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such a way that they are irrcfutable. The determinist may insist that
we should see that every event that occurs is necessitated if we knew
more about their antecedent conditions, for then we should see that
these conditions necessitate the occurrence of the events, whereas the
indeterminist may insist that if we knew more we should see that some
events are not necessitated. Regardless of how extensive our knowledge
of the antecedent conditions of the occurrence of certain events might
be, if we should claim that we fail to sce that the antecedent conditions
of which we have knowledge necessitate the occurrence of the events,
the determinist might still reply that if we knew more fully their ante-
cedent conditions, we should see that their occurrence is necessitated.
The indetcrminist, on the other hand, might take advantage of the
fact that we can never know fully the antecedent conditions of certain
events to argue that, even if we did know fully their antecedent con-
ditions, we should sce that they are not necessitated. But cach position,
if held in thesc ways, would rest on an appeal to ignorance; cach takes
advantage of our-lack of knowledge. Regardless of how much we might
know about the antecedent conditions of events, we should never know
enough to rcfute cither position if cach is held in these forms. But,
of course, the fact that a position is held in such a way that it cannot
be refuted does not mean that it is true; and, in particular, the positions
in question cannot both be true, for they are contradictories.

i In conclusion, I wish to repeat that my object has been only to
isolate the issue between determinism and indeterminism, and to
discuss the relevance of this issue to the free will problem, not to settle
the issue between the two. Although certain considerations which
have been adduced may suffice to indicate that certain conceptions of
the nature of the problem (such as those of certain empiricists such as
Hume, Mill, and Russecll, those of many logical positivists, and those
of several so-called «ordinary languages philosophers) have not got-
ten to the heart of the matter, and although certain others may suffice
to nullify certain arguments which may be felt to establish or to refute
either position, none’of the points made suffice to establish conclusively
either position. In fact, when the issue between the two sides is stated
as it has been presented in this paper, it may well be doubted that any
decisive resolution of it is possible. Certainly such a resolution of it
is not possible until ‘more has been done than has been done in this

paper to clarify the nature of the self and of thecinsight which has been
mentioned. ,
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j
Discussion of moral terms or moral judgments are apt to be intro-
duced by a statement to the effect that by «moral term» the writer
means such term as «right», «wrong», «duty», «virtuenr, «justices,
ete.; or that by a « moral judgment » he means a Judmcnt like « Stealing
is wrong s, « Honesty is a virtue», « The laws of this country are un-
just», ctc. Now there is nothing seriously wrong with this way of con-
veying to the reader what the writer intends him to understand by
his use of the expression « moral term » and «moral judgments. But
what must be tantalizing to many-a reader is that the list of moral terms
scems never to be given complete: some of the moral terms are given,
but what would be the other members in the list ? Nloreover, it is
clear that there are wide differences in meaning between certain moral
terms, e.g. between « duty » and « virtue », so that even if these terms
belong to the same genus, moral term, they evidently do not belong

to the same species or class of moral terms. But what the classes of\

moral terms are,-and what the relations §nong these classes are, are
matters which- writers on morals have hitherto either not investigated
at all or discussed only partially and haphazardly. What I propose to
do in this paper is to give a list of moral terms that will be close, at
least, to being complete; and to give an exhaustive classi'ﬁcation of
these moral terms on the basis of similarity of meaning, at the same
time indicating certain interrelationships among these classes. I say
the list will be close to being complete because I cannot guarantee that
it will be complete, since there may be some terms that I have over-
looked, and since some words are only occasionally used in a mioral
sense, and so leave one in doubt as to whether they should properly
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be included in a list of moral terms. The terms I include in my cata-
loéue are only such terms as have well-established usages in mgral
senses. Almost all of them are used in other senses as well (e.g., «ri-
ghts in «right hand») but we may nevertheless quité properly call
them, as we in fact do call them, «moral terms» in so far as they are,
used in moral senses, because such usage is in their case so common.
In dividing the moral terms into classes, I shall take one or two terms
as representative of a class, and indicate roughly the meanings of the
other terms I put into that class in terms of the rcpresentatives of that
class; but I shall not attempt to define the class representatives them-
selves. The fact is that though the members of a class of moral terms
will be sufficiently akin in meaning to justify us in regarding them as
belonging to the same class, there will be slight differences in meaning
among these terms, or in the contexts in which they are employed;
but' I shall not attempt to elucidate in detail such slight differences
among the members of a class—I shall content myself simply with
indicating in a rough way some of the more obvious differences. The
important thing is that we should recognize that certain terms do
belong in the same class as other terms.

Whit criterion or criteria do we employ to determine whether a
given term is a moral term, or is used in a mordl sense? This is a very
difficult question to answer; but fortunately, while the answer would
be of great theoretical interest, we need not give it here. In practice
we usually have little trouble in recognizing that a certain term is a
ntoral term or is used in a moral sense. Thus we all know that the
words « duty.», « deserve », «virtue », « justice » very commonly function
as moral terms and we are seldom in doubt as to when they do so. In
this paper I 'shall simply assume that as a rule we-are capable of reco-
gnizing a moral term when we meet one, however it is that we do this;
and that we can tell whether two moral terms mean much the same

thing or differ in meaning. I do not think that this assumption will"

get us into any very serious diffrculties.
Moral terms can be divided into five classes, as follows:

1. Deontological* terms

7. As representative of this class I take terms « duty», «right» and
«wrong » as they ogccur in such sefitences as «It is one’s duty to keep
1) From, ¢70 8fov (8£ov1'6¢;)» = «that which is binding, needful, right, proper»

(Liddell and Scott's abridged Lexicon). The term cdeontologxcal » s alread) n
‘ use, and in much the same way as I employ it thgre.
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one’s promises », «It would not be right to hit a man when he’s down »,
« It is wrong to tell lies »: At first glance it may not seem that the term
«duty » on the one hand, and the terms «right» and « wrong» on the
other, should berélt in the same class if similarity of meaning is to
be the bdsis of classification, since « duty » does not mean the same as
¢rightness » or the opposite of « wrongness». Yet these terms are, in
fact, closely related in meaning, in the sense that the meaning of « du-
ty » 1s specnﬁable in terms of «right» and «wrong»: for to say that
itis A’s duty to do x, is to say that is would be right for A to do x and

© Wrong for A not to do x. The difference between « duty » and «¢ight »,

and «vxmng » is definable essentially in terms of a difference in the

. temporal point of view from which the act judged is regarded. When

we judgeI an act to be right or wrong, we are viewing the act as being
done or'as having been done; when we judge an act to be someone’s
"duty, \xe are viewing the act as still to be done. Thus, if A has a
promise. ‘to keep, and has not yet done so, we are prcpared to tell
him that it is his duty to keep his promise; and it is only after he has
kept hls;promlse or has finally decided not to keep it, that we would
say he did the right thing or the wrong thing.

