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NATURALISM IN BRITISH ETHICS 

I. 

In the history of ethics, Naturalism has Been used 

to designate systems of thought, representing contradictory 

ideals.^ Nearly every ethical school might claim that in 

some sense it expounded and exalted the maxim, "live according 

to nature*" This rule summarizes conveniently enough the 

ethical theories advanced hy the Sophists, Stoics, Butler and 

Spencer - to mention no others* Obviously we could not main¬ 

tain that the above mentioned systems are distinguished By 

any fundamental similarity* In each of these cases, the same 

maxim is very differently understood* "Be natural", is excellent 

advice; But one might mean By the term ’natural*, "the unregen¬ 

erated", as did St* Paul* Needless perhaps to point out, the 

"naturalist" is not necessarily an adherent of Naturalism. The 

former term has now acquired a very definite meaning. It connotes 

one who follows a certain course of study, not one mflio is identified 

with any theory, which can Be called Naturalism. For the 

ethical thinker who holds to Naturalism there is no one-word 

1* Cf* Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, Article, 
Natural! sm* 



term to be found in the English language* it was fairly 

often used in the seventeenth century as descriptive of a 

certain type of theory, hut later on fell into disuse; within 

the last quarter of a century it has been revived. What is 

the meaning which at present attaches to the term, the conno¬ 

tation accepted in this discussion? 

In its revived and modem acceptation Naturalism means a 

certain type of Weltanschauung, which has had its upholders 

ever since the first rise of philosophy. Philosophical opinion 

has always been divided into two min views. "These two views 

may be designated Realism or Naturalism and Idealism or Spirit¬ 

ualism".^ Naturalism includes all types of theory vhich rule 

out or try to rule out whatever is called "supernatural", or 

"spiritual". In modem thought naturalistic theories, to all 

practical purposes, occupy the position and carry on the 

traditions of materialism, which in its strict meaning is an 

outgrown metaphysical theory. The upholder of Naturalism no 

longer contends that material atoms and their motion consti¬ 

tute the sole reality. As regards ultimate reality he pro- 

1. W. R. Sorley, Ethics of Naturalism. Edinburgh, 
Blackwood and Sons, 1904 p. 17. 
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fesses that he has nothing to say* So far as knowledge ex¬ 

tends,, for Mm all is law, and law ultimately and most clear¬ 

ly to he formulated in terms of matter and motion* Haring 

ceased dogmatizing concerning the eternities and ultimates 

he becomes all the more dognatic concerning the world of 

actual experience* 

The psychology now associated With naturalism is funda¬ 

mentally the same as that which constituted the basis of the 

philosophy of Democritus In ancient Greece and of Hobbes in 

modern times; a psychology which reduces the whole content 

of man*s consciousness to sensory impressions, and their 

residua, naturalism is consequently a psychological as well 

as a cosmological theory and must be tested by its adequacy 

to explain the consciousness of man, as well as its ability 

to give a coherent account of world processes* 

naturalism has been applied to ethics as well, and 

particularly in the latter half of the last century* As 

the formulation of the theory of evolution wrought a change 

of emphasis in every phase of philosophic endeavour, ethics 

could not remain unaffected* The materialistic tradition, 

as stated by the thinkers of ancient Greece or formu- 



-4- 

lated by Thomas Hobbes, did not seem *ee- fruitful when applied 

in the realm of human conduct» Evolution, however, brought a 

new point of view, which seemed to fill a very obvious gap in 

previous ethical systems» An organic view of human conduct was 

now made possible, whereas previous empirical theories had 

been left without any principle of unity. Former ethical 

theories of this stamp had found themselves tending toward 

Individualism, Every attempt to pass from the viewpoint of 

the individual to that of society had brought empirical 

ethics difficulties well-ni^i insurmountable» From the evolu¬ 

tionary point of view, however, one may consider the race as 

itself an organism, apart from which the individual is unin¬ 

telligible, and may look upon nature as the result of a long 

process of interaction between organism and environment» Con¬ 

sequently the methods of naturalism were applied with renewed 

zeal to the ethical problem. A great deal of effort was spent 

and is now being employed in showing how the various ethical 

criteria of mankind have gradually been evolved in the process 

of human development. What we may term the historical method 

in ethics has been much emphasized within late years» in the 

course of this discussion we shall be led to consider Just what 
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significance a history of moral ideals has for the ethical 

problem, of what significance for the formulation of the 

ethical end, is a knowledge of the way in which ethical 

standards have "been evolved? What contribution can a psychologi¬ 

cal or sociological analysis of human conduct make to the ethical 

problem or its correct formulation? 

To furnish us with data for the examination of this problem 

in British thought, we will take occasion to examine some repre¬ 

sentative systems of morals, beginning with Thomas Hobbes, who 

exerted a great influence over ethical thought after his day. 

We shall then examine representatives of the Moral Sense philo¬ 

sophy and the Utilitarians, attempting always to consider what¬ 

ever of Naturalism may be found in their ethical systems, and 

the implications for the ethics of Naturalism. We shall then 

pass to a consideration of evolutionistic ethics and the bear¬ 

ing of evolution on empirical ethics. On the basis of the 

data thus furnished, we shall be able to consider in more de¬ 

tail the value and limitations of Naturalism in ethics and 

the significance of evolution as applied to the ethical problem. 
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II. 

There are three out standing figures in English thought 

during the seventeenth century - Bacon, Hobbes and Locke, 

nearly the whole interval between the death of Bacon (1626) 

and the publication of Locke's Essay (1690) is spanned by 

the activity of Hobbes. The details of his long life do 

not here concern us, but rather the meaning and significance 

of his ethics as a part of his philosophy, a system of 

thought remarkable not only on its own account, but also 

because it marks an epoch in the development of English 

speculation. Pew men have exerted greater influence over 

contemporaries, and that of Hobbes is unusual. He champion¬ 

ed a cause opposed to cherished traditions in religion and 

morality; British philosophers after him, for a century, 

had to square, themselves with HobbismAone way or the other, 

before proceeding with their own tasks. Because he compelled 

Britain to meet his challenge, he led British thought into 

ethical channels. To state this is to recall a familiar truth 

to the student of the history of Philosophy. 

Hobbes, in Elements of Philosophy, defines philosophy as 

"knowledge of effects or appearances, as we acquire by true 

ratiocination from the knowledge we have first of their causes 



or generation} and again, of such causes or generation as 

may he from knowing first theiijaffects".'*' Briefly then, 

philosophy is the science of causal connection* Neither 

sense nor memory can therefore he termed philosophy, prudence 

is also excluded since it is merely an explanation of an ex- 

2 
perience similar to a former-one* Only that part of the 

world concerns Eohhes vSiich admits of a causal statement* He 

is thus led to assume a materialistic position, for the type 

of world which can he explained causally must necessarily he 

corporeal 

Here we find an identification of philosophy and physical 

science* The present separation of the fields of philosophy 

and science — .science dealing with things as they actually 

appear, philosophy seeking to understand the ground of their 

appearance and therefore attempting to find an untimate basis 

for all the sciences — has come only with the high cultiva¬ 

tion of modern sciences apart from each other. With the 

1* Hobbes, English Works, llolesworth edition, Vol.I p*3. 
2» Ibid*,p*3* 
3* Note? This conclusion follows for Hohhes though there 

might he a different one* i*e* To the Idealist the 
material world is not the only world that can he stated 
in terms of law* in so fhr as one is dealing with 
material causation he is in so facto hound to a- material 
universe* 
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specialization of science we have come to recognize the limits 

of the field within which its laws are valid* Hobbes’ philoso¬ 

phy is to he concerned with phenomena only and he therefore 

revives the old materialistic tradition* many modern scientists, 

whom we might call naturalists* while recognizing the limits of 

their field* yet maintain that the only world which can he really . 

known is the world of phenomena; that which can he explained hy 

natural laws* All else they reject as belonging to the field of 

mere speculation* Hobbes als.o would avoid a treatment of sub¬ 

jects which had interested his scholastic predecessors* God* 

angels* all history in so far as it rests upon mere authority* 

and in brief all matters of faith, are excluded.* Philosophy, 

since it must concern itself with things corporeal is then a 

treatment of body. There are two kinds of body, natural and 

2 
civil* nature* man* citizen; these exhaust the subject of 

philosophy of Hobbes* 

Hobbes* ultimate purpose is a practical one* There is a 

3 
passage in Elements of Philosophy which illustrates this point; 

1* Of* Hobbes. Elements of Philosophy. Ch*I* 
2. Ibid* 

3* Hobbes* Holesworth*s edition* Tol*I,p*7* 



"The end or scope of philosophy is, that we nay make use to 

our benefit of effects formerly seen ••••• For the inward 

glory and triumph of mind that a man may have for the master¬ 

ing of some difficult and doubtful matter, or for the dis¬ 

covery of some hidden truth, is not worth so much pains as 

the study of philosophy requires; ••••• The end of knowledge 

is power; ••••• And lastly the scope of all speculation is 

the performance of some action, or thing to be done.fl Hobbes 

goes on to say that the sole use and value of knowledge is the 

power it gives us of procuring results for the benefit and 

amelioration of human life, and avoiding the evils that pro¬ 

ceed from the want of such knowledge; its purpose is to gain 

power over things for human needs* Though Hobbes gives 

prominence to the deductive side of knowledge his aim is to 

apply comprehensive principles to the manifold intricacies 

of life and»action. "For him the philosophic task consisted 

in no ultimate rendering of being from the side of thought, 

but in the orderly interpretation of Nature and Society upon 

plain phenomenal principles."* 

1* G* C* Robertson, Hobbes Blackwood*s philosophical 
Classics, p*43. Note: Granting a difference in pro¬ 
spective and scientific knowledge, this is a fair 
statement of the aim of Naturalism. 
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Hobbes openly recognizes that his starting point is 

arbitrary* hut* he observes, in geometry we begin with 

axiomatic principles which in the last analysis are arbi¬ 

trary. The validity of his original assumption will not 

be questioned here. What follows from his original postti- 

lates, however? How does he apply them to man and society? 

Granted that all existence is material, all knowledge 

must be knowledge of bodies. Reality must ultimately be 

described in terms of motion. Sense perception is a material 

process, a correlation of motions outside us with motions 

within us.* "When a body is once in mot ion-in motion, it 

moveth (unless something else hinder it) eternally." 1 2 3 4 So the 

motion made in sensation continues with less violence. 

* 

"Imagination therefore is nothing but decaying sense." m 

this way Hobbes Interprets memory, dreams, apparitions, etc., 

a reproduction of the theory of the atomists though stated 

in different terms. "Imagination", he says, "is the first 

4 
internal beginning of all voluntary motion." These small 

1. Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan. Ch.I. 
2. Hobbes, Leviathan. Cambridge press Edition, p.3. 
3. Ibid., p.3. 
4. Ibid.,p.28. 
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beginnings of motion before they appear in outward action are 

called endeavour* Desire is interpreted as an endeavour "to¬ 

ward something which causes it • *..•*■ "That which men desire, 

they are also said to love"* Love implies the presence of the 

object, desire its absence. Pleasure is the sense of being 

able to attain any object of desire; pain is the opposite* 

Exaltation arises in men who surpass others. Hobbes thus de¬ 

scribes the whole world in terms of rivalry and conflict. In 

nature there is a constant collision, an impact between bodies, 

in man a constant competitive striving after ends. All man*s 

feelings and emotions arise from the effect of the motion of 

bodies, giving rise to an attraction or repulsion and hence 

to a striving after objects. In these tenus all complex 

emotions are expressed. If the goal were ever attained existence 

would therefore end* The world is a living active world; and 

everything in it is of a material character* 

We need not here criticize the analysis of human character 

1* Hobbes, Leviathan, p.28. Note: This distinction has 
peculiar reference to the fundamental problem in hedonism. 
Is it the pleasure or the object which is desiredT 
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and emotions just Indicated* Granting the materialistic basis 

of Hobbes, his conclusions are deduced logically, although had a know¬ 

ledge of psychology and biology been available, his description 

of human feelings and emotions would have been far more accurate* 

Nineteenth century thought also attempts a statement of the origin 

and character of emotions in materialistic terms* Its language, 

to be sure, is not the crude terminology of Hobbes which reduces 

the relation of an organism to its environment to motions im¬ 

parted by the physical impact of bodies* The modern notion is 
4 

rather that of evolution — l*e*, the gradual evolving of certain 

feelings and emotions, the possession of which is useful to the 

organism in its struggle for existence — or of complex physical and 

chemical processes — e*g*, ether waves of light striking the eye, 

cause certain physical and chemical changes in the optic nerve and 

thus affect the brain, etc. It is possible to give such an ac¬ 

count; whether it is a final and complete one is another question* 

How does Hobbes formulate a theory of society and government 

on such a foundation? The answer to this question is found in the 

Leviathan. Hobbes* best known work* He advocates the social con¬ 

tract theory; egoism as the guide, social contract the means and 

absolute monarchy as the result* There are three stages in the 
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development of society as it is properly constituted* 

1» natural, anarchical state.* 

2. Formation of a contract to abolish the natural state for 

peace and security.** 

3 
3. The establishment of an absolute central authority. 

Matter in motion translated in human terms means a life 

of endeavour. Hence the natural state of man is one in which 

everyone is striving to advance his own interests. Each man 

is striving after some object, the attainment of mfliich is to 

bring him felicity. Each man*s consciousness of others is 

but a sense of his relation to them; they are to him but pos¬ 

sible tools or obstacles. "And therefore if any two men de¬ 

sire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both en- 

4 
joy they become enemies; ••••• and in the way to their end • 

R 
... endeavour to destroy, or subdue one other." In the 

1. Cf. Hobbes, leviathan. Ch.XIII - XIV* 
2. Cf. Ibld,.Ch.XI7 - XV. 

3. Ibid.. Ch.XV ff. 

4. Note* This notion could be translated into a noble 
conception for ethical theory. As long as men desire 
things, the possession of which by one implies the 

non-possession by another, then there is strife. When 

men strive for goods, the possession of which is really 

the condition of the possession by the others - e.g. 
virtue - then there will be the condition of moral at¬ 
tainment. 

Cf. Green, Prolegomena to Ethics. 
5. Leviathan. P.82. 
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natural state of man everyone Is In constant war with everyone 

else* "The nature of war consisteth not In actual fighting; 

hut in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there 

is no assurance to the contrary*"* If any doubt the truth of 

this statement, Hobbes says, let him consider the fact that when 

he goes on a journey he arms himself, when at home he locks his 

house • 

In this natural statement there can be nothing unjust* The ■ 

notion of right and wrong, justice and injustice, have there no 

place* Security and peace are therefore impossible in the natural 

state of man* Thus, by the right of nature Hobbes means the right 

which every man has to use his own power for his own preservation* 

A law of nature is therefore a rule, discovered hy reason, by 

which a man is forbidden to do that which is destructive of his 

own life* "And consequently it is a precept, or general rule of 

reason, that every man, ought to endeavor peace, as far as he has 

hope of obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, that he may 

2 
seek, and use, all helps, and advantages of war." It is inter¬ 

esting to observe how Hobbes founds the state on the law of nature 

1* Leviathan. p*84* 
2* Ibid.,p,87* 
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and finally identifies the law with morality* 

From the fundamental law of nature just stated Hobbes 

derives the basis of the social contract* and hence the very 

basis of society itself* There is now added a second law 

which describes the motive for the social contract* It is a 

law of the mutual restriction of the free anarchical will; 

I will restrict my will to the extent to which you restrict 

yours* As Hobbes puts it; "That a man be willing* when others 

are so too* as far forth, as for peace, and defence of himself 

he shall think it necessary* to lay down his rught to all things 

and be contented with so much liberty against other men, as he 

would allow other men against himself.** * This is the necessary 

condition upon which any organized society is based, it is* so 

Hobbes maintains* identical with the Golden Rule. Men come to¬ 

gether and agree to make certain concessions to each other* 

leaving for themselves the assured mastery of a part with peace 

and security* rather than an uncertain possession of the whole* 

From this time their wills are vested in one absolute sovereign. 

They then have no wills of their own except in accordance with 

the will of the monarch. So man has given up his anarchical. 

