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vice its own punishment; for benevolence and the sense of
duty are often not strong enough to conquer powerfulimpulses of self-love; we must invokethe aid of ethicalself-love
in order to insure the victoryto the forceswhich make for
good. But our ruling aim ought to be the advancementof
the universalhappiness of mankind.
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THE main purpose of this paper is to show that there is no
such thing possible as an ethical philosophy dogmatically
made up in advance. We all help to determinethe content
of ethical philosophy so far as we contributeto the race's
moral life. In other words,there can be no final Truth in
Ethics any more than in Physics,until the last man has had
his experience and said his say. In the one case as in the
other,however, the hypotheses which we now make while
waiting,and the acts to which they promptus, are among the
indispensable conditions which determine what that "say"
shall be.
First of all, whafis the position of hini who seeks an ethical philosophy? To beginwith,he must be distinguishedfrom
all those who are satisfiedto be ethical sceptics. He will not
be a sceptic; thereforeso farfromethical scepticismbeing one
possible fruit of ethical philosophizing it can only be regarded as that residual alternativeto all philosophywhich,
fromthe outset,menaces everywould-be philosopherwho may
give up the quest discouraged,and renounce his original aim.
That aim is to find an account of the moral relations that
obtain among things,which will weave them into the unityof
a stable system,and make of the world what one may call a
* Addressread before the Philosophical Club of Yale University,
February
9, i89i.
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genuine universefromthe ethical point of view. So faras the
world resistsreductionto the formof unity,so far as ethical
propositions seem unstable,so far does the philosopher fail
of his ideal. The subject-matterof his study is the ideals he
findsexistingin the world; the purpose which guides him is
this ideal of his own, of getting them into a certain form.
This ideal is thus a factorin ethical philosophywhose legitimate presencemust neverbe overlooked; it is a positive contributionwhich the philosopher himself necessarily makes
to the problem. But it is his only positive contribution.
At the outset of his inquiryhe ought to have no other ideals.
Were he interestedpeculiarly in the triumph of any one
kind of good, he would pro tantocease to be a judicial investigator,and become an advocate for some limited element of
the case.- Whatever obscuritymay attach to these remarks
will be dispelled as we proceed and see more and more of
theirconcreteapplication.
There are three questions in ethics which must be kept
apart. Let thembe called respectivelythepsychologicalquestion, the metaphysicalquestion, and the casuistic question.
The psychological question asks afterthe historicaloriginof
our moral ideas and judgments; the metaphysicalquestion
asks what the verymeaningof the wordsgood, ill,and obligation are; the casuistic question asks what is the measureof
the various goods and ills which men recognize,so that the
philosophermay settlethe true order of human obligations.
I.
The psychological question is for most disputants the
only question. When your ordinary doctor of divinityhas
proved to his own satisfactionthat an altogetherunique faculty called conscience must be postulated to tell us what is
rightand what is wrong; or when your Popular-Science enthusiasthas proclaimedthat" apriorism"is an exploded superstition,and that our moraljudgments have gradually resulted
from the teaching of the environment,each of these persons
thinks that ethics is settled and nothing more is to be said.
The familiarpair of names, Intuitionistand Evolutionist,so
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in ethicommonlyused nowto connoteall possible differences
cal opinion,really referto the psychological question alone.
The discussionof this question hinges so much upon particular details that it is impossibleto enterupon it at all withinthe
limitsof this paper. I will thereforeonly express dogmatically my own belief,which is this, that the Benthams,the
Mills, and the Bains have done a lasting service in taking so
many of our human ideals and showing how they must have
arisen fromthe association with acts of simple bodily pleasures and reliefsfrompain. Association with many remote
pleasures will unquestionably make a thing significantof
goodness in our minds; and the more vaguely the goodness
is conceived of, the more mysteriouswill its source appear
to be. But it is surelyimpossibleto explain all our sentiments
and preferencesin this simple way. The more minutely
psychology studies human nature,the more clearly it finds
theretraces of secondary affections,
relating the impressions
of the environmentwitheach other and with our impulses in
quite different
ways fromthose mere associations of coexistence and succession which are practicallyall thatpure empiricismcan admit. Take thelove ofdrunkenness;takebashfulness,
the terrorof high places, the tendencyto sea-sickness,to faint
to musicalsounds; take
at the sight of blood,the susceptibility
the emotionof the comical, the passion forpoetry,formathematics,or for metaphysics,no one of these things can be
whollyexplainedby eitherassociationor utility. Theygo zvith
otherthingsthatcan be so explained,no doubt; and some of
them are propheticof futureutilities,since thereis nothingin
us forwhich some use may not be found. But their originis
in incidentalcomplicationsto our cerebral structure,a structure whose original featuresarose with no referenceto the
perceptionof such discords and harmonies as these. Well,
a vast numberof our moral perceptionsalso are certainlyof
this secondaryand brain-bornkind. They deal with directly
feltfitnessesbetween things,and often flyin the teeth of all
the prepossessionsof habit and presumptionsof utility. The
momentyou get beyond the coarser and more commonplace
moral maxims,the Decalogues and poor Richard's Almanacs,
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you fall into schemes and positions which to the eye of
common-senseare fantasticand over-strained. The sense for
abstractjustice which some persons have is as eccentric a vapoint of view, as is the pasriation,fromthe natural-history
sion formusic or for the higher philosophical consistencies
which consumes the soul of others. The feeling of the inward dignityof certainspiritual attitudes,as peace, serenity,
simplicity,veracity; and of the essential vulgarityof others,
as querulousness, anxiety, egoistic fussiness,etc.; are quite
inexplicable except by an innate preferenceof the more ideal
attitudeforits own pure sake. The nobler thingtastesbette,
and that is all that we can say. "Experience" of consequences may truly teach us what thingsare wicked,but what
have consequences to do withwhat is mean and vulgar? If a
man has shot his wife's paramour,by reason of what subtle
repugnancyin thingsis it that we are so disgusted when we
hear that the wife and the husband have made it up and are
living comfortablytogether again ? Or if the hypothesis
were offeredus of a world in which Messrs. Fourier's and
Bellamy's and Morris's Utopias should all be outdone and
millionskept permanentlyhappy on the one simple condition
edge of thingsshould lead
that a certainlost soul on the far-off
whatexcept a specificaland independent
a lifeof lonelytorture,
sort of emotioncan it be which would make us immediately
feel,even though an impulse arose withinus to clutch at the
happiness so offered,how hideous a thingwould be its enjoyment when deliberatelyaccepted as the fruitof such a bargain? To what,once more,but subtle brain-bornfeelings of
discord can be due all these recentprotestsagainst the entire
race-traditionof retributivejustice ?-I referto Tolstoi with
his ideas of non-resistance,to Mr. Bellamy with his substitution of oblivion for repentance(in his novel of Dr. Heidenhain's Process),to M. Guyau with his radical condemnationof
the punitive ideal. All these subtleties of the moral sensibilitygo as much beyond what can be cipheredout fromthe
"laws of the association" as the delicacies of sentimentpossible betweena pair of young lovers go beyond such precepts
of the " Etiquette to be observed during Engagement" as are
printedin manuals of social form.
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No! Purely inwardforcesare certainlyat work here. All
the higher,more penetratingideals are revolutionary. They
presentthemselvesfar less in the guise of effectsof past experiencethan in that of probable causes of futureexperience,
factorsto which the environmentand the lessons it has so far
taught us mustlearn to bend.
This is all I can say of the psychological questionnow. In
the last chapterof a recentwork*I have sought to prove in a
general way the existence in our thoughtof relationswhich
do not merelyrepeatthe couplingsof experience. Our ideals
have certainlymany sources. They are not all explicable as
signifyingcorporeal pleasures to be gained, and pains to be
escaped. And forhaving so constantlyperceivedthis psychoschool. Whether
logical fact,we mustapplaud the intuitionist
no
or
such applause must be extended to that school's other
characteristicswill appear as we take the followingquestions
up.
The next one in orderis the metaphysicalquestion,of what
we mean by the words obligation,good, and ill.
II.
First of all, it appears that such words can have no application or relevancyin a world in which no sentient life exists.
Imagine an absolutely materialworld,containing only physical and chemical facts,and existing frometernitywithouta
God, withouteven an interestedspectator. Would there be
any sense in saying of that world that one of its states is
better than another? Or if there were two such worlds
possible,would there be any rhyme or reason in calling one
good and the otherbad ? good or bad positively,I mean, and
apart fromthe factthat one mightrelate itselfbetterthan the
other to the philosopher's private interests? But we must
leave these private interestsout of the account, for the philosopher is a mental fact,and we are asking whether goods
and evils and obligationsexist in physicalfactsper se. Surely
there is no status for good and evil to exist in, in a purely
* The " Principlesof Psychology,"New York, H. Holt & Co., I890.
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insentientworld. How can one physical fact, considered
simplyas a physical fact,be " better"than another? Betterness is not a physical relation. In its mere materialcapacity,
a thing can no more be good or bad than it can be pleasant
or painful. Good for what? Good for the production of
another physical fact, do you say? But what in a purely
physical universedemands the productionof that other fact?
Physical factssimplyare or are not; and neitherwhen present
or absent,can they be supposed to make demands. If they
do, theycan only do so by having desires,and then they have
ceased to be purely physical facts and have become facts
of conscious sensibility. Goodness, badness, and obligation
must be realized somewherein order really to exist; and the
firststep in Ethical Philosophy is to see that no merelyinorganic "nature of things" can realize them. Neither moral
relations nor the moral law can swing in vacuo. Their only
habitatcan be a mindwhich feelsthem; and no world composed of merely physical facts can possibly be a world to
which ethical propositionsapply.
The moment one sentient being, however,is made a part
of the universe,there is a chance forgoods and evils reallyto
exist. Moral relationsnow have theirstatus,in that being's
consciousness. So far as he feels anythingto be good, he
makes it good. It is good, forhim; and being good forhim,
is absolutely good, forhe is the sole creatorof values in that
universe, and outside of his opinion things have no moral
characterat all.
In such a universeas that it would of course be absurd to
raise the questionof whetherthe solitarythinker'sjudgments
of good and ill are true or not. Truth supposes a standard
outside of the thinkerto which he must conform. But here
the thinkeris a sort of divinity,subject to no higher judge.
Let us call the supposed universewhich he inhabitsa moral
solitude. In such a moral solitude it is clear that there can
be no outwardobligation,
and that the only trouble the Godlike thinkeris likely to have will be over the consistencyof
his own several ideals with each other. Some of these will
no doubt be more pungentand appealing than the rest,their
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morepenetratingtaste; they
goodness will have a profounder,
will returnto haunt him with more obstinate regretsif violated. So the thinkerswill have to order his lifewiththem
or else remain inwardlydiscordant
as its chief determinants,
and unhappy. Into whatever equilibrium he may settle,
though,and however he may straightenout his system,it will
be a rightsystem; forbeyond the factsof his own subjectivity
thereis nothingmoral in the world.
If now we introducea second thinkerwith his likes and
dislikes into the universe,the ethical situation becomes much
more complex, and several possibilitiesare immediatelyseen
to obtain.
One of these is that the thinkersmay ignore each other's
attitude about good and evil altogether,and each continueto
to what the othermay
indifferent
indulge his own preferences,
feel or do. In such a case we have a world with twice as
muchof the ethicalqualityin it as our moralsolitude,only it is
withoutethical unity. The same object is good or bad there,
according as you measure it by the view which this one or
thatone of the thinkerstakes. Nor can you findany possible
ground in such a world forsaying that one thinker'sopinion
is more correctthan the other's or that eitherhas the truer
moral sense. Such a world,in short,is not a moral universe
but a moral dualism. Not only is there no single point of
view within it fromwhich the values of things can be unequivocally judged, but thereis not even a demand forsuch a
point of view, since the two thinkersare supposed indifferent
to each other'sthoughtsand acts. Multiplythe thinkersinto
a pluralism,and we find realized for us in the ethical sphere
something like that world which the antique sceptics conceived of, in which individual minds are the measures of all
and in which no one " objective" truth,but only a multitude
of " subjective"opinions,can be found.
But this is the kind of world withwhich the philosopher,
so long as he holds to the hope of a philosophy,will not put
up. Among the various ideals represented,there must be,
he thinks,some which have the more truthor authority,and
to these the othersoughtto yield, so that systemand subor-
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dination may reign. Here in the word "ought" the notion
of obligationcomes emphaticallyinto view, and the next thing
in order must be to make its meaningclear.
Since the outcomeof the discussionso farhas been to show
us thatnothingcan be good or right,except so faras some consciousnessfeelsitto be good, or thinksitto be right,we perceive
on the very thresholdthat the real superiorityand authority
which are postulatedby the philosopher to reside in some of
the opinions and the really inferiorcharacterwhich he supposes must belong to others, cannot be explained by any
abstractmoral " natureof things"existingantecedentlyto the
concretethinkersthemselveswiththeirideals. Like the positive attributesgood and bad, the comparativeones betterand
worse, must be realized to be real. If one ideal judgment be
objectivelybetterthananother,that betternessmustbe " made
flesh" by being lodged and concreted in some one's actual
perception. It cannot float in the atmosphere,forit is not a
sort of meteorological phenomenon,like the aurora borealis
or the zodiacal light. Its esse is percipi,like the esse of the
ideals themselvesbetweenwhich it obtains. The philosopher,
who seeks to know which ideal oughtto have sutherefore,
preme weight and which one oughtto be subordinated,must
tracethe oughtitselfto the de factorconstitutionof some texisting consciousness, behind which, as one of the data of
the universe, he, as a purely ethical philosopher, is unable
to go. This consciousness must make the one ideal right
by feelingit to be right,the other wrong by feeling it to be
wrong.-But what particular consciousness in the universe
can enjoy this prerogativeof obliging others to conformto a
rule which it lays down ?
If one of the thinkerswere obviously divine,while all the
rest were human,therewould probablybe no practical dispute
about the matter. The divine thoughtwould be the model,
to which the othersshould conform. But still the theoretic
question would remain,What is theground of the obligation,
even here?
In our firstessays at answering this question, there is an

338

InternationalYournal of Ethics.

