then
to say that one would not choose the same thinig gt time, when there is an

opportunity. But sometimes the choice is not regigat The reason for this could be that the
consequences, of which one is aware and whictharground for one's regret, continue to
operate throughout one's whole life. There is n@oofunity of making good one's folly in the
past by acting more wisely in the future. Thenxpress regret is to pass judgment on one's
life. It is like saying: If | were to live my life ovexgain, | would, when arrived at the fatal
station, act differently.

The value-judgments of regret and no-regret, ligedmic judgments and judgments of
happiness, are neither true not false. But they Ipgasincere or insincere. A person can say
that he regrets, when in fact he does not, ancghetubbornly refuse to admit regret which
he 'feels’. How is such insincerity unmasked? Kanele in this way: If a man, after having
suffered the

consequences, says he regrets his action, buhew accasion repeats his previous choice,
then we may doubt whether his remorse was notiqretenly. He was perhaps annoyed at
having had to pay so much for the coveted thingthacefore said it was not worth it, but at
the bottom of his heart he was pleased at havihg.gbhese are familiar phenomena.



Yet to think that a repetition of the professedyfetere a sure sign of insincere regret, would
be to ignore the complications of the practicalgbems relating to the good of man. A good,
if strongly desired in itself and near at hand, rhaya temptation to which a man succumbs,
when the evil consequences are far ahead anddbkection of having suffered them in the
past is perhaps already fading. There is no logibaurdity in the idea that a man sincerely
regrets something as having been a mistake, aHmdecwith a view to his welfareg. with

a view to what he 'really' wants for himself, ared wilfully commits the same mistake over
again, whenever there is an opportunity.

When a man succumbs to temptation and chooseseax lesmediate goode. thing wanted

in itself, rather than escapes a greater futureitmdhing unwanted in itself, then he is acting
wilfully against the interests of his own goodislin such situations that those features of
character which we calirtues,are needed to safeguard a man's welfare. Wetahalbout
them later (in Chapter VII).

That a man can do evil to himself through ignoramicéhe consequences of his acts or
through negligence is obvious. That he can alsmhamself througlakrasiaor weakness of
will has a certain appearance of paradox. He tagiit,were, both wants and does not want,
welcomes and shuns, one and the same thing. Wkemdiin the short perspective,
‘prerequisites and consequences apart’, he wantisah viewed in the prolonged perspective
of the appropriate causal setting, he shuns it. €conéd say that, if he lets himself be carried
away by the short perspective, then he was notoba o viewingclearly his situation in the
long perspective. Or one could say that, if a mamdmarticulated graspof what he wants,

he can never harm himself through weakness of Buit.saying this must not encourage an
undue optimism about man's possibilities of aciingccordance with cool reasoning.

Vi

GOOD AND ACTION

1. IN this chapter | shall discuss three typictilattions of goodness: the good act, the good
intention of will, and -- quite briefly -- the goadan.

It would seem that 'good' in the phrase 'a good adike ‘good’ in such phrases as 'a good
knife' or "a good general’, doast signify a goodnessf its kind.(Cf. Ch. I, sect. 1.) There is
no excellence, which is typical of a@sacts, as there is an excellence of knagknives

and of generalasgenerals. But acts can patrticipate in several $asfrigoodness.

There is first to be noted a connexion betweenautiéechnical goodnesdhis last, as we
know, is primarily an attribute of agents who ao®d at some activity. It is, in the last resort,
in the skilful performance of some acts that tecahgoodness reveals itself. Acts are
sometimes judged good or bad on the basis of tHeqgten of their performance. 'Well
done', we say of the good performance, and a wek ¢o-and-so we sometimes call a good
so-and-soe.g.when speaking of a good ski-jump or a good race.

The goodness, which we attribute to an act on #iseslof the excellence of its performance, |
shall call the technical goodness of the act. dnsttribute of an act as a member of a kind of
act.lt is typically a goodness its kind.The good ski-jump ias skijump good. If there



existed standards of excellence of performancalfdinds of acts, then one could in a
secondary sense call the goodness of an act'sparice the goodness of the qoaact, as a
good golfer might also be called a good sportsman.

It should be noted that technical goodness astahude of acts is necessarily an attribute of
act-individualsj.e. individual per-

formances of acts of some kind, and never an at&ibf actcategories or kinds of act.

2. One of the most common and familiar uses ofdgisats use in the phrase 'a good (bad,
better, less good) way of doing something'. Hesenlglsomething' stands for an arbitrary
human act. An act is the bringing about or produrcat will of a change in the world,g.the
unlocking of a door. The change brought about farcééd we call the result of the aetg.

the fact that a certain door, which was lockedaws open. The 'way of doing' again is some
act or activity which 'leads up to' the result ofagt,e.g.the turning of a key and pulling of a
handle, which opens the door. The tie between afaping' and 'thing done' is amtrinsic
connexion between a kind of act or activity and ea@maneric state of affairs. Certain turnings
of a key is a way of unlocking a door, only prowdderesults in the door's being unlocked.

Value-judgments, which are passed on ways of ditimgs, are usually comparative
judgments. That one way of doing something is béiien another way of doing the same
thing can mean that it is easier or quicker or éeggensive or more pleasant or more tidy or is
not connected with certain unwanted side-effedts,What 'better' means in the individual
case, depends upon the aim of the doer, whetheahts to do the thing as cheaply as
possible or as quickly or as tidily or what notigtelativity of the goodness of a way of

doing to aims of the agent does not, however, niear'good’ here is an attribute of the
individual performance. The very phrase ‘way ohdobindicates generality.

It should be observed that alsbad way of doing a thing is way of doing it, just as a poor

or a bad knife is still a knife. This means tharthis a sense of ‘good’, in which even a bad
way of doing something is goodz. 'good' as opposed to 'no good' for the purpose of
effecting a certain result. Ways of doing, whick ao good in a certain acting situation are
(usually) not ways of doing the wanted thing atalind nobadways of doing something. In
all these respects the use of 'good’ and 'badbettér' as attributes of ways of doing
resembles the use of 'good' and 'poor’ (sometitseskad’) and 'better’ for rating instruments.

3. The attribution of instrumental goodness to wafydoing things must not be confused with
the attribution of that which we

have here calledtilitarian goodnessg,e. roughly speaking usefulness, to acts as means to
certain ends.

Means-end relationships, which are relevant tonuelgts of utilitarian goodness, are causal
or extrinsic and not logical or intrinsic relatidngs. (Cf. above Ch. 1ll, sect. 1 and below Ch.
VIII, sect. 5.) An act is good arsefulfor a certain purpose or with a view to a cereid, if

the doing of this act promotes or favours this psgor the attainment of this end. It is bad or



harmfulif it hinders or counteracts the attainment ofeéhd. For example: to disobey the
doctor's orders may be a hindrance to quick regoivem an illness. It is a bad thing to do
with a view to one's recovery. But we do not, exaemically, call it 'a bad way of
recovering'.

'‘Good ways of doing things' and 'bad ways of daiviggs’, | would say, are opposed to one
another as contradictories rather than as constaBiet utilitarian goodness and badness as
attributes of acts denote contraries and not cditti@ries. The good act is useful by
favouring, the bad act detrimental or harmful bymeracting the attainment of the end.
These, clearly, are contrarily related alternatiBetween them fall the acts, which neither
favour nor counteract the attainment of the end.

It is useful to distinguish between thesultand theconsequencesf an act. The result of an
act is that state of affairs whichustobtain, if we are to say truly that the act hasrbeéone.

For example: the result of the act of opening adwm is that a certain window is open (at
least for a short time). The consequences of aaraditates of affairs which, by virtue of
causal necessity, come about when the act hasdoeen (Ch. V, sect. 8; see also the
discussion in Ch. VIII, sect. 5.) For example: Aasequence of the act of opening a window
may be that the temperature in the room goes déivarelation between an act and its result
Is intrinsic; the relation between an act and its consequermyas gextrinsic.

It follows from what has been said that whetheaeinis good or bad in a utilitarian sense,
depends upon its consequences. Which will be theempuences of an act again largely
depends upon the circumstances under which theasctione. The circumstances may vary
from one individual performance to another of ahad@ certain category or kind. For this
reason, attributions of utilitarian goodness t® aatl often be restricted to actindividuals.
But they are not necessarily thus restricted. Swnestthe consequences of individual
performances of an act are nearly

always the same, independently of variations ioutirstances. Then utilitarian goodness may
become attributed to the actcategory. For exanmpégticines and drugs have nearly uniform
effects on the human body. Hence such general jadtgrbecome possible as, say, that
taking VitaminC is good (useful) for preventing colds.

Means are not clearly distinguished in languagmfways of doing thingsSometimest

would seem, the phrase 'a good (bad) means' mgaagyethe same as 'a good (bad) way of
doing'. But sometimes 'good (bad) means' refesemhae act which is causally connected with
some end. In the first case 'good’ in 'good meammsioted instrumental, in the second case
utilitarian goodness.

It is of some interest to note that, whereas texdimgoodness can be attributed only to
individual actsyiz. as performances, and instrumental goodness ohkinds of act or
activity, viz. as ways of doing, utilitarian goodness may becattréouted either to an act-
individual or, sometimes, to an act-category.

The utilitarian goodness of an individual act oaofactcategory depends solely upon a causal
relation to some end of action. It is completelgapendent of any goodness, which the end
may possess, in addition to being 'a good' by @idiubeing an end. There can be good means



to bad ends and bad means to good ends, justrasctire be good ways of doing bad things
and bad ways of doing good things.

4. Are acts and activities rated as good or badrdowy to whether they are wanted
(welcomed) or unwanted (shunned) in themselves?

Action can be rated as wanted or unwanted in itsethe agent who performs it, but also by
various subjects who 'suffer’ ite. whose lives are affected by it. The ratings byedént
subjects of one and the same individual act omefand the same category of act can, of
course, be different.

That an act or activity is in itself wanted by #igent means that it is something which he, its
causal requirements and consequences apart, wamnidtevdo for its own sake. If an act is in
itself wanted, then iteesultis a thing wanted in itself. If again an activigyin itself wanted,
thenpractisingit is a thing wanted in itself.

Practising an activity for its own sake is frequgictlled by the agent a nice thing or a fine
thing or a lovely thing to do. Sometimes it is atsdled by him a good thing to do. But in
calling it good he would usually, | think, be implyg that he considers this thiggod for
him, i.e.beneficial.

That which an agent does is not very ofteitself, i.e.its consequences apart, a wanted thing
for another subject. But it is not infrequentlyitself unwanted by others. They find it, say,
annoying to hear or disagreeable to watch. Actiothe part of other subjects, whicle
consider in itself unwanted, is commonly said tab®miisance (to us). But we would hesitate
to call it bad, unless we consider it positivelyrh&ul, obnoxious (for somebody).

By theintrinsic valueof acts and activities we may understand theiradtar of being
wanted or unwanted or indifferent in themselvescejating this terminology, we seem
entitled to say that judging action good or badhenbasis of its intrinsic value is neither a
common nor a very important kind of valuation.

Common, however, is the rating of acts and actisitis good or bad according to whether
they are (thought) beneficial or harmful. The agera beneficial act is said to good tahe
subject or subjects for whom the act is benefi@ahilarly, the agent of a harmful act is said
to do harm tothe subject(s), for whom the act is harmful. Alse acts themselves are
sometimes said tdo good and harm respectively to the subjects. Moreraonly, however,
they are said to bgood forandbad forthose whom they affect.

One and the same (individual) act can be beneficrabne but harmful for another subject.
Such acts are sometimes said tdbth goodand bad. There is no contradiction in this, as
long as we remember the relativity of the beneffiaral the harmful to (‘suffering'’) subjects.

An agent can be mistaken in thinking that an adti®is beneficial (harmful) for some other
subject. This he can be, because he is ignorahedicausal prerequisites and) consequences
of his act. But he can also be mistaken becauseigrorant of the valuation of his act by the
other subject. Perhaps he did something which seswee his neighbour would welcome.
Perhaps he did this even for the sake of promdtisgeighbour's good. Yet, if his neighbour



sincerely resents what was done to him, includisgansequences, the act was not
beneficial.

Similarly, a subject can be mistaken in judgingomething,

which has been done 'to him’, that it is good (badhim. He can be mistaken, because he is
ignorant of the consequences, but also becausalsed anticipate correctly his own
valuation of the causal whole, of which the aaguirestion is the 'nucleus'.

Judgments of the goodness or badness of humaaaxisding to how they affect the good of
various beings, thus share in the precariousnassi@arertainties of judgments of things
beneficial and harmful in general.

5. Human acts are perhaps the most important agtefiehings, which are judged good or
bad 'in a moral sense’ or 'from a moral point efwi

Is there a speciahoral sense of the word 'good'?n®ral goodnesa speciaform of the
good -- on a par with hedonic, technical, utilidari etc. goodness?

Moral philosophers often discuss the good and #uk(bvil), as though the answer to the
above questions were affirmative. Whether theypagpared explicitly to defend such a view
is usually not clear from the very scanty treatmnich those philosophers give to the other
forms of goodness beside the moral. There is atandto dismiss the other forms, or some
of them, as ethically irrelevant.

My own view of the matter is roughly as follows: Mbgoodness isot a form of the good

on a level with the other forms, which we haveidgished. If it be called a form of
goodness at all, it is this insecondarysense. By this | mean that an account of the
conceptual nature of moral goodness has to be givenms of some other form of the good.
(Cf. Ch. I, sect. 8.)

| shall here attempt to give such an account. Ohm fof goodness, in the terms of which |
propose to explicate the notion of the morally gasdhe sub-form of utilitarian goodness
which we have called the beneficial. To put my mdawa very crudely: Whether an act is
morally good or bad depends upon its characteewigobeneficial or harmful,e. depends
upon the way in which it affects the good of vasdeings.

There is gprima facieobjection to an account of moral goodness in tesfiike beneficial. It
can be framed as follows:

The beneficial and the harmful are relative to eaty. If an act is called good on the ground
that it is beneficial, the judgment is incompletdass we are toltbr whomit is good
(beneficial).



Similarly, if an act is called bad on the groundttih does some harm, the statement is elliptic
unless it is addefbr whomthe act is bad. '‘Good’' when it means 'benefisialways ‘good
for somebody', and 'bad’ when it means 'harmfalhigays 'bad for somebody'.

The morally good and badm®tin this sense relative to subjects. Phrases suithaally

good for me' of 'morally bad for him' must be diss@d as nonsensical. The fact that an act
does harm to somebody may be relevantly connedtbdire moral badness of the act. But if
this act is morally bad, then it is bamnpliciter--and not for some subject, as opposed to
others. And similarly for moral goodness.

There is thu®nesense, in which moral goodness is 'absolute'adnedctive’ and in which the
beneficial is 'relative’ and 'subjective’. This kzaan important logical distinction between the
morally good and bad on the one hand and the hmaledind the harmful on the other hand.
Does not this difference between the two ‘formgaidness doom to failure any attempt to
define moral goodness in terms of the benefici&i@de to be able to show that this is not so.

6. One and the same individual act, we said.{i8.), can affect the good of different beings
differently-be beneficial for some and harmful &her beings. The question may be raised
whether, taking into consideration all such effeotse could form aesultantjudgment of the
value of the act. If the answer is affirmative, thegher question could be raised whether this
resultant value of the act, its '‘overall charaabBeneficial or harmful, could be identified
with its moral worth.

The question whether a value-resultant can be foromethe basis of the character of an act of
being beneficial for some and harmful for othemigsi is related to the following more
general problem: Can the welfare of one being élartted' against the welfare of another?
Does it, for example, make sense to say that thd gdich an act did to some person was
greater than the harm it did to another? of totsaythe total amount of moderate good which
an act does to several beings, 'outweighs' theé gneaunt of harm which this same act does
to one or a few beings?

It seems to me obvious thi#ta value-resultant of the ways in which acts aftketwelfare of
various beings can be formed at all,

this can only be done by judging the beneficidhamful nature of the act from the point of
view of the welfare of a collectivitygf which the various beings concerned are theviddal
members. Such judging of acts is, as a matteradf ¢dten attempted. It is attemptedy.,

when we argue that it is better that one man'saste are sacrificed than that all the members
of a community shall suffer. Or when we say tha thetter that one man is thrown overboard
than that the whole crew shall perish. We are thent were, saying: this is how the
community would prefer to have it. We compare tbemunity to a man who ponders
whether he should undergo a painful operation asatoething he dislikes for the sake of his
subsequent health or well-being.

Are such arguments logically legitimate? The answéed to the problem whether the
notion of the good (welfare) of a collectivity asramunity of men is logically legitimate. |
am not suggesting that the answers must be negBiivé am sure that the conditions of
estimations of value from the point of view of tqh@od of a community are extremely



complicated, and also that the appeal to the weeli&a collecdvity over and against the
welfare of some of its members is often misusegrattice. We are here touching upon a
major problem in the ethics of politics. | shallriiscuss this problem further in the present
work. | leave it open.

In the subsequent discussion | shall disregargdissibility of forming a judgment as to the
‘overall' beneficial or harmful character of an. asthall discuss the notion of moral goodness
from what could also be called the point of viewttod human individual, as distinct from the
point of view of the human community. On the logicamplications connected with the
second point of view | shall not here touch, notlma question whether the two points of
view can be brought into harmony with one another.

7. We next put forward the following suggestion$iofv the moral value of a human act may
be considered a 'function' of the way in which #gs$ affects the good of various beings
favourably or adversely:

an act is morally good, if and only if it does gdodat least one being and does not do bad
(harm) to any being; and

an act is morally bad, if and only if it does badrfn) to at least one being.

The suggestions are open to a number of objections.

First, it may be objected that an act could notddeedmorally good on the ground that it is
beneficial for the agent himself-even if it doe$ hort anybody else. Similarly, it is at least
doubtful, whether harming oneself could be congiderorally bad.

If one accepts one or both of these objectionsalid,\one takes the view that moral action is
essentially 'social’. On this view, that part ehan's action which affects solely his own good
is morally irrelevant.

There is a certain inclination, it seems to mesayp that harming oneself is morally bad,
though doing good to oneself is not morally goddndy be suggested, however, that the
foundation of this inclination is the fact that bgrming himself a person can hardly fail to
become a nuisance to or a burden on his fellow hgmaccording to this suggestion, the
moral badness of doing bad to oneself consistsarbad which the agent (indirectly) causes
to others.

We shall not here take a stand on the issue, whattien which solely affects the acting
agent's own good is morally relevant or not.

Another objection to the suggested definition ofahgoodness runs as follows: An act
which does good to some and bad to no being neteldave been done for the sake of doing
good. The agent may not even be aware of the mlefature of what he did. Would it not
in either case be absurd to label thisraotally good?

A similar objection may be raised against our psgabdefinition of moral badness. If the
agent is not aware of the harmful nature of whadlideis his act themorally bad?



These objections mean that our proposed defindgfonoral goodness was too 'lenient’ and
our proposed definition of moral badness was tewere’. The first was too lenient because it
was compatible with the possibility that action ¢enmorally good, though no good is
intended or even foreseen by the agent. The seagesid was too severe because according to
it action can be morally bad even when no badtenished or foreseen.

There is, however, also an objection to our progatinition of moral goodness on the
ground that it is too severe, and to the definibbmoral badness on the ground that it is too
lenient.

For, under certain circumstances, is not an imertto do some good enough to warrant the
moral goodness of the act, even if

no good actually results to anybody? And is notlanty an intention to do some bad enough
to label the act as morally bad, even if no harmailty results?

Accepting these objections thus means that ourgsex definitions of morally good and bad
acts were at once too lenient and too severe.

I think we must accept these objections--or sonth& at least. The proposed definitions
cannot be regarded as successful attempts to laldiof the ‘essence’ of moral goodness and
badness. The chief reason why they fail is that thake the moral quality of an act
independent antentionsin acting and of théoreseeingdf good and harm to other beings.

Before we revise our proposals for defining mo@aness and badness, some words must
be said on the concept of intending.

8. How is intention in acting related to the foreisg of consequences?

In order to answer the question, we shall haveoseore that intention is primarily connected
with resultsof action--andhot with consequences. An intention is an intentmdo
somethingThat which is intended, the object of intentianthe result of an act.

Suppose that | open a windavith the intentionas we say, of cooling the room. The cooling
of the room is a consequence of the opening ofvindow. Is not here the object of intention
the consequence and not the result of my act?pgseto answer the question as follows:

If I open a window with the intention of coolingethoom and the temperature in the room
goes down as a consequence of my manipulationstidtivindow, then the question 'What
did I do?'can also be answered by 'l cooled the room'. @gahe room is something | can
do. There is an act of cooling the room. Its resulhat the temperature in the room is now
lower than it was before. It isdifferentact from the act of opening the window, to which i
has a causal, and not an intrinsic, relation. Tdte@hcooling the room would be different
from the act of opening the window, even if openimg window were thenly means to
cooling the room. They are different because tkalt®f the one is a consequence of the
result of the other. But thectivity which | display in performing the two acis. the
manipulations with the



window, is the same in both. (In this sense thedeaits could be said to 'look’ the same.)

Suppose a person intends to cool the room and,awtbw to this, opens the window. And
suppose that he succeeds in making his intentfectafe. Shall we then say that &kso
intended to open the window? We would certainly kel act of opening the window
intentional.We may wish to call intended but we may also wish to reserve this term for
acts, the results of which have the charactertohate ends in acting. Usage seems to be
somewhat vacillating at this point, and we needfoxmte ourselves to a decision. But we shall
decide to call any act, which is done for the saiker in order to attain some end, intentional
or intended.

Be it observed in passing that 'intended’ is us#d bf the act and of the state of affairs which
is its result, whereas 'intentional’ is normallgdi®nly of the act. One suggestion could be
that the results both of intended and intentiotd e called 'intended'. | shall adopt this
suggestion.

The man who opens the window in order to cool duan, can rightly be said to intend two
things 'at once' or to have two intentions -- anbdve the window open and another to have
the temperature lower.

Although everything, which is done for the sakenfend, is also intended (as well as the
end), it is certainly not the case that everythimlgich is a consequence of action, is also
intended. If the agent, at the time when he is\g¢tiloes not foresee the consequence (or at
least realizes the 'serious possibility' that it happen), then he can, in a sense, not even be
rightly said to havelonethe consequent thing. 'Look what you have done8om@etimes say
of such cases -- particularly when we considerctresequences undesirable. This is said in
order to draw the agent's attention to a causaiexdon of which he was not aware. Once he
is aware of the connexion he can not, on a newsimcalo the first thing without alsdoing

the second.

It is here appropriate to make a distinction betwieeeseerandrightly foreseen
consequences of action. Something is a foreseesegaence, if the agent at the time of
acting knows or believes that this thing will hap@e a consequence of his action. A
foreseen consequence will be called rightly foraseg actually happens (as a consequence
of action). Agents sometimes foresee consequerigdbsipaction which never come true.

| shall say that everything which igightly foreseerconsequence of one's action, is @&so
thing doneBut | shallnot say that everything which isfareseerconsequence of one's
action, is also a thingitended.Suppose our man opens a window and that, as aquoasce,
the temperature in the room goes down. When askgdhe opened the window, he answers
that he did. it in order to hear the birds sing. i€ assume that he foresaw that the
temperature was going to sink--or at least was @whthe possibility. Then he couhdt say
that he lowered the temperatungntentionally.But to say that he did not lower the
temperature unintentionally and to say that henimeally lowered it, is not--on the ordinary
understanding of the words -- to say the same v&fyghing which is a rightly foreseen
consequence of my action, | can say truly thditlithis and that | dichot do it



unintentionally. But only of such consequences gfattion, which were also ends of action--
intermediate or ultimate--can | say truly thatteinded them or did them intentionally. That
consequences are ends entails that they are fardseenot that they amgghtly foreseen.

