Akadnuia ABnvwyv / Academy of Athens

HAS GOOD AS INTRINSIC VALUE
NO TRUE MEANING IN INTUITIONISM?

Intuitionism as an ethical theory holds that the nature of ethical judge-
ments 1S seen 1n a sense of intuitive vision or wisdom, since ethical or moral
words are only mere qualities of things and not natural properties. For the
intuitionists, unlike the naturalists, the assertion that «a thing is natural» does
not mean that «t is good», because nature cannot determine the specific es-
sence or nature of the good, since goodness means something more than na-
tural. However, the intuitionists in sayning «this is good» do not mean that a
thing is good by reason of a natural property, since they see no empirical way
of assigning such a meaning to the word «good». In this sense, of course, all
intuitionists would agree with Moore, that the meaning of the good is a sim-
ple and indefinable quality!. Therefore, among the supporters of intuitionism,
the most outstanding exponents would be Moore, Ross, Prichard, Ewing and
possibly even Plato in a loose sense.

Plato is an intuitionist in the sense that his ethics are directed towards an
attainment of man’s «highest good» as distinguished from sense-pleasures. He
seeks to determine the meaning of the good in the intuitive vision of an indes-
cribable and unanalyzable «Form of the Good», as a realization of intellec-
tual satisfaction, that 1s, the fulfillment of human soul in its actual functio-
ning. Plato approaches the meaning of the good in a symmetrical and
analogous proportion of the «good» (kalon) and the «true» (alethes), since he
sees that they are the forms which provide the means for the «good life» (eu
zen) of man. The «good life» is the only true good of man, which is sought by
the motive of love or eros, the specific desire for the human good or happi-
ness2. However, the good is that which is chosen for itself and not for the
sake of pleasure, honor, wisdom, reason and virtue, since they are the means
by which happiness i1s judged. Therefore, according to Plato, the good 1s a
unique «Form» which, as the object of the soul’s «contemplation of essence
and the brightest region of beingy, is its objective value?.

1. Cf. on this point W. FRANKENA, Ethics, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Chffs, M. J., 1963
Intuitionism.

2. PLATO, Philebus, 64 b.
3. IpeM, Republic, VII, 518 c.
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Thus, Plato, is seeking to determine the meaning of the good in intuitio-
nism, that is, the appeal to our intuition or intuitive experience of the unana-
lyzable objective goodness, which is common to all things, he defines the
«good» as an objective quality which is the object of contemplation. He sees
that the good is the pure Form of intelligibility, which reflects upon man’s
soul and as such it becomes his object of inquiry, since it is the highest value
of man. Such a goodness is the essential Form of being, since it is universal
and therefore it possesses a value for man’s life beyond any utilitarian conse-
quences or pursuits of pleasure. Hence, it is clear that man in order to see and
understand value in his life he must rise to the vision of the «Form of the
Good» which «transcends essence in dignity and surpassing power%». Plato
maintains that there is a hierarchy of Forms, and the highest Form, which is
identical with the «Form of the Goodp», is the cause of being and cognition.
He considers the «Form of the Good» as the highest Form, since it is an
intrinsic value and not a property of being. This Form is perfect in its kind
and possesses value, in as much as such possession is in consonance with the
doctrine of the Forms. The highest Form, as the richest Form of all, stands as
the value of all truth and beauty in being, and therefore all sense-objects owe
their being and intelligibility, and the human mind the power of its cogni-
tion>.

The «Form of the Good», according to Plato, is superior to the Form of
the being, since the former bestows intelligibility and it exists simultaneously
with the things, for things as «the objects of knowledge, not only receive from
the presence of the Good their being known, but their very existence and
essence is derived from it®». The fact that the highest Form is an intelligible
essense itself implies that all the ideal Forms are objectively grounded in the
absolute principle of value, which remains within itself, as the ideal of human
value and virtues. For Plato the «Form of the Good» is the «greatest thing to
learn», since by virtue of it all the things become «useful and beneficial» to

man’. Plato, however, sees the purpose of man’s life as the fulfillment of the
good, since he realizes that:

«Man fixes his gaze upon the things of the eternal and unchanging order, and seeing that
they neither wrong nor are wronged by one another, but all abide in harmony as reason

4. Op. cit., VI, 509 a, b.
5. Op. cit., VI, 508.

6. Op. cit., VI, 509 b.
1. Op. cit., VI, 505 a.
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bids, he will endeavor to imitate them and, as far as may be, to fashion himself in their
likeness and assimilate himself to them®s.

