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PREFACE

The title is a fair description of the nature and purpose
of the book. The choice of subject matter and the arrange-
ment of topics are the results of many years’ experience in
teaching undergraduates in American colleges, and repre-
sent what seems to the author to be the minimum of an
introductory course in Ethics—what may properly be de-
scribed as the fundamentals of the subject.

An introductory course in ethics in the American college
has come to have a double object and to fulfill a double
function. Its primary purpose is doubtless practical. It has
a unique place among the social sciences, in that it consti-
tutes the one subject in which students are systematically
trained in the understanding and evaluation of human con-
duct or behavior in both its individual and social aspects.
For this reason it has rightly come to include more and
more the moral problems connected with the economic and
institutional life of man. On the other hand, ethics is for
many students their introductory course in philosophy—for
some their only course. Historically, ethics has always been
a part of philosophy and is ordinarily taught by philosophers.
It scarcely fulfills its function if it does not awake the
student’s mind to those more profound problems of human
life called metaphysical, and does not stimulate him to
philosophical thinking and study. It has long seemed to the
writer that a course in ethics should serve both these ends,
and an attempt to do so has been made in the present work.

The division of the book into three parts follows naturally
from this conception of the course. Part I, entitled Moral
Theory, aims to present to the student the results of reflective
thinking in morals and to make him acquainted with the
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fundamental ethical concepts and theories that have emerged.
The method sometimes followed—of beginning with what
are called facts rather than theory; in other words, with
the psychology and sociology of the moral life—has its
merits; but it has the defect of putting off too long the
discussion of moral problems themselves, in which the be-
ginner has a natural interest, and often dissipates that
interest before the vital problems are reached. I am con-
vinced that the method here followed is pedagogically the
sounder, and I have never found any difficulty in securing
the student’s interest in ethical theory. It should be made
sufficiently clear to him that only in this way can he approach
intelligently the practical problems of the moral life. Chapter
II is specifically designed to achieve this result.

Part II, by far the longer portion of the book, is entitled
Moral Practice. The object here is to make the student
vitally aware of the moral problems of the modern world.
Emphasis is put upon the ideas of rights, duties and justice,
the object being to provide the student with clear working
conceptions with which he may approach the vexed questions
of our present economic and social life. The conception of
human values is made central and laws and institutions are
viewed as embodiments of these values. In the treatment
of the ethical institutions of society, the teacher is always
faced with the problem of choosing between a sketchy treat-
ment of all our institutions or a more thorough handling of
selected ones. Experience has taught me that the latter is
the better method. I have, accordingly emphasized the basal
institutions of Property and the Family. This limitation
has made possible a more extended and detailed examination
of special problems.

Part I11 is entitled Moral Philosophy. Of all the questions
raised by philosophy, those connected with morals are, I
think, the most natural to the ordinary man. It is easy to
live—even to live an intellectual life of sorts—without ever
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asking the kind of questions that arise out of the physical
sciences. But once the student has been faced with the
problem of obligation and of the good, even the most ordi-
nary mind finds itself alive to philosophical problems. Moral
philosophy, as T. H. Green recognized in his Prolegomena
to Ethics, for a time fell into disrepute, but with the renewed
interest in philosophy generally, this side of ethics is com-
ing into the foreground again. I have found that it is the
part of ethics which arouses most interest in my students.
The modern student is critical—and often even sceptical—
in morals. He demands that these more fundamental prob-
lems shall not be ignored.

The idea of Value is central throughout the work—from
the introductory chapter to the closing discussion of the
relation of morals and religion. This procedure has a double
justification. Ethics has come to be recognized as part of a
general theory of value, and the more recent text-books
very properly emphasize this aspect. On the other hand,
it is generally agreed—by all schools of philosophy—that
the central problem in modern thought is the place of
values (including our moral values) in the world as re-
vealed by the natural and physical sciences. I have con-
fined myself here to the simplest notions and so arranged
the material that this phase of the treatment may be em-
phasized or not, as the teacher chooses.

In the choice of what have seemed to me to be the
fundamentals of ethics, it has been necessary to reduce to
a minimum the psychological and sociological aspects that
have bulked so large in some recent text-books. These
aspects of the subject have not been ignored, but I have
found it more useful to emphasize the relations of ethics
to economics and law. In every case where psychology or
anthropology have thrown light on the facts of the moral
life these contributions have been utilized. In addition, care-
fully selected books of reference make it possible for the
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student to read more widely along these lines. In general,
I have found these aspects of ethics admirably adapted
for assignments in outside work. The student is usually
interested in following out the clues given in the discussions
of the text, and investigations of this nature, being largely
of a factual character, are usually entirely within his com-
petence.

The list of references for further reading, to be found
at the end of each chapter, have been selected with cen-
siderable care. They include references to other text-books
and to books of a more or less popular character, but also
to contributions of the more permanent and substantial
sort. I have given a rather large number for two reasons.
Frequently a student cannot secure a particular book in
the library and it is desirable that sufficient alternatives
should be available. In the second place, a large number
of references makes it possible for the teacher to advise
those which fit in with his own purposes. The few books
starred in each list represent something of a minimum of
reading. All are books suited to the ordinary student, but
many of those not starred are of the same grade of difficulty.

W.M. U.
Hanover, New Hampshire, April 7, 1930
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CHAPTER 1

THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF ETHICS

THE OBJECT OF ETHICS AS A STUDY

On entering upon the study of any subject it is only
natural that one should ask: What is its use? What is its
value? This is an entirely proper question. There is also no
better way of getting a preliminary notion or definition of a
subject. Few things in this world are done without some
purpose; it is only human that the student should ask: What
is the good of the study to which he devotes his time.

What is the good of mathematics? It teaches us how to
calculate and measure. Why do we study physics, biology,
economics? Every one of these “sciences” or fields of knowl-
edge is related directly to certain well-recognized fields of
human action—to the making of machines of some kind, to
the care and cure of living organisms, as in medicine, or to
the organization and direction of human activities of ex-
change, banking, etc.; and it is in the first instance because
of relations of utility of this kind that the student makes
choice of his respective studies. It is true that there is what
we call pure science, knowledge for its own sake—and it is
a well-recognized fact not only that such knowledge is of
intrinsic worth, but also that it is largely in the pursuit of it
that the practical applications of science have been dis-
covered. Nevertheless, it is the practical in knowledge that
first attracts our interest, and in this respect ethics is no
exception to the general rule.

Why then do we study ethics? The simplest answer is:
It tells us how to act rightly; what actions are right or
wrong, good or,}bad. We frequently find ethics defined as
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4 THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF ETHICS

the science which deals with conduct in so far as this is
considered right or wrong, good or bad.

Now it needs no argument to show that if there is a study
that tells us how to act rightly, it is a very important one.
If there is a ‘“science,” or field of human knowledge, that
can tell us what actions are right or wrong, what are good
or bad, it must take an important place in our scheme of
human knowledge and in any system of education. In the
first place it is clear, on the slightest reflection, that the
most important thing to know in this world and in this
life, is what is good and what is bad. We all recognize
that there are right and wrong ways of doing things. There
is, for instance, a right way and a wrong way of building
a bridge, a right way and a wrong way of performing a
surgical operation, right ways and wrong ways of doing
business, of carrying on economic operations. What is good
and what is bad in these cases is relatively simple. A good
bridge is one that is safe for travel. A good operation is
one that saves a human life or restores an organ to its
normal functioning. Good business practice is that which
shows a profit. There are right and wrong ways of doing
all these things and it is important that engineer, surgeon,
and merchant should learn these ways. But all these things
have to do with the mcans or instruments of life, and it is
also important to know what are the right ends. It is pos-
sible for a man to know all about means to accomplish ends
but have very little sense/for the ends of life themselves.
It is possible for a man to be very keen in Husiness, or his
technical field, but be very stupid about the values of life.
In other words there are also right and wrong ways of
doing things in the larger relations of life, in the business
of living itself, and it is with these that ethics is concerned.

The obligation of being intelligent is almost the first
law of our modern life and the place of all places where it
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is in chief demand is in the world of human and moral
relations.

The importance of knowing what is good and what is bad
in human behavior or action would scarcely be denied by
any one. If there is a “science” that can tell us this it is
clearly a very important field of human knowledge and a
very practical field of study. There are those, it must be
admitted, who do not share this opinion.

There are some who deny the importance of ethics be-
cause they think that men already know without any
special knowledge, what is good or bad, right or wrong.
The “healthy human understanding” tells us clearly
enough what/we ought to do. The difficulty is not lack of
knowledge but lack of good will. To such it is merely
necessary to point to the genuine moral confusion of our
time. In the kaleidoscopic changes of the modern world
men are often honestly at sea as to what is right and wrong.
Again, it is often denied that there is actually any such
field of knowledge as a science of morals. Men quote the
famous words, “there’s nothing good or bad but thinking
makes it so”’, meaning thereby that moral distinctions are
matters of personal feeling or of groupy opinion, and lack
entirely that objectivity that belongs to knowledge. This
subjectivism or scepticism, as it is often called, would, in-
deed, if justified, make impossible any “science’ of ethics.
Whether ethics is a science is a question that must be ex-
amined, as must indeed the whole problem of moral scepti-
cism; here we need only say that practically there is little
doubt that there is moral knowledge of some sort, that
truth may be discovered in the field of morals and that it
may be organized and imparted to others. To doubt this
seems to be one of those gratuitous cases/of scepticism,
of doubt for doubt’s sake, which, while a useful device in
philosophical study, is a “silly theory” in practical life.
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DEFINITION OF ETHICS

The definition of ethics arises then strictly out of its
use or value as a study. 'The simplest definition is in a sense
the best. Ethics is the science that deals with conduct §n
so far as it is considered right or wrong, good or bad.