Thére are several words closely related in meaning to «dutys,
some of these expressing the same notion in different parts of speech.
Thus there are two verbs corresponding to « duty », namely «ought»
and «should » (sometimes «must» is used in place of these verbs). If
it is A’s duty to do x, we can say A ought to do x, or A should do x;
but these verbs are not as forceful or emphatic as the word « duty »,
and of %he two, «should » is considerably less forceful than «ought ».
Thus we might say about an act that we regarded as of only slight
moral 51gmﬁcance that A should do it, but hardly that it was A’s duty
to do it: this implying that if A did not do it, the wrong committed
would be only a slight one. But if A does not do an act that is said
to be his duty to do, the implication is that the wrong he does (in fail-
ing to do it) is a serious one. Sometimes, instead of using the verbs
«ought» and «should », we express the notion of duty by means of a
"sort of gerundive costruction: that is, instead of saying that x ought

.. to be done by A, we simply say x is to be done by A, or A is to do x.

The notion of duty may also be expressed adjectivally or par-
ticipially. Thus if it is A’s duty to do x, we may say A is bound or
obliged, or morally bound or obliged, to do x; or that is obligatory for
A to do'x, or that it is incumbent on him to do it. Sometimes « requi-
red » or «morally required » is used in much the same way.
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The term «obligation » carries! the same notion as «duty» but
is used in a somewhat different way: for example; we say it is A’s du-

ty to do x, but we do not say it #s A’s obligation ta do x, but rather,

A has an obligation to do x; also, we may put a person under an o-
bligation, but we do not put him under a duty. As nearly as I can
tell, to say that an agent has an obligation to do.something, is to say
that he has a presumptive duty to do it, that is to say, a duty that may
fail to be actually his, but only under certain special conditions. (In-
stead of saying that A has an obligation to do x, we may say he is o-
bligated to do it). T .
Another term that is closely related in meaning to « duty» is the
term « responsibility », as when we talk about a person’s responsibili-
ties, or point out that it was Smith’s responsibility to look after the
correct operation of the trap-doors. A pgrson’s responsibilities are
those things it is his duty to do in virtue of his occupying a certain
position or performing a certain function. Thus we talk about a pa-
rent’s responsibilities, a railroad conductor’s responsibilitics, a tca-
cher’s responsibilities, and so on: these are the things that it is such
a pérson’s duty to do in so far as he is a parent, a railroa_d conductor,
or a teacher. '
‘ Lct us now consider terms used mmore or less interchangeably with
«right » and «wrong ». Onc pair of such terms is « moral» and «im-
moral ». « Moral conduct» may mean much the same as «right con-
duct » and «immoral conduct» as « wrong conduct »; but there is a
decided tendency riowadays to restrict the use of the terms «moral »
and « immoral » in this sense to right and wrong conduct in the sphere
of sexual behaviour. It is perhaps worthwhile to point out in passing
that the term «moral» has another moral sense (to be explained in
the section”on aretological terms), and at Jeast two ncutral descriptive
senses: one in which its antonym is not « immoral » but « non-moral »,
as when we talk about moral terms and non-moral terms and moral
senses and non-moral senses; and one in which its antonym is « amoral »,
as when we say about someone that he is completely amoral; meaning
by that, that he has no sense of right and wrong at all though he is
capable of having such a sense (if an agent is incapable of having such
a sense—for example, an animal—we say it is non-moral rather than
amoral). The terms «ethical » and « uncthical » arc also often used in
the sense of «right» and « wrong», but, like the terms « moral» and
«imynoral », their use tends to be restricted to a particular sphere, in
this case, the sphere of professional conduct2 Thus a lawyer may be
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sald to engage in unethical practices if he does the Sort.of Wrong acts
than an agent is capable of doing in virtue of his being a member of
the legal ptofession. «Ethical» also has a neutral descriptive semse

. similar to'that of «moral» when the antonym of that term is « non-

moraly ;i the antonym of «ethical » in this sense is, of course,
ethical »; There is no sense of «e
correspanding to « amoral ».

: Th‘é remaining terms in this class need only be listed: «to tight »,
«to wrong »; «rightful (ly)»; « wrongful (ly)»; «morally prohibited
(forbidden) » (= «wrong»), « morally permissible (allowable, allowed) »
(:ﬁ« not wrong »), «may» {« A may do x» = «It is not wrong for A
to do xb); «morally proper», «morally improper »; « moral transgres-
SIOR ¥ (‘: «wrong acty), «moral offence», «misconduct», «crimé »
(but this is usually used in a legal sense), «sin» (but this is usually
used infa’ religious sense). . \

1

«non-
Qu(’:?al,» in which it has an antonym

I1. Aetelologi[al ® terms

I take as representative of the class of acteological: terms the term
«right » in the sense in which we talk about someone’s rights and in
which we say that someone has a right to something or to do some-
thing. This sense of the word « right », unlike its deontological sense,
is casy to analyze: it can be defined partly in deontological terms (as
in (a) and (b) below), and partly in non-moral terms (as in (c¢) below).
It is this latter element in its meaning that provides us with a reason
for putting it into a class distinct from the class of deontological terms.
Let us sce, then, what it means. .

To say that A has a right to do x is to say: "/

(a) thati it would not be wrong for him to-do x and that it would not
be wrong for him to refrain from doing x; in other words he may (in
the deontological sense of that word) do or not do x, just as he pleases.
Of coux}se it may be A’s duty to do x as well as his right (e.g. a legally
appointh judge has both a duty and a right to judge others), but just
in so f;r as we confine ourselves to saying that A has a right to do x,

_we imply nothing as to his duties. For this reason, also, it is not implied

!

2) Fr‘om"alrém » (¢«1 demand »); not to be confused with « setiological », which 1s
frdm paltla» (¢« causes). 1 use term « aeteological » to name this class of moral
terms because these terms are in fact characteristically used in the making of de-
mands, and because the other Greek morzal terms that might have sened as roots
for a more appropriate name have been pre-empted for other uses.

227,
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that A, in d.ng, would be cioing the right thing (deontological sense
of «right»), since it' is not implied that A has a duty to do x. Thus
I presume that I have a right to read detective novels, and if I am cor-
rect, this would mean that it would not be wrong of me to read them,
and that it would not be wrong of me not to read them, either; nor
would it be right thing for me to do to:read them, nor is it obligatory
for. me to read them. In other words, I may (deontological sense) suit
myself as to whether I read them or not.

(b) that it would be w rong for anyone else to interfere with or prevent
A’s doing x if hefchooses. Thus if I have the right to speak freely,
. as I believe I haye, all others have the duty not to prevent me from

doing so Lf choose, and if they did prevent me, they would be doing

wrong.

