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MIND
A QUARTERLY REVIEW

oF

PSYCHOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY

I—_UTILITARIANISM REVISED.
By R. F. Hagrrop.

Tris paper is divided into two parts. In the first an attempt i8
made to state in bare outline a system of moral philosophy, which
should probably be classified as utilitarian. The second provides
a theory of the nature of moral obligation, which is consistent
with the system, but in eloser conformity with the ordinary-view
of obligation than those usually associated with the utilitarian
position. The special contribution of this paper lies in part 2,
and part 1 may be regarded as s necessary propzdeutic. Some
general re-statement of the utilitarian position, however, seems
desirable, in view of the cogent criticiams which have been ad-
vanced against traditional utilitarianism.

A word about method. There is in existence a great body of
opinion about moral questions. I conceive it to be the task of
the moral philosopher to determine and explain the suhject
matter of that body of opinion. This is in accordance with
Aristotle’s teaching that moral philosophers should concern
themselves with 8dfac. It is not enough to erect an abstract
system of thought. It is required that the system should make
senge of what may be called the common moral consciousness.
There are, no doubt, serious difficulties. Moral opinion comprises
many elements of dogmatism, survivals of the past, and pre-
judices due to the accidents of history. Moreover most men are
content to remain in a condition of incomplete clarity. In re-
sorting to a process of cross-examination with a view to mol&tmg

10



138 R. F. HARROD :

and elucidating what is essential and what makes sense in common
moral thought, one is often perforce driven td a self-examination
consisting in an effort to think very clearly about the matter
oneself. But there is all the difference between attempting to
re-interpret in clear terms the essential nature of the 8dfa
and constructing an arbitrary system de novo.

L

1. The first proposition is that the terms, good and right,
well known to moral consclousness, are not indefinzble; more
‘broadly, that the fundamental concepts of moral philosophy are
not indefinable, but on the contrary can be defined in terms be-
longing to studies outside moral philosophy. When I say this,
I do not merely mean that I propose to use good, right, ete., for
characters that may he defined, but I mean that in the common
moral consciousness they are so used. And though there may in
the universe be many indefinable characteristics, Imown or un-
known to us, to which they could he applied by an arbitrary
allocation of meaning, any such application would involve a
break with the past and an abuse of the language which we
inherit, and would fail to interpret correctly the essential nature
of the common moral consciousness.

It must be recognised that these words challenge what is
probably now the prevailing view among moral philosophers,
that in particular they involve a position which Mr. Moore has
called the “ naturalistic fallacy ”. In defence of them I shall
seek to stand or fall mainly by my success in propounding a
system which does correspond to the concepts of the common
moral conaciousness. Criticism of the opposite view will be
very brief.

Mr. Moore’s Principin Ethice made such a profound impression
on the philosophical world and has heen cited so frequently as
establishing the indefinability of good with success, that it may
well be taken as 2 representative statement. Despite his serried
array of devastating arguments, brevity is possible, for the
greater part of them are concerned with showing the inconsistency
of various views on the assumption that the good is indefingble.
Avguments addressed to establishing that proposition itself
occupy less space. There arve, in fact, twor The first is that
good clearly stands for something simple and not 2 complex. But
thiz in itself requirves justification. And justification Mr. Moore
does not give. I do not believe that the plain man would agree.

t 8ee G. E. Moore, Principie Ethica, ed. 1929, pp. 6-17.
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If you ask him,  now tell me what exactly do you mean by good,
morally good,” he would say, * that is a long story; it could
be explained, but the explanation would be a complicated one;
I do not think I could give it myself, you must ask a philosopher.”
If you then said, ‘* Oh, well, really my question was a booby-trap,
because good is something quite simple like the feeling of eold
or pain, which cannot be defined except in terms that presuppose
an understanding of it,” he would be genuinely surprised, and,
indeed, sceptical.

Secondly Mr. Moore adduces the disagreement of those who
bave sought to define it. Surely if we mean, every time we use
8, word, to denote a complex, we ought to be able to say what the
elements of the complex are. 8o the disagreements are attri-
buted to an attempt to do the impossible, to the failure to re-
cognise that the thing is in principle indefinable. But such an
- argument may be turned against Mr. Moore with as much or as
little force. If when we use the word we know what we mean by
it and that that is something indefinable, how has it come about
that there have been all these atteropts to define it ? And that
by men of philosophical disposition ?  If the thing was simple and
known to be simple, are not these attempts passing strange ?
There should have been agreement, about its simmplicity. If there
are disagreements about the meaning of a word, is it not more
likely that it stands for something complex ?

It is true that there have been attempts to define indefinable
qualities. Mr. Moore very properly gives the sensation of yellow
as an example of this. Any attempt to define this in terms, for
instance, of the concepts of physics is fallacious. Agreement
among persons of philosophical aptitude that this is fallacious is
usually easy to secure. Unfortunately Mr. Moore admits that
the analogy is imperfect since yellow belongs, and in his view
gaod does not, to the world of nature.

