Meeting of the Aristotelian Society at 55, Russell Square, London,
W.C.1, on June 11th, 1934, at 8 p.m.

XIII.—IS “GOODNESS” A NAME OF A SIMPLE
NON-NATURAL QUALITY *

By C. D. Broap.

As is well-known, Professor Moore in his Principia Ethica,
claimed to show that an affirmative answer must be given to the
question which forms the titile of this paper.  There has been
a great deal of discussion on the subject during the thirty-one
years which have elapsed since the publication of Principia
Ethica, and it seemed to me that it might be worth while to
review the question in the light of our present knowledge and
beliefs.

(1) StaTeMENT OF MooRE’s THEORY.—I shall begin by
stating in my own way what I understand to have been Moore’s
theory at the time when he wrote Principia Ethica. The theory
may be summed up in the following six propositions : (i) When
we use a sentence like: ‘“That experience is good,” we are
often, if not always, expressing a judgment in which we ascribe
a certain characteristic to the experience. So the word “ good ”’
is often, if not always, used as a name of a characteristic. (i) The
word “ good ™’ is, of course, highly ambiguous. In some of its
senses it undoubtedly stands for complex characteristics which
can be analysed. When used in any of these senses the word
can be defined. In these senses some other word or phrase,
such as ““benefic” or ‘ contributively good” or ‘“ instru-
mentally efficient,” can be substituted for *“ good * without loss
or gain of meaning. (iii) There is, however, another sense of
the word, which is presupposed in some or all of these definable
senses of it. This we will call the ‘‘ primary sense.” In this
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sense ‘““ good ”’ stands for a characteristic which is simple and
therefore unanalysable. Consequently the word *“ good,” in this
primary sense, cannot be defined. (iv) It follows at once that
the characteristic for which it stands cannot be a relational
property, i.e., a characteristic of the form : “ Having the relation
R to so-and-so.” For, obviously, all relational properties are
complex, and are analysable into a relation and a term. (v) The
characteristic is a pure quality and not a pure relation. (vi) The
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characteristic is of a peculiar kind, which Moore calls * non-
natural.”

I think that these are the essential points of the theory.
They are not all separately stated by Moore, but those which
are not stated are clearly implied.

(2) Discussion orF THE THEORY.—I will now take the six
points in my statement of the theory in order, and consider the
arguments for or against them.

(2-1) Is “ goodness” a name of a Characteristic >—Moore
always assumes that ‘ good " is used as a name of some charac-
teristic or other in sentences like : * This experience is good.”
He evidently thought that this would be admitted by everyone,
and that the only question is about the nature of this charac-
teristic or these characteristics.

Now it has been pointed out by Mr. Duncan Jones that it is
not safe to let this assumption pass without question. Certainly
the sentence : “ This is good " is of the same grammatical form
as many sentences which undoubtedly do state that a certain
thing has a certain characteristic. It is, e.g., of the same form
as: “This is square,” and there is no doubt that anyone who
utters the latter sentence is intending to convey the belief that
a certain particular has a certain characteristic of which *“ square”
is a name.

But we must remember that a sentence, which is grammatic-
ally in the indicative mood, may really be in part interjectional
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or rhetorical or imperative. It may be in part the expression
of an emotion which the speaker is feeling. In that case to
utter the sentence: ‘‘That is good” on a certain occasion
might be equivalent to uttering a purely non-ethical sentence
in the indicative, followed by a certain interjection. It might,
e.g., be equivalent to saying : ‘“ That’s an act of self-sacrifice.
Hurrah!”  Similarly, to utter the sentence : ‘ That is bad ”
on a certain occasion might be equivalent to saying: ‘‘ That’s
a deliberately misleading statement. Blast!” Again, a sen-
tence may be used partly to evoke a certain kind of emotion
in the hearer. In that case to utter the sentence: ‘ That is
good ” might be equivalent to uttering a purely non-ethical
sentence in the indicative in a pleasant tone and with a smile.
To utter the sentence : “ That is bad,” might be equivalent to
shouting a purely non-ethical indicative sentence at the hearer
with a frown. Here the use of the ethical words “ good ” and
“bad ” is merely a stimulus to produce certain emotions in the
hearer, as smiling at him or shouting at him might do. In
this case the sentence might be called “rhetorical.” Lastly,
such sentences may be used to command or to forbid certain
actions in the hearer. To utter the sentence: * That is good ”
might be equivalent to uttering a purely non-ethical indicative
sentence followed by a sentence in the imperative. It might,
e.g., be equivalent on a certain oceasion to:  That’s an act
of self-sacrifice. Imitate it!” To utter the sentence : “ That
18 bad ” on a certain occasion might be equivalent to saying :
“That’s a deliberately misleading statement. Don’t do that
again ! ”

