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THE pDETERMINATION OF MORAL FACTS!

THESES

ORAL reality, like all reality, can be studied from

two different points of view. One can set out to

explore and understand it and one can set out to
evaluate it. The first of these problems, which is theoretical,
must necessarily precede the second, and it is the only one
with which we shall deal here. In closing, however, we
shall show that the methods followed and the solutions
adopted leave the field clear for the treatment of the
practical problem.

For the theoretical study of moral reality we must
determine beforehand the nature of moral facts. In order
to observe them we must know their characteristics so that
we can recognize them. This is the first question we shall
deal with. Later we shall see if it is possible to give a
satisfactory explanation of these characteristics.

I

What are the distinctive characteristics of a moral fact?
All morality appears to us as a system of rules of conduct.
But all techniques are equally ruled by maxims that
prescribe the behaviour of the agent in particular circum-
stances. What then is the difference between moral rules

f technique? . .
ang)0$2rs£ﬁss§ow thatqmoral rules are invested with a
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special authority by virtue of whic
because they command. We shall
analysis, the notj

h they are obe

yed s
reaffirm, aq "

Obligation is, then
I the moral ryle,

portant than the first,

Something of the nature of
ability of morality,

effort and self-constraint, The

ave these two characteristics, even
though they may be combined in different proportions.
In order to give some idea of these two partly contra-
dictory aspects of moral facts, we shall compare them to
the idea of sacredness

» which has the same duality. The

sacred being is in a senge forbidden; it is a being which
Mmay not be violated; it is also good, loved and sought
after. Th,

¢ association of these two qualities wil.l bfz justlﬁ?d:
(1) hiStorically by an examination of the filiation which

links them; (i) by examples taken from contemporary
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TH

| man ality is a sacred thing; one
. ... The hu persona :
. gorality: . l:tc it nor infringe its boupds, while at the same
dare not ‘g:eatest good is in communion with others.
. e the
time

2

. ined these characteristics, we should try
H'a i d: tgégrlfseof understanding how it is that certain
i dlscoverrc obeyed because they command, anq also
St erform those acts which are desirable in the
ol u}f :Ovsﬁe have noted above. A methodical reply to
g a‘tion would call for as exhaustive a study as
ke 'qluesof the particular rules the sum total of whfch
[ etes our morality. But instead of such a study, which
?'o‘r'lsmussible in these circumstances, it is possible to use
1s lmpsct)lmma,ry means to arrive at results of some yaluc.
""Iilol;e examining the contemporary moral consciousness
; }(’am)ir checking our findings by what we know of the mmtal-
ities of all known peoglcs)' we can :lg,n;:;s uIr)ltc)illctrhE :::llogviv‘l’lég
ints: (1 e qualification ‘mor '
g: l;llgs;)‘é?\;rhll}chqhas individual interests, or the perfection

of the individual from a purely egotistic point o Vil
its object; (ii) if I as an individual do nolt1 C(;nd'i'viduals
myself a moral end, this is also true of the ot I::r o
g }‘ﬁwho are more or less like me; (iii) fl'll‘lo;nhvgléc as"vzg;;ct lihe
t ; ity exists, it can o . :
gz&p!{ofm r:glnﬁ;f)’ thee Moo aiated ipdiv1duals—thatrl;§d to ;ay,
.\ society, with the condition that society be alwa:ys coh ered as
s litatively different from the individual beings that compose
being qualita begins with membership of a group, whatever
! . Morality eg be. When this premise is accepted the
) hat gr Rap 1 g’f the moral fact become ethcablc. First,
Characteristics how society is good and desirable for the
. we shall shO;'l"O cannot exist without it or deny it without
indlv_xduail,vrvnself and how at the same time, because
4 denying laSSes the individual, he cannot desire it without
SocftZeigiI; extent violating his nature as an individual.
to
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Secondly, we shall show that society, while being gooq
constitutes a moral authority which, by manifesting itseli‘
in certain precepts particularly important to i

X It, co
supon them an obligatory character. > Confers

We shall endeavour further to establish that certain engg
—devotion between individuals, the devoti

\ . . on of a scientig
to his work—which are not in themselves moral epgs
participate of morality indirectly and by derivation,

Finally, an analysis of collective sentiments will explain
the characteristic of sacredness which is attributed to mora]
facts; an analysis which will, however, only serve to cop-
firm the preceding analysis.

3

The objection has been made to this conception that jt
subjugates the mind to the prevailing moral opinion. This
is not so. The society that morality bids us desire is not the
society as it appears to itself, but the society as it is or i
really becoming. The consciousness which society may
have of itself which is expressed in general opinion (dans et
par Popinion) may be an inadequate view of the underlying
reality. It is possible that opinion, weighed down by sur-
vivals, lags behind the real condition of the society. It is
also possible that, under the effect of passing circumstances,
certain principles, even though essential to the existing
morality, may for a time be relegated to the unconscious
and so appear not to exist. The science of morality will
allow us to rectify these errors, of which we shall later give
examples.

