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T. H. Greens Criticism of Hedonism* 

Chapter 1* 

Published nine years after sidgwiek’s Methods 

of Ethics, which laid down the lines to which util¬ 

itarianism has since adhered, in the main* ©reen’s 

prolegomena to Ethics furnishes perhaps the most im¬ 

portant criticism of hedonism. Hedonism and self- 

realizationism have been for half a century leading 

alternatives in ethical theory. Both systems are in 

accord with the democratic trend of nineteenth cen¬ 

tury thought; the theory of self-realization accepts 

Kant’s dictum that men be considered as ends and nev¬ 

er merely as means to an end, while Bentham voices a 

fundamental utilitarian doctrine when he insists that 

every human individual should count for one and only 

one in the calculation of the sum of human happiness. 

Both systems contemplate social reform. Both aspire 

to be scientific in method ; aliKe they would base eth¬ 

ics on facts ascertained by the analysis of experience. 

The peculiar importance of Green’s criticism 

of hedonism lies in this: the issues between hedonism 
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and self-realizationism affect the central positions 

of hotn systems, inasmuch as these issues involve 

tne nature of the object of desire, the central ques¬ 

tion of ethics, 

British philosophers after Hume had failed, 

to see that ne, pursuing Locke's method "with more 
1 

than his master's rigour", had reached a conclusion 

fatal to the possibility of knowledge, indeed, Green 

does not hesitate xo call Hume the last great British 

philosopher and Kant his true sucessor, The Treatise 

of Human nature and the Critique of Bure Reason taken 

together form the real bridge between the old world 

of philosophy and the new. They are the essential 

propadeutic, without which no one is a qualified stu¬ 

dent of modern pnilosopny, "The one with frill and 

reasoned articulation asks the question which the 
2 

other with equal frankness seeks to answer." 

Kant, reading Hume, perceived the inevitab¬ 

le scepticism involved m empiricism and formulated 

1 
introduction to Hume, vol. 1. p.2 

2 
ibid, vol, 1. p«<) 
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hiâ famous question "How are syntactic judgments a 

priori possible? "which the critique of pure Reason 

undertakes, to answer, it is from this problem as 

formulated and answered by Kant tnat Green sets out. 

Maintaining that an idealistic cosmogony is involved 

in the very possibility of knowledge, he proceeds to 

define the ethical ideal in terms of the conscious 

subject. 

Row hedonism is based on the very method, em¬ 

piricism, which, according to the idealist, was ren¬ 

dered forever bankrupt by Hume. Hedonism denies tnat 

the possibility of knowledge implies the spiritual sub¬ 

ject as its condition, it denies, in a word, all that 

Green believes that Hume and Kant have done for phil¬ 

osophy. Does associationism furnish a solution of the 
V 

problem of knowledge? can the ethical ideal be defined 

in terms of pleasurable consequences? if so, idealists 

have mis-read experience and their thesis is untenable. 

So in criticising hedonism Green is defending the cen¬ 

tral position of idealism. 

These positions are essential to Green’s theory 

(1) The constitution of the desired object is the cen- 
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tral question of ethics, "To unüerstand that it is this 

constitution of the desired object, not any possible 

intervention of unmotived willing between the presen¬ 

tation of a strongest motive and action, which forms 

the central question of ethics, is the condition of 
1 

all clear thinking on the subject,” (2) Desire is 

determined by the conception of the self, "The man 

whom we call the slave of appetite, the enlightened 

pleasure-hunter, the man who lives for his family, the 

artist, the enthusiast for humanity, are alike in this, 

that the desire which moves their action is itself de¬ 

termined not by the recurring image of a past pleasure 
2 

but by the conception of self." 

Since the self is "the punctum stans whose pres¬ 

ence to each passing pleasure renders it a constituent 

of a happiness which is to be permanently pursued”; and 

"the focus in which the influences of that world which / 

only self-conscious reason would constitute the world 

of science, of art, of human society must be regatnered 

1 
Introduction to Hume. Part 1, p. ‘ôO'à, 

2 
prolegomena to jsthics. 115. 



in order to become personal interests which move the 
I 

actions of individuals’* it becomes imperative that 

the self be defined. Now Hume's analysis has, so Green 

believes, revealed the futility of the conception of 

the self as a tabula rasa written upon by experience. 

Hume shows that the self for Which empiricism can ac-. 

count is "a bundle of perceptions;" It is Just be¬ 

cause empiricism fails to account for the unity of 

the manifold and leaves experience a bundle, not a 

system, that Kant is led to the conclusions of the 

critique of Pure Reason, and Green assumes the spir¬ 

itual principle in nature. 

The fundamental principle of empiricism is this, 

there is nothing in thought that was not originally in 

sense. This principle is clearly enunciated by Locke. 

Loclce holds that nothing can be found in Knowledge that 

has not first been given in sensation. The mind is a 

blank tablet; it experiences sensations as distinct; ev 

en when given in combination they are separate. Green 

points out that it is only by equivocation that the rep 

1 
introduction to Hume. vol. 1. p. h04. 
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resentation of the mind as a tablet has "even appar¬ 

ent meaning* A metaphor interpreted as a fact becomes 
1 

the basis of his philosophical system*" 

Locke, however, assumes aDstract general ideas, 
« 

particularly the idea of substance* Berkeley snows that 

tnis assumption is not involved in Locke's principles* 

He wipes out the distinction between primary and second¬ 

ary qualities and banishes material substance* The world 

tnat we xnow is mental content* Berkeley finds that 

ideas of sensation are not dependent on the individual 

will, but follow a certain order* He, tnerefore, in¬ 

fers a world order and a world Mind as its source and 

basis* 

Hume embraces Locke's principles as to the 

origin of ideas. He applies and develops these prin¬ 

ciples so rigorously that he manages to reduce to sen¬ 

sation most of our ideas* He finds, however, no sen¬ 

sations'that account for the iaeas of tne permanent 

outer object, the permanent self, and of cause and 

effect* He employs the principle of association of 

ideas to explain how tnese ideas originate* for ex- 

1 
Introduction to Hume, part l. p* 11. 
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ample, the mina, having repeatedly observed phenomena 

occur in a certain order, comes to pass from an exper¬ 

ience to the one that usually occurs just after it* So 

does he reduce consequence to sequence* cause and ef¬ 

fect, the permanent self, the permanent outer object, 

are illusions. There remain separate sensations, sat 

if there is in knowledge only this atomism of sensation 

how have we valid laws of nature or valid speculative 

principle of any sort* To Green the logical result 

of Hume's principles is scepticism. 

This scepticism as to the possibility of know¬ 

ledge leads Green to conclude that "the philosophy based 

on the abstraction of feeling, in regard to morals no 

less than to nature, was with Hume played out, and ... 

the next step forward in speculation could only be an 

effort to re-think the process of nature and human act- 
1 

ion from its true beginning in thought*" It furnishes 

him also with the starting point of his own system* 

Since he regards post-Htimian naturalistic systems as 

anarchronisms, his first concern is with the "metaphy¬ 

sics of morals, ••• the proper foundation of every system 

1 
introduction to Hume, p, 371* 
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of ethics." 

Locke had laid down the principle, "good and 

evil ... are nothing but pleasure or pain, or that which 
2 

occasions or procures pleasure or pain to us." To this 

position Locke does not adhere in his ethical writings, 

which indeed manifest strangely enough a rationalistic 

bias. The hedonistic principle, however, is gradually 

disclosed as the logical consequent of an empiricist 

philosophy. With Hume this principle is combined with 

the moral sense view so as to yield what Green calls 
3 

the "most consistent theory oh the subject." The mor¬ 

al sentiment is the feeling of pleasure afforded by 

the mere survey of an act which tends to bring pleasure 

to the agent or to others, quite apart from any con¬ 

sequences it may have for the person contemplating it. 

A person who has felt the consequences of an act in 

the past tends to associate these consequences with 

it for all time, in every case in which he contem¬ 

plates the act he experiences pleasure or uneasiness 

1 
Prolegomena* ..2*, . » 

2 
Ibid 

ss> 
Ibid 

3. 



-9- 

as the consequences associated with it are pleasant or 

painful* We have the capacity to feel with others* so 

an act that would otherwise afford pleasure to the agent 

causes uneasiness due to the pain that it gives to anoth¬ 

er. 

By means of the doctrine of associated ideas 

the hedonist would explain that all moral sentiments 

are derived from susceptibility to the pleasures of 

animal life* . Acts first valued because they result in 

non-moral pleasure come through association to yield 

pleasure immediately; others avoided because they were 

the source of non-moral pain come, by the same means, 

to be an immediate source of remorse* 

The most obvious objection to this position 

is that love of virtue and loathing for vice show them¬ 

selves too early in life to be accounted for in any 

such way, if indeed any life is long enough to afforà 

opportunity for such a development of them as is sug¬ 

gested above. 

The application to ethics of the Darwinian 

theory of evolution tended to remove this objection* 
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The doctrine of hereditary transmission explains how the 

experience of the race with gradually accumulated varia¬ 

tions, is handed down for generations until "the human 

animal has come to exhibit the phenomena of the moral 
1 

life*" This view receives classic exposition in spen¬ 

cer's Date of Ethics. 

Green opposes this naturalistic ethics* If 

man and his conduct are the result of merely natural 

forces, the injunction to act iii accordance with these 

forces is unmeaning* He who consistently advocates the 

principles of naturalistic ethics will neither blame the 

man who is a failure nor praise the one who is success¬ 

ful, knowing that the success of the one and the failure 

of the other are alike the products of natural forces. 

in using the word 'ought' "we are at best making use of 
2 

a serviceable illusion." 

