ORGANON 44:2012

Henryk Elzenberg

ON THE DIFFERENCE BETWEENBEAUTYAND GOODNES$1933]"

I

Theorists and practitioners alike are generallyonmfortable with the idea
thatbeauty andgoodnessare closely related notions, or indeed that they a
identical, one and the same notion. Many a moralisaesthetician would
probably subscribe to that averment which was oadédressed to Lipps,
namely thatmistaking the beautiful for the ethicad among the gravest
mistakes at all a student of aesthetics can fakKeat discomfort may stem
from someone’s abidance by solid research pre¢keéping mutually related
domains, for purposes of scrutiny, distinctly apgaoim one another makes
sense of course) as well as from obvious practicaterns: nothing is more
devastating to art than submitting it to sociatlyial terms of what isthical
nor is there anything more disastrous in life thadging events or individuals
in terms of theibeautyalone, which so easily leads up to aestheticetdad
or crime. Yet, an advocate of the idea that thesedentical notions can claim
to be following in the footsteps of a tradition thinking, for ever since the
term kaAoc appeared in such dual meaning in writings of tingt iGreek
authors a propensity to commit thgtavest mistakenas been threading
through the history of European thought. It is umt@a impute such preposter-
ous absurdities to adherents of the idea. Nobodyldveeriously use the term
good in meanings alien to axiology, as when one sayg,agood pocket
knife, where good means something likeiseful when doing things it is
designed to doFurther, it is significant that nobody has evderitified
goodness with beauty asderivative value. That is a more intricate matter
which begs a word or two of comments.

YHenryk Elzenberg (1887—-1967), Vilnius till 194%rlin after 1946.

™ The paper appeared first @sréznicy midzy dobrema picknem first in: Przeghd Filozoficzny33,
1933, pp. 363-376 and then in: H. Elzenbéfgrtai¢ i cztowiek. Rozprawy z humanistyki i filoz¢¥ialue and
man. Studies in human science and philoshphgwarzystwo Naukowe w Toruniu, Tarul966, pp. 12-24.
Henryk Elzenberg then wrote, pp. 5-7hi$] volume contains several studies and articlesiok]...] scattered
in various journals and collections of studies, awdnot easily availablg..] A first groupof contributiong...]
[including the articleOn the Difference ].[...] deals with several formal issuesingeneral axig@lp, in
particular relations between ethical and aesthdticues.

! | use the ternbeautifulin a broad meaning, as synonymous with the exjpres@sthetically valuable
and not in any of possible narrow meanings.