(c) that the doing}'of X is'an actual or potential object of interest to A.
This requires a wprd of explanation. By «object of interest» I mean
anything, whether] a physical object, an activity, or a state of affairs,
that the agent desires, wishes, longs or yearns for, would prefer to have
or do-or be the case, wants, ne¢ds, hopes for, etc. By « actual object
of interest» I mean an object that.the agent actually or presently desi-
res, etc; by «potential object of interest» I mean an object that the
agent would desire if he were morc enlightened and knew the natuTe
of the ohject better. Thus, though presumably an edlication is not an
actual“object of interest to the young child, it is a potentla.l object of
interest to him. Now rights are always thought of, by those who as-
sert the existence of them, as being objects of interest, actual or poten-
tial, to those said to have the rights.. This explains why our rights
are things we demand, stand up for, defend, fight, for, and so on; and
why an infringement of our rights—which is nothing but the prevention
of our doing or enjoying those things which we have a right to— is
something that we characteristically resent. Yet it may seem doubtful
to some readers that what we are thought to have a right to is always
thought of as some object of interest, actual or potential, for did not Plato,
for example, in the Gorgias argue that we have a right to be punished?
And surely punishment it not an object of interest to anyone, but ra-
ther the contrary. But let us note, first, that Plato’s view that we have
a right to be punished strikes us as paradoxical at first; and parado-
xical precisely because we think of a right as being an object of interest
while we think of punishment as an objcet of disinterest; and, second,
that the air of paradox is removed when we dearn that Plath regards
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pumshment as a means of curing the corrupt soul, ahd hence as an
object of interest after all to the enlightened subject. “Thus Plato’s,
concep]t of a right is not inconsistent with the foregoing analysis; and ;.
I suspect that any other counter-ex\amples that might adduced \sou_ld
be amenable to the same treatment. r1
Let us now list the other terms in this class. « To be entitled toJ
and «to be warranted in (doing something)» have basically the me.-
aning of having a right to, while «to entitle » and «to warrant » mea.h
to give a right to. « Authority » means a particular kind of right, na.mely,
the right to command others (as in the case of members of governments
or officers of the law or of the armed services), and «to authorize »
means o confer a right (to something) on the part of one who has aqrho-
rity; but these terms are more often used in a legal sense than‘in a.
moral sense. ¢ To justify » an act means to show or demostrate (aga-
inst charges that the agent did wrong) that the agent had a right.to do
the actja ¢ justifiable » act is such that it can be shownithat the agent
had a nght to do it, while an «unjustifiable » act is such that it cannot
be shovm, that the agent had a right to do it, hence, a wrong act. +Le-
gitimate », usually sdid of professions, occupatlons or practices, means -
such thqt an agent has a right to engage 17 (them), but this term is more *

{

often’used in a legal sense than in a moral sense. « Dues, us when,

we spc‘a.k

(11) and such, therefore, that it is the duty of (certain other:)&
to gra (it), but since the second element seems 10 be the more em-H

as saymg that “}ule A’s right to x has not been cstabhshed ‘there are
reasonk for believing that A has a right to x. Of course,  there may be
sofne reason to believe too that B has a right to x rather than A, from
which!it follows that though only one person in the end may have a
right {o x, several pérsonstmay have a claim to it.

There are a number of terms beloinging to this class that we use
so commonly, and in such a variety of everyday situations, that we

< scarcely realize that basically we are using these terms in a moral sense;
* these ferms are «own ¥, «belong to», «gives, ¢« carn ¥, and, in certain

contexts, the possessive adjectives and pronouns « my » « mines, ¢yours,
«yourg», etc. To «own » something means to be in a position in which one
has th¥ right to use and enjoy it, and to dispose of it as one sees fit; and
if A gwns x, then x is said «to bcllbng » to A, and it is also said to be

of what is due to one, means such that the agent'ha.s\' a right. ‘
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«his» (A himself ‘would say «It is mine»). Thattthese terms really
are used in a moral, acteological sense may be seen from the fact that

we are accustomed to contrast ownership with possession. Tl possess
0 . i H

something is to b¢ in a position in which one fact has the power

a position i relation to a certain objc|ct‘, but if he did not have a rigi!
to it, we would not say he owned it, (I)r that it belonged to hirril, or that
it was his. (Somectimes we qualify the underlined \\'ﬂds with the ad-

. \ I K o
verbs «truly» or «really» to mark the contrast begween ownership

and 'possession). To «give» often means to transfer ownership to an-
other; somectimes it mcrely means to- transfer possession to -another.
To «earn» means (specifically) to acquire ownership in, or (generally)
a right to (something) by working for (it); it does not entail, however,
Thus one may have earned a promotion

to use, enjoy, and dispose of it; a robber or gangster might b% in such

acquiring possession of it.

without getting it. -
i

I11. Aretological’® terms

! : . . . .
T take as representative of this class the term «virtuous » in the

sense in which we talk about a virtuous motive, a virtuous action or
a virtuous character, The fact is, of course, that we judge not only
acts from the moral point of view but also motives and person; and
that.we may make one sort of moral Judgment of an act when it is con-
s:idcred irrespective of its motive, namely, a deontological judgment,
z?.nd onother sort of judgment of an act when the motive which prom-
pted it is taken into consideration, namely, the sort of judgment we
" hre to catalogue here, an «aretological » judgment.. Acts that we-judge
to be right or the agent’s duty may be done from a variéty of motives,

i I3
but chiefly these motives will be of a self-interested sort, or of a bene-

!»folc‘nt or kindly nature, or they will be constituted by or procee‘d‘,"from
what is often’called « the sense of duty », which essentially comeg down
id the desire to do what is right or orll_e’s duty simply bgcause 171 is right
or one’s duty. This last sort of motive is what we judge to bg’ virtuous.
We may also use the term—and in f::lCt we probably use it more often,
since there is a decidedly archaic flavour in the word « V}'rtuous —
«morally good » to express our judgment of such a motive; and, less

often, simply the term «moral» by litself (which is thusn;/én to have
two moral senses, namely, a deontological sense and a,iaretological
re to be vir-

sense). It must be noted that when;i say we jugde a moti

/
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tuous or morally good when we believe that motive to be 'c;m.stituied
by a desire to do what is right simply because it is right, I am not gi-
\'ing. a dejinition of «virtuous » or « morally good». If to say (a) « His
metive for doing x was morally good »:were simply anotﬁ'”r.way of
saying (b) « His motive for doing x was a desire to do right _|U$I!I bec}ausc

;
i
]
-

it was right» then the ferm «rorally good » would plainly be merely -

a descriptive term, since (b) is plainly a descriptive stdtefment; ‘but

(a) is ;sugely a moral judgment, and not merely a descriptive statement,
and « morally good» is surely a normative or evaluational ' term and |
not merely a deseriptive term. * To say, then, that a motive is morally
good when it is constituted by a desire to doswhat is right siﬁlplyr beca-;
use it is right is not to give a definition o\f «morally good »; it is, ra-
ther, to state what property a motive must have in order to have the
Sfurther property of moral goodness, or, as C. D" Broad might Pﬁt it,
it is to state what is the nwrally-good—making property of ‘a motive.
As to what the term « morally good » means, that is another questio"n,
and a very difficult one, too, as difficult as the question of what «ri-
ght» means. In this paper I shall attempt to answer neither olne. I
Oftent instead of using thé term §morally good » to judge an a:
gentfs motive, we use the term « good » simply; but this-term as appliecri
to motives is ambiguous. Not every good motive can be said to be a
morally good motive, Thus we judge the motives ofl generosity and
kindness to be good, but it would not do to regard these motives as
morally giood. The reason is this: the only beings we judge morally
or from a moral point of view are moral agents, that is to say, beings
who, as we commonly put it, ¢ know the difference between right and
wrong », or «have a sense of right and wrong» Thus the - behaviour
of dnimals, idiots, and infants is not judged morally, just becausé these’
beings are incapable of moral conceptions or making moral discrimi-
nations; and such beings we may call «non-moral » agents. But it is
conceivable that even non-moral agents might be actuated’ by bené-:
volent or generous motives, and such motives we would still wish zﬁ