Knowledge is of relations, and relations ex¬ 

ist only for consciousness* phenomena are a system only 

by reference to a principle that makes a unity of the man¬ 

ifold. what is the nature of this unifying principle? 

1 
prolegomena 7. 

2 
prolegomena 8. 
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Clearly it is not itself a relation* Every phenomenon 

is a constituent of the world of experience. The pres¬ 

ence of phenomena to consciousness makes of experience 

a cosmos, m a certain sense, therefore, the mind makes 

nature, it cannot, then, "be a part of nature. "A sing¬ 

le active self-conscious principle, by wnatever name 

it is called, is necessary to constitute such a world 

as the condition under which alone phenomena, _i.£. ap¬ 

pearances to consciousness, can be related to each oth- 
1 

er in a single universe•" 

An event in experience can be accounted for 

by referring it to another event, hut experience as a 

whole can be explained only by its presence to a sub¬ 

ject which is not a part of experience, similarly nat¬ 

ure implies as its condition the Eternal consciousness. 

Uf this Eternal consciousness every individual conscious¬ 

ness is a medium. The Eternal consciousness manifests 

itself in and through the animal organism; its actual¬ 

ity is our ideal. 

If we are to find anywhere in nature reality 

independent of consciousness we might expect to find it 

1 
prolegomena »8. 
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in sensation. But "Is sensation as unqualified by 

thought, an element in the consciousness which is 

necessary to there being such a thing as the world 
1 

of phenomena?" jj’or phenomena are facts related * 

in consciousness. There is no such thing as a sen¬ 

sation unrelated to thought in conscious experience. 

Mere sensation is a phrase representing an idea ar¬ 

rived at by a process of abstraction. A sensation, 

to be a sensation, must have sequence ana aegree. 

These relations imply a subject for which the sev¬ 

eral sensations, or modes of the same sensation, 

are "equally present and equally distinguishes from 
2 

itself." 

Hedonism denies this doctrine and bases 

itself upon the abstraction of feeling. The crit¬ 

erion by which it estimates the value of acts if 

their pleasurable consequences. The goal of moral 

striving is the greatest attainable pleasure. 

1 
prolegomena 45. 

2 
Ibid 46. 
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Chapter J i* 

"The creed which accepts as the foundation of mor¬ 

als, Utility, or the Greatest Happiness principle, holds 

that actions are right in proportion as they tend to 

promote happiness; wrong as they tend to promote the 

reverse of happiness* By happiness is intended please 

ure, and the absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and 
1 

the privation of pleasure*" utilitarianism identifies 

the good witn the desired, and rigntly, Green holds. 

But. what is actually desired? Hedonism holds that the 

object of desire is pleasure or ths ah g Ann n n-p pnin- 

All things that are desirable "are desirable either for 

the pleasure inherent in tneraseives, or as a means to 

the promotion of pleasure or the prevention of pain." 

Mill, in a famous passage in his chapter entitled 

"Of what sort of .proof is the principle of Utility sus¬ 

ceptible?" says "the only proof capable of being given 

that an object is visible,is that prople actually see 

it* The only proof that a sound is audible, is that 

1 
Utilitarianism p. 91. 

2 
Ibid. p. 91. 
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people hear It. in like manner, I aprehend the sole ev¬ 

idence that a thing is desirable is that people actually 
1 

desire it." 

passing, for the time, over the obvious substi¬ 

tution of a judgment of value for a judgment of fact, 

Green cnallenges the hedonistic description of the object 

of desire. Do people after all desire only that which 

is pleasant in itself or which promotes pleasure? 

The supposition that all desire is for pleasure 

appears plausible chiefly because people confuse the ob¬ 

ject of desire with the pleasure or relief from pain that 

is experienced when a desire is satisfied. The "ordinar- 
/ 

ily unselfish man" "mistakes the desire to satisfy him¬ 

self in the attainment of the objects for a desire to sat- 
2 

isfy himself with tne pleasure of attainment." po doubt 

there is a desire for the pleasure that accompanies attain¬ 

ment , and so pleasure forms a part of the whole of the ob¬ 

ject of desire along with the agent's other interests, let 

pleasure, however, take the place of these other interests 

and it destroys them, and with them its own possibility. 

1 
Utilitarianism p. 147. 

2 
prolegomena 224. 
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The good that we desire for ourselves may be a good 

that will produce pleasure in us but the good desired 

is not pleasure. 

Moreover, it is frequently the case tnat the 

good in which a man seeks satisfaction yields a vast 

amount of pain. The self-satisfaction that he seexs 

could not be gained by any amount of pleasure whatso¬ 

ever. The choicest of men have sought satisfaction 

in some form of self-sacrifice, it is true that in 

so far as each was conscious of having attained the 

aim for which he was sacrificing himself he found 

satisfaction, and with it pleasure. As Aristotle 

"Thus the rule that the exercise of virtue is pleas¬ 

ant does not hold of all the virtues, except in so 

far as the end is attained." But supposing the end 

to be attained, and its ensuing pleasure, "only the 

exigencies of a theory could suggest the notion that 

as so much pleasure, it could maxe up for the pleas¬ 

ures forgone and the pains endured in the life through 
1 

which it has been reached." TO say that the life 

Socrates led, because it was the only life that 

1 
prolegomena 160 
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could have yielded him satisfaction, was therefore 

tne life of greatest pleasure, is surely to misuse 

language, fo call David Livingstone's life a life 

of tne pursuit of pleasure would nardiy call up, to 

one who.had never heard or read his life's story, 

any picture of that life of struggle against the 

slave trade, superstition, exploitation of natives, 

misunderstanding at home, wounds, illness, and the 

jungle. And yet it was a good life, a life in which 

Livingstone found satisfaction and set others on 

the way to realizing more fully the potentialities 

of their lives, so of Garibaldi, Tolstoy, Lincoln. 

Even in a case wnere a man seeks to satisfy 

himself with pleasure, it can never be the pleasure 

ox self-satisfaction that he seeks. He has first his 

ideas oi pleasure. He may then seek self-satisfact¬ 

ion in the enjoyment of these pleasures. The pleas¬ 

ure of self-satisfaction cannot be felt except one 

desire some object the attainment of which will bring 

this satisfaction. 

Green points out that this is exactly the 

point wnich Butler maxes against the philosophers of 
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the ’’selfish senool," who represented benevolence as 

ultimately a desire for some pleasure to oneself.But- 

ler shows that this is ’’the same mistake as to reckon 

hunger a desire for the pleasure of eating. The ap¬ 

petite of hunger must precede and condition the pleas¬ 

ure which consists in its satisfaction. It cannot 
1 

tnerefore have that pleasure for its exciting object." 

Every desire "terminates upon its object."• A fish¬ 

erman fishes for fish. His desire is relative to tak¬ 

ing them and does not extend to the pleasure that he 

will have in the catch. To use Green's own example, 

Othello's ruin, not any pleasure of envy gratified, 

is the object lago desires, and feels necessary for 

his satisfaction. It is true, as was intimated be¬ 

fore, that our desire for an object may be augmented 

by desire for the pleasure we expect to experience 

in attaining the object, put the pleasure that ac¬ 

companies the attainment of the object cannot be en¬ 

joyed if interest in the object itself is lost. 

While the distinction between the inter¬ 

ests we have in an object and our interests in the 

1 
prolegomena 161. 
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pleasure that Its attainment brings seems to be so ob¬ 

vious that Green is justified in the fear that he may 

seem presumptuous in charging "clear-headed moralists" 

with failing to see it» the hedonist is at no loss to 

discover cases in actual conduct in which the object 

of desire is confused in the same way with the pleas¬ 

ure attending its satisfaction* An epicure seeks pleas¬ 

ure in eating and may become hungry just to enjoy a 

feast* True, pleasure cannot be felt where interest 

in the object the attainment of which brings satisfact¬ 

ion, is absent, but the desire for the object may be 

deliberately stimulated that the pleasure may be more 

keen* The voluptuary of Green*s illustration "must 

have his ideas of pleasure unconnected with self-sat¬ 

isfaction, before he seeks satisfaction in the real- 
1 

ization of those ideas." But what pleasure does he 

contemplate "unconnected with self-satisfaction?" 

Where is the pleasure anywhere unconnected with self- 

satisfaction? It is nearer the full statement of the 

case to say, as paulsen does," Only the blase/ and worn- 

out idler first experiences a desire for pleasure and 

1 
prolegomena 160. 
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then looks about him for some means of procuring it.” 

And yet Paulsen’s statement goes beyond tne case, 

people are continually maKing pleasure the object 

and making the satisfaction of the desire for some 

object the means to pleasure. i'he confusion as to . 

the proper place of pleasure did not originate with 

the hedonists, she strength of Green's distinction 

lies in this; a man can be satisfied apart from pleas 

ure, ne cannot have pleasure apart from satisfaction. 

The blanket of pleasure is not wide enough to cover 

all that satisfies a man. More than this, since 

to seek pleasure is to seeM that which does not sat¬ 

isfy all of a man it is an illusory way to seek sat¬ 

isfaction. Hence the truth of the common remark 

which Green quotes "the right way to get pleasure is 

not to seek it.” The real confusion which is in 

men's minds as to the relation of pleasure to the 

good seems to the hedonist the normal attitude. 

The attitude is not normal but is none the less 

real. 