3

On this view, words like ““ good ”” and “‘ bad ” do not mean
anything in the sense in which words like ‘“white” and
“square” do. There are no characteristics of which they are
names. A person who utters sentences in which they occur
as grammatical predicates is not using them to convey the
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belief that a certain subject has a certain peculiar characteristic
of which the grammatical predicate is a name. And a person
who hears such sentences and understands them is being exhorted
or commanded or emotionally stimulated, but is not receiving
any special kind of information about the subject of the
sentence. If this be so, Professor Moore’s theory breaks down
at the first move, and so too do the theories of most of his
opponents.

Mr. Duncan Jones points out that his theory fits in with
two very important facts: (i) It explains why all attempts to
define ethical words in purely non-ethical terms seem un-
satisfactory. Suppose you substitute a sentence containing
only non-ethical words for one that contains an ethical word.
Then the interjectional, rhetorical, or imperative force which
the original sentence derived from the ethical word in it, has
vanished. You feel that something is missing, and you are
quite right. Suppose you have never doubted that ethical
words are names of characteristics. Then you will explain this
feeling of “ something missing ” by saying that the proposed
analysis of an ethical characteristic into purely non-ethical
characteristics has missed out some essential logical constituent
of the ethical characteristic. (ii) Attempts to define one ethical
word, e.g., “good,” partly in terms of another ethical word,
e.g., “right,” do not always seem unsatisfactory. It is not,
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e.g., obviously inadequate to define “a good experience” as
‘““an experience which can rightly be desired.” Nor, on the
other hand, is it obviously inadequate to define *“ right conduct ”’
as “‘ conduct which is conducive to good consequences.” Now
the theory can explain this fact too. Both the original sentence
and the proposed equivalent now contain ethical words. Both
have therefore interjectional, rhetorical and imperative force.
Now it is possible that two different sentences, both of which

have this kind of force, may produce precisely similar effects,
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as evokers of emotion or as commands, in all people of a certain
community who may hear them. Suppose you have never
doubted that ethical words are names of characteristics. Then
you will think that the more complex of two such sentences
states the analysis of the ethical characteristic which is named
by the ethical word in the simpler of the two sentences. And
so you will think that some ethical characteristics can be
analysed in terms of other ethical characteristics and of non-
ethical characteristics.

I think that this theory may be further supported by
reflecting on how we learn ethical words as children. I suspect
that, for a small child, “ good ”” and ““ right ”” acts are practically
co-extensive with those which its mother or nurse names in a
certain tone and with a smile or which she exhorts it to do.
And “bad” or “wrong” acts are practically co-extensive
with those which its mother or nurse names in a certain other
tone and with a frown or which she forbids it to do. Very
soon the ethical words acquire the same rhetorical or imperative
force as the tone of voice or the facial expression or the explicit
command or forbidding. It may be noted that many words are
‘““amphibious ” in character, ¢.e., partly non-ethical and partly
ethical. Compare, e.g., the two sentences: ““ That is a state-
ment made with the intention of producing a false belief,”
and “That is a lie.” The first is in purely non-ethical terms.
The second has for its grammatical predicate the amphibious
word “lie,” which is partly non-ethical and partly ethical.
Now it is quite certain that the second sentence does commonly
express or stimulate an emotion which the first does not. And
it is plausible to hold that this is the only difference between the
first, which is purely non-ethical, and the second, which is partly
ethical.