Therefore, according to Plato, the meaning of the good as an intuition or
intuitive experience is an intellectual activity or quality, that is, an intrinsic
value which belongs exclusively in the state of mind.

But, the pioneer of the contemporary ethical intuitionism is Moore, who
inherited intuitionism from his teacher Sidgwick, and he never abandoned its
basic principle. Moore is an intuitionist, since he concentrates on the meaning
of the word «good» rather than on the discussion of the nature of the good as
a moral end. He sees that the moral point of view in ethics is to state what
things are «good» rather than what is their nature and what this nature does.
Moore argues that the fact that the things are natural implies that they are
good in themselves, and, therefore, «good» is the name of a simple and un-
analyzable quality of things, that is, an intrinsic value which belongs to the
things, and it is the object of man’s intuitive vision or mental activity®.

The word «good», according to Moore, means some quality which be-
longs to a thing in the same way the white colour belongs to a white thing.
The meaning of the good for Moore neither can be identical with that which
is «pleasurable» nor with that which promotes «happiness», because there is
no natural property or any complex of natural properties which can justify
the meaning of such a good as this. Thus, Moore, by his claim that the mea-
ning of the good is an intuition of a simple and unanalyzable quality of
things, assumes that both the ethical naturalists and hedonistic utilitarianists
in their attempt to define the meaning of the good commit the naturalistic
fallacy. The fallacy itself consist in the identity of the good with a natural
property — an identity which results in seeking to define the word «good» in
terms of some natural thing. This identity never occurs, since a natural qua-
lity exists only with its own existence in time, and therefore it cannot exist as
a quality of some natural thing. Also, Moore, by his observation that the
good never transcends any reality, assumes that the metaphysicians commit
the naturalistic fallacy, since they seek to define the word «good» in terms of
some metaphysical object. The metaphysicians, however, are wrong, since

they claim that, because every truth transcends reality, therefore goodness
transcends reality too!0.

8. Op. ait., VI, 500 c.

9. Cf. on this point G. E. MooRrE, Naturalistic Ethics, Principia Ethica, Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1966.

10. Cf. on this point IDEM, Naturalistic Ethics and Metaphysical Ethics, Principia Ethica.
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Therefore, Moore, by insisting that the things have an intrinsic value,
assumes that the things in fact possess an intrinsic goodness, since the word
«good» expresses a reflective consciousness or moral attitudes. In other
words, when we call a thing «good», we mean that this thing possesses the
attribute of goodness, which belongs to it as its simple quality. Moore, in
conclusion, holds that the meaning of the good, as «good in 1itself», 1s «@ntrin-
sically good» and as such it means a simple and unanalyzable quality of
things. Therefore, such a quality is a unique and non-natural property, that
is, an intrinsic value, since it is an indefinable principle which is known pri-
marily and directly in itself without the mediation of a natural property by
intuition!1.

Ross combines both Sidgwick’s and Moore’s versions of intuitionism,
since he derives the meaning of the good by a reference to both terms «ought»
and «good» in a mutual correspondence of one to the other. He holds that
goodness i1s a normative quality, which finds its justification in the moral
judgements only, since it is a single and non-natural property, which is in-
volved in the nature and relations of the things. However, the meaning of the
good, according to Ross, is seen as what is known as «intrinsically good»,
that is, an intuitive experience of virtue or knowledge!2.

Ross observes that a non-natural property is «intrinsically good», be-
cause it exists by its own merit, and therefore it is known only as an intuitive
meaning, which we call «good in itselfs. This kind of property as «good in
itself», for Ross, means «good as an end», which is distinguished from the
meaning of «good as a meany, since it possesses a value which stands as an
intrinsic principle and reflects upon goodness. The meaning of «good as an
end» Ross argues that it is seen in the nature and relations of the things in the
sense that a thing of a particular nature is «good» only as known by intuition.
Therefore, Ross, in seeing the meaning of the good as an intuitive experience,
insists that this meaning is a non-natural property, which stands as a non-
natural predicate of the things which are judged as good, that is, «good in
itself», which as an intrinsic value is known by intuition!3.

