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CHAPTER L

THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF ETHICS,
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SECTION,
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2.
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In order to define Ethics, we must discover what is both common
and peculiar to all undoubted ethical judgments; .

but this is not that they are concerned with human conduct
but that they are concerned with a certain predicate ¢ good,’
and its converse ‘bad,’ which may be applied both to conduct
and to other things.

The subjects of the judgments of a selentlﬁc Ethlcs are not hke

. those of some studies, ‘particular things’;

but it includes all universal yjudgments which assert the relatlon
of ‘goodness’ to any subject, and hence includes Casuistry .

B.

It must, however, enquire not only what things are universally
related to goodness, but also, what this predicate, to which
they are related, is: . .

and the answer to this question is tha,t it is mdeﬁnable

or simple: for if by definition be meant the analysis of an object
of thought, only complex objects can be defined ; . .

and of the three senses in which ‘definition’ can be used, this
is the most important.

What is thus indefinable is not ‘the good or the whole of that
which always possesses the predicate ‘good,’ but this predlcate
itself.

‘Good,’ then, denotes one umque s1mple object of thought a.mong
innumerable others ; but this object has very commonly been
identified with some other—a fallacy which may be called
‘the naturalistic fallacy’ .
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18. The investigation of intrinsic values is complicated by the fact
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the values of its parts, . . 27
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an equally important difference from and resemblance to that

of means to end. . . 29
20, The term ‘organic whole’ mlght well be used to denote that

a whole has this property, since, of the two other propertxes

which it is commonly used to imply, . . 30
21, one, that of reciprocal causal dependence between pa.rts has no
necessary relation to this one, . 31

22. and the other, upon which most stress has been 1&1d can be
true of no whole whatsoever, being a self-contradictory con--
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CHAPTER II.
NATURALISTIC ETHICS.

This and the two following chapters will consider certain proposed
answers to the second of ethical questions : What is good in
ttself? These proposed answers are characterised by the facts
(1) that they declare some one kind of thing to be alone good
in itself ; and (2) that they do so, because they suppose this
one thing to define the meaning of ‘good.’

Such theories may be divided into two groups (1) Metaphysxca.l
(2) Naturalistic : and the second group may be subdivided
into two others, (a) theories which declare some natural object,
other than pleasure, to be sole good, (b) Hedonism. The pre-
sent chapter will deal with (a). e .

Definition of what is meant by ¢ Naturalism.” . . .

The common argument that things are good, because they are
‘natural, may involve either (1) the false proposmon that
the ¢ normal,’ as such, is good ; . .

or (2) the false proposition that the * necessary, as such, is
good. .

But a systematised a.ppeal to N ature is now most prevalent in
connection with the term ¢Evolution.’ An examination of
Mr Herbert Spencer’s Ethics will illustrate this form of
Naturalism.

Darwin’s scientific theory of natuml selectlon, whlch ha.s
mainly caused the modern vogue of the term ‘Evolution,’
must be carefully distinguished from certain ideas which
are commonly associated with the latter term.

Mr Spencer'’s connection of Evolution with Ethics seems to
shew the influence of the naturalistic fallacy ;

but Mr Spencer is vague as to the ethical relations of ¢ pleasure’
and ‘evolution,’ and his Naturalism may be mainly Natural-
istic Hedonism.

A discussion of the third chapter of the Data of E’t/ncs serves
to illustrate these two points and to shew that Mr Speucer
is in utter confusion with regard to the fundamental principles
of Ethics. . . .

Three possible views as to the relatxon of Evolutlon to Ethlcs
are distinguished from the naturalistic view to which it is
proposed to confine the name ‘Evolutionistic Ethics” On
any of these three views the relation would be unimportant,
and the ‘Evolutionistic’ view, which makes it important,
involves a double fallacy. . . . .

Summary of chapter. e e . o
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CHAPTER III

HEDONISM.

The prevalence of Hedonism is mainly due to the naturalistic
fallacy.

