CHAPTER II
Moral Realism: Moore and Hartmann |

.Nothirrg to my mind can be said on moral realism-without discussihgvthe views of the
English phjiosopher, GE. Moore and the German philosopher, Nicolar Hartmann, The
reason is. not far to see. Both of them have reflected on the probiem in their own ways.
Though they belonged to two different cultores, and differed in their philosophical
persuasions, yet, their thought patterns reveal striking eirriilarity. Moore’s Principia
‘ Ethica® was published in 1903 and the Enghsh translation of Nicolai Hartman’s Ethics,
vols. I and > were pubhshed in 1932. A gap of almostthlrty years separates them we
also do not know if Hartmann had any acquamtance with Moore s ethical 1deas as Kant
had of Hume’s skepticism. Yet there are many analogous notions and ideas noticeable
in them. We shall start with Moore. | |
S :

In the Principia Ethica, Moore introchmes the subject matter of ethics, saying,-“Ethics
is the general enquiry into what is good.” For him the fundamental ethical question is:
: What is good? This question whichis a metaphysical one - a question of ultimate value,
is approached by Moore vza the indefinability and unanalysablhty of the word ‘good.’
Moore’s connection with the present context, therefore has to do with certain
epistemological problems. There is nothing surprising about that moral realism is
intimately related-to moral cognitivism. It may be convenient to distinguish between
the two. But the distinction' should not be stretched too far. For, epistemological
problems and ontological claims, both negative and positive, are dependent on each

other. To take one sample, r'norallepistemology is concerned with the possibility of
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moral kﬁowing. And this concern has a bearing on moral ontology - the kind of fact
being there. The question: What is ethical knowledge about may be interpreted as
asking for an object of ethical' knowledge. Moore’s link with moral realism has to be
sought via His views on moral epistemology.

Accofdihg to Moofe, propositions about what is intrinsically good are self-
evident, 1e, they cannof be prbved_ or disproved by ahyfhing else save theﬁmelves
These judgements are about the non-natural quality of goodness. This quality has a
beculiar oﬁfologicél status. With regérd to the mea_m'ng of moral predicafes like * godd’,
‘bad’, ‘rig_ﬁt’, ‘wrong’, étc., Moore’s views move in'tv.vo directions. One is about the
definition of evaluative predigates falﬁng under the rubric of evaluative langudge. The
other relates to the denotation of ethical terms. 4

"With regard to the first, Moore says that if evaluatiye predicates can be deﬁned,
then .such definitions afe pfovided either. by employing the evaluative terms or wholly
naturalistically. Moore just dismisses the latter option. ih‘other words, ejvalua'tive terms
must either be defined by other evalﬁaﬁve terms, e.g., by ‘right” with regard to ‘good’
or not at all Moore claims that we cannot give a naturalistic analysis of ‘good’. Aﬂy
putative analysis of ‘good’ in ﬁaturalistic terms; i.e., without the use of evaluative terms
must also fail. One could always sensibly ask whether something acknowledged to
exemplify thé analysans was also good. For example, if -‘_good’ is defined as ‘produces
_ pleasure’, then it can be pe;rtineﬁtly asked whether whateyér is pleasant is good. The
quesﬁoh, “I know that X 1s pleasant,-but is it good?” is a meaningful question. But
whatever nafuralistic definition we pro-\/ide the questiqn. will always remain open.
Moore says, “Whatever deﬁnition be offered, it may be always asked, with

>3 This is now referred

significance, of the complex so defined, whether it is itself good.
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", Given the proposed definition of ‘good’, e.g,

to as “the. open-question argumént
‘good’ means produces pleasure, if we ask whether or not any thing is good, we shall
. be asking in effect whether or not it produces pleasure. But suppose someone asks, “Is
what produces pleasure.good?” If the foregoing definition of ‘good’ is cdrrect, this |
question will.be‘ self-answering: that is, it will be equivalent to “Does what p‘roduces
pleasure produce p.leasure?” We are not asking a meaningful question but uttering a
" tautology. According to Moofe, even a committed hedoniét would not supp;)se that
when one is wondering whether what produces pleasqfe is really good, he is simply
'mouthiné an insignificant tautology. R |

Let us now come to the other aspect'of Moore’s view. Moore wants to credit
ethical propositions with megniné. Meaning for Moore consists in denotation. He
speaks of ethical propositions as referring to or denoting sométhing. In ordér for ethical
terms to have meaning they have tb correspond to s.omething. Moore’s theory of
meaning is a ‘naming’ theory. It .Ci'IHS for ethical realities correspoﬁding to ethical-

. language. My “business”, Moore says, “is solely with the object or idea which I hold

rightly or wrongly, that the word ‘good’ js generally used to stand for.”

