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PREFACE TO THE FOURTH

EDITION.

THE issue of a fourth edition affords an opportunity
for making some additions which may be of service
to the student.

In the opening part of the Appendix will be found
a brief defence of the position that Conscience, re-
garded as an Intuitive Faculty, must be held to be
above education.

The second and more extended portion of the
Appendix contains an outline of works bearing upon
the study of Ethics, which have appeared in our
country since the first publication of this Handbook.

8k &

UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH,
19t October 1875.
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BREFACE TO FIRST EDITION:

THE present work has been prepared mainly with the view
of meeting the wants of University Students.

Two works of similar character were available, Z%e Qutlines
of Moral Philosophy, by Dugald Stewart, whose name shed
lustre over this University, published in its final form in 1808 ;
and 4 Manual of Moral Philosophy by Professor Fleming of
Glasgow, published in 1860. Both of these are text-books of
high value. As, however, a want has been felt, and pressed
upon my attention, for a book dealing with the subject in view
of more recent discussions, I have here attempted to meet the
demand.

My aims have been to present the chief problems of
Ethical Science ; to give an outline of discussion under each,
allowing fundamental questions greatest prominence ; and to
afford a guide for private study by references to the Literature
of the Science. _

In order to secure space for discussion of the more im-
portant problems, details have been omitted such as may be
found in the histories of philosophy more commonly in the
possession of students.



viii PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION.

In some parts, the work wears a controversial character.
In the present state of Ethical inquiry, this was unavoidable.
The Development Theory (Sensational and Utilitarian) is well
represented, both critically and constructively, in the works of
Mr. John Stuart Mill, and of Professor Bain. The present
Handbook offers an exposition and defence of the Intuitional
Theory of Morals, with the criticism of Utilitarianism. The
uniform object, however, has been to give a careful repre-
sentation of the conflicting theories, supplying the reader with
materials for independent judgment.

While the interests of University students have been con-
stantly considered, I have endeavoured to provide a book
suited for those who wish, apart from academic arrangements,
to prosecute the study of Ethical questions.

H.C.

UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH,
30tk October 1872.

THIRD EDITION.

In addition to the verbal corrections introduced into the
Second Edition, this involves only slight explanatory variations
in the Chapter on First Principles of Morals.

H.C.

UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH,
25k November 1873.
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INTRODUCTION.

SPHERE AND METHOD OF ENQUIRY.

1. Moral Philosophy is the rational explanation of our
moral actions, moral nature, and moral relations. Itisa science
of the knowledge of moral distinctions, of the practice of
morality, and of the existing moral system, or order in the
universe. It is a theory of knowing and of being, but only
of such Arowing as is concerned with moral distinctions, and
only of being which is capable of possessing and applying
such knowledge.

The designations ¢ Moral Philosophy’ and ¢Ethics’ are
commonly and properly used as synonymous. Etymologically,
the Greek designation, Ethics ("Hf:uxd from 70os, custom, habit,
disposition), refers to a more limited department of enquiry
than that belonging to Moral Philosophy. Strictly taken, it
applies only to individual conduct or manners. The same
limitation, however, exists in the Latin designation, Moral,
since mores concerns primarily manners or customs. The
Greek term, as having more distinct reference to the source
of action within the mind, has even the advantage over the

Latin term. According to the best usage, however, the names
A
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Moral Philosophy and Ethics are equivalent ; Moralis Philo-
sophia, '"HO:kd ; German, Ethik or Sittenlehre.

2. In its beginning, Moral Philosophy takes rank as a
Science of Observation. In its higher development, when
dealing with relations which transcend the facts of experience,
such as our relations to the Absolute Being, it wears the form
of a Speculative Science. The denial of a speculative branch
of the science must rest on the denial either of the need for a
philosophy of the fact of man’s existence, or of the possibility
of such a philosophy. Moral Philosophy is further described
as a Practical Science, because it embraces knowledge re-
quisite for the guidance of human conduct. As a philosophy
or science, it is a system of truth, scientifically discovered and
arranged.

The term ¢ observation’ has by some been unwarrantably
applied to the recognition of external facts only. ‘Observation’
refers to the mental exercise, not to its odjects. The mental
sciences, as truly as the physical, are sciences of oDbservation,
though in their higher departments the mental sciences are
speculative.

3. As a Science of Observation, Moral Philosophy is sub-
ject,—irst, to the laws of evidence, which require that facts be
carefully ascertained, distinguished, and classified ; and second,
to the rules of logic, which require that generalization be
reached by legitimate induction from ascertained facts. Asa
Speculative Science, it is dependent for its start, and also for
the final test of all its results, upon the accuracy and com-
pleteness of the underlying Science of Observation.

The inductive method determines the foundations of the
science ; the deductive method finds application in the specu-
lative department. In the inductive method, the critical
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method of Kant is included, by which he distinguishes between
the a posteriori and the @ priori in knowledge ; but the dialectic
method is excluded, such as that of Spinoza (Z#/%ics), which
elaborates a theory from a series of definitions, or such as that
of Hegel ( Wissenchaft der Logik), which starts from the highest
abstraction, viz., Pure.Being ; (v. Secret of Hegel, by J. H.
Stirling, LL.D., London, 1865.)

4., The Order of Investigation must, as in all sciences, be
from the simple to the complex. Moral Philosophy must,
therefore, begin with individual experience ; and must pass
thence to social life, and thereafter to the wider testimony of
History. From these fields of observation it rises to grapple
with problems which transcend observation, while they rise
out of it.

Comte pleads for comméncing our study in society, be-
cause the laws of human conduct are best inferred from the
actions of men in the mass; Cowrs de FPhilosoplie Positive,
1. 31; 2d ed. The following passage from Mr. Mill may be
taken in reply :—‘Human beings in society have no pro-
perties but those which are derived from, and may be resolved
into, the laws of nature of individual man ;’ Sysfem of Logi,
2d ed, 1. 543. But, for the reason indicated by Hume,
(Zntro. to Treat. on Hum. Nai.), observation of the actions of
men is essential for completing our investigations.

5. Consciousness (Conscientia, Bewusstseyn) is the uni-
form condition of individual experience. To consciousness,
therefore, must be our primary and ultimate appeal concerning
the facts of personal experience. As here understood, ‘in-
dividual experience,” and fthe facts of consciousness, are
identical. Physical impressions are facts of experience only
as they are recognised in consciousness. A distinction must,
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however, be kept between facts of experience and conditions
of life. The play of vital organs, such as the heart or brain,
is largely beyond the range of consciousness, though the
action of both may be closely connected with our mental
activity, and may thus have an important bearing on the in-
terpretation of what i1s experienced.

Consciousness, though associated with physical energy, is
not so closely connected with it as to make the latter the
measure of the former. Accordingly, physical prostration,
popularly named ‘unconsciousness,” is not to be reckoned
equivalent to a cessation of personal experience. On the
contrary, it often happens that those said to be unconscious
are aware of what is transpiring around them.

For a full investigation of the nature, evidence, and
authority of Consciousness, Hamilton's Melapiysics, Lects.
xi.-xvi., and Note H. in Reid’s Works. Hamilton says, ‘It is
the recognition by the thinking subject of its own acts or
affections ;» Metaph. 1. zox. Rather, it is the recognition by
the thinking subject ot ##se/f and its own acts and affections.
¢What consciousness directly reveals, together with what can
be legitimately inferred from its revelations, composes, by
universal admission, all that we know of the mind; Mr. J.
S. Mill's Zxam. of Sir W. Hamilton's Fhilos., p. 132, 3d ed.
For the grounds on which Mr. Mill holds that ‘we cannot
study the original elements of mind in the facts of our present
consciousness ;’ /4. p. 173.

6. THE INTROSPECTIVE OR REFLECTIVE MODE OF ENQUIRY
is an essential requisite for the construction of a science of
mind. This mode of enquiry is named Introspective, because
the individual must look witkir Aimself in order to discover
the facts of his experience ; Reflective, because he must Zurn
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back upon the facts as having had a place in experience. The
necessity for the introspective line of enquiry arises from the
application of an obvious law of evidence. A man must
attend to the facts of experience in order to interpret them.
And it is only as the facts of our inner experience are sub-
jected to observation and analysis that it is possible to
attempt the construction of a philosophy of them.

Comte has declared Introspection impossible. His argu-
ment is this, ¢ In order to observe, your intellect must pause
from activity ; yet it is this very activity which you want to
observe. If you cannot effect the pause, you cannot observe,
if you do effect it, there is nothing to observe.’—(Miss Mar-
tineaw’s Translation, 1. p. 11.) The argument involves neglect
of the following facts: that intellectual activity implies con-
sciousness ; that attention to its own states is a possibility of
mind; that repetition in consciousness of the same act leads to
increased familiarity with it ; that memory admits of the recall
of what has previously passed through consciousness. There
is, therefore, no necessity for a pause in order to attain know-
ledge of personal activity. Dr. Maudsley not only accepts
the argument of Comte, but supplements it thus: ¢(a) There
are but few individuals who are capable of attending to the
succession of phenomena in their own minds ; (b) there is no
agreement between those who have acquired the power of in-
trospection.  (c) As long as you cannot effect the pause
necessary for self-contemplation there can be no observation
of the current of activity ; if the pause is effected, then there
is nothing to observe.’— Z7e Physiology and Pathology of Mind,
p- 10, 2d ed. These statements may be summarised thus:—
(1.) Few can use the introspective method ; (2.) those who can
are not agreed as to the results thereby secured ; (3.) nobody
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can use it at all. Comte himself did not maintain his con-
sistency. Take the following example :—* Philosophers tell
us of the fundamental difficulty of knowing ourselves ; but
this is a remark which could not have been made till human’
reason had achieved a considerable advance. The mind must
have attained to a refined state of meditation before it could
be astonished at its own acts,—reflecting upon itself a speculative
activity, which must be at first incited by the external world.’
—Cours de Philos. Positive, vi. 6, Miss Martineau’s translation,
1. p. 159. If it be possible by any process of refinement to
attain reflection on our own mental activity, the objection to
introspection is admitted to be untenable. On this subject see
Sir H. Holland’s chapter on Mental Consciousness, Mental
Physiology. By Mr. Mill a ¢ Psychological mode of ascertain-
ing the original elements of mind’ is placed over against the.
Introspective. Zxam. of Hamilton's Fhilos., p. 170, and p.
173 ; with which compare ‘the Natural History’ mode in
Prof. Bain’s Senses and Intellect, with Append. A., and chap-
ter on ‘ Consciousness ;’ Zmotions and Will, p. 555; also
Spencer’s Principles of /Psychology, *On Consciousness in
general, p. 322, c. 25. Mr. Mill, ‘for want of a better word,’
calls his mode ¢Psychological;’ but the Introspective is
Psychological, and his Psychological is Introspective. For an
admirable statement on Introspection, see Mill's Exam. of
LHamilton's Plilos., p. 16g.

7. The testimony of Consciousness cannot be denied with-
out self-contradiction. Ide who doubts it relies on Conscious-
ness for the affirmation of his doubt.

This is the key of the Cartesian position, and the basis of
modern philosophy ; Des Cartes’s AMetkod, 1. 11. 111, Method
and Meditations, translated by Professor Veitch. Leibnitz,
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Nouveaux Essais, 11. 27. Maudsley points to the madman’s
delusion as throwing discredit on consciousness, ZPlkysiol.
and Pathol. of Mind, p. 11. So far from such an objec-
tion having any force, the pathology of brain depends for its
scientific validity on the reliableness of the madman’s con-
sciousness. If a man says that he constantly sees spectres
which have no existence, or that a person resides in his
stomach, it is because, knowing his statements to be erroneous,
you nevertheless trust his consciousness, and do not regard
him as a wilful deceiver, that you pronounce him insane.
Consciousness thus discovers with certainty those forms of
experience which give evidence of a morbid organism.

8. The Interpretation of Consciousness is the business of
philosophy. This implies the discrimination and classification
of facts, the determination of their origin or source, and the
discovery of the legitimate inferences from these facts. In
this way we may construct a rational explanation of our
experience. The distinction between the testimony of con-
sciousness to internal facts, and its testimony ‘to something
beyond itself,’ is well put by Mr. Mill ; Exam., p. 166.