This much will have to suffice about the notionsrdéntion and foreseen consequences of
action, and the related notions of the intentiotia,unintentional, and the not unintentional.

9. Can intentions possess an excellence of thedt, ke. asintentions? Intentions can be firm
or vague, strong or weak. To say of a man thatawe'dood intentions' or 'the best of
intentions' to do a certain thing is, it seems, stomes another way of saying that he was
firmly determined to do this. We should not ordilyathowever, call a vague or weak
intention to do something a 'bad intention'.

When 'good' is used as an attribute of intentionadicate firmness of determination or
strength of will, it can perhaps be said to conrmog@odnessf its kind.This is one use of the
word 'good'. But it is certainly nd¢that use of the word which we have in mind, when we
speak of intention as the bearer of moral valugsoc component in the moral valuation of
acts.

'‘Good' and 'bad' as moral attributes of intentdmaot connote goodness or badneggs
kind, i.e. of intentions as intentions. It would seenoyeover, that ‘good' and '‘bad’ as moral
attributes of intentions are in an important sesesmndaryBy this | mean

that the primary attribution of ‘good' and ‘bad’ehis not of the intention as such, but of the
objects of intention, the intended results of atti®asically, 'good intention' is intention to do
(some) good, and 'bad (evil) intention' is intentio do (some) bad or evil. The problem is
how to give a satisfactory formulation to the degence of the value of intention on the value
of the intended.

Complications are caused here by the fact thaht@mtion may have several objects, and by
the fact that everything which is done in ordeati@in an intended end of action is also
intended. Evidently, these complications cannaghered in an attempt to assess the moral
worth of intentions. Be it said in passing that Kadoctrine of the good will seems to me to
suffer badly from Kant's ignoring the 'multipliciof intention’, which exists thanks to the fact
that human acts have causal relationships of wihietagent, in acting, is seldom totally
unaware.

By anintended good shall understand an end of action which is jubligg the agent to be
beneficial for some being. By amtended bad shall understand an end of action which is
judged by the agent to be harmful for some beinga®reseen bad shall understand a
result or foreseen consequence of action whichdggd by the agent to be harmful for some
being. Every intended bad is also a foreseen hadydi conversely.

An intended good is thus an intended state ofrafféne production of which is thought to
affect the good of some being favourably. That ¢hége of affairs is produced and that it
affects the good of a being favourably are twodaltly different things. The first may depend
upon the agent alone. The second also dependstiupealuation of the being(s) affected by
the agent's action. By calling the state of affamantended good we thus attribtue



objects of intention to the agent. The first is shete of affairs itself. | shall call it hiactual
object of intention. The second is that some bang(ll value this state of affairs as good for
him (them). | shall call this the agerd’siological object of intention.

An intended good or bad can fail to materializeisTdan happen for two chief reasons. The
intention may fail in regard to its factual objeCt. it may fail in regard to its axiological
object.

When the intention fails in regard to its factubjext, we sometimes contrast the ‘good
intention’ with the 'poor performance’.

A discrepancy between a professed intention and¢hel performance may make us doubt
whether the intention was there at all or how fanstrong or serious it was. But if no such
doubts occur, mere failure with regard to its fattbject would not, it seems, be considered
relevant to the question of the moral worth ofititention. One of the reasons for thinking
that the moral worth of action resides in the ititanalone, is probably the idea that this
value must not become affected by adversitiestingor by mistakes in foreseeing
consequences. This in no way contradicts the wawgh | think we must in any case accept,
namely that the moral value of the intention depamabn the value of the thing intended.

There is, however, also the case to be considehed an intention to do good reaches its
factual object but fails in regard to its axiolagiobject. We did something for the sake of
promoting our neighbour's good, for example, arehydhing went exactly according to our
plans -- except that our neighbour strongly resentieat we did, thoroughly disliked it,
perhaps even badly suffered from it. Should sushrdpancy betweeapparentandreal
value, as we could call it, influence our judgmefithe goodness of intention?

If by good and bad things we understand things fio@akor harmful, as defined in this
inquiry, then to mistake the apparent value of gbimg which has been done for its real
value is to make a false judgment or conjectutteeeidbout the consequences of the achieved
result of actioror about the valuation of this result and its conseges by some subject(s)

or about both these things. In a first person judgrieike this’, 'l would rather have this than
be without it', 'No, thank you', the subject isurafy something. Then there is no possibility of
mistake and no room for a discrepancy between appand real value either. In a third
person judgment This will do him good', or 'Thssoiad for him', or 'He will like it', we are

not valuing but saying what we thitiat the valuations of subjects are or will be. Asdar

the value of his acts for others is concernedatient's judgment will necessarily be a third
person judgment and thasta(genuine)value-judgment. A mistake on his parteaning

this value will therefore be a mistake concerningpiical matters of fact.

If we want the moral value of intention to be indagent of intellectual mistakes in judging,
then we must in the name of

consistency admit that mistakes as to the valdbeofactual objects of our intentions do not
'maculate’j.e. spoil the goodness of our intentions. fHeantit well', we often say when a



mistake as to value (valuation) has occurred, arcede meant it thus it may seem illogical
to blame hinmorally for what hedid.

But even if, on the ground of the goodness of timt@ntions, we morally excuse persons for
some evil they have done, we nevertheless blanme thlegnorance-either of consequences
of action, or of the beneficial or harmful natufetlings, or of both. "You should have known
that this is not the way a man wants to be helpgdyhat you did you only managed to hurt
his feelings', we say of many a case of intendextti@ality. Because of ignorance, much bad
is done for good motives. This is an aspect ohtla¢ter to which moralists in a Kantian spirit,
as far as | can see, have habitually paid bug lgttention. Yet it is an important aspect of the
moral life -- or at least of action affecting theogl of man. Paying due attention to this aspect
need not, however, influence our view as to whastitutes the goodness of intention. But it
must lead us to realize clearly that intentionaagdod is, by itself, of rather limited

utilitarian value for the promotion of the welfare of man afthuman collectivities.

10. An agent, who intends to do good to some beiaig,do so either for the sake of
promoting the good of that being or for some otleason. When doing good to somebody is
intended solely for the sake of promoting the gobthat being, | shall say that good is
intendedfor its own sake.

I now propose the following definition of morallpgd and bad intention in acting:

the intention in acting is morally good, if and ypifl good for somebody is intended for its
own sake and harm is not foreseen to follow foraaly from the act; and

the intention in acting is morally bad, if and orflyharm is foreseen to follow for somebody
from the act.

| shall not here further discuss the question wérette may include or must exclude the case
that the subject, whose good the act is foreseaffeot, is the agent himself. (Cf. sect. 7.)

That the intended good must be intended for its sake, if the intention in acting is to be
calledmorally good, seems fairly obvious. A master who takesigmoe of his servants, in
order

that they shall be fitter to work hard for him, oahbe said to have a morally good intention
in his treatment of his servants. But, if from aiitade of gratitude or love he is anxious to
see his servants flourish or thrive, then we méybate moral goodness to his intentions.

It seems obvious, too, that the intention in actindeserving of moral blame, not only on the
ground that some harm is intended, but alreadyhemmtound that some harm is foreseen in
acting. Suppose a person opens a window in ordegdothe birds sing. Thereby he cools the
room and causes another person, who is presesdidb a cold. He is aware of the fact that
opening the window will cool the room and also asydet us assume, of the serious
possibility that the other person will catch a cdfdwith a clean conscience' he can declare
that he opened the window in order to hear theshart that this was his only end, the only
thing he intended beside the opening itself ofwirelow, then the cooling of the room and
the cold which the other person caught wiereseen conseqnenoafshis action but not



things he can be said to haméendedto achieve. Yet it would be reasonable to blanme fioir
having opened the window, since he realized atithe of doing it that he was exposing
another person to danger. What he intended to dawemally blameworthy, because of the
foreseen harmful consequences, and | see no redsowe should not therefore also say that
his intention in acting wasiorally bad.But we could not rightly say that his intention in
acting wagnalicious.This we can do only when the foreseen harm oinésided action was
also intended and not only foreseen.

Some ethicists may be of the opinion that goodoessdness of intention is the only thing
that is morally relevant in action, and that thisreo need to distinguish between the moral
value of the intention and the moral value of tbe & seems to me, however, that a
distinction can be sensibly made.

If the intentionin acting is morally good but the good, whichas its own sake intended,
fails to materialize--either because the intenfails in regard to its factual or in regard to its
axiological object--then thactis not morally good (but morally neutral). If, dme other
hand, the intended good materializes, then th&éoaatay be called morally good.

Similarly, if the intention in acting is morally 8dut the harm, which is foreseen, does not
come about, then the act is not morally

bad (but morally neutral). If, on the other har foreseen harm comes about, then the act
too is morally bad.

It is a noteworthy asymmetry between moral goodaeslsmoral badness that the first
presupposes that some good shoulthtendedand, moreover, intended for its own sake,
whereas the second only requires that some baddshetoreseerto follow from the act.

It is characteristic of the logical complicatiorfslee concepts, which we have been
discussing, that the notion of a morally good ai bet is secondary to the notion of a morally
good or bad intention (will) in acting, which irsiturn is secondary to the notion of a good or
bad,i.e. beneficial or harmful, thing.

11. In our proposed definition of a morally bad iadacitly presupposed that in every
situation there is a course of action open to geng from which he foresees no harm to
anybody. The presupposition, in other words, i$ tiw@ agent is always 'free’ to choose a
course of action which is not morally bad.

(This presupposition, be it observednd that there always is a course of action from which
no harm actually follows. Harm which follows, bubhieh could not have been foreseen at the
time of acting, is not relevant to the questionh&f moral quality of the act.)

However, the presupposition which we just mentioisaabt always fulfilled. Cases may
occur in which the agent foresees harm to someglfesm whatever course of action he
chooses. Such cases are not common. But they hapipein rarity does not nullify the
importance which their gravity gives to them.



When harm is (rightly) foreseen to follow from weeer an agent does, | shall say that harm
is unavoidableThis 'absolute’ notion of unavoidable harm musth@confused with the
'relative’ notion of unavoidable harm. By the setbmean harm which cannot be avoided, if
some patrticular end of action has to be reached.

It is a logical characteristic of the type of agtsituation, which we are now considering, that
there should be some act open to the agent whmlncts that bad is foreseen to follow both
from doingand fromforbearingthis act. Forbearing to act, it should be obserigdiso

action. Forbearing to act can have consequenceagusell as acting can have. The
consequences of forbearance is the happening s tinings which action would have
prevented.

What one would wish to say from a moral point @wiof the type of case under discussion
is, | think, the following: In a situation when thgent foresees harm both from doing and
from forbearing the very same thing, at least dn@two, acting or forbearing, must be
morally excusable. If the harm, which is foresezfotlow from doing, is less than the harm
which is foreseen to follow from forbearing, thestiag is morally excusablég.is not the

doing of a morally bad act. If again the harm wheforeseen to follow from forbearing is
less, then forbearing is morally excusable. Ifafiyy the foreseen harm from acting equals the
foreseen harm from forbearing, either course abaas morally excusable.

We could call this the rule of minimizing unavoidbarm. It determines under which
conditions the causing of bad to some being camdrally excused. The harm, which it
exculpates, is unavoidable in the 'absolute’ sethaen, which is in the 'relative’ sense
unavoidable, can, on my view, never be morally sgdu To argue that it could be excused, is
a form of arguing that 'the end justifies the mediiés seems to me the very prototype of
immoral argument.

The rule of minimizing unavoidable harm has an obsiplausibility. Yet it takes for granted
that a difficult problem can be solved when the s to be applied. This is the problem of
determining (‘'measuring’) the relative magnitudearin to various beings. It is not certain
that this problem has a significant solution inrgwease. Let us consider the problem in the
light of an example.

A manx can save either the mgor the marz but not both from an impending disaster.
andz are, say, wounded amctan carry one of them at a time but not both efittat once to
safety.x foresees that, if he carries away one of the niendisaster will in the meantime
reach the place and consume the remaining man.

We can describg's possible action in the terms of two choices.fl$s$ choice is this: Shall |
save one of the two or shall | leave both to périsine chooses the second, then by his
chosen course of action he, in a sense, beconyasn@ble for the death or disaster of one
man.(x's action is then forbearance.) Or, strictly spegkirbecomes responsible for the
disaster of one more man than would have peridhak acted differently.

Assume thak chooses to do his best and save one of the twavdutd all agree, | think,
that this choice of his is morally right,



and that a choice to abstain from action would Haeen morally wrong. To let both perish is
to cause more bad than to leave one to perishg&heral principle for comparing the relative
magnitudes of harm can here be formulated as fstidwat all of a number of men suffer
some harm is worse (a greater bad) than that solgeobthese men suffer the same harm. (It
Is essential that the smaller group of people, sdiféer harm, should be a subclass of the
greater group of people, and that the harm which eae of them suffers as a member of the
first group is the very same harm which each on@in suffers as a member of the second

group.)

So far the case seems clear. But, having chossawvmone of the two rather than to leave
both to sufferx is faced with a second choice: Shall he sagez?If he chooses the first,
then as a consequence of his chosen course of astidl suffer. If he chooses the secoyd,
will suffer. x, we assume, foresees this quite clearbakesy and carries him to safety.
Disaster befallz.

Can this second choice x§ be justified with reference to the rule of miremg unavoidable
harm? There are two ways in which the justificatioay be attempted. One is to argue that
the harm, which follows from leavirg is neither greater nor less than the harm which
follows from leavingy, and that henceis 'morally free' to choose between sawrg saving
z.The other is to argue that more harm follows fieavingy than from leaving and thaix
hence is 'morally bound' to choose to sav@oth ways of arguing have to cope with similar
logical difficulties. Two examples will be given sthow what these difficulties could be and
how one might try to cope with them:

y is the commander of a group of men, of whidndz are membersc argues: it is worstr
the groupto losey than to los&.xs then contemplating the consequences of hisrafrion
the point of view of the good (welfare) of a grdgpmmunity) of men. His argument is that
it is preferable (betteffpr the groupto haveywithout Z than to have withouty.

y is head of a familyz is singlex argues: Iy is left to suffer or die, a number of other people
will suffer heavily too. Ifzis left, others will not be seriously affected.séising that the bad,
whichy andz are facing, is an equal bad for both, then itgseater bad that besigalso
others should suffer harm than that no one in audib z himself should suffer.

The first way of arguing proceeds on the assumpghahan appeal to the good of a
community of men over and against the good ohitkvidual members is possible. The
second argument assumes that it is possible @n'telthe good of two or more beings
against one another. Both assumptions were biigslyussed in section 6. Of the second we
said that it, too, is based on the possibility gpealing to the good of a community over and
against the good of its individual members. Thadalghature and moral character of this
appeal, however, will not be further discussedmpresent work. What has been said in this
section illustrates the urgency of such discussion.

12. We conclude this chapter with some brief rematbout the use of the word 'good’ as an
attribute of a man.



If there existed a purpose which were essentigiépeaiated with man as a kind, then one
could by the phrase 'a good man' understand a himdasdual, who serves this purpose of
the kind well. Some may think that there is suclessential purpose of maang.that men
exist to serve the purposes of their Creator. VN slot here discuss this view.

Men often become accidentally associated with pggppe. they are needed and used to
serve the purposes of other men or of human itistits. The phrase 'he is a good man' is
very commonly used to mean that a man fits or seseene such purpose or task well. The
man, who is thus judged instrumentally good, isallgwalso in some respect technically
good,viz. as a member of a professional class. Such instriaier technical goodness of a
man, however, does not mean that he wase mangood, even if it is natural to call hien
good man.

The idea that there is an activity essentially eisged with man as man, may be considered
inherently more plausible than the idea that tlesisted some purpose thus associated with
him. The function proper to man, Aristotle thoudk activity in accordance with a rational
principle or life according to reason. The bettenan performs this proper function of his, the
better he isas a manThis is a clear use of 'good' and 'better' tobatte to a man a goodness
of its kind.I shall not here discuss Aristotle's idea. It seéonme that, even if it were true to
say that there is an activity which is essentiahtm,e.g.reasoning, it would be

See especially the discussion in EN, Bk. I, Ch. 7.

doubtful whether this activity is of the sattwhicha being can be said to be good or bad. To
say that a man lives or does not live in accordavittereason is vague, but we understand
roughlywhat it means. But to say that a man is 'goolivatg in accordance with reason,
would seem to requirespecial interpretatiorof 'good at', which conceptually distinguishes
this case from other cases of that which | have balled technical goodness.

When the phrase 'a good man' is usedjn the sense of instrumental or technical goodness
but with a moral tinge, it is related to the nosaf doing good and of having good intentions.
But it has no clear and distinct relationship testh notions.

A man who is intent on doing good is often calbethevolentA man can be a 'benefactor’
without being benevoleng,.g.if he does good to others mainly for the sakerofrpting his
own social prestige. A true benefactor must be a wizo does good (to others), but he need
not be that which is ordinarily called a good man.

| am not suggesting that there is a common and itapbuse of the phrase 'a good man' to
mean the same as 'a benevolent man'. But | thiskritie to say that when the phrase 'a good
man' is used with a so-called moral meaning, ri¢ligtedto our idea of a benevolent man. It is
of some interest in this connexion to notice thatapposite to a benevolent mae, a
malevolent man or a man who is intent on doing evihischief, is quite commonly and
naturally also called, in a moral sense, 'a bad.man

Oneaffinity between the morally relevant notion a@od man and the notion of a
benevolent man is in any case that both notions kado with features of humaharacter.



A man may do some bad acts and even entertain suiriatentions--and yet be a good man.
But the bad he does or intends must count as asimt@l aberration. Or it must have some
special excuse. If we were asked how much evigtieel man can be 'allowed’, we could, of
course, not answer by giving an exact measureetiméo and no further'. But we could give
an inexact and yet significant measure by sayiagttie bad he does or intends must not
affect our judgment of his character. A good maly s@asome mischief, or revenge a wrong
which he has suffered from another man, or tak.aBut he cannot be mischievous or
revengeful or untruthful.

With this last remark we are also touching upon ainthe differences between goodness and
benevolence as attributes of men. A benevolentismnaat necessarily a virtuous man, and he
may be lacking in a sense of justice. Virtue arsdige are two prominent features in our
picture of moral excellence. Until we have discdstbeem, our notion of the good man will
remain insufficiently clarified.

VII

VIRTUE

1. VIRTUE is a neglected topic in modern ethicse Dimly fullscale modern treatment of it,
known to me, is by Nicolai Hartmann. When one corepdhe place accorded to virtue in
modern moral philosophy with that accorded to iraditional moral philosophy, one may
get the impression that virtue as a topic of plijissc discussion has become obsolete,
outmoded. This impression may gain additional gjtiefrom the fact that traditional
discussion has -- with rather few notable excegtieriollowed the footsteps of Aristotle
without much variation or innovation or controveriant's famouslictumthat formal logic
had made no appreciable progress since Aristailddde paraphrased and applied -- with at
least equally good justification -- to the ethi¢s/istue.

Kant thought that the reason why there had bedittlsgorogress in logic (as he saw it), was
that Aristotle had accomplished most of what tiveas to be done in the field. As we know
now, Kant was badly mistaken. It would be unwisermphesy a renaissance for the ethics of
virtue, comparable to the renaissance which we hathas century witnessed in logic. But |
think the time has come when the impression whiehdiscussion of virtue in traditional
moral philosophy conveys to the modern spectabanilsl no longer be that of something
accomplished or obsolete, but rather that of aestilgwaiting fresh developments.

The relative neglect of the discussion of virtueastainly connected with the predominance,
for a long period, of that which could be called {purely)axiologicalanddeontological
aspects of moral philosophy. Good and bad andageivalue-terms. Right and wrong and
duty are normative terms. But courage, temperaue fruthfulness we would not ordinarily
call value-concepts nor



normative concepts. Some people would call thenshadggical concepts, but this too is not
a very fitting name. (Cf. Ch. I,sect.4.) sect. 4.)

The discipline known as General Theory of Valueymaouch in fashion, tries to cater among
other things for those aspects of traditional mtrabry which are concerned with value --
the axiological aspects. Since virtue is not prantramong them, the ethics of virtue has
stayed aside from these developments towards grgenerality. There is another discipline
of recent origin which also has a wider scope thaditional ethics and within which a
discussion of virtue could claim for itself a natplace. This is the discipline sometimes
called Philosophical Anthropology. Yet it, too,fas as | know, has not so far paid much
attention to the topic of virtue.

2. The Latin wordvirtus, of which 'virtue' is a derivation, has a ratherenestricted
connotation than the Englisfirtue. Its original meaning is perhaps best renderedEmglish

by words such as 'manlihood’ or '‘prowess’ or 'valdte Greelareteagain, which it has
become customary to translate by 'virtue', has ennmader connotation than the English
word. Its primary and original meaning is the elar@te or goodness of any thing whatsoever
according to its kind or for its proper purposeeWord 'virtue' too is often used with this
meaning. We tend, however, to regard this as anskacy or analogical use. We have an idea
of what could be meant by the virtues of a goodekr'we easily say such things as that so-
and-so had all the virtues of a great general suthvishing to call him 'virtuous' in the
common understanding of that word. Then we aregusitue in a secondary sense -- as the
Greeks would have usedetein a primary sense.

When, however, we call courage, temperance, geitygrosjustice virtues, we are using the
word 'virtue'verydifferently from that meaning of arete, which sféo an excellence of its
kind. To see this clearly is, | think, of some imjamce. Aristotle, | would suggest, did not see
quiteclearly at this point. He was misled by peculiastof the Greek language into thinking
that those features of human character, whichaledcvirtues, are more closely similar than
they actually are to abilities and skills, in whigiman can possess that which | have
previously calledechnical goodness.

I shall not maintain, however, that our word "vi@'tuwhen used with a primary meaning,
stands fooonesharply bounded concept. For this it obviouslysdoet do.

There is first to be noted a feature of our usthefword ‘virtue', which comes near to being
an ambiguity! There is one meaning of 'virtue', which admits pfual, 'virtues'. This
meaning is in question, for example, when we aalirage avirtue. There is another meaning
of 'virtue', which lacks the plural. This is (udyain question, whenwirtue is contrasted with
vice,or when -- as is sometimes done -- to do onelgidigaid to be virtue. Virtue in this
second sense comes near to being an axiologieahormative attribute -- or a mixture of
both.? It has definitely a moral tinge. It is related toginess and rightness and to that which
in the Bible is called righteousness. With this meg of 'virtue', be it observed, we are not at
all concerned here. One could also say that waenenot concerned with the meaning of
'virtue', but with the meaning of 'a virtue'. THere we are here also dealing with that
meaning of 'virtuous', which is the display or pisiog of virtues, and not (directly) with that
which is virtuous as opposed to vicious conducth@racter.



Although our notion of a virtue obviously possesaegeater 'logical homogeneity' than the
notion of anaretewith the Ancients, not evaehcan be said to be sharply bounded. Courage,
temperance, and industry, for example, seem taorbe wirtues in a rather differesg¢nse

from, say, piety or obedience or justice. | amatadll certain that those features which, as |
view it, mark the first three as virtues also hgtubd for the second three.