I should prefer to compare good to the term circular, while
freely admitting that the analogy is in many ways imperfect.
Circular resembles good in being a character that is readily ve-
cognised in particular instances. From remote times men have
probably recognised particular instances of circularity and have
mown quite well what they meant in nsing the word circle. When
it comes to definition, it is a very different matter. Those not
versed in the elements of geometry would be quite unable to
proceed. Does it follow that what they have meant by circle is
something indefinable 2 Our forebears may well have disputed
hotly about the definition or urged that no definition was possible.
It is possible indeed that a modern philosopher might argue that
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the circle can be taken as an indefinable, and other mathematical
concepts, line, point, etc., defined in terms of the ecircle. This
may be so. I do not a.rgue it. But it is, very different to say
that a thing may be taken as indefinable and, as Mr. Moore would
say of good, that it must be. It is pomlhle that good may, in
this sense, be talen as indefinable ; but that would involve de-
fining concepts, such as man, sentient being, other, ete., in
terms of good. As these concepts are used also in branches of
study other than moral philosophy, the procedure would be in-
convenient,

Mainly, however, I must rely on my own inability, when trying
to be clear and honest with myself {and I can only appeal to
others to share my experience), to apprehend any indefinable con-
cept of the kind supposed. When I attempt to do so, it evapor-
ates, so to speak, into thin air, and I am left empty-handed.
An attempt will presently be made to skerch out a definition.

Before leaving the negative part I will only say this. It is
possibly true, and, if so, we may be beguiled by the fact, that
contemplation of instances of good gives rise to an emotion which
is unique and unanalysable. I am not quite clear that this is
g0, but it does not seem unlikely. We may be able to isolate
this feeling. But though the feeling may be indefinable, it would
be fallacious to argue that what gives rise to it is. Just as it
would. be fallacions to argue that because the sensation of yellow
is unanalysable, the physical state of affairs required for the pre-
sence of that sensation cannot be defined in terms of other physical
magnitudes. There is danger that the presence of peculiar moral
feelings, perhaps different in kind from all other feelings, may lead
ns to argue, wrongly, that the objects, the contemplation of
which gives rise to those feelings, are indefinable.

2. The next point appears superficially to be in conflict with
the major premise of utilitarianism. It is arguable, however,
that it conflicts not with essential dectrine but only with mis-
leading terminology.! The proposition is that the term good is
not properly applicable to states of affairs but only to conduct
considered in relation to states of affairs,

The view that states of affairs may be regarded as good, in
an ethical sense, is associated with but not entailed by the view,
that an act must be regarded as including the sum of its probable
consequences. This last view is stressed in utilitarian philosophy
and I regard it as wholly sound. Tt does not appear to be justifi-
able to draw a line at any point hetween the probable physical

! This point, however, would entail detailed examination of the views,
not necessarily mutually consistent, of the varions writers.
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consequences of an act of volition which belong to the act and
those which do not. But from the view that an act should be
regarded as including the whole state of affairs expected to result
from a volition, and that the goodness of an act depends es-
sentially on what that state of affairs is, it does not follow that
the state of affairs may itself be regarded as good.

May I give a very simple and obvious example ¢ Suppose that
the whole consequence of a volition is to cause pleasure to a
friend. The act may be judged morally good. The friend
might have done the act himself. Suppose the whole sum of
consequences the same. Yet the act would not be judged a
‘morally good one. This anyhow is the view of the common
moral conscioushess.

It is desirable to cleax up one point in passing. Mr. W. D.
Ross’s terminology of act and action appears to be a convenient
. way of indicating a correct distinction. Moral attributes may

_apply to both, but not to the states of affairs considered apart -
from the volition. The act comprises the state of affairs brought
about, together with the situation of the agent ohjectively con-
gidered.. The giving of pleasure to a friend is an act. And it is
a good act. The quality of the action depends upon the motive.
If the motive s anticipation of reciprocal favours, the action is
not necessarily good, though the act is good. To the state of
affairs brought about, iz, the friend’s pleasure considered by
itself, the attribute good is not properly applicable.

Before leaving this topic, I want to draw support for my view
from lingnistic considerations. Outside moral philosophy I be-
lieve the word good iz mainly used of means, e.g., a good way of
getting to a place, of opening a tin. Or when applied to crafts-
manship, it denotes approximation to a perfect model, that per-
fection bheing relative to purpose. A good car, a good dinner,
are adapted to serving the purposes required of them, In
economics the term goods is used for material commodities that
serve as means to ends, e.g., articles of food, clothing, ete. But
to the acts of consuming these commadities, that is to the ends
towards which the commeodities are means, the word goods is
not applied. Food, cars and books are called goods, but never
eating, joy-riding or reading.

_In moral philosophy good does not, of course, mean any act
well.adapted to an end; it has a specialised sense. But I be-
lieve it to be quite inappropriate in any circumstances to use it
of ends. This is often dane in philosophy with resulting violence
to literary sense. -Is knowledge a good, the philosopher asks
But the plain man or the scholar with ear finely adjusted to the
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proper use of language “have never heard such nonsense”
Equally unnatura] is the expression, the good. The fact that
this usage has an ancient and honourable lineage in philosophical
writing strengthens my argument. For the fact that, though
present in philosophical writing, waiting to be taken over into
general literature and common speech, it never has been teken
over, 1s an indication that it is repugnant to common sense.

