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PREFACE

I should begin by referring to the plan of the work. This
plan has been explained sufficiently, I hope, in the last section
of the first chapter, but here I wish to say that the theory of
value adopted in the work has necessitated the examination of
almost all the important types of value-experience immediately
after the determination of the nature and characteristics of
value, with the result that one-half of the present volume has
been devoted to such a ‘“‘critique’” of concrete values. More
specifically, the first six chapters (forming part I of the present
volume) are devoted to a discussion of the general principles
and problems of value including a chapter on the psychology
of valuation ; the next seven chapters (constituting part II of the
volume) offer a ‘“‘critique” of concrete values in which the
operation of the general principles of value in the “"Kingdom"
of concrete values is exhibited; the last chapter takes up the
thread of the discussion of general principles inthe I part. The
writer's hope is that this discussion would be continued in the
second volume of the work. This second volume (which is under
preparation) will contain, in addition to a treatment (in the I part)
of the general priniciples of value such as the measurability
and comparability of values, the commensurability of Values
etc., a discussion of the summum bonum of man as well as a
consideration (in the II part) of the metaphysical implications or
philosophical deductions of the value theory expounded in the
work.

Any constructive work in philosophy must necessarily have
a definite standpoint conditioning the manner of approach to
its problems. A philosophy without a standpoint has yet to be
written—however much writers on philosophy may ostensibly
repudiate all presuppositions—and when one is adopted it is
bound to colour your whole ireatment of problems. And in
such circumstances a writer lays himself open to the charge of
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trying to unlock every door with the same master-key. I hope,
however, that the attempt made in these pages does not savour
of artificiality but represents a natural mode of interpretation
disclosed by an analysis of facts themselves. And so all that I
claim for the work is that it is an honest endeavour to think out
consistently, i.e., from a definite standpoint, some of the pro-
blems that arise in connection with the concept of value. I
have shirked no issue, however complex, though I have had to
postpone to the second volume the consideration of certain ulti-
mate philosophical issues whose discussion in the present volume
would have appeared as being too much in the nature of a
digression.

Qne great difficulty in such a work as the present is that
the whole subject being still fresh and many of its fields still
virgin, I have had to set before myself my own problems before
trying to discover solutions to them. The solutions, wherever
offered, have generally been restricted to what appeared to me
to be warranted at the level of our value-experience, i.e.,, by an
analysis of value-experience as such. I have shown, for instance,
that an analysis of the categorial structure of value per se leads
one to the acceptance of theindependent reahty of plural entities ;
but whether pluralism itself is phllosophlcally justifiable is a
question I have not considered in this volume; such ultimate
metaphysical questions properly belong, as I have already ob-
served, to the second volume of the work. So also with other
similar problems. I hope that those who may do me the honour
of reading what I have written will kindly remember this limitation
which I have had to impose on myself in these pages. The
structure of the. work as well as the limitation of procedure I
have described is responsible for the appearance of many loose
ends and ragged edges in the present volume, but this could
hardly have been helped and I must content myself with the
promise of a second volume for the completion of many lines
of thought suggested in the first.

Regarding some ofthe solutions—particularly of economic
and political problems—some of my readers may shrug their
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shoulders and say that I have yielded to the temptation of offering
nostrums and panaceas and Morrison's pills. But when so many
unphilosophical—nay, anti-philosophical—nostrums are sought
to be forced down our throats in this twentieth century of grace,
why not at least consider a philosophically thought-out—i.e., in any
case harmless—solution? Philosophers are often accused of being
dreamers and visionaries; when they come out with practical
plans of reform and reconstruction, they are derided as offering
nostrums! Yet I believe that the suggestions made in these
pages are not in the nature of nostrums: they embody the
permanent principles for the realisation of which humanity has
been struggling from its very birth; principles like liberty,
equality and universal brotherhood. These words have become
more or less slogans. It is worth while trying to rescue them
from this fate and restoring to them their rightful resplendent
concrete content in relation to the life of the human spirit—
spirit which is no less divine because it is human. From first to
last, the philosophy sketched in these pages is a philosophy of
freedom : freedom in the economic, social and political spheres,
freedom gained by knowledge and truth, freedom enjoyed in
aesthetic contemplation, freedom achieved by living the moral
life; freedom in this world even when spirit regards itself as
merely human, freedom transcendental when it comes to realise
its essential divine heritage.

The second Armageddon is with us and upon us. The demon
of destruction is stalking the streets of the world naked. All the
precious values that humanity has cherished are being scorched
from out of the earth. Hell seems to be round the corner. Only
one value appears to be valued above everything else, viz., power.
The lust for power seems well-nigh insatiable—the cry of the day
is for power, more power and still more power! Nietzsche indeed
has found his reward; he worshipped power—in the superman;
let him go now to the super-states which have robbed the indi-
viduals of all their power and arrogated it to themselves. Perhaps
there is something in the very notion of value which inevitably
connotes power—and domination ? It is worth while examining
this possibility and if it is found true, to reinterpret value in
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spiritual terms. This is the suggestion thrown out in the last
chapter of this volume and it must await its full development in
the second volume. Hence while a pursuit of values is really
part of the game of life, such pursuit must be informed by the
light of that which goes beyond value and which makes things
valuable to us—herein called spirit, worth or worthiness. In the
pursuit of the one as well as in the realisation of the other,
philosophy is our only guide—philosophy not as a mere game
of the speculative intellect, but as a soul-stirring realisation of
the meaning of life, as a Way of Life. Otherwise, the cultivation
of the mere intellect has gone to such an extent that the modern
man finds

“"His moral powers gone idiot
“And his intellect sane, to watch them.”

The cultivation of character—the culture of the emotions and
the heart—must keep pace with the development of the intellect,
and that is a lesson which only philosophy can teach. Hence
in the “New Order” of things that is going to emerge out of the
present holocaust of humanity and human values, let us hope
that philosophy would be given its proper place as the primary
science which helps to keep man always in remembrance of his
human nature first and foremost.

I must conclude this preface with the pleasant task of
acknowledging obligations. Where I have profited so much by
reading the works of others it is futile to try to acknowledge
obligations to individual writers: the foot-notes on almost every
page of the work bear ample testimony to my indebtedness
to such writers. Still I may mention among western thinkers
the names of S. Alexander, Lloyd Morgan, Dewey and R. B.
Perry as the chief sources of my inspiration in the treatment of
the philosophy of value. Nearer home, I owe the whole idea
of writing a work on value to my revered teacher, Rajaseva-
sakta Sri A. R. Wadia, B.A., (Cantab) Bar-at-Law, for twenty-five
years Professor of Philosophy in the Mysore University, now
Director of Public Instruction in the Mysore State. Students
of Prof. Wadia can never forget the enthusiasm with which he
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taught philosophy in the Maharaja's College, and—what is rare
indeed—which he succegded in transmitting in greater or less
measure to his pupils. The unique feature of his teaching was
that being a teacher of Sociology also at the same time, he was
able to throw on Indian social organisation and institutions the
critical and constructive light emanating from a study of
philosophy: it is no exaggeration to say that for more than two
decades he has acted as the gadfly of Indian social institutions.
It was soon after I joined the philosophy staff of the Maharaja's
College in the year 1924, that Prof. Wadia pointedly drew my
attention to the incompatibility that exists beiween the cosmo-
politan teachings of the Upanmishads--and particularly of the
Vedanta—on the one hand, and the narrow sectarian caste-
ridden injunctions of the Dharma Shastras on the other. And
yet both represent a continuity of thought and experience in
the life of the Indian peoples through the centuries, and both
are considered to be equally orthodox! Here was a real socio-
philosophical problem, showing that philosophy is not sundered
from life. Naturally it set me thinking on problems of value
and before long—even before the appearance of Perry's
General Theory of Value—I began to conceive the idea that
1 science of human welfare or well-being in general, as I then
zalled it, must be different frcm a science of pure morality or
individual moral and spintual perfection as such.! Following
this line of thought, I contributed a number of papers to the
Indian Philosophical Congress, and finally, under the fostering
care and critical encouragement of Prof. Wadia, formed the
idea of writing a book on the Metaphysics of Value. Every
chapter of the work has received the benefit of his searching
criticism and he has been responsible for a number of modi-
fications, re-statements and refinements of my views—too
numerous to mention—though, even as it is, I dare not think that
everything [ say in the book has his approval. If there is any
merit in the'work, it is, as the writer himself sees it, the attempt
to correlate social with phjlosophical sciences, and this could

1. Vide n;y paper, “The Theory of ‘Moral Goods',"’ Proc. of the Ind. Phil.
Cong., 1925.
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have been done in India only by one who was a student of
Prof. Wadia. Had it been in my power, I should have considered
it a privilege to dedicate the work to one who has in the literal
sense of the terms been my guide, philosopher and friend. As
it is I can only console myself with the thought that this work
represents in some humble measure the appreciation of a
disciple for his master's teachings.

But the work could not have seen the light of day had it not
been for the kindness of Rajakaryapraveena Sri N. S. Subba Rao,
M.A. (Cantab), Bar-at-law, lately Vice-Chancellor of the Mysore
University, who gave generous encouragement to research and
original work while he was in office in the University. To him
therefore and to the Mysore University, I owe a special debt of
gratitude for having made the publication of this work possible.

I have for purposes of my book made use of several papers
of mine contributed to the Indian Philosophical Congress, and
articles published in the Indian Philosophical Quarterly, and the
Journal of the Mysore University. I must thank the editors of
the journals and the Secretary of the Congress for permission to
utilise them in this book. I have sought permission of Prof.
Cunnigham, Editor of the Philosophical Review, America, for
having utilised in the book part of an article of mine on the
Notion of Dependence which appeared in that valuable journal ;
owing to conditions of war, the reply has not yet been received.
I hope, however, there is no discourtesy involved in my
procedure.

I should have liked to consult Ross' Foundations of Ethics
in connection with the examination of the ethical views of the
Oxford Moralists in the last but one chapter; unfortunately this
work reached my hands only when my own had already left
them.

I am grateful to my pupil, M. V. Sheshachar, for helping me
in the preparation of the Index.

“TULASIVASA"
V. V. PURAM,
MYSORE.
19th APRIL 1942,

K. R. SREENIVASA IYENGAR.
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That Light whose smile kindles the universe,
That Beauty in which all things work and move,
That Benediction which the eclipsing curse

Of birth can quench not, that sustaining Love
Which, through the web of being blindly wove
By man and beast and earth and air and sea,
Burns bright or dim, as each are mirrors of

The fire for which all thirst, now beams on me,

Consuming the last clouds of cold mortality.

—Shelley
(From Adonais)

THE BEST THING IN THE WORLD.

What's the best thing in the world ?
June-rose, by May-dew impearled;
Sweet south-wind, that means no rain;
';':uth, not cruel to a friend ;
Pleasure, not in haste to end ;
Beauty, not self-decked and curled
Till its pride is over-plain;

Light, that never makes you wink;
Memory, that gives no pain;

Love, when so you're loved again.
What's the best thing in the world ?
—Something out of it, I think.

—Mrs. Browning.
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THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF VALUE






CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION :
THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF A SCIENCE OF VALUE.

1. In a sense philosophy is the most practical of all the
sciences. It was for this reason perhaps that in The Republic
dialectic was reserved to the very end as the culminating part
of the education of the guardians—the persons who were
engaged in the most intense form of practical activity, viz., the
administration of a state. It is a misconception to think that
philosophy is gundered from life and life's concerns, though it
must be admitted that the explanation of life offered by
philosophers is often couched in vague unintelligibilities and
strange-sounding polysyllables. And not unoften have philo-
sophers indulged in abstractions that appeared entirely out of
context in relation to the burning problems of human life. But
such obscurities and refinements of statement are unavoidable in
any highly developed science. A few years ago it was stated
that press reporters sat through a meeting of the American
Philosophical Association and “listened doggedly, frantically
hoping for some tangible item, some faint connection with the
ordinary world of things and people, to emerge from the torrent
of abstract incomprehensibilities.””? If this was true, then the
blame lay as much with the press reporters as with the sage
persons who discoursed in that august assembly! Whatever the
defects of the medium through which philosophical discourse is
conducted, there is no doubt that a large part of the philosophi-
cal interest everywhere is in the " ordinary world of things and
people "'—in some one or other of the multifarious problems and
anxious questionings that make up the content of human exist-
ence in the modern world. Art, religion, science, society and
the problem of its betterment, state and the problem of political
advancement, the economic life of the people, their education,
their private and public morality—every one of these questions
of human life is becoming a matter of vital interest to philosophy

1. Helen Huss Parkhurst (Jnl.of Phil.) Vol. 25, 1928, p. 98. Pages 98-99
are parhcularly worth reading as indicating the unusual efforts of philoso-
phers to make their discourses appear humorous and interesting |
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and to philosophers so that it is no exaggeration to say that at
present philosophy is brought down from the heavens to
the very hearths and homes of living people. This, however, is
not to deny the value of pure metaphysics as such. Much less
does it imply that it is possible by any means for a philosopher
to escape metaphysics at some point or other of his philosophi-
cal investigations—whatever be the specific nature of the
problem on hand. Nevertheless it remains true to say that,
as Urban has put it, there has appeared in the modern world
" what may without exaggeration be described as a gradual
shifting of the philosophical centre of gravity from the problem
of knowledge to the problem of values.”?