1* Hobbes, Leviathan, p.87. 
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freedom for peace and security. The will of the individual 

is now nothing, that of the monarch is everything.* 

Is the contract thus made binding? What is the relation 

of the subject to the sovereign? Men freely forme* their 
yet 

contractas one chooses the axiomatic basis of his philosophy, 

says Hobbes. The social obligations of the subject to the 

monarch are however absolute. The contract is not between 

the sovereign and the citizen. The sovereign is not obliged to 

regard the wills of the people because the people have trans¬ 

ferred their wills to the sovereign. A contract is precisely 

2 
a mutual transferring of rl^it. In the state of nature con- * 

tracts are void. But if a power is set up with right and 

force sufficient to compel performance of obligation then a 

contract is not void. Here we have the function of the abso¬ 

lute sovereign. Without a central authority with unlimited 

power there would be no guarantee that any man would fulfill 

his part of a contract. The very possibility of a society 

demands that each individual surrender a certain amount of 

1. note: The authority spoken of by Hobbes need not 
necessarily be that of one person. The point at 
stake is that the proper control of a society logically 
leads^tg^one central authority with absolute power. 
Hobbe s°c on s i s t ent ly advocate either Parliament or King, 
but a divided authority is, for him, a political con- 
tradition in terms. 

2. Cf. Leviathan. Ch.ZIY. 
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his freedom* If all men are egoistic, are striving for 

their own. advancement, there mast he some guarantee that 

every member of the contract, implied in the organization 

of society, fulfill his part of the bargain* Hence there 

must be an absolute central authority* The people must 

transfer their wills to the sovereign in order to obtain 

peace and security. The obligation is therefore necessarily 

one sided* The sovereign must be wholly free from any obli¬ 

gation to his subjects* The church must therefore be made 

subordinate to the state* The elements of religious faith 

must be stated so simply as to admit of no discussion, thus 

becoming an instrument of peace and security rather than of 

1 
discord. 

It is questionable whether Hobbes meant that at some 

particular time and place men got together and formed a con¬ 

tract transferring thbir right to an absolute sovereign* 

What he probably meant - as has been indicated - was that 

1* Hotei A good part of the Leviathan is taken up 
with a criticism of church dogmas and beliefs* 
Hobbes is opposed to all supernatural!sm in 
religion, claiming that though one must accept 
many such principles on faith yet they are not 
susceptible to scientific demonstration. 
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such a contract is implicit. But whether the contract he a 

historical feet or one implied in the very organization of 

society, it is difficult to see how a state, such as Hohhes 

conceived it, could he formed hy a contract between men moved 

entirely hy the law of self-preservation. Once a Leviathan 

is constituted, many individuals would then recognize its 

necessity for their peace and security, though the unity must 

always, in the last analysis, he maintained through coercion, 

for there would always he many who could not see that society 

is a necessity for their own hest welfare. But why should 

the agreement of each man to take the sovereign for his own 

he more likely to he observed than any other agreement? To 

make such a contract at all possible there is implied a fun¬ 

damental unity in society which is only created by the con¬ 

tract itself. There is indeed implied an organic unity in 

all social relations, hut for Hohhes that social relation is 

superimposed on an original anarchical condition. The con¬ 

ception of a gradual development of society could only he 

supplied in its entirety hy the notion of evolution — lead¬ 

ing to the Aristotelian notion that man is a social being, 

that he is fundamentally at home in society. 
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This then is the issue involved in Hottes' political 

theory; what after all is the natural state of man? Can 

you get society out of individualism? Hottes assumes à 

natural egoistic state of man and attempts to elicit from 

it government and human society* He would have done tetter 

had he assumed what was really existent* a social structure* 

and formulated a doctrine of man on the basis of that assump¬ 

tion* 

What is the status of morals in Hottes* theory? As 

previously shown* he recognizes that morality has no place in 

the natural state of man* as descrited ty him* Where no cen¬ 

tral authority obtains* there is no law and hence there can 

be no injustice* Man can tut pursue his own desires* for to 

do so is his nature* One cannot attribute moral quality to 

actions which are expressions of human nature* unless morality 

itself be regarded as the normal expression of man* That posi¬ 

tion was indeed taken ty opponents of Hottes* 

The Moral Law is the law of nature which becomes applica- 
a^rvcL AS 

tie in government,Adeduded ty Hottes, as we have seen, from the 

law of nature; the law of nature means the law of self-preser¬ 

vation and from it is deduced the virtue* justice* of which all 
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others are corollaries* Thus justice means keeping covenants 

which become binding when a central authority is established* 

This contract is then the basis of all moral as well as politi¬ 

cal relations* Justice* therefore, implies unqualified obedience 

to the sovereign, who makes all covenants binding* The law of 

nature and the civil laws are then ultimately identical* Does 

Hobbes mean by thus identifying law and morality that whatever 

the sovereign wills is just and moral? Obviously this is not 

in keeping with the facts, for a king may and often does lay down laws 

inconsistent with the welfare of the people. Hobbes freely ad¬ 

mits this possibility, but -does not grant that the subject 

has the right to protest against an unjust law. The only alter¬ 

native is anarchy* Bad laws are better than no laws* 

Thus society is an artificial state for Hobbes and conse¬ 

quently morality itself seem3 unreal* He may mean that a man 

acts morally in so far as he pursues his own ends without 

harming his neighbor, but this is only an external standard* 

There is no guide to enable the individual to decide between 

two acts, both of which might be performed within the bounds 

of the law* As a matter of fact, Hobbes accepts without 

question the conmonly accepted standards of morality* Law 
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la properly an instrument to enforce the performance of acts 

which are necessary for the peace and security of society. 

Hobbes begins by assuming that every man simply acts for his 

own good and interprets good as that which pleases him. Order 

can only be established when every man recognizes that he will 

get more good for himself by submitting to a common authority. 

It is, however, entirely conceivable that there may be individuals 

who cannot recognize the necessity of law for their own peace 

and security. Granting such a possibility, it is the business 

of society to conpel conformity to law for the sake of the 

common weal. There is then no distinction made between morality 

and legality. It is difficult to ascribe any moral worth to an 

action performed under any kind of external compulsidn. 

To repeat, the real difficulty in Hobbes* system is that 

in his view society is an artificial state; he has given a 

strictly mechanical account of human nature. Granting his 

metaphysics, is morality possible at all for mankind? is man 

ever more than a mere automaton, whose actions can be predicted 

with all the certainty with which one explains an occurrence in 

the realm of nature? Hobbes defines liberty as the absence of 

external inpediments. He is a staunch advocate of determinism — 



1*9. a man Is not fred in the sense that his actions cannot 

he predetermined if all the conditions are imown, he is free 

only when he can get the object of his desire unhindered by 

external impediments. To be sore, the old notion that free¬ 

dom means an undetermined choice between two alternatives, 

the liberum arbltrlum Indifferentiae, is no longer a reason¬ 

able alternative. The real issue is between external determin¬ 

ism and self-expression. It is not a necessary condition of 

moral freedom that there should be an indeterminate possibility 

of becoming and doing anything, in a certain sense a man’s 

possibilities of action at any particular moment of his life, 

are as thoroughly conditioned as those of any animal or plant. 

The conditions are not the same, however. The conditions 

which determine what a plant or an animal shall do or become, 

are not objects which it presents to itself; on the other hand 

the conditions which determine a man to action, do so through 

his self-consciousness. That is to say, an action which is 

performed by a rational creature is in a real sense his action. 

He has identified himself with it. Before my action can be 

called good or bad, it rau3t be recognized as really and 

genuinely my action, an action with which I have consciously 
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identified myself. Hottes* estimate of human nature is 

inadequate because his description of it is mechanical and 

egoistic. In so far as man's actions are strictly mechanical 

no moral worth can be attributed to them. 

Thus the account of Hobbes does not do Justice to all 

the qualities of human nature. Morality seemed to be an 

unreal sort of thing under such a conception.^" Hobbes* more 

serious opponents therefore undertook to demonstrate that 

the rule of right was no law of a Leviathan, but that it had 

its source and ground in human nature, which exhibited dis¬ 

positions fundamentally social and benevolent, a fact which 

Hobbes* analysis of man had failed to reveal. With Shaftesbury 

ethical thought in England, became an attempt to seek, the 

ground of right conduct in a relation of harmony among the 

mental impulses natural to man. His ethical theory is the 

next consideration. 

1. Wotes Hobbes is akin to the naturalism of the 19th 
century in considering the problem of morality as a 
problem of the way in which moral standards, moral 
laws have come into being rather an attempt to con¬ 
sider the possibility of morality itself. With them 
both, morality is something derivative rather than 
fundamental. 
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III. 

The heart of Shaftesbury*s ethical speculation is con¬ 

tained in An inquiry Concerning Virtue or Merit, first written 

as a separate treatise and then republished in his Character¬ 

istics. Shaftesbury contends against the theory of human 

nature advanced by Hobbes; he attacks the basis of this ethical 

theory* the assumption that man is fundamentally an egoist. 

Shaftesbury refuses to believe that man’s motives are prompted 

purely by self-regard. Regard for others is according to him 

no less natural than self-esteem. There is no conflict between 

my love for myself and love for others; both are equally 

natural. It is dogmatic and artificial thus to set the emotions 

over against each other. 

How does Shaftesbury refute Hobbes* estimate of human 

nature? What is virtue as he conceives it? 

In the beginning of the Inquiry, the .statement is made 

that the problem to be considered is a moral not a religious 

one. It is part of Shaftesbury's purpose to show how( amidst 

so many contrary metaphysical and theological systems, a suf¬ 

ficient base may be found on which to construct a rational 

scheme of life. "This has given occasion to inquire what 
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honesty or virtue is, considered "by itself, and in what manner 

it is influenced "by religion} how far religion necessarily 

implies virtue; and whether it he a true saying that it is im¬ 

possible for an atheist to he virtuous, or share any real degree 

of honesty or merit 

Shaftesbury finds a belief in God to be a corollary of 

morality, an essential part of his system. Such a belief means 

a perception of harmonious order and a mind in unison with the 

system of which it forms a part. "To believe therefore that 

everything is governed, ordered, or regulated for the best, by 

a designing principle or mind, necessarily good and permanent, 

2 
is to be a perfect Theist." Atheism on the contrary implies 

a belief that we are living in a distracted universe and thus 

impairs the very principle of virtue. 

Shaftesbury is a thorough optimist. He agrees with Pope, 

who doubtless learnt the idea from him, that "whatever is, is 

right." The Enquiry into Virtue opens with a demonstration 

3 
that there can be no real ill in the universe. If there be a 

1. Shaftesbury, Characteristics, edited by J. M. Robertson, 

London, Tol.I, p.238. Grant Richards, 1900, p. 238. 

2. ■ Ibid., Vol.I, p,240. 

3. Ibid..n.245 ff. 
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uni ver sal system of all things, then "if any being be wholly 

and really ill, it must be ill with respect to the universal 

system; and then the system of the universe is ill or im¬ 

perfect."^ The universe as a whole is a cosmos, and so also 

is all life. Harmony is everywhere. This view has implica¬ 

tions for human nature, far different from those entertained 

by the divines of Shaftesbury#s day. God, is regarded, not 

as a ruler external to the world, but as an immanent and all 

pervading force. The conception of God, who is angry with 

His creatures, is anthromorphic and mast be outgrown. The 

world is not a black dismal realm in contradistinction to a 

future world of bliss. Kan’s nature is not inherently evil. 

Shaftesbury objects to any virtue based upon future re¬ 

wards and punishments. "There can be nothing more fatal to 

virtue than the weak and uncertain belief of a future reward 

and punishment. For the stress being laid wholly here, if this 

foundation come to fail, there is no further prop or security 

2 
to men’s morals". 

1. Shaftesbury, Characteristics. Vol.I,p. 246. 
2. _Ibid.,p. 275. 
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What is the meaning of the term, virtuous or good? "To de¬ 

serve the name of good or virtuous, a creature must have all his 

inclinations and affections, his dispositions of mind and temper, 

suitable and agreeing with the good of his kind* or of that system 

in which he is included, and of which he constitutes a part. To 

stand thus well affected, and to have one's affections right and 

entire, not only in respect of oneself hut of society and the public, 

this is rectitude, integrity, or virtue. And to be wanting in any 

of these, or to have their contraries, is depravity, corruption and 

vice."'*’ Virtue is therefore natural and consists in living accord- 

2 
ing to nature. Natural affection is therefore to "affect according 

to nature, or the design and will of nature." In every creature it 

tends to the good of the species. This affection towards the good 

of the species is as proper or natural as the functioning of any 

organ. Here is Implied a notion of a moral sense which will be 

considered at a later stage. 

There is thus a Platonic element in Shaftesbury's system, 

which, as will be observed, has not full scope given to it in the 

Inquiry. The notion that there is a universal system, and that 

1. Shaftesbury, Characteristics.Vol.I. p.280, 
2. This suggests one of the Stoic conceptions, which 

Shaftesbury did study and attempt to interpret. 
3. Ibid.,p.280. 



harmony and order prevail leads him to define virtue In the terms 

stated above* This resulting emphasis on a balance of a system 

of affections suggests Plato's conception of a just life, a life 

in which every virtue receives its proper due* It is difficult, 

however, for Shaftesbury to carry out Consistently his teleological 

point of view, with his speculative conception of the tâiole left 

out of sight* He has difficulty, both in showing that man with his 

different affections constitutes a harmonious system, and in com¬ 

pletely reconciling the Individual with the whole* 

Shaftesbury admits the presence of self-affections, which lead 

only to the good of the individual. It might be asked; which kind 

of affection is more fundamental. (l*e*. natural or private affec¬ 

tions*) Shaftesbury thus states it; "It may therefore be imagined, 

perhaps, that there is a plain and absolute opposition between these 

two habits or affections. It may be presumed that the pursuing the 

common interest of public good through, the affections of one kind, 

must be a hindrance to the attainment of private good through the 

affections of another ••••• So that according to a known way of 

reasoning on self-interest (l«e.. -5e- that of Hobbes) that which 

is of a social mind in us should of right be abolished ••••• According 

to this extraordinary hypothesis, it must be taken for granted that 
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in the system of a kind or species the interest of the private 

nature is directly opposite to that of the common one, the interest 

of particulars directly opposite to that of the public in general • 

• ••• Kow that this is in reality quite otherwise, we shall en¬ 

deavour to demonstrate, so as to make appear that what men represent 

as an ill order and constitution in the universe, by making moral 

rectitude appear the ill, and depravity the good or advantage of a 

creature, is in nature just the contrary. That to be well affected 

towards the public interest and one*s own is not only consistent 

but inseparable} and that moral rectitude or virtue must accordingly 

be the advantage, and vice the injury and disadvantage of every 

creature."* 

In refuting Hobbes* position Shaftesbury makes a direct appeal 

to experience. There are few people, he maintains, who can imagine 

a person destitute of any social principle and yet happy. Such a 

person must feel little joy in life, and is destitute of "mildness and 

benignity." Anyone who will take the pains to study his own nature 

can discover the order and symmetry which characterizes it. 

1. Shaftesbury, Character!sties. Vol.I, p.281,282. 
2. Ibid..p.282.ff. 



-30- 

Wo mast harmonize oar emotional life* When an emotion is 

moderate or properly temperate it can never harm others* It is 

only an immoderate emotion that can harm one* "We know not vahat 

the effect is of straining any affection, indulging any wrong 

passion, or relaxing any proper and natural habit or good in¬ 

clination."1 Wot an emotion in itself, but an excess of it i* 

wrong. 

There are three kinds of affections or passions, according 

to Shaftesbury: 

1* "The natural affections which lead to the good of the 

public." 

2. "Or the self affections, which lead only to the good of 

the private*" 

3* "Or such as are neither of these, nor tending to any good 

of the public or private, but contrary-wise; and which may therefore 

be Justly styled unnatural affections*"^ 

In general human conduct is vicious or evil if the natural 

affections are too weak, if the selfish emotions are too strong, if 

the unnatural affections are present at all*® There is no emotion 

that has so positive a Character as that vfliich comes from doing good 

1. Shaftesbury, Characteristics, Vol.I,p*284. 

2* Ibid..t)*286. 

3* Ibid., p*292. 
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to others and knowing that they appreciate your action. The thing. 
f 

Which men are ultimately trying to attain, is to win a place in the 

heart of others. This is the very acme of hliss. Shaftesbury 

therefore attempts to prove* 

1. «That to have the natural, kindly or generous affections 

strong and powerful towards the good of the public, is to have the 

chief means and power of self-enjoyment; and that to want them, is 

certain misery and ill." 