3. Definition. Acts are morally sigmficant when they affect
the ends of other people and they are morally good when they promote
those ends. These are not meant to be synthetic propositions
but to define the words moral and good. Before elaborating this,
it is necessary to deal with two objections which may be urged
af the outset.

i. Tt may be held that certain purely self-regarding actions
fall within the common sense view of morality, specifically, long-
- sighted actions which imply conquest of ,conflicting impulges.
It is possible that such actions are regarded as moral, only in-
strumentally, as the dv dvev od of a moral life. Tt is the subject’s
duty to keep himself alive and efficient. But it is not necessary
to quarrel with the opposite view. The actions in question have
certain attributes in common with many altruistic actions, namely
those connected with seli-control, the overcoming of natural in-
clinations. And for cerfain purposes it may be useful to group
them with certain types of altruistic action and bring them
within the sphere of moral consideration. I accept this view as
a legitimate one though I shall make no further reference to it.
I only note in passing that it has no bearing on the indefinability
of good, for this class of actions may readily be defined in terms
of natural inclination, the long-period, etc., which are concepts
not presupposing a knowledge of an indefinable good. The pro-
position brihging them within the sphere of morality and good-
ness may be regarded as a definition.

il. A more important objection may be made to this demarca-
tion of morality. It may be urged that no individual is so self-
contained as not to be coneerned with. the affairs of others, and,
further, that in so far as he does take the cares of humanity upon
his shoulders, their affairs become a not unimportant part of the
content of his consciousness and his life. This comprehensive
generalisation that whatever a man concerns himself with be-
comes in a certain sense a part of himself is no doubt true, and
may be of great importance in the psychologieal problem of how
altruistic conduct is possible—anyhow for the kind of determinist
who believes that there is such a problem. But for the purpose of
demarcating the sphere of morality, a valid distinction may be
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upheld. Morality begins when the interests of others are con-
sidered from the point of view of their interests, t.e., ag a Kantian
kingdom of ends. This demarcates morality even if the 1nterests
of others are also the interests of the agent,.

To elaborate, acts are good when they promote the ends or
interests of others, bad when they frustrate them. Of the special
nature of a moral obligation much will be said presently.

Now it may be at once objected that good acts must not be
regarded as those which promote any ends of others but only good
ends, so that good remains to be defined. It is necessary, of
course, to deny this. It is true that the end of another person
‘B may be bad if it conflicts with or frustrates the ends of yet
another C. That is already covered by the original definition.
A in promoting B’s end would thus be frustrating C’s and his
action might then be a2 bad one. Ends may be good or bad
according as they promote or frustrate the ends of others, but in
this aspect they have the characteristic of*means. Ends as such
are heither good nor bad, in the senge intended in moral
philosophy.

I hold that the common moral consciousness takes the good
man to be one who concerns himself with promoting the ends of
others and that that is what is meant by calling him good. What
others ¢ The family or nation ¢ In its crude form moral con-
selousness may congider limited units only and be regardless of
the repercussions of the inferests of a limited group on the outer
world and, as will be explained in the section on obligation, even
a more refined form may have to give special consideration to
limited units. But, generally, the moral consciousness which
takes a broader view, considering the interests of all sentient
beings integrated over future time, is rightly regarded as the
higher one.

But, the subtle objector will urge, if you spealk of the higher
and lower morality are you not committing Mill’s fallacy with
regard to pleasures, of adopting an external critexion for assessing
these conflicting notions of morality 2 This objection may he
met. The broader view may be regarded as better simply be-
cause it carries the principle irplicit in any moral view to its
logical eonclusion. The essence of morality being regard for the
inferests of persons not oneself, extending the purview of persons
is simply bringing the prineiple more fully into operation. The
essence of morality is that the end considered should be that of
others. If the group of persons included is one more or less
closely associated with the self, the moral principle is still cloyed
with egolsm.
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It may be objected that this wide view of all sentient beings,
considered throughout future time, is too cold, and pays too little
regard to the virtues of love and affection, is too rouch hiassed,
for ingtance, in favour of the disinterested seeker after truth,
This is a mis-conception. Human nature differs, a division of
labour is desirable, and various types of virtue must be recognised.
It is true that the discoverer of truth may make a boundless con-
tribution to the promotion of human ends ; on the other hand the
chances that he will are not so great. What the more homely
virtues lack in scope of benefit aimed at, they gain in the higher
probability that some contribution will actually be made. The
happiness conferred by human affection is assured and visible.
It is desirable that each should develop the faculties he has.
To do this may itself be counted a virtue, for by it the greatest
promotion of the common interest will be realised. :

A last objection must be met, Granted, it may be said, that
the scope of virtuous action has been corvectly described. None
the less it must be recognised that to call it virtuous is to make
a synthetic proposition ; otherwise all the proposition amounts to
. is that promoting the greatest common interest is promoting the
. greatest coumon interest. This is not very illuminating and leaves
" us without any reason for doing so or for praising such conduct.