1 
Paulsen. System of Ethics, p. 254. 



20- 

For the older utilitarians pleasure could only 

he valued in terms of quantity. Bentham gives the 

clearest statement of this position. For him pleas¬ 

ures can he measured as to their intensity, duration, 

certainty and uncertainty, fecundity and purity, pro¬ 

pinquity, and extent. "Quantity of pleasure being 

equal, pushpin is as good as poetry." There is, so 

older utilitarianism holds, no qualitative differ- 

ence of pleasures. Green qtiite agrees with j.S. Mill 

that "pleasures admit of distinction of quality. " no 

• v 
one^pretends that the pleasures of the sort are not 

really different from those of the man of refined 
1 

taste." . Mill’s forceful statement"it is better to 

be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; 

better socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied" 

is'quite true, what is denied is that, "it is quite 

compatible with the principle of utility to recog¬ 

nize the fact, that some Kinds of pleasure are more 
2 

desirable and more valuable than others." "The 

question is, in what sense, upon the principle that 

pleasure is the ultimate good by relation to which 

all other good is to be tested, these differences 

1 
prolegomena p. 163. 

2 
Utilitarianism p. 97. 
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of kind between pleasures may be taken to constitute 

any difference of degree of their goodness or desir- 
1 

ability* " 

Mill's defence of his variation from earl¬ 

ier utilitarian doctrine rests on the fact that of two 

pleasures, if there be one to which, "all or almost 

all who have had experience of both give a decided 

preference that is the most desirable pleas¬ 

ure. " The assumption that there are persons who 

have had experience, if by" experienced we mean ade¬ 

quate experience, of both higher and lower pleasures 

is certainly a mistaken one. He further argues, in 

a most significant passage that pleasures are better 

that employ the higher faculties, "pew human creat¬ 

ures would consent to be cnanged into any of the low¬ 

er animals, for a promise of the fullest allowance 

of a beast's pleasures; no intelligent human being 

would consent to be a fool, no instructed person 

would be an ignoramous, no person of feeling and 

conscious would be selfish and base, even though 

1 
prolegomena 163. 
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they should be persuaded that the fool, the dunce, or 

tne rascal is better satisfied with his lot than they 

are with theirs# They would not resign what they pos¬ 

ses more than he, for the most complete satisfaction 

of all the desires which they have in common with him# 

 #A being of higher faculties requires more 

to make him happy, is capable probably of more acute 

suffering, and is certainly accessible to it at more 

points, than one of an inferior type; but in spite 

of these liabilities, he can never really wish to 

sink into what he feels to be a lower grade of ex¬ 

istence# We may give what explanation we please of 

this unwillingness But its most appropriate 

appellation is a sense of dignity, which all human 

beings possess in one form or other, and in some, 

though by no means in exact, proportion to their 

higher faculties, and which is so essential a part 

of the happiness of those in whom it is strong, that 

nothing which conflicts with it could be, otherwise 
1 

tnan momentarily, an object of desire to them#" 

1 
Utilitarianism 94# 



mow without any doubt people do approve 

the manner of existence which employs the higher 

faculties. That is to say that we regard a life 

of one type as better in itself than a life of 

another. We regard the attainment of one sort 

of character as the end with relation, to which 

value is to be measured. The utilitarian is not 

entitled to argue from the worth of a man, pur¬ 

suing a pleasure that the pleasure is "higher", 

but only from the amount of pleasure to the worth 

of the man who produces it# 

Again, has Mill's appeal to the choice 

of those who have experience of both "lower" and 

"higher" pleasures any concrete meaning? Socrates 

would not choose to be Alcibiades, neither would 

Alcibiades choose to be Socrates, wo have drunk¬ 

ards and libertines; conclusive proof that there 

are those who prefer animal pleasures to others# 

If hy "experience of both", is meant adequate ex¬ 

perience of both, such experience has never fal¬ 

len to the lot of any man, TO enjoy the pleast- 

ures of a Socrates one must be a socrates# To 
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find the same intensity of enjoyment in any course 

of action as another one must be like that other* 

Hedonism, because based on the abstraction of feel¬ 

ing from thought, fails to recognize this, pleas¬ 

ure, by itself, seems to be the object of desire, 

and so is estimated quite apart from the individual 

enjoying it. But if pleasures be estimated apart 

from their subjects where is the qualitative dif¬ 

ference? in insisting that pleasures be qualitative¬ 

ly estimated, Mill has really abandoned the hedonis¬ 

tic criterion. 

The Utilitarian may, of course, argue that 

pursuits employing the "higher’’faculties" yield a great 

er amount of pleasure than those pursuits that employ 

only the lower. But suppose a man who xnow something 

of animal pleasures and of moral and intellectual ef¬ 

fort does prefer the latter, it would only prove that 

for that particular man the pleasures of moral and in¬ 

tellectual effort outweigh any other pleasure" of which 

his nature is capable." The fact that he is acquainted 

with animal pleasures does not argue that they afford 

him the same intense and unmixed pleasure that they do 
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a man who makes them his principal pursuit. Does 

A find his most intense pleasure in social service, 

does B find his in intellectual effort, while the 

most intense pleasure of which o is capable is found 

in the satisfaction of animal appetite? por C to 

give up the satisfaction of animal appetite in order . 

to serve his fellow men may be right; but it cannot 

be shown to be rignt on the basis of the theory that 

pleasure is the ultimate good. The example of one 

man's preference has no weight as against the pref¬ 

erence of some one else, unless we have some standard 

other than that which is relative to pleasure. The 

hedonist would, without doubt, say that the demand 

that a man surrender his private pleasure in tne in¬ 

terest of the public pleasure is made in order that 

the sum of pleasure be increased. With Green's ex¬ 

amination of the term "sum of pleasure", and his dec¬ 

laration that for nuiversalistic hedonism, the pre¬ 

sumption is always against tne sacrifice of a present 

pleasure, we shall be concerned later. First he chal¬ 

lenges directly the supposition that the stronger dssire 
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is for the greater pleasure. The supposition arises, 

he is convinced, because of the cnnfusion, already 

noted, between the object of desire and the pleasure 

or cessation of pain aeeompaning the satisfaction of 

desire. This confusion is apparent wnen Mill assigns 

as a motive of the unwillingness of a man capable of 

the highest enjoyment to accept any amount of the 

pleasure of the fool, the knave, or of the lower an¬ 

imals, the "sense of dignity wnien all human beings 

possess." Mill thinks that the sense of dignity Is 

an "essential part of those in whom it is strong." 

Ho desire, as such, is pleasant, being rather pain¬ 

ful so long as it is unsatisfied, so this "sense 

of dignity" which is a part of happiness, cannot be- 

described as a desire for pleasure. Green suggests 

tnat it may be an emotion, distinct from desire,and 

pleasurable. This pleasant emotion accompanies the' 

activity of the higher faculties, in that case the 

strict Benthamite would reckon it a pleasure, in 

no sense qualitatively different from others, and 

to be valued simply in terms of amount. But it is 
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not a plausible account of a man's motives wnen he re¬ 

fuses to he selfish, or base, or a fool, to say that 

he is actuated by the aesire of experiencing the pleas¬ 

urable feeling accompanying the consciousness of his 
1 

own superiority. What one does desire is to he worthy. 

This confusion concealed from Mill the real ground of 

his insistence that pleasure is qualitatively tested. 

The real ground is this, not all desire is for pleasure. 

There is a real abandonment of hedonistic principles. 

Mill does not recognize this fact ana so does not appre¬ 

ciate the need of finding a new standard. 

This same confusion always attends Mill's at¬ 

tempt to prove that pleasure is the invariable object 

of desire. "To think of an object as desirable and to 
2 

think of it as pleasant are one and the same thing'.'? 

In what sense desirable? If by desirable Mill means 

"desired", the statement is true. If it means "what 

ought to be desired", it is not true. There is a real 

conflict between duty and inclinâtinn,as any adequate 

examination of consciousness will show. 

1 
prolegomena 166-167. 

2 
Utilitarianism p. 157. 
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The statement "Desiring a tiling and finding it 
1 

pleasant are two parts of tne same phenomenon," is 

true only if a distinct separation is made between the 

parts, and "finding it pleasant" is taken to mean "find¬ 

ing its attainment pleasant." To find a thing pleas¬ 

ant' is no part of desire, for, as we have seen, unsat¬ 

isfied desire is not pleasant. This statement of Mill's 

exhibits the relation in which these two phases of con¬ 

sciousness stand to each other. The anticipation of 

pleasure in the satisfaction of desire arises out of the 

desire for an object which is not pleasure at all. 

in spite of his declaration that pleasure is 

the only thing that can be desired as an end, Mill goes 

on to say that Utilitarianism "maintains not only that 

virtue is to be desired but that it is to be desired dis- 
v 

interestedly for itself." Virtue is a good in itself, 

without looking to any end beyond it; ... A thing desir- 
3 

able in itself." That the mind does so desire virtue, 

waiving the ambiguity of the term virtue used in contra- 

1 
Utilitarianism p. 156. 

2 
prolegomena 168. 

3 
Utilitarianism p.150. 



-29- 

distinction from pleasure wnicn Has been defined as 

good, no careful analyst of Human behavior is lively 

to deny. "But such desire for virtue is, clearly, 

not determined by any antecedent imagination of pleas¬ 

ure. it is, of course, open to any one to argue that 

wnat is called desire for virtue, is really desire for 

pleasures tnat are to be obtained in a certain way; 

but in that case virtue is not an ultimate object of 
1 

desire, the desire for it is not disinterested." 

Let us remember in this connection that Green has 

disposed of the doctrine of associated ideas as a 

theory giving an account of the natural history of 

morals• 

Green is less fortunate in his treatment 

of Mill's admission that money, power, and fame" once 

desired as an instrument for the attainment of Hap- 

piness;", have come to be sought as ends in themselves." 