2. "That to have the private or self affections too strong or 

beyond their degree of surbordinacy to the kindly and natural, is 

also miserable•" 

3. "And that to have the unnatural affections is to be miserable 

in the highest degree."* 

To prove his position, Shaftesbury maintains in substance, that 

no man finds satisfaction in contemplating solely his own life and 

career. Anyone who has ever known the keen satisfaction which is 

derived from a lively affection of love, gratitude, bounty, generosity 

etc. needs no proof of the above statement. The difference in feeling 

between solitude and company; the reference of almost all our pleasure 

to mutual converse and the dependence they have on society either 

1. Shaftesbury, Characteristics. Vol.I,p.292. 
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present or imagined, are additional proofs* The immoral and profli¬ 

gate man is no fair Judge of social pleasure* He has never experi¬ 

enced it* 

Shaftesbury has thus asserted the harmony of virtue and interest* 

He would prove to the individual that his own happiness consists in 

the exercise of the social affections* There is a constant tendency to 

employ empirical arguments to establish his contention, a tendency 

which is even more evident in his successor Hutcheson* Though a 

hedonistic standard is not advocated there are certainly utilitarian 

tendencies in Shaftesbury* If the natural affections are to be Justi¬ 

fied because they are the chief means of self-enjoyment, does this 

mean that all acts which yield individual pleasure and contentment 

are necessarily good? Is good then to be estimated in terms of pleasure? 

Shaftesbury would certainly not answer this question in the affirma¬ 

tive, though he would maintain that virtue and pleasure are concomitants. 

One should not imagine, however, that he can attain happiness by 

an inferior degree of natural affection. "Partial affection, or social 

love in part, ••••* is in itself an inconsistency, and implies an abso¬ 

lute contradiction."^ Such affection is capricious and gives but "a 

short and slender enjoyment” of the pleasures of sympathy. "What trust 

1* Shaftesbury. Characteristics. Vol.I,p*300. 
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can there tç. to a mere casual Inclination or capricious liking? 

Who can depend on such a friendship as is founded on no moral rule, 

hut fantastically assigned to some single person, or small part of 

mankind, exclusive of society and the whole?   "Entire affec¬ 

tion", on the other hand, "has all the opposite advantages, it is 

equal, constant, accountable to Itself, ever satisfactory and 

pleasing."1 

. One can well doubt whether the above contention is conclusively 

proved. It can well be maintained that selfishness untempered by 

social affection is no guide to happiness. But to contend that 

partial affection precludes the permanent joys of human intercourse 

is not justifiable. An estimation of each experience by its bearing 

on selfish interests is indeed fatal to pure sympathetic enjoyment. 

But may not one choose his friends prudently, and interest himself 

in causes which give good promise of success? Such a selection does 

not necessarily entail an entirely selfish point of view. 

2 
The self-passions, if too strong, are a source of misery. 

Though we may well allow that the love of life is for the interest 

and good of a creature, yet if it becomes too strong it is ineffectual. 

An excessive fear betrays to danger Instead of saving from it. Love 

1. Shaftesbury. Characteristics. Vol.I.p.301. 
2» J[bid.,p«318. 
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of life if too powerful will become cowardice. Anger, which is 

Justified under some circumstances, if carried to excess becomes 

revenge, a cause of much woe and anguish. Sensual pleasure if 

too strong becomes voluptuousness, too much concern for personal 

comfort yields laziness and idleness. The self-passions are, 

therefore, "contrary to our real interest. They betray us into 

most misfortunes and into the greatest of unhappinesses, that of 

a profligate and abject character."* 

"That to have the unnatural affections is to be miserable 

in the highest degree", is proven more by rhetoric than argument 

and perhaps proof is not needed. A mind with unnatural emotions, 

he maintains, "becomes a wilderness, where all is laid waste, 

everything fair and goodly removed, and nothing extant beside what 

2 
is savage and deformed." 

Virtue for Shaftesbury is thus a balance between care for my¬ 

self and care for others. This means ultimately care for others. 

When an egoistic or an altruistic emotion begins to Interfere with 

the good of all it becomes at that point a vice* Virtue is defined 

in the beginning, as consisting in the individual "having all his 

1. Cf. Shaftesbury, Characteristics. Vol.I,p.329. 
2 . . , p . 335 . 



inclinations and affections ,,,,, agreeing with the good of his 

hind or of that system in Which he is included, and of which he 

constitutes a part." In elaborating this conception Shaftesbury 

speaks of virtue as identified with the harmony or balance of the 

affections of the individual man. Are the two views identical? 

If it can be shown that the harmonious development of an in¬ 

dividual* s affections will lead to the good of the species, then 

there is a real connection between them, Shaftesbury does contend 

that both the self-affections and the natural or social affections 

become self-destructive when carried to excess, or so as to inter¬ 

fere with one another, it is doubtful, however, whether he es¬ 

tablishes his positions. It is difficult to show how the contradic¬ 

tion implied in a completely solitary person also belongs to a being 

actuated by judicious self-regard, whose devotion to causes is 

regulated by a due regard to the relation in which they stand to 

his own interests. The only affection which yields permanent 

satisfaction, according to Shaftesbury, is that for mankind as a 

system. In what sense may one have affection for mankind as a 

system? How can regard for humanity arise at all unless it be 

grounded on a certain self-regard? The notion of all rational 

beings bound together in a system, can only come to a comparatively 
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few of the members of the system. Will one exclude, then, any 

permanent satisfaction to those members of society whose regard 

for others is necessarily limited by a narrow horizon? One might 

regard the love for humanity, the only affection which brings lasting 

Joy, as a thing which is being progressively attained by the members 

of society as they reach higher levels of development, as they be¬ 

come increasingly aware of their connection with the whole of tâiich 

they are a part. Such a view would imply an ethics of self-realiza¬ 

tion, a doctrine which Shaftesbury did not develop. He constantly 

insists upon the importance, of a harmonious development of the truly 

human nature, even where he is concerned to show that the practice 

of virtue is conducive to the agent’s own happiness. 

What Shaftesbury had in view was a real organic union between 

the individual and society, but he made it consist in an asserted 

harmony of interests, which he has not completely established, is 

man himself a harmonious system? The admission of unnatural af¬ 

fections seems to be an insuperable barrier to internal harmony. 

The statement, "nature has made it to be according to the 

private interest and good of everyone to work towards the general 

good, which if a creature ceases to promote, he is actually so far 

wanting to himself and ceases to promote his own happiness and wel¬ 

fare,"* 

1.” Shaftesbury, Characteristics. Vol.I,p.338. 
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is an assertion that happiness is the necessary concomitant 

of virtue* The good man is his oum host friend* the had man 

his own worst enemy. Is happiness itself the good? What is 

the general good for rôilch each one should work? is i_t to 

he expressed in hedonistic terms? There is no definite 

answer given to the above questions? What Shaftesbury em¬ 

phasizes is the harmonious development of true human nature. 

The asserted concomitance of virtue and happiness might suggest 

a way of determining a moral criterion* How shall an action 

he evaluated? If good always yields happiness then perhaps I 

may he guided by a calculation of the amount of pleasure which 

an act will bring* Such a standard is not accepted. What is 

the moral criterion for Shaftesbury? The moral sense, by which 

we perceive when we have attained virtue. The moral sense is 

always in harmony with our moral Judgment concerning the good 

of others* What is this moral sense? It indicates the natural 

tendency to virtue which was implicitly denied in Hobbes* esti¬ 

mate of human nature and in the dogma of human corruption. The 

moral sense directs us by its own authority. Shaftesbury did 

not enter into any thorough analysis of it but he brought out 

with sufficient clearness its reflex nature. This notion is 
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carriel out to important tut divergent results ty his succes¬ 

sors, Hutcheson and Butler. It Becomes the corner stone of 

Hutcheson*B ethical theory. 

We have observed that Shaftesbury was attempting to found 

a system of ethics on human nature, mfliich, he held, could not 

be accounted for by the simple psychological analysis of Hobbes. 

Shaftesbury wished to attain a balance between egoism and altruism, 

a balance which is attained by a description of man as a member 

of a universal system in nfliich all is order and symmetry. His 

analysis of human nature does not establish his final purpose. 

The social affections are not fully reconciled with the private. 

The admission of the unnatural affections is a blot in the harmony 

of the whole, but withal a tacit recognition that morality may 

not be so easy or always blessed. To be wicked and vicious, 

Shaftesbury maintains throughout the Inquiry, is to be miserable • 

and unhappy. Every vicious act must be self-injurious. Why need 

one be urged to follow the path of virtue, then? is it never dif¬ 

ficult to prefer the public to the private good? 

The principle of harmony as a basis for the description of 

the kind of acts which the moral sense approves, requires an analy¬ 

sis of human nature and society which Shaftesbury was unable to 
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establish completely* 

ITo concrete formulation of an ethical maxim is furnished. 

The emphasis on the intirate relationship of virtue and happi¬ 

ness suggests a Utilitarian standard, though Shaftesbury was 

not of that school. Before considering the attempt made by 

Bentham and Mill to formulate a theory of virtue in terms of 

happiness, let us observe the moral sense doctrine as elaborat¬ 

ed by Francis Hutcheson, who approaches more closely than 

Shaftesbury to the way of looking at human nature, which has 

been termed "naturalistic.** It was probably Hutcheson, who first 

coined for British ethical thought that Utilitarian slogan, "the 

greatest happiness of the greatest number." 
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IY. 

Hutcheson's system has often teen regarded as the logical 

development of Shaftesbury*s and there is much evidence to 

support this position» In Shaftesbury*s system, one may find 

practically all the elements that enter into Hutcheson*s. There 

is a decided difference in emphasis, however. The former had 

sometimes tended to identify virtue with benevolence, yet his 

main concern was to attain a balance between the "natural" and 

"self-affections". The latter, on the other hand, emphasizes 

benevolence alone as the true moral behaviour. The former as¬ 

sured the existence of the moral sense, but his system is intel¬ 

ligible without it* the latter constructs an elaborate system 

in which the moral sense is the keystone. An explanatlm of its 

nature and functions, is therefore an exposition of the essential 

principle of Hutcheson's ethics. 

In A System of Moral Philosophy Hutcheson gives the fullest * 

statement of his moral sense theory. The bock opens with a 

characteristic expression of the nature and purpose of ethics; 

"The intention of moral philosophy is to direct men to that course 

of action which tends most effectually to promote their happiness 

and perfection; as far as it can be done by observations and con- 
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elusions discoverable from the constitution of nature, without 

any aids of supernatural revelation."'*’ This is a restatement 

of Statesbury*s position that virtue and felicity are concomitant. 

The discovery of the way to happiness lnplles for Hutcheson an 

analysis of the "several powers and dispositions of the species •• 

,«• into its several natural determinations, and the objects from 

2 
which its happiness can arise." 

Hutcheson finds in addition to the senses which provide us 

3 
with the "materials of knowledge", a number of "finer preceptions". 

There are the senses of beauty and harmony, or of the imagination; 

the sympathetic sense, the sense which causes us to take pleasure 

in action, the moral sense, the sense of honour, the sense of de¬ 

cency and dignity, a parental, social and religious sense. As soon 

as any sense "represents an object or event as immediately good or 

pleasant, or as the means of future happiness • •••; there arises 

immediately a new motion of the soul ..... a desire of that object 

4 
or event". If the perception of the object brings misery an 

aversion is produced; if joy, an attraction. "These primary 

motions of the will naturally arise without any previous choice 

1. Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosophy. First Edition, 
1755, V0l.I,p.l. 

2. .p, 2 . 
3. Ibid.Ch.II. * 
4. Ibld.p.7. 



—42— 

or command, and are the general springs of action in every 

rational agent".* The calm determinations of the soul are 

therefore of two classes, self-love and benevolence, and one 

towards our own happiness, the other towards the "universal 

2 
happiness of others". In addition to the "calm motions of 

the will" there are many passions, classified as selfish and 

■benevolent, extensive and limited, calm and turbulent. 

This crude psychological analysis of human nature is, 

Hutcheson admits, "a very complex and confused fabric, unless 

we can discover some order and subordination among these powers, 

and thus discern which of them is naturally fit to govern". 

As a matter of fact Hutcheson agrees with Shaftesbury* s statement 

that the universe manifests order and design. His theology dif¬ 

fers from that of Shaftesbury*s, however. The Creator, as Hutche¬ 

son regards him, has a more distinct personality, instead of an 

all-pervading harmony, the phraseology of final causes is substi¬ 

tuted. Human nature is an intricate machine put together for benign 

4 
purposes by the Divine Craftsman. 

m 

1. Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosorhv. Vol.I,p.7. 
2. Ibid., p.9 . 
3. Ibid.. t>.58. 
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At the very outset Hutcheson assumes a naturalistic point 

of view in looking for an ultimate principle by which to 

evaluate conduct. The understanding may aid us in seeing the 

tendencies which actions have towards "our own happiness or that 

of others", yet these are hut "surbordinate ends"; about "ulti¬ 

mate ends there is no reasoning. We prosecute them by some im¬ 

mediate disposition or determination of the soul, which in the 

order of action is always prior to all reasoning".1 If self- 

love, for example, were the leading principle, the "end" would 

be constituted by it without any reasoning. Hutcheson would 

therefore formulate a theory of man as essentially a sensitive 

subject, whose constitution is explained without attributing 

to reason any spontaneôus or productive function. This is, as 

was Indicated in the beginning of this discussion, a naturalistic 

hypothesis. 

The moral sense, Hutcheson says; "is a natural and Immediate 

determination to approve certain affections and actions consequent 

upon them; or a natural sense of immediate excellence in them, not 

referred to any other quality perceivable by our other senses or 

2 
by reasoning". It is therefore a capacity which we have to approve 

certain actions and disapprove others. It is not a stock of good 

1. Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philos or hy. Yol.I,p.38. 
2. Ibid., n.53. 
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ideas, but a capacity; it is not the result of any calculation, 

tut acts intuitively. 

The proof that the moral sense is an independent faculty, 

"not capable of being referred to other powers of perception"* 

is, that no one has teen able to resolve it into simpler ele¬ 

ments. It cannot be analyzed into sympathy for we "approve the 

virtues of enemies, which may hurt the chief objects of our 

love"**; it is not reducible to the pleasure which one obtains 

from the exercise of vurtue, for it is the ground of that 

pleasure and not the result of it. There must be, then, Hutche¬ 

son assumes, a primitive moral faculty, a moral sense. 

In his earlier words, Hutcheson is inclined to speak of 

the moral sense as a pleasure in the contemplation of certain 

actions, which have an immediate goodness. In the System, he 

makes clear that the approbation of the moral sense is not 

synonymous with pleasure, nor consequent upon the feeling of 

pleasure, which an action produces in us. "Tho* the approbation 

of moral excellence is a grateful action or sensation of the 

mind, is plain that the good approved is not this tendency to 

1. Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosophy. Vol.I,p.52. 
2. _Ibld.,p,53. 
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give us a grateful sensation ••••• Thus, when we admire the 

virtue of another, ••••• We are pleased in the contempla¬ 

tion because the object is excellent, and the object is not 

1 
judged to be~ therefore excellent because it gives us pleasure”* 

Hutcheson was evidently not a hedonist though he was led to 

the conclusion that one may measure good in terms of the ef¬ 

fects produced upon others* in farther defining this "approba¬ 

tion” for the good, however, he is inclined to speak of it as a 

"relish” or "taste” and this he does not always distinguish 

clearly from pleasure.2 

In attempting to draw an analogy between the moral sense 

and other powers, Hutcheson plainly exhibits the crude psycho¬ 

logy upon which he bases his analysis of human nature. "To each 

of our powers”, he says, "we seem to have a corresponding taste 

or sense; recommending the proper use of it to the agent, and 

making him relish or value the like exercise of it by another. 

This we see as to the powers of voice, of imitation, designing, 

or machinery, motion, reasoning; there is a sense discerning 

and recommending the proper exercise of them”.® This is to say, 

1* Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosophy. Yol.I.p.53. 
2* Cf. Ibld.,p. 59. 

3* Ibid., p. 59. 
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tkat in addition to the sense of hearing, Which has to do 

with sounds, there must be another sense which has to do with 

our way of hearing sounds and so with all our activities. 

There would then he no limit to the number of senses. 