I can only meet this objection by persisting in my ways. I
have only risen to this extent above tautology, in’that I hold
that when people use the terms good, right, virtue, etc., promotion
of the common interest is what they mean. I have given no
reason for promoting the common interest. It is beyond the
power of reason to prescribe ends. Give unto Ceesar the things
that are Casar's. Reason can determine means to ends, and the
mutnal congsistency of different ends. Of ends as such it is
altogether beyond its seope and capacity to say,  choose this,
reject that . As for praising virtue, I have indeed given no
reason for praising virtue. For to do that too would be fallacious.
But let us praise virtue ! '

I hold that when peoplesay that this or that is morally good, they
mean that this or that is what, properly considered, promotes the
common interest, and that if they say that promoting the common
interest is good, the proposition is either a definition or means
nothing. It is possible that men do sometimes slip into this
tautologous method of speech. I give two reasons why that might
naturally happen. 1. Much of what we seek to bring about,
many of our proximate ends, are really means,—for example,
the preservation of the human race and of an crdered society.
The preservation of the human race is 2 means to the maximum
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realisation of ends integrated through time. The word good is
rightly used of these proximate ends, which may indeed be very
remote. Constant use of the word of these remote proximate ends
may naturally, through force of habit, though fallaciously, lead
us to slip over to naing the term of true ends. 2. It is possible
that the proposition *‘ promotion of the common interest is good **
may have a synthetic meaning, the word good now heing used in
a slightly different sense. It may be used for *“ what I stand for,
what I intend to encourage by my praise, discouraging the op-
posite by blame and censure . If it be then suggested that I
praise it because I think it good, that would be again fallacious.
- There is no ultimate, as opposed to proximate, reason for doing or
praising anything. Ultimate ends are a matter of pure choice.
The view that the reason or intelleet is able to discern an ob-
jective imperative residing in the nature of things is in my
judgment fallacious and might well be called, borrowing Mr.
Moore's catching rhythm, the rationalistic fallacy.

4. I now come to the question—what are the ends of sentient
beings ? This question, I think, can only be answered by intro-
spection and observation. These ends are directly given. It
is not that we recognise things to have a certain quality and
therefore judge them to be ends. They are directly presented
to us as ends. It would not, T think, take one far from the
mesning I seek to convey if I defined end as the desired. HEnds
might then be bad, not as such, but becanse they conflicted with
the ends of others. An object of desire which daes not conflict
with the desires of others considered through time is not bad.

But though the desired is a useful concept in that it may bring
home what I mean by directly given, I am not quite happy
about identifying end with the desired. I am not merely thinking
of foolish desires. A man’s desire is foolish if its satisfaction
generates a state of affairs which he then desires not to be in.
This difficulty is met by identifying the end with the least amount
of outstanding unsatisfied desire, considered through time. But
I suspect that there may be a deeper difficulty, which may
perhaps he solved by a suitable definition of desire. Desire as
commonly understood is especially associated with congenital
impulse and with well-known types of emotional malaise, e.g.,
Prof. Watson’s palpitating stomach.

{ take end to be whatever is found by experience to be capable
of acting as a motive to action. But, of course, many of cur
motives are proximate ends and these must be excluded. To
diseover what ultimate ends are capable of acting as motives
requires very careful scrutiny.
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The Utilitarians attempted a great generalisation and affirmed
that the sole ultimate end is pleasure. It is not clear that they
were successful. Compare pleasure with the desired. It is true
that if foolish desires ave eliminated by the process I have called
integration through time, there may he a much greater measure
of consilience hetween pleasure and the desired than appears at
first sight. There may be complete consilience, but I think it is
over-dogmatic to assert that there is. Pleasure is certainly an
end, but I am not clear that there may not be a conflict hetween
pleasure and desire, even when desires are integrated.

Nor am T clear that pleasure and desire cover the whole field
of ultimate motive. If a conflict hetween pleasure and desire is
possible on principle, why not between desire and other things
which. experience shows to he capable of acting as a motive ?
- The prospect of discovery may certainly act as a motive ; it may
" also evole desire. But is the strength of the desire always in pro-
portion to the strength of the motive ¢ No doubt on a certain
definition of desire, they would always be proportional. If the
definition of desire required for that is correct, cadit quaestio.
But it is possible that such a definition would conflict with that
required for certain bhranches of psychological investigation.

An end, then, is defined as that which is de facto found in and
by itself to constitute a motive for sentient beings. And since
conflicts of ends are not only possible but rife, to determine
morality the ends must be ranked in importance, They must
be ranked according to the strength of the motive. A calculus
is necessary. A host of subsidiary problems will no doubt arise.
I mention one. Tt is possible that certain ends, though not
themselves bad (i.e., conflicting with the ends of other people),
usually present themselves to people, by some inner psychological
law, many of whose ends are bad. When a detailed system
of casuistry is developed, it is possible that these ends should not
be given the full status, which the de facto strength of the motive
entitles them to.

It may be objected that this philosophy does not generate
a very clear system of casuistry, since strength of motive is not
easily measurable. The objection lies against ordinary utilitari-
anism and all systems involving a calculus. Is this definition of
good really consistent with the common moral conseiousness,
with its hard and fast notions 2 It is doubtful if this objection
really is as strong as it seems. Many of the rigid rules are ex-
plained by the theory of obligation (vide infre). And for the rest
is the plain man always so-very sure where the path of goodness
lies # Furthermore the great proximate ends, preservation of
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the human race and of an ordered. civilization, are justified with
a very high degree of probability without nice measurement of
particular motives. Given clearly defined proximate ends, the
casuist has considerable scope.

II.