9. Every state of consciousness involves three elements.
The shortest expression of such a state is, [—am conscious—
of a perception. An act o: perception thus standing as the
illustration, there are in the single state, the conscious knower,
the consciousness, and the present experience, viz.,, a per-
ception. Consciousness is the uniform characteristic of our
experience ; in consciousness, the recognition of self is in-
variable ; the special exercise recognised is variable. While,
therefore, Consciousness is knowledge of a present state, it is
always knowledge or Seli as Intelligence,—Self-consciousness,
Selbstbewusstseyn.
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This is the meaning of Des Cartes’'s—Cogito, ergo sum,—-
I think, therefore I am. This celebrated utterance is not an
argument, but a simple statement of the fact, that each thinker
is as certain of his own existence as of his own thought.
Hamilton, though giving the threefold analysis of a state of
consciousness, reduces the component elements to two, by
identifying consciousness itself with the fact recognised,
thereby making the present fact a modification of conscious-
ness. He says, ¢ Consciousness is not to be viewed as any
thing different from these modifications themselves ;> Metap/.
1. 193 ; and Reid’s #orks, 932. On the lower physiological
theory, Mind is known only by physical manifestation, and
thought is a function of brain; Raepport du Physique et du
Moraé de I’ Homme, P. J. G. Cabanis. At the other extreme
of transcendental metaphysic, developed by Kant, Mind is a
transcendental conception, separated from the smallest trace
of experience. For the history of philosophic thought on this
subject, Pt. 1. Div. ii. c. i.

10. Among states of consciousness, there are some which
discover that we are not pure intelligences ; but that we are
also sentient beings. We are conscious of sensation, through
an organism so truly a part of our being, that its affections are
our own. ‘Touch, taste, smell, hearing, and vision, afford dis-
tinct illustrations. The physical organism, through which
sensations are received, provides for a wider area of knowledge.
The organism itself is not known in consciousness, but only
the experience resulting from its affections. For example, the
organs of vision and hearing are not known in consciousness,
but the sensations and perceptions obtained by means of them
are thus known. If then Consciousness be always Self-know-
ledge, and physical organism is not recognised by conscious-
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ness, that organism is more properly described as belonging to
Self, than as essential to its very nature.

11. The organism which is not known in consciousness
must have its functions determined by scientific enquiry dis-
tinct from that prosecuted by the analysis and interpretation
of consciousness. While the knowledge of the internal Self is
by internal observation, the knowledge of the organism must
be by external observation. There are thus two departments
of science concerned with our existence, the Psychological
(Yvx, psyche the soul, and Zogos, science), and the Physio-
logical (¢pdois, physis, nature, and ZJoges). These are quite
distinct from each other, yet closely related, and capable of
rendering mutual aid.

For a most important contribution from the Physiological
side, see Preliminary Observations, and the first part of Chap.
UL in Z7%e Principles of Medical Psychology, by Baron Erst von
Feuchtersleben, M.D., published by the Sydenham Society
(£845). Feuchtersleben’s little book, Z7%e Dieletics of the Soul,
London (Churchill) 1852, is well deserving study. The Ger-
man work isin its thirty-third edition. The union of mind and
body involves what Professor Laycock has happily designated
‘the correlations of consciousness and organization ;’ A/7nd
and Brain, see specially the Preliminary Dissertation on
Method, chap. v. See also Psychological Inguiries, ist and
2d series, by Sir Benj. Brodie ; Clapters on Mental Physiology,
by Sir H. Holland ; Maudsley’s Prkysiology and Pathology of
Mind; and Paine’s Physiology of the Soul and Instinct: New
York, 1872.

12, To speak of the Introspective line of enquiry and of
the Physiological, as if they were two distinct, and even con-
flicting, ethods of philosophizing, is an abuse of language.
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They deal with two distinct departments of investigation, in
which the same method, namely, observation, is employed
on two sets of facts altogether different. While the method
of philosophizing is in both cases the same, the spheres are so
distinct that Introspective enquiry cannot reach organism, and
External observation cannot reach consciousness. No exami-
nation of the organ of vision leads to the discovery of per-
ception ; and no contemplation of a perception discovers the
organ of vision. Prof. Bain (Sezses and Intellect, p. 91) speaks
of ‘the influence spread over the conscious centres when mus-
cular contraction takes place” But there is no physiological
or anatomical evidence warranting us to fix upon certain
spots in the brain as ‘conscious centres.” Jouffroy has well
said, ‘The senses cannot penetrate into the sphere of con-
sciousness, nor the consciousness into the sphere of the
senses ;' Juirod. fo Edition of Stewart’s Qutlines—Jouffroy’s
Philosophical Essays (Clark, Edinburgh), p. 9. J. G. Fichte
has said, ¢ We are conscious of the seeing, hearing, or feeling ;
but can by no means, on the other hand, see, feel, or hear
our consciousness ; Anweisung zum seligen Leben, 1806, The
Way of the blessed Life, translated by Dr. William Smith,
Edinburgh, p. 43.

The fields of enquiry belonging to Physiology and Psycho-
logy are, however, so related, that neither science can ade-
quately interpret its own facts without reference to the, other.
Those phenomena of consciousness known as sensation and
perception expressly require Physiological aid for their ex-
planation. And the Physiology of nerve and brain needs no
less the testimony of consciousness in order to interpret ascer-
tained facts. In one respect the Pathology of nerve and brain
comes even more closely into contact with Psychology, as all



INTRODUCTION. I

diseased or disordered action of physical organism throws in
upon consciousness forms of experience otherwise unknown.
This holds true in the widest and most important sense of the
Brain, which is distinctively the organ of Mind or Self. All
the facts connected with a disordered brain are thus fitted to
cast important light on the action of mind as related to the
action of brain. Hence the peculiar value to mental philo-
sophy of all scientific investigation as to the experience of the
insane.

Nerve and Brain are the physical conditions of sensation
and external perception on the one hand, and of locomotion
on the other. To what extent they afford conditions for other
forms of mental exercise is not yet made out. The nerves of
sensation in minute ramifications come from the surface of
the body, join in ganglia, and stretch up to the great nerve
centre, in the brain. From the brain, on the other hand, go
the whole sets of motor nerves, or nerves of movement, by
which control is maintained over the muscles. The brain
itself is in the form of two lobes or hemispheres, adapted for
communication with the two sides of the body, and specially
with double organs of sense. The matter of the brain is of two
kinds,—the outer or grey matter, which is vesicular, having as
its function, to supply nerve energy; and the inner or white
matter, which is fibrous in nature, embracing the termini of
the nerve ramifications. Such is the organism which affords
the physical media of sensation and external perception, and
of control of the bodily movements. This organism every
human being employs, while ignorant of the laws and appli-
ances which determine its use. For the nature and functions
of Brain and Nerve, 2. Quain’s Anatomy, 7th ed. vol. 11. 5o1 3
with Carpenter’s Principles of Human Physiology, 7th ed,



12 HANDBOOK OF MORAL PHILOSOPHY.

chap. xili. p. 503. There is a valuable statement on the
relation between Physiology and Psychology in Jouffroy’s
Introd. to Stewart’s Outlines,—FPhilosophical Essays, Edin. 1839,
p. 37, onwards.

Sensitive organism is the physical condition, and Con-
sciousness the psychological condition, of sensations. On the
other hand, excepting only a limited circle of spontaneous
movements, conscious volition is the psychological condition,
and nerve energy the physical condition, of motion. In sen-
sation the impression is made on the organism, and is trans-
mitted from the extremity of the nerves to the nerve centre;
and though the transmission is not matter of experience, the re-
sultant sensation is known in consciousness. In movement of
the limbs, the volition to move the foot or fingers is known in
consciousness, and thereupon there is a transmission of nerve
energy from the brain along the appropriated nerve lines
providing for movement, but of this transmission there is no
record in personal experience.

13. Consciousness discovers SELF-DETERMINATION IN OUR
activity. With thinking, there is conscious self-determination
of the order of thought ; with observation, self-determination
of the objects to be observed ; with use of an organ, such as
the hand, there is self-direction of its use, even though con-
sciousness gives no information as to how this is accomplished.

14. Consciousness of Self-determination is consciousness
of power exercised by me over my mental activity, and over
physical organs which belong to me. Self is thus known, not
merely as Intelligence, but also as Power. T am a self-conscious,
intelligent, self-determining Power. I am a Person, not a
mere living Organism, and not a mere Thing. Personality
thus involves self-conscious being, self-reg=lated intelligence,
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and self-determined activity. But there is no warrant to say,
with the elder Fichte, that the Ego (I) posits itself, or with
Hegel, that the Ego comes to itself,—or, with both, that the
Ego is Universal Reason manifesting itself. Neither by direct
evidence, nor by inference, can these positions be sustained.

Personality is here taken as involved in the consciousness
of mature life. Whether this knowledge of Personality is
capable of development from Sensation, as the lowest form
of experience, is a question held in reserve. For answer,
see Part 1. Div. ii. c. 1.

15. Besides the ‘characteristics of experience already in-
dicated, there are conditions of existence known as exzernal to
Self. These are conditions of our physical existence, as part
of the material world ; and conditions of intelligence, in so far
as it is concerned with the facts of an outer world.

16. Moral Philosophy concentrates attention on what
applies to Self as the determiner of personal activity. It is
because Self-knowledge implies knowledge of myself as direct-
ing my own actions, in accordance with knowledge, that a
Moral Philosophy is possible.

The characteristics of our physical nature, and those of the
purely intellectual nature, belong to two distinct departments
of science, the one physical, the other mental ; but, Moral
Philosophy, as distinct from both, makes reference to the
results of the Physiological and Intellectual sciences, only in
so far as its territory borders upon theirs.

17. In view of the sphere of action open to me as ¢
Personality, I recognise my relation to other living beings,
some of which, by speech and action, discover themselves to
be possessed of the same personality as that which belongs to
me, Of these living beings, there are others which do not
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discover their possession of personality. Within the sphere of
personal activity, there is thus established the general dis-
tinction between Persons and Things, or more specifically,
the threefold distinction between Persons, Living Organisms,
and Things.

18. The Philosophy of Morals must be as applicable to the
persons by whom I am surrounded as to myself, and must be
capable of verification by them. But it need not be applicable
to other living beings around me, or capable of verification in
their experience.

19. Personality is the first requisite for philosophising.
Where there is not self-consciousness, or knowledge of Self, as
possessing power for self-direction, under conditions of intelli-
gence, there cannot be a philosophy either of our own nature,
or of any other form of being.

20. Personality is the basis of Morality. Where there is
not knowledge of Self, as the intelligent source of action, there
is no discrimination of motive, act,and end; and where such
discrimination does not exist, there is no morality. The
knowledge of moral distinctions, and the practice of morality,
are in such a case equally impossible ; Shaftesbury, Znzguiry
concerning Virtue, 1. 11., § 3. ‘The idea of person involves
determination to individual morality ;> Trendelenburg, NVasur-
recht, § 86, p. 158, Leipzig, 1860. ¢Personality, as the uni-
versal characteristic of man, advances to the phenomenal in
the form of individuality ;> Martensen, Die Christliche Ethik,
Gotha, 1871.

21. Actions as contemplated in Moral Philosophy are the
outcome of intelligence and will, and are properly named Per-
sonal Actions. Other forms of activity, popularly denominated
¢ Actions,” do not come within the sphere of Moral Philosophy.



THE PSYCHOLOGY OF ETHICS.

PHILOSOPHY OF MAN'S MORAL NATURE.

PRELIMINARY

1. Inseeking the rational explanation of our-Moral Nature,
it is better, in point of order, to begin with our knowledge of
moral distinctions, and only after that to extend observation to
the springs of activity, namely, desires, affections, judgments,
and volitions. ;

This order has been very frequently reversed in works on
Moral Philosophy.

The Scotch Philosophy, swayed by the old classification of
the powers of the Mind into the Understanding and the Will,
has commonly begun the treatment of Moral Philosophy with
an enquiry as to the Impulses of our nature, denominated Ac-
tive Powers. Hutcheson’s Passions and Moral Sense; Reid’s
Active Powers ; Beattie’'s Moral Science; Stewart's Philosophy
of the Active and Moral Powers. ‘The German Philosophy has
commonly taken the other course, seeking first to ascertain
what is the Ethical idea or conception.