He declares that "questions as to the history of any 

desire do not affect its present relation to its ob¬ 

ject. If money, fame, and power are desired not as 

1 
prolegomena 169. 



means to pleasure, but for their own sa£es - and this 

Mill admits - than there are aesires, wnatever their 

history, which are not aesires for pleasures, however 

essential their gratification may be to the happiness 
1 

of those wno so desire*" But is the history of a de¬ 

sire, of so little importance? Mill chose his examples, 

money, fame, and power, well* If Mill is right in re¬ 

garding these things as desired by themselves only be¬ 

cause they were first desired as means to pleasure he 

is wrong in calling them ends in themselves* His main 

position, pleasure is the good by which things are val¬ 

ued, is not affected* Although the fact that the de¬ 

sire for money, fame, and power is derived from a de¬ 

sire for some oxher object throws little light upon 

the nature of the common good, a study of how they act¬ 

ually are derived might prove a much more fruitful 

subject of inquiry. A natural history of the desire 

for money might show that it had its roots in the pres¬ 

entation of the self as exercising rule, or learning, 

or perpetuating a family, or secured against humilia¬ 

tion* in any case it3 natural history would show that 

1 
prolegomena 169* 
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in every desire the self is striving toward its own 

realization* 

The quest of moral activity is the satis¬ 

faction of self* Every reflection on desires implies, 

not only the several objects desired, hut a subject 

of these desires, which distingulsnes itself from 

tnem. ' "Such an idea is implied in the most element¬ 

ary moral Judgments Por an agent merely capable 

of seeking the satisfaction of successive desires, 

without the capacity for conceiving a satisfaction 

of himself as other than the satisfaction of any par¬ 

ticular desire, and in consequence without capacity 

for conceiving anything as good permanently or on 

the whole, there could be no possibility of Judging 
1 

that hny desire should or should not be gratified." 

That one desire be preferred to another it is neces¬ 

sary that they be considered with reference to some 

good other than the pleasure that accompanies their 

satisfaction. That which a man regards as good he 

regards as good for him on the whole. This holds 

1 
prolegomena 220. 
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good whether we judge acts by the motives that prompt 

them or by their effects, unless a man could thus dis¬ 

tinguish between his desires, that some should be grat¬ 

ified while others should not, moral distinctions would 

be unmeaning to him, satisfaction of particular de¬ 

sires must be valued by comparison with some superior 

standard. 

Can this standard by which satisfaction of 

particular desires and particular pleasures ensuing 

upon such satisfaction be the sum of them? is the 

greatest possible sum of pleasures the object of eth- 

ical striving? If the good be such a sum of pleasures 

\ how is it constituted? The idea of a sum of pleasures 

would seem to be formed as follows, supposing (Incor¬ 

rectly, as has been shown) that the only thing one can 

desire is some imagined pleasure, we infer that the 
K 

greatest good for any one individual must be the great¬ 

est quantity of pleasure possible for him, and that 

the greatest good of which the idea'can affect him 

must be the greatest sum of pleasures that he can im- 
1 

agine." Green challenges the statement that a great- 

1 
Prolegomena 221. 



est sum of imaginable pleasures is most desired as 

not following from the supposition that every de¬ 

sire has for its object some imagined pleasure* 

•i'he term "the greatest pleasure"4 can mean no more 

than the most intense particular pleasure tnat can 

be remembered or imagined* Pleasures do not admit 

of oeing accumulated in enjoyment* Feelings are 

ephemeral. Let a man have a certain pleasant ex¬ 

perience a thousand times; the thousandth time it 

is still a particular pleasure, all the others are 

over before it can be enjoyed. True, one can think 

of the thousand pleasures as a sum, but that is a 

very different thing from enjoying or experiencing 

them as a sum. Green does not deny that a man may 

desire a contemplated series of pleasures; he de¬ 

nies merely tne notion that desire is excited by some 

feeling of a sum of pleasures, ’«/hen a man desires 

a senes of pleasures, what are the constituents of 

the object of desire? invariably he thinks of him¬ 

self as satisfied, TO desire a series of pleasures 

a man must thinx of himself as thô subject of sue- 
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cessive desires. The question that he must ask in 

every case is "Will this course of action satisfy me?" 

This distinction is implied in every choice 

between pleasures, one seeks to know in every case 

what is good on the whole, in contrast to what seems 

to offer the most intense momentary pleasure.. The 

question at once arises, can pleasure offer this per¬ 

manent satisfaction? particular pleasures are nest¬ 

ing, each one brings its own enjoyment for the time 

and there is none at the end. can this be the good 

on the whole, the permanent good, which we seek? is 

not this theory, simply an attempt to render plaus¬ 

ible the supposition, due as we have seen to confus¬ 

ion, that all desire is for pleasure? 

But what of the idea that the happiness of 

others, happiness being conceived as pleasure, is the 

greatest good? A desire for the good of others can¬ 

not be reduced to desire for pleasure to oneself. 

Hobbes attempted to account for the pleasure exper¬ 

ienced in seeing another»s good fortune by the pleas¬ 

ure afforded to us by the exercise of power, but, as 



sutler shows, one feels this pleasure in cases where 

he himself is neither the benefactor or beneficiary. 

Here there can be no sense of the exercise of power, 

so desire for the good of others is not desire for 

pleasure at all. certainly the moral man does not 

desire the welfare of others for his own enjoyment. 

Mill and sidgwick recognized the truth of this, what¬ 

ever the nature of the good is it must be the same 

for all. AS oreen says; "the distinction of good 

for self and good for others has never entered into 

that idea of a true good on which moral judgments 
1 

are founded." This distinction can be established. 

But, can a consistent pleasure-pain ethics maintain 

this distinction? 

The distinction between benevolence and 

"reasonable self-love" however, is one which those 

who claim that all desire is for pleasure must adopt, 

for all pleasures are individual. Afs enjoyment of 

a pleasure, and B*S enjoyment of A's enjoyment are 

two distinct things. Therefore my good is distinct 

1 
prolegomena 232. 



from my neighbor's good. There are two ways of 

escape from this position; to return to the thor¬ 

ough-going eogism of Hoboes or to abandon hedonism, 

ahaftesbury*s statement that "If eating and drink¬ 

ing are natural herding is too," , requires no de¬ 

fense. Doubtless his description of human nature 

is more adequate than that of Hobbes. Recognizing 

that morality is a.social category, Green shows how 

and why the satisfaction of oneself can be attained 

in society and only m society. 

It has been shown that pleasures are ephem¬ 

eral and cannot be enjoyed as a sum. How then, can 

they be thought of as enjoyed m series? Only by 

thinking of them as present to a self-conscious sub¬ 

ject and thus as identical throughout change. 

But, it may be contended, the self also 

is ephemeral, no permanence attaches to it. it, 

therefore becomes necessary to consiuer the nature 

of the self. Green holds that "At a stage of intel¬ 

lectual development when any theories of immortality 

would be unmeaning to them, men have already, in 

the thought of a society of which the life is their 
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own life but which survives them, a medium in which 

they carry themselves forward beyond the limits of 
1 

animal existence." Green holds that this identi¬ 

fication of the self with society grows up through 

interest in the family, which has the requisite per¬ 

manence to furnish the idea of something good on the 

whole. 

Green is, without question, right in say¬ 

ing "in the earliest stages of human consciousness in 

Which the idea of a time or permanent good could lead 

anyone to call in question the good of an immediate 

attractive pleasure, it (i.e. The true good) was al- 
2 

ready the idea of a social good ." But does he trace 

rightly the genesis of the idea? can a savage, incap- 
f 

able because of his low intaLligence of holding any 

theory of immortality, think: of his life as being pro¬ 

jected into the future through his survival in a so¬ 

ciety which he helps to shape by the influence of his 

deeds? This idea is characteristic of only very ad¬ 

vanced stages of intellectual development. A child 

1 
prolegomena 231. 

2 
Prolegomena 232. 
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sings innocently "We shall meet beyond the river", with¬ 

out perceiving all the meaning of the line or the diffi¬ 

culties involved in it. 

The modern thinfcer can entertain the thought 

of the eternity of the deed because he has grasped the 

ideas of the unity of history and the unity of nature. 

That' one may continue to live in the same way in which 

he now lives seems to present no difficulty to the mind 

of the primitive man. in another country he eats, arin£s, 

hunts, fishes, marries, holds captives, just as here. 

It is the thought of death, not of life, that is not 

defined. Indeed, it is supposed by competent scholars 

that for the primitive mind all is alive, and they be¬ 

lieve that animism is the moat characteristic article 

of primitive faith. That a man may survive the loss 

of what is .essentially an animal life is an idea that 

only a much more thoughtful mind can grasp. Even the 

young person of more than average intelligence gives 

much less heed,-for the most part, to the doctrine 

of the eternity of the deed than its certainty and 

importance warrant. 

However, three alternatives suggest themselves, 

any one of v/hich will account for the feeling of perma¬ 

nence ana not one of which is open to the objection offered 
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against ureen's position. The "On the whole charact- 

er" of a life does not necessarily depend on its dur¬ 

ation, Again, an ordinary lifetime.is sufficient to 

give this feeling of permanence, or, one nay base 

it on the belief in personal immortality, a belief 

widespread among primitive people. 

The self tis, none the less, over-moivict¬ 

ual. The primitive man is son, brother, father, and 

friend, m other words his self is not by itself, it 

is constituted by its relations. A man's conduct to¬ 

ward himself is not separable from his conduct toward 

others. At how early a stage a man finds that in serv¬ 

ing the group he is serving his own interests no one 

can say. so that, quite a part from the genesis of 

a man's idea of himself as permanent it remains that 

"the distinction commonly supposed to exist between 

considerate benevolence and reasonable self-love .... 
1 

is a fiction of the philosophers." 

A man may,, of course, sustain the thoxxght 

of his own permanence by recognizing that as he identi¬ 

fies himself with the "continuous being of a family or 

1 
Prolegomena %k>2. 



-40 

a nation or a church" he is perpetuating his own liie. 