The meaning of these terms, right and wrong, good and
bad we understand in a sense immediately—just as we un-
derstand the termsy hot and cold, true and false. I do not
mean, of coursc,/that we necessarily know immediately
what things are good and bad, what actions are right and
wrong, but that the ideas or notions themselves are imme-
diately understandable. Just what things are hot and cold
we learn only by experience. What is true or false we
learn only by certain methods of verification or testing.
-But the meaning of the terms is in a sense given tos us
immediately. The same seems to be true of the terms good
and bad, right and wrong. But this does not mean that we
can not make the meanings of these terms clearer to our-
selves by definition. Definition does not create meanings,
but makes the meanings more definite. Let us start out
then by trying to distinguish between these three kinds of
terms. We may say that terms like hot and cold have to
do with the qualitics of things; true and false with the
reasons or causes, of/ things; good and bad with the values
of things.'Ethics then is the study which deals with the
values of things.'

Just what this distinction means may be made clear by
considering two types of questions which we are always
asking from childhood up. We wish to know the “how” of
a thing and the “why” of a thing, the “cause” of a thing
and the “good” of a thing.

The child wonders how it is the fire burns, why the
wheels of a watch go round, why his stomach hurts. This
“wonder” or curiosity is the beginning of all /investigation
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and ends in what we call knowledge or science. Newton, we
are told, asked why the apple falls to the ground and
discovered as his answer the “law” of gravitation. Scientists
asked why it is that two rays of light, coming from objects
at different distances, take the same time, and the complete
answer to that question led to the formulation of the theory
of relativity by Einstein, which involved not only a reinter-
pretation of gravitation, but a reconstruction of our notions
of space and time themselves. When science is developed, it
consists of a body of answers to/certain general questions of
this sort. Science is thus systematized explaining.

But just as the child, and all of us, are constantly asking
the wky of things, so we are constantly asking the where-
fore. What is the good of this? The child, for instance, wants
to know what is the good of brushing his teeth, of learning
arithmetic or grammar. What’s the good of poetry? These
questions, and others like them, we continue to ask all our
life. And our wondering here is the beginning of an investi-
gation which ends also in a certain body of knowledge and
understanding whiclywe may describe as systematized valu-
ing. The child may ask: what’s the good of going to school,
or of going to church and he may see no good in either. But
he may come to see good in both, to see what we call reasons
for doing these things; and the value of the particular act
becomes part of a larger scheme of life and life’s values—of
systematized valuing. He may come to see good in poetry
and that involves seeing the relation of what we call esthetic
values to other values of life, such as the practical and/the
scientific.

But the mind may go even further than this in its thought
about the values of things and actions. Even the child asks:
What’s the good of being good?—and in that question is
involved the ultimate problem of ethics. For he is asking
why there should be any distinction between good and bad
at all. An answer to that question would take him to the
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very heart of ethical theory. Or he may, when he is a little
older, ask: what’s the good of-it all anyway?—He is then
wondering whether there is any ultimate meaning or value
to life-at all and the world in which he finds himself. He is
thus led from ethics into still more ultimate questions which
we call philosophical or metaphysical.

ETHICS AS A NORMATIVE SCIENCE

Ethics is then, in the last anaylsis, just the science of
systematized valuing; or, otherwise expressed, the valuing
activity of man made systematic.

This second definition raises certain fundamental prob-
lems which must at least be touched upon in this introduc-
tory chapter. It will be well to state them first before taking
them up in detail. The first of these is expressed in the ques-
tion:/Is this systematized valuing which we have described,
properly termed science? If so, how is it related to that
process of systematized explaining to which we ordinarily
attach the name of “science”’? In the second place we must
seek to form some clear notion, in a preliminary way at least,
of what value is, of what it is that makes an object good or
bad, what it is that makes things and acts have or not have
value. Finally we shall do well to ask whether ethics is
coextensive with the field of systematized valuing, as we
have suggested /or only one of a number of such sciences.

The distinction we have just made between the explaining
and the valuing side of man’s nature and intelligence is an
important one. If not an absolute distinction—as surely it is
not—it is a relative difference of such significance that to
confuse the two is to confuse many issues, both in science
and in philosophy. The two types of questions—what is the
cause of a thing, and what is the good of a thing—are, in the
first instance at least, so different that the answer to one
question is of a different type from the answer to the other.

For one thing, to answer the first of these questions does

S
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not in the least answer the second. Thus, to tell how a human
custom, or any form of conduct, came into being does not
necessarily tell the good or bad of it. The causes which first
led to the wearing of clothes, or any other human practice,
do not at all correspond with the reasons for wearing them
now. In general, it may be said that explaining or under-
standing a thing by carrying iyback to its causes and origins
is quite different from explaining or understanding it by
seeing its purpose or end, or in other words, its value.

DESCRIPTIVE AND NORMATIVE SCIENCES

The distinction we have attempted to make here has been
constantly recognized in the history of philosophic thought,
and special names have been given to these two types of
thinking and of knowledge. A distinction of long standing is
that between descriptive and normative sciences.

By descriptive science is understood that type of knowl-
edge which we have characterized as systematized explain-
ing. The idea underlying this designation is that the object,
of knowledge in this field is ultimately to know what a thing
really is. But we can know the “what” of a thing only by
discovering its relations to other things, and one of the most
important of these relations is that of cause and effect. It is
for this reason that science has sometimes been described as
the discovery of the causes of things.

By normative science, on the other hand, is understood
something quite different. It is, as we have said, systematized
valuing. By discovering the values of things, more especially
the relative values of things, we als¢/ discover what ought
to be as well as what merely is. For if we find out that one
thing is better than another, we also discover that in general
that thing ought to be rather than the other. The forms of
conduct or behavior which have this character of oughtness
are then called standards or norms. Thus to define ethics as
the science of relative values is really at the same time to
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define it as a normative science, and to define it as a norma-
tive science is to define it as a scienc/e/of values.

The distinction here made is sometimes confused by the
fact that the term norm is also used in the merely descrip-
tive or natural sciences. But when so used it has a quite
different meaning. In a merely descriptive science a norm
is simply the usual or average—in form, in size, or function.
Thus in biology we speak of the members of a species vary-
ing about a norm. In psychology we speak of norms of
reaction to stimuli, etc., and in mental testing we speak of
what is normal for a child of such and such an age. Fluctua-
tions from the normal, in this sense, constantly occur, and
when within moderate limits are still considered normal;
but when they exceed such limits they gradually pass into
the abnormal. Abnermal psychology is a study of the varia-
tion from the average, in thought, fecling, and volition, of
such a degree and character as to involve non-adaptation or
mal-adjustment of the individual.

This is, of course, a proper use of the term norm in such
sciences as biology and psychology but it is not the proper
use in fields like those of ethics or law. In the former case
the norny is still merely a descripton of what is. There is no
ought in it except in the sense that one might say that what
usually is ought to be. Some people do indeed imply this in
their use of the term norm, but without real justification.
They identify the “natural’” with the normal, as for instance
when they think of the natural and normal expression of the
sex instinct as the same thing. Such use suffers, however,
from a serious ambiguity in the term natural. What is
natural on one stage of development may be unnatural and
abnormal on anothers But the confusion of thought goes
much deeper than this. The variations from the norm, in the
merely descriptive sense, are as much a part of nature as the
norm itself, the abnormal is as much a part of nature as the
normal.
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It seems clear then that a norm of conduct or behavior, as
used in ethics, is something quite different from a norm in a
descriptive science such as biology or psychology. This dif-
ference is sometimes expressed in the following way. A norm,
in the cthical sense, is defined as any principle which con-
trols action through thought or emotion. Now a norm is a
principle that controls action. It also controls it through
thought and emotion. No principle can be grasped except
through thought and no thought passes into action except
through’ feeling. But this does not go to the heart of the
matter. That which makes a principle a norm is that it con-
trols action through consciousness of value and through the
sense of obligation or “ought” that arises from this con-
sciousncess of value.

With this it is clear also that a norm is something very
much more than a description. In assense it is a description
also—of the morally good and the humanly valuable. As
such, it purports to give us a true account of matter of
fact—of what is right and what is wrong. But a norm or
standard is more than a mere description of the matter of
fact of the moral life; it is at the same time a delineation of
an idcal. A standard is a standard precisely because it is an
ideal that is meant to be realized or carried out in conduct.
A norm is a norm just because it tells us what ought to be
rather than merely that which always actually is.
facts the normatlve sciences w1th values. This is at best
a very crude way of speaking. Are not values facts? Is not
a norm as much a part of the objective world as a law?
Most certainly. The law of gravitation is as much a part of
reality as the stones and planets which the law “controls”.
A norm is as much a part of reality as the acts, the apprecia-
tions and the judgments it determines. The significant point
iy that both “law” and “norm” are facts in a somewhat dif-
Zrent sense from the stones and stars or from the acts and
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the emotions which they control. Just what this difference is
—and the implications of the difference—are problems of
philosophy and will demand our consideration in a later con-
nection (Chapter XV). Here the important point is to recog-
nize that to establish a norm is to establish a truth also, or a
form of knowledge. If I come to learn that one act is better
than another, that men have rights to certain things and
ought to have them,that is knowledge (and not mere
opinion) just as much as learning the laws of nature is
knowledge.

1S ETHICS REALLY SCIENCE?

Is then knowledge of the preceding kind really scierce?
It is often denied that ethics is a science at all and a good
deal of breath has been wasted in arguing the question. As
is often the case in such disputes, the question is largely,
although not wholly, verbal; it depends to a large extent on
our definition of science.