What, then, is a good action? It is an action which the 

moral sense approves? What characterizes such conduct? "The 

several affections which are approved", Hutcheson says, "tho 

in very different degrees yet all agree in one general character, 

of tendency to the happiness of others, and to the moral per¬ 

fection of the mind possession them".* Good conduct is always 

benevolent. "The disposition which is most excellent and naturally 

gains the highest moral approbation, is the calm, stable universal 

good will to all, or the most extensive benevolence". 

If all persons have a moral sense, why do they differ so 

much in their moral opinions? Granting the great difference in 

the customary moral standards, is not the moral sense then reduced 

to a mere indidual sentiment? The moral sense does perceive virtue 

and vice as the eye perceives light and darkness, that is to say 

it is reflex in character. This reflex nature of the moral sense 

is brought out more distinctly in the System than in the inquiry. 

1. Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosophy. Vol.I,p.62. 



"She object of this sense is not any external motion or action, 

bat the inward affections and dispositions, which by reasoning 

we infer from the actions observed"#* The discrepancy which 

the dellveranoes of the moral sense show in regard to actions 

is therefore accounted for* "The moral sense seems ever to 

approve and condemn uniformly the same immediate objects, the 

same affections and dispositions; though we reason very differ¬ 

ently about the actions which evidence certain dispositions or 

2 
their contraries"* The moral sense always approves benevolence 

when it appears as such. It is simply a natural tendency to ap¬ 

prove certain affections which tend to the public good* 

Benevolence is then the very essence of virtue and is in the 

truest sense natural, it is not a subtle refinement of egoism. 

An act that is prompted by self-love has no positive moral value* 

A large part of both the Inquiry and the System is taken up with 

an attempt to prove that our approval of virtue only cones when 

there is some assurance that an action is prompted by benevolence 

rather than self-love* Poes Hutcheson mean thereby to imply that 

in order to be virtuous a person must ignore self entirely? "The 

1* Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosophy. Vol*I,p.97* 
2* Ibid.*p.93. 
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actions which flow solely from self-love”, he maintains, "and 

yet evidence no want of "benevolence, having no hurtful effects 

upon others, seem perfectly indifferent in a moral sense, and 

neither raise the love or hatred of the observer. Our reason 

can Indeed discover certain bounds, within Which we may not 

only act from self-love, consistently with the good of the 

whole, but every mortal’s action within these bounds for his 

own good, is absolutely necessary for the good of the Whole; 

and the want of such self-love would be universally prenicious 

..... Every moral agent justly considers himself as a part of 

this rational system ••••• so that he may be, in part, an object 

of his own benevolence".* Benevolence then does not mean Ignore 

thyself, but put thy neighbour first. If a person is benevolent 

in all acts which concern others then he must be benevolent to¬ 

wards himself. How can one be benevolent towards himself? Is 

not this a contradiction in terms? in what way does such an 

attitude differ from a judicious self-regard? 

Hutcheson’s admission that a certain amount of self-love 

is consistent and even necessary for the good of the whole is 

in conformity with the facts but a fatal admission for one who 

1. Hutcheson, An Inquiry concerning Moral Good and Evil. 
Sect, III. 
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identifies virtue with benevolence. In emphasizing benevolence 

in opposition to Hobbes, Hutcheson was overemphasizing the opposite 

point of view. The solution of the conflict between egoism and 

altruism is not an emphasis of one or the other but a recognition 

that they are complementary. Pure benevolence as well as pure 

egoism is a contradiction in terms. 

If in helping others, Hutcheson maintains, I hurt myself 

more than I help them, then my act is really evil, for although, 

it came from benevolence it lias diminished rather than Increased 

public good. This implies that although benevolence and the "moral 

sense" are the two most important aspects of man*a moral nature, 

they are not sufficient when taken alone, Hutcheson would evaluate 

an act in terms of its consequences, in the System he distinguishes 

between what is "formally good" and materially good"} "An action is 

called materially good when in fact it tends to the interest of the 

system, as far as we can Judge of its tendency; or to the good of some 

part consistent with that of the system, whatever were the affec¬ 

tions of the agent. An action is formally good, when it flowed 

from good affections in a Just proportion".* A good man in choosing 

between several acts first determines the "material goodness of 

1, Hutcheson, A System of Moral philosophy. Vol.I,p,252. 
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them, and then is determined by his moral sense invariably 

preferring that vhich appears most conducive to the happiness 

and virtue of mankind"** Hutcheson thus tries to balance 

himself between his moral sense theory and a utilitarian 

standard. He uses them indifferently, being convinced of their 

absolute identity. The moral sense furnishes the clue, but 

for practical guidance, Hutcheson depends upon an external 

criterion. 

The formula, "the greatest happiness of the greatest 

number", la usei in order to express the "material" standard 

for evaluating action. "In comparing the moral qualities of 

actions, in order to regulate our election among the various 

actions proposed, or to find vhich of them has the greatest 

moral excellency, we are led by our moral sense of virtue to 

judge thus; that in equal degrees of happiness, expected to 

proceed from the action, the virtue is in proportion to the 

number of persons to whom the happiness shall extend ..... 

Virtue is in a compound ratio of the quality of good and number 

of enjoyers •• That action is best which procures the greatest 

1. Hutcheson, A System of Moral Philosophy. Vol.I,p.C52. 
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happiness for the greatest numbers".^ This statement is not 

far removed from Bentham's calculus* 

Hutcheson did develop a calculus, the object of which is to 

show the degree of morality of a given action, nis principle 

of confutation is thus expressed in the System: "«here kind af¬ 

fections alone are the springs of action, the good effected ty 

any agent is as the strength of these affections and his ability 

jointly ..... When the good done by two persons is equal, while 

their abilities are unequal, he shows the better part, whose 

2 
abilities are better". The moral worth of an action is then 

to be expressed as a ratio between abilities and performance. 

"Defect of power, of opportunities without any fault of ours, 

3 
will not exclude us from the most heroic virtue". The humble 

peasant can then perform actions, equal in moral worth to those 

of a prince or statesman. Hutcheson wished to measure not the 

amount of happiness which will result from an action, but the 

amount of benevolence implied by it. 

The chief interest, therefore, is in that which is formally 

1. Hutcheson, An Inquiry concerning lierai good and Evil. 
Sect. III. 

2. Hutcheson, A System of koral Phlloacthy. Vol.I,p.23G. 

3. Jbid.,p.245. 
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good, the "benevolent intention. The "greatest happiness of 

the greatest number" is a convenient expression for the good 

of the whole. The practical or theoretical difficulties in¬ 

volved in determining such a quantity troubled Hutcheson not 

at all,* He takes great pains, like Shaftesbury, to prove 

that Virtue is happiness even to the individual. That which 

makes for happiness is materially good, to be sure, but where 

the happiness of only one person is under consideration, the 

qualitative distinction between pleasure^ is regarded as abso¬ 

lute. "We have an immediate sense of a dignity, a perfection 

of beatific quality in some kinds, which no intenseness of the 

lower kinds can equal, were they as lasting as we could wish".*' 

Is individual welfare always consistent with the "greatest 

good of the greatest number"? Are the actions approved by the 

moral sense always conducive to public welfare? Hutcheson makes 

the arbitrary assumption that the utilitarian principle is im¬ 

mediately approved by the moral sense. To establish a connexion 

of the moral sense with universal benevolence one must show an 

1. Uotei The difficulty of the use of"the greatest happiness 
of the greatest number" as a moral standard will come 
up in connection with the discussion of Utilitarianism. 

2. Hutcheson, A System of l!or»l Philosophy. Vol.I,p.ll7. 
Hotei This distinction was one made by Mill. Had Hutche¬ 
son been as interested in the materially good as he was 
in the formally good, his system would have resembled 
that of Mill very closely. 
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organic union between individual sentiment and the good of 

society. Hutcheson would show this by exhibiting the personal 

advantages of benevolent conduct. One could as consistently 

show the advantages of conduct prompted by a proper regard for 

self • 

Leslie Stephen compares the moral sense to a "kind of Ithuriel 

spear, which, when brought into contact with our affections, re¬ 

veals their true quality, shewing the angelic nature of these which 

are conducive to the public good and the diabolical character of 

those which are opposed to it."^ The good actions of man always 

point in the direction which is most beneficial to society. It 

is the function of the moral sense to recognize them. 

As we have seen, Hutcheson recognizes utility as a criterion 

of virtue though it is not the cause or motive. It is but a step 

to maintain that utility is the sole factor to be considered in 

estimating conduct. That step was taken by the Utilitarian school, 

of which Bentham and Mill are the most prominent representatives. 

1. Leslie Stephen, History of English Thought In the 10th 
Century, third edition, London, Smith, Elder and Co., 

ly02,Tol.II,p.62. 
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7. 

Utilitarianism, like the Moral Sense philosophy, hases 

Its formulation of an ethical principle on a "naturalistic” view 

of human nature. The psychological theory, advocated by Hume, 

reduced mental content to sensations and their residua, only 

one connecting principle was recognized, the law of association. 

Accordingly', reason could not he regarded as giving the principle 

for directing conduct. It was sought, rather, in the feelings of 

pleasure and pain which accompany both sensory and motor presenta¬ 

tions. The assumption was made that an object, which has in past 

experience been associated with pleasurable sensations, is now 

desired as pleasure. Man was regarded as essentially a pleasure- ‘ 

loving, painpvoiding animal. Mill*s statement contains the heart 

of the utilitarian creed; "Utility, or the Greatest Happiness 

Principle, holds that actions are right in proportion as they 

tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the 

reverse of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and 

the absence of pain; by unhappiness pain, and the privation of 

pleasure".'*’ 

It is not necessary to give here a complete exposition of 

Bentham*s and Mill’s ethics. The Inadequacy of hedonism, both 

1. J. S. Mill, Utilitarianism. Everyman’s edition, Kew 
York, E.P. Dutton and Sons, Ltd., p.6. 
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as an ethical and a psychological theory, has been repeatedly 

demonstrated* We shall now be concerned with it in so far as 

it exhibits the features of Naturalism in ethics. 

It is important to remember that Bentham propounded a 

theory of ethics in the interest of political legislation* 

Being profoundly interested in the science of government, he 

wished to ground politics on a science on conduct* His main 

interest in morality was a practical, not a theoretical one* 

He was, however, regarded both by himself and by his followers 

as the inangurator of a perfectly new regime* This is certainly 

not the case in the sense that Bentham can be called the founder 

of a new ethical principle* Paley, Tucker and others had advo¬ 

cated utilitarian principles. 

The Principles of Morals and Legislation is the best known 

of Bentham's works and contains the essentials of his ethics* 

The statement of the principle of utility occupies comparatively 

little space. It is affirmed rather than proved. A large part 

of the book is concerned with the application of morals to 

legislation* 

The first few sentences well illustrate the author's 

method of procedure; "Kature has placed mankind under the 
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governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is 

for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to 

determine what we shall not do. On the one hand the standard 

of right and wrong, on the other the chain of causes and ef- 

1 
fects are fastened to their throne". The principle of utility 

assumes the subjection of man to pain and pleasure "for the 

foundation of that system, the object of which is to rear the 

2 
fabric of felicity by the hands of reason and law". 

Utility is defined as "that principle which approves or 

disapproves of every action whatsoever, according to the tendency 

which it appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of 

the party whose interest is in question; or what is the same 

thing in other words, to promote or to oppose that happiness". 

The good of the individual is therefore happiness. The interest 

of the community is "the interest of the individual". A thing 

is said to be for the inW^ast of the individual "when it tends 

4 
to add to the sum total of his pleasures". Therefore, the 

interest of the community is any agency which, augments the happi¬ 

ness of the Individual. 

1. Bentham's Works, Edinburgh, William Tait,1638,Vol.I.p.l. 

2. Bantham, principles of Morals and Legislation. Ch.l. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid. 



Is utility "susceptible to any direct proof"? Eo, Bentham 

maintains, for it is the assumption of all morality* It cannot 

he disproved, for all reasons against it are unconsciously drawn 

from the principle itself* A man can move the earth "if he can 

get another earth to stand on *•*•• A chain of proofs must have 

their commencement somewhere"* 

Bentham is entirely right in maintaining that there are as¬ 

sumptions which must he made in ethics* Is not the fundamental 

problem to discover what one must take for granted in construc¬ 

ting a system of value? A "first irinciple" cannot he expressed 

in slnpjler terms. How will one vindicate It then? Shall we 

agree with Hobbes in maintaining that the starting point is 

arbitrary? The value of a hypothesis is shown In the deductions 

which are implied in it* Granting that utility is a first principle, 

its validity would then depend upon its implications* These must 

be checked and corroborated by the collective experience of man¬ 

kind* They must adequately explain the facts* 

Eon-hedonistic systems are treated with contempt by Bentham* 

They "deal in sounds instead of sense, in caprice Instead of 

reason"* He would reduce them all to the principle of "sympathy 

and antipathy"* To refute them, it is only necessary to show that 
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they differ from the principle of utility, since by definition 

it is the only rale that can be consistently followed. Bentham 

concludes; "They consist all of them in so many contrivances 

for avoiding the obligation of appealing to any enterrai stand¬ 

ard, and for prevailing upon the reader to accept of the author’s 

sentiment or opinion as a reason, and that a sufficient one, for 
1 

itself". 

Bentham distinguishes, as did Ilutcheson, between the Inten¬ 

tion and motive in evaluating action. The motive, "or cause, 

which by operating on the mind of an individual is productive 

of any act" is indifferent, morally speaking. It is only in 

terms of consequences that an act can be evaluated. The moral 

worth of an action depends upon what one is trying to do. 

The good is, then, identified with pleasure or the greatest 

balance of pleasure over pain for the individual, the greatest 

sum of happiness for the state. Rot only does one seek his own 

happiness but each one is incomparably the best Judge of what 

will make for his own happiness. "Everyone will constitute him¬ 

self Judge of his own utility; this is and ought to be, otherwise 
a- 2 

man would not be^reasonable being." 

1. Bentham, principles of Morals end leglslatlon.Ch.il. 
Sect .XIV. 
hid.,p.!2. 2# 
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What are the sources of "sanctions of pain and pleasure"? 

Bentham finds fours the physical, the political, the moral 

and religious. From these four aspects of life men derive 

their pleasure* The religious sanction is reduced to the 

other three, since the pleasures coming from it are in this 

life, and religious activity is in this world either physical, 

political or moral. Of pleasures to he obtained in a future 

state of existence we can know nothing. "They lie not open 

to our observation". 

So since individual good is a balance of pleasure, to be 

measured in terms of consequences, one must be able to deter¬ 

mine in advance the amount of pleasure which an act will pro¬ 

duce. Bentham evolves a calculus in order to determine a "lot 

of pleasure of- pain". 

"To a person considered by himself, the value of a pleasure 

or pain considered by itself, will be greater or less accord¬ 

ing to -the four following circumstances"» 

1. "Its intensity". 

2. "Its duration". 

3. "Its certainty or uncertainty". 