I now come to the special nature of obligations. The quite
correct view, as I hold it, of the common moral consciousness that
certain types of act are obligations has given rise to much er-
roneous speculation. Prima facte it might appear that the
. morality of the common interest is inimical to this notion of
obligation, that in any situation there are various alternatives
shading off into one another, each contributing more or less to
the common interest. It is best to choose that which contributes
most, better to choose that which contributes more than that
which contributes less, and so on, Whese is the hard and fast
obligation ? _

Objection to the common interest philosophy can be carried
further along these lines. For simplicity suppose the common
interest philosophy to he identical with utilitarianism. There
may be circumstances in which common moral consciousness
would hold it to be obligatory to speak the truth, though no in-
crement of pleasure could be foreseen as a result and certain pain
would be caused. No doubt there are also cases, if the pain is
very severe and no good served, when the common consciousness
would justify a lie. But I think it must be admitted that there
are cases when there is a seeming conflict befween the common
consciousness and the utilitarian principle.

Now to this problem I believe that Kant made a contribution,
which is a vital and essential part of any moral system, but he
mistook the significance of his own discovery and put it in a setting
of fallacy. I refer to his proposition that morality requires action
on a maxim that may be made a general law. At first sight
this may seem to have no relation to Utilitarian philosophy ;
but I believe it to be indispensable to it.

The Utilitarian says “ always choose that action which will
contribute to the greatest happiness ’, Such a maxim is general
enough, - Its fault is that it is on too high a plane of generality.
It is necessary to look in greater detail into human arrangements.
Take the case of the lie. The Utilitarian, it would seem, should
say, always lie when the probable consequences including the
gpeaker’s loss of credit and the possible general loss of confidence
in the spoken word involve more happiness than those produced
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by the truth. If everyone lied in those circumstances and in
those circumstances only all would apparently go well. But as
a matter of fact this is not the case.

Communication by language is a notahle invention of man for
the furtherance of his ends. It is of great importance that com-
munications should be reliable for their truthfulness. Now if
the Utilitarian rule of life in its crude form, as set out above, were
adopted, they would become markedly less reliable and great
consequential damage might ensne. But it might be pleaded
that the loss of confidence is allowed for in the crude Utilitarian
maxim—and some loss of econfidence is allowed for. The plea
nevertheless is fallacious.

If this plea were correct the consequences indicated by the
crude utilitarian principle would always be identical with the
consequences deduced by the application of Kant’s principle.
" The consequences of the act considered in.and by itself would
not be different from the consequences of such an act when always
performed in precisely similar relevant eircumstances. This
brings us to the essence of the matter. There are certnin acis
which when performed on 1 similar occasions have consequences
more tham n times as greal as those resulting from one performance.
And it is in this elass of cases that ohligations arise. It is 1 this
class of cases that generalizing the act yields a different balance of
advantage from the sum of the balances of advantage issuing from
each individual act. For example, it may well happen that the
loss of confidence due to a million lies uttered within certain
limifs of time and space is much more than a million times as
great as the loss due to any one in particular. Consequently,
even if on each and every occasion taken separately it ean be
shown that there is a gain of advantage (the avoidance of direct
pain, let us say, exceeding the disadvantages due to the conse-
quential loss of confidence), yet in the sum of all cases the dis-
advantage due to the aggregate loss of confidence might be far
greater than the sum of pain caused by truth-telling.

He who wishes people so to act that the ends of sentient beings
should be best served, must wish them to act in accordance
with the Kantian and not the crude utilitarisn principle. He
will find it necessary to refine the crude utilitarian principle by
applying the process of generalization in all relevant cases, that
iz in all cases where the consequences of » similar acts exceed »
fimes the consequences of any one.

In constructing a system of morality, it is necessary, then,
to choose between the crude Utilitarian principle and the Kantian
principle, between the lie of expediency and the obligation of
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truthfulness. A more refined Utilitarianism will decide in favour
of the obligation, owing to the greater loss of advantage when the
lie is generalised. Of course this may not be true in the case of
the particular illustration given : the loss of confidence due to the
universal lie of expediency may not be so great as the gain of
advantage. This is & question of fact. The experience of genera-
tions, crystallized in ‘moral consciousness, appears to be against
the lie, But whichever side is right in the case of the lie, the
point of principle has heen establiched that an act which is ex-
pedient in the circumstances hut would be inexpedient when done
" by all in precisely similar relevant circumstances must be judged
" to be wrong by a more refined utilitarian system, Thus the
Kantian principle is embodied in utilitarian philosophy.*

It should be noted in passing that what I call the Kantian
principle does not condemn all lies, A lie is justified when the
balance of pain or loss of pleasure is such that, if a lie was told
in all circumstances when there was no less a halance of pain or
loss of pleasure, the harm due to the total loss of confidence did
not exceed the sum of harm due to truthfulness in every case.
This doctrine, which I believe to be conformable to the comman
moral conscionsness, puts the human interlocutor into a much
stricter strait-jacket with regard to truthfulness than the crude
utilitarian principle quoted at the outset.

Along with lies must be reckoned breaches of promises, of the
law, of many, though not all, current standards of morality.
The test is always—Would this action if done by all in gimilar
relevant circumstances lead to the breakdown of some established .
method of society for securing its ends ¢ I believe it will be found
that this principle lies at thé root of all so-called obligations.
Their rigidity is precisely due to the fact that the relevant con-
siderations are not the consequences of the particular act, but the
consequences of the act whén generalised.