Moore speaks
of a class .c.)'f objects, which he says, «.. do not exist at all. To this Class,_ as I have said,
belongs what we mean by the word ‘good’ o the most prominent rhembers .of the cla'ss.
are perhaps number ... Two is somehow, alth‘ouéh it does not exist.”’6 Moore would
draw a disﬁnction between the thipgs or objects which are good, say, for example, a
good watch, a good cricket bat, a good argument, good wine, etc., and what we mean
by the adjective ‘good’. Only the things and qgalities which are good exist in time, can
have duration, have beginning and end and are 'object's of perception. The quality

goodness does not exist in time and hence, is not part of nature. Towards the end of the
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passage quoted above, Moore compares goodness with “truths which have been called
' “universals’.” Thus, Moore’s ethical theory in the Principia Ethica, at least, involves,
besides the cognitive character of ethics, the view that there is ethical being. Goodness‘
also is sdmehow like the truths of number and univeréals; it is ‘somehow’, buf it does
not exist in time.

On. the other hand, Moore is also encoméged to posit ethical ént_ities by his
theory of tﬁlth We have already stated that Moore believes that ethical propositions are
true or false. To be meaningful, a sgﬁtence expressing a proposition, must be true or
false. He pfesﬁmés that true ethiqal propositions correspond to something m reality. But
- what is the nature and status of this reality? It is non-natqral in character. Thus, both

Moofé and the ethical natﬁralists, in a way, take for gfanted the reférential theory of
meaning, in some form or other. The naturalists believe that mofal teﬁns mean, i.e.,
refer to certain natural properties of actions of states of affairs, and that these properties |
can be known by empirical means. Moore, by contrast, believes that moral terms mean,
i.e., refer to non-natural -propérties which can only be apprehended by mofal intuition.
So, it is Teasonable to suppose that for Moore there are non-natural ethical qualities
which have ‘being’.”

This kind of approach, as Nowell Smith observess, tends to assimilate the task
ofa imoral philosopher to that of a scientist. Ethics is a theoretical science, and its task
is the d.escﬁption, classification and éxplénation of special phenomena, objects,
qualities, étc, dénoted by the words in our moral vocabulary, the ‘right’ and the ‘good’.

Ethical concepts are assumed as having objects possessing beihg, and intuitién
- is introduced as a self-evident apprehension of these objects. We do not literally see the

moral object or property, goodness, for example, but employ, what Moore calls ‘non-
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sensuous intuition’. Moore also uses expressions like ‘awareness’, ‘apprehension’,
‘recognition’, ‘acquaintance’ — expressions with same or similar meaning. So we see
that as in science, an appeal is made to observation but it is observation of a very
special kind. .
.With respect to fche nature of ijecﬁvity of goodness Moore holds it to be a non-

natural type of 6bjectivity_. 'Moore says, - |

“If we consider as to whether any object is as of such a naturé

that it ma'.y- be said to exist now, to have existed, or to Be about -

to exist, then we ma.y know that thaf object is a natural object,

and that nothing of which this is not true, is a natural object... 1

do not deny that good fs a property of certain natural objects ...

and yet I have said that ‘good’ itself is not a natural property.

Well, my teét fo’r' these two also concerns their existence in

time. Can we imagine ‘good’ as eﬁsting by itself in time, and

not merely' as a property of some naturai object? For myself, I

cannot so imagine it... » 9 |
Moore holds that goodness or value is apprehended by an a priori intuitive awareness. .
Propositions about good are all of them self-evident. “The expression ‘self-evident’
means properly that the proposition so-called is evident or true by itself alone; that it is
not an inference from some propositions other than itself. By saying that a proppsition
is self-evident, we mean. .. that it has absolitely no reason.”"’