But we shall maintain that it is impossible to desire a
morality other than that endorsed by the condition of
society at a given time. To desire a morality other than that
implied by the nature of society is to deny the latter and,
consequently, oneself,

. The question remains: Should 2 man deny himself? This
15 a legitimate question, but we shall not examine it. We
shall postulate that we are right in wishing to live.
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Discussion

purkzEM: I must first of all confess briefly to a certain

barrassraent. In agreeing to discuss ex abrupto a question
. eneral as that announced in the second part of the
g : asoggramme1 distributed to you, I am forced to do violence
‘\'-P; my habitual methods of procedure. Certainly, in the
g " course which I have been giving at the Sorbonne for four
| ears upon the theoretical gnd applied science of mores, I
| have not held back frgm this problem. However, whereq,s
| in the classical school it was the starting-point, I can see it
| only as the end of my researches. I cannot attempt to
e explain the general characteristics of moral facts until I
| have passed carefully in review the details of moral rules
8 (domestic, civic, professional or contractual) and have
" shown both the causes that give rise to them and the func-
tions which they perform, in so far as the data of science at
present permit. Thus I collect on my way a number of
~ ideas which arise directly from the study of moral fa§ts,
~ and when I come to pose the general question its solution
| is already prepared; the solution rests on concrete real-
ities and the mind is thus bound to see it from the correct
;point of view. In exposing my ideas here without having
previously subjected them to these tests, I am obliged to
present them rather unarmed. Where scientific demonstra-
~ tion is impossible I shall substitute a purely dialectical
. argument. _
%uhope, however, that among people of equal good faith
dialectic is never worthless. This is particularly so in the
field of morality where, despite all the facts that one may
assemble, hypotheses are always so important. Fmall)_r, I
have been tempted by the pedagogic side of the question,
From this point of view I believe that the ideas which I
shall put forward can find 2 place in the teaching of moral-
ity, a part of education which today lacks the degree of
vitality that it needs.

! See p. 35.
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I

Moral reality appears to us under two different aspects
that must be clearly distinguished: the objective and the
subjective. )

Each people at a given moment of its history has a
morality, and it is in the name of this ruling morality that
tribunals condemn and opinion judges. For a given group
there is a clearly defined morality. I postulate, then
supported by the facts, that there is a general moralit;:
common to all individuals belonging to a collectivity.

Now, apart from this morality there is an indefinite
multitude of others. Each individual moral conscience ex-
presses the collective morality in its own way. Each one
sees it and understands it from a different angle. No
individual can be completely in tune with the morality of
his time, and one could say that there is no conscience that
is not in some ways immoral. Each mind, under the in-
fuence of its milieu, education or heredity sees moral rules
by a different light. One individual will feel the rules of
civic morality keenly, but not so strongly the rules of
domestic morality, or inversely. Another who feels only
very slightly the duties of charity may have a profound

respect for contract and justice. The most essential aspects
of morality are seen differently by different people.

I do not intend to treat here of both these two sorts of
rporal reality, but only of the first. I shall deal with objec-
tive m_oral reality, that common and impersonal standard
by which we evaluate action. The diversity of individual
moral consciences shows how impossible it is to make use
of them in order to arrive at an understanding of morality
itself. Research into the conditions that determine these
End1v1d1.1a1 variations of morality would, no doubt, be an
Interesting psychological study, but would not help us to
reach our particular goal.

. h‘iIs ust as I am not concerned with the manner in which
or that particular individual sees morality, I also

—
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leave on one side the opinions of philosophers and moral-
ists. 1 have nothing whatever to do with their systematic
attempts to explain or construct moral reality except in so
far as one can find in them a more or less adequate ex-
pression of the morality of their time. A moralist has a far
greater sensibility than the average man to the dominant
moral trends of his time, and consequently his conscious-
ness is more representative of the moral reality. But 1
refuse to accept his doctrines as explanations, as scientific
expressions of past or present moral reality.

The subject of my research and the kind of moral
reality which I shall study have now been defined. But this
reality can be studied in two different ways: (i) We can
try to discover and to understand it, or (ii) we can set out
to evaluate it at particular times.

Here I do not intend to discuss the second problem. We
must begin with the first. F aced with the confusion of
present moral ideas, a methodical approach is indispens-
able. We must begin at the beginning and progress from
facts on which common agreement can be reached to see
where the divergences occur. In order to judge or appre-
ciate morality, as to evaluate life or nature (for value
judgments can apply to the whole realm of reality), one
must begin by acquainting oneself with moral reality.

Thus the first condition for the theoretical study of moral
reality is to be able to recognize it and to distinguish it
from other realities; in brief, to define it. This is not a
question of giving it a philosophical definition; that can
come when our research has made some headway. All that
is possible or profitable is an initial, provisional definition
that permits us to agree upon the reality we are dealing
with; such a definition is obviously indispensable if we are
to know what we are talking about.

The first question that confronts us, as in all rational and
scientific research, is: By what characteristics can we
recognize and distinguish moral facts?

Morality appears to us to be a collection of maxims, of
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rules of conduct. But there are also other rules that pr
be our behaviour. All utilitarian techniques are goverl;eii
by analogous systems of rules, and we must find th
distinguishing characteristics of moral rules. If we conside:
all the rules that govern conduct we shall be able to see
whether there are not some that have peculiar and specific
characteristics. If we agree that the rules that show these
characteristics conform to the popular conception! of moral
rules we shall be able to apply to them the usual title and to
say that here we have the characteristics of moral reality,
To achieve any result at all in this research there is 0n1);
one method of proceeding. We must discover the intrinsic
differences between these moral rules and other rules
through their apparent and exterior differences, for at the
beginning this is all that is accessible to us. We must find
a reagent that will force moral rules to demonstrate their
specific character. The reagent we shall employ is this: We
shall put these various rules to the test of violation and see
whether from this point of view there is not some difference
between moral rules and rules of technique.