AscertainaDle facts ao not indicate that this is the 

only way in wnich man sustains this idea; nor does tne 

study of primitive belief justify us in believing that 

it is the way in whiuh men first nela tne idea# 

If a succession of pleasures for ourselves, 

or for others does not form the ground of our desires 

for well-being, upon what does desire terminate? Green 

answers, upon "an abiding satisfaction of an abiding 

self# in seeking to satisfy themselves men seek the sat 

isfaction of interests that are not for pleasures," ’but 

.which may be described most generally as interests in 

the development of our faculties, and in like develop¬ 

ment of those for whom we care# 

CHAPTER III* . 

"The chief theory of conduct which in modern 

Europe has afforded the conscientious citizen a vantage- 

ground for judging the competing claims on his obedience 

and enabled him to substitute a critical and intelligent 

for a blind and unquestioning conformity, has no doubt 

been the utilitarian    whatever the errors arising 

from its Hedonistic psychology, no other theory has been 
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available for the social or political reformer, 

combining so much truth with such ready appli- 
1 

cability," If this, and similar passages, in¬ 

dicated merely Green*s generous attitude toward 

an opponent they would scarcely be relevant to 

a serious discussion of his theory, however in¬ 

teresting they may be as side-lights on his char¬ 

acter, They are of very considerable importance, 

however, since they do help to define Green*s 

actual ethical position, 

They indicate that, in common with the 

Utilitarians, Green favored criticism of exist¬ 

ing social and political institutions in the in¬ 

terest of reform, HQ finds himsel| in accord with 

their principles as to the purpose of ethical theory, 

but he shows that their methods cannot accomplish 

that purpose. 

The "persons having a private interest 

in a law or custom" are the opponents of Green no 

less than of the utilitarians. Green criticizes 

ethical hedonism by applying its method to the very 

1 * 

prolegomena 329. 
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problems with which it was designed to deal. Green 

would show that in this application the method proves 

inadequate. 

in recognizing that utilitarianism, affords 

a broadér point of view from which to answer the ques¬ 

tion "Who, then, is my neighbor?" Green rightly points 

out that a vital function of ethical theory is to re¬ 

move the obstacles in the way of the highest living, 

"Which in the name of principle and authority have of- 
1 

ten been maintained." The practical value of util¬ 

itarianism has lain in its insistence on the fact of 

the equal title of all men to the good, ho matter what 

that good may beg'' «We may give utilitarianism, there¬ 

fore, full credit for the work that it has done in 

rationalizing the order of social and political life, 

while holding at the same time that its hedonistic 

interpretation of well-being, if logically carried 

out, would deprive it of any practical influence for 

good. And That, as this interpretation in a spec¬ 

ulative age comes to be more dwelt upon by the indi- 

1 
prolegomena 332* 
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vidual, It may itself induce practical evils, from 

which deliverance must be sought in a truer analy- 
1 

sis of the ultimate good for man." 

in this age when with the breaking of the 

hold of old sanctions people are seeking theoretical 

guidance for individual conduct, and believe them¬ 

selves influenced by theories, the availability of a 

theory to give specific guidance comes to be important. 

But hedonism is incapable of doing the very thing that 

it is supposed to do; furnish a man with guidance which 

mere conformity to usage and to what is required of 
2 

his station cannot give him. 

True, theoretical hedonism is not open to 

the charge, made against it by a certain Class of 

its apponents, of rendering people vicious. But It 

does paralyze moral effort, because of "its intrin¬ 

sic unavailability for supplying motive or guidance 
3 

to a man who wishes to make his life better." With- 

prolegomena 
i 

333 
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Ibid 338 
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out doubt, in the case of such duties as are recog¬ 

nized by public opinion, their breach is attended 

by no little pain* This pain is rendered more in¬ 

tense by fear and shame* certainly the avoidance 

of pain and the enjoyment of pleasure form a part 

of the object of desire* aut these are not the cases 

where the support and guidance of a theory are needed* 

A man wishes to satisfy himself, let us say, that 

he is Justified in spending his time in gratifying 

his taste for music or literature ; in accepting a 

challenge to a duel, as is expected of him by his 

class, in racing horses; in refraining from moder¬ 

ate drinicing; ot in departing in some way from ac¬ 

cepted rules of conduct; how is he to decide the 

morality of his action? 

in the case of a man who is challenged 

to a duel, the society in which he finds himself 

considering duelling the only honorable way of set¬ 

tling personal difficulties, the possible pains 

may present themselves in imagination as follows; 

Let the duel be fought and there is the certainty 
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of wounds or death Tor one or both of the principals 

with consequent grief, privation, and suffering for 

their near relatives, on the other hand, is the men 

tal anguish of a man who is branded a coward less 

acute? will one's relatives suffer more intensely 

if the object of their affection loses his life in 

a manner approved by the standards that they have 

long revered, than if he preserve it at the cost of 

the desertion of those principles? Might not the 

opposition to the code generally accepted by his 

associates endanger his career and the financial 

prospects of his family more than the risJc incurred 

in the duel? indeed it would be hard to imagine 

misery more intense than the mental anguish felt 

by a Prussian officer of a generation ago, or an 

American or .English gentleman of less than a cen¬ 

tury ago who had repudiated the code and declined 

a duel. The readily available reply that in the 

aggregate more pain would be avoided than incurred, 

so that the individual might well sacrifice his 

own pleasure, is one requiring further treatment. 
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in the case of a conflict between present in¬ 

clination and the sense of duty, the issue is com¬ 

plicated by this consideration: is it possible that 

the pleasure enjoyed at any time by a man might be 

greater than it actually is; circumstances remaining 

the same*? The proof of utilitarianism, as formulated 

by its authors, rests upon the assertion that if we 

examine human behavior we find that every one acts 

from what is, at the time, his greatest desire or 

aversion, what one always desires is the strongest 

imagined pleasure, and one's most powerful aversion 

is for the greatest imagined pain, MOW ohe may ques-t 

tion whether any moral conflict is possible on such 

a basis, since good conduct is conduct that secures 

the greatest aggregate of pleasure it is hard to see 

how the individual can secure this good for himself 

by denying his strongest desire of the time. One 

may, of course, be capable, at some future time, of 

some other and more intense pleasure, but for the 

present he is not. now, then, could one secure more 

pleasure, or avoid more pain, than by yielding to 
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present desire? 

Perhaps if we could measure every pleasure 

and every pain a vicious life'would yield, such a 

life might be found to hold less of pleasure and 

more of pain than a life lived otherwise. This 

does not mean, however, that in any particular in¬ 

stance (a man's past and all the circumstances be¬ 

ing wnat tney are), the greatest enjoyment of pleas¬ 

ure would he achieved by suppressing a desire for 

some pleasure, admittedly 'vicious* in the interest 

of some 'higher' activity. But the man whose conduct 

is guided oy hedonistic principles is obliged on 

each occasion to act so as to secure the greatest 

amount of pleasure and to avoid the greatest amount 

of pain. 

Where two men are similarly circumstanced, 

both healthy and young, one may safely say that a 

life of a certain sort will yield much the same pleas¬ 

ure and pain to both. But what of a man affected 

by a disease that will kill him in a very short time? 

How can he secure any great amount of pleasure save 
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seeding to attain the maximum of those pleasures 

of which he is then capable? He haa no time to dev¬ 

elop enjoyment of intellectual effort or Joy in the 

beauty of holiness. How ask such a man to forego 

the only pleasures of which he will ever be capable, 

in the interests of pleasure? 

It was the custom in Greece, during a cer¬ 

tain period, to furnish to prisoners condemned to 

death opportunity for the most unbridled indulgence 

of animal passion during the last hours of their 

lives, mo the modern this seems revolting, on the 

other hand the last hours of Socrates, chronicled 

in the phaedo, compel our ungrudging admiration. 

By what right do we pronounce the last hours of 

Socrates as having been spent worthily in-contradis¬ 

tinction from those of the condemned man of animal 

tastes? Each, we may safely say, spent his last 

hours in such a way as to yield him, then, the great¬ 

est pleasure. 

Green, in his criticism of psychological 

hedonism, made the point that when you have proved 
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tüat a given course of action will yield the greatest 

amount of pleasure for a particular person, your proof 

applies only to that person. Demand of a man that he 

give up his most intense pleasure in the interest of 

an imagined greater pleasure and he is sure to raise 

the question, how can the sum of pleasure be increased 

in such a way, "He will have to face the question 

whether, upon the principles which have been generally 

tafcen as the foundation of philosophic utilitarianism, 

the supposition that it is possible for him to do any¬ 

thing else than follow his pleasure-seeding impulses 
1 

can be other than an illusion, " 

in a word, since pleasure is invariably par¬ 

ticular and individual, it does not afford a common 

standard by which the value of actions can be measured, 

vs/e have no means of measuring the intensity of the pleas¬ 

ures resulting from an act as enjoyed by one man, as 

against the intensity of pleasure produced in another 

man by an act, in all outward respects the same. As 

to the pains supposed to be incurred by an immoral man* ♦ 

1 
prolegomena 
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their intensity, even their incidence, depends on a 

number of circumstances, such as environment, health, 

wealth, and temperament* we have no right to claim 

that a man ought to strive to change his life, if 

such a change involves for him a loss of pleasure 

and an increase of pain, and to claim that we make 

these demands on him in the interest of the great¬ 

est sum of human pleasures* 

Green could scarcely substantiate his crit¬ 

icism of hedonism for failing to recognize "the nec¬ 

essity of taking the pleasure of all sentient beings 

into account." He says it is difficult to see how 

upon hedonistic principles that necessity can be ig¬ 

nored; for if the intrinsic value is to be sought in 

tne pleasure, as such, and not in the persons enjoy¬ 

ing it, then all pleasures alike, oy whatever beings 

enjoyed, must be considered m making up the main ac- 
1 

count. Green seems to win an easy victory by thus 

raising the question and dismissing it, but it is no 

1 
prolegomena Pb9. 
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real advantage. Hedonism undertakes to examine and 

report on human behavior with a view to directing 

human conduct, and so has no obligation to undertake 

the task, impossible at present, of dealing with the 

pleasures of sentient beings other than human. 