Hedonism may be deﬁned as the doctrme that ‘Pleasure is the
sole good’: this doctrine has always been held by Hedonists
and used by them as a fundamental ethical principle, al-
though it has commonly been confused with others.

The method pursued in this chapter will consist in exposing the
reasons commonly offered for the truth of Hedonism and in
bringing out the reasons, which suffice to shew it untrue, by
a criticism of J. 8. Mill & H. Sidgwick. . . . .

A,

Mill declares that ‘Happiness is the only thing desirable as an
end,’ and insists that ¢ Questions of ultimate ends are not
amenable to direct proof’; .

yet he gives a proof of the first proposmon whwh consxsts in
(1) the fallacious confusion of ‘desirable’ with ‘desired,’

(2) an attempt to shew that nothing but pleasure is desired.

The theory that nothing but pleasure is desired seems largely
due to a confusion between the cause and the object of
desire : pleasure is certainly not the sole object of desire, and,
even if it is always among the causes of desire, that fact
would not tempt anyone to think it a good. .

Mill attempts to reconcile his doctrine that pleasure is the sole
object of desire with his admission that other things are
desired, by the absurd declaration that what is a means to
happiness is ‘a part’ of happiness. . .

Summary of Mill's argument and of my cntlclsm e

B.

‘We must now proceed to consider the principle of Hedonism as
an ‘Intuition,’ as which it has been clearly recognised by
Prof. Sidgwick alone. That it should be thus incapable of
proof is not, in itself, any reason for dissatisfaction.

In thus beginning to consider what things are good in them-
selves, we leave the refutation of Naturalism behind, and
enter on the second division of ethical questions. , . .
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prmclple of organic unities; . 92

56, and (2) in that he fails to emphasize that the a,greement which
he has tried to shew, between hedonistic judgments and
those of Common Sense, only holds of judgments of means :
hedonistic judgments of ends are flagrantly paradoxical. . 94

57. I conclude, then, that a reflective intuition, if proper precau-
tions are taken, will agree with Common Sense that it is
absurd to regard mere consciousness of pleasure as the sole
good. . . . . . . . e e e . 8

C.

58. It remains to consider Egoism and Utilitarianism It is im-
portant to distinguish the former, as the doctrine that ‘my
own pleasure is sole good,” from the doctrine, opposed to
Altruism, that to pursue my own pleasure exclusively is
right as a means. . . . 96
59, Egoism proper is utterly untenable bemg self—contradlctory
it fails to perceive that when I declare a thing to be my own
good, I must be decla.rmg it to be good absolutely or else not
good at all, . . . . . . . . .87
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CHAPTER 1V.

METAPHYSICAL ETHICS,

A

66. The term ‘metaphysical’ is defined as having reference
primarily to any object of knowledge which is not a part of
Nature—does not exist in time, as an object of perception;
but since metaphysicians, not content with pointing out the
truth about such entities, bave always supposed that what
does not exist in Nature, must, at least, exist, the term also
has reference to a supposed ‘supersensible reality’: . . 110

67. and by ‘metaphysical Ethics’ I mean those systems which
maintain or imply that the answer to the question ‘What is
good ¥ logically depends upon the answer to the question
‘What is the nature of supersensible reality?’ All such
systems obviously involve the same fallacy—the ‘naturalistic
fallacy’—by the use of which Naturalism was also defined. . 113

68, Metaphysics, as dealing with a ‘supersensible reality,’ may have
a bearing upon practical Ethics (1) if its supersensible
reality is conceived as something future, which our actions
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can affect; and (2) since it will prove that every proposition
of practical Ethics is false, if it can shew that an eternal
reality is either the only real thing or the only good thing.
Most metaphysical writers, believing in a reality of the
latter kind, do thus imply the complete falsehood of every
practical proposition, although they fail to see that their
Metaphysics thus contradicts their Ethics.

B.

But the theory, by which I have defined Metaphysical Ethics,
i8 not that Metaphysics has alogical bearing upon the question
involved in practical Ethics ‘What effects will my action
produce %’ but that it has such a bearing upon the funda-
mental ethical question ‘What is good in itself?.” This
theory has been refuted by the proof, in Chap. I, that the
naturalistic fallacy is a fallacy: it only remains to discuss
certain confusions which seem to have lent it plausibility.

