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PREFACE

THE late Dean of Carlisle, Dr. Hastings Rashdall, in his
preface to The Theory of Good amd Evil, which was pub-
lished twenty years ago while its author was still a Fellow
of New College, observed with justice that ‘ Oxford College
Tutors are very far from possessing the leisure of a German
or an American Professor’. Judging from my own experience
during the greater part of the interval which has since elapsed,
I should say that the burden which is laid upon an Oxford
don, and not least if he is engaged in the teaching of philo-
sophy, has continued to increase rather than to diminish.
The danger of this to Oxford scholarship is very great, and it
is all the greater because it is imposed by no external authority,
but merely by the tradition of a community, by the con-
scientiousness of individuals, and perhaps—to mention a less
favourable view—by the competition between colleges. Unless
steps are taken to meet and to diminish the continually
growing claims of teaching and administration, the University
will suffer (it has indeed already suffered) both as a seat of
learning and as a place of education. I must express my
thanks to my own college, perhaps not the least distinguished
in Oxford for its contribution to learning, for having taken
the first steps, so far as I know, in this direction, by adopting
as a recognised part of its policy, although under severe
limitations, the American university institution known as
‘ the Sabbatical year’. If this example were generally and
systematically followed, it would, in my opinion, do more to
enlarge the production of Oxford than any single reform of
which I can think. At any rate in my own case I believe
that, without the liberty thus secured, this book would never
have been written.

I must thank also the authorities of the Laura Spelman
Rockefeller Memorial, without whose subvention it would
not have been written in California. I cannot indeed flatter
myself that anything of that delightful country, with its
great spaces, its sharp outlines, its brilliant colours, its bright
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light and dark shadows, its equable temper and ever varying
but never ceasing beauty, has imprinted itself upon these
pages; but I hope that I have profited by the warm and
generous friendship of its inhabitants and by their freshness
and eagerness in the discovery of truth. I hope also that
the results of my sojourn are not such as to discourage the
authorities of the Memorial from appointing to their fellow-
ships men who are relatively mature in years and in teaching
experience,

It is a more difficult thing to acknowledge obligations of
a philosophical character. I am debtor both to the Greeks,
and to the Barbarians ; both to the wise, and to the unwise.
Expressions of indebtedness have in the main a merely
biographical interest, but it would be ungracious to omit them
altogether, especially as, in the course of my argument, I
have not always found it convenient to mention the source
of theories which I have expounded or criticised. No man
can adequately acknowledge his debt to the past, but it will
be obvious how much I owe to such writers as Kant and
Aristotle, and above all to Plato; and in more recent times
to the great tradition, written and unwritten, of English
idealism, which has had its centre primarily in the University
of Oxford.

I must speak of my debts to the living in slightly more
detail, although even here I can mention only those to whom
I owe most. Among foreign writers I am much indebted
to Monsieur Bergson, and still more to Signor Croce and
Signor Gentile, the two pioneers of modern Italian idealism.
In many passages 1 am either consciously agreeing or con-
sciously disagreeing with one or other of these two writers,
and it may be that in some places this has made my thinking
a little obscure; but I believe that much of what value my
book may have is derived from them, and also that my agree-
ment with them goes very much deeper than my disagreement.
Of English philosophers I will name only three : Mr. Samuel
Alexander, who will, I hope, forgive me, if I have distorted
his doctrines in attempting to make use of them; Mr.
J. A. Smith, Waynflete Professor of Moral and Metaphysical
Philosophy in this University, who both as a tutor and as a
friend has been a continual source of philosophical inspiration
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. to me, as he has been to so many others; and Mr. J. H.
Muirhead, the editor of the Library of Philosophy, who has
fortified me by his wise counsels and kindly sympathy during
all the stages of the production of my book. But I should
like to express also my deep sense of obligation to my philo-
sophical colleagues in Oxford; to members of the department
of philosophy in the University of California ; and to all the
men and women with whom I have discussed these and
kindred matters in different quarters of the world. If I have
fallen into philosophical error, it can only be through lack of
capacity and not through lack of opportunity; for no one
could possibly have received more help from his friends.

I have also to thank those who have read my work in
typescript or in proof, and who have helped me by their sug-
gestions. Mr. J. A. Smith and Mr. Muirhead I have already
mentioned, and besides these my thanks are due to Mr.
C. G. Stone, formerly Fellow of Balliol, whose ripe wisdom,
in this as in many other matters, has been of the greatest
possible service to me; to my colleague, Canon Streeter,
wise in counsel and prudent in affairs; and to my sister,
Miss D. A. Paton of the University of Reading, who has
helped me with the index and encouraged me to remember
the French ideals of clarity and precision in style.

I had hoped, when I began this book, to write it in such a
way that it would profitably be read by any intelligent person
who was prepared to take the necessary pains. Philosophy
can never be popular, since thought is difficult and requires
effort, but a philosophy which appeals only to the expert is,
I think, failing in its proper task. A highly specialised jargon
is a sign not of strength but of weakness. The English tradi-
tion of philosophical writing is on the whole in favour of a
straightforward style which avoids unnecessary technicality ;
but I think it is true that the educated class in these islands,
and I should judge also in America, has at the present time
a certain prejudice against philosophy, and there is less
general interest in the subject than there is in Germany or
France or Italy. It is very desirable that such prejudice
should be lessened and such interest increased, and the only
way in which that end can be attained is by the avoidance



10 THE GOOD WILL

of unnecessary subtlety and the practice of simplicity in style.
That at least was the goal which I had set before myself,
but perhaps I have lived too long in the academic atmosphere
to be able to speak consistently the language of the market-
place. Ihave found the use of some technical terms inevitable,
especially in the earlier chapters; but I have tried to explain
the meaning of my terms in simpler language, although
sometimes from the nature of the case they can become clear
only in the course of the discussion. If any who are not
specialists should deign to embark upon the study of my work,
I could almost wish that they should read the chapters in the
reverse order, but a more advisable course would be to start
on a first reading with the seventh chapter, or perhaps even
better with the tenth chapter, where I begin, as it were, to
sail out into the open sea.
H. J. PATON

THE QUEEN’s COLLEGE, OXFORD,
February 1927.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTORY

THE problem of ethics is as old as man. When we recognise
the presence of good and evil in our own actions and those of
others, and even when we recognise the same presence (or
its shadow ?) in the instruments which we use or in the accidents
which befall us, we are thinking ethically. To be altogether
without the capacity of ethical judgement is to be less than
human, and so far as men possess and exercise it they
are already in their way philosophers. Ethical philosophy
proper seeks, however, to make ethical thinking more syste-
matic and more intelligible ; it seeks, not only to judge, but
also to understand its judgements. In so doing it is bound to
go beyond questions of good and evil, and to deal with other
concepts like virtue and vice, right and wrong, duty and
obligation. There are some who would even make duty or
obligation the central problem in ethics, and would exclude
questions concerned with a non-moral good or evil. Yet it is
improbable that the words ‘ good ’ and ‘ evil ’ should be used
in entirely unrelated senses, and if we begin with the widest
sense, we may perhaps be able to speak more confidently
when we come to deal with a definitely moral good and moral
evil. Whether this be the best method or not, it is at any rate
the method which is adopted in the present study.

The need for ethical thinking seems to be obvious enough,
and the attempt to satisfy it should require no apology or
defence. If the lives we lead are really good and evil, we, as
intelligent beings, can hardly fail to have a theoretical interest
in a matter which so closely concerns ourselves. It would not
be a reasonable attitude, if we sought to understand every-
thing in the world except what we ourselves are doing when
we are leading good or evil lives. But in this matter we have
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also a practical interest. It is possible that because of our
ignorance or misunderstanding we may seek the good where
it is not to be found ; and even if we may find it without the
aid of reflexion, it is hard to say that goodness is really found
unless we ourselves know that we have found it. Yet we all
desire to attain some sort of good in our lives, and a life
which was in no sense good would presumably not be worth
living. Hence there is something to be said for the view
that the unexamined life is one which no wise man would
wish to live.:

It may be thought, however, that we have enough guidance
in the wisdom of our fathers and in the ordinary traditions
of men. In this there is some truth, and I personally should
have little confidence in any ethical thinking which did not
have its roots both in the actual beliefs and practices of men,
and also in the reflexions of those who have established them-
selves as the moral and intellectual leaders of the human race.
It is only the ignorant and the superficial who learn nothing
from past experience and past thought. But if we are to take
the past as our guide, it is hard to see why we should follow
past ages in everything except in the one thing which made
them great, except, that is to say, in attempting like them to
add something to human knowledge and human achievement.
Mere imitation will contribute nothing to the sum of human
values. Besides, it is by no means the case that past thinkers
and past traditions are in complete agreement either about
what goodness is or about what things are good. There is
indeed, I believe, more agreement than is commonly recog-
nised ; and where many see only contradictions in the great
thinkers, it may be possible to discover instead insistence on
some special aspect of the same comprehensive truth. Cer-
tainly we may learn much from those with whom we disagree,
yet obviously we must do so, not by blind acceptance, but by
thinking for ourselves. Even where we accept and seek to
follow an authority, we cannot avoid the necessity of inde-
pendent thought The mere commentator may help others
to understand, but he does not understand himself. To
understand a past thinker, we must think again as he has
thought, and to do so is not a matter of analysing arguments

1 ¢ 88 dvetéraorog Blog 0d Biwtds dvlpdme. Plato, Apology, 38a.
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and comparing texts, but of having the same experience and
wrestling with the same problems. Without memory we
cannot think, but we cannot make memory a substitute for
thought

Every generation -must face its own problems, although
if it is wise, it will recognise that its problems are old problems
in a new form, or new problems set by the solution of the old.
This is true at all times, but it is especially true in an age of
transition like the present. Knowledge is one and philosophy
is one, and we cannot separate off ethical thinking from the
rest of philosophy and the rest of knowledge. The present age
is privileged to see the natural sciences advancing by leaps and
bounds, even before it has had time to assimilate reflectively
the discoveries of the last century. The new ideas in physics
have disturbed the dogmatism of nineteenth century science
and are forcing the scientists themselves to raise definitely
philosophical questions. Psychology, while still in its infancy,
is perhaps beginning to understand better the nature of instinct,
desire, and will; and doctrines of the ‘ Unconscious’ are
already exercising a somewhat doubtful influence on modern
practices and beliefs. All this has given a new impetus to
philosophy, and men are trying once more ‘to see things
together ’, and to deal with their special problems in the light
of a wider knowledge. In particular, there is a wide-spread
recognition that the problem of moral values cannot be
separated from the wider problem of value in general. The
modern ferment of ideas means that we must reconsider all
our problems, and the ethical problem certainly not less than
the others.

It must not, however, be thought that ethical philosophy
is a matter for specialists or is concerned with purely theoretical
speculations. On the contrary, it arises out of our experience
of life and is forced upon us by the nature of our practical
problems. Here too the burden of thought is laid upon this
generation, for we are faced with new practical problems,
with the necessity of bringing order out of chaos and adjusting
ourselves to new moral and political ideals. It is not for us
to walk comfortably in the old paths, and it will require
strenuous efforts both of thought and of will, if we are to
discover new and better paths for ourselves. This is a time

B
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of uncertainty and questioning, not only in regard to limited
problems, but in regard to the very foundations of our social
and moral life. The ethical beliefs of modern men and women
are only too often consciously hesitating and painfully confused.
The discoveries of modern science and of historical criticism
have made even unlearned men more doubtful of the authority
of religion and less ready to accept without question the moral
code which it enjoins. A great war has given to us the spectacle
of many men in all countries who were willing to die for a cause
which they believed to be good, but it has also unleashed the
baser of human passions, and both in itself and in its conse-
quences it has disturbed the even tenor of our lives and shaken
the comfortable conventions by which most men live. There
are many who have lost all their beliefs and live merely from
hand to mouth. There are some who deny all distinctions of
good and evil and seek to gratify only their curiosity and their
passions. Even among those who think little there is a sort of
dumb dissatisfaction with existing practices and existing
standards, while the more thoughtful are often acutely
conscious that there is something lacking in their life and in
the life of their generation, some more abiding and solid good
which they seek but are unable to find.