inevitabletendencyto slip into an assumptionwhich ordinary
men followwhen they are disputing with each otherabout
questions of good and bad. They imagine an abstractmoral
order in which the objective truthresides,and each tries to
prove that this pre-existingorder is more accuratelyreflected
in his own ideas thanin those of his adversary. It is because
one disputantis backed by this overarchingabstract order
that we thinkthe othershould submit. Even so, when it is a
question no longer of two finitethinkers,but of God and ourselves, we followour usual habit,and imaginea sort of dejure
relation,which antedates and overarchesthe mere facts,and
would make it rightthatwe should conformour thoughtsto
God's thoughts,even though we made no claim to that effect,
and though we preferredde facto to go on thinking forourselves.
But the momentwe take a steady look at the question,we
see not only that without a claim actually made by some
concreteperson there can be no obligation,but that thereis
some obligationwhereverthere is a claim. Claim and obligation are, in otherwords,coextensiveterms; theycover each
other exactly. Our ordinaryattitude,of regarding ourselves
as subject to an overarching systemof moral relations,true
" in themselves,"is, therefore,either an out-and-outsuperstitioU,or else it must be treated as a merely provisional abstractionfromthat real thinkerin whose actual demand upon
us to think as he does, our obligation must be ultimately
based. In a theisticethical philosophy that thinkerin question is, of course, the Deity to whom the existence of the
universeis due.
I know well how hard it is forthose who are accustomed
to what I have called the superstitiousview, to realize that
everyde facto claim creates ih so farforthan obligation. We
inveteratelythinkthat somethingwhichwe call the " validity"
of the claim is what gives to it its obligatorycharacter,and
that thisvalidityis somethingoutside of the claim's mere existenceas a matterof fact. It rains down upon the claim, we
think,fromsome sublimedimensionof Being, whichthe moral
law inhabits,much as upon the steel of the compass-needle
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the influenceof the Pole rains down from out of the starry
heavens. But again, how can such an inorganic abstract
characterof imperativeness,additional to the imperativeness
which is in the claim itself,exist? Take any demand,however slight,which any creature,however weak, may make.
Ought it not,forits own sole sake, to be satisfied? If not,
prove why not? The only possible kind of proof you could
adduce would be the exhibition of another creature who
should make a demapd that ran the otherway. The only
possible reason therecan be why any phenomenon ought to
exist is that such a phenomenon actually is desired. Any
desire is imperativeto the extent of its amount; it makes
itselfvalid, by the fact that it' exists at all. Some desires,
trulyenough, are small desires; they are put forwardby insignificantpersons,and we customarilymake light of the obligationswhich they bring. But the fact that such personal
demands as these impose small obligations does not keep
the largest obligationsfrombeing personal demands.
If we must talk impersonally,to be sure we can say that
"the universe"requires,exacts, or makes obligatorysuch or
such an action,wheneverit expresses itselfthroughthe desires
of such or such a creature. But it is betternot to talk about the
universe in this personifiedway, unless we believe in a universal or divine consciousnesswhich actually exists. If there
be such a consciousness,then its demands carrythe mostof
obligation simply because they are the greatest in amount.
But it is even then not abstractly
rightthat we should respect
them. It is only concretely
right,or right afterthe fact,and
by virtue of the fact,that theyare actually made. Suppose
we do not respectthem,as seems largelyto be the case in this
queer world. That ought not to be, we say, that is wrong.
But in what way is this wrongness made more acceptable to
our intellects when we imagine it to consist rather in the
lacerationof an 'a prioriideal orderthanin the disappointment
of a living personal God ? Do we, perhaps,think that we
cover God and protect him and make his impotenceover us
less ultimate,when we back him up withtheira prior blanket
from which he may draw some warmth of furtherappeal?
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But the only forceof appeal to us,which eithera livingGod or
an abstractideal order can wield, is foundin the " everlasting
rubyvaults" of our own human hearts,as theyhappen to beat
responsiveand not irresponsiveto the claim. So faras they
do feel it when made by a living consciousness, it is life
answering to life. A claim thus livingly acknowledged is
acknowledged with a solidityand fulnesswhich no thoughtof
an "ideal" backing can render more complete; while if,on
the otherhand, the heart's response is withheld,the stubborn
phenomenonis thereof an impotencein the claims which the
universeembodies,which no talk about an eternal natureof
d prioriorder
things can gloze over or dispel. An ineffective
in the eye
and
is as impotenta thingas an ineffectiveGod;
of philosophy,it is as hard a thingto explain.
We may now consider that what we distinguished as the
"metaphysical question" in ethical philosophy is sufficiently
answered,and thatwe have learned whatthe words good,.bad,
and obligation severallymean. They mean no absolute natures,independentof personal support. They are objects of
feeling and desire,which have no foothold or anchorage in
Being apart fromthe existence of actually living minds.
Whereversuch minds exist,withjudgments of good and ill
and demands upon each other,there is an ethical world in its
essential features. Were all otherthings,gods and men and
starryheavensblottedout fromthissolar system,and werethere
leftbut one rock withtwo lovingsouls upon it,thatrockwould
have as thoroughlymoral a constitutionas any possible world
whichtheeternities'andimmensitiescan harbor. It would be a
tragic constitution,because the rock's inhabitantswould die.
But while they lived, therewould be real good things and
real bad things in the universe,therewould be obligations,
claims,and expectations; obediences,refusals,and disappointments; compunctions and longings for harmony to come
again, and inwardpeace of conscience when it was restored;
there would, in short,be a moral life,whose active energy
would have no limitbut the intensityof interestin each other
with which the hero and heroinemightbe endowed.
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We, on this terrestrialglobe, so far as the visible factsgo,
are just like the inhabitantsof such a rock. Whethera God
exist, or whetherno God exist,in yon blue heaven above us
bent,we form at any rate an ethical republic here below.
And the firstreflectionwhich this leads to is that ethics have
as genuine and real a footholdin a universewhere the highest consciousness is human as in a universewhere thereis a
God as well. "The religionof humanity"affordsa basis for
ethics as well as Theism does. Whether the purely human
systemcan gratifythe philosopher's demand as well as the
question which we ourselves must answer
other,is a different
ere we close.
III.
The last fundamentalquestion in Ethics was, it will be remembered,the casuistic question. Here we are, in a world
where the existence of a divine Thinkerhas been and perhaps
always will be doubted by some of the lookers on, and
where,in spite of the presence of a large numberof ideals, in
which human beings agree, thereare a mass of othersabout
which no general consensus obtains. It is hardlynecessary
to presenta literarypictureof this,for the factsare too well
known. The wars of the fleshand the spiritin each man,the
concupiscences of differentindividuals pursuing the same
unsharablematerialor social prizes,the ideals which contrast
so, according to races,.circumstances,temperaments,philosophical beliefs,etc.,all forma jungle of apparentlyinextricable confusionwith no obvious Ariadne's threadto lead one
out. Yetthe philosopher,just because he is a philosopher,adds
his own peculiar ideal to the confusion(with whichifhe were
willingto be a sceptic he would be passably content),and insiststhat over all these individualopinions thereis a systemof
pains.
truthwhich he can discover if he only takes sufficient
We stand ourselves at presentin the place of that philosopher,and must not failto realize all the featuresthat the situation comports. In the firstplace we will not be sceptics,we
hold to it thatthereis a truthto be ascertained. But, in the
second place we have just gained the insightthat that truth
set of laws, or an abstract" moral
cannot be a self-proclaiming
VOL.

I.-No. 3
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reason,"but can onlyexistin act,or in the shape of an opinion
held by some thinkerreally to be found. There is, however,
no visible thinker invested with authority. Shall we then
simplyproclaim our own ideals as the lawgivingones? No,
forif we are true philosophers,we must throwour own spontaneous ideals, even the dearest,impartiallyin withthattotal
mass of ideals which are fairlyto be judged. But how, then,
can we as philosophersever finda test? How avoid complete
moral scepticismon the one hand; and on the other escape
bringinga waywardpersonal standardof our own along with
us, on which we simplypin our faith?
The dilemma is a hard one, nor does it grow a bit more
-easy as we revolve it in our minds. The entireundertakingof
the philosopher obliges him to seek an impartialtest. That
test,however,mustbe incarnatedin the demand of some actually existentperson; and how can he pick out the person
save by an act inwhich his own sympathiesand prepossessions
are implied?
One methodindeed presentsitself,and has as a matter of
history been taken by the more serious ethical schools. If
the heap of things demanded proved on inspectionless chaotic than at firstthey seemed,if they furnishedtheirown relative test and measure,then the casuistic problem would be
solved. If it were foundthatall goods qua' goods contained
a common essence, then the amountof this essence involved
in any one good would show its rank in the scale of goodness,
and ordercould be quickly made. For this essence would be
the good upon which all thinkerswere agreed, the relatively
objective and universalgood thatthe philosopherseeks. Even
his own privateideals would be measuredby theirshare of it,
and findtheirrightfulplace among the rest.
Various essences of good have thus been found and proposed as bases of the ethical system. Thus, to be a mean
betweentwo extremes; to be recognizedby a special intuitive
faculty;to make the agent happy for the moment; to make
others as well as him happy in the long run; to add to his
perfectionor dignity; to harm no one; to followfromreason
or flowfromuniversallaw; to be in accordance with the will
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of God; to promotethe survivalof the human species on this
planet; are so many tests,each of which has been maintained
by somebody to constitutethe essence of all good things or
actions so faras they are good.
No one of the measures that have been actually proposed
has, however,givengeneral satisfaction. Some are obviously
not universallypresent in all cases,-e.g., the character of
harmingno one, or that of followinga universal law; forthe
best course is oftencruel; and many acts are reckoned good
on the sole conditionthat they be exceptions,and servenotas
examples of a universal law. Other characters,such as following the will of God, are unascertainableand vague. Others
again, like survival,are quite indeterminatein their consequences, and leave us in the lurch where we most need their
help. A philosopherof the Sioux Nation, for example, will
in a different
be quite certainto use the survival-criterion
way
fromourselves. The best, on the whole, of these marks and
measures of goodness seems to be the capacity to bringhappiness. But in ordernot to break down fatally,thistestmustbe
taken to coverinnumerableacts and impulses that never aim
at happiness; so that,afterall, in seeking foran universalprinciple we inevitablyare carriedonwardto the most universal
principle,that the essence of good is simplyto satisfydemand.
The demand may be for anything under the sun. There is
really no more groundforsupposing that all our demands can
be accounted for by one universalunderlyingkind of motive
thanthereis ground forsupposingthatall physicalphenomena
are cases of a single law. The elementaryforcesin ethics are
probablyas plural as those of physics are. The various ideals
have no common character apart fromthe fact that they are
ideals. No single abstractprinciplecan be so used as to yield
to the philosopheranythinglike a scientifically
accurate and
genuinelyusefulcasuistic scale.
A look at anotherpeculiarityof the ethical universe,as we
findit,will still farthershow us the philosopher's perplexities.
As a purelytheoreticproblem,namely,the casuistic question
would hardlyever come up at-all. If the ethical philosopher
were only asking afterthe best imaginable system of goods
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he would indeed have an easy task. For all demandsas such
are primn'facie respectable,and the best simply imaginary
world would be one in which everydemand was gratifiedas
soon as made. Such a world would, however,have to have
a physical constitutionentirelydifferent
fromthat of the one
which we inhabit. It would need not only a space, but a
time" ofn- dimensions,"to includeall theacts and experiences,
incompatiblewith one anotherhere below, which would then
go on in conjunction,such as spending our moneyyet growing rich; taking our holiday yet gettingahead with our work;
shooting and fishingyet doing no hurtto the beasts; gaining
no end of experience yet keeping our youthfulfreshnessof
heart,and the like. There can be no question that such a
systemof things,howeverbroughtabout, would be the absolutely ideal system,and that if a philosopher could create
universesa priori,and provide all the mechanical conditions,
that is the sort of universe which he should unhesitatingly
create.
But this world of ours is made on an entirelydifferentpatternand the casuistic question thereis most tragicallypractical. The actually possible in this world is vastly narrower
than all that is demanded; and there is always a pinchbetween the ideal and the actual which can only be got through
by leaving part of the ideal behind. There is hardlya good
whichwe can imagineexcept as competingforthe possessionof
the same bit of space and timewithsome otherimaginedgood.
Everyend ofdesirethatpresentsitselfappears exclusiveofsome
otherend of desire. Shall a man drinkand smoke, or keep
his nervesin condition?-he cannotdo both. Shall he follow
his fancy forAmelia, or for Henrietta?-both cannot be the
choice of his heart. Shall he have the dear old Republican
party,ora spiritof unsophisticationin public affairs?-he cannot have both, etc. So that the ethical philosopher'sdemand
for the rightscale of subordinationin ideals is the fruitof an
altogetherpractical need. Some part of the ideal must be
butchered,and he needs to know which part. It is a tragic
situation,and no mere speculativeconundrum,with which he
has to deal.
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Now we are blinded to the real difficulty
of the philosopher's task by the fact that we are born into a society whose
ideals are largely ordered already. If we follow the ideal
which is conventionallyhighest,the others which we butcher
eitherdie and do not returnto haunt us, or ifthey come back
and accuse us of murder,every one applauds us forturning
to them a deaf ear. In other words, our environmentencourages us not to be philosophers but partisans. The
philosopher, however, cannot, so long as he clings to his
own ideal of objectivity rule out any ideal from being
heard. He is confident,and rightly confident,that the
simple taking counsel of his own intuitive preferences
would be certainto end in a mutilationof the fulnessof the
truth. The poet Heine is said to have written" Bunsen" in
the place of " Gott" in his copy of that author's work,entitled
" God in History," so as to make it read " Bunsen in der
Geschichte." Now, withno disrespectto the good and learned
Baron, is it not safe to say that any single philosopher,however wide his sympathies,mustbe just such a Bunsen in der
Geschichteof the moral world,so soon as he attemptsto put
his own ideas of orderinto that howling mob of desires,each
struggling to get breathing-roomfor the ideal to which it
clings ? The very best of men must not only be insensible,
but be ludicrouslyand peculiarlyinsensibleto many goods.
As a militant,fightingfree-handedthatthe goods to which he
is sensible may not be submerged and lost fromout of life,
the philosopher,like everyotherhuman being, is in a natural
position. But think of Zeno and of Epicurus, think of
Calvin and of Paley, thinkof Kant and Schopenhauer,of Herbert Spencer and John Henry Newman, no longer as onesided champions of special ideals, but as school-mastersdeciding whatall must think; and what more grotesque topic
could a satirist wish for on which to exercise his pen?
The fabledattemptof Mrs. Partingtonto arrestthe risingtide
of the NorthAtlantic with her broom was a reasonable spectacle compared with theireffortto substitute the contentof
their clean-shaven systemsforthat exuberantmass of goods
with which all human nature is in travail,and groaningto
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of such indibringto the light of day. Think, furthermore,
vidual moralists,no longer as mere school-masters,but as
Pontiffsarmedwiththe temporalpower,and having authority,
in everyconcretecase of conflict,to orderwhich good shall
be butchered and which shall be sufferedto survive; and
the notionreallyturnsone pale. All one's slumberingrevolutionaryinstinctswaken at the thoughtof any single moralist wieldingsuch powers of lifeand death. Better chaos forever than an order based on any closet-philosopher'srule,
even though he were the most enlightened possible member
of his tribe. No! if the philosopheris to keep his judicial
position, he must never become one of the parties to the
fray.
What can he do, then,it will now be asked, except to fall
back on scepticism and give up the notionof being a philosopher at all?
But do we not already see a perfectlydefinitepath of escape which is open to him just because he is a philosopher,
and not the champion of one particularideal ? Since every
good which is demanded is eo ipso really good, must not the
(since all demands conguidingprincipleforethicalphilosophy
world) be simplyto
in
poor
this
satisfied
cannot
be
jointly
as
we can? That act
satisfyat all timesas manydemands
must be the best act, accordingly,which makes forthe best
whole,in the sense of awakening the least sum of dissatisfacthose ideals must be
tions. In the casuistic scale, therefore,
writtenhighest which prevail at the least cost,or by whose
realizationthe least possible numberof other ideals are destroyed. Since victoryand defeat theremust be, the victory
to be philosophicallyprayed foris that of the more inclusive
side, of the side which even in the hour of triumphwill to
some degree do justice to the Ideals in which the vanquished
party's interestslay. The course of historyis nothing but
the storyof men's struggles from generationto generation,
to find the more and more inclusive order. Invent some
mannerof realizingyour own ideals whichwill also satisfythe
alien demands,-that and thatonly is the path of peace! Fol
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lowing this path, society has shaken into one sort of relative
equilibriumafteranotherby a seriesof social discoveriesquite
analogous to those of science. Polyandryand polygamyand
slavery, private warfareand liberty to kill, judicial torture
and arbitraryroyal power have slowly succumbed to actually
aroused complaints; and though some one's ideals are unyet a vastly
questionablythe worse offforeach improvement,
greatertotal numberof them find shelterin our civilized societythan in the older savage ways. So farthen,and up to
date, the casuistic scale is made for the philosopheralready
farbetterthan he can ever make it for himself An experiment of the most searching kind has proved that the laws
and usages of the land are what yield the maximumof satisin
factionto the thinkerstakenall together. The presumption
cases of conflictmust always be in favorof the conventionally
recognizedgood; the philosophermust be a conservative,and
in the constructionof his casuistic scale, must put the things
mostin accordancewiththe customsof the communityon top.
And yet,if he be a true philosopher,he must see that there
is nothingfinal in any actually given equilibriumof human
ideals, but that,as our presentlaws and customs have fought
and conquered otherpast ones, so they will in their turn be
overthrownby any newly-discoveredorder,which will hush
up the complaintswhich they still give rise to, without producing others louder still. " Rules are made forman, not
man forrules,"-that one sentenceis enough to immortalize
Green's Prolegomena to Ethics. And althougha man always
risks much when he breaks away fromestablished rules and
strivesto realize a larger ideal whole than they permit of,yet
the philosophermust allow that itis at all times open to any
one to make the experiment,provided he fearnot to stake his
lifeand characterupon the throw. The pinch is always here.
Pent in under every systemof moral rules are innumerable
personswhom it weighs upon and goods which it represses;
and these are always rumblingand grumblingin the background and ready forany issue by which they may get free.
of privatepropertycovers,
See theabuses whichthe institution
is
so that even to-day it shamelesslyassertedamong us that
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one of the primefunctionsof thegeneralgovernmentis to help
individual citizensto grow rich. See the unnamed and unnamable sorrowswhich the tyranny,on the whole so beneficent,of the marriage-institution
brings to so many,both of
the married and the unwed. See the wholesale loss of
opportunityunder our regime of so-called equalityand industrialism,with the drummerand the counter-jumperin the
saddle, forso many facultiesand graces which could flourish
in the feudalworld. See our kindliness for the humble and
the outcast,how it wars with that sternweeding-outwhich
untilnow has been the conditionof every perfectionin the
breed. See everywherethe struggle and the squeeze; and
everlastinglythe problem how to make them less. The
anarchists,nihilists,and free-lovers;the socialists and single
tax men; the free-traders
and civil service reformers,
the prohibitionists and antivivisectionists;the radical Darwinians
with their idea of the suppression of the weak,-these and
all the conservative sentiments of society arrayed against
them,are simplydecidingthroughactual experimentby what
sort of conductthe maximum amount of good can be gained
and kept in this world. These experimentsare to be judged,
not 'a priori,but by actually findingafter the fact of their
making,how much more outcry or how much appeasement
comes about. What closet-solutionscan possibly anticipate
the resultof trialsmade on such a scale? Or what can any
superficialtheorist's judgment be Worth,in a world where
every one of thousands of ideals has its special champion
already providedin the shape of some genius expressly born
to feel it, and to fightto death in its behalf? The pure
philosopher can only follow the windings of the spectacle,
confidentthat the line of least resistance will always be
towards the richerand the more inclusive arrangement,and
that by one tack'afteranother some approach to the kingdom
of heaven is incessantlymade.