4. "Its propinquity or remoteness". 
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These ara circumstances which are to he considered, in 

estimating a pleasure or pain considered By itself* in ad¬ 

dition* Bentham adds two other circumstances for determining 

the tendency of any acts 

5* "Its fecundity* or the chance it has of Being fol¬ 

lowed By sensations of the same kind"**»** 

6* "Its purity, or the chance it has of not Being fol¬ 

lowed By sensations of the opposite kind"***** 

Where more than one person is to Be considered Bentham 

adds another "circumstance": 

7* "Its extent; that is, the number of persons to whom 

it extends"** 

In estimating an act, A, one must therefore take account 

of the first six of these "circumstances"* Put the sum total 

of pain in one column and the sum total of pleasure in another* 

"The Balance, if it Be on the side of pleasure, will give the 

good tendency of the act upon the whole, with respect to the 

interests of that individual person; if on the side of pain, 

2 
the Bad tendency of it upon the whole"* 

1* Bentham, Prlneinles of Morals and legislatlon.-p*16* 

2. iBid. 
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If one is considering a number of persons the above process 

is to be repeated 'with each person and the total obtained 

by counting heads* 

Bentham makes the following observation with reference 

to the practicability of his calculus; "it is not to be ex¬ 

pected that this process should be strictly pursued previously 

to every moral Judgment" but it should be used so far as is 

possible* The question immediately arises as to whether It is 

ever possible* It may seem to be a strange procedure* Bentham 

adds, but it is implied in all our moral Judgments whenever we 

take a clear view of our own interests* If this statement were 

true, then no discussion of the relevance of the calculus would- 

be necessary* This is the real issue however: does one ever 

take such a view of his own interests and is it possible for him 

to do so? This question must be considered in any criticism of Bentham* 

Bentham then proceeds to give a catalogue of the various 

kinds.of pleasures and pains and the "various circumstances 
2 

influencing sensibility"* The details of this analysis do 

1* Bentham, Principles of Morals and Legislation, p.16. 
2* lbld*.Ch*YI. 
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not concern us* The scheme Is designed primarily for the 

legislator as a guide in formulating laws based on those con¬ 

ditions which yield the greatest amount of happiness* "The 

business of government ", Bentham says* "is to promote the 

happiness of the society by punishing and rewarding* That 

part of its business which consists in punishing* is more 

particularly the subject of the penal law* in proportion as 

an act tends to disturb that happiness* in proportion as the 

tendency of it is pernicious, will be the demand it creates for 

punishment1*** 

Briefly, then, Bentham begins with the assumption that the 

individual is fundamentally an egoist — l*e*. pleasure is the 

thing desired by eaoh person, that is, his,own pleasure he then 

asserts that the, good of the community is the greatest good of the 

greatest number or rather the greatest happiness of the greatest 

number} for the community is the sum total of the individuals 

composing it* Its interest therefore is "the sum of the interest 

of the several members who compose it1*; finally he maintains, 

that the greatest balance of pleasure, which is the good, can be 

calculated by the individual* The results of such a calculation 

are a valid guide for individual action and political legisla- 

1* Bentham, Principles of lierais and Legislation.p«g5* 



tion* 

As has teen observed, Bentham offers no proof for psycho¬ 

logical hedonism. lie maintains furthermore that the principle 

of utility is not susceptible of proof and refutes all con¬ 

trary theories by the simple assertion that, if they differ 

t 

from the principle of utility, which by definition is the 

only true ethical principle, they are false 

A criticism of Bentham's theory should deal, first of all, 

with the basic assumption that "pain and pleasure govern all we 

do". Such a criticism strides at the very heart of all hedonistic 

theory, since it attacks the psychology upon which it Is ultimate¬ 

ly based. If it can be proved that men necessarily do desire 

pleasure in all objects of desire, then it would be difficult to 

2 
dismiss hedonism, though this would not be inpossible. The 

character of such a criticism will be considered in connection 

with Mills's Utilitarianism. We will assume that Bentham's 

assumption, that man always seeks his own pleasure, is a correct 

one. Has he then formulated a consistent ethical criterion? 

1. Cf. Bentham, Principles of Morals and Legislation. 
Ch.II. notes One recalls the pretext, which, according 
to tradition, prompted the burning of the Alexandrian 
library; if the books contained teaching contrary to the 
Koran they were evil; if not, they were useless. 

2. Thus, one might regard the goal as the negation of all 
desire• 
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First of all it may la observed that psychological hedonism 

is not necessarily identical with ethical hedonism* That is* 

when one says that pleasure is desired, he is not necessarily 

maintaining that pleasure is desirable or ought to be desired. 

There is a possible ambiguity in the simple statement that 

pleasure is the thing desired. Does the statement mean that 

(a) a man acts for what is most pleasant or least painful at 

the time of the action, or (b} ynt one always follows the 

course which he thinks most likely to bring him the greatest 

pleasure on the whole? It is obvious that these two views are 

not identical, for that which will bring the greatest pleasure 

of the moment does not necessarily bring the greatest oum of 

pleasures on the whole. If the first meaning is accepted then 

human nature can declare for itself no other end than pleasure. 

To maintain that one ought to seek what he always does and must 

seek is unmeaning. 

Although the ambiguity suggested in the statement that men 

actually desire pleasure is present in Een.th.am*s thinking, yet, 

when he formulated his ethical calculus, he was doubtless re¬ 

ferring to tho greatest possible balance of pleasurable over 

painful states for the probable duration of life. He does not 
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distingulsh, at any place, the difference between the two 

possible interpretations* To repeat, if the greatest pleasure 

is, as a matter of fact, always desired, then it is meaning¬ 

less to maintain that one ought to seek what he invariably 

does seek* There is a difference between the pleasure of the 

moment for whioh a man doos act and the greatest sum of pieuvres 

for which he ought to act* That is to say, psychological and ethical 

hedonism are not identical* To identify them without qualifica¬ 

tion is a confusion in terms* 

There is evidently a difficulty involved in the very notion 

of a hedonistic calculus* now can one estimate in advance the 

pleasure likely to result from an act? Our outlook on the future 

depends upon our present viewpoint* It Is a common experience 

that the pleaoures of to-day may not be regarded as pleasures 

to-morrew* Even future states which are regarded as pleasurable 

when they are attained have often changed their character* in 

fact they always change their character, since they are no 

longer external to a person, but identified with him. The 

pleasures of Saul the persecutor were net the pleasures of Paul 

tlf ^persecuted* The character of objects which had formerly 

been regarded with a certain emotional flavour, had, in Saul's 
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■becoming Paul, radically changed their character. 

In addition to the fact that future pleasures are regarded 

from a present outlook there are the difficulties involved in 

any attempt to total pleasure at all. These difficulties are 

In Bentham’s ccrception, ur rather misconception, of pleasure. 

is it possible to regard all pleasure as being of equal 

value? This has been called pig morality, and it is not hard 

to see the Inadequacy of a merely quantitative conception of 

pleasure to do justice to the moral facts of human experience. 

Bentham recognizes no qualitative difference in pleasure, and 

in this respect he is perhaps consistently hodonistic, for had 

he distinguished kinds of pleasure, as J. S. Hill did, he would 

have already, like the latter, virtually transcended hedonism. 

Grant that it is possible to calculate the balance of 

pleasure to result from an act. Not all of us will agree in 

our arithmetic in the case of any particular act. Bo we not 

have an endless variety of Individual calculations? Which Is 

right? Saoh individual would then perform that act which 

pleases him most. This is no difficulty from Bentham»s point 

of view, for he defined utility as "that property which tends 

to promote benefit, advantage etc..... A thing is said to be 
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for the interest or the individual, when it adds to the sum 

total of his pleasures", The calculus then amounts to this; 

each man is the sole judge to determine the greatest good for 

himself* 

If Bentham could shew that men are always motivated by 

that which seems to bring the greatest pleasure on the whole, 

then to he fully acquainted with all the sources of pleasure 

and pain and to have the ability to estimate them correctly, 

would guarantee the possession of a high egoistic morality. 

If men could estimate the amount of pleasure resulting from 

their acts then right would follow as a matter of course. This 

would he prudential ethics, however, and we would still have 

no universal standard. 

The logical result of the calculus plainly shows its in¬ 

consistency with the facts of human experience. Granted a 

community possessing the greatest amount of individual prudence 

our problem would still remain; If I know the test, will I 

always follow it? Is it the universal experience of men that 

knowing the better part, they choose it? Does one always live 

up to Ms ideals? 

Accordingly we are led to ask whether Bentham can consist¬ 

ently adopt the "greatest happiness principle". In what sense 
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Is the greatest good or happiness of the community an end of 

conduct consistent with the interests of the individuals com¬ 

posing it? The interest of the community is the sum of the 

interests of the several memlers who compose it, Bentham 

maintains* 13 he Justified in making this transition from 

egoism to utilitarianism? It should he remembered that he was 

an advocate of this principle as a means of political reform. 

The expression, "everybody to count for one and nolody for 

mere than one" is a rule for interpreting the phrase, the 

"greatest happiness of the greatest number". It .is an asser¬ 

tion that every individual is reduced to the same ethical worth, 

and consequently happiness is declared to be the end of action, 

and equàlity of distribution the rule for deciding between dif¬ 

ferent individuals* The dogma of human equality is obsolete, 

but Bentham*s expression, "everybody to count for one and nobody 

for more than one", can be interpreted in a way to give it real 

significance, if it be taken in the Kantian sense, that no man 

to be treated merely as a means, thus implying a genuine ethical 

value in individuality which cannot be surrendered to any more 

ultimate worth. 

The validity of Bentham* s trasition depends upon the extent 
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to which ha can show that the interest of the community and 

the individual are identical* He had, however, described 

society as a number of individuals, each seeking his own 

pleasure* How can one be convinced,then, then, to desire the 

happiness of the community rather than his own? The meaning 

of Bentham*s system of administrative control is now seen* 

It is to furnish a system of rewards and punishments in order 

to make the greatest happiness of the greatest number coincide 

with the happiness of the individual* The difficulty, then, 

is in getting an individual, who is necessarily egoistic, to 

desire the happiness of the community* If such a person is 

really conscious that his own interests and the interests of 

the conmanity are identical, then he is no longer an egoistic 

individual and Bentham* s basis is abandoned* Mill came far 

nearer to an adequate recognition of the social side of indi¬ 

viduality but as will be seen he also grounded a relationship 

between individuals on Insecure foundations* 

The criticism which has been given of Bentham* s system 

is, as has been indicated, concerned with the value of his 

ethics, assuming that his hedonistic basis is correct* A more 

fundamental objection would concern itself with the assumption 
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that pleasure is the thing or rather the only thing desired# 

Such a criticism will now he considered in connection with 

the discussion of Mill* 
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VI. 

It is to the credit of Mill, that, although he is less 

consistent than Bentham, his theory is more in keeping with the 

actual facts of human experience. To appreciate Mill thorough¬ 

ly, as a philosopher and a man, knowledge of his life is demanded. 

Such an account belongs rather to a history of ethics than to our 

present discussion. It must be remembered, however, that he was 

reared under the Influence of the strictest Utilitarian doctrine. 

He therefore carried on the traditional teaching, but for him it 

was largely a pouring of new wine into old bottles. He advocates 

« 
the old principles but in the light of ideas that were evidently 

foreign to one who treated all other 'ethical systems than his own, 

as dealing in "sounds instead of sense", it was the common defect 

of both Hobbes and Bentham, that they advocated principles, and 

were prone to let the facts take care of themselves. 

Perhaps the best known of Mill's works is his Utilitarianism. 

Its contents are too well known to require analysis. We shall 

consider only those sections that are significant for our dis¬ 

cussion. 

Mill agrees with Bentham in claiming that other systems of 

morality employ the principle of utility in disguise.* Albee 

1. J. S. Mill, Utilitarianism. Ch.I. 
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maintaina that Mill is essentially ri^it in saying thatAsystem 

of ethics cannot dispense altogether with the doctrine of con¬ 

sequences. He maintains that systems of a priori philosophy 

have made an unnecessary concession in admitting that conse¬ 

quences must necessarily he expressed in hedonistic terms.* it 

is probably true that any system of ethics, which deals exclu¬ 

sively with either the motive or the consequences, is to that 

extent one-sided and abstract. 

To his classic definition of Utilitarianism, already quoted. 

Mill adds» "To give a clear view of the moral standard set up 

by the theory, much more requires to be said; in particular, 

what things it includes in the ideas of pain and pleasure •• But 

these supplsnontary explanations do not affect the theory of 

life on which this theory of morality is grounded •• namely, 

that pleasure, and freedom from pain, are the only things de¬ 

sirable as ends". The first part of this statement, if con¬ 

sistently carried out, will involve the abandonment of the 

whole theory (l.e.,an analysis of ràiat is included in the 

idea of pleasure and pain). What Mill means to imply is that 

pleasure is a much more complex notion than was formerly 

1. Cf. Ernest Albee, A History of English Utilitarianism» 

New York, The Macmillan Co., 1902,p.£50. 
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lmagined. 

In the chapter, entitled. *0f vfoat Sort of Proof the 

Principle of Utility is Susceptible*», Mill states clearly 

and concisely the psychological basis of hedonism; “She 

only proof capable of being given that an object is visible, 

is that people actually see it. The only proof that a sound 

is audible, is that people hear it; and so of the other sources 

of our experience. In like manner, I apprehend, the sole 

evidence it is possible to produce that anything is desirable, 

is that people actually desire it*». 

One fallacy implied in this statement has been indicated, 

namely, the confusion of the judgment of fact with a judgment 

of value. The acceptance of psychological hedonism does not 

necessarily involve the acceptance of ethical hedonism. Green, 

in Ms Prolegomena to Ethics, challenges the statement that 

pleasure Is the tUng desired. The real basis of Green*s 

criticism lay in his advocacy of a type of psychological and 

pMlosophical theory opposed to that represented by Hume, the 

basis, as we have said before, of the hedonistic theory. Hume 

had made all knowledge tend toward skepticism by carrying to 

Its logical conclusion the notion that all knowledge comes 



-73- 

from sense perception, a proposition first advocated by Locke 

and elaborated by Berkeley* With. Home, mind becomes a mosaic 

with no organic union, no connecting principle save that of 

the laws of association* Kant amply demonstrated that mind is 

no passive factor in the process of cognitivâl donstruction, 

but an active organizing principle* His positions had implica¬ 

tions which are directly opposed to all Naturalistic theories 

of ethics, which deny the reason of man any independence in 

determining the ends of conduct* The full import of Green*s 

criticism of Naturalism will be considered in another connection* 

Green makes the assertion that the notion that pleasure is 

the thing desired comes about through the fact that the ordinary 

man "mistakes the desire to satisfy himself in the attainment 

of objects for a desire to satisfy himself with the pleasure of 

attainment**Desire, in other words, considers pleasure as a 

factor in the attainment, but only as a part of the whole of 

desire; pleasure is not the thing desired. And, Green points 

out, many men seek self-satisfaction in goods which yield pain 

rather than pleasure. One, therefore, seeks satisfaction in 

the attainment of a good or object which is regarded as desirable, 

but the pleasure which attends self-satisfaction cannot be ex- 

la T* H* Green, Prolegomena to Ethics, 4th ed., Oxford, 
1899,p.224. 
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perl enc e i apart from any object* This contention of Green*s 

has in the main been vindicated hy modern psychology in its 

analysis of pleasure and pain* It has teen shown that both 

originate as accompaniments of satisfactory or unsatisfactory 

adjustments to environment* The organism may he impelled to 

seek a pleasurable state* hut that does not mean that pleasure 

is desired as. such; it is rather the feeling which comes when 

I have attained that which^wished* 

Bentham, as we have seen, recognized no qualitative dis¬ 

tinction in pleasure. For him, pleasures were all essentially 

the same in value in so far as they constituted a sum of pleasure 

which the individual should attain. Mill introduces an important 

distinction, a qualitative one* “It is quite compatible with the 

principle of utility to recognize the fact", he says, “that some 

kinds of pleasures are more desirable than others* It would be 

absurd that while, in estimating all other things, quality is 

considered as well as quantity, the estimation of pleasures 

should be supposed to depend on quantity alone*"'*’ 

Mill is evidently right In his criticism of Bentham*s cal¬ 

culus, but he has transcended hedonism In admitting a qualitative 

• 

1* J* 3. Mill, Utilitarianism. Ch*II,Everyman’s Edition, 
p.7. 
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distinction in pleasure, It lias often teen pointed out, that, 

if happiness determines vaine, une happiness cannot he letter 

than another. To allow a qualitative distinction in pleasure 

is to refer therety to a standard more ultimate than pleasure, 

Hill’s assertion, that the pleasures, which are valued most 

highly hy the greatest number of cultured people, have "a 

superiority in quality” which other enjoyments do not possess, 

is prohahly true, hut it has brought no logical advantage to 

him, now do these cultured people evaluate their pleasure? 

It is evidently not in terms of pleasure. If the amount of 

pleasure Is the only consideration, then it would he hard to 

convince a libertine that his pleasures bring him no more satis¬ 

faction than those of a philosopher. To maintain that one who 

has had experience of both is a fair judge is also a misstate¬ 

ment, To enjoy the pleasures of a philosopher one must be a 

philosopher. Only a libertine could experience the satisfac¬ 

tions of a libertine. The fact that one Is a philosopher may 

make it impossible for him ever to become a libertine and vice 

versa. Even if one of two pleasures were preferred by a man 

who has had experience of both, tlii3 does not prove that it 

should be preferred by one who has never experienced it. Even 
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If a philosopher prefers his to a libertine*s pleasure, after 

experiencing both, why Should a libertine prefer philosophy 

to dissipation? As a hedonist you cannot by citing authori¬ 

ties convince me that I ought to enjoy what, as a matter of 

fact, I do not enjoy. 