It is precisely circumstances of this kind which make
the greatest demands on, and are the greatest stimulus to,
philosophy. If we believe that goodness has its roots in
the will, we cannot indeed make exaggerated claims for
philosophical speculation, since practical problems must be
solved by practical means and by practical men. Mere
thinking by itself will not produce good living any more than
it will produce good art. Yet philosophy is more than an
agreeable pastime for the intellectual or an efficient instrument
for the education of the young. For although it is in the main
by acting that we learn how to act well, yet reflexion upon our
actions may make the process of learning easier and may prevent
us from making the worst kinds of mistake. There is even a
sense in which no action is good unless it is done in the light
of the knowledge that it is good, unless it is done because we
know it to be good. All good action is intelligent and some good
action must be reflective. Philosophy is necessary to make
that reflexion more clear and more coherent and more capable



INTRODUCTORY 19

of defending itself. We must not expect it to solve particular
problems or to give us rules by which to act. Philosophy can
never be a substitute for the effort to meet each situation
as it arises, it cannot offer us a formula for dealing with dis-
obedient children any more than it can offer us a formula
for playing golf. If we seek such formulae, we must go to
practical men who have experience of the particular field
in which we are interested. But philosophy can at least
try to show that goodness is a concept in which we may
reasonably believe and an ideal by which we may reason-
ably live; and this was never more necessary than at the
present time.

To some it may seem that even if success in this endeavour
were attained, the result would be relatively empty and trivial
and of little or no importance for purposes of action. There is
a sense in which this is true, and it is perhaps better to expect
too little from philosophy than too much. Those who expect
too much are certain to be disappointed, and may come to
distrust philosophy and to distrust thinking about goodness
altogether. But understanding, even partial understanding,
of goodness may be valuable for its own sake, and it would
be something to convince ourselves that goodness is not a
mere mirage, that we have as much reason to believe in it as
we have to believe in physical bodies. Such a conviction
would not be without its effect on our actions. And if I am
right, to think about goodness is not to think about a mere
abstraction, but to think about willing and about life so far as
that is good or evil. If we have some general understanding
of that, we may find it easier to think about practical
problems ; we may even find it easier to meet our practical
problems as they arise. We want something more than the
wider view of human life, but unless we can attain to some
such wider view, our reflexions will be relatively haphazard
and our actions relatively blind.

In any case the burden of action is laid upon us. We cannot
cease from willing, even if we would. We must choose our
course in life, and we cannot escape from choosing, even if
what we choose is inaction or death itself. We may, if we will,
act upon whim or upon impulse, or we may follow the conven-

tions of our time, or we may try to make our own plan of
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life. To some extent we are likely to do all three. But it is
hard for us, being human, not to reflect a little on what it
is that we are doing, and not to ask whether one course is
better than another. Some of us may feel that we want to
reflect more than a little, and that if we are going to reflect
at all, we might try to reflect as well and as thoroughly as
we can.

The present study makes no attempt to survey the whole
field of modern ethical philosophy, and it avoids controversy
except where controversy appears to be necessary in self-
defence. This method may be in some ways a disadvantage,
but it makes, I hope, for brevity and clearness, and it has
certainly been adopted from no disrespect to modern writers
on ethics and on kindred subjects. It would be mere folly
not to make oneself acquainted with contemporary views, so
far as one’s time and capacity admit, but discussion of theories
with which one agrees, and still more with which one disagrees,
is apt to hinder the development of an argument, and even to
distract attention from the reality which it is our business
to understand. In any case, whether rightly or wrongly, I
have undertaken only what I think is the more modest task
of trying to put forward, as clearly as I can, a statement of the
ethical theory which I believe to be true.

That theory has two main sides, indicated by the title and
the sub-title respectively. The first is that goodness has its
roots in the spiritual activity called willing ; that it belongs
to things, not in themselves, but as objects of some kind of
willing ; and that the apprehension of goodness is not merely
an intellectual matter, but demands for its possibility the
presence of a particular kind of will. The second is that
goodness belongs to the coherent will ; that different kinds
of goodness, whether in actions or in things, are due to the
different kinds of coherence in the will which wills them ;
and that moral goodness in particular belongs to a will which
is coherent as a member of an all-inclusive society of coherent
wills. Or—to put it more briefly—to be good is to will (or
to be willed) coherently, and different kinds of goodness
depend upon the different kinds of coherence and the different
ways of willing or of being willed.
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-~ It is not to be supposed that a summary statement of this
kind throws any light, when taken by itself, upon the nature
of goodness ; the meaning of the word ‘ coherence ’ in particular
is only too apt to be misunderstood ; and the exposition and
justification of this theory—if it can be justified—must be
looked for throughout the whole course of a long and, I fear,
laborious argument. But it may not be amiss here to make a
few observations with regard to both sides of the theory.

An attempt to understand goodness, not as a thing in itself,
but in organic connexion with willing, must be part of a wider
attempt to understand all values—such for example as truth
and beauty—in organic connexion with some kind of spiritual
activity. The possibility of such an understanding is at any
rate definitely the presupposition of the present study, and it
may be well to make this clearer by reference to what are
called primary, secondary, and tertiary qualities.

The place and function of mind or spirit in the universe
is at the present a subject of much controversy. There are
some who think that apart from mind there would be no
universe at all; it is however a common belief, especially
among scientists, not merely that the universe exists inde-
pendently of mind, but that in itself it is characterised by or
possesses (and is known to be characterised by or to possess)
what are called the primary qualities, i.e. the qualities which
can be exactly measured or which are themselves quantitative.
These primary qualities are probably thought of differently
as science advances, but for the plain man the obvious examples
are the shape and size of physical things. The secondary
qualities, like colours and sounds, are very generally believed
to belong to physical things only as related to minds—or at
the least as related to living bodies possessed of sense organs.
Yet even here there are some who hold that grass would be
green if there were no eye to see it, and that the sea would
moan if there were no ear to hear it. These secondary qualities
are not themselves exactly measurable, although the physical
stimuli which are said to be their cause are exactly measurable.
The tertiary qualities are values like truth, beauty, and good-
ness ; and many of those who hold that primary, and even that
secondary, qualities belong to the physical world apart from
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any mind which knows it, would yet deny that the tertiary
- qualities could belong to a mindless world or have any existence
or reality apart from minds.

This last doctrine is the theory of value which I believe to
be true, and seek to defend in the case of goodness. It implies
that the understanding of every different kind of value must
be sought in a different kind of spiritual activity. Beauty
exists only for the mind which imagines or ‘intuits ’, truth
for the mind which thinks, and goodness for the mind which
wills. This is not merely to say that for these values to be
known they must be known by a mind. It means that the
mind actually makes the value which it knows. There is
no beauty until the mind intuits, no truth until it thinks,
and no goodness until it wills.

It is impossible to discuss here the nature of these different
activities, but we may note one general difficulty which applies
to them all. Activities are not things in themselves, but are
always and necessarily, it would seem, directed to an object.
We think something, we intuit something, we will something.
Truth, beauty, and goodness, cannot lie in the activity of the
mind, if the activity is abstracted from the object to which it
is directed. If we regard the objects of our activities as
existing in their own right as parts of an independent world,
then we must say that values arise from the cooperation of
the world and the mind. I think, however, that for our present
purposes, while we must recognise the distinction between
mind and object, we need not attempt to discuss the difficult
question whether either is independent of the other. It would
still remain true that the activity of the mind was necessary
for value to be, even if this activity were thought of as coopera-
tion rather than as creation. Beauty belongs to a thing
so far as the thing is an object of intuition. Truth belongs to
a thing so far as it is thought. Goodness belongs to a thing
so far as it is willed. The ultimate interpretation of such
simple statements may be doubtful, but the necessity of
making some distinction between subject and object is not,
so far as I know, denied by any school of thought. Certainly
when we speak of value as belonging to activity or of goodness
as belonging to will, we must mean belonging to activity or
will, not in abstraction from, but in union with, its object,
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or perhaps better as the concrete whole within which the
distinction of subject and object is made.

The view that value depends on the activity of mind
(whether in creation or in cooperation) may be called the
idealist view, and the oppasing view that value exists inde-
pendently of mind may be called the realist view. These
terms are not entirely satisfactory, and would include a
realist like Mr. Alexander on the side of the idealists, but other
terms would tend to be question-begging on one side or the
other. The antithesis of  spiritual ’ and ‘ un-spiritual ’ could
not be accepted by the realists, although the idealist view might
more properly be called the spiritual view, and the realist would
probably lay claim to the term * objective ’. -

Both views have a certain initial plausibility, and all that
need be maintained here is that we are justified in trying to
work out the idealist hypothesis and to discover whether it
can hold in the case of goodness. If there were any kind of
value to which the idealist theory was obviously inapplicable,
we might well hesitate before attempting to elaborate it in
the case of goodness, but there seem to be no such grounds for
hesitation. Curiously enough, beauty seems sometimes to
be of all values the most obviously dependent upon mind,
although it can also be thought of most easily as belonging
to things in themselves. The reason for this ambiguity is
perhaps that the beautiful seems to be complete in itself.
We are hardly conscious of the context in which it is what it
is, and the apprehension of it seems to be, although it really is
not, just immediate, a sudden miracle or illumination which
just happens. Hence we can regard beauty as the product
of a special kind of creative vision, or on the contrary we may
regard it as an objective and eternal excellence to which we
were blind until it suddenly forced itself upon us. In the case
of truth it is harder to believe that a thing, although it may be
real, can be true in and by itself. Truth seems to arise when
a real thing or fact is known. There are some who would
maintain that truth belongs not to things but to propositions,
and that propositions have truth and also some kind of reality
whether they are known or not. It is difficult to be sure what
a proposition is, but a mere form of words is surely not true
except in so far as it has meaning, and it is not easy to believe
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that the meaning exists in the words. It looks as if propositions
had meaning, and therefore truth, only for a thinking mind.
Moreover, propositions seem to derive their meaning, at least
to some extent, from their context. Their meaning varies
with their context, and here too their meaning seems to exist
only for a mind which knows both them and their context.
At first sight it is artificial to suppose that truth—and still
more that error—belongs to propositions independently of
the mind which thinks them in their context. And as to
goodness, the goodness of things seems to be relative to their
purpose, and purpose seems to imply some kind of will, it
seems to demand a person who has the purpose. To say that
a thing is good in itself apart from its purpose looks like saying
that it is well made, or that somebody wants it to be, or that
somebody likes it. All this would mean that the goodness
of things was dependent upon will. Goodness however is
applied mainly to men and to their actions, and it seems a
little unnatural to say that men and actions are good in so far
as they produce things which are in themselves good inde-
pendently of any kind of desire or will.

The purely objective or realist view is tempting, because
it must be wrong to say that whatever anyone thinks is true,
whatever anyone imagines is beautiful, whatever anyone wills
is good. If that were so, there could be no differences of
opinion and no error or ugliness or evil. It will be necessary
to consider whether we can avoid just this difficulty, and
whether the idealist view can make an objective goodness and
badness' genuinely intelligible. The realist view on the other
hand has still to explain how we can come to know these
absolute values entirely external to and independent of
ourselves, how things can be true or beautiful or good to us.
It seems in the end to happen by a kind of miracle, a pure
intuition ; we just know and that is all about it. Different
processes may lead up to our apprehension, but these are not
the reasons for our apprehension, and our apprehensions have
no reasons at all. I believe that if carried out logically any
theory of value which ignores spiritual activity is bound to
end in this. At any rate there are certainly modern exponents
of this doctrine who affirm without shame or subterfuge
that values must be apprehended in this purely intuitive way.
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The result is obvious. They can only assert dogmatically
that they know what goodness is, and that this thing, that
thing, and the other thing, are good in themselves. The cynical
observer can hardly fail to suggest that there is a curious
resemblance between what they happen to like and what they
assert to be absolutely good. They seem to be imposing their
own purely subjective preferences on all other men. And they
do not even profess to be able to offer reasons for their assertions,
although they can perhaps point out a way by which they
hope that others may share their vision. Their defence of
the objectivity of value becomes itself dogmatic and apparently
subjective, and produces the very scepticism which they set
out to avoid.