‘Moore further says, “The Intuitional view of Ethics consisting in the supposition

that certain-rules stating that certain actions are always to be done or to be omitted may
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be taken as self-evident premises. I have shown that w1th regard to | judgemeﬁts of what
is-good in itself, that this is the case; no reason can be given for them.”"!

qure thus subscribes to an a priori intuitionism not only about judgements of
what is good in itself but aboﬁt the goodness itseif. And goodness does not designate
any natural property. Knowledge of goodness is neither perceptual nor inferential in

nature, but intuitive and a priori. This is evident from Moore’s words:

It is not goodness, but only the things. or qualities
which are good, which can exist in time...can be

objects of ﬁerception.lz

It is evident that judgements about goodness are neither peréeptual nor
inferential but intuitive and a priori. Moore, however, rejects all attempts to derive fche
* notion of the good, and with it any valid moral philo;ophsf, from spurious metaphysics
or false a prior'i insights into or deductions of, the essence of tﬁe good. He wishes to
establish with unshakablé firmness that the good could not be derived from anything
beyond itself, that is, anything-extraneous or ‘natural’, a term which in his usage
. included all that exist in the world of the obj ects, or in the mind. On the contrary, good
is unique, it is itself and nothing else. Rightly therefbre,_ Moore’s ethics has been called
moral infuitionisr'n (a term coined by Sidgewick), and ascribed by Mclntyre to Locke,

Richard Price as well as to Moore.

Wé have stated earlier that Moore is concerned with the “object or idea” that the
word ‘good’ designates. Now, the phrase, “object or idea” is puzzling. It seems clear
that for.Moqre the whole phrase refer§ to good or goodness as a property. But goodness
as a propefty and goodness as an idea are certainly distinct. Goodness as a property

- would belong in rerum natura to certain things, acts, persons and relations. The idea of
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goodness, on the other hand, could not be said to belong to or characterize anything in
the same sense. In Moore’s own work, the difference between ideas and properties or
attributes is blurred. Perhaps his phrasé, “object or idea” merely providesi stylistic
variety. We need not try to decide this issue. What is impoﬁant for us is that Mobre was
a Platonist, that for him the WOI’d‘ ‘good’ stood for an entity of some sort which is
| simple and unanalysable, non-temporal and therefore, anon-natural ént'it.y. Referring to
this Moore holds that suéh non-natural existence “... have always played a large part in
the reasonings of metaphysicians from Plato’s time till now, and that they have directed
attention to tﬁe difference between these and what I ha{re' called ‘natural objects’ is the |
" chief contribution to knowledgé which distinguishes them from ... that other-class of
philosophers — ‘empiric;alf ﬁhilosophers.”” It is Moore’s Platonism and his belief in the’
ultimate éimplicity and non-naturalness of goodness as d kind of e,ntity.that makes his
théory interesting from the point of view of moral realism.
To defend his method of discovering the good simply by contemplating itlwith -

his mind’s eye, Moore pointed to the generally agreed view that axioms sqch as A
cannot be both B and not-B at the same time, were known in this way and this way
only, that is, by intuition. Thus, he puts ‘good’ with truth and truth and number in the
_ same category. This shows that Moore draws on ideal existents like wioﬁs and simple
ideas like ‘yellow’ as models for the “‘good’. About the simplicity of goodness and the
type of knpwledge _ intuition - which he, therefore, deemed posSible of goodness of
something, made his view unpalatable to many.

Moore’s views are open to many objections. We shall state sofne _of them. ’l_‘he -
most pertinent one is how the non-natural, non-temporal goodness is related to many

good things. This was also a problem for Plato, to explain how the sensible particulars

22



- are related to the particulars. And Plato had to think of different kinds of metaphors —
the partiéulars partake of the ideas, they participate in the ideas, staﬁds in the felation of
an original to a copy or imitation or t_hat of a model and the things copied from the
model etc. As Moore has. created a two-world theory of value how he is going to:
. explain their rel#tion?. Is the non-temporal non-natural good stands in a temporal
relation to the good things thch exist in time? Any attempt to relate them will raise the
problem 6f the timeless being in‘time.._ Is the relation one being timeless like‘ goodness
itself? But any thing timeless is static. or fixed and good things, in that relation by the
| ' “Mida’s toﬁch’ as it were, will beéome timeless tﬁemSGIVes. About the definability of
‘good’, we can say that ‘good’ can be defined ostehsively. One may point to things
which have that property. One may i)oint to a honest person, to a good deed, to a
quality of character. But what is-pro'perty common to all these things pointed to,
. wherein there goodness coﬁsists? “There ié, then, a difficulty about ‘good’ that there is |
not é.bout ‘yellow’ or ‘tn'ahgle’. People can agree oﬂ the meaning bf ‘yellow’ even
though they can not deﬁﬁe'it‘ They can both agree oﬁ the meaning of ‘trig’.ngle’- and
define it. This is not the case of goodnéss as the meaning of a non—naj:ural property.