Prichard, unlike Moore and Sidgwick, in his Moral Obligation develops
a subjective form of intuitionism, since he appeals to an instantaneous subjec-
tive meaning rather than to reason. Prichard’s intuitionism is subjective in the
sense that he considers obligation a characteristic of man rather than of ac-

11. Cf. on this point IDEM, Naturalistic Ethics, Principia Ethica.

12. Cf. on this point The Right and the Good, Ross, D., Ed. BranDpT, R., Value and Obliga-
tion, Harcourt, New York, 1961,

13. Cf. on this point ibid.
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. tions. Thus, man under a moral obligation subjectifies himself and becomes a

characteristic of himself which depends on the thought he may have about
the situation he is in. However, the fact that man is aware of his obligations
depends on the nature of his thought about it, since the meaning of the obli-
gation to do certain things arises in man’s unreflective consciousness. This
fact Prichard explains on the ground that, in the absence of moral insight or
intelligence, the contemplation of an act or situation is that which precludes
all possibility of an intuition of good or bad, which by itself can serve as a
moral reason for the understanding of the moral judgements!4,

Therefore, Prichard observes that the sense in which we ought to do a
certain thing arises in our unreflective consciousness as an activity of moral
thinking; and it is this stage at which our attitude of obligation is one of
unquestioning confidence. Thus, Prichard sees that there is a self-evidence of
our obligations, an immediacy of our apprehension of them in an intuitive
reflection. This realization of the self-evidence of obligations is a positive
knowledge which supports the knowledge of the parallel immediacy of the
apprehension of the goodness of the various virtues and of good dispositions,
which implies an intuitive knowledge of the good, and therefore its meaning
is conceived as an intuitive vision or wisdom. Hence, according to Prichard,
the meaning of the good is apprehended as a subjective quality, and therefore
it is a non-natural property, that is, an intrinsic value, which is the object of
intuition, and it has only a subjective validity!?.

Finally, in line with Sidgwick’s intuitionism, Ewing develops a deonto-
logical intuitionism, since he maintains that the term «ought» implies such a
non-natural property or quality as goodness. He thinks that «ought-judge-
ments» express subjective feelings for something by which must be meant
some non-natural property known by an intuitive reflection. Ewing sees that
moral judgements can only be justified by reason, and as such are imposed on
men by the objective situation, whenever such a non-natural property or
quality is apprehended, namely, that of the good, as a vision of intuition. He
argues in The Definition of Good that «ought-judgements» are deontological
and the meaning for which these judgements stand is simply goodness in its
objective sense and, therefore, as such it is an intrinsic value, which, as a
non-natural property or quality, is the object of intuition!6,

14. Cf. on this point A. 1. MELDEN, Ethical Theories, Ed. On the Nature and Problems of
Ethics, New Jersey, Englewood Cliffs, Prentice-Hall, 1967.

15. Cf. on this point H. A. PricHARD, Does-Moral Philosophy Rest on a Mistake?, Readings
in Contemporary Ethical Theory, Ed. Pahel & Schiller, N.J., Prentice-Hall, 1970.

16. A. C. EwiNG, The Definition of Good, New York, MacMillan, 1940, pp. 109, 157.

268



Akadnuia ABnvwyv / Academy of Athens

HAS GOOD AS INTRINSIC VALUE NO TRUE MEANING IN INTUITIONISM?

Ewing sees that Moore’s arguments concerning the indefinability of the
meaning of the good are not directed towards showing that the good is the
only indefinable ethical or moral concept, or that to the word «good» cannot
be given a non-naturalistic definition in terms of another concept of ethics.
Yet, even though a deontologist, he agrees with Moore’s basic argument, that
the meaning of the word «good» i1s understood in the sense of an «intrinsic
good», and therefore in this sense it means «good in itself», and as such it 1s
known objectively by human intuition. Thus, Ewing conceives the meaning of
the good in the state of mind as a reflective in intuition, which becomes the
object of man’s wisdom. Therefore, according to Ewing, the meaning of the
good is a non-natural property or quality of the things, since it transcends
itself as an intuitive judgement, and as such it is an intrinsic value which 1s
known directly by intuition!”.

Therefore, intuitionism, unlike the doctrine of naturalism, rejects the no-
tion that nature is that which determines the meaning of the good, since there
is no empirical evidence that there is such a natural property or quality which
can be ascribed to goodness. The intuitionists admit that the meaning of the
good must be seen in a sense of visualization or intuition. Thus, they see the
meaning of the good in the sense of an object of thought, which is indepen-
dent itself of nature or natural properties. Therefore, by the intuitionists, the
word «good» may be seen as an ultimate meaning which stands for reference
to the definition of the properties of things, that is to say, it is seen in the
sense of an intrinsic value, which implies a concrete intuitive meaning of
goodness.

Therefore, it is obvious that all intuitionists, regardless of their personal
theories, would rather prefer to agree with Moore in the sense that the word
«good» denotes a simple and unanalyzable quality. This quality as such 1s
only a simple property of a non-natural sort which, as a non-empirical con-
cept, is conceived in intuition as a self-evident truth. For this sort of quality
cannot be the concrete description of the things in the scientific manner, and
so to be the natural property of these things of which it i1s judged as such a
quality. Therefore, the meaning of the good is a non-natural property or
quality, that is, an intrinsic value, which stands as an alternative for the defi-
nition of the natural things!®.