Without denying that there is an intuitive element in all
our apprehensions of value, we may still cherish the hope that
it is within the power of human reason to give a better account
and justification of value than this. It may be impossible to
prove that any particular thing is good, and yet value seems
to be more than a kind of flavour which we may or may not
happen to recognise. Similarly the opposite of value, which
we may call disvalue, seems to be more than another kind of
flavour, and more than the absence of the special flavour
called value. It seems as if value might be understood better,
if we could consider it in its relation to its opposite, and in its
relation to a mind which not only knows it, but may even
create or help to create it. More particularly it seems as if
we might understand goodness better, if we considered it in
its relation to badness, and in its relation to a will which is
commonly supposed to will both the evil and the good, and
even to be itself both good and evil. Such an inquiry, if
successful, might carry more conviction to an age sceptical
of all value than can any assertions, however clear or confident,
that value is and we know it and we know also where it is to
be found. For we must not assume that if goodness is relative
to human nature or human will, it is therefore merely
subjective. Human nature is as real as any physical fact,
and that which is relative to human nature does not necessarily
cease to be real. Goodness may be, and I venture to believe
must be, relative to a living subject, but it is not therefore
merely subjective. We can make the subject itself an object,
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and perhaps we may better grasp the objective nature of
goodness, if we can see it in relation to the self and to its world.

Before leaving this side of the argument we must note that
while truth, beauty, and goodness, are the ordinarily accepted
values, it is not necessary that they should be the only ones.
There are some who would claim for example that there is a
specifically religious value and presumably a specifically
religious activity. There is some difficulty in this, because
religion, it might seem, seeks to include all values within itself
rather than to establish a new kind of value. The relation
between the different values lies, however, beyond the scope
of this study, although I have ventured in the last chapter
to say something on the relation between religion and
morality.

What is more important for our purposes is the recognition
that we habitually apply the term ‘good’ where there is
involved no notion of moral goodness. Signor Benedetto
Croce has in recent years insisted that the distinction between
economic and moral good, as he calls them, is as marked as
the distinction between beauty and truth. I have ventured
to adopt his terminology, I hope without an undue alteration
of meaning, and the phrase ‘ economic good ’ is used throughout
for a good that cannot be called moral. When we speak of a
good meal or a good ship, or again of a good cricketer or a
good hater, we are using the word ‘good’ not in a moral
but in an economic sense. The distinction is obvious enough,
though it may be hard to define except negatively. The con-
trast of economic good and evil arises, on my view, wherever
there is any kind of will, and therefore, since the moral will is
a kind of will, moral goodness includes economic goodness
under itself. Indeed it may be doubted whether any action
of a moral being could be described simply as economically
good and not also as either moral or immoral, and it may even
be doubted whether in the last resort an immoral act could
legitimately be described as economically good except by a
kind of abstraction. The detailed exposition of this doctrine
must however be postponed till later. What should be empha-
sised here is that in the earlier and more abstract chapters we
are concerned only with economic and not with moral good.



INTRODUCTORY 2y

A failure to recognise this fact will inevitably make many of
the contentions in the earlier chapters appear to be false and,
it may be, even preposterous. I do not suggest for a moment
that the judgements therein set forth would hold in a moral
world. What is good from a narrow point of view or for a
narrow will is bad from a wider point of view and for a wider
will. None the less on my view (which is by no means novel)
the narrow good is still in its own way a kind of good, and there
is some sort of goodness in the very heart of evil.

We must begin by judging from the point of view of the
agent, and such judgements have a provisional truth which
must be taken into account before we judge from the wider
point of view, even if we hold that the wider point of view
is always implicitly present in the agent’s mind. To deny
without qualification the economic goodness of an action
because from the moral point of view it is evil is, I submit,
a mistake. It is like denying the beauty of a poem because of
its alleged inconsistency with historical fact.

The second side of my theory—the emphasis laid upon co-
herence—is obviously necessary as a completion of the other. To
make goodness depend simply upon willing would mean that
whatever was willed was therefore good, and this is only
too clearly a doctrine which is at variance both with common-
sense and with all sane philosophy. Goodness and badness
in any but the most superficial sense must be relative, not
merely to willing and rejecting, but to a special way of willing
and rejecting. Ihaveargued that evenin theisolated individual
taken abstractly the coherent will is the (economically) good
will, and the incoherent will is the (economically) bad will ;
and further that what is willed is (economically) good so far
as it is willed by the coherent will, and is (economically)
bad so far as it is willed by the incoherent, and rejected by
the coherent, will. To find a moral good and evil we must
pass beyond the isolated and abstract individual to society,
and ultimately to an all-inclusive society of all reasonable
beings. Here too, I have maintained, moral good is to be
found in the will which is not only coherent in itself, but
is also coherent as a member of a society of similarly
coherent wills ; and moral evil is to be found in a will which
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might be, and yet fails to be, coherent as a member of such
a society.

I believe that this doctrine properly understood is not
only compatible with our ordinary moral beliefs and practices,
but is to be found (no doubt in a different form) in such
diverse thinkers as Plato and Immanuel Kant. If the present
study can claim any originality, it can only be in this, that
an attempt has been made to work out the coherence theory
of goodness in a new way and with some help from modern
philosophical and psychological thinking. The defence of
the theory must be found in the body of the book, but I
would venture to claim here that such a defence is not to
be dismissed at the outset as intrinsically impossible. The
coherence theory, not merely of goodness, but also of truth,
is, I would submit, often too hurriedly rejected because of a
failure to understand what coherence means. Even those of
us who accept the coherence theory must continually be on
our guard against mistaking a false coherence for the true.
If Plato and Kant could fall into error on this matter, as
I believe they did, we may be sure that it contains dangerous
pitfalls for lesser men. Certainly we do not have coherence
where we have any unification of a manifold, for that is already
present in anything whatsoever (whether object or activity),
and is as necessary to evil and to error as it is to goodness and
truth. And again coherence is neither mere formal consistency
nor an external relation between independently existing
realities.r It is a concrete and internal, not an abstract and
external, coherence which, as present in spiritual activities,
is the source of all value whatsoever. In the special case of
goodness, that self or will is coherent and good which wills
the momentary action as part of an all-inclusive whole of
coherent willing, and, in willing the part, wills the whole.
Such phrases indeed tell us nothing, and may even themselves
suggest an abstract consistency, until we follow their applica-
tion in experience. What is in essentials the same doctrine
is expressed in the language of religion, when we are told to
do all for the glory of God and in the service of mankind.

I would add that a concrete coherence, as I understand it,
involves the view that the self as will is not less rational or

* Cf, H, H. Joachim, The Nature of Truth, pp. 69 ff.
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reasonable than the self as thought. It involves also the
view that a moral judgement is, and must be, the expression
of a moral being which both reflects upon and, in Mr.
Alexander’s phrase, enjoys a moral will. For a purely intel-
lectual being, if such a thing were possible, no moral judgement
could have any meaning whatever. I hope that in my anxiety
to make this clear, I have not made too little of the part played
by reflexion in the moral life, but I have felt it necessary to
protest against intellectualistic views, which speak as if the
will had to wait upon the commands of a purely intellectual
activity, before it can act morally or attain to any kind of
goodness. Moral action certainly involves self-consciousness
on the part of the agent, but it is utterly untrue to life to
suggest that it involves as its precondition a comprehensive
survey and evaluation of all possible lines of action and their
effects. Such a view is in the end as absurd as it would be to
suggest that we could not think truly until we had first thought
out and evaluated all the different possible lines of thought.

I conclude with a brief note on the different chapters and
their grouping. Chapters II, III, and IV, are all preliminary.
In Chapter II an attempt is made to meet a criticism which
holds that all progress along the present lines is impossible ;
in Chapter III the nature of the self as activity and the char-
acter of self-knowledge are discussed ; while Chapter IV deals
briefly with the kind of world in which our human lives have,
it seems, to be lived. The remaining chapters discuss different
kinds of willing with their correspondingly different kinds
of good and evil. Chapters V and VI go together, and
are concerned with the most elementary and abstract kind of
willing and the thinnest and most shadowy kind of good.
Their aim is in some ways negative rather than positive ; they
attempt to dispose of misconceptions and to clear the way
for the later theories. In Chapters VII, VIII, and IX, I
approach nearer to reality, but I am concerned only with the
individual in abstraction from his society, with the merely
individual aspect of willing and its correspondingly empty
good. All these earlier chapters are concerned with economic
and not with moral goodness, and it is only in Chapters X,
XI, and XII, that moral goodness begins to emerge. The last
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four chapters treat of different aspects and factors in the moral
life, and conclude with some speculations on the ideal imper-
fectly realised in morality and on the possibilities suggested
by such an ideal. I have grouped the chapters into five books
in accordance with these divisions, and have given a separate
title to each book ; but the titles are only a rough indication
of the contents, and the division into books does not imply
that there are any sharp breaks in what is meant to be
a continuously developing argument.



BOOK I
THE WILL AND ITS CONTEXT






CHAPTER 1II

GOODNESS IN ITSELF

It has been assumed in the last chapter that we might be
able to understand the nature of goodness in organic connexion
with will and in particular with the coherent will. Unfor-
tunately, if we wish to proceed upon this enterprise with an
easy conscience, we are compelled to turn aside from the main
argument in order to meet an extremely formidable attack.
The very possibility of such an enterprise, unless I'am mistaken,
has been denied by one of the ablest of modern thinkers, Mr.
G. E. Moore, the present professor of Mental Philosophy
and Logic in the University of Cambridge. In his Principia
Ethica he has, as he says, ‘ endeavoured to write * Prolegomena
to any future Ethics that can possibly pretend to be scien-
tific.’ ” = He is not content to put forward his own views
and leave it to us to decide whether they are to be preferred
to those of other people. He claims to have proved that his
own method is the only scientific method ; that ethical dis-
cussion before his time has perhaps consisted chiefly in reason-
ing of a ‘ totally irrelevant kind’; and in particular that
the present line of enquiry is quite valueless and is due to
elementary confusions of thought.

It would be a pity to carry on and to develop old errors, if
Mr. Moore has really disposed of them for ever ; and as his prin-
ciples have found favour with other philosophers (although they
have not, so far as I am aware, been particularly fertile
in the field of ethics), it would perhaps be discourteous to
ignore altogether the serious objections he has brought forward
against the method of ethics which I have proposed to
pursue.

If we are to answer his objections we must inevitably enter
on a difficult discussion which can have little interest for general
readers. He must be met on his own ground, and this, from
my point of view, gives an unfortunate twist to the whole

t p.ix.
C
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discussion. What we have to discuss is whether an account
can be given of goodness as essentially bound up with coherent
willing, and I think I am right in saying that Mr. Moore holds
such an account to be impossible. If he does not hold that,
the whole discussion is wasted. The form, however, in which
he states his view, is that good is indefinable, and this produces
a kind of complication which is very difficult to deal with
simply. I have no desire to maintain that good is definable,
nor should I have been inclined for my own purposes to discuss
this question at all. I am however vitally concerned to main-
tain that good is not to be apprehended in isolation by a
purely intellectual intuition, but can be understood and de-
scribed in organic connexion with the coherent will.

I am afraid I must add that in approaching Mr. Moore’s
theory from this rather special angle, I can hardly do justice
to the merits of his position ; and that consequently my criti-
cism may appear too unsympathetic. In particular it may
be thought that I attribute to him a logical atomism of which
he is not really guilty. My contention, however, will be that
his argument is conclusive on the basis of a logical atomism,
and that if thislogical atomism is rejected the argument breaks
down. I think this contention holds, even if Mr. Moore,
as a matter of fact, tempers his logical atomism with something
a little more humane. More generally, I can only plead that
even one who seeks to be a philosopher may be excused for
being a little unsympathetic in defence of his young. When
Mr. Moore is endeavouring, with extreme skill, to secure a
strangle-hold upon all idealist ethics, it is no time for compli-
ments. I have at least paid him the greatest compliment in
my power—that of recognising how futile it would be to proceed
farther, until his argument has been answered.