2. In the Intellectual department of Mental Science,
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Psychology deals with the facts of our experience belonging to
morals, as with all the facts of consciousness, but simply to
determine their nature as mental facts. In the Ethical depart-
ment of Mental Science, Psychology ascertains the nature of
Mental facts only as a preliminary step for determining their
Moral significance.

3. The Psychology of Ethics is completed only by con-
structing a philosophy of all that belongs to our personality as
Moral beings. Each characteristic must be looked at, not
only apart, but also in relation to other features of our Moral
Nature. ¢The value of every ethical system must ultimately
be tested on psychological grounds;’ Mansel's Prolegomena,
Pref. (Oxford, 1860).

4., In a system of Philosophy, every affirmation is liable to
have its truth determined by a variety of tests. In no case
are we shut up to a single avenue of enquiry. In Moral
Philosophy there is uniformly a double test,—the true in
theory must be the consistent in practice.



TR L
MAN'S MORAL NATURE AS COGNITIVE.

DIVISION I.—INTUITIONAL THEORY.

CHAPTER 1.

KNOWLEDGE OF MORAL DISTINCTIONS,

1. THERE is in consciousness a knowledge of Moral dis-
tinctions among personal actions. This is apparent in the
discrimination of actions into right and wrong ; Honestum
(rectum), malum ; kaldv, xaxdv; Recht, Unrecht.

The same distinction is otherwise expressed by the phrases
‘morally good,” and ‘morally bad.’ In these phrases, the
term ‘ morally’ is used to indicate the specific nature of good-
ness or badness alleged to exist, namely, such goodness or
badness as can belong to personal actions, and to the agents,
in contrast with other forms of goodness or badness, such as
may belong to things. ¢ The right’ thus comes under a wider
generalization, namely, ‘the good.’ Happiness is a good
within a man ; property, on the other hand, is an external
good ; but the morally good is distinct from both, as good
connected with what a man is and does, in contrast with what
a man experiences and has. The greatness of contrast
between actions and things makes it exceedingly undesirable
to lay the foundations of Moral Science on such a generality
as the Good.

The whole Ethical Philosophy of ancient times was seriously

B
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encumbered by discussing the question of Morals under the
general conception of Zke Good, as a character of #iings,
rather than under the conception of 7%e Right, as a quality of
actions. It commonly led to an estimate of moral good by its
utility, as in the part taken by Socrates in the Profagoras; or
to the use of good and evil in a double sense, as when Socrates
makes the doing of injustice a greater evil, and the enduring
of it a less.—Plato’s Gorgias, 509. As a compensation we
receive from the Ancient Philosophy most valuable discussions
in support of the unapproachable superiority of Moral good,
among all forms of good attainable by man. Ultimately, as
with Plato, The Good comes to be identified with God him-
self.—Repub. vii. 517; Jowett, ii. p. 351. The disposition
to make The Good the basis of Morality has recently re-
appeared in some adherents of the @ priori school, as well as
among Utilitarians. For example, Schleiermacher, Die Sitten-
lehre, Werke, Philos. vol. v.; the younger Fichte, System der
Ethik, ii. 1, p. 27; Rothe, Die Theologische Ethik, vol. iii.;
and in one of the most recent works, translated from the

Danish into German, Bishop Martensen’s Die Christliche
Lthik.

\ In modern times the universally acknowledged distinction
between actions right and wrong, has commonly been accepted
as the primary fact, giving occasion for a Moral Philosophy.
¢ Tliog: who have denied the reality of Moral distinctions may
be'ranked among the disingenuous disputants; nor is it con-
ivable that any human creature could ever seriously believe
L characters and actions were alike entitled to the affec-
a nd regard of every one’—Hume’s ¢ Inquiry concerning
: r1nc1ples of Morals,” Zssays, vol. il. p. 223.
of essential moment to distinguish between the founda-
‘moral distinctions and the Znowledge of them. Hume
as coi‘é’ounded these at the outset. He treats of the problem
y lwconcenfing the general foundation of Morals; whether they

"be derived from reason or from sentiment, whether we attain

\J
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the knowledge of them by a chain of argument and induction,
or by an immediate feeling and finer internal sense’—J/5.
These are two perfectly distinct questions. Mackintosh’s
Dissertation, sect. 1. As to the foundation of moral dis-
tinctions, I wish to insist that that is independent of human
personality ; while as to the knowledge of moral distinctions,
that is derived from Reason, not from feeling.

2. Of the duality of moral distinctions, these may be taken
as examples :(—persevering use of personal powers, courageous
endurance of privation, truthfulness in utterance, kindness of
disposition, and efforts to mitigate the sufferings of others, are
right actions ; while vanity on account of possessions, envy of
others in prosperity, secret satisfaction at their trials, dishonest
dealings, and wilful infliction of injury, are wrong actions.

3. The actions possessed of moral quality are the actions
of intelligent agents. If the term ‘action’ be employed in a
wider sense, such application goes beyond the moral sphere,
as when we speak of the ‘action’ of water on the rock;
organic action, as the action of the heart; and the action of
an animal in walking or eating. When deliberate reflection
on the nature of the act is impossible, moral quality does not
belong to the action. The terms ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ are
misapplied, when used in relation to any actions other than
personal actions.

4, All moral actions, being the actions of persons, presup-
pose intelligent observation, and are carried out by personal
determination for a definite end. Every moral action, there-
fore, is capable of being regarded in three relations, according
to its origin, progress, and result. With all these, intelligent
self-determination is concerned. A moral action, therefore,
includes motive, act, and end. As these may be distinguished
from each other, they may differ in moral quality. The
motive may be right, though the act is wrong. And still fur-
ther, the rightness of the end does not determine the character
either of the motive or of the means.
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5. All personal actions are not known as moral actions.
The varieties of activity possible to man are according to the
powers which belong to his nature. That nature may be
contemplated as physical, intellectual, and moral. Action
which is merely physical, or purely intellectual, does not
necessarily come within the moral sphere. For example,
walking, leaping, and lifting ; efforts of attention, reasoning,
and memory, are not in themselves moral actions.

6. Actions not in themselves recognised as moral actions
may acquire moral chavacter by being involved with the action
of our moral nature. The complex nature, physical, intel-
lectual, and moral, may in all its parts be concerned with a
definite line of action, in which case the whole extent of
activity wears a moral character. Every power belonging to
us as moral beings is thus capable of being turned to a moral
or an immoral use. Physical exercise is a merely physical
good ; but physical strength can be employed for the attain-
ment of moral good or the doing of moral evil. Intellectual
exercise is an intellectual good, but it also can be employed
in moral relations, for good or evil.

7. Actions which are not in themselves Moral actions,
cannot with philosophical warrant be denominated actions
‘morally indifferent” The reason for this statement is con-
tained in the previous paragraph, from which it appears that
the distribution of our actions into ‘ good, bad, and indifferent,’
is inadmissible. .

The designation ‘indifferent’ comes to us from the Stoic
Philosophy, ddwidopa, things neither good nor bad.—See
Zeller's Stoics, etc., p. 218. The distinction was accepted
by Cicero, who translated ddudopov by zndifferens: ¢ Quod
illi d8tdepopov dicunt, id mihi ita occurrit, ut zndzfferens dicerem,’
— De Finibus, iii. 16. Cicero also described things indifferent
by the designation res mediae, things lying in the middle,
between right and wrong. This phrase is as unsuitable as
the other, for things morally right are not separated from
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things morally wrong by an intermediate territory. Moral
distinctions belong to a single sphere, which is the inner and
more sacred sphere of human life. All beyond that sphere,
moral characteristics cease to apply. The contrast is interest-
ing between this classification of things (possessions rather
than actions), without moral quality as 7es mediae, and Aris-
totle’s mean, peadrys, as determining the nature of virtue. The
Stoics aimed at a classification of different kinds of good, and
placed such external good as health of body, honours, and
wealth, as 7es mediae.  Aristotle, looking at activity, makes the
mean to be the test of virtuous action in all cases.

In the Scotch Philosophy, Reid accepted the classification
of actions into ‘good, bad, and indifferent.’—Active Fowers,
Essay v. c. iv. (Hamilton’s Ed. p. 646.)

8. Whether moral distinctions are recognised by men
generally, may be ascertained by reference to the testimony
coming (1) from individual conduct, and {2) from social life.
What has been reached introspectively may thus be tested by
external observation. Zirst, Testimony from personal con-
duct. Every man is seen to experience self-approbation and
self-condemnation on account of his actions. Shame because
of wrong-doing may be taken as an illustration, with the ad-
mission that there is a distinction between the shame felt on
account of awkwardness, and that on account of wickedness.
Second, Testimony from social life. Men are agreed in ap-
proving certain actions as right, and all nations inflict punish-
ment on evil-doing.

The sufficiency of the evidence from these sources is not
affected by the question whether that evidence is #Pplicable to
all forms of moral distinctions. For the present purpose, it is
of no moment whether the actions punished by society do or
do not embrace the whole range of actions morally wrong.
The fact of the punishment of some actions is sufficient. Even
on Professor Bain’s theory, which makes punishment and
moral distinction co-extensive (Zmotions and Will, p. 257),
there arises no difference at the present point.
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9. While all men agree in accounting certain actions right
and others wrong, they may not agree as to the actions so
regarded. The explanation of such disagreement is connected
with the later enquiry regarding the ground or criterion of
moral distinctions, but such disagreement does not affect the
evidence for the fact, that men do recognise moral differences
among actions.

10. ProeremMs.—(1.) Indicate the grounds on which THE
Goop is not to be taken as affording a commencement for
Ethical Enquiry. (2.) Does the identification of pleasure with
the good, in the Profagoras, rest on sufficient grounds? (3.)
Animals may be trained to obedience ; a dog will rush into
the water to save a drowning child ; animals undomesticated
and untamed will die for the protection of their young: do
such facts as these indicate a knowledge of moral distinctions ?
Darwin’s Descent of Man, 1. c. iii. ‘The Moral Sense” On
the opposite side, Wallace’s Contributions &y the Treory of
Natural Seleclion,



CHA'PTERS I'T.

MORAL JUDGMENTS.

(INTUITIONAL THEORY.)

1. A Philosophy of personal experience, to be adequate,
must account for the origin and nature of each fact in ex-
perience.

2. As the knowledge here to be explained is my know-
ledge, it involves the relation between me and mine, and its
explanation must in part at least be in myself.. Personality
contains the primary explanation of personal experience.

3. As the knowledge here to be explained is the know-
ledge of moral quality in the actions of myself and others, it
involves a further relation between me and others, and its
explanation may be in part beyond myself, in so far as it may
be concerned with what is neither me nor mine. The explan-
ation of some personal experience may in part be found in
what is beyond my personality. In so far as my experience
implies the recognition of moral distinctions by others, it may
find part of its explanation in other personalities.

4, As the fact now to be explained is KNOWLEDGE, not
Feeling, it can be accounted for only by the existence of a
cognitive power belonging to our personality. Whether this
power be an original power of mind, or the result of develop-
ment from simpler elements, is a question belonging to a later
stage of enquiry. However attained, this knowing power
belongs to our personality, and its exercise from time to time
depends upon our personality.
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5. The only philosophic warrant for acknowledging dis-
tinct powers in mind, is the discovery in consciousness of facts
essentially different in nature. Facts which differ must have
different explanations. If different facts have a common
source, it is because diverse powers exist in the same source
of activity. By distinct powers of mind, therefore, is meant
nothing more than the mind’s power to produce facts essen-
tially different.

6. Knowledge of the moral qualities of actions is know-
ledge of matters of fact. Of such knowledge there are three
distinct forms. These are :—Sensation, knowledge of impres-
sions made on our physical nature ; Perception, knowledge of
objects by self-directed observation; Judgment, a more ad-
vanced knowledge of objects, either by simple comparison,
or by inference.

These generally admitted distinctions are here simply ac-
cepted as the product of Psychology in the purely intellectual
department of mental science.

As Affections and Sentiments presuppose knowledge, and
as the Laws of Association merely provide for the combination
of the facts of knowledge, these cannot afford any theory of the
origin of our knowledge of moral distinctions. Sentimental
and Associational theories are thus excluded on exactly the
same ground.