The moderate moral critic of this exposition on the discussion of the
intuitionists on the meaning of the good, regardless of their slight differences,
will see that each one of them arrives at the same interpretation, which itself

17. Op. cit, pp. 112-15, 166.
18. W. K. FRANKENA, Op. cit., pp. 85-87.
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stands as a complete theory. Each one of these theorists, according to the
sense in which he sees and interpretes the meaning of the good, offers his own
solution, which, even though not total, still has ethical merit, and influences
the moral code of the contemporary society. Nevertheless, the objective critic
of the contemporary ethics will doubt if the above ethical theory of intuitio-
nism evolves the true meaning of the good. He will rule out this thesis or
solution of the above theory —namely, that the meaning of the good is a
simple and unanalyzable quality, for it i1s an intrinsic principle— since the
meaning of the good cannot be identical with a non-natural property or qua-
lity. For, in the first place, the objective critic will see that the word «good»
rather has an «evaluative» meaning than an intrinsic value according to natu-
ral things; while in the second one, he will see that «ntrinsic good», as a
non-natural concept, however, raises these objections because he sees that the
meaning of the good does not lie in the recognition that it is a non-natural
concept or in the sense that «good» i1s a word which must be seen in use,
before its meaning is understood, but rather in the sense that «good» is not
the only interesting ethical or moral word.

The first form of criticism one may find in the writings of such contem-
porary moralists of the early nineteen fifties as: Urmson, Hare, Nowell-Smith,
Toulmin, Baier and others who attempt a re-evaluation of the meaning of the
good, that is, an evaluation of value. Thus, Urmson in his article «On Gra-
ding» insists that both theories, intuitionism as well as naturalism, have some-
thing to contribute to the understanding of ethical grading and not anything
at all to the moral good. He sees that «grading» rather implies an «experience-
appraisal» of the relative rank of various items, since the activity of grading
shows the criteria, for first it places these items in different classes precisely
classified and, secondly, it places them in their various categories in an order
of merit. This is a formation of «grading labels» which works a unique and
irreducible activity of grading rather than naming any natural or non-natural
properties. For the «grading use» is only criteria by which we are grading the
use of an ethical or moral word as «good» and not at all its qualities or
properties!?.

The moralist, according to Urmson, in discovering what these criteria
are, he 1s seeing what moral standards may be adopted. Urmson in his article
«On Grading» insists that there i1s only one moral standard of goodness,
which may be based on the fact that one might grade ethical or moral criteria
from the view-point of the ultimate grades of the «enlightened» or «unenlighte-
ned». He sees that the moral choice for the meaning of the good is closer to a

19. J. O. Urmson, On Grading, Mind LIX, No 234, 1950, pp. 148-160.
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grading judgement than to a description, since the true criterion is a produc-
tion of some desired end. Urmson observes that since there is no analytic
identity of meaning between the criteria and the «grading labels», the criteria,
according to circumstances, are different in each situation and, therefore, the
meaning of the good has more than one sense. Thus, the meaning of the good
resolves into a reasoning between the «enlightened» and «unenlightened», ul-
timate grades of active grading. Therefore, Urmson, in adopting such a gra-
ding analogy for moral discourse, by this analogy sees the word «good» as
having an «evaluative» meaning, which is a «conventional appraisal» about
those things which being judged are found good??.

Hare takes advantage of Urmson’s «analogy» by his suggestion of
«prescriptive» moral words and the imperative class of «prescriptive» lan-
guage. Thus, he claims that the assertion «this is a good apple» makes a true
«evaluative» proposition to the person who is going to take it. This implies,
however, that the uses of the word «good» taken in the «evaluative» meaning
are restricted only in the «prescriptive» sense, but, nevertheless, the assertion
«this i1s good», cannot be taken as a general inference, and therefore it must
be chosen?!. Hare holds that the meaning of the good is both «descriptive»
and «evaluativen, with the priority, of course, given to the latter, since the
«evaluative» meaning is the primary feature of value-standard morals. The
«descriptive» meaning 1s known by the standards the moralist uses to judge
morality. This judging about morality, however, depends upon the behavior
of the objects which are judged. For instance, a teacher in making the asser-
tion that a particular member of his class is a «good student», supports his
judgement by commending certain acts of behavior in students, and thus, the
word «good» seems to have a descriptive force. Therefore, in this sense, the
meaning of the good is rather a descriptive one22.