I V.
All this amountsto saying that,so faras the casuisticquestion goes, ethical science is just like physical science, and
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insteadof being deducible all at once fromabstractprinciples,
must simplybide its time,and be ready to revise its conclusions fromday to day. The presumptionof course, in both
sciences,always is thatthevulgarlyaccepted opinionsare true;
the truecasuistic order is thatwhich public opinion believes
in; and surelyit would be follyquite as great,in most of us, to
strikeout independentlyand aim at originalityin ethics as in
physics. Every now and then,however,some one is born
with the right to be original,and his revolutionarythought
or action may bear prosperous fruit. He may replace old
"laws of nature" by better ones; he may,by breaking old
moral rules in a certain place, bring in a total conditionof
things more ideal than would have followed had the rules
been kept.
On the whole, then,we must conclude that no philosophy
of ethics is possible in the old-fashionedabsolute sense of the
term. Everywhere the ethical philosopher must wait on
facts. The thinkerswho create,the ideals come he knows
not whence; theirsensibilitiesare evolved he knows not how;
and the question as to which of two conflictingideals will
give the best universe then and there, can be answered
by him only through the aid of the experience of other
men. I said some time ago, in treatingof the " first"question, that the intuitionalmoralists deserve credit for keeping most clearlyto the psychological facts. They do much
to spoil this merit on the whole, however,by mixing with
it that dogmatic temperwhich,by absolute distinctionsand
unconditional" thou shalt nots," changes a growing,elastic,
and continuous life into a superstitioussystemof relics and
dead bones. In point of fact,thereare no absolute evils,and
there are no non-moral goods; and the highestethical lifehoweverfewmay be called to bear its burdens-consists at
all timesin the breakingof rules which have grown too narrow forthe actual case. There is but one unconditionalc~ommandment,which is that thou shalt seek incessantly,with fear
and trembling,so to vote and to act as to bring about
the very largest total universe of good which thou canst
see. Abstract rules indeed can help; but they help the
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less in proportionas our intuitionsare more piercing,and
our vocation is the strongerfor the moral life. For every
real dilemma is in literal strictnessa unique situation; and
the exact combination of ideals realized and ideals disappointed which each decision creates is always a universe
without a precedent,and for which no adequate previous
rule exists. The philosopherthen,qua philosopher,is no better able to determinethe best universein the concrete emergency than other men. He sees, indeed, somewhat better
than most men what the question always is-not a question
of this good or that good simplytaken,but of the two total
universes with which these goods respectivelybelong. He
knows that he must vote always forthe richer universe,for
the good which seems most organizable,most fitto enterinto
complex combinations,most apt to be a member of a more
inclusive whole. But which particular universe this is, he
cannot know forcertainin advance, he only knows that if he
makes a bad mistake the cries of the wounded will soon informhim of the fact. In all this the philosopheris just like
the rest of us non-philosophers,
so faras we are just and symand so faras we are open to the voice of
patheticinstinctively,
complaint. His functionis in factindistinguishablefromthat
of the best kind of statesmanat the presentday. His books
upon ethics, therefore,so far as they trulytouch the moral
life,must more and more ally themselves with a literature
which is confessedlytentativeand suggestive ratherthan dogmatic,-I mean with novels and dramas of the deeper sort,
with sermons, with books on statecraftand philanthropy,
and social and economical reform. Treated in thisway ethical
treatisesmay be voluminous and luminous as well; but they
never can be final, except in their abstractestand vaguest
features; and they must more and more abandon the oldfashioned,clear-cut,and would-be " scientific"form.
V.
The chief of all the reasons why concrete ethics cannot
be finalis that theyhave to wait on metaphysicaland theological beliefs. I said some time back that real ethical relations
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existed in a purelyhuman world. They would exist even in
what we called a moral solitude if the thinkerhad various
ideals which took hold of him in turn. His self of one day
would make demands on his self of another,and some of the
demands might be urgent and tyrannicalwhile otherswere
gentle and' easily put aside. We call the tyrannicaldemands
imperatives. If we ignore these we do not hear the last of it.
The good whichwe have wounded returnsto plague us with
interminablecorps of consequentialdamages, compunctions,
and regrets. Obligation can thus exist inside a single thinker's consciousness; and perfect peace can abide with him
only so faras he lives according to some sort of a casuistic
scale which keeps his more imperativegoods on top. It is
the natureof these goods to be cruel to theirrivals. Nothing
shall avail when weighed in the balance against them. They
call out all the mercilessness in our disposition,and do not
easily forgive us if we are so soft-heartedas to shrinkfrom
sacrificein theirbehalf.
practically,in the moral lifeof man
The deepest difference,
is the differencebetween the easy-going and the strenuous
mood. When in the easy-going mood the shrinkingfrom
presentill is our rulingconsideration. The strenuous mood,
to presentill, if
on the contrary,makes us quite indifferent
only thegreaterideal be attained. The capacityforthe strenuous mood probably lies slumberingin every man, but it has
more difficulty
in some, than in others, in waking up. It
needs the wilderpassions to arouse it,the big fears,loves, and
indignations; or else the deeply penetratingappeal of some
one of the higher fidelities,like justice, truth or freedom.
High reliefis a necessityof its vision; and a world where all
the mountainsare broughtdown and all the valleysare exalted
is no congenial place for its habitation. This is why in a
solitarythinkerthis mood mightslumberon foreverwithout
waking. His various ideals, known to himto be mere preferences of his own, are too nearlyof the same denominational
value: he can play fast or loose with them at will. This
too is why,in a merelyhuman world without a God,+the appeal to our moral energyfallsshortof its maximal stimulating
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power. Life,to be sure, is even in such a world a genuinely
ethical symphony; but it is played in the compass of a couple
of poor octaves,and the infinitescale of values fails to open
up. Many of us, indeed-like Sir James Stephen in those
eloquent "Essays by a Barrister,"-would openly laugh at
the veryidea of the strenuousmood being awakened in us by
those claims of Remote Posteritywhich constitutethe last
appeal of the religionof humanity. We do not love these men
of the futurekeenlyenough; and we love themperhapstheless
the more we hear of theirevolutionizedperfection,theirhigh
average longevityand education,theirfreedom fromwar and
crime,theirrelativeimmunityfrompain and zymoticdisease,
and all theirothernegativesuperiorities. This is all too finite,
we say, we see too well the vacuum beyond. It lacks the note
of infinitudeand mystery,and may all be dealt with in the
don't-caremood. No need of agonizingourselves or making
othersagonize forthese good creaturesjust at present.
When, however,we believe that a God is there,and that he
is one of the claimants,the infiniteperspectiveopens out.
The scale of the symphonyis incalculablyprolonged. The
more imperativeideals now begin to speak withan altogether
new objectivityand significance,and to utter the infinitely
penetrating,shattering,tragicallychallenging note of appeal.
They ring out like the call of Victor Hugo's Alpine eagle,
"qui parle au precipice et que le gouffreentend,"and the
strenuous mood awakens at the sound. It saith among the
trumpets,ha, ha; it smelleththe battleafaroff,the thunderof
the captains and the shouting. Its blood is up; and cruelty
to the lesser claims, so far frombeing a deterrentelement,
does but add to the sternjoy with which it leaps to answer
to the greater. All throughhistory,in the periodicalconflicts
of puritanismwith the don't-care temper,we see the antagonism of the strenuous and genial moods, and the contrast
betweenthe ethics of infiniteand mysteriousobligation from
on high,and those of prudenceand the satisfactionof merely
finiteneed.
The capacity of the strenuous mood lies so deep down
among our natural human possibilities that even if there
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were no metaphysicalor traditionalgrounds forbelievingin a
God, men would postulateone simplyas a pretextfor living
hard,and getting out of the game of existence its keenest
possibilities of zest. Our attitude towards concreteevils is
in a world where we believe thereare none
entirelydifferent
but finitedemanders,fromwhat itis in one wherewe joyously
face tragedyfor an infinitedemander's sake. Every sort of
energyand endurance,of courage and capacity forhandling
life's evils is set freein those who have religiousfaith. For
this reason the strenuoustype of characterwill on the battlefield of human historyalways outwear the easy-going type
and religionwill drive irreligionto the wall.
It would seem too-and thisis my final conclusion-that
the stable and systematicmoral universeforwhich the ethical
philosopherasks is fullypossible only in a world where there
is a divine thinker with all-enveloping demands. If such
a thinkerexisted, his way of subordinatingthe demands to
each other would be the finallyvalid casuistic scale; his
claims would be the most appealing; his ideal universewould
be the most inclusiverealizable whole. If he now exist,then
actualized in his thoughtalready must be thatethical philosophy which we seek afteras the patternwhich our own must
evermoreapproach.* In the interestsof our own ideal of
systematicallyunifiedmoral truth,therefore,
we, as would-be
philosophers,must postulate a divine thinker,and pray for
the victoryof the religious cause. Meanwhile,exactly what
the thoughtof the infinitethinkermay be is hidden from us
even were we sure of his existence; so that our postulation
of him afterall serves only to let loose in us the strenuous
mood. But this is what it does in all men,even those who
have no interest in philosophy. The ethical philosopher,
wheneverhe venturesto say which course of action
therefore,
level fromthe common
is the best is on no essentiallydifferent
* All this is set forthwith great freshnessand force in the work of my
colleague, ProfessorJosiah Royce: "The Religious Aspect of Philosophy."
Boston, I885.
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man. "See I have set beforethee this day lifeand good, and
choose life that thou and thyseed
death and evil, therefore,
may live,"-when this challenge comes to us, it is simplyour
characterand total personal genius that are on trial; and if
we invoke any so-called philosophy,our choice and use of
that also are but revelationsof our individual aptitude or incapacity formoral life. From this unsparing practicalordeal
no professor'slectures and no arrayof books can save us.
The solving word forthe learned and the unlearnedman alike
lies, in the last resort,inthe dumb willingnessesand unwillingnesses of their interiors,and nowhere else. It is not in
heaven, neitheris it beyond the sea. But the word is very
nigh unto thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart that thou
mayestdo it.
WILLIAM

HARVARD

JAMES.

UNIVERSITY.

ANOTHER

VIEW

OF THE
TENURE.

ETHICS

OF

LAND-

THE well-writtenessay by Professor Clark, in the first
number of this review, on the ethics of land-tenure,is of
special interest,on account of the contrastbetweenhis views
and those of Mr. George, the most prominentof the opponents of the presentsystemof land-tenure. Before,however,
judging of the right and wrong of our present system of
land-tenure,as presented by these writers,it is necessaryto
analyze the position of each to see upon what kind of an
economic system they base their doctrines. It is plain that
they have economic worlds in mind,which are radicallydifferentfromone another,and naturallythe ethical judgments
which they make respectingthese worlds are very different.
It seems to me that both ProfessorClark and Mr. George
are seeking for an ethical judgment rather than forthe ethical principle upon which judgments should be based. The
real question is to find the ethical principleupon which the
ethical judgment should rest. To do this successfullythe
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hopeless. Whether we have as yet truly ascertained the
meaning of it all is anotherquestion. All I claim is that we
are on the rightlines if we cling to the great watchwords of
our own time,-Evolution, Progress,Organic Order. Man's
thoughtson these will be the soil from which the inner life
will in futurespring,or, to revertto my formersimile,the
supportround which our deepest emotions will twine themselves. That inner life, these emotions,will be much the
same,as theyhave been in all ages. They have been the most
powerfulcreativeforcein human life in the past. They will
continue to be so in the future. "From that mysticregion
and fromthat alone," says Carlyle in a similar connection
in the essay I have just quoted, "all wonders, all poesies
and religious and social systems,have proceeded: the like
wonders and greater-andhigher lie slumberingthere."
J.H. MUIRHEAD.

MORAL

THEORY

AND

PRACTICE.

IN the firstnumberof this journal fourwriterstouch upon

the same question,-the relation of moral theory to moral
practice. ProfessorSidgwicktouches it incidentallyin raising
the query whetherwhat is wanted is not moral insight as
of moral motives; Mr. Adler touches
much as reinforcement
it in discussingthe relationof the organization and work of
ethical societies to ethical theory; Mr. Bosanquet has one of
its aspects forhis subject in discussing the functionsof such
societies in promulgatingmoral ideas; and, finally,Mr. Salter
is led to conceive that a greatserviceto moral philosophyhas
been the fact that it has separated the "ought" fromjudgment as to what is, and thus kept open a region beyond
science.
If any one of these writershad happened to find it within
his scope directlyto discuss the question of the relation of
moral theory and practice, it is not likely that this article
but findingthe subject touched
would ever have been written,
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upon, without direct analysis,in so many ways, I was led to
attemptto clear up my own ideas. The very presence of
foursuch articlesseems to indicatethat the question is in the
air, and that,therefore,
any moderatelyrationaleffort
to clear
it up forone's self may not be withoutinterest. If Mr. Adler
and Mr.Salter seem to be made the objects of my remarksin
this clearing-upprocess,I hope it will not be attributedto a
polemic spirit. Rather than seek some more impersonal,and
thereforemore remote,formof statement,
it seems good to let
the tensions discharge as they firstarose; and it is through
these articlesof my friendsthat they arose.
It seems to me that I can detectin much of currentethical
discussion a lurking idea that moral conduct is something
other than,or over and above, conduct itself,-understanding
by conduct distinctivelyhuman action,'thatbased upon and
realizingideas. Because the notion lurks it is difficult
to dislodge,-all the more when the lurking is so evanescent that
one feels,in attackingit, as if the holder of its fortressmight
himselfdisown its presence. But thereis an ally of this idea
which is not indeed marshalledin open arrayupon the battlefield,but about whose presence there can be no doubt,-the
idea that moral theoryis somethingotherthan,or something
beyond,an analysisof conduct,-the idea that it is not simply
and wholly " the theoryof practice." Moral theory,for example, is often regarded as an attemptto find a philosophic
" basis" or foundationformoral activityin somethingbeyond
that activityitself. Now, then,when the question comes up
as to the relationof moral theoryand moral conduct,the man
who denies any intrinsicconnectionis without doubt in possession. One will hardlyhave the hardihood to stand and
assert that until the Platonic, or the Kantian, or the Spenceriansystemof philosophyhas been " proved,"moral activity
is impossible. Again, moral theoryis not seldom conceived
as, in Mill's phrase,a nauticalalmanac,or an ethicalprescription
or cook-book,-a collection of "rules" for conduct. When
this view of moral theoryis held, I, forone, shall not say nay
to the man who states thatthere is no intrinsicconnection
between theoryand practice. The hortatorypulpit and its
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moderncongenerand heir-apparent,
the editorialpage of the
newspaper,may be leftto uphold the idea that precepts are
the great moral forceof the world. But yet it does not go
assured that thereis no intrinsicrelation between theoryand
practice. The trouble may be, afterall, in an aborted conception of theory.
What,then,is moraltheory? It is all one withmoralinsight,
and moral insight is the recognition of the relationshipsin
hand. This is a verytame and prosaic conception. It makes
moral insight,and thereforemoral theory,consist simplyin
the every-dayworkingsof the same ordinaryintelligencethat
measures dry-goods,drivesnails, sells wheat,and invents the
telephone. There is no more halo about the insight that
determineswhat I should do in this catastropheof lifewhen
the foundationsare upheaving and my bent foreternitylies
waiting to be fixed,than in that which determineswhether
commercialconditionsfavor'heavyor light purchases. There
is nothingmore divine or transcendentalin resolving how to
save mydegradedneighborthanin theresolvingofa problemin
algebra, or in the masteryof Mill's theoryof induction. It
may be well to bow with bated breath before everyworking
of intelligence,but to baptize moral insightwithany peculiar
sacredness is to find a changeling in our hands,-sentimentalism.
Moral theory,then,is the analytic perceptionof the conditions and relationsin hand in a given act,-it is the action in
idea. It is the constructionof the act in thoughtagainst its
outwardconstruction. Itis, therefore,
thedoing,-theactitself,
in its emerging. So far are we from any divorce of moral
theoryand practicethat theoryis the ideal act, and conductis
the executed insight. This is our thesis.
It is true a man can walk withouta certainkind of knowledge of the process of locomotion; that he can eat withouta
certainkindof knowledgeof foodsand of digestiveprocesses.*
But ifthis is to prove thatconductis otherthan an expression
of "theory," of the conceptions of intelligence,the basis of
this analogy mustbe looked after. A man can plough with* See in Mr. Adler's article,vol. i. No.