JonaTHAN EDWARDS (1703-1758) made Benevolence the
standard of rectitude. ¢ Virtue is the beauty of those qualities
and acts of the mind, that are of a moral nature, i.e. such as
are attended with desert or worthiness of praise or blame.’
¢ Virtue is the beauty of the qualities and exercises of the
heart, or those actions which proceed from them. ¢ True
virtue most essentially consists in benevolence to being in
general’” ‘The first object of a virtuous benevolence is eing,
simply considered: and if being, simply considered, be its
object, then being 2z gencral is its object; and what it has
an ultimate propensity to, is the /Zigkest good of being in
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general.’—A4 Dissertation concerning the Nature of true Virtue.
Chap. i. .

Davip HuMmE (1711-1776) referred to ¢the original fabric
and formation of the human mind’ for the explanation of
moral distinctions. He held ‘that Reason and Sentiment
concur in almost all moral determinations and conclusions,’
but ‘the final sentence, it is probable, depends on some in-
ternal sense or feeling, which nature has made universal in
the whole species.'—Zssays, 1. 222—Principles of Morals,
sect. 1. The nature of this sense or feeling is thus indicated :
¢Every quality, which is useful or agreeable to ourselves or
others, is, in common life, allowed to be a part of personal
merit :’—the censure of the disagreeable and the approval
of the agreeable are thus ‘the universal sentiments of censure
Jr approbation which arise from humanity.’

The theory of Apam SmitH (1723-1790) is founded on
Sympathy. Moral Sentiments, Part iii. (1759): ¢We either
approve or disapprove of our own conduct, according as we
feel that, when we place ourselves in the situation of another
man, and view it, as it were, with his eyes, and from his
station, we either can or cannot entirely enter into and sym-
pathize with the sentiments and motives which influence it
—Part iii. ¢. 1. For his argument that °general rules of
morality’ are formed ‘by finding from experience that all
actions of a certain kind are approved or disapproved of,’ ».
Part iii. c. 4.

Dr. Tuomas BrowN (1778-1820) agrees with Adam
Smith in so far as he grants that emotions are the basis of
moral distinctions, PAilos. of the Human Mind, Lect. 59. He
says: ‘The action excites in us a certain feeling of vivid
approval. It is this irresistible approvableness . . . which
constitutes to us who consider the action, the virtue of the
action itself’—Lect. 73. ¢ On the undue place often given to
the Emotions,” Chalmers's Sketches of Ment. and Mor. Philos.
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chap. vi. Of Associational Theories see detailed examination
in Div. 11,

7. Knowledge of moral quality in an action is not of the
nature of Sensation. Sensation is neither an act, nor the
knowledge of an act, but an involuntary experience conse-
quent on personal relation to a sensitive organism, and to
objects capable of making impressions on that organism.
Take, for example, the sensations of heat, cold, weariness,
and pain.

Those who originally described the moral faculty as a
‘Moral Sense, meant by that either a power of perception,
or of judgment, with attendant emotions, not a mere capacity
of feeling or of sensation. Thus Shaftesbury (1671-1713),
¢In a creature capable of forming general notions of things,
not only the outward beings which offer themselves to the
sense, are the objects of the affection, but the very acfions
themselves, and the affections of pity, kindness, gratitude, and
their contraries, being brought into the mind by reflection,
become objects. So that by means of this reflected sense,
there arises another kind of affection towards those very affec-
tions themselves which have been already felt, and are now
become the subject of a new liking or dislike.” Behaviour and
actions are said to be ¢presented to our understanding,” and
the faculty is said to be ‘a sentiment of judgment.’—Znguiry
concerning Virtue, 1. 2, sect. 3; Characteristics, vol. il. 29. So
Hutcheson, Sysé. of Mor. Phil.; and Passions and Moral Sense,

8. Knowledge of moral quality in an action is not of the
nature of Perception. Perception being a simple recognition
of fact, can include onlv such facts as are capable of being
known by simple observaiion, that is, without comparison and
inference. For example, Perception gives knowledge of an
extended surface, but not of its measure; knowledge of a
signal, but not of its meaning; knowledge of an action, but
not of its moral character. Knowledge of an extended sur-
face,—of the presence of a signal,—or of the performance of
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an action, is possible by simple Perception. But knowledge
of the measure of the surface, of the meaning of the signal,
and of the character of the action, are three examples of
knowledge requiring the application of a standard, that is, the
cognition of one thing by means of another, and this is
knowledge of a higher and more complex order than simple
Perception.

A theory of the knowledge of moral distinctions by means
of a moral sense, as an organ or power of perception, is thus
shown to be impossible.

9. Knowledge of moral quality is of the nature of Judg-
ment. The knowledge of an action as fact is ne thing, the
knowledge of that action as right or wrong is another thing.
The former involves simple perception, the latter is attained
only by comparison. For example, the infliction of pain by
one upon another, as a simple act, may be seen in a variety of
circumstances. In one case we may regard it as morally
right, in another as morally wrong. In any case we must first
know the relation of the persons concerned, the motive of the
agent, and the contemplated end. If the relations of persons
be that of parent and child; if the motive of the parent be
desire of the child’s improvement ; and the warrant, a parent’s
right to restrain disobedience in a child, we pronounce one
verdict. On the other hand, if the persons concerned are
related as neighbours, and if the suffering is inflicted in malice,
we give an opposite verdict. In either case we form a judg-
ment. Again, restricting attention to our own consciousness,
take for example the experience of an envious disposition.
The knowledge of the presence of envy in the mind, is simple
perception ; the knowledge of its character as morally wrong
is knowledge of a higher order, implying a prior knowledge,
however obtained, as to rightness and wrongness, and the
application of that prior knowledge to the particular fact per-
ceived. It thus appears that the knowledge of moral quality
is not obtained without comparison
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10. Moral Judgment does not result from the comparison
of individual objects, but from the comparison of a particular
act with a general truth. The comparison of an envious dis-
position present in consciousness, with a former experience of
the same kind, only warrants the affirmation that these are
two examples of the same disposition. Their similarity of
nature being recognised, and the accuracy of a judgment of
condemnation upon the earlier experience being assumed,
there is a legitimate inference to the wrongness of the present
disposition ; but it is thereby proved that the judgment is not
attained by simple comparison of particular cases. The first
judgment,—and by consequence, every dependent judgment,
—must be accounted for by reference to a general truth appli-
cable to all examples of the same form of experience. Moral
Judgments, therefore, take rank as judgments which apply a
definite standard in particular cases.

11. Moral Judgments are not distinguished by moral
quality, as right or wrong, but by intellectual quality, as true
or false, correct or incorrect ; and they are as liable to error
as other judgments.—Hutcheson’s Syst. )" Mor. Philos. 1. 4, 9.

12. Every accurate moral judgment affirms a particular
application of a general moral truth. It contains a prin-
ciple valid as a law of activity, not only in the particular case,
but in all similar cases ; not only at this time, but at all times
(Id quod semper aequum et bonum est); a principle whose
validity 1s in its own nature. There are other judgments
which apply a standard altogether adventitious, the result of
agreement, or of common association. Judgments of morality
differ in this respect from judgments of measurement. The
judgment that an honest or benevolent act is right, contains
an element of self-evident truth. The judgment that an ex-
tended body is seven yards long, contains an element of truth
dependent on common consent. In morality, the standard of
judgment is invariable, because independent of personal or
national choice. In measurement, the standard of judgment
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is variable, because dependent upon national sanction. There
may be various standards of measurement, but only one
standard of morality. Truthfulness, and nothing else, must
be the standard of morality in utterance. Honesty, and
nothing more nor less, must be the standard of morality
affecting property. It is therefore an essential feature of a
valid moral judgment that it carry in it a general truth.

13. ProbLEMS.—(1.) Distinguish between the rightness
of an action, and the approbation of the action. (2.) In dis-
cussing the manner in which moral qualities are recognised, is
the question as to ‘that which renders morality an active
principle’ (Hume, followed by Mackintosh) legitimately intro-
duced? (3.) Distinguish between the rightness of an action,
and the merit of an agent. (4.) How is the moral quality of
an action distinguished from obligation to do or not tc
doitd



(CITATFILIBIR 00

FIRST PRINCIPLES OF MORALS.

(INTUITIONAL THEORY.)

1. As Moral Judgments involve the application of a general
truth to a particular action, they pre-suppose knowledge of
First Principles as a requisite for the discovery of moral dis-
tinctions among actions. For example, approval of a man
who speaks the truth, is implicitly approval of truthfulness
itself. The ultimate intellectual basis of the approval may be
very dimly perceptible to the person pronouncing the judg-
ment ; but when such a judgment is scientifically tested, its
philosophical warrant is found in the general principle that
Truthfulness itself is right, that is, that Truthfulness is of the
very nature of rectitude. Mr. Martineau denies that Morality
1s a system of truths.-—Zssays, second series, p. 6.

The term Principle ( principium, dpxi)) signifies literally a
beginning, and may refer to any commencement. Within the
mind, 1t applies either to first principles of knowledge or to
sources of activity, such as the passions. It is here employed
in the former sense exclusively. See Reid, Zntell. Powers,
Essay vi. c. 4, and Hamilton’s Notes, p. 761 ; very particu-
larly Kant's Critigue of Pure Reason, Transcend. Dialectic,
Intro. 11., Meiklejohn’s transl. p. 212. In the latter sense it
1s employed by Hume, Adam Smith, and others who assign
superiority to sentiment,
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2. The general truths involved in moral judgments are
such in their nature that a reasoned contradiction of them
cannot be maintained. Their opposites are incapable of
vindication by any test, either from the forms of knowledge,
or from the facts of experience. That Falsehood is right, that
Malevolence is right, that Cowardice is right, are positions
which cannot be reasoned out as applicable to human conduct.
—Hume's Zssays (Prin. of Morals, sect. i.); Reid’s Jntell.
Powers, vi. 6 (Hamilton’s Ed., p. 454).

3. The general truths involved in moral judgments are not
generalized truths dependent for their validity on an induction
of particulars; but self-evident truths, known independently
of induction. They are as clearly recognised when a single
testing case is presented for adjudication, as when a thousand
such cases have been decided. In this relation, the Inductive
Method guides merely to the fact that such truths are dis-
covered in consciousness. But Induction as little explains the
intellectual and ethical authority of these truths, as it settles
the nature of the facts pertaining to physical science. The
rightness of Honesty is not proved by an induction of par-
ticulars. But the conclusion that ¢ Honesty is the best policy,’
is essentially a generalization from experience.

For elucidation of the former statement, it is needful to dis-
tinguish between the Action,—the Judgment, as to its moral
character,—the Warrant for that judgment,—and the Abstrac-
tion which represents the particular form of moral quality
present, namely, Honesty. Exchange of property by mutual
consent may stand for the example. The judgment is that the
acquisition of property in such a manner is moraily right. What
then is the warrant for this judgment? The purchaser pays his
money and receives the property. Purchase depends on pos-
session of the purchase-money. Honesty consists in paying
the price. In pronouncing upon an exchange of property,
therefore, we lean on a principle which determines what is right
in acquiring property. How did the purchaser obtain his
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money? In reply, we are led back to personal effort, where
we come upon the natural law of production—the ultimate law
on which Political Economy rests—man possesses wealth by
producing it. The source of property is in the man himself.
So it is with the source of truthfulness, temperance, bene-
ficence. The moralist is thus led into the inner circle of human
life. He deals with the activity which has its source within
and only its ultimate results in the outer world. Moral quality
does not belong to property, but only to personal activity ;
consequently, moral considerations are not concerned with
variety in the kinds of property, but only with the lines of
action taken for securing it. Rightness or wrongness applies
to personal action in acguiring property. And the question of
morality in acquisition, must depend upon what is right in
producing property.  This result is reached by simple analysis
of the facts, discovering their relation to each other. By the
use of his understanding in the direction of his energies, man
becomes a producer. This is, in point of fact, the origin of
property.