But, Hare sees that the meaning of the good through description is seen
in an «evaluative» meaning, since the word «good» taken into the considera-
tion of value-language is rather a «prescriptive» term which is an imperative
or related to an imperative. This «evaluative» meaning of the word «goodp,
however, must depend on the evaluative use of our language in the form of
instruction or commendation, for ethical or moral words take their moral
meaning through instructing and commending. Thus, according to Hare, the
word «good» has an «evaluative» meaning; and therefore the meaning of the
good 1s a rather conventional value.

20. Ibid.

21. R. M. Harg, The Language of Morals, New York, Oxford University Press, 1969,
pp. 127-136.

22. Op. cit., pp. 137-150.
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Finally, this «evaluative» meaning of the word «good» supports Nowell-
Smith. He observes in his Ethics that «good in itself» is used in the «gerundive
force», since what is preferable «n itself» is what people ought to prefer; and
therefore this use implies a value-judgement and consequently, the moralist
must suscribe himself to all the value-judgements he may posit as examples of
good. In this manner, however, Nowell-Smith introduces a general point for
all the uses of moral language in all the contexts of «appraising», «descri-
bing», «advising» and «choosing». Thus, moral good in functioning both as
an «aptness» word and as a «gerundive» word, is an object of choice. There-
fore, the word «good» in its moral use has both of these functions, since it is a
word «par excellence» which is rather established by moral convention?3.

Nowell-Smith sees that ethical or moral words are defined in a manner
of «evaluative» words, since they are neither descriptive words nor disposi-
tional meanings of feelings and attitudes. For such words are used to justify
the motives of choice or appraising and not to describe any natural or non-
natural properties at all. For ethical or moral words have a choice or purpose
in themselves, however, value-judgements are justified in one’s choice or ac-
tions. Thus, the meaning of the good, according to Nowell-Smith, is con-
cerved as the meaning of the moral choice of a good action and therefore the
word «good» has a conventional meaning, since there is no convincing evi-
dence of proof for an objective moral property of goodness, that is, an intrin-
sic value24.

Therefore, the above moralists by and large give the word «good» an
«evaluative» meaning which, of course, overcomes the difficulty of the intrin-
sic meaning of the word in the ethical theory of intuitionism, since it involves
a true meaning. The trouble, I think, in the theory of intuitionism lies in the
fact that the intuitionists claim that the goodness of something is «good in
itself», which, according to them, means what they call «intrinsically good».
For the intuitionists believe that the word «good» has an intrinsic value,
which 1s the object of intuition. Therefore, the intuitionists, in avoiding to see
that the meaning of the good as «good in itself» depends on the criteria or
standards used for judging the goodness of something, see it as intrinsic good,
that is, the intrinsic value of being.

But, I think, this interpretation of the intuitionists on the meaning of the
word «good» as «good 1in 1tselfn, that is, intrinsic value, involves incompatibi-
lities because of its lack of natural consistency and phenomenal essence. In
my opinion, it seems that «good in itself», as an intrinsic value is incompatib-

23. P. H. NowgLL-SmiTH, Ethics, Baltimore, Maryland, Penguin Books, 1961, pp. 166-172.
24. Op. cit., pp. 179-182.
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le with the concept of individuals or natural things, because of the latter’s
concrete natural consistency. For «goodness», according to intuitionists, is a
mere name or general word which, as a universal, is predicated of good
things, while the concept of an individual or natural thing is conceived in that
one which possesses a material body. For in fact, individuals or natural
things are arbitrarily admitted entities, but they are distinct things which pos-
sess bodies, that is, things we grasp in our familiar uses of them as concrete
material things, animals and people. For the material consistency of these
individuals or natural things shows that they are material things, which fit
together within the unique picture of the cosmos. However, a concept of an
individual or natural thing is a concrete meaning and bears a special relation
to that one which is found within the spatio-temporal system as a material
object; while «goodness», as a bare name or general word, is not a true mea-
ning and therefore it cannot stand as the concept of good things.

Secondly, it seems that the meaning of the word «good», as «good in
itself», is also incompatible with the concept of individuals or natural things,
because of the latter’s phenomenal or empirical content. For an individual or
natural thing is perceived as a concrete empirical object and therefore its
concept is a true meaning which signifies its essence. For in fact, we perceive
and experience individuals or natural things, which as real existents play their
own roles among the other things within the framework of the cosmic reality,
which are classified into their essential order by their concepts. Thus, in the
process of the cosmos we conceive certain classes of states, events, processes
and conditions, that is, the concepts bf concrete material bodies, but we never
conceive any concept of goodness, which the intuitionists claim they conceive
through an intuitive vision or wisdom. For only individuals or natural things
possess concepts, since they are observable for they exhibit spatio-temporal
relations between themselves. Hence, the concept of an individual or natural
thing is conceived through perception; while of goodness cannot be conceived
such a concept, since it is not a true meaning of an individual thing, and
therefore good as intrinsic value has not true meaning in intuitionism.