Considering both the unstable usage of the wordfadnsatisfactory state of the subject,
the task before us could be described as one ofdnguor giving shape ta concept of a
virtue. We cannot claim that everything which isnecoonly and naturally called a virtue falls
under the concept as shaped by us. But, unlessblhaihy mistaken, some of the most obvious
and uncontroversial examples of virtuksfall under it. It is therefore perhaps not vain to
hope that our shaping process will contribute

! am indebted to Mr. F. Kemp for having drawn mteation to this distinction.
’Kant usesTugendmainly to mean virtue in this sense. Kant alstsdaBittlichkeitor
moralische Gesinnung@ he best English translation is perhaps 'morality

to a better understanding at leasboéimportant aspect of the question, what a virtue is

3. As a first step towards shaping a concept ofigit shall say that a virtue is neither an
acquired nor an innate skill in any particudativity. To be courageous' or 'to show courage’
do not name an activity in the same sense in whodbreathe' or 'to walk' or 'to chop wood'
name activities. If | ask a person who is engagezbme activity, 'What are you doing?' and
he answers, 'l am courageous; this is very dangetdo@ may be speaking the truth, but he is
not telling me what he is doing.

The lack of an essential tie between a specifiugiand a specific activity distinguishes
virtue from that which we have called technical diwess. We attribute technical goodness or
excellence to a man on the ground that lgoedat some activity. But there is no specific
activity at which, say, the courageous man mugjduel -- as the skilled chess-player must be
good at playing chess and the skilful teacher rhasjood at teaching. There is no art of
‘couraging’, in which the brave man excels.

Nor is a virtue a goodness of the sort which wehatte to faculties (or organs) and which, as
we have said before, is related to technical gosslinEhe virtues are not to be classified along
with good sight or memory or ratiocination.

Onedifference between virtues and faculties is thdtigs are acquired rather than innate. In
this respect virtues resemble technical excelleBo# of the, in some respect, virtuous man
and of the man who is skilled in an art, it makexsse to askWhat has he learntThe
significance of the question is not minimized bg thct that men are by nature more or less
talentedfor various arts and also more or legsposedowards various virtues. Sometimes a
man can be truly said to be skilled or virtuoushetit any or much previous education and
training. But this is the exception rather thanrhle. Contrarywise, a man of good sight has
not learnt to see well and a man of good memonpiommonly said to have learnt to
remember well. This must not be interpreted as imgahat the faculties of man were not to
someextentcapable of being improved by training.



Yet there is another regard in which virtues areevakin to faculties than to skill in
activities. This similarity is their relation toglgood of man.

To do that on which one is keen of which one doelt i a source of active pleasure and
may, on that ground, be a 'positive constituendl ofan's good. This @nereason why it is
important that a man should, if possible, be trdimea profession which answers to his
natural gifts and interests. But none of the vagiprofessions which a man may choose, and
the various skills in which he may be trained aredyrmome to excel, is, by itseifeededor

the good of man.

With the faculties it is different. (Cf. Ch. lllest. 7.) Sight and hearing, memory and
ratiocination are part of a normal individual's gupent for a normal life. Loss of one of the
faculties can be disastrous, weakness of someveraef them is usually to some extent
detrimental to the well-being of a man. This, ofis®, does not exclude that one can make up
for the loss or weakness of some faculty. And sarea are more dependent for their well-
being upon one faculty than upon another. For exanspme men need good eyes more than
other men, and some men need the use of theiragygksars more than the use of their brains.
Such individual differences depend upon differenngzofession and upon other
contingencies of life.

Virtues, like faculties, are needed in the seragtthe good of man. This usefulness of theirs
is their meaning and purpose, | would say. Howuestfulfil their natural purpose | shall try
to show presently. Be it here only remarked thedt &s the contingencies of life can make a
man more dependent upon some of his facultiesupan others, in a similar manner can
contingencies make the acquisition of one virtuefae utmost importance to a man and the
possession of another of relatively little valuentgtimes the factors, which determine the
relative utility of the various virtues, have theacacter of contingencies in the history of
society or of mankind rather than in the life dfividual men. In a warlike society, such as
perhaps were ancient Sparta or Rome of the Republizage is more important for the
individual man than, say, chastity or modesty. €herthen more demand, so to speak, for
brave than for modest men. The different ratingscivmoralists of different ages and
societies have given to the various virtues refleametimes at least, such contingencies in
the conditions under which these moralists thenesehave lived. (Cf. sect. 9.)

4. It is important to distinguish betweaantsandactivities.Acts are named after that which |
have called theesultsof action, i.e. states of affairs brought aboupmduced by the agent

in performing the acts. Acts leave an 'imprint'jtagere, on the world; when activities cease,
no 'traces' of them need remain. Lighting a cigaretg., is an act; it results in a cigarette
being lit. Smoking is an activity.

Acts named after the same generic state of afia@said to form an act-category. The
individual performances of acts again we have dallg-individuals. The lighting of a
cigarette by a certain agent on a certain occasian individual act of the category labelled
'lighting a cigarette'.



As a first step towards shaping the notion of ueiwe said that to the specific virtues there
do not answer specific activities. As a furthepste shall now say that to the specific virtues
there do not answer specific act-categories either.

Of the man of whom a certain virtue is charactesisicts of a certain kind are also
characteristic. But these acts do not constitutacttategory in the sense here defined. They
are named after the virtue from which they spramgj not after the states in which they
result. There is nothing wrong about saying thad@ageous man often does courageous
acts. But it is not very illuminating. It becomesstaading if it makes us think that we could
define the virtues in terms of certain achievementcting.

There are at least two reasons why the questiolchvétts are courageous, cannot be
answered by pointing to results achieved in thessgful performance of courageous acts.
The first is that the results of all courageousyfprmed acts need not have any ‘outward’
feature in common. Killing a tiger and jumping irdold water can both be acts of courage,
though 'outwardly' most dissimilar. No list of aeiements could possibly exhaust the range
of results in courageous action. The second reasgrbrave acts do not form an act-category
is that the result of any courageous act could lads@ been achieved through action which
was not courageous. Not even to have killed a tgyarsure proof that a man is courageous.

What is true of courage in the said respect is @isoof the other virtues. Virtuous acts
cannot be characterized in terms of their resattd, therefore virtues not in terms of
achievements. We can express this insight in maysw\e could say that the

notion of a brave, generous, temperate, etc. agasndary to the notion of a brave,
generous, temperate, etc. man. Or that virtuousrai secondary to virtue. Or that a virtue

Is an 'inner' quality of an agent and of his a&ig] not an 'outer' feature of his conduct. But all
these modes of expression are also in various wastsading, and they should therefore
either not be used at all or with great cautioryonl

One of the things which is most commonly said alvatties, particularly in modern books
on ethics, is that the virtues are dispositiongeHewarning is in place. It has to do with the
fact that to the specific virtues do not answerc#peact-categories.

What is adisposition?The term has become something of a catch-wordagsh-words
generally, it can mean almost anything -- and tloeeeoften means nothing.

When is a man, in ordinary parlance, said to haghs@osition towards somethin@he

typical case is when we are talking of matterstirgdeto health.A man can have a disposition
to catch colds, for example. Or he can have a Itargdlisposition for headaches. So-called
allergic diseases are typically dispositional. Anng e.g., sensitive to the scent of horses --
whenever he comes near a horse, he begins to sme&rbreathe heavily.

The word 'disposition’ is also commonly used inr@on with so-called states @&@mper.If
a man easily gets angry or upset or moved to teesad, we may speak of him as having a
certain disposition.



Dispositions both of health and of temper can Wled#atenttraits which, under specific
circumstancegnanifestthemselves in characteristic signs -- such aszemger shedding
tears. The appearance, with some regularity, @etlsggns in the appropriate circumstances
decideswhether there is a disposition of not. Dispostiane typically ‘inward' things with
‘outward’ criteria. They are that, which the vigweould be, if there existed act-categories or
specified activities answering to virtues.

| do not insist upon a'common meaning of the telisposition' for all the cases in which this
word is ordinarily used. But | would maintain thilaére is no current sense of the word
'disposition’, in which the various virtues coukldaid to be dispositions. The philosopher
who calls them dispositions is therefore givingite term 'disposition' a novel use. This he is
entitled to do. But then he must explain what ttusel use is. This | have never seen done.

The nearest equivalent in matters of conduct gpaBitions' in matters relating to health and
temper ardnabits,| would say. A habit may be defined as a certanuaed regularity of
acting. A habit manifests itself in the doing aflaaracteristic act or in the performing of a
characteristic activity under recurrent conditioAsabit can be to take a nap after lunch or a
whisky before bed-time. Habits, like virtues, arealy relevant to questions of good and
evil. They differ from virtues in that to them alygcorresponds either a specific activity or a
specific act. This is of the essence of habits,iamdflected in the fact that habits are nearly
always named after acts or activities, which capdréormed independently of the existence
of the habit.

To regard virtues as habits would be to misundedsthe nature of virtues completely. One
may even go as far as to saying that, if virtuausdcict assumes the aspect of habitual
performance, this is a sign that virtue is abs®at.if somebody were to say that the
acquisition or learning of a virtue is, partly aast, a matter dfabituation,i.e. of getting used
to something, then he would probably be hintingahe important truth.

5. We have so far mainly said negative things abmvirtues. Virtues are not associated
with specific activities; therefore virtue is difmt from technical goodness and the genus of
the virtues is not the genus skill. The virtuesrastassociated with categories of acts;
therefore their genus is neither that of dispositior that of habit. The question may be
raised: Can the virtues become specified withiersug at all? If so, wha the genus of the
virtues?

The master philosopher in the field in which we @o& moving, did not think that the virtues
were all of one genus. His opinion, no doubt, wadly influenced by the obvious logical
inhomogeneity of the meaning afetein Greek. It has also to do with his division loét
virtues of man into the two groups, which are ulsuzlled in English by the namesoral
andintellectualvirtues respectively.

The intellectual virtues with Aristotle are a vanyxed bunch. None of them is whaé
would without hesitation call a virtue. This negatirait seems to be nearly the only thing
that is common to them all. Among the intellectuaiues Aristotle counts 'art' (in Greek
techng or 'knowledge of how to make things'. Excellence
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in such virtue is not identical with, but related that which we have called technical
goodness. Among the intellectual virtue he furitmints demonstrative knowledge and
intuitive grasp of first principles. Excellencesach virtue again is more like the goodness of
a faculty. Yet it would not be right to think ofeim as intellectual endowments or gifts. For
intellectual virtue, according to Aristotle, is amgd. It ‘'owes both its birth and its growth to
teaching’, he says.

Finally, Aristotle's list of intellectual virtuesentions practical wisdorfphronesisland the
related 'minor intellectual virtues' of deliberatjainderstanding, and judgment. Practical
wisdom is knowledge of how to secure the ends afdnlife, or 'a reasoned and true state of
capacity to act with regard to human gootls®. It is not, however, knowledge of how to
secure ends in general. Rather it is capacity taveb regard to that which is, in our
terminology, beneficial or harmful, i.e. good odtar us.® This establishes a link between
practical wisdom and the moral virtues. (See bek®gf. 7.)

To call the second group of virtues with Aristdtieoral’, as has become the custom, is rather
misleading. The Greek word éthikosWhat it points to in the context is not so much tha
which we regard as the ethical or moral flavouthef virtues concerned, as another trait
which, on Aristotle's view, distinguishes them fréime intellectual virtues. This trait is that
they are acquired, not as the intellectual virtiesugh teaching alone, but through teaching
in combination witthabituationor the practising of virtue.

Aristotle thought that his second group of virtuée, 'ethical’ or ‘'moral’ ones, fall under a
genus. This genus of theirssateor trait of character.This, | think, hits the nail on the head.
Not skills, not dispositions, not habits, not featiof temperament, but traits of character is
what the virtues are.

| shall not here discuss the concept of charaltter one of the obviously most important but
at the same time most strangely neglected conoépteral philosophy. It can be said with
some, though hardly undue, exaggeration that eviyphilosophers
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°In EN, 1140 4-5 Aristotle calls practical wisdom 'a true ardsoned state of capacity to
act with regard to the things that are good andfbachan’

have dug deep into the nature of this concept.i®Agstotle, who thought that character is
acquired rather than inborn, and that it is capablgecoming moulded and developed
according to human design and not only mutablerdaog to the ordinances of natural
necessity. The other is Schopenhauer. To him ctearaeemed inborn and immutable. On
Schopenhauer's view there is no moulding of charaatcording to human design. Yet, on a



transcendental plane, man is responsible fochioéceof his character -- a strange opinion,
but not entirely unlike the views of another praidwsearcher of human nature, Plato.

6. 'Virtue', i.e. moral virtue, Aristotle goes anday, 'is a state of character concerned with
choice, lying in a mean . . ., this being deterrdibg a rational principle®

The idea that the path of virtue izia media auredetween two extremes, | shall not discuss.
It is a fine conceptual observation, and has ngtkendo with philistine mediocrity, as has
sometimes been maintained. It may, however, betddubhether it has the general validity
which Aristotle asserted for it. Aristotle himsed#ems to have had doubts about this.

The idea that virtue is concerned with choice setenmse to hint at something more essential
than the idea that virtue lies in the mean. | psgpim make the following use of it:

Virtues are essentially connected with action. Taisnexion, however, is with act-
individuals and not with act-categories. In Arisi#n phraseology, virtues have an essential
and peculiar connexion wigharticulars. It is here thathoiceenters the picture. One could
also put it as follows: Because of the lack of aseatial tie between a virtue and an act-
categorythe path of virtue is never laid out in advanlitas for the man of virtue to
determine where it goes in the particular cases @ibtermination can be called a choice, but
we must not necessarily think of it as a choicevieen alternatives. ( Aristotle's notion of
prohairesis is therefore, perhaps, not altogettieqaate to the logical nature of the case.)

The choice connected with a virtue could also baée a choice afight course of action.

But then the question will arise: 'right' in whiagspect or 'right’ with a view to what? To
answer: right with a view to meeting the demandgirdie, is no help. We must look out for a
better answer.

'EN, 1108 36.

By no means every choice-situation is one in whiere is room for practising some virtue.
Normally, when | choose a dish from the menu, wiiginot called upon to be displayed. But
when | deliberate whether to have another helpfregaish of which | have already had three
helpings, virtue may be needed for choosing rightly

What then is characteristic of a choice-situatinrwhich a virtue becomes relevant? Briefly
speaking: That the case should be one in whiclgdloe of some being -- either the choosing
agent's own good or the good of some other beitgioigs -- is at stake, i.e. is likely to
become affected by the choice. To have anotheirgeld a delicious dish is tempting, but
may cause indigestion. Hei@mperanceés needed for choosing rightly. Or, if | provide
myself with a third helping, some other persorhattable may be deprived of the possibility
of having a second helping. Theonsiderations required.

We can now answer the question, with regard to Wieathoice, for which a virtue is needed,
is right. It is right, we could say, with a viewttte good of some being involved.



To further problems connected with the distincti@ween the case, when the good at stake
is the choosing agent's own good and when it issbaidy else's, we shall return presently.
First, we must try to get a clearer view of theer6f a virtue, as such, in a choice.

7. In the sentence, which we quoted from Aristatientioning state of character, choice, and
the mean as characteristics of virtue, there  mlention of a 'rational principle' determining
the choice. This mention of a rational principléers to the réle of the intellectual virtue,
which Aristotle calls practical wisdom, in the egise or practising of any moral virtue.

We shall not here discuss Aristotle's view of thkation of knowledge to virtuous action. (
Aristotle's theory ophronesiss one of the most difficult and obscure, perhalgs one of the
most profound, chapters of his ethics.) | thinkimuest accept the idea that in action in
accordance with virtue (or perhaps rather: in tgletrchoice behind such action) a kind of
knowledge is involved. This, as | see it, is esadiitknowledge relating to the beneficial and
the harmful, i.e. to that which is good or badddreing. 'Practical knowledge' is not ill-suited
as a name for such insight. It could also be calledwledge of good and evil'.

In the sentence which we quoted, there is no memi@ne essential feature which is still
missing from our logical picture of a virtue. (I amat suggesting that Aristotle himself did
not, elsewhere, pay due attention to it.) It camddéed an emotion or feeling or passion. This
feeling 'contends’ in the choice of the right ceur§action with our rational insight into good
and evil. It tends to eclipse or obscure our judginb®th as regards consequences and as
regards wants (valuations). The rdle of a virtogyut it briefly, is to counteract, eliminate,
rule out the obscuring effects which emotion mayehan our practical judgment, i.e.
judgment relating to the beneficial and harmfulunatof a chosen course of action.

Action in accordance with virtue may thus be saitde¢ the outcome of a contest between
‘reason’ and ‘passion’. If we raise the questidmtWas the man of virtuearnt?-- and this
guestion, we have said, always makes sense -etierg form of the answer is: He has learnt
to conquer the obscuring effects of passion upsiutigments of good and evil, i.e. of the
beneficial and the harmful, in situations whensagting.

In the case of every specific virtue there is semecific passion which the man of that virtue
has learnt to master. In the case of courage x@mmele, the passion is fear in the face of
danger. In the case of temperance it is lust feaglre.

Consider, e.g., courage. In courage the good ofimeavolved via the notion afanger.
Danger may be defined as an impending bad orieailas something which threatens a being
with harm.

If we ask what the courageous man has learnt,itbeex is not primarily that he has learnt to
estimate and to cope with danger, but that hedsstl to conquer or control or master or
subdue higear, when facing danger.

What does it mean that the courageous man hag tearanquer his fear? It doast mean
that he no longer feels fear when facing dangee. Gtfave man is not necessarily 'fearless' in
the sense that he knows no fear. Some couragequsangeven feel fear intensely.



Considering this, what then does the brave mamgquest of fear amount to? Here we have to
note the fact that men's conduct, when facing damgefteninfluencedby fear. Fear can
paralyse a man so that he becomes unable to dbiagyb meet the danger.

Of it makes him run away panic-stricken. Fear nstbea bad thingdue to its influence on
a man's conduct. He who has conquered fear had leatrto let fear, should he feel it, do him
harm. He has learnt not to let fear paralyse himhtm get panic-stricken, not to lose his head
because of fear, but to act coolly when facing éanig short: he has learnt not to let fear
obscure his judgment as to what is the right coafsetion for him. When he has learnt this,
he has learnt courage.

It should be observed that the course of actionchvis the virtuous man's choice in the
particular case, is not necessarily that which aleacvirtuous act or an act of virtué& man

of courage, for example, may sometimes rightly cledo retreat from danger rather than to
fight it. Similarly, a temperate man may sometimightly choose to have for himself 'another
helping of pleasure'; and an industrious man nghtly choose to 'take a day off from work'.
Such choices, however, do not terminate in actedtalfter the virtues. To retreat from
danger is never an act of courage, to enjoy pleasever an act of temperance, and to rest
never a display of industry. This is, | think, dmservation of some importance. It shows a
new sense, in which a virtue is an 'inward' tr&itlearacter rather than an 'outward' feature of
conduct. Theight choicein a situation, when a virtue is involved, need lb®the choice of a
so-calledvirtuous act.

8. In this place it is pertinent to say a few woati®ut a problem which much occupied Plato
and to a lesser extent Aristotle, too, in theinkimg about the virtues. It could be called the
problem of theunity of virtue. Are not all virtues substantially thense frame or state of
character -- and their diversity due only to theegsity of passions which the virtuous man
has to master, or perhaps to typical differenceéberacting-situations in which virtue is
displayed?

It seems to me that there is some foundation ®sthtement that there is, fundamentally, but
onevirtue. What would then be a suitable name faf ise do not simply call it ‘virtue'? The
question of a name, it would seem, is of some itgp@e here. For if we cannot call this
master virtue by another name but 'virtue', thesatpthatll virtuesare but forms obne

virtue is an uninteresting tautology. It would also lI¢éadonfusion with that

sense of the word 'virtue', which is the oppositeice, and which does not admit of a plural.
(See above, sect. 2.)

On the view which we have taken here of the vanouses, the name of the master virtue
could not be 'justice'. It is, for one thing, ddubtvhether justice fits the conceptual pattern of
a virtue, which | have here been outlining, andstalso doubtful whether justice, on our
definition, is to be counted as one of the virtaeall.

But another name comes to miseéif-control.The various virtues, it may be said, are so
many forms of self-control. For what is self-cothtoat the feature of character which helps a



man never to lose his head, be it for fear of paifor lust after pleasure, and always let his
action be guided by a dispassionate judgment teatavhich is the right thing for him to do.
The untranslatable Greek wasdphrosynewhich was sometimes called the master virtue or
harmony and unity of all virtues, may have connaeahething similar to this all-embracing
virtue of selfcontrol.

It is inviting to compardy analogyself-control to justice -independently of the gu@s
whether justice is a 'virtue' in the same senseHscontrol or not. l.e.: it is inviting to
compare the man who rules his passions by seltaloid the state in which justice reigns.
This analogy between 'the state within us' andstate without', as is well known, is
fundamental to Plato's political philosophy.

9. The man of virtue, we have said, has learnbtwoer some passion.

The conquest of passion presupposes that one bashbsceptible to its influence -- at least

to some extent. If this condition is not fulfilledie's conduct in the relevant situations may be
exactly similar to the virtuous man's conduct. ¥eé could not be said to possess virtue --
except in a purely 'external’ regard. A man whiotally insensitive to the temptations of
pleasure could not be temperate, and a man witdmmarous passions could not be chaste,
although 'outwardly' his conduct could be the aayagon of temperance and chastity. It may
seem more difficult to admit that a man who nevgregienced fear and thus was literally
fearless, could not, strictly speaking, be brav.tBis is probably because fear is such a
fundamental passion that its total absence in

a man comes near to being a mental defect. Halfwhs do not grasp danger as normal men
do, can show the most astonishing fearlessnessndogttle. But there need not be any false
resentment behind the hesitation we naturallytfeehbll such men brave.

How does one achieve the conquest of passion, vid&mecessary condition of acquiring a
virtue? This question is certainly not importantyaio educationists and psychologists. Its
conceptual aspects are interesting too. | shadl tearch upon them very lightly only.

According to the explanation of a virtue, which ave given, the conquest of passion means
that the 'obscuring' influence of passion on tlatical judgment in particular acting-
situations has become eliminated. To call the @rftte ‘'obscuring'’ is to say that it induces us
to make wrong choices, i.e. choices which we lagae reason to regret and of which we can
subsequently say 'had | surveyed the situationtanchplications clearly, | should have acted
differently’. (Not always, of course, when we caeak thus, is it because sopassionhas
obscured our insight; the mistake we made can, lgage been a 'purely intellectual’ mistake
about the consequences of our actions.)

The conquest of passion, which is the road totaejis thus also gain with a view to our
welfare. To subdue passion, in that sense of 'silzohd 'conquer’ of which we are now
speaking, i useful thingAwareness of this usefulness, it seems to me, bauah important
factor in the education to virtues.