The violation of a rule generally brings unpleasant con-
sequences to the agent. But we may distinguish two differ-
ent types of consequence: (i) The first results mechanically
from the act of violation. If I violate a rule of hygiene that
orders me to stay away from infection, the result of this
act will automatically be disease. The act, once it has been
performed, sets in motion the consequences, and by analysis
of the act we can know in advance what the result will be.
(ii) When, however, I violate the rule that forbids me to
kill, an analysis of my act will tell me nothing. I shall not
find inherent in it the subsequent blame or punishment.

scri

i .. o
mayTl:l:ee :sgzzflf n;tlon is not tl'le same as the popular _notion, which
oS shi; o;l)lular opinion may deny the qualification moral
i malie o Ix 3‘ﬂ_thc signs of being moral precepts. All that is
tiom of the mors the < ifference be not so great as to render the reten-
hr S vante ool hzizerm inconvenient. Thus the zoologist may speak
g conception is not identical with the popular one.

qandmde | s

THE DETERMINATION OF MORAL FACTS 43

erogeneity between the act and its
ible to discover analytically in the
tion of blame. The link be-

There is complete het
consequence. It is imposs

act of murder the slightest no
nce is here a synthetic one.

tween act and conseque o
Such consequences attached to acts by synthetic links
I do not as yet know the origin or

I shall call sanctions. : .
explanation of this link. I merely note 1ts existence and

nature, without at the moment going any further.

We can, however, enlarge upon this notion. Since
sanctions ar f the act that they

e not revealed by analysis o
govern, it is apparent that I am not p}xni.shcd simply
because 1 did this or that. It is not the intrinsic nature of
my action that produces the sanction which follows, but the

hat forbids it. In fact,

fact that the act violates the rule t :
one and the same act, identically performed with the same

material consequences, is blamed or not blamed according
to whether or not there is a rule forbidding it. The existence
of the rule and the relation to it of the act determine the
sanction. Thus homicide, condemned in time of peace, is
freed from blame in time of war. An act, intrinsically the
same, which is blamed today among Europeans, was not
blamed in ancient Greece since there it violated no pre-
established rule.

We have now reached a deeper conception of sanctions.
A sanction is the consequence of an act that does not
result from the content of that act, but from the violation
by that act of a pre-established rule. It is because there is a
pre-established rule, and the breach is a rebellion against
this rule, that a sanction is entailed.

Thus there are rules that present this particular charac-
teristic: We refrain from performing the acts they forbid
simply because they are forbidden. This is what is meant
by the obligatory character of the moral rule. We re-
discover by a rigorously empirical analysis the idea of duty
and obligation almost as Kant understood it.

We have so far only considered negative sanctions
(blame, punishment), since in these the characteristic of
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obligation is most apparent. There are sanctions of anoth
kind. Acts that conform to the moral rule are praised a:;
those who accomplish them are honoured. In this case th
public moral consciousness reacts in a different way ang
the consequence of the act is favourable to the agent, byt
the mechanism of this social phenomenon is the sam:a As
in the preceding instance the sanction comes, not from the
act itself, but from its conformity to a rule that prescribes
it. No doubt this type of obligation differs slightly from the
former in degree, but we have here two varieties of the
same group. There are not two kinds of moral ryles
negative and positive commands; both are but two classes
within the same category.

We have, then, defined moral obligation, and it is a
definition not without interest. It shows how far the latest
perfected utilitarian moralities have misconceived the
problem of morality. Spencer’s morality, for example, be-
trays a complete ignorance of the nature of obligation. For
him punishment is no more than the mechanical conse-
quence of an act (this is most apparent in his Education on
the subject of school punishments'). This erroneous idea
that punishment arises automatically from the act itself is
widespread. In a recent inquiry into godless morality may
be found the letter of a scientist who is interested in
philosophy and maintains that the only punishment that
a secular moralist can consider is the evil consequence of
immoral acts (intemperance ruins the health, etc.).

In this way one evades the moral problem, which is

precisely to explain duty, to explain its foundations and in
that f\fvay 1t is not a hallucination but a reality.
I al)ysiasrova:n ha:le follo.wgd Kant fairly closely. But if his
incompti agﬁ issctsfﬁls. In part correct, it is nevertheless
- rea_lilly .c1ent, since it shows us only one

We cannot perform an act which is not in some way

1 Educati, .
IR ton, Intellectual, Physical and Moral; Ch. III, London, 186;.
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us simply because we have been commanded
psychologically impossible to pursue an end
indifferent—i.e. that does not appear to
not affect our sensibility. Morality must,

y : cred.
¢ only obligatory but also cles.lrable and desire
'tII‘ll(:iI;,dIZ;rI;Ziligy 1Z the second characteristic of all rpgra.l acts.
This desirability peculiar to moral life participates of
the preceding characteristic of obligation, and is not the

irabili j t attract our
the desirability of the objects .tha
s of our desire for the com-

ordin desires. Thq nature - the
mandllelc:ly act is a special one. Our élan and aspiration are
t. Even when we carry

: | oz for
accompanied by discipline a.pd e :
out a npilora.l act with enthusiasm we feel that we dgmlnate
and transcend ourselves, and this cannot occur without a

feeling of tension and selflrc§traint. We feel that we do
violence to a part of our being. Thus we must admit a
certain element of eudemonism and one could show that
desirability and pleasure permeate the obligation. We
find charm in the accomplishment of a moral act pr.escnbed
by a rule that has no other justification than thatitis a rule.
We feel a sui generis pleasure in performing our duty simply
because it is our duty. The notionof good enters into thoseof
duty and obligation just as they in turn enter into the notion
of good. Eudemonism and its contrary pervade moral life.

Duty, the Kantian Imperative, is only one abstract
aspect of moral reality. In fact, moral reality always
presents simultaneously these two aspects which cannot,
in fact, be isolated. No act has ever been performed as a
result of duty alone; it has always been necessary for it to
appear in some respect as good. Inversely there is no act
that is purely desirable, since all call for some effort.