2. Theory of value per se, is a comparatively recent
science though as we shall see, it has long been masquerading
under a different name and enjoying the hospitality of thinkers
and critics under a different shelter. The reasons for this
are not far to seek. Philosophy, as is well known, meant for the
ancients "' love of wisdom "’ (philosophia) and the term * wisdom "
was taken comprehensively enough so as to ificlude knowledge
of nature—of the several (now so-called) " positive’’ sciences—
as well as knowledge of man and his life in the universe. Hence
not until the time of Aristotle was there felt a need for studying
the several sciences separately. Aristotle—the " Father of them
that know “-—introduced the distinction between the physical
sciences on the one hand and metaphysics on the other,? and
also demarcated the spheres of ecomnomics, ethics and politics
respectively. Ever since his day, it has been customary to
treat every one of these branches of human knowledge as more
or less an independent science, each having a more or less
clearly defined province of its own.® So far as philosophy is
concerned, however, epistemology and metaphysics are usually
ranked as philosophical disciplines par excellence, as concerned
with the most general principles of knowledge and existence,
while subjects like ethics, political philosophy etc. occupy the
borderline between pure philosophy and the social sciences. For
our purpose, however, it is pertinent to note that while the physi-

1. Valuation, Its Nature and Laws p. 1.

2. Not, of course, precisely as we dishnguish them at present.

3. This is not strictly true. Even so recenily as the end of the last
century, physics, chemistry, biology, geology etc. used to be grouped
under “philosophical knowledge’’ or “natural philosophy.”
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cal sciences in all their diversified ramifications considered the
physical and material needs of man, the so-called " mental and
moral sciences '! shouldered the responsibility of investigating
his moral and spiritual requirements. The domain of possible
human interests having thus been partitioned between the
different sciences, it is small wonder that for a long time
the need for a general science of human welfare should not
have been felt by philosophers. In consequence, it was only
in recent years that philosophers began to suspect that there
could be such a study as a Theory of Value which should attack
the problem of value in general and examine the contributions
in value made by the different sciences to the sum of human
well-being. The first ploughshare was laid on the soil only fifty or
sixty years ago although rich harvests have already been reaped
and the workers in the field are legion. But, as has already been
observed, the consciousness of the problem had by no means
been absent in the minds of previous thinkers, and theory of
value had been leading a parasitical existence from the very
beginning. And one is not sure that even to-day the majority of
thinkers have been able explicitly to sunder this study from
dependence upon other sciences or even to tolerate such a
severance. Economics, for instance, has for a long time been
studying the theory of value though, of course, with special
reference to economic value or what is known as value in
exchange.2 Though thus confined to one type of value in
particular, economics has had yet to discuss the notion of value
in general notwithstanding that only scant justice could be done
to it. Aegthetics again has more professedly than economics
stood for impersonal or over-individual values like art and beauty
and the dictum of the poet " Beauty is truth, truth beauty—that
is all Ye know on earth and all ye need to know "/, as well as the
contention of " art for art's sake ', have seemed to many like a
monopolisation of all values which certainly implies an under-
lying assumption as to the nature and meaning of value in itself.
Religion, once more, both as a practical illuminator of life's path

1. Under which was included in recent times the science of sociology.

2. For afull discussion of the dependence of most of the social and
philosophical sciences upon a general theory of value, see General Theory
of Value by Prof. Perry, pp. 4-9. I am here interested only in pointing out
how far the other sciences were already (and still are) studying the problem
of value before the consciousness of a general science of value arose.
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as well as a theoretical science (in the form of Philosophy of
Religion) has long been proclaiming the supremacy of religious
values and the imperativeness of realising the Supreme Value,
God, and in this it has not only implied a certain definition
regarding the nature of value, but it has also attempted to
rationalise and unify, in its own way, the different realms of value,
both psychological and historical or institutional. When Jesus
said, "I am the way, the light, the life,”' he was certainly
propounding a doctrine of real values which demands to be
tested and criticised. But it is ethics that, more than any other
science, has from the very beginning laid pretensions to
monopolise the study of value and it is such a study of the
problem of value in treatises on ethics, purfunctorily undertaken
by some writers (who while vaguely feeling the distinction
between the two studies are not yet clearly conscious of their
difference), and systematically carried out by others under other
colours (who are blissfully oblivious of any such difference), that
has prevented an early development of a general science of
value. A work like Moore's Principia Ethica is fundamentally a
study in the general ﬁroblem of value. Of a similar character,
though not so pronounced, are works like Alexander’'s Moral
Order and Progress, Rashdall's Theory of Good and Evil,
Brentano's Origin of the Sense of Right and Wrong, and the
recent volumes on ethics by Nicolai Hartmann. So far as these
works treat of the problem of value, they are really important
contributions to the science of value seriously to be reckoned
with by any one who undertakes its study. The extraordinaiy
thing, however, is that so many of them should have confounded
the problem of ethics with the problem of value and virtually
converted ethics into a science of value. This confusion has
been made possible by the adoption of the category of " good "
or " goodness ''—the most ambiguous term in philosophy—as
the fundamental category of moral science. And for a long
time in the history of ethical thought the supreme question
asked by thinkers (in this following the tradition laid down by
Plato and Aristotle) has been nothing else than: what is the
supreme good of man, the summum bonum, meaning thereby
the thing of most worth or value to him ? This confusion of stand-

1. Which may be taken as representing the unification of cognitive,
affectional and volitional value.
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points, of the ethical with the valuatory, I propose to call " the
Great Confusion "’ or “the Great Error " in ethics, and because
of its Tundamental importance for our study of the value-problem,
I should like to discuss it at some length in the following
paragraphs.'

3. The question, it was said, usually asked in all treatises
on ethics has been: what is the good or the highest good of
man, the summum bonum, the absolute end, that for the sake
of which all other things are valued or valuable only as means ?
The determination of this supreme end or value has generally
been known as fixing the standard or norm in ethics by reference
to which the value of subordinate ends or subsidiary modes of
action could be judged. This gives rise to what are called the
teleological systems of ethics, or systems of ethics based upon
the conception of a governing purpose or end treated as ot
supreme value. There are doubtless, side by side, jural systems
ofp—_\—fﬁgﬂlmi—orsysems based upon the conception of law as
supreme, or systems which conceive the nature of morality to
consist in obedience to a mandate or law laid upon the moral
agent either by his own moral nature or by some external
authority, divine or human. But these, where they have not
already struck a compromise with the teleological systems by
looking upon the law as the practical expression of the end to
be realised, or as means to such realisation, have, like Kant's
categorical imperative, fallen into disrepute, although it must
be said that the prevailing note of the modern world, as com-,
pared with the ancient, has been legalistic rather than teleological.
Now to ask a question like, what is the highest good of man ?
implies several things. It implies (1) that there is such a thing
as good (which in this context can mean nothing else than value)
and that it is objective in nature—the question of generic value;
(2) that its nature can be understood ; (3) that goods (or values)
can be ranked according to a scale of quantity or quality or
both— the question of comparative value; (4) that goods are
commensurable; and (5) that out of the congeries of human
goods available, it is possible to pick out one that can be said
to be absolute or the highest—the question of so-called intrinsic

1. See my papers "' The Theory of Moral Goods ‘* and " Some Suggestions
toward a New Ethic” in the Proceedings of the Indian Philosophical
Congress, 1925 and 1928 respectively.
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versus instrumental value. (6) Again, whether this supreme
good is a single good by itself or a synthesis of all the other
goods is not very clear. All these questions, it will immediately
be recognised, are metaphysical questions of value per se, and
ethics, I humbly submit, has, as pre-eminently a science of
morals, no more right to discuss them than economics or poli-
tics. It may be that after all when the sun has for ever set in
the far horizon and everything is enveloped in a dark mist of
eternity, nothing is really worth while, nothing is really better
than any other thing, and the best is only the figment of a fond
fancy! It may be so, or it may not be so—the moralist at any
rate cannot tell. What is it then that the moralist could tell ?
That can be decided only after theory of value has discussed
and pronounced upon the several questions concerning generic
and comparative, intrinsic and instrumental, values. Such a
theory might then hand over its findings to the several social
and philosophical sciences every one of which would then
adjust its programme accordingly and attempt to work out or
illustrate those conclusions in detail. It should then be possible
for ethics, (as it has been found possible for economics) to con-
tent itself with the discussion of the principles of moral value
in particular, as it has been found possible for economics to
content itself with the discussion of the principles of economic
value in particular. It would thus properly kelong to its sphere
to consider questicns of conduct, questions of right and wrong,
of what ought or ought not to be done, in the light of the
general conclusions supplied by theory of value regarding what
is worth while and how far every one of the special sciences
can contribute to the total well-being of humanity.

4, Not that ethics now discusses systematically the meta-
physical questions of value of the sort illustrated above. Far
from it. It only touches upon them here and there with implicit
assumptions and prejudices. But when ethics does not confine
itself to its proper scope of conduct and character, and asks
questions concerning the ideal of life to be realised etc., it not
only trenches upon the jurisdiction of other sciences generally
and of the science of value in particular, it lays the axe of
destruction at its own root most effectively. For then it proposes
to consider, not conduct or character in particular, but human
well-being ag a whole, And human well-being manifestly con-
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sists not in one or two particular goods, but in a sufficiency of
all the available goods of life. The realisation of the highest
ideal of human life would mean the incorporation into that life
not only of virtue and pleasure, but of letters, arts, learning,
the contemplation of beauty etc.. “Goods” i.e., things which
are valuable, are of numerous kinds : knowledge, beauty, power,
wealth, health, a good position in life, political freedom, happi-
ness, religious consolation, and, perhaps, also virtue! If posses-
sion of all or most of these goods be the .goal of our ethical
endeavour—as it is held to be by all the present-day schools of
ethics—we should then be engaged in an eternally incomplete
task of appropriating as many of them for ourselves as possible,
and that too each in the highest degree, and the difficulties that
then rise up are such asto annihilate or nullify the very claims
and considerations of a moral life. Not to anticipate what
properly belongs to later chapters, we need mention here only
a few of such difficulties. Consider, for instance, the well-known
doctrine of the commensurability of values. It implies that
when we have to choose between a higher and a lower good
we can compare them and pronounce that the one possesses a
greater value than the other. Accordingly, bribery, unfaithful-
ness, disloyalty etc. could be justified if we could thereby
achieve some greater " hedonistic good.” A moral agent may
even find it necessary to adopt a morally degrading profession
for the sake of producing a higher good! The ethics of “goods’ "
is an ethics of consequences and the question of motives
is plainly irrelevant. Consequently, no one would be justified
in purchasing his own moral purity at the cost of other people’'s
well-being ? Virtue is only one of the " goods” of a blessed
life, and where an individual happens to possess virtue in
abundance and the other goods only in an insignificant measure,
his ethical development is of a very inferior sort indeed.!
Where, on the contrary, a person possesses abundant wealth,
robust health, a cultivated intellect, a keen aesthetic sense, but
little moral sensibility, he must ethically rank very high forsooth,
for has he not realised a majority of the available goods ?
Morality is thus only a part of an ethical life so that no one is

1. To avoid possible misunderstanding here, I hasten to add that all
this represents, not the writer's own standpoint, but the standpoint of i1deal
and evolutionary utilitarianism which he is criticising,
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completely ethical unless, in addition to being moral, he or she
is a scientist, an artist, a philosopher, a keen sportsman, a
happy husband or wife, a beloved parent etc.. Unfortunately
what happens very often in life is that in trying to acquire all
these goods, so much time and energy are taken up that
the individual has little of either left to acquire that other good,
viz., virtue; and besides the acquisition of this last good is so
often found to be an obstacle to acquiring the others that it is
thoroughly inconvenient to begin life with it; this is perhaps
the reason why so many people are generally found to become
members of moral clubs and Bible societies only after retire-
ment—from active life, I mean.

Was it not from a sense of this same disparity between
virtue and prudence that Leslie Stephen denied that the precise
development of sympathy which will be most useful to society
will also be most conducive to the happiness of the sympathetic
individual ? Did he not point out that the type best adapted for
social tissue included many qualities besides those popularly
called moral ? " Nature”, he wrote, " wants big, strong, hearty,
eupeptic, shrewd, sensible human beings; and would be grossly
inconsistent if she bestowed her highest reward of happiness
upon a bilious, scrofulous, knock-kneed saint merely because he
had a strong objection to adultery, drunkenness, murder and
robbery, or an utter absence of malice or even highly cultivated
sympathies.”! Stephen'’s final conclusion was that an individual,
if he consults his own happiness, need moralise himself only in
a moderate degree—in that degree, in fact, which would reserve
for the individual the freedom to subordinate his virtue when
necessary to the supreme control of prudential reason.

In short, the logic of such an ethics necessarily 1s that the
more we develop our wants and try to supply them, the wider
and more numerous our interests in life, the more and more are
we developing morally. Morality or virtue, it comes to be
assumed, increases pari passu with our culture and status in hife.
And according to the same logic, a charity of a hundred rupees
is more moral than one of ten rupees only (irrespective of
the agent's ability to pay, and the circumstances of payment);
to do a great right we must do a little wrong; to obtain a great

1. Science of Ethics, Ch. X. Sechion II, pp. 393 sqg. The whole section
in fact is extremely instructive in this connection.
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material good a small moral value may be sacrificed—for we are
here concerned with the ethics of consequences, of producing
and obtaining better and still better " goods.” The end justi-
fies the means, all is fair in love and war, nay, all is well that
ends well,

A second difficulty would relate to the incompatibility of
the various " goods.” On the view that ethical life consists in
the realisation of life's * values,” it is impossible to resolve the
double contradiction existing in the very heart of morality—so
ably pointed out by Bradley—a contradiction which, he thinks,
justifies him in dismissing goodness as an appearance. It is
impossible to combine goodness or purity of will with objective
efficacy of action, to reconcile the desire for self-development
with the equally legitimate desire for self-sacrifice inherent in the
very nature of the self, to harmonise the claims of the partial self
with the claims of the total self. It is sometimes suggested that
' reason clearly pronounces " for self-sacrifice in such cases, but
reason cannot stifle its own voice by such a pronouncement, it
must justify itself by producing a clear reason as to how or why
it advises such self-surrender. The idealistic doctrine of the
common good 1n which the individual can find his own true
good does not mend matters either, for though it is generally
true that my good as a whole can be secured only by subserving
the interests of society at large, it is idle to suggest, at the level
of thought we are now considering, that there can possibly be
no cases in which I as an individual can stand only to gain by
following a particular line of action which is harmful to others
in the community I live in. What ought to be my conduct in
such cases, and why ?

Yet another difficulty of viewing ethics as a science of goods
or values is revealed in the competitive character of the various
“goods.” This competition is two-fold. Since it is not possible
to realise all the available goods in an individual life, the
individual has to choose between them and select those most
after his heart or capacity. There is thus a competition amongst
the goods themselves for their own individual acceptance and
realisation. (Imagine, for instance, a great scientist called upon
to serve in the army). According to the way of thinking we are
now discussing, however, every life in which one or more of the
goods remain unrealised is pro tanto devoid of * true blessed-
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ness,” and no life can therefore be said to attain the true end of
its being.! Secondly competition enters amongst the individuals
for the possession of the largest share of these goods both in
number and quantity. This phase of the question needs no
elaboration. Sidgwick recognises this competitive character of
the goods more clearly than any other thinker.? There is no
gainsaying the fact that any system of ethics based on the
conception of good as an objective fact, of the ideal as consist-
ing of various intrinsically valuable goods, ipso facto renders
the ideal competitive in character. And the admission of
competition in the ethical field, in the appropriation of goods,
leads, as Sidgwick recognises, to moral lapses no less grave than
those involved in economic competition.?