2 paul MoosDie deutsche Asthetik der Gegenwaf19, vol. 1, p. 175.
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Before delving into a closer scrutiny of the tevalue at large, you can
such the ternderivativevalue of a thing to denote, provisionally, — auel
such that derives part of its reason of existenom fthe value of some other
thing; for instance, a thind would be valuable because a thBigs valuable,
and because eithé is in some way related ®, or the fact thaiA has a
certain quality is in some way related to the valtithingB, for instance — or
exclusively — it is in a relation of a means toesnd. Anultimateor ownvalue
of a thing is thus a value whose reason of exigténi no part derived from
the value of another thing. Undeniably, when tajkai thebeautyof a thing
we alwaysrefer to some value such thing has of its own; wéeying a thing
is goodwe may be referring to a value of its own or teadue deriving from
another: e.g. if you assume that harmonious setg@rd, then a deed may be
good both because it is good itself and becauseaitondition for some other
set to be harmonious. It is only in referencgtodnessn the former of the
two meanings that you can justifiably say it isnteal with beauty; yet that
not only does not strike one as a blatant absubdityndeed shows right away
that identifying a specific quality of goodness lsubat distinguishes it from
beauty will be quite a tough job. The job is furthempounded by thdteauty
for its part does not always have the specific iqu#that in simple reflection
distinguishes it typically fromgoodnessnamely beauty is not necessarily
sensuous. Beautiful are deeds and characters aufsl aand historical figures
and entire historical epochs and social pattermsraathematical proofs and
mathematics as such, and not infrequently philosaplsystems are charged
that they are beautiful alone, instead of beingclaigand exact. That way, in a
first simple approach, the qualities that highlighe differences between
beauty and goodness get blurred in both notionau&ewhich is non-—
sensuous, and goodness which is non—derivative direxternal purpose and
simple stock responses; beauty and goodness irsghse in which pure
mathematics, mathematics of no immediate use, easonably be said to be
beautiful and good at the same time — these twmm®tappear to be more
closely related with each other than you may thimkeferring, say, to a
beautiful emeraldand agood citizen It is rather theidentification of a
difference that is a problem suddenly. Try to thih&t over shall | sagut of
hand without any deeper axiological reflection, anduywill promptly see
your imagination run aground. Naturally, this is peooof, not even an
argument; this is merely a first move to bust der&tock responses and to
illustrate the problem. That said it may come &s l& surprise to readers if |
concede | hold the idea of sameness of the tweon®tio be reasonable and
that, under certain conditions, | might be willing consider it a valid
perception. Prospects of practical risks do noerdate, because these result
from misconceptions closer reflection will dispebnsiderations of method, in
turn, in my case of axiologist representing on ¢ugn turf this natural and
legitimate propensity of the mind to unify varioagnclusions, are different
from those students of special domains face; andyl fend off at least certain
theoretical charges perhaps by attenuating a cootewhich is called into
question: for, | am not going to make a plea fa sameness of, but merely
for the subjectiveness of the differenoetweenpeautyandgoodnessin such
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unassertive wording, the view in question stand®@d chance of emerging
reinforced from the discussion; in particular, &€ sething there that might be
at odds with any basic ideas of general axiology, with the definition of
value itself such that would make me feel | shaigp there.

[

The idea thagoodnesss identical withbeautycan be expressed in two
ways: as a proposition regarding form, or as a @sijpn regarding
substance. In a substantive proposition, the dpegieanings ofgood and
beautifulwould not be identical, because the quatippdwould be different
from the qualitybeautiful what would be identical, though, are qualities
whose presence in a thingiparts the quality of beinggood to the thing
(generating practical valug and qualities whose presence in a thimgarts
to the thing the quality of beirtgeautiful (generating aesthetic valuyeShould
someone hold, e.g. thgbodnessand beautyare not one and the same but,
say, a harmonious character, precisely because larmonious, becomes
beautiful and good, such person would be makinglstantive proposition.
That seems to be the afore—-mentioned case of Lgps$,] sayseems to be
only because his formulations are vague. Says Lipips aesthetic concurs in
substance with the ethicédlas Asthetische fallt mit dem Ethischen inhaltlich
zusammex) whatconstitutes the substance of beafatgn Inhalt des Schénen
ausmacht is something which isaluable ethically(ein ethisch Wertvoll¢%
The substanceeferred to in the above is of course not the tsuize in logical
sense; the imprecise articulation notwithstandingan be assumed that what
IS meant are value—generating qualit@sodnesandbeautyat the same time
is, according to Lippswhat is humaneverything which is positive in the
human beinga free living out of one’s lif¢§das Menschlichealles Positive
am Menscherjedes freie sich Auslebgnnever mind other, more involved,
wordings of his. Clearly, that kind of propositiocen be proven true only by
carrying out a complete demonstration of the cosivn of substance in
terms of the theory of beauty and of the constonctif substance in terms of
the theory of goodness, and, following a confraatatof the findings, by
concluding that value—generating qualities in tine and the other domains
turned out to be the same. Such an undertakingpsmnderable as a practical
exercise in an essay as brief and fragmentaryeapréfsent one, which cannot
postulate too many things but has necessarily teenadout in the vicinity of
basic notions. But there is that other form of sheneness proposition (what |
call the formal proposition) that does not presiggpcuch a substantive
position and that can be discussed in a simpleysisabf the termgoodand
beautiful That other proposition would hold that the twmtions are
essentially identical with each other, so both thave the sammeaning a
more guarded contention about the subjectivityhef difference would then