This analysis brings us to Personality as the centre and
source of the activity to which alone moral distinctions are
applicable. The question as to property thus becomes ultim-
ately a question as to the use or non-use of our powers. By
the use of our powers property is produced; without such
activity, production is impossible. The enquiry is thus con-
cerned with what is right in the use of our powers. Here there
are two preliminary facts essential to the case. These are,
the existence of powers to be used, and ability for self-direc-
tion in their use. The latter is obviously itself a power, which
might be included in the first statement, but it is here dis-
tinguished as different from the producing powers, and con-
cerned in their control. There are then powers, physical and
mental, by the use of which man becomes a producer, and he
has power of self-direction, by means of which he can deter-
mine, with due regard to external circumstances, what he shall
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7 ~7mon These being the facts, the principle which decides
rightn>ss of a.uisition is, #zat it is 7ight in a man o use his
Dpowers j.v their natural ends. This principle comes from the
depth of our nature ; itisthe outcome of Personality ; and the
knowledge of it is a necessary condition of an intelligent, self-
directed life. This is Intuition. It is the immediate recog-
nition of the moral law, which appoints man to be a producer.
By a power inherent in our Reason, the principle is recognised
as self-evident. Thus, in the recognition of moral principle,
the mind is the source of simple ideas, as Price maintained.
By our Will, the principle may either be voluntarily accepted as
the guide of conduct, or voluntarily rejected. But, to prove
that the natural use of our powers is right, and the neglect o
their use wrong, is as needless, as the attempt would be vain.
That it is 74g/4# to use our natural powers, is a proposition
quite distinct from these two ;—that it is agrecadle to exercise
our powers, and that it is ws¢/%/ to employ them. The first
expresses a principle, or rule of conduct; the second and third
merely affirm distinct facts. The first is a preliminary rule of
action, presupposed as a requisite for the guidance of personal
conduct ; the seond applies simply to an accompaniment of
action, and is discovered only in acting ; while the #47@ applies
to the external results of effort, which can be ascertained
only by experience. Self-direction presupposes the know-
ledge of the distinction between right and wrong in conduct,
originating in self-knowledge ; the agreeable and the useful
both presuppose action itself as the condition of their discovery.

Now, in distinguishing between right and wrong, the right-
ness of using our natural powers for their natural ends may
be accounted the earliest and most general form in which the
distinction is recognised. It may even be regarded as the
foundation principle of morality. If unity is attainable in
morals, it is here. (For discussion of the question whether
virtue is one, z. Plato’s Profagoras.) Viewing this principle
as affording guidance in the acquisition of property, every step

c
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may be taken by means of its application, until we reach the
rightness of exchange. When we say, Industry is right, we
only give an interpretation of the principle. By use of our
powers, we originate property, and the rightness of such
acquisition is implied in the principle. The use of our powers
for their natural ends, clearly covers the attainment of these
ends. And once more, the rightness of acquiring other pro-
perty through means of that which has been self-originated, is
only a more extended application of the same principle.

In this principle, that which is w#ong becomes equally
apparent. The right implies the wrong. Self-direction means,
doing the right, and avoiding the wrong. If the natural use
of our powers is right, the non-use of our powers is wrong,
and so also is their unnatural use. An inactive life is wrong.
Put abstractly,—Idleness is wrong. Viewed in relation to
property, an unproductive life is wrong ; and so of necessity,
the waste of property is wrong.

This principle, springing from the very nature of Personality,
must apply equally to all persons. Rightness in the use of
natural powers, and consequently rightness in acquiring pro-
perty, must hold in the case of all men. The cheat, the thief,
and the robber are doubly condemned : firsf in respect of the
violation of the law of their own personality, by the unnatural
use of their powers ; and secondly, in respect of the violation of
the personality of another, by obstructing the use of his powers
for natural ends. The idler, being distinguished only by
the non-use of his powers, and not coming into view by
direct action as a deliberate injurer of others, may less rouse
our indignation, but he no less comes under the double con-
demnation. He violates the law of his own personality, and
at the same time interposes to check the legitimate applica-
tion of the law of personality in the case of others, by drawing
upon their powers of production for the supply of his own
wants. By another course, he occasions the same results to
others, as are occasioned by the cheat.
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Having thus seen how the rightness of personal activity, in
harmony with our nature, involves the rightness of acquiring
property, we have reached the point where the transition is
made from right action, to personal Rights connected with
property. From the origin of property, the Rights of property
arise, namely, the right to hold and the right to use. These
rights do not constitute Morality, they are its consequents.
Rightness comes with the person. Rights come with the
property. Personal Rights there are besides, no doubt, but
they also are consequent upon what belongs to the person,
and presuppose a law of conduct superior to social arrange-
ments. These Rights cannot be constituted by Law ; they
afford to Law an original basis, so that the law is unjust
which disregards them. Rights of Property come to be
affirmed only in connexion with Risks of Property, and so
point to social relations in which possession may be disputed
or endangered, and not to the fundamental question of right-
ness in acquiring property. That there is an advantage to
the community from guarding the rights of private property,
is a consideration still further removed from the fundamental
question of morality, and is to be settled by induction of
particulars. When thus settled, as it very easily can be, and
uniformly has been settled in every civilized nation, the
advantage reaped from the protection of property becomes a
sanction of morality, which, however, presupposes morality itself.

Recognising, as we are thus led to do, a manifold applica-
tion of the moral law regulating acquisition of property, we
are on the way for generalizing as to the form of moral excel-
lence which appears in all these cases. We trace the common
feature equally in the small and in the great. Thus we form
a generalization as to the use of our powers, and designate it
by the name of INDUSTRY; and another generalization as to
the acquisition and exchange of property, and designate it by
the name of Honesty, Fairness, or Equity—The Just, justitia;
The Equal, 70 fgov. These abstractions belong to the intel-
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lectual furnishing of every man. As generalizations they are
more or less clear and full, according to the reflection of the
individual. But the law of morality bearing on acquisition of
property is prior in knowledge and fundamentally requisite
for the formation of the abstract conceptions of Industry and
Honesty.

When we speak of an Intuitional Theory of Moral Dis-
tinctions, we mean that the Law which decides what is right
is so connected with the nature of the Person, that the
recognition of it is involved in intelligent self-direction. The
knowledge is immediate, and its sowrce is found within the
mind itself. ~When we say of moral truth that it is self-
evidencing, we mean that the Law carries in itself the evi-
dence of its own truth. Taking Mr. Herbert Spencer’s form,
we may say, it is ‘indisputable.” Indisputability, however,
may apply in two directions—to facts and to principles. The
Moral Law affords an example of-the latter. As to the
Validity of the principle, the evidence of that lies in its own
nature as a proposition or formulated truth. When we say
that moral truth is its own warrant, we mean that it is by its
nature an authoritative principle of conduct. Its credentials
belong to its nature. Such laws of human conduct_are ‘the
unwritten laws,” which Socrates says cannot be violated with-
out punishment.—Mem. 1v. 4, 13.

After the same manner as that adopted above, we must
vindicate the essential rightness of the natural use of our
powers of intelligible communication with others, the law of
truthfulness ; of our powers of benefiting others, the law of
benevolence, and so with courage, temperance, etc. Such truths
as those now described as self-evident principles of action, are
also designated ‘necessary truths.”’ This expression is very
suitable in many ways, but the risk of ambiguity is consider-
able. Professor Bain explains the distinction thus :—¢The
necessary, or what must be true, is opposed to the contingent,

S

which may or may not be true’—Mental and Moral Science,



FIRST PRINCIPLES OF MORALS. 37

B. il c.6. This cannot be accepted. ‘Necessary’ and ¢ con-
tingent’ are adjectives which qualify truth. The contrast is
between ‘necessary truth’ and ‘contingent truth,’—not be-
tween what must be true and what may be false. The dis-
tinction is between the true in principle and the true in fact.
The one is truth recognised by the Reason, which is superior
to all occurrences. The other is the truth of facts, things
done, occurrences, and is recognised by Observation.

Besides this, there has been another source of ambiguity.
¢ Necessary truth’ has sometimes been made to mean truth
which we are necessitated to think. Consequent upon this
use of the phrase, with which usage the Scotch Philosophy
unfortunately is peculiarly chargeable, and the German Philo-
sophy has its own share of blame, it has been made to appear
as if these truths, instead of being by their own nature irrever-
sible, drew their authority only from the necessities of our
Intellect, a doctrine which I do not think has any evidence in
its support. That our intellectual constitution is such as to
fit us for the recognition of the principles of action seems
plain in point of fact, whatever difficulty there may be in ex-
plaining the process of recognition. But truths recognised as
self-evident, have their authority in their own nature, so as to
be essentially irreversible. Their contraries cannot be made to
wear even the semblance of truth. Such principles as these,
that truthfulness, justice, and benevolence are right in them-
selves, are authoritative as rules of conduct, and capable of
enduring the test of application to the minutest details of life.
So difficult is it to keep to an opposite view, that we could
not wish the position better taken than has been done by
Hobbes : ¢ The Laws of nature are immutable and eternal ; for
injustice, ingratitude, arrogance, pride, iniquity, acceptance of
persons, and the rest, can never be made lawful. For it can
never be that war shall preserve life, and peace destroy it’—
Leviathan, Pt. 1. 15, Molesworth's ed., vol. iii. p. 145. This
feature of essential validity is what Kant has expressed by say-
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ing that moral principles have ¢ unlimited, universal validity,’
—unbeschrinkte allgemeine Giiltigkeit. That these truths
are seen by us to be self-evident, is a fact which adds nothing
to their authority, but involves only the recognition of an
authority which is inherent. As self-evident, the truth in the
proposition is instantly recognised,—a fact well expressed by
Cicero’s word prompte, and also by our derivative prompt. As
to the Psychological question concerning the mode or manner
in which instantaneous recognition is secured, that seems
inexplicable. These self-evident truths are brought from
within in some manner not discovered in consciousness, and
are instantaneously accepted. Quae ita sunt in promptu, ut
res disputatione non egeat.—2De Officiis, 1. 2.

Here the dividing point in the history of philosophic
thought is reached. For an outline of the course taken by
the two distinct currents of thought, see close of present
chapter. ‘.-

4. The general principle which gives validity to an accurate
moral judgment, is present in that judgment only by impli-
cation, not by formal expression. Its formal recognition is
not matter of common observation, but is dependent upon
a philosophic process. The ordinary moral judgment deals
with the concrete, not with the general or the abstract. Men
do not enunciate general truths, when they decide on the
rightness or wrongness of an action. Philosophy is not
needed for any such decision.—XKant's Metaph. of Ethics, p.
164 (3d ed.); Cousin, Philos. of Kant, Henderson’s transl. p.
167. But Moral Philosophy must determine how a promp!
decision in morals may be given without formal recognition o!
a principle, which by implication is nevertheless accepted.

5. Viewed simply as an exercise of mind, simultaneous
with rational exercise, the recognition of general truths or
principles is perception or intuition of a higher order, as the
recognition of simple fact is perception or intuition of a lower
order. Knowledge of the former kind implies direct insight
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into necessary truth. The possibility of such insight is the
highest characteristic of our intelligent nature.

6. The power to recognise such self-evident truth has
been named Reason, in contrast with Reasoning or Under-
standing. (Nos in contrast with Acdvoia;—Vernunft in contrast
with Verstand). Kant formally enunciated this distinction.—
Kritik der Reinen Vernunff, Die Transc. Dialectik 11. A,
Werke, ed. Rosencranz, 11. 242 ; Meiklejohn’s transl. Critigue
of Pure Reason, p. 212 ; Coleridge’s Aids to Reflection, 8th ed.
p. 167 ; Hamilton’s Reid, Note A, sect. 5 ; M‘Cosh’s /ztuitions,
Pt. 111, B. I ch. il. sect. 6. Knowledge of fact is knowledge
by onlook ; knowledge inferred is knowledge of one thing
through means of another; knowledge of first principles is
knowledge by insight into truth higher than fact.

7. Viewed simply as a form of knowledge, knowledge of
first principles is distinguished by intellectual quality, not by
ethical. It is knowledge of truth, but it is not in any proper
sense right action. Insight into absolute moral truth, arising
from the unfolding of intelligence itself, is a necessary function
of mind, and therefore not capable of being reckoned among
moral actions, which must be self-determined, as matters ot
choice.

8. The first principles of morals, being concerned with
personal activity, are essentially laws of conduct, while they
are principles of truth. That principle which determines
what is right, determines what is law for me. As by our con-
stitution we are appointed to a life of activity, so from the
same source comes the discovery of the law for the guidance
of our conduct. As the first principles of morals are of the
nature of absolute truth, so are they absolute law, involving a
“categorical imperative) to use the renowned expression of
Kant.—Metaph. of Ethics, p. 27, 3d ed.; Price, Principal
Questions of Morals, c. vi.; Hutcheson, System of Mor. Pril.
1L ii. 3, Glasg. 1755.