I, pp. 20, 21.
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out a knowledge of aeronautics,but this hardlyproves that
ploughing comes beforea knowledge of how to plough, and
that the knowledge of how to plough is gleaned fromreflecting upon the various acts of ploughing already performed.
A man may talk througha telephonewithout understanding
the theoryof its construction,but it would hardlybe a safe
inferencethat thereforehe could talk through it without
knowingwhat he was going to say, much less without knowing how to talk. The child who walks may not " understand
the mechanismof locomotion,"but he had once painfullyand
slowly to forma theoryof walking none the less. I should
hardlyknow whereto finda betterexample of the dependence
and
ofconductupon theorythanthe toil oflearningto interpret
the
act
the
of
of
which
mastery
connect those signs upon
locomotionrests. And if Mr. Adler thinksthe dependenceof
practiceupon theoryin locomotion has ceased withadult life,
withcomplete cutathe observationof some patientsuffering
neous anaesthesiawill serve to test the hypothesis. What the
walking without knowledge of the
well-wornillustrations-of
theoryof locomotion,of reasoningwithoutknowledge of the
syllogism,etc.,proveis thata manmayknow some thingswithout knowingothers,-otherswhich,in ultimateanalysis,are related. Where,however,thereis anythingwhich deserves the
name of conduct,thereis an idea, a " theory,"at least as large
as the action. Because the theoryis narrowin scope it is
not lacking; and it is narrowonly so faras the corresponding
act is abstractand partial. The average man can walk without muchtheory,because walking is not an act of great content. The specialist in locomotor diseases, and the painter
of men and animals in motion,finds in his larger activity
a knowledge of the mechanismnot out of place.
And I hope the reader will not miss the point in the illustrations. For any act (as distinctfrommere impulse) there
mustbe "theory,"and the widerthe act, the greaterits import,
the more exigent the demand fortheory. It is not likelythat
the wheels of moral movementare to be reversed aftertwo
thousand and more years. It was Socrates who initiatedthe
movement,when he said that "an unexaminedlifeis not one
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to be led by man." Whatever may be the case with savages
and babes, the beginning of every ethical advance, under
conditionsof civilized existence,must be in a further"examinationof life." Not even customarymorality,that of respectabilityand of convention,is freedfromdependence upon
theory; it simplylives offthe funded results of some oncemovingexaminationof life.*
Perhaps,however,I shall be told that I amlsomewhatdisan idea of action with moraltheory;
ingenuous in identifying
thattheoryperforcemeans a reflectiveand systematicaccount
of things,while an idea means simplya mental conceptionof
what should be done. I hope there is some such objector,
forit gives me occasion to say thatI thinkthat such a separation of theoryfromidea is at the root of the confusionwhich
I am tryingto clear up. My claim is preciselythat an idea
of what is to be done and moral theoryare identical; that
betweenthe idea of a child,that he ought
the sole difference
or be kind to his baby-sister,
to learn the multiplication-table,
and the widest moral theory-the one recognized as theory
by every o2ne-is simply one of degree of analysis of what
of kind. Action to the child
practiceis, and not a difference
his
theoryis limited.
is narrowand partial,and
* As Mr. Adler neverexpresslydefineswhat he means by moral theory,his
to deal with. But it seems to be takenfor
stand-pointis, of course,difficult
grantedthroughoutthat moral theoryis somethingapart fromthe practiceof
whichit is the theory. We are told of "borrowingfromthe realm of ideas a
reason foraccepted rulesof action." We are told of motiveswhich
sufficient
fromprofesseddoctrines,and finallyof ethical theoryas dealing
are different
withideas importedfromthe regionof speculationand of science, etc. (pp. 21,
What is this+'rule" of action? If it is not an idea, a theory,I should like
22).
to know whyit is allowed longerto cumberthe earth. The moralityof external commandis no moralityat all. Again, men indeed professdoctrines
touchtheirinbut neitherdo theprofessions
whichdo nottouchtheircharacters,
tellects,-i.e.,theyarenotdoctrinesat all, but dogmas. For a doctrine,a theory,
is, I -take it, a mode of intellectualactivity; a dogma,a burdenor load upon
intellectualactivity. To identifymoraltheorywithideas importedfromoutside
moral practicewithoutany attemptto justifysuch a conceptionof theoryis, I
that
submit,a moststartling
performance. I should have supposedantecedently
theoryis theoryof practice. Is it not time that,beforean attemptis made to
divorce practice fromtheory,we should have a little effortto definewhat is
meantby theory?
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To come to close quarterswith what seems to me a radically false notion of moral theory,let us take the council of
pundits,called into being by Mr. Bosanquet. The question
is regardingthe moralityof breakingdown the responsibility
of the parentforthe sake of a good to the child. Now the
reason that the answer of these pundits,as recorded by Mr.
Bosanquet (page 83 of No. i), is of no special use is not because
it is theory,but because it is notethical theory. It seems a
truismto remarkthateverytheoryis of its own subject-matter,
and must be wholly relevantto its subject-matter. And yet
this truismis all we need in orderto see that the punditshave
not given a conclusion in termsof moral theoryat all. Conduct is absolutely individualized. Abstract action, action
which is not categorical throughand through,is the one last
contradictionof logic and of life. There is no such thingas
conduct in general; conduct is what and whereand when and
how to the last inch. The pundit,then,who begins his sentencewith" If" is engaged in an analysis to reach a conclusion,
and not withthe conclusion as such at all. If he deserves a
place on the council, he will surely decline to consider an
abstractcase when broughtbefore him. Or, rather,so faras
he does consider the abstraction,it will be simply for the
sake of the sure-footednessgained in going on to consider the
concrete,-to make certain that no importantconditionhas
missed due regard in the analysis. He will say, Let me
know your specific case in all its concretenessand we will
spell it out together,not in orderto findsome abstractrule
underwhich it.may be brought,but in orderthat we may see
what thiscase really is. And the resulting moral "theory"
is the theoryof the case,-a thorough-goinganalysis of it.
The need for such analysis is simplythat the needed action
may be trulymoral (that is, intelligentpractice); that it may
meet all the demands of the relationshipsinvolved, instead
of being one-sided,that is, more or less sentimental.
What I am gettingat, in a word, is that the ordinaryidea
of moral theoryshears offthe very factors which make it
moral theoryat all and reduces it to the plane of physical
theory. Physical science does deal with abstractions,with
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hypothesis. It says, " If this,then that." It deals with the
relationsof conditions and not with facts,or individuals,at
all. It says, " I have nothing to do with your concrete falling stone,but I can tell you this,that it is a law of falling
bodies that, etc. You must make your own allowances
in applyingthis universal formulato the special case, according to the peculiar circumstancesof the special case." Now,
the punditwho should allow his finaldeliverancesto go out
in the formof "If this, then that," (excepting as a way of
saying " I do not know enough of this concrete case to have
any theoryabout it"), would be denyingthe sole conditionof
moral theory; he would be mutilatingthe moral fact,the individualizedact, till it was a mere bundle of abstractions.
Shall I be told, then,that there can be no such thingas
moral theory at all? That it is impossible to get a theory
which shall be concrete and individualizedas the act is concrete and individualized? Ah, but my objector,thereis such
a thing. Every man,beforehe acts,always has such a theory
unless his act is one of mere impulse. It is true enough that
he may not exhaust, that he may never exhaust,all the real
concretenessof the act; but none the less his idea of the act
is individualized.as far as it goes; it may be a smaller individual than the real act, but this does not make it an abstract
universal. What he sees, in a word,is thisact, although the
"this" he sees may not be the true complete" this."
What we come to is: Moral theory cannot exist in a
science
book. It is, I believe,a popular superstitionto identify
witha lot of formula!and statementsin a book. I have my
doubts whether-eventhe physical sciences exist as a lot of
general statementsheld apart fromfacts; I suspect that our
physical sciences have theirexistence only in our neutralattitude towardthe worldof fact,that theyget real existence only
as they become part and parcel of the meaning of the world
that we daily perceive. But I am very certain that moral
science is not a collection of abstract laws, and that it is
only in the mind of an agent as an agent. It is his perception of the acts that need doing,-that is, his perception of
the existingworld of practicein all its concreterelationships.
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In last analysis,then,the value of our council of pundits
will depend upon this: not whether theory helps practice,
but whetherthe council is capable of the kind of theorydemanded. Moral theory,so far as it can exist outside of the
particularagent concerned with a special act, exists in the
mind of him who can reproducethe conditionof that agent.
Just because moral practiceis so individualor concrete,you
can theorizeforanotheronlyas you " put yourselfin his place."
Browning's " Martin Relph" or "Clive" is then the model
forour band of punditsratherthan Kant's " Critique of Practical Reason."* Put in logical terms,the question is whether
our judges can use, in their judgments, the "category" of
self,or only that of abstractlaw.
"This is all aside fromthe point," I think I shall hear.
The question is not whethertheorymust be back of action,
but whethera given theoryof ethics,the Kantian, the Hedonistic,the Hegelian, must be behind it. Well, if this is the
point,I would it were clearly stated. It is a dangerous procedure which concludes that because moral practice can
occur withoutthis or that ethical analysis,thereforethere is
no intrinsicand absolutelyindispensableconnectionof theory
and conduct.
But let us take the point so raised. What shall we say of
the relationof an ethical " system,"that of Mill or Spencer,
to moral conduct? Or, adopting the phraseology of Mr.
Bosanquet, let us admit that so farwe have been speaking of
"moral ideas," and now go on to raise the question of the
value of " ideas about morality"foraction.
I must revertagain to the positionalready taken. Moral
conduct is preciselythat which realizes an idea, a conception.
The breadth of action (so far as moral value is concerned
and not historical outcome) is measured by the insight of
the agent. What are the conditions which require action,
and what is the action which they demand ? Just so far as
this question is raised and answered,action is moral and not
merelyinstinctive,or sentimental. This is evidentlya work
* You meetpersonswho wantto argue aboutsuch a poem. They are parallel
withthosewho reduce moraltheoryto a lot of ifs and ans.
VOL. I.-No. 2
13
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of analysis. Like every analysis, it requires that the one
makingit be in possession of certain working tools. I cannot resolve this practical,situationwhich faces me by merely
looking at it. I must attack it with such instrumentsof
analysis as I have at hand. Whatwe call moralrules are preciselysuch toolsof analysis. " I ought not to lie." Very well,
then,would doing so and so be telling the truth? What is
tellingthe truth in this instance? " I should do as I would
be done by." Very well; what would I have done to me in
this case? that is to say, what are the personal relations
involvedhere ? Some, who would be the firstto repudiate
the practical consequences in the way of casuistrylogically
involved,entertainthe idea that a moral law is a command:
that it actually tells us what we should or should not do!
The Golden Rule gives me absolutelyno knowledge,of itself,
of what I should do. The question of what in this case I
should do in orderto do as I would be done by has still to
be resolved,though the Golden Rule be a thousand times my
maxim. The rule is a counsel of perfection; it is a warning
that in my analysis of the moral situation(that is, of the conditions of practice) I be impartial as to the effectson me and
thee. Or, it is the statementof a principle,-the principleof
individuality,that the activityof every man concernedhas an
equal claim for consideration; that though I be a great
Pharisee or the high-priesthimself,I am bound to consider
the welfareof that miserable sinnerof a publican as I would
my own. About the specificact to be done it tells,I repeat,
not a jot. But it is a most marvellous tool of analysis; it
helps me hew straightand finein clearing out this jungle of
relationsof practice.
What this rule is, that every rule is which has any use at
all. This is the grain of truth in Mill's idea of a nautical
almanac. The almanac,afterall, does not tell the sailor where
he is nor how to navigate. It is an aid in his analysis of the
requiredconditionsof rightnavigation. In the supreme art
of lifethe tools mustbe less mechanical; more depends upon
the skill of the artistin theirmanipulation,but they are none
the less useful. Our mastery of a required case of action
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would be slow and wavering if we had to forge anew our
weapons of attack in each instance. The temptationto fall
back on the impulseor accidentof the momentwould be wellnigh irresistible. And so it is well we have our rules at hand,
but well only if we have them foruse.
What is the connectionof this,however,with special philosophic systems? Justthis: the rule as a tool of analysis is
an idea. The Golden Rule is, as suggested,the idea of the
is the idea of
value of individuality; the rule of truthfulness
the transparenceof media in all human exchanges, etc. A
philosophic theory of ethics is a similar idea, but one of
deeper grasp, and thereforewider hold. It bears much the
same relationto the particularrule as this to the special case.
It is a tool forthe analysis of its meaning,and therebya tool
forgivingit greateraffect. It is hardlynecessary,I suppose,
to professthe deepest respectforthe Golden Rule, but this is
not inconsistentwithrecognizingthat if it were not held open
to reflectivecriticism,to analysis of meaningand bearing,it
would surely degenerate into a mere external command.
That it,or any other rule,may be a workable tool,that it may
really give aid in a specificcase, it must have life and spirit.
What can give it the lifeand spiritnecessaryto make it other
than a cramped and cramping petrificationexcept the continued freeplay of intelligenceupon it?
The Golden Rule itself,in otherwords,except as an idea
among ideas, would speedily become eitheran external command,a merelyspeculative abstraction(an ideal witha big I,
and no r forrealityat all), or that deadest of all dead things,
a preacher's mere exhortation. What would this particular
rule have amountedto practicallyif therehad not been ideas
back of it, which vivifiedit by taking it out of its isolation,
and by making it one elementin a vast pictureof the world,the Pauline idea, for example, of a divine spirit incarnate in
all mankind,and the Stoic idea of a republicof humanity?
And if the Golden Rule now seems to stand and do its work
by itself,it is because these other larger ideas, and such as
they,have so realized themselves; have died as mere ideas,
and been buried in the common consciousness of men,now
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arising thenceas in effecta normalpart of the outlook upon
life. They have become so integratedwiththe contentof the
Golden Rule that the latteritselfhas become a vast idea, or
workingtool, of practice.
Now it will be found,upon examination,that everyphilosophic theory of ethics performsin its degree this same
service. It serves,at its time,to preservethe minor rule,the
instrumentof the ordinaryman, fromfossilizing. Let rules
be conceived as formalprescriptsof some outside law-giver,
human or divine, and utilitarianismresponds with its new
criticism,-its insistenceupon theirrelationto human welfare.
Let rules slip away into sickly sentimentalism,
or harden into
rude militarism,and a Kant respondswith his equal assertion of law and freedom.* And in time these ideas filterinto
the average consciousness,and their truthbecomes, wholly
unawares to the average consciousness, a part of the ordinary insight into life,-a part of the meaningof the world of
practicein which we live. Life looks differentto-dayto the
man to whom Benthamand Kant are not even names,because
of the formulaeof the greatest good, the autonomyof will,
and the categorical imperative. In conclusion,it is a piece of
scholasticismto suppose that a moral rule has its own selfdefiningand self-applyingcontent. What truth-telling,
what
are change withevery
honesty,whatpatience,what self-respect
change of intelligence,with everyadded insightinto the relations of men and things. It is only the breathof intelligence
blowing throughsuch rules that keeps them fromthe putrefactionwhich awaits all barrenidealities.
There is and can be, then, no rigid line between "ideas
about morals" (if only they be really ideas,-movements of
intelligence)and " moral ideas." The formerare the latterin
the making. It is only as our moral ideas, our conceptions
of this and that thingwhich needs doing, are reinforcedand
reconstructedby larger inquiries into the reality of human
relationshipsthat they are preserved. And it is only as our
* I hope I shall notbe understoodas endeavoringto account for the genesis
of these ethical systems. I am simplyillustratingthe part theymay play in
keeping alive and activemoral" rules."
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ideas about morals realize themselves,only as they become
part of the workingbehavior of the mind towards its concrete
duties, that they are other than curiosities for the collector
of the bric-a-bracof thought. That they are other,that the
historyof ethical thought is a recordof profoundinterestto
him who has the eyes to read,is because this historyis a historyof enlargingaction; because moraltheoriesare man's first
reconstructionof the moral world into a larger and freerone.
And while it lies somewhat beyond my topic, I cannot
refrainfrom saying that no undertaking is more tedious,
because more fruitless,than the attemptto pump up moral
motiveforces. Set as low an estimateas we please upon the
place of knowledge in action,and as high a value as we can
upon the emotions,how are we to get the interest,the emotion? People are somewhattiredof hearing," You ought to
do thus and so ;" they are somewhat tired of hearing," If
you would only do this and somebody else would do that,
and so on, how much better everythingwould be." This
conditionof fatigue may be due to the depravityof human
nature; but I think it is ratherdue to its goodness; human
nature refuses to be moved except in the one trulyhuman
way,-through intelligence. Get the fresher,more open outlook, the refinedand clarifiedintelligence,and the emotions
will take care of themselves. They are there,and all they
need is freeing. And it is, in power and not in word, the
truth that makes free. Besides intelligence,I see but two
means of moral emergence: that of hortatorypreaching and
that of some scheme as panacea. And both of these, it
seems to me, are but attempts to replace intelligence by
argument. And what, afterall, is argument but halvedor quartered-intelligence?*
* As Mr. Adler discussesthe relationsof theoryand practice,not per se, but
in connectionwith the wisdom of foundingan ethical societyupon a philoif I say that I am not discussing
sophicsystem,I may avoid misunderstanding
the latterquestion even by implication. It is one thingto believe that moral
theoryis in so chaoticand fractionala statethat consciouslyto build an organizationupon some one partof it would lead to formalismand inefficiency.It
is surelyanotherto hold thatmoralpracticeand moral theoryhave no essential
and intrinsicunity.
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But I have another and perhaps a larger wave to face.
What is the relationof knowledge,of theory,to that Ought
which seems to be the veryessence of moral conduct? This
is the question raised by Mr. Salter, and, as I understand
him, he contends that no amount of science, of knowledge,
can establish obligation,either in general or in a particular
case. For science is of the "is," duty of the "ought," and
the ought is separate fromthe is.
I hardlyknow where to begin in dealing with this conception. It opens immense fields of philosophy,both historically (compare, for instance, the movement of German
ethicsfromKant to Hegel) and theoretically. Besides, I seem
to findtwo minds in Mr. Salter,with one of which I am in
most heartyagreement. After contrastingin the blankest
manner the world of fact and of morals,he goes on to suggest that moral forces are not only rightfullysupreme over
the actual forces in the world at any time,but " are so interwoven withthe order of things that nothingout of harmony
with them can long stand" (p. I U7). This would implythat
moral forces are, and that they do not exist nobody knows
where outside the actual world,but are themselvessupremely
actual. With this view I findmyself,as I remarked,in large
sympathy; but (aside fromthe factthat I can see no way of
reconciling it with Mr. Salter's other mind) it needs much
analysis. If this view means that "justice" and " love" (the
moral forces specifiedby Mr. Salter) are somethingin themselves, a superfineaddendum to the rest of things,or a sort,
of temperingof the otherwise hard physical forces,I can
only confess my incapacityto frameany correspondingconception. If it means that "justice" and " love" are not something in themselves which somehow rule over and sanctify
the rest of reality,-morally lawless and unsanctifiedin itself,
-but are the actual forces of reality, taken at a certain
angle and scope of working,it conveys intelligiblyto me.
But limitingthe question as best I can, I should say (first)
that the "ought" always rises from and falls back into the
is," and (secondly) that the " ought" is itselfan " is,"-the
"is" of action.
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The "ought" is never its own justification. We ought to
do so and so simplybecause of the existing practical situation; because of the relationshipsin whichwe findourselves.
We may,by an abstraction,which is justifiableenough as a
means of analysis, distinguish between what is and what
should be; but this is far from meaning that there is any
such separationin reality. Let us take, then,a specificcase:
Here is a street-carconductor,and the question is whether
he should (ought to) join in a strikewhich his Union has declared. I do not intendto make and resolve some hypothetical case, but simply,in order to get out of that undoubtedly
adorable, yet somewhat vague, realm to which we so naturally inclinewhen we discuss obligation,call up the kind of
fact which constitutesobligation. The man thinks of his
special work,with its hardships,indeed, and yet a work, an
activity,and thus a formof freedomor satisfaction; he thinks
of his wage, of what it buys; of his needs, his clothing,his
food,his beer and pipe. He thinksof his family,and of his
relationsto them; his need of protectingand helping them
on; his children,that he would educate, and give an evener
startin the worldthan he had himself; he thinksof the families of his fellows; oftheneed thattheyshould live decentlyand
advance somewhat; he thinksof his bonds to his Union; he
calls up the way in which the families of the corporation
which employs him live; he triesto realize the actual stateof
business,and imaginesa possible failureand its consequences,
and so on. Now where in this case do we get beyond concretefacts,and what is the " ought" but the outcome of these
facts,varying as the facts vary, and expressing simply and
only the situationwhich the factsform,so faras our man has
the intelligenceto get at it? And how does this case differ
fromany case of moral action ?
What has become of moral rulesand laws in this case? I
cannot go over the ground already gone over (pp. 193, I94 of
this article),but I must repeat that a man's duty is never to
obey certainrules; his duty is always to respond to the nature of the actual demandswhich he findsmade upon him,demands which do-not proceed fromabstract rules,nor from
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ideals, however awe-inspiringand exalted, but fromthe concrete relationsto men and things in which he finds himself
The rule,at worstand at best, is but an aid towards discriminating what the nature of these relations and demands is.
It may be true, as Mr. Salter says, that the Golden Rule
does not indicateanythingthat happens; in the same sense,
however,it is true that thelaw of gravitationdoes not indicate
anythingthat is. Both laws, as merelaws, are abstractionsor
hypotheses; and to keep themabstractions,to keep themaway
fromthe facts,is to keep them fromindicating,or pointingto,
anything.Taken in any fullmeaning,thelaw ofgravitationindicates an order of physical factin which matterbehaves thus
and so; the Golden Rule indicates an order of social fact,in
which it is true that persons act thus and so, and not simply
desirablethattheyshould act thus and so. The Golden Rule
has no more meaning apart fromthe real constitutionof a
social order than the law of gravitationhas apart fromthe
real constitutionof matterand force.
In a word, a man has not to do Justice and Love and
Truth; he has to do justly and trulyand lovingly. And this
means that he has to respond to the actual relationsin which
he findshimself. To do trulyis to regard the whole situation as faras one sees it,and to see it as faras one can; to do
justly is to give a fitand impartial regard to each member
of this situation,according to its place in the system; to
do lovingly is to make the whole situation one's own, not
dividing into parts of which one is a warm creum and the
othera cold tuum.
The correctnessof the exact definitionsgiven is a matter,
of course, of no importance. The point is that all definitions given must be given in the same terms,-terms,that is,
not of mere "oughts," but of concrete ways of acting in
referenceto a situation,not unearthly,but of facts. Let, for
example, our conductor be fixedupon justice. Now, just so
far as he is able to resolve "justice" into specific relations
between men and men,so far he will have a definiteend in
view,and such emotionsas are aroused withinhim will simply
to realize these relations. But just so
quicken him in his effort
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faras he cannot translate"justice" into such actual relations,
so farit becomes a sentiment,-it is justice in general,at large.
And this sentimentis almost sure to turn into a bitterness
of feelingwhich leads astray,-to a blind feelingthat things
should be overturnedbecause theyare notwhattheyshould be.
And everyduty,everyought,so far as it is not the outcome of analysis of the situation demanding action, must
come to some such mere feeling.- The logical consequences
of the separation of the " ought",fromthe " is" is worshipping blind impulses, labelled love of justice, of truth,of
humanity. Its final term is the apotheosis of sentiment,of
the pious sigh, " Oh, would that things were otherwise!" If
the " ought" escapes this mire,it is only to run upon a rock,
-the bare, brutefactof " oughtness"with no essential meaning. It stiffensinto a rigid external must,imposed no one
knows why or how. The attemptto keep the " ought" unrationalizedundoubtedlyspringsfroma desireto keep it pure;
to free it from dependence upon some ulterior reason, in
the sense of a reason behind the act itself. But to deny that
the moral act, the "ought," has a meaning behind the act
itselfis not incompatiblewith recognizing that the " ought"
itselfhas a reason,that it is a perfectnest of meanings. To
evacuate the "ought" of this intrinsicrationale is to drive
out all moral quality and render it the compulsionof a superior force. It is only because the "ought" rests upon and
expresses the "is" that it is something more than vague,
ill-directedsentimentor rigidexternalcommand.
If the " ought" and the " is" are so close to each other,
where is the relative distinction? Here: the " ought" is the
"is" of action. There seems to be an opinionthatobligation,
the "oughtness," is something superadded to the analysis of
the act itself; that we may have examined never so thoroughly the contentof a proposed act, of some suggested end,
withoutthe idea of obligationever presentingitself,the result
being some intellectualjudgment regardingbare fact. Some
machinery,the exact nature of which I have never found
stated,is then called in to clap on the " ought," and thus give
a moral aspect to a hithertocoldly intellectualmatter.
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The creaking,lumberingDeus ex machinawhich in nick of
time projectsits properentityupon the stage of human knowledge has, however,so often been replaced by the smooth,
swiftworkingsof a single intelligence,that we may gather
courage forthe hope thatthe " ought" too is fromintelligence
ratherthan a somewhatlet down fromsupernal fliesor sprung
froman unearthlytrap.
It mustbe rememberedthat the materialof judgment here
is practical,not theoretical. The question is not concerning
the given stateof things,but concerningan end to be adopted;
or, rather,it is concerningthe bare actual fact only so faras
that points to some active outcome,to some end. The difference betweena practicaland a theoreticalconsciousness is that
the formeris consciousnessof somethingto bedone. And this
consciousness of something to be done is the consciousness
of duty. Suppose, once more,our conductor. He has thought
out, as best he may,the existing situation,and has come to
the conclusionthat the only act which meets the situation,as
he understandsit, is to join the strike. Now, does he require
some new power of mind to bring in the " ought," and to tell
him thatthis is the act that should be done? The veryquestionhe has been consideringis a questionof action,of practice;
what is the especial line of conductto be followedhere ? The
outcome of his reflectionshas been just: This step is the
betweensaying," This act is
one to be taken. The difference
the one to be done, this act will'meet the situation,"and saying," The act oughtto be done," is merelyverbal. The analysis
of action is fromthe firstan analysis of what is to be done;
how, then,should it come out exceptingwith a " this should
be done" ? Justas theconsciousnessoftruthis notadventitious
to a judgment of fact but constitutesits content,so the consciousness of obligation is not an annex to the judgment of
action. Any being who is capable of acting fromideas-that
is, whose conduct is the attempted realization of proposed
ends-must conceive of these ends in termsof something to
be done-of obligation. And that is what is meant by saying not only that the "ought" rests upon and expresses the
" is," but that it is itselfthe " is" of action. What we ordi-
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narilycall an " is" is simplythe " is" of factat rest. If action,
or the followingout of ideas, is not a fact,with just the same
claims to be considereda part of the real world as a stick or
a stone,a planet,or an earthworm,then,and then only, have
Mr. Salter's remarksabout the separationof the " is" and the
" ought,"the unverifiableness
of moral ideas, the attractiveness
and authorityof moral ideas apart fromfacts,and the existence
of a domain beyond science, any shred of meaning.
Imagine a scene of ceaseless movement; needs, relations,
institutionsever moving on. In the midstof this scene appears an intelligencewho identifieshimselfwiththe wonderful
spectacle of action. He findsthat its law is his law, because
he is onlyas a membersharingin its needs, constitutedby its
relations and formed by its institutions. This intelligence
would know this scene that he may know himself. He puts
forthhis grasp,his Begrifj,and arreststhe movement. Taking
the movementat a certainpoint and holding it there,intelligence cuts a cross-sectionthrough it to see what it is like.
It has now masteredthe situation,the case " is" thus and so.
Then intelligenceremoves its brake, its abstractinghold, and
the scene moves on. That to which intelligencesees it moving
is the " ought to be." The " ought to be" is the larger and
fulleractivity into which it is the destinyand glory of the
presentfactto pass.
This, then, is the relation of moral theory and practice.
Theory is the cross-section of the given state of action in
order to know the conduct that should be; practice is the
realizationof the idea thus gained: it is theoryin action.
JOHN DEWEY.