I believe that whereas Kant was wrong in supposing his prin-
ciple to be at the basis of all morality, it is at the basis of those
particular moral acts which are usually thought of as obligations.

1 It should be noted that approval is only given to Kant’s prineiple, and
not to the prounds on which he sought to base it. He defended it not by
reference to the advantages of its adoption, but as required by logie, e.g.,
so that human conduct should not he * gelf-confradictory . The notion
that action may he self-contradictory is found also in Habhes (¢f. Leviathan,
ed. W. G. Pogson-Bmith, 1904, p. 101). It is doubtful if any sueh notion
can be defended. The defence of Kant’s principle in the text has no relation
to it. But a code of action may be self-contradictory. And it is pointed
out below that Utilitarian easuistry, unchecked by the Kantian principle,
might eagily tend to develope a self-contradictory eode.
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If the act is of a sort to which the Kantian principle is applicable,
it is much more likely that there will turn out to be a balance of
advantage in its favour. Hence the rigidity with which we regard
those acts commonly called obligations. If there is & question
of helping some one, this and that consideration are taken into
account, and it is quite likely to turn out on halance even from a
purely moral point of view to be not worth doing. But if it is a
question of speaking the truth, it is considered very improbable
that this should not be done—and this, even though the positive
advantage that flows from this particular piece of truthfulness
is not greater than that which flows from the particular act of
kindness. The difference is due to the fact that in one case the
Kantian principle does and in the other does not make a differ-
ence to the crnde utilitarian prmclple

This account explains the prima facie view that there 18 some-
" thing in the recognised nature of an obligation that conflicts
with any philosophy of ends. The conflict, we have seen, is ap-
parent only. It also accounts for the fact that the quasi-
instinctive emotions of disgust, which such actions evake, often
seem unteasonably strong. Only thase societies could attain
gtahility in which they were strong, hecause it is precisely in
the case of these actions that the individual not understanding
the Kantian principle might, if left unmolested, be most tempted
to say— well, why on earth should I?” One may even add.
that 1t is the subtlety and difficulty of the principle, which cannot
be explained to the average man, that has made an arbitrary
and authorrtarian element in the moral sphere necessary to the
evolution of stable society. This enlightened age has its dangers.
Perhaps the philosophers of indefinable obligation still have their
part to play, and it may be inexpedient that they should be put
to public shame by the votaries of expedience.

1t is interesting to notice that the system of free competition
does not allow for the application of the Kantian principle in the
purely economic or katallactic field. And it is precisely the
phenomena of ““ Increasing Returns ”—analogous to those re-
quiring the application of the Kantian principle in everyday
conduct—which have given one of the strongest arguments in
justification of the demand for * economic planning

Now it is not be be expected that the humble man in the street
will be quick to jump spontaneously to what I for brevity eall
the Kantian point of view. Pessimism about him should not
indeed be overdone. ‘‘ Well, if everyone behaved in that sort
of way  is a familiar phrase of condemnation. It will be found,
however, that it is most frequently used for breaches of established
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conventions. It is owing to this weakness of the average man
that, types of act to which the Kantian principle is applicable
are often associated with recognised practices and institutions.
In the process by which stable soclety—temporarily stable
society at least —has evolved, those systems have survived-
which have established recognised practices and instibubions
giving effect to the Kantian principle, and allowing members to
reap the additional advantages which adherence to it can yield.
I am thinking of cades of honour, truthfulness, honesty, discharge
of deht, performance of promises, ete., and of states with systeros
of law and recognised obligations of loyalty.

‘First consider practices. The Kautian principle is applicable
if the loss due to » infringements is greater than » times the loss
due to one. But suppose that in fact it is generally infringed.
Suppose that I live in a society in which the spoken word is seldom
to be relied on or men go shout in constant fear of their lives.
The community is not in fact reaping the benefit which could be
reaped by the application of the Kantian principle. What is
my obligation ? It appears to be doubtful whether it is appro-
priste in these circumstances to apply the refining process to the
crude utilitarian principle. Of course the example of an upright
or peacefully minded man may be potent, But the direct effect:
of example is, it will be remembered, allowed for in the crude
utilitarian principle. I think the common moral consciousness
would judge the refining process to be inappropriate.

But 1t ought to be possible to put a finer point upen the argu-~
ment. The common moral consciousness having endorsed the
doctrine of common interest, it ought to be a question of fact
whether the application of the refining process will in any case
subserve it. Now when the process is applied there will be loss
of advantage In particular instances ; but there is a gain if it is
apphied in a large number of instances. The Utilitarian' must
wish it applied widely. I believe that, where the practice is
not general, a second refining process is required. Will the gain
due to its application by all conscientious, ¢.e., moral, people
only be sufficient to offset the loss which the crude utilitarian
principle registers # It may be objected. to this that there are
no moral people, but only more or less moral people. To meet
this, for the word moral in the second refining principle, say people
sufficiently moral to act disinterestedly in this kind of case. It
may be noticed that the second refining principle introduces
some complicated mathematics into moral philosophy. This must
not be held as an objection, if the facts demand it ! It is needless
to say that in practice the caleulation will only be implicit and
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the roughest approximations possible. The game of refined cal-
culation would not be worth the candle, and, anyhow, precise
data are lacking.