R. M. Hare observes that “The work of Moore convinced most philosophers that
' naturalistic definitions of moral terms had to be ruled out But Moore and his
immediate followers showed a great reluctance to abandon what had been the
traditional view of the way in which words h;ave meaning. It was taken for granted that
the way to explain the meaning of an adjective, for example, was to identify thé~ :
property which it ‘stands for’ or ‘is the naﬁe of ’and adjectives have the same logical
functions, that of ‘standiné'for’ a property, and the differences between them are not

difference in lo gical character, but simply differences between the properties for which
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they ‘stand’. When, therefore, it became accepted that moral adjectives did not stand
for ‘natu.rél’ (i:hat is, non-moral properties), it was conbluded that fhey sténd for
pecﬁliar moral properties, thought to be discerned by intuition.”"’

Elsewhere, Hare also notes that, in one important respect, there is and afﬁmty
between the naturalists énd intuitionists -in that, both the systems take words, such as,
‘good’, ;right’, and ‘ought’, to be descriptive.'® Moore, in fact, is a descriptive non-
naturalist, in view of the mpral episterhélo gy and ontoldgy he subscribes to. -

Despite these reservations, we must recognize the tremendous influence he
- exerted dn subsequent ﬂlpﬁght. Moore’s argument r-em;ains relevant, and this for two
féasons. First, it suffices to create a burden of proof on the e‘lchical naturalists. There is a
sécond reason also. Moore’s Principfa Ethica clearly sides with moral cognitivism and
moral rea1i§m at a time when the debate over them has not really stézrted. Moore’s
arguments have been put to powerful use by Mo.ore’-é 'non-cbgnjtivist opponents who
share his rejection of ethical naturalism but find grave ontological, epistemological and
moral rétionaiist worries in Moore’s owﬁ views. Indeed, according to Shafer-Landau it.
_1s possible to trace the_ history of mentjeth-century meta-ethics as a dialectics of
posiﬁoﬁs each of which takes Moore’s theories for granted, and proceeds with its own
argument from elimination.'” However, the non-naturalists who believe in the existence
of a realm of morals, that is something other than a sub-species of natural facts, have -
nothing to be ashamed of with their relatively expansive ontology.
11
In Section I we have pointed out the striking convergences; in the thought patferns of

G.E. Moore and Nicolai Hartmann on the important question of values and morals.

Those thought-convergences carry the weight of conclusive validity by the fact that

24



Moore and Hartmann, two leading thinkers in the Anglo-American and .continental
traditions respectively, were nqt mutually influenced at all. 'Yet, they betray ‘common
" attitudes’ to a basis componen.t of philosophy, Value. While the key concept m Moore
is ‘good’, for Hartmann it is the objective self-existence of values as ontologicél
categoﬁeé. As such, Hartmann récognizes three aspects of value — the universality, the
apn"brity'and.the categorical character. We shall concentrate on these three aspects of
value, particularly, of moral phenoména, |
Hartmann develops his conception of values m opposition to the subjectivist
apriorisﬁc_ ethics, from which he thjn:ks even Kant, was unable to escape. He says in
elaborating his pfoject, Hartmann also concurs with Moore.qf knéwing Yalue, througha
. priori intuition.
ethics can leaxﬁ that the ‘universa]ity,. ‘the- apriority and the
~ -categorical character of the principle have'ﬁo need of a subjective’.
origin—even though it be.é'n origih of the highest dignity, an origin
in the constitution Qf practical reasoﬁ itself Its only need is an origin
which is not to be found in naturalistic objécﬁvit&—fthat is, not in
nature or in the world perceived by the éenses. From this sphere
efhical consciousness must not derive its princip}e... there is a self-
existent ideal si)here in which values are native, and that, as the
contents of this jéphere, values, self-existent and dependent upon no
. experience, are discemed a priori.’®
He says, “Values ... are discerned apriori”.19 Speaking of the apriorism of value