Three
Independent
Factors
in Morals
(1930)

here is a fact which from all the evidence
is an integral part of moral action which
has not received the attention it deserves in
moral theory: that is the element of uncertainty and of conflict in any situation which
can properly be called moral. The conventional attitude sees in that situation only a conflict
of good and of evil; in such a conflict, it is
asserted, there should not be any uncertainty.
The moral agent knows good as good and evil
as evil and chooses one or the other according
to the knowledge he has of it. I will not stop to
discuss whether this traditional view can be
sustained in certain cases; it is enough to say
that it is not right in a great number of cases.
The more conscientious the agent is and the
more care he expends on the moral quality of
his acts, the more he is aware of the complexity of this problem of discovering what is good;
he hesitates among ends, all of which are good
in some measure, among duties which obligate
him for some reason. Only after the event, and
then by chance, does one of the alternatives
seem simply good morally or bad morally. And
if we take the case of a person commonly considered immoral, we know that he does not
take the trouble of justifying his acts, even the
criminal ones; he makes no effort, to use the
psychoanalysts' term, to "rationalize" them.
As I just proposed, this problematical character of moral situations, this preliminary uncertainty in considering the moral quality of
an act to be performed, is not recognized by
current moral theory. The reason for that is, it
seems to me, quite Simple. Whatever may be
the differences which separate moral theories,
all postulate one single principle as an explanation of moral life. Under such conditions, it
is not possible to have either uncertainty or
conflict: morally speaking, the conflict is only
specious and apparent. Conflict is, in effect,
between good and evil, justice and injustice,
duty and caprice, virtue and vice, and is not an
inherent part of the good, the obligatory, the
virtuous. Intellectually and morally, distinctions are given in advance; from such a point
of view, conflict is in the nature of things, a
hesitation about choice, an anguish of the will
divided between good and evil, between appetite and a categorical imperative, between the
disposition to virtue or the penchant for vice.
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That is the necessary logical conclusion if
moral action has only one source, if it ranges
only within a single category. Obviously in this
case the only force which can oppose the moral
is the immoral.
.
In the time I have at my disposal I will not
attempt to prove that this idea of the nature of
conflict is an abstract and arbitrary simplification, so much so that it runs counter to
every empirical observation of fact. I can only
express, briefly and in passing, the idea that
moral progress and the sharpening of character depend on the ability to make delicate
distinctions, to perceive aspects of good and of
evil not previously noticed, to take into account the fact that doubt and the need for
choice impinge at every tum. Moral decline is
on a par with the loss of that ability to make
delicate distinctions, with the blunting and
hardening of the capacity of discrimination.
Posing this point without undertaking to prove
it, I shall content myself with presenting the
hypothesis that there are at least three independent variables in moral action. Each of
these variables has a sound basis, but because
each has a different origin and mode of operation, they can be at cross purposes and exercise divergent forces in the formation of judgment. From this point of view, uncertainty and
conflict are inherent in morals; it is characteristic of any situation properly called moral that
one is ignorant of the end and of good consequences, of the right and just approach, of the
direction of virtuous conduct, and that one
must search for them. The essence of the moral
situation is an internal and intrinsic conflict;
the necessity for judgment and for choice
comes from the fact that one has to manage
forces with no common denominator.
By way of introduction, let us see what is
involved. We know that there are two opposing systems of moral theory: the morality of
ends and the morality of laws. The dominating, the only; and monistic principle of the
first, is that of ends which, in the final analysis,
can be reduced to one single end, supreme and
universal good. The nature of this end, this
good, has been discussed frequently. Some say
that it is happiness (eudaemonia), others pleasure, still others, self-realization. But, in every
respect, the idea of Good, in the sense of satis316

faction and of achievement, is central. The
concept of right, to the extent it is distin_
guished from good, is derivative and depen_
dent; it is the means or the manner of attaining
the good. To say that an act is consonant With
right, legitimate or obligatory, is to say that its
accomplishment leads to the possession of the
good; otherwise, it is senseless. In the morality.
oflaws, this concept is reversed. At the heart of
this morality is the idea of law which prescribes what is legitimate or obligatory. Natural goods are the satisfaction of desires and the
accomplishment of purposes; but natural
goods have nothing in common except in
name, with moral Good. Moral good becomes
that which is in agreement with juridical imperative, while the opposite is not true.
Now I would like to suggest that good and
right have different origins, they flow from
independent springs, so that neither of the two
can derive from the other, so that desire and
duty have equally legitimate bases and the
force they exercise in different directions is
what makes moral decision a real problem,
what gives ethical judgment and moral tact
their vitality. I want to stress that there is no
uniform, previous moral presumption either
in one direction or in the other, no constant
principle making the balance tum on the side
of good or of law; but that morality consists
rather in the capacity to judge the respective
claims of desire and of duty from the moment
they affirm themselves in concrete experience,
with an eye to discovering a practical middle
footing between one and the other-a middle
footing which leans as much to one side as to
the other without following any rule which
may be posed in advance.
So much for preliminary considerations;
the essential problem 1 propose to discuss is
the source and the origin in concrete experience of what I have called independent variables. What reasons are there for accepting the
existence of these three factors?
First, no one can deny that impulses, appetites, and desires are constant traits in human action and have a large part in determining the direction conduct will· take. When
impulse or appetite operate without foresight,
one does not compare or judge values. The
strongest inclination carries one along and
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effort follows its direction. But when one foresees the consequences which may result from
the fulfillment of desire, the situation changes.
Impulses which one cannot measure as impulses become measurable when their results
are considered; one can visualize their external
consequences and thus compare them as one
might two objects. These acts of judgment, of
comparison, of reckoning, repeat themselves
and develop in proportion to the increase in
capacity for foresight and reflection. Judgments applied to such a situation can be thoroughly examined, corrected, made more exact
by judgments carried over from other situations; the results of previous estimates and
actions are available as working materials.
In the course of time two moral concepts
have been formed. One of these is that of Reason as a function which moderates and directs
impulses by considering the consequences
they entail. The "Reason" thus conceived is
nothing but the ordinary faculty of foresight
and of comparison; but that faculty has been
elevated to a higher order of dignity and named
eulOgistically by virtue of what it accomplishes, or the order and system it introduces
into the succession of acts which constitute
conduct.
The other concept we see emerging from
moral experience is that of ends forming a
united and coherent system and merging into
one generalized and comprehensive end. As
soon as foresight is used to summon objective
consequences, the idea of an end is self-apparent; consequences are the natural limit, the
object, the end of the action envisaged. But it is
Significant that from the moment particular
acts of judgment become organized into the
general moral function called reason, a classification of ends is established; estimates found
correct about one are applied in thought to
others. Our first ancestors were preoccupied
quite early with goals such as health, wealth,
courage in battle, success with the other sex. A
second level was reached when men more
reflective than their fellows ventured to treat
those different generalized ends as elements of
an organized plan of life, ranking them in a
hierarchy of values, going from the least comprehensive to the most comprehensive, and
. thus conceived the idea of a single end, or in
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other words, of a good to which all reasonable
acts led.
When that process was accomplished. one
form of moral theory had been established. To
take a broad view of the history of thought, it
might be said that it was Greek thinkers who
gave articulate expression to this particular
phase of experience, and left as their permanent contribution to the theory of morals the
conception of ends as the completion, the perfection, and hence the good, of human life; the
conception of an hierarchical organization of
ends and the intimate relationship between
this organization and Reason. Moreover the
reigning philosophy of Greece viewed the universe as a cosmos in which all natural processes tended to fulfil themselves in rational or
ideal forms, so that this view of human conduct was but an extension of the idea entertained about the universe in which we live.
Law was conceived of simply as an expression
of reason, not of will or command, being in
fact but the order of changes involved in the
realization of an end.
That our inheritance from Greek moral
theory states one phase of actual human experience of conduct I do not doubt. It is quite
another matter, however, to say that it covers
conduct in its inclusive scope. It was possible-or so it seems to me-for the Greek
philosophers to include social claims and obligations under the category of ends related to
reason because of the strictly indigenous character of the Greek city-state; because of the
vitally intimate connection between the affairs
of this state and the interests of the citizen and
because in Athens-upon whose experience
the philosophers drew-legislation became a
function of discussion and conference, so that,
in ideal at least, legislation was the manifestation of deliberate intelligence. The Greek political community was small enough so that it
was possible to think of its decisions as being
when they were properly made as the expressions of the reasonable mind of the community-as made that is in view of ends that
commended themselves to thought, while laws
that expressed the fiat of will were arbitrary
and tyrannical, and those which were the fruit
of passion were perverse and confused .
Probably only in such a social medium
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however could law and obligation be identified, without the exercise of mere dialectical
skill, with a rational adaptation of means to
ends. Moreover the failure of the Greeks to
achieve success in practical political administration, their irreparable factiousness and instability, was calculated to bring discredit upon
the notion that insight into ends and calculation of means afford a sound and safe basis for
social relationships. At all events, we find that
among the Romans, the instinct for social order, stable government and stable administration led in the end to quite another conception
of reason and law. Reason became a kind of
cosmic force that held things together, compelling them to fit into one another and to
work together, and law was the manifestation
of this compelling force for order. Offices, duties, relationships riot of means to ends but of
mutual adaptation, reciprocal suitableness and
harmony, became the centre of moral theory.
Now this theory also corresponds to a fact
in normal experience. Men who live together
inevitably make demands on one another. Each
one attempts, however unconsciously by the
very fact of living and acting, to bend others to
his purposes, to make use of others as cooperative means in his own scheme of life. There is
no normal person who does not insist practically on some sort of conduct on the part of
others. Parents, rulers, are in a better position
than are others to exact actions in accord with
their demands, to secure obedience and conformity, but even young children in the degree
of their power make claims, issue demands, set
up certain expectations of their own as standards in the behavior of others. From the standpoint of the one making the demand on others,
the demand is normal for it is merely a part of
the process of executing his own purpose. From
the standpoint of the one upon whom the
demand is made, it will seem arbitrary except
as it happens to fall in with some interest of his
own. But he too has demands to make upon
others and there finally develops a certain set
or system of demands, more or less reciprocal
according to social conditions, which are generally accepted-that is, responded to without
overt revolt. From the standpoint of those
whose claims are recognized, these demands
are rights; from the standpoint of those under318