There is another difficulty in Mill's doctrine, which 

was also found in Bentham's, though Mill has gone much further 

in his conception of the terms involved. Mill's standard may 

be expressed thus: the greatest amount of the best kind of 

pleasure for the greatest number of people. How can such a 

standard become an object of desire? Mill has first supposed 

that a sum of happiness could become an object of desire. Such 

is not the case. Feelings cannot be accumulated in enjoyment, 

A man may experience a series of pleasures but not a sum of 

pleasures. One may imagine himself passing through a series 

of states involving self-satisfaction but he can no more desire 

a sum of pleasures than he can desire any pleasure, as pleasure. 

There is involved the additional error that what is good 

for the individual members of society is good for the aggregate, 

or rather that the interest of any community can be expressed as 

the sum total of the individual interests of the citizens making 
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up the community} "that each personas happiness is good to 

that person and therefore the general happiness is good to 

the aggregate of all persons"* As a matter of fact* human 

experience has shown that one's individual interests have 

often come into conflict with the collective interest* Often 

an increase of personal happiness or good comes only from the 

sacrifice of a certain amount of happiness by others* For 

example* Francis I is said to have made the remark; "My 

brother and I are in perfect accord; we both desire the city 

of Milan"* Obviously* in this case, the happiness of Francis 

I in so far as it depended upon the acquisition of Milan, could 

only come from the sacrifice of happiness on the part of his 

brother. How, then, has the sum total of pleasure been increased? 

One of the great problems of government has ever been to achieve 

a more adequate harmonization of interest between the individual 

and society* If it is shown that the individual may progressively 

realize himself in society, and can do so only therein, then the 

conflicting interests of man and society are seen not as opposed 

but as complementary: Such a conception, however, presupposes a 

view of society, which is absent in the accounts of human nature 

that we have been examining» 
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Mill is in the right when he states: "The social state of 

man is at once so natural, so necessary and so habitual to man, 

that, except in some unusual circumstances, or by an effort of 

abstraction, he never conceives himself otherwise than as a 

member of a body".'*' His contention; that "in an improving state 

of the human mind, the influences are constantly on the increase, 

which tend to generate ... a feeling of unity with all the rest", 

has been proven by the actual experience of mankind. Mill, how¬ 

ever, gives no valid account of the means by which this improve¬ 

ment is to be attained. That he was able to achieve this notion, 

shows that he had passed beyond the bounds of Utilitarianism, 

though, he himself was not able to restate the problem in new 

terms • 

It seems evident that the same fundamental defect, which 

was present in the systems of Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, is also 

present in that of Bentham and Mill. I refer to a principle of 

organic connection between the individual and society. The 

theory of evolution seemed to fill this gap in the Ethics of 

naturalism. A consideration of Herbert Spencer's system may 

enable us to estimate the notion of evolution as applied to the 

ethical problem. 

1. Mill, Utilitarianism. Ch.III 



-79 

VII. 

In the first chapter of his principles of Ethics. Spencer 

makes the assertion that a study of the "evolution of conduct"* 

is a preparatory step to the study of morality. Human conduct, 

he maintains, is unintelligible taxless related to conduct as a 

whole. "The conduct of the higher animals as compared with that 

of man, and the conduct of the lower animals as compared with 

that of the higher, mainly differ in this, that the adjustments 

of acts to ends are relatively simple and relatively incomplete. 

And as in other cases, so in this case, we must interpret the 

more developed by the less developed. Just as, fully to under¬ 

stand the part of conduct which Ethics deals with, we must study 

human conduct as a whole; so, fully to understand human conduct 

as a whole, we must study it as a part of that larger whole con* 

2 
stituted by the conduct of animate beings in general". 

Spencer then proceeds to show how the advance in the evolu¬ 

tion of conduct, beginning with the simple infusorium and ending 

with civilized man, is characterized by a greater adjustment of 

acts to ends subserving Individual life and the rearing of off¬ 

spring. In the lower forms of life these adjustments cannot reach 

completion because they are hindered by the struggle for existence. 

1* Herbert Spencer, The Principles of Ethics, new York, D. 
Appleton and Co., 1897,Vol.I,p.7. 

2. Ibid. 



They cannot be made by one creature without other creatures 

"being prevented from making them".* This suggests a possible 

* 

condition such that each creature may make adjustments "with- 
# 

2 
out preventing them being made by other creatures"» The 

highest form of conduct is attained in a state of society 

# 

where each individual may achieve his ends by "mutual help in 

g 
the achievement of ends"» 

After indicating the main outlines of the evolution of 

conduct, Spencer formulates his evolutionary hypothesis; "Guided 

by the truth that as the conduct at large must be general¬ 

ly understood before this part can be specially understood; and 

guided by the further truth that to understand conduct at large 

we must understand the evolution of conduct; we have been led to 

see that ethics has for its subject-matter, that form iriiich 

universal conduct assumes during the last stages of its evolution" 

R 
What, then, is the meaning of good and bad conduct? Good and 

bad are applied to objects rôiich are "well or ill adapted to 

achieve prescribed ends. The good knife is one which will cut" 

etc» Acts are then good or bad, "according as they are well or 

1» Herbert Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.l8. 
2. Ibid. 
3» J^id»,p»19< 
4» Jbid.,p»20# 



-81- 

ill adjusted to ends •• leaving other ends aside, we regard 

as good the conduct furthering self-preservation, and as had i 

the conduct tending to self-destruction • • Moreover, just as 

we there saw that evolution becomes the highest possible when 

the conduct simultaneously achieves the greatest totality of 

life, in self, in offspring, and in fellow men; so here we 

see that the conduct called good rises to the conduct con¬ 

ceived as best, When it fulfils all three classes of ends at 

the same time".* This notion of good as self-preservation is 

naturally suggested as the end subserved by the activity of an 

organism being adjusted to stirrounding conditions. Self-pre¬ 

servation, therefore, rather than adaptation to environment is 

considered as the end, with which adaptation is connected as 

the essential means. Spencer thus attempts to find in the 

characteristics of evolution itself an indication of the end 

which organisms, produced by evolution and subject to it, are 

naturally fitted to attain. Let us observe the way in which 

he establishes his position. 

Spencer recognizes, first of all, that he has made a funda¬ 

mental assumption "in calling good the acts conducive to life**, 

1. Spencer, Principles of Ethics. vol.l,p.25. 
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but he maintains that his assumption really underlies all 

moral estimates* "Before entering on any ethical discussion* 

one must first of all answer the question — "is life worth 

living"? That is to say, one must first adopt either a pes¬ 

simistic or an optimistic view of life before entering on any 

ethical discussion* "The ultimate question, therefore, is — 

Has evolution been a mistake; and especially that evolution 

which improves the adjustments of acts to ends in ascending 

2 
stages of organization"? 

Therd is "one postulate in which both pessimists and 

optimists agree* Both their arguments assume it to be self- 

evident that life is good or bad, according as it does, or 

does not, bring a surplus a agreeable feeling"* All other 

proposed standards of conduct are based upon this postulate, 

"Whether perfection of nature is the assigned proper aim, 

or virtuousness of action, or rectitude of motive, we saw 

that the definition of the perfection, the virtue, the recti¬ 

tude, inevitably brings us down to happiness experienced in 

some form, at some time, by some person, as the fundamental 

1* Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol*I,p*26* 
2* -Ibid*,p*27* 
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idea ,,««, pleasure somewhere, at some time, to some toeing 

or beings, is an inexpugnable element of the conception. It 

is as much a necessary form of moral intuition as space is a 

1 
necessary form of intellectual intuition". 

It is not necessary to criticize at length Spencer*s 

statement just quoted. He is evidently mistaken if he would 

maintain that all ethical systems are ultimately hedonistic, 

What he seems to imply is that every proposed standard of 

virtue tacitly assumes that its pursuit will in some way 

torlng happiness either here or hereafter. It might toe main¬ 

tained, that one cannot conceive of an ultimate moral aim with¬ 

out thinking of it as desirable, tout this does not mean that 

pleasure is the thing desired, nor that all ethical standards 

must toe expressed in terms of pleasure or happiness, 

Spencer might toe criticized because he dismissed the pes¬ 

simist unheard. If he must either adopt an optimistic or a 

pessimistic point of view, it would seem that he should refute 

the pessimistic alternative, before accepting an optimistic one. 

"There is no escape", he says, "from the admission that in call¬ 

ing good conduct which subserves life, and toad the conduct which 

1, Spencer, Principles of Ethics. vol.l,p,46. 



-84- 

hinders or destroys it, and in so implying that life is a 

blessing and not a curse, we are inevitably asserting that 

conduct is good or bad according as its total effects are 

pleasurable or painful"** Yet there is no attempt to con¬ 

sider the claims which pessimism has to offer; it is simply 

assumed that life on the whole has pleasurable rather than 

painful effects* 

The problem of pessimism resolves itself into two dis¬ 

tinct questions; (a) The first is: Poes life on the whole 

give, or can it give, a balance of pleasure? This question 

is the one put by those who assume that value is equivalent 

to pleasure-value* (b) The second question is: Poes the 

evolution of life lead to an increase of pleasure and dim¬ 

inution of pain? Hartmann answers both these questions in the 

negative* According to Spencer, if the pessimistic view of 

life is correct, then, since the ending of existence is the 

thing desired, anything which causes the ending of it should 

be praised* This is perhaps true from the individualistic 

point of view* The death of an individual would not, however, 

1* Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.28* 



—85- 

end miserable existence* It would only make room for other 

individuals to fill the vacant places* Not life itself* ac¬ 

cording to Schopenhauer, hut the will to live is to he destroy¬ 

ed in the individual* According to Hartmann, the individual's 

duty is to join the ceaseless striving of life and so hasten 

its arrival once more at the goal of unconsciousness* 

The pessimistic point of view, apart from the metaphysical 

view of things connected with it, has a foundation both in 

psychology and the facts of life* psychologically, pain is 

regarded as prior to pleasure? the experiences of men are cited 

to show that the progress of the world tends to misery* The 

pessimistic psychology in treating pleasure and pain as es¬ 

sentially different mistakes the true nature of both. They are 

alike accompaniments of satisfactory or unsatisfactory activity* 

There is a certain sense in which a feeling of non-adjustment 

is negative, but the pleasure which ensues upon satisfactory 

adjustment, more than atones for it* It is furthermore diffi¬ 

cult to identify a feeling of non-adjustment with a distinct 

feeling of pain* 

It is also impossible to demonstrate from an observation 

of human affairs that the progress of the world tends to misery* 
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Prom the standpoints "both of the individual arid of society, 

any permanent advance seems to show a greater susceptibility to 

both pain and pleasure. We have shown that no Individual can 

calculate with certainty a balance of pleasure or pain in the 

course of his own life. How much more difficult would it be 

to estimate the hedonistic value of social progress? 

One cannot completely justify pessimism, but the same 

sort of difficulties prevent a demonstration of optimism in 

terms of pleasure. Pleasure, by itself, as we have seen, is 

not a possible object of pursuit. We always aim at some end 

which can be expressed in objective terms; though it is pos¬ 

sible to aim at certain objects rather than others on account 

of the satisfaction attending their pursuit. An individual, 

in the course of his existence will habitually associate 

certain objects with a feeling of pleasure, but these objects 

are never desired as pleasure. 

Spencer nevertheless assumes the optimistic point of view, 

'♦asserting that conduct is good or bad according as its total 

effects are pleasurable or painful".^ He regards his view as 

being more rational than that of Mill's; "The objection which 

1. Spencer, principles of Ethics, Vol.i,p.28. 
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I bave to current Utilitarianism is, that it recognizes no 

more developed form of morality ••••• does not see that it 

has reached hut the initial stage of Moral Science* •••• 

the utilitarianism which recognizes only the principles of 

conduct hy induction, is hut preparatory to the utilitarianism 

which deduces these principles from the processes of life as 

2 
carried on under established conditions". 

In considering "moral phenomena as phenomena of evolution", 

Spencer takes in succession that he terms; (a) the physical 

view, (b) the biological view, (c) the psychological view and 

(d) the sociological view. 

(a) "Maintaining life, expressed in physical terms, is 

maintaining a balanced combination of internal actions in face 

of external forces tending to destroy it •• advance towards a 

higher life, has been an acquirement of ability to maintain the 

balance for a longer period, but the successive additions of 

organic appliances which by their actions, counteract, more 

and more fully, the disturbing forces. Here, then, we are led 

1. Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.58. 

2. Ibid.,p.61. 
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to the conclusion that the life called moral is one in which 

this maintenance of the moving equilibrium reaches complete¬ 

ness, or approaches most nearly to completeness".^ Self- 

preservation from the physical point of view, then, implies 

as the end of man’s development a state of moving-equilibrium, 

in which man will be perfectly adapted to the conditions of 

his environment, so that, to each change without there will 

be an answering organic change. Is this notion of man's 

development in keeping with Spencer's initial postulate - that 

conduct should promote evolution because life is desirable, 

and that increase of life comes with the progress of evolution? 

Spencer probably got his idea from a notion that the evolu¬ 

tion of the solar system points to a condition in which the 

moving equilibrium will at last pass into a form in which 

there is no further sensible motion. This does not necessarily 

imply that the aim of conduct should be a similar equilibrium, 

the result of a perfectly adapted function does not mean a 

continuance of greatly increased pleasure. As acts are perform¬ 

ed more easily they gradually pass into the background of con¬ 

sciousness or out of it altogether, perfectly automatic action 

1. Spencer, Principles of Ethics .-p.71. 
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occurs with no feeling whatsoever, and indeed without con¬ 

sciousness, The goal of perfect adaptation is certainly not 

in keeping with Spencer’s contention that evolution will bring 

the greatest amount of happiness, unless that state exist in 

unconsciousness• 

(b) «Like the physical view, then, the biological view 

corresponds with the view gained by looking at conduct in 

general from the standpoint of evolution •• From the biological 

point of view, ethical science becomes a specification of the 

conduct of associated men who are severally so constituted that 

the various self*preserving activities ... are fulfilled in the 

spontaneous exercise of duly proportioned faculties, each yield- 

1 
ing when in action its quantum of pleasure.w 

To support this view Spencer attempts to show that in the 

moral development of Individuals, pleasures have always ac¬ 

companied normal functions; pain abnormal. Changes sometimes 

cause these relations to be deranged but they must re-establish 

themselves. Human pleasures are not always connected with actions 

which must be performed, but in the progress of adaptation such 

disharmonies will be overcome eventually. 

1. Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol.i,p.l00. 
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That pain and pleasure accompany actions which are detri¬ 

mental nr useful to the organism, is fairly well established. 

This does not mean that pleasure is or ought to he the goal 

of man*s activity. Neither can it he demonstrated that a 

progress in evolution will bring a greater balance of pleasure. 

Man can indeed only attain true and permanent satisfaction by 

the pursuit of virtue. Such satisfaction can, however, never 

be evaluated in terms of pleasure, for this would provide only 

a quantitative standard. To evaluate pleasure, a more ultimate 

criterion is assumed. 

(c) "One further question has to be answered — How does 

there arise the feeling of moral obligation in general? Whence 

comes the sentiment of duty, considered as distinct from the 

several sentiments which prompt temperance, providence, kind¬ 

ness, justice, truthfulness, etc. The answer is that it is 

an abstract sentiment generated in a manner analagous to that 

in Tifliich abstract ideas are generated."* 

"Symbolizing by ■(a) and (b), related phenomena in the 

environment, which in some way concern the welfare of the 

organism; and symbolizing by (c) and (d), the impressions, 

simpl.e or compound, which the organism receives from the one 

1. Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.l24. 
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and the motions single or combined, by which, its acts are 

adapted to meet the other; we saw that psychology in general 

is concerned with the connexion between the relation ab and 

the relation cd... by implication the psychological aspect 

od ethics, is that aspect under which the adjustment of cd to 

ad appears, not as an intellectual co-ordination simply, but 

as a co-ordination in which pleasures and pains are alike 

factors and results".1 With the gradual development taining 

order there arose eventually moral aversions, which were con¬ 

nected with fears of "political, religious, and social penal¬ 

ties". Hence, finally, arose an accompanying sense of obliga¬ 

tion, a feeling of inward cumpulsion to perform an act. "With 

complete evolution •• the sense of obligation not ordinarily 

present in consciousness, will be awakened only on those ex¬ 

traordinary occasions that prompt breach of the laws other- 

2 
wise spontaneously conformed to". 