__juige as good: but being the motives of non-moral dgents, who'

not subject to moral judgment, we could not judge thefn to be morall}'l

‘good. And in so far as a moral \aigﬁnt is actuated by such motives and

BT | -

4) 1 assume, of course, what perhaps some, théugh not most, philoso;;hers would <
want to deny: namely, that thefe is a differénce between gies'f:ripti\'e statements,
and terms on the one hand, and normative, value, or evaluatiopal judgments and’
termys on the other hand; and that moral judgments and termg belong to the lat-

i .

ter class. i ; P [
" - . i .



R sons

i o : . i
S SR
. Lo
"232 - METHODOS 3o
\ . =

not by any thoug(ht‘of duty or what is right, he is to that degrce no

| "' different from non-moral agents actuated by such motives, and hence
his motives, too, could not be judged to be morally good. Thus « good »
as applied to motives might mean morally good, or, alternatively, what
we might call « naturally » good, or good simply. It is only in the for-
mer sense that « good » could be said to be a maral term; in the latter
sense, there is no distinctive name for it, but if a name were needed,
« duasi—“nﬁoral term» might do. ‘ . .

Let us how consider other applications of the terms ¢ virtuous»

ally good »,).other, that is,! than to motives. We also judgt

be morally:’goéid, and we jt dge a person to be so if we believe

. that hd habitually does ‘what is right from a sense of duty, and that

;o XI, 4344

FE

‘ and ¢ mor:

|7 he would resist, also from a sense of duty, very powerful temptations

' i .
.+ to do what is wrong. The character, of such a person we also denomi-

A

" nate «morally good» Instead of using thle term « morally good » we
mi[ght use the term «virtuous» but in this ugage‘. that term has an
archaic sound; its application tends to be restricted to women who
are believed capable of resisting, from a sense of duty, tempstations to
sexual misconduct.; Now a person might habitually do, or have a dis-
position to do, one sort of right act from a sense of duty, :%nd yet per-
haps fail to do other sort of right acts. Thus g person’s sense of duty
might lead him always to tell the truth, and yet on occasion for acts
of "generosity, he might fail to perform such acts—for‘a variety of re-
asons, that we need not go into here. Such a (‘_Li\sposition to do a part%—
. cular sort of right act we call «a virtue ». An sﬁctj\oq that is the mani-

festation of a virtue is said to be a virfuous action or a ‘morally good
action or a good action simply. Thus a virtuous or morally good action
differs from a right act in that, not only is it right, but it also proceeds
frofm a morally good’moti\}e. ~This reference ultimately to motives is
what distinguishes aretological judgments generally from deontological,
judgrhents, which have no such reference.

! We come now to the contrary « morally good », namely, « ‘m'orally
bad». The contrary of «virtuous» is also «morally bad »; «vicious™,

as 'we shall see, Has connotations that would make it misleading to -

say that it was simply the contrary of «virtuous », but « vice » 75 simply
the contrary of ¢ virtue ». One might think that what has been said about
« rr‘}q;a;ly good » would apply mutatis mutandis to «morally bad »; that,

from a desire to do right, so an action is morally bad if it is wrong and
Wt ’ < Jdo wrong. Lut this dould Toofeeemeser ST

" -’to be specific, just as an action,is morally good if it is right and done

A

Ch19s91
A

| an agent as the Devil is supposed 'to be. If human beings dL*i: wrong,

| it is not from the desir€ to do wrong, hut from some other, in itself - |

. usuglly harmelss enough, motive. The swindler and . the thief actias 3
{

. ‘ i '
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| rally bad actions are done many times by many people, and: yet the
desire to do wrong just because it is wrong seems to be non-existent

among human beings, and if it exists at all, could occur only with such

they db‘.f‘rom a desire, presumably, to be welloff, or to enjoy'fa certain N
object. The murderer may kill out of fear, or a desire to gdin a for- ‘
tune, or to eliminate a rival for someone’s affections, or even, perhaps, l E
from a pathological desire to see someone suffer, but not from a desire !
to do wrong for wrong’s sake. Where it might s;elem that an agent fs * . i
doing this—as in the rare case of one whoiapparently uses every, op- |
portunity ‘that comes his way to do wrong—the mbtive turns out often |
to be nothing but a desire'to defy society, to assert his own will agé.hlsf |
what he conceives to be- the attempts of society to dominate him. In .
short, the desire to do wrong as such, unlike the desire to dor\ri'ght a's
such, may be regarded as being non-existent.- The fact'is we judge !
_an action to be morally bad not because it is (we believe) wrong and
- is done from a desire to do wrong, but because it is wrong“1 and is done: L
- in spite of its wrongness or with indiffereqce as to its _w;l"ongness.' It is |
when an agent knows or believes or has reason to know or believe that =~
an act is wrong, and et is indifferent to that aspect of the act, or at

least does not allow that astv.ct to deter him from doing the act, that
‘we judge his conduct to be morally bad. An agent who acts in this ;
way not on one occasion only, but on many occasions, or at least is
ready to do so, we jgdgg to be bad, morally bad, or immoral; and the; |
disposition to do any particular sort of wrong act with indifference " as’ i
to its ‘wrongness, is what we-call a «vicé . A Ii Co }
g But what, theq, makes a motive mbrally bad? For wé do talk 01;1 ) \
occasion of someone’s having acted from a morally bad motive. I must- -
confess that I am not at all clear as to what conditions Hhave to be: ‘
fulfilled for a motive to be judged morally bad, and so.I shall simply! |
leave this matter for someone else to deal w;lth Suffice ‘Eit foi" the pre- | |
sent to record the use of the term «morally bad » 'as applied to moti- :|
ves and to place that term in its proper class. Lo —t
A fact of which most moral phisoph rs.do not seem to be expli- = 1,
citly aware is that the words «ought » and’ ¢ duty » havean aretological = |
sense as well as the more usual deontological sense, and'this has gme‘n f oo

rise to some needless puzzlement with a number of them. 'Thé ar?‘-; SN

. . | | . . L L
tslogical t- of thoss ttras o to be found In such statements as tha
- - H ) 3
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If-he smcerely beueved that it was his duty to kill pagans,
then it was his duty; « Since he thought it was the right thing to do,
he ought to have done ‘it »; «An man ought to do what hc believes he,
ought to dor These sorts Lof statements, or statements which suggest
these (e.g. « Since he believed it was his duty to do it, I wouldn’t have’
respected him if he hadn’t done it ») are common enough, and yet are
aI;t to seem paradonca.l to someone who deliberately turns is atten-
tlon to themfor the firts the They seem paradoxical because they
seem to 1mply that what 7s one ’s duty is determined by what one thinks
td be one’s duty—somethmg the consequences of which we need not
elaborate on here. But the alr of paradox is quickly dispelled with the re-
a_fxzatlon that duty »| and '« ought » Ln‘ these statements are used in two
dlﬁ'erent senses, an aretologlcal as well as a deontological sense. Let
us show this in the case of the statement « A man ought; to do what
he believes he ought, to do» Now here « ought, » is used in a deon-
=: that xs to say, if a man believes he ougﬁt to do x, that

tclogical sens

" id tantamount to his behumg that he would be doing the right thing

if he d.ld x and the wrong thing if he did not do x. But to say he ought,
to do x because he believes he ought, to do it, is tantamount to saying
t his conduct would be morally good if he did x (and did it bacause
he believed he ought, to do it) and morally bad if he did not do x. ‘Thus