going them they are duties. The whole estab_
lished system as far as it is acknowledged Without obvious protest constitutes the principle of
authority,]us, Recht, Droit, which is current_
that is to say that which is socially authOrized
in the putting forth and responding to the
demands of others.
Now it seems to me almost self-evident
that in its roots and natural mode of manifesta_
tion this exercise of demands over the behavior of others is an independent variable With
respect to the whole principle of rational teleological ends and goods. It is fact that a particular person makes claims upon others in behalf
of some satisfaction which he desires. But this
fact does not constitute the claim as right; it
gives it no moral authority; in and of itself, it
expresses power rather than right. To be right,
it must be an acknowledged claim, having not
the mere power of the claimant behind it, but
the emotional and intellectual assent of the
community. Now of course it may be retorted
that the good is still the dominant principle,
the right being a means to it, only now it is not
the end of an individual which is sought but
the welfare of the community as such. The
retort conceals the fact that "good" and "end"
have now taken on a new and inherently different meaning; the terms no longer signify
that which will satisfy an individual, but that
which he recognizes to be important and valid
from the standpoint of some social group to
which he belongs. What is right thus comes to
the individual as a demand, a requirement, to
which he should submit. In as far as he acknowledges the claim to possess authority, and
not to express mere external force to which it
is convenient to submit, it is "good" in the
sense of being right-that is a mere truism. But
it is not a good as are the things to which
desires naturally tend; in fact, at first it presents itself as cutting across and thwarting a
natural desire-otherwise it is not felt to be a
claim which should be acknowledged. In time,
the thing in question may through habituation
bec.ome an object of desire; but when this
happens, it loses its quality of being right and
authoritative and becomes simply a good.
The whole point for which I am contending is simply this: There is an intrinsic difference, in both origin and mode of operation,
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between objects which present themselves as
satisfactory to desire and hence good, and objects which come to one as making demands
upon his conduct which should be recognized.
Neither can be reduced to the other.
Empirically, there is a third independent
variable in morals. Individuals praise and
blame the conduct of others; they approve and
disapprove; encourage and condemn; reward
and punish. Such responses occur after the
other person has acted, or in anticipation of a
certain mode of conduct on his part. Westermarck has claimed that sympathetic resentment is the primary root of morals all over the
world. While I doubt, for reasons already indicated, its being the only root, there can be no
doubt that such resentment, together with a
corresponding approbation, are spontaneous
and influential empirical phenomena of conduct. Acts and dispositions generally approved
form the original virtues; those condemned
the original vices.
Praise and blame are spontaneous manifestations of human nature when confronted
with the acts of others. They are especially
marked when the act in question involves such
danger for the one performing it as to be heroic
or else goes so contrary to the customs of the
community as to be infamous. But praise and
blame are so spontaneous, so natural, and as
~we say "instinctive" that they do not depend
either upon considerations of objects that will
when attained satisfy desire nor upon making
certain demands upon others. They lack the
rational, the calculated character, of ends, and
the immediate social pressure characteristic of
the right. They operate as reflex imputations of
virtue and vice-with accompanying rewards
and penalties-as sanctions of right, and as an
individual comes to prize the approving attitude of others as considerations to be taken
into account in deliberating upon the end in
some especial case. But as categories, as principles, the virtuous differs radically from the
good and the right. Goods, I repeat, have to do
With deliberation upon desires and purposes;
the right and obligatory with demands that are
Socially authorized and backed; virtues with
Widespread approbation.
No one can follow the general development of English moral theory without seeing
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that it is as much influenced by the existence
of approvals and disapprovals as Greek theory
was the existence of generalized purposes and
Latin by the exercise of social authority. Many
of the peculiarities of English theory become
explicable only when it is seen that this problem is really uppermost even when the writer
seems to be discussing some other question.
Consider for example the role played by the
idea of sympathy; the tendency to regard benevolence as the source of all good and obligation-because it is that which is approved (as
sympathy is the organ of approval); and the
illogical combination in British utilitarianism of pleasure as the end or good, and the
tendency to seek for general happiness as the
thing to be approved. The prominent part in
English moral theory by such conceptions
points doubtless to great susceptibility in English society to the reactions of private individuals to one's conduct as distinct from the
tendency to rationalize conduct through consideration of purposes, and from that of attaching great importance to the public system
of acknowledged demands that form law.
In calling these three elements independent variables, I do not mean to assert that
they are not intertwined in all actual moral
situations. Rather is the contrary the case.
Moral problems exist because we have to adapt
to one another as best we can certain elements
coming from each source. If each principle
were separate and supreme, I do not see how
moral difficulties and uncertainties could arise.
The good would be sharply opposed to the
evil; the right to the wrong; the virtuous to the
vicious. That is, we should sharply discriminate what satisfies desire from what frustrates
it-we might make a mistake of judgment in
given cases, but that would not affect the distinction of categories. So we should distinguish that which is demanded and permissible, licit, from that which is forbidden, illicit;
that which is approved and promoted from
that which is frowned upon and penalized.
Actually however, the various lines of distinction cut across on~ another. What is good
from the standpoint of desire is wrong from the
standpoint of social demands; what is bad from
the first standpoint may be heartily approved
by public opinion. Each conflict is genuine and
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acute, and some way has to be found for reconciling the opposing factors or again that which
is officially and legally forbidden is nevertheless socially allowed or even encouraged. Witness the prohibition of alcoholic beverages in
my own country; or, on a wider scale, the difficulties which confront children because of
the disparity between what is publicly commanded and what is privately permitted to
pass, or is even in practice praised as giving
evidence of shrewdness or as evincing a praiseworthy ambition. Thus the scheme of rational
goods and of official publicly acknowledged
duties in Anglo-Saxon countries stands in
marked contrast to the whole scheme of virtues enforced by the economic structure of
society-a fact which explains to some extent
our reputation for hypocrisy.
In view of the part played by actual conflict
of forces in moral situations and the genuine
·uncertainty which results as to what should be
done, I am inclined to think that one cause for
the inefficacy of moral philosophies has been
that in their zeal for a unitary view they have
oversimplified the moral life. The outcome is a
gap between the tangled realities of practice
and the abstract forms of theory. A moral philosophy which should frankly recognize the
impossibility of reducing all the elements in
moral situations to a single commensurable
principle, which should recognize that each
human being has to make the best adjustment
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he can among forces which are genuinely disparate, would throw light upon actual predica_
ments of conduct and help individuals in making a juster estimate of the force of each
competing factor. All that would be lost Would
be the idea that theoretically there is in advance a single theoretically correct solution for
every difficulty with which each and every
individual is confronted. Personally I think
the surrender of this idea would be a gain
instead of a loss. In taking attention away frOIn
rigid rules and standards it would lead men to
attend more fully to the concrete elements
entering into the situations in which they have
to act.

NOTES

[First published as "Trois facteurs independants en
matiere de morale," trans. Charles Cestre, in Bulletin de la societe fralll;aise de philosophie 30 (OctoberDecember 1930): 118-27, from an address read in
English before the French Philosophical SOCiety,
Paris, 7 November 1930. First published in English
in Educational Theory 16 Ouly 1966): 198-209,
trans. Jo Ann Boydston. For the introductory remarks by Xavier Leon and the discussion follOwing
Dewey's address, see the first publication in English, "Three Independent Factors in Morals," ibid.,
pp. 198, 205-9 (print edition, Appendix 5). LW
5:279-288.]
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Wilfrid Sellars, "'Ought' and Moral Principles," February 14, 1966 (unpublished).
Transcribed into hypertext by Andrew Chrucky in June 2005 from a copy saved
by Willem deVries.

'OUGHT' AND MORAL PRINCIPLES
1. My aim this evening is to explore a central issue -- indeed the central issue -in moral philosophy; the relation of scientific knowledge to moral principles. By
'scientific knowledge' I mean science in so far as it tells us what is the case. For
even if there is a sense in which science tells us what ought to be the case -- and
there is such a science -- we can distinguish, as we shall see, between science
qua telling us which is the case and science in its role of telling us what ought to
be the case. The original question could, indeed be reformulates in terms of the
relationship between these two roles.
2. The Sciences I have in mind include everything from logic and mathematics
on one end of the spectrum to psychology and the social sciences on the other.
And, since the issues I have in mind is a conceptual one which does not hinge on
the current status of any of these sciences, I shall not hesitate to make thought
experiments which amount to philosophical fiction about science.
3. Before I get the substantive part of my argument under way, I must introduce
some terms and draw some distinctions. The terms will be based in a technical
sense, though I hope that they will group together in a perspicuous way things
which can be seen to belong together from the high altitude of abstraction in
which our problem exists.
4. First a few words about moral principles. At this stage it will be useful to give
what might be called the standard account. Whether or not or to what extent the
features of this account apply to anything in our experience will be left open for
the time being. In philosophy one rarely begins by being absolutely clear about
one piece of a conceptual puzzle and unclear about the rest. Philosophical
perplexities tends to spread and often the things which seem obvious when one
begins become even more puzzling than the initial problem.
5. According to the standard account, a moral principle is a statement which says
what people ought to do in a certain kind of circumstance. It is added that to be a
moral principle the people in question must be all of us, and to be a principle in
the sense of first principle it must not be an application of a more general
principle in the way in which, for exainple,
everybody ought to keep his written promises
follows from
everybody ought to keep his promises
or in which, with the additive premise
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measles is a distress
everybody ought to help people with measles
follows from
everybody ought to help people in distress
6. That other features belong to the standard account, at least in its more
sophisticated form
(a) Science principles of the kind I have formulated can conflict, they must be
regarded as abstractions from more complicated principles which specify what
ought to be done in combinations of the kinds of circumstances mentioned in
these simpler principles. This qualification has the consequence that principles,
properly speaking, are far more complicated than the sort of thing we usually
give as examples -- for these, on reflection, always carry the rider "other things
being equal" -- which they rarely are. Indeed, it commits us to the idea that a
moral principle, properly speaking, specifies the circumstances in which a certain
kind of action ought to be performed in a very complex way. Yet they remain
principles in that they apply to anybody in that kind of circumstance.
(b) It has the further consequence that instead of moral principles (unlike
copybook maxims) being already at hand, our task being merely to apply them,
serious moral thinking starts from the complexities of the actual case and arrives
at a conclusion concerning the principle which applies (i.e. concerning what
anybody ought to do in that kind of case in the very process of arriving at a
conclusion concerning what I ought to do in that case.
7. Yet we can abstract, for the moment, from this latter feature and suppose that
however difficult it may be to arrive at them, they are in some sense "there" to be
arrived at. This brings me to another feature of the standard account. Moral
principles, however complex, are objective in the sense that there is truth and
falsity with respect to them -- that thinking doesn't make them so -- that there are
false beliefs about moral principles just as there are false beliefs about scientific
laws.
8. Of course, if moral principles were scientific laws, or if they were uniquely
determined by scientific, there would be nothing paradoxical about this, nor
about the difficulty of discovering what we ought to do. Moral truth would be
either a special case of scientific truth -- or -- consequence of scientific truth.
9. But against this it is argued that science tells us what is the case and moral
principles what ought to be the case and one can't get from 'is' to 'ought'.
10. Finally, according to the standard account, not only can we be mistaken about
what we ought to do; even when we are quite confident that we know what we
ought to do, we may well fail to do so. Duty may fall before inclination.
II
11. But before we beard the venerable problem of the relation of 'is' to 'ought' -which is simply a restatement of our original topic, more distinctions are in
order. Let me first introduce the expression 'to value' as in the context
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order. Let me first introduce the expression 'to value' as in the context
x (a certain person) values y
when y is a state of affairs e.g, x's having a substantial income -- or, perhaps, the
Washington Senators winning the pennant. The latter example is intended to
bring out the fact that (a) the state of affairs valued need not exist, nor need it
include the person who does the valuing. Indeed, I shall use the expression that
the state of affairs valued is always in the future, for we are concerned with
action and it seems unlikely that action can influence the past.
12. The states of affairs a person 'values' in this technical sense can be very
complex. Indeed, what people value is clearly a function of its context and
implications, and that valuing involves preferring some states of affairs to others.
But there is, I believe, no need to spend time in botanizing the complications
which any attempt to classify valuings would involve. Such distinctions as I will
draw arise naturally, I hope, out of the broader requirements of our problem.
13. As a final preposition, let me call attention to the difference between the
expression of a valuing by someone and the ascription of a valuing to someone.
Suppose that Jones values the Senators winning the pennant this year. The
statement in our terminology which ascribes this valuing to Jones is siinply:
Jones values the Senators winning this year.
Other statements in more ordinary speech which ascribe valuings of various
kinds to Jones would be
Jones wishes that . . .
Jones aims at . . .
Jones intends that . . .
Jones has such and such a goal.
14. Anybody with the relevant information, including Jones himself, can ascribe
a valuing to Jones. On the other hand, only Jones himself can express, his
valuings. This he may do, for example, by saying
Would that the Senators won this years pennant!
There are many ways of giving exression to valuings, and, indeed, different
valuings call for different sentences to express them. But the pattern of my
argument as a whole will stand out more clearly if we rise above detail and use
the above as our standard sentence for the expression of a valuing. Thus even the
valuing of an action a person is about to perform will be supposed to have as its
expression
Would that I shortly do A
15. I pointed out that anybody, including Jones himself, can ascribe a valuing to
Jones. Thus Jones can say
I wish that the Senators would win this year
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or, in our straightjacket,
I value that the Senators win this year
Notice that this self-ascription can serve as a secondary expression of the
valuing.
For
Would that . . . but I don't value that . . .
is as conceptually odd as
It is raining, but I don't think that it is
16. Two final points: (a) to value something is to be (disposed to think thoughts
properly expressed by
Would that . . . . .
(b) to value, all things considered, an action which one can do right here and now
is to do the action (or at least try to do it).
III
17. Let us now introduce a team of scientists on the scene. First, let them be quite
ordinary and let them do something simple. They see Jones near a heavy object
(O), a long rod (R) and a stone. They mobilize their science and agree that
A necessary condition of Jones raising the stone is his using the rod
as a lever
They then rephrase this as
Jones raising O implies Jones using R as lever.
So far so good. Then we suddenly find them saying:
If Jones wants to raise O (values raising O) he ought to use the rod
as lever.
Here the word 'ought' has crept in -- and yet seems to belong in a tough-minded,
scientific way.
Suppose they now hear Jones say
Would that I raised O
They infer, naturally enough, then he values the state of affairs of his raising O.
He wants to raise O. Can they conclude
Jones ought to use the rod as lever?
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i.e. can they determine what Jones ought to do? The answer seems clearly 'no.'
Consider its parallel case where they pool their scientific knowledge and decide
If Jones wants to poison his Aunt quickly, he ought to give her
prussic acid
and they hear him say
Would that I poisoned my Aunt quickly
Suppose they come to Jones and say
If, other things being equal, you value poisoning your Aunt quickly.
Then the same things being equal you ought to give her prussic acid.
There seems to be no absurdity in their adding (or anybody who shares their
scientific knowledge asserting) "but, of course, you ought not to give your Aunt
prussic acid!" The 'ought' does not seem to be a moral 'ought.'
18. The point is a familiar one, but its exact nature must be spelled out -- for after
a few turns and twists it will enable us to clarify and, finally, solve our problem.
19. Clearly the scientific information could have been directly communicated to
Jones before it was put in terms of 'ought.' In that case, if he was convinced of its
truth, he too could have made the move to the 'ought,' thus
If, other things being equal, I want to poison my Aunt quickly, I
ought (the same things being equal) to give her prussic acid.
and it is clear that what this amounts to is that the valuing expressed by
Would that I poisoned my Aunt quickly
is logically tied to the valuing expressed by
Would that I gave her prussic acid
by virtue of, the scientific facts of the case.
20. In general terms
If x wants A he ought to bring about B
tells us that if x were to think
Would that A but would that I not bring about B
his valuings would be inconsistent.
21. Of course people often hold inconsistent values; and even when they are
persuaded that these valuings are inconsistent they do not always change their
mind and substitute consistent valuings. Thus, suppose our scientists approach
Jones and persuade him that
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Bringing about A implies bringing about B
He may move with alacrity to the thought
If (other things being equal) I value bringing about A, then I ought
(the same thinge being equal) to bring about B.
And yet continue to think both
Would that I brought about A
Would that I not bring about B
22. The situation, thus, is the same with respect to our valuings as with respect to
our beliefs. We may well continue to hold inconsistent beliefs even after we have
been shown that they are inconsistent,
23. Yet logic has some grip on our minds and if, for our present purposes, we
exaggerate, we may say, that a person who is convinced that
Bringing about A implies bringing about B
and hence, that
(ceteris paribus) if I value bringing about A then I ought to bring
about B
will abandon either
Would that I brought about A
or
Would that I not bring about B
24. We can sum up the apparent moral of our discussion to date by saying that
although the 'ought' of
if X wants A, he ought to do B
looks as though it concerned the propriety of doing B on a certain hypothesis, it
actually concerns the logical propriety or impropriety of certain complex
valuings. To offer advice of the form
If you want A you ought to do B
is not to offer substantive advice as does
You ought to do X
It is to give logical advice.
IV
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25. We seem to have shown that the 'ought' which our team of scientists can
generate is not the 'ought' which tells us what to do, but rather an 'ought' which
pertains to the coherence of our valuings. Since the 'ought' of moral principles
does tell us what to do, it would seem that the 'ought' which scientists generate is
not the ought of morals.
26. Yet is this so clear? After all, even if the 'ought' which our team of scientists
have come up with do in a sense pertain to the coherence of Jones' valuings, they
are formulated in such a way that they take actions as their objects
If X wants A he ought to do B
Thus the mere fact that moral ought tells us what we ought to do is no decisive
argument against the idea that they too pertain to the coherence of our valuings.
Let me develop this thought.
27. It will not have gone unnoticed that I have been careful to sprinkle my story
to date with such phrases as 'ceteris paribus' and "other things being equal." But
is not
If, all things considered, I value A, then I ought to do B
closer to what we want? Perhaps. Yet what does ''all things considered mean?
28. Without attempting a direct answer, let me sketch a classical theory -essentially Plato's in modern dress -- which can be called the "informed or
enlightened self-interest model. It conceives of a ground floor of human
valuations, which arise naturally out of bodily, mental or social need. These
specific valuings need not be ego-centered. Only the tough-minded like Hobbes
thought that the valuing expressed by
Would that he not be suffering
is really what would be candidly expressed by
Would that I not be in his shoes.
But whatever the character of these ground floor or specific valuings, they are
dominated by an over-arching ego-directed valuing expressed, in our
terminology by
Would that I led a happy life
To the extent that people are logical, this valuing, combined with beliefs about
the world and the propensities of our fellow men, and. also what constitutes a
happy life, generates a life plan valuing which alots subordinate places to
ground-floor valuings, and is carried out in action. Most people lead blurred and
fluctuating lives because of their changing beliefs, the faltering grips of logic and
the breaking in of impulse.
29. Let us re-introduce our team of scientists. Let us not idealize them and
suppose that they really know what things and persons are like. They turn their
attention to a budding young genius (Jones, again) and say among themselves.
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attention to a budding young genius (Jones, again) and say among themselves.
If Jones wants to lead a happy life he ought to lead a life of kind L
(The neo-Freudian-Pavolians among them, we suppose, have conclusively shown
that for budding geniuses L is the happy life.) They go to Jones and say
If you want to lead a happy life you ought to lead a life of kind L.
And when he questions it, they then persuade him to come to the Academy of
Sciences. After several years study Jones says "I see!" and proceeds to think
along the following lines.
If x want to lead a happy life I ought to lead a life of kind L.
Ex hypothesi he has built unto him the valuing
Would that I led a happy life
being logical he now conjoins with this the valuing
Would that I led a life of kind L
Drawing on additional knowledge he has gained in the Academy he continues
If I want to lead a life of kind L, I ought to do such and such things
in such and such circumstances
always logical, he adds to his battery of valuations
Would that I do such and such things in such and such circumstances
where the policies he has in mind take account of all the subtle ways in which
circumstances can vary, yet seem on casual inspection to be the same.
Confronted with a particular circumstance C, he reasons
If I want to do A whenever I am in C I ought to do A now, for C now
obtains
as before his valuings remain coherent and he adds the valuing
Would that I now do A
which, since it constitutes his being favorably disposed to doing A generates the
action in question.
30. Plato's basic analogy here, is that of an art or craft. He develops in a number
of dialogues the concept of an art of living which he conceives of as the art of
achieving happiness. Assigning that a shoemaker values, for whatever reason,
the making of shoes, and that no other values become relevant during
shoemaking hours, that he knows what the various stages of making a shoe
require him to do to the leather and that he knows how to do it, then he will turn
to and make a good shoe. Within the limitations of his material. So, too, a man in
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to and make a good shoe. Within the limitations of his material. So, too, a man in
possession of the art of living will turn to and create a happy life within the limits
of his opportunities.
31. But what, it will be asked, guarantees that our genius, Jones, however
meticulously he plans his life and carries out his plans will behave in the ways
we think of as moral. In other words what guarantees that the rules of the art of
living coincide in their content with the content of the principles of morality?
Mightn't the rules include such items as
Would that whenever I wear a ring which makes me invisible, I take
all available loose cash to spend on research
Not to mention more exotic pursuits?
32. Plato has a lengthy argument designed to prove that the rules of the art of
living coincide in content with what we think of as sound moral principles. The
argument has more bite to it than is usually allowed, but this is because Plato
tacitly introduces some themes from the next and concluding section of my
lecture. Even if he were successful in showing this coincidence, however, he
would not have succeeded in showing that the conclusion of the reasoning
Sure I want to lead a happy life
.
.
.
.
I ought to do such and such in such and such circumstances
is identical in sense with the statement
I morally ought to do those things in those circumstances
We find it quite meaningful to say
I morally ought to do such and such actions in such and such
circumstances even if it would result in my unhappiness and other
courses of action would make me happy.
V
33. Yet we still have not shown that the 'ought' of moral principles is not what we
have called the 'ought' of coherence; when the principles of coherence are
supplied by logic and the other sciences. For the trouble may not be with the
pattern of Plato's theory, but with the valuing which he postulates as the unbuilt
motor of the well lived life. In particular, the trouble may be with the egoistic or
self-centered nature of this valuing. An altruistic goal might, it would seem, do
the job.
34. Our team of scientists returns and this time, we suppose, say with good
reason
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If Jones wants to promote the general welfare he ought to do such
and such things in such and such circumstances.
And they now allow that a person can seek to promote the general welfare for its
own sake; as before they come to Jones and say
If and to this extent that you want to promote the general welfare
you ought to do such and such things in such and such
circumstances
And take him to the Academy. He returns to the world convinced and reasons
If (and to this extent that) I want to promote the general welfare I
ought to do such and such actions is such and such circumstances
He is convinced, in other words of the coherence of
Would that I promoted the general welfare
would that I do such and such, etc.
and the incoherence of
Would that I promoted the general welfare
Would that I not do such and such, etc.
and, other things being equal, he values promoting the general welfare. This
certainly has a more moral ring to it. Yet it is not completely satisfying. And
when we see why, we will have the answer to our problems.
35. Our team of scientists might equally have pointed out that
If, and to the extent that, Jones wants to promote the welfare of
hummingbirds, he ought to do such and such in such and such
circumstances.
A coherent system of valuings along these lines is not egoistic. Yet it does not
have the ring of morality. Even if we replace it by
If Jones wants (ceteris paribus) to promote the general welfare of
language using featherless bipeds
which comes a bit closer, we can picture Jones, who, other things being equal,
also values his own happiness, confronted by two coherent sub-systems of
valuings, thus
If I want(ceteris
paribus) to be happy
I ought to pursue
such and such
policies