It cannot be held with Kant in his Intellectual Theory,
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that the @ priori elements of our knowledge are merely rggu-
lative, not assertive—See Cousin, Phlilos. of Kant, p. 174.
The position, which seems to me untenable even in reference
to Pure Reason (the purely Intellectual), is manifestly so in
reference to Practical Reason (the Moral). For whereas in
the former case, the a priori elements of knowledge may be
said to be merely regulative of #ought, in the latter they are
regulative of conduct, thereby making our actions, with depend-
ent experience, a continual test of their validity. A moral
principle is first a truth discovered as an element of knowledge ;
and next a law, recognised as a determinator of action. It is
first a revelation (Offenbarung) of truth, in order that it may
next be a law of life for an intelligent being.

O. While the principles of morality belong in their nature
to the sphere of the absolute, they belong in their applica-
tion to the sphere of the phenomenal or transitory: this
is involved in parag. 4. Kant holds that ¢Right cannot
appear as a phenomenon.’— Critigue of Pure Reason, Doct. of
Elements, Pt. i. sect. 9. In ordinary experience, when a moral
principle is recognised by us, it appears in its application to
some line of conduct. To formulate and interpret the principle
implies a philosophic process, but it also requires a definite
example from which to begin. Only on the acknowledgment.
that absolute truth can be manifested in transitory forms, can
there be a common rule of conduct for humanity. Only by
the harmony of fleeting actions with absolute truth, which is
at the same time absolute law, can there be consistency of
human life. Without these, uniformity of law and consistency
of action are lost in the specialities of Individualism. In such
a case, each man is a law to himself, not by personal submis-
sion to recognised common law, but by express denial of it,
and assertion of self-will,

It is impossible with philosophic warrant to maintain, as
Kant has done, that man as intelligence exists in a cogitable
world entirely separated from the phenomenal world.—AZetaph:.
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of Ethics (3d ed.), pp. 52, 63, 71, 147. Rather, it is clear that
the spheres of @ priori truth, and of experience, are so essén-
tially related, that they cannot be separated, or contemplated
as contradictory.

10. First principles of morals do not contradict each
other, either in their nature as truths, or in their application
as laws. E

It has been a common objection against the Intuitional
theory, that in attaining a variety of sovereign moral laws,
it fails to provide for adjudication between them. The
objection is thus stated by Mr. Mill :—¢ In other systems, the
moral laws all claiming independent authority, there is no
common umpire entitled to interfere between them.'— Utz/i-
tarianism, p. 37. This objection is connected with the appli-
cation of the principles, not with their nature. But, in order
to conflict in practice, they must contradict each other in
nature, which does not happen. The principle of truthfulness
does not conflict with that of justice, nor the latter with that
of benevolence. Each principle of morals applies to a line
of activity all its own, and always its own. ‘The same
general principles are common to all men, nor does one such
principle contradict another.’—Epictetus, 1. 23. Further it is
to be observed, that moral principles, as applying to perfectly
distinct lines of activity, do not, on the ground of inherent
authority, make a claim for extending that authority over
spheres of activity which other principles regulate. In prac-
tical application, therefore, they do not contradict each other.
Further, if perplexity arise as to the time when a principle of
morality should have application, while other principles are
left in abeyance, this perplexity affects neither the validity,
nor the authority, of the principles; but is a question of
present duty, which is quite distinct, and will afterwards have
attention under the head of Moral Obligation.

11. There are first principles of intellectual truth, as there
are of moral truth. The former are laws of intelligence, as

»
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the latter are laws of conduct. Of the former, the laws of
non-contradiction and of causality are examples. Regarded
as facts in consciousness, both are distinguished by the same
character of self-evidence. In so far as they may be referred
to a distinct power of mind, the power is one. The name
commonly given to this Power—Reason, as distinguished
from the Understanding or Reasoning power—is merely a
name for Intelligence as competent to the function of recog-
nising self-evident truths. This is its highest function, the
power for which is a fundamental condition of intelligent
activity.

12. As of self-evident truths, some are applicable in purely
intellectual relations, others in exclusively moral relations, this
difference of application gives such warrant as high scientific
convenience can afford, for distinguishing Intellectual or Specu-
lative Reason from Moral or Practical Reason. Other war-
rant there is none. There is no such difference in the nature
of the power exercised in the two cases, as to provide a philoso-
phic basis for the distinction in classification and terminology.

As however the two spheres of application are concerned
with two separate departments of science, the distinction is
inevitable, for the sake of scientific accuracy. The more
effectually to secure such accuracy, it is of consequence to
make the popular term, CoNSCIENCE, apply to Reason in its
moral applications, as contrasted with Reason in its specu-
lative bearings. Kant’s distinction between Pure Reason and
Practical Reason, however suitable in some respects, is not a
distinction philosophically valid. If the recognition of @ przori
truth be the function of Pure Reason, then the Practical
Reason is also Pure Reason.—AMetaph. of Ethics (3d ed.)
p- 64. Speculative Reason and Practical Reason might mark
the difference.

13. ProsrEms.—(1.) If @ priori principles are confessedly
conditions necessary for the attainment of human experience,
are these principles more than conditions, and entitled to rank
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as Truths? The problem 1is, To find the philosophic inter-
pretation of ¢ condition’ in this case. (2.) If @ priori truths are
not always present to all minds (and the hypothesis which
Locke controverted, is confessedly ridiculous), how is the re-
cognition of them possible? The problem is, To attain the
Psychological law under which @ p7rzo77 truth may at any time
be presented in consciousness.—For Kant’s Spontaneity of
Reason, Met. of Eth. 71-75. (3.) Granting that there are a priors
truths of Intelligence and of Practice, and that both are laws
of mind, in what respect do they, as Laws, differ from each
other? The problem is—To interpret legality in the two cases.
(4.) If Moral Principles are at once Truths, and Laws, can we
draw rigidly the distinction between these two aspects of the
same Principle? (5.) If the mind is itself the source of primary
truth, how far is mind dependent upon experience for the use
of what it possesses ? (6.) Can Truth be at once absolute and
phenomenal? Can these two characteristics be found in com-
bination? (7.) Can Truthfulness as a law of Personal Con-
duct, come into conflict with Justice as a law regulating the
relations of Persons? (8.) Can @ grzri moral truth be re-
presented as expressing nothing ¢except general legality,’” or
‘the form of law in general’t—Kant's Aet. of Ethics, p. 13,
3d ed.

SKETCH OF THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPIIIC THOUGHT
AS TO THE SOURCE OF OUR KNOWLEDGE OF MORAL
TRUTH.

THE standard of moral decisions is the test of every system
of Ethics. With this is closely connected the source from
which the knowledge of the standard is drawn. The briefest
outline of the history of thought on this subject is all that can
be attempted.
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In contemplating the Ancient Philosophy, it is needful to
keep in view that the questions as to the ultimate standard of
morals, and the source of our knowledge of that standard,
were not so definitely raised as in modern times. The utmost
care is required in order to guard against judging the termino-
logy of ancient times by modern distinctions.

SOCRATES, born about 470 B.c., made it his chief business
to reach a proper understanding of such general conceptions
as piety, justice, bravery, temperance, and virtue. In this, as
Aristotle affirms, Mefapk. xii. 4, he simply carried out a pro-
cess of generalization, in order to form a general or abstract
conception, which might be afterwards applied to any variety
of examples. These general conceptions he constantly sub-
jected to the test of experience. He insisted that knowledge
is essential to virtue, or, even more broadly, that knowledge is
virtue. ‘This last declaration, which is commonly represented
as the central position of the Socratic philosophy, involves a
theory of practice, rather than of knowledge, resting on the
allegation that no man is knowingly vicious. While con-
cerning himself with the significance of ethical conceptions,
he did not raise the question as to the ground on which
general conceptions are held to afford a standard of moral
distinctions. If, however, we may regard the Platonic Socrates
in the Ziewtetus as the historic Socrates, he argued strenuously
against the doctrine of Protagoras, which reduces everything
to the phenomenal. Our best authorities as to the theory of
Socrates are Xenophon's Memorabilia, and Plato’s Apologia.
After these in importance come the Platonic Dialogues, and
references in Aristotle’s Aefaph. and Ethics. See Stanley’s
Lives of the Philos.; Ritter's Anc. Philos. vol. ii. ; Schwegler’s
Hist. of Philos., Dr. Hutchison Stirling ; Zeller’s Socrates and
Socratic Schools, Reichel ; Ueberweg’s Hist. of Philos., G. S.
Morris, Michigan,—Z7%eol. and Philos. Lib. ; Lewes's Hist. of
Plilos. ; Sir A. Grant’s Aristotle, Essay ii.

PraTo, born about 427 B.C., rises into a higher region of
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enquiry. He gives to the general conceptions of Sccrates the
character of Ideas, which constitute the fundamental ideas ot
Reason,—the perfect essences of things—the eternal laws of
being,—and belong to a super-sensible state, ‘a world or sphere
of ideas.” Intelligence is confused with the shadows of the
sensible state, and is ever striving to rise into this ‘upper
world’ of higher knowledge. Here the Good, which he ulti-
mately identifies with God, is supreme. See specially the
Republic, B. vii., Jowett’s transl. ii. 348; Aristotle’s Metap/.
i. 6. The power to know these primary ideas ‘is already in
the soul,” R¢p. vii.; and their presence may be explained by
a theory of remziniscence, possible on account of our having de-
scended from a higher sphere : Meno, Jowett’s Transl. i. For
the student of Moral Philosophy, the most important of the
Platonic Dialogues are Protagoras, Meno, Gorgias, Phado,
Philebus, and Republic, i.-iv., and specially B. vii. On Plato’s
Philos., see Ritter’s History, and the admirable representation
of it in Archer Butler's Ancient Philos. vol. ii. From an
opposite point of view, Grote’s Plato.

ARISTOTLE, born 384 B.C., formally separates Ethics from
other sciences. He commences the Nicom. Ethics with a
discussion of the chief good,—swmmum bonum, épiorov,—or
the perfect good, 76 Té\ewov dyaddv,—which he declares to be
Happiness. He is thus led into the doctrine of the Mean,
peadrys, or avoidance of extremes, previously touched upon
by Socrates, Mem. ii. 1. 11. The leading part of the Ethics
assumes the Utilitarian or the Eudeemonistic form. A different
phase of theory appears in Books v., vi, vii., on account of
which it has been disputed whether these books were written
by Aristotle himself, or by Eudemus as an amplification of
the sayings of his master. In Book vi. the rule of practical
life is, to act according to right reason,—«ara 7ov dptov Aéyov.
Reason is distinguished into Scientific, émoryuovicov, which
contemplates necessary matter, and the Reasoning or Dis-
cursive Faculty, Aoywricdy, which deals with contingent

a
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matter. Even here, however, it is left uncertain what is the
standard by which to determine the mean, and there are
admissions which seem to imply that there is no certain in-
variable standard. If the genuineness of Books v., vi. and
vii,, be allowed,—and the internal criticism against them is not
conclusive,—it is difficult to harmonize them with the forms of
life enumerated in B.i. c. 5. In any case, the theory is bur-
dened with the admission, i. 4, that while happiness is the
summaum bonum, men are not agreed as to happiness, or what
is most desirable. Grote maintains that ‘by referring the
principles to Intellect (Nods), Aristotle does not intend to
indicate their generating source, but their evidential value and
dignity.” ¢ To say that they originate from Sense through In-
duction, and nevertheless to refer them to Intellect (Nots) as
their subjective correlate,—are not positions inconsistent with
each other, in the view of Aristotle.—Grote’s Aristotle, vol.
ii. App. ii. p. 293. That both positions were taken by
Aristotle seems plain; that he raised the question of their
consistency is not clear. That they did not seem to Aristotle
inconsistent, can be maintained on no better ground than that
he accepted both. But this is rather lofty as a canon of in-
ternal criticism,—That an author is never inconsistent. On
Aristotle’s Ethical system, see Ritter, Schwegler, Ueberweg,
Sir A. Grant's dristotle's Ethics, Essays and Notes ; Whewell’s
Systematic Morality, p. 140. From the Utilitarian stand-
point, Lewes’s Aristotle, and Grote’s Aristotle.