" it can be seen that while the sense Jof «ought,» can be explained in

t}lerms of «right » and « wrong », the sense of «ought, » must be expla-
ined in terms of « morally good » and « morally bag.»; and it is for that
teason that I say «ought,» is used in a_deo loglcal sense while
4oughtl ¥is tised in an aretological sense. « Duty » in one sense is simply

substantwe corresponding to «ought, », as in another sense it is
the substantne corrcspondmg to «ought,». Thus it is not the case

" that what is one’s duty, is what one thinks to be one’s duty,; the most

that is true is that what is one’s duty, is what one thinks to be one’s
‘ Ut)'z i - ’
Let! us now run over bneﬂy the other moral terms that belong
o the class of aretological terms, and show how they are related to
osé already discussed: « Rectitude » carfies the notion of (a) a strict
e{'ence to moral rules or prmc1ples (b) from a sense of duty, but
(a)ﬁxs the more promlnent element 'in its meaning; its Anglo-Saxon
krynonym is «uprlghtness» & Righteous » means #nuch the same as

P 'tmorall good » or «vxrtuous» « Dutiful » means "(with' reference to

;szzta} done. froish '“Fevef-«‘e in agenh, disposed to aci, wot ouly in cocor
dance wzth duty out also jrom a sense of duty; it dlffers trom ¢ moiai'y

. mofal sensc as well as in a moral sense An example of the la er use

" - gments can be re-formulated ‘without ch,angmg their mca.mlig so tb.at,« ;

| ) ol 5
\j { ’ Ct ’ o . | K '» I
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good » in that it has more of a descriptive flavour as contrasted with ' i
the latter, which has more of a normative or evalutiopal flaviur, qu. { i
cked » and «iniquitous » megn much the same as « morally blad ».[¢E- !
vil » has| this meauing also, but & often vsed in a non-aretologlcal sense o |
to refer!to that which is the opposite of the’ good of man; ‘thus pain, I,!
disease, hunger, etc. may be said to be evil, but obviously ot the' way, i
in which a man can be said té be evil, i.e, wicked or n\w.oral!y bad. & Vi, ;
cious » ‘also means morally bad, but carries with it the suggestxon of |
onencd! or Yirulence; similary, ¢ heinous's and “«odious » ¢ carry ; rwith. [
them a suggestion of that which is hateful, while «vﬂe ¥ suggests re-’
pulsiveness-as well as badness. « Atrocious's suggests extreme violence
or an extreme sense of outrage on the part of the weﬂver of the deed. |
« Sinful » suggests that the act that.is wrong is so because it is contrary
to the will of God, and therefore, that the sinful deed represents de-—
fiance of God. « Corrupt », «depraved» «perverted» «degraded) :
«degenerate » all suggest a lapse in one way or another from a state :
of moral goodness into a state of maral badness. «Villain », ¢ scoun- ]
drel », «roguesy, «rascals, «knave» denote persons who are mo- | | g
rally bad_in various ways and tq, various degrees. ; C o

: [ 1y
’ !
|

I
Iv. ./lxtologu:als term: ' - \

[
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I take as representatwe of this class term « deserve L3 Corr&epon-
ding to| ' this verbal form there is the participial «deservmg» a.nd the
substa.ntxval «desert ». « Deserve » and its other grammatical forms may

be u_sed| like most of the other moral terms so far mentioned, in'4’; non— ;
I

Pl

is: «T{:Z“evﬂ doer richly deserved ‘the punishment. that was meted X
out to ». An example of the former is: « This plan desenes the |
most careful consxdgranon ». The Ioglcal sub_]ect of thé verb « des;erveI !
is always an agent, although the grammatical subject may be an actlonf L
a motive, a character, or something else, thus: «His action dese -
blame», « Such a motive deseves d.xsapproval », «Hls is a character\ _
that deserves the highest est That the loLgxcal subjeq; in these\,
Judgments in an agent may be sé€n frorP the fact that all these jud- |

'j ! \ { ‘

— P l
S) This term is already in use, but not in the sense in which I usé it hem The ht-' | i
ter is close to the orignal sense of « & tog s (¢ worthy », ¢ deserving1); in the ‘

"f ot her vriters 5 axiologizal judgment» i nerelly meane cithes Jze sarme Pg'v‘*ﬂ’ " H
value judgment o or the same 5 wuai ! call 3 cvahations! ,udgzncm oo b
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the name. of the agent | becomes grammatlcal subject of the Judg'ment
a8 follov.s « He deser‘.es blame for his. action» .« An agent who is
'at{:tuated by such a motive deserves disapproval», ¢His character is
such that he deserves the highest esteem». In short, it is agents only

\ {

who desetye; motives, actlom, character do not deserve anything, but
are, rather, the thmg5| on account of which agents deservé whatever

X |

‘ they do dCSﬁr\'e b
What sort of things do agents deserve? In general an agent de-
. serves elther an object of interest or an object of disinterest. Objects
‘ (‘)f mterest that are dcscned or thought to be deserved, m‘av be any-
t}ung from simple .1pproval on the part of the agent’s fellows to eternal
flappmess objects of disinterest that arc deserved or thought to be so
1‘nay be anything frorn simple dJsapprO\ al to eternal drammation. An
(|)b_]€Ct of interest that’ ‘is deserved is usually called a « re“ard », espe-
i:la.lly if it is somethmg more substantial than mere approv al; an ob-
ject of disinterest that is deserved is usually called « punishment,»,
especmlly if it somethmg more substantial than mere dlsapprox al. The
words «reward » and « punishment», however, are often uscd 1 2
ldee,r sense than this. « Punishment », for example, may be used to
refer to any object of disinterest that is imposed for the viplation of
any rule or for an action contrary to the will of an agent who possesses
pov&er, whether such an object of disinterest js deserved or not; and
‘the same applies, mutatis mutands, to « reward ». In this usage, of co-
‘urse, « punishment » and «reward » are not moral terms at all.
) ! How are Judgments in terms of « deserve » connected with judg-
'ments in ter,ms of the other moral words so far discussed? Or, to say
lthe same thing in another way, how are axxologlcal judgments conne-
ted with deontological, actcologlcal and aretological Ju(fgmentsP The
|cmmectlon with (.eontologlcal and aeteological judgments is indirect
and exists only in so far.as these are connected with aretological jud-
gments " Betweén aretologxcal and axiological Judgments however, there