It seems to me then that Mr. Duncan Jones’s theory is
quite plausible enough to deserve very serious consideration.
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It would have to be refuted before we could be sure that the
question : ““ Are the characteristics denoted by ethical names
analysable or unanalysable ?”’ is a sensible question. If this
theory were correct the question would be like asking whether
unicorns are or are not cloven-hoofed.

Henceforth, however, we will suppose, for the sake of argu-
ment, that words like “good” and ‘““bad” are names of
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characteristics. We may agree that when °good” is used
in the sense of * benefic ” or of *“ contributively good,” it stands
for a characteristic which is complex. And we will assume
that, when ‘““good” in these senses is defined, the definition
always involves the word ““ good ” in another sense, which may
be called the primary one.

(2:2) Is the characteristic which ““ good” denotes analysable ?
The next question is this: “ Assuming that the word °good,’
in the primary sense, is a name of a characteristic, is there any
reason to believe that this characteristic is unanalysable 2 It
seems to me quite clear that there is no means of proving, with
regard to any characteristic, that it is unanalysable. At most
we might be able to show that no analysis so far proposed is
satisfactory ; and even this is not always so easy as one might
think, for the question involves some very fundamental and
difficult logical points which I will now try to state.

Suppose a person raises the question whether the charac-
teristic of which a certain word N is a name is simple or complex,
and whether, if it is complex, a certain proposed analysis of it
is correct or not. Plainly, in some sense of the phrase, he must
“know what the word N means.” For, otherwise, he does not
know what he is asking his question about. Equally plainly
this cannot be the same as “knowing the analysis, if any, of
the characteristic which N stands for.” If he knew this in
knowing what the word N means, the question whether the
characteristic is simple or complex, and what is its correct
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analysis, if it is complex, could never arise for him. So the
question presupposes at least the following three propositions :
(i) That there is a certain one characteristic which the person
who asks the question is thinking of whenever he uses the word
N in certain kinds of context. (ii) That, whether this character-
istic be in fact simple or in fact complex, he can think of it
without ¢pso facto knowing that it is simple or knowing that
it is complex. (iii) If it be in fact complex, he can think of
it without ipso facto knowing its correct analysis. In practice
a further assumption is, I think, always made. It is assumed
(iv) that all or most other people who speak the language of
the questioner correctly are thinking of the same characteristic
as he is thinking of whenever they use the word N in the same
kinds of context.

Now it might be extremely difficult to justify assumptions
(1) and (iv) in many cases. Can I be sure that there is any one
characteristic of which I am thinking whenever I use the word
“good” in the primary sense? May there not be, as Mr.
Braithwaite has suggested, a whole lot of characteristics, such
that I am sometimes thinking of one and sometimes of another
of them when I use the word “ good ” in the primary sense ?
Again, can I be sure that, when other people use the word
“good ” in certain contexts they are always or generally
thinking of the characteristic which I am thinking of when I
use the word in such contexts ? The only evidence that can
be produced is consistency or inconsistency of usage. Do 1
sometimes call certain things ““ good ” and at other times call
precisely similar things ““bad” or “indifferent” ? Do other
people agree among themselves and with me in the things that
they call ““ good,” and in the things that they call  bad,” and
in the things that they call ““indifferent ” ? If there is great
inconsistency in applying the words “good” and * bad”,
there is at least a presumption that conditions (i) and (iv) are
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not fulfilled. Now there certainly is a considerable amount
of inconsistency.

We will suppose, however, that this difficulty can be over-
come, and that we can satisfy ourselves that conditions (i) and
(iv) are fulfilled. We will now concentrate our attention on
conditions (ii) and (iii). There are several grave logical diffi-
culties which I could raise at this point ; but I propose to waive
them and to pass straight to the following question : “ Supposing
that you can think of a certain characteristic C without ipso
facto knowing whether it is simple or complex, and without
1pso facto knowing its correct analysis if it be complex, how are
you to set about answering the question whether it is simple or
complex ? And, if it is complex, how are you to decide whether
a certain proposed analysis of it is right or wrong ?”