Few would deny that ethics contains knowledge, or that
it is knowledge of a systematized kind. If science betdefined
as systematized knowledge, then there is no question that
ethics is a science. But science is sometimes defined in ways
that would exclude ethics. It is sometimes limited to explain-
ing or giving the causes of things and sometimes confined to
some particular method such as that of verification by ex-
periment. But it is important to note that if we define it in
the first way we exclude such important sciences as mathe-
matics and logic which do not deal with causes at all, but
with entirely different kinds of relations. Indeed both these
sciences are often classified as normative. If, on/the other
hand, we confine science to such knowledge as admits of
verification by experiment, we must again exclude other vast
fields of systematized knowledge such as we find in the
economic and social sciences. In general it may be said that
the narrower views of science, so characteristic of the latter
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part of the nineteenth century, are passing out and science
is recovering its old meaning of systematized knowledge. In
this broader meaning of the term ethics may certainly be
called a science.

ETHICS AND THE DESCRIPTIVE SCIENCES

The distinction between the normative and / the descrip-
tive, between what is and what ought to be—between fact
and value—is clear enough. We must now try to determine
their relations and the relations between the two types of
knowledge or science. The relation is not easy to define
clearly and satisfactorily. Perhaps we may get at it indirectly
at first by seeing what descriptive sciences ethics calls on
most for help, with which it is most closely related.

hysics and chemistry.are most important sciences. It is
only by the knowledge which we get from them that we can
control a large part of oup/ environment and physical things
may be made useful to man. But we should hardly call on
them to any extent to enable us either to understand or
evaluate human conduct. It is true that man’s behavior is
to a degree dependent upon chemical processes in the human
body. If it is possible to show that the failure to function
properly of a gland in the body has resulted in a weakening
of what we call the moral sense, it is of the utmost impor-
tance to know that fact and a knowledge of the chemistry
of gland secretions may enable ug/to effect a change. But no
such knowledge can tell us the slightest thing about the
nature or meaning of the moral sense thus conditioned, or of
the good or bad of the moral conduct to which the moral
sense refers.

The biological seiences are much closer to the moral, for
the reason that they are concerned with life and the behavior
of living organisms. Man is a living organism and the simple
instincts or drives which are the primary conditions of his
behavior are understandable first of all in relation to the
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survival and furtherance of the biological life. So important
is this relation that there have been ethical thinkers who
have sought to explain the origin and development of morals
in biological causes, as well as to define the nature of the
good merely in biological terms. In this they are, as we shall
see, quite wrong, but it remains true that ethics has learned
much from biology. Whatever else man is, he is also an
animal with a body. Large fields of morals, such for instance
as sexual morals, must have the biological functions con-
stantly in mind. It is true that, as)Professor Conklin, the
biologist, has pointed out, direct analogies from animals to
men lead to all kinds of fallacies and illusions. But the fact
that the moral life of man is biologically conditioned can not
be denied. The intimate relation between ethics and biology
can be seen from the fact, that if any one should propose
an ideal of conduct that led progressively to the organic
deterioration and death of the human species, we should feel
compelled forthwith to call it wrong.

Still closer are the relations of ethics to such descriptive,
“although humanistic, sciences as psychology and anthro-
pology; (or the social sciences in general). There are many
points at which ethics appeals to psychology in matters of
fact and to sociology for knowledge of the social structure
of the society of which ethical institutions are a part. Thus
ethical thinkers have at times said many things about human
nature and its motives which have turned out to be psycho-
logically untrue. They have said that man is always con-
sciously seeking pleasure. They have said that man has
innate or inborn ideas or sentiments of right and wrong.
They have based many of their reasonings on the assump-
tion that manjhas certain specific instincts, such for instance
as an instinct for monogamy or against incest. All such
statements—of psychological matter of fact—are essentially
matters for psychology and subject to the revision of the
psychologist. The same situation is evident in connection
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with a science such as anthropology. Ethical thinkers have
at times said many things about the primitive institutions
and forms of life which have also turned out to be untrue.
They have based ethical arguments and theories on assump-
tions regarding matter of fact that could not be maintained.
In such /ﬁelds as the ethics of property and of the family,
ethics must constantly look to the anthropologist for his
facts, and in all cases where factual matters are involved its
statements are subject to revision on his part. In general it
may be said that the uses of psychology and anthropology to
the moralist are in confirming and correcting his knowledge
of human nature, in broadening and deepening his insight
into conduct or behavior, both individual and social.

It is clear then that ethics can not get along without the
use of the sciences of life and mind; the entire-question is
how it shall use them. One way often proposed is to base
ethics on these sciences or to make it but a part of them.
There have been those who have looked upon ethics as
merely a chapter in biology or psychology or anthropology
as the case may be. This is coming to be recognized as a
wrong conception. Ethics has, we shall see, its own facts and
its own problems, and to a degree its own methods and pro-
cedure. To put the situation briefly and in the most general
terms, all these sciences may help us to understand/how
rwhat we call the good and evil tendencies of man have come
about, but in themselves they are incompetent to furnish
any reasons why what we call the good is preferable to what
we call evil. The causes of a thing are not to be identified
with the reasons for it.

The true way of using the sciences of life and mind in
ethics has already been suggested in the illustrations given.
These sciences have given us systematized bodies of knowl-
edge about the biological, the social and the psychological
life of man. Ethics seeks to determine what is the: “good
life” for man, what forms of behavior are favorable or
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inimical to that life. But we can not make true statements
about the values of life if our propositions about the facts of
life are false. In other words, ethics seeks to determine what
ought to be, but it can do so only on the basis of adequate
knowledge of what is.

THE IDEA OF VALUE. PRELIMINARY DEFINITIONS AND
CONCEPTIONS

The idea of value is the basal concept of ethics. As we
shall see presently, one of the most important questions of
cthical theory is just this: what makes things good or bad—
wherein value, positive or negative, ultimately consists. Let
us for the moment merely examine the general idea of value
as used in all the value sciences.

The simplest and most general notion with which almost
everybody begins is that value is that which satisfies human
desire. All things that satisfy human desire Zave value, or
are good. This we may call the first definition of value.

This definition of value is simple, clear and intelligible
so far as it goes. In a simple or primitive community the
good or value of’any object or action is immediately under-
stood and readily explained. The South Sea Islander knows
what is the good of fishing. It is to satisfy his hunger. He
knows what is the good of climbing for milk cocoanuts; it is
to quench his thirst. He knows what is the good of sacrificing
to the gods. It brings rain or makes him victorious over his
enemies. He knows what is the good of everything he does.
It is to satisfy his desires and to preserve his life and that
of his tribe.

,¢ If the savage could rise to the abstract level/of conceptual
definition, he would undoubtedly define value as anything
that satisfies human desires. But even the primitive prob-
ably sees a bit deeper than this. These things satisfy his
desires, but they also preserve his life and that of his tribe.
Even he is conscious of a relation between satisfaction of
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desire and the preservation and furtherance of life. Again,
if he could use abstract language, he would in all probability
say that the good is that which furthers life, the bad that
which arrests or hinders it. In any case, we see the relation
ofsvalue to life, a relation which has led to the formulation
of what we may call our second definition of value—as any-
thing that furthers or conserves life. From this point of
view, value may be defined as ““a vital phenomenon appear-
ing in a psychological form.”

This second definition of value is also clear and intelli-
gible as far as it goes. But, like the first, it also does not go
far enough. It is an admirable definition of value for primi-
tive forms of life. It is easy to see what is good in the world
of animal life. It may be described almost completely in
terms of adjustment to environment and consequent sur-
vival; value here is essentially survival value. It is almost
as easy to see what is good and what is bad behavior in
the case of primitive man, because his ends are limited and
his aims narrow. Looking back today, we may see that in
the main his customs and folk-ways correspond to the con-
ditions of biological life, and have what we call survival
value. Even his sacrifice to the gods, while in itself unable
to bring him rain or make him victorious over his enemies,
may have had a secondary value of consolidating the tribe
and thus making it more able to survive. But such a con-
ception of value is wholly inadequate when we come to
complex civilizations such as our own. Men’s wants are
much more numerous and complex; the aims they set them-
selves are often most comprehensive and remote. It becomes
extremely difficult to see the value of the actions they per-
form and of the knowledge they acquire in terms of such
simple definitions. We may say, to start with, that anything
is good that conserves or enhances life, but we soon find
that we are compelled, like Aristotle, to distinguish between
mere life, or living as such, and the “good life,” or living
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well; that life is not necessarily a good in itself, but gets
its value rather from that which living realizes.

Ethical thinkers have, in the main, felt that such a line
of thought is inevitable, and the further developments of
our study will show, I think, that this is so. In that case
we are driven to a tkird definition of value, namely, tkat
alone is ultimately and intrinsically valuable that leads to
the development of selves, or to self-realization. In the be-
ginning it appears that whatever satisfies desire is a good
or value. But we find on closer examination that our wants
and desires must themselves in turn be valued in terms of
their relation to the survival and enhancement of life. Life
itself is, however, not intrinsically valuable, but in turn gets
its value from the kind of life it is. Precisely what is the
good life for man is, of course, the fundamental problem of
ethics, and we do not propose to attempt to solve it in the
Introduction. Even at this point it is clear, however, that
value for man must go beyond the concepts of satisfaction
of desire and organic welfare. Whatever else men are, they
are persons or selves and no adequate conception of human
value can be formed without including the concept of self-
realization. The “human standard of value is,” as J. A. Hob-
son says in considering economics from this point of view,
“to value every act of production and consumption with
regard to the aggregate effect on the life and the ckaracter
of the agents.” (Italics mine.)

Ethics is the science of critical evaluation or of systema-
tized valuing. In carrying out this task we must make use
of these different conceptions or definitions of value.