Hartmann goes on to say:
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Every moral preference is intuitive, is immediately there and is
always contained in the grasping of a givén circumstance (whether it
be a situation or a finished course of conduct) ... Comprehension of .
ethical reality — whether it consists of goods, human relations or
demands for a pérsonﬂ decision - is alWays, evén for the naivest .
" consciousness, transfused with valuations, ... All acts which are
;eléfed to this fuIlnéss of life:and which grasp feality are at the same |

time acts which grasp values and which select according to values.”

‘Comprehending the connections of apriority and categorical structﬁr_es, he says,

«... all comprehension is accomplished -in categorical structures, and precisely herein

3521

consists fhe apriori of the latter.
The bresence of Pla_to is felt in both Moore an&. Hartmann. The objectivity of
" values is of course 1ot a new iﬁea. It had been anticipated in Plato’s Idea of the Good.
Hartmann gives a new érientaﬁon to the problem Althdﬁgh he did not mention Plato in
his foreward to the Vol. I of Efhics and acknowledges hlS intellectual débt t_o' Aristotle,
tﬁe Platonic element is prominent in him. In fact, in his _éonsideration and
understanding of the essence of values, in its univefsalit_y, he says:
In ancient time_s it was seen that thére is another_realm of |
being than that of existence, than that of “real” things apd of
| consciousness which is not less “real”. Plato named it fhe
realm of Idea. ”

He refers to the notibn of “ground” which belonged to the meaning of “essence”

in Plato’s “Idea”. He says;
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The kind of being peculiar to the “Idea” is that ... “through which”
N everything participating in it is just as it is. Chéracteristically among
Plato’s ideas are found ... those values upon which his- ethics was
built. This fact is especially illunﬁmﬁng for the theory of value: in
their mode of being-values are Platonic ideas. They belong to that
further realm of Being»wl.l_ich Plato first discovered, the realm which

we can spiritua]ly discern but cannot see or grasp.73

These ‘words bring together Hartmnn’s -i.dea of “essences” in value. He further
elaborates this, saying | |
| Values emanate neither from the things (or reallrelation'ships) nor from
the participant. No naturalism and no spbjectivism attach to their form
of Beihg. Furthermore, they are not “formal” or empty Strucfures, but
possess conténts; they are “-matérials”, structures which constitute a
specific quality of things, relations or persons according as they attach to
them or are lacking. And, ... not only are they never merely
“jnvenfed”... but théy are not even caqule of being directly grasped by
thought; rather are they immediately diéperned only by an inner
" ““vision”, like Plato’s “Ideas”. The Platonic ﬂotion of “behoiding;’ well

fits that which ... ethics designates as the “sensing of value”.**

From what we have seen thus far it must be granted that Hartmann, like
Moore, upholds the nori-natural character of value. Value as a non-natural entity is

indépendent of mind. Such a view rﬁay be called moral realism and it is realism in a

Platonic sense.
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However, there is a difference between Moore’s variety of Platonism and
Hartmaﬁn’s. And in all fairness it will be proper for us to point out the differences and
_ let them not be submerged by theA symmetries in thiﬁkiné

It has been said that Moore is merely a value- property-Platohist as contraste(i
with Hartmann who is a value-Platonist-proper. Platonism, according to the property-
Platonist, is a form of realism which holds that properties as a category are irreducibly
real. Piatonism, agcording to the Platonist-Proper, on the other hand,' is the view that
" those real entities which there are over and above “sensible particulars” are not
properties of tﬁose objects, and they are neither perceived nor perceivable_ by the
senses. They are not in actual world at all, although they are real. From this perspective,
Moore is merely a property-Platonist because he holds, first, that goédness is a “non-
. natura_l” pro’perty25 , and therefore, (a fortiofi) a property, and second, that properties are-
really in the world as irredhcible constituents of it.*® (That is to say, more exactly, on
'Mt)ore’s' .v'iew in Principia Ethica, if a given property is reducibie merely to other
proberties). Since, as per our definition, a property-Platonist is anyone who holds this
latter view -(once again properties are a category of the irreducibly real), Moore .is

unquestioﬁably a Prop erty-Platonist.