Just as the idea of obligation, the first characteristic of
moral life, gave us the opportunity to criticize utilitarian-
ism, the second characteristic, that of goodness, shows us
the insufficiency of Kant’s explanation of moral obligation.
Kant’s hypothesis, according to which the sentiment of
obligation was due to the heterogeneity of reason and

meaningful to
to do so. It 1s
to which we are
us as good and does
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sensibility, is not easy to reconcile with the fact th

ends are in one aspect objects of desire. If to aat Tora]
extent sensibility has the same end as reason, it oy,
be humbled by submitting to the latter. » T canmot

Ape these, then, the only two characteristics of m
reality? They are not, and I could demonstrate othoral
The two that I have just noted appear to me to be i}rls'
most important, constant and universal. I know of ne
moral rule or morality where they are not found. However0
in different instances they combine in varied proportions,
There are acts which are accomplished almost exclusivel'
by _ent}.lusmsm, acts of moral heroism where the element o}fl‘
obligation is at a minimum and where the idea of goodness
predominates. There are others also where the idea of
duty finds a minimum of support in the sensibility. The
relat15)n between these two elements also varies with time;
thus in antiquity it would -appear that the notion of duty
was on the wane; in the systems of morality, and perhaps
in the everyday life of the people, the idea of the Sovereign
Good predominated. Generally speaking, I believe it is
the same wherever morality is essentially religious. In the
same epoch the relation of the two elements may vary in
the extreme in different individuals. Different persons feel
in different degrees the attraction of one or other of these
elements, and it is very rarely indeed that both exert an
equal attraction. Each one of us has his moral blind spots.
There are those for whom moral acts are above all good
and desu.able; there are those with a greater feeling for
the rul'e itself who enjoy discipline, loathe anything in-
determlnateé and wish their lives to follow a rigid pro-
igrfggl:irtljear?; le;.helr conduct to be constantly controlled by
This is another reason for :

of our personal consciousneL;Z.t(}tb i::la?;s?lfythbeesggrf:s‘fmlg
what would be the dangers attendant upon an indiv%éncl
subjective method that reduced morality to the feel'ua
that this or that person might entertain of it. Therena:f:
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we either

THE DETE
tial aspects of morality that

almost always €ssen v,
do not feel at all or feel only we li,arac teristics of moral

i n that these two C
Having o7 facts are found, can we say that

the same level? Is there one that is primary

they are on 1 s ves? Could we, for instance,
and from which the other derives: Co R o thie of &

. . . .

ﬁrld t.h.a.t thc ldea ()_f Obhgauoll del. 1VES x ¢
i l tter 0S1n, t l 11S t] d
deSlrable end. I recel Vv ed a le te p g C l ues on .a n‘ .

i i i fuse abso
esting this hypothesis. Ire olutely tc
;uggﬂl no% go into all the reasons against it; since at :

imes, as far as we can go, we find the two characteristics
orats reason for us to admit

-existi there is no objective
e the other. Even from the

even a logical priority o.f one over > !
dialectical and theoretical point of view, if we have no

duty except in so far as duty is desirable, the very notion of
duty disappears. It is impossible to derive 9bhgat1qn from
the desirable, since the specific characteristic of obligation
is to a certain extent the violation of desire. It is as 1m-
possible to derive duty from good (or inversely) as 1t 1s to

derive altruism from egoism. .
It has been argued that the idea of performing an act

for any other reason than its intrinsic content is incompre-
hensible. First of all, we are no more justified in the study
of moral phenomena than in the study of psychic and other
phenomena in rejecting an apparent fact simply because
we are unable to give an immediate satisfactory explanation
of it. To explain the characteristic of obligation in rules it
is sufficient to establish the notion of moral authority. A
moral authority that is legitimate in the eyes of reason
receives our submission because it is moral authority and
we respect its discipline. Few, I think, will deny all moral
authority. That the idea of it is badly analysed is no reason
for denying its existence and necessity. Later we shall
see, in fact, to what observable reality this idea corresponds.

Let us then be wary of artificially simplifying moral
reality. On the contrary, let us keep our attention upon
the two aspects that we have noted and not become
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involved with their apparent contradictions, Th
dictions will shortly be resolved. " IESC ot
Further, there is another idea that pre
duality: the idea of the sacred. The sacfedszgﬁc?lF Same
us, if not with fear, at least with respect that kee —
dist.ance; at the same time it is an object of }])Zvus .
aspiration that we are drawn towards. Here thcne o
dual sentiment which seems to be self-contra’dicto e
does not for all that cease to be real. o
The human personality presents a notable example of
this apparent duality which we have just distinguisheg
On the one hand, it inspires us with a religious res ect
tha.t }ceeps us at some distance. Any encroachment uponpthe
legitimate sphere of action of our fellow beings we regard
as a sacrilege. It is, as it were, sacrosanct and thus apart
But at the same time human personality is the outstandiné
object of our sympathy and we endeavour to develop it.
It is an ideal to be realized in ourselves as completely as
possible.

If I compare the idea of the sacred with that of the
moral, it is not merely in order to draw an interesting
analogy. It is because it is very difficult to understand moral
life if we do not relate it to religious life. For centuries
morals and religion have been intimately linked and even
cﬁ.mplletcly ﬁ1§ed: Even today one is bound to recognize
Eh:tc ncl);t; afislsi(?:lﬁtlon in the majority of minds. It is apparent
i Charac:er?s not beep, and never will be, able to shed
g 1st1f<3; that it holds in common with religion.
there han o ell;s of facts have been so closely linked, when
long a time i?i etween them so close a relationship for so
become dis;incts llri‘?)lio:}sll‘ble for them to be dissociated and
undergo a comi)lete tralrslsft'o happcn B i ot
nature, There mog, 0. or};natlon and so change their
elements of the religiofsn i morz'ihty g e
moval i abomss o rel;n' morality. In fact, present
e Bt e v glgu's. Thes.e religious elements

ged and it is certain that the religious
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i to become quite 2 differen
. ent of morality tends a
sm'mm;rom that of theology- The characte'n.st.lc of tht:
e rality does not lift it above criticism, 35 1
is 1 ifference of degree and

ven today. We may
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cite as P .
. d meth
apply t0 morality the oF 121:.;& e think of it an d study

that in pr
it {stfigloillllc: s;fre;::lcdures o? profane science we are profaning
morality itself and threatening 1ts dignity. Ourliconttrtl::l-
poraries do not willingly admut that mqral rea ty may,
with all other realities, be submitted to discusston.