How does one become aware of the usefulness olieoing passion? It is by no means
obviousthat passions must have detrimental influencesrgoe that passions, too, basically



serve the good of man does not seem unplausibldd@oe not say, e.g., that the natural and
proper function of fear is to warn of impending dan fear holds us back and makes us take
precautions, where otherwise we should easilymtmdisaster? The question is a little
bewildering, and from the fact thedmepassions may have an obvious usefulness it ddes no
follow that theyall have. | shall not here try to argue the generaktjan of the usefulness of
the passions. It suffices for present purpose®te that there is nothing obviously bad about
them and that our natural inclination certainlyagollow their impetus and not to go against

it. To realize the usefulness of conquering passiay therefore be connected with
considerable difficulties.

A man may come to realize the usefulness of termgercom having suffered the pains
consequent upon overeating, or the usefulnessdaktny from having witnessed the miseries
of destitution. This is not to say that only thrbugice' can one learn 'virtue'. Only in
exceptional cases does the vicious man turn viguBut some foretaste of the life of the
wicked may be effective and even necessary as asnedhe education to a virtue. This
foretaste is often provided in the form of discaimg or deterrent examples. A wh@enre

of literature is concerned with the fictitious s&gtup of such anti-models of virtues. Its
educational or edifying value is often disputeghall not enter the disputes of educationists. |
shall only say that I think it of some importanoe éducationists of a certain bent of mind to
remember that virtues are no ends in themselvemsintiments in the service of the good of
man, and for educationists of a certain other béntind not to lose sight of the fact that it is
only by being aware of harmful consequences oflingl to passion that man has a rational
ground for aspiring after virtues. For, be it obgerin this connexion, we do not commonly
and naturally call the virtues 'beneficial'. Thessignificant. The virtues areeededabsence

of virtue is a bad thing for us. The goodness efitintues is that they protect us from harm
andnot that they supply us with some good. (Cf. Ch.dé¢t. 1 and Ch. V, sect. 10.) This,
incidentally, is why pride of possessing variousugs is stupid conceit and exhibitionism in
them a counterfeit of the good life.

There has been much dispute among philosophersh&rsich and sudhk a virtue or not.
That courage is a virtue has, as far as | knowenbgen disputed. But whether charity or
chastity or humility are virtuelsasbeen put in question.

Disputes of this kind sometimes concernd¢baceptual statusf the objects of dispute. For
example: whether they can rightly be called traitsharacter or whether they are relevantly
concerned with choice or with the conquest of masssuch dispute may be of considerable
interest. It may serve to sharpen our idea of ta®ior lead us to distinguish between different
kinds of virtues or maybe even between differemicepts of a virtue.

But the question, whether something is a virtueair can also have an entirely different
meaning. It can ask whether something which undemiipis a state of character concerned
with choice

guided by a rational principle in contest with passreally has thesefulnessf a virtue, i.e.
is needed for protecting our welfare. To questitrethier something is, in this sense, a virtue
or not may be a thoroughly sensible thing to das Thso, becauseas was already noted -- it



Is by no means obvious that the influence of passiothe practical judgment must be
obscuring, i.e. induce us to make choices whidr lake have reason to regret. If no such
harm is to be expected, conquest of passion orrtingaof natural impulse becomes a
pseudo-virtue. To encourage pseudovirtues in ohesal others is moralistic perversion.
But to know whether something is or is not a pseudoe, may require great psychological
insight into the conditions of man.

It is here good to remember that man's needs antbvaad wishes, his fears and hopes, are
not immutable facts of his natural history. Theg eonditioned by a number of factors which
are themselves susceptible to change. We needlonkyof the important réle which

religious beliefs have played in the formation ainis views as to what is good or bad for
him, and therefore also as to what is a virtueatr @hanges in the religious outlook of an age
need not affect its conception of what a virtueBist they may influence the estimation of the
importance of various features of character tagihad life and therewith also its conception
of what is avirtue.

10. There are various ways of dividing the virtuge groups on the basis of characteristic
differences and similarities.

Thus, for example, courage and temperance maygaeded as specimens of two essentially
different types of virtues. Courage normally masii$atself in virtuouscts,temperance in
virtuous abstentions dorbearancesThis conceptual asymmetry between the two virisies
consequence of their different relationships t@plee and pain, i.e. to the hedonic good and
bad. The courageous man, when acting bravely, agoesuffer or undertakes to do
something in itself unpleasant, or maybe even phinf order to avoid a future greater evil.
The temperate man, when showing temperance, fasakenmediate pleasure for a similar
reason.

One could suggest the naimecetic virtuesor those virtues which, because of some
conceptual peculiarity of theirs, normally manifdstmselves in forbearances. Temperance is
thus an example of an ascetic virtue. Chastityatlzer.

Virtues are often also divided into self-regardargl otherregarding virtue®neway of

marking the distinction between them is to say Heditregarding virtues essentially serve the
welfare of the agent himself, who possesses ardipea them, whereas other-regarding
virtues essentially serve the good of other bei@gsirage, temperance, and industry are self-
regarding; consideration, helpfulness, and honetstgr-regarding.

The sharpness of the distinction is not obliterdtgthe obvious fact that virtues, which are
essentially self-regarding, may also be accidgntdher-regarding, andice versaTake
courage, for example. To be courageous is necsaayood thing for the brave man himself,
when he is facing danger -- although, of coursegtwburage does to help him may become
counteracted by other things which work against ldourage can also be of the greatest
importance to action which is done for the saketbérs, e.g. in battle or when saving our
neighbour from disaster. But whether a man's causgr is not useful in the service of the
good of others, depends upon the attitude whidhappens to take to this good, or is
compelled to take by external circumstances, sadhraat of punishment if he flies. The
courage which burglars or robbers display, can behnto the detriment of their neighbour's



welfare. The value of courage from a 'social’ pointiew is therefore accidental; it depends
upon the attitude, which the brave man happenaskito his fellow-humans.

The virtues we call other-regarding are essentighful from the neighbour's point of view.
The considerate man, for example, has learnt tquemthe influence of selfish impulses on
his judgment as to how his action will interferdiwihe good of others. That he has learnt this
much is already a welcome thing for his neighbtiuneans that heanshow consideration,

if he cares for his neighbour's good. He has aeduine necessary mental discipline. And we
would, of course, not call him considerate, unlesslso cares. But there is a 'logical gap'
between a man's practical wisdom and his virtuéhencase of the other-regarding virtues,
which is not there in the case of the self-regaydintues. We can explain the difference as
follows:

There is a sense in which a man necessarily withe particular case, practise as much self-
regarding virtue as he happens to possess. Thasviofrom the relation, as we have defined
it (. 10), of a man's good to that which he wamd a

shunsandthe relation of virtue to knowledge of the riglouese of action with a view to a
man's good.

Knowledge of the right course of action in a paie situation with a view to our

neighbour's good involves, however, no such netge$3r whether action is in accordance
with this knowledge or not, depends upon whetherwants to do that which one's neighbour
would welcome one to do, and whether one wantsothi®t is an entirely contingent matter.

To say that the practising of self-regarding virtuesupposes, beside an unobscured
judgment, also an interest in one's own welfaretsto state a presupposition at all. For the
sense in which interest in one's own welfare isgpposed is the sense in which this interest
is necessarily thergjz. as defined in terms of that which the agent wamedcomes) and
shuns.

To say, however, that the practising of other-rdupay virtues presupposes, in addition to an
unobscured practical judgment, also an interestergood of some other being is to state a
presupposition. It can contingently be fulfilledrast.

To let the other-regarding virtues be, in the sdrese explained, dependent upon
contingencies, may seem to some unsatisfactotliete no sense then, in which practising
other-regarding virtues is incumbent on man? Tiokthinat it is incumbent is to think that it is
a man's duty to aspire after and observe virtugsgandently of what his contingent interests
happen to be. With this we have arrived at thegoigstion, how considerations of duty and
norm are related to considerations of good and &k three last chapters of this work will
be devoted to a discussion of some aspects optbidem.

VIII

'GOOD' AND 'MUST'



1. IT is a widely entertained opinion that valuexcepts are intrinsically normative notions.
This opinion is reflected in a certain philosopfaigon, which tends to confuse or to mix
value-terms with normative terms. When, for examgtene writers insist upon the value-free
nature of scienc@Nertfreiheit der Wissenschaftet)ey often give as a reason that science
can tell us how thingare but not how theypught to beln the spirit of Hume, philosophers
talk of a Great Divide between fact and norm, betw#hels and theought-- but also of a
Great Divide between fact and value, as if the divades were the same. (Cf. above, Ch. |,
sect. 2.)

Which is then the alleged normative nature of vallhen one tries to give a clear answer to
the question, one immediately runs up againstaifties.

To say that the good is something which ought tetex ought to be pursued, is not only

very vague but can easily be seen to be an unewgition, unless stated with heavy
qualifications. Ought apples to be good? Ought gaumules to be eaten? Must one choose the
better of two instruments? Whom and in what waysdbe goodness of a good runner
oblige?

A supporter of the idea that goodness is intrilsiceormative would perhaps, when faced
with these questions, wish to qualify his opinier aestrict it to 'moral' goodness only. Are
morally good acts then morally obligatory? Thisat at all obvious. It may, on the contrary,
be argued that moral goodness is 'over and abbligaton and that no man is or does good
merely on the ground that he does not neglect bighduties.

But is it not clear, at least, that the morally leackvil must not

be done? The normative flavour of the notion of ahewil is certainly more obvious than the
normative flavour of the notion of moral goodnesést according to the opinion of G. E.
Moore, to whom we owe one of the most serious effever made at a formulation in precise
terms of the relationship between 'good’' and ‘dughil-doing is permissible (right), provided
the evil done is 'outbalanced’ by the good conserpgeof one's action. To me this seems
morally most objectionable. | am not, however, ssjigg that Moore's position could be
refuted by an appeal to moral intuitions. But thetthat Moore, who was an intuitionist
himself, arrived at his challenging opinions, aseshows how difficult it is to tell what the
connexion is between norm and value. It may evekemna doubt whether there is any
immediate intrinsic connexion between the two ht al

Beside the problem how norms and values are reltteck is also the problem of which of
the two, norms or values, is more fundamental. Simeetimes distinguishes some main types
of ethical theory according to the solution whibk theories propose to these two problems.
By anethics of valu€'Wertethik') one can conveniently understandeavyiaccording to

which value is fundamental and norms are somehdve textracted from or established on

the basis of value-considerations. The views of Ma@nd Brentano are clearcut examples of
this type of ethics. (But not any ethics of val@eds, as theirs, be an ethics of consequences.)
By anethics of duty'Pflichtethik’) again one may understand a vielwol regards duty

(ought) as a basic idea. The ethics of Kant isstaerdard example. As well known, Kant
thought that the good will was the only uncondiéiliyrvaluable thing in the world and that
this will was a will to do one's duty for duty'skea Yet it would be rash to maintain that Kant



wanted to derive value concepts from normativeamsti It may even be doubted whether
there has been any serious attempt in the hisfagthas to do this. What has been
maintained, however, is that there is a 'moral Sugthich issui generisand not founded on
value. This is sometimes called ttheontologistview. As one of its best and most forceful
champions we may regard the late Professor Prichard

It seems to me that the discussion of the reldiEtween norms and values, even in recent
times, has suffered from the narrowing and obsgurplications of the term 'moral'. If we
want to get to know what values, as such, havetaith norms, as such, or

to know the general nature of the connexion, iféhe one, between norms and values, we
must disentangle the two from their associatiorth wiorality and study them in the widest
possible generality. We must try to link a Gendita¢ory of the Good with a General Theory
of Norms. The usefulness of the 'general theoitesems to me, shows itself most
convincingly in the approach to the old problentha relation of Good and Ought. In the
new light on this relation we shall also, | woul@imtain, come to a better philosophic
understanding of the nature of morality.

2. A General Theory of Norms is not an objectivehaf present inquiry. A few general
remarks on norms will nevertheless be necessatysrplace. | hope to be able to
substantiate these remarks with fuller argumengother investigation.

Norms, in the sense here contemplated, may beaail prescriptions for human action. One
may distinguish three main aspects of such presang | shall call the three aspects norms
ascommandsnorms asules,and norms apractical necessitiegThe reasons for calling

them 'aspects' rather than 'kinds' of norm or pigsaen, | shall not try to state in this place.)

One may also distinguish between three main waysrofulating norms in language. These
three ways may, with some caution, be called 'istgucounterparts’ of the three main
aspects of norms, which | mentioned. The correspooeks, however, are by no means
rigorously maintained in ordinary usage.

The first linguistic counterpart of norms are seots inthe imperative mood-or example:
'‘Open the window', 'Never tell a lie', 'Honour y@arents.' Imperative sentences may be said
primarily to answer to the command-aspect of norms.

The second linguistic counterpart of norms | shall deontic sentence$hese are, roughly,
sentences employing the auxiliary (‘deontic’) veohght to', 'may’, and 'must not'. "You must
not open the window', '‘Children ought to honouirtparents,’ 'You may play in my garden.’
Deontic sentences could perhaps be said to comdgmamarily to the rule-aspect of norms.

The third linguistic counterpart of norms | propdseallanankastic sentencebhese are
sentences employing the auxiliary (‘fanankastieghyénust' (‘has to’), 'need not', and 'cannot'.
'I must be at the station in time for the traivigu need not help me



with this," 'He cannot travel to-morrow.' As exmiesns of norms, anankastic sentences
primarily answer to the aspect of norms as practieaessities.

As already said, ordinary language does not upadaldarp distinction in meaning between
the three types of sentence. The meanings of imiper@nd deontic sentences shade into one
another. 'Open the window' and "You ought to openvtindow'can mean exactly the same.
The border between deontic and anankastic sentenaés vague. "You may go for a walk'’
and 'You need not stay at home' can be alternatayes of stating the same permission. The
classification of sentences (and auxiliary verlss)daontic' or 'anankastic' is therefore to some
extent arbitrary. (We have classified 'must’ as&astic but ‘'must not' as deontic.)

Anankastic sentences have a common use for expge$ssidgractical, alsological and
natural (causal, physical) necessities. Deontic sentetgesare not infrequently used in
connexion with these latter modalities. 'If theemis to carry the weight, it ought to be at least
one inch thick," we may say. Instead of 'oughtvi®could also have said ‘'must’ or 'has to'. Of
that, which is logically or physically contingeirttjs just as natural to say thaniay bethus

or otherwise and to say thanied not béhus or otherwise.

Statements of natural necessity are not, by themeseprescriptive of action. They are
therefore not norms in our sense, though they @mamnly called 'laws' of nature. But they
are nevertheless often relevant to human actiahtfars indirectly to norms.

We say, for example, that if the house is to bathble, it has to (ought to) be heated. This is
natural necessity -- about the living conditiondiofman beings. It has, as such, nothing to do
with a command or an obligation or even with a pcat necessity to heat the house. But it
may become connected with a norm. It does so griitst place, by engendering a practical
necessity. How this happens we shall soon havesaot#o study.

3. First, however, some main distinctions and goiatating to the aspect of norms as
commands must be made.

One can distinguish between positive and negatiwencands. Positive commands are orders
to do, negative commands are orders to forbearatdegcommands are also called
prohibitions.

A command is issued by somebody -- we call it amauthority. It is further addressed to
some agent or agents -- we call them neuhbjectsThe command hasantent:this is the
category of act or activity, the doing or forbegrf which is prescribed. The norm as
command, finally, is issued for one or seve@tasionspn which the subject or subjects
have to do or forbear the prescribed thing.

Normally, whera orderss to dop,acan be said to wastto dop. In commanding, the
authority makes, or tries to make, the subjecth@ocommanded thing. The issuing of
commands may therefore be characterized as ettonmke agents do or forbetrings.

The issuing of commands | shall catirmative actionThe result of a normative act is the
coming into existence of a certain relationship aghagents. | shall speak of this as a
normative relationship or relationship under norm.



An important aspect of normative action is gfnemulgationof the command or norm. The
authority promulgates the norm to the subject bjexuis,i.e. he makes known by means of
symbols (usually language) what he wants the stbjealo or forbear.

To the promulgation of the norm is further, in maages, attached a threat of punishment or
sanction,in case the subjects should not comply with tleeiorit may be argued that, unless
there is at least an implicit threat of punishmeat,of some evil consequent upon
disobedience, then there is properly speaking monzand either: | shall accept this view.

If the norm-authority is different from the normbkgect(s), the command or norm is called
heteronomousThis may be regarded as the normal case. If atyhaord subject are one and
same, the command or norm is calkedonomouslt must not be taken for granted that the
notion of a self-command makes sense. | hope pitggsact. 8) to be able to show that the
conception of autonomous norms as self-commanais &alogical supplementation of the
command-aspect of norms.

ICf. Austin, The Province of Jurisprudence Determined, Lectu®ektion headed 'The
Meaning of the Term Command": ‘A command is distisiged from other significains of
desire, not by the style in which the desire imigd, but by the power and the purpost
the party commanding to inflict an evil or painciase the desire be disregarded. If you
cannot or will not harm me in case | comply notharbur wish, the expression of your
wish is not a command, although you utter your viisimperative phrase.'

4. With the statement of natural necessity, 'Iftbease is to be habitable, it must (ought to) be
heated' may be compared the form of words, 'Ifwant to inhabit the house, you must
(ought to) heat it.'

In the second sentence there is mention of sontetixamted).e. of a state of affairs which is
or may be desired as an end of action. Such sesgemxpress that which | propose to call
technical normsTechnical norms are, roughly, the same as thatiwikant called ‘technical
imperatives' and which he regarded as a sub-cfabe dbroader category of 'hypothetical
imperatives':

The formulations of technical norms ordinarily eoyh deontic or an anankastic vocabulary.
But there is no strong objection to the use ofitgerative mood in them. Instead of saying,
'If you want to inhabit the house, you ought totheawe could also say, 'If you want to
inhabit the house, then heat it.’

What is the logical nature of technical norms? Beytexpress propositions? How are they
related to commands? And how are they relatecatersients of natural necessity? These are
questions of considerable complexity and difficulty

In order to facilitate understanding of the natoféechnical norms, let us first ask, what
could be thaiseof the sentence, 'If you wagfyou must d.' The sentence could, for
example, be used toform a person of the existence of a causal tie betwemsitain human
act and a certain consequent state of affairs,iwhiybe desired as an end of action. Or it



could be used teemindhim of the existence of this tie. Or it could s=d to give him a
piece ofadviceor arecommendation.

The person who reminds or gives advice is probabtyndifferent to the acts and aims of the
other person. But saying to another person, 'lIfwaatq, you must d@' or even, 'Since you
wantq, you must dg' would not normally signify an attempt or effort tihe part of the
speaker to make the addressee of his words

Kant divided the hypothetical imperatives, on the band into 'problematic' and
‘assertoric’, on the other hand into 'technical’ ‘aragmatical’. How the two grounds of
division are related, according to Kant, is nottguiear. Problematic imperatives, broadly
speaking, concern means to potential; assertopelatives again, means to actual enc
man's own wellbeing or happing$liickseligkeitKant seems to have regarded as an
actual and, moreover, necessary end of actionpiidgmatic imperatives concern means
to this peculiar end. They are therefore relatetth¢onotion of an autonomous self-
regarding duty, which we shall discuss in the rofvepter.

do p. Therefore speaking thus would not normally be @ofcommanding. No threat of
sanction on the part of the giver of the advicenglied.

In these features technical norms differ shargynfithat which | shall cathypothetical
norms.The words, 'If it starts raining, shut the windevauld normally express a
hypothetical command. The person who utters thesmxsous to influence the conduct of the
person whom he addresses, in such a way that,cshadrtain contingency arise, this person
will perform a certain act. There is no causal @don, however, between this act and the
state of affairs.

| think it is correct to say that Kant, much to thetriment of his ethics, did not distinguish
technical norms from hypothetical norms. The 'd+ihform of words used for expressing
norms of either kind seems to have influenced Imto thinking that the two were essentially
the same sort of rule. This is by no means the.case

Have technical norms then nothing at all to do wtmmanding? Consider a man who wants
to attain an end, e.g.to make an empty hut habitable for himself. Heabberating about

the means to this ende. about that which he -- as we commonly expressetegs -- ought

to do or has to do or must do in this situation.night then say to himself, 'If you wamt

you must d@.' Such soliloquies, even in the second person, odtw& 'if' is not here the
conditional 'if". It does not mean 'in case'. lticbbe replaced by 'since’. And that which he
says to himself could also be explicated and gttierform of a 'syllogism'. As follows:

You wantq. Unless you d@, you will not getg. (1 You must da.

The first premiss is a want-statement. The secoaihiss is a statement of natural necessity.
It is 'purely objective’; there is no mention oeawint of wants in it.

Is the conclusion a command? One could calbgasicommand which the person, who
conducts the argument, addresses to himself. I, $steavever, prefer to call it a statement of



practical necessityin it the person who reasons reaches the condiisai his wantglusa
certain natural necessity, impose upon him thetjgamecessity of acting in a certain
manner.

| shall call the whole argument a Practical Sylogi The form of words, 'If you waqt you
must dop', used in soliloquy, could be regarded as a comtdaicirm of the syllogism which,
skipping the second premiss, proceeds directly fifuarfirst premiss to the conclusion. The
technical norm, on this analysis, splits into ttneeé components of a want-statement, a
statement of natural necessity, and a statemepraofical necessity. The last, we noted,
shows a certain resemblance to a command.

Not in the technical norms themselves, but in thectusions of practical syllogisms are we
confronted with that aspect of norms, which, intieecl, | called the aspect nbrms as
practical necessities.

The name 'practical syllogism' can be used andbas used to mean different things, which
it is important to keep sharply apart. The greatoolity of Aristotle's doctrine of the practical
syllogism is partly due, it seems to me, to a failto uphold the relevant distinctions here.

By a Practical Syllogism one can understand a pattereasoning, in which both premisses
and conclusion are norms. For example:

It is permitted to dg@. One must not leavgundone, if one dogs [ It is permitted to da.

Such patterns of reasoning are studied in the brahtogic which is nowadays commonly
known under the name Deontic Logic.

By a Practical Syllogism one also often understangdattern, in which one normative and
one factual premiss yield a normative conclusiar.dxample:

All thieves ought to be hanged.
This man is a thief.

1 This man ought to be hanged.

This pattern, too, may be relegated to the provaid@eontic Logic. But the practical
syllogisms, which illustrate how wants and naturedessities engender practical necessities
of action, require a theory of their own. They haedar been very little studied by logicians.
A formal study of them will not be attempted in this work.

5. The second premiss of our practical syllogisnpdi61, 'Unless you d@, you will not get
g', we called a statement of natural necessity. grseshing which is or may be an end of
action.p is the result of an act which is causally conreetéh this state of affairg.



Considering this, we can also say that the secoships is a statement abanéango an
end.

There are at least two typical uses of the worditme(to an end). Under the one use the term
signifies athing or a kind of thing. Such a thing is often alsdexhlninstrumentFor

example: To cut a cloth | may need a pair of se&ssBy means of' the instrument | achieve
an end or goal. By 'means of production' or 'mednsansportation’ we usually understand
means in this sense of the word, or in some clasbyed sense.

Under another use of the term 'means' signifiescéion. For example: By turning the key |
open a door. Turning the key is an act by meanghath | achieve an endjz. the opening of
the door. The key, too, is here a meatis,a means in the sense of instrument.

There is an obvious logical relationship betweentWo uses of the term 'means'. Means in
the second sense is very often, but not alwayssdhee athe use of a mears the first
sense. The turning of the key as a means of opéhédoor is the use of the key as an
instrument.