is a direct connection, as follo“s An. agent is judged to fieserve ap-
orally good

judged to

‘motives, or having a morally good character; an agent i

morally bad motives or- bemg indifferent to the rightness or wrongness
of hxs acts, and having a morally bad character. In add.mo to this,
1a.n agent is judged fo deserve ‘punishment for doing morally bid actions,
lam:l the degree of punishment judged to be deserved is ropomonal
. ito the badness attributed to h.IS action; the badness of the agent’s actlon

deverse disapproval for doing morally bad actiqns, bemg ctuated by

. i
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in tumn, grating the presence of a certain motivational condition—na- ,
mely, indifference to the wrongness of the act—depends on the degree | r
of wrongness of the act. People will differ widely concerning the degree |
of punishment they believe to be deserved by an agent for any par- :
ticular morally bad action. Thus an agent who wickedly rqbs a poor :’
widow may be thought by one person to deserve very sevefe pu,msh-

-ment, perhaps even hanging (in fact there are people who would

say, « Hanging is too good for such a man »), and by another agent a
term of only a few months in jail. When this is the case, however,
it will, T think, be found that the two observers also differ in their
estimate of the moral badness of the action, and ultimatcly, of the vsroﬁg—
ness of the acts In addition to being Judged to deserve approval for
doing morally good actions, an agent is sometlmcs judged to deserve

-reward for doing them, but the conditions Wthh have to be fulﬁlled

for this to be so are not nearly as clear-cut as in the case of the desér-
ving of punishment. In general, an agent is not thought to deserve re-
ward for doing his duty because it is his duty, that is, for morally good
conduct simply. In order to be thought deserving of reward an agent
must either perform an extraordinarily difficult and onerous duty,
such as most people might be expect®d to fail in; or' do a deed that,
while fully discharging his obligations, goes considerably beyond this,
and is, a8 it is often described, ¢above and beyond the call of duty »;
and he must do all this from morally good motives. |
Let us now coni‘xder the other terms beIongmg to ‘this class. They

are mainly two: «worthy» and «merit». Let us discuss «worthy»
first. To say that an-action is worthy of approval is much the same
as to say that it deserves approval. But in the case "of motives and cha-
racter, as contrasted-v.rxth1 actions, we are more apt to say « worthy » than
to ‘say « deserve »; thus we are more apt to say that Smith’s character
is worthy of approval than to say that it deserves approval, }}Jso we .
generally say that someone deserves to be rewarded or to ‘be pu.mshed
onIy] when there actually is someone to do the rewarding or the pu—
mslung, if there is no such agent, then we are more apt to say
he is worthy of reward of pumshment -In the above instances, ¢ wor-
thy ? is. used predJcanlvely or apposm‘»ely, but it fs also used attnbu—
tiv ely, as when we speak of a worthy decd,or a worthy and then
it means «worthy of a proval}*“«D rving » is used sjmilary, but’
of actlons rather than, of) characters. « U worthy » as used attnbutwely'
m «not worthy oﬁ a?proval ».and indeed, « worthy' of disapproval »,:
« WTrthy » is also useid as a suffix, as in «prmseworth »'and cbIame-f
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worthy », but a more frequently used suffix having this sense 1s « - ble »
or 4~ 1ble », 23 in «laudable», «commendable s, « creditable » «esnma—
ble », ‘¢ respectable» and in «reprehersible», « d.lscredltablel» “dete-
stable », abominable », «damnable». The word «merit» a verb

eans much the same as «deserve », but as a noun it is not used in

quite the same way as ¢ desert ». We say «a man of merit» but not «a

man of deserts. « Merit» as a noun seems to mean «a quality (or

qualmes) worthy of approval» while «desert» means «the condition
: of deserving reward or punishment ». There is also an adjective formed
’ fj om « merit », namely, ¢ meritorious », which is used in much the same

way as ¢ worthy » or «deserving» .

Two other axiological terms are « demerit» and « condlgn ». De-
merit is the quality antithetical t6 merit. « Condign » means deserved,
now _said usually of punishments. ‘

V. Dikasological ®

terms

+To this class there belong only there terms with their: antonyms
a.nd various grammatical forms, namely, «just », « fair » and « equitable ».
e last term in this group is perhaps hardly to be counted a moral
term at all, since it has an emphatic descriptive sense definable i in terms
of impartiality; the first member of the group is undoubtedly a mo-
ral- térm, althangh *t too has a descriptive connotation of impartiality;
d «fair » falls some-where in between the two in respect - of its rela-
tive normative and descriptive emphases. I shall dlSCUSS ‘the term
41 just» first 'and then say a word about the other two terms

- «Just » as a moral term is. used in two main ways: one in which
~1t is analogous in a certain respect to the deontological terms, and one
which it is analogous to the ?retologlcal terms. When, f(lr example,
we talk about a just decision or a just distribution of goods, «just»
is used in a way analogous to the way in which « right » in its deonto-
l’ogwa.l sense is used, in that reference is made only to the objective cha-
racteristics of the decision or the dxstnbuuon without regard to the
slub_]ectlve conditions, in partlcu.lar the motives, which led the decision or
e distribution; and so we may denominate the ob]ectwe referencey
f «just ». When, on the other hand, we talk about a just man, «just »
‘used in a way analogous to the way in which « good » or '« virtuous »

ln their aretological senses are used in that reference is made to the.

e e e
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motives of the man m questLon Though a man mtght alw,ays renderl.
Just demsmns and effect just distributions of goods we would not con-,

sider him to be a _]U.S‘t man if believed |that his motives fo ;: domg SO ]
were those of fear or self-interest; in ofder for us to call tjusts,
we must believe that he is actuated. by| morally good motives. 'Whenl
«just » is used in tlus|way, then, we rrught talk about its :ub]ectwe re-
ference. In certain expressions,. «just » is ambiguous as between these;
two uses. Thus whenl people talk about|a just deed it is often not clear
whether they are referrmg only to the |objective characteristics of the.
act or taking into account its motives as well. In what follows T shall

confine the discussion to «just» in its objective refexence o

In its objective reference «just» is treated by some speakers as

if it were interchangeable with «right 4 in thet deontological sense of
that word. For e‘(ample I have heard students say « Keeping promi-
ses is just » as if this were the same thing as saying « Keepmg promises
is right». More often however, «_Mstln is uscd in a narrower sense in
which not all right acts would also be ca.l.ilcd just, and it isthis fact which
makes it necessary to put ¢just» inga different class of moral terms.
In the narrower, or dtkalologu:al senscl of «just», the sorts of things |
that, par excellence, are called «just» are the conduct, including. the ;
decisions, of persons 'who possess some kind of authonty over, others
or the right to regulate théir affairs in some way. Thus Iaws, which
‘ultimately represent the decisions of a certain person or persops that
the people living in a gn en area shall act or refrain from actmg in cer:
tain ways, may be called just or unjust; punishments and’ rewards

meted out by )udges school officials, parents, et al. may be 0 called, i

the conscripting of some person for and the exempting of others from
military service; and so on. In this sense, though not all nght acts
are just, all just acts' are right; and though not all wrong acts are’ u_must
all unjust acts are wrong It would be thought paradoxxcal for someone
to contend that a certam act was just, nevertheless it was wrong. Still,’
such contentions have been made; but I think that it would be possi-
ble to show in such cases that the speaker was confusmg a general rule
‘with a specific mstance -Though in general it may:  be just to pumsh