Most effectively does Green turn against 

utilitarianism this principle that it is every pleas¬ 

ure, and not every person, that has value in itself, 

Hraotically, the utilitarian unes nentham's formula * 

that in estimating actions,”every one shall count for 

one and for no more than one”, much the same as though 

It were the equivalent of want's categorical imper¬ 

ative; ”Act so as to treat humanity, whether in your 

own person, or in that of others, always as an end, 

never merely as a means." Mill cites the "golden rule of 

Jesus of Nazareth” as containing the "complete spirit 
1 

of the ethics of utility." uut how are pleasures 

equal in value save for persons "supposed equal in 
2 

degree?, Now to ascertain this equality of degree 

of pleasure between two men is practically impossible. 

1 
Utilitarianism p.HO. 

2 
.Ibid, 
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Men are susceptible to pleasures in very different 

degrees. So it is bard to see how hedonists could 

argue the title of the happiness of all men to equal 

consideration, under hedonism, si superior race or 

order could plead strong justification, not indeed 

for causing useless pain to the inferior, but for 

systematically postponing the inferiors demands 
1 

for happiness to its own. "instead of such a 

rule as that on which utilitarians have been among 

the forwardest to act - "We that are strong ought 

to bear the infirmities of the weaic, and not to 

please ourselves." we should be logically entitled 

at most to a counsel of prudence, advising much • 

circumspection on the part of the strong before he 

assumes that an addition to his pleasure, which in¬ 

volves a subtraction from the ple.asure of the weak, 

would neutralize the subtraction in the hedonistic 
2 

calculus." 

The hedonist would certainly reply that the 

difficulties alleged against the application of his 

1 
prolegomena 214. 

2 
Ibid . 214. 
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principles would disappear if the happiness of 

society in general were taken into account. But 

is this the case? will not the presumption al¬ 

ways be against the sacrifice of a present desire? 

The loss of pleasure involved in the sac¬ 

rifice of objects, in all external respects the 

sane, varies infinitely with different men. HOW' 

would it be possible to say that the loss of pleas¬ 

ure sustained by A would be outweighed by that 

gained by B, G, and D? A*s pleasure in the object 

that he is required to forego might be threefold 

the intensity of either B*S, C*S or D’s and so be 

equal or even greater than the aggregate sum for 

which it is sacrificed. How the theorist may hope 

that his sacrifice may restait in an increase of 

human enjoyment, but do his principles warrant a ' 

belief that "by any self-denial or reforming en- 
1 

orgy on his part the result can be affected." 

How is it possible for a man to desire some pleas¬ 

ure of which he has not had experience? The pleas- 

1 
prolegomena 345. 
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ure and pain that he has experienced will determine 

tne course of desire, for according to the statement 

of the proof of utilitarianism the object of desire 

is some pleasure, xnown by previous experience. A 

man has no alternative other than to let his own-incli¬ 

nation have its way. over the series of events that 

have gone before and which determine desire no control 

can be exercised, ana so the desire of the day cannot 

be other than it is. Therefore, "lio initiative by 
1   

the individual anywhere occurs.” if this be the 

logical issue of the theory of the hedonists'* it 

can scarcely fail to weaicen their initiative, in 
2 

good worxs." under the circumstances men are 

getting as much pleasure as is possible for them: 

the only way that the sum of pleasure can be al¬ 

tered is by changing its conditions, nature may 

effect such changes by mutation and heredity, but 

this does not imply that for any given individual 

tne greatest imagined pleasure could be other than 

1 
prole goraena ©45. 

2 
Ibid 046. 
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it is. But if a man can only follow inclination, 

then the term duty comes to be unmeaning, m that 

case it would be equally unmeaning to say that a 

man ought or ought not to follow inclination. 

Before examining Green's proof that hed¬ 

onism must logically derine duty as an act pleas¬ 

ing to others, whose pleasure may produce pleas¬ 

ure in the agent, - a position which he clains is 

essentially that of Thomas Hobbes, - it is neces¬ 

sary to ash: is not self-realization, or in fact 

any theory of the will save the theory which re¬ 

gards it as unmotivated in its activity, open to 

Green's charge against hedonism, that it leaves 

in the world no place for individual initiative? 

A will free in the sense of unmotivated 

is a meaningless idea, such a will cannot be re¬ 

garded as self-continuous, accountable m any real 

sense, capable of education ana development - in¬ 

deed it seems to lach the very attributes that we 

consider fundamental in the case of the concrete 

will of experience. 
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It is "by virtue of a consciousnèss of a self,- 

distinct from the succession of desires "which yields, 

in the most elementary form, the distinction- of wnat 

should he as distinct from that which is; of a world 

of practice as distinct from that world of experience 

of which the conception arises from the determination 
I 

hy the Ego of the receptive senses." The desired 

object exists only as the idea which one is trying 

to realize. "The food which I am said to want, the 

treasure on which I have set my heart are already 

in existence. But, strictly speaking, the objects 

which in these cases I present to myself as wanted, 

are the eating of the food, the acquisition of the 

treasure; and as long as I want them, these exist 

for me only as ideas which I am striving to realize, 

as something which I would might be, but which is 
2 

not." 

The determining cause of any moral action, 

then, is the idea of an end which a .self-conscious 

subject presents to itself and strives to realize. 

The character of idea presented, depends upon the 

1 
Prole gomena 86• 

2 
Ibid 
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sort of parson entertaining it, aepenas, in a word 

on tnat person's past. But tne admission of this 

dependence is merely an admission tnat tne past de¬ 

termines tne lines along which desire shall cnange. 

So that this theory of the motive, far from cutting 

off the possibility of desire, distinctly provides 

for it; recognizing that at every stop of moral pro¬ 

gress as the object of desire is realized it ceases 

to be desired. Desire must each day look beyond its 

object of yesterday. An ever changing self presents 

an ever., changing object of desire, so that self- 

realization is not open to the charge that it par¬ 

alyzes initiative. 

CHAPTER IV. 

Herbert spencer, whose theory commands no gen¬ 

eral assent whatever, holds that the sense of duty 

arises from the conflict of some present inclination 

with the apprenension of some punishment or shame. 

"For unquestionably the essential trait in the moral 

consciousness is the control of some feeling or feel- 
* 

ings by some other feelings or reelings. Among the 
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higher animals, we may see, distinctly enough, the 

conflict of feelings and the subjection of simpler 

to more compound; as when a dog is restrained from 

snatcning food by fear of the penalties which may 

come if he yields to his appetite. ... so it is ev¬ 

en with human beings when little developed mentally. 

... only as social evolution renders the life more 

complex, ... can there oome experiences numerous 

enough to make familiar the benefit of subordinating 
1 

the simpler feelings to the more complex ones.” An 

evil man fears penalties not only from living author¬ 

ity, but from the ghost of the dead king or chief 

as well, in time the idea of the ghost evolves in* 

to the idea of (jod and morality is enforced by re¬ 

ligious sanctions. 

in course of time, by hereditary transmis¬ 

sion and evolution, restraints that are properly 

moral arise. The true deterrent of a man who re¬ 

frains from murder is not any fear of the penalty 

inflicted by hpman or divine power, but by the pic¬ 

ture of the misery entailed upon others. 

1 
nate of jsthics 45. 
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Green finds this theory of moral obligation • 

"essentially the same as that of Hobbes, and which in 

Plato's time was represented by the dictum of certain 

sophists that 'Justice is the interest of the strong- 
, 1 

er*" A good man is a man whose greatest pleasure 

corresponds with the pleasure of the stronger* Ac¬ 

cording to this theory, "that which is morally best 

for an individual is not his greatest pleasure, but 

the greatest pleasure of those who can reward and pun- 
2 

ish him*" 

How Green points out that this theory does 

account for the conflict of duty and inclination, it 

evades the embarassment of explaining how a man who . 

chooses that which seems to him, for the time, to of¬ 

fer the greatest amount of pleasure, could miss a mor¬ 

al good. It is the most logical account'of the phe* 

nomena of morality' of which hedonism is capable* It 

avoids the difficulties in which a hedonistic calculus 

is involved* The simple rule is, that a man ought to 

1 
prolegomena ü47* 

2 
prolegomena M8* 
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follow the will of the stronger, who are the makers 

of morality* wow *the stronger' ultimately means the 

majority, so what a man ought to do is to strive for 

the greatest happiness of the greatest number, 

nevertheless, the fatalism which Green has 

found to be inherent in hedonistic principles is not 

removed, on this or any other account of moral obli¬ 

gation reducing ultimately to pleasure and pain, the 

fact that feeling is individual rules out initiative 

in moral questions, *j?hus, in a soliloquy a man ad¬ 

dicted to gambling debates the suggestion that the 
1 

practice is morally wrong, and ought to be given up, 

(1) , It is not very easy to show that the practice 

does actually produce more pleasure than pain, wo 

one can dictate to another what his pleasures shall 

be, AS bas been noted, the intensity of pleasures 

and pains varies tremendously with different people, 

(2) , If it can be shown that the practice does pro¬ 

cure more pain than pleasure it is likely that 

society will in time come to frown upon it; but how 

can one say that it ought? For to say that 'nature* 

1 
Prolegomena 350, 
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imposes this obligation is but to say that it pro¬ 

duces more pain than pleasure, a proposition already 

seen to be not easily susceptible of proof, (3) Fin¬ 

ally, where the practice conflicts neither with the 

laws of society nor with the inclination of the in¬ 

dividual, there would be no reason for an individual 

to deny himself the satisfaction found in it. 