Here it should be remarked that the prominent defects of
ancient systems are such as to render them, on the practical
side, incompatible with a theory of necessary or universal
moral law. They are systems constructed for the State, not
for Humanity ; for friends, but not for foes. Human in their
origin and development, they became more or less sectarian
in their application. The inconsistency is glaring even in the
midst of the grandeur of Plato’s Ideal system. Zeller dwells
on some of these defects in the 1st chap. of Stois, etc.
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The two conflicting elements of Aristotle’s theory part
company, and form two distinct and conflicting philosophies in
the later movements. The two antagonistic theories are re-
presented by the Stoics and the Epicureans, and thenceforth
these two divisions continue down the line of history. The
separation of the conflicting elements was attended on each
side by a disparagement of that which was rejected, and a con-
sequent undue exaltation of that preferred. The Stoics selected
the Rational nature as the true guide to an ethical system,
but they gave to it supremacy so rigid as to threaten the ex-
tinction of the subject affections. The Epicureans, laying hold
of the doctrine that happiness is the chief good, gave such
ascendency to the desirable as to threaten the mob-rule
against which Plato had protested.

The Stoic Philosophy was essentially a moral philosophy
in which right action was rational action, and in this light
the Stoic maxim is to be interpreted, to live according to
nature, opoloyovpéves 1 ¢ioee Gv.  For while this implies
harmony with the universe, it is by Reason that such harmony
1s recognised ; and this is made so vital, as practically to lean
on the Socratic doctrine, that knowledge is virtue. But with
the Stoics, as with Socrates, there is indecision as to the
standard, though it is commonly said that the knowledge of
right is given by nature. For the Stoic Philosophy, see Diog.
Ldéertius, B. vii., specially lives of Zeno (about 350 B.C.),
Cleanthes, Chrysippus. See also Plutarch ; Cicero, De Fini-
bus and De Qfficiis; with Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus
Aurelius. Histories, as above, very particularly Zeller's Stics,
etc., Reichel.

The system of EPICURUS, B.C. 342, made Happiness the
chief good, and declared the end of Philosophy to be the
guidance of man in the attainment of it. The pleasure of the
soul is placed above that of the body ; but there is no stand-
ard higher or more authoritative than the agreeable. Diogenes
Liertius, B. x. ; Plutarch, Cicero, and references as above.
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CICERO, 106 B.C., gave moral philosophy the precedence.
In all his thought, he was swayed by the Greek Philosophy, and
though vacillating and undecided in many points, was avow-
edly (De Of. 1. 2) an adherent of the Stoics. Though far
from being consistent as to the criterion of truth, he held to
‘innate notions,’ zotiones innate, and the common consent of
the nations, consensus gentium. He maintains, thata man' can-
not say that he is ignorant of duty, Acad. Pr. 34 ; and that the
conviction of the wisest men has been, that Law was neither
invented by the genius of men, nor an institution of the
popular will, but something eternal, De Zeg. ii. 4.

It is necessary here to pass, as transcending needful limits,
the Neo-Platonic Philosophy of Plotinus, A.D. 204-269, Aurelius,
and Porphyry ; the Patristic period, when Christianity did so
much to quicken and expand philosophic thought; and the
age of the Schoolmen, with the controversy between the
Nominalists and Realists. For the history of thought during
these periods, see specially Ueberweg’s History of Philos.,
Cudworth’s Zmmutable Morality, and Sir W. Hamilton’s Dis-
sertation A., supplementary to Reid’s Works.

DEs CARTEs (1596-1650), the father of modern philosophy,
made innate ideas a distinctive feature of his system, He
held that these ideas are given by the light of nature, Zuser
nature. He divides ideas into innate, adventitious, and
factitious, AMedst. iii., where see his definition of Natfure. HRis
theory is more fully unfolded in the Principles of Philosopley.
In a letter to the French Translator of the Principles, he gives
an important explanation of his views as to these innate ideas
or principles of Knowledge. ¢ They must be so clear and
evident that the human mind, when it attentively considers
them, cannot doubt of their truth; in the second place, the
knowledge of other things must be so dependent on them as
that though the principles themselves may indeed be known
apart from what depends on them, the latter cannot be known
apart from the former’ Prof. Veitch’s Translation, p. 94,
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and note, 207. Des Cartes did not enter formally on Ethical
Philosophy.

SriNoza (1632-1677), a disciple and expounder of Des
Cartes, developed a system very different from the Cartesian.
His thinking was directed chiefly to the grandeur of the Divine
nature, and our dependence upon God. His theory, developed
in Zhe Ethics, is dialectic in form, depending almost wholly on
definitions of terms, not upon observed facts, and is Pantheistic
in substance, It holds the conception of the Deity to involve
such all-pervading existence, and all-efficient agency, as to
make 7% Ethics really an exposition of the impossibility
of Ethics, Still, Spinoza is to be interpreted not from the
standpoint of Scepticism, but from that of Faith. His defini-
tion of Substance is the basis of his whole system. By
substance I understand that which is self-existent, and is
conceived only through itself; that is to say, Substance is
that the conception of which requires the conception of
nothing else from which it must be derived.’—Z%e Et/ucs, Pt.
1. Def. 3. This is the beginning and end of all that Spinoza
maintains. From this it follows that ‘no substance can exist,
or be conceived to exist, except God.” All existence is a
manifestation of Deity, and can be in no sense distinct from
the Deity. ¢All things are determined by the necessity of the
Divine nature.- ¢Things could not have been produced by
God in any other way than they have been. From these
positions in Part 1., there necessarily follows, in Part 11, a view
of the human mind directly contrary to Personality or self-
originated activity. The human mind is ‘constituted by
certain modes of the Divine attributes.” The False is ¢ merely
want of knowledge. ¢Men deceive themselves when they
fancy themselves to be free.” Belief in freedom is possible only
because we are ‘ignorant of the causes which determine our
actions.” On this Psychology rests the Ethical system of Part
1. ¢ Affections or Emotions’ are states of body and their
ideas, Def. 3. Things awaken in us pleasure or pain, Prop.

D
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xv.; they are accordingly liked or disliked, loved or hated,
Prop. xv1.; we strive to do whatever men regard with plea-
sure, and to avoid the contrary, Prop. xxIX.; as different men
are differently affected, they love and hate different things.
Morality is thus the play of love and hate, based on likes
and dislikes. The mind is grieved by contemplating its own
inability to act; grief occasioned by our own weakness is
humility,—joy occasioned by our own power is self-satisfac-
tion, —humility is intensified when we imagine ourselves to be
blamed by others, Prop. Lv. Spinoza’s Definitions of the
Affections of the mind are found at the close of Part IIL
The system is a theory of human conceptions, in which the
highest transcendental conception rules, and logical deduction
carries the theory of human practice down to the lowest type
of sensationalism. In the Ethics of Spinoza the extremes
meet.—Benedicti de Spinoza Opera Philosophica Ommnia, vol. i.
ed. Bruder, Leipzig, 1843-1846 ; Benedict de Spinoza : his Life,
Correspondence, and KEthics, translated by Willis, London,
1870.

MALEBRANCHE (1638-1715) held the Cartesian doctrine,
affirming that there are necessary truths, which are truths of
the Universal Reason.—Re/erche de la Vérité, 1. 4; Search
after Truth, translated by Taylor. On this basis he founds
morality.— Z7aité de Morale.

LEBNITZ (1646-1716) accepted the same account of the
source of our knowledge of fundamental truth.—AVowveaux
Essazs, B. 1., ed. Erdmann, p. 204.

HoBsEs (1588-1679) devoted himself to Moral Philosophy.
Contemporary with Des Cartes, he founded his theory on an
opposite view. ¢ Concerning the thoughts of a man, . . . the
original of them all, is that which we call Sense, for there
is no conception in a man’s mind which hath not at first,
totally or by parts, been begotten upon the organs of sense.'—
Leviathan, 1. 1. At the same time, he held ¢ Eternal laws of
Nature,’ 1. 15,—a chapter of great interest, though difficult to
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harmonize with the preceding theory. For the statement of
the fundamental feature of his ethical system, see below,
Div. 11. ch. 2.

CupworTH (1617-88) maintained, in reply to Hobbes,
that there is ‘a natural, immutable, and eternal justice’
(Lmmutable Morality, 1. 1) ; and that ¢ there are some ideas . . .
which must needs arise from the innate vigour and activity of
the mind itself’—75. 1v. 2. An able discussion, but depend-
ing too much on argumentation as to the essences of things.

LockEe (1632-1704) made it a primary aim to oppose the
theory of ‘innate ideas.” He insisted that there are neither.
speculative nor practical principles belonging to the mind by
its original constitution. ¢ Children and idiots have not the
least apprehension or thought of them.’—Zssay 1. 1i. sec. 5.
Recognition of them by children seems to him the only con-
ceivable view of ‘innate truths,’ although it is altogether dif-
ferent from Des Cartes’s theory, or any other that had been
maintained. According to Locke, all our knowledge is obtained
through Sensation and Reflection. In support of moral law,
the Christian refers to ¢ Happiness and misery in another life;’
the Hobbist, to the power of the state; the old heathen
philosophers to the dignity of man and the highest perfection
of human nature. ¢ Hence naturally flows the great variety of
opinions concerning the moral rules, according to the different
sorts of happiness they have a prospect of, or purpose to them-
selves.’—I. iil. 5, 6.

WoLLASTON (1629-1724) denied ¢ innate maxims,” and also
rejected the happiness theory. He held that the reasoning
power, or rational faculty, is the judge of actions and the
governing principle of life. He thus made ‘right’ identical
with ¢ truth)—Religion of Nature Delineated.

SAMUEL CLARKE (1675-1724) insisted that there are
‘eternal and necessary differences of things,’ and a consequent
‘fitness or unfitness of the application of different things or
different relations one to another.\ This fitness determines
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rightness.—¢ Unchangeable Obligations of Natural Religior,’
published in same volume with Z%e A#tributes.

JoserH BUTLER (1692-1752) held that ‘there is a principle
of reflection in men, by which they distinguish between, ap-
prove, and disapprove their own actions. We are plainly con-
stituted such sort of creatures as to reflect upon our own
nature.’—Sermon 1. ‘There is a superior principle of reflec-
tion or conscience in every man which distinguishes between
the internal principles of his heart, as well as his external
actions ; which passes judgment upon himself, and thus . . .
magisterially exerts itself . . . and goes on to anticipate a
higher and more effectual sentence.”” It is, ‘considered as a
faculty, in kind and in nature, supreme over all others, and
which bears its own authority of being so.’—Sermwon 1. “ You
cannot form a notion of this faculty, conscience, without
taking in judgment, direction, superintendency.’—75. ‘Had it
strength, as it has right; had it power, as it has manifest
authority, it would absolutely govern the world."—75. Beyond
this Butler does not push the inquiry.

PricE (1723-1791) held that the understanding is the
source of simple ideas, that ¢ our ideas of right and wrong are
simple ideas, and must therefore be ascribed to some power of
immediate perception.’—/FPrincipal Questions of Morals.

HuME (1711-1776) propounded a Sceptical Philosophy
which reduced existences to a series of appearances, and
mind to a bundle of perceptions.— Zreatise on Human Nature,
L i 1.; and I iv. 6. He advocates the Utilitarian theory of
morals, but not with complete consistency. He says, ¢ Those
who have denied the reality of moral distinctions may be
ranked among the disingenuous disputants.’—Zssays, 11. 223,
Principles of Morals. In the Appendix on Moral Sentiment,
he adds, p. 348, ¢ Virtue is an end, and is desirable on its own
account, without fee or reward, merely for the immediate
satisfaction which it conveys.’” The inconsistency of such a
sentence is a curiosity of the Sceptical philosophy. To Hume’s
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Scepticism, Intuitionalism has been peculiarly indebted for a
powerful impulse experienced in Scotland, Germany, and
France. On the relation of the Scotch and German Philo-
sophies, see Cousin on Kant, Henderson’s Translation,
p. 11.