Value in the first place is that which satisfies any want
or desire. But with reflection we come to evaluate the desires
themselves. Thus, from one point of view, grain distilled
into whiskey is a good and has economic value. It satisfies
human desire and a social want. But we may question the
good of the desire and the value of the demand. From the
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standpoint of our second definition of value, grain thus used
may conceivably have a negative value, or at least have
less value than when turned into flour and bread. This does
not mean that the grain turned into whiskey does not have
economic value, in the sense of price. It may indeed have
a higher price than bread, because of the greater demand.
It means simply that our judgments of value in terms of
the first conception may require revision in terms of the
second. Still more is this clear when we bring in the third
conception or definition of value—when in other words
we consider not only the biological life and organic welfare,
but also the character of the agents and the life, individual
and social, in which that character is developed and formed.

A second fundamental distinction is necessary in all criti-
cal or systematized evaluation of objects and actions, namely
between value as instrumental and value as immediate and
intrinsic. A great number of things in the world are not
valuable in themselves, but only because they are means
for the realization of other ends or values. In the preceding
illustration, the grain has value only as a means to life or
- to the satisfaction of certain wants or desires. Means are
only valuable with the actual value attributed to their real
ends, and this attribution, if it is to be valid, always in-
volves a situation in which the end-value is directly and
immediately, experienced. As contrasted with instrumental
value, we may define intrinsic value in the following way.
An intrinsic value is not merely one of the means of living
well, but part of the actual content of the good life, or
rather one aspect of the nature or character of the good
life itself.

This distinction is of the utmost importance in the study
of the relations of ethics to other value sciences such as
economics and jurisprudence. In general it may be said
that the latter deal only with instrumental values, ethics
being concerned with intrinsic as well as instrumental. To
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a more detailed study of the relation of these fields we
must now turn.

THE FIELD OF ETHICS. ETHICS AND OTHER VALUE
SCIENCES

We defined ethics first as the science which deals with
conduct (or behavior) in so far as this is considered good
or bad, right or wrong. In developing the meaning of the
terms good and bad, right and wrong, we were led to the
further conception of ethics as the science of systematized
valuing. This conception of ethics gives it a very wide scope;
it makes it coextensive with the entire valuing side of life.

But is not the field of ethics actually much narrower?
Undoubtedly it is in the minds of most people. Morality is
thought of as being but a part of life, and the goods or
values dealt with in ethics but a part of a much larger field
including other values, such as economic, esthetic, etc.
Now there is certainly a sense in which this is true. We can
indeed study the production, exchange, and consumption of
wealth in economics, without explicit reference to these
activities as forms of conduct or behavior to be judged
ethically; but in so far as they are conduct and behavior,
they must in the last analysis be judged morally also. We
may study the activities of the production and enjoyment
of objects of beauty without passing moral judgments on
these as forms of conduct, but in the last analysis these
must be considered from the standpoint of conduct also.
In a certain sense, then, ethics must include these activities
also. Matthew Arnold expressed the wide scope of ethics
when he said “conduct is three fourths of life.” In reality
he was just one fourth short in his calculation. In a very
real sense conduct is the whole of life.

But while this is true in a general way—and in the sense
indicated here—there are nevertheless certain well-defined
differences between ethics and other value sciences, as well
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as very close relationships which it is important to make
clear. In developing this point I have chosen two other
fields of knowledge which deal with values and norms,
namely the fields of economics and law.

It is clear that these two subjects have a much closer
relation to ethics than the descriptive sciences, even of
biology and psychology. In the case of the latter their
connection with ethics, while real and important, is never-
theless indirect. At no point can we pass directly from a
description or explanation of human conduct or behavior
to its evaluation. At no point are the problems of ethics
the same as those of these sciences. The latter can at most
help us to understand the behavior we are to evaluate. In
the case of the sciences now under consideration, the situa-
tion is quite different. The reason for this is that they too,
in their own way and in their own range, are trying to
find out right ways of doing things. They too deal with
goods or values, and in the last analysis have a normative
purpose and a normative element in their method. The
entire object of economics, from the practical point of view,
is to find out the good or right ways of producing, distrib-
uting and using consumable goods or wealth. The object af
law is_ to_d determine, within its specific field, what actions.
are rlght and what are wrong, and it is the task of juris-
prudence to find out the basis or reason for the laws.

Economics has often been treated (and is still treated
by some) as though it were independent of ethics. But
opinion on this subject has radically changed in recent
years. They are, as President (Emeritus) Hadley of Yale
wrote, “no longer regarded as independent sciences.” It is
pointed out by him and many other economists, that the
morals of a people are at once the basis and consequence of
its economic activity. The degree to which changes in eco-
nomic conditions and values modify our ethical institutions
and judgments has become clear to all since Karl Marx
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set in motion a long line of historical investigations through
his doctrine of “economic determinism.” On the other hand,
it has become equally clear that the morals of a people are
in a real sense the basis of its economic activity. The eco-
nomics of a capitalistic socicty presupposes the institution of
private property as an ethical good. In general, economic
motives are largely the result of a people’s ethics. “The
attempt to study either of these subjects without reference
to the other is, therefore, largely a thing of the past.”*

But this historical relation betwecen the two really cor-
responds to a more inner or logical relation. Each requires
the other for its understanding, but from a more ultimate
point of view economics must be said to depend upon and
presuppose ethics. In showing this relation we may first
make use of our distinction between instrumental and in-
trinsic values. Economics deals only with instrumental
values. In the illustration given, the wheat, which may be
turned either into bread or whiskey, has no intrinsic value.
The instrinsic value is found in the bodily values of satis-
faction of hunger, which may again be instrumental to other
values of human life. The relative values of the bread or
the whiskey are again determined by more intrinsic values
or disvalues to the production of which they are instru-
mental.

The dependence of economics on ethics may be seen in
yet another way. Like every other science, economics pro-
ceeds upon certain assumptions or postulates. It assumes,
for one thing, that wealth, or consumable goods, is a good
or value, and proceeds then to study the laws of production
and distribution of wealth. It is clear, however, that such
an assumption is open to revision from the standpoint of
ethics. It is possible to conceive an economic form of life
in which “wealth accumulates and men decay.” In such a

* Article on Economics in Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology.
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society wealth would cease to be a good in any but the
limited sense of economics. Again, economics assumes the
acquistive impulse and the value of that impulse, and the
validity of its principles or laws stands or falls with that
assumption. It investigates merely the ways and means by
which the ends set by that impulse or instinct are realized.
In general, we may say that economics is a merely hypo-
thetical science and is the result of an abstraction from the
other motives and values of men. Economic good requires
then to be related again to other goods, and this leads over
into ethics.

This relation of economics to cthics is increasingly real-
ized by economic writers themselves. “Present-day eco-
nomics,” an economist has recently written, “is not altogether
content to remain a science of ‘what is.” The current
emphasis is less didactic and more social in character.
The tendency now is in the direction of re-establishing a
philosophy of economics. And by this I mean a search for
the ultimates of human life in so far as these can be dis-
covered within the limits of the economic process.” *

THE RELATION OF ETHICS TO LAW AND JURISPRUDENCE

The relation of morals to law and of ethics to the science
of law or jurisprudence, is somewhat similar; law and juris-
prudence presuppose ethics.

That law is derivative from morals may be seen in the
historical relations of the two fields. Law in general is codi-
fied custom and customs are the mores or morals of a people.
In the Anglo-Saxon legal system, for instance, English com-
mon law is the basis of statute or civil law and this common
law, or unwritten law, is essentially moral in character. In
general, development is from custom to codified law and
from law to reflective morality, the reflective morality con-

*E. W. Goodhue, Economics as Social Philosophy, International Journal
of Ethics, Vol. XXXVI, No. 1.
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sisting partly in the determination of the reasons of custom
and law.

But the relation of law to morals is not only historical;
it is also logical. This logical relation may be seen at two
points. In the first place, all the primary principles or norms
of law go back to and presuppose moral norms. Thus laws
protecting life, property, etc., all assume certain rights or
claims that are essentially moral in character. Even more
derivative laws, of a more or less technical character, may
all be carried back to moral norms. Thus law has been
defined by many jurists as “the sum of conditions necessary
for the maintenance of society”, or as ‘“the minimum of
moral performance and disposition required of members of
society.” In short law may be defined as the cthical mini-
mum.

This characteristic of law has been recognized by Judge
Benjamin N. Cardoza when he says that “legal concepts,
when divorced from ethics, tend to become tyrannical and
fruitful parents of injustice.” This aspect of the situation
brings out the second point at which it may be seen that
law presupposes ethics. Justice, in the merely legal sense,
often tends, momentarily at least, to develop more or less
independently of ethics, to become merely the impartial
administration of law irrespective of the ultimate relation
of law to human welfare. Justice in the narrow sense must
then be supplemented by equity or by justice in the ethical
sense.

Legal justice then often comes into conflict with ethical
justice, some of which conflicts will appear when we come
to the study of justice; but when it does so conflict the
ultimate court of appeal is ethics. This situation has been
well put by Pollock.” “Legal justice”, he Wr¥ites, “aims at

Jurisprudence, Chap. II, 31.
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realizing moral justice within its range and its strength
largely consists in the feeling that this is so0.” The strength
of the law rests upon the acknowledgment of public opinion
that it embodies a minimum of moral right.

This statement of Pollock brings out clearly the second
point at which the dependence of law upon ethics may be
clearly seen. Acknowledgment of the law and its authority,
by the subjects of the law, follows either upon the power-
lessness of the subject, or upon the moral acceptance of
the justice of the law. In the first case, law would be merely
the tyranny of irrational force; in the second case it gets
its validity from ethics.

THE RELATION OF ETHICS TO PHILOSOPHY

Thus far we have considered ethics as one among other
fields of knowledge. We have called it science in that broader
sense which defines science as any body of ordered or sys-
tematized knowledge. But ethics has always been considered
a part of philosophy and is still carried on by philosophers
and taught as one of the subjects in the department of
philosophy. This is precisely as it should be, and in making
the reasons for that statement clear, we shall be able to
determine the relation of ethics to philosophy.