An adequate examination of Mr. Moore’s views would be
a lengthy affair, and it would have in the main to be concerned
with questions of logic which are really inappropriate to a
work on ethics. Such an examination would, I believe, be
of the greatest value, and it is not from any disrespect to
Mr. Moore that my own treatment must be summary and
dogmatic. I have, I think, tried honestly to understand his
position, and I hope to be able to state his views shortly
without any gross misrepresentation. If I have failed, I
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regret it, but my failure may perhaps be partly due to the
fact that Mr. Moore’s own exposition is not developed in
any great detail, and is not wholly free from some of the
obscurities which he finds so plentifully in his brother philoso-
phers. The important thing for the present purpose is,
however, the central doctrine suggested by the perusal of his
work, and this has an interest for its own sake, even if it
should be, as I hope it is not, a misunderstanding of what
Mr. Moore himself thinks.

Mr. Moore’s central principle may perhaps be stated in
the words of Bishop Butler that ‘ Everything is what it is,
and not another thing,’ and what he is trying to do is to work
out this principle in ethics. He seems to make the somewhat
doubtful assumption that the word  good ’ is always used in
the same sense. The science of ethics then becomes a general
enquiry into what is good.

We must however distinguish different senses of the ques-
tion ‘ What is good?’. It may mean ‘What is meant by
good ? ’, * What is the definition of good ? ’; or it may mean
‘ What are the things which are good? ’. The latter ques-
tion itself splits up into two distinct questions, ‘ What things
are good in themselves or as ends? ’ and ‘ What things are
good as means, i.e. good as things which are means to things
which are good in themselves ? ’.

The important distinction is that suggested by the first
two questions. We must distinguish the nature of goodnmess
from the nature of tke good, i.e. of the things that are good.
Mr. Moore seems himself to fight rather shy of the word
‘ goodness ’, but he does use it sometimes, and its use seems
to make the position clearer and simpler. Goodness is one
thing, and ‘ the good ’ or ‘ the goods ’ are another. We must
distinguish sharply the goodness of good things from the
things themselves. They are good, but they are not good-
ness, and it is a profound error to say that goodness is either
one thing or many things which possess goodness. To say
so is what he calls the naturalistic fallacy in ethics.

All this seems innocent and reasonable enough, but Mr.
Moore manages to extract from it some surprising conse-
quences. ‘ Everything is what it is’ seems to be taken to
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mean that everything is what it is in complete isolation from
everything else, although it may be doubted whether he
carries out this view consistently to its bitter end. Hence,
not only is goodness goodness whether anybody knows it or
not, but also good things are good in themselves whether
anybody wants them or not. The goodness of things would
apparently still belong to them just as much, if nobody had
ever wanted any of them or even thought about them. Good-
ness is objective and absolute and in itself, and Mr. Moore’s
confidence in its objectivity is, in face of modern scepticism,
" at once unshaken and sublime. It hardly seems to occur to
him that goodness might be an illusion, or that it could be
in need of any justification or explanation or defence.

Further, since goodness and the good are quite distinct,
each has to be known in itself. We must know goodness to
know what things are good, but goodness is just a flavour
which they have, something which is added to them and is
recognised to belong to them, something which seems to be
independent of and external to their other qualities. More
seriously still, the nature of the things that are good seems
to throw no light whatever on the nature of goodness. Know-
ing them may perhaps be a cause of our knowing goodness,
but goodness when known is to be known entirely in itself,
and apparently any increase in our knowledge of good things
would add nothing whatever to our knowledge of goodness,
except of course the knowledge that goodness, in addition to
being itself, was also present in them.

These views have already a somewhat paradoxical character,
but it must be remembered that somewhat similar doctrines
have been advanced by so great a thinker as Plato, although
Plato’s treatment of ethical questions was extremely different
from the methods advocated and practised by Mr. Moore.
Plato however differs from Mr. Moore in holding that it is
possible to give an account, and perhaps even a definition,
of the ultimate universals or Forms, which Mr. Moore calls
predicates or adjectives. It may indeed be said that for
Plato also the Idea of the Good is beyond definition, but
that is in so far as it is the ultimate universal, the basis and
ground of all universals, and not in so far as it is for him,
what it is for Mr. Moore, one of the many universals which
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are. Plato certainly held that the universals were intelligible
as parts of a system, and that it was the business of philosophy
to give an account of them, and to understand them in relation
to one another and to the Idea of the Good. For Mr. Moore
there are many universals or adjectives which are what they
are, and must be known to be what they are, in complete
isolation from one another. Goodness he asserts to be such
a universal. We cannot give an account of it in the Platonic
sense. We can only say that it is what it is, and it is nothing
other thanitis. The first task of ethics is to say that goodness
is goodness and nothing else. When this has been demon-
strated, we may attempt to make a list of the things which
are good and of the means by which they can be secured, but
we must hold firmly to the truth that nothing more can be
known of goodness in itself than that it is just goodness. All
attempts to say what goodness is are necessarily futile, and
can result only in the production of errors.

Mr. Moore, then, warns us at the outset that if we attempt
to understand goodness and badness in their relation to the
human will, we are simply wasting our time, and reintroducing
past confusions into a branch of philosophy which should
now confine its investigations to the programme which he has
described. His contentions therefore demand. examination
in so far as they are directed against any such attempt. From
this point of view they fall into three parts: (1) his theory of
definition, (2) his application of this theory to ‘good’ or
goodness, and (3) certain further arguments agamst those
who would make goodness relative to will.

Mr. Moore’s theory of definition may be put summarily, but I
hope not incorrectly, as follows. Everything in the world is
either simple and unanalysable, or it is a whole of parts which
in the end are simple and unanalysable. Wholes can be
defined by stating what are the parts—and ultimately, it may
be supposed, the simple parts—of which they are composed.
What is simple and unanalysable cannot be defined, because
we cannot give its parts, and to give the parts of a thing is
the only way in which it can be defined. If we try to define
simples, we can only say that they are what they are—and
this is tautologous; or that they are what they are not—
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and this is false, at least as a definition. We may indeed
ascribe certain predicates to them truly—he believes, although
it is difficult to understand why, in the possibility of synthetic
judgements—but such predicates can say only what they
are also or as well, and curiously enough what they are also
or as well has nothing to do with what they are.

Hence since goodness has no parts, it is unanalysable and
simple and cannot be defined. It can, however, like yellow
and innumerable other simple qualities, be immediately
apprehended by some kind of intuition.

Now all this is the result of a very special system of meta-
physics and logic, in regard to which it is impossible here to
do more than state dogmatically a personal opinion. I do
not believe that anything is simple in the sense in which Mr.
Moore seems to use the word. A thing taken apart from its
relations to everything else, and at the same time deprived
of all internal differences, is just nothing at all, and the intui-
tion which is alleged to apprehend it is also nothing at all. Itis
not surprising that it cannot be defined, since it cannot be,
or be apprehended, or have anything said about it except
that it is wholly destitute both of character and of reality.
A doctrine which maintains that all wholes are composed of
such simple elements seems to be a doctrine which is deceiving
itself with its own abstractions. And it ought surely to end
in a world of atomic entities, each of which is just itself and
unrelated to anything else, or rather—if the doctrine is carried
to its extreme limit—each of which is nothing, not even an
abstract entity or an abstract one.

This however is perhaps a hard judgement, and stated
without argument it has no philosophical value. What is
important is the recognition that Mr. Moore’s doctrine is
bound up with presuppositions which are not generally accepted
and are of extremely doubtful validity. The confidence of
Mr. Moore’s assertions is apt to conceal this from the eyes of
the unwary.

Even apart from its presuppositions, Mr. Moore’s theory
of definition is one which it is by no means easy to accept.
He assumes that we can define a whole by reference to its
parts, but that we cannot define a part by reference to its
whole. It is not necessary to discuss here what can or cannot
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be properly called a logical definition. The subject of imme-
diate concern is neither the nature of definition nor even
the definition of goodness, but the kind of statements which
Mr. Moore will and will not allow us to make about goodness.
He will not allow us to say that it has parts, and although one
would like from him a much fuller discussion of the question
whether any universal has parts, whether for example a kind
of goodness would or would not be a part of goodness, and
whether there cannot be different kinds of goodness, most of
us are probably not indisposed to accept his prohibition. On
the other hand he will allow us to say of goodness more than
that goodness is goodness; indeed he has told us quite a
lot about it himself. Goodness is simple; it is unique; it
is unanalysable ; it is indefinable ; it is or can be an object
of thought or intuition; it is a quality; it is a property, but
not a natural property ; and it is found in innumerable things.
All this is, however, not saying what goodness is, but what it
is also or as well. We are informed * too that whenever any-
one thinks of *“ ‘ intrinsic value,’ or ‘ intrinsic worth,’ or says
that a thing ‘ ought to exist,” he has before his mind the unique
object—the unique property of things—which I mean by
‘good.”” T do not know whether these are definitions, but
if ‘ to be good ' means ‘ ought to exist ’, it is difficult to see
how it is simple, for—on Mr. Moore’s principles—surely
‘ ought ’ is one thing, and ‘ to exist ’ is quite another. In any
case ethics seems able to say a good deal about goodness, and
the question is where we are to draw the line, and whether on
Mr. Moore’s logical principles we must exclude any other than
a purely external connexion between goodness and will.

We are considering the matter at present on purely general
grounds derived from the nature of definition as such. Hence
it is not irrelevant to observe that although beauty might
seem to be just as simple and indefinable as goodness, although
beauty might even seem to be indefinable if there is anything
in the world which is indefinable, yet Mr. Moore feels himself
compelled to assert the contrary. He is not only prepared to
define beauty, but he is prepared to do so in a certain way.
As he is not writing a treatise on asthetics, and as the definition
which he offers is only probable, it would be unfair to stress any

1 Princ, Eth., p. 17.
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of the details of his definition, but it is perhaps not unfair
to stress the kind of definition which he considers probable.
I quote the passage at some length, as I think it shows clearly
that we are not falling into error in supposing that he is offering
us a definition of beauty and not merely of the beautiful. He
is speaking of the naturalistic grounds for thinking judgements
of taste to be merely subjective. He says:* ‘ The conclusions
of this chapter suggest a definition of beauty, which may
partially explain and entirely remove the difficulties which
have led to this error. It appears probable that the beautiful
should be defined as that of which the admiring contemplation
is good in itself. That is to say: To assert that a thing is
beautiful is to assert that the cognition of it is an essential
element in one of the intrinsically valuable wholes we have
been discussing; . . . He adds that ‘ beautiful ’, though not
identical with the one unanalysable predicate of value, namely
‘good ’, ‘ is to be defined by reference to this .

Clearly then ‘ beautiful ’ is to be defined by reference to
something else, namely ‘ good ’. It is unfortunate that he has
not stated his definition of ‘ beautiful ’ or ‘ beauty ’ in logical
form, but he appears to be suggesting a definition of it, not by
reference to its parts, but by reference to a whole of which it is
a part, or at the least by reference to a whole to which, or to part
of which, it can be attributed. The details do not concern us,
and if Mr. Moore assures us that this is not itself an example
of the naturalistic fallacy, I am prepared to believe him. It
is sufficient to note that ‘ beauty ' may be defined, that it may
be defined by reference to something else, and that it may be
defined by some sort of reference to a whole which is at least
other than it. And if beauty, why not goodness ? It may of
course be an error to do so—that we have still to discuss—but
it is hard to resist the conclusion that there is nothing in
the nature of definition to assure us, a priors, that the defini-
tion of goodness is impossible, unless we are to assume that
Mr. Moore has himself forgotten the principles which he begs
us to accept.