One such source of confusion seems to lie in the failure to dis-
tinguish between the proposition ‘This is good, when it
means ‘This existing thing is good,” and the same proposition,
when it means ‘The existence of this £ind of thing would be
good’; .

and another seems to he in the fallure to dlstmgulsh between
that which suggests a truth, or is a cause of our knowing it,
and that upon which it logically depends, or which is a reason
for believing it: in the former sense fiction has a more
important bearing upon Ethics than Metaphysics can have.

C.

But a more important source of confusion seems to lie in the
supposition that ‘to be good’ is ¢dentical with the possession
of some supersensible property, which is also involved in
the definition of ‘reality.’ .

One cause of this supposition seems to be the loglca.l preJudlce
that all propositions are of the most familiar type—that in
which subject and predicate are both existents. .

But ethical propositions cannot be reduced to this type: in
particular, they are obviously to be distinguished

(1) from Natural Laws ; with which one of Kant’s most famous
doctrines confuses them,

and (2) from Commands; with which they are confused both by
Kant and by others. . . . . . .
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D.

This latter confusion is one of the sources of the prevalent

modern doctrine that ‘being good’ is identical with ‘being
willed’; but the prevalence of this doctrine seems to be
chiefly due to other causes. I shall try to shew with regard
to it (1) what are the chief errors which seem to have led to
its adoption ; and (2) that, apart from it, the Metaphysics of
Volition can hardly have the smallest logical bearing upon
Ethics.

(1) It has been commonly held since Kant that ‘goodness has

the same relation to Will or Feeling, which ‘truth’ or
‘reality’ has to Cognition: that the proper method for
Ethics is to discover what is ¢mplied in Will or Feeling, just
as, according to Kant, the proper method for Metaphysics
was to discover what is émplied in Cognition.

The actual relations between goodness and Will or Feelmg,

from which this false doctrine is inferred, seem to be mainly
(a) the causal relation consisting in the fact that it is only
by reflection upon the experiences of Will and Feeling that
we become aware of ethical distinctions ; (b) the facts that a
cognition of goodness is perhaps always included in certain
kinds of Willing and Feeling, and is generally accompanied
by them:

but from neither of these psyckologwal facts does it follow

that ‘to be good’ is identical with being willed or felt in a
certain way: the supposition that it does follow is an
instance of the fundamental contradiction of modern Episte-
mology-—the contradiction involved in both distinguishing
and identifying the object and the act of Thought, ‘truth’
itself and its supposed criterion:

and, once this analogy between Volition and Cogmtlon is

accepted, the view that ethical propositions have an essential
reference to Will or Feeling, is strengthened by another
error with regard to the nature of Cognition—the error of
supposing that ‘perception’ denotes merely a certain way of
cognising an object, whereas it actually includes the assertion
that the object is also true.

The argument of the last three §§ is recapltulated and it is

pointed out (1) that Volition and Feeling are not analogous
to Cognition, (2) that, even if they were, still ‘to be good’
could not mean ‘to be willed or felt in a certain way.’

(2) If ‘being good’ and ‘being willed’ are not identical, then
the latter could only be a criterion of the former; and, in ~
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order to shew that it was so, we should have to establish
independently that many things were good—that is to say,
we should have to establish most of our ethical conclusions,
before the Metaphysics of Volition could possibly give us the
smallest assistance.

The fact that the metaphysical erters who, hke Green, a.ttempt
to base Ethics on Volition, do not even attempt this in-
dependent investigation, shews that they start from the
false assumption that goodness is dentical with being willed,
and hence that their ethical reasonings have no value what-

soever. . . .+« 4 .. e
Summary of chapter. . . . . . . ..
CHAPTER V.

ETHICS IN RELATION TO CONDUCT.