Instruments would not be means to ends, unlesswizegused,.e. unless there was human
action aiming at certain goals. Because of thicaresay that 'means' in the sense of action is
primary to 'means’ in the sense of instrument. (But theag be other reasons for saying the
reverse.)

Means in the sense of instruments we have discumfede. Instruments, it will be
remembered, are called good, when they serve wrlt@ose for which they are used. This is
what we called ‘instrumental goodness'.

Here we are concerned only with means, which aie @&be relation, which we wish to

study, between means and ends is thus a relattareee certain acts and certain states of
affairs. Our question is now: Which conditions milgtse acts and those states of affairs
satisfy, in order that we shall say that the forarerrelated to the latter as means to potential
ends? The question is a complex and difficult @mel, our treatment of it here cannot pretend
to be exhaustive.

Can an act be a means to its awsultas an end? If, for example, the desired statéfaifs

is that the window be open, is then the act of oethe window a means to achieving this
end? It seems to me that calling it a 'meansheof the uses of the word -- though perhaps
not a very common one. When individual acts arevg@teas means to their own results as
ends, the acts are often classified as falling udderentways of doinghis thing,i.e. of
achieving this result in acting. These ways maw the rated as good or bad, or one as better
than another. For example: Let 'going there by &og''going there by train' be two ways of
reaching a certain destination. | can comparewlewith regard, say, to expense, time, and
comfort. On the basis of this comparison | may théeone as a better way of travelling to the
destination than the other. Such an attributiogamidness to a way of doing something is, we
have said before, closely related to the attributbgoodness to instruments.

The means-end relation, if we call it by that nab®tyeen an act and its result is an intrinsic
relation. It has therefore nothing to do with tlegumal necessities referred to in the second



premisses of practical syllogisms. It is accordyngbt a means-end relationship of the kind in
which we are now interested.

The means-end relationship between acts and sibadiairs, to which the second premisses
of practical syllogisms refer, is a causal or g relation. As previously observed, the
relation between an act and ésnsequences extrinsic. (See Ch. VI, sect. 3.) So is als® th
relation between an act and ¢susal requirementsr prerequisites(Cf. Ch. V, sect. 8.)

Not everything which is a consequence of actiordadm® an end of action. Some
consequences are not foreseen at all. Others @sen but not yet ends. consequences

for the sake of the production of which the act wadertaken. To those consequences which
are ends, and to them only, can the act rightlgeie to stand in the relation of means to end.

Often the attainment of an end requires or pressgpithe performance of an act, the result of
which is not the same as the end. In order to fatbbok from the top-shelf of my bookcase it
may be necessary for me to step on a ladder. Mybahg the ladder is here a 'necessary
preparation’ or a ‘causal requirement' of my fetghhe book. It can also, without twisting
ordinary usage, be called a means to an end, theeaing the fetching of

the book. This is true generally of every act whgh causal requirement of the attainment of
a given end.

There are thus two basic types of causal or extrimetationships between acts as means and
states of affairs as ends:

The one is a relation between an act and its cares®gs. If doing produces a state of
affairsq, different fromp, and ifq is an end of human action, then the doing &f a means
to this end.

The other type is a relation between acts and taeisal requirements. If the production of a
state of affairg| requires the doing qf, and ifq is an end of human action, then the doing of
p is a means to this end.

| shall call means of the first tyggoductivemeans, and means of the second hgeessary
means.

Productive and necessary means are in the follogaénge inter-definable:

Let the doing op be a productive means to the endhen the forbearing gf will be a
necessary means to the end. For example: If opening the window is a productiveans to
cooling the room, then keeping the window closedal iecessary means to keeping the
temperature in the room from sinking.

Let the doing op be a necessary means to the gnthen the forbearing qf will be a
productive means to the end U=223Cq. For examptarring the radiator on is a necessary
means to increasing the temperature in the rooam, keeping the radiator closed is a
productive means to preventing the temperature fisimg.



A means to an end can be both productive and rexged¥hen this is the case, we say that
the means ithe only meanto the end in question. In a room where the wirglave closed,
the only means of altering the temperature atwél be by regulating the radiator.

It is important to observe that the causal relaietween productive or necessary means and
an end of action need not be a relation of so-dall@versal implication between an act-
category and a generic state of affairs. It cao bésa 'laxer' relationship of probability.

When, for example, we say that unless water isdpthere is a risk that contagion shall
spread, or that if there are more than 40 passemgeboard the vessel, the passage will not
be safe, the words 'risk' and 'safe’ indicate aalaelationship of a probabilistic nature. Yet
boiling the water can quite appropriately

be termed a necessary means or precaution to premetagion from spreading, and not
allowing more than 40 persons on board the vessetassary means of making the passage
safe.

Productive and necessary means are both that, which. 1, sect. 4 we callefhvourably
causally relevanto the attainment of an end. They therefore pesgaa means to ends,
utilitarian goodness. This value-aspect of thdimsyever, is not relevant to the discussion in
this chapter of the relation of value to norm.

The relations of productive means to ends are alb@cessities just as much as the relations
of necessary means to ends. The means-end retappohswever, to which the second
premisses of practical syllogisms (on our undeditanof the term) refer, are causal or
extrinsic relations between ends of action aadessaryneans to those ends. It is therefore
with the notion of a necessary means to an endubare primarily concerned in the present
discussion.

6. Reference to causal means-end relationshidteis made when we wish to explain
(interpret, understand) human action.

Suppose we are anxious to get to understand wieysap behaves in a certain way or does
something which is exceptional or surprising, atsthat a man would not ordinarily do this
‘for its own sake. For example: We see a man rgninithe street and wish to know why he
does this. We are told that he is running in otderatch a train.

If we accept this reply as an explanation of thespe's behaviour, we assume that the agent
regards his action, running, apr@ductivemeans towards this end.

It is, however, not certain that the reply, 'He iaorder to catch the train' will be accepted as
an explanation of the person's behaviour. Why diadt take a taxi? may be our rejoinder.
The man must know that this is another productieams towards his end, and probably a
better (more efficient) one. Whate wish to know is, why he used that very means whigh
actually did use.

Suppose now that we are told that the fnad to run,because this happened to be the only
means for him to reach the train. There was, sayaxi available in the street or he had no



money on him to pay the taxi-fare. Saying thatrttea had to run in order to catch the train,
is to say that running wasn@cessaryneans to his end.

To explain an action by giving reference to prodiectneans to

a desired end is to leave open a question to whichmay want to have the answer before we
regard the explanation as complete. This is thetgqure Why the agent usekese very
meansf we are told that the means were necessary hagvproductive, we regard the
explanation as complete or exhaustive of the case.

The explanation, which makes reference to necessaays, can also be exhibited in the form
of a practical syllogism, as follows:

X wants to reach the train in time. Unlessins, he will not reach the train in time x has to
run.

What this syllogism is supposed to explai'ssaction. It explains this by making it plain that
the action was practical necessityncumbent upon the agent.

A practical syllogism, when offered as an explasrabf action, which has taken place in the
past or is taking place in the present, | shallatiird personpractical syllogism. When the
explanation is given by the agent himself, he mdlimally be speaking in the first person. 'l
want(ed) to reach the train in time, etc.' ThigVertheless call a third person syllogism. The
agent is here speakimtpouthimself, as it were viewing himself from the odtsi

Is a third person practical syllogism a logicalbnclusive argument? This is not a futile
question to ask. On the one hand, our syllogisnvelseems absolutely conclusive, flawless,
watertight. On the other hand, one would look im\tarough all the text-books and works on
logic for the inference scheme, of which this syiton could be said to be an instantiation. Its
pattern is not one of the categorical or modalgyims, of course. It has a certain
resemblance to modus ponensr perhaps ratherrmodus tollensrgument. But certainly it is
not an ordinarynodus ponengr tollenseither. Shall we try to supplement it with suppess
premisses and thus make it conclusive accorditigetdaws of ‘ordinary logic'? | believe that
this would be a blind alley. Nor would it helpwk expanded the second premiss ixo,
believes that, unless he runs, he will not reaehtthin in time." Shall we deny then that the
syllogism is logically valid? This way out too hasen suggested -- but seems to me to be a
mere evasion. We must, | think, accept that pratctigllogisms are logically valid pieces of
argumentation in their own right. Accepting themamin fact an enlargement of the
province of logic. We cannot

reduce the practical syllogisms to other pattefnsabd inference. But we can, indeed must,
say something more to elucidate their peculiarneatu

7. A man is walking in the street towards the raijvgtation. He wants to be there in time for
the train. Perhaps he is expecting his fiancédobles at his watch and realizes with a start



that the train will be there in a few minutes tiara that, if he continues at walking pace, he
will be late. There is no taxi within sight. Hhas torun. And he puts himself in motion.

We could call the situation just described a firstson practical syllogism -- though not a
syllogism in words. Let us try to give a schematiesentation of this wordless argument. A
man has a certain aim. (First premiss.) He reatizats unless he does a certain thing, he will
not reach his aim. (Second premiss.) But whatasctinclusion?

Shall we say that the conclusion is his insight tleahas to do this thing? But what is this
'insight'? As far as | can see, the only thing venech deserves to be called an insight is the
agent's understanding that, unless he does arcthiag, he will be late for the train. But this,
we said, is the second premiss. If the conclusierewhe second premiss repeated, the first
premiss would be totally irrelevant to the argumdihis it obviously is not.

Shall we say then that the conclusion of the sidlogs the man's doing of the thing, the
necessity of which he has realized in the secoamhigs? Saying thus would be to take a view
of the matter, reminiscent of one which Aristotigaars to have held. In one place Aristotle
explicitly says that the conclusion of the pradt®dlogism is an act In other places it is not
quite clear how he regarded the conclusion. It khba observed that calling an act a
‘conclusion’ from something is not at all odd. Véeywoften call that which a man does, the
‘conclusions’ which he has drawn from a certaumasion.

| would say myself that calling the conclusion of evordless syllogism an actagmostright
-- but notquiteright. Consider the man on his way to the statibhis running is the
conclusionwhenshall we say that the conclusion has been drawpp&e

'De Motu Animaliur 702 10-40. Cf. als&N 1147 25-31. It should be remembered,
however, that Aristotle's concept of a practicdllogysm has a wider scope than ours.

that, after he has run one hundred yards, he btaske and dies? Shall we then say that he
died before he had drawn the conclusion -- or leefi@ had finished drawing it? Must he
'draw' it all the way to the station? (This is afhlike asking: How'long'must the conclusion
be?)

Let us go back to the case as we originally desdrib The description ended in the words

'he puts himself in motion'. This, in my opiniomrectly describes the conclusion. Neither
the man's insight into the necessary connexiondmtvan act and an end, nor his doing of the
act, is the conclusion of the wordless piece ofiargntation, but the marsetting himseff to
dothe act. Putting oneself in motion is setting @lfe® run. This is what the syllogism ends
in.

Is 'setting oneself to do something' action? Thenagho sets himself to do something also
‘puts himself in motioni,e. embarks on the road to the actual performanckeoétt.

Drawing the conclusion of a first person pract&gdlogism need not take the agent to the
very end, at which he is aiming. But it must puhton the road to this end. Aristotle would
have beemjuiteright, had he said that the practical syllogisads up taaction. It ends, not
necessarily ioing something, but isetting oneseff to dsomething.



When the act is completed, we can ask in retrosp@wbatmade him do it?And the answer
then is, that his wanted end of action in combaratvith the insight that, unless he does the
thing, he will fail of his endmade him dat.

Sometimes the conclusion of a practical syllogisfens to the future. | want, say, to leave the
town not later than the day after to-morrow. | iathat, unless to-morrow | do so and so, |
shall not be free to travel the day after. Therefamust do this thing to-morrow. The
question may be raised: In what sense can decididgy to do something to-morrow be
called 'putting oneself in motion' or ‘embarkingtba road to the actual performance of the
act'? The answer will be: In the sense that thatagdl from now on ('is from now on set to’)
forbear doing things, which are likely to prevemhtirom completing his set task tomorrow,
and do things which are in their turn necessanyseful for making the decided thing come
off. He will, for example, decline an invitation lkanch and finish some piece of work instead
of meeting his friends. The agent who has set Hirtselo something in future, is like a ship
moving towards a destination.

His forbearances and acts are to some eptefidrmedby his decision. Henaybecome
detracted from his set route but not without cornpglreasons.

We have so far regarded the first person practigédgism as a wordless argumentcaéuld

be accompanied by words, and sometimes is. The agght say to himself, aloud or in
thoughts only, 'l want to be at the station in tintieus verbalizing the first premiss. But the
essential thing is not, whether $&ysthis, but that hevantsthis as an end of his action. The
agent may also say to himself: 'Unless | run, lidfelate,’ thus verbalizing the second
premiss. Yet the essential thing is not, whethesadyesthis, but that héhinksthus. The agent
may finally say: 'l ought to run' or, which would @qually well: 'Hurry up, there is no time to
be lost,’ thus verbalizing the conclusion. But agdiis not thevordswhich matter, but that
hesets himselfo do it.

In first person practical syllogisms words are @ations', 'frills’, 'inessential
accompaniments' only. Essential to it are the vagntif an end, thenderstandingf a

natural necessity, and the decision to act. Theiwayhich these three components unite in
the syllogism | shall calbractical necessitatior necessitation of the will to action through
want and understanding.

'‘Want' and ‘understanding’, these are words retatgghssion’ and 'reason’. We are here in the
neighbourhood of the problem, discussed with somfieczour and ingenuity by Hume,
whether reason alone can move man to action. Hame&ason cannot move, but passion is
the mover. With this view he coupled an, in margpeets, deep-cutting attempt to found
obligations on interests. But | think it is riglot $ay that Hume did not fully realize the réle
which reason plays in the origination of obligasorie did not see clearly through the logical
mechanism of the practical syllogism. To show wbmething is an obligation founded on
interest, is not to show that it is something wea{ly', 'innermostjvant to dobut that it is
ﬁomething weéhave to ddor the sake of that which we want (to be, totddyave, to happen).

't may, of course, be argued that, if an end istedrthen use of the means, which are



to be necessary for the attainment of the end,anftirtiori be wanted too. Cf. Kant,
Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sittend ed.), p. 46Wer den Zwechlill, will (sofern
die Vernunft auf seine Handlungen entscheidendefiuSss hat)auch das dazu
unentbehrlich notwendige Mittelasin seiner Gewalt ist. Dieser Satz ist, was das Wollen
betrifft, analytisch.lt is interesting to ne that Kant regarded the proposition as analy

We said at the end of the preceding section traattioal syllogisms are logically conclusive
arguments -- but that it was difficult to skewthey are this. The non-verbal first person
syllogism provides the clue. If practical syllogsmre logically conclusive, then the practical
necessitation of the will to action must at the edaiie be a logical necessitation. This | think
it is. Assume that the man in our example wantsetat the station to meet his fiancée, that he
quite clearly sees that, unless he runs, he wilatee(and that if he runs, he has at least a good
chance of arriving in time), but that he does nugho hurry up. What shall we then say about
the case®nething which we might say is this: Our man was swilling to run (perhaps he
finds it undignified) that, having realized thatyby running he could arrive in time, he
altered his aims. 'l would rather be late than'tue says. He, of courseantedto be at the
station in time. He stilvisheshe could have been. Arriving in time to meet tlantis,

moreover, an 'in itself' wanted thing to our mdg God appeared and took him to the station
in time, he wouldvelcomethis. But he no longer wants this aseatl of his actionTherefore

he is not moved to act.

To regard practical syllogisms as logically conslasarguments is, | would say, to knit or tie
together in a peculiar way the concepts of wandingnd, understanding a necessity, and
setting oneself to act. It is a contribution to theulding or shaping of these concepts. The
justification of this moulding procedure is parity conformity with actual usage and partly
that which it does to meet the philosopher's cigan clarity in these matters.

8. In the conclusions of first person practical@yiksms, | shall maintain, we encounter the
autonomous norms. (Strictly speaking, we encoumtamncept ohutonomous nornfor
there are other phenomena, too, which qualify agidates for the name. We shall not
discuss them, however, in this work.)

The autonomous norms, on this view, are necessigbdf the will to action under the joint
influence of wanted ends and insights into natoeglessities.

The concept of autonomous norm, of which we are tmeating, is rather unlike Kant's. It
has, for one thing, no specific connexion with satiel moral matters. Yet it is not in every
relevant respect unlike the Kantian notion.

Onepoint of resemblance has to do with a contrastkhin Kantian phraseology, could be
called a contrast between ‘inclination’ and ‘ddilgere is a truth hidden in the idea, which is
so prominent with Kant and for which he has beetmsdy censured by others, that action
under autonomous norm or rule must in some sensgaast inclination. | think the truth is
that action under such rule is never undertakenauseve want to do it, but is forced upon
us by natural necessities and the remoter objéctsrovants and likings. If the act is
something which for its own sake we want to donthe autonomous norm is needed to



move the will to action. When the act is, in its@ldifferent to us, the movement towards
action follows smoothly upon want and insight -- @enot have to say to ourselves, 'l must
do this." But when there is a practical necesdigoing something, which is, in itself,
unwanted or shunned by us, then the incumbenteafithe autonomous obligation acquires
prominence. It is chiefly in such cases that wente® soliloquy and, by keeping out goal and
the insight into the necessity of the act cleapkbur minds, urge ourselves on to action.
We could say: the wider the gap betweennthustand thevant to,the more prominent the
must;and if there is no gap at all -- meaning that wehe act from sheer inclination -- then
there is no autonomous necessitation of the vitlesi

One crucial difference again between Kant's anchotion of an autonomous norm has to do
with Kant's distinction between categorical anddtiagtical imperatives. The notion of a
hypothetical imperative with Kant is not altogetletzar. It is, anyhow, closely related to our
notion of a technical norm. Of the technical nommessaid (sect. 4) that they may be regarded
as contracted forms of practical syllogisms. Thecbasions of practical syllogisms in the

first person, finally, are whate (here) call autonomous norms. Even though they are
categorical in form, it seems obvious that thiatiehship of theirs or dependence upon
technical norms marks them as different from thatkéa categorical imperatives and
therewith from the Kantian autonomous norms.

The conclusions of practical syllogisms, which Véa&alled autonomous norms, resemble
heteronomous commands in that they both manifésttefo make agents do or forbedCf.
above sect. 3.) This is &ssentiakimilarity, which connects the aspect

of norms as practical necessities with the aspgeobions as commands.

Are there features of autonomous norms which answegromulgation and sanction? These
two, we said (sect. 3), were essential featurdgetdronomous commands.

There is aressentiafeature of autonomous norms, which may be saiddemble
promulgationby analogy.This is the agent's insight into or understandihthe causal
connexion between the doing of a certain act aadttainment of a certain end. Such insight,
it seems, is possible only for rational beings, \@h® capable of conducting arguments and
who possess some knowledge of the ways actions\ards in nature are causally
interwoven. It is plausible to think that such gidiis possible only to beings who master a
language. If this is true, then another essentialarity between norms as practical
necessities and norms as commands is that botagpese language.

The conclusion of a first person practical syllogisve said, need not be verbalized -- not
even 'in thoughts' -- and take the shape of a formulation 'do this' or 'you must (ought to)
do this' addressed, as it were, by the agent tedifnBut itmaybecome verbalized and a
form of words may be used for soliloquy, which sgly resembles the use of words for
urging agents to action. This is accidentalfeature of autonomous norms, which may be
said to resemble promulgation, not by analogyliberally.

There is further aessentiafeature of autonomous norms, which may be sarddemble
sanctionby analogylf a man, who is under a practical necessity afigi@ certain thing, fails
to do this, then he will also necessarily fail &f &nd of action. The end was a wanted thing.



Not to get the wanted, frustration of desire isiimsically unpleasant, we have said before.
Failure to act in accordance with the norm is tintisnsically connected with unpleasant
consequences. This is an analogy of punishmentit Bubnly ananalogy.Punishment,

properly so called, is for disobedience, and failtar carry an autonomous necessitation of the
will into effect cannot properly be termed disolsttie.

We are here touching upon an important differeretevéen autonomous and heteronomous
norms. With the second the agent is 'in princiipee to choose between obeying the rule and
escaping the penalty and disobeying with a riskeshg punished.

He may choose the second. But the autonomous name<into being with or consists in the
agent's putting himself in motion as directed g/wWants and insights. In a sense, therefore,
autonomous norms angso facto'obeyed'. That is: the notions of obedience ardlgidience
do not apply to them.

If, however, failure to complete the act in confagnwith the dictates of practical necessity is
due to weakness of will or to negligence or tholggsness in action, then it is due to
something which is analogous to disobedience, amndhamay for that reason be regarded as
deserving punishment. The agent may invent variounss of self-chastisemerd,g.with a
view to strengthening his will-powers or to makimgh more careful in acting. When this
happens, autonomous norms are conjoined withcardentalfeature, which can be said to
answer to sanction, not by analogy, lietrally.

This will suffice as an answer to the questionytat extent norms as autonomous practical
necessities resemble norms as commands. Our séoavithbe to investigate to what extent
and in what way norms as heteronomous commandsaatayre the aspect of practical
necessities.

9. Orders are sometimes issued for no particusar® Then they have no foundation in the
ends of the norm-authority. This case appears twb®aratively rare. Orders are sometimes
issued in obedience to an order to issue them. Wifeequestion, why they are issued, is the
same as the question, why the authority who isthes, obeys the order of the higher
authority. Finally, orders are sometimes issuedHersake of an end.

A manx commands another maro do a certain thing. Whydoesx commandy? The

answer is often, though certainly not always, thlahs some end in view, towards the
attainment of which his commandigdo dop is a necessary meands, say, engaged in

some complicated task, for the successful accompkst of which he needs the assistance of
y.ymust dop, if x is to succeed. Bytdoes not d@ out of his own inclinationy may have

totally different ends ofiis action. Therefor& mustmake y do pif he is to succeed. Perhaps
more gentle means than commanding are first thetifound fruitless. Therefobemust
command yo dop, if he is to succeed. That is: commandyrig dop is a necessary means of
makingy do p, which in its turn is a necessary means of

securingx's success. Soopens his mouth and gives the ordey oo p'.



If the reasons why orderedy to dop, are such that in their lights normative action assumes
the character of a necessary means to his desitkdreen we shall say thahad a
compellingmotive or reason for giving the ordentolhe normative act assumes this
character, when we come to think that, Rawtgiven the order tg, he would not have
attained his end.

That orderingy to dop is a necessary means foeither top itself as an end or to some
remoter end), is a statement afatural necessity. Ik realizes this and if he aimsg@br q,
then ordering to dop becomes @ractical necessity incumbent on

In this way the normative acts of issuing heterooosncommands or orders may become
practically necessitated by the ends of the northaaity in combination with considerations
pertaining to means to those ends. When the norenatit is thus necessitated, we shall call
the heteronomous norm, which comes into existeadts aesult, a well-grounded norm. A
heteronomous norm is, in this sense|l-groundedwhen the norm-authority's normative
action is guided by autonomous norm or is, as widcalso say it, autonomously
necessitated. Since autonomous normspaefactopractical necessities, they may be said to
beipso factowell-grounded too.

Also obedience to (heteronomous) commands cantbe@mously necessary.

It is an essential feature of the heteronomous namrsaid (sect. 3), that it should be
associated with a threat of penalty in case oftideence. Threat of punishment for
disobedience constitutes a motive for obediences iEmot to say that orders are always or
even normally obeyed, because the subject wamtsdape punishment. Bsthmetimeshey
are obeyed for this reason. Then the norm-sub@widers obedience to the norm as a
necessary, and usually also productive, meansapagy punishment. Hgantsto escape
punishmentUnlesshe obeys, he will be punished. Therefordnhsto obey,. e. has to do the
act, which the norm says he ought to do.