In general it may be said that the distinction between
philosophy and science, between philosophical and other
kinds of knowledge, is less popular than it was a few years
ago. There are two chief reasons for this. Philosophers have
themselves become more scientific. Not only do they find
themselves forced to know more and more about the
sciences, but they have learned a great deal from the
methods of science that is useful in carrying on their own
investigations. On the other hand, the sciences have become
much more philosophical than they were in the nineteenth
century. The more profound scientists, whether in the fields
of physics. biology, or the sciences of mind and society,
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have increasingly been forced to take up questions that used
to be relegated to the “metaphysician.”

The reasons for this lie in the nature of philosophy and
of its relations to science. Philosophy has been defined
in many different ways, but all these definitions contain
in them two ideas that differentiate philosophy from the
special sciences. William James expressed the first of these
when he said of the philosopher that he is merely one who
thinks a little more stubbornly and persistently than other
people. The same idea has been expressed by the statement
that the philosopher is one who “thinks things through.”
But when one comes to think things through, he finds that
he must go out of and beyond his own special field into
the larger relations of things. To think things through in-
volves thinking things comprehensively—in the words so
often quoted, one must “see things steadily and see them
whole.”

It is this demand that drives the physicist beyond physics
into philosophy and it is the same thing that forces the
moralist out of ethics into metaphysics. IFor the ethical
thinker the problem is to think the question of wvalues
through. The problems to which we referred earlier—which
rise even in the mind of the child and of the ordinary man—
become insistent for him. What is the good of being good?
Why and whence any distinctions of value in the world at
all? What’s the good of it all? Is there any meaning or
purpose in this world in which we struggle and try to
achieve what we call the good?

In the history of the race, answers to these questions
have always been given by religion, and for this reason
there has always been a close relation between morals and
religion. In religion morality has not only found its sanc-
tion, but its fundamental reason for being. The relation
of morals to the religious view of the world is, therefore,
one of the fundamental philosophical problems. But there
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are other problems of ethics of this fundamental philosoph-
ical or metaphysical character. The moral life, if it is to
be real or valid, seems to assume or postulate certain things.
It seems difficult to see how the moral life can have very
much meaning if moral agents have not what we call free
will—if they can not choose the good instead of the evil,
the higher over the lesser good. It seems difficult to see
how the moral life can have much significance unless moral
distinctions are objective and real, are in some sense part
of the nature of things, unless the moral values which men
seek and achieve have a cosmic significance, unless, in other
words, the moral order is in some sense part of the world
order. Are these belicfs or postulates justified? No one can
think through the problems of ethics without raising these
questions. We certainly can’t hope to answer them without
taking into consideration the relation of man 'to the uni-
verse as a whole, or man’s place in the cosmos. These are
questions of philosophy or metaphysics and they must of
necessity become the subject matter of the closing chapters
of the book.
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CHAPTER 1II

REFLECTIVE THINKING IN MORALS
FACT AND THEORY IN ETHICS

A common distinction in human knowledge is that be-
tween fact and theory. In every science or systematized
body of knowledge it is customary to distinguish between
the facts and the theories based upon the facts. It will be
well to begin our study of morals by considering that dis-
tinction as it applies to ethics.

The facts of cthics are our actual morils. Ethical theory
has to do with the rcasons for them. It is natural to suppose
that the morals of people, the facts of ethics, are the ways
they do act, the folk-ways or mores. But this is not quite
the case. The morals of a people are the ways they think
they ought to act, in other words their judgments of good
and bad, or of right and wrong. It is true that we often
speak as though the morals of a man were the behavior
itself. A man of low morals is onc who does certain things
that fall below the standard or norm of conduct. But not
only does the conduct itself proceed from ideas and judg-
ments of good and bad, but the act or behavior has an
ethical quality and significance only in relation to the
standards or norms in terms of which it is judged.

Ethical facts are then always judgments; ethical theories
the reasons we give for these judgments. The fact has to
do with the judgment of right and wrong; the theory with
the question of why it is right or wrong.

The first thing that strikes us in surveying the field of
moral fact is the existence of well-established and well-de-
fined conventions, or norms of conduct and judgment. These

29



30 REFLECTIVE THINKING IN MORALS

we may call the everyday standards of common sense. Lord
Balfour has said that while there is general agreement on
the question of what is right and wrong, there is consider-
able variation in the reasons which men give for their
judgments. From this he would seem to have us infer that
our common sense in morals, what the Germans call the
“healthy human understanding” is to be trusted in the
main rather than moral theory and ethical reflection. Be
this as it may, let us start our investigation by considering
first whether there is this agreement, and secondly what
significance such agreement, if it exists, has for ethical
science.

Balfour’s statement is itself, of course, open to question.
The general agreement of which he speaks is precisely
what most of us would vigorously deny. Historically there
has been the greatest divergence in men's judgments as to
what is right and wrong. Infanticide, slavery, and other
customs now condemned, were approved or suffered by the
highly civilized Greeks, as are suttee, polygamy and suicide
by some modern races. To eat your parents, to sacrifice
your first-born, to refrain from washing—there is hardly
anything so monstrous or so trivial that it has not been
somewhere considered a duty, although somewhere else a
crime. These are simply facts of history and constitute but
a small part of a large body of evidence against any general
agreement in this sense.

Evidently it is not agreement of this sort that Balfour
has in mind. There are very few things, perhaps, on which
the moral judgments of all men, at all times and in all
places, have completely agreed. The consensus of moral
judgment here spoken of has reference rather to the level
of present-day reflective morality. On this level there is a
much larger measure of general agreement. To be sure,
mutually contradictory moral judgments are found here
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also; even here the variations are considerable. But the
agrecements far outweigh the differences, and the range of
variation is a comparatively limited one.

Many would be disposed to question this sort of agree-
ment also. At first sight the variations seem very great
and the contradictions often irreconcilable. At the present
moment much is made of the confusion in morals and the
destruction of moral standards. Closer examination seems
to show, however, that on the simpler and more funda-
mental issues we call moral, common sense has reached,
and still maintains, a body of principles and maxims which
call forth a large measure of general assent. It is only neces-
sary to keep in mind our codes of law which, as we have
seen, embody the minimum of morality, to see that this is
so. The universal assent which law in the main receives,
merely reflects the general consciousness that, within its
range, it expresses the moral sense of the race. Legal norms
are essentially moral norms.

THE RANGE AND SOURCES OF VARIATIONS

We shall understand the significance of this general
agreement the better if we examine the nature and range
of the variations from the norms.

Moral judgments fall into two quite distinct types or
classes which must be carefully distinguished. Practically,
the moral judgment is always concerned with the particular
act. Did this particular cashier do right or:wrong in tem-
porarily using certain funds of the bank to tide him over
a difficult situation? Did Nora, in Ibsen’s 4 Doll’s House,
do right or wrong in leaving her husband? It is evident
that here variations of judgment of considerable moment
are bound to occur. “Circumstances alter cases.” But there
is another type of moral problem and another type of moral
judgment. Not whether I ought or ought not do this par-
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ticular thing, but whether such and such a type or class of
acts is right or wrong. Here the range of variation and the
chance of contradiction is increasingly less.

In the case of the first type of judgment the variations
are all of the nature of exceptions and are recognized as
such. The cxception does not destroy the rule or norm,
but, in the words of the old proverb, “proves” or assumes
it. The cashier would never dream of justifying his act as
a universal practice. Few would be disposed to say that
any woman should leave her husband whenever she wants
to. In all such cases it is always assumed that the norm
is the fundamental thing and that the variation from it
must justify itself by an appeal to some higher principle
or norm, or to some more general theory of the good which
will explain or justify the exception.

Now it is with types or norms of conduct that ethical
reflection or science is primarily concerned. It can not of
course ignore the problem of the particular act. But in the
last analysis ethical science, like all science, is concerned
with universals or laws—in this case universals of the type
of norms.

Here also, it can not be denied, great divergence is pos-
sible and contradictory judgments in evidence. But the
range of variation and the chance of contradiction are in-
creasingly less. It is conceivable that there might be some
who would say that any cashier should take the funds of
his bank whenever he can “get away with it,” that any
wife should leave her husband whenever she wants to. But
such opinions would be generally recognized as expressing
a very inconsiderable and insignificant divergence from rec-
ognized norms. For most men private property is the foun-
dation of society as we know it and understand it, and the
rights and duties connected with it acknowledged as normal
to the life of society. For most men the permanent monog-
amous family, as developed and protected in our law, is
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the norm of relationship of the sexes, and the rights and
duties connected with it acknowledged as normal to the
life of society. This is undoubtedly true. But even at this
point there is divergence of opinion and contradiction of
judgment. It can not be denied, for instance, that there
are many for whom private property is the chief of evils
and the source of all injustice. There are those for whom
monogamy is anathema and “free love” the ideal. It is at
such points that the fundamental problems of ethics arise,
namely as to the value of our institutions themselves. But so
far as our present point is concerned, there can be no ques-
tion. These variations represent inconsiderable variations
from the general consensus of moral judgment.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS GENERAL AGREEMENT

It is idle then to deny that there is a large body of beliefs
and judgments as to what is right and wrong upon which
there is general agreement. The radical’s attack on what he
calls “conventional morality” constitutes in reality a rec-
ognition of this fact. Conventional morality is precisely
those customs, laws, and judgments upon which the mass
of men have agreed; and it is precisely this unanimity, this
sensus communis which constitutes the starting point of
ethics and of ethical reflection.

