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s YWe have given a fairly correct cutline of RLloere's
view on Ethics, and now we prepese ts examine his views trie
tically in sxdexr te find out, in the light of sur exanina-
tion, hay far they are tenablel,

Feor Meecre the central preblem ef Ethics is the deter-
minatidn of the gesd and the fundamental ethicsl questien is:
Vhat geed (in general) in itcelf is? And his anSwer te this
questien is that geed i8 an irdefinable,unscnalysable, simple,
intrinsi¢ and nen-natural quality. But in asking that very
question 'What goed in itself is' ? Maere Simpk cemmits, I
think, the f3llacy ef many questiens. Fer [Mesore in his very
nanner af cquestiening sssumes that there caonnet be many quali-
taotively distinct geeds. In shext, he 3ssumes the non-exisS-
tence of a plurality of qualitstively distinct gesds or gewl-
ness, R llocre himself says that the answers given to the quesSe
tien, *What is coemmen and peculisr te 2ll ethical judgments?
are net satisfactery. But frem the existence of unsatisfactedy
answers it deect neot necessarily fellew that there is ns value-
predicate cemmen and peculiar te all ethiecal judgments. Hence
leore's eff-hand rejectisn of the pesSsibility of the existence
of meral goed 25 qualitatively distinct frem aesthetic and
agther gesds as the value.predicate cemmen and peculiar te all
ethical judgmerts is net justifiable’, Further frem the fact
that ether things, besides cenduct, are gesd it dees net
necessarily fellew that 'gesd' Jdenstes Seme preperty or qua-
1ity which 45 commen te them and cemduct’, Fer it may be pessi-
ble that the 'gesd' which belengs te cenduct is qualitatively

~distinct frem the 'geed® which belengs te sther things. Hence
witheut definitely dicpreving this pessibility af untenagble
it is net justifiable te held that 'gesd’ denstes a preperty
which is cemmen te cenduct (which cemes within the sphere of



Ethics preper) and ether things (which de net ceme within the
sphere of Ethics), 4.e.,that there are net pany geeds which
are qualitatively . different and belang te different spheres
net reducible te 2 cermoen deneminater, . , _

As reqards llecre's descriptien sf 'goed' 28 3 simple,
indefingble, unonalysable, intrinsic and nen-natursl quality
it may be renarksd that the argument frem unanalysability is.
a dangeysus argument. Fer the simplicity of the quality
'geod' 1s inferred frem the folilure of the attempts te onge
lyse this netien., But in the case of the failure of previsus
attempts te analyse the netien we are left with the slterna-
tives that (2) thot there ic a corract analysis of the netien
which haS net yet been discevered; or (b) thot the netien is
simple and ungnalysable, And te heold the secand altermnstive
wuithaut pesitively dispreving the first is intellectually
disquieting. -