Suppose it is suggested that the characteristic is analysable
into the characteristics C;, C, and C;. Then (a) we can reject
this suggestion at once if we can think of anything which has C
and lacks either C; or Cy or C;. And we can reject it at once
if we can think of anything which has C; and C, and C,; and
lacks C. (b) Suppose that, after applying this test, we are left
with one or more suggested analyses of C. We can next proceed
as follows. Granted that I know of nothing which has C and
lacks any of the characteristics C;, C, and Cj, and that I know
of nothing which has C,, C, and C, and lacks C, can I conceive
that there might be such a thing ? If I can, I can reject the
proposed analysis of C into C;, Cy and C;. For a characteristic
and 1ts analysis would be necessarily co-extensive. The equiva-
lence of their extensions would not be just a contingent fact,
like the fact that chewing the cud and having cloven hoofs are
co-extensive. (c) Suppose that we are left with one or more
suggested analyses of C which pass this test and can be seen to
be necessarily co-extensive with C. There might be several
such. The property of being circular, e.g., is necessarily
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co-extensive with an enormous number of other complicated sets
of characteristics. For there are enormous numbers of com-
plicated properties which we can prove must belong to all circles
and cannot belong to anything but circles. So we are finally
faced with the following question: ““If we know of only one
set of characteristics which is necessarily co-extensive with C,
how can we tell whether this set is or is not an analysis of C ?
And, if we know of several such sets of characteristics, how can
we tell which, if any, of them is the analysis of C, and which of
them are necessarily and reciprocally but synthetically connected
with C ?”  Suppose, e.g., that it seemed evident that anything
that was good would necessarily be a fitting object of desire,
and that anything which was a fitting object of desire would
necessarily be good. How could we tell whether being a fitting
object of desire is the analysis of being good, or whether it is
just a complex characteristic which is necessarily and reciprocally
but synthetically connected with goodness ?

It seems to me that, at this stage, further argument would be
impossible. All that an objector can say is: I feel that your
proposed analysis of goodness misses out something which I
have in mind when I use the word good.” Or, “1 can’t believe
that when I use the word good I am thinking of anything so
complicated as I should be thinking of if your proposed analysis
of goodness were correct.” Now suppose that another person
does not feel that the suggested analysis misses out anything
that Ae has in mind when Ae uses the word ““ good.” And suppose
that he thinks that what he has in mind when he uses the word
“good ” may easily be as complicated as it would be if the
suggested analysis were correct. We are assuming that the
parties have somehow persuaded themselves that they are
both thinking of the same characteristic whenever either of
them uses the word ““ good ” in similar contexts. What further
argument is possible between them ?
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The actual situation is not, however, quite like this. I think
it is true to say that all reasonably simple analyses of goodness
in purely non-ethical terms seem to most people to miss out
something. (Cf., e.g., “to be good ” means “to be generally
desired as an end 7). And all analyses of goodness in purely
non-ethical terms, which avoid this defect, seem to most people
to be too complex to be correct analyses of what they have in
mind. (Cf, e.g., ““ to be good ”” means ““ to be something which
a man would approve of himself or another for desiring”’). It
is only certain definitions which are paitly in ethical and partly
in non-ethical terms that might seem to many people to avoid
both defects. (Cf., e.g., “to be good,” means ““to be a fitting
object of desire.”) Now how much weight ought to be attached
to a fairly general feeling that suggested analyses of goodness
in purely non-ethical terms either miss out something which we
have in mind or are too complex to be correct analyses of what
we have in mind ?

I think that we commonly make the following assumptions
without ever stating them clearly. It is assumed that, if I have
thought of a certain characteristic C often enough to have
associated a name with it, then any proposed analysis of it
which is felt by me to be either inadequate or unduly complex
is very probably incorrect. It would be admitted that a proposed
analysis might tn fact be incorrect even though 1 did not feel
it to be inadequate or unduly complex. But it would be held
that, if I do feel it to have either of these defects, then it probably
1s defective. And, if most people who have frequently thought of
certain characteristic agree in feeling that a proposed analysis
a of 1t is inadequate or unduly complex, it would be held to be
practically certain that the proposed analysis is defective.

Now, as regards this general principle, there are two things
to be said : (i) I am not much impressed with the importance of
a widespread feeling that a proposed analysis is unduly complex.



