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such a way that they are irrefutable. The deterniinist may insist that 
we should see that every event that occurs is necessitated i f  we knew 
more about their antecedent conditions, for then we should see that 
these conditions necessitate the occurrence of the3 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, i f  we should claim that we fail to see 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 indeterminist, 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 i f  we did know fully their antecedent con- 
ditions, we should see tliat they are not necessitated. But each position, 
if held in these ways, would rest on an appeal to ignoraicc: each takes 
advantage of out-lack of knowledge. Regardless of how much we might 
know about the antecedent conditions of events, we should never know 
enough to refute either position if each 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 position-; 
inquestion cannot both be true, for they are contradictories. 

In conclusion, I wish to repeat that ,my object has been only t o  

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 Russell, those of. many logical positivists, and those 
of several so-called Ã ordinary language,)) 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 t o  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 theeinsight which has been 
mentioned.. 
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Discussion of moral terms or moral judgments are apt to be intro- 
i duccd'by a statement to the effect that by Ã moral term Ã the writer 

means such term as Ã right Ã̂ (c wrong Ã  ̂ u duty*, Q virtue D, a justice B, 
etc.; or that by a <i moral judgment Ãˆ he means a ,udnlent like Ã Stealing 
is wrong b, Ã Honesty is a virtue I), <i The  laws of this country are w\- 

just Ãˆ etc. 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 u moral term Ã and u moral judgment D. But 
what must be tantalizing to many'a reader is that the list of moral terms 
seems never to be given complete: some of the moral terms are given, 
but what would be the other members in the list ? Moreover, it is 
clear that there are wide differences in meaning between certain moral 
terms, e.g. between u duty Ã and u virtue Ã̂ so that even if these terms 

ft 

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 h o n e  these classes arc, are 
matters which- writers on morals have hitherto either not investigated 
at all or discussed only partially and haphazardly. What I to 
do in this paper is to give a list of moral terms that will be close, at 

. ' lebt ,  to being complete; and to give an exhaustive cl3.s. ification 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 1: 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 moral 
sense, and so leave one  in doubt as  to whether they should properly 

f 
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bq included in a list of moral terms. The terms I include in my cata- 
logue are only such terms as have well-established usages in moral 
senses. Almost all of them are used in other senses -1 (e.g., u ri- 
ght a m u right hand Ã̂ but we may nevertheless quite properly call 
them, as we in fact do call them, Ã moral terms Ã in so far as they are, 
used in moral senses, because such .page is in their case so common. 
I* 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 representatives 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 
belongins 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 sh@ 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. 

Wh&t criterion or criteria do we employ to determine whether a 
given term is a moral term, or is used in a moral 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 
\ve 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 Ã  duty,^, (i deserve Ã̂ Ã virtue Ã  ̂ Ã justice Ã very commonly function , 

as moral terms and we are seldom i n  doubt as to when they do so. In 
this paper 1shall simply assume that +s a role weare 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 difficulties. , 

Moral terms can be divided intofive classes, as follows: . 

I .  Deontologicall terms + 

. As representative of this class I take terms Ã duty Ã̂ Ã right Ã and 
wrong Ã as they &cur in suchseiitefices as Ã I t  is one's duty to keep 

1)  From. Ã TO 8kov (Siovtix,) Ã = a that which is binding, needful, right, propers 
(Liddell and Scott's abridged Leaikon). The term a deontological Ã is already in 

1 use, and in much the same way as I employ it there. 1. 

'5 .-- 
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one's promises Ã̂ <(.It would not be right to hit a m& when he's down Ã̂ 

u I t  is wrong to tell lies Ã̂ At first glance it may not seem that the term 

. . ' Ã duty a on the o e hand, and the terms u right Ã and e wrong D on the 
other, should be%t in the same class if similarity of meaning is to 
be the basis of classification, since u duty 0 does not mean the same as 
6 rightness Ã or the opposite of Ã vvrong-ness 3. Yet these te- are, in 

. fact, closely related in meaning, in the sense that the meaning of Ã du- 
ty Ã̂ is specifiable in terms of Ã right Ã and u wrong Ãˆ for to say that 
it is 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 Ã duty Ã and Ã§$igh Ã̂ 
and <i w&ng Ã is definable essentially in terms of a difference in the 

, temporal point of view from which the act judged is regarded. When 
an act to be right or wrong, we are viewing the act as bekg 

having been done; when we judge an act to be some6ne's 
"duty, we 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 prepared to tell 
him that it is his duty to keep his promise; and it is only after he has 
kept hiJpromise, or has finally decided not to keep it; that we would 
say he did the right thing or the wrong thing. 

w here are several words closely related in meaning to 4 duty Ã̂ 

some of these expressing the same notion in different parts of speech, 
Thus there arc two verbs corresponding to 4 duty n, namely Ã ought Ã 

and Ã should Ã (sometimes Ã must Ã 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 us forceful o r  emphatic as the word Ã duty Ãˆ 

r i d  of the two, u should Ã is considerably less forceful than *ought *. 
Thus \\te might say about an act that we regarded as of only slight 
moral significance 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 
! 
. 4 ought Ã and Ã should Ã̂  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. 
,. r 

, 1 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 1 obliged, br morally bound or obliged, to do x; or that is obligatory for 

: A t o  do'x, or that it is incumbent on him to do it. Sometimes Ã re@- 
1' 
.; red 0 or Ã morally required 0 is used much the same way. 

. J  I I '  I 
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. . ^ 
The  term Ã obligation n carries^ the same notion as Ã duty n but 

is used in a somewhat different way: for example; wesay it is A's du- 
ty to do x, but we do not say it is A's obligation to do x, but rather,, , 
A has obligation t o  do x; also, we may put a person under an o- 
bligation, but we do not put h h  under a duty. As nearly as I can 
till, 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 d o  it). 
h o t h e r  term that is closely related in meaning to Ã duty Ã is the 

term Ã responsibility Ã̂ as when we talk about a person's responsibili- 
ties, or p i n t  out that it was Smith's responsibility to look after the 
correct operation of the trap-doors. A person's responsibilities are 
tho,se thi11~s it is his duty to do in virtue of his occupying a certain 
position or perfo'rming a certain function. Thus we talk about a pa- 
rent's responsibilities, a railroad conductor's responsibilities, a tea- 
cher's responsibilities, and so on: these arc the tilings that it is such 

, a person's duty to do in so far as he is a pare~lt, a railroad conductor, 
or a teacher. 