How, as a matter of fact, reforms are in¬ 

variably undertaken at first by minorities, slavery, 

dueling, race-track gambling, the saloon, were first 

opposed by a few people who had all the voices of or¬ 

ganized society against them. They themselves did 

not regard their tasks as quests for pleasure. 

To be sure, the great utilitarians did not 

suffer from any lack of initiative in moral matters, 

but this does not mean that hedonism as a theory ex?j 

plains, or inspires any such initiative. These men 

were aflame with zeal for reform before they ever,, tried 

to justify their reforms by a theory. This zeal pre¬ 

vented tnem from ever questioning whether or not a 

man can be a reformer and at the same time a consis¬ 

tent hedonist, or whether he can explain his zeal for 
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re form in hedonistic terms. 

The Hedonistic theory of motives preclude 

the exercise of individual initiative in any course 

of action likely to increase the balance of pleas¬ 

ure over pain* Green accordingly turns to a "revis¬ 

ion of the Utilitarian theory which shall make it 

independent of the Hedonistic theory of motives, 

while retaining the account of a «summum Bonum' as 
1 

a maximum of possible pleasure." 

The question, what should I do for the bet¬ 

tering of life? can be asked because the possibility 

of initiating action does not depend on the imagina¬ 

tion of pleasure or pain. 

Green has in mind his great contemporary 

Henry Sidgwick. MOW if we are to think of the "Sttmmum 

Honum" as a maximum of possible pleasure, the first 

question is how are we to compute the possible surplus 

of pleasure over pain that one course will yield as 

compared with another. Sidgwick saw that, to do this, 

1 
Hr ole gome na 3t>8. 
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pleasures must differ only in degree, they pust he 

reducible to a common denominator in order to admit 

of addition* 

rejecting egoistic hedonism, sidgwick never¬ 

theless recognizes pleasure as the ultimate good. He 

repudiates once for all J.S* Mill's description of 

pleasures as differing in quality; holding thaf.the 

first and foremost assumption, involved not only in the 

empirical method of egoistic hedonism, hut in the very 

conception of 'Greatest Happiness* as an end of action, 

is the commensurability of pleasures and pains. By 

this. I mean that we must assume the pleasures sought 

and the pains shunned to have determinate quantitative 

relations to each other; for otherwise they cannot he 

conceived as possible elements of a total which we are 
1 

to seek to make as great as possible. " The dis¬ 

tinctions of quality that are believed to be felt may 

be admitted only so far as they can be resolved into 

distinctions of quantity. 

This he does by describing pleasure as a whole 

state of consciousness. A state of consciousness is 

1 
methods of isthies, Bk. II Chap. II I. 
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called a nleasure because it has a quality of pleas¬ 

antness* one pleasure can be compared to another 

in respect to this property of pleasantness* some 

pleasures bring pain with them even while they are 

enjoyed, or bring pain in their train; in Bentham's 

phase they are 'impure*• others are less pleasant 

than pleasures of a greater intensity of sensation* 

With these conditions in mind sidgwick says that 

if what we seek is pleasure the pleasure that is 

preferred will always be the most pleasant pleas- 
1 

ure* The only difference is a difference of de¬ 

gree. 

The 'Summum Bonum* is not to be identified 

with the desired, but with the desirable, what ought 
2   

to be desired. Desire is not excited by the im¬ 

agination of pleasure but by the ideal of 'universal 

Happiness* which is the ‘ultimate good. By 'Univer¬ 

sal Happiness' is meant "the greatest possible sur- 
3 

plus of pleasure over pain." 

1 
Methods of isthies, Bk. chap. Til. 2. 

2 
Methods of jfithics, Bk. i* Chap. IX 3. 

<3 

Ibid Bk.iv* chap. 1 2. 
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The greatest good of Sidgwick Includes the 
1 

happiness of all sentient beings* now this idea 

scarcely follows from psychological hedonism, which 

hases itself on a description of human consciousness* 

Ethical hedonism admits it because ethical hedonism 

is concerned with the moral ideal, not with the mo¬ 

tives of the moral agent* is ethical hedonism would 

attain its greatest good rationally, and not through 

a mere description of human consciousness, it may 

well take account of the happiness of beings other 

than human. 

Finding that a great majority of people cling 

to life, Sidgwick holds that they believe that life 

offers a balance of pleasure over pain. Assuming 

that the average surplus of nappiness remains undi¬ 

minished as the number of,people increases,"utilitar¬ 

ianism directs us to make the number enjoying it as 
2 

great as possible, " 

This brings him, of course, face to face 

with Green's position that a sum of pleasures is 

1 
Methods of Ethics Bk. IY. chap. I 2. 
2 
Ibid. 
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not to be accounted an object of desire. This par¬ 

ticular bit of Green’s criticism is directed against 

the idea that one can accumulate pleasures in enjoy¬ 

ment • At this moment of time no proceeding moment 

of time is present to me. similarly. Green believes, 

sensations are experienced one by one, they do not 

add. Green admits that a sum of pleasures can be 

conceived, sidgwick seems to think that Green’s 

reeognition”of a sum of pleasures as combined or 
1 

counted in thought,” is a concession to hedonism 
2 

as against his statement , "pleasant feelings are 
» 

not quantities that can be added." We should not¬ 

ice, however, that the so-called 'admission* is 

coupled with.a repetition of the statement wnich 

Sidgwick opposes, in order to show how psycholog¬ 

ical hedonism has profited by their confusion. 

Green would grant at once that pleasures do form 

a longer or shorter series just as hours do. what 

he urges is that a pleasure of yesterday 

1 
Prolegomena 221. 

2 
introduction to Htime Y. II 7. 

3 
Methods of Ethics, pk. Il, uhap. m. I. 
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is not experienced in a present sensation. Quite 

freely ne says, "The stun of pleasures admits of in¬ 

definite increase, with the continued existence of 
1 

sentient beings capable of pleasure. " 

The sum of pleasures is thus ever increas¬ 

ing, and a greatest sum* as an ultimate ideal ever 

recedes, so no course of action can ever bring men 

nearer it as an ideal. To approve a course of act¬ 

ion as good it must be deemed compatible with "some 
a 

ideal ... of the best state of existence." And 

since there is no sum of pleasures, what ideal does 

the utilitarian actually contemplate? Green believes 

that it is "a certain state of existence; a state 

in which all human beings or all beings of whose con¬ 

sciousness he supposes himself to be able to take ac¬ 

count, shall live as pleasantly as is possible for 

them without one gaining pleasure at the expense of 
3 

another." An action that is likely to contribute 

1 
prolegomena 35$. 

2 
Ibid 

3 
Ibid 360. 
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to this sort of existence is approved* The good con¬ 

sists in a sort of social life that is pleasant for 

all who share in it. "By increasing the stocfc of. en¬ 

joyments he means enabling more persons to live pleas- 
1 

antly, or with less interruption from pain*" 

This theory is true, as far as it goes; hut 

it is too indefinite to afford any guidance. The 

chief merit of psychological hedonism has been its 

clear and definite description of the good. Ho man 

expects to encounter any difficulty in describing 

wnat is pleasant, not so this demand that life be 

made pleasant. True, the realization of one*s full 

capacities affords pleasure. But pleasure is "equal¬ 

ly incidental to any unimpeded activity, to the ex¬ 

ercise of merely animal functions as well as to those 
2 

that are properly human •" 

The injunction to maxe life as pleasant as 

possible would direct us in the paths of recognized 

1 
Prolegomena 360. 

2 
Ibid 361. 
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virtue. But, the requirements of conventional mor¬ 

ality were first the conviction of the few who re¬ 

pudiated tne standards ox their own day. where did 

these rebels against convention fma their own guid¬ 

ance? certainly not in the injunction to make life 

pleasant, if this injunction be his only guide "The 

question whether it would conduce more to general 

pleasure that he should set up for being better than 

his neighbors, instead of swimming with the stream; 

that he should follow the severer path of duty , 

where his departure from it would be unknown or un- 

dondemned, and where it would save himself and those 

whom he loves from much suffering! that he should 

seek the highest beauty in art, the completest truth 

in Knowledge, rather than conform to popular taste 

and opinion, this is a question which he will find 

forever unanswerable; and, in presence of its un- 

answerability, the fact that his own pleasure will 

undoubtedly oe served by deciding it in the easier 

way is likely to have consideraole weight•" 1 

1 
prolegomena 363. 
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CHAPTER V. 

For Green tne constitution of tne object of de¬ 

sire is tne central problem of ethics* Let us now 

pass to his description of the desired object and 

the ethical ideal* His examination of desire and 

understanding reveals the fact that they are prim¬ 

itive possibilities having a common source in self- 

consciousness* They are inter-oependent• A desire 

is what it is because it is the desire of a subject 

which understands; and an act of intelligence is 

what it is because it is the* act of a subject which 

desires* in both understanding and desire there 

is tne consciousness of tne sell which presents to 

itself tne world that is not the self. The distinct¬ 

ive characteristic of this mode of consciousness is 

that in it the self and tne world are in a sense op¬ 

posed to each other, and there is effort to over- 
1 

come this opposition* 

Let a man desire to see Athens* Athens ex¬ 

ists quite inuepenaently of his desire to see it 

1 
prolegomena • loO* 
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but the experience of his seeing Athens aoes not 

exist "except in and for the consciousness of the 
1 

person desiring it.” The object is not yet 

real, ana tne effort of tüe desire is towards its 

realization. 

in Green’s own words, "such desire, then, 

implies on the part oi the desiring subject: (a) 

a distinction oi itself at once from its desire and 

the real world; (b) a consciousness that the condi¬ 

tions ox the real world are at present not in har¬ 

mony with it, the subject of a desire; (c) An ef¬ 

fort, however undeveloped or misdirected, so to ad¬ 

just the conditions of the real world as to procure 
2 

satisfaction of the desire.” 

in every desire speculative thought is 

brought into play; every exericse ox intellect in¬ 

volves also practical thought, in any intellect¬ 

ual work, as writing a book, there is a making real 

of what is ideal, an overcoming of the opposition 

between tne ideal ana the phenomenal, in any de- 

1 
prolegomena lal. 