The question to be discussed in this chapter must be clearly
distinguished from the two questions hitherto discussed,
namely (1) What is the nature of the proposition: ‘This is
good in itself’?

and (2) What things are good in themselves'l to whlch we gave
one answer in deciding that pleasure was not the only thing
good in itself. .

In this chapter we shall deal w1th the tlm'd ob_]ect of ethxcal
enquiry : namely answers to the question ‘What conduct is
a means to good results ?’ or ‘What ought we to do?’ This
is the question of Practical Ethics, and its answer involves
an assertion of causal connection.

It is shewn that the assertions ‘This action is nght’ or ‘1s my
duty’ are equivalent to the assertion that the total results of
the action in question will be the best possible;

and the rest of the chapter will deal with certain conclusxons
upon which light is thrown by this fact. Of which the first
is (1) that Intuitionism is mistaken; since no proposition
with regard to duty can be self-evident.

(2) It is plain that we cannot hope to prove which among all
the actions, which it is possible for us to perform on every
occasion, will produce the best total results: to discover
what is our ‘duty,’ in this strict sense, is impossible. It
may, however, be possible to shew which among the actions,
which we are likely to perform, will produce the best results.
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92. The distinction made in the last § is further explained; and it
ig insisted that all that Ethics has done or can do, is, not to
determine absolute duties, but to point out which, among a
Jfew of the alternatives, possible under certain circumstances,
will have the better results.

93. (3) Even this latter task is 1mmensely dlfﬁcult a.nd no
adequate proof that the total results of one action are
superior to those of another, has ever been given. For (a) we
can only calculate actual results within a comparatively
near future. we must, therefore, assume that no results of
the same action in the infinite future beyond, will reverse
the balance—an assumption which perhaps can be, but
certainly has not been, justified ; . .

94. and (b) even to decide that, of any two actions, one ha.s a better
total result than the other in the tmmediate future, is very
difficult; and it is very improbable, and quite impossible to
prove, that any single action is i all cases better as means
than its probable alternative. Rules of duty, even in this
restricted sense, can only, at most, be general truths.

95. But (¢) most of the actions, most universally approved by
Common Sense, may perhaps be shewn to be generally
better as means than any probable alternative, on the follow-
ing principles. (1) With regard to some rules it may be
shewn that their general observance would be useful in any
state of society, where the instincts to preserve and propa-
gate life and to possess property were as strong as they seem
always to be; and this utility may be shewn, independently
of a right view as to what is good in itself, since the observ-
ance is a means to things which are a necessary condition
for the attainment of amy great goods in considerable
quantities

96. (2) Other rules are such that thelr genera.l observance can only
be shewn to be useful, as means to the preservation of
society, under more or less temporary conditions: if any of
these are to be proved useful in all societies, this can only
be done by shewing their causal relation to things good or
evil in themselves, which are not generally recognised to
be such. .

97. It is plain that rules of class (1) may alao be Justlﬁed by the
existence of such temporary conditions as justify those of
clags (2); and among such temporary conditions must be
reckoned the so-called sanctions. .

98. In this way, then, it may be possible to prove the geneml
utility, for the present, of those actions, which in our society
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are both generally recognised as duties and generally prac-
tised ; but it seems very doubtful whether a conclusive case
can be established for any proposed change in social custom,
without an independent investigation of what things are
good or bad in themselves.

99. And (d) if we consider the distinct questlon of how a smgle

100.

101

102,

103,

individual should decide to act (a) in cases where the general
utility of the action in question is certain, (8) in other cases:
there seems reason for thinking that, with regard to (a),
where the generally useful rule is also generally observed,
he should always conform to it; but these reasons are not
conclusive, if either the geneml observance or the general
utility is wanting: .
and that (8) in all other cases, rulea of actzon should not be
followed at all, but the individual should consider what
positive goods, ke, in his particular circumstances, seems
likely to be able to effect, and what evils to avoid. .