! In my language | call the value which is commamtierred to agood practical rather tharethical
2 Archiv firr systematische Philosophiel. 5, p. 96.
3 Asthetik 1, 525.
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hold that identical is solely what in the substamfethe two notions is
objective. In what follows | am going to deal withis last-named formal
proposition. Once it is shown to be valid, validdy the other proposition,
namely thatgoodnessand beautyare identicain substancen Lipps’ sense,
follows automatically; for, ifgood and beautiful do denotethe same thing,
then of course every quality that makes a thgogd is thereby making it
beautiful as well, and conversely. The sameness propostiinnot have
been brought to fall should the proposition turrt ta be wrong, because
discussion of the question of substance will bellopen.

[

The notion of value in reference to which | am ngoing to discuss the
point can be described as follows. | use the adgealuablein the meaning
of the way it should heor (this more verbose description is unfortunatel
more liable to be used in certain verbal manipofet) as meaninbaving a
quality (or qualities) which it should hav@his is to be understood not as
meaning that the value is that quality the thingudth have (so the question:
how should the thing be®ould be answered withzaluablg, but that the
thing should have a quality (or more such qualities) other than value and
that, where this condition is met, the thing isuaddle. So thealueof a thing
is thus the circumstandhat it is as it should heor that it has a quality — or
qualities — it should haveSuch qualities are thealue—generatingjualities
referred to above. This wording calls for more exyltion, which might land
us in many an aporia; suffice it to say, at thisipdhat we can easily do with
such extra explanations without encumbering trssulsion. The question of
ultimate value and derivative value, on the othemd) have to be addressed.
The preliminary distinction of these two at the smit has now to be
transformed deeply. A briefest formulation wouldt@gps be as follows. The
requirement of having a quality may hold in twoesseither with a view to
the thing itself, or with a view to the circumstanihat since the thing does
have the quality, the thing itself or some othendghwill acquire the quality
which it should have with a view to itself. A thilgat has a quality of the
former type, is valuable ultimately; a thing thaksha quality of the latter type,
but does not have a quality of the former typeyakiable by derivation. In
what follows the question of derivative values &li@essed no more; so the
words value and valuable will be used all along briefly to denote ultimate
value. As regards the tershould which is used here in its basic and
categorical sense usually employed in ethics and axiologysdume it is
understandable immediately; in particular, | jushigot see how this term can
possibly be misconstrued as an abbreviated deseript any psychological,
social or biological fact, or merely axpressinga befuddled state of mind,
possibly as something like an interjection.

! This term is being used here in a specific meanmmgvisionally, and for want of a better word. By
expressind mean, by and large, here and hereafegresenting an entity’s state of mirather than a thought
and irrespective of the entity’s deliberate intent
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Y,

The idea that goodness and beauty are identicabegresented in two
ways from yet another angle. One can argue thdt hotions differ from
value, as their superordinate notion, by the sasmeegc difference (which
makes them identical with each other but not idahtith value); or that
both notions differ from value in no way, which wdumply that all three
notions are identical in substance (at least thectibe substance). This last—
named view is propounded herein. | am going to stiwat various types of
formulations employed as tools to defigeodnessand beautyas separate
from each other by identifying certain objectivealiies which distinguish
them from value, fail, and that, by virtue of thesbjective substance,
goodnesss, quite simply, a value, armautyis, quite simply, a value, too. In
doing that | have to rely on reasoning of littler@mstrative power: reasoning
by elimination, with no chance of exhausting altgutial alternatives. As a
matter of principle | should be obliged to examengy and all ponderable
formulas that are suitable for discussion and lughdave to prove that all,
every one of them, fail to yield a result. Thisiegurally unfeasible; moreover,
for clarity of presentation, in this written reastmn| even have to omit certain
points that may be quite significant in mental @sges. Even so | suppose
this reasoning by elimination can be of use, bexahe narrow range of
concepts suitable for consideration and the prgbdiohited number of
possible combinations imply that elimination evéradew of them may be a
worthwhile effort. This negative argument of mirgeriot my final word; in
what follows | am going to propose an introductfogmula of distinguishing
goodnessandbeautyby virtue of subjective qualities; the completasening
will thus involve three stages: — a preliminarytstaent of proximity of the
two notions after purging them from various admigg) — the present
elimination; — and my own proposal, which, if foutml be congruent with
common intuition and easy to apply in philosophealysis, would of course
be the most valuable contribution. For the timengeiet us go back to our
elimination.