If I want (ceteris paribus) to
promote the general welfare,
I ought to pursue such and
such other policies
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And it is not clear how these can be resolved into one embracing coherent system
of valuings so that the 'ceteris paribus' could be dropped and a single 'ought'
remain.
36. We feel that moral 'ought' is in principle embracing and unequivocal, i.e. that
if we had ideal knowledge, what we ought to do would be uniquely determined
Egoism plus ideal knowledge did uniquely determine an 'ought' -- but not the
'ought' of moral reasoning. While if we recognise a duality of basic valuings, the
moral pattern seems closer, but the uniqueness disappears.
37. Is there any way in which the uniqueness desired can be restored while
retaining the idea that the moral 'ought' is the 'ought' of coherence? The first of
the above objections gives the clue. People are not hummingbirds -- not even
language using featherless bipeds. They are us; or, to come to the point, the
moral point of view is not that in which we do good to the language-using
featherless bipeds which surround us. It is that in which each of us seeks, as one
of us, the common good of all of us.
38. There is a sense in which we all understand this, but how is it to be
understood in the abstract categories of philosophy? The terminology developed
at the beginning will prove, I believe, invaluable. It will be remembered that I
distinguished between the sentence which expresses a valuing
would that . . .
and the sentence which ascribes a valuing to someone.
Jones values-------Now in the examples I have been considering, it has been tautly assumed that
Jones values X, so to speak, "as himself" or "from a personal point of view". Let
me, therefore, use a device, lurking in but not highlighted by ordinary language,
to bring this out in the very expression of the valuing.
I would that X were the case
The corresponding ascription would be
Jones, from a personal point of view, values X
(where "from a personal point of view" doesn't mean selfishly (nor does it
preclude it).
39. What are we to contrast with this? (The very terminology should give a clue.)
I spoke above of valuing as being a member of ones community. And since I am
concerned with the moral point of view, I have in mind the most embracing
community to which we belong; those who are in the biblical sense of the term
our brothers. To value in this way is to think in terms of we, in the embracing
sense, thus
We would that X were the case
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Notice that it is still the individual who is valuing. The corresponding ascriptive
sentence is
Jones values X as one of us
indeed
. . . from a moral point of view
valuing has, if I may so put it, a subjective form as well as a content.
40. Let me emphasise that from the fact that Jones values X as one of us it
doesn't follow that
we value X
we may well -- indeed often do -- differ in what we value as members of the
community. Yet in principle there would be agreement.
41. Let me give a parallel from our discussion of self-interest. The specific things
Smith values may differ from time to time as his beliefs about human nature and
the world change. But in relation to valuing of a happy life on the whole, then in
principle i.e. if he had had at all times the knowledge provided by our team of
scientists, he would have agreed with himself at all times about the valuings
consistent with this overarching aim. There is in principle agreement between, so
to speak, Smith at t1, Smith at t2, etc. His disagreements with himself at different
times are in principle resolvable.
42. The same is true of the members of a community in so far as they aim at the
common good. Thus, if our team of scientists considers the community, they can,
we suppose, by virtue of their knowledge of individuals and groups, come up
with something of the following form:
If the members of the community value promoting the common
good, they ought to support such and such (intricate) practices
and, addressing themselves to the group.
If we value promoting the common good as members of the
community, you ought to support such and such practices
and, convinced, let us suppose, by scientific arguments, each member of the
community, e.g. Jones, will reason.
If I value as one of us the common good, I ought to support doing
such and such things in such and such (intricately specified)
circumstances
which tells him that the valuings
we would that the common good was promoted
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and
we would that the practice of doing such and such things in such and
such circumstances was supported
cohere. Thus, from the moral point of view they are confronted by the logical
'ought'
Since I value (as one of the promotion of our common good I ought
to support the practice of doing such and such in such and such
circumstances
and since the same considerations would confront each member, and they share
the same primary valuing with which their other valuing are to cohere, they
would share valuings of the form
We would that if any of us in C he does A
which is, I submit, the valuational content of a moral principle, the 'ought' in the
more familiar formulation expressing the coherence of this valuing with the
valuing of our common good in the light of the relevant facts about men and the
world.
43. These valuings are, though valuings by individuals, universal in three
dimensions
(a) in their content
. . . that if any of us is in C he do A
(b) in their subjective form
we would that . . .
(c) in their acceptance, i.e, in the fact that all agree in so valuing
44. Alas! The ideal knowledge of our philosophical fiction is not shared by all,
nor is it even at hand. Thus the ideal (if I may use the word) consensus sketched
above is only in principle "there", and reasoning in the moral point of view
proceeds in a context of disagreement and diversity of opinion.
45. Yet the question
What ought I to do in these circumstances (from the moral point of
view)?
is at heart the question
What would we that I do in these circumstances?
and to answer the question is to answer the question
What would we that any of us do in these circumstances?
and this again
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On what valuings of the form "we would that any of us did in such
and such in these circumstances"
Would we agree if we had ideal knowledge?
and this again
What practices would we agree to be conducive to our common
good -- if we had Ideal Knowledge?
Yet, since the one who asks the question lacks the ideal knowledge, he must
make the best of such knowledge as he has (though we know more than we think
about human nature, its propensities and needs).
46. If my argument is sound, the moral 'ought' is the 'ought' of coherence once
again -- but this time in the moral point of view. Thus, where inclination -whether selfish or sympathetic -- points in one direction and moral valuation in
another, the tension is between too different ways of valuing, not simply between
two values which we have from our own point of view.
Yet we are, more frequently than we are willing to allow, confronted by a choice
between actions one of which is called for by one way of thought, the other by
the other. It is notorious that the outcome does not always have its source in the
moral point of view.
47. Does our argument not commit us to the idea that the moral point of view and
the personal point of view are unrelated alternatives? Two alternatives which
simply present an either-or? The either-or aspect is not to be ignored, yet at the
level our argument has reached we can see how there might be a harmony
between the two points of view, a harmony more basic than the slipshod attempt
to fit self-interest and sympathy into a coherent framework of valuings from the
personal point of view, and call the result morality.
48. Most people live on second hand moral thinking, and the momentum of
childhood training. Suppose such a person were to meditate as follows:
Granted then I and my fellows have been brought up to have such
and such commitments as to what one is to do in various kinds of
circumstances. Why shouldn't I let these commitments wither away
and encourage, self-regarding attitudes? Is there any reason why I
should nourish my commitment to the moral point of view?
What could we say? In effect we have seen that the only frame of mind which is
the living source of moral commitment is what Josiah Royce called Loyalty, and
what Christians call Love (Charity). This is a commitment deeper than any
commitment to abstract principle. It is this commitment to the well-being of our
fellows which stands to the justification of moral principles as the purpose of
acquiring the ability to explain and predict stands to the justification of scientific
theories. This concern for others is a precious thing, the foundation for which is
laid in early childhood, though it can come about, in adult years, through the
little understood phenomena of conversion and psycho-therapy.
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I will close with the remarks that recent psychological studies make clear what
has in a sense been known all along, that the ability to love others for their own
sake is as essential to a full life as the need to feel ourselves loved and
appreciated for our own sakes -- unconditionally, and not as something turned on
or off depending on what we do. This fact provides, for those who acknowledge
it, a connection which can justify a course of action designed to strengthen our
ability to respond to the needs of others. Thus really intelligent and informed
self-love supports the love of ones neighbor which alone directly supports the
moral point of view when, as the Eighteenth century British divine, Bishop
Butler, put it, we sit down in a cool hour and ask why we should do our duty.
Wilfrid Sellars
Pittsburgh
February 14, 1966
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On the Nature of Moral Values

W. V. Quine

Imagine a dog idling in the foreground, a tree in the middle distance,
and a turnip lying on the ground behind the tree. Either of two hypothe-

ses, or a combination of them, may be advanced to explain the dog's
inaction with respect to the turnip: perhaps he is not aware that it is
there and perhaps he does not want a turnip. Such is the bipartite nature
of motivation: belief and valuation intertwined. It is the deep old duality
of thought and feeling, of the head and the heart, the cortex and the
thalamus, the words and the music.
The duality can be traced back to the simplest conditioning of responses. A response was rewarded when it followed stimulus a and penalized when it followed b; and thereafter it tended to be elicited by just
those stimulations that were more similar to a than to b according to the
subject's inarticulate standards of similarity. Observe then the duality of
belief and valuation: the similarity standards are the epistemic component of habit formation, in its primordial form, and the reward-penalty
axis is the valuative component.
The term "belief" of course ill fits this primitive level. Even the term
"similarity standard" requires a word of caution: such implicit standards
of similarity are ascribed to the subject only on the behavioral basis of the
experiments themselves, experiments in the reinforcement and extinction of his responses. The experiments afford at the same time a criterion for comparing the subject's implicit values along the reward-penalty
axis. His values are easier to plot, however, than his similarities. Values

are largely recognizable from innate reflexes, such as wincing, even
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without the recourse to experiments in reinforcement and extinction.
Moreover, they stand in the simple dyadic relation of better and worse,
whereas similarity is at least triadic: a is more similar to b than to c. The
evaluations thus line up in a single dimension, while the similarities may
be expected to require more dimensions.
Clearly all learning, all acquisition of dispositions to discriminatory
behavior, requires in the subject this bipartite equipment: a similarity
space and some ordering of episodes along the valuation axis, however
crude. Some such equipment, then, must precede all learning; that is, it

must be innate. There need be no question here of awareness nor of
ideas, innate or otherwise. It is a matter rather of the physiological
details of our complex and incontestably innate nervous system, which
determine our susceptibilities to the reinforcement and extinction of
responses. Those details are perhaps not yet fully understood, but we
need know little to be assured that what is required for all learning must
not have been learned.