(4) It follows further that the distinction denoted by the
terms ‘duty’ and ‘expediency’ is not primarily ethical:
when we ask ‘Is this really expedient? we are asking pre-
cisely the same question as when we ask ‘Is this my duty?,
viz. ‘Is this a means to the best possible?.’ ‘Duties’ are
mainly distinguished by the non-ethical marks (1) that many
people are often tempted to avoid them, (2) that their most
prominent effects are on others than the agent, (3) that they
excite the moral sentiments : so far as they are distinguished
by an ethical peculiarity, this is not that they are peculiarly
useful to perform, but that they are peculiarly useful to
sanction.

The distinction between ‘duty a.nd mterest’ is also, in the
main, the same non-ethical distinetion: but the term
‘interested’ does also refer to a distinct ethical predicate—
that an action is to ‘my interest’ asserts only that it will
have the best possible effects of one particular kind, not that
its total effects will be the best possible.

(5). We may further see that ‘virtues’ are not to be deﬁned
as dispositions that are good in themselves: they are not
necessarily more than dispositions to perform actions gener-
ally good as means, and of these, for the most part, only
those classed as ‘duties’ in accordance with section (4).
It follows that to decide whether a disposition is or is not
fvirtuous’ involves the difficult causal investigation dis-
cussed in section (3); and that what is a virtue in one state
of society may not be so in another. . . . .,
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commonly been done, that the exercise of virtue in the per-

formance of ‘duties’ is ever good 1n itself—far less, that it

is the sole good: . . . 173
105. and, if we consider the mtrmsw value of such exercise, 1t will

appear (1) that, in most cases, it has no value, and (2) that

even the cases, where it has some value, are far from con-

stituting the sole good. The truth of the latter proposition

is generally inconsistently implied, even by those who

deny it; . S 174
108. but in order fairly to declde upon the lntrlnsw va.lue of v1rtue,

we must distinguish three different kinds of disposition, each

of which is commonly so called and has been maintained to

be the only kind deserving the name, Thus (a) the mere

unconscious ‘habit’ of performing duties, which is the com-

monest type, has no intrinsic value whatsoever; Christian

moralists are right in implying that mere ‘external rightness’

has no intrinsic value, though they are wrong in saying that

it is therefore not ‘virtuous,’ since this implies that it has

no value even as & means: . . . 17
107. (b) where virtue consists in a dlsposmon to ha.ve, and be

moved by, a sentiment of love towards really good con-

sequences of an action and of hatred towards really evil

ones, it has some intrinsic value, but its value may vary

greatly in degree : . . . 177
108. finally (¢) where virtue consxsts in conscxentlousness, %.e. the

disposition not to act, in certain cases, until we believe and

feel that our action is right, it seems to have some intrinsic

value : the value of this feeling has been peculiarly empha-

sized by Christian Ethics, but it certainly is not, as Kant

would lead us to think, either the sole thing of value, or

always good even as a means. . . . . . 178
109. Summary of chapter. e« o+« < . v . 180

CHAPTER VL
THE IDEAL.

110. By an ‘ideal’ state of things may be meant either (1) the
Summum Bonum or absolutely best, or (2) the best which
the laws of nature allow to exist in this world, or (3) any-
thing greatly good in itself: this chapter will be principally
occupied with what is ideal in sense (3)—with answering the
fundamental question of Ethics; . . . . . . 183
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but a correct answer to this question is an essential step
towards a correct view as to what is ‘ideal’ in senses (1)
and (2). . .

In order to obtain a correct answer to the questlon ‘Wha.t is
good in itself?’ we must consider what value things would
have if they existed absolutely by themselves ; .

and, if we use this method, it is obvious that personal aﬁ'ectlon
and aesthetic enjoyments include by far the greatest goods
with which we are acquainted. .

If we begin by considering I. Aesthetic En_;oymente it is plaln
(1) that there is always essential to these some one of a great
variety of different emotions, though these emotions may
have little value by thensselves :

and (2) that a cognition of really bea.utlful qua11t1es is equa.lly
essential, and has equally little value by itself.

But (3) granted that the appropriate combination of these two
elements is always a considerable good and may be & very
great one, we may ask whether, where there is added to this
a true belief in the existence of the object of the cognition, the
whole thus formed is not much more valuable still.

