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Before diseussing the question of the natire of the highest
wood we must first ascertain what is meant by 'good’ in the posi-
tive degree. But unfortunately there are very few eoneeptions
the definition of which has been more disputed than that of 'the
good.” It has even been maintained that the conception is
unanalyzable, and hence that no definition ean be given of it.
It is my purpose in the first part of this paper to clear up the
diffieulties in connection with the definition of this conception,
and to that end I wish to eall attention to the faet that 'good’
15 an ambignous term. It iz this ambignity that has led to so
much dizenssion, and the recognition of this ambiguity is essen-
tial to any clarvifying treatment of the problem. It is useless to
insist npon gome one definition or upon the undefinableness of
tgood,” when as a matter of faet the term is used in many
seneed, One might as well say that * horse ’ always meaus =ome
one thing, and therefore rule out such things as clothes-horse
and saw-horse, as lay down categorically some one meaning of
*mood,’ and say that what is not this kind of * good' is veally
not “good ! at all, It is of conrse proper for anyone to choose
which meaning he will adopt, but to insist that when everyone
else nses the word he always uses it in this sense—or at least
ought 8o to use it—is to endeavor to make one's own preferences
override the facts of actual current speech.  Let us now examine
the several meanings of ' good.’

The first of these that mist be noticed is that which identifies
it with * pleasant." It is idle to ignore the fact and propriety
of this nsage. Often the word actually does mean just ' pleas-
ant,” and to deny the faet is as futile as to deny the propriety of
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any eurrent acceptation of any term., A pertinent queetion,
however, in this connection is whether the pleasant as such is
gaad, or whether it is good beeauge it is desired. There seems
to he no way of answering this question dogmatieally. If one
insists that for him the pleasant is good, just because it is
pleasant, that puts a stop to all diseussion, It is well therefore
to recognise the ultimatenees of this definition of the 'good' as
the pleasant, and the justifiability of this nsage.

The second meaning of ‘good’ is 'desived.” Whatever we
wigh for, is in so far "good’' in this signification of the term,
which is likewise very common and should no more be eriticized
than the actually current signification of any other term in gen-
ernl use. It may also be pointed out that it is quite possible to
reconeile the definition of 'pood’ as ‘pleasant’ and that of
‘pood ' as ' desired,’ by referring to the psychological fact that
what is pleasant is generally also degired. Now whether we say
that a thing is * good ' just beeause it iz pleasant, or whether we
say that the pleasant thing is 'good ' becanse as pleasant it is
desired, is, as we have already indieated, to be decided ounly by
an arbitrary choice in favor of one or other of the two possible
detinitions. Personally T must confess that I prefer to merge the
first meaning of ‘good’ as ‘pleasant ' into the second meaning
of it as ‘desired,” for the reason that the second can easily be
made to inelude the first by reference to the psyehologieal fact
just stated. Thus our list of the various meanings of the term
is shortened, and we get a more comprehensive eonception,
including both the ‘pleasant,” because what is pleasant is
desired, nnd also things not pleasant which may likewise be
desired.

If, however, it be said that nothing is desired unless the
idea of it is pleasing, it may be answered that into the psycho-
logieal question thus brought up it is not neeessary to enter here.
It iz a mueh mooted question, and there are many who eannot
acecpt the statement that pleasantness and unpleasantness are
the only ineentives to desire.  When psyehologists of the stand-
ing of James demy the universal prevalence of the law that
motives of action are pleasant or unpleasant, it were well to be
cautions in committing ourselves to the acceptance of the law as.
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noiversal. "So widespread and searching iz thiz influence of
pleasures and pains upon our movements,” writes this psycholo-
gist, "thai a premature philosophy has decided that these are
our ouly spurs te action, and that wherever they seem to be
absent, it is only beeause they are go far on among the 'remoter’
images that prompt the action that they are overlooked. This i
a pgreat mistake, however. Important as is the influence of
pleasures and paing npon our movements, they are far from
being our only stimuli. With the manifestations of instinet and
emotional expresgion, for example, they have absolutely nothing
to do.”” Apgain, "I eannot help thinking that it iz the confusion
of purswed pleaswre with mere pleasure of achievement which makes
the pleasure-theory of action so plausible to the ordinary mind.
We feel an impulse, no matter whence derived; we proceed to net;
if hindered, we feel displeasure; and if suecessful, relief,  Action
in the line of the present impulse is always for the time being the
pleasant conrse; and the ordinary hedonist expresses this fact by
saving that we act for the sake of the pleasantness involved. But
who does not see that for this sort of pleasure to be possible,
the impiilse must be there already as an independent fact? The
pleasure of suecessful performanee is the resuli of the impulse,
not ite ecowse. You eannot have vonr pleasure of achievement
unless vou have managed to get vour impnlze nnder headway
beforehand by some previous means.” Tt is true that here Pro-
fessor James is speaking of " motives for action,” rather than of
" motives for desire.” And vet, in the same connection, he
eriticises Bain for maintaining that pleasures and painz are the
only " penuine impulses of the will.”™ At present I cannot lay
my finger on any passage in which he maintains that desires are
also prompted by other motives than pleasantness and unpleas-
antuess. This may be due to the tact that he does not give any
detailed discussion of desire, Whatever he may say as to the
motives for desire, there are other psychologists who would deny,
what Professor James by implication denies, that the only things
we desire are relatively pleasant things or things the idea of

1 Ihe Principles of Paychology, Vol. 11, p. 850,
20, eif, Vol 1L, pp. 890-557. The lielies wre the anthoe's own.
30p. eif,, Vol. I1, p. 654, [Italics here are mine.