Let us now consider terms used more or less interchangeably Ah 
Ã right Ã and Ã wrong Ã̂  One pair of such terms is Ã moral Ã and (1 im- 
moral Ãˆ Ã Moral conduct Ã may mean much the same as a right con- 
duct ) >  and Ã immoral conduct >) as Ã wrong conduct.)); but there is a 
decided tendency nowadays to restrict t h e  use of the terms amoral )) 

and u immoral Ã in this sense to right and wrong conduct in the sphere 
of sexual behaviour. I t  is perhaps worthwhile to point out in passing 
that the term u moral Ã has another moral sense (to be explained in 
the section-on aretological terms), and at  least two neutral descriptive 
senses; one in which its antonym is not 4 i~nmoral Ã but Ã non-moral I>, 

as when we talk about moral terms and non-nioral terms ui'd moral 
senses and non-moral senses; and one in N hich its antonym is Ã amoral 0 ,  

as when we say about someone that fie is con+letely amoral,- mcaning 
by that, that he has no sense of right and wrong at all though lie is 
capable of having such a sense (if anagent is incapable of having such 
a sense-for example, an animal-we say it is non-moral rather than 
amoral). The terms <i ethical i> and Ã unethical Ã are also often used in 
the sense of 4 right D and u wrong Ã̂ but, like the terms Ã moral Ã and 

1 -.\ * invnoral Ã̂  their use tends to be restricted to a particular sphere, in 
this case, the sphere of professional conduct. Thus a lawyer may be 

said to &age in unethical practices if he does the son.of wrong acts 
than antagent is capable of doing in virtue of his being a member of 
the legal ptofession. (( Ethical Ã also has a neutral descriptive s ~ e  
similar toathat of 4 moral Ã when the antonym of that term is Ã 

I moraldo;; the antonym of Ã ethical Ã in this sense is, of course, Ã no+ 
ethical 4 There is no sense of Ã ethical,* in which it has an antonym 
corresponding to u amoral n. "7 

.  hi remaining terms in this class need only be listed: to tight s, 
Ã to ~vrong Ã  ̂ (( rightful (ly) Ã ˆ  (4 ~vr?ngfd (ly) P; <i n~orally prohibited 

(forbidden) Ã (= a. wrong a), a morally (allowable, allowed) s 
(=++ not wrong n), (( niay )) ((( .A may do x 9 = (, It is not wrong for -4 
o do XI) ) ) ;  t xnorally proper *, moral ly  improper i ;  *moral transgms- 
sion Ã (= Ã wrong act o), Ã moral offence Ã  ̂ Ã misconduct Ãˆ Ã crime Ã , 
(but ti& is usiiaUy used in a legal sense), t sin * (but this is usually 
used in! a, r~ligious sense). 

i I 
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i 
11. Aettological terms 

h 
I take as representative of the class of a~e610gical. terms the term 

% 
(( right in the,semc in which we dk about someone's rights m d  i11 

which we say that someone has a right to sornethin-g or to do some- 
thing. This sense of the word 6 right Ã̂ unlike its deontological sense, 
is easy to analyze: it can be defined partly in dcontological terms (as 

. in (a) and (b) below), and partly in non-moral terns (as in (e) below). .-, 
It is this latter element in its meaning that provides us with a reason 
for pt{ing it into a class distinct from the class of deontological terns. 
Let us see, then, what it means. 

~ o , ' s a y  that A has a right to do x is to say: 
, ^ <  

. .,/ ' . 

(a) t t  i vould not be wrong for him TO do x and tha t i t  would not 
1 

be wrong for him to refrain from doing x; in other words he niay (in 
I the deontologicd sense of that word) do or not do x, just as he pleases. 
I Of course it may be A's duty to do x a s  well as his right (e.g. a legally 

appointed 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 ;mpy 1 nothing as to his duties. For this reason, also, it is not implied 
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. i 
2) ~ r o m  Ã a[*kdj * (* I demand 8 ) ;  not 10 be confused ~ i i h  * aetiological Ã̂ which is 

. .  frdm ' a [ f h  (a cause *). 1 use term aeteological s to name this class of moral r terrnsibecause these terms are in fact characteristically used in the making of dc- 
1 rnandj and because the  other Greek moral terms that might have sened as FOOTS 

fo: -a approp"a1e name have been pre-ernpted for other uses. 
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that A, in doing, would be doing the right thing (deontological sense 
of a right Ã )̂ 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 b e  wrong of me not to read them, either; nor 
would it be right thing for me to do toLread them, nor is it obligatory 
for,me to read them. I n  other words, I may (deontological sense) suit 
myself as to whether I read them or not. 

(b) that it would be wrong for anyone else to interfere with or prevent 
A's' doing x if h chooses. Thus if I have the  right to speak freely, 
as I believe I ha 6 ,  all others have the duty not to prevent me from 7 
doing so if choose, and if they did prevent me, they would be doing , 

I .  

wrong. 

x i s a n  actual or potential object of interest to A. 
of ex~lanation. By Ã object of interest Ã̂ I n ~ c m  

physical object, an activity, or a state of affairs, 
.wishes, longs or yearns for, would prefer to have 

or do-or be the case wants, needs, hopes for, etc. By u act& object 
of interest t I mean /k object that.the agent actually or presently desi- 
res, etc; by u potential object of interest Ã I mean an object that the 
agent would.desire if he were more enlightened and knew the nature 
of the object better. Thus, though presumably an education is not an 
actua1'~object of interest to the young child, it a potential 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 ex-plains why our rights 
are things we de-d, 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 e n j o y i n g t h ~ e  things which we have a right to- is 
som+i.ng 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 P 
And surelypunishment it not an object of interest to anyone, but ra- 
ther the contrary. But let us note, f i s t ,  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 4eam that ~ l a t b  regards 

. . 

I 
I - 
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I . . 
punishment as a means of curing the corrupt soul, ahd hence & an 
object of interest after ah t~ the enlightened subject. -Thus  Plato's, 

I 
concept of a right is not inconsistent with the foregoing analysis; and.;. 

I I suspect that any other counter-e amples that might adduced would< 
I \ be amenable to the same treatment. ',I ~ e k  us now list the other terms in this class. u T o  be entitled to $ , 

and Ã to be warranted in (doing something) m have basically the m*' 
aning of  having a right to, while Ã to entitle D and ti to warrant # m e &  
to give a right to. Ã Authority Ã means a particular kind of right; namely, 
the right to command others (as h the case of members of governments 
or officers of the law or of the armed services), and a to authorije D 
means to confer a right ( to  something) on the part of one who has aqtho,- 

I n'ty; b i t  these terms are more often used iri a legal sense than'in.a. 
moral sense. u T o  justify Ã an act means to show or demostrate (&a- 

- 

inst c&es that t!if agent did wrong) that the agent had a right, to do 
the ac t j a  (justifiable Ã act is such that it &I be shownlthat the agent 
had a right to do it, while an Ã unjustifiable Ã act is such that it cannot 

that the agent had a right to do it, hence, a ~ r o n g ~ c t .  Ã § L e  . . 
usually said of professions, occupations, or practices, means 

agent has a right to engage& (them), but this term is more 
in a legal sense than In a moral sense. u Due Ã ˆ  as when, ' *  

of what is due to one, means i w h  that the agent hd a right. ' 

such, therefore, that it is the duty of (certain others)': 
the second element seems to be the more em- \ ,j 

of this terrn, perhaps it should be classified ': 

rather than an aeteological term. Ã A daim Ã means 
that is to say, if A has a claim to x, that is the s h e  

to x has not been established;there.are, 
I reasod for believing that A has a right t o  x. Of course, there may be 