. Mgere illustrates his view of o Simple,unanalysable
snd indefinable quality by citing the excmple of yellmy,
"Conecider yellew”, SaySs lesre, "for exspple. W may try te
define it, by describing its physical equivalent: we nay
state whot kind of light-vibratiens must stimulate the nere
nal eye, in prdex thot we may perceive it., But o nement's
reflectien is sufficient te shew that those lightevibrations
are net themsolves what we mean by vellew, They ore not whet
we perceive, Indeed we cShsuld never have been eble te discover
their existence, unless we had first been struck by the paken
potent difference of quality between the different celeurs,
The mast we can be entitled te tay eof these vibrations is
thot they are whot cerrespend in Space te the yellew which
we porceive”(1). It will appear fren the above that Heere
makes o distinction between o quality such a8 yellw that is
perceived a5 simple and unpanglysable ond its phyeical equi-
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valent which are certain light-vibratiens. And he furtheyr °
helds thet we perceive this simple unsnaslysSable quality wewmse
gakxthexdkifaxant becguse are struck by the patent difference
of quality anengst the different celasurs, Here is an ebvieus
confusien which sne harxdly expects frem a writer of Meeve's
standing., If a coleour 1% percoived through its “patent diffe-
rence® from ethor coleurs it is haxdly legitinate to Say in
the same brooth that it is a sipple unanalyssble quality. If
a colaur is knewn threaugh its Jdiffercnce frem othor celeurs
thore 15 obvisusly Senme medistion invelved, The difference is
either part and parcel of the colsur which it Jifforentiates
or is different from it., In the first altewnative ene can
hoxdly Say that the colsur i5 known by $tseif and not threugh
jts difference from other celeurs. Im the cecend altornative
we are landed inte an infinite rogress of o difference that
differs by anethor differonce. In fact. what nay be called
the Achilles':' heel of HMedorn Realism iS the cenception of
' sense~datun that is not merely given but olse pexceived by %
iteelf, selfecentained’, That the se~Called yeller is at best
o particular shgde of yellew referring necesSarily te sther
' shades of yellew and differentiated frem reds, greens and
ether sensation® of calour, Scurnd otc., i% a primary fact
which the majerity of the Medern Realists seen te ignere’,
Kant's lessen in the first Critique that there is no percep-
‘tien except through the Svnthesis ef Apprehensien and the
Synthesis of Reprosentstisn not to Speak ef the Synthesis of
Appercoption toocns te be unceremenisusly brushod aside by the
najority of the realistic writers. Storting frem the assump-
tion of umediated brute mattors of sense they constwzuct
reglistic ﬁhilasmhies 211 which err in their bosic cancep«-
‘tiens, A Sensztion as Such 1S never an object of percaptien.
When the Realists speask of yellew a5 2 unique dstum perceived



@S such they forget that they are talking enly of sensien

and net the perceptien of yellei. The f:'allewing frem Walsh's
“Reasen and Experience” knescks tho bettem sut of mest »f the
realistic constmctians, miscalled analysis. “‘*imple judgment
of sense", says Walsh, “‘at least, it orgued, must be such that
we can Ses them ts be tma en their ewn merits witheut mfe—
rence te any ether juégmnt‘ Thus,; if T hear 2 loud neise I
hear o leud neite; there 15 ne Sense in asking what other
judgments I am propered te cetort sk ot the time of hearing’,
But theugh this drgument 13 a vory streng one, I am net surek
sure that it 1o really decisive, In the judgment *I Lear o
loud neife’ we can @istinguisch, as in other more cemplex
assserm:m, twe elemonte ¢ & given elemont, Supplicd here by
sencation, ond an elemant of interpretotien. And thaugh the
interpretative oloment it of miner impsrtance in & case like
this, it is unsne the less present., It is in virtue of it that
I clessify the experience as neise and deccribe it as leud.
But such 2 precess eof claesificotien, in which an eppeal is
made te genersl ideas (being noise, leud, etc.,) invelves 3
refercnce beyond the centext of immediste experience, and Se
suggeﬁ thet the julgment 8 not, after 3ll, sc1f=containedy
It is net one oxperience, but a whelo clase of thom, which X
deseribe ac being a neise. But if this is ce it leoks as if
we puct Say Simple judgments ef sense, as of ether judgments,
thet their cenditien lie partly sutside thenselves; that they
sre net te be accepted becauSe they are evident in themselves,
hut only sk ce for a5 they £it in with ether judgments" (2).
In a festnote in the seme page of the besk Me. Walsh says,
“The case fer this peint was argued mest effectively by
Bradley in the sSecend chapter sf his legic. In reviving it
must nat be thought te wish te deny the reality and ‘the_'
impertance sf the given. But T held (as T think Bradley did)
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that the given is a presuppesitien of exporience rather thaa
semething we can express precisely in Simple judgments. The
givenn 15 knewn in feeling, net in 3Judgrments®.