Therefore, in conclusion, the above critical analysis shows that the word
«good» has an «evaluative» meaning, which must be evaluated by moral rea-
soning. For moral reason is the valid criterion which supports a person’s
decision to follow one course of action rather than another. In fact, moral
reason guides man to follow a certain course of action in «choosing», «ap-
praising», «tasting» and «accepting» all possible features in common which
are evaluated as his individual good. Thus, it seems that in this sense moral
reason has a conventional connotation, since it is the criterion in the process
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of the evaluation of man’s good. For indeed, such an «evaluative» meaning of
good is that «sort of thing» which is found and established by moral conven-
tion, which is explained in terms of moral reasoning. Goodness, however, is a
discovery of human convention as sweetness, sourness, taste and such other
qualities, which men decide to use in such senses. Therefore, the meaning of
the good is rather «evaluative» than intrinsic, for our intuition is not strong
enough to reach —if there is an intrinsic value as «good in itself», which the
intuitionists call «intrinsically good»— such a simple and unanalyzable qua-
lity of things, that is, an intrinsic value, which the intuitionists claim to be the
object of man’s intuitive vision or wisdom?>.

A. FOTINIS
(Chalkidiki)

TO ATAGO QX META®YZIKH AZIA AEN EXEI AAHOINH ENNOIA
ILTHN HOIKH OEQPIA THEZ AIAIZOHZIIAPXIAZL;

[Mepiinyn
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25. P. W. TayLor, The Moral Judgement: Readings in Contemporary Meta-Ethics, N. 1.
Prentice-Hall, 1963, p. 209.
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atiag otiv "HBwkn) Osopia tiic AtmcOnowapyiag elvar 6 IMidtov, xad’
doov N 101k} tov mpocavatoiiletar mpog Thv énitevEn tol «yiotov dya-
fobn ¢ dakprrikiic délag and v Hdovr, THV TIun, ™ copia, THV dpetn
Kai tO Adyo, mob elvar pévov péoa yua v kpion tiig evtuyiag tob avlpa-
nov. ‘O IMhdtwv npokeipévou v cvlhdPer v Evvora tod dyabod ¢ peta-
puoikiic Gfiag katagevyel oth) dwnicbnon fi oty Eowtepikn Béaon Tiig av-
nkepevikiic ayabotnrag kxai Opiler 10 dyabd d¢ ™V AvTIKEHEVIKT
id16tnta tob mvedpatog. ‘O dpyaiog gradoogog elval 6 npdTOC ANO TOLG
Depehiotic tiic Awobnowapyiag, mod cvihappdver thv Evvora 1ol dyabod
(¢ TNV 10€a Tob vontol, 1| Onoila avravakAd voepd¢ otnv youyn tol avipo-
rov, Kai yivetar avuikeipevo Epevvac, £¢° Sdoov avth elvar 1| Oyiom Géia
T00 GavBpdmov.

L1a vedtepa ypovia 6 xkat’ EEoynv nputondpog tiig "HOikig Oewpiag
¢ AraroBnowapyiac yia tv Epunveia tig évvoiag tob dyabol a¢ petagu-
owkfi¢ aiag elvar 6 Moore, ntob kAnpovounoe ) Bewpia dnd tov Sidgwick,
Kai otmpiée avtn ot Paocwkn apyn tol dwdaokdiov tov. Kata thv apyn
tob Sidgwick 6 Moore npoonabei va Opicer i elvar ayabd paiiov mapa
rowd elval xai nidg Aettovpyel 1) puon tov. "Etol, 0 Opropdg tijg £vvoiag tol
dyaBol cuvdyetar and v TavtdtnTa To0 TPAYHATOS HE TO Ovopd Tov, £¢
doov 10 mpaypa adtd kabavtd eivar dyabd, kai Emopévag 10 dyado eivar 1o
dvopa piag aniiic xai pf-availvtiic idé6TnTag TdV npaypdrov, Sniadn N Ui
duvdapevn va dvaivBel petaguoikn idéa 1| Omoia aviker ot 6ha ta mpd-
yuata. ToO dyabfd adtd xabavtd Eyer petaguoikn oviotnTa, Mol onpaiver
TV anAf Kai pi-Gvaivtn id6TTa TOV TPpAYHATOV.