Spencer thus believes the feeling of obligation arose 

in connection with "fears of political,' religious and social 

1. Spencer, Principles of Ethics. Vol.I.p.129, 
2. Jbid.,p*131. 
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penalties". Darwin has a similar view; "Thus at least man 

comes to feel, through, acquired and perhaps inherited hahit, 

1 
that it is hest for him to obey his more persistent impulses". 

It is entirely possible to tracé historically the de¬ 

velopment of a feeling of obligation, but this does not de¬ 

tract from its importance, Spencer makes the point that "with 

complete evolution the sense of a obligation will only arise 

on those extraordinary occasions that prompt breach of the 

laws otherwise spontaneously referred to". Does one need 

moral guidance when his wishes are in complete accord with 

the moral law? It is only in those cases where one is swayed 

between conflicting duties that the demand for a moral standard 

is evident. Complete adaptation would probably make morality 

illusory. Because one finds so much to overcome in a world 

of conflicting interests, life is full of opportunities to 

attain genuine moral worth. Spencer looks forward to a time 

when "the pleasures and pains which the moral sentiments 

originate will, like bodily pleasure and pains, become incentives 

and deterrents so adjusted in their strength to the needs, that 

3 
the moral conduct will be the natural conduct". If he means 

to say that man will achieve a state in which moral acts are 

1, Charles Darwin, fhe Descent of Man. London,John Murray, 

1913,p.177. 
2, Principles of Ethics.Vol.l.-p,131. 

3, Jbid*,p.l31. 
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performed without external compulsion, then, such a state is 

to he desired. If he means to imply that man's actions will 

eventually accord with the moral law as one would obey an 

instinct, then "natural conduct" will be achieved only in 

conditions which make morality itself meaningless, 

M) "The sociological view of ethics supplements the 

physical, the biological and the psychological views, by 

disclosing the conditions under which only associated activi¬ 

ties can be so carried on, that the complete living of each 

consists with, and conduces to, the complete living of all •• 

Gradually as war declines ,, there grows increasingly clear 

the code of conduct which voluntary co-operation implies. And 

this final code alone admits of being definitely formulated. 

The leading traits of a code under which complete living through 

voluntary co-operation is secured, may be simply stated. The 

foundamdntal requirement is that the life-sustaining actions of 

each shall severally bring him the amounts and kinds of advantage 

naturally achieved by them ,, The highest life being reached 

only when, besides helping to complete one another's lives by 

specified reprocities of aid, men otherwise help to complete one 

1 
another's lives". 

1, Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.148,149. 
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It Is from the sociological point of view that evolution 

makes the greatest contribution to the ethics of naturalism* 

Spencer plainly states in the passages just quoted, a point 

of view which was not attained by the ethical systems pre¬ 

viously discussed* Both the moral sense school and the util¬ 

itarians were opposed to Hobbes* They maintained that the 

happiness or welfare of all sooiety should be the aim of moral 

behavior* They asserted an identity of interests between the 

individual .and society, but they failed to establish any principle 

of organic connection between the two* 

Evolution shows that man is essentially a product of the 

social organism* His progress has been achieved through coopera¬ 

tion* It is not so evident, however, that a state of perfect 

cooperation will ever be reached. It is true that modern cillli- 

zation has bound men together by an increasing number of ties* 

There are, however, many more possibilities of conflict than 

ever before* The Millenium is certainly not near* 

Having developed "moral phenomena" according to the general 

laws of evolution, Spencer indicates the relation which his 

system has to universal!Stic hedonism* For him pleasure is a 

"necessary form of moral intuition"* The "greatest happiness" 

principle is not an adequate expression of the ethical end* it 
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ls well nigh impossible for an individual to compute with ex¬ 

actness a balance of pleasure. "Further, as was pointed out 

before, the Indefiniteness attending the estimations of pleasures 

and pains, which stands in the way of egoistic hedonism as ordi¬ 

narily conceived, is immensely increased on passing to univer- 

salistic hedonism as ordinarily conceived; since its theory 

implies that the imagined pleasures and pains of others are to 

be estimated by the help of those pleasures and pains of self, 

1 
so difficult to estimate"• 

Although one cannot guide conduct with any certainty by 

a calculation of amounts of pleasure, a study of evolution 

shows that pleasures, as a rule, have resulted from the over¬ 

coming of obstacles, and from success in attaining an end; and 

2 
the pleasure increases with the intensity of the activity. 

Moreover, the sources of pleasure and pain are modified with 

the modification of these conditions, in learning to ride, 

for example, the first attempts are accompanied with more or 

less pain, until the feeling passes over into its opposite, 

and there is a pleasurable sense of successful effort. We 

learn to solve difficulties and to accustom ourselves to new 

circumstances with which we were formerly unable to cope. 

Hence, some, activities ràiich are originally painful may eventual- 

la Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.l63. 
2. IblcU.Ch.X. 
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ly 'become pleasurable* Spencer even goes so far as to say: 

'♦Pleasures being producible by the exercise of any structure 

which is adjusted to its special end, he will see the neces¬ 

sary implication to be that, supposing it consistent with the 

maintenance of life, there is no kind of activity vfeich will 

not become a source of pleasure if continued; and that there¬ 

fore pleasure will eventually accompany every mode of action 

demanded by social conditions" 

The conclusion is, that though the greatest happiness of 

the greatest number is most difficult of calculation, here and 

now, a life in conformity with the conditions of the highest 

life, will be accompanied by the greatest amount of pleasure 

on the whole* It is no doubt true that, given habits of acting 

which are consistent with the conditions of life, and which are 

systematically carried out, these will grow pleasant as the 

organism becomes adapted to them. On the other hand, if one 

remembers that functions and feeling are capable of Indefinite 

modification it seems to be an impossible task to determine 

what course of conduct will yield the greatest amount of pleasure* 

One can only make the general statement that the greatest 

pleasure will be got from the greatest amount of successful 

1* Principles of Ethics. Vol*I,p*186* 
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activity. Spencer therefore admits the "relativity of pains 

and pleasures" and so is forced to define pleasure in terms 

* 

of life or activity. When we would discover what life and 

activity mean as the end of conduct, this end is expressed as 

the greatest happiness; "and that happiness is the supreme 

end is beyond question true, for this is the concomitant of 
i 

the highest life which every theoiyof moral guidance has dis¬ 

tinctly or vaguely in view".'*' Spencer*s statement of the ulti- 

% 

mate goal seems to involve a circle, though, to he sure, the 

circle need not necessarily he a vicious one; "happiness" and 

thé "fullest life" may well he two aspects of the same process. 

One might maintain that a life in which virtue ia progressively 

being attained is at the same time a life realizing truest and 

best happiness, though happiness itself, as we have shown, is 

no adequate conception of the goal. The languate of evolution 
4 

cannot adequately express the character*of the "fullest life" 

as an ethical standard. 

Spencer considers at length the question of the relation 

between egoism and altruism. Since evolution seems to make 

important contributions to this question, it is important to 

note the way in which he attempts to bring about a "conciliation". 

1. principles of Ethics, Vol.I,p.l72 
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Spencer -first states the case for egoism, then for altruism, 

and finally attempts a "trial and compromise" leading to a 

final "conciliation". 

He shows, first, that "egoism procédés altruism in order 

of imperativeness •• The acts which make continued life pos¬ 

sible, must, on the average, he more peremptory than all those 

other acts which life makes possible".^ That egoism which be¬ 

gets a sound mind and a healthy body is necessary for personal 

pleasures and the safety of others. There is a limit to egoism, 

however, "for asserting the due claims of self, is, by implica¬ 

tion, drawing a limit beyond tâdch the claims are undue; and is, 

by consequence, bringing into greater clearness the claims of 

others".^ 

In considering the claims of altruism, Spencer says; "From 

the dawn of life, then, egoism has been dependent upon altruism 

as altruism has been dependent upon egoism, and in the course 

of evolution the reciprocal services of the two have been in- 

creasing" Altruism, then, as well as egoism has been necessary 

for the preservation of the individual and society. "Society 

1. Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.l97. 
2. _£bid.,p.200. 
3. ,p.215* 
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Ilk* a species, survives only on condition that each generation 

of its members shall yield to the next, benefits equivalent to 

those received from the last".^ The well-being of each individ¬ 

ual depends upon the well-being of all* 

Do egoism and altruism then conflict? "If the opposed 

statements are severally valid, or even if each of them is valid 

in part, the influence must be that pure egoism and pure altruism 

are both illegitimate. If the maxim - live for self, is wrong, 

so also is the maxim - live for others. Hence a compromise is 

2 
the only possibility". Spencer then gives an argument to show 

that conduct of purely egoistic tendency, equally with conduct 

of purely altruistic tendency, is insufficient and self-destruc- 

UW 

tive. He considers it Necessary to consider at any length the 

•Z 

principle of pure selfishness for it "would be a waste of time". 

He presents an elaborate argument to show that pure altruism 

is illegitimate. 

Ho attempt will be made to follow this argument at length. 

It does not reach beyond the external results of action and 

leaves it possible for both end and motive to be still egoistic. 

1. Principles of Ethics. Vol.I,p.216. 
2. Jbid.,p.219. 
3. Ibid.,p.219. 
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Hls "conciliation" really results in an enlightened egoism 

as the following passage will show, "in its ultimate fora, 

then, altruism will be the achievement of gratification 

through sympathy with those gratifications of others which 

are mainly produced by their activities of all kinds.suc¬ 

cessfully carried on — sympathetic gratification which costs 

the received nothing, but is a gratis addition to his egoistic 

gratification • •• While pain prevails widely, it is undesirable 

that each should participate much in the consciousness of 

others; but with all increasing predominance of pleasure, 

participation in other's consciousness becomes a gain of 

pleasure to all ••••• And so there will disappear that ap¬ 

parently - permanent opposition between egoism and altruism, 

Implied by the compromise reached in the last chapter. Sub¬ 

jectively looked at, the conciliation will be such that the 

individual will not have to balance between self-regarding 

impulses and other - regarding inpulses; but, instead, those 

satisfactions of other regarding impulses which involve self- 

sacrifice, becoming rare .and much prized, will be so unhesit¬ 

atingly preferred that the competition of self-regarding im¬ 

pulses with them will scarcely be felt".^ 

1, Principles of Ethics, Vol.I,pp.255,256 
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In other words, the conciliation is reached when an 

individual will desire the pleasure of another as his own 

pleasure, if an individual seeks another's pleasure as his 

own pleasure, will he not cease to seek it when a means to 

greater pleasure is offered? That is to say, no secure 

.principle of conduct can be based on a mere agreement of 

individual with social good, conceived hedonistically. Even' 

if my pleasure shall more and more coincide with yours, still 

this will offer no guarantee of real reconciliation. What 

is demanded, is a conception of sharable good, a good which I 

cannot attain save in so far as you attain it. on a hedonis¬ 

tic basis this is unavailable. 

Spencer is right in maintaining that the progress of 

evolution has tended to bring about a harmony between the 

interests and desires of an individual and those of his fellows; 

that purely egoistic or purely altruistic conduct are alike 

self-destructive, it is difficult, however, to see how the 

progress of evolution will bring about a complete identifica- 

% 

tion of interests. A social organism has no feeling and 

thoughts but those of its individual members. It is always 

possible for an individual to distinguish between his own 
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interests and those of society, and to prefer the former. 

A bujaan tody, for example, is composed of cells; assuming 

that these cells possessed rationality, they might adopt an 

egoistic attitude and object to the subordination of their 

individual interests to the good of the whole. The necessity 

for some sort of government is sufficient testimony that a 

definite type of organization is needed in a society to de¬ 

termine the respective rights of citizens. One needs to obey 

a law out of respect for it, in order to be strictly moral. 

That is to say, a man demands a definite moral standard to 

enable him to perceive the proper relation between his own 

interests and those of society. 

The evolution of society has been brought about, largely 

by competition between individuals and groups of individuals. 

The necessity for conflict will doubtless diminish with the 

progress of evolution, or rather the kind of conflict will 

change. It is difficult,’ however, to find in evolution itself 

a sufficient clue to the final solution of all such conflicts. 

To show how morality has developed does not completely solve 

this problem. In a modern state the same man is often a 

member of many overlapping societies - a church, a. trade, a 

party organization, etc. - and must determine the respective 
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claims which each of these has upon his; or perhaps his 

interests may be identified with warring nations. Here 

is demanded a guide for action which, is evidently not 

furnished by the notions of self preservation, or greatest 

happiness. Here again a conception of a shar.able good is 

needed, a notion to which I have previous referred. There 

is a passage in Green's prolegomena which illustrates this 

point; 

"Until the object generally sought as good comes to be 

a state of mind or charaoter of which the attainment, or 

approach to attainment, by each is itself a contribution to 

its attainment by every one else, social life must continue 

to be one of war — a war, indeed, in which the neutral 

ground is constantly being extended and which is constantly 

yielding new tendencies to peace, but in which at the same 

time new vistas of hostile interests, with new prospects of 

1 
failure for the weaker, are as constantly opening". 

Spencer believed that the proper aim of morality is 

to describe the ultimate condition of human life. He there¬ 

fore makes a distinction between Absolute Ethics and Belative 

Ethics. "In many places, and in various ways, I have argued 

1. T. H. Green.Prolegomena to Ethics. 4th Ed.,p.297. 
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that conformably with the laws of evolution in general, and 

conformably with the laws of organization in particular, there 

has been, and is, in progress, an adaptation of humanity to 

the social state, changing it in the direction of such an 

ideal congruity. And the corollary before drawn and here re¬ 

peated, is that the ultimate man is one in whom this process 

has gone so far as to produce a correspondence between all 

the promptings of his nature and all the requirements of his 

life as carried on in society. If so, it is a necessary im¬ 

plication that there exists an ideal code of conduct formula¬ 

ting the behaviour of the completely adapted man in the com¬ 

pletely evolved society. Such a code is that here called Abso¬ 

lute Ethics as distinguished from Relative Ethics - a code the 

injunctions of which are alone to be considered as absolutely 

right in contrast with those that are relatively right or 

least wrong; and which, as a system of ideal conduct is to 

serve as a standard for our guidance in solving as well as we 

1 
can the problems of real conduct". 

We have previously shown the difficulties involved in the 

notion of adaption, Spencer began with the statement that we 

were to "interpret the more developed by the less developed"; 

1, Principles of Ethics. Vol.i,n.275, 



the conclusion sets forth that we are to guide the less de¬ 

veloped hy the more developed* The difference in point of 

view is doubtless explained by the fact that Spencer begins 

with an attempt to discover the way in which conduct has 

evolved. Taking such a history as a guide he would predict 

the ultimate end of such a process* Spencer offers no 

definite suggestions to guide one in moulding present life 

by the code of Absolute Ethics* He criticizes any attempt 

to conceive of the ideal man in terms of present morality; for 

an ideal man can only exist in an ideal state* The two must 

1 
be co-existent. He therefore admits that a "code of perfect 

morality can never be made definite". 

Spencer has attempted to find in evolution an ethical 

criterion* He begins with an optimistic assumption that evolu¬ 

tion tends on the whole to bring an increase of happiness. 

He would regard happiness as an ultimate goal, however, and 

interprets it in terms of life or activity, or self-preserva¬ 

tion, with which adaptation is connected as the essential 

means* It has been shown that this statement of the end 

fails to give $, definite criterion* The good is,from this 

point of view, simply what has come to prevail* 

1* Principles of Ethics. Vol*l,p*280 
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It is important at this juncture to examine more closely 

the meaning of the phrase, evolution of conduct, in what 

sense can we speak of an evolution of morality? What is the 

value, and what are the limitations of such a notion? 

Darwin* s greatest achievement in "biology was the dis¬ 

covery of natural selection as the dominant factor in evolu¬ 

tion. When Spencer spoke of an evolution of conduct did he 

mean to imply that natural selection plays the same part in 

man’s life,that it plays in the development of plants and 

animals? If further factors are involved these should "be 

pointed out and the difference "between the two notions of de¬ 

velopment likewise indicated. 