Such is the fate of an ethics which passes beycnd its
jurisdiction and attempts to discuss the question of the highest
good or value. For such an ethics makes several implicit
assumptions regarding the nature of value of which the chief-
most is that value is an objective existent independent of any
necessary relation to the appreciating consciousness, and that
the several values of life—pleasure, freedom etc.,—are out there
beckoning to us to go fcrward and appropriate, realise and enjoy
them. And thus ethics forgets that its primary concern is with
one only of the numerous values, viz., moral value, and insensibly
transforms itself into the larger science of human welfare. But
having done so, it does not systematically discuss the general
problems of value either#,—it cannot, of course, in the nature of
things, for it is blissfully unconscious of the fact that there are
such problems at all to discuss—it simply takes certain obvious
solutions of such problems for granted. The result is a
perpetual and most bewildering confusion between the stand-
point of morality or virtue proper and the standpoint of the
larger science of human well-being or happiness. Sometimes
it seems as if we are studying not ethics, but economics, politics
etc.. The question may be narrowed down to one of the relation

1. Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. Il pp. 98-101. Of the
whole standpoint of ethics as a science of “goods”’ or " moral'goods "’ that
we are now discussing, this work affords an excellent illustration.

2. Lectures on the Ethics of Green etc., pp. 65-68.

3. Ibid, p. 70.

4, Such as the commensurability of values, their incompathbility,
competitiveness etc,, noticed above,
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between virtue and happiness. I do not want to raise just now
the problem whether it is not possible ultimately to obtain, even
through a perfectly virtuous life, happiness of some sort. Taking
the word happiness in its ordinary, non-religious connotation, I
ask, if happiness is our goal of life (as almost all systems of ethics
assume at present), is it not the case that this often comes into
conflict with the requirements of a virtuous life? Did not Kant
and Sidgwick recognise this fact and in consequence postulate
the existence of God as the only solution to the problem? Is
not ethics passing beyond its boundaries in accepting any such
postulate ? How then can ethics, as a science of character and
conduct,’ place before itself a goal which cannot be attained
through the means ordinarily open to it, an end which is not
in pari materia with the means adopted, an end which in
fact requires the sacrifice of the means most often ? If it
be thought that this characterisation of happiness and virtue
as end and means respectively is misleading and that both
of them are co-ordinate ends of moral life, then, how, I ask,
can the same plan of life be fitted to realise two ends which are
ordinarily contradictory of each other ? It may be said that the
opposition between character and value is unreal, because
character is itself a value. True, but character is opposed to
value in the same sense in which the good is the enemy of the
better, the narrow the foe of the wider. We may seek character
alone as a value; or we may seek happiness by itself as
a realisation of the major values of life ; or we may seek happi-
ness and character in separate acts and processes of life. But
we may not seek happiness through character or vice versa;
we may not, at any rate, make happiness, or the question of the
highest good, the primary concern of a science whose professed
subject-matter is moral life. Well may Leslie Stephen write that
it is only upon condition of an alliance with the other useful
qualities that we suppose virtue to imply happiness. Now as
most men are very far from possessing the other qualities
in perfection, it may be that their virtues should be diminished
in proportion in order to produce a maximum of happiness.
This, for example, is sometimes insinuated in the cynical maxim

1. There is a further difficulty here—even in the very definition of the
scope and subject-matter of * ethics” —which will be dealt with 1n a subse.
quent chapter on " Moral Values,”
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which recommends us to keep our hearts cold and our stomachs
warm, for this seems to be an epigrammatic assertion of the
theory that warm affections are apt to be injurious to the
digestion.” Where a man does not observe this maxim of
prudence, ” We may either say that the man has too much virtue
for his prudence, or that he has too little prudence for his
virtue”? In short, the principles of human welfare do not
coincide with the principles of character and conduct; the
problem of righteousness is not identical with the problem of
goodness. The scientist, the statesman, the law-giver etc.,
may, from the standpoint of value or social happiness, advocate
certain things, as Plato has done in his communism of wives
and property, or Nietzsche has done in his conception of the
Superman, which may not, from a strictly moralistic point of
view, be quite commendable. And the moralist may, from the
standpoint of character-building and soul-purification, preach
certain things, as Jesus has done in his Sermon on the Mount,
which may not, from the point of view of collective and indi-
vidual happiness, appear quite acceptable to the sociologist
or the social psychologist or the practical statesman.

5. The fact of the matter is that there are two questions, two
standpoints or emphases, in fact, two sciences, involved here
which have not been distinguished, and recognised as distinct,
in ethics so far. Ethics has all along been mixing them up and thus
giving rise to endless troubles both in its theoretical and practi-
cal aspects. The confusion was started in Greek ethics and is
being worse confounded in modern systems. The Greek outlook
on life was pre-eminently that of value, the good, the summum
bonum, or happiness; the modern note is predominantly that of
duty, obligation, character, individual soul-purification. Yet
Plato and Aristotle, not to speak of their master, Socrates, were as
much concerned with virtue as a fitness of the soul as with virtue
as outward efficiency in act, as strength, capacity, ability to
realise good consequences. The dual conception of justice in
Plato’s Republic, both as an inward attunement of the parts of
the soul—a justice which works " in the soul of him who possesses
it, unseen by gods and men ’—and as an outward expression of
this harmony in that temperance or good understanding which

1. Op. Cit. pp. 395—396.
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makes each part of the soul and each class of the state mind its
own business without encroaching upon the spheres of the others,
so as to realise the happiness of the whole soul and of the whole
state—this two-fold conception of justice, I say, has justly become
famous. But probably Greek thinkers in general did not feel
that there was any opposition between personal integrity of
character and happiness. The morality of a Greek citizen
consisted, it is said, in his civic excellence. The Stoics were
the first clearly to perceive the distinction, even the opposition,
between goodness as moral purity and external “goods"’ of life
which they called adiaphora, and they were right in rejecting
the latter as unessential to the attainment of the former. But
their complete rejection of goods as such for life as a whole,
their division of mankind into wise men and fools and other such
exaggerations and aberrations, naturally brought odium on their
whole system of thought and practice and clouded the signifi-
cance even of the good points in it. The teachings of Jesus
have often been assailed —even by orthodox bishops themselves
—as inadequate for living a full life and impracticable in a work-
a-day world. But Jesus was simply not concerned with the
question of human values in general—of how to make possible
a life of happiness on the whole. He was occupied solely with
calling upon men to reform their personal moral life and tolead,
if possible, the life of God. Such a life need not necessarily
mean a life of happiness, as we ordinarily understand the term.
To criticise Jesus on this score is like criticising a man who
is only five feet tall for not being five feet six inches tall.
Nietzsche made this mistake when he attacked the morality of
Christ's teachings as “servile” or “herd"” morality, though
probably there was justification for his condemnation in the
exaggerated tendencies of the latter in his day. But an early
disciple of Tolstoy and Schopenhauer that he was, he should
have known better what their ' negation of life” really stood
for. Nevertheless the lasting merit of Nietzsche's thought
consisted in that he discovered for the moderns the realm of
values and its prima facie opposition to the demands of a moral
life.

This opposition Kant had felt, even before Nietzsche and
his masters, when he deliberately chose right as the funda-
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mental concept of moral life and subordinated good to it.! Kant
perceived that good was primarily a value concept and as such
had nothing to do with rightness of conduct or goodness
of character. He made the moral point of view supreme in
ethics and where good, i.e., value, touched the field of morals,
it was under sufferance from right: whatever course of conduct
was independently right, was also good morally, i.e., had value
for morality. As for the non-moral values per se, they were,
according to Kant, indifferent to a moral life. Because he felt
that good was primarily a value concept, he was so extremely
averse to basing morality on empirical human nature, that is to
say, upon a foundation of value or disvalue. For the interests
of morality would be jeopardised so soon as you raised the
question of its value or disvalue. This was what Kant meant
when he said that morality should be formulated only in cate-
gorical, not in hypothetical, imperatives. But the defect of
Kant's view was that he did not see that good was not merely a
value concept, but essentially and primarily a concept of
generic value of which natural value (like pleasure or happiness)
and moral value (a good will) are two broad subdivisions. He
seems to have identified value with natural value alone and
therefore ruled out all value from the purview of ethics which
for him was fundamentally a science of character. But value in
the generic sense, it must be noted, does not necessarily
conflict with moral value? and has prior right for consideration
over moral value, for morality or no morality, the ultimate ques-
tion of value is inexpugnable from the human consideration
of things.

None of these thinkers, ancient or modern, have been able
clearly to perceive that value and character represent two
different interests which, while being opposed to each other
at a certain level, are still both necessary for living the true
human life. Greek ethics identified both, while emphasising
value; Kant resented this identification and the emphasis and
maintained that morality was primarily a problem of character;

1. This is the usual interpretation of Kant's thought. There are, how-

ever, thinkers who question it: vide, Joseph's Some Problems in Ethics,
pp. 108-112 ; Muirhead's Rule and End in Morals, p. 78

2. Itisnotin this sense that we are maintaining that there is a conflict
between value and character, but in the sense of the specific non-moral
values as contributing to the sum of human happiness.
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Nietzsche scoffed at this " morality " and preached the doctrine
of the Beyond-man who was super-moral, beyond good and evil.
But in the mind of one and all, there has been, more than
identification or separation, confusion between the two stand-
points. While stressing the importance of character, they cannot
brush aside happiness with a gesture; while welcoming the
values which make for a whole life, a free life, and a wholesome
life, they are painfully aware that such a life is by itself lacking
in some fundamental quality, the quality of moral life, that it is
the play of Hamlet without the Prince of Denmark. Not perceiving
the distinciness of the two problems, they are unable to discern
the true relation between them. And so, as I have urged
modern ethics, labouring under this confusion, has become
janus-faced, so to say, with one face turned upon the world,
the world of matter and material goods, of acquisition and
possession, of creation and conservation of values; the other,
more or less turned inwards upon itself, and engaged in the
eternal task of self-creation, of creation of character, of moral
self-purification. And the one often cannot bear the sight of the
other. This is the real significance of the distinction, as I
understand it, which McDougall draws between Universalistic
and Nationalistic ethics in his thought - provoking work, Ethics
and Some World- Problems. The confusion may also be
illustrated by reference to two illustrious thinkers in contempo-
rary ethics. Green, the idealist, rightly believes that it is not
the doing of good actions, but the being good, that is the true
sign of moral progress. The only true good, he considers, is to
be good. Yet this supremacy of the character point of view in
ethics is confused with the standpoint of external goods when
Green declares that the moral ideal is self-realisation, reali-
sation, that is, of the various powers and potentialities of the
self, such as knowledge, beauty etc.. The true self is the
rational self, the self which lives in the universe of rational
insight. But what is the content of this universe? It is as wide
as the universe of actual fact, and self-realisation would thus
come to mean realising completely the world in which we live
and acting constantly in the light of this understanding. Moral
life is here expanding into a life of " goods,”” ' values,”” and the
dangers of stating the moral problem in this way have already
been noticed. But Green himself appears to be blissfully obli-
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vious of the fact that his view of good is slipping through his
fingers. Sidgwick's chapter, "' The Moral Ideal ” in his Lectures
on the Ethics of Green efc., is an admirable elucidation of the
confusion in Green's thought between sthics as a science
of character, and ethics as a science of “goods.” Writes Sidg-
wick: " And this [the fact that the promotion of the specifically
moral virtues would leave no room for the cultivation of art and
science] would, I think, have been clear to Green if he had not
somehow allowed his thought to swing like a pendulum between
a wider and a narrower ideal of true good, sometimes expanding
it to culture, sometimes narrowing it to Virtue and the Good
Will. When he thinks of full realisation of human capabilities,
he brings in the development of artistic faculties and the culti-
vation of taste, as well as the development of scientific faculties
and the pursuit of knowledge of all kinds; when he wants to
bring out its non-competitive character, we find it shrunk to
virtue and goodness of will. The wider ideal is in his mind
when he speaks of social duty—for instance, when he speaks of
the duty of securing for the poor 'real opportunity of self-
development'...... Yet the most unrelenting competition does not
interfere with the exercise of virtue on the part of the weakest
competitor...... “

Prof. Moore, again, the realist, thinks that the two fundamental
questions of ethics are the definition of the nature of good and the
determination of what things are good. He thus equates ethics,
as observed before, with the science of value, and seems to rele-
gate the question of conduct—of what ought to be done - to the
background. And yet when he makes capital out of the point that
of any definition of good (i.e., value) that is offered —such as good
is pleasure or good is beauty etc.,—it is always possible to ask
the significant question, Is it (i.e., pleasure or beauty in terms of
which good is defined) good ? one cannot help suspecting that
unless this is a verbal puzzle, the question is significant only
because of the moral implications which it embodies. Other-
wise, when one has explained exhaustively the meaning of
goodness by identifying it with something else (you may agree
or not with this identification and it may give rise to a naturalistic
fallacy, but this is hardly relevant), to ask of the latter whether

1. Lecture V. pp. 71—72.



5 History of this Confusion in Ethical Thought 17

it is itself good is surely absolutely meaningless. It acquires a
meaning only because we are now asking whether a value like
pleasure or beauty (with which goodness in general is identified)
is still morally worthy or admissible in life. Thisis why we can,
even of Moore's ideals, viz., pleasures of social intercourse and
contemplation of beauty, ask the significant question, Are they
good, i.e., morally worthy ideals to be followed? Prof. Urban
also witnesses to this same confusion in his writings.

I think I have sufficiently explained and illustrated what
I have called " the Great Error “ in modern ethics, the confusion
of good as value in general with good as moral value in parti-
cular. Moral goodness is not equivalent to goodness of life as
a whole. A good life is not the same as a life which is good.
The two questions belong to two different inquiries which
certainly touch each other at certain points but which cannot
be merged the one in the other. The scope of the science of
value will presently be defined. As regards ethics, it must
adopt the point of view of a general theory of value in respect
of the definition and meaning of generic value and the general
problems that necessarily appertain to such a theory. Since a
general theory of value determines not only the meaning of
generic value, but the nature of specific values as well and
their individual contribution to human happiness as a whole,
ethics, as the science of a specific value, must receive from the
larger science the definition of the meaning of morality or moral
value and the fundamental principles of moral life. How these
principles are applied in practical moral life, what is the signi-
ficance of the so-called " virtues,’’ the problems arising from the
interrelations of these virtues as moral sub-values, the realisation
of these values both in the individual and in the society at
large, these and many other questions of a like nature belong
to the science of ethics. v

The question, then, what is the summum bonum of life, is
not properly speaking a question for ethical science, but essen-
tially one for the science of value. And so the discussion of the
meaning of good, i.e., of the notion of value, is entirely ulfra
vires in ethics. Such perfunctory discussion of it as is generally
offered in treatises on ethics conduces only to confusion of
issues as above described. Generally speaking, such discussions
of value questions from the standpoint of ethics as such regylts

2 .
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in a double danger. On the one side it must ignore or cover
up the peculiar problems of moral value; on the other, it would
give an unduly moralistic bias to, and distort the general
problems of, value. Moore's Principia Ethica is a classical
example of the first result. What with his indefinability of
good, his laws and tests of intrinsic value, and his conception of
organic wholes as ideals of perfection, it is hardly easy to make
out whether one is reading a work on value or morals, and the
uncertainty is deepened by the discovery that in a work osten-
sibly dealing with ethical problems, there is only one insigni-
ficant chapter devoted to conduct! A most impressive work
illustrating the second result is the recent Ethics of Prof.
Hartmann of Berlin. While recognising, for the first time in the
history of ethical thought, the distinctness of the two problems
involved in ethics, Hartmann's great work suffers from the fact
that his major conclusions on the general theory of value
appear to be warped by the moralistic bias which lies patently
on every page of that work,?