Fegarding lMeere's view sf the prepesitisns of intrine
sic value thaot they are self-evident or intuitively certain,
i.0., true by themselves slene se thot ne roa3Sen can be given
for them, We may ebserve, verhops not witheut justificatien,
that Meore®s view in this respect 15 net satisfactery. In the
fizst place, Meore holds that an intrinsic value judament or
endejudgnent unlike an extrinsic value Jjudgnent ef meanSe
judgment$, 48 nocessarily fu true in all instances, if it be
true in one instance of an intrinsically geod thing. But this
is 3 statement which it i very difficult te prove. It is vew
very difficult te preve, far instance, that whet we value te-
day as intrinsicglly gesd, Say knswledge, was Se valued in ik
the past a2nd will be Se valued in the infinite future. And
unless it is sg, the statarment that the intrinsic vslue judg-
ment, if true in on2 instance, will necessorily be true in all
instances 45 nething mere than unproved assu-ptien. Seceondly,
in the cose of cenflict of intuitiens there is ne way eut i,
For 4t is net pessible frem the very nature of the case te
supply extra-intuitiensl evidence in faveur of any ene eof -the
conflicting intuitiens. But that smeunts to the assertiens
that twe completely sppesite intuitiens are true and that
there 1S ne way te disprove ony ane of them, and this will
1and us straicht in the undesirgble realm of ethical anarchy
where every assartion 1S true becguse it is true and the deciw
ding faotor which resekves the canflict of intuitienal asser-
tion® 1% not the strength of lagic but the strength of the
big stick ond the blaockjsck, Thirdly, if beth the centradic-
tory intuitiens are allewed as equally true, there will be ns
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thers will be no pessibility of determinstien 3£ right asctien
or duty, fer the asSsessnent of the tetal wvalues of the totsl
consaquences of actions will bhe impessible due teo the lack of
sgreement among the assecsers themselves xegording what is
gend and what is bad.

With regard te the simplicity of the netien tgesd' it
may be sbserved that Nasve®s trend of reasening praves just
the sppetite of what he intends te preve. If *geed cenduct®
be a camplex netien becguse ef the fact Seame cenduct is net
gesd, znd thot seme sthor thimgs, besides canzﬁuct, are gu&!.
the some line of reassning can be applied putat 3TY
to the netien of intrinsic gead, There are dafinitely gcsﬁs
which are net intrinsic and alse there are, besides intrine
sic goed, intrinsic preperties which are net intrinsically
gsed, Hence the notien of 'intrinsic gesd' sheuld, in the
fitness of things, be called a cemplex netien.

As e the 'intrinsicality’ eof value we may nste that
by intrinsicglity Nesere means in fact the independence of
values frem everything else Save and except the intrinsic
nature of 2 thing which it is predicate. But this definitien
dees net bear strict examinatien. Censider, e.g., the cate
of testhache. Toethache is painful; and pain, accerding te
Meora, i8S intrinsically bad. And sccexding te llesre, theugh
testhache and the cenccisusness sf testhache are differvent
frem egch sther, yet testhache cannet exist witheut the cen~
cieutness af testhache’. Thus we find thet at least in ene
cate the existence of a value-predicaste dees nst depend ex-
clusively sn the intrinsic nature of the thing ef which it
18 the prediwate (3),

As regards Megre's view eof right actien and duty we -
may sbserve that Meore failed te recegnise the value of means
as distinct frem wakus end-values. Hesre did nst recsynise




the fact that a means can be valued a5 intrinsically geed and
therafere as right even when the means fails te schieve the
end, The lecometive driver of a fast meving paSsenger train
whe, finding ceme of the fish-plates of the railway track
remeved, applied the byake in erder te Step the train but
failed miserably is a man whe, fn Msers's spinien, Jid net =
act rightly (ascuming thot his action, in the case of success,
weuld produce tobsl censequences net 1eos but perhaps mere in
value than any ether actien he cauld perfomm under the circum-
stoncos), But wo ave afreid the vexdict of ceommen Sense which
finds it aorchecharpien in Moore will ge against Moore's spini-
an in this cace’, An actlien, thercfore, can be oorally geed

and therofore right oven if 3% £a83il% to zchieve -the end, M
Hence wo noy cenclude thet Moore’s view of right actien is
not correct and thot its incerrectness i6 due te his failure
te rocogrilise the distinctien between the volue of alming at
and the valve we pim at, 1. A s the distinctisn betwsen meral
volue and nen<meral value, ard 2ise due te his foilure te
racognise the fact thot mersl geod is 2% mush intrinsically
valuabls 2% non-rersl gecd,