IS “GOODNESS” A NAME OF A SIMPLE NON-NATURAL QUALITY ? 259

We are assuming, it must be remembered, that a person can
think of a characteristic without ipso facto knowing its analysis
if it has one. Now it seems difficult to suppose that one can
estimate the degree of internal complexity of a characteristic
when one does not know whether it is simple or complex, and
does not know its analysis if it has one. (i) More weight should,
I think, be attached to a widespread feeling that a proposed
analysis is inadequate. This fact has to be accounted for some-
how. The most obvious explanation is that the analysis really
does omit some logical constituent of the characteristic, or that
it analyses, not this characteristic, but some other which is
allied to it. Unfortunately this is just the place where Mr.
Duncan Jones’s suggestion becomes highly relevant. It may
be that the explanation is simply that the name of the original
characteristic has acquired a certain interjectional, rhetorical or
emotional force which is Jacking in the phrase that expresses
the analysis. We feel the lack of this, and we conclude that the
analysis is inadequate.

(2:3) Can Goodness be a Relational Property ?—The fourth
point in my statement of Professor Moore’s theory was that, if
the characteristic denoted by ¢ good ” be simple, it cannot be a
relational property. It must be either a pure quality or a pure
relation. This is quite obvious; but, in order to show that
goodness is either a quality or a relation, it would be necessary
to add the premise that the characteristic denoted by “ good ”
@5 simple. I have tried to show that this has not been proved,
and that there is no conceivable way of proving it. The utmost
that has been shown is that all analyses in purely non-ethical
terms, which have so far been suggested, seem to most people
to be either inadequate or unduly complex. For reasons which
I have given, I do not think that this proves conclusively that
none of these proposed analyses is correct ; and, even if they all
were incorrect, it would still be possible that there might be a
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correct analysis in purely non-ethical terms which no one happens
to have suggested. Again, it would still be possible that there
might be a correct analysis, partly in ethical and partly in non-
ethical terms. There is not even a presumption against this,
since certain proposed analyses of this kind do not seem to most
people to be obviously inadequate or obviously too complex.
It seems to me then that no good reason has been produced for
holding that the characteristic denoted by ‘good,” in the
primary sense, cannot be a relational property.

(2-4) Can Goodness be a Pure Relation ?—The fifth point
in the statement was that “ good,” in the primary sense, is not
the name of a relation, and must, therefore, be the name of a
quality. I think it is obvious that *“ good  is not the name of a
relation. If it denotes a characteristic at all, the characteristic
which it denotes is either a quality or a relational property.
So, if one could show that it denotes a simple characteristic, we
could admit at once that it denotes a simple quality. The
only remark that I wish to make at this point is the following.
It does seem to me conceivable that the relation denoted by
“ better than ”” might be more fundamental than the character-
istic denoted by ““ good.” It might be that the former is simple
and unanalysable, and that the latter is complex and definable
in terms of the former. The suggestion would be that “ good *’
is always an abbreviation for “ good of its kind,” and that
“good of its kind ” means “ better than the average member
of its proximate species.” This would make ““ good ” a name
of a relational property of a peculiar kind, in which the relation
is that denoted by “ better than.” If it could be shown that
“good,” in the primary sense, does not denote a relational
property at all, this suggestion could be dismissed at once. But
I suspect that some people, who think they have proved this,
have not considered the possibility that ““ good ” might denote
a relational property in which the relation is that denoted by
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“better than.” Perhaps they would not be so sure that
“ good ”” might not denote a relational property of this peculiar
kind, even though they were convinced that it could not
denote a relational property in which any other relation was
involved.

(2-5) Is Goodness a Non-natural Characteristic?—The last
point in Professor Moore’s theory is that *“ good,” in the primary
sense, 18 a name of a ‘‘non-natural’ characteristic. Two
questions at once arise: (i) What exactly is meant by the
distinction between a ‘‘natural” and a ‘non-natural”
characteristic ? (i) What connexion, if any, is there between
the doctrine that ““ good,” in the primary sense, denotes a
characteristic which is simple and unanalyzable, and the doctrine
that it denotes a characteristic which is non-natural ? We
will take these two questions in turn.