It is the part of wisdom, then, to keep the two enquiries
separate and distinct as far as possible.

But, it may be said, there is presupposed throughout the
argument a wrong conception of the nature of morality. Mora-
lity is not an independent value by itself which may be realised
in abstraction from the other values of life such as knowledge,
culture, . beauty, economic competency etc.. Sundered from
these concrete contents of life, moral life would be but an
empty name and an unsubstantial form. If this be so, then the
opposition between virtue and values becomes unreal, for
virtue lives in values, it is the form of a life whose inner content
consists of values. Man does not live by virtue alone. This
objection raises an important issue regarding the separate
existence or the independent reality of the so-called moral
value—an issue which cannot be discussed at the present stage
of our argument. Even granting, for argument's sake, that
morality, as merely the formal aspect of a life of values, has no

1. The 5th, “Ethics in relation to Conduct.”

2. A substantiation of this contention will be found in the wnter's
Presidential address ‘on “Ethics and ‘'Normatics’’ before the
Ethics and Religion Section of the Tentb Indian Phil. Congress
1934 ; vide Proceedings, pp. 23—44.
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independent existence, it does not follow that it has no unique-
ness of its own. A dependent entity—a slave depending on his
master, a child depending on its mother etc.,—still has a nature
of its own—that peculiar nature by virtue of which it is made
dependent upon other entities, and such a nature requires
investigation on its own account. That is to say, morality
cannot be confused with the other values of life—the concrete
ends or purposes of life—whose investigation forms a different
enquiry altogether. And when it is remembered that morality
or virtue, though bearing a necessary relation to the other
values of life, is still not their dependent, but their master and
superior, that which regulates them and determines the manner
of their realisation, the ineptness of looking upon ethics as a
science of values becomes quite apparent.!

6. From the preceding discussion of the legitimate scope
of the social and philosophical sciences in general and of
ethics in particular, it should be clear that the scope of a science
of value is very wide indeed. Its scope, as I conceive it, is only
next to that of philosophy itself, or perhaps co-extensive with
it. If philosophy attempts to rationalise human experience as
a whole, the science of value (normatics, axiology) tries to evalu-
ate that experience. If philosophy asks ultimate questions
regarding the nature of reality and human destiny, normatics 2
asks equally ultimate questions regarding the final significance
and value of various phases of reality-experience. If philo-
sophy criticises the root-assumptions or postulates of various
sciences such as the concepts of space and time, of matter apd
enerqgy, cause and effect, life and mind etc., normatics criticises
the root-concepts of life as a whole such as use or utility, value
and disvalue, validity and invalidity, good and evil, purpose and
function, end or ideal, norm or standard. If philosophy essays
to correlate the results of all the sciences so as to present a
harmonious picture of the universe in its living moving aspect,
normatics aspires equally to co-ordinate the results of all the
sciences, especially the social sciences, so as to discover their
significance, their value, to human life. In fact, it is not surpri-

1. SeeCh.XIl §1,

2. The science dealing with norms and their application—the name
I suggestfor the science of value in general, or the general theory of
value. See Ch.II.
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sing that the provinces of philosophy and normatics should, to
a certain extent, overlap. For philosophy also endeavours in a
sense to understand the significance and meaning of life and
experience as a whole, and, in this, is to be distinguished from
the positive sciences which, for the most part, are concerned with
questions of fact rather than with questions of validity. There is,
however, this distinction between philosophy and normatics, that
the former (in this being one with the positive sciences) essen-
tially expresses the theoretical desire to know, to understand, the
universe in general, to make things in general intelligible (may-
be sometimes more through the heart than through the head,
more by experience than by the mere intellect), while the latter,
as a science of value, estimates what things are needed to live,
what things have value for life, what kind of life has qualily or
worth in it--questions all of which presuppose the discussion of
the ultimate question, what is the notion of value. In short,
wherever the aspect of value or worth is in question, be it in
economics, in ethics, in politics, in jurisprudence, in theory of
knowledge, in philosophy of religion etc., the enquiry properly
belongs to Normatics or the Science of Value. In every one of
these sciences, the really philosophical problems are problems
of value. In logic and epistemology, for instance, it is a ques-
tion of probability and certainty, truth and falsity, knowledge
and opinion and belief —establishing, that is, a scale of logical
values; in aesthetics, the criticism of art, the meaning and
criterion of beauty, the place of art in life etc.,—all these being
vaJue-problems; in religion it is a question of conservation or
transmutation of values; likewise in jurisprudence, economics,
politics and philosophy of education. Thus the problems of
normatics are central in or basic to all philosophy and not
merely incidental to other problems.

Normatics, in short, is the science of human well-being par
excellence. It is a separate independent science with peculiar
problems of its own. It considers the nature of human welfare,
the kind of well-being that is suited to human persons with their
characteristic desires, feelings and endowments. It asks the
question, what is human good, as well as the question, what is
the highest human good, the summum bonum, whether it is one
or many, a unity or a multiplicity, a harmony or a medley. And
in the light of its answer, it considers what share every element



7 Divisions of the Science of Value 21

of human nature -—passional, emotional, volitional, moral, intel-
lectual, spiritual—ought to have in this total well-being, and
what contribution every science or group of sciences which
expresses one fundamental need of human nature makes to that
well-being. It seeks in other words to collect all the different
“'goods " of life—goods in economics, in ethics, in politics, in
religion, in the material sciences etc.—and to consider each in
1ts bearing upon human well-being as a whole. It thus helps to
live a full life, a whole life, a wholesome life. Iis task in one
sense exceeds that of philosophy and the social sciences, for it
evaluates these sciences and studies them from the standpoint of
human well-being, while in another sense (which is gquite
obvious) it is only one of the sciences and is lesser than philo-
sophy. What philosophy is to all the sciences, what sociology
is to all the social sciences, that normatics is to all the social and
philosophical sciences. It is a science of human life in general.

Metaphysics is sometimes claimed to be a purely non-value
sludy. Prof. Urban's contention (in The Intelligible World) that
the very distinction between the real and the unreal, being and
non-being, the existent and the “non-existent, presupposes the
acknowledgment of value, and that therefore metaphysics is a
value-science par excellence, is rather of doubtful force. But
I would say this much: if the real is treated as the significant or
the meaningful, if the conception of " degrees of reality "’ is
interpreted as meaning degrees of perfection or excellence, if
the All-whole or All-soul implies not mere quantitative compre-
hensiveness but also qualitative richness, then surely metaphy-
sics is at bottom a study in value. But if reality be interpreted
merely as existence, and the primary concern of metaphysics is
to determine what exisls, then existence is not a value category
—not everything that exists has value or is value. Then
metaphysics would properly belong to the class of the positive
sciences, concerned of course with the determination of the
broad a priori characters of the existent and their relations.

7. There are two main functions, then, which a science of
value has to fulfil. In the first place, there are certain very
general questions which constitute what may be called the
general theory or metaphysics of value. Such are the questions:
what 1s the meaning of value, and what are its relations both to
the object having value and the subject who values; the genesis
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of value and its fluctuations; the psychological presupposi-
tions of the value-judgment; the relation of fact to value,
of existence to worth, of “ought’’ to "“is.” In line with these
questions are the further questions, what in general is the dis-
tinction between intrinsic and instrumental value; the measura-
bility and comparability of values; the commensurability of
values ; the nature of human good or well-being ; what constitutes
such well-being; is there and if so, in what sense can there
be, an absolute good or value; and last, but by no means
the least, the question of the metaphysical implications of a
study of value. In the second place, there remains the empiri-
cal study, so to say, of the different realms of value—the ques-
tion of the contribution of the different sciences to human well-
being as a whole, and the determination of the relative position
which should be assigned to each type of value—economic,
political, ethical, aesthetic etc., in the economy of life as a
whole. This study may therefore properly be called "the
Critique of Values.” Normatics thus comprises the whole range
of value - experience in human life. Though the theory or meta-
physics of value and the critique or philosophy of values form
two natural divisions of the science of value, the present work,
owing to the theory which it holds regarding the nature of value,
does not follow this clear-cut line of demarcation. Since it
holds that value is in its nature “emergent’’ upon the affective-
volitional life of man brought into relation with the outside
world, it has perforce to show how every important value is thus
brought into existence. And the general theory of value adop-
ted in these pages is of such a character that a discussion of the
origin of a value involves at the same time a discussion of the
meaning, the significance or the essential nature of the value
in question. Accordingly, after a consideration of some of the
main problems relating to the general nature of value in five or
six chapters, the rest of the present volume is mainly devoted to
a critique of the concrete values. The determination of the
respective contribution of these specific values to human well-
being as a whole, and what that well-being consists in, is not,
however, undertaken in this volume. It, together with other
questions that appertain to the pure theory of value, especially
in regard to its metaphysical implications narrowly so-called,
forms the material for a second volume of the present work.



CHAPTER 1II
THE NORMATIVE POINT OF VIEW,

1. Thave called the science of value “ Normatics” and
perhaps this word requires some explanation before we can
proceed any further. And it is as well that we begin with a
discussion of this point, for such a discussion will naturally lead
to the conception of value adumbrated in the following pages.
The distinction between the " normative” and the “ positive '’
sciences has been familiar to all students of philosophy who
learn in their undergraduate days that logic, ethics and aesthe-
tics are normative sciences because they judge, evaluate, estimate
their subject-matters from the standpomt of a norm or standard
while psychology, physics, chemistry etc., are positive sciences
since they simply describe natural phenomena Just as they
occur without raising the question of their correctness or
1In¢oTTeC ctness, nghtness or wrongness, value or dlsvalue And
tHéy are further told that this distinction cannot be faken as
absolute or ultimate, for on the one hand the question of the
value of a thing necessarily involves its study as a fact, while a
fact as such cannot be studied profitably without raising the
question of its significance) The larger issues of this problem
which appears under varjéus guises such as the antithesis bet-
ween genesis and validity, appreciation and description etc.,
do not directly concern us here, but the precise meaning of this
distinction and its bearing upon our present problem must
surely be determined. The point of the distinction ultimately
turns upon the following question: Is there or is there not an
element in appreciation which in the last analysis is left
untouched by description? To the present writer at any rate it
appears indubitable that there is such an element. @onsider,
for instance, the case of a lover waiting for his beloved at a
rendezvous on a bright moonlight night when the north-easter
is gently blowing in his face. The situation is susceptible of
easy scientific analysis and description. The physicist may
analyse the moon's rays into their constituent elements, and
determine the degree of their cooling effect upon the human
body. The weather expert may specify the exact direction of




24 THE METAPHYSICS OF VALUE I

the blowing wind, and he may be capable also of calculating
the exact percentage of moisture and of heat conveyed in its
waves. The psychologist again could, by means of his emoto-
meter, measure the intensity of the lover's emotions and, by a
few judicious questions wisely put, find out the degree of the
subordination of intellect to passion and emotion in such a case.
All these are facts, of observation to be described or scienti-
fically interpreted.’z There may be other elements in the
situation left out in the present analysis, but if there are, even
these would likewise be capable of description or interpretation
in terms of causal relatedness. The scientist —of whatever class
he be—could find nothing that was not strictly capable of such
causal explanation. But if a poet were to study the same situa-
tion, or if the lover were himself a poet, he would perhaps say
that the moon’s rays scorched the heart and the body of the
impatient lover while the cold north-easter wafted and softly
whispered warm words of affection and quick arrival from the
beloved. Here is a possible experience that would baffle the
best etforts of the psychologist, the physicist and the weather
expert. [f the experience be real, no sort of causal categories
are adequate to explain it. For here eniers what Lloyd Morgan
has happily called the element of dramatic explanation—the
explanation of events and experiences from the standpoint of the
agent’'s motive or purpose or expectation. Doubtless motives or
purposes are themselves capable of causal interpretation by
being related to antecedent motives etc., and an experience
such as the one above described is also amenable to description
in causal terms. But what is contended here 1s that such aninter-
pretation in causal terms is inadequate to render the experience
thoroughly intelligible and so calls for dramatic explanation.
Now explanation i1n terms of purpose is of course not contra-
dictory of, or incompatible with, interpreiation in terms of
causal relatedness; in fact it may itself be called teleological
causation. But the discussion of this is not to our point here.
What, however, I wish to suggest is that if dramatic explanation
be a possible and legitimate mode of explaining experience,
then every such explanation has to do with an element of
appreciation that is over and above the “facts” covered by
description.

2. It is not to the point to argue, as Urban, for example,
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urges,! that appreciation of value is itself a fact, or that value
can be cognised as a fact as well as appreciated. Nor does it
obliterate the distinction between appreciation and description
to say that there can be no kind of scientific description without
an element of appreciation. Appreciation of value may itself
be a fact; and value may be cognised as a fact (though this is a
more doubtful proposition). But appreciation itself is not of a
fact though it may be about a fact. That is, it is not value that
is appreciated, nor the norm applied, but the conformity or
otherwise of a fact fo the norm ; value is born insuch apprecia-
tion. A fact assuch (be it even the value fact or the norm fact)
cannot be appreciated, but only cognised, though in common
parlance we do speak of appreciating facts. What we really
mean when we talk of appreciating a fact, say a person’s conduct,
is that his conduct conforms or approximates to a type of
conduct ideally conceived and that it is this conformity or
approximation that we appreciate. And here the conformity or
non-conformity is not a fact in the same sense in which my
toothache, or pleasure in eating puddings, or an out-break of
cholera, or the flowers on a plant, or the moon's rays, or the blow-
ing of the north-easter, or the thoughis in the lover's mind, may
be said to be a fact or facts. * is a matter of opinion, judgment,
criticism, or even blind feeling if you like, provided it is
remembered that neither this opinion nor judgment nor criticism
nor feeling—every one of which is a fact, to be sure,—is itself
the conformity or non-conformity in question which is the point
of appreciation or valuation. The conformity etc., is a meaning
or significance ideally perceived.?2 Opinion, judgment etc., are
only the means or vehicles of appreciation of this meaning, or,
if the phrase be preferred, they are its expression. “Facts'—
as ordinarily understood—can be proved or demonstrated by
all or any of the methods and weapons employed by science—
by observation and experiment, measurement, calculation etc.,
whereas the fact (if it be one) appreciated, i.e., the element of

1. Valuation: Its Nature and Laws. It must be noted here that the
entire spirit of this work—the bringing together of the descriptive (scientfic)
and the valuatory (normahve) points of view—has been given up by the
author 1n his latest work on value “The Intelligible World.” This latter work
represents a standpoint which can only be explained by saying that itisa
swing to the other extreme.