/. 
I so 1e reason to believe too that B has a right to x ratherthan A, from 

whchjit follows that though only one person in the end may have a 
right <o x,  several p6rsomrnay 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 

realize that basically we are using these terms in a moral sense; 
are u own Ã̂ Ã belong to Ã̂ a give D, a earn D, and, in certain 

adjectives and prbnouns (i my Ã  ̂ u mine Ã̂  a yourn, 
To  Ã own Ã something means to be in a position in which one * 

to use andenjoy i t ,  and to  dispose of it as onesees f i t ;  and 
then x is said u to belong D to A, and it is also said to be 



h i s  a (A himself wou-Id say Ã It is i>). Thatlthese terms really 

are used in a moral, aeteological sense may be seen from the fact that 
IY? are accustomed to contrast mne<ship with ? o s - ~ ~ i m .  T+ posseis 
something i s  to bd in a position in which one in fact has the power . 
to use, enjoy, and dispo'se of it; a robber or gangster might b f in such 

' !  

*.. . - - . . , ,. - .. .,, . 
a position in relation to a certain bbj~ct', but if- he did. not have a right .. 

. .  - 
I 

to it, we would not say he owned it, or that it belonged to hid ,  or that , - 
I I it was his. (Sometimes b e  qualify the underlined w rds with the ad- ^ verbs u truly Ã or Ã really Ã to mark the contrast be veen ownership 

1 a 1 id ? ossession). To  Ã give* often m&ans to transfer ownership to an- 
other; sometimes it merely means to-.transfer possession to another. 
To u eam * means (specifically) to acquire ownership in, or (generally) 
a right to (something) by working for (it); it does not entail; however, 
acquiring possession of it. Thus one may have earned a pron~otion . i 

I without getting it. - 
! 

111. Arefologica13 terms I .  
I 

. I take, as representative of this class the term u virtuous Ã 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. , I 

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- ! 

sidered irrespective of its motive, namely, a deontological judgment, 
l 
and onother sort of judgment of an act when the motive which prom- . i 

~ t c d  it is taken into consideration, namely, the sort of judgment we 1 
. I are to catalogue here, an Ã aretological Ã judgment.'. Acts that *Judge 
b be right or the agent's duty may be done from a variety ofrnotives, 
but chiefly these motives will be of a, self-interested sort, or of a bene- 
I 
yoIe?t or kindly nat~ire, or they will be constituted by or proceed,~from 
what is often'called Ã the  sense of duty Ã̂ which essentially corny d m  

'̂ 1 
, '. the desire to do what is right or one's duty simply because , i  is right 

. . 6 
or one's duty. This last sort of motive is what we judge to be virtuous. , . 
We may also use 
since there is a 
umorally good Ã to 
often, simply the, term 
two moral senses, 
sense). It must be 

1 1 -  I 

. , 
I : i I  

, , 
I .  
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tuous or n~orally good when we believe that n~otive to be constituted 
by a desire to do what is right-simply because it is right, I 6 not gi- j 
ving a definition of  virtuous Ã or Ã morally good Ã̂ If to &y; (a) u His 
t i e  for doing 6 was morally good Ã : were simply anotki~.  ivay of - 1 

saying (b) Ã His motive for doing 5 was a desire to do right jqt because , ,  

it was right.)). then the .tern,,..Â¥Ã§,mor+l good \wo$d.jIainly be merely '. .. . ' 

4 a descriptive term, since (b) is plainly a descriptive st ie$eit;  -but , ' ' 

(a) is 'surely a moral judgment, and not merely a descriptive statement, 
and dmorally good Ã is surely a normative o r  evaluationaliterm andl 
not merely a descriptive term. T o  say, hen ,  that a motiveiis morally. 
good when it is constituted by a desire to do-whatis right simply bcca-; 

Â¥ 

use i t  is &ght is not to give a definition of <smorally g&d Ã̂ it is, ra- 
ther, to state what property a motive must have in order t& have the 
further of moral goodness, or, as C. D:-Broad might it, 
it is to state what is the morally-#ood-making property ofza motive. 
As to what the term u morally good v means, that is another question, 
and a very difficult one, too, as difficult as the question of ;what <i ii- 
ght Ã means. In this paper I shall attempt to answer neither one. 

Ã  ̂
often instead of using the term  morally good to judge an a: 

gent's motive, we use the term u good Ã simply; but thisterm as applied 
to motives is ambiguous. Not evtery good motive can be said, to be a .' 
morally good motive.. Thus we judge the'rnotives ofi generosity and 
kindness to be good, but 'it would not do to regardthese -motives as 
morally good. The reason is this: the only beings we judge morally 
or from a moralpoint of view are moral agents, that is to say, ,'beings 
who, as we commonly put it, u know the difference between right and 
wrong Ã̂  or Ã have a sense of right and wrong Ã̂ Thus the.behavio& 
of animals, idiots, and infants is not judged morally, just because the+; 

t beings are incapable of moral conceptions or making moral diicriqi- 
nations; and such beings we may call Ã non-moral Ã agents. But it is 

1 .  

conceivable that even non-morai agents might be actuated by bene- 
volent or generous motives, and such motives we would still 
jud+e as good: but being the motives of non-moral agents, who 

I 'not subject to moral judgment, we could not jtidge tlieh to be morally 
good. And in so far as a moral agent is actuated by such motives and 

\^- 
I 

4) I assume, of course, what perhaps some, though not most, would. 
want to deny: namely, that thefe is a difference 
and terms on the one hand, and normative, value, 
t e q  on the other hand; and that moral judgments 
ter class. , . : I . ,  i I 



I ' < '  
not by any thought'of duty or what is right, h e i s  to that degree no 

, . ' different from non-moral agents actuated by such motives, and hence 

, 
his motives, too, could not be judged to be' morally good. Thus Ã good i 
as applied to motives'might mean &rally @d, or, alternatively, what 
u e  might call u naturally Ã good, or good simply. It is only in the for- 
mer sense that Ã good Ã could be said to be a moral term; in the latter 
sense, there is no distinctive name for it, but if a name 'were needed, 
a quasi-moral teknil~ might do1. 

w Let us how consider other applications of the terms u virtuous Ã 
I good ~,'.dther, f : (  that is, than to motives. We also judgb 

be morally,goqd, i d  we a person to be so if we believe 
. . does 'what is a sense of duty, and that 

resist, also from a sense of d u b ,  very powerful temptations 
is wrong. The c?zar&{ of such a person we also denorni- 

late u morally good Ã̂ ' Instead of using the term G morally good Ã we 
might use the term Ã§virtuou Ã̂ but in this &age- that term has an 
archaic sound; its application tends to be restricted to women who . 
are believed capableof resisting, from a sense of duty, temptations to a 

sexual misconduct. / Now a person might habitually do, or have a dis- ' 

position to do, one sort of right act from a senseof' duty, and yet per- 
haps fail to do other sort of right acts. T h d g  person's sense of duty 
might lead him always to tell the truth, and yet on occasion for acts 
of!qenerosity, he might fail to perform such acts-for'a variety of re- 

' asdis, that we need not go into here. Such a +position to do a parti- 
cular sort of right act we $1 Ã a virtue Ã̂  kc$oij, that i's the mani- 
festation of a virtue is said to 'be a virfwws kction or a 'morally good 
action or igood'action simply. Thus a virtuous or r n o d y g o o d  action 
differs from a right act in that, not only is it right, but i t  also proceeds 
from a morally goodmotive. -This reference ultimately to motives is 
what distinguishes aretological judgments generally from deontologicai; 
judgrhents, which have no such reference. 