Lest this seem to be a mere argumentum ad hominem, let
me say that I am not anxious to maintain that goodness can
be defined by analysis into its parts or even that goodness can

t Princ. Eth., p. 201.
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be defined at all. I have no desire to quarrel about words
or about the nature of definition. Traditionally, definition
has been supposed to be per genus et differentiam and not by
analysis into parts, but Mr. Moore’s view of it may be as useful
as any other. What I do believe is that goodness must be
understood in reference to something going beyond it—as
is recognised in the traditional view of definition—and there
seems to be nothing, so far, in Mr. Moore’s argument which
forces us to think otherwise. In general I would deprecate
the view that abstract logic by itself is sufficient ground for
dismissing any ethical theory. Let us turn from these abstrac-
tions to Mr. Moore’s treatment of goodness itself.

The central argument of Mr. Moore is that there are only
two alternatives to his doctrine that ‘ good ’ or goodness is
indefinable. The first is that ‘good’ is a complex to be
analysed, and the second is that ‘ good ’ means nothing at all.

It is hardly necessary to say that I cannot accept the
terms of this antithesis, but as enough has been said on mere
matters of logic, let us turn to the ethical question which he
raises. We may consider first the easier case, where ‘ good’
is suggested to be meaningless.

The example which Mr. Moore suggests for our consideration
is a particular variety of the doctrine of hedonism. This
consists in saying that to be ‘ good ’ means to be ‘ pleasant ’ ;
and that therefore pleasure is good or is the only good. It
goes on from this to suppose that we ought to pursue pleasure.
We can convince ourselves * of the error of this argument by the
simple process of attentively considering what is before our
mind when we ask ourselves the question ‘ Is pleasure after all
good?’. We can easily satisfy ourselves that this question has
a meaning, and that we are not merely asking ourselves whether
pleasure is pleasant, whether that which is pleasant is pleasant.

This argument does not touch the question with which we
are primarily concerned—the relation of will to goodness—
but it is worthy of a brief scrutiny. Most of us would agree
with Mr. Moore that to be ‘good’ does not mean to be
‘ pleasant ’ ; and he is certainly right in saying that hedonism
has been supported by many ridiculous arguments. Of these

2 Pyinc. Eth., p. 16.
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none could be more obviously fallacious than the argument
that because ‘good’ means ‘ pleasant’, therefore pleasure
ought to be pursued or sought in action. As Mr. Moore points
out clearly in another connexion, a man who argues thus—
and many hedonists have argued thus—has ‘ arrived at an
ethical conclusion, by denying that any ethical conclusion is
possible’. 1 But surely it is a mistake to suggest that the
confusions of John Stuart Mill follow necessarily from his
attempt to define good, and it is also a mistake to dismiss the
theory without a little more examination
The hedonistic doctrine that ‘ good’ means ‘ pleasant’
should be the explicit denial of anything in the nature of an
‘ ought ’, the explicit denial of ethical standards. The consis-
tent hedonist of this type observes that men in the main apply
the terms ‘good’ and ‘ pleasant’ to the same things. He
recognises that in some cases they do not, but he comes on
reflexion to the conclusion that this is due to some kind of
stupidity or error or mere association, and that if this error
could be eliminated we should find that ‘ good ' really meant
nothing but ‘ pleasant’. If he then proceeds to prescribe
some line of conduct as obligatory because of its pleasantness,
he is falling into gross confusion and illustrating in himself
how deeply rooted are the moral prejudices of the human race.
His consistent course is to deny obligation, and to maintain
that everything is good or bad simply in the sense in which
strawberries and rice pudding are good or bad, i.e. pleasant or
unpleasant to a particular individual. If so consistent a
thinker, rare indeed among hedonists, is asked whether pleasure
after all is good, he can only reply that to him the question
means merely whether pleasure is pleasant. The only other
"meaning it can have is whether he is right in identifying
‘good ’ and ‘ pleasant ’, that is it is asking him to reconsider
his position. And if the appeal is to simple inspection he
can say, and will say, that he is right in identifying ‘good’
and ¢ pleasant ’, and that Mr. Moore is simply asserting dog-
matically, on the basis of an intuition, that the identification
is an error. There is no real argument in this. For the con-
sistent hedonist, to say that anything is good is to say that it
is pleasant, and to say that pleasure is good is to say that it
s Princ, Eth., p. 73.
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ispleasant. There is no more difficulty about the one statement
than about the other.

We now come to the real question at issue. It is this.
Must we dismiss on mere inspection all views which assert
that the good is that which is desired, or which satisfies desire,
or is the object of our real will, or can be willed with our whole
soul, or is that which we desire to desire ? More briefly and
accurately, must we simply dismiss any contention that to
be good means to be connected in some way with some sort
of will ?

Mr. Moore discusses this question taking as his example
the doctrine that to be good means to be that which we desire
to desire.? He considers this view, rightly or wrongly, to mean
that good is a complex whole, about the correct analysis of which
there may be disagreement. For him it may be that the
doctrine which identifies being good with being desired would
fall under the head we have already discussed, namely that
good is meaningless. There are many minor puzzles in regard
to his terminology and classifications, but fortunately he uses
exactly the same argument under both heads, so that his
precise view of what constitutes a complex whole need not
trouble us. He has only one argument for all cases, and this
appears to be the only direct argument which he uses in order
to establish his contention that ‘ good’ is simple and un-
analysable, to be apprehended in itself apart from internal
differences and apart from any relations to anything other
than itself.

It is here therefore that we must face the crux of the whole
question.

Mr. Moore asserts that definitions of the kind he is examining
can always be shown to be incorrect ‘ by consideration of the
fact that, whatever definition be offered, it may always be
asked, with significance, of the complex so defined, whether
it itself is good.”» We may perhaps put Mr. Moore’s whole
position, without injustice, thus. ‘Good’ to be defined
must be defined as x, or as xyz. But it is always a significant
question ‘ Is x itself good ? ’, or ‘ Is xyz itself good ? ’, and this
never means ‘Isx x?’or ‘Is xyz xyz ? ’.

t Princ, Eth., p. 18. s Ibid., p. 15.
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Now it is interesting that Mr. Moore regards this as proof.
He declares 1: “ That the assertion ‘ This is good’ is nof
identical with the assertion ‘ This is willed,’ either by a super-
sensible will, or otherwise, nor with any other proposition,
has been proved; nor can I add anything to that proof.”
I do not know what he makes of the proposition ‘ This ought
to exist ’, but in any case his method of proof reduces itself
to a matter of simple inspection or immediate intuition. And
at a time when the Theory of Relativity appears to be making
nonsense of what used to seem the most certain of our alleged
immediate intuitions in regard to time and space, it is peculiarly
difficult to share Mr. Moore’s confidence in methods of this
kind, when they are applied to matters in regard to which
intuition has generally been thought to speak with a much
more uncertain voice.

On the other hand, there is clearly a considerable degree of
plausibility in his contention, and this is particularly evident
in the example which he chooses. There may seem to be some-
thing attractive in the view that to be good means to be that
which we desire to desire. But we can always ask whether
it is good to desire to desire ; and it certainly looks as if this
question had meaning, and as if its meaning were not merely
‘Do we desire to desire to desire to desire ? ’. If this is the
only alternative to Mr. Moore’s simple doctrine, then there
would seem to be little doubt that Mr. Moore is in a very
strong position. But we must not allow ourselves to be
misled by merely verbal arguments or to be deterred from a
closer scrutiny of what is meant.

Let us take first of all a simpler case, and see whether
it is possible to use it as a clue. Let us suppose we are arguing
for the view that to be good means to be desired. Such a
view could obviously be refuted, if we were compelled to admit
that some desired things were not good, but that is not Mr.
Moore’s argument here. The doctrine seems to have some
truth in it, although in its simple form it apparently eliminates
all distinction between what Signor Croce would call economic
and moral good, and perhaps even between economic goods
themselves except in so far as we can desire more or less. We
are then met with the question whether it is good to desire.

t Princ. Eth., p. 129.
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Surely, as in the case of hedonism which has been already con-
sidered, there is no inconsistency, no additional impossibility,
nothing but perfectly coherent thinking, if we reply that to
desire is good just in so far as we desire it. More simply
still, the question whether desire is good becomes the question
whether desire is desired. Is there any more difficulty about
this than about our original statement that to be good is to
be desired ? There may be ambiguities in the doctrine (and
to these we shall have to return), but we are saying that it
is desire which gives its value to anything, that nothing has
any value except in relation to some sort of desire, and that
this applies to desire itself as much as to anything else. Even
if the only thing we desired was to be for ever free from desire,
freedom from desire would be good for us, and our doctrine
would still contain its measure of truth. Mr. Moore has every
right to disagree with this doctrine, to bring forward argu-
ments against it, to offer a better theory in its place. But
surely it is entitled to something more than this merely casual
inspection, it has a right not to be dismissed unheard.
There seems at any rate to be some truth in saying that
nothing can be good if it is never desired—not even desire
itself.

When we return to the more complicated theory that to
be good is to be that which we desire to desire, we are met with
greater difficulties. The phrase is apparently meant to indicate
that the seeming good is to be defined as that which we desire,
while the real good is to be defined as that which we desire
to desire. It isin some ways like the corresponding view which
holds that truth is not just what we mean, but what we mean
to mean. It is certainly over complicated and in some ways
genuinely obscure, and it is peculiarly open to Mr. Moore’s
criticisms, because it tends to have a realist significance, to
suggest that the good is what we don’t desire but merely desire
to desire, something out there, already existing, which we do
not know nor will but towards which we are groping, something
which we need rather than actually desire. In short it is a
bad statement of the view that the good is always relative
to will and the truly good is relative to a special kind of will.
We should avoid the phrase altogether, and perhaps we may
even doubt whether it is profitable to deal with the nature of
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good in this epigrammatic way. But suppose we say that for
a thing to be truly good, it must be such that it can be willed
with a man’s whole soul. As before, we set aside all other
difficulties, and ask ourselves merely whether willing with
the whole soul is itself good. And once more there seems to
be nothing peculiarly difficult in the reply, that to will with
one’s whole soul is good just in so far as we can will with our
whole soul to do so. Such a reply is neither inconsistent
with, nor more difficult than, our original statement. We might
even endeavour to carry out this more or less Platonic theory
of moral goodness along Kantian lines, and suggest that what
we really willed with our whole soul was always and necessarily
just the willing with our whole souls, and that the goodness of
anything else was merely derivative and abstract. There is
nothing good except the good will, and what it wills is just itself.
But this would raise many difficulties and demand many quali-
fications which must be passed over. All that I maintain here
is that this type of view is not to be dismissed so lightly as
Mr, Moore imagines, that it has a right to work itself out into
a system and to demand our suffrages in the light of its success
or failure. It is harsh and unjustifiable to try to strangle
infant philosophies in their cradle. The objection to the state-
ment that to be good is to be that which we desire to desire
is simply that the statement is ambiguous and obscure. As
far as the mere form is concerned, we need not regard it as
an obviously fallacious statement to say that to desire to desire
is good just in so far as we desire to desire it.

There are however two ambiguities in our contention, and
to these we must return later. From Mr. Moore’s point of
view we are bound to ask in regard to the form of what we
are defending—and we are concerned primarily with the
form of a contention and not with its detailed application—
we are bound to ask whether we mean to support doctrines
of the form that to be good means to be desired, or merely
doctrines of the form that the desired and the desired only is
the good. That is the first ambiguity. And the second
ambiguity in regard to which we must make some enquiry
is whether desire can itself be the object of desire, or more
generally whether we can be said to will our willing, as we can
be said to will the object of our willing.
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But before we consider these questions as part of a more
general view, we must first notice what may be called Mr.
Moore’s supplementary arguments against the kind of theory
we are considering. These are not intended to prove his own
doctrine, but merely to show that a line of defence which might
be used against him is unsound. The arguments are to be
found in the latter part of the chapter on Metaphysical Ethics
from page 129 of Principia Ethica onwards. Consideration of
them must be brief and dogmatic.