The point is this. The double set of considerations are inter-
locked. When the practice iz not generally observed, the con-
seientious man has to take into account not only the amount of
crude utilitarian loss due to his particular act but also the amount
of conquest of counteracting impulse which observance of the
practice in his type of case emtails, He may not ohserve the
practice either because the direct loss is tao severe or because the
temptation to do the opposite in this case is so great that there
would not be sufficient upright men overcoming it in similar
circumstances to secure a net gain through wider performance of
the practice. He bas not only to write down. a function showing
in the case of varjous contingencies the relation of gross gain when.
the action is generalised to the amount of crude loss, but also one
for a different but overlapping variety of contingencies showing
the relation of the number of people prepared to overcome tempta-
. tion (and the consequent net gain} to the intensity of the tempta-

tion, and he hag to study the interaction of the functions. I will
_refrain from pursuing this line of thought further, and only state

my belief that implicit calculations of this kind are actually carried

out in the most ordinary affairs of everyday life by moral men.

It may be of greater interest to draw attention to the fact
that a properly conceived utilitarianism does invalve that the
obligatoriness of a certain practice depends on the degree to
which it is observed by others, and that that in turn partly de-
pends on the prevalence of sanctions emhodied in the moral senti-
ment of disapprobation. Hobbes was substantially right when he
held that there are no obligations in a state of nature, .., when
none of these practices are generally observed, and in the reasons
which he gave for that proposition. He was probably right in
holding that without sanctions of force one cannot proceed far
In getting practices sufficiently widely established to make, in

" my language, the two refining principles taken together yield
much result. But he was wrong to hold that there can be no
morality in a state of nature. For even then the crude utilitarian
principle is applicable and will be applied by virtuous people.

Before leaving the topic of practices, I may refer to a principle
which ocenpies a central position in the common moral con-
sciousness, which I will call the Principle of Publicity. It has
been seen that the obligatoriness of certain acts depends on a
{reasonably) wide observance of the practice in question. Tn a
large class of cases the gain of advantage is due to the mainten-
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ance of confidence, e.g., in the reliability of informative utterance
for truthfulness, of promises for being kept, ete. It might appear
that if defalcation could be kept secret, as in the case of lies which
could never be discovered, then, sinee no loss of confidence could
ensue, the obligation would lapse and certain gain should not be
sactificed in the interest of truthfulness. Yet in fact common
moral congclousness regards secret as more rather than less odious
than public defaleations—and rightly, For if it can be shown
that undiscovered lies are wrong, severer hlame is required to
overcome the greater temptation to commit those that will prob-
ably be undiscovered, and is therefore justified.

Take the case when the lie can never be discovered. The liar
then has no debit due to loss of confidence to set against. the
interests served by the lie. If, in every case when there was
a general balance of advantage and the lie could never he dis-
covered, lies were told, there would be a sensible loss of con-
fidence. Not, it will again be pleaded, ¥ the lies are always
to be kept secret. But what is this secrecy ? If virtuous men
are known to be acting on the crude utilitarian principle when
gecrecy is possible in the particular case, then it will be known
that lies in this case will be told even by the most consclentious
and there will be loss of confidence. What presumably is ve-
quired is that all men should utterly forswear the crude utilitarian
principle and at the same time act upon it when secrecy can be
maintained. What doctrine is to be preached ? The crude
utilitaxian principle because it is desired that all men should act
upon it. Some anti-utilitarian principle because it is desired
that all men should believe that no one is acting upon it. To
such a gystem it almost seems that Kant was right to apply the
much-ahused expression, self-contradietory.

It may be that the common interest would in fact be best
served hy each man acting on the principle of crude expediency
bimself and believing that others were following certain arbitrary
rules. Such a system would cextainly be an interesting one. But
it 18 not one which the word morality is used to denote. This
may geem to be an appeal to brute fact.  Such an appeal is highly
salutary. The words moral obligation have always been used
and can conveniently be used to apply to a system of hehaviour
which is commonly recognised by the participants. Now the
system just outlined could not of its nature be commonly recog-
nised.” Moreover for a system of moral obligations to be workable
—and this is an appeal to a different kind of brute fact—it is
necessary that it should be closely connected with the emotion
and expression of approbation and disapprobation. This again
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would be impossible. Thus the utilitarian who wishes the ad-
vantages vielded by emhodying the Kantian principle in publicly
recognised practices to be reaped, must wish them ohserved
whether or not defalcation can he kept secret.

One further point regarding practices. We have found one
reason why the common moral conscionsness regards obligations
as relatively rigid, namely that their force does not spring from
the consequences of the act in the particular case, but from wider
considerations. There may well be another reason. To pget
certain practices generally recognised and enforced has not been
an easy task. It is probable therefore that among all possible

- practices, the trouble requisite for their establishement and main-
tenance has only been taken in cases where the gain was clear and
overwhelming. It is possible that in a highly refined society
many other practices yielding a smaller advantage may be erected
into recognized obligations. But there ig danger in too much
haste. For if there was too great a proliferation of obligatory
practice, the sanctions with which they could rationally be upheld
would be weaker and the exceptions recognised as admissible
more numerous.. Such a state of affairs might become unstable.
For, human nature being what it is, there is a strong pull of
common sense, on the part of those who simply cannot understand
the Kantian prineiple, towards infringing obligations in the in-
terest of direct advantage. This has no necessary conmection
with moral failure; for the motive may he purely altrujstie,
the visible advantages accruing to ancther, This being the state
of affairs, it is well to delimit the sphere of obligatory practices,
so that the quasi-sacrosanct character of those there are may he
rationally defended.