I We come now to the contrary u morally good Ã̂ namely, Ã morally 
bad Ã̂ The contrary of avirtuous se is also Ã§morall bad*; 4 vicious"*, 

w e  shall see, has connotations that would make it misleading to ' 

say that it was simply the contrary of Ã virtuous Ã̂ but u vice Ã is  simply 
the contrary of u virtue Ã̂ One might think that what has been said about 

. . : Ã morally good Ã ~ o u l d ' ~ ~ p 1 ~  mutatis kutandis to  u morally. bad Ã  ̂ that, 
: ' t o  'be- specific, just as an action,ii morally good if it is right and dong 

:7 , ' from I a desire to do right, so, hn action is morally bad if it is wrong and - I .  
. - 

-4 ' LtJ.1,. 1 . 1  
, 2." ,aTc.x, Lzt LLi; ,; ,.c. &j k 2  ;", ..,,.?..,. r .. 1 ..,.- ~ 
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rally bad actions are done maiy times by many people, and- yet the I ! 

desire to do wrong just because it is wrong seems to be non-existent 1 1 I 
i among human beings, and if it exists at all, could occur only &A such 1 ,.. l>- aq tigent as the Devil is supposed'to be. If human beings d 'wrong, , '!~; 

it 'is ?ot from the desire to  do wrong, hut from sode other,i k &elf, i i 
- .  . 

' .isi.i'iilly hann&s enough, motive. The swririder and. the thief act!=, 
! [  

they db,from a desire, presumably, to be welloff, or to enjciy!a certain 
! . , 

object. The murderer may kill out of fear, pr  a desire to gain a for- . ' '  

! tune, or t&.,eliminate a rival for someone's affections, or even,; perhaps, ' 
z i 

from a pathological desire to seesomeone suffer, but not from a desire I I 

to do wrong for wrong's sake. Where it might seem that an agentis ' . 1 
doing this-as in the rare, case of one who'apparently uses every, ob- I 

I portunity '^that comes his way to do wrong-the kbtive turns out often 
to be nothing but a desire'to defy society, to  assert his own w@ against 

. , 
what he conceives to be- the attempts of society to dominatehim. 1; 

), 

short, the desire to do wrong as suchiunlike the desire to doright as ' 
;: 
1 \ such, may be regarded as being non-existent;. The fact' is we judge 8 t 

1 : 
an action to be morally bad not becaqe it is (we believe) wrong and, .. : 

1 '  is done from a desire to do wrong, but because it is wrong1 ind is done: 
$, t ;  in spite o f i t s  wrongness or with i @ f f e r q e  as to its &ongness. It is . , 

when an agent knows or believes or has reason to know lor believe that ' 

;. 
an act is wrong, and is indifferent to that aspect of tbe act, or at 
least does not allow that asp".ct to deter him from doing the act, that . . 
b e  judge his conduc't~,to be morally bad. An agent who acts in this . 

. . . . 
way notion one occasion only, but on many occasions, or at least is 

f' ready to do so, ye judge to b,e bad, morally bad, or immor$; and the, 1 '! 
\ disposition to do' any particular sort of wrong act with indifferenceas' 1 i .  

to its 'wrongness, is what wk\call a a vice Ã̂ I i : ; : ;  
3. ; . But what, the?, makes a motive &rally bad? For w '  do dk oil 7 1 ; occasion of soheone's having acted from a morally bad motive. I must - , i 

confed that I arn not at all clear as to what conditions'have to be 
# 

fulfiIIed f6r a potive' to be judged rnoralij+ bad, and so . I  shaII simply 1 ; 1 
leave this matter for someone else to deal +th. Suffice 'iit for the p ~ -  i .; 1 
sent to record the use of the term u morallybad *-as applied to moti- I ! q 

* 1 ;  
ves, and to place that' term in i w o p e r  class. 

A fact of which rhost moral phisophers. do not seem to be expli- ' ' 
1 1  

citly aware is that the words a ought Ã an@ a duty > haveian aretological , ! ; 
sense as well as the more usual deontological sense, afid'this has given, 'r .; : 

f i ' ,.̂  1 rise to some needless puzzlement with a number of *ern. 'The are-: ' 
I I "bogid K.. c.7 tj,:.:.: :L.-.,is is ;c be fc'2.4 in such stz*me^.ts i~ ' th? ' , . .. I ,  

? [  

1 8 ,  

I ! ' 1 . . ! , ~ \ . , 1 .  1 1  
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his duty to kill pagans, 
the right thing to do, 

what he believes .he, 
which suggest 

these (e.g. Ã§Sinc he believed it was his duty to do it, I wouldn't have' 
I 

respected him if he hadn't done it Ã̂  are common enough, and yet are 
I 

apt to seem t<.someone who deliberately turns Ftis atten- 
tion to them'for the firts time. They seem paradoxical because they 

I I seem to imply that what is one's duty is determined by what one thinks 
td be one's dutyÃ‘sokethF the consequences of which we need not 
efaborateon +ere. BU! the air of paradox is quickly dispelledkith the re- 
&tion 'that a duty Ã̂ and !u  ought Ã 4 these statements are used in two 
different ?enses, an aretological as well as a deontologic?l sense. Let 

I 
us show this in the case of the statement Ã A man ought, to do what 

I he believes he ought,, to do Ã̂ Now here u ought, Ã is used in a deon- 
I togicA XIIS:: that is to say, if a rnd believes he ouifo; to do x, that 

tantamount to his +tie~iw& that he: would be doing the right thing 
he did'x and the wrong t h i n i f  he did not do x. But to say he ought, 

t d o x  because he believes he ought, t o  do it, is tintamount to saying i t his conduct would be morally good if he did x (and did it bacaqe 
he believed he ought, to do it) and morally bad if he did not do x. T h u s  
ii can be &en that while the sense o f  u ought;? can be explained in ' .  I 
terms of, a right Ã and <wrong Ã̂ the sense of Ã ought, D must be expla- 

I 
, ; b e d  in terms, of Ã morally good Ã and u morally ; and it is for that 

< : I 
. !  . reason that I I "say u ought, Ã is used in a sense while 

t . ,  
: . , {ought, is ukd in an aretological sense. a Duty Ã ih ort; sense is simply 

: :. 
8 ,  

, . 