In these arguments Mr. Moore points out rightly that philo-
sophers in the past have felt justified in holding beliefs of the
type that to be good is to be willed, because they also held
beliefs of the type that to be true is to be thought. That is,
they supported their beliefs about ‘ good * by the analogy of
‘true’. He maintains two things: firstly that their doctrine
of truth was in itself false, and secondly that whether it is true
or false, the analogy between ‘ true ’ and ‘ good ’ is not a true
analogy.

The falsity of the idealistic doctrine of truth it is not
here our business to discuss. To those who differ from Mr.
Moore his exposition seems to offer little but dogmatic asser-
tion and personal prejudice together with the ingenuous belief
that all idealism has been due mainly to a failure to observe
the meaning of certain common words. His central argu-
ment 7 appears to be that ‘ to be true’ and ‘ to be thought *
must mean something different, because we can conceive
that what we think may be false. Hence he concludes that
‘to be true’ cannot mean to be thought in a certain way.
But we can hardly infer that because  to be true ’ does not mean
‘ to be thought anyhow ’, it does not mean ‘ to be thought in
a certain way’. It is easy enough to refute the idealism of
Protagoras, if we are allowed to assume any sort of objectivity
in truth. But we may require a little more argument to
convince us that idealism has made no advance since the
days of Protagoras, or that the obvious distinctions on which
Mr. Moore rests his case are incompatible with any and every
kind of idealism.

His second contention is both more subtle and more in-
teresting, and I am not certain that I have grasped its full

t Princ. Eth., p. 132.
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significance and implications. The main truth which seems
to be expressed in his arguments is that will cannot stand to
ethical propositions as cognition stands to metaphysical
propositions, and that the relation of goodness to willing is not
precisely that of truth to thinking. Certainly to think a thing
good and to will it cannot be the same, because even if they
are inseparable—and Mr. Moore goes a surprisingly long way
towards admitting that they are inseparable—there must be
something purely volitional in willing which is not to be found
in merely thinking that a thing is good.

But does not this fail to meet the real point of the analogy ?
If we may state the position simply (remembering that we must
in all cases add to our statements ‘in a certain way’ and
probably also many other qualifications), to will anything is
not the same as to think it good. A thing is good in so far as
it is willed, and to think it good is to think that it is willed.
It may be that there is an immanent judgement of goodness
in every volition—Mr. Moore seems to think there is—but
surely the critical or reflective judgement of goodness succeeds
the direct volition, and is due to, or is, reflexion upon the
volition. Similarly there may be an immanent judgement
of truth in every judgement, but the critical or reflective
judgement of truth succeeds the direct judgement, and is due
to, or is, reflexion upon the judgement. And mutatis mutandis
the same is true in regard to beauty. We are poets before
we are critics; we are thinkers before we are logicians ;
and we are good men before we are moral philosophers.
It is surprising how many philosophers have failed to
recognise that simple and obvious truth. The reflective
apprehension of every value is always cognition, and
it follows upon the activity which—shall we say ?—creates
the value. The analogy between truth and goodness is
complete, except that in the case of truth the reflective activity
is the same in kind as the activity which it judges, while in
the case of goodness the reflective activity seems to be different
in kind from the activity which it judges. Yet even there
we must remember that thinking is also willing and may be
good as well as true. And we must remember also that
an activity may be modified in the light of reflexion upon it.

It may therefore be suggested that if properly understood,



GOODNESS IN ITSELF 49

the analogy between truth and goodness is both real and im-
portant. If the idealist theory of truth were sound, it would
genuinely reinforce the corresponding theory of goodness;
and if the theory of goodness were sound, it would genuinely
reinforce the corresponding theory of truth. But we are not
concerned with a theory of truth. The question before us is
the soundness or unsoundness of a theory of goodness.

The conclusions suggested by an examination of Mr. Moore’s
doctrine have so far been mainly negative. An attempt has
been made to indicate some of the weaknesses of his position,
and to protest against the methods of infanticide by which
he seeks to dispose of all philosophies other than his own.
In particular it has been claimed that Mr. Moore has not
succeeded in proving that any statement of the form ° to be
good is to be willed ’ is incapable of being a starting-point
for a system of ethics. Mr. Moore’s proof, it has been sug-
gested, offers little more than the confident assertion of a per-
sonal opinion, the plausibility of which depends upon a series
of logical and metaphysical presuppositions which it is by no
means necessary to accept. On the other hand it has been
recognised that there were ambiguities in the defence put
forward, and to these we must now return. In so doing we may
perhaps be able to grapple more closely with the central point
at issue between Mr. Moore’s ethics and the type of ethics
which seeks to understand goodness in organic connexion with
the will.

For Mr. Moore goodness is just a simple and unique pro-
perty. No account can be given of it. Once we have appre-
hended it in itself by a kind of intellectual intuition, we have
apprehended its full nature, and there is nothing more for us
to learn about it. All we can do is by a series of further
intuitions to discover the things to which it happens to belong
On the other view goodness is relative to will, and we can have
a progressive understanding of it, as we understand better
the nature of willing. This doctrine may be put in a more
specific form, if we say that goodness belongs to willing in so
far as it is coherent, and that there are as many different
kinds of goodness as there are different kinds of coherent
willing. Goodness is also attributed to things which are the

D
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objects of willing, and the sense in which these are good is
intelligible only as we understand their relation to willing
and the kind of willing to which they are in relation. That
is roughly the hypothesis which the present book seeks to
establish, and which Mr. Moore wishes to rule out of court
by considerations of a predominantly logical character.

The hypothesis to be examined is, then, that to be good is
to be coherently willed. But Mr. Moore, if I have grasped his
position, asserts that this is ambiguous, and presses upon
us a very disagreeable dilemma. If we consider only the
goodness of things, in order to avoid what he would regard
as a further confusion between willing and its object, then
what has been said is that subject to certain qualifications
a thing is good in so far as it is coherently willed. The ques-
tion which he presses upon us is this: ‘Do you mean that
everything which is coherently willed happens also to have
the unique and indefinable quality called goodness, or do
you mean that its goodness is nothing more and nothing other
than just being coherently willed?’. If we mean the first,
he assures us that the examination of will is practically super-
fluous, because we must already have a complete knowledge
of goodness, and of its presence in things, independently of
whether the thing is coherently willed or not. If we mean
the second, then our conclusions are not ethical, and our
examination of will is psychological and has nothing to do
with ethics. Hence it is no use to proceed farther. We
must either accept Mr. Moore’s methods or give up ethics
altogether.

Mr. Moore’s argument appears to rest upon the principle
that everything is just what it is and is nothing other than
it is. This principle he takes to mean that the relations of
a thing to other things have nothing whatever to do with
the character of the thing itself. Those who accept that
principle must, I believe, accept his conclusions and methods
in the sphere of ethics. For my own part, I believe the
principle, as he understands it, to be erroneous, and its con-
sequences in ethics tend to confirm rather than to weaken this
belief. To speak dogmatically—nothing is what it is except
in its context and in its relation to a whole; and nothing
is intelligible except in its context and in its relation to a
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whole. To understand is not to understand a thing merely
as a whole of parts, but to understand it also as part of a
whole. And it must not be supposed that all wholes are
wholes of a physical or mathematical kind.

Nothing short of a complete work on logic can either
establish or refute Mr. Moore’s doctrine, but when we under-
stand its implications we shall be much less likely to be carried
away by it ; and we shall see more clearly that it is very far
from being the only possible theory which has a claim to
serious consideration. All that can be done here is to indicate
very briefly what seem to be the presuppositions of the two
questions which have been asked, and to call attention to the
doubtful validity of these presuppositions.

If we say that to be good is to be willed coherently, Mr.
Moore assumes that we must mean either that to be good
is just the same as to be willed coherently or that it is just
different. The relation between them is either one of absolute
identity or of mere juxtaposition. The whole force of his
dilemma seems to rest upon precisely such an assumption.

But is such an assumption legitimate, and if it were legiti-
mate would it not make all judgements impossible ? What
do we mean in any judgement when we say that S is P?
Might we not argue that P either is just the same as S or it
is just different ? If it is the same the statement is tautolo-
gous. If it is different the statement is false. On this view
it would be impossible to make any kind of judgement at
all, and a fortiors it would be impossible to define goodness.

Mr. Moore, however, does not press his principle to this
extent. He believes in the possibility of synthetic judgements,
in which apparently the predicate adds something to the
subject ; and he believes that we can give an analytical
definition of a complex whole by stating what its parts are
and what are their relations to one another. We could thus
get something which we could substitute * for the whole,
and it is this mathematical equivalence which he regards as
definition, although, as has been seen, his suggested definition of
beauty seems to proceed on very different lines.

It may be doubted whether an adequate or consistent
logic can be built up on this basis, and I at least must refuse

* Princ. Eth., p. 8.



52 THE GOOD WILL

to accept the view that when we say ‘ to be good ’ is ‘ to be
willed coherently ’, we must be asserting either a bare difference
or a bare identity ; just as I must refuse to accept the view
that in any judgement we assert either a bare difference or
a bare identity between the subject and the predicate. I
cannot believe that it is possible to understand thinking on
the supposition that some judgements are just analytical
and others just synthetic. Every judgement is the appre-
hension of unity in difference. If the subject and the predicate
out of the judgement are, and are known to be, precisely the
same as they are in the judgement, what is the use of judging ?
Yet is it not precisely because Mr. Moore makes suppositions
of this kind that his whole difficulty arises? And if these
assumptions are pressed do they not make all thought
impossible ?

I suggest then that the statement ‘to be good is to be
willed coherently ’ is a perfectly intelligible statement (or
may be as part of a system of philosophy), and that we can
understand goodness as we see it in relation to coherent willing
without supposing that to be good and to be coherently
willed are either two separate things which can be apprehended
in entire isolation from one another, or else merely different
names for the same thing. The hypothesis which has to be
examined is that to be good is to be coherently willed and
to be coherently willed is to be good, and I believe that this
hypothesis is sufficiently intelligible and sufficiently precise,
and that those who accept it are under no obligation to inter-
pret it in the terms of a logic which may appear to them to be
erroneous.

Yet if we must choose one of the two horns of Mr. Moore’s
dilemma, I should be compelled to say that to be good and
to be coherently willed are not merely different names for the
same thing. In every significant statement there must be
more than a bare identity of subject and predicate, and this
is true even of the statements which alone are regarded by
Mr. Moore as definitions. But I cannot admit for a moment
that because to be good and to be coherently willed are not
just the same thing, they are therefore just two different things
each of which is and is knowable in entire isolation from the
other. The hypothesis put forward is on the contrary that
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goodness is and is intelligible only in relation to a coherent
will, and it appears to me that all Mr. Moore does is to assert
that this hypothesis must be false because of his general
principle that everything is and is intelligible in itself and by
itself entirely apart from its relations to anything else. Since
I believe this general principle to be mistaken, I am compelled
to ask for something more than the dogmatic assertion of its
truth. If it is to be known by intuition, I can only say that
I do not share this intuition, and see no reason to accept
his principle as other than a hypothesis which may be worked
out in the different branches of philosophy, and must be judged
by its success or failure in rendering our experience intelligible.
In this respect it is on precisely the same level as the hypo-
thesis here propounded, which must be worked out and judged
in exactly the same way. It is fortunate that so able a thinker
as Mr. Moore should seek to elaborate the hypothesis in which
he believes, although it may be that the more fully he attempts
to work out his hypothesis, the more obvious will its inadequacy
become. What one cannot admit to be reasonable is that
he should attempt to veto the working out of all other hypo-
theses because of his affection for his own.