New woe will discuss the mest difficult part of lsore's
ethicsl philessphy, viz., Hlessre's viow sn the relstien of
value te existence, Motgphysicions, Says Mesre, "have always
been much eceupied, net enly with that sther class of natural
sbiects which censists in mental facts, but alss with the
claes sf abjocts eor prsperties of sbjects, which certainly de
nst exist in time, are not therefera parts of Nature, amd
which, in fact, de net exist ot 211, Te this cless, a3 I have
said, bolengs what we mean by the adjective 'gesd'. It is
not qeadness, but enly the things st qualities which are gwed
goed, which can exist im time can hewe durstisn, and beg:m _
and cease tes exist - can be abjec‘hs of parcertisn/nreceptiern




Byt the mast promineat monber of ¢this class are perhops mume
bord, It is quite cortaim that two notural sbjocts may onick:
but 4% i oqually cerxtain that two 1tcolf daes not oxist and
nover con. Twe ond twe gre faux, Bud that Joos mot moan that
oither two or four exists, Yet it certainly means Ssmething’,
Twe 15 scaohewr, slthough 4t Jéos ned oxist. And 1% iS not
only siople tomms of propooitions = The objocts shout which
- wWo know zuth that . bolosg 4o thio ¢€lass. The txuths which
we know about them ferm, porhaps, o o811l more ihpertant
subdividien. We truth dums, in foot oxist; but this i85 pocue
1iarly obvious with rogard fo touths 1iko S and twe aro
fomz?, in which tho objoets, oboubt which they are txuths, Jde
pot oxist olthesr. It 18 with rocegnition of Such truths as
those « truths which havo boon celled *univerosl® and of
thoir eccential unlilencss 4o what we con touch, Sec and feel,
that metaphysies preoper -bogins®{4), T 45 chvieus frem the
sbeve queotatlen thet, according €o lMeerw, the quality geadness
it net a port of Hoturo becsuse 1t does nety while the things
ond qualities which ore gesd do, oxist in tine. Homeo it is
not 2 notursl objoct, ond conSecquontly cannst be an ebject of
porcepbien. Lilke f£xuths and nunbsrS gosdnest slse 1S Semohm
aitheough it dees net onists and 1ike then, it can bo called
tunivereal®, i.0., It i0 not senething tomperally oxistent,
1.2, it conns? bagin ond cease te oxist in tine olthough it
csn be & prodicatey 1.0., con qualify, thimgs whieh can and
de bogin and coase to oxist im tine. Thus when Meere says
thot duty moand an actien which couses more gecd to oxist
thon ony possible oltemative what he mean® 19 that duly is
the zetisn which coused nmere gesd things te exist than any
ecsible altorrstive. . -
Neww it may perhops be ¢osexvdd ma{ely that leore’s

view gn tho relstien of oxistentd te vilue or geed iS alss
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net satisfactery, for it rjises nere preblems than it Selves,
In the first place, if intrinsic value ar gssdness is ssomether
timelessly amd can be predicate #f & tempsral things, i.e.,
can attach itself a8 a quality te a thing which has a temperal
lscstien, then certainly there is o relatisn of value te the
temperally lecated things, viz., the relatien of attachment
of a2 nen-tomperzl w quality of gesdness which iS Somehew te
& temperal thing, i.2., a thirg which exists in time. Hew
what is the existential status of this relatien? Dees this
relstion ¢f gesdnass te the tomperally geed things exist in
time, or is it o timeless smmething like geedness? If this
ralation exists in the cense in which the thimgs that are
goed exist, then it must be admitted (1) that this relatien
exists fer a shert duratien, i.e., it begins and ceases te
exist, and (2) that there are many sSuch relatiens {(because