I ' I  
. the substantive cokesponding to u ought, r, as another sense it is 

,,I ; i . ' the substantive corresponding to u ought, Ã̂ Thus it is not the case 

I,!' . ?hat what is one's dutyi is what one thinks to be one's duty;; the most 
. , ?hat is true is that what is one's duty, is what one thinks to be one's 

1 
1 i . ., , 

> I run over briefly the other moral terms that belong 
, 

of aretological terms, and showhow they are related to 
I ,  discussed. u Rectitude D canoes the notion of (a) a strict 

I moral rules or principles (by from a sense of duty, but 
prominent element'in its meaning; its Anglo-Saxon 

f Righteous Ã means F u c h  the same as 
I Ã̂ a Dutiful * means (with reference to I 

agents disposed to m i .  v a t  &v in ccrr-  
I 
1 I 

'dance' mih  duty out also from a sense of duty; it differs trom u rnbiai'] 
I I I -  I 1 1 '  , 

good Ã in that it has more of a descriptive flavour as contrasted w i t h  i 
' 1  i the latter, which haq more of a normative or evalutioyal flavf$r. 4 Wi- I 1 

eked Ã and u iniquitous D m much the same as Ã morally bad Ã̂ I. a E- , 1- 
v i  B t i  meaning also, but8e'often used in a non{aretolo$cal 'sene 1 

I i  to refer to that which i s  the qposHe of the'good of, I&I; :thus $", 1 
disease,'hunger, etc. may be said to be evil, but obvi~usly not the' way, 

I 
in which a man can be said t6  be evil, i.e, wicked or morally bad. Ã§.Vi- " 

cious *also means morally bad, but carries with it the suggestion of, I' i 
o l e n c d  or Virulence; sirnilary, u heinoust and u 040~  Ã &fy 'with. 
them a 'suggestion of that which is hateful, while (vile D suggests k-' 
pulsive~ess-as well as badness. a Atrocious'* s k s t a  extreme violence 1 I 
or an extreme sense of outrage on the part of $e vie' er of, the 'deed. 1 ^ u Sinful Ã suggests that the act thatis wrong is so because it is contrary ' 

to the will of God, and therefore, that the sinful dee represents de- <? fiance of God. u Corrupt v, Ã depraved Ã̂ Ã perverted D, a degraded,*, : 
degenerate Ã all suggest a lapse in one way or another from a sdte  
of moral goodness into a state of rn-1 badnw. 4 Villain D, Ã scorn-' : 

, I r e  Ã̂ rogue D, Ã rascal D, a knave Ã a0" denote persop who ark m d  !. j, 
, '! rally b a d i n  various ways and to, various degrees. , :; , I !  

i 8 

I :  I - ;  
IV. Axiological ' terms ' , , , I I 

I m, , I ; ,  ! 

I take as representative of this class term a deserve Ã̂ ~or&&in- ' 

ding to, this verbal form there is the participial u deserving D &d the 1 
substantival u desert r. a Deserve Ã i d  its other grammatical for$'&ay : 
be used like most of the other moral terms so far mentioned, ink' no&% i 

- I 1  > moral sense as well as in a moral s-. An example of the la er ye, 
evil doer richly deserved t h e  funishmeni that waspet?$ 
Ã̂ An example of the former is: a This plan 'de&;& the . , 1 :  1 most careful consideration D. The log!+ subject of the verb Ã§'d&rv ^ I-  . ! . I  is always an agent, although the grammatical subject may, be an action, , 

a motive, a character, or something else, thus: Ã H+:action dese "T blame D, u Such a motive deseves, disapproval D ,  Ã fiid $ character, 
that deserves the highest e s t e e m  That the logical hubje<y inlthe& 
judgments in an agent may be seen fro the fact that all t h d  jud- T grnents 'can be re-formulated without ctpnging their meanbig so that, 

I 
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, the nameof  the agentbecomes &unmatical subject of the judgment, 
f follows: *He dese+es blame for  his. action *, Ã An agent who is 

.. . 
actuated by such a motive deserves disapproval t, Ã His character is 

I . such that he deserves the  highest esteem Ã̂  In. short, it is agents only 
. --.,, 1 wh,Q^desehe;~motives,' actions, character do not deserve anything, b,ut 

e ,  rather'\ the things; on account of which agents desenq whatever 
' & e y ' d o d e s n ~ ~ .  1 ! :  I 

. What sort of things do agents deserve? In general an' I agent de- 
serves either an objc5tiof interest or an object of disinterest. .objects 

1 I 
of interest that a p  deserved, or thought to be deserved, may be any" 
thing from simple npproval on the part of the agent's fellows to eternal 
happiness; objects of disinterest that are deserved or thought to be so 
I 
may be anything from! simple disapproval to eternal dranunation. An 
I 
object of interest that 'is deserved is usually called a Ã reward Ã  ̂espe- 
I $ally if it is .?okethini more substantial than fiere approvAl; an ob- 
ject of disinterest that is deserved is usually called Ã§punishment~ 
especially if it something more substantial than mere disapproval. The  
words u reward Ã a n d  <i punishment!, however, :;re often u . s d  iii .1 
I 
wider senselthan this. u Punishment i>, for example, may be used to 
'refer to any object of disinterest that is imposed for the violation of 
any rule or for an action contrary to the will of an agent possesses 
Ipower, whether such an object of disinterest is deserved or not; and 
t h e  same applies; mutqtis mutandis, to Ã reward Ã̂ In  this usage, of co- . - 

'urse, *punishment Ã and Ã reward Ã are not moral terms at  all. 
a ' 

How are judgment's in terms of < i  deserve *'connected with judg; 
I 

, (ments in term's-of the other moral words so far discussed? Or, to say 
! '  t h e  same thing in another way, how are axiol?gical judgments ,$orme- 

; ,  'Ct$ with deontologicd, ~cteological, and aretologicd judgments ? T h e  
connection with deontolo&x.l and aeteological judgments is indirect 
and,  exists only in so far. d, these are connected with aretological jud- 
gments..' Between aretological and axiological judgments, however, there 

Ã ˆ >  is a ,direct connection, as follows: An- agent is 'judged 
proval for doing morally go$ actions, being actuated 

!motives, or having a morally good character; an 
* [deverse disapproval for doid f .  morally . bad 

m y  d motives or-being .indifferent ' 
of his acts, and haying a mo:rally bad character. 