As regards the other horn of his dilemma, it may be
observed that while we need not accept it, in the sense of
asserting that ‘ to be good ’ is merely another form of words
which can be substituted for ‘to be coherently willed’, we
must on the other hand hope to understand goodness better
by a better understanding of will. And unless I am mistaken,
Mr. Moore would maintain that a better understanding of
will must be purely psychological and can give us no help
in the understanding of goodness. This has already been
partially answered by the suggestion that one thing may be,
and be intelligible, only in its relation to another thing, and
that it is necessary to discover whether this is or is not so in
the case of goodness. But there is a special plausibility
in the contention that it is impossible to pass from fact to
value, or from what is to what ought to be, and this contention
demands a special answer, If willing were merely a fact, an
event separate from and outside of other events, one of the
many events or objects about which we think, this contention
would be perfectly sound. But it may appear to some of
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us that willing is something more than a fact or event or object
about which we think. It is an activity which we enjoy,
and which by its very nature imposes obligations upon itself
and gives rise to the distinction between good and evil. That
however is just the hypothesis which we have to explore, and
all that need be claimed here is that we have the right to
explore it.

We must notice also a further ambiguity which has already
been pointed out in our hypothesis. When we say that to
be good is to be coherently willed, we are suggesting that
things are good in so far as they are the objects or the instru-
ments of a coherent will, and that their goodness varies with
the nature of the will whose objects or instruments they are.
Strawberries are not good in themselves or because they
‘ ought to exist ’ in the abstract. They are good in so far as
somebody wants them, or the taste of them, or the pleasure
which the taste arouses, or the continuance of an animal
life which is assured by the eating of them, and so on, and
apart from this they are—on the hypothesis suggested—
no good at all. We may speak of a knife as a good knife,
but it is so only as an instrument for cutting, that is to say
as an instrument which someone may will to use. We may
abstract from the reference to will, but unless the reference
is still somehow there, the goodness of things has no mean-
ing at all. And we must remember that the goodness of
things varies with our purpose. A knife which is generally
called good might be a bad knife to give to a very small boy.
This seems simple enough in regard to the goodness of
things, but are we really justified in saying that goodness
can be applied to will in the same way as it can be applied
to things ?

We have spoken provisionally as if it could, and this
raises the question whether we can will to will, whether will
can be its own object or its own instrument. Certainly we
can will to think or to imagine, and the activities of the philo-
sopher and of the artist can be judged by reference to their
goodness and not merely by reference to their truth or beauty.
And it might be maintained that we will to will in exactly
the same way as we will to think. To talk of willing to will
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ijs just a clumsy way of recognising the self-transcendence
and self-mediation of volition which will have to be examined
later. But at the present stage this view might lead to un-
profitable subtleties, and it is simpler to say for the moment
that goodness applies primarily to willing itself, and that its
application to things is secondary, derivative, and abstract,
Concretely it is the good will alone which is good ; and while
we will our willing, we do not do so in the same sense as we
will a thing. None the less we must not fall into the abstrac-
tion of supposing that willing is just an event different from
and side by side with its object, or that one piece of willing
is an event which just ends as another piece of willing begins.
Willing is a self-transcendent activity. It is nothing apart
from its object, and we may will our action, not merely in
itself, but as part of a policy of life. All these questions
must be discussed later. Here it is sufficient to say that the
central hypothesis of this book is that goodness belongs to
willing so far as willing is coherent with itself, and that the
goodness of things is entirely subordinate to that of the will
which wills them.

There are many puzzles in all this which it may be im-
possible to solve satisfactorily, but perhaps the right to
proceed farther has been sufficiently established. I have no
desire to criticise the way in which Mr. Moore works out his
system, although I venture to doubt whether he can offer
any account of the relation between good and evil or again
of degrees of goodness, and to me his list of the things which
are most valuable, with its depreciation alike of action and
of knowledge, seems little more than the expression of his
personal likings and dislikings. The most valuable part of his
theory to those who disagree with his general position is the
recognition that the value of a whole is not the sum of the value
of its parts, although he adheres obstinately to the doctrine
that the value of the part remains exactly what it is, whether
it is or is not in its place in the whole. Broadly speaking,
I think he has been misled by the analogy of ‘ yellow * which
seems to be given immediately to sense and to resist the
mediation of thought. Even in the case of yellow there are
other possible views ; it may be held that there is some kind
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of mediate thinking even in the perception of yellow, and that
for the proper understanding of it we must study the stimuli
which cause it and the eye which sees it ; perhaps even yellow
is more intelligible because of its place in the spectrum, and
it must be remembered that there are shades of yellow as well
as shades of goodness. But goodness is not given to sense
perception, and few things seem to be more certain than
that the understanding of goodness is bound up with the
understanding of human life. It is fair to say that Mr. Moore
recognises I that there is a causal connexion between willing
and goodness, that willing is a necessary condition for the
cognition of goodness, although it is difficult to see on his
theory why this should beso. He recognises also, as has already
been pointed out, a remarkably close connexion between willing
a thing and thinking it good. Yet in the end for him goodness
is just goodness, to be apprehended immediately in itself, and
to be found in things by a kind of immediate intuition which
can do nothing whatever to justify or to defend itself. The
result is an ethical theory which is merely subjective and so
intellectualistic that it seems to bear no relation to the problems
of human life. To the poor wretch who is torn asunder by
the pressing problem of a conflict between his interests and
those of society, between a good for him and a good for others,
Mr. Moore, it seems, could only reply 2 that to be good at all
is to be good absolutely, and that good for one and good for
others has no meaning, or at any rate no meaning which
has any sort of relation to the problem at issue. And his
account 3 of the thinking necessary to show that any action
is a duty seems to bear almost no relation to the kind of think-
ing by which men try to settle moral problems, and leads
indeed among other conclusions to the view ‘that we never
have any reason to suppose that an action is our duty’.s4
It is not quite fair to Mr. Moore to consider thus what are only
isolated points in his system, but I would suggest that weak-
nesses of this kind are inevitable in any intellectualistic ethics
which chooses to examine into the nature of duty or goodness
without any consideration of the nature of will. Yet even
here it must be added that any philosophical account of morality

s Pyinc. Eth., p. 131. 3 Ibid., p. 99.
s Ibid., p. 169. 4 Ibid., p. 149.
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is bound to differ widely from the confused beliefs of common
sense.

But the ethical problem is an ethical problem, and we
must try to deal with it on its merits, modifying our conclu-
sions, if we must, in the light of our logic and our metaphysics.
Mr. Moore, in spite of his atomic intellectualism, has the synoptic
vision of the true philosopher, but he carries the synoptic
method too far, if he does not sin against his own principles,
when he prescribes the methods and to some extent the con-
clusions for ethics by means of purely logical considerations.
This discussion has, I hope, vindicated for the moral philosopher
the right to examine into theories which Mr. Moore has
attempted to exclude, and perhaps it has helped to make
clearer the nature of these theories themselves. At the same
time it has helped to show—if it needed any showing—that
philosophers of all schools from Plato to Mr. F. H. Bradley
were not merely stupid or merely irrelevant in the sort of
things they have tried to say about goodness.



CHAPTER III1
SELF AND SELF-KNOWLEDGE

IF goodness is to be understood in relation to a self which wills,
it is necessary, before entering upon an examination of the will,
to say something more general about the nature of the self and
the nature of self-knowledge. A full discussion is out of the
question, and for the most part the ordinary conceptions of
modern thought must simply be taken for granted without
raising fundamental questions as to their ultimate validity.
None the less, as there is in these matters a very considerable
difference of opinion, the details of our special problem cannot
be profitably investigated, until there has been at least a casual
inspection of the surrounding territory.

It may perhaps be assumed that the self is what is to-day
called a body-mind; but the troublesome questions of the
relation between body and mind are too specialised for an
ethical discussion, and must be avoided except when they force
themselves upon our attention. An ethical enquiry is con-
cerned primarily with the self as mind or spirit, and we may
describe mind or spirit in ordinary common sense terms as that
which knows and wills and feels. The term ‘ spirit ’ is in many
ways to be preferred to the term ‘ mind ’, because mind tends
to be thought of as purely intellectual or cognitive, while the
self with which ethics is concerned is manifestly also a creature
of emotion and desire.

It would, I think, be in accordance with ordinary usage to
say that knowing and willing and feeling are activities of the
self or spirit, and this is the language which I propose to use.
It might however be thought from this that the self was not an
activity, but something which had or possessed or perhaps
exercised activities. This would make the self something, as
it were, outside of its activities. It then becomes extremely
difficult to say what the self is when considered apart from its
activities, and it may even be doubted whether there is such a
self at all; We may prefer to avoid the multiplication of
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metaphysical entities, and to say simply that the self is
activity,’ that it is the whole activity within which the
activities of knowing, willing, and feeling, are distinguished.
The self will then become its own knowings and willings and
feelings taken as (or actually forming) a unity.

There are some who would prefer to say that the self is
a substance, and that its so-called activities are, I suppose,
its attributes. They would maintain that there can be no
activity unless there is something which acts. I do not wish
to argue here that this is a mistaken view, but it seems to be
bound up with a whole series of ideas to which, I think, we
need not commit ourselves. The whole conception of sub-
stance and attribute is sometimes questioned to-day on the
ground that it is useless for modern science; and it may
perhaps seem to imply an abstract and static theory of reality.
It is, however, at least doubtful whether a category which has
survived for more than two thousand years in European
philosophy can lightly be set aside because of some recent
discoveries in science. None the less we may reasonably avoid
its use in regard to the self, if by using other language we can
still bring out some of the truth which it is intended to convey.

The main truth, I take it, which is conveyed in the doctrine
of the self as substance, is that it is one and the same self which
knows and wills and feels. Without this unity and identity
there can be no knowing and willing and feeling at all. There
are of course some philosophers who deny this, but without
arguing the question I can only express the opinion that they
have no justification for doing so, until they have disposed of
the arguments of Immanuel Kant in the Critigue of Pure
Reason. Their denial depends upon regarding e.g. knowing as
a given object about which they think, instead of as being the
knowing which it is. At any rate, I take it for granted that
without unity and identity there is no possible kind of spiritual
activity, but I express this, not by saying that the self is a
substance, but by saying that it is an activity, or in more
technical language that it is a self-transcendent, self-mediat-
ing activity. Strictly speaking every activity is a self-tran-
scendent and self-mediating activity.

The meaning of these phrases—and also their justification

* Cf. the Aristotelian theory of évépyeia,
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—will, 1 hope, become clearer in the sequel, but it may be well
here to give a summary account of them. Every knowing,
willing, and, I think, feeling, transcends itself. Let us take
willing as the example. Willing transcends itself, firstly,
because it is directed to an object beyond itself : I always will
something, for example I will to step forward. Secondly, it
transcends itself in the sense that it goes beyond itself in time
and is what it is as part of a wider whole of willing : my step-
ping forward is willed as part of a walking, and it is this which
makes it what it is, and makes it intelligible ; yet walking is
nothing apart from a series of such steppings into which it can
be analysed. In willing to step forward I am willing more
than the actual step, I am willing it as part of a whole, and in
a sense I am willing the whole of which it is a part. It is this
second kind of self-transcendence which is specially important,
and it has, if I am right, the further extension that I can will
my action not merely as an element in my own policy or train
of action, but also as an element in a whole policy or train of
action in which other people share. I can will to step for-
ward, not merely as part of a solitary walk, but as part of a
game which is a whole of willing in which other people besides
myself play a part.

We speak of self-transcendence when we think of a parti-
cular volition as straining beyond itself, as being what it is
only in relation to a wider whole of volition. We speak of
self-mediation, on the other hand, when we think of a con-
tinuing volition as made up of parts which are what they are
only as parts of it. They are what they are through the
medium or mediation of the wider whole. The two terms
mean the same thing from different points of view, and as any
volition, however brief, endures through some time, it is
always both self-transcendent with reference to a wider whole
and self-mediating with reference to the parts into which it can
be analysed.

Hence by asserting that the self is a self-transcendent, self-
mediating activity, or more simply is an activity, we imply its
unity through time, and affirm that every partial activity is
what it is as part of a wider activity, and ultimately as part of
the wider activity which is the self. We affirm also that the
part is what it is as part of the whole, and that the whole is
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present in the part. It is because of this that we can say ‘I
will *.
There is a third sense of self-transcendence which implies
self-consciousness. The self is a self-transcendent and self-
mediating activity which reflects upon itself and makes itself
its own object. I know that I am stepping forward in a game
which I am playing together with others.