2. What precisely 18 meant by 'meaning” here will be determined in
a subsequent chapter (IV).
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conformity or non-conformity to an ideal standard, cannot thus
be proved. Secondly, facts of nature taken as such can be
interpreted in terms of physical and mental relatedness alone as
in accordance with the order of nature, while the conformity
etc., cannot thus be adequately interpreted but also requires to
be explained in terms of dramatic regard, with reference, that
is, to an ideal or aspiration, a hope or an expectation. Even
here, be it noted, the conformity etc., is not caused (in the
ordinary physical sense of the term) by the ideal but only
explained by it; the physical act which along with its mental
antecedents and consequents we call conduct may in a true
sense be said to have been caused (teleological causation) by
the ideal, but not the conformity etc.. This is no more caused
by the ideal (or anything else) than the difference, say, between
two and three, or between a big stone and a small stone, is
caused by either number or either stone. And thirdly a fact as
such is an event, an occurrence having a particular location 1n
time and space—it is an event-particle or a point-instant. The
conformity etc,, like a genuine universal—and indeed much more
truly than a universal—is something out of time and space.
Appreciation as a fact may have a spatial and temporal location
but that which is appreciated viz., the element of conformity
etc., as an ideal meaning or significance, can have no such
determination.

It may be urged, of course, on the other side of the
question, that, as has already been pointed out, every true
scientific description contains an element of appreciation. We
shall first consider this question from the standpoint of the
more simple and elementary “fact.”” A little reflection would be
sufficient to convince any one that what we ordinarily call “a
fact” is not itself the datum but the datum with a good deal of
interpretation inseparably mixed with it. The given i.e., the
basis in sense-perception, plus the element of construction put
upon it, constitutes “the fact.”!  And doubtless the abstraction
from concrete experience which we designate as the given, as
well as the construction or interpretation put upon it, are both
undertaken with a definite purpose. It is with a certain definite

1. I am using the term ‘‘fact” 1in its ordinary signification for my
present purpose without raising the question whether, metaphysically
speaking, a fact, as McTaggart defines it, for instance, exists or not.
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interest indeed that we single out a particular person from the
mass of humanity and call him or her brother or sister. So far
we may agree. But I cannot see how the element of appreciation
enters here. Appreciation involves not merely purpose or
interest, but, as has already been shown, the element of con-
formity or approximation to a type or standard. When I call a
blood-relation of mine “brother,” or when I describe the proper-
ties of moon's rays or the characteristics of the north-easter,
what is the element of conformity or approximation to a
standard herein involved ? None, so far as I can see. No doubt
“brothers” are expected to stand in certain moral relations
towards one another in virtue of their blood-connection, but a
brother of mine who fails to fulfil such expectations is still a
“brother” for all that—a fact which cannot be altered. But
should I choose to call a stranger who has behaved kindly
towards me " brother,” then the element of appreciation comes
in, for I am implicitly judging his conformity to the standard
of what a brother ought to be. The actual properties or the
characteristics of the object as they can be determined by
scientific analysis and experiment are the subject-matter of
scientific description. This is what is usually meant when it is
said that scientific description must be " true to facts,” “impar-
tial " “' disinterested,” and that the scientific investigator must
be prepared to follow the lead of facts whithersoever they may
take him. If this is not what is meant, then the whole history and
methods of science must be revised. If this is the real meaning
and nature of a' " fact,” the same, on merely an enlarged scale,
is true of every kind of scientific description however complex
or vast be the subject-matter on hand.

3. Scientific description, per se, then, cannot in any sense
be said to contain any element of appreciation. This is not,
however, to say that scientific enterprise is totally devoid of
appreciation. Far from this being the case, a good deal of
theoretical and practical science is largely appreciative. The
task of framing a hypothesis in order to explain an observed
fact or group of facts is nothing but a form of appreciation, for
here the investigator expects that the facts will conform to the
theoretical deductions possible from his hypothesis and it is this
element of conformity etc., which is the backbone of the
hypothetical method, that justifies or condemns the hypathesis.
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Further, appreciation always involves an element of risk, of
chance, of the fact not conforming to the ideal or norm. It
takes its stand on an als ob. It proceeds as if the facts con-
formed to the ideal but it might turn out that they did not. Just
because there is this element of uncertainty about it, does it
deserve to be called appreciation and not description, possi-
bility and not “fact.”” Likewise a hypothesis always takes a leap,
makes a jump, into the region of the unknown, and because of its
hypothetical nature it is inappropriate tocall it a “fact” before
it is verified. Thus framing a hypothesis is in a real sense
appreciating or valuing the facts, it is not description. Where
things are known to be what they are, where they cannot but be
otherwise than what they are, valuing or appreciating is entirely
meaningless: description is the only legitimate method to be
employed. To value on the other hand means to be uncertain,
to choose between alternatives, to risk, to dare. Appreciation is
daring in face of doubts and perplexities.

It may be argued that not only the framing of hypotheses
but also the ordinary descriptions of science involve conformity
etc., to a norm. When a rod is measured and found to be five
feet long, when sodium and chlorine are mixed and observed to
form sodium chloride according to the statement in the text-
book, when the cause of fever is discovered to lie in the bite of
malarial mosquito according to expectation, in all these cases,
it may be said, we have certain facts to start with which subse-
quently are examined and found to conform or not to the stand-
ard—the foot-rule, the formula, the expectation. And if confor-
mity etc., is of the essence of appreciation, then we seem to have
that element in the descriptive work of science. Yes, but we
must carefully discriminate between cases. As a general rule
we may lay down that wherever we have the element of sugges-
tion prominently involved, or the method of hypothesis em-
ployed, we have the process of appreciation or valuation in
germ. And by this criterion, surely much of the work of science
is appreciative or valuatory. But where a problematic element
is not involved, where there is no as if, where the concern is
with " brute ” or "' naked " fact as such, we have only description
but not appreciation. The experiment with sodium and chlorine
according to the text-book formula is not scientific investigation
proper, but only learning at second-hand the accumulated
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knowledge of science, and when first sodium and chlorine were
mixed together and found to form sodium chloride, there was
no standard or hypothesis to which the facts could be expected
to conform. Measuring an object with a foot-rule, again, merely
to find out its length, is determining the brute fact simply with
no element of chance or risk in it. As for the methods of deter-
mining causal connection, here also the same criterion holds.
If the element of suggestion or hypothesis were present from the
beginning and controlled the investigation throughout, it is
justly the work of appreciation; where, on the other hand, cause
and effect are determined purely by investigation of facts with
no element of suggestion involved, we have only description,
but not appreciation.

4. This conclusion is sometimes challenged on various
grounds. It is said that even in ordinary perception, apart from
scientific construction of hypotheses, as when we see an object
before us and call it a horse, the application of a norm is invol-
ved in so far as we understand by that object something which
every being which is to be called a horse is expected to be.
A fact, in other words, can only be understood through a norm,
an ideal, to which it is expected to conform. But the inter-
penetration of fact and ideal involved in this view is not
pertinent to our inquiry, for it is the presupposition of all
intelligent experience and it is not in this sense that we are
trying to understand the relation of description to appreciation.
What is involved in common perception is an idea rather than
an ideal—unless of course we are prepared to affirm that all
ideas, universals, are ideals, a view which has its own difficulties.
Otherwise whatever is meaningful would therefore be ideal or
normative. But we agree to treat a certain class of meanings,
that is to say, interpretations, such asthe meanings of percep-
tual experience, as given in experience,! and what we are now
asking is whether over and above these conventional meanings,
there is an additional meaning in perception—or scientific
interpretation—which is not given, a meaning which is involved
in exclaiming, for instance, that yonder tree is grand! And it is
clear that such a meaning does not exist in perception or
scientific interpretation. To treat perception itself as normative

1. Vide Ch. X, * Intellectual Value.”
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is to deny the given entirely, for at no point in perceptual
experiencé can we dissociate the element of the given from that
of construction, and to regard therefore everything as given or
everything as construction is to disregard all useful distinctions.

The problem threatens to widen out into a discussion of the
relation of the actual (fact) to the ideal, which is not germane to
the present issue. But Prof. Taylor's view that the distinction
between a normative science and a positive science is unjusti-
fied on the ground that all sciences (including even the physi-
cal) deal with the " ought-to-be " and not merely with " what is"”,
needs some consideration. His point is that the “ought-to-be"
is only a further stage in the “is "’ ; the ideal is ideal only to the
present stage, but an actual in the development of a fact at a
later stage. Logic, for example, is concerned with how we
ought to reason, and aesthetics with the way in which certain
perceived contents ought to affect the spectator’'s emotions. But
8o also the man of medicine might say: " There ought tdbe
altered light reflexes along with the symptoms of this patient,
but hitherto I have failed to distinguish them.” The ought-to-be
is determined in the different sciences by a close study of what
is, so also should it be in ethics. If only we study the actual
moral life of different people, we would be able to determine
the ideal at some point or other. The ought can be known from
the is.

Considering the question in its general aspect as the
problem of the meaning of normativity in the natural sciences,
and without stressing the specific character of ethical norma-
tivity (which is obviously different from logical or even aesthetic
normativity), we must begin by admitting that no science—
neither logic, nor ethics, nor aesthetics—is purely normative
just as no science—not even physics or mathematics—is entirely
factual or positive. But this should not blind us to the fact that
the general standpoint of a natural science is non-norma-
tive, in the strict sense of the term, and that if any kind of
normativity is attributable to it at all, it would be in a different
sense altogether. To say that a scientific phenomenon ought to
be different from what it is means that it is not in agreement
with some hypothesis formed before. But if the present fact has
been observed correctly, the discrepancy condemns not the
fact observed but the hypothesis suggested. In logical thinking
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or moral practice, on the contrary, disagreement of a present
fact (thought or act) with the ideal (truth or goodness) convicts
not the ideal but the fact itself. In no sense then can a general
principle of science be said to correspond to a moral or logical
norm. It has no absoluteness.

That something ought to be means that it is not, that it
might be different from what it is. Has any natural phenomenon
this power to be different from what it is? Facts are what they
are. We might indeed wish them to be otherwise, but our wishes
have never been consulted in the constitution of the world of
nature which is a world of necessity. " Ought” has really no
significance with reference to natural facts. Investigate facts
however far we may, we can never stumble upon an ideal
amongst them at any stage. Ideals and norms are only for
conscious beings who can perceive the difference between the
present fact and the ideal-to-be and aspire to realise the latter.
In what sense then can we understand Taylor's statement that
the ought can be known from the is, that the distinction between
a normative and a positive science is false? Only in the sense
that these are two aspects of a science which cannot entirely be
dissociated from each other, that the ought must somehow be
related to the is. But these are contentions that we have
already granted and to them we have nothing more to add at
present.!

I have discussed this question of appreciation versus des-
cription at some length because it is sometimes contended on
the one hand that the normative standpoint is not, strictly
speaking, a standpoint of actual experience and that all true
scientific work is description and nothing more, while, on the
other, extravagant claims are sometimes put forward for science
in the statement that there is no description without apprecia-
tion and vice versa. In the light of our above discussion the
limits within which scientific work can be called " normative *
must now be clear. (There is, however, a further limitation
which will be discussed immediately). Indeed, if it is true that
science aims at discovering—in some sense—the truths of
nature, one cannot see how science can escape being valuatory,
for it is a commonplace that truth is one of the values.

1. Vide Ch.1V.
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Nevertheless the general standpoint of science, it needs to
be re-affirmed, is purely intellectualistic, abstractionist, non-
valuatory. It delights in reducing the world of objects and
persons, of love and hate and social intercourse —of concrete
experience, in short—to a string of mathematical formulae or
logical abstractions from which the aspect of concrete meaning
or value has completely fled. The story is told of a funny
incident that happened at one of Russell’s lectures on the
"' Philosophy of Physics” delivered under the auspices of the
British Philosophical Institute during the Lent term of 1928.
* At the conclusion of one of these evening discourses (which
I had been reqularly attending)—and this was on the nature of
substance—one elderly gentleman, an artist by profession, took
the lead during the question-time and made the telling
remark: ‘I have followed with rapt attention the framework of
the Physical universe which the lecturer this evening has
unscrolled before our admiring eyes. But when I am told in
the name of a Philosophy of Physics to believe that my wife
sitting next to me is a mere 'formula’ representing a group of
events in the series—x + f1 (x) dt + {2 (x) 4t2 ...... f1 (x) being
a continuous function of time, it sends a thrill of horror through
my blood.! The whole house burst into a peal of laughter, but
the redoubtable Mr. Russell rose equal to the occasion and
replied with a characteristic smile: ‘I cannot help it: such is in
the abstract the character of the universe and I was not consul-
ted at the time of its creation’.”?

Apart from the humour of the situation, the retort of Mr.
Russell unmistakably brings out the vicious abstractionism and
intellectualism of the method of science against which literary
and art critics like Mr. Middleton Murry,2 and religiously
inclined thinkers like Mr. Lawrence Hyde,® have alike been
complaining. Where is room for value in such a scheme of
things as science portrays ?

5. What then is the normative standpoint and how does
this represent the science of value? Normativity implies (1) the
dominance of purpose, some end in view, of a conscious agent

1. Towards a Systematic Study of the Vedanta : S. K. Das, p. 276.

2. Inthe pages of the Adelphi. Also vide, God : An Introduction to
Metabiology.

3. The Learned Knife.
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who judges, criticises, values, appreciates, in the light of such a
purpose ; (2) the employment of a norm or standard ideally
conceived ; (3) conformity or non-conformity of the fact—object
or event—to this standard ; (4) appreciation or estimation of this
conformity etc.. Everyone of these factors—logically analysable
indeed but inseparable in concrete experience—has its own
peculiar significance and is thus fundamental for the normative
standpoint. The prevalence of purpose in experiences of value
can be granted by all. Itis not, however, forgotien that a
powerful school exists and has existed in the realm of art which
has popularised the slogan of “art for art's sake.” A detailed
consideration of this question is not called for in this connec-
tion, because the dictum, if it be one, does not obviously apply
to any normative science other than aesthetics. Even as applied
to art, however, the dictum is only a half-truth, for, apart from
the question whether art can be justified without a moral basis,
there is the wider consideration that purpose of some sort—not
necessarily moral—must inspire every portrayal, be it in letters,
on the canvas, or on the harp. It may be the purpose of
holding a mirror up to nature, or the purpose of transcribing
life as it is—neither softening nor thickening the colours—or it
may be the purpose of pure unalloyed pleasure, of catching in
a moment's eye the wide expanse of eternity. In any case, to
talk of art without a purpose is to talk to no purpose. Now,
purpose, properly interpreted, connotes utility, widely conceived.
I am not now suggesting or defending the doctrine of utili-
tarianism in morals and politics—that doctrine which has been
much maligned in the history of philosophy. The realisation of
any purpose whatever—be it even of disinterested morality—is
so far a result, something achieved or accomplished—a useful
result—and in so far we may speak of our standpoint as being
utilitarian.