Hartmann, on the other hand, .is a Platonist- proper, inasmuch as he holds that
the value-ideal, goodness (as well as the many other value-ideals) is, although,
: perfect]y real, precisely not in the world at all.”’? Value ideals, for Hartmann, have ideal,
-not éctual, self-existenée (= being inaependent of the consciousness of them).?® That s,
they really have self-existence, although this self—exis;:ence is not real, where “real”
means “actual”. This point directs attention to the second distinction we require if we

are to talk coherently about Moore’s “Value Platonism” at all.
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A second reason for being tempted to think that Moore’s goodness is a Platonic
value ideal is that Moore’s language, especially when taken out of context is highly
misleading. Moore writes, e.g., in his famous “pair of [possible] worlds” passage that

2
"2« the

“... beauty must in ifself be regarded as a greater good than ugliness.
beautiful world in itself is better than the ugly ...”*°. Since Moore specially by
italicizing “in itse;lf’ " in these sentences certainly seems to be writing about the ideal,
the abstract or perhaps the concept of beéuty, it (nﬂsleadingly) seems reasonable to
identify (or at ieast associéte) the “beauty” he is talking about with the value-ideal
beauty. In .fact, the context of thése sgntences, at first glanc;e, seems to support such an
interpretation For is Moore not writing about possible or imaginary worlds? And is it
-not natural first té contrast possible with actual, then to associate possible with ideal,
and finally to correlate value ideals with the possibility (i.e., non-actuality) suggested

by the notion of a possible world?

Secondly, there is in Moore a teleological element when he says, rather teaches,

It is by anticipating and judging the consequences of any
action which we may take that we do, or do not, find the go_dd
in the world of éxperi’ence. Since we can be assumed to desire
the good, we shape our action and thereby future reglity in
accordance with the good; we do not derive the good from an

anticipated, imagined future reality.!

Here is what Moore had to say on the subject in Principia Ethica:
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What I wish ... to point out is thét ‘right” does and can mean nothing
but “cause of a good result’, and is thus identical with ‘useful; whence
itAfollows that ... no acﬁon which is not justified i)y its results can be
right ... Our ‘duty’ ... can only be defined as that action which will
cause more good to exist in the Universe than any possible alternative.
And what is ‘ﬁght’ or ‘mora_lly permissible’ only differs from this, as

- what will not cause less good than any possible alterna‘ciye.32

That is to say, Moore is not extracting the good from an anticipated experience, and .
. thus commits the ‘naturalistic fallacy."Thﬁs, thereis a _teleological element in Moore’s
're,asoning — by aiming at'the goéd we cause it to exist or come into being. Our
judgerr.leﬁt' hinges on whether the consequences we foresee have or do not have
intrinsic value. In-this respect it has been observed that

Moore is an uncompromising teleologist whereas Hartmann is a

deontologist in respect of the status of rigﬁt action. An action,

according to Moore, is riAght if and only if there be no other

action which if done, can produce moré valuable or better

consequence. In other words, Moore did not recognise the

intrinsic Value? of means gue means, he only recognised the

intrinsic value of means as effective means.- But Hartmann, '

unlike Moore, recognized the intrinsic value of both the means

and the ends. He accepted the value of aiming at as well as the

value aimed at.*®
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However, the essence of ought is a fundamental inetaphysical problem for him
énd he devotes almost two Sections on different dimensions of the Ought** In
concluding,la last of point to note is that bo'th Moore and Hartmann stress the autonomy
or independénce of mofal values, };e:t moral realism in Moore is a matter of
interpretaﬁon. Hartmann is more forthright in characterizing his ethics as moral
reaiism. It' is a vigorous interpretation of the data of ethics from the point of view of
: metaphysiqél reaiism. The translator of two volumes pf Ethics, Stantoﬁ Coit, in his

(43

translator’s Preface describes it as “... the most impressive statement of ‘intuitive

ethical realism in print.”**
However, we must admit that both Moore and Hartmann contributed to the

' subj_ect_-métter of -ethics in a new light showing the inner structure and objective self-

existence of values which influence subsequent ethical research.
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