Sometimes we are anxious to obey orders, not Bsélke of escaping punishment, but for the
sake of something else. The end could, for exanspigply be our wish to please the person
who gave the order. Perhaps he gave the ordehdamake of attaining

some end of his and we want to help him. Thenwant, in combination with the natural
necessity of obedience to the norm as a meahnis end, engenders an autonomous practical
necessity of obedience.

It can, of course, happen that the thing we areredito do is the very thing we want to do.
Then there is no autonomous necessitation of theonobedience. This case is therefore
uninteresting from the point of view of the makidg-mechanism of commands. But there is
a case which is related to it and which is of muntérest. This is, when the norm is addressed
to a multitude of subjects and the state of affaingch prevails or comes into being thanks to
the fact thaall subjects obey the norm, is an enctath oneof the subjects individually.

Then obedience is necessary as a co-operativéostepds the attainment of the end. This is
another case of autonomous necessitation to ob=xltera heteronomous norm.

10. We may now go back to the problem of the r@habietween norms and values.



Ends are goods attainable through action, we haide o say, as is sometimes done, that
ends demand or require us to pursue them, is mat@phspeech. There is nothing normative
about ends and goods as such. Eardpursued and goods wanted, or else they are net end
and goods. But the ordinancesaoianke(that too, of course, is metaphorical tallg, the
natural necessities, may, when they become knowmatg in combination with his ends
force upon him the practical necessities of doimggs which, for their own sake, he would
not do and of forbearing things from which, consadiens of ends apart, he would not have
abstained. In this way norms may be said to 'hotkaovalues.

If by autonomous norms we understand the praatieagssitations of the will to action under
the joint influence of ends and insights into caesanexions, then such norms are
intrinsically value-directedpne could say.

The heteronomous norms as commands or orders, gwearm-authorities to norm-
subjects, have no intrinsic connexion with endd. lBasieronomous norms may become
grounded in ends and thus assume the appearapcactital necessities. If they are that
which | here calivell-groundedthen the normative acts of issuing them are vdluested
under autonomous norms.

Also the acts of obeying the norms can becomehlue-directed.

It will perhaps be objected to out treatment irs tthapter of the problem, how norms and
values are related, that we have been discussigglonrelation of 'good’ (or rather: 'want’) to
'must’. Traditional discussion of the problem hasrbconcerned, above all, with the relation
of 'good' to '‘ought'. (Cf. the presentation of pineblem in sect. 1.) This is true -- and also that
the meanings of 'ought’ and 'must’ can be sigmifigalistinguished. Our discussion of the
relation of norms and values has been very far feahaustive. In defence of the adopted
course of treatment | would say that | tend toktihmat it is only the aspect of norms as
practical necessities (the anankastic or 'muse&$pwhich bears an intrinsic relationship to
ideas of the good. Other aspects of the normatiag lImecome value-oriented only through
the intermediary of the anankastic aspect. Howlihgpens for the aspect of norms as
commands, | have tried to indicate in sects. 8%&rtdow it may happen for the aspect of
norms as rules, the deontic aspect as it couldmssmalled (cf. sect. 2), will not be discussed
here. Hints of this will be given in the last chept

X

DUTY

1. IN the preceding chapter we introduced the motibawellgroundedhorm. A
heteronomous command we call well-grounded, wherath of issuing it is a practical
necessity with a view to the norm-authority's emtlgonomous norms aipso facto
wellgrounded. (Ch. VIII, sect. 9.)



We shall in this chapter study a special case difgveunded norms. This is the case, when
the ultimate end, relative to which the norm islvgebunded, is the good of some being. Of
this case | shall say that it imposedudy on the norm-subject.

The term 'duty’ is used with a multitude of measingordinary language. Here it is used as a
technical term. Not everything which is called atyd is a duty in our sense. Legal duties,
e.g.,need not be. Whether so-called moral duties am@will depend upon the view we

take of the nature of morality. But | think it isié to say that everything which is a duty in
our sense,e. is a practical necessity with a view to (promotargespecting) the good of
some being, is in common speech quite naturallgada duty. Therefore our use of 'duty’ as
technical term is in good agreement with one ofubes of this word in ordinary language.

Duties in our sense can be suitably divided inttad@ main categories.

A first division is into self-regarding and othexgarding duties. The names and also the
sense, which we give to them here, are familianftaditional ethics. When a duty is self-
regarding, the good, which the agent is supposesdrice by his dutiful action, is the agent's
own welfare. When a duty is other-regarding, this welfare of some being other than the
agent himself.

A second division is into autonomous and heteronsuties.

A duty is autonomous when dutiful action is incumtben the agent itself as a practical
necessity -- independently of whether the good¢ctvitiserves, is the agent's own or some
other being's. A duty is heteronomous when dugfiion is heteronomously prescribed to the
agent.

When we combine these two grounds of division, eimall four basic types of dutyiz.
autonomous self-regarding, autonomous other-reggrtieteronomous self-regarding, and
heteronomous other-regarding duties.

There is, however, also a third way of dividingidst which must be noted. It is their division
into that which | propose to call positive and regaduties. The first are duties do, the
second duties ttorbear something. The two kinds of duty thus answer to $wb-kinds of

that which we have called positive and negativeroamds. (See Ch. VI, sect. 3.) Of the
negative commands we said that they are also comyrnatked prohibitions.

From the dutybound agent's point of view positiuéies are (mainly) duties fmromote,
negative duties are dutiesrespectthe good of beings. From. the point of view of tloem-
authority again the purpose of negative dutiesbeasaid to be (chiefly) tprotectthe good
of some being.

Negative other-regarding duties are related toadriee many different concepts ofight.
This notion of a right is a normative idea withreracteristic dual aspect. From the point of
view of the right-holder, a right in this sensaigeedom or permission to act in a certain
way. From the point of view of the dutybound ageagain, the right is a prohibition to
interfere with the right-holder's action, shoulddm®ose to avail himself of his right.



2. An autonomous self-regarding duty, accordintheodefinitions we have given, is an
autonomous necessitation of the will to do somegliam the sake of promoting or protecting
the acting agent's own good.

Autonomous self-regarding duties must not be caduwsith autonomous practical
necessities in general. Consider once again thmeaof the man, who runs to the station.
(See Ch. VIII, sect. 7.) He wants to be in timetfoe train. Unless he runs, he will be late.
Therefore he has to run. This is autonomous patecessitation. Why is it not autonomous
self-regarding duty?

Wanting to be at the station in time is usually aotultimate end of action. A man may want
this because he wants to meet someone, or becalssIpromised to meet someone and is
anxious to fulfil his promise. These could be udigmends. Some such ends may actually
make his action other-regarding duty. They woultimake it self-regarding, unless the agent
could say truly of himself that he wants to behat $tation in time, because his welfare
demands this. | am not suggesting that a man guaudr say this truly of himself. But it
would certainly be an uncommon case.

There are two main types of case, when a man caaitig¢o care for his own good and on
that account to have autonomous duties towardsdfims

The first case of caring for one's good gives tiseegative duties only. There are certain
things which a man shuns or regards as 'in themsalmwanted. He may sometimes be
willing to suffer those things for the sake of soemel which he wants to attain -- asj.,

when he decides to have a tooth pulled out. Bigashe has some such end or some other
wanted consequences in view, he will consider thioisgs bad for him and try to avoid them.
Now assume that he realizes that, if he gnélsen some such in itself unwanted thinyill
befall him. He finds, for example, that a partieltand of food, which he likes in itself,
upsets him very violently. He could then adopt asaxim or rule never to take food of that
sort. He, as it were, enforces a certain prohibitba himself for the sake of protecting
himself (his 'good’) against something unwanted¢hSelf-protective selfprohibitions can be
called autonomous self-regarding duties.

The second case of caring for one's own good ocatvesn a mawleliberatesabout his ends.

But does a man ever deliberate about his e@dsfne deliberate about ends? The question
was discussed with much ingenuity by Aristotl@n Aristotle's view deliberation is about
means, not about ends. So-called deliberation admig is about intermediate ends and
therefore really about means to some ulterior ends.

It is probably right to say that the word 'to deliite’ is most commonly used in situations
when we raise such questions Bew shall | achieve this?' dWhich wayshall | choose to do
this?, When we raise such questions, we are somefi@liberating

1See EN, BKk. Ill, Ch. 3.



about means to given ends, and sometimes abouvkiet we have called ‘ways of doing
things'. ( Aristotle did not distinguish the tw@&)it we are not deliberating about ends.

Sometimes, however, a man stops to consider quedti@ this: 'What consequences is my
pursuit of this end going to have -beside my pdgstiaining the end?' He is perhaps
working hard to get a promotion in his job. 'Armulrring my health? Is it good for me never
to afford time for relaxation? And when | get mypprotion, what will then happen? | shall
get a higher pay, but there will also be heavierkvand more responsibility and even less
time than now for relaxation.'

When a man in pursuit of ends stops to reflect uperconsequences of his pursuing and/or
of his attaining his ends, then he can truly bd sabe deliberating about ends. This he can
also be said to do when, without a view to exiséngds, he asks himself the question, 'What
shall I do?'

In such situations, however, a man can also betsdd deliberating about his own welfare.
He asks what is good and bad for him. As a consemguef such self-searching activity he
may come to aim at new or revised ends.

A man who deliberates about ends may come to sedhtbre are certain things which he
ought to do and, perhaps more often, must notesb hle shall regret it later in life. He may
come to the conclusion that he must take some gdilysxercise or else he will neglect his
health or that he must afford some time for readiogels or listening to music or else his
soul will dry up completely or, if he tends to beendthrift, that he must think of saving for
his old age. In reaching such conclusions a manhbeasaid to impose upon himself
autonomous self-regarding duties. He, as it wemeek upon himself a certain course of
action or way of living with a view to what he cahexrs necessary for his welfare.

There cannot exist an autonomous self-regarding tdutare for one's own good (welfare) in
either of the two chief ways, in which such caleetaplace. Self-care is the foundation and
source of all autonomous self-regarding dutiessdpthat a man imposes upon himself the
duty to care for himself is to say that his canehic own good makes it necessary for him to
care for his own good. This is empty talk, unlésaeans that it imposes upon him specific
self-regarding dutie®.g.a duty to care that he gets enough sleep or eeerci

3. The practical syllogism, which embodies the piygie of an autonomous other-regarding
duty, is this:

X wants to promote or respect the goog @ir its own sake.
Unlessx does (forbears), he will not be promoting or
respecting the good gf

"1 x must do (forbeanp.
By respecting the good of another being one magatand the forbearance of any act

which, if done, would be bad for this being. Orsttéefinition, the duty to respect is
necessarily a duty to forbear. By promoting thedgobanother being, again one may



understand the doing of something which will bedyéar this being. On this definition, the
duty to promote a being's good is necessarily g wuact in a certain way.

It may, however, happen that a man by forbeariractdoecomes responsible for damage to
another man, e.g. because a third ml@@ssome harm to him. Then a duty to act (to intejfere
can be called a duty fwrotectthe neighbour's good, and this duty can be disigingd both
from the positive duty to promote and from the riegaduty to respect this good.

It may also happen that a man by forbearing tavéltpromote the welfare of another man,
e.g.because this gives the other man an opportunhiiciwhe would otherwise not have had,
of doing something he likes. Then a duty to forbgastay aside) can be called a duty to
forsake,and this negative duty can be distinguished frioenather negative duty to respect
another man's good.

There are thus in all four types of duty, whicH talder the case we are now discussing: the
positive duties to promote and protect another sngmdd and the negative duties to respect
and to forsake. But forsaking can also be regaadesl negative form of promoting a good,
and protecting as a positive form of respectingshall therefore include forsaking under
promoting and protecting under respecting. Andallstay thatpasically,promoting is a
positive and respecting a negative duty.

Autonomous other-regarding duties to promote thiéaneof other beings have to do with the
feeling or sentiment we cdtbvein a broad sense of this word.

Other-regarding duties, both autonomous and hebdenons, which require us to respect the
good of other beings, are felt to have a pecubi@nexion with morality, to be the moral
duties

par excellenceWe shall in the last chapter examine this opimmare in detail.

We distinguished in a previous chapter betweenasedfotherregarding virtues. To try to
acquire the other-regarding virtues: consideratn@ipfulness, honesty, etc. can be part of the
autonomous other-regarding duties of a man. Teotacquire and observe them is certainly
part of the heteronomous other-regarding dutieshvirvie wish to implant in others. Of the
other-regarding virtues most, it would seem, havea with respecting our neighbour's good;
but some, such as helpfulness, are obviously retéeahe promotion of this good.

When speaking of self-and other-regarding virtise® (Ch. VII, sect. 10), we noted that
practising the latter presupposes an interestamwifare of other people. This is the interest
to which the first premiss of our practical syllegi above refers. Whether a man takes such
an interest in another man, or in other men gelyeralcontingent. For this reason there can
exist no such thing as an autonomous duty to leveneighbour or to want to respect his
good for its own sake. Love of our neighbour isfthendation and source of any autonomous
other-regarding duty we may have,. impose upon ourselves, to promote our neighbour's
good. Similarly, the will to respect his good ftg own sake is the foundation and source of
every autonomous other-regarding duty to respeattitis or that particular regard. Interest in
another man's good for its own sake cannot be aatoaos other-regarding duty, since it is
presupposed in every such duty.



But is such interest evgrossible albeit not duty? Here we are touching upon a major
problem of ethicsyiz. the problem of egoism and altruism.

4. Byinterestin orregardfor somebody's good | shall here understand ael&spromote or
respect this good.

That promoting his neighbour's welfare can be erimediate end of a man's action presents
no problem. This case simply amounts to that re@@artis neighbour's welfare is a means to
some ulterior end of the agent's. If the meangtessary, regard for his neighbour is forced
upon the agent by autonomous practical necessity.

There are innumerable ways in which regard forgibed of others can become a means to
self-interested ends. The master

wants his servant to work effectively for him. Thkiie servant will not do, unless the master
cares for his welfare -- not to speak of the nates$ not maltreating the servarirgo will

the master take heed to respect and promote thHarevelf his servant to the extent he thinks
necessary. This isot what | here call autonomous otherregarding duigesthe ultimate

end, which necessitates action, is not an intemdsie welfare of another being.

By the thesis of Psychological Egoism one couldeusidnd the idea that promoting and
respecting his neighbour's good is never anythuiddt most) an intermediate end of a man's
action. Regard for the good of others for its owkeswe could call pursuit of altruistic

end. Egoism, as here defined, is thus a doctririehndenies the existence of altruisime, of
altruistic ends of action.

The nature of this negative thesis must not be miiststood. Egoism, as here defined, does
of course not deny that promoting and respectiraghean man's good can be an end of action.
It can even have the appearance of being an u#ierad. But egoism maintains that, if such
an end is not overtly intermediate, it can becommasked as an intermediate end.

The thesis of egoism, however, admits of sevetalpnetations -- which supporters of it have
not always kept well apart. The denial of altruisam be understood as the denial of a logical
possibility or as the denial that something is@.fl is egoism as a denial of the logical
possibility of altruistic ends of action, which kenterests us first of all.

It is easy to see, | think, what is the nerve efittea that actionannotbe genuinely
altruistic. It is a logical fact that any end otian whatsoever is sonmagent'send,i.e. is
something which the agent, whose ends we are canirsigl wants to attain. Therefore, if
promoting my neighbour's welfare is an end of nyoag it is yet an end ahy action,
something | wantnyinterestfor mea good. There is a sense in which aims in actiag a
helplessly selfcentred.

The thesis of egoism, which we are now discussegjs on a misunderstanding of the
significance of the logical facts, which we havstjmentioned, about ends of action, wanting,
and the good of a being. Egoism misconstrues thessary connexion, which there exists
between my neighbour's welfare as an end of mpm@aethdmy welfare, as an impossibility of
pursuing the first



except as a means to safeguarding or promotingeibend. This is the very same mistake as
the one which psychological eudaimonism commit§. Qb. V, sect. 2, the discussion of the
example on p. 90.) It is related to the self-refgtmistake, which psychological hedonism
commits, when it misinterprets the necessary caoondxetween satisfaction of desire and
pleasure as meaning that pleasure is necessailyitimate object of every desire.

Psychological hedonism, egoism, and eudaimonisrolasely related philosophical views of
human nature. They are all false. They all commit\much the same mistake. Their mistake
consists in a misinterpretation of an existing issaey connexion. These necessities 'behind’
the falsehoods give to the three doctrines thengteppearance of truth which they possess. A
refutation of hedonism which denies the necessamp&xion between desire and pleasure,
and a refutation of egoism or of eudaimonism whiehies the necessary self-centredness of
all ends of action, is therefore doomed to faiitefobject. The aim of the refutation is not to
deny these connexions but to put right their sigarfce.

When the logical mistake of egoism has been cadecthe logical possibility of altruistic
(ends of) action has become established.

The admission of the logical possibility of altmmshowever, is fully compatible with the
view that, as a matter of fact, regard for our hbamur is never an ultimate moving force of
human conduct. Apparent altruism, on this vievglvgays egoism in disguise.

We need not here discuss this doctrine in detasbritains a good portion of truth. Its claim

to the whole truth is founded, I think, partly am exaggerated pessimism about human nature
and partly on the logical mistake, which we jushti@ned, relating to the self-centredness of
ends of action. In the gloom of pessimism it bec®teenpting to give to one's insight into the
vileness of human nature an absolute charactechwdan be given to it only at the expense

of committing a logical mistake.

Beside thdogical question, whether a maantake an ultimate interest in the good of his
neighbour, and thpsychologicalquestion whether a man eveinterested in his neighbour's
good except as a means to some end, there ishalgerteticquestion, whether every interest
in another man's good as an end was not in origintarest in this good as a means.

Those who take the view that altruism must havereetic foundation in self-interest are,
somehowastonishedat the fact that there should exist such a thenguae unselfishnesise.
action which springs from affection, friendshipyéo sympathy, or respect and which is
completely untinged by calculations about its tafian value for the agent. That man acts
self-interestedly seems not to require any expianaBut that he acts unselfishly may strike
us as something of a 'mystery'.

Is unselfishness a 'mystery', once we have seeryctbasugh thdogical mistake which
egoism commits? | do not know what is the rightveersto the question. The answer, of
course, partly depends upon what we mean by aémyystere. But | tend to think that the
appearance of ‘'mystery' or of something standingead of ‘explanation’, which pure
unselfish action can be said to exhibit, is reathyhing but a conceptual confusion nourished



by the same mistake as the one underlying hedoamheudaimonism. Therefore | am also
inclined to think that action inspired by affectjdriendship, and love is just as typical of
human nature as action in a spirit of self-interast that the view of man as essentially a
self-interested creature is a logical misconceptBut | may be mistaken.

5. Behind heteronomous self-regarding duties tlseaegpractical syllogism of the following
type:

x wants the good of to become promoted for its own sake.
Unlessy doesp, his good will not be promoted.

[ x must makey dop.

The distinction between promoting and respectindjaso the distinction between doing and
forbearing is not, it seems, of much importanctheocase which we are now considering. |
shall therefore here use the verb '‘promote’ torcpvemote or respect’ and the verb 'do’ to
cover 'do or forbear'.

The conclusion of the above syllogism is an autamaspractical necessity incumbent upon
x.xought to make dop. There are many ways in whigrtan try to achieve thi©neway is
by commanding. This is the only way which interests us here. Wihénresorted to, thex
imposes upol a duty to act in a manner whigttonsiders good for. The duty is
heteronomous.

y or the norm-subject is not moved to action byduws wants and insights into necessities. It
Is X or the norm-authority, who is thus moved.

Thus when there is a heteronomous self-regardifyg the normsubjects good is the norm-
authority’s end. The authority imposes upon the subjectyafduthe sake of (in the name of)
the subject's welfare. But the subject, if he obdges not necessarily do the ordered thing
for the sake of his good. He may do it simply aolkely for the sake of escaping punishment.
Or he may do it because he wants to please theraytlor out of respect for the authority.

6. When does commanding actually take place 'im#me of' the good of the commanded?
There are some typical cas@neis when parents order their children to do certiaings,
because it is good for the child, or to forbear stinmg because it would be bad for the child
to do it. Also in the relations of teachers to paiprders of a similar nature are sometimes
given. Finally, people who are feebleminded ordome other reason incapable of looking
after themselves may have to be commanded by otlktshave a better understanding of
their welfare.

It will be noted that the agent who issues commaadashers in the name of their good,
usually enjoys some recognized positioraothority' over those whom he commands -- such
as parent or teacher or guardian. It will also bed that two of the three typical cases which
we mentioned, have to do with that which we edllication.



| shall call -- partly for want of a better nameceimmands, which are issued in the name of
the good of the commanded, mocaimmandsOf the educational purposes, which such
commanding may serve, | shall speakrmsal educationAnd the authority who gives such
orders, | shall call enoral authority.

This use of the adjective 'moral’, incidentallyna unnatural or at great variance with
ordinary usage -- though maybe not very familiamioral philosophy. It has no immediate
connexion with so-callechoral goodnesgsor with so-calleamoral duty.l am not suggesting
that the duties imposed by what | call moral comdsaare those which we ordinarily call
moral duties. The activity, however, which in conmepeech is callechoralizing,largely
consists in advising and recommending to other lgeop

things in the name of their good, and also in dnavtheir attention to various ways in which
people may have neglected their own welfare. Mpiradi is not co-extensive with that which
I here call moral commanding. But that which | headd moral commanding falls under that
which is ordinarily called moralizing.

We shall distinguish between treasonsand thgustificationfor commanding others in the
name of their good.

The immediate reason for such commanding is tleahttmauthority takes an interest in the
welfare of the norm-subject. The immediate reassedmot, however, be an ultimate reason.
Sometimes a man takes an interest in the goodathanman for the sake of some ulterior
end of his own. This is the case of the master @dres for the good of his servants because
he expects a better return of services. Sometinnesrais under a legal obligation to care for
the good of others in a manner which involves conditeg them. Parents and guardians have
such obligations. It is an important, though net slole, aspect of parental love that this love
should be theltimatereason why parents oblige their children to antsfarbearances in the
name of the children's good.

Only when the ultimate reason for commanding otiess) interest in their welfare, shall we
say that a heteronomous selfregarding duty is bienmpgsed.

Commanding others in the name of their good casalito entail a claim on the part of the
norm-authority to a better insight into the reqments of the welfare of the norm-subject
than the norm-subject can claim for himself. Thsification of this claim is part of the
justification of heteronomous self-regarding duties

It is a fact that some men have a much less degdlopnception than other men of that
which is good or bad for themselves. This can ketdwarious reasons,g.to lack of
experience of that which may befall a man as aequesnce of his actions. Small infants can
be said to have as yet no conception at all ofwhth is good or bad for them. Children,
who already have some views in the matter, mayntesless be completely mistaken in their
views, e.g.strongly want to do things which they will regrétinking that they will not. It is

in such situations, when a being's conception ®bkin welfare either is lacking or
undeveloped or distorted,



that men are called upon to exercise moral authoviér others.

Part of the justification of heteronomous otherarelng duties is thus the superior wisdom of
some men as to that which is good or bad for atien. The moral authority of parents,
guardians, and teachers can normally be expecteos&ess this justification for its exercise.