if there zre net many such relstiens, then befere the begin-
ning and after the ceasstien of its existence there was net
ond there will net be any geed things because of the absence
«f relatien betvieen the nsn-tempsral geedness ond the tempe-
ral things). New these rolstiens, viz., the relatisns of
gesdnoss-te things which are geed, are nembers of 2 particu-
lar claes and are different frem velatiens which belsng te
sther clasces. Hence thers must be, in the fitnees »f thingsy
Seuething cemmen and peculiar te the relatiens of this class,
But this csmething, being a universal, belemgs ts the same
class te which gesdness, truths, numbers, etc., bekweng; and
st ence tha 3 questien arises : what is the oxistential =
status of this unliversal cemething te its particular instan-
€66, Vize; the particulaxr temporal relagtientc of gesdness te
things which sre geed? And if the answer te this questien is
that this relatien exists in the came in which the things
which are ceed exist, the circle will centinue till the repla
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renlacozent of this particular type of anSwer by Seme sther,
Cn the other hand, if the relstisn of gesdrnesx te the
things which are gesd iS_ in the same Sense in which gessness
45, then the relstien being timeless, the gesd things which
exist, l.0., which begin ond cegse te exist in time, will bew
ceme tineless, i.e., they alse gre semshew and de pet tempe-
rally exist, Thus the gdeptien of the secerd alternative
mwms te the assertien that the. thz,sgs which gre gond exist
bath in time and mtside time wi’ﬁch is an sbwieus emtraﬁiet
tien in tems.
_ Secendly, when Mosre says duty means. sn actien which
causes nere geed te exict than any pessible alternative he
neans and sbmm mesn by the pbrase ‘mere geod te exist' that
‘mare gaed th?.ms existt, Thus what increases ar decreases is
net geedness byt the mmber of gaa&i thinns, fer the cdjectiwe
'need' @r nesdness timelessl y 383 and gancequently connet
admit of nere ar less, Mncmasg sr decreges. New when lgpere
‘spmaks of the existence ef imtx‘!nsi.ca‘ 1y E'a!uabl& srganic
wheles and the exﬁtanca of intrinsically valuable pazts
which camnesa these a"’gani{: ttheles, and alse when he speaks
 of cemparican af the relative walues of these wheles e as
te determine which ef them 15 ef mere intrinsic value than
the gthers he def‘i nitely uses the temm 'existence' bore in
the sense in mhi:h the. things that are oesd oxist, Dut if #
. this be the cass, lsore's accsunt ef the ralatien hetween an
asrgsnic whele znd. tho parts which cempsse it sppears te be o
bit cenfusiny. Accexding te Hesre, theush both the ccuse er
zepns and the part ave necessary cenditisns for a whole, the
part is net nacassaw in the Sagms sense in which the caute is
necessary, Fer tm parts are, while the couse is nst, censti-
tutive of the whale', If yau take cwoy the parts, the whele
coases te exist; but if yeu toke away the csuse sfter the