What then is the significance of this agreement? It is
natural to make of this fact of agreement itself a source
of authority and of the sensus communis itself a test of
right and wrong. This is in fact what men tended to do
when morals were no longer accepted on the authority of
revelation and religion. It is inevitable that men seek au-
thority somewhere, and when it was no longer sought in
the will of God it is sought in the will of the majority.
The majority is always right. No one believes now, how-
ever, that the mere fact of agreement makes right or wrong,
any more than it makes truth or falsity. In his An Encmy
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of the People, Ibsen makes Doctor Stockman say that the
majority is always wrong. Extravagant as this may be, we
should all agree that we can not determine the true or
the right by counting noses. On the other hand, it scems
even more absurd to assume as a working principle that
the majority is always wrong. The majority is often wrong
on some concrete moral issue such as faced®Doctor Stock-
man. It may conceivably be wrong regarding the more gen-
eral norms or standards to which it gives its assent. But
the probability at least is that, as the range of variation,
so the margin of error will be greater in the particular
cases and less and less in respect to the more general types
or norms of conduct. This is at least in general the assump-
tion of ethics.

The significance of convention or general agreement in
morals is found, then, in the fact that these conventions
constitute norms of conduct that have been worked out in
the experience of the race. As such they represent at least
the factual basis or raw material of ethics. Moral reflection
can not take place in a vacuum any more than can thinking
about physical things. Science in general has been described
as “glorified common sense.”” We do not attain to true
knowledge of the physical world by denying at the start
all our beliefs about it, but rather by changing and modify-
ing them as the facts require. It is no different with the
human relations we call moral. There is such a thing as the
Public Conscience, and this conscience or consciousncss is
at least the starting point of ethical reflection.

This is in general the position of moralists or ethical
philosophers on this important question. It is true that
there are thinkers like Nietzsche who propose a ‘trans-
valuation of all our values,” who would turn our moral
codes topsy-turvy. Such attempts have their value—if for
no other reason than by causing us to question and go to
the root or the source of value. There are those who break
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completely with experience and try by their own reason
to construct new institutions, and to remould the world
according to their heart’s desire. But the general position
of responsible moralists is that it is not the business of
ethics to make a new morality, but rather to understand
and interpret the morality we have. As philosophers have
not made morality so neither can they unmake it.

COMMON SENSE IN MORALS

We shall make use of the notion of “common sense” in
morals in a number of connections. It will be well, there-
fore, to define it at this point. The term common sense
itself has had a long and varied career both in popular use
and in philosophical discussion. Originally it meant little
more than a name for those things which men thought or
felt in common—the scnsus communis. Little by little, how-
ever, it took on the meaning of good sense as distinguished
from poor sense. It is the reason for this second meaning
that we are chiefly interested in.

The practical aspect of the question has been well ex-
pressed by Sumner in his Folkways: “The most emancipated
of men live largely according to the common sense, the
mores, and can not wholly frce themselves from their dom-
ination. And it is well that they can not,” for as he further
remarks, “if we had to form judgments as to all cases before
we could act in them and were forced always to act ration-
ally (that is reflectively) the burden would be unendurable.
Beneficent use and wont save us this trouble.”

Common sense has often been attacked as a merely
euphemistic term for a collection of superstitions and tabus
that are worthless until they are tested and corrected by
the processes of analytical reflection. None the less, we per-
sist in thinking that the results of this common sense may
often be sounder and represent a broader human truth
than that attained merely by the intellect acting along its
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own line and without taking very much account of the other
elements in our nature that enter into the formation of our
judgments.! Common sense in morals represents then that
body of standards and norms upon which men have reached
a significant degree of agreement. Some ethical philosophers
have theught to find in this morality of common sense
something “instinctive” or innate. Others have seen in it
merely the resultant of the deeper and broader experience
of the race. Into this question we shall go in another con-
nection. In either case the morality of common sense forms
the starting point for the more critical reflection of theo-
retical ethics.

MORAL REASONING. ETHICAL THEORY

Common sense, as thus understood and defined, does then
manifest a significant degree of agreement upon the simpler
and more fundamental questions of right and wrong. As-
suming this to be true, the second part of Balfour’s state-
ment is also true within limits. Often when men agree as
to the rightness or wrongness of acts the reasons they give
for their judgments differ in important ways. Still more,
when our judgments vary from the norm, when we call
that right which is ordinarily called wrong or that wrong
which is generally thought to be right, do we find ourselves
justifying our actions and our judgments in different ways.
It is in fact divergence from the norm that chiefly calls for

*Common sense, as thus understood, does not refer to some special
faculty or power, but “rather to a sort of cooperation of the various
functions of the mind, a cooperation among the different phases of the
mind or personality in which the impulses of feeling as well as the dictates
of reason combine to hold in check or modify what might otherwise have
been a one-sided outcome of or conclusion of some one of these total
processes. In the procedure of common sense, as thus understood, all the
processes of the personality assist in reaching a rough but broadly human
conclusion which may be less biased than when the intellect alone docs
the weighing.” H. O. Taylor, Human Values and Verities, p. 158.
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justification, and it is here that moral reasoning appears
and we are necessarily led into reflection on the nature of
the good.

A chief source of difference, both in our judgments as to
what is right or wrong and in the reasons we give for these
judgments, seems to lie in two contrasting attitudes which
we may describe as the rigoristic and the liberal or latitu-
dinarian.

The rigorist in morals is the man who says “right is
right and wrong is wrong.” He is inclined to make few if
any exceptions to moral rules, and tends to be scvere in
his judgments both on himself and others. The rigoristic
attitude is associated with two quite different types of per-
sons. The one consists of people of no marked intellectual
development with a tendency to accept uncriticized the
judgments of common sense in morals as clsewhere. The
other type is more intelligent and thoughtful and gives
reasons for this attitude. The rigorist of this type is im-
pressed with the scrious consequences of infractions of laws
or rules. He feels that morality is so important that prac-
tically one can not be too exacting in his demands upon
himself and others. But he has a theoretical reason also.
He feels that right is right and wrong is wrong—that if the
distinction between right and wrong is to have ultimate
validity these terms must represent intrinsic qualities in-
herent in the acts themselves.

In contrast to this we find a more liberal attitude which
we may describe as latitudinarianism in morals. In so far
as judgment on the particular case is concerned, its funda-
mental principle is that circumstances alter cases. It holds
that everyday standards and rules of conduct are good,
but exceptions to these rules are also right and good. The
principle of judgment in this case is that of utility in the
broadest sense of the term. Morality has to do with right
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action, and judgments on actions are practical judgments.
Practical judgments have always to do with the question
of the “good” or the use of a thing. It is therefore only
natural that when any doubt is raised as to the right or
wrong of any act, we should ask what is the good or
the use of it. The most immediate and natural answer to
this question is that if it brings pleasure it is a good, if it
brings pain a bad. This is one form of utility judgment and
historical Utilitarianism has given this answer. But there
are other conceptions of purpose and utility. Our only point
here is that the latitudinarian appeals to some concept of
utility or teleology.

These contrasting attitudes are brought out clearly in
the answers to certain moral problems supplied by the un-
dergraduates of the University of Wisconsin and recorded
in a monograph published by Professor 1. C. Sharp of that
university.

One of these questions was a variant upon the theme
used by Victor Hugo in his Les Miscrables:

May a poor man, without money, out of work, and un-
able at the time to find employment, take without the
knowledge of the owner, a loaf of bread from a bakeshop
in order to save from starvation the young children of a
neighbor? Their mother, a widow, is sick in bed and unable
for the time to earn money for their support. It is impossible
to get the bread in any other way.

The following are two typical answers:

(1) “The man should not steal the bread. Respect for
the property of others, under all circumstances, lies at the
basis of our civilization. To indulge, in any degree, in wrong
makes greater wrong easier and ultimate anarchy possible.”

(2) “I think that the poor man was justified in taking
the bread under these circumstances. He would be doing
an infinitely large amount of good compared with the trivial
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harm done, and he would be doing the good by the only
possible method open to him.”*

Few would hesitate to say that there is an element of
common sense in both types of reasons given in the fore-
going answers. Both reasons have, moreover, been devel-
oped, as we shall see presently, into types of cthical theory
both of which display not only great logical power but
also correspond in important ways to the fundamental
facts of the moral life. At this point, let us merely note that
common sense is ambiguous. In one of its moods, so to
speak, it answers in one way, in another, in another way.
Let us examine this ambiguity in connection with still an-
other case. It is common sense in morals to think and be-
lieve that telling the truth is right and that lying is wrong.
It is also common sense to believe that there are occasions
when to tell the truth is not right and to tell what is not
strictly true is a duty. These cases of Notliige, or lies of
necessity, as the Germans call them, have been the constant
material of moral thinking and of no end of ethical dis-
putation.

In his Heaven and Hell, Mark Twain tells the story of
two maiden sisters who were nursing a sick sister whose
recovery hung in the balance. The sick woman’s little
girl was not allowed to see her, but she had been sending
her messages which greatly cheered the patient. But the
daughter also became seriously ill and the two sisters faced
the problem of what they should do. Mark Twain’s pic-
ture of their despair, of their horror of telling a lie, and
their firm conviction that they would be eternally damned
if they did so, is extremely touching. Equally affecting is

Tt is interesting to note that in the new code of laws proposed for
Mexico in 1929 provision is made for exceptional cases of this kind. In
case of a man’s stealing because of hunger, it is specifically stated that the
law shall not take cognizance of the first offense.
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his description of the final triumph of their love over their
“duty,” when they finally decided to deceive the mother
for her own good. As the author tells the story, we are left
in no doubt as to his own attitude and feeling in the matter.
His indignation at the very idea of a morality that would
even raise such a question, his hatred of the moral fanat-
icism that would put abstract truth above life and love,
finds, no doubt, an echo in the hearts of most of his readers.

Most of us would share these feelings of Mark Twain.
We should be disposed to call the person who maintained
the opposite various names, such as absolutist, rigorist,
fanatic. Now the absolutist and rigorist has something to
say for himself, and we shall permit him to have his say
in the proper place. All that we are concerned to point
out here is that “common sense” would ordinarily associate
itself with the liberal or utilitarian point of view, under-
stood in the broadest sense. Further illustrations will bring
out this point even more clearly.