2

I have now reached the second part of my
and it is here most of all that I feel certain scrpple
determined the characteristics of moral reality,
attempt some explanation of them.

The only scientific way of proceeding would be to make
a list of moral rules, to classify and consider them one by
one, and to try to explain the most important ones by
secking their causes and the functions they fulfil and have
fulfilled. In this way we could progress to some idea of the
general causes upon which depend those essential charac-
teristics that they have in common. I have followed this
method in my teaching. Being unable to follow that path
here, I shall have to proceed dialectically and to admit a
certain number of postulates without as rigorous a demon-
stration of them as I should like.

I begin with my first postulate, which is as follows: We
have no duties except in relation to thinking minds; all
our duties are oriented in terms of moral and thinking
beings. The problem is: Who are these thinking subjects?

An act can have only two ends:!
1 The schema of this argument is borrowed from Wundt’s Ethik.

exposition,
s. Having
I wish to
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(i) The individual self.
(ii) Beings other than myself.

Let us see first of all whether acts oriented purely i,
terms of myself can have a moral character. To answer this
question we must examine the com{nunal moral conscience,
This method is no doubt uncertain and hazardous, since
we run the risk of interpreting its answer according to our
own wishes. However, honestly employed, the method is
not unfruitful. First of all, probably no one will deny that
no act has ever been regarded as moral which is oriented
exclusively to the preservation of the individual. No doubt
such an act becomes moral if I save myself for my family
or my country, but if I save myself entirely for myself my
conduct in the eyes of common opinion lacks moral value.

What then of acts directed not towards self-preservation
but towards self-improvement? Again, if I try to improve
myself, not from individual or even aesthetic interests but
in order that this development may have a useful effect on
others, then such acts will have moral value. If I try to
develop my intelligence and my faculties only in order to
shine and succeed my act will never be considered as moral.

Thus I, as an individual, cannot be the end of my moral
conduct_. Could others who, like me, are also individuals
fulfil this réle any better? If by preserving or developing
my individual being as such I perform no moral act, in
wl'latpway ha§ the individuality of another any priority over
Zrllllarlx;c{f of himself the agent can in no way confer a moral
— :.:1 o?ﬁefgxtfd?f‘ c\ivl;llch he himself is the object, why
he himself does n;;n I;SS, h;s ];equal, enjoy a privilege that
only differ s possess? Between them there can be

4 ences of degree, which do not suffice to explain

tllfl'e “(lifaeﬁ:ncq In nature between moral and amoral conduct.
B r&s}; gl;ves to the one what it refuses to the other it
inadiet pon a fundamen‘ta.l contradiction which is

not only for logical but also for practical

reasomns. It is dj
t 1s difficult to see how such contradictory senti-
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ot in the course of time have become aware
t?-e&t:irwg;l:tir:diction. In any case it would be a singularly
3nccrta.in morality that could not be apprehended without
. h an inconsistency.
rc‘igil;g%hil:-cindividual, acting as the object of my conduct,
nnot endow it with a moral character, this is no less the
29t when not one but several individuals are involved. If
caf;l separate individual is incapable of communicating
fx?oral value to conduct—that is to say, if: l}e has not in
himself a moral value—any number of individuals will be
no more capable. .

I do not maintain that opinion always refuses any moral
value to acts directed towards others_a.nd towards myself.
Particularly as regards the former, this would be contrary
to the evidence. I do maintain that when they have a
moral value they are oriented towards a higher end
than the individual himself or other individuals. The
morality which is recognized in them must derive from a
higher source. This is apparent in acts of which I am both
agent and object. If we are consistent, the same evidence
applies to acts of which I am the agent but of which others
are the object.

If we cannot be bound by duty except to conscious beings
and we have eliminated the individual, there remains as
the only other possible object of moral activity the sui
generis collective being formed by the plurality of individuals
associated to form a group. Further, the collective person-
ality must be thought of as something other than the totality
of individuals that compose it. If it were only the sum it
could have no greater moral value than its component
parts, which in themselves have none. We arrive then at the
conclusion that if a morality, or system of obligations and
duties, exists, society is a moral being qualitatively different
from the individuals it comprises and from the aggregation
from which it derives. The similarity between this argument
and that of Kant in favour of the existence of God will be
noted. Kant postulates God, since without this hypothesis
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morality is unintelligible. We postulate a society specificy]
distinct from individuals, since otherwise morality hag Y
object and duty 1o roots. Let us add that this POStUIaten'o
easily verified by experience. Although I have often treat as
this question in my books, it would be easy to give reas()e
other than those already advanced in defence of ﬂ:ll:
conception.
This argument may be reduced to a number of ve
simple propositions. We return to the admission of th
fact that, according to common opinion, morality begins ai
the same point at which disinterestedness and devotion
also begin. Disinterestedness becomes meaningful onl
when its object has a higher moral value than we have a}s’
individuals. In the world of experience I know of only one
being that possesses a richer and more complex moral
reality than our own, and that is the collective being. I am
mistaken; there is another being which could play the
same part, and that is the Divinity. Between God and
society lies the choice. I shall not examine here the reasons
tvtylla:itcggelzz ﬁg;iﬁcid in favour of either solution, both of
whis ent. I can only add that I myself am quite
md_lﬁ'erent to this choice, since I see in the Divinity onl
socl\lfty transfigured and symbolically expressed. o
ther:x;hty begins with life in the group, since it is only
at disinterestedness and devotion becom i
ful. I speak of the life of the grou f:mcanmg-
dlﬁ:C!‘CIlt groups—the family th%rc . gen§rally, th§re the
nation and the internationai TO Or}jfli?_tlon, e Ko
PO gr up. ierarchy could be
corresponding degrees of m gloup§ %md o vyould fod
SR, oocora: oral activity according to the
degree of comp’l P lgg to the size of the society, its
there is little pointty an _spec1'ahzat1on. At the moment
enough that we sk ltil1 d1sc3ussmg these problems. Tt is
life appears to Begin, wi tehlgom.t where the domain of moral
s ut introducing a differentiation.