I 

3 ' 

a n  agent is judged 10 deservepunishment for 
land the degree o f  punishment judged to  

. [ t o  the badness attributed to his action; the 
, , 

. . 
, 

, % , I ' . :  
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in turn, grating the presence of a certain motivational conditionÃ‘na 
mely, indifference to the wrongness of the act-depends on the degree 
of wrongness of the act. People will differ widely concerning the degree 
of punishment they believe to be deserved by an agent fo(1 any par- 
ticular morally bad action. Thus an agent who wickedly robs aipoor 
widow may be thought by one person to deserve very severe punish-, 

. ment, perhaps even hanging (in fact there are people who would 
say, u Hanging is too good for such a man Ã̂) and by another ageht a 
term of only a few months i n  jail. When this is the case, however, 
it will, I think, be found that the two 'observers also differ in their 
estimate of the moral badness of the action, and ultimately, of the wrong- 
ness of the actr In addition to being judged todeserve approval for. 
doing morally good actions, an agent is sometimes judged to deserve 

reward for doing them, but the conditiod which have to be fulfilled 
for this to be so arenot  nearly as clear-cut as in the case of the deser- 
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, jfor morally good 
conduct simply. In order to be thought deserving of'reward an agent 
must either perform an extraordinarily difficult and onerous duty, 

a. 
. I ,  

such as most people might be expected to fail in; o r  do a deed that, i ;  
while fully discharging his obligations, goes considerably beyond this, \ 
and is, a it is often described, <?above and beyond the call of duty Ãˆ .! 

' 

<md he must do all this from morally good motives. I . :  
Let us now conyder the other terms belonging to'this class. T h e y  

arc mainly two.: (worthy Ã and Ã merit Q. Let  us discuss t worthy D . 
first. T o  say that an-action is worthy of approvalis much the h e  , ' 

as to say that it deserves,appfoVal. But in the case'of motives and cha- 
I racter, as contrasted-with!actions, y e  are spore apt to say u worthy Ã than i 

to say Ã deserve' Ã  ̂ thus h e  are more, apt to say that Smith's character, ; I is worthy of approval than to say that i t  deserves approval., #so we . 

geie,rally say that somedie deserves to  be rewarded o r  to '"be pmush~d ,  ' , 

only, when there actually is someone t'o do the rewarding o i  the &-' 
&shing; if there is no such agent, then we are more a p t  t o  .by that 

he is worthy of reward of punishment. ' I n  the above instances, Ã wot- 
thy Ã is used predicatilvel> or appositiply; but  it & dso  used attribd-, 

, 

lively, as when we speak of a- worthy deed-or a worthy man thmtheni . 
it deans e worthy of uppovalv*^<i D rving Ã is used s ry, but '  
of actions rather than, ofj characters. Ã Unworthy Ã as used a$butively 

I m e y  < not worthy of aeproval e,, g d  indeed, 4 wor*y',of disapproval D, ; ; 
* W r t h y ~ i s a l s o u y d a s a s u f f i x , a s i n ~ p r a i & w o ~ h  ~ ' ~ d Â ¥ b +  . ' ? I \ . . ' .  r 8 .  - . 7 ,  * I 

! \  , 1: i i  
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\vorthy of approval v, while i desert Ã means u the condition 
o deserving reward or punishment Ã̂  There is also an adjective formed 

I from u merit Ã̂  namely, Ã meritorious Ã̂ which is used in much the same way as u worthy Ã or 6 deserving B. 

1 Two other axiological terms are Ã demerit Ã and Ã con 
erit is the quality antithetical to merit. i Condign Ã means deserved, 

I now, said usually of punishments. 

1 .  . . #  

'(. 

i 
! 

V. Dikuiological terms- .' 
I t 1 Â ¥ T  this class there belong only there terms with their antonytni 

and various grammatical forms, namely, u just V, u fair D, and u equitable Ã̂ 

e last term in this p u p  is perhaps hardly to tie counted a &ral 
at all, since it has an emphatic descriptive sense definable interms 

impartiality; the first member of the group is undoubtedly a mo- 
ral- term, alth6il.f'h ;t to-n has a descriptive connotation of impartiality; 

I and Ã fair v falls some-where in between die two in respect of its rela- 
t ve normative, and descriptive emphases. I shall discuss I t h e  term 
'just D first 'and !hen say a word about the other two terps .  

' 1 , Ã ,At D as a miral te* i!!used in <wo IW&I ways: o 7 e in which 
i k  is analogous in a certain respect to the deohtological terms, and one 

, & which it is analogous to the $reiological terms. When, fAr example, 
i 
we talk about a just decision o r  a just distribution of goods, u just Ã 
I 
is used in a way ' d o g o u s  to the way in which u right D in its deonto- 
logical sense is used, in that reference is made only to the objective cha- 
I racteristics of the decision or the distribution without regard to the 
I subjective conditions, in parti-cular the motives, which led the I decision or 
h e  distribution; and so we h a y  denominate the objective reference* 

Ã just D. When, on the other hand, we talk about a just man, u just v 
in a &ay analogous to the way in which u good D or 'Ã virtuous Ã 

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

motives of the might always'&der', 
of goods we would not con-, 1 

his motives f."); doing so:\  
e r e  those of fear or 'for us to  callhim ?Just 
we must believe that good motiijes. :Wh&i 
u just Ã is used in about its subjective rg-1 
ference. In certain expressions,. u just ambiguous as between these! 
two uses. Thus whenlpeople talk just deed i t  is often not clear: 
whether they are referring only characteristics of the, 
act or taking into account its 

that word. For example, I 
e is j u t  ) as if this were the Ã Keeping promise3 
is right Ã̂ More often, however, u anarrower sen& & 
which not all right acts would also just, and it is-this fact which 
makes it necessary to' put <just Ã class of moral terms: 

or the right to 

. - 

the people living in a given area shall act or refrain from acting'in cer; - - - - 

tain ways, may be called just o r  unjust; punishments and1iewards 
meted out by judges, school officials, parents, et al. may bejo'caged; 1 
the conscripting.of some person for and the exempting of others from ' ; 
military service; arid's0 3 1 on. In this sense, though not all right' acts 
are just,  all just acts are right; and though not all wrong acts a& unjust,' 
all unjust acts are wrong. Ic would be thought paradoxical for someone 
to contend that a certain act was just, nevertheless i t  was wrong. Still,' 
such contentions have I been made; but I think that it would be po+- 
blc to show in such cases that the speaker was confusing a genei'al qde 

I 
, with a specific instance. .Though in general i t  may; be justto punish I ^  

$-:those who steal, in aispecific m c e  it may not b6,and hence Tong: 
- r .  but .a confused speaker, while realizing! that in the specific instance a : 1 ,  

1 question would be* wrong,!might be led by  liis assent to 
. . 5 the general rule, that punishment of theft -is just; .tb commit a 'dicta. i ;  

simpliciter and say that 1 punishment this instance, too, , is j u s t ~ b b t  1 
1 ;  i * ; -  

I, 
.I.-: .-,..,,,L . I  

8 2 , 



METHODOS [XI ,  43-44 

I 
! 

What I have said here abou the  connection between u just Ã and f 
right Ã is all that Irpropose to say now about the connection between 

dikaiological terms and the other moral terms. A full account of this 
connection, while of the last importance for certain problems of 
theory, particulary that of the s t y d y d  or criterion of right 

a would take far more space "than I have aldready used; and in any case, . . 