Utilitarianism in this sense must be taken to express the
philosophy of all conduct. For conduct assuch aims at the
realisation of some useful result—in whatever sense this may be
conceived. Conduct means deliberate action and such action
is always aimed at something—some desirable end or conse-
quence which the agent wants to bring about by means of his
action. This aspect of the concrete situation must not be lost
sight of in any interpretation of conduct. Conduct implies

3



4 THE METAPHYSICS OF VALUE it

some desirable result or consequence. There is or can be no
conduct which is unrelated to its proper fruit. In this sense
then motive and intention—end and result—idea and realisa-
tion—are identical, and the question often discussed in ethics
whether the moral worth of an action depends on the motive or
the consequences of the act—the distinction between subjective
and objective rightness—seems to be devoid of meaning,! for a
motive without its consequence, and a consequence without the
motive which inspired it, are both unreal abstractions from
concrete experience and as such have no validity. The con-
crete act is one and indivisible and the effecting of some useful
result, the bringing about of some desirable consequence, is the
guiding light which illumines the action from beginning to end.
This is nothing but the realisation of some purrose and purpose
is therefore unintelligible apart from some useful result or
consequence. To purpose is to intend or design something, —it
may be in idea to begin with, it must be in action in the long
run—that is, it must be some result in the concrete, and no result
will be desired except in so far as it is believed to be useful,
conducive to the agent's or others’ well-being in some sense.
Purpose, then, is equivalent to desirable (believed to be such, at
any rate) or useful result or achievement; at all events this is its
life and soul and essence. Purpose is thus always utilitarian. If
we would analyse the notion of ™ usefulness "’ or " utility * further,
we should find that it always involves a relation to one's life and
consciousness. A thingis “useful” in so far as it favourably affects
(or is believed so to affect) one's life either in relation to one's
practical conduct or in relation to one's mental and spiritual
development or well-being. Apart from its effects upon the
life and consciousness of the agent or of some other person, the
agent cannot judge a thing to be “useful.” Indeed the very
notion of " usefulness " implies being useful or conducive to the
furtherance of some aspect of life, or being positively related
to some wider universe which includes that aspect of the agent's
life and to which the agent is mentally attached. Well, now, if
utility is thus necessarily related to life and consciousness, and
purpose always implies utility, it is clear that purpose can have

1. See Ch. XII., Where, however, unforeseen consequences ensue
from an action, the case 1s different, for such consequences could not be
said to have been willed by the moral agent.
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no significance apart from the effects upon or relation to the
life and consciousness of some agent. Our normative standpoint
will then imply that an object is judged, criticised or appreciated
only with reference to some useful result for or effect upon the
life and consciousness of some agent.! Nothing is then good
or beautiful or "“useful” (in the narrow economic sense) which is
not in some sense related to the life and consciousness of living
beings. The case of "truth' is rather doubtful, for here it is not
so very clear that the "true” must necessarily be related to life
and consciousness. Yet on mature reflection it would appear
that the accumulation of knowledge for its own sake is not so
very desirable or laudable an enterprise as when it is brought
into relation with the life of living beings at some point or other.
This much at any rate is clear; if knowledge is to be called a
value or appreciated as such, it must at some point touch life.
Knowledge for its own sake is no more a "value " to be striven
for than the construction of tanks for their own sakes—merely
in order that rain-water may collect itself in one place—is an
enterprise to be undertaken. The unravelling of nature’'s secrets
undertaken by science and the increasing control thereby
gained by man over nature’s operations, can be said to have the
ultimate aim of increasing the sum of human happiness, and the
enterprise of the scientist is justified only when it has this possi-
bility latent in it. Nevertheless, the immediate question is not
about the grounds upon which knowledge can be called a
“value,” but about the grounds upon which a given account of
a matter can be called "true.” This naturally involves epistemo-
logical considerations which go beyond the scope and intention
of the present chapter.?2 Our question is: does the judgment
that something is true necessarily involve an appraisal of its
relation to human life and consciousness ? It involves, in some
cases, appreciation or estimation as we have seen; and in so
far is a normative judgment. But is the appreciation, even in
the limited cases, based upon an element of purpose as defined
above? This is rather debatable and it is for this reason that

1. It will be seen that the above account of appreciation is diametri-
cally opposed to that of Prof. Urban who holds that valuation 1s primarily
an experience of "'simple appreciation’ undetermined by any conscious
purpose or practical attitude (Vide, Valuation: Its Nature and Laws,
pp. 31-33).

2. See Chapter X,
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physical sciences like physics, chemistry etc., are generally
described as " positive "’ sciences and contrasted with * norma-
tive ”’ sciences. It is this which constitutes a further limitation
upon the normative character of physical sciences. All social
sciences—all sciences which bear an intimate relation to human
life and consciousness—are essentially normative sciences, i.e.,
fall within the purview of *' Normatics "’ or the Science of Value.

6. Now as regards the norm or standard. What does the
norm represent? Is it subjective or objective? In the first
place, the norm is that standard by reference to which the value
of an object is appreciated. But appreciation, it will be re-
membered, is always in terms of the interest-fulfilment of the
subject, in terms of the utility or usefulness of the object in
furthering some aspect of life, in terms of the useful effects upon
the life and consciousness of the subject. If this is true, the
norm, conformity or non-conformity to which is judged in
appreciation, must stand for the object of the highest interest of
the subject in any given realm of value, defined as that degree
of interest which while meeting with the highest point of satis:
faction that under the circumstances it is possible to attain,
remains unsatisfied and insatiate either in quality or quantity or
in both. This may appear to be a peculiar definition of a norm
or standard, but a little reflection will convince any one that it
is nearer the truth than any other definition that could be
offered, A norm, to be a norm, must be incapable of realisa:
tion or actualisation. If it ever could be realised, it at that mo-
ment ceases to be a norm, and something greater—nobler,
higher, larger etc.—will ipso facfo take its place. In morals,
for instance, the standard conduct is that to which actual con-
duct can only approximate. Nobody ever realised ideal justice
or benevolence or veracity etc.. It may be pointed out that if
B acts precisely in the same manner as A and in the same cir-
cumstances, B may be said to have realised the standard of A.
But in this case one must distinguish between acting in accord-
ance with A's conduct and acting in conformity withit. If B
had in reality taken A’'s conduct as his norm or ideal, he himself
would be the first to admit that he could not and did not realise
that ideal ; if he merely acted in conformity with A’s conduct,
there may be any degree of conformity to it. In the field of art
again, to judge that a portrait is beautiful is to admit that it could
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have been better, for the norm with reference to which its value
is judged, viz., the original, whether in reality or idea, existed
with a more dazzling brilliance and beauty of which but a small
part has been transmitted on to the canvas through paint and
brush. In economics, again, the price of an article is always a
fluctuating quantity determined at any given time by the
demand in the market. The so-called " normal" price does
never in reality represent the possible price which it may fetch
under different circumstances. In ordinary life, too, to say that
an object is "useful” is to indicate only a degree of its usefulness
as determined by the particular need of the particular indivi-
dual at the moment. For others or under other circumstances
its utility may reach any conceivably higher degree. Gold is
an exceedingly valuable element at present; but to say that
it is valuable is only to make an indication of its possible value.
In general, therefore, it may be said that the practical attainment
of value, however great it may be in quantity and quality, falls
short of the “normal” value and that the norm in this sense
stands for untold possibilities or potentialities of appreciation in
any given realm of value. This use of the term " normal,” it will
be seen, corresponds to the Greek use of the term " natural.”
Just as the “natural” state of an object is that in which it realises
the highest potentialities latent in it, even so the ‘normal”
value of an object is always in possibility higher than the
highest that we can ascribe to it.

Thus interpreted, the " norm "’ we are talking of would ke
equivalent to Green's conception of an " ideal best” in moral
progress. This conception has often been criticised on the ground
that we are not aware of such a "best” in our every day conduct.
Such an idea is unreal and moral progress, it is concluded, is
therefore illusory. Some others—Ilike A.P. Brogan—have sugges-
ted, in view of this criticism, that the notion of “betterness” is
quite adequate for our purpose and that we need not run after
the will-of-the-wisp of the best. Indeed they have even defined
value in terms of “"betterness.” To all such criticisms the sufficient
reply is that whether we are psychologically conscious or not
of the "“ideal best” to begin with, it is the logical presupposition
of all our notions of good and better. The task of philosophy
consists in elucidating the implications and presuppositions of
our every-day thought and conduct, and we find that in this
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connection we cannot have a simple notion of a “better”” without
assuming an ideal best. “Betterness’’ is by itself an incomplete
idea; to judge that x is better than y, we require a standard of
comparison which is better than both x and y. If this is the
betterness which is said to be adequate for our purpose of valua-
tion, then it is the same as what we mean by the "best” and the
norm as that which is higher than all that we are aware of or
that we have realised is inexpugnable from life and philosophy.}

Not that we are totally ignorant of what is thus said to be
the best. To the extent that we know the present fact in all its
strength and weakness we know the norm also, for without an
idea of the norm as a logical presupposition, we cannot know
either the weakness or the strength of the present fact. But at
no stage do we know the ideal fully, for to know it fully would
be to realise it fully, and an ideal realised completely would,
we have said, be no longer an ideal. As we advance in
knowledge and practice, the ideal unfolds itself gradually, but
at every stage it is presupposed in its still higher and yet
unrevealed aspects.

The ideal as ideal is never actualised. It is important to
stress this, because it is sometimes held that the higher, i.e., the
ideal, is nothing but the perfection of the lower. Thisis different
from saying that any form of finite existence involves something
higher than it. The perfection of the lower is only a higher
degree of perfection but it is not the highest perfection possible,
i.e., the ideal. What is involved as something higher than any
given stage of realisation is always this ideal best, and this ideal
best is nof simply the perfection of the lower. To hold that it is
would give rise to two difficulties which are well-nigh insoluble.
Consider three stages of progress, A, B and C, B the perfection
realised of A, and C of B. What is the ideal B here? If it is an
actual, i.e., perfected B, then that B becomes C. But any
actualised B is itself the actualised perfection of A. How then
to ascertain an ideal B which remains B without lapsing into a
perfected A on the one hand or merging into a C on the other ?
Hence, the higher i.e., the ideal stage, isnot the perfection of
the lower. It is always some aspect of the ideal that is actualised
as the perfection of the lower, but the ideal remains ideal always

1. For turther criticism of Brogan's notion of betterness as constituting
‘the value-category, see Ch. 1V, section 13.
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at every stage, i.e., higher than the given stage, unrealised
and unrealisable in its entirety. Secondly, if it is held that the
perfection of the lower is itself the actualisation of the higher,
i.e., the ideal, then the moment the lower fact becomes the
ideal realised, the fact as such is destroyed and something that
is not it takes its place. Continuity in progress is broken and
substitution of one fact for another takes place. Such continuity
can be preserved only by holding that the perfection of the
lower always remains imperfect from the standpoint of the ideal.

What then is the genesis of the norm ? The norm, as we
have seen, is never the given, the actual. It is always an ideal
construction which is the product of the interaction and mutual
criticism of individual appreciations r\esulting in a pattern,
sometimes collective or racial, and sometimes remaining only
individual, that, as already observed, subsumes the individual
appreciations under itself and at the same time goes beyond
them. The process of interaction and criticism, however, is one
which may be described as evaluatory of the present accepted
modes of valuation as well as generative of higher levels of
value-perception. The second is of course the more important
consequence of the two: the first in fact exists for the sake of
the second. The whole, however, is one concrete process of
value experience in which the two moments of criticism and
generation are distinguishable but not separable. When two
current ideals or modes of appreciation come into contact with
each other, they not only criticise each other but in and through
such criticism undergo a process of self-criticism or modification
or refinement which 1s the attainment of a higher level of value-
perception. Further, when a new situation is confronted within
practical life, there naturally arises a fresh mode of mental
relatedness to that situation which is the source of the percep-
tion of a fresh level of value. Such delicate ruances are
especially fitted to call forth new experiences of value which
sooner or later lead to the perception of higher levels of value
known asnorms. These are the empirical ways in which the norm
manifests itself in human experience. It has, however, a metem-
pirical character which will be discussed in the last chapter of
this volume.

To the question whether the norm is subjective or objective,
it must be replied that it is in origin subjective (as has already
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been shown) while in function it is objective. All processes of
valuation have a psychological origin and are therefore subjec-
tive. Further, the process of generating norms is largely a
process of individual minds and in this also they are subjective.
But after their genesis, they come to be objectified and acquire
independence of individual acknowledgment or allegiance.
They become more or less the expressions of collective mind
which have an authority, though not always the power, to control
individual feelings or judgments of appreciation on matters
pertaining to the same realm of value. This function of conirol-
ling and determining individual appreciations of value, of
becoming the demand or postulate of further processes of
valuation, gives the norm an aspect of objectivity that may well
be described by slightly adapting Bosanquet's definition of the
objective : The objective is that which obliges us to think and
feel and act in conformity with itself. Or in the words of Prof.
Urban, " The normative judgment represents at the same time a
subjective appreciation and an objective description. Its
subjective reference is seen in the fact that it is only through
these projected ideal objects, assumed to exist independently of
the subject, that the subject’s individual feelings can be com-
municated......... Its objective character is apparent, on the
other hand, in that having passed beyond the subjective control
of the moment and become, through its character as a pre-
supposition of belief, the condition of further subjective
appreciations, it in turn exercises control over those feelings.”!