(i) We will begin with complex characteristics. A complex
characteristic is natural if it can be analyzed into a set of simple
characteristics every one of which is natural. A complex
characteristic is non-natural if its analysis involves at least
one simple characteristic which is non-natural. Thus the
question at once arises: “ What is meant by calling a simple
characteristic natural or non-natural ? ”’

Unfortunately we shall get very little light on this question
from Professor Moore’s published works. The only place, so
far as T know, in which it is explicitly discussed is Principia
Ethica, p. 40 to 41.  We are there told that a *“ natural object
1s any object that is capable of existing in time, e.g., a stone, a
mind, an explosion, an experience, etc. All natural objects
have natural characteristics, and some natural objects also
have non-natural characteritsics. We are told that each
natural characteristic of a natural object could be conceived as
existing in time all by itself, and that every natural object is a
whole whose parts are its natural characteristics. We are told
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that a non-natural characteristic of a natural object is one which
cannot be conceived as existing in time all by itself. It can be
conceived as existing only as the property of some natural
object. Now it seems to me that every characteristic of a natural
object answers Professor Moore’s criterion of non-naturalness,
and that no characteristic could possibly be natural in his sense.
I do not believe for a moment that a penny is a whole of which
brownness and roundness are parts, nor do I believe that the
brownness or the roundness of a penny could each exist in time
all by itself. Hence I should have to count brownness, round-
ness, pleasantness, etc., as non-natural characteristics if I
accepted Professor Moore’s account of the distinction. Yet
he certainly counts them as natural characteristics.

I think that Professor Moore is intending to explain the
distinction between natural and non-natural characteristics
in the very difficult essay entitled The Conception of Intrinsic
Value, in his Philosophical Studies. So far as I can understand
his doctrine in that essay, it may be summarized as follows :
(@) The characteristics of any thing T may first be divided into
two great classes, viz., those which do, and those which do not,
“ depend solely on the intrinsic nature of T.” (b) Character-
istics of a thing T which depend solely on its intrinsic nature
may be sub-divided into those which are, and those which are
not, “intrinsic characteristics” of 1it. Consider, e.g., an
experience which has a certain perfectly determinate kind and
degree of pleasantness. Suppose that it also has a certain
perfectly determinate kind and degree of goodness. Then, if I
understand him aright, Moore would say that both its pleasantness
and its goodness are characteristics which depend solely on its
intrinsic nature. He would say that its pleasantness is an
intrinsic characteristic of it. And he would say that its goodness
is not an intrinsic characteristic of it. (¢) Although he does not
explicitly say so, I think that he would identify the non-natural
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Unhappily Moore gives no clear account of this distinction
between the intrinsic and the non-intrinsic characteristics which
depend on the intrinsic nature of a thing. All that he says

is this. A complete enumeration of the intrinsic characteristics
of a thing would constitute a complete description of it. A
description of a thing can be complete even if it does not include
characteristics of it which, though determined solely by its
intrinsic nature, are not intrinsic characteristics.

I find it most difficult to follow or to accept this.

(call'* good“making.””) If an experience is good, this is never an

ultimate fact. It is always reasonable to ask : “ What makes
it good ¢ And the sort of answer that we should expect to
get would be : ““ Its pleasantness,” or: * The fact thatitis asorrow-
fully toned awareness of another’s distress,” or something of
that kind. We might, therefore, distinguish the characteristics
of a thing into two classes, viz., ultimate and dervvative ; and good-

ness will certainly fall into the class of derivative characteristics.
Now there is a sense in which one might say that a thing could
not be completely described if any of its ultimate characteristics
were omitted, but that it could be completely described without
mentioning any of its derivative characteristics. In describing
a circle, e.g., it is not necessary to mention any of the


Pablo
Highlight

Pablo
Highlight

Pablo
Highlight


264 C. D. BROAD.

innumerable properties which follow of necessity from its
definition together with the axioms of Euclidean geometry.