Moral life beg; A
gins wit .
small the group m:;l ll;e.membemhlp of a group, however
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ow how certain acts that we have left on
our discussion can take om, indirectly, a
The interests of others can have, we noted,

no more intrinsic moral v"a%uc than our own. In so far,
however, as another participates 1n the life of the group
and in s0O far as he is a member of the collcct1v1t}f to Yvhx_ch
we are attached, he tepds to take on some of its dignity
and he becomes an object of our affection and interest.
To be a member of the society 1s, as we shall shortly show,

al ideal. There is a little of this

be bound to the soci : ~ thi
Jo t is then natural that each indi-

jdeal in each one of us. 1 . at
es to some extent in the religious aspect

vidual participates ¢ us as,
which this ideal inspires. Attachment to a group implies a
t, attachment to individuals. When the

cessary, if indirec i
:;cial i(?(;al is a particular form of the ideal of humanity,
when the type of citizen blends to a great extent with the

generic type of man, it is to man as such that we find
lves bound. This explains the moral character which

ourse.
is attributed to feelings of sympathy between individuals

and the acts which they inspire. It is not that they them-
selves constitute the intrinsic elements of the moral tem-
perament, but they are so closely—if indirectly—bound to
the most essential moral attitudes that we may take their
absence as veryprobably an index of a lesser morality. When
one loves one’s country or humanity one cannot sec one’s
fellows suffer without suffering oneself and without feeling a
desire to help them. But what binds us morally to others is
nothing intrinsic in their empirical individuality; it is the
superior end of which theyare the servants and instruments.*
1 In the same way the devotion of a scientist to his work can take on,

indirectly, a rl}oral character. The search for truth is not in itself a
moral occupation; all depends upon the reason for which it is sought.

It is o_nly really and fully moral when science is revered for its
beneficial effects upon society and humanity. On the other hand, the
glent_al process involved in the self-sacrifice of the scientist impassioned
sg’ h;is work resembles so closely those involved in true moral self-

crifice that it must to a certain extent participate in the feelings which

the latter inspire. It is tinged with morality.

THE

We can sc€ n
one side during
moral character.

7
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We are now in a position to understand how it is that ¢,
are rules called moral rules which we must obey bec e
they command and which direct our actions to ends ?}l:se
transcend us while at the same time appearing desirablat

We have just seen that society is the end of all mq ¥
activity. Now (i) while it transcends the individual itr?l
immanent in him; (i) it has all the characteristics of :
moral authority that imposes respect. 2

(i) Society transcends the individual’s consciousness, It
surpasses him materially because it is a result of 'the
coalition of all the individual forces. By itself this material
superiority would not be enough. The universe also
surpasses the individual materially, but is not on that
account called moral. Society is something more than a
material power; it is a moral power. It surpasses us physic-
ally, materially and morally. Civilization is the result of
the co-operation of men in association through successive
generations; it is essentially a social product. Society made
it, preserves it and transmits it to individuals. Civilization
is the asse.mbly of all the things to which we attach the
highest price; it is the congregation of the highest human
values. Because it is at once the source and the guardian of
civilization, the channel by which it reaches us, society

appears to be an infinitely richer and higher rea]’ity than
our own. It is a reality from which everything that matters
to us flows. Nevertheless it surpasses us in every way, since
;f)r;?ti gﬁ:lvgf fv'rv%rinhtl-ns-storehouse of intellectual and
fragments or;IY. Thecrr-ollfelimthc guardian, g okt a I
o and 1 1 e adv.ar.u;e in time, the more
p immense does our civilization b

consequently the more does it t d the indivi -
consciousness and the smaller d ransifen_d ?h.e nsglual
relation to it. Each of the memboes o 1nd1v1dua}l £l in
carries in himself the int ers of an AI.IStr.a] las tribe

Integrated whole of his civilization,

but of our present civili
ur. civilization
succeed in integrating a small p :Ii(:h one of us can only