2 
Ibid 132. 
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sire we find, that "The end itself is tne object of 
1 

understanding no less tnan of desire." Let a 

man desire the education of his family, the aesire 

originates in a mind that understands. Ah object 

to be presented must he understood. 

But if the doctrine that the entire self- 

conscious subject is concerned in every act of think¬ 

ing be true, what becomes of the conflict between 

desires ana knowledge? A nan is said to desire 

courses of action A, B, and c* The attainment of 

one is incompatible with tne attainment of the oth¬ 

ers. There follows a moment of reflection; The 

man is said to choose course of action, 0. But 

is tne 0 whicn he wills the same as that wnich 

divided his desire with A* ana B? What has taken *- 

place in tne period of reflection is this, the man 

has identified himself with C* "The object of 

his final pursuit is one which he desires in the 

sense that for tne time ne identifies himself with 

it. Living for himself, (as he necessarily aoes) 

1 
prolegomena lo5. 
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conscious, the unit in which all the influences 

of his life center, but which distinguishes it¬ 

self from them all, is for the time directed to 

making it real. It is not in this sense that 

any of the objects are desired, between which 

his interests are divided while he is in the 
1 

state of irresolution. A man's will, then, 

is the expression" of the man "as he for the time 
2 

is." "The will is simply the man striving 

to satisfy himself." 3 

Green's doctrine that the desiring sub¬ 

ject identifies himself with every object of 

desire, determines his definition of the good. 

He says "in this treatise the common charact¬ 

eristic of the good is that it satisfies some 
4 

desire." . 

1 
Prolegomena 

2 
Ibid 

3 
Ibid 

4 
ibid 

138. 

144. 

153. 

171. 

and 177. 
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What, then, of moral good? It is that which ' 

satisfies a moral agent. The true good is an end 

in which a moral agent can find satisfaction. 

It is objected that the only content given 

by this account to the idea of the moral good must 

first be assumed in our notion of the moral agent. 

Green admits that«the objection is in a certain 
1 

sense a valid one." The question wnat is our 

moral nature or capacity? can only be answered 

when we can answer the question, What is the mor¬ 

al good? 

However, so far as our moral capacity 

has realized itself we can infer what the nat¬ 

ure of the good is that consists in its full 

realization. Its actual achievement enables 

us to infer in what direction its realization 

lies. It gives us some negative guidance about 

the best state. The best cannot be given pos¬ 

itive content because our experience "of act- 
2 

ivity is such that implies incompleteness." 

1 
prolegomena 172. 

2 
Ibid 172. 
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Though this is true, the"practical straggle after 
1 

the better" has yielded this broad restât: It 

is not hard to tinderstand how man has bettered 

himself through institutions and habits that tend 

to make the welfare of all the welfare of each, 

and through the arts which make nature, both as 

used and as contemplated, the friend of man* And 

just so far as this is plain, we know enough of 

ultimate moral good to guide our conduct; enough 

to judge whether the prevailing interests that 

make our character are or are not in the direct¬ 

ion which tends further to realize the capabil¬ 

ities of the human spirit. 

AS we have seen, Green infers from the 

nature of experience that man is essentially the 

internal Consciousness reproducing itself, in and 

through the medium of an animal organism, in vir¬ 

tue of this he is an object to himself, in will¬ 

ing, a man is determined by the thought of him¬ 

self, "as existing under certain conditions, and 

as having ends that may be attained and capacit- 

1 
prolegomena 172. 
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les that may he realized tinder those conditions." 

Seeking to satisfy themselves, men take the paths 

"both of virtue and of vice, we call that virtue 

which advances a man toward the realization of his 

capabilities; we call that vice which hinders and ^ 

defeats him. 

According to this theory a man in a cer¬ 

tain sense anticipates experience; he makes it, 

instead of waiting to be made by it. "He is cap¬ 

able of being moved by an idea of himself as be¬ 

coming that which he has it in him to he ....an 

idea which does not represent previous experience, 

but gradually brings an experience into being, 

gradually creates a filling for itself, in the 

shape of arts, laws, institutions, and habits 

of living, which, so far as they go, exhibit the 

capacities of man, define the idea of his end, 

afford a positive answer to the otherwise un¬ 

answerable question, what in particular it is 
2 

that man has it in him to become. " 

1 
prolegomena 175. 

2 
Ibid 352. 
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Green has found utilitarianism deficient in 

three respects. It fails to account for the pos¬ 

sibility of the question "why should I trouble 

about making myself or my neighbor other than we 
1 

are?" it cannot supply real initiative in the 

effort to improve human life, it can offer no 

specific guidance where conventional morality 

fails. He finds that the theory of the. good as 

the realization of the capabilities of moral be¬ 

ings is deficient in none of these respects. 

Green's theory of desire implies on the 

part of the desiring subject an aspiration for 

something not yet realized. This aspiration can 

only be satisfied when the opposition between 

the desire and the real world is overcome. That 

is to say, desire can be satisfied only when the 

world as it is at present is so corrected as to 

be in harmony with the aesire. Thus moral ef¬ 

fort is accounted for. It supplies a motive 

for the initiation of moral reform, because the 

1 
prolegomena »52. 
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effort to transform the real world and bring it 

into accord with the ideal object of desire is 

implied in the nature of desire. 

one question remainsj does, the principle 

of self-realization supply guidance for moral 

effort, in those cases where the conscience of 

the reformer is in conflict with the conventions? 

"These cases will be exceptional owing to the 

efficiency of the directions for outward conduct 
1 

which conventional morality now affords." 

It has been seen in connection with Green's 

criticism of Sidgwick's theory that in order to 

say whether or not an act ought to be done there 

must be some conception of an ultimate good* If 

an affect of an act contributes to this 'Summum 
♦ 

jbonum' it must be pronounced good, MOW for Green's 

theory the ultimate good is the perfection of the 

human spirit. But what sort of life has the spirit 

when all its capacities are realized? This is a 

question that cannot be answered because all our 

experience is of spirit in process of realizing 

1 
prolegomena 372. 
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itself. "We can form no positive conception of 

what the ultimate perfection of the human spirit 
1 

would be." Though this is true the moral pro¬ 

gress already made points the direction in which 

further development is to be sought, we may by 

observing the ‘virtues already recosmized, and 

the effect upon the human spirit of the achieve¬ 

ments already made in arts, science, morals and 

politics, know something of a life better than 

our own. This knowledge furnishes a criterion 

of what is good and bad in human action. "That 

standard is an ideal of perfect life for himself 

and other men, as attainable for him only through 

them, for them only through him; a life that shall 

be perfect in the sense of being all that the 

human spirit in him and them has the real capacity 

or vocation of becoming, and which (as is im¬ 

plied in its being such fulfilment) shall rest 
2 

on the will to be perfect." 

1 
prolegomena 353. 

2 
Ibid 375. 
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At once the matter of self-sacrifice assumes 

a different aspect measured by this standard from 

the one which it wears when estimated by the hed¬ 

onistic criterion* According to this doctrine 

an individual's gain or loss of pleasure in a 

course of action is not taken into account at all* 

The end sought, "the harmonious exercise of man's 

proper activities in some life resting on a self- 
1 

sacrificing will," is"in some measure attained" 

in the sacrifice itself, while a man is attain¬ 

ing he is satisfying himself* The true end is 

not remote, the man who is living a good life 

participates in it here and now. one has the 

good so long as he is doing the good. The hed¬ 

onistic doctrine of the true good regards every 

act of self-sacrifice as involving a certain de¬ 

duction from the total good, justified only by the 

fact that it secures more of the good than it 

loses, a result tnat we have found impossible to 

be calculated. But every act of self-sacrifice 

carries with it its own justification for "that 

1 
prolegomena 376. 
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it tends to yield some further good of the same kind 

can never he doubtful, self-sacrifice, devotion to 
1 

worthy objects is always self-propagatory, " 

Here emerges Green's development and improve¬ 

ment of Kant's principle that a good act is the act 

of a will-determined out of regard for duty. He holds 

that a sacrifice of inclination for duty's sake has 

value in itself because it brings in its train the 

bettering of life; but the bettering of life means 

an "advance in a goodness the same in principle as 

that which appears in the sacrifice enjoined, and 

this sacrifice itself would be regarded as already 

an instalment of the good to be more largely attained 
2 

in its consequences." 

One makes a sacrifice that men may be better 

for his doing so. True, intrinsic value attaches 

to the exercise of the self-denying character. But 

the reason for it is that the sacrifice of the pres¬ 

ent self is the condition of the realization of the 

ideal self, uere, meaningless sacrifice is no more 

good in the eyes of self-reaiizationism than or hed- 

1 
prolegomena 376. 

2 
Ibid 377 
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onism. sacrifice to be good is in the interests of 

the well-being of society, it is in obedience to the 

demand that one be himself, be perfect, "if not in 
1 

completeness yet in principle and essence♦" And 

in the demand that such sacrifice be made we find, 

at once, guidance for specific duties and the prom¬ 

ise of immortality. 

1 
prolegomena 380. 