Darwin showed that evolution has taken place "by the natural 

selection, in the struggle for existence, of those plants or 

animals which happen to "be "best fitted for survival. The 

theory of evolution in thus primarily a history or an order 

of sequent facts and relations, it attempts to account for 

the origin of things by showing how they came to be That they 

are. The fitness of an organism to fulfill any definite end 

is therefore regarded not as the result of a conscious design, 

independent of environment, but of the modifications produced 
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in the organism through a changing environment* Adaptation 

is thus necessary for life; those organisms which fail to adapt 

themselves pass away* 

Natural selection is not* however, a source of change* 

It is merely the means whereby advantageous changes are pre¬ 

served* Two factors must he present for natural selection to 

have scope* In the first place, living heings mast he numerous 

enough to tax the means of subsistence, thus producing a struggle 

for existence; and in the second place there mast he a princi¬ 

ple of variation in accordance with which the offspring of the 

same parents tend to differ, from one another* This principle 

of variation, whatever may he its explanation, is independent 

of natural selection and necessary for its working* 

Concerning the cause of variation there seems to he no 

definite agreement among biologists* Spencer assumed the view 

that variations are due to the unequal pressure of the environ¬ 

ment, which produces modifications, and that these in turn are 

capable of hereditary transmission. Weismann on the other hand 

denies that acquired modifications can he inherited* The my 

in which the theory of evolution is applied to ethical psy¬ 

chology is intelligible if one accepts Spencer's postulate; 
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that mental as well as bodily traits admit of modification 

and inheritance* Granting this assumption it follows at 

once that sentiments and ideas which promote life will be 

encouraged and developed by matural selection* The tribal 

feeling, for example, would enable the tribes which possess¬ 

ed it to the strongest degree to obtain the mastery over and 

exterminate other tribes* 

There are thus two things to be considered in tracing 

the development of moral ideas - the question of origin and 

the question of persistence* Natural selection may determine 

to some extent how moral ideas have persisted though it is 

by no means clear that this principle operates in the same 

way and to the same extent in all forms of life* To account 

for the origin of moral ideas one must do more than simply 

trace the various forms in which moral conduct and feelings 

have embodied themselves* It must be shown in a word, how 

moral conduct has been evolved out of the non-moral and in 

this attempt the initial stage is of greatest importance* 

How is the first step in the direction of morality to be ex¬ 

plained? John Caird makes the point that; if one says that 

mind is a "product" of matter, then, in the matter which is 
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to produce mind, nothing mental may he admitted initially; 

hut it is enough, to say this, in order to realize that it is 

a hopeless undertaking. Similarly Green says* "Even if it 

were possible on any other plan to read a statement of mind 

into them (i.e. animals) at all, we certainly could not read 

in them a consciousness from which our own has been developed, 

without assuming an identity, under whatever variety of modi¬ 

fication, between the less and the more developed conscious¬ 

ness*"^ When the historian has gathered all the available 

results from a collection of the sayings and doings of such 

uncivilized people as can be observed, with records and sur¬ 

vivals from the lives of our ancestors, will not his clue for 

the interpretation of his material depend on his analysis of 

the world in which he himself lives? An intelligent history 

of morals mnst presuppose morality all along* It is pre¬ 

cisely here that any attempt to "interpret the more developed 

by the less developed" is irrelevant. One cannot under stand 

the acorn until he has seen the oak* Many "historians of 

morals" are apparently oblivious of the fact that they have 

begged the whole ethical question when they would make a 

1, Green, Prolegomena to Ethics, p.243* 
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history of moral ideas serve as a substitute for a determi¬ 

nation of the ethical end. 

As has been suggested before, natural selection does 

not operate in the higher forms of life in the same ways and 

to the same extent that it operates in the lower. Each step 

in development involves a modification which has to be ac¬ 

counted for by the laws of variation rather than by natural 

selection. In human life varieties of conduct and of social 

organizations are the result of known causes; they are due 

to intelligent purpose, in which the'end is foreseen and the 

means deliberately adapted to it. That is to say, in the 

realm of human intelligence, natural selection is replaced by 

purposive or subjective selection. A passage from Ward's 

Gifford Lectures will illustrate this point. "Take", he says, 

"the passengers on a coach going through some glen in Scot¬ 

land; in one sense the glen is the same for all, their common 

environment for the time being. But one an artist, will 

single out subjects to sketch; another, an angler, will see 

likely pools for fish; the third, a geologist, will detect 

<■ raised beaches, glacial tratiation, or perched blocks. Turn 

a miscellaneous lot of birds into a garden; a fly-catcher 
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will at once be intent on the gnats, a bullfinch on the peas, 

a thrash on the worms and snails. Scatter a mixture of seeds 

evenly over a diversified piece of country; heath and cistus 

will spring up in the dry, flags and rushes in the marshy 

ground; violets and ferns in the shady hollows, gorse and broom 

on the hilltops**,1 In the various cases mentioned in this 

illustration, the different kinds or degrees of selection, which 

are operative in plant and animal life, is well shown. In the 

last named case, the heath, rushes, violets, gorse, were com¬ 

pletely dependent upon their environment. They did not choose, 

it was rather their environment which selected them. This is 

not quite true of the birds turned into the garden. Each kind 

of bird chooses the type of food which it likes. It is true 

that a fly-catcher chooses gnats because it is guided by an 

instinct, which is largely the effects of natural selection 

upon previous generations. But natural selection could not 

produce this positive principle; it only determined its sur¬ 

vival, The bird is prompted by a definite mode of reaction 

which prompts it to choose that which by an definite mode of 

reaction which; it chooses that which pleases, or is suitable, 

1. James Ward, Naturalism and Agnosticism. 3rd.ed., 
London, Adam and Charles Blank, 1906,Vol»I,p,295* 
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This principle of subjective selection becomes in the case of 

man a rational choice* The human environment is far wider 

than that of any lower animal* because a man can to a large 

extent choose and determine his environment. It is possible 

for man to anticipate the selective process of nature and to 

avoid its method of destruction* 

There is another factor operative in man’s development 

which is not brought out in the above illustration. This is 

what Sorley calls social selection.* According to this princi¬ 

ple the social organism actively selects and promotes the wel¬ 

fare of those members which can best adapt themselves to it. 

Certain ones are promoted* while others are punished, by some 

method of disapproval. Indeed, society often reverses the 

process of natural selection; it protects and provides for the 

unfit. 

As man gradually develops, there come into operation 

certain principles of selection which cannot be identified 

with natural selection. No account of human development can 

overlook the influence of intelligent purposive selection. 

If we follow Spencer and *'interpret the more developed by the 

1. Sorley, Ethics of Naturalism, p. 163. 
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less developed", we mast be sure that new factors in human 

development are not overlooked because they are introduced 

by insensible degrees* The fact that the emergence of pur¬ 

posive, moral character is gradual, is not sufficient warrent 

for the assumption that it can be reduced to a non-purposive 

force* 

Green in the opening passages of the prolegomena asserts 

that a physical science of ethics ultimately reduces Itself 

to .a "science of health". There is much in the ethical systems 

we have been observing to justify this statement* In so far as 

it becomes the chief business of the moralist to distinguish 

the "nature and origin of the pleasures and pains which are 

supposed to be the sole objects of human desire and aversion •• 

*• and to ascertain the several degrees in which different 

courses, determined by anticipation of pleasure and pain are 

1 
actually productive of the desired result"* the moralist 

will be to all intents and purposes a psychologist* He must, 

then, be content merely to record the various historical and 

political factors which have determined man's present suscepti¬ 

bility to pleasure and pain* Man's moral susceptibilities 

might then be reduced ultimately to the rank of ordinary physi- 

1, Green, Prolegomena to Ethics.-p.5* 
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cal facts, which can be interpreted and explained "by the 

same methods, with which man explains natural phenomena. 

The moralist, however, not only must explain how men' 

do act hut how they should act. It is an irrelevant answer 

to the question, what is good, when we are given a mere re¬ 

cord of men’s ideas about what is good and of the way in 

which these opinions arose. A description of the facts and 

laws of development, however complete, could never of itself 

yield any ethical precept. It might be thought, however, 

that in pointing out the drift or tendency of things one is 

at the same time prescribing the end towards which human en- 

1 
deavour ought to be directed. One may asks If mankind is 

really developing to a certain point, X, will our making it 

an end either help or hinder its realization? Granting that 

X is the end for which we ought to labor, then its realiza¬ 

tion depends on our volition. How can we, then, confidently 

say that it is the next stage in the course of events? 

It Is inportant, here, to recall the purpose and the 

results of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. Kant attenpts to 

vindicate science; in doing so, he shows that science is pos¬ 

sible because our world is a world of our experience; by this 

1. This, of course, Is Spencer’s position. 
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very process he also assigns the limits and the scope of 

science. Every act of man in experience is therefore to he 

interpreted by the law of cause and, effect; it is a member 

of the world of necessary connection. From the point of view 

of science, man's actions cannot admit of praise or blame; 

they do not disclose anything of value. Assume that the 

process of evolution-registers a kind of development. In the 

language of biology, one may speak of better and better adapta¬ 

tion, but in what sense is tetter adaptation a category of 

value? The very finality of the case which Kant has made for 

mechanism in the world of experience has exhibited its limits. 

Thus, there is nothing in nature physically regarded which is 

desirable. One cannot have an ethics of self-regarding or al¬ 

truistic motives; since neither the one of the other can be 

■praised or blamed. They are the results of nature, or of 

natural endowment. 

Similarly Green says* "How it is obvious, that to a be¬ 

ing who is simply the result of natural forces, an induction 

to conform to their laws is unmeaning". A naturalist must be 

content with "ascertaining, so far as he can, whether such 

and such a temperament under such and such circumstances yields 
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more frequent,' durable, and intense pleasures than another 

such temperament under such other ôircums tances", or, (we 

may add in the language of Spencer) whether such and such 

a person is completely - adapted to his environment. 

A final criticism of Naturalism would lead us into 

Metaphysics, which is beyond our present purpose. It should 

be observed, however, that there is no necessary conflict be¬ 

tween ethics and evolution. The conflict is rather between 

one stage of evolution and another; between natural selection 

which operates in the lower forms of existence and the rational 

principles and ethical sentiments which determine human con¬ 

duct. The naturalistic interpretation is not the only in¬ 

terpretation of evolution. One may establish a view of the 

world, which may be called idealistic. This would involve 

an explanation of reality as depending upon and expressing 

mind. The whole course of evolution is seen in a different 

light when human conduct and the methods peculiar to it are 

taken into account in interpreting the process. Man must be 

explained as a part of the universe, but on the other hand the 

nature of the universe cannot be understood apart from human 
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activity. Evolution cannot "be wholly without purpose, for 

human conduct undoubtedly displays purpose; it is not entirely 

opposed to Morality, for human conduct which enters into the 

process shows the impress of moral ideas* 

It has become apparent in this discussion that no natural¬ 

istic system of ethics can make a nearer approach to the solu¬ 

tion of the ethical problem than to point out what courses of 

action are likely to be the pleasantest or what motives are the 

strongest* The upholder of Naturalism may be able to describe 

with great exactness the character of objects which men like 

or dislike, or may write voluminous accounts of the origin and 

growth of the moral instinct, but he can never say that man 

ought to like or dislike any object without at the same time 

assuming the existence of a moral standard, and an ability on 

the part of man to identify himself consciously with an object 

of his endeavour* 

To be sure, an ethical account of human nature mast deal 

with a person, who can be described, from one point of view, 

in physical, mechanical terms. Modern psychology has shown 

that the whole nervous mechanism of man can be interpreted in 

the language of physical science, but this is not an adequate 
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interpretation. Human personality Is superior to animal life 

in that it is a higher type of unity or organization; it is 

of value because it stands in a certain relation to other 

personalities, a reciprocal relation. As a personality it 

demands a social medium for self-expression or self-realiza- 

tiôn which is achieved not at the expense of others hut in 

and through their realization. 

A personality will then become free, not in a metaphysi¬ 

cal sense, but because it can identify itself with certain 

principles or ideals and it is free in proportion as it can 

do so. A man has value, therefore, because he stands in a 

social relationship to others, because his personality is the 

necessary condition of the highest development of others, and 

theirs, the condition of his own development. 

Thus any attempt at ethical theory must first of all recog¬ 

nize that An interpretation of the world as a system of values 

cannot be identified with a mere description of the world- 

mechanism. A judgment of value involves description, but is 

not Identical with it. Human experience is not merely an 

organic, sensuous and thinking experience, but also a moral 

one. in other words all ethics must begin by assuming morality, 

a system of values, just as all psychology assumes consciousness. 
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Fur thermo ra we are permitted to use the term”ou$itwonly when 

man is recognized as an individual who is capable of moral 

freedom. This implies that ethics mast assume individuality, 

a centre of value, which is a social as well as ethical cate¬ 

gory. 

In conclusion: We have seen that Hobbes gives no defi¬ 

nite formulation of the ethical end. He is content with the 

assertion that the moral law is identical with the law of 

nature, which in turn is ultimately the law of self-preserva¬ 

tion upon which the social structure is based. He maintains 

that society is founded upon a social contract which men are 

driven to make by the recognition that each mast surrender a 

certain amount of his own freédom for the sake of his own 

peace and security; that is, therefore, superimposed on an 

original anarchical state in which each man egoistically 

strives for his own personal satisfaction. 

Morality, according to Hobbes* view? seems to be an 

artificial affair; his opponents undertake to show that the 

rale of right has its origin in human nature. Shaftesbury and 

Hutchesbn alike contend that the right is Immediately perceived 
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"by a nioral sense and that its pursuit will bring happiness to 

the individual and society* For the former, virtue is a 

balance between care for oneself and care for others; it is 

identified with the harmony or balance of the affections of 

individual man* Having in view a real organic union between 

the individual and society, he makes it consist in an alleged 

harmony of interests which he does not completely establish; 

wishing to attain a balance between egoism and altruism, man 
* 

is described as a member of a universal system in which all is 

order and symmetry, but his analysis of human nature does not 

establish his final purpose; the principle of harmony which 

is at the basis of his system requires a conception of man and 

society which is not attained. With the latter, benevolence 

is the very essence of virtue and is in the truest sense natural. 

In order to establish the connexion of the moral sense with Uni¬ 

versal benevolence he exhibits the personal advantages of benevo¬ 

lent conduct, concluding that since the exercise of benevolence 

is always attended by happiness, Ohe can evaluate moral worth 

in terms of happiness* Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, therefore 

try to strike a middle course between the theory that ends of 

action may be determined by reason, and that which is formulated 

by Bentham end Mill, namely, that all desires are desires for 
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objects as pleasurable* 

Bentham and Mill "both accept the "greatest happiness of 

the greatest number" as the ultimate standard* hut differ in 

their conception of the terms employed* With Bentham all 

pleasure is quantitatively the same, while Mill finds a 

qualitative difference* thus transcending hedonism in assuming 

a more ultimate standard with Which to evaluate pleasure* 

Their* basic assumption that pleasure is the thing desired 

rests on an inadequate analysis.of the factors involved in 

the attainment of a&y object of desire; they are unable to 

establish the view that the greatest happiness of the greatest 

number is or can be desired as pleasure by the individual* 

The doctrine of evolution seems at first to overcome dif¬ 

ficulties which had appeared insurmountable* but upon closer 

analysis it seems only to widen our view of the old landscape* 

To be sure, it pïomises to establish an organic connection be¬ 

tween individual sentiments and social well being. Spencer 

first attempts to determine the direction in which the evolu¬ 

tion of conduct is tending. Finding that, as conduct is 

evolved, there is a greater adaptation of 'means to ends' 



-123- 

leading to an increased ‘fullness» of life and a corresponding 

increase in happiness, he would hase ethics on the final goal, 

the completely evolved man adapted to a completely evolved 

society» Upon examination, however, it appears that perfect 

adaptation need not necessarily involve the greatest happiness 

or the fullest life, hut my involve unconsciousness; that 

Spencer's conception of evolution does not do Justice to all 

that factors that are operative in the development of human 

society; and that while beginning with the intention of interpreting 

the more developed hy the less developed, he is forced to do the 

reverse while he would identify the ethical end with the goal of 

evolution» He shifts from a description of the genesis of conduct 

to an evolution of it, without being aware of the necessary change 

in point of view required by such a transition; his theory, there¬ 

fore, is only apparently, not really, an ethical theory» 

Finally, the Ethics of naturalism fails because it assumes, 

explicitly or virtually, a view of the world and of individuality 

which precludes the genuine recognition of. value, and therefore 

makes a moral interpretation of life inadmissible» 