If men necessarily pursued their real good, anyrcta superior wisdom on the part of others
would necessarily lack justification -- and therdwalso any attempt to impose heteronomous
selfregarding duties. As a matter of fact, howewsn often pursue things which ‘on second
thoughts' they consider unwanted. The test whicwshhat something was a constituent of a
man's apparent as opposed to his real good, isénagretsit. (See Ch. V, sect. 14.) To

know the requirements of another man's welfareeb#dtan he does it himself is essentially
the superior capacity of seeing what a man wiéirlaggret having done or neglected. The
man who exercises moral authority over anothgussfied in doing so only to the extent that
he can say truthfully to the other man: 'There fdlla day when you will have reason to be
grateful for that which | did to guide you.' Theportant point is not whether the other man
acknowledges his gratitude. Some men are by nhtileanclined to be grateful even when
there is a reason. The important point is thatetlséiould be reason for thinking that, had the
other man not obeyed the commands, he would haareWwerse off in the long run, or for
thinking that, had he obeyed, he would be bettethaih he is now. But what is 'better off'

and 'worse off' is, in the last resort, for thejsabhimself to decide.

When the claim to superior knowledge of good antlaeks justification, the exercise of
moral authority of one man over another deterigraieo something which may be called
moral tyranny.The subject is then forced to do things 'in the@af his good', when actually
he knows better himself what is good or bad for.hiimknow whether the claim to superior
knowledge on the part of the norm-authority isifiest or not, can be most difficult. The
struggle formoral freedom,i.efor the right to act in accordance with that whacte considers
good or bad for oneself, against alleged morahtyyacan greatly upset the relations between
parents and children in the period before theratene of age.

It is an important aspect of that which we calhdds ‘coming of age’ that the child reaches
that which we shall here catioral maturity.An individual can be said to have reached moral
maturity when there is nobviousjustification for a claim, which others may putv@rd, to
superior insight into the requirements of that widlial's good.

With the reaching of moral maturity the moral edigaof men -- in the form of
heteronomous self-regarding duties being imposetth@m -- comes to an end. It is the aim of
moral education not only to promote and protectgthed of others during their moral
immaturity, but also to facilitate the process a@toration by teaching them to care for their
own welfare. But here again it is important to rember that the criterion of the present
superior wisdom of the teacher is set by the futerelict of the pupil on the fruits of his
teaching.

7. We now proceed to heteronomous other-regarditigs

A manx commands another maro do something. The command, let us assume,lis we
grounded. This means thamust issue it in order to secure some end oflfisis end is the



good ofy and if it is an ultimate end, then the commandasgs a heteronomous self-
regarding duty on. If the end is the good of some being other thand is an ultimate end,
then the command imposes a heteronomous otherdiegatuty ony in relation to that other
being.

The case when one man commands a second mannartieeof the welfare of a third man, is
a thoroughly possible and by no means unrealisse cNevertheless it seems to be a case of
rather subordinate interest. We shall therefore kesregard it.

With this exclusion, the remaining cases of hetenoous otherregarding duties are those in
which one man for the sake of his own welfare comsisaanother man. Such duties must be
distinguished from heteronomous commands for sédfrested ends generally. We do not
wish to say that we are imposing a heteronomousratygarding duty on a man, if we order
him to open a window because we want to have thi neentilated. But we may wish to say
that an order not to disturb us, when we are wgrkaims at imposing an other-regarding
duty.

As observed in sect. 2, one way in which a manceae for his own welfare is by taking
various self-protective steps in order to

escape things, which he shuns as being unwanteet @itthemselves or due to their
consequences. It would seem that it is this wagaoihg for one's own good that is
predominantly relevant to heteronomous other-raggrduties. Such duties, when imposed
by one man on another in the interest of the fanst, mainly negative dutieise. prohibitions
to do things which the first man considers harndulhimself. From the norm-authority's
point of view heteronomous other-regarding dutreschieflyselfprotective prohibitions.

8. We have so far been talking as though, as a&nadttourse, any marould, if he wanted
to, command any other man. The recipient of anrardey disobey the order, neverthelass
has been commanded.

As a matter of fact, men do not often command othen. When this happens, it usually
takes place in circumstances under which commartthisgoecome somehow
'institutionalized'. Parents commatineir children, but not the children of other parents.
Teachers sometimes command their pupils; for papitommand their teachers is out of
place. Officers of superior rank command officergéerior rank; commoners do not often
command one another. When | ask my friend to steutibor | do not command him; not to
speak of the case when | ask a stranger for aceehen | order a book through my
bookseller, this is not ordering in the sense ofic@nding.

Why is it that we do not command our friends oamsgrers? Is it because we are too polite
thus to intrude upon thenZanwe command our friends? The question is worthragki

The fact that commanding usually takes place usdere 'institutionalized' circumstances
may suggest to us the idea that in order talide to commandne must possess something
which could be called aght to commandenjoy some recognized position of authority.
Parents have a right to command their childrerdam no right to command their parents.



Has the highwayman, who commands 'hands up’, atagtommand this? Certainly not. Is
he then notommandingHands up'? He certainly is.

We have said before (Ch. VIII, sect. 3) that tmmmand is essentially tied a threat of
punishment in case of disobedience. This threat matse empty or a mock threat. It must
be an effective threat. That it is effective doesmean that it necessarily

secures obedience. Nor does it mean that disolsienvithout exception punished. | shall
not here discuss in detail, what constitutes tfieagly of a threat of punishment.

It thus follows that the possibility of commandiisgessentially tied to the possibility of
effectively threatening the recipient of the ordéth punishment in case of disobedience.
This second possibility again depends upon thathvhshall call theelative strengtiof the
agents concerned. Effective threatening is, omthae, possible only when the individual
who threatens, istrongerthan the individual who is being threatened. Timgspossibility of
commanding is founded upon theperior strengttof the commander over the commanded.

This concept of strength stands in need of eluiddatit is not the same as that which is
ordinarily understood by 'physical strength’, thioitgs related to it. A big, strong man may
not be able to command a small, weak one, bechesgetond can run away and put himself
out of reach of the punishing arm of the first. Bawgn it must be remembered that running,
too, is part of a man's physical powers.

Our strong man can, of course, continue to shout@mmands to the small man and even
accompany his orders by the most fearful threatkelthen not ‘issuing commands'? If he is
not convinced that his words will not impress thea$ man, he can rightly be said to be
trying to command him. If henowsthat his shouting and threatening is all in vaia,could
say that he is not commanding but only giving \terttis wishes and his anger. We could
also, if we wanted, distinguish betwessmmandingwhich would consist merely in the use
of words combined with a certain intention, aitéctively commandingvhich would

combine intention and the use of words withefiectivethreat of punishment. Then we could
say that it is only effective commanding, which stitutes normative relationships of the kind
we are here studying, between men.

The notion of strength, which is essential to thegibility and existence of normative
relationships among men, | shall define as capadigffecting through one's action the good
of other beings favourably or adversely. By sayimaf two agents are of roughly equal
strength we here mean that they have roughly thne s@apacities (powers) of influencing the
welfare of one another. By calling one strongenthaother we mean that the first can do

more for promoting but also more for injuring theod of the second than the second can do
with regard to the good of the first.

It is obvious that capacity of favouring and capaof injuring someone's welfare need not be
proportionate. The fact that one man can do mooel go another than this other man can do



to him does not exclude the possibility that theosel man can do more harm to the first than
the first can do to the second.

To the capacity of commanding, the capacity oftwigianother man with evil is of more
importance than the capacity of doing good to Hihis is so, because commanding is
essentially connected with punishing disobediendenbt with rewarding obedience. The
superior strength, necessary for commanding, ietbee essentially a superior power of
causing suffering to others. That such should bddbical foundation of heteronomous law
and heteronomous duties may seem brutish, but mihétk, be accepted as fact.

One man mawccidentallyenjoy superior power or strength, in the sensmeéeéf in relation
to another man. Such accidental superiority can beeused for commandinglackmailis a
species of commanding, which is based upon ac@tsuaperiority of strength.

Consider two men 'by themselvag, in abstraction from such relationships which thegy
have to other men and which may be relevant to ttagaacity of doing good or harm to one
another. For example: the one man is king and oam@and his bodyguard to seize the other
man, if he does not obey the king's orders. Thetratt from this and think of the king
without his bodyguard. Abstract also from such @ewtal superiority, which one man may
have over another. For example: the one man héls.@\bstract from this, or endow in
thought the other man with a rifle too. The balaatstrength, which remains after these
abstractions, | shall call theatural relative strengtlof the two men.

Such logical fictions as this about the powers efinm a state of nature may strike one as
old-fashioned and unrealistic. They were much vota with writers of the 17th and the 18th
centuries. They may be grossly unrealistic as Hgsss concerning the conditions which
existed before the conventions, customs, and nofresciety had 'perverted' the 'natural’
ways of life. As

abstractions for the purposes of studying concéipese fictions may be both legitimate and
useful. It is to be regretted that an exaggerategect for the 'naturalistic' study of man by
anthropologists, historians, and psychologistsrhade philosophers generally abandon these
fictions, of which the supreme product is the CacitiTheory of the State.

It is a fact of fundamental importance alike to alpkegal, and political philosophy that men
are, by nature, roughly equally stromg, endowed with roughly the same natural powers of
affecting the welfare of one another favourably addersely. | shall express this fact by
saying that men are, by natuag@proximate equals.

There are, of course, noteworthy natural ineqeslitoo. Some of these inequalities are
founded in physical, others in intellectual supetyp some in both.

There is, first of all, the physical and intelleaitsuperiority of adult people over children
before the latters' coming of age. Dthe normative relationship between parents and
children is ultimately based. It should be noteat the natural limits to the normative
authority of a father or mother over children ottiean their own are not set by ttiglldren of
other parents, but by thparentsof other children.



There is further a certain inequality, at leagphysical strength, between the sexes. Whether
it is relevant to normative relationships is ardeali certainly has been considered relevant
in some quarters.

Here must also be noted the fact that physicahgthe up to a point, declines with increasing
age. This decline, however, is, up to a point, cemsated for by an increase in the mental
power which we call 'wisdom' -- maybe not in mattpurely intellectual, but certainly in
matters pertaining to the good of man.

Of the normative relationships between parentsciiidren it is characteristic, not only that
it exists 'naturally’i.e. on a basis of natural superiority in strength,ddsb that it dissolves
'naturally',i.e. as a consequence of the children's growing ugtorne the approximate
equals of their parents. It is an interesting agelpdly significant fact about man that children
become their parents' equals in strengtighly at the time when they reach that which |
called moral maturityi,e. become capable of caring

for their own welfare. The basis of parental notireauthority thus vanishes roughly at the
time when its exercise loses its justification.

At least as important as the fact that men areceqomiate equals by nature is the fact that men
can add to their strength by joining forces withestmen. Thability to co-operatdor ends

is not a uniquely human ability. But the réle whtbis ability plays in the creation of
normative relationships among men, has no countegfsewhere in the animal kingdom. For
it is on this possibility of joining forces that whuof social life on the human level depends
and above all the great fabric of commanding pomescall the state.

The significance for normative relationships of frearapacity to join forces with other men is
twofold. Firstly it can overrule all natural (andcadental) inequalities, which may exist
among individual men. If there are two m&mndy, on a desert island amxds the stronger,
there may also develop between them a relationghiph we could call that of master to
servantx commands ang, on the whole, obeys. If there are three mandy andz andx is
strongestx maysucceed in making himself master of bptindz. His superior strength may
partly consist in his skill to kindle unfriendlylagions betweer andz and thus prevent them
from joining forces against him. Butyfandz join forces, it is most likely that they shall be
able to withstand any attempt on the part td tyrannize over them.

Here we find the second respect in which man'stabil cooperate is important. It can create
‘artificial’ inequalities on a basis of 'naturauealities, It is on such created inequalities that
institutionalizednormative power of some men over other men ma@sys. The 'ruler’, in the
widest sense of the word, is not necessarily sgotitan each of his subjects. He is almost
certainly weaker than eveéwo of them jointly. Yet he can command each of higjetts
because, should one of them be recalcitrant angedb obey orders, there will be others
who join hands with the ruler to punish the rededgit.

Thanks to the fact that men are approximate edyaisture the possibilities of the human
individual to command and therewith also to impleteronomous duties on other
individuals are narrowly restricted. But thankgte power of co-operation



heteronomous normative relationships yet play bpalading réle in the life of human
communities.

Inequalities of strength based on men's capacitptoperate are the foundationledal
duties and the reign ¢tdw. These inequalities, however, may also serve ttabdkshment of
moral duties and the reign @istice.How this happens | shall try to show in the néndater.

X

JUSTICE

1. IN the preceding chapter we stressed the impoetaf the two facts that men are
approximate equals by nature and that they carhjanus to co-operate. Thanks to the first,
the possibilities of individual men to exercise mative authority over other men are
narrowly limited. The significance of the secondtfave said, was twofold. Thanks to it men
can withstand and overrule any ‘tyranny', which ma& may attempt to exercise over his
equals by commanding them. But thanks to it menatsm subjugate their natural equals and
exercise joint normative authority over them. Botimsequences of men's capacity to join
strength are simultaneously at work in society. Sigaificance of both can be summed up in
the words 'society is stronger than the individual'

Let us raise the question: Whatakesmen join hands in cooperative efforts?

Onething which makes men co-operate is the practieagssity, autonomously incumbent
upon each of the members of a group of men, of wgrtogether for the attainment of a
common end. That the end is common shall mearetwt of the men in the group wants a
certain state of affaing to exist. That working together is necessary gnalhn that, if any
one of the men stays away from work, the end vatlle attained.

This case of co-operation under autonomous negassh extreme case. But it is an
important prototype.

If ends are goods attainable through action, arvéridh is common to several agents can be
called acommon good\ot everything, however, which is a common gaaaa good for

each member of a group of men, is also a commonTdrat something is a good for a man
means that it is something which is, in itself

welcome to him. But not everything a man welconifas pefalls him, is an end of his action.
Hence, though common ends are also common goddsnainon goods are not also
common ends.

Co-operation is for some end. This end can be antmmgood ofll the co-operants. We
shall call this the first case. Or it is a commaod ofsomeof them. We call this the second
case. Or it is a good foroneof them. This is the third case.



In the first case there are two possibilities. &itthe men have to work for the common good
under autonomous practical necessitation, or s@neiay aside and let the rest work, or
relax and let the rest work harder.

The first of these two possibilities answers tophatotype case which we have already
described.

The second possibility means that a group of me&e hacommon end, but that it is not
necessary that the}l work for it. We can in every such case disting@shinimum number
of necessary co-operanggd a maximum number pbssible bystanderhis division gives
rise to a number of problems, which we cannot distiere. We give only one example:
Three men have a common end of their action. Thepevation of two of them is necessary
in order that the end shall be attained. But one oaa stay aside and look on, when the other
two work. Assume that andy work and that stays aside. To makearticipate in the work
for the common good of the three men may then becamother common interestxoandy.
Since they are two armis one, they will probably be able to oradp co-operate with them.
If zremonstrates, they may jointly proceed to punish fhe cooperation of andy in
commanding is co-operation in the sense of our prototype.case

We proceed to the second case. Then the end ge@iton is a common good of some but
not of all of the co-operants. For example: Thremmo-operate for a resplt Two of them

are anxious that shall be. For the third, howevegrjs not a good, Perhaps he co-operates
because he has been commanded by the other twie anxious to escape punishment. If this
is the case, then making the third man work isl@rotommon interest of the first two men --
beside the attainment pf The co-operation of the two for this common endiags co-
operation of the prototype case,. of the case when men are under autonomous

necessitation to co-operate for a common gootholiyever, the group of men in pursuit of
the first common good is great, then co-operatioa few of them may be sufficient for
commanding some men from outside the group to latmwuheir end. Then the problem of
co-operation for commanding outsiders becomes a afthe problem of co-operation in a
group, which may be divided into necessary co-agsrand possible bystanders. This
problem we already discussed.

Consider finally the third case. Here the end ebperation is not an end of any man in the
group of co-operants. If this is the case, theipbperation serves as a means to some end of a
being or of some beings outside the group. Ushisfmheans may have to be secured by
commanding the men to work. Then the problem oégeration for a common end will arise
for the men, for whose ends the co-operants argras$to work. This problem falls under

our first case.

By these considerations | have wanted to indidade, that which | called a prototype case of
co-operation for a common good holds a crucialtppsamong a variety of cases of co-
operation. | would maintain that all cases, which @ot in themselves of this prototype and in
which co-operation has to be secured by command#sg-- in the last resort -- upon
autonomously necessitated co-operation for a comgomal.



There are, however, forms of co-operation, whicilndbnecessarily serve the attainment of a
common good. We now turn to a study of some sushsca

2. Let it be assumed thaindy join hands to attain an end>d$, which is not also an end of
y's.x could not attain his end alone. He needs thetassss ofy. Let us rule out the

possibility thatx can commang to serve him. Since men are approximate equads, th
assumption that the one cannot command the otlieoiisughly realistic. Let us further rule
out the possibility thag wants to hel, because he wants to promote the goadfof its

own sake. Since men, even if they are not unlinytedoistic, are not overwhelmingly
altruistic either, this assumption is thoroughlgligtic too. Is there then any motive left which
couldmake y co-operate?

There is at least one possible motive left: hopeoiprocal service in returg.could argue: if
| do not helpx to attainp now,

x will probably not help me to attagpon another occasion. If | heknow, there is at least a
good chance that he will help me then, considethiaghe may needny assistance on some
other occasion. Hence it is in my interest to Heip.

This form of co-operation may be said to hingedadly upon three facts. The first is that

men are approximate equals and cannot normallyceeecommanding authority over one
another. The second is that men far from alwaysymithe good of their neighbours as an
ultimate end of their own. The third is that mea tr some extent dependent for their welfare
upon the assistandeg. co-operation, of others. Co-operation, which isfooa common

good, can yet be to mutual advantage.

Co-operation, which is to mutual advantage butfoiothe attainment of a common good, is
exchange of services.

Exchange of services, be it observed, need nottkekéorm of co-operatiory. does

something alone, sgy, which is wanted or welcomed by pis thus a good fax. x,in return,
does something, say which is wanted by. The exchange of services which has taken place
can be called aexchange of goods.

Exchange of services and of goods plays an impiordda in the conceptual genealogy of the
normative ideas known agjreement, contract, and promiseshall not, however, discuss
them here.

When exchange of services or of goods takes ppemple can be said to work in turns for
thepromotionof one another's good.

Hope of reciprocal service or of a good in retuan thus be a motive for co-operation and for
promoting another man's good generally. But it&ian be a motive farespectingt.

A man may gain an advantage for himself by harrhisgheighbouri.e. by doing something
which his neighbour thinks unwanted. A man canootmand another man of roughly equal
strength to respect his good. But if the other imams him, he may be able to 'pay back’,
revenge himself and thus return evil by eRiévengenay be regarded, logically, as a preform



of punishmentand threat of revenge as a preform -- on the lefzedugh equality of strength
among agents -- of normative relationships. Onédcsay that revenge and retaliation are
what punishment 'logically' deteriorates into, wia@proximate equals try to command one
another.

To return evil by evil is also an exchange of segsior of goods

of its kind. One could call it an exchange of 'nega services or goods. Such exchange is not
to the mutual advantage, but to the mutual disaggnof the agents, who engage in this sort
of commerce. But the reciprocity of disadvantagatithe same time a ground for a

reciprocity of advantagejz. the mutual advantage gained frowt doing evil to one another.
Thus respect for the neighbour's good can be totiteal advantage of agents, who are
approximate equals by nature and therefore carffesitioely exercise normative authority
over one another.

The principle called the Golden Rule is sometimegsmgthe following formulation: Do to
others what you want them to do to you, and dantibdothers what you do not want them to
do to you.

When the principle is formulated in this way, ipiesupposed that one man regards as
wanted and unwanteadughlythe same things as those which any other mands gar
wanted and unwanted respectively. This presuppaosisi largely fulfilled. But it is no logical
necessity. There are exceptions to it. Somethingtwlhshun, another man may like. Then it
is not to be seen why the fact that | do not washould be a motive for not acting in such a
way thathe gets this thing. Similarly, it is not to be seenyw should do him something he
doesnot want, although | may want him to do this for met B we both want and shun
similar things, then we can exchange services torauual advantage by doing to one
another what we welcome and not doing to one anethat we shun.

If the Golden Rule is formulated in a way whichrnidependent of the presupposition of
similar wants, it would run as follows: Do to oteevhat they want you to do to them and
don't do to others what they do not want you taadthem. The utilitarian defence of this
principle would then be that its adoption by aléats is to their mutual advantage.

The rule consists of two parts. We could call thteepositiveand thenegativeparts. The
positive part urges us to promote, the negativetpaespect the neighbour's good.

There is a noteworthy asymmetry between the pahtst the adoption of the negative part of
the rule by all agents would be to their mutualadage is @riori clear. Everybody would
then gain the advantage of never being harmed Yiyoaly else. That the adoption of the
positive part of the rule by all agents must be

to the mutual advantage of all is not in a similary clear. Some men are more demanding on
their neighbour's services than other men. If oae omlimitedly works for his neighbour,
there is simply no time for his neighbour to retthra service. If promoting the good of one



another shall be to mutual advantage, there musoive '‘check’' on the demands which men
have on their neighbours' good services.

I shall not here discuss at length how this chegikrovided. | only suggest thaniiaybe
provided by the negative part of the rule. This ldauean that a man must never demand of
his neighbour greater services than those whiciméighbour can render without detriment to
his own good. By demanding more he may become nsgpge for harm to the neighbour and
thus sin against the negative part of the Goldee.Ru

These last considerations support the view thahégative part of the principle holds a more
fundamental position than the positive part. | shahceforth in this chapter discuss only the
negative part.e. the rule which urges us to respect our neighbgacsl.

The big problem before us is this: How can resfmobur neighbour's good become duty? In
order to see how this is possible, we must trynio ¢onsiderations relating to mutual
advantage with considerations relating to co-opamngor a common good.

3. Consider a number of men 'in a state of natlihey occasionally do harm to one another;
not often merely for the sake of harming, morerofterhaps as an act of revenge for some
evil they have suffered from others, usually howdarause pursuit of some end of theirs is
causally incompatible with respect of the neighlogood. Since some of them do harm,
some of them also suffer harm. Some of them magmaw and often suffer, others again
often do and never suffer; but even those who @shapn from their neighbours may suffer
under the inconveniences of having to take varsalisprotective measures. The more evil a
man does, the more reason he has to fear evil Himse

Suppose the men come to agree that each of theto gasy more frormever being harmed
by anybodyelse than fronsometimes harming somebaglge. | shall call this basic
inequalityof goods.

The men who agree or subscribe to the basic ingguiashall speak of as constituting a
communityObservance of the rule never

to harm anybody (in the community) | shall speak®the adoption of Rractice.We can
call it 'the practice of not-harming'.

A member of the community who adopts the practiee, be said to make a 'personal
sacrifice’. He gives up any such advantage whicmég gain from doing harm to others. It is
not certain that, by giving up this advantage, iegain the greater advantage of never being
harmed by anybody. But it is certain that, if evergmber of the community relinquishes the
smaller advantage of sometimes harming somebodythksn they will all gain the greater
advantage of never being harmed by anybody (icdn@munity). Universal adoption of the
practice is thus a necessary and sufficient cardior universal attainment of the greater
good of the basic inequality. For being to thetual advantagef all its members, universal
adoption of the practice is alscammon gooaf the community.