7. With reference to the third and fourth characteristics of
normativity, only a few words need be said, since conformity
and appreciation have already been discussed in some detail in
the beginning of this chapter. Here all that I wish to suggest is
that the conformity etc. dces not exist, logically speaking, prior
to the act of appreciation. This may appear a little paradoxical
at first sight, but on the principles herein adopted (as will
become more apparent in the succeeding chapter), no other
position is tenable. The conformity etc., it has been maintained,
is not a *' fact,” but it is a matter of opinion, judgment, appreciation
etc.. By this is meant that the conformity etc. does not exist except
through such judgment, appreciation etc.. The * brute fact '—the
naked object, act or event—exists and must exist before appre-

1. Valuation: Its Nature and Laws: p. 18.
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ciation ; but whether it conforms or not to a given norm can only
be determined through appreciation. This is as much as to say
that value does not exist prior to appreciation, and, for better or
worse, this will be the position maintained in this work. For the
present, however, be it sufficient to consider two possible objec-
tions against such a view of conformity. Firstly, it may be said
that this view is unable to explain cases of conduct which are
observed by nobody and which would therefore escape appre-
ciation. Is it the case, it may be asked, that because, say, an act
of generosity or, conversely, an act of meanness, has been
observed and appreciated by nobody, the said act does not, as
such, conform to any rule of moral conduct ? But here it must be
remembered that we are inclined to believe in its conformity
etc. because we believe that the act is susceptible of a possible
appreciation by beings capable of appreciating it. If nobody
had ever appreciated such an act before, or if human beings
were incapable of appreciating it, to say that it possessed value
or disvalue would be entirely meaningless. And there lurks
another and subtler fallacy in such cases, viz. that in the very
act of supposing such contingent events, the supposer is surrep-
titiously introducing his own or others’ standard of appreciation
in the half-light of which the act is judged to possess value or
disvalue. Secondly, if the conformity etc. is made to depend
upon appreciation, where different people appreciate the same
act in different terms, should we say that the act at the same
time both conforms and does not conform or conforms different-
ly to the same standard ? This argument has no particular force
against the position here maintained, for it may as well apply to
the position of those who uphold the independent existence of
values as inhering in the object, act or event. However, such
differences in appreciation are to be explained by the conside-
rations that possibly the real facts of the case might not be
available completely to the different judges, that judgment holds
some proportion to the attitude, the desire or the attachment of
the judges, that more particularly bias or confusion regarding
the precise nature of a situation or the true spirit and scope of
the principles to be applied, or the difficulty of reading aright
the motives in others' minds etc., may becloud the judge's
mind in the act of appreciation. Nevertheless, even granting
that ideal conditions of judgment are present, this does not
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remove the dependence of conformity etc. upon the apprecia-
ting mind.

What finally are we to understand by appreciation ? Is it an
act of feeling or of reason or of both ? What are the psychologi-
cal presuppositions of the value-experience ? This is indeed an
important question which, however, can be considered profitably
only after we have treated of the nature of value and the value-
experience.

The aptness of calling value science “Normatics’ is
now, it is hoped, evident. That science has no received name
honoured by tradition and general usage. It is sometimes called
" Axiology " and although in itself a good name, for some reason
or other it has not come into vogue. The science itself is still in
such a nebulous condition, its problems and scope still so
uncertain, its very existence as an independent science still
so much a matter of doubt, that it is small wonder that it has
received no definite name. It is essentially a science of valua-
tion or evaluation. And valuation involves the application of
standards, ideals, norms, with reference to which the values of
given objects are appraised. Theterm “"Normatics” is suggested
not only because it denotes the scope of the science as dealing
with the value, significance, or meaning of objects from the
humanistic standpoint, but also because it connotes this special
feature of appreciation or appraisal of their value with reference
to norms or standards.

8. What now is the bearing of this whole discussion of the
normative standpoint upon the science of value? Value is
always normative or standard value, i.e., value as determined
by a norm of expectation. Value-in-itself or, if we may so call it,
primary value, the value of an object for itself without reference
to anything else, is, it must be maintained, an impossible con-
ception. The reasons for this are not far to seek. Firstly, the
value of an object is, as we have seen, always in terms of its
utility (interpreted broadly), i.e., in terms of its useful effects
upon the life and consciousness of living beings. It is, in other
words, instrumental or contributory value, never the so-called
intrinsic value.! And instrumental value in its very nature
involves the idea of comparison with or determination by a
norm of expectation. It is not, however, comparative value in

1. This statement will receive modification in a later (XIV) Chapter.
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the sense in which it is opposed to generic value!—in the sense
of being superior or inferior to some other value taken to be
good in the same sense. The comparison with another value
involving ideas like more or less, higher or lower, is not
implied in the statement that value in the generic sense itself is
comparative or normative value. What exactly is implied
herein is this. Satisfaction is never entirely the appeasement of
desire as such, but also in its own degree the fulfilment of an
expectation, either reaching or failing to reach a goal set before
himself by the individual. Even in such purely organic processes
such as the satisfaction of hunger, for example, it is not merely
the appeasement of hunger as such, but the fulfilment or the
failure to fulfil our individual expectations of dining that we
consider. In the enjoyment of a piece of poetry or song, again,
the enjoyment always holds some proportion to the poetry or
song “‘coming up to"’ or “falling below"” our expectation, and its
value is also judged likewise. In every desire therefore we may
distinguish two aspects, (1) an aspect of fulfilment of an impulse,
which, however, exists in and through (2) the aspect of its
meeting one's expectation or realising a definite goal. And
secondly, value, we have seen, does not exist prior to valuation,
and valuation is a process of comparison and estimation—
an assumption which will have to be justified later on.

It is clear that in both these respects the notion of value
necessarily involves judgment or thought. The problem raised
here will have to be discussed at greater length in another
connection but here it must be pointed out that the conception,
held by some writers, of dual value—of primitive value and of
standard value?—of prizing or esteeming and of appraising or
estimating ; of holding things dear, cherishing and caring for
them and of judging them valuable;3 of value created or
generated or determined as to its existence, and value discovered
or apprehended (through valuation)—is an illegitimate con-
ception, untrue to logic as well as to experience. Value is

1. General Theory of Value, pp. 19—20.

2. A distinction drawn by Stephen C. Pepperin a paper read before
the Eastern Division of the American Philosophical Association,
1921, a summary of which 18 published in the Phil. Review,
Vol. XXXI, pp. 177—178.

3. Adistinchon once held by Dewey (in his discussion with Messrs.
Prall and Perry) ina paper published in the Journal of Philo-
sophy Vol. XII, p. 520.
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certainly not the act or process of valuation, but to say that
“values are, in fact, wholly independent of our valuations” is to
commit an error which can only arise through the confusion of
values (objects of value) with value in the generic sense. The
question is, is there a process of mind which merely determines
or conditions the existence of value and in this sense generates
value, and which is different from the process of mind which
apprehends, knows or discovers value through valuation?
Messrs. Perry, Prall, Sheldon, Reid etc., think there is while the
argument of the present work is against such a view. Dewey
once believed in the distinction but later he adopted the
sounder view that judgment is always a condition of the occur-
rence of things possessed of value. The relation of judgment
to things possessing value is, he declares, " as direct and inte-
gral as that of liking.” "I shall go further” he declares, " than
to hold that judgment is sometimes a condition of the occur-
rence of things possessed of valuity. I hold that thought as well
as liking, an affective thought or a thoughtful reflection, is
always the condition of the occurrence of value-things. There
is no reason for assuming the factual incompatibility of thought
and a motor-affective act; on the contrary, a motor-affective act
that has no element of judgment in it is a purely animal act......
Only when the act contains discriminated meaning does it
constitute an act capable of being called taste, appreciation, or
that sort of a motor-affective act which determines the existence
of a value.”! In another place, but with reference to the same
controversy,? he says that the experience of “immediate good
in its immediacy or isolation "—of pure appetitive liking—is so
much interwoven with prior judgments of value that " this naive
innocence of value is something to be recovered.” The ex-
perience of infants and the lower animals may be different—a
child may have a pure appetitive liking for milk unaffected by any
element of thought—but in such cases we should simply say that
for the child or the cow no value exists. To think otherwise is
to commit a mistake akin to the “psychologist’'s fallacy,” the
mistake of interpreting the child’s mind in terms which are
appropriate only to the analysis of the experience of the adult.

1. Journal of Philosophy, Vol. XX, p. 618.

2. “Valuation and Experimental Knowledge ", Philosophical Review,
Vol. XXXI. p. 329,
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Value therefore cannot be independent, as regards its exis-
tence, of the cognitive processes involved in its apprehension;
in fact, as will be shown later, the act of cognising or appre-
hending value is identical withthe act of mind which consti-
tutes or creates value. Mr. L. A. Reid argues that the two acti-
vities are distinct and holds that " this complete mental activity”
which conditions the existence of value is one in which “the
life of action seems to play the most prominent part.” "“Itis
only through the active objective life of discovery, trial and
error, experiment, expression, creation, that values begin to
appear.”! But if so, it is exceedingly strange to hold that * this
complete mental activity ” excludes or is incompatible with
valuing unless we believe that valuing is merely a process of
cognition (exclusive of other factors), which again this writer
recognises is not the case.? If value is independent, as regards
its existence, of cognitive processes as well as of our desires and
feelings with regard to it,® what are the constituents of ' this
complete mental activity ” which is said to be responsible for
the generation of value ?

.1. The Monist, Vol. XXXVII, p. 89.
2. Ibid, p. 88.
3. Ibid, p. 87.






CHAPTER 1II
THE NATURE AND DEFINITION OF VALUE.

1. Our study in the previous chapter of the normative
point of view—of the function of appreciation in the several
sciences which study values from the standpoint of norms—
must have already prepared the way for a determination of the
nature of value. This of course is the very heart of the problem
of value, the very basis of a science of value. Upon it will turn
the course of our future investigation of the other numerous
problems connected with the science of value. The question
has been a bone of contention amongst philosophers, a veritable
"“apple of discord” which has strongly divided thinkers into
differing sects. In discussing this question, several methods
have been followed by thinkers according to the prevailing
fashion of their respective schools. The idealists—the high
priests of the temple of philosophy have, true to their office,
followed the “high priori” road of the reasonable, the rational
whole, reality coming round to square with thought etc.. The
realists —the torch-bearers in the temple—have as usual adopted
the pains-taking method of logical searching analysis of the
facts and discrimination of shades of meaning. The humanists—
the multitude of worshippers at the shrine—have clamoured
loudly for keeping a firm hold of the concrete situation, the
facts of life, encountered in the process of valuation. For our
part, however, we shall neither scorn any method nor adore any
exclusively but shall make use of all the three as need dictates.
We shall start with the facts of concrete life, certainly; and
starting with facts, we shall try to analyse them and discover,
if possible, their rational significance, the intelligible conception
which they may embody, or by which they may be unified.

In such a process, then, the concrete situation which gives
rise to the problem of value must be constantly kept in mind
and closely studied. And so the remark of Mr. Ward is very
pertinent in this connection: " This then is the experience and
the specific situation ......... and justness to such a situation or
experience is and will remain the test of [a] theory of value.”!

1 Philoggghy of Value, by Leo Richard Ward, London, 1930 pp. 17,
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What, then, is this situation? It is, that every living being
constantly, ceaselessly, acts, goes on a quest. ‘' Persons and all
other agents, if we but look upon them, are marching and
counter-marching, and this doing of theirs is to be explained.”!
This is certainly to be admitted, and it should be admitted also
that action is always for something, is always aimed. We may
even admit, as has already been admitted previously, that action
is aimed at good, at well-being. But spite of these admissions,
it is not so very clear that it is not " premature’ to say that
persons and other agents find the things possessed of value—
otherwise, they would not act. To say so is not only “pre-
mature” but “naive,’ "hurried,” “abstruse,” and " ecstatic.”
Let us analyse the facts. I act, beings act; I want some things,
every conscious being, or perhaps every living being, wants
things. And we not merely want things one after another, we
even select and reject, judge, approve or condemn. What in
general is action for? What does it mean to act? Why is any
object wanted at all ?

2. It must be observed to begin with that the situation
is capable of analysis into several elements. Firstly, there is
the subject called the agent who acts, wants, strives, reaches out
for things. Secondly, there is his wanting, striving, longing,
desiring. Thirdly, there is the end or purpose which the agent
wants to realise. Fourthly, there is the object—thing, person,
event, state of mind, truth, beauty—which the person longs for
or desires. Fifthly, there is the character or quality of the
existent in respect of which it is desired. And lastly, there isthe
relation between the subject’s mental direction and the object
upon which the mind is directed. These then are the "cons-
tants” in the value-situation. If we carefully inspect them, we
shall find that they can be reduced to three irreducible factors :
(1) the conative-affective activity of the agent—determined by
the purpose or end which he wants to realise; (2) the object
which he desires and towards which the action is directed;
(3) the relation between the subject and the object, the agent
and the existent. When the elements of the situation thus stand
out clearly before one's mind, one is easily tempted to determine
the locus of value. Action is appropriation, claiming, laying

1. Ibid, p.4.
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siege to the object, and since it is the object we want, value
must evidently belong to the object. Value, whatever it may
turn out to be, manifestly resides in the object; the object
possesses the value, and because it does so, we want to possess
the object, it is valuable to us. Otherwise, who would run after
the object, after wife, child, morey, status, knowledge, landscape
etc.? "“When I act, what I act for has value for me. Else
I would not act. My acting is a demonstration that the object
has value for me.’! And even when I do not act, the object
may be said to possess a kind of “static or non-functioning
value,” which means value that might be acted for. This is not
only good common-sense but it can also be justified by sound
philosophical considerations. We sometimes have vague
desires, knowing not precisely what we want. When in our
fumbling about we lay our hands upon something, it seems to
satisfy us. Again value does not cease merely because in a
particular instance or in many instances valuing ceases. A
person is fond of Thackeray, we shall suppose; but simply
because after some time he cannot suffer that writer, it does not
follow that the novelist has lost his value. Variability of valu-
ation, once more, may appear to be dependent upon the agent's
needs; but more often it depends upon the change in the object.
Finally if realists are earnest about their realism, then just as
knowing does not affect the thing known, valuing (which
admittedly is in part a knowing) has a potential meaning and
does not affect the object valued or its value.?

Thus we have examined the possible weapons in the ar-
moury of humanistic-realism and the conclusion seems to be
forced upon us that value finds its locus in the thing, and as
such it is the “end, the first principle of action, which moves
the agent.”? )

What, then, is value? Obviously, it is ' the capacity of an
existent to be the end of action. Value is the character or
quality of an existent on account of which character or quality
the existent is or can be the end of action.”4 The existent—
ens—being—cannot be created by us, it is given. And it is the
back-bone of value, for it creates, awakens, desire and thus
revealsits own value.’

Ibd p. 133. 2 Ibid pp. 146—150. 3. Ibid, p. 183. 4. Ibid, pp. 180
—181. S. Ibid, p.