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preduction of the whale, the existence of whele is net affec-~
ted in any way. But we sheuld note that lMgere tzkes here the
word 'Cause’ in a narraw’ Sense, By ‘cause’ he neans 'efficie
ernt cause' snly. The parts are the paterisl cgusetef the
whele. Hence if veu take away the parts, the whele ceagses te
exist!, Desides his identificatien of 'cause’ with 'efficient
cause’ llgere denies the pessibility eof the part being st ence
the material and effickent cause ef the whele as self-centrae
- dictexy. "Te sey?,oove SayB, "that a thing io an *erganic
whele* is genoxally undezotesd te imply thet its porte are
relgtad to enc anvther and te iteelf 28 mesns teend L.....%
But a s2ill mero cogent mesden fer ifts discentinuence is that,
so far frem being necessarily cennecied, the sccend it g pro-
perty which can otiach %o nething, being a seif«centradictery
eenception” (5). This cenceptien it seif-contradictery, fer,
gecarding to Meoxe, “thoe whele pust include 011 its ports amd
ne part con Do a cause ef the whele , because it § connet be
ccuse ef 1teelf”(5). But Moore's repcsn for censiderimg this
concoptieon as Gelf~contradictory is net cenvincing as the
repten itself is based en a ¢enfusien. Indeed 2 part cannet
be cause ef itself, but in whel sense? Centider, e.g., an
siganic whele X which is cempesed ef 4we parts A and B, The
vwhele X pust include all its parts, viz., fAsmdxd A.gnd B,
and ne port, i.@., either & er B, can bo @ cause ef the
whelo X, bocsuse it, f.e., either A& er B, cannet be cause ef
iteelf. Thus it Tellows frem Moore’s argument given abesve
that the part A camiet be the ceuse ef the whsle X because it
. cennet be a tguse of itself, i.o., bvcouse A is identical wih
with X; and the part B alce cennet be cguse eof X becosuse it
cannet bo caute of itself, i.e., because B is identical with
X' Wew if we fellew Meere’s line of reasSening, we shall be
in @ curieus predicgment, If A is identical with X, and B
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alse is identical with X, then the natural cenclusien is : A
is identical with B, er in ether weXds, A is B, But this
ansunts te the assertien that 3 whele is net cempesed of parts,
an assextisn te which Meexe definitely will net Subscribe,
Hence Mesre's cententioen that the view that the part can be &
at snce the part gs well as the cause of a whele of which it
1s the part is a self-centradictery cenceptien is nst tenable’.
As a matter of fact the assertisn that the cause must be ante-
cedert teo the effect dees nest mean that there must be sdefimide
definite time gap (whatever the Span ef the time gsp may be)
hetween the cause and the effect. It means simply thot the
effect under ne circumstances can-exist befere the cause’, It
dees nst prehibit the simultanesus existence ef csuse and
effact. And if this be granted, then it i8 net self-centra-
dictery te held that the part can be at ence the part as well
as the cause of the whele’,