However small i
all it may be, we do nevertheless always
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and thus while society

intcgratcd us it is jmmanent in us and we feel it as such.
g : asses us it 1s within us, since it can only exist
While It Sl h us. It is ourselves or, rather, the best part
and-thmugman is only a man to the degree that he is
smc';‘ha;a.t which makes us real human beings is the
:i.that we manage to assimilate of this assembly of
?moun Jiefs and precepts for conduct that we call civil-
joces b(Xf Rousseau showed long ago: deprive man of all
jety has given him and he is reduced to his sensa-

s a being more or less indistinct from

uor® . al. Without language, essengially a social thing,
al or abstract ideas are Rractlcally impossible, as

are all the higher mental functions. Left to himself the

individual would become dependent upon physical forces.
If he has been able to escape, to free himself, to develop a
personality; it is because he has been able to shelter under
a sui generis force; an intense force since 1t r(_:sults. from the
coalition of all the individual forces, but an intelligent and
moral force capable, consequently, of_' x}eutrahzmg t.he
blind and amoral forces of nature. This 1s the collective
force. The theoretician may demonstrate that man has the
right to liberty, but, whatever the value of these demon-
strations, it is certain that this liberty can become a reality

only in and through society. )
Thus to love society is to love both something beyond
us and something in ourselves. We could not wish to be

free of society without wishing to finish our existence as
men. I do not know whether civilization has brought us
more happiness, and it is of no consequence; what is certain
is that from the moment that we ar€ civilized we can only
renounce civilization by renouncing ourselves. The only
question that a man can ask is not whether he can live
outside society, but in what society he wishes to live. I
recognize very willingly the right of the individual to live in

the society of his choice, provided that he is not bound to

the society of his birth by previously contracted duties.

rHE DETERMINATI
in ourselves 2 part,

of U§;
civilize
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Thus without any difficulty we have explained how socj
constitutes an end that surpasses us and at the same t;e
appears to us as good and desirable, since it is bound I
in the very fibres of our being. Consequently society hu
the essential characteristics that we have stipulated fas
moral ends. o

(i) But at the same time it is a moral authority; th;
follows from what we have already said. What is a r;mraj
authority if not the characteristic which we attribute to 3
real or ideal being that we conceive of as constituting a
moral power superior to our own? The characteristic of all
moral authority is that it imposes respect; because of this
respect our will defers to its imperatives. Society, then, has
all that is necessary for the transference to certain rules of
conduct of that same imperative which is distinctive of
moral obligation.

It remains for us now to see whether in fact moral rules
derive from this source the authority which makes them
appear to us as obligatory. As I said at first, it is impossible
for me to examine this question here. All that I can say is
that up to the present I have not found in my researches
a single moral rule that is not the product of particular
social factors. I wait for one which seems to demand
another explanation to be drawn to my attention. The fact,
today incontestably established, that all moral systems
Rractlsed by peoples are a function of the social organiza-
tion of the§e peoples, are bound to their social structures
and vary with them, is surely proof enough. Atone time, it is
true, this diversity of moral systems was attributed to the
ignorance or blindness of men. History has established that
except in abnormal cases, each society has in the main a
mo'ra.hty §mted to it, and that any other would not only
be impossible but also fatal to the society which attempted
to follow it. Individual morality, despite what is often
maintained, does not escape this law, for it is social to the
highest degree. What it makes us try to realize is the ideal
man as the society conceives him, and each society con-

characteristics
their unitys

At the sa mora_l facts and
the

teristics of 4 wha
also understan
express, We ects of one an

they are only two asP- .
A e reality Society commanal distance petween 1t
ur will defers.

collectiv . Y he mor

ior and superior to us; ]
;fé us makes it an authgn'ttyisbf:'iorq wtl:;c:ng e love

1 .
Bu; fls, (i)rI:: glc Oth?r el ;s desire sInCe, whatn:l:r
and des ! ar
we do, socie;y can never be ours 10 mor::ah tha: n:e p o
dominates us in itely. Finally, from the i 54 };l gl
view, we can understand the sac;ed character W. character
and has always marked moral things, tl:; religious €
i i ethic has ever existeC. )

ot ith the observation tl.lat

Ihuldliketofollowthisupwx e ¢
thin;sohave no value in themselves. This is a truth which

also applies in the economic sphere. The old theory of

economics, according to which there were objective values
inherent in things and independent of our minds, has no
longer many defenders today. Values are the product of
opinion; things have no value except in relation to states of

mind.
At the time that manual labour was morally despised
the value that was attributed to it, which expressed itself
lower than that which we

in the rate of payment, was
nowadays recognize. One could multiply these examples.

As with economic things so with moral. When we say
that they are sacred we mean that they have a value
incommensurable with other human values. That which
is sacred is that which is set apart, that which has nothing
in common with the profane. It is evident that moral facts
have this character. Never do we admit that a moral value
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can be expressed in terms of economic values—]I would
so far as to say temporal values. We can, on occasion °
cuse a man who, in the way of human weakness, ne ,lex.
h1§ duty in order to save his life; we dare never, saygticts
this sacrifice is legitimate and merits praise. This in g o
of the fact that life is, of all amoral and profane goods ptl}:e
one to which we cling hardest, since it is the necess :
condition of the rest. o
_ But in order that moral facts may be beyond comparisop
it is necessary that the sentiments that determine thejr
value should have the same character. It is necessary that
they also should be above comparison with other human
desires. They must have a prestige and an energy that
distinguishes them from among the other movements of
our sensibility. The collective sentiments fulfil this con.
dition. Precisely because they are the echo within us of the
great voice of the collective, they speak in our consciences
with a tone quite different from that of purely individual
sentiments. They speak to us from a higher level and by
reason of their origin they have a force and an ascendancy
peculiarly their own. One can see how it is that the objects
to which these sentiments attach themselves participate in
the same prestige. They are set apart and elevated above
other things by all the distance that separates the two
different states of mind.