All these senses of self-transcendence are bound up with one
another. Strictly speaking, my activity has no object until I
distinguish the object from the activity, that is, until I reflect.
And since to will anything or know anything takes time, there
can be no object except for an activity as something which
transcends itself and mediates itself in time. Furthermore,
there can be no self-transcendence or self-mediation except by
reference to an object, and a fortiori there can be no self-
transcending and self-mediating reflexion except by reference
to an object. More simply, ‘I know this’ implies (a) an
object, (b) a subject enduring through time, and (c) a con-
sciousness of the distinction between subject and object.

As we are dealing with these tiresome technicalities, per-
haps it would be advisable to make clearer at the same time
what is meant by ‘ mediate ’ and ‘ immediate’. Anything is
mediate, if it is what it is through the medium or mediation
of something else. It is immediate, if it is what it is, not
through the medium or mediation of something else, but
simply and solely in and by itself. Hence the immediate may
be identified with the given, or with that which comes to us
by a sort of brute or blind necessity.

In the case of objects, since the apprehension of anything
takes time, the character of the object as apprehended could
not be what it is, apart from the synthetic activity of mind in
holding it together as an object lasting through time. This is
a highly controversial matter, but I at least believe that any
object as apprehended—and it must be apprehended to be an
object—is what it is only as part of a wider whole of objects
apprehended through the synthetic activity of mind. Hence,
strictly speaking, every object is mediate and not immediate.
On the other hand, while it is what it is only as part of a wider
whole, in that whole it is itself and not anything else. In that
sense every object is immediate, but it is never merely imme-
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diate. It is immediate only through the mediation of its
context and of the mind which knows it. If we choose to
forget or to presuppose the necessary synthetic activity of
mind, we may regard all objects whatever as immediate.

In the case of activities, from what has been said it will be
seen that an immediate activity is a contradiction in terms.
Every activity is what it is as an element in a wider activity, it
is self-mediating and self-transcendent. None the less it also
is itself and nothing other than itself, and in that sense it also
is immediate, for in that sense ‘ immediate * means just being
what it is. .

It is however more to our purpose to recognise that some
activities and objects seem to be more immediate than others.
A colour, for example, seems to be just given, and its appre-
hension to be immediate, in the sense of not being determined
by previous thought or even by any thought at all. It is much
less plausible to say that the conclusion of a syllogism is just
given, or that its apprehension is immediate and independent
of previous thinking. It is, I think, important to recognise
this distinction, and I shall speak of sense perception and
impulse and feeling as being relatively immediate in this sense,
and sometimes—since one cannot cover a page with ‘ rela-
tively’s '—simply as immediate. But I believe that such
immediacy is only relative, and that there is no activity, how-
ever fleeting, which would be what it is, were it not for the fact
that it is an element in a wider activity. It is impossible to
find in experience anything which is just given, and this, if
true, is one of the great obstacles to a realist philosophy.

We have accepted the distinction between activity and
object, and regarded it as an exhaustive division. It may
however be suggested that the self cannot be regarded as an
activity composed merely of activities, because there are in it
what may be called * passivities ’ as well.

This is a difficult question, and there are many who will
hold that the self is sometimes, for example in feeling, merely
passive. I suggest however that we must have very strong
reasons for postulating definite things—I do not know what
else to call them—described as passivities in the soul. I
prefer to regard them as what I have called relatively imme-
diate activities. If they are not that, I cannot see how we
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should be justified in saying ‘ I feel ' or ‘ I desire’ or ‘I see .
As soon as we refer them to the ‘ I °, we seem to regard them as
being what they are only in a whole of activity. If we do not
refer them to the mind, they become merely objects of the
mind, and it is interesting to observe that in the case of feeling
it is sometimes difficult to be sure whether feeling is an object
apprehended or a real activity of the self.

I propose then to consider the self, not as a substance, but
as an activity ; not as being, but as becoming, as making itself
and being, so to speak, its own making. I hope that, even if
this be not the best language, it will at least serve to make
clear, without undue distortion, the nature of the experience
which we seek to understand.

We must, I think, simply accept without question the
prevailing view that within the whole activity which is the self
we can distinguish the three activities of knowing, willing, and
feeling. The puzzles raised by such a distinction and the
relations holding between these activities ought to be dis-
cussed, not in an ethical philosophy, but in a general philo-
sophy of the spirit. I confess that the whole problem seems
to me to bristle with unsolved difficulties, but I do not see how
ethics can proceed, unless by accepting these distinctions on a
common sense level. The difficulties are so formidable that I
think it wiser not to attempt any account of the differences on
which any such distinction must rest, but simply to suppose
that we are all aware of what is meant by knowing and willing
and feeling.

None the less we must recognise that willing is not confined
to the willing of bodily movements. The activities of spirit are
distinguishable but not separable. Thinking is voluntary, and
willing is conscious. Feeling also is conscious and within
certain limits is subject to voluntary control. Hence knowing
and feeling are in one aspect of them also a kind of willing, and
consequently, besides being true or pleasant, can have, as they
obviously do have, something of that goodness which belongs
towill. It would certainly be absurd for anyone writing about
tnliora.l philosophy to forget that it may sometimes be a duty to

ink.

Our chief concern will be with the nature of willing, but it is
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impossible to discuss this without considering to some extent
the knowing which accompanies it and is the condition of its
being what it is. We do not will in utter darkness, but in a
situation which we know, and our knowledge of our own
actions may be a condition, not only of knowing what is good,
but of willing the good or willing well. There is less necessity
for the examination of feeling. It is generally believed that
neither knowing nor willing can be separated from feeling, and
it is very clear that feeling, whether in the sense of emotion or
in the sense of pleasure and pain, may be both a great help and
a great hindrance to our practical, and also to our theoretical,
activity. Yet perhaps it is possible to study the nature of the
will and its relation to goodness without saying very much
about the nature of the feelings which accompany every
volition. We all feel, but there is something about feeling
which is very hard to understand. It can hardly be said that
there is any agreement among psychologists as to what feeling
is, but perhaps the general trend of modern thought is to
regard feeling as something secondary, as arising from the
success or failure of impulses or instincts, as explicable in
relation to other activities rather than as itself an explanation
of them. If feeling is secondary and derivative, it may per-
haps without any very great loss be disregarded by ethics, as it
is normally disregarded by logic. To do so will greatly sim-
plify our task without, I believe, vitiating our conclusions.
Feeling is good in so far as it is one of the things which we
want, and which can or must be fitted into our lives. We may
believe that a life without feeling would not be good, but we
need not believe that feeling alone is good, or that goodness is
to be apprehended by immediate feeling. It is folly to make
light of feeling, but it is not by the study of feeling that we
can hope to understand either goodness or truth.

We must now turn to consider the nature of self-knowledge.:
There seem to be two ways of knowing the self and its activi-
ties, the way of reflexion and the way of what Mr. Alexander
calls ‘ enjoyment ’. The first may be called the external way,
and the second the internal way. Both are necessary for a

t I have treated this a little more fully in The Idea of Self, University
of California Publications in Philosophy, vol. viii. 1926.
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human self to be known, and indeed to be at all. Here as
always, the self makes itself, and is its own making., And
both are necessary to the apprehension of value. It is the
great error of the intellectualists to remember only reflexion
and to forget enjoyment.

Reflexion must, I think, be regarded as something different
from what is called introspection, if introspection is taken to be.
direct observation or relatively immediate apprehension of an
object. It is perhaps generally admitted that the self is not
known by direct observation, and this is not surprising if the
self is just its activities or the unity of its activities. What is
more remarkable is that it is as impossible to observe the
activities of the self as it is to observe the self to which these
activities are supposed to belong. There are, it is true, many
who seem to think otherwise, and who believe that activities
are apprehended by an inner sense or by some kind of
introspection. They are, I think, sometimes hesitating and
sometimes confused as to what their belief is, but in this
matter everybody should be able to judge for himself. It
seems to me that we can observe colours, but we cannot observe
seeing ; we can think, but we cannot observe thinking; we
can will, but we cannot observe willing.

There is indeed a certain ambiguity in the word observa-
tion. Observation is presumably a relatively immediate or
direct apprehension, and, strictly speaking, ought to be con-
fined to the apprehension of colours, sounds, smells, and the
like. Even here, at least in our developed experience, the
apprehension of a colour involves comparison and distinction,
and perhaps even the distinction of self from object. None
the less a colour seems in a sense to be given and to be appre-
hended in relative isolation from other things. Often however
we speak as if we could observe the things to which these
sensible qualities belong, and yet it is hardly to be doubted
that when we hear a fiddle or smell a rose or see a mountain,
we are going beyond what is immediately given or observed,
we are engaging in some kind of thinking or reflexion. We
may describe this thinking or reflexion in different ways, and
we may believe that it is instantaneous and not divisible into
definite stages; but it certainly depends on previous experi-
ence and thinking, it is not just immediate, and its object is

E
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not just given—unless we hold that everything is just given,
even when our knowledge of it seems to depend on previous
experience and previous thinking. If we reject this latter
view, it is clear that the world of solid bodies relatively fixed in
their shapes and measurements is not given as the changing
objects of sense are given. We may speak loosely of observing
men and stars and even electrons, and it would be pedantic
to avoid this usage altogether, but observation as relatively
immediate apprehension of the given is properly applied to
colours and sounds, and is improperly applied to the world of
physical bodies, which is explored by science on the basis of
what is seen and heard and smelt and touched.

When we say that the activity of mind is not observed, we
mean that it is not observed as colours or sounds are observed.
We cannot observe seeing as we observe yellow. Seeing can-
not be a relatively isolated object immediately given to direct
observation. Our apprehension of seeing is reflective, though
it need not take any considerable time. We know that we see
when we have a colour before us ; we know that we hear when
we have a sound before us. Similarly when we have a table
before us, we know we are doing more than seeing ; and when
we have a mathematical problem before us, we know we are
thinking mathematically, and so on. In every case the
apprehension of an activity is reflective, however instantaneous
it may be, and it is always inseparable from apprehension of
the object which we have before us. The activity itself is
never an object which is given to immediate apprehension. It
is just because of this that some men seem to think—by a
curious contradiction—that there is no such thing as thinking,
and no such thing as an activity of the spirit at all.

It is not our business to justify or to explain the reflexion
by which we pass from the object to the activity, any more
than it is our business to justify or explain the reflexion by
which we pass from the changing objects of sense to a per-
manent physical world in space and time. The one problem
seems to us as difficult as the other, and in both cases we seem
to be making gradually explicit what was implicit from the
first. The distinction of subject and object is on the same
sort of level as that between particular and universal or be-
tween appearance and reality. We can hardly explain such
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distinctions without assuming the very distinction we have to
explain. In the particular case we are considering, when we
say that the activity is apprehended through reflexion on what
we have before us, we say that it is apprehended through
reflexion on the object of our activity. That is, we are really
assuming the distinction already made in the account which
we give of how it is made. The same kind of assumption is, I
believe, just as inevitable in any account of the other distinc-
tions we have mentioned, and it is no objection to such dis-
tinctions that just because we cannot think without them, we
cannot prove them by a thinking which makes no use of them.
It is sufficient for us, without attempting to justify the dis-
tinction, to accept it and to see how it works out in the details
of our thinking, and it may be that in this it will find the only
justification it can have. At any rate—and this is the impor-
tant point—the distinction between subject and object is a
very different distinction from any which holds between two
objects which are immediately observed.

It is clearly self-contradictory to suggest that there is no
such thing as thinking, for the suggestion has no meaning
unless it itself is, or professes to be, thinking. And I believe
that the world in time and space, with its distinctions of
appearance and reality, cause and effect, and so on, could not
be what it is, except for a mind which thinks and is one through-
out its thinking. But all statements of this kind, sound
though they be, really assume the distinction which they seek
to justify. In a sense the only proof of the distinction is
that it must be assumed in any attempt either to prove or to
disprove it.

There are special difficulties about willing into which we
need not enter. It too is apprehended through reflexion on
what is done, and it cannot be apprehended in any other way.
Similarly we app