‘combined in if,” or something of that kind.) So, if pleasantness

is to be counted as a natural characteristic, it is impossible to
identify the non-natural characteristics of a thing with the
derivative subclass of those of its characteristics which depend
solely on its intrinsic nature.

It seems impossible, then, to extract from Professor Moore’s
writings any satisfactory account of his distinction between
“natural” and “ non-natural ” characteristics. And yet we all
recognize fairly well what he is talking about when he makes this
distinction. I suggest that the best plan is to start with an
epustemological description of the term ¢ natural characteristic.”

istics and the notions of cause and substance. I think that

this covers every characteristic which would be universally

admitted to be natural. It would cover, eg., yellowness,
both in the sense in which it is ascribed to sensa and in the sense
in which it is ascribed to physical things. It would also cover
pleasantness, fearfulness, intelligence, etc. And it would leave
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the question whether goodness is a natural or a non-natural
characteristic open to discussion. We will therefore take this
as our description of a ‘‘natural characteristic” for the rest
of the argument.

(ii) We are now in a position to deal with our second question.
What connexion, if any, is there between the doctrine that
“good,” in the primary sense, denotes a characteristic which is
simple, and the doctrine that it denotes a characteristic which is
non-natural ?

It is plain that our epistemological description at once
plunges us into questions about how we become aware of the

’

characteristic called ‘‘ goodness,” assuming that there is such
a characteristic. (a) It seems to me quite obvious that it is
not manifested to us by any of our senses, as, e.g., yellowness,
sweetness, squeakiness, etc., are. It is evident that, when
“good” is used in its primary sense, it does not denote a
characteristic of which we could became aware by sight or
touch or taste or smell or hearing, or any other sense which
we have or conceivably might have. It is doubtful whether
goodness, in this sense, can belong to the sort of objects that
can be sensed or perceived. And, even if it can and does, it is
certain that we do not perceive with our senses the goodness
of such objects. (At most we perceive with our senses. certain
natural characteristics which are .good-making, e.g., certain
combinations of colour, of sound, of taste, etec.

(b) It seems equally clear that no simple characteristic
which we can discover by introspecting our experiences can be
identified with goodness. We become aware through intro-
spection of experiences which are pleasant or unpleasant, toned
with desire or aversion, and so on. We thus become aware
of the psychological characteristics of pleasantness, longingness,
etc., and their opposites. Now it is true that goodness, in the
primary sense, can belong to experiences. Indeed, some people

2x


Pablo
Highlight


Do

66 C. D. BROAD.

would hold that, in this sense, it can belong to nothing else.

We come, therefore, to the following hypothetical conclu-
sion. If the word ““ good,” when used in its primary sense,
denotes a simple quality, then that quality is almost certainly
not one which we become aware of either by sensing sensa
which manifest it or by introspecting experiences which manifest
it. It is, therefore, not a natural characteristic, as described
by us. So, with our description of ““natural characteristics,”
there 4s an important logical connexion between proving that
“ good ” is the name of a simple quality and proving that it is
the name of a non-natural characteristic.

This, however, does not settle the question whether “ good ”’
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is the name of a non-natural characteristic. For I do not think
that it has been proved or could be proved, that “ good ” is the
name of a simple quality. Indeed, I am now going to argue
that there are considerable epistemological difficulties in holding
that ““ good ” is the name of a simple quality. Is there any way
of becoming aware of a simple quality belonging to particulars,
except by sensing or introspecting particulars which manifest
this characteristic to one ? Many people would say that there
plainly is no other way. If they are right, it follows that we
could not possibly have an intuitive idea of goodness if goodness
were a non-natural characteristic. For, if goodness were a
stmple non-natural characteristic, the consequence would follow at
once ; and, if it were a complex characteristic which contains
one or more non-natural characteristics in its analysis, the conse-
quence would follow at the second move. We could not have an
intuitive idea of such a complex characteristic unless we had
such ideas of its simple non-natural components; and, if the
epistemological principle be accepted, we could not have intuitive
ideas of these components.