4
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3. The fallacy underlying the above argument can be made
clear when we remember that realistic-humanism is too eager to
assert the supremacy of the object because on a first reading of
the facts it is clearly for objects that we act. And in the interest
of the object, it is prepared to ignore or at least to slight the
importance of the subject and his conative-affective life and
its significance. Having taken pretty good care to keep a firm
hold on the value-situation, we should not feel disappointed if
we should happen to come to a different conclusion concern-
ing the locus and nature of value. We shall first begin by
admitting the truth in the above argument. It is that we desire
the object on account of the specific qualities which it possesses.
I want sugar, for instance, because sugar possesses the specific
qualities which alone can satisfy my need—the need of tasting
sweet coffee. But are these qualities value? It would be
strange to say so. They may be a condition of value but do not
in themselves constitute or contain value. The object itself
(relatively to speak so) possesses qualities or characters, doubt-
less; but surely it does not possess value also? The confusion
that has been the cause of this belief is the failure to make a
distinction between the qualities of the object in themselves and
the qualities as related to my conscious need and desire when
alone the conception of value emerges. Value is an entity that
is neither in the object (which has only qualities) nor in the
subject (who has only needs and desires and purposes) but in
the interrelation between these needs br desires and those
qualities or characters. Otherwise, should we say that the
qualities themselves constitute value, the value of the object
must be patently perceptible to any one to whom the qualities
are so perceptible. As a matter of fact nobody can perceive
value in an object (if he does not want it) just as he can perceive
its qualities—its share, size, colour etc., either by mere obser-
vation or by chemical analysis. Again, just as the qualities are
pretty constant and common to all normally constituted persons,
likewise the value, if it were a quality or one with quality,
should be common and constant to all, whereas, really speak-
ing, even for the same person the value of an object is not
constant, and no two people find the same value in the same
object. There is no parallelism at all between mathematical
and axiological judgments, as the phenomenoclogists think there
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is. If, accordingly, there is a doubt in epistemology whether
the qualities of an object exist independently of the knowing
subject, there is not even the shade of a shadow of doubt in
axiology that value cannot exist apart from the desire of the
conscious subject. It is sugar indeed that I want, not salt, when
I want to drink sweet coffee, but this is when I do want coffee.
When I do not wantit, or when people in general, we shall
suppose, do not want coffee, would sugar still retain its value,
so far at least as its indispensableness to coffee was concerned?
It would no doubt still retain its quality (supposing for the
moment that secondary qualities belong to the object) of making
coffee taste sweet, but certainly not the value that we now
ascribe to it. Totalk of a " static "’ or "' non-functioning "’ value is
to talk of a meaningless phrase. Indeed the attribution of value
to, or its superimposition upon, the object, say sugar, implied in
the statement that sugar is valuable or that coffee is valuable
etc., is only by way of a kind of transferred epithet or, as Prof.
Perry has put it, by way of a pathetic fallacy ;! what we really
mean or ought to mean is simply that the object would be found
satisfying some one's desire, if some one desired it, and so long
as the existence of the same universe of desire was guaranteed.
But the fact that we sometimes find value in an object and at
other times find little or none in it ought to be sufficient to open
the eyes of thinking people to the truth that the value, if not
exactly created by our desire, at any rate occurs or emerges only
when the subjective desire comes into relation with an objective
quality capable of satisfying it. Value is sustained by the uni-
verse of our conative-affective life. A cart-load of fuel has great
value to people living in towns or cities ; but to those living in
forests it has none or only a very slight value. The object is the
same in both cases, whence then this difference in its value?
Plainly, to unsophisticated minds it would appear to be due to
the difference in the need, the desire, of the subject in the two
cases. Indeed the very phrase, carrying coals to Newecastle,
ought to be an eye-opener in this connection. The value-
formula may be expressed thus: given such and such a desire,
the corresponding value of the object arises.

We should not be far from the truth, then, should we say,
not indeed simply that desire creates value, but that desire cre-

1. General Theory of Value, p. 56.
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ates value out of the object. But owing to the tendency of the
human mind to think in figures of speech, we talk of an object's
value or disvalue. If we must adhere to this usage of common
speech, we should at least remember that value is not a
“quality " but a " property " of the object, i.e., a feature newly
acquired by it when it enters into effective relatedness with a
mind.! The value inheres in neither end of the value relation,
but if we must account for it by invoking the agency of either
term, we should unhesitatingly say that desire generates,
produces,? value (when it enters into effective relatedness with
the object), for objects and their qualities do not change
observably, and yet their value changes. What else could cause
this change but the change in subjective need or desire? It may
be said that variability in valuation is often dependent upon the
change in the object (or in its qualities). " A broken window, a
cracked vase, a blocked road is good for nothing " because the
quality of the object has changed in each case. But here the
situation has not been correctly analysed. Our desire was
for the unbroken window, the uncracked vase, and the
open road, and then these had value. We never desired the
broken window etc.. And because our desire is still for the
unbroken window etc., the broken window etc., get no
value, because these have no positive relation to our desire.
Or they have a disvalue now, because they are now
negatively related to our desire. Again if it should so happen
that for some reason or other you prefer a damaged or second-
hand article toa sound new one, may be for its cheapness on
the whole (when broken pieces of glass are required, for in-
stance, for the compound wall), you would certainly go in for it,
and it would have greater value for you than a sound article.
In all these cases, then, it is the desire that determines the value
of the object. In this connection too, it is worth nothing that it
is not always true that the existent, the object, evokes desire in
the subject. This is true only in rare cases; in the daily con:-
cerns of life, it is the desire which determines what kind of
object we shall have. It is hunger which determines what food

1. The distinction here drawn is the useful one which Lloyd Morgan
draws in Emergent Evolution between a ' quality ** and a * property.’’

2. This terminology is not exact, for value, according to the present
view, " emerges ' and is only figuratively " created."”
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we require. *When the stomach is full the sight of food awakens
not desire but disgust or nausea. To take Prof. Perry's examples,
wine, cold water and tepid water have each a kind of
value for the thirsty person. Ordinarily he would, I suppose,
prefer cold water to tepid, and wine to cold water. But if his
thirst be great and only tepid water be available, it might attain
any conceivably high degree of value. And if his purpose be
bathing and not drinking, tepid water which in the universe of
drinking stood lowest in the scale of values, would in that of
bathing stand highest. In all these cases, the objects and their
qualities remain the same; it is the change in the subject’s
desires that determines the kind of objects required and the
difference in their value.

4. What, now, is the precise locus of value? Value is to
be located in the interrelation between the subjective desire
and the objective quality and its attribution to the object is a
kind of superimposition onit. Is it then a mere relation, the
relation between the subject and the object, whereby the
subject finds the object capable of satisfying his want? So
some have said, notably Prof. M. Picard,! D. W. Prall,2
R. B. Perry,? and Ehrenfels.# But though from our analysis of
the constant elements in the value-situation the temptation to
such a conclusion is strong, it should be resisted, for the re-
lation between the subject and the object is asymmetrical, it
can only be the source of value. Nor do the two relations
involved here together constitute value, for value is the product
of the interplay of the two relations and not their sum. Itis

1. “Values are relations of interests between conscious activity and
environment.” Values: Immediate and Contributory : p. 119.

2. Value is “the existence of an interest relation between a subject
andits object ’; value is *' constituted ina relation which occurs
only where there is a motor-affective attitude.” A Study in the
Theory of Value: pp. 250, 254.

3. "“Value is thus a specific relation into which things possessing any
ontological status whatsoever, whether real or imaginary, may
enter with interested objects '; General Theory of Value: p. 116;
"' Value might be defined as the relation of an object to a valuing
subject”’; Value is "the peculiar relation between any interest
and its object’’; Ibid, pp. 122, 124.

4 “Valus 1s arelation between an object and a subject which ex-
presses the fact that the subject either actually desires the
object or would desire it in case he were not convinced of its
existence.” (quoted in General Theory of Value, p. 121).



54 THE METAPHYSICS OF VALUE m

the function, so to say, of desire and objective quality!. Value
is in the relation but not of it. In short, value is the status of
satisfyingness of an object emerging out of its contemplation by
a subject, both determined by a universe of desire which is
realisable by means of the former and to which the latter is
attached. This definition is not very original but it attempts,
I think, to be just to the value-situation, bringing out the neces-
sary elements which constitute its nature. It shows, first and
foremost, that value cannot exist apart from the conative-
affective activity of the subject. Next, it shows that the value of
an object is not a "' constant” but is, in its very nature, subject to
fluctuation: it always remains in an unstable equilibrium,
because it is necessarily dependent upon the need and desire
of the subject which may conceivably vary. Thirdly, the defi-
nition points out that value is not a quality inherent either in
the object or in the subject but an entity—a property, if you
like—which occurs in or emerges out of the interrelation of the
two (locus of value). Fourthly, it emphasises the fact that the
value of an object is to be determined only with reference to a
norm employed in appreciation viz., the given universe of
desire to which the agent is attached. Finally the definition
makes it clear that we value objects immediately required not
for their own sakes, but for the sake of a wider interest (uni-
verse of desire) which has a higher or deeper value for us. This
in its turn may be valuable only as contributory to some yet
wider universe which would thus have a still higher value, and
so on. In fine, the definition is intended to anticipate what is
one of the fundamental contentions of the present work, viz.,
that value is always contributory or instrumental—an assumption
which will have to be discussed at greater length in a subse-
quent chapter. Another significant feature of the definition is
that it brings out the fact that value is an emergent out of the
value-situation and not a "' static’’ or " dynamic” quality of either
term of the relation. It is the object of the present work to treat
of value as an emergent at every level of the value-experience.
Hence this aspect of the problem requires some consideration

1. Or, if we consider “the function itself”” (the interrelation), value
would be "' the value” (dependent variable) of the two “‘argu-
ments’’ (independent variables), viz., desire and objective
quality. We can represent this by the formula, a=b x c, or
more generally by, f (xy).



5 The Meaning of Emergence in the Present Work 55

here. Owing, however, to the importance of the problem, its
consideration is postponed to a subsequent chapter of the work.

5. But it must be noted that the precise sense in which
" emergence” has been adopted in the present work is not the
same as that which it bears in current evolutionary thought. An
emergent, according to the' latter, at any given stage in the
evolutionary process, is any new quality, entity or essence—
e.q., life, mind, reflective thought —which is not a mere summa-
tion of the old elements from which it has emerged, but posses-
ses new qualities and new forms of relatedness which do make
a difference to the go of the events they have emerged from.
It itself is the result of a new and effective mode of relatedness
of the elements of the previous stage, of a new " fellowship " as
Morgan puts it. And prior to such emergence, the quality,
entity or essence is absolutely unpredictable. The heirarchy of
such emergents forms a progressive order of the universe which
is susceptible both of a natural (causal) as well as a moral or
purposive explanation. It is not necessary to enter here into a
detailed treatment of a concept and a theory which are so very
familiar to all students of philosophy, but I should like to em-
phasise the difference between the usual connotation of “ emer-
gence’ and 1its significance as used in the present connection.
In addition to the above characteristics (all of which are accept-
ed in the present usage of the term), “emergence” in current
usage signifies that the emergent—quality—entity or essence
—is a natural existent which has come to stay. In scientific
regard, it is not known who or what is responsible for the
appearance of the several levels of reality, but when once a
particular stage has emerged, it is a part of reality which can
never as such be wiped out of existence. Before life appeared
on the scene, it was unpredictable, but after it did emerge
owing to particular modes of effective relatedness of the
molecules of matter, it remains a permanent aspect of reality
which, as a member of the natural order, will preserve itself
along with other members. But the emergence of value, is not
imprinted with this mark of permanence. A value, which has
emerged as the outcome of a particular mode of relatedness of
mind and its given environment, may entirely disappear some
time later when the same mind disengages or detaches itself
from that environment. Value, it hagr\b,een shown, is conditioned
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by the desire of the subject, it emerges out of the interrelation
of the subject’s desire and the objective environment. This inter-
relation, it has been pointed out, is one of attachment on the
part of the subject's mind and capacity to fulfil his need or
desire on the part of the object. When this interrelation ceases,
i.e., when the subject’s mind is no longer favourably disposed
towards the object or (as humanist-realists might put it), when the
object is found to be no longer capable of satisfying the needs
of the agent, the original value would naturally decrease or may
even completely disappear. Because value is dependent upon
the vacillating conative-affective activity of the subject, its
permanence as a feature of reality cannot be guaranteed. It may
be summoned into life or ordered out of existence by the magic
wand of subjective desire. This process of the disappearance of
value may be characterised as a process of disintegration of the
whole into parts. Consciousness entering into a relation of
interestedness with the objective environment forms a whole
out of which springs value. (This is not, however, the doctrine
that such a whole has a greater intrinsic value than the sum of
the values of the parts). Whether the whole has value or not is
not in question here; the value that we are speaking of inheres
neither in the parts separately nor in the whole as such but in
the interrelation between the parts which constitute the whole.
When consciousness enters into a mode of effective relatedness
of attachment with an environment which is appreciated from the
standpoint of the material well-being of the agent, there springs
what is known as economic value from the interrelation. When it
attaches itself effectively to an object which in the result conduces
to the moral development of the subject, there emerges moral
value out of the interrelation. And likewise with the intellectual,
social, aesthetic and other levels of value-experience.l In all these
cases, value disappears when the whole breaks up into parts by
the detachment of mind from the objective environment.,Because
value is essentially a mind-engendered entity sustained by
the existence of a given universe of desire, it is bound to
disappear with the disappearance of this universe. Is not value,
then, an existent ? And if it is, can an existent vanish entirely in

1. The emergence of value at the various levels of value-experience
will be dealt with in subsequent chapters,
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this manner? These are questions which must be left to be
answered in a succeeding chapter.

It must also be remembered in this connection that when
value is sought to be interpreted in terms of physical and men-
tal relatedness, such interpretation is not to be taken as an
adequate explanation of value-experience; we shall all along
have to fall back upon, as already suggested in the previous
chapter, the concept of teleological causation or dramatic expla-
nation, or explanation in terms of purpose or end, to make the
experience thoroughly intelligible. Evolution is thus sought to
be explained in this scheme, as Lamarck long ago explained it,
both in terms of mental urge (“'desire precedes function’) and
natural relatedness. The concept of agency or purposive causa-
tion is here central—at least to the evolution of values.

6. The chiefmost characteristic of value contained in the
definition has yet to be discussed. It has already been pointed
out that the structure of value consists of three irreducible " con-
stants.” These constants may now be stated in a form slightly
different from the onein which they were stated at the beginning
of the chapter. They are: (1) the desire of the agent for a
particular object or experience; (2) the universe or system of
desires of which the particular desire is an expression; and
(3) the particular object or class of objects which by virtue of its
possession of certain qualities is believed to be capable of
realising the desire of the agent and is as such valued. It is
clear that every one of these constants is real and has a nature
underived from, and undetermined by, the others. A town munici-
pality, let us say, votes for the introduction of tram service with-
1 its area. Here the desire for the iniroduction of tram service
is in its nature different from, and undetermined by, the desire
(on the part of the same municipality) to afford greater and
better facilities of travel and traffic to the public. This latter
forms the universe of desire which may express itself in many
ways and which has its own unique nature and significance as
compared with other dominant systems of desire. Both these
factors, again, are obviously different from the object of desire,
in this par