7 ' it,i3 a story,in its o\m right, wl~ich I hop; to tell on an?~~vd'occasion, * 

For the present I shall conclude by saying a few \vord&bout the terms 
, Ã fair s and Ã equitable o. i Fair o, like Ã jus<)L4itiay have either bb- 

' jective or a subjective reference; we may say that what a roan 
. -,&d was fair <?r we may say that trie man himself is a fair man. This 

however,. is not true of the term (i equitable Ã̂ which has an objective 
1 \ - '  

. reference only. In its objective sense, ofair Ã seems to have much the 
. , t . same meaning as, {'just Ã̂ the chief difference between the two terhs  

being the contexts in which they are employed. The temn (( illst '> is 
. commonly applied to the acts a i d  decisions of persons ho!̂' ^ .  office of some kind; it is also applied to the institutions pstabiishcu 

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 (regarding that as the product 
oÂ deliberate planning on the part of those possessing power or autho- 

I - . , 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 interests?. 

' 

Ã Fair Ã̂  on the other hand, seems to be applied in contexts where the 
1 .  . interests involved are not so fundamental, andto 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. Ã Fair Ã also seems to be used in 
cases where a man is his own judge or has the power to distribuite 
benefits not only as amongst others, but as between himself and others. 
So a' man .who decides what 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 h e  himself were not concerned 
in hi distribution, he m&ht be said to effect a just or an unjust di- 

I 
, I  . stribution. The term uequitable Ã seems to be used particularly fer . 

... 1 . allotments or distributions of good (or burdens), 'and has much less 
of a normative, and more of a descriptive flavour than theother  two 
terms; a . . 

, . The above constitutes, I believe, a nearly complete list and 9 
-^fiaiistive classifiatiun of moral i ~ n i z s .  ~ u i '  i f i ~ y  bit u ~ i i ~ t : t c ~  i k ~ l  

. . , ^ *  . 1 . ' '  - / .. , J .  
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. I , : . ' I  ! ,'; 
I have made no rneniion o f  the moral virtues such as t ~ t h f i d e ~ , .  

, ; 
I courage, loyalty, gratitude, hospitality, etc. Ã Truthful?ess:? and 6 6  

u rest, however, are no{ moral t e v  at  all, no matter hiw.&uch &&y 1 1 

may figure in moral discussions or in moral,judgments. They are all 
' 1 descriptive terms which stand for things that most people have t h u g t h  

- to be endowed with certain moral qualities or to stant; in 
moral relations, and it is the names of these qualities arid relations 
that constitute the moral terms. It will be noted, also, that I have 

, . 
omitted from my list a' term that plays a prominent role in piany ethical . 
treatises and that might, therefore, have been expected to be included: 
namely, the term. Ã Ã (u better Ã̂ N best Ãˆ as it occurs in such.sen-; 
fences as Ã Pleasure is good Ã̂ Ã The life of pleasure is not -as as 
the life of reason Ã̂ Ã Friendship is better than money Ã̂ etc. My reason, s for omitting thisterm: is that in this sense I do not consider it t o b e  ! 
a moral term at all, nor do I consider the sentences quoted immediately 

. . L .  .; :;or$ judgments, however much tlicy may heen ;<!le . . 
. ..,-.. L; t ! ~  ir, i:siigitions of those called u ethical i,!.:' ..,:;1: ...; ;.. '?: :. 

- I u good Ã in these sentences is not a moral term may most easily be seen ; 
; / if we try to qualify it by an adverb to make clear in \yh.ich specific sense 

1 we are using the word: <I Good Ã is, of course, notoriously ambiguous. .! 
i 
5 

We speak of u good D men, u go^od Ã philtres, e go6d!~) food, u good o ; , 

i knives, etc., when it is quite clear that we 'do itit have the same spe- 
cine properties in mind. There is, no doubt, a generic sirnilitarie ainong , 

I these properties, a similarity consisting probably in the fact that' each ; 

of them is the object 'of some sort of favourable attitude on out- part, . 
but nevertheless when we say that a is good we do not me9 I 

t 
just the same thing as when we say 4 knife is good, and when.cwe, I say i 

'I this is good roast beef we do not mean just the same thing as when ?ve 
: ; I t 

say this man did a good deed. Usually we have no difficulty k,discri- 
' 1 

I rninating among these differentsenses of Ã good Ã̂, but in cases where 
* there might be doubt .(&d even' when there is no doubt) wd 'sorn{L' . ' 

. I times qualify Ã good a by an adverb or phrase to m&e clear in what 
sense w e  are using the word.. Thus we might say &at something is 
aesthetically good, or good. from the prudential ptOnt o f  view,. or instru- 

, - , mentally good, or morally good* t g a b u t !  a piece of music as 

1 being good we could,; then, if we wis T ed, say that, it was aesthe- 
- ,  

I 
tically good, but it would make-no sense to say 'that i t  was mor$l 

I 
' good; and in talking about an action, we might sayid ivas morally 

but it would ma$e no sense to say that it was aesthetically good-un; 
4 .  

^>, .<^. 2%: d, "& - - ' , - Â ¥  cf tha; ;: -;:zz gr?'--,:~ 2:- 
.; I , . 

I ; I -  : I . I 

I 
1 1  !, 
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, elegant. ~ i k i l a r i ~ ,  in talking ?bout happiness as bekg good, and a 
1 eing better than, say, knowledge,, it would make no sense to say it I 
' !is u.estht{calIy.good; we s h w d  h v e  to find::ome other adverb with 

Â ¥  I !which to qualify the word u good Ã̂ The adverb that is most conlm~nly 
' I  ' yed  $0 do this is fi intrinsically Ãˆ and, &-pig use of this adverb, 
t e  can say that a question which hiyj frequently occupied the attention 
'of philosophers is whether happin<ss..is what is intrinsically good, or 
whettier it is something else. Now the important thing'to note here 
is ^ha{ in talking abouthappiness it wddd make no more seme'to say 
that happiness was morally good than to say that it was aesthetically 
goo&! Happiness is not the sort of thing that c'odd have moral good- 
ness: 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 good, it wo- 
uld make no sense to say that Ã good Ã̂ ak used in evaluating happi- 
ness,! was a moral term nor that the 'judgment Ã Happines is good Ã 

was moral >judgment. 
Yhat sort of term, then,. is Ã good Ã as used in discussing' such 

,thing+ happiness ? It  is sometimes callejd a a value Ã term, and 
this 'would be a suitable name for it excepetjthat'the exprasion Ã value 
term# is ambiguous. It may stand not onlyfor the sort of ten$ that 
4 good Ã̂ in the sense of a htrinsicatly good Ã̂ is, but also for the:'&fts 
of terms that fi right Ã̂ Ã just Ã̂ Ã beatuiful Ã̂ Ã odious )>, u vulgar Ã̂ Ã§etc. 
a r e  It  may stand, in other words, for any kind of termthat is used 
to express an evaluation or appraisal, whether ,that evaluation i r  
appraisal be a moral, aesthetic, charientic7,:or s ' d e  other kind of e- 
valuation or appraisal. I t  would be convenient-ifke exclusively ado- 
pted, say, ,the term Ã evaluational Ã to refer to the'whole genus of terms 
used in making evdutiom or appraisals, and restricted the' use of the 
t e d a  value Ã̂ as an adjective, to the specific ' h e  of a goodÃˆy(ari its 
'synonyms) where that word means Ã intrinsically good-*. ... This would 
enable us to say that Ã good i, when it means 4, intrinsically good n, is a 

value term, and that value t e p a r e  a speci~s'of~evalu~ional terms a- 
longside of moral, aesthetic, charientic, and p o s ~ i b l ~  other &cis of 
t e r n .  Similarly, we should have to r&ognke value jugd&ts c a 

. . species of the genus of evalutiokl jud&nmt5 alongside ,of moral, ae- 
sthetic, charientic and possibly other kinds of judgments; 

Still, it may b e  urged; theg&, in the sense of the' 'ntriMicalty 
3 .  -J . 