The philosopher Fichte was such a rigorist and absolut-
ist. When the question was asked him: what would you
do if to tell your wife the truth when she was ill would
kill her, he replied, if my wife must die by the truth let
her die. Onc might conceivably be willing to go with Fichte
this far, although even here common sense would be in
the main against him. But let us take a second case in
which the conditions are slightly altered. A Zirich theater
manager, in the case of a fire in his theater, gave a false
reason for the suspension of the play and cleared the theater
without injury to any one, when to have given the real
rcason would almost certainly have produced a panic and
a fearful loss of life. Here, I suppose, there would be
scarcely any one who would refuse to justify the manager’s
conduct. One of the more general questions in the exam-
ination for the first Thomas A. Edison Scholarship—de-
signed to test the general intelligence and insight of the
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applicant—was this: When do you consider a lie to be
permissible? To this the successful applicant answered,
“In case of serious trouble, pain and grief, and you do not
benefit yourself in any way.” This, we should all feel, is
the answer of common sense.

THE BOLLENGER BABY CASE

The illustrations we have taken to bring out the differ-
ence between the two general attitudes have to do with the
old stock moral problem as to whether it is ever right to
tell a lie. We might have taken cases involving the question
of strict obedience to any of the moral commandments. Or
we might take much more complex and involved moral
questions, such as writers of modern problem plays and
novels delight in. Was Nora in Ibsen’s 4 Doll’s House justi-
fied in leaving her husband? Was the heroine in Eugene
O’Neill’s Strange Interlude justified in what is morally called
an act of adultery, in order to save the reason of her husband
and in order to have the child which otherwise she dare
not have? Any one of these problems would take us into
the very heart of ethical thinking and bring out clearly
both the nature of moral reasoning and the types of reason
that develop into ethical theories. Instcad of any one of
these, I shall choose a famous case which aroused a great
deal of discussion and considerable furor. It has the added
advantage of involving a real novelty in moral conduct and
cthical judgment which is increasingly bothering moralists
and courts of law alike.

In November of 1915, a Chicago surgeon, J. H. Haisel-
den, contrary to accepted medical ethics, refused to operate
on a baby boy, four days old. This he did, he affirmed, “in
the interest of the human race and more particularly of
American manhood.” He cxplained that the boy was ex-
tremely defective and would probably remain so throughout
life. He believed the infant to be dying, but there was no
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extent distinctly to oppose mental development to a degree
necessary to a self-reliant individual should be permitted to
die. The only good or value for the child is in this capacity
of development.” Still others stressed the social side of the
same argument. ‘It has always been my opinion,” writes one
physician, “that all children born with congenital abnormal-
ity are a detriment to society. I distinctly believe that it is
humane to cut off their future sufferings and those of society.”

Our examination of the discussion of this important and
interesting case has disclosed several points in ethical
thought and argument which may be stated in general terms
and extended to all cases of ethical thinking.

In the first place, the reasons given for denouncing or
justifying the act fall into two main groups, which may be
described as Formalist and Teleological. On the one hand
we have those for whom Miss Jane Addams was a spokes-
man, who believe that at least some things and acts are
inherently right or wrong, good or bad. In this particular
case, life itself is an absolute good or value. Whether it be
because God gave life and that gift confers an absolute
value, or whether it is; so to speak, in the nature of things, “a
law of nature,” the good of life is intrinsic or absolute. From
this follows the obligation to maintain life at all costs (an
obligation which has generally been considered absolute in
medical ethics) and refusal to maintain life is a violation of
that obligation.

On the other hand, we have those for whom no act or
thing is inherently right or wrong, good or bad. Even life
itself—the most precious of all the goods of God or nature,
has only relative value. That value is determined by its
utility, whether we define that utility in terms of its capacity
to produce happiness, either individual or social, or in terms
of the capacity or potentiality of that life to develop in itself,
or to contribute to the development of society or the race.
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There is therefore no absolute obligation to maintain life at
all costs. The obligation is merely conditional.

The first type of reasons are what are called formalistic
and the ethical theory it represents Formalism. The
rcason for this characterization is that this type of argu-
mentation assumes that good or value is a quality, an
essence, or a form, inherent in objects or acts themselves.
From Plato on, Western philosophy has distinguished be-
tween the form and the matter of things, the form or essence
of a thing being that which makes the thing what it is. Good
is such a form or essence. The second type of reasons are
called teleological.

All ethical theories fall into these two fundamental
classes. But therc are distinctions within the latter group
which it is desirable to make clear, even at this carly stage
of our study. The two types of teleological thinking which
were clearly distinguishable in the arguments we examined,
correspond completely to two types of ethical theory well
established in the history of ethical thought. It may seem to
be practically of very little importance whether we say, let
the baby die because he has no chance of happiness or
because he has no capacity of development, because he will
make his parents and other people unhappy or because his
continuance in life is contrary to the interests of American
manhood and of the race. But it is of considerable practical
importance, as we shall see, and of very great theoretical
significance. In any case, the teleological arguments all fall
naturally into two main classes: (a) those which thought of
the good or value in terms of pleasure or happiness, and (b)
those who thought of it in terms of development or self-
realization. The first have been called the Hedonists, the
second the Perfectionists or Self-realizationists.

It is important to note that no type of reason and no line
of argument is to be found in the literature of the discussion
other than these three. Many ethical thinkers have held that
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no other type of reason, no other ethical theory is possible,
that although there are variations on these arguments and
differences in terminology and expression, all are ultimately
reducible to these threec. This is the view of the present
writer. The use of the foregoing illustration was partly with
the purpose of bringing out this fact. This being so, it follows
that the theoretical part of ethics has to do chiefly with the
critical examination of these types of reasoning.

CLASSIFICATION OF ETHICAL TIIEORIES

We may then give the following classification of ethical
theories.

I. Formalist

. [ Hedonist
IL Teleologlcal-L Perfectionist (Self-realization)

Both of the teleological theories may emphasize now the
individual aspect of the good, or again the social or uni-
versal, as was apparent in the discussion referred to. We
thus get a further subdivision:

TELEOLOGICAL THEORIES

Individualistic

L Hed"ms“c{ Universalistic (Social)

Individualistic

IL. Perfectlomst{ Universalistic (Social)

There is still a further distinction in perfectionist theories
that is of importance, a distinction brought out also in this
discussion. One may have one’s eyes on the organic or
biological aspect and think largely of organic welfare and
perfection of organic life. Or one may think of life in its
more spiritual and personal aspect and think of the good not
so much as organic welfare, as self-realization or realization
and perfection of personality. The first we shall describe as
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naturalistic perfectionism, the second as idealistic perfec-
tionism or the ethics of self-realization.

COMMENTS ON THE CASE ITSELF

We have used this case merely as material for displaying
the nature of ethical reflection in general and for disclosing
the fundamental types of theory to which such thinking
leads. It is, however, natural, as we said, that we should ask:
Well, was the act itself right or wrong? To which theory
are we to appeal in answering that question?

As the discussion itself developed, it seemed that in the
main the formalists said the act was wrong and the teleol-
ogists said it was right. And it is true that the teleological
line of argument was used mainly to justify the act. We
might infer, therefore, that if we are teleologists we must
necessarily and inevitably justify it and be on the side of
novelty and “progress.” That would be, however, to take an
entirely too superficial view of the situation. A teleological
line of argument might well be developed for the conserv-
ative and rigorous standpoint.

One might, for instance, admit the fundamental principle
that life is not an absolute value in itself, but gets its value
from other values which it makes possible—whether defined
as happiness or development. One might further admit that
the continuance of the life of the Bollenger baby could serve
no good end, either for itself or for others, but might in fact
bring with it evil consequences. Still the argument would not
necessarily be convincing. For one might point out that the
evil consequences of putting the right of life and death into
the hands of physicians might far outweigh the immediate
good. One might go further and say that the sacredness of
the right to life, while not necessarily absolute and intrinsic,
is yet so basal in civilization, has been worked out with such
blood and sweat, that any tendency to weaken it will result
in evils that would far outweigh any immediate good for the
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individual or individuals concerned. This is the present
writer’s position. But the only point of interest here is that a
gencral teleological point of view in ethics does not commit
one to the position that a physician is justified in allowing a
human being to die under the given circumstances.

There is still another comment worth making in this con-
nection, one which will serve to throw light on the working
of “common sense” in moral matters. In this particular
instance, the physician was exonerated by the coroner’s jury.
Other cases of a similar nature—especially in recent years—
have been marked by similar leniency. In Sheffield, England,
a year or two ago, the right of a doctor to let a patient die
rather than live on in unremediable pain, was tacitly upheld
by a coroner’s jury there. The patient, a certain John Robin-
son, took an overdose of a dangerous medicine. In view of
the patient’s great pain, his physician, Dr. A. T. Simpson,
decided to make no attempt to counteract the poisonous
effects of the medicine. The jury brought in a verdict that
Robinson died from medicine taken to relieve pain and cause
him to sleep. The coroner in summation declared that
neither he nor the jury should either commend or censure
Dr. Simpson.