Escaping harm from otheilsshall call each memberséarein the community's greater good.



Universal adoption of the practice of not-harmiag be called thprice, which the
community has to pay for the greater good. Indigicadoption of the practicee. not doing
harm to otherscan be called each membeitgeor due shareof the community's price for
the greater good.

In order that the greater good of the communityl ghast, it is (logically) necessary that all
members pay their due. But in order that an indildnember shall get his share in the
greater good of the community, it is not (logicalecessary that he pays his due. To this end
it is in factnot necessary that anybody pays. The only thing wisictecessary, is that nobody
does harm tdim. If, however, everybody else pays his due, itagi@ally) necessary that he
will get his share. For, that all the rest paytlideie means that they adopt the practice of
never harming anybody else in the community. li/ttie this, the one remaining man can be
sure of getting his share in the greater good,daddently of whether he pays his due or not.
He can therefore try to add to the greater advanbdgever being harmed by anybody also
the smaller advantage of sometimes harming sometrgdy get the best of both worlds so

to speak. If he adds to the greater advantagettihgéis share also the smaller advantage of
skipping his due, he will necessarily deprive samhhkis neighbours of their share in the
greater good. This | propose to gadirasitic action.

The problem before us is to show how, in spiteheffiossibility of parasitic action, adoption
of the practice which is conducive to the greateydyof the community, nevertheless may
become a practical necessity.

4. Assume that a man harms one of his neighbouthdéossake of some advantage, end of

his. The man who has suffered harm may wistewengehimself. We need not here discuss
whether revenge is or is not in origin associatétl ends in acting or with primitive ideas of
retributive justice. Revenge can, in any casedi@t® have a natural, self-protective purpose.

Let us suppose that people never joined handsotlirs to revenge a wrong, unless they had
been wronged themselves. Even then it is easyetb®e threat of revenge may assume an
accumulative deterrent effect on prospective ewdé+d. Fear of revenge need not dgtizom
harmingy andz individually. It may nevertheless deter him froartming them both. For, if
revenge orx becomes a common interest of bp#ndz, they may co-operate and
successfully revenge themselves. Eveni#f stronger than each of them individually, it is
unlikely that he will be stronger than both of thgamtly. This is a consequence of the fact
that men are approximate equals by nature, andigtcan co-operate for common ends.
Fear of revenge may therefore work as an effecteterrent at least against evil-doing on a
larger scalei.e. involving several wronged agents. It may thus igeast some way towards
making observance of the practice of notharmingaatcal necessity.

| shall call evil caused by revenge for evil dohertatural punishmenof evil-doing. It can
also be called the natural sanction attached tprhetice of respecting one's neighbour's
good.

The step from these logical preforms of law toéstablishment of normative relationships is
not difficult to imagine. Let there be three mey, andZ, who constitute a community by
subscribing to our basic inequality of goods (ssx.s3).x andy are both anxious thatshall
pay his due, for otherwise they will not get thehare in the greater good of the community.



andy can command, being jointly stronger. If commandirzyturns out to be necessary for
making him pay, co-operation in commanding becoamgsnomously incumbent orandy.
Thusx andy impose uporz the (heteronomous other-regarding) duty of paying.

Similarly x andz impose the same duty gnandy andz onx. Thus the very same interest
which makes each one of the three co-operate wighod the other two against the thivi.
anxiety to get one's share in a greater good winectefits them all, becomes the power which
forces each of them to pay their due. We can in&atfia men as thoroughly selfish, void of
any sense of justice or morality whatsoever. Theyemot the slightest desire to pay their due
for their share. But the greedier they are on thieaire, the stronger will the normative
pressure become under which they are themselyasyttheir due. This is a fascinating
mechanism. In cooperating for the common end obsing heteronomous otherregarding
duties on others, men come to get these same dhatiesonomously imposed upon
themselves.

The considerations which we have conducted, shawrhen's self-interested pursuit of a
common good may engender a practical necessitgaytang a practice which is to the
mutual advantage of them all.

5. Fear of revenge or of the punishing arm of logtemous law is, of course, far from being
the only motive which may make men adopt the pcaaf not doing harm to their
neighbours. The circumstances, under which theme esdvantage to be gained from harming
others, arspecialcircumstances. In the life of some men they ddhges, not often arise.
Observance of the practice of not-harming becabtitsck of motives or opportunity of
harming is, of course, not more to the moral crefiinen than observance from a motive of
self-interest.

The reasons why a man wants to respgeartcular man's good, may be some particular
relationship in which the two stand to one anotBa&pending upon the nature of this
relationship, the reasons can be self-interestedtristic. Perhaps he expects some good in
return from that particular man. Or perhaps helmats him and therefore is anxious to
respect that other man's good 'for its own sakam(here thinking of thaispectof love

which consists in an unselfish regard for the gobanother being.)

Could unselfish regard for the goodadif men be a reason why a man never does evil to his
neighbour? It must not be considered self-evideat, since a man can love some or other of
his neighbours, he can love them all. Love of nsadifferent in kind from love which is a
relationship between particular men. One could

call the second, with Kanpathologicallove. 'Pathological’, of course, does not herermea
'sickly'. It refers to the foundation of this kinfllove in a peculiar sentiment which one
human being feels for another. We cannot excludgtssibility that a man felt this
sentiment for every other man whom he happens &t orehis life's journey. His love afen
would yet be different from that love ofanwhich, independently of relationships among
individuals, makes a man respect his neighboudsl for its own sake' or treat his neighbour
‘as an end in itself'.



In order to get a firmer grasp of this 'abstramtel of man, let us go back to our problem of
the greater good of the community and the individuisinare and due.

We have seen how wanting one's share can engepdactacal necessity of paying one's due.
But we also know that paying one's due is notuabk,sa necessary means to getting one's
share as an end. It becomes a necessity only thailke intervention of heteronomous norm-
pressure, one could say.

Suppose a man refuses to receive the smaller oativantages, if he can have it only at the
expense of another man losing the greater advartggives as a reason for his refusal, that
his receiving the advantage would hit his neighbdwarder than it would benefit himself. Is
such comparison of goods possible? We have tougbexal the problem before. We then
suggested that a balancing of goods against ortbeme possible only from the point of
view of one and the same valuating being. Therefbeeman thinks that an action of his
injures another man more than it benefits himsadf @an that ground abstains from this act,
then he respects the good of that other man agjtthibwere his own. This peculiar respect
for the good of another beimg one's owis a motive which, without the intervention of
heteronomous norm-pressure, will put a man undeugmnomous necessity to pay his due
for his share in the greater good of a communityyluch he is a member.

It would be quite wrong to call this attitude toetsifellow humans self-interested. It would be
misleading, if not wrong, to give to it the nameseff-love. But it could be called a man's
love of himself in his neighbouFhis is the 'abstract’ love of man, which | wastcasting

with the 'pathological’ love of one man for another

6. | have tried to show under what conditions treenald exist

a duty to abstain from evil-doing. We must now simpeflect on the nature of the argument
which we have been conducting.

That something is duty, we have said, means thatifractical necessity with a view to the
welfare of some being or beings. To ask under whaditions something or other is duty,
entails asking what the wants of men must be iermittht something or other shall be a
practical necessity.

It is not off-hand clear, which wants of men woukktessitate abstention from evil-doing.
Merewanting to escape harm from others cannot affest-t for one thing because men
cannot as individuals command one another to recghrespect of one another's good.
Wanting not to harm others would not make absterftiom evil duty -- wanting the very
thing is not practical necessity of doing the vigring. These considerations show that our
problem is not trivial.

The method which we employed for its solution wageaeral method. The derivation of the
duty to abstain from evil was only an illustratiohhow the method works in a particular
case. We shall now describe the method in abstraftom this particular application of it.



We started from the assumption of a community of,mého agree about that which we
called a basic inequality of goods. A certain g&ogs for them (individually) greater than a
certain other goo6 , This basic inequality is subject to the followitgde conditions:

(i) If all men in the community relinquished the ater goodG ,, then all of them will get the
greater goodb ; .

(i) It is logically possible for a man to get bajbods, the greater and the smaller one, for
himself.

(iii) It is logically necessary that, if one mantgéoth goods for himself, then some other man
will lose the greater good.

The existence of the greater good for one man Wedchissharein the greater good of the
community. Giving up the smaller good by one marcaiéed his paying hidue.In this
terminology, the first condition means that theagee good of the community

will exist, if each member pays his due. The seaoedns that it is possible to get one's share
without paying one's due. The third means that,nfan gets his share without paying his due,
another man will lose his share.

To get both goods for oneself or, which means #maes to have one's share without paying
one's due, can be regarded as a basic foimusttice. The idea of justice has many roots and
has accordingly assumed many conceptual forms.NAl&rsot here discuss the varieties of
justice. The only form of it with which we are camoed is embodied in the following
principle:No man shall have his share in the greater gooal @@mmunity of which he is a
member, without paying his dué is essential that ‘greater good’, 'share’,'dnd" are

defined in such a way that having one's share withaying one's due logically entails that
some other member of the community loses his shalree good.)

This Principle of Justice | would regard as theneostone of the idea of morality.

The Principle of Justice has as many applicatierth@re are communities of men, for whom
a basic inequality of goods satisfying our threeditbons holds true. | shall call any such
community amoral communityf men and a duty to act in accordance with thecie of
Justice anoral duty.Thus,e.g.,in the community of men who have more to gain frogwer
being harmed by anybody else (in the communityy fikam sometimes harming somebody
else (in the community), a duty to abstain fromdaing would be a moral duty. This
restriction of a moral duty to a moral community mast discuss presently (see sect. 7).

The problem is now: How can action in accordandé tie Principle of Justice become duty
in a moral community?

This can happen in two ways. We can call them therand the inner way. The first imposes
the moral duty as a heteronomous other-regardifgaiuthe members. The second imposes
it as an autonomous other-regarding duty.



Self-interest is sufficient as a moving force behireteronomous moral duties. This is so,
because men's anxiety to get their share in aggrgabd of the community can engender a
practical necessity for them to pay their due. Tbggcal mechanism works as follows:

Wanting one's share in the greater good of the aamtgnis a motive for joining hands with
other members to enforce a duty

to pay their due on such members, who might otrserve unwilling. It is not a motive why
one should pay one's due oneself. But fear of ig&z@mn of punishment for breaking the very
same laws, which are upheld by one's anxiety toenodtkers pay, is such a motive. We can
imagine a community, in which everyone is anxicuadd the smaller of the two goods of the
basic inequality to his share in the greater gbodljs prevented from doing so by his even
greater anxiety to prevent anybody else from tryiregsame unjust trick lest he should
become the victim. It should namely be observetftban subscribing to the basic inequality
of goodsit followsthat one's anxiety to get one's shamgréaterthan one's anxiety, should
one feel it at all, to profit from injustice. Thsthe very 'point' of the inequality: it providas
check on a man's desire to treat others unjustiliyarform of his even greater desire to be
treated justly by others. We can, in other wordakenus a picture of a society, in which
justice and morality are 'kept going' -- even peife-- through mere self-interest. It is
essential that such a societyuld exist. In it men would observe their moral dutiebut not
from what we would call moral motives.

| shall say that an agent acts froimaral motivewhen he observes his moral duty, neither
from a self-interested motive such as fear of rgesor punishment, nor from an altruistic
motive such as love or respect for the neighbotigse welfare might become affected
through his action, but from a will to secure ftirthe greater good which similar action on
the part of his neighbours would secure for himtigxcprompted by a moral motive is thus
beyond both egoism and altruism. The moral willnsa characteristic sensediainterested
and impartial will to justicelts impartiality, however, consists in treatinguymeighbour as
though his welfare were yours and your welfare Tireerefore the moral will is also a love of
your neighbouas yoursef.

When action takes place from a moral motive, olzs®se of the Principle of Justice has
become autonomous other-regarding duty.

The question may be raiseske moral duties, in the sense defined, ever heteronsiy
imposed? Or is the possibility 'purely theoretizal'

The answer is that the possibilityrist ‘purely theoretical'. It is an important aspecthaf
working of the huge normative power,

which we call the state, that it serves the intsraso of moral communities of men. It would
be a great misunderstanding to regard the lawlseotiate as essentially void of a moral
content. The very example of a moral duty whichhaee been discussingz. the duty to
abstain from evil, is probably the most importangte concern of the laws of all states. What
may nevertheless make us think of the law of tatesds essentially different from ‘the moral



law' is probably not so much the fact that theeekaanches of law which are not immediately
concerned with matters of public or private welfarg the fact that, although laws of the state
need not be void of a moral content, the powehefstate as an authority of norms is founded
on self-interested co-operation of men for commuaiseand not on a disinterested will to
observe the Principle of Justice.

Since self-interestan be the safeguard of morality, why should a mam agefrom a moral
motive? To raise this question is to express ashonént at the fact that men should pursue
other than self-interested ultimate ends. But evene cannot give reasons why men should
act morally from moral motives, one can try to mak@an respect the good of another as if it
were his own by the use of arguments, whadk likean appeal to ends. One can ask
questions like this, 'What right have you got td yaurself in a privileged position? If you get
your share without paying your due, then somebdgly, @ho is equally anxious to get his
share, will necessarily be without it. Don't yoe $kat this is unfair." One could almost call
this appeal to a man's sense of justice an appeahtan’'s sense of symmetry. 'If my wants
are satisfied at the expense of another man'sythgmot his wants at my expense?' This is
like saying: 'For symmetry's sake you must warigqust. And for justice's sake you must
make yourself pay your due for your share in thedgof the community.'

Such argumentation as this need not be withoutteffgon men. To resort to it is not
cheating. But it is not an appeal to further efaisthe sake of which we should aim at acting
justly. It is making the nature of justice as ad elearer by making us see logical
relationships between concepts.

That which is here called action from a moral metias a certain resemblance to that which
Kant calls action from a motive of duthfiéndeln aus Pflichas distinct fronpflichtmassiges
Handelr). The resembling features are those of disintedestss and im-

partiality, and the detachment of the moral wdth from selfinterested conceamd from
altruistic sentiment.

The moral will is a will to do to others somethiwdiich we want others to do to us. It is not,
however, a will to do this, because we count upotieonand a return of service. It is a will to
do this because we think it but fair that we toowtl contribute to the agreed good of all.
One could say that the moral will is a will to obsethe principle known as the Golden Rule
from a motive, which comes at least very closénad which is a Christian love of our
neighbour. But one could also call it a will toat@ur fellow humans as ends in themselves.
Here is another resembling feature with the etbidsant.

7. Someone may wish to raise the following objectagainst the argument which we have
been conducting: This argument makes the existehemwral duties depend upon the wants
of men. It may not be futile or uninteresting tp to describe the peculiar nature of the wants
behind such duties. What men want, however, isiggait. Is it not a most unsatisfactory
position in moral philosophy to let questions, wiegtsomething or other is moral duty,
depend upon such contingencies?

There are, moreover, two ways in which moral dut@sour understanding of the term,
depend upon the wants of men. The first is thatahstuties exist only within moral



communities defined in terms of that which | haadler] a basic inequality of goods. The
second is that, even within the moral communitg, iioral duty exists only to the extent that
it is either autonomously imposed by the membenupmself or heteronomously imposed
upon him by others.

The restriction of moral duties to members of aahoommunity may seem very narrowing.
This impression, however, is deceptive. Let us gcklio the basic inequality in the example
which we discussed, and consider how big the nmeamnamunity might be, which it
determines.

The moral community under consideration consistlldhose who have more to gain from
never being harmed by anybody else than from somestharming somebody else.

Some men may stubbornly refuse to acknowledgethlegthave more to gain from never
being harmed than from sometimes harming and yetib&ken. But theynayalso be right.
In order

to see under which conditions they would be rigig,must inspect more closely the nature of
the goods, which are balanced against one anatheiinequality.

It is conceivable that a man never suffers any Haom his neighbours all through his life. It
is also conceivable that such a man has done fwasone other man for the sake of attaining
some end and that he attained his wanted end asd reggretted it. This man has then gained
an advantage from harming his neighbour withouirnasuffered a corresponding loss in the
form of revenge or punishment. Since our assumptias that he never suffers harm from
anybody else, there is no such harm which he doall@hce against this advantage so that he
might say to himself: 'l should have rather beetheut that which | gained from harming my
neighbours than have had this harm done to me.’

If these are the assumptions, does it follow thatitasic inequality does not hold good for our
man? This doesot follow. All that follows is that this man actualgained more from

harming others than he lost from being harmed hgrst But this possibility is not denied in
the basic inequality. It says that a man has nwgain from not being harmed than from
harming. Therefore, in order to decide whetherdhsc inequality holds true for our man, we
must also consider how much he has gained fronpeggaarm. How shall this quantity be
estimated?

The harm which, on our assumption, the man haged¢és the harm which would have
resulted to him had his neighbours never hesitat&dong him, when this could have been
to their advantage. Escaping this harm is the adgawhich a mahas to gairfrom never
being harmed by anybody.

The advantage against which this has to be piiarstale imot the advantage which, on our
assumption, the man actually gained from doing harsomebody. It is an advantage greater
than thatyiz. the advantage which would have resulted had herrfeasitated to wrong his
neighbour for the sake of anything which was ca¥étg him. This is what a man can be said
to have to gairfrom sometimes harming others. Unless our assomjgithat the man is very



ruthless, we shall have to admit that he probalalyndt gain the full measure of what he had
to gain from doing evil.

In considering whether the basic inequality in exsample is

true for a man or not, we have thus to balancenaggane another the following two --
negative and positive goods: On the one handogsewhich a man can be expected to suffer,
if others take as much advantage from harming lsiith@y can. On the other hand, the gain
which a man can be expected to harvest, if he takesuch advantage as he can from
harming others.

Having thus made clear the nature of the goods;iwéuie balanced against one another, we
go back to the question, whether the basic inetyualirue for all men or not. The question
is, in other words, whether the moral communitychhtihe inequality defines will comprise
the whole of mankind.

To this question is relevant that which we have &&fore about the approximate natural
equality of men and about the possibility of ovéngi natural inequalities by co-operation.

If there existed a giant among men, who could titearest of mankind as insignificant
worms, who can do nothing to harm him, then thisimauld not belong to the moral
community as determined by the basic inequalityunexample. Men sometimes imagine
that they are such giants -- metaphorically speakiimey are usually soon taught that they
are not. Also when the lesson is ineffective, théhtmay nevertheless be that they too have
more to earn from escaping harm, which could béfiglin, than from harming others.

Yet it is hardly ara priori necessity that an individual man should be we#ian all other
men jointly. (I say 'hardly’, since we may wishdny the name of 'man’ to a being of
superhuman powers.) Suppose a man invents sonfiel f@aapon, to which he alone has
access and by means of which he can wipe out ampauof men who withstand his wishes
or encroach upon his privacy. He could be a kimdgn and never want to do harm to
anybody.Couldhe be just and moral? | shall not attempt to ansleequestion. As long as
he keeps his secret weapon and is aware of theistiye which it confers upon him in
relation to the rest of humanity, he, in any ca&esnot belong to the moral community,
which is determined by the basic inequality in example.

The fiction of the superman, although logically gib$e, is yet highly unrealistic, someone
may say. Is ihighly unrealistic? | would ask. Substitute, in our exéamp team of men for an
individual and the example is less unrealistic. Sitilite a state -- and we shall

recognize it as thoroughly realistic. The basigiraity from which we derived the moral
duty to respect the neighbour's good, holds tru@ractically all individual men. It is
therefore, even if not logically necessary, yetpeally certain that the moral community,
which it defines, will comprise the whole commonWtle®f men. This is a consequence of
men's natural equality and powers of co-operatidimthe level of relationships between
states the same basic inequality is not undispytalé. Therefore it is not practically certain



that the moral community, which it defines, willnaprise the whole commonwealth of
nations. For, although states can co-operate,ateypot individually approximate equals. For
this reason, too, the problems of justice and nitgral staterelationships are, to a great
extent,logically diferentfrom the problems of justice and morality in tle¢ations of

individual men.

| hope to have succeeded in showing that the céstmiof the moral duty, which we derived,
to a community of men is of no practical importarfeer it is a practical certainty that no man
can put himself outside the community as we haveek it.

But what about the imagined superman, who is ndténcommunity? Is it not his moral duty,
too, never to do evil to his neighbouviistit not be everybody's duty? | would ansuxar.

The supermanannotbe commanded to respect his neighboerfear of punishment is no
motive for him to obey such a 'command'. Moreoliercannot even feéhatlove of man,
which puts him under the autonomous law of respgdil other men. For this love 'of thy
neighbouras thyselfis conditioned by the similarity of needs and tgaand powers of men.

If a being stronger than all men together showsbelent concern for the welfare of humans,
this would be more like an act ofercythan an act gustice.

8. In conclusion, | wanted to raise the followingegtion: In which sense, if any, can justice
and observance of moral duty be said to possessitarian justification'?

The Principle of Justice, as we formulated it, dhgs no man must have his share in the
common good of a community, of which he is a menwéhout paying his due. Assent to
this principle autonomously imposes a moral dutyrenmembers of the community to adopt
the practice of paying. The same duty may also fimedeeteronomously imposed.

Observance of a moral duty, on this view, is a lohgbublic utility'. This means: To do one's
moral duty is a necessary condition for the existesf a common good of a community, of
which the dutybound agent is a member. In thisesgnstice and the observance of moral
duty, trivially, has a utilitarian foundation.

From this does not follow, however, that the mam\ahts as justice and moral duty demand,
will fare better than the man who acts unjustly ardlects his moral duties. If all men in the
community act justly, they will all get a profitoim their good conduct, which is necessarily --
this follows from membership in the community-gezahan any profit they could have
gained from acting unjustly. But, as we have sdéé8,also possible for a man to add to the
profits of justice the profits of injustice -- &tet expense of another man's loss of the first
profit. This is a fearful possibility and its occeince cannot be ruled out by logical argument.
Of course, to try to draw the extra profits of stjae and retain the profits of justice is an
extremely difficult game and it is probably rigbtgay that few are successful at playing it. It
is even logically impossible thatl men could thus profit from both justice and injcest

(This can be deduced from the conditions, whichoisc inequalities have to satisfy.) But
somecan, theoretically.

The possibility of adding to the blessings of temgn of justice the profits of unjust action, in
short: the possibility of that which we have calfgtasitic action, constitutes an important



sense in which justice and morality can be saloetessentiallyvoid of a utilitarian
justification.

Justice and morality are of public utility in a serin which, for reasons of logic, injustice and
immorality could never be. But injustice and imniyacan be of private utility. If any
attempt to increase one's well-being by immoralmseaould necessarily be doomed to be
unprofitable, then moral action would be whasihot, viz.a practical necessity under
considerations pertaining to the agent's own weléone. Moral action would be
autonomous self-regarding duty.

There have been many attempts to 'reduce’ the nmapakative to self-regarding duty. This
attempted reduction is, | thinineof the roots of the idea that there will be a Jaggment,
when the unjust shall suffer and the just triumph.

| fear | cannot share this optimism -- if it beledlby that name -- in the ultimate triumph of
justice. Injustice may as a matter of fact becoevemnged. Or it may become punished. But
from the standpoint of a secular morality it mwshain a contingent matter, whether the
unjust man will prosper or perish.