Our innate similarity space is our modest head start on the epistemic
side, for it is the starting point for induction. Induction consists, primitively, in the expectation that similar episodes will have similar sequels;
and the similarity concerned is similarity by our subjective lights. In our
innate likes and dislikes we have our modest head start on the valuative

side, and then induction is our guide to worthwhile acts. I find it instructive to dignify the lowly neural phenomenon of reinforcement and ex-

tinction in these subjectivist terms, for it represents that neural

phenomenon as technology in the small: the use of inductive science for
realizing values.
Our similarity space is progressively changed and elaborated as our
learning proceeds. Similarity standards that lead to bad predictions get
readjusted by trial and error. Our inductions become increasingly ex-

plicit and deliberate, and in the fullness of time we even rise above
induction to the hypothetico-deductive method.
Likewise our ordering of sensory episodes along the valuation axis is
progressively changed and elaborated. In some cases an epistemic factor
contributes to the change. We learn by induction that one sort of event
tends to lead to another that we prize; and then by a process of transfer
we may come to prize the former not only as a means but for itself. We

W. V. Quine, Edgar Pierce professor emeritus of philosophy at
Harvard University, is the author of many influential works, including
most recently The Roots of Reference. "A Postscript on Metaphor," his
previous contribution to Critical Inquiry, appeared in the Autumn 1978
issue. The present essay is being published in a festschrift, Values and
Morals: Essays in Honor of William Frankenna, Charles Stevenson, and

Richard Brandt.

This content downloaded from 165.193.178.94 on Mon, 06 Jun 2016 16:24:44 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

Critical Inquiry Spring 1979 473
come to relish the sport of fishing as much as we relish the fresh trout to

which it was a means. Values get shifted also in other ways-perhaps
something to do with chemistry, in the case of the acquired taste for
strong peppers or anchovies. Or in more baffling ways, if one moves on
to Sch6nberg or Jackson Pollock.

The transmutation of means into ends, just now illustrated by

fishing, is what underlies moral training. Many sorts of good behavior
have a low initial rating on the valuation scale and are indulged in at first
only for their inductive links to higher ends: to pleasant consequences or
the avoidance of unpleasant ones at the preceptor's hands. Good behavior, insofar, is technology. But by association of means with ends we
come gradually to accord this behavior a higher intrinsic rating. We find
satisfaction in engaging in it and we come to encourage it in others. Our

moral training has succeeded. There are exceptions to this pattern of
development, I regret to say, but happily not among my readers.

The penalties and rewards by which the good behavior was in-

culcated may have included slaps and sugar plums. However, mere show
of approval and disapproval on the parent's part will go a long way. It
seems that such bland manifestations can directly induce pleasure and
discomfort already in the very young. Perhaps some original source of
sensual satisfaction, such as a caress, comes to be associated very early
with the other more subtle signs of parental approval, which then come
to be prized in themselves.
The distinction between moral values and others is not an easy one.

There are easy extremes: the value that one places on his neighbor's
welfare is moral, and the value of peanut brittle is not. The value of
decency in speech and dress is moral or ethical in the etymological sense,
resting as it does on social custom; and similarly for observance of the
Jewish dietary laws. On the other hand the eschewing of unrefrigerated
oysters in the summer, though it is likewise a renunciation of immediate
fleshly pleasure, is a case rather of prudence than morality. But presumably the Jewish taboos themselves began prudentially. Again a Christian
fundamentalist who observes the proprieties and helps his neighbor only
from fear of hellfire is manifesting prudence rather than moral values.1
Similarly for the man with felony in his heart who behaves himself for
fear of the law. Similarly for the child who behaves himself in the course
of moral training; his behavior counts as moral only after these means
get transmuted into ends. On the other hand the value that the child

attaches to the parent's approval is a moral value. It had been a mere
harbinger of a sensually gratifying caress, if my recent suggestion is
right, but has been transmuted into an end in itself.
It is hard to pick out a single distinguishing feature of moral values,
1. Bernard Williams, Morality (New York, 1972), pp. 75-78, questions the disjointedness of these alternatives. I am construing them disjointly.
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beyond the vague matter of being somehow irreducibly social. We do
better to recognize two largely overlapping classes of moral values.
Altruistic values are values that one attaches to satisfactions of other persons, or to means to such satisfactions, without regard to ulterior satisfactions accruing to oneself. Ceremonial values, as we might say, are values

that one attaches to practices of one's society or social group, again

without regard to ulterior satisfactions accruing to oneself. Definitions
appealing explicitly to behavioral dispositions rather than thus to hidden
motivations would be desirable, but meanwhile a vague sketch such as
this can be of some help if we do not overestimate it.

It is clear from the foregoing examples of prudential taboos,
hellfire, repressed felony, and child training that two members of a

society may value an act equally and yet the value may be moral for the
one and prudential for the other. But we like to speak also of the moral
values or moral code or morality of a society as a whole. In so doing we
may perhaps be taken to mean those values that are implemented by
social sanctions, plus any further values that are moral values for most of
the members individually.
I follow Schlick in placing the moral values in among the sensual

and aesthetic values on an equal footing.2 Some nonmoral values, for

instance that of fishing, are subject to transmutation of means into ends,

and some are innate, and some accrue in other ways. But so it is in

particular with moral values: some accrue by transmutation of means
into ends, through training, and some perhaps require no training.
Schlick, like Hume, set great store by sympathy: by the pleasure and
sorrow that are induced by witnessing others' pleasure and sorrow. We
have these susceptibilities, he believed, without training. If they are
somehow gene-linked, it would be interesting to understand the mechanism. This would then account also for the previous point, the infant's
early responsiveness to signs of parental approval and disapproval, as a
special case.
Tinbergen in his study of herring gulls determined what simple
configurations on paper served to rouse the chick to an expectant attitude, as if toward its mother, and what simple configurations would

arouse a complementary attitude in the hen.3 He noted a human

analogue in the simple formula for "cuteness": fat cheek, big eye, negligible nose. Disney knew how to induce audible female cooing in the movie

theater with a few strokes of the pen. The herring gull's response is
instinctive; must ours, in this case, be otherwise? Again the rabbit that
squeals from between the wolf's jaws is making an instinctive response
that is altruistic in a functional sense; for the squeal does not deter the
2. Moritz Schlick, Fragen der Ethik (Vienna, 1930).
3. Nikolaas Tinbergen, The Herring Gulls World (London, 1953).
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wolf but warns other rabbits. Hereditary altruism at its heroic extreme
raises a genetic question if the young martyr is not to live to transmit his

altruistic genes; but biologists have proposed an answer. Altruism is
mainly directed to close kin, and they transmit largely the same genes.4

I represented our moral values as falling into two overlapping

classes, the altruistic and the ceremonial. The classes overlap in two ways.

Altruistic values are in part institutionalized and so may take on an
added ceremonial appeal. Conversely, there is altruistic value in so behaving as not to offend against a neighbor's ceremonial values.

There is also a cross-classification imposed by considerations of
origin. Some values, in the altruistic category, perhaps issue freely from
an innate faculty of sympathy, unless this class is empty and sympathy is
an acquired taste. Some, in the ceremonial category, are embraced out of
sentiments of solidarity; thus the dietary observances in some cases and

the old school tie. The basis here is perhaps sympathy still, in an attenuated way. Further, in any event, there are both altruistic and ceremonial values that are inculcated by precept, unsupported still by palpable reward or punishment. This is already a case of training in its mild
way, a case of transmutation of means into ends; the good behavior is
indulged in at first as a means to the nonmoral though ethereal end of
parental or social approval, and only afterward comes to be valued as an
end in itself. Finally, there is moral training by recourse to palpable
reward or punishment over and above parental or social attitude. Few of
us are of such saintly docility as to need no training of this earthier kind.

But in due course, here again, means get transmuted into ends, and

conscience is further fortified.

I remarked that this account places the moral values in among the
sensual and aesthetic ones. By the same token it represents each of us as
pursuing exclusively his own private satisfactions. Thanks to the moral
values that have been trained into us, however, plus any innate moral
beginnings that there may have been, there is no clash of interests as we
pursue our separate ways. Our scales of values blend in social harmony.
I am using the first-person plural rather narrowly here to include
my readers and myself but not as many further persons as I could wish.

There are those-I mention no names-whose moral training has been
neglected or has not proved feasible. Their ordering of values has remained in such a state that these persons stand to maximize their satisfactions by battening on our good behavior while cheating on their own.
Society accommodates such misfits by introducing penalties to offset the

imbalance in their values.

The moral values tend by virtue of their social character to be more
uniform from person to person, within a culture, than many sensual and
4. Edward O. Wilson, On Human Nature (Cambridge, Mass., 1978), pp. 149-67.
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aesthetic values. Hence the tendency with regard to the latter to allow
that de gustibus non disputandum est while ascribing absoluteness and even
divine origin to the moral law.
Hypotheses less extravagant than that of divine origin account well
enough for such uniformity as obtains among moral values, even apart

from possible innate components. It is merely that these values are
passed down the generations, imposed by word of mouth, by birch rod
and sugar plum, by acclaim and ostracism, fine, imprisonment. Values
are imposed by society because they matter to society, whereas aesthetic
preferences may be left to go their way.
Language, like the moral law, was once thought to be God-given.
The two have much in common. Both are institutions for the common

good. They reflect, somewhat, the primitive duality of belief and valua-

tion on which I remarked at the beginning. Language promotes the
individual's inductions by giving him access to his neighbor's observations and even to his neighbor's finished inductions. It also helps him
influence his neighbor's actions, but it does this mainly, still, by conveying factual information. On the other hand the moral law of a society, if
successful, coordinates the actual scales of values of the individuals in
such a way as to resolve incompatibilities and thus promote their overall

satisfaction.

In language there is a premium on uniformity of usage, to facilitate
communication. In morality there is a premium on uniformity of moral
values, so that we may count on one another's actions and rise in a body

against a transgressor. In language as in morality the uniformity is
achieved by instruction, each generation teaching the next. In the case of
language there is less recourse to birch rod and sugar plum because the
rewards of conformity are built in. In morals, private deviations such as
theft can augment one's satisfactions unless one's values have been rearranged by moral training or are offset by external sanctions; but in
language, private deviation directly defeats one's own immediate purpose by obscuring one's message. There is, however, an exception: lying
is a deviation in verbal behavior that can work to one's private advantage.

The utility of language for each of us hinges on a predominance of
truthfulness on the part of others, but any of us can enjoy that advantage
and lie a little too, to his private profit. Thus it is that the liar invites the
reproaches not of the orthoepist but of the moralist. Moral values need
to be instilled into him that will offset the values served by lying. Failing
that, we may incapacitate his future lies by spreading warnings.
The usefulness of a language requires that most speakers associate
the same expression with the same sort of object, but it does not matter
how the expression sounds as long as all members of the society make it

sound about alike. An expression to the same purpose in another language can therefore differ utterly and it will not matter, if the two
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societies do not seek to communicate. Language thus tends to extreme
uniformity within isolated societies and chaotic diversity between them.
We see linguistic gradation in the world but only because of gradations
in the intimacy of communication.
Moral values may be expected to vary less radically than language
from one society to another, even when the societies are isolated. True,
there are societies whose bans and licenses boggle our sheltered imaginations. But we can expect a common core, since the most basic problems of societies are bound to run to type. Morality touches the common
lot of mankind as the particularities of sound and syntax do not. Where
language touches the common lot is rather in the intelligence and influence that the sounds and syntax serve to convey. Thus any variation
of morality from culture to culture invites comparison perhaps with the
variation of world view or scientific outlook from culture to culture, but
certainly not with the extravagant variation of language.
When we set about comparing moralities from culture to culture,

assessing variations and seeking the common core, we may begin by
considering how to separate the native's moral values from his other
values. How much of what he does or refrains from doing is attributable
to mistaken notions of causal efficacy on his part and accountable there-

fore to misguided prudence rather than to moral scruples? He may
believe in so full a complement of supernatural sanctions as to leave no
scope for moral values as distinct from prudential ones. In this event we
can do no better than recur to our derivative concept of the morality of a
society, as distinct from that of an individual. The question then becomes
that of determining what behavior is implemented by socially established
rewards and penalities. This standard will fail us too, however, if the
society is so successfully indoctrinated regarding supernatural sanctions
that no social enforcement is called for. At that point the most we can do
is compare the native's acts with ours in situations where ours qualify as
moral acts by our own lights. We will observe whether he respects property and, if he does not, whether he seems worried and furtive in taking
it. We will observe whether he kills harmless creatures without meaning
to eat them. We will try to observe whether he is promiscuous in his love
life and, if so, whether he is furtive about that. We can observe his
behavior, when he lets us, and we can applaud or reprehend it in our
way.

Moral contrasts are not, of course, so far to seek. Disagreements on
moral matters can arise at home and even within oneself. When they do,

one regrets the methodological infirmity of ethics as compared with
science. The empirical foothold of scientific theory is in the predicted observable event; that of a moral code is in the observable

moral act. But whereas we can test a prediction against the independent
course of observable nature, we can judge the morality of an act only by
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our moral standards themselves. Science, thanks to its links with observa-

tion, retains some title to a correspondence theory of truth; but a coherence theory is evidently the lot of ethics.
Scientific theories on all sorts of useful and useless topics are sustained by empirical controls, partial and devious though they be. It is a
bitter irony that so vital a matter as the difference between good and evil
should have no comparable claim to objectivity. No wonder there have
been efforts since earliest times to work a justification of moral values
into the fabric of what might pass for factual science. For such, surely,
were the myths of divine origin of moral law.
There is a legitimate mixture of ethics with science that somewhat
mitigates the methodological predicament of ethics. Anyone who is involved in moral issues relies on causal connections. Ethical axioms can be

minimized by reducing some values causally to others; that is, by showing that some of the valued acts would already count as valuable anyway

as means to ulterior ends. Utilitarianism is a notable example of such
systematization.

Causal reduction can serve not only in thus condensing the assumptions but also in sorting out conflicts. Thus take the question of white lies.

If we once agree to regard truthfulness as good only as a means to
higher moral ends, rather than as an ultimate end in itself, then the
question becomes a question essentially of science or engineering. On
the one hand the utility of language requires a preponderance of truthfulness; on the other hand the truth can cause pain. So one may try to
puzzle out a strategy.
Causal reduction is often effective in resolving moral conflicts not
only within the individual but between individuals. One individual disputes another's position on some point of morals. The other individual
tries to justify his position instrumentally, hence by causal reduction to
some ulterior end which they both value. The first individual is then
either persuaded or proceeds to contest the causal reduction, in which
case the issue has been gratefully transformed into a cognitive question
of science. This way of resolving moral issues is successful to the extent

that we can reduce moral values causally to other moral values that
command agreement. There must remain some ultimate ends, unreduced and so unjustified. Happily these, once identified, would tend to
be widely accepted. For we may expect a tendency to uniformity in the
hereditary component of morality, whatever it may be, and also, since
the basic problems of societies are much alike, we may expect considerable agreement in the socially imposed component when it is reduced to
fundamentals.

Even in the extreme case where disagreement extends irreducibly to
ultimate moral ends, the proper counsel is not one of pluralistic tolerance. One's disapproval of gratuitous torture, for example, easily with-
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stands one's failure to make a causal reduction, and so be it. We can still
call the good good and the bad bad, and hope with Stevenson that these
epithets may work their emotive weal. In an extremity we can fight, if the

threat to the ultimate value in question outweighs the disvalue of the
fighting.

There remains the awkward matter of a conflict of ultimate values

within the individual. It could have to do with the choice of a career, or

mate, or vacation spot. The predicament in such a nonmoral case will
concern only the individual and a few associates. When the ultimate
values concerned are moral ones, on the other hand, and more particularly altruistic ones, the case is different; for the individual in such a
dilemma has all society on his conscience.
The basic difficulty is that the altruistic values that we acquire by
social conditioning and perhaps by heredity are vague and open-ended.
Primitively the premium is on kin, and primitively therefore the tribe in
its isolation affords a bold boundary between the beneficiaries of one's
altruism and the alien world. Nowadays the boundary has given way to

gradations. Moreover, we are prone to extrapolate; extrapolation was
always intrinsic to induction, that primitive propensity that is at the root
of all science. Extrapolation in science, however, is under the welcome
restraint of stubborn fact: failures of prediction. Extrapolation in morals
has only our unsettled moral values themselves to answer to, and it is
these that the extrapolation was meant to settle.
Today we unhesitatingly extrapolate our altruism beyond our close
community. Most of us extend it to all mankind. But to what degree?
One cannot reasonably be called upon to love even one's neighbor quite
as oneself. Is love to diminish inversely as the square of the distance? Is it
to extend, in some degree, to the interests of individuals belonging to
other species than our own? As regards capricious killing, one hopes so;
but what of vivisection and of the eating of red meat?
One thinks also of unborn generations. Insofar as our moral standards were shaped by evolution for fostering the survival of the race, a
concern for the unborn is assured. One then proceeds, however, as one
will, to systematize and minimize one's ethical axioms by reducing some
causally to others. This effort at system-building leads to the formulation
and scrutiny of principles, and one is then taken aback by the seeming

absurdity of respecting the interests of nonexistent people: of unactualized possibles. This counter-evolutionary bit of moral rationalization is welcome as it touches population control, since the blind drive to
mass procreation is now so counterproductive. But the gratification is
short-lived, for the same rationalization would seem to condone a despoiling of the environment for the exclusive convenience of people now
living.

It need not. A formulation is ready to hand which sustains the moral
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values that favor limiting the population while still safeguarding the
environment. Namely, it is a matter of respecting the future interests of
people now unborn but only of future actual people. We recognize no
present unactualized possibles.
Thus we do what we can with our ultimate values, but we have to

deplore the irreparable lack of the empirical check points that are the
solace of the scientist. Loose ends are untidy at best, and disturbingly so
when the ultimate good is at stake.
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