REID (1710-1796), in reply to Hume, maintained that the
mind has a knowledge of truth superior to that gathered by
experience. ‘There are propositions which are no sooner
understood than they are believed . . . there is no searching
for evidence, no weighing of arguments ; the proposition is not
deduced or inferred from another ; it has the light of truth in
itself, and has no occasion to borrow it from another.” These
truths are called ‘first principles, principles of common sense,
common notions, self-evident truths.’” Of these, some are
“first principles in morals.’—7Znfell. Powers (1785), Essay vi.
chaps. 4 and 6. ‘I call these first principles, because they
appear to me to have in themselves an intuitive evidence
which I cannot resist’'—Active Powers (1788), v. 1. The
closing words here are objectionable, because they make it
appear as if it were by some constraint that we acknowledged
the truth of the propositions.

DucaLD STEWART (1753-1828) was the resolute upholder
of the same theory.—Zlements of the Philos. of the Hum. Mind
(x813), vol. 1. 1; Works, 11. 23. First Truths, Stewart
designates ‘the fundamental laws of human belief, or the
primary elements of human reason.’

KANT (1724-1804) is the leading champion of an a prir:
philosophy, whose singular ability, with adaptation of the
national mind, has given Germany the first place in prosecut-
ing the investigations of mental philosophy. It was by Hume’s
Sceptical philosophy that Kant was roused ¢ from his dogmatic
slumber,’—Introd. to the Prolegomena, Werke, Rosencranz, I1I.
9,—a rousing of more than common significance to the philo-
sophic world. For Kant’s view of Hume, see Kritk der
Rein. Vern.; Critigue of Pure Reason, Meiklejohn’s Transl.
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pp- 453 and 464, and Introd. to Prolegomena. Cf. Cousin’s
Philos. of Kant, Henderson’s Transl., p. 145.

Kant set to work critically, to ascertain how much in con-
sciousness is to be assigned to experience, and how much is
a priori, or original to mind. The result led him to maintain
an a priori element in the exercise of the Senses, Siue, of the
Understanding, Verstand, and of the Reason, Vernunft. Exer-
cise of the senses is possible, only under the ¢ prwri forms of
space and time ; of the understanding, under the primitive pure
notions, denominated Categories. The exercise of the Reason
gives Ideas, out of which principles originate. The three
grand Ideas of Reason are the Soul, God, and the Universe.
Still, we know only phenomena, or passing appearances. Of
things-in-themselves,—noumena,—we can know nothing. Even
the ideas of Reason themselves, involve us in hopeless con-
fusion. At this point, Kant does not part company with
Hume. Yet they completely differ in this respect, that Kant
maintains the reality of things-in-themselves. With him, the
Mind is a noumenon, existing in a supersensible or cogitable
world, superior to the laws of causality. With certain marked
differences, the theory of Kant here becomes analogous to
that of Plato. With the ancient philosopher, the supersensible
world is one from which we have descended, and-to which we
may climb again by philosophy; with the modern, we are
now both in the supersensible world, and out of it, being
within it as pure mind, but without, in so far as we are con-
cerned with the sensible and phenomenal. According to
Kant, the @ priori forms, notions, and ideas, which are not
criteria of truth, are conditions of our intelligence which we
impose on phenomenal experience. This is akin to that
formula of Reid which represents first principles of intelligence
and morality, as convictions which we cannot resist ; but quite
inferior to Reid, who maintains that @ przor¢ principles have
‘the light of truth in themselves” With Kant, the ideas of
pure reason, though involving us speculatively in contradictions,
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are nevertheless regulative of intellectual life. Kant’s intel-
lectual theory, with all its speculative insight, and grandeur of
conception, is negative and sceptical in its conclusion, from
which its cognitive or supersensible world cannot be accredited
as a philosophic deliverance.—K7iti% der Reinen Vernunft,
Werke, Rosencranz, 11. ; Critigue of Pure Reason, Meiklejohn’s
‘Cranslation ; Mahaffy’s Kant for English Readers; Schwegler’s
History, translated by Dr. J. Hutchison Ctirling; Ueberweg’s
History, translated by G. S. Morris; Cousin’s Za Philosophie
de Kant, translated with admirable Introduction by A. G. Hen-
derson, London, 1854 ; Jnguisitio Philosophica, by M. P. W.
Bolton, London, 1866 ; Zime and Space, by Dr. Shadworth
Hodgson, London, 1865 ; Kanut, article in Eucyclo. Britann.,
8th ed., by Rev. Professor John Cairns, D.D. For the ter-
minology of Kant, see Critigue of Pure Reason, Meiklejohn's
Transl. p. 224 ; Encyclo. Worterbuck der Kritischen Philosophie,
by G. Mellin, eleven vols. Leipzig, 1797 ; Krug's Handwirter-
buch, Leipzig, 1832, 2d ed.

Kant’s Ethical Theory, in accordance with the Intellectual,
is @ préor? in its structure. It is in the region of practice that
we tianscend the phenomenal, and attain the real. ¢The
Practical Reason ’ discovers truth ; the ¢ Autonomy of the Will’
carries us beyond the phenomenal into the cogitable or super-
sensible world. Here the Categorical Imperative or Moral
Law, our own Personality, Freedom of Will, and the Being of

- God, are all certainly discovered. In accordance with the
nature of the categorical imperative, the formula of all morality
is,—ACT FROM A MAXIM AT ALL TIMES FIT FOR LAW UNI-
VERSAL.—Grundlegung sur Me'aph. der Stiten, 1785; and
Kritik der Praktischen Vernunft, 1788, both in vol. viiL. of
Werke, Rosencranz; Zhe Mctaphysic of Ethics, translated by
Semple, which I have edited, with Introduction, 3d ed., Edin-
burgh e

Jouann GorrLiee FicHTE (1762-1814), adopting a pure
Idealism, discarded the Speculative Reason of Kant, and
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regarded Reason as practical. In Ethics, he first developed
the Science of -Rights.—Grundlage des Naturrechts, 1796,
Werke by J. H. Fichte, 111., translated by Kroeger,—Sczernce
of Rights, Philadelphia, 1869 ; and afterwards the Science of
Morals, System der Sittenlehre, 1798, Werke, Th. 1v. With
Fichte, Self-consciousness is the test of rationality, and the
Rational Being necessarily posits itself as a free-will agent. To
such a rational agent, Morality is action according to the
ideas of Reason, in order to attain perfect or absolute
freedom.

GEeorG W.F. HEGEL (1770-1831) made the Idea the source
of all reality. His system is developed as a Dialectic, pro-
ceeding from Pure Being as its starting-point. It is more a
Philosophy of Logical Possibilities than a Philosophy of Mind
or known existence, though of necessity it is wrought out with
the materials which experience affords.— Wissenschaft der
Logik, 1833-34, Werke, mr.-v. His Ethical Theory is in
accordance with his general scheme. It is divided into three
parts, Abstract Right,—Morality in the individual life,—and
Moral Principles applied to social life.—Grundiinien der
Philosophie des Rechts, Berlin, 1821, Werke, viri. Hegel’s
line of progress is as follows,—starting from a conception such
as Being, to pass over to its opposite, Not-Being, and then by
the combination of both to reach a higher unity, or stage in
advance, Becoming. The notion is thus the first moment,—
reaching the antithesis, is the second moment,—and the com-
bination, is the third moment. This tripartite movement,
Hegel regards as involved in every stage of philosophic pro-
gress. In accordance with its character, Universality and
Necessity are the prominent features of the scheme. ¢The
philosophical science of morals possesses the Idea of Right,—
the Conception of Right,—and its realization in objects,’
sec. I, p. 3. In harmony with Fichte, he says, ¢ The ground
of the Right is the mental, and its primary position and start-
ing-point, the Will, so that freedom constitutes its substance
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and distinction, and the system of Right is the realm of real-
ized freedom, the world of mind brought out from itself, as a
second nature,’ sec. 4, p. 14. Then comes the development,
according to the Hegelian system, of the pure or indeter-
minate Ego (I), into the determinate, by a metaphysical pro-
cess. After this, the immediate or natural Will, encountering
Impulses, Desires; and Inclinations, realizes itself in action,
by an ethical process. In this, Personality is reached, sec. 37,
p- 41. The Mind has objects and aims, and so is a Person.
¢ Personality involves capability of Right’ ¢The Law of
Right is therefore,—BE A PERSON AND RESPECT OTHERS AS
PERSONs,” sec. 36, p. 42. In application of this the Right of
the moral Will involves three sides,—(1.) the abstract or formal
right of the action, (2.) the speciality of the action, as having
a determinate aim, in harmony with abstract right,—this is the
Well (Wohl), and (3.) the realization of this in act,—which is
the Good, and its antithesis, the Bad, where appears the ap-
plication of Conscience, sec. 114, p. I11.

In judging of Hegel, it is needful to distinguish between
his method and the substance of his system, keeping at the
same time in view, that this philosopher of abstractions held
that ¢everything true is concrete’ (alles Wahre ist concret),
sec. 7, p. 19. The substance of the theory has for the most
part been previously and otherwise obtained. Without Kant
there could have been no Hegel. The critical method pre-
ceded this dialectic, supplied the materials, gave the key—and
the later philosophy has come after, with a splendid dialectic
exercise, working up these materials into a new form, afford-
ing ample proof of the validity and consistency of the funda-
mental conceptions of Reason. But as a separate and
independent system of philosophy, I cannot think it capable
of enduring. The basis of all real philosophy lies where
Kant uncovered the distinction between the @ posterzori and
a priori,—kuowledge by experience, and knowledge original
to mind ; and the beginning of all philosophizing is where Des
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Cartes began,—1I think, therefore I am. If both philosophers
seriously failed in rearing the superstructure, this is only in
keeping with the analogy of discovery; but certainly both
achieved, as Hegel also has done, a very grand part in the
work which belongs to ages.

FRIEDRICH E. D. SCHLEIERMACHER (1768-1834) discussed
the whole system of Ethics from the point of view afforded
by the highest good. He maintained that ‘the activity of
Reason upon the nature, expresses the beginning and ending
of the science of morals.’—S:tlenlelire (1835), sec. g1 ; Werke
Philos. v. p. 52. ‘As Moral Philosophy is completely un-
folded as a doctrine of Good, or of the Highest Good, so is
it the full expression of the whole unity of Reason and Nature.’
But the highest good is not to be taken as a single good, but
as a totality,—*the organic connexion of all good,’—a doctrine
which comes closely upon the Utilitarian Theory, though it is
not so 1egarded by Schleiermacher himself.

The FRENCH philosophers belonging to the latter half of
the eighteenth century, carried out the sensationalism of
Condillac, by developing a utilitarian system of morals. Thus
HEeLvETIUS (1715-1771) argues from sensation as the origin
of all knowledge, to the pleasurable as the ground of moral
distinctions.—De /’Esprit, Paris, 1758 ; De [’ Homme, Lon-
don, 1772; and Les Progres de la Raison dans la Recherche
du Vrai, London, 1775. D'HoLBacH (1723-1789), making
actions the necessary product of our organism, develops a
moral system similar to that of Helvetius.—Systeme de la
Nature; ou Des Lots du Monde Physique ¢t du Monde Moral,
1770.

The French School of the nineteenth century, drawing its
inspiration mainly from the Scotch School, partly from the
German, finds the basis of morality in necessary principles of
rectitude. Following Laromiguiere, Maine de Biran, and
Royer-Collard, Victor CousiN (1792-1867) is a conspicuous
example. The critic at once of Locke and of Kant, he was
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the vindicator of Reid, and the upholder of universal and
necessary principles as the basis equally of speculative and of
practical science.—Z%e True, the Beautiful, and the Good,
translated by O. W. Wright, Edinburgh, 1854. See specially
Lects. 1.-I1L. XI. and XI1v.

THEODORE JOUFFROY (1796-1842) was the distinguished
disciple and colleague of Cousin. Travelling along a course
of independent investigation, he reached the same conclusions
in morals. The main steps are these :—There are ¢ primitive
tendencies’ in our nature, and ‘faculties’ for attaining the
ends sought by these tendencies, ¢ pleasure’ results from the
use of these faculties. Reason finds these tendencies and
faculties developed, enters into the meaning of all things
connected with our nature and circumstances, and acquires
an idea of the true end of our being. Thus man attains to
morality in self-guidance, for he is moral only by the attain-
ment of universal absolute ideas. From a survey of the
relations of distinct personalities, there comes the conception
of Universal Order. Theidea of Order awakens the reverence
of Reason, and is accepted as °the natural and eternal law.’
¢ All duty, right, obligation, and rules of morality spring from
this one source, the idea of good in itself,—the idea of Order.
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