From this derives the characteristic sacredness with
which the human being is now invested. This character is
not inherent. Analyse man as he appears to empirical
analysis and nothing will be found that suggests this sanc-
tity; man is a temporal being. But under the effect of causes
which it is not our business to study here the human being
is becoming the pivot of social conscience among European
peoples and has acquired an incomparable value. It is
society that has consecrated him. Man has no innate right
;ogg)uss a;lra that sIurrounds and protects him against sacri-
egious trespass. It is merely the way in which soci
thinks of him, the high estezm that ityhas of him at flz

- Ty é ‘x“

: . Jividualism, the

S imed, moral indivy .

society W: ch is ofte;nl ci: = ;.ct *he product of society
s d made of man the

f the indivi s i :
ict:gf 0It s society that instituted it an
helpful in understanding society,

god whose s.ervant it ;)S
e . d the end of morality. I have

] n ]
which for me 15 tléeosf?;iﬁ;ga moral activity a very mediocre
ofign l?ccn e limited arena. Certainly if one sees
?bjea.we asnlwctl}llea;rzu of individuals that compose it and
0 s.ocwtyccl)liny- lace, the accusation is justified without
(tih%r u(litW Butg sgciet); is different; it is above all 2 comgﬁm-
O et sntiments oL '
through individuals. X ' th

:ﬁinrlrslzlrﬁsidcal v%hich is 1ts .pnnc1pa1 raison d em:tTo i(})l\;:
one’s society is to love this 1dt_3al, and one loves 1 aLlso e
one would rather see society disappear as a material en lh y
than renounce the ideal which it embodies. Society 1s the
field of an intense intellectual and moral hfc.w1th a wide
range of influence. From the actions and reactions between
its individuals arises an entirely new mental life which
lifts our minds into a world of which we cou

1d have not the
faintest idea had we lived in isolation. This we observe best

at those signal epochs of crisis when some great collective

movement seizes us, lifts us above ourselves, and trans-
figures us. If, in the course of ordinary life, we feel its action
less keenly because it is less violent and sharp, it does not
for that reason cease to be real.

3
In the third part of my programme I shall*be very
brief, I have inserted it so that we can discuss an objection
which is often made and which, I am sure, rests upon a
misunderstanding.
It has been said that to see morality in this manner is to
preclude all possibility of judging it. If morality is the
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product of th ive, i ily i :
T o e i
\ ) position to question it what
form it may take, and must accept it passively. We are ever
condemned to follow opinion without ever havin s
right to rebel against its dictates. 8 the
Buf ‘herc, as elsewhere, the science of reality puts ys ;
a position to modify the real and to direct it. The science"}
moral opinion furnishes us with the means of judgin :
and the need of rectifying it. I will give a few cxamg];t
of these possible rectifications. Pl
First of all, it is possible that, as 2 result of some passin
upheaval, some fundamental moral principle is hidden f :
L ora
time from the public conscience which, not feeling it, denies
that it is there (theoretically and explicitly, or practically
and in action; it does not matter). The science of morals
can appeal from this temporarily troubled moral condition
to that which pre-existed in what we may call a chronic
condition. By opposing the permanence with which this
principle was held for so long with the acute and temporary
nature of the crisis during which it has been in abeyance
one can, in the name of science, awaken rational doubts
as to the legitimacy of its negation. One can always by the
same method do more, and show how this principle is
related to such or such essential and ever-present conditions
of our social organization and collective mentality; how,
in fact, one cannot ignore it without at the same time mis-
understanding the conditions by which the collective, and
hence the individual, exists. Let us suppose that at a given
time the society as a whole tends to lose sight of the sacro-
sanctity of individual rights. Could we not correct it with
authority by reminding it that the rights of the individual
are sO closely bound to the structure of the great European
societies and our whole mentality that to deny them, under
the pretext of social interests, is to deny the most essential
interests of society itself?
It is equally possible that, apart from the present existing
order of morality maintained by the forces of tradition,

y - *‘ _

it our :
feel 1t O% = nd nothing more thandenial of these ideas, 1ot

of doing (8 P 3PP o in action. NO doubt here -I am
i 1'I;xffel?hat are always delicate,
problem in a .word.
ate that the method I have laid down

f these problems. )
not aspire to 2 morality other than

he state of our society. We have
d with which to compare our
ich is the judge on these matters

is not the individual reason, subject as it is to all sorts of
private aspirations and personal preferences, but the reason
supported by the methodical observation of a given reality,
the social reality. It is from society and not from the
individual that morality derives. No doubt we shall often
be bound to take sides on these questions without waiting
for our science to be sufficiently advanced to guide us; the
necessity for action often forces us to precede science. In
such cases we do what we can; we replace methodical
science, in the circumstances impossible, by a more sum-
mary and premature science which looks in moments of

and I do not inten
wish merely t0 indic
permits the posing O

But in any case we can
that which is related to t
here an objective standar
evaluations. The reason wh
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doubt to the inspirations of s.en31b1.lltyl- I Zm. not tf}ﬂn_g to
suggest that this new-born science 1S airea 1yI 1n a conditjgy,
to act as the sovereign guide of conduct. All I want to she,
here is that this science, far from preventing us from evaly.
ating reality, gives us the means by which we can arriy
ations. ..
a Srflfﬂniﬁc?il:s far as it can be outlined in the course of
a lecture—is the general conception of moral facts to whic
research on this subject for a little over twenty years has
led me. It has been judged as narrow; I hope that better
understanding will not see it as such. We have seen, on the
contrary, that without making itself §ystema.t1cal-ly eclectic
it finds room for points of view which ordinarily appear
completely opposed. I wish to stress the fact that this
science permits the empirical study of moral facts, while
at the same time not destroying the sui gemeris religious
character which is inherent in them and which distinguishes
them from all other human phenomena. Thus we escape
from utilitarian empiricism which, while claiming to offer
a rational explanation of morality, denies its specific
characteristics and reduces its fundamental ideas to those

of economic techniques, as also from Kantian 4 priorism,
which gives a fairly fajthfu analysis of the nature of morality
but which describes more thag it explains. We recognize the
notion of duty, but for €xperiment

rejecting the va reasons and without

luable aspect of eudemonism. The fact of
his: the different poin iey
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