‘O 6propog adtog tiig Evvoiag Tod ayabob didver tov Moore va dva-
karUyel T Natovpaiiotik) [TAdavn, mob dwanpdttouvv oi Onadoi tob "Hb-
koD Natovpahiopod kai tod "Hdéoviotikod 'Qeelipiopob.

Zuvovalovtag tic duaobnrikég £xkdoyég Tol Moore xai tol Sidgwick 6
Ross ovihapuPdaver thv Evvora tob dyabot d¢ ™ dwaicBnon f| mpoarcbnua-
Tk éunerpia tiic G€lag, dniadny petaguoikd ayabd. To dyabd, xatd ToOV
Ross elvat 1) nvevpatikt) ididtnta nov Exer dinbuvn Evvora, yiati elvor abfo-
napkto, Kai Enopévec elval yvootd povov ¢ dwaabntikn Evvora. ‘H i616-
mrta adth onpaivel 811 16 ayabo drdpyer O¢ oxondg pariov napi OG pé-
oov, éneldn adtd xatéyel v dEia éxeivn mob ToTatal O¢ peTapuoIkT) apym
Kol avravaxkid thv ayabétnta. "Enopévacg, 6 Ross oupnepaiver 611 i} Evvola
tob ayabol d¢ petaguoikn afia £yer ainbvn Evvola.

"AvtiBeta dnd tov Moore kai tov Sidgwick, 6 Prichard ioyupiletar 6t
N Aunotnowpyia dg "HOikn Oewpia £xer DNOKEHEVIKT) pOPPT], HL1O Kal TO
ayabd £yer dxapraia OmokelpeviKT) Evvola pailiov napd Aoyikn f| avriker-
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pevikn. "H "HOikn Oewpia tiic Ataiobnowapyiag elvar vmokeipevikn, xata
tov Prichard, 1611 ) §01kn) Doy péwon elvar yapaktnpiotikod g NOkoéT™N-
tag tol avBpomov xai Oyt ol mpaerg tov. Zvvende, katd tOv Prichard, 7
Evvola tol GyaBob @¢ Droxkepevikic 1010t Tag elval dvrikeipevo tijg dat-
othoewg, yiati £yl DMOKEPHEVIKO KUPOC, Kal DRapyel O¢ petaguolkn aéia,
n Onoia £yel @Anbivny Evvora.

"Ev®d, 6 Ewing @xolovBovtac th Bewpia tob Sidgwick, dvantiooer
Acovtoroyikn Oewpia tiic Awawcbnowapyiag, £¢ Ocov avtog avayvopilet
&t 6 6pog «npémew §j «Enpenen cuvendyetar Ty ayabotnta ¢ pui-euoiki
nvevpatikn iowotnta. Ol f0ikeg kpioeig, xata 1ov Ewing, pnopoiv va o1-
KaiwBolv poévov and th Aoyikn, yiati avtéc EmpBaillovial of AVTIKEIPNEVIKES
MEPINTOOELS, Kal cvAlapPavoviarl O¢ PN-Qpuoikeg 1) mvevpatikeg I1OTNTEC.

Téhog, ol onadoi tiic "Hbikiig Ocwpiag tiic Atmobnowapyiag aveap-
NTa And THV TPOCONIKT] TOuS £K60Y N oupupevoly uE Thv droyn tod Moore
Ott 10 dyabd onpaiver pia drin xai un-avaiutn idotnta, 1\ Onoia OC avri-
Keipevo tiig dwaobjocwe, eivar avtanddeiktn ainibeia. "H Evvora 1ol dya-
Bob eivar mvevpatikn id6TnTa, Katd Toug omadovg thig Awmobnowpyiag,
10T 1) Evvola avTh) dEv @noterel TV mEPLypan £vOC CLUYKEXKPIHEVOL TIpd-
yuatog mov B draitoloe va elval ) puoikn i616TnTd TOUL.

"ALLT Opwg O dvTikeEpEVIKOG EMKPITIG TiG ouyypovou NBikiic propel
v ap@ifaier yia v €ykupémrta tijig "Hbikiig Oewpiag tiic Aimobnowap-
yiag yid v épunveia tiig évvoiag tob dyabol. "O oclyypovog EmkpriTiic
pumopel vi dvaipéoet v dnoyn o611 fj Evvola tob ayabod elvar pia arin xai
un-avaivty ihdétnta, 1\ Omoia ¢ peraguoikn afia £xer dinbvy Evvora,
o161t 1) Evvola alth d&v pnopel va tavtioBel pé pia pn-guoikt) §j nvevpa-
kT 0ot Ta.