‘*‘l ‘those who steal, in alspemﬁc instance it may not be, and hence wrong:

r"'

[

” but a confused speaker, while realizing that in the spec1ﬁc instance m

question pumshmentlwould bet wrong,l xmght be led by, his assent to
"s the general rule, that punishment of theft is just; tb commit a 'dtcto

simpliciter and say that punishment m this mstancé t0o, is ]ust—J—but
ey
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What I hive said here abou the conneggion between «just» and

«right » is all that I'propose to say now about the connection between

dikaiological terms and the other moral terms. A full account of this //

connection, while of the last 1mpo{13nce for certain problems of moral
theory, particulary that of the standard or criterion of right actr/
would take far more space than I ha\e aldready used; and in any case,
it'is a story.in its own right, which I hope to tell on anoth€r occasion.
For the present I shall conclude byI saying a few \sords/bout the terms
¢fair» and « equitable ». « Fair», like ((JU.St »,1miay .y have cither arj ob-
Jcctlve reference or a suhjcctne ref@rence we may say that what a man
- did was fair or we may say that the man himself is a fair man. This
however is not true of the term «equitable », which has an objective
reference only. In its objective sense, « ‘fair » seems to have much the
same meaning as, «just», the chief difference between the two terfs
being the contexts in which they are employed. The term «imst » Is
commonly applied to the acts and decisions of persons hald’
office of some kind; it is also applied to the institutions gataohs hcu
by (and thus representing certain decisions of) such persons. Thus
we speak of the acts and decisions of rulers or judges as being just;
of just wars, Just laws, a just society (regardmg that as the product
of deliberate planning on the part of those possessing power or autho-
rity); and so on. What is just or unjust, in this sense, affects, or is of
concern to, a great many people, and touches upon basic interestsy, .
« Fair », on the other hand, seems to be applred in contexts where the
interests involved are not so fundamental, and to the acts and decisions
of persons whose public roles are severely circumscribed. Thus we
are more apt to say that the decision of a parent or teacher or referee
- of a game is fair, than that it is just. « Fair» also seems to be used in
< cases where a man is his own judge or has the power to distribuite
benefits not only as afnongét others, but as between himself and others.
So a man who decides wl%at share- each person, including himself,
should get of an initially common stock of goods would be said to make
a fair or an unfair distribution; but if he himself were not concerned
in the distribution, he might be said to effect a just or an unjust di-
stribution. The term «equitable » seems to be used particularly for -
allotments or distributions of good (or burdens), and has much less
of a normatwe and more of a descriptive ﬂavour than the other two
terms: .

The above constitutes, I believe, a nearly complete list and an
cahaustive classificaiion of moral ienns. Lm R snay he vbected ihat

-
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I have made no mention of the moral virtues such as trﬁthfllh{ess,
cqurage, loyalty, gratitude, hospitality, etc. « Truthfulness’s and the
rest, however, are not} meral terms at all, no matter how much they
may figure in moral dlscussnons or in moral.judgments. They are all
descriptive terms whlch stand for things that most people ha\e thougth
to be - endowed with Certain moral qualities or to stant!in cértain
moral relations, and it is the names of these qualities and relations
that constitute the moral terms. It will be noted, also, that I havc
omitted from my list a term that plays a prominent role in many ethical
treatises and that rrught therefore, have been expected to be included:
namely, the term « good » (¢ better », « best») as it ocgurs in such. sen—
tences as « Pleasure is good », « The life of pleasure is not as good as
the life of reason », « Friendship is better than money », etc. My reason
for omitting this tefm'is that in this sense I do not consider it to;be
a moral term at all, nor do I consider the sentences quoted immediately
R .oral judgments, however much thu) may becn ihe
e s thic hmo.xgatlons of those called «ethical (1.7 o0l on Tl
& good » in these sentences is not a meral term may most easdy be seen
if we try to qualify it by an adverb to make clear in which specific sense
we are using the word. « Good » is, of course, notorxously ambiguous.
We ‘speak of «good»l
knives, etc., when it iy quite clear that we to not have the same spe-

© cific propemes in rmﬁd There is, no doubt, a generic smuhtzmty among

these properties, a similarity consisting probably in the fact that each
of them is the object of some sort of favourable attitude on onf part, .
but nevertheless when we say that a pxcture is good we do not medn
just the same thing as when we say a knife is good and when,we, say
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men, «good » piictures « good » food, «good » '

this is good roast beef we do not mean just the same thing as when we |

say this man did a good deed. Usually we have no dlﬂiculty m dJSCI‘l—
minating among these different senses of «good »“ bt in cases where
there might be doubt (and even' when there is no doubt) wé somé-
times qualify «good » by an adverb or phrase to make clear in what
sense we are using the word. Thus we might say that something is
aesthetically good, or good. from the prudentml piont of view, or instru-
mentally good, or morally good\.In t g about:a piece of music as
being good we could,’ then, if we mseed say that it was aesthe-
tically good, but it would make- no sense to say. thas it was mox(*;lg
good; and in talking about an action, we might say it wias morally g

but it would make no sense to say that it was aesthetlca.lly good—un—
noodd mr of Zayaag Lh“ 3 owes greclis
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', ellegan:t. Similarly, in talking gbou* happiness as being good, and as

o Ie'mg better than, say, knowledge,;it would make no sense to say it

s ae:vtket_igcally ‘good; we sh&ﬁld have to find some f)ther adverb with

\which to q{ialify the word «good ». The adverb that is most ?ommo_nly

SR gdsed to do this is «intrinsically »: gnd, making use.of this adve'rb,

‘ ‘\i:e can say that a question which has frequently oc.cupjlei:l the attention

: of philosophers is whether happiness is what is mtn‘rmc‘ally good, or

! .~ whetHer it is something else. Now the important thing’to note here

is ];ha[t in talking about happiness it wduld make no more sense to say

that llmppiness was morally good than.to say t}iat it was aesthettcaléy

good.ﬁ Happiness is not the sort of -thing that co.uld have moral gooa-

C o mess; it could not have the same property as an action done from a sense

- of duty And if happiness could not be said to be. morally g(?od, it wo-

* uld make no sense to say that « good », as used in eval}latm.g happi-

ness,gwas a moral term nor that the! judgment « Happines 1s good »
was a moral -judgment.