Now, although this epistemological principle does seem
to me highly plausible, I am not prepared to accept it (or any
other epistemological principle) as self-evident. I am therefore
not prepared to conclude that no characteristic of which I
can have an intuitive idea could be non-natural. But I do
think it important to point out the following hypothetical fact.
If goodness is a non-natural characteristic, then anyone’s intui-
tive idea of this characteristic must be an a priort notion, or
must contain a priori notions as elements. For an a priori
notion just is an intuitive idea of a characteristic which is not
manifested in sensation or introspection and is not definable
wholly in terms of such characteristics. Anyone who holds that
goodness is a non-natural characteristic and that he has an
intuitive idea of it is therefore committed to the view that there
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are a priors notions and that his notion of goodness is one of
them. Now anyone who holds that goodness is a simple,
characteristic will be almost compelled to hold that it is non-
natural. Therefore anyone who holds that goodness is a simple
characteristic and that he has an intuitive idea of it will be almost
compelled to hold that there are a priort notions and that his
notion of goodness is one of them.

There is one other epistemological point to be noticed.
Suppose that a person regards goodness as a non-natural
characteristic, and admits that it is always dependent on the
presence of certain natural characteristics which are good-
making. Then, if he holds that the connexion between a good-
making characteristic and the goodness which it confers is
necessary, he will be obliged to hold that there are synthetically
necessary facts and that he knows some of them. He will
therefore be obliged to admit that he can make synthetically
a priort judgments. The necessary connexion between those
natural characteristics of a thing which are good-making and
the goodness which their presence necessarily confers on the
thing cannot be analytic. For this would involve that the
non-natural characteristic of goodness is contained as a factor
in the analysis of a purely natural good-making characteristic,
and this would be self-contradictory.

Now many people think it self-evident that all necessary
connexion must be analytic and that there can be no synthetic
a priors judgments. I do not find this principle in the least
self-evident myself; but it is worth while to point out that
anyone who does so will be compelled to hold either (a) that
goodness is a natural characteristic, or (b) that the connexion
between the goodness of a thing and its good-making character-
istics is purely contingent and is known only empirically. He
might, of course, combine both views, as Hume did.




Vol. XXXIV. ERRATA.

p. 69, line 3.—For “ this colour ” read * this shade.”

p. 71, line 10.—For *“ whan ” read * when.”

p. 213, line 17.—For “ here ” read  there.”

p. 219, line 3.—For “ definite ’ read “ define.”

p. 224, line 3.—For *“ most "’ read ““ must.”

p- 220, line 4.—For * interpreparation ”’ read  interpretation.”
p- 249, line 3.—For “ titile ” read “ title.”

p- 290, line 19.—For “ passed ” read *‘ possessed.”



	Article Contents
	p. [249]
	p. 250
	p. 251
	p. 252
	p. 253
	p. 254
	p. 255
	p. 256
	p. 257
	p. 258
	p. 259
	p. 260
	p. 261
	p. 262
	p. 263
	p. 264
	p. 265
	p. 266
	p. 267
	p. 268
	[unnumbered]

	Issue Table of Contents
	Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, New Series, Vol. 34 (1933 - 1934), pp. 1-309
	Front Matter
	Constructions: The Presidential Address [pp. 1-30]
	Multiple Definition [pp. 31-50]
	On Particulars and Universals [pp. 51-62]
	Universals and Particulars [pp. 63-86]
	The Conception of Authority [pp. 87-110]
	The Method and Content of Political Science [pp. 111-128]
	Plato's Theory of the Good Man's Motive [pp. 129-142]
	Verification and Understanding [pp. 143-156]
	The Conception of God in the Philosophy of Whitehead [pp. 157-186]
	The Objects of Acquaintance [pp. 187-210]
	The Origin and Consequences of the Theory of Descriptions [pp. 211-230]
	Some Reflections concerning M. Bergson's "Two Sources of Morality and Religion" [pp. 231-248]
	Is "Goodness" a Name of a Simple Non-Natural Quality? [pp. 249-268]
	Choice [pp. 269-294]
	Abstract of the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society for the Fifty-Fifth Session, 1933-1934. The Meetings of the Session Were Held in the Society's Rooms at 55, Russell Square, London, W.C.1, on Monday Evenings, at 8 P.M. [pp. 295-298]