1' I,'. . ' : 
7) For an explanation of this term see my article ' C h a r i ~ t i c  " Jutbeup  Ã̂  Phi- 

k'ssphv, &+'; WB. \ ;  . ! , '.. . -. 
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good, has been the subject for 'centuries of what have been called Ã§e  
thical Ã inquiries; and is, < ethical Ã any more than the i reek-derived 
synonym for the Latin-derived a moral Ã ˆ  Now it is true tha& the M-. . 
cornachean Ethics value question and moral question seem t k b  F- ticably combined; and' they are. combined, also, in such later orks' 

, as Mill's Utilitarianism, Sidgwick's Methods of Ethics,  ore's ~rtncipia 
Ethica, and many others. This . . .  combination, however, s e e d  to r e  IXI 

have produced a good deal of unnecessary confusion. 40 is clear, 
for example; what the term a utilitariam-sfi Ã stands for? 19 Mill one! 
can find statements which would lead oneito believe that it'stands for 
the doctrine (a) that the good. is kippine&; and: fo$ the doctrine (b) 
that a right act is one which produces the greatkt happin&s for the 
greatest number. Yet these are two logi+ly @dependent2docthqs, 
neither of which entails the other; they d a y  both be true, or both be 

false, or one m y  be true and the other false. To call b o d  these do- 
c , i . : l . :< - ; . ; . . - ,Ã£ . . -  ., : -  t n  rp. 3 . .  ? ' - - ' -  :;.r:.i nec~Jc~Sly  a'nbiguti&; . . 

or, a.iteniativei.y, to insist that Ã utilitarianism Ã is uJuvocaJ, but'that it 
stands for both doctrines (a) and (b) is to convict; oneself of being y d -  
dle-headed. Similarly, to call both these doctrines, or pairs of doctrines 
corresponding to these, u ethical n doctrines, is either to make that te* 

. . needlessly ambiguous, or else to show oneself t o  hav&failed to grasp' . 
a distinction. There hay, indeed, be a connection between .the right 
and th,e good: it may be, for example, that righi acts are that.pro+ote 
the good, and it may be task of morals to determine whether'+s is , 
ctualiy so or not.. But this would not b e  sufficient to justi@.us in 
putting a good Ã (=a intrinsically good s) G d e r  the heading o p b r a l  i t e r m ;  for it might equally well be tihe that right acts are those that 1 

promote happiness, or those that proipote the beautiful, and yet; eveh 
if it were .SO, no one would consider ;hat 4 reason for clai,sifyin* u hag- ' 
piness Ã or a  beautiful'^ as moral terms. W t is sometimes called! a . ha person's moral code,' or his code of ethics,; is one thing, and what is so; 
metimes called his set of values is'another. ~ o l ~ b e  sure,, his moral code ; 
may include &I item/for example, to,,the effect that he ought to r - ^ spect each person's k t  ofMualues, and his set! of Â¥rallie may inch 6 / 

, >  , 

loyalty to amoral code; yet there , d l  be,ihany items in the  one that 
' ; 

will not belong to the other. lbit moral or ethical the- [ ., , 

ory and' what I suggest should be Ã theory is that the. ! 

former is concerned with, among other things,! exam@bg the validity 
of the items contained in any person's moral 'code, +d' the latten 6 ' : 

c o n c e y 4  -.%, 5 2 ~  ether ?J:ur+ '6 9 exafi'r.ir.g 5 e  :-::E;'i*-,< o f  "ha ! 
I . [,! '. . '  

, , , , 1 - ' ! . ; !  , I J \ -  ' . .' i . . I 
. - . ! 
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items contained in ahy person's set of values. I t  happens that histori-. 
. 

d y  a number of philosophers * have published the results' of their 
e s t i g a t i o n s  of both kinds within the compass of one book and called, 
the book u ethics Ã̂ but~'this should not blind one to the fact that judg- 

1 

I 
means 

1 

intrinsically 
I I 

ments in 'terms of u good Ã̂ where that word 
good Ã  ̂ are nevertheless not moral judgments. 
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hteenth century there was a good deal of taik adout 
in British moral philosophy. J%qxxially do we find 
ethical, theories of Francis Hutcheson, David Hum'e, ;; 
, T h e  moral sense was viewed as standing over ; 

. , 

During the ei 

nd Bishop Butle 
against and in opj 
satisfactions and 
While desire is p 

sitiori to egoistic desire.   he latter has tci do with' ., 

issatisfactions; the former with. right and wrong. 3 

-?anal-and calls for sensory gratification, the moral , 
i . - 

sense is impersonal and demands, to some; extent, self-sacrffice.: , These 
moral sense theorists talked of the moral sense uperceiving Ãˆ-.mora 
qualities or Ã discerning,moral ideas.* This sort of talk lea&.one: to 
interpret the moral sense as being cognitive. It can, in some 
intuitively discern right and wrong.: This, for epmple,, is d e  i inter- 
t o n  often accorded to- Bishop Butler's view of e,conscknce O ;  or 
Ã mozr-Sense:)) ' On the other hand,there is evidence that for some 

o f  these moral sense" theorists, the moral sense is not to' be viewed 
cognitive,, intuitively discerning qualities 'of right and wrong,*Dht 
rather as non-cognitive and & a dispositional characteristic' of men. 

In this paper we will be concerned with Fhricis Hutcheson's 
characterization of the moral sense. We will examine the remarks 
that Hutcheson makes about the moral sense ineach o f h i s  ethical 
treatises, our purpose being to discover in what. manner the ?oral 
s e e  is related to moral knowledge and to the jiistikcation of moral 

! - . I : r  
\ 3 !*LA 4 'i'hvh, H ~ ~ ; ~ " *  ";-a'" ,-" ,-. ,">', :) '.y** ,- .; G ? ,  *,: ,7,'. ...,,,..A C . "  .-.--* . . 

pc. "I; ;J, 2~ .ĉ ::ir. > i ~ s i n : ~ ~ ~ ~ s ,  Butier's Moral P i n S o r ~ ~ p ~  :?~i;.-!n' ~3Â¥pi:; 

, London, 1952, pp. 73, 178. , . d I 1 ;  ! ! -  
, , ,  ! , I .  
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8) But not, be it noted, most of the eighteenth century British moralists.' 
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