Basides it may be ebserved that Mssre(s endeaveur te
secure the autensmy ef Ethics, te ensure the independence of
Ethics frem Netaphysics £2il1s miserzbly in his ewn writings.
His netisn of geedness which is semehew timelessly is based
onf a very centreversial metaphysical thesry, i.e., the theery
of Abstract Universal’, Gesdness, like the universal, is sSeme-
hew but dees net exist, Its being, like the being of univer-
sa3ls, is net affected by the sriginatien and snnihilatien of
the particular things which are gesed; and 1like the Platenic
universal it is net, while the particular geed things are, an
sbject of perceptien. Hence Ethics ties itself te the apron-
string of the grand-dame Metaphysics in tpite of Drl. Ioere,

As regsrds leere's view of the difference hatwesn the
pessible and the impessible a5 expressed in sne ef the cemawm
cormenesSt and mesSt legitimate usages ef the phrase ‘ceuld’
and *ceuld net'! it may be ebserved that the difference between
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the pessibility and the impessibility of twe sctiens raspece
tively neithexr- of which did happen is net ce sharp and rigid
as leere thinks. ['eore contends that he “could have wolked g
nile in twenty mimutes this merning,” theugh he did net’. But
l'sors igneres the circumsStance that he ceuld have dene S
enly 1f certain cenditiens were fulfilled, Aansngst Such cen=
ditiens ene may mentien the fellswing. He ceuld have dene it
if he had net met with an accident and sprained his ankle en
hie way axr that he had ne sudden attack of 1liness on Mis way,
ete. Ho alse certainly Yesould noet have zrun e miles in five
oinutes? that meming, theugh he did net; previded that there
was ne energency for his running and thot of the saying
Yenorgency brings sut unsuspected qualities in man”, iS abSse
lutely baseloss previded thot therxe was ne cause of running
fact snd that the lowe of nature weze changed; ond So on.
Purther the statement thot betweesn twoe gctisne neither eof
which d4d soctually hoppen one was vithin my pewers, vheregs
the ether was net, invelves, ot lcast, tuwe acsumptiens, viz.,
(1) thet we knew fer certain the extert of eur pmvers pre-
cisely; ard {2) that we knew fez certain the number cf sctiens
which are within ocur pavezrs precisely. But we deé kns? prew
cisaly the extent ef sur pevers & well oo the number of
actions which £311 within eur capacity? Experience, wWe ave
ofratd, sbsurnds in instances-which will eiafznitely falsify
the twe aferecsid sssumptiens.

In criticien of Mesre'ts eun view of Froe wnx we may
psint out thet lsere's statement in (2) ef the last guostien
“3f ws had chesen Se to chesse®(7) sbvisusly lezds to an infi-
nite regress. If we cheese @ cheice we cagn slse chgess te
chosse a cheice and se en ad infinitur!. But apart frem this
ebvisuge sbsurdity in the cenception of 2 chaice that itself
is chesen thare sre ether Jdiscrspencies that cannst be ever-



lecked, Ngere Says that his view of Free Will in the sheve
cense iS5 quite cempatible with the rule of causality. But if
no man could know For certain that "we should net S5 chesse(s)
ss Moore says in (3) in the sbove quetation, such ianerance

is alse czusslly detemmined and in such circumstances there

% ne pessible escape frem such ignerance and its censequences,
Hesz, then, can Meoye Ssy in the csame bregth that every phongs
mensn £5 causslly determined including our asctiens witheut
cufficient mowledge of what we Could chioese snd at the sgmo
“time thot ocuw will ic free In the sence that we could have
scted ethorwice,’ 1€ we hed co chesen? If loore sm had repudie-
ated the universgl rolon. ef csuszlity o5 serme medern physicists
do he night have Sazvod freedsn of will in his sense of the
toref, But ¢e cencedo the univorssl eperation of the law ef
cousality and at the Sgme time t¢ assorzt that sne might hove
dene stherwise than ene d3id, If oms had Se chesen, sppears
1ike eating one't cake ond hoving it ot the Some time’,

. Despite the incenclusivenecs zrd in seme coces the
foulty nature of Mpere'n reasenings and srqurents ne persen
with a reolly philssephical bent of mind can gdincay the fact
that lMoore iS eno of the British Master Minds of the present
century. He is reglly the "Philesephor's philesepher™; and it
is no exgggeratien to soy thst Medern British philessphical
othice have begun with the publication of llsere's Principia
Ethicd, He shewed u$ more than anybody elte that phileSephy
is ne picnic, and he tought us the valve of snalysis and
eriticion by demenstrating then. in his ewn writingt,"Often
this has had®, Gays C.DLBrea? humoursusly but justifisbly,
*the devgstating effect of the child in the fable, who
horrified the courticrs by piping sut that the coporsr was
in. fact natked®{9). In the field of Moral Philessphy he
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breught in the limelight the hitherte neglected preblem of
value and shewed it te be the central preblem of ethics, He
21se shswed us hew te uce analysis in the field af ethics
in erder te aveid misunderstarding. His cenbributien lies
%ok net in anSwerimg but in asking questien with precisisn
ard clarity. And 311 medern philessphere, irrespective ef
their widely divergent spiniens, will sgres, I hepe, with
Prefesser Wisdenm in hslding thot “the ruthless elarity with
which Heere shews us the pathiess Jungle befsre us helps
us te reglize whit must be dene te get threugh. Theze 16 ne
path, e must cut a way frem tree te tree®.{i0)
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