It is not necessary for me to add much about instifutions.
They may impose sanctions where moral sentiment is insufficient
to get: a practice established. But, of course, they do much more.
They supply machinery for devising practices by which the advan-
tages of the Kantian principle may be reaped, e.g., systems of
commercial law. Some of these practices and the consequent
mutual obligations will he co-terminous with the sphere of in-
fluence of the institution.

The state ig not the only institution which generates obliga-
tions. There is the family, the trade union, the university, ete.
The question whether an individual ought to come out on strike
in obedience to orders is clearly one, like the question whether
to enlist in o war, to which the Kantjan principle applies. I now
discharge a promise, which I made earlier in this paper, to speak
of morality as affecting particular groups of others, as distinguished
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from all sentient beings including posterity in general. Ap-
plication of the Kantian principle may secure net advantage ;
this advantage is sometimes only possible if recognised institutions
exist to define a system of ohligations. These institutions only
spread their net over a section of the sentient world. The par-
ticular system of obligations only applies to their mutual dealings.
It follows that morality may make defmite claims on the in-
dividual in his treatment of the interests of others within limited
groups that are absent in his treatment of sentient beings in
general. _

Of course his obligation is governed by the utility of the
. Institution and of the system of rules which it sets up. Some
might hold, for instance, that the family, whatever its services
in the past, is in the modern world an outworn institution and
not worth preserving at a sacrifice of other interests. The
~ obligations which it imposes are pro tanto, weakened. This can
hardly he said of the state until its many functions are taken
" over hy an actual and effective international institution.

To conclude, it may be well to draw attention to my points of
agreement and difference with. the traditional utilitarian position.

1. The utilitarians were anxious to establish that the content
of any system of moral behavionr is determined by the ends
sought and must therefore vary if the most appropriate methods
of achieving those ends vary. They would not countenance a
system of obligations eonsidered as hinding on their own account
without reference to the results of the hehaviour prescribed.
But this position, sound in itself, led them, on my view, to a
serious error. Since the system of conduct characterised as good
is generated by the ends sought, whatever is good in the conduct,
they tended to argue, must spring from some good residing in the
ends, and the ends must therefore he regarded as good. This at
once gave a twist to their system which strikes the common moral
consciousness as a-moral, i.e., not genuinely expressing what is
understood by that consciousness. Thus, according to their
system no distinetion of moral significance can be drawn hetween
an act designed &0 secure a cextain quantum of pleasure for the
agent and an act designed to secure an equal quantum of pleasure
for someone else. Thus they lost sight of the point that altruism
is essenfial to the ordinary notion of moral goodness (but for a
proviso about self-regarding moral acts, vide supre). On the ordi-
nary view, it cannot be that the goodness of virtuous conduct is
derived from goodness in the end, for an end (* state of affairs ™)
indistinguishable in all respects from one, which would make an
-altruistic act good, wounld not make a selfish act good.
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The introduetion of altruism, however, as essential to virtue,
is not ineonsistent with the utilitarian view that the content of
virtuous hehaviour must be determined by the end and must be
adapted from time to time as appropriate means vary. Tt is
not inconsistent with the general principle of expediency.

2. T am. in agreement with the inductive method hy which éhe
Utilitarians sought to establish the ends to which a system of
moral conduct should be directed. This method consists in dis-
tinguishing by observation the ultimate from the proximate ends
of conscious endeavour. It is in radieal oppogition to the view
that there is some unanalysable quality, goodness, which ecan be
detected as residing in some, but not in other, ultimate ends.
In effect; it rescues moral philosophy from the toils of mysticism
and from the personal predilections of its practitioners. But I
. regard the generalization that pleasure is the sole ultimate end as
non-proven. )

3. Traditional utiliaxianism strikes the common moral con-
sciousness as unsatisfactory, also, for lack of a well-defined
theory of obligation. It may be held that the substantial point
presented in the second part of this paper was appreciated by the
best writers. But the pont was not argued with precision.
Thus it may be claimed that a gap has been filled.

4. The common interest has been presented as the end of
moral conduct. But I hald that no reason can be given for
pursuing this or any ultimate end. The attempt to give a
rational justification for morality, so that the decision to be moral
appears to be inferred as a conclusion from premises, can but lead
to confusion. Here Hume, right as nsnal, was on surer ground.
He recognised that in this sphere reason is the servant and not
the master. .

Only in one way, I think, can reason asgist in establishing the
common interest as the end. The philosopher is shown the
apectacle of striving, discordant humanity and is asked to make
some observationg. If he says that some of their ultimate aims
are good and others bad, he is uttering an unjustifiable impertin-
ence. But he can and should express neutrality as between one
individual and another. It is not for him to favour any par-
ticular person. And by his neuntrality the common interest with
its consequential system of morality is established. He may
indeed have a personal interest in a particular nation, but world
philosophical opinion has not. And, since the philosopher expects
no immediate recognition, the opinion to which he appeals has no
personal interest in the present generation.