[Mpdtog petadd tdv avrikeypevikdv Emxkprrdv the "HOwkhig Oewpiag
tfi¢ Awobnowpyiag eivar 6 Urmson 6 omoiog mapatnpel 611 1 10ikn
kpion yua v €vvora 1ol dyabod éEaptatar and th Pabporoyikn xkiipaka
puailov mapd and v meprypa@rn], ol 10 COOTO Kpitnplo eivar mpoiodv
karowov £mbuuntot okonol. "Etor, 6 Urmson cuvunepaiver 811 10 ayabo
Exer dElohoyikn Evvoia, nati f @ia tiic dyabotnrac tdv npaypudtov elva
OYETIKN Kai Oy anélutn.

"Eniong, 6 Hare dglonoudvrag 10 nheovéktnua tob Urmson vmootnpi-
Cer 611 1) Evvola 1ol dyabol dev elvar pdvov @Eroloyikn airda xai meprypa-
¢1k1). Kai adtog Spwg diver mpotepatdtnta otnyv aflohoyikn Evvola 1ol
ayaBov, xab’ 611 adtn elval 10 apy1ko yapaktnprotikod ¢ aéiag tdv No61-
Kdv kavovov. ‘O Hare cupnepaiver 611 10 ayafo £yer aéroroyikn Evvola,

Kai xkat dxoiovbia 1 Evvoia 1ol Gyabol £yer oyetikn afia paiiov mapa
HETAPUOIKT).
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Téhog 6 Nowell-Smith mtapadéyetar thv agroroyikn Evvora 1ol dyaboi,
agod oi fjbixég LéEerg xpivovtal and 10 dElohoyikd mEPIEYOUEVO TOUG, H10TL
ol AéEeig avtég 8tv éxgpalouv olte meprypagikéc £vvoleg olte dwabBéoeig
ocvvalctnuatov kai otacewv. Kata tov Nowell-Smith 1 Evvoira tob ayabot
ovirapfaverar @¢ 1 f0ikn ntpoaipeon piag ayabiic nmpdlewg, xai émopévag
10 dyaBo Eyxer oyetikn £vvoia, €@’ Ocov O6Ev Umdpyel anodeifn yua v
Omapén plag avruikepevikiic NOikig 00t Tag g ayabotntag, onAadn pe-
tapuoikiic dtiac.

Zuvoyilovtag, ol olyypovol Bewpntikoi pridocopol avabewpodvrag Thv
Epunveia ti¢ évvoiag tob ayabol, émyeipotv v Gpicovv TV Evvold tov,
Kai vt @mo@iyouv TOV QUIVOUEVIKO KUl MapaniavnTikO TPOCavVATOALGHO
v ovyypovev Nbhikdv Beoprdv. Ol Beswpnrikol avtol @iAdocogolr othv
npoondbeld toug va Swacagnvicovv v Evvoira to0 Gyabol mpoogépouv
apkeTd véa oTolyEla Y1l TNV GAVTIKEMEVIKT] EpunVveia TNC.

Télog, ywpic vi BEL® v KGvod atopikh Kpitikt, 1 dstmonnikn évvowa
avTn OtV EYEL QUOLKT] CLVOYT] Kai Qaivopevikn T éunelpikn vnootactn. H
Evvola tob GyaBol d¢ ayabo advtd kabavtd eivar dovpfifactn pe v idéa
TOV QUOIKGV GVTIKEPEVAOV, O10TL aDTA EYOLV PUIVOUEVIKO T| EURELPLKO TEPL-
exopevo. ‘H 1déa évog puoikol avtikeipévov mov cvAlappavopue @¢ ocvyke-
KpLHévo EUmeELpIkO mpdypa elval pia ainbuvn évvoia, 1 6moia dniodver Thv
vméotact tov. Katd th) pot) 100 kéopov oviiapfdavope didpopeg Kkataotd-
otlg, otdoelg, npakeig, 6poug, pebddoug, yeyovota, dniadi) idéeg ouykexpr-
pévov DMKOV copdtov, dAld d&v propoipue moté vit culhdPope xkapd idéa
dyabotntac, thv 6noia ol dnadoi tiig "HOwkfic Oewpiag tiic Ataabnowap-
yiag émpuévouv 611 ovihapufBdvouy S1a péoou tic dtonTikiic Eunepiag f
¢ YVOOEQK.

A. OQTEINHZ
(Xalkidikn)
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