I think that this question should be answered in the affirma-
tive ; but in order to ensure that this judgment is correct,
we must carefully distinguish it .

from the two judgments (a) that knowledge is valua.ble as a
means, (b) that, where the object of the cognition is itself
a good thing, its existence, of course, adds to the value of the
whole state of things:

if, however, we attempt to avoid bemg blassed by these two
facts, it still seems that mere true belief may be a con-
dition essential to great value. .

We thus get a third essential constituent of many grea.t goods,
and in this way we are able to justify (1) the attribution of
value to knowledge, over and above its value as a means, and
(2) the intrinsic superiority of the proper appreciation of a
real object over the appreciation of an equally valuable
object of mere imagination : emotions directed towards real
objects may thus, even if the object be inferior, claim
equality with the highest imaginative pleasures.

Finally (4) with regard to the objects of the cognition which is
essential to these good wholes, it is the business of Aesthetics
to analyse their nature: it need only be here remarked
(1) that, by calling them ‘beautiful,’ we mean that they have
this relation to a good whole ; and (2) that they are, for the
most part, themselves complex wholes, such that the ad-
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miring contemplation of the whole greatly exceeds in value
the sum of the values of the admiring contemplation of the
parts. .

With regard to 1L Personal 4 ﬁectwn, the obJect is here not
merely beautiful but also good in itself ; it appears, however,
that the appreciation of what is thus good in itself, viz. the
mental qualities of a person, is certainly, by itself, not so
great a good as the whole formed by the combination with
it of an appreciation of corporeal beauty; it is doubtful
whether it is even so great a good as the mere appreciation
of corporeal beauty ; but it is certain that the combination
of both is a far greater good than either singly. .

It follows from what has been said that we have every reason
to suppose that a cognition of material qualities, and even
their existence, is an essential constituent of the Ideal or
Summum Bonum : there is only a bare possibility that they
are not included in it. .

It remains to consider positive evils a.nd mwed goods I Emls
may be divided into three classes, namely .

(1) evils which consist in the love, or admiration, or enJoy-
ment of what is evil or ugly . .

(2) evils which consist in the hatred or contempt of wha.t is
good or beautiful

and (3) the consciousness of 1ntense pa.m thls appea.rs to be
the only thing, either greatly good or greatly evil, which does
not involve botk a cognition and an emotion directed towards
its object; and hence it is not analogous to pleasure in
respect of its intrinsic value, while it also seems not to add to
the vileness of a whole, as @ whole, in which it is combined
with another bad thing, whereas pleasure does add to the
goodness of a whole, in which it is combined with another
good thing; . . .

but pleasure and pain are completely analogous in thlS, that
pleasure by no means always increases, and pain by no
means always decreases, the total value of a whole in which
it is included ; the converse is often true.

In order to consider 1I. Aized Goods, we must first dlstmgulsh
between (1) the value of a whole as @ whole, and (2) its value
on the whole or total value: (1)=the difference between (2)
and the sum of the values of the parts. In view of this dis-
tinction, it then appears: . . . .

(1) That the mere combination of two or more evils is never
positively good on the whole, although it may certamly have
great intrinsic value as a whole ; . . . .
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but (2) That a whole which includes a cognition of something
evil or ugly may yet be & great positive good on the whole :
most virtues, which have any intrinsic value whatever, seem
to be of this kind, e.g. (a) courage and compassion, and
(b) moral goodness ; all these are instances of the hatred or
contempt of what is ev1l or ugly ;

but there seems no reason to think that, where the evil object
exists, the total state of things is ever positively good on the
whole, although the existence of the evil may add to its
value as a whole. .

Hence (1) no actually ex1st1ng ev1l is necessary to the Ideal
(2) the contemplation of imaginary evils is necessary to it,
and (3) where evils already exist, the existence of mixed
virtues has a value independent both of its consequences
and of the value which it has in common with the proper
appreciation of imaginary evils, . . . . . .

Concluding remarks. . . . . . . . .

Summary of chapter.
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