Still more recently in Karlshorst, Germany, a mother shot
her incurably insane son rather than see him suffer the
tortures of life without mental reason. Her case was treated
with leniency, and in their decision the Berlin judges had
similar cases of life-taking as a means of relieving victims
from intolerable suffering to guide them, in all of which
cases the utmost leniency had been shown. A similar case
occurred in Draguigan, France, in November, 1929, in which
a certain Richard Corbett, a citizen of France, was brought
before court and finally acquitted by a jury of peasant
farmers on the charge of murder, for having shot his elderly
French mother who was suffering from incurable cancer, the
pain of which was no longer preventable by opiates.
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The comment I would make on all these cases is that they
bring out with the utmost clearness the fundamental prob-
lem of ethics, namely the difference between justifying a
particular exception to a rule or norm and elevating the
exception into a new principle or norm. In the last case con-
sidered, the public prosecutor spoke of “the tremendously
vital question whether society can permit one human being
to take the life of another and remain unpunished.” The
Jjury impressed by this, sought a way by which the principle
of the sacredness of life could be upheld, and the individual
allowed to go unpunished. This not being possible in French
law, they declared him “not guilty.” It is one thing, in
morals as well as law, to find “extenuating circumstances”
for variation from a norm. It is quite another thing to deny
the norm itself. Tt is, as we have seen, with the norms that
ethics is, in the first instance at least, concerned.

CONCLUSION

The object of this chapter was, however, not primarily to
solve this interesting and important problem of morals but
rather to show the nature of moral reflection. The examina-
tion of the discussions connected with the Bollenger baby
case has shown two things. In the first place, reflective
morality involves not only judgment but the giving of
reasons for the judgment. Moral reasoning or reflection falls
into three main types which we have now analyzed and
defined. In the second place, out of these three fundamental
ways of reasoning develop the three fundamental types of
ethical theory. Practical moral judgments are scen to be
inseparable from moral theory. Fact and reason, practice
and theory, work hand in hand here, as in all the sciences.
In our study of ethics we shall find it convenient to begin
with an examination of these theories in the light of moral
facts. The earliest and in a sense the most natural theory is
the formalistic. To this we shall now turn.
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CHAPTER III

FORMALISM IN ETHICS
THE THEORY OF INHERENT VALUE

That some actions are intrinsically right or wrong, some
things good or bad in themselves, some rights inherent in
man and in the nature of man as such, are beliefs so wide-
spread and of such great influence, that we can scarcely
dismiss them merely as superstitions or as survivals of
earlier stages of thought. They are still the driving force in
the lives of large classes of people and the underlying as-
sumption of a large part of our legal practice and thinking
today. They still constitute the ultimate appeal of many we
would call modern and progressive and are often identified
with the “moral idea” itself.

THE SOURCE OF FORMALISM’S POWER AND INFLUENCE

It is not difficult to seec why this idea or belief should have
attained such power over the mind of man. Morality has
had a long history. It began in custom, advanced to the stage
of codified law, and finally in the more “progressive’ peoples
reached the stage of reflective morality. These levels of
ethical development, as they are called, are well marked
stages in the culture of all civilized races and a comparative
study of the morals of such peoples as the Hebrews and the
Greeks, to mention only those with which our own culture is
related, shows such clearly marked levels. The characteristic
of “customary” morality, as it is called, is that it is absolute
and unquestioned. Things simply are or are not done. What
more natural, therefore, than that, when out of mere customs
codes of law were formed, the same feeling of inherent right
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and wrong should attach itself to the laws? It is no less
understandable that when morality became more inward
and reflective men should imagine for themselves a special
organ or faculty, called conscicnce, through which this same
inherent moral quality of acts is revealed.

Many hold that formalism is thus merely a survival of
primitive fabx. To this explanation is added another factor
of a psychological nature. It is a well-known fact that men
often forget the processes by which they come to feel that
one thing is not done and another is done, and end by think-
ing that the rightness or wrongness of the act is something
intrinsic to it. Thus, it is entirely conceivable that a child
might be trained to feel that it was wrong to eat certain
things or to step on the threshold of the door upon entering a
room. Constant repetition of the command, together with
punishment for disobedience or reward for obedience, would
fix the idea of inherent right or wrong in his mind quite
independently of any purpose that the act might have, and
even if it were wholly purposcless and irrational. In fact
just such tabus, as they are called, are constant characters of
primitive and tribal societies and they survive long after
their purpose is forgotten, and even after they are purpose-
less or harmful.

We may readily understand, therefore, how the idea that
some actions are inherently right and others inherently
wrong, should have got such a hold on the mind of man.
Early impressions are very lasting, both in the individual and
in the race, and the formidable conservative and pedagogical
forces which would naturally be brought, especially by
religion, to maintain this idea, should account for much of
its persistence. But these explanations do not in themselves,
account for its continuance, as a thcory, on the level of
reflective morality. There is still stronger force at work
which we may call logical and may describe as the need to
think things out. It is extremely difficult to avoid the notion
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that somewhere, some things must be inherently good or
bad, some actions intrinsically right or wrong. Many things
are clearly good only because they lead to other goods, many
actions right only because they are instrumental to the
bringing about of other ends; but somewhere in this line of
thought we must come upon things that are good or bad in
themselves. If, as in the formalistic thinking of the preceding
chapter, human life is one of these intrinsic unconditioned
values, then any act that, either by commission or omission,
takes that life, is felt to be inherently wrong.

In any case, the student must be on his guard against the
insidious tendency to think that formalism in ethics can be
explained in terms of anthropological and psychological
causes. In general, it is fallacious to think that by explaining
a thing we have explained it away. When we have shown
that something has been produced by something else, by a
perhaps slow and imperceptible development, we must not
suppose that we have shown the product to be nothing more
than the things out of which it has developed or emerged.
If this is true in regard to particular moral customs and
rules, it is even more true in regard to the gencral moral
attitude and theory called formalism. However it may have
originated, it has to be justified or condemned on its own
merits, not on those of what is known or guessed to have
been its far-away origin. It is with the merits of formalism
as an ethical theory that we are here concerned.

HISTORICAL REPRESENTATIVES OF THIS VIEW

There has been a long tradition of formalism in the think-
ing of the race. The ethical philosophy of the Greeks was
predominantly telcological, as we shall later see, Plato and
Aristotle having provided the chief forms of moral reasoning
for the Western world. But there was always a strong in-
gredient of formalism in Greek thought.

The Sophists, although relativists and sceptics in morals
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so far as human conventions and conventional morality were
concerned, nevertheless appealed to a morality inherent in
nature, to “natural rights” as founded on natural law, in the
sense of elementary instincts and human nature. The Stoics
were, however, the chief representatives of the formalistic
point of view, as they were also the chief upholders of the
rigoristic attitude in practical morality. It is to them that
we owe the first and most imposing use of the ideas of
natural law and inherent right.

Christian morality inherited a strong strain of formalism
from the ethics of Judaism. The ten commandments, written
on tables of stone, were also written on the “fleshly tablets of
the heart.” The code of morals thus embodied represented,
not only the will of God but inherent laws of nature, rules of
conduct intrinsically right. The philosophical ethics of Chris-
tian thinkers, such as St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas,
were predominantly teleological and derived from Plato and
Aristotle. But Stoic formalism had great influence. Moral
laws are laws of God, but they are also laws of nature which,
as God’s creation, are the expression of his will.

The formalistic clement in Greek and Christian thought
was carried over directly into modern ethical philosophy.
When, at the time of the Renaissance, modern states tended
to throw off the authority of the Church and the papacy,
there arose a corresponding tendency to found both morals
and law on laws of nature. With this came a natural ten-
dency to revert to formalistic views and to doctrines of
innate ideas. Men tended to insist upon the idea that in the
“natural light of reason,” and by going back to nature before
the artificial and conventional institutions of society were
formed, they could find fundamental laws, both of con-
science and of nature, which are unchangeable and indis-
putable. In Locke’s writings and in the political creeds of the
French revolutionaries and of the United States, the idea of
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natural law and natural right became fundamental. The
philosopher Kant, who developed what is perhaps the most
important philosophical expression of formalism, shared the
premises and assumptions of this period.

DEFINITION OF FORMALISM

As a practical moral attitude, formalism is the expression
of the feeling that right is right and wrong is wrong, and that
no amount of reasoning or theory can change the inherent
quality of our acts. As an ethical theory, it is a reasoned
argument for the view that distinctions of right and wrong
are inherent in the nature of things and not derivable or
deducible from anything else. We may begin our study of
this standpoint in morals by seeking a general definition
which will be broad enough to cover all the various ways in
which this theory has been expressed.

According to formalism, then, the moral quality of an act
consists in some inherent or absolute quality of the act,
without regard to the results that flow from it or the end
that may be achieved. Otherwise expressed, the formalist
sees in moral rules norms or standards for the control of
conduct, but he finds the authority for these rules in their
own intrinsic nature. In this he differs from the teleologist
who believes that these norms or standards must be carried
back for their authority or validity to some more ultimate
conception of the good.

The representatives of formalism do not, of course, doubt
that in the main good and desirable results will follow from
good actions, and evil results from evil actions. They do not
doubt that there is reason for the maxim, “be good and you
will be happy,” or that there is some connection, in the very
nature of things, between virtue and happiness. What they
do deny is that it is the results that make the goodness, or
that it is happiness that determines the virtuous character,
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FORMALISM AND INTUITIONISM

The examination of this view as a theory of moral value,
or of the locus of moral value, is complicated and made more
difficult by the fact that it has been constantly associated in
ethical thought with another problem, namely that of moral
knowledge or Conscience. Is there a special moral sense or
intuition, or is knowledge in the moral sphere (and knowl-
edge of values in general) just like the knowledge of other
facts? Is conscience a special moral faculty or is it merely
consciousness or experience, as concerned with a special
kind of objects?

This question itself raises important problems, and as
difficult as they are important, which will require considera-
tion in their proper place (Chapter XVI). It is immediately
evident, however, that the theory of conscience and the
theory of formalism are of necessity closely bound up with
each other. If it be held that moral value is some, quality or
essence inherent in the act as such, it would be natural to
assume that there must be some special moral sense or intui-
tion by which this quality is apprehended, just as we have
special sense organs to apprchend or intuit the sense quali-
ties, such as hot and cold, white and yellow. On the other
hand, if we think that moral valu