\IVhat sort of term, then,. fs «good» as used in discussing such

* things as happiness? It is sometimes called a «value » term, and

"thgs ‘would be a suitable name for it excepet};that'the expression « 'value

term » is ambiguous. It may stand not only for the sort of term that

« good », in the sense of «intrinsically good », is,‘ but also for the-sorts

of terms that «right», «just», « bgatuifu.l », «odious », fw*u.lga_r ” wetc.,

are. It may stand, in o}her words, for any kind of term that '1.s usgd

_— to express an evaluation or appraisal, whethe:xj_:ymt eva_lu.atlon or

appraisal be a moral, aesthetic, charientic7,: or some other I.und of e-

valuation or appraisal. It would be convenient 1if we exclusively ado-

. [X1, 4344

\ pted, say, . the term « evaluational » to refer to the whole genus of terms -

. used in making evalutions or appraisals, and restricted the use of t?le
term « value », as an adjective, to the specific case of « gooc_lj_zﬁ(ahd its
‘synonyms) where that word means « intrhlsically"goo_d’-».‘,."nus wo'uld
enable us to say that «good », when it means ¢ intr;rnsxca].ly good », is a
value term, and that value terms are a species’ off'gvalutfonal terms a-
.Iongside of moral, aesthetic, char’ientic,_ and possibly c.)thcr kinds of
terms. Similarly, we should have to recognize vahfe_ jugdments as a
speé:ies of the genus of evalutional judgments alongsxdg of moral, ae-
sthetic, charientic and possibly other kinds of judgments:

* Still, it may be urged, the good, in the sense of the 1'nt_rim:ically
P |

» »

_— . L s . LR .
7) For an explanation of this term sce my article ¢ Chanen\tnc ! Juc\!gx'ne\nps s, Phi-
| iteaphy, Aprit, (1953, w0 N
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good, has been the sub}ect for ‘centuries of what have been called ¢e-
thical » inquiries; and is «ethical» any more than the Greek-derived
synonym fot the Latin-derived ¢ moral »? Now it is true that in the Ni- - ’
comachean Ethics value question and moral question seem t'('y‘-{b inex-
! tricably combined; and they are combined, also, in such l‘éter works'
,as Mill’s Utilitarianism, Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics, Morc’ls‘iPrirtz"qﬁa
Ethica, and many others. This combination, however, seems to me to
have produced a good deal of 'u'nnecg:ssary" confusion. W'}{o is clear,
for example; what the term « utilitarianism » stands for? In Mill one
can find statements which would lead onejto believe that iti'sta.nds for
the doctrine (a) that the good is happiness; and‘fquJ the doctrine (b}
that a right act is one 'which produces the greatest happiness for the
greatest number. Yet these are two logically independent  doctrings,
neither of which entails the other; they may both be true, or both be
.false, or one may be true and the other false. To call both these do-

“n oI LA S

ctrinac grtiheegiiefens T terry needlessly ambiguo'és;

ur, alternauvely, 1o insist that « utilitarianism » s univocal, but! that it ,
stands for both doctrines (a) and (b) is to convict oneself of being mud- i
dle-headed. Similarly, to call both these doctrinés, or pairs of doctrines i
corresponding to these, «ethical » doctrines, is either to make that term ‘ '
needlesslj ambiguous, or else to show oneself to have failed to grasp -

a distinction. There may, indeed, be a connection between the right

and the good: it may be, for example, that right acts are that promuote

the good, and it may be task of morals to determine whether this is _
actually so or not.. But this would not bg’ éuﬂicient to justify.us in
putting « good » (==« intrinsically good ») ux}(_ier the heading,o‘f\'mo(ql P
terms; for it might equally well be true that right acts are those that |
promote happiness, or those that progpote the beautiful, and yet, even

if it were so, no one would consider that 2 reason for classifying ¢ hap- *
piness » or «beautiful as moral terms. /W t s sonetimes éaﬂed’; a -
person’s moral code, or his cade of ethics, is one thing, and what is soi-
metimes called his set of values is.another. To,be sure, his moral code |
may include an item, for example, to,the effect that he ought to r;—

spect each person’s set of: values, and his set of valies may include |
16yalty to a moral code; yet there will be fany items in the one that ' =
will not belong to the other. Wit distinguishes moral or ethical the- | .
ory and what I suggest should be call¢d a value » theory ts that the. i
former is concemned with, among other ‘things; examining the validity

of the items contained in any person’s moral'code, 4nd the latter is '
concerned wish - among other things, examining the wolidity ‘of th
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items contained in ahy person’s set of values.
cally a number of philosophers ® have published the results: of their
investigatio
the book ¢ ethics » buts'this should not blind cne to the fact that judg-

ments in terms of «good» ”w;lcre that word means «intrinsically

good », are nevertheless not moral judgments. L

R

i

8) But not, be it noted, most of the eighteenth century British morahsts
t

) . , - 1

It happens that histori-.

ns of both kinds within the compass of one book and called

i
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HUTCHESON’S MORAL SENSEi THEORY ‘
AND ITS, SIGNIFICANCE, FOR EMOTIVISM
IN CONTEMPORARY ETHICS

: ., 1 :
;

+ WILLIAM ) BLACKSTO\E PH.D.
University of Flanda
(Received on January| 18th, 1960) e i ;' .
/During the eighteenth century there was a good deal of talk about

th¢ «moral sense » in British moral philosophy. _Especially do we find
1s concept in the ethical theories of Francis Hutcheson, David Hume,
nd Bishop Butler. The moral sense was v1€:wed ps standmg over |
against and in oppositiori to egoistic desire. The Iattqr has té do with’

14
‘satisfactions and dissatisfactions; the former with- rlght and wrong.
) Whlle desire is perfonal-and calls for sensory gratification, the moral

sense is impersonal and demands, to some extent, self-sacrifice.; These
moral sense theorists talked of the moral sensé «perceiving s, moral
qualmes or « dlscemlng moral ideas.» This sort of talk Ieads one: to

‘interpret the moral sense as being cognltlve It can, in some sense

intuitively discern right and wrong. This, for example is the mter-
pretation often accorded to’ Bishop Butler’s view of «conscrence », or
«toral Sense» ! On the other hand, there is evidehce that for some

“of these moral sens¢’ theorists, the wworal sense is not to be viewed as

co\gmtne 1ntu1t1vely dlscerrkmg qualities 'of right and “rong,%ut
ragler as non- cogmtxve and as a dispositional charaf:terlstxc of men
' In this paper we will be concerned 'with Francis -Hutcheson’s
characterization of the moral sense. VVe will examme the remarks
that Hutcheson makes about the moral sense in “each of his ethical
treatises, Our purpose being to discover in ‘what. manner the moral

sense is related to moral knowledge and to the justxﬁcatlon of moral

. . 1 ;
1Y See T a0 K ad Feaos Tans. hl n‘(:-nt ]heoy\ Hal‘(‘ﬂurﬁ Rygyrn ann ‘n, IRt
PE. =U Z3; 2no auslin Luncan- junes Butier's Moral Pinw.rﬂp‘r" ok "'1 ..,Jjw' :
London, 1952 pp- 73, 178. . . « | b . i
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