If you try to indicate an objective difference,sbd on value as defined
herein, betweemoodnessand beauty you seem to have three possibilities.
For one, you can take it thgpodmeans as much &aluable in such and such
way, valuable in one waywhile beautiful means as much agaluable
otherwise valuable in some other wago both terms would be related to the
term valuablethe way, say, the termred andgreenare related do the term
coloured whereupon you would have to indicate the gerdifference of the
two terms in relation to the superior notieauable Another possibility is to
assume that either one of the terinsgutiful or good, or both peautifuland
good would mean as much asaluable and moreso, in the latter of the two
cases mentioned, their relation to the terauable would be such as the
relation of some other term, sanow-like used in the sensehite and cold
and the terntilac, used in the sensehite and immaculateo the termwhite;
whereupon you would have to indicate another corapgnin addition to
value, of substance of the terms in question. $hauly such additional
component be comprised at least in one of the ®svmg, the other term
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would, accordingly, overlap with the termaluable This is a type of
distinction | proceed to consider at some detaithe positive part of this
essay, with a view to the addition sfibjective implications of objective
nature are deliberately left aside here, whichasidally the gap in the written
version | have just mentioned. | leave out thatipalar stage of discussion
because it is pretty complex and would boil downreééuting propositions
most readers would deem unreal anyway. | am thexgfoing to deal with the
first and third methods only. A third method, aweonciliatory one, will be
to assume thdieautifulis used in the sense wdluablewhen one talks of one
category of things, and in the sensegobd when one talks of some other
category; accordingly, this means the two termstaken to be basically
identical andbeautyand goodnessare as though the same thing existing in
different sets, the way the same thing used toeferred to asweet bayin
culinary recipes anthurel adorning Caesar’s brow. Now I think the differ-
ence we are looking for cannot be found in anyhefthree paths of reasoning
mentioned here; the reasoning applicable in tis¢ &ind third methods runs as
follows.

In the meaning in which the term value is usedh#re actual generic
difference within the notion of value can be intetpd in two ways. It can,
first, be taken to mean thgbodwould be a thing having a quality of valuable
in some sense (say, relative), éehutifulwould be a thing having a quality
of valuable in some other sense (say, absoluteat Thuld be parried by
getting back on the grounds of substance and tigirgihhow that that criterion
fails and that, for instance — to keep to the abqueted example — in actual
practice absolute as well as relative qualities \el@e—generating. What is
ultimately important here is the argument, whichnh not in a position to
elaborate on because it would entail just too lardiscussion, that for formal
reasons one has to assume that thereea#ly just one value—generating
quality, and that it is not right to seek axiolagiplurality as the final word.
The other possible difference would be the diffeeen kinds of meaning of
should—nessi.e. in the sense of implicit obligation, wheredyhing isgood
when it meets requirements of a variation of inipbbligation to be such and
such, and a thing iseautifulwhen it meets requirements of another variation
of the same implicit obligation. But in that caseould be necessary tame
the two variations, even while everything seemsupport the fact that such
should—nessor implicit obligation, never occurs in any vdiga at all. The
term should has of course several meanings (more preciseli, itsed in
several different ways), bshouldin the axiological sense (the only meaning
in which the noun obligation is also used) existsariations only in reference
to someone’s obligatioto behavan such or other manner. There, indeed, one
can discern gotential obligation to do anything likely to make the world
more valuable, on the one hand, and, on the oshspecificduty or calling
delimited by a person’s qualifications and situatim life. However, no
implicit obligation to be such and such when reldatethings can be discerned
there. One lamp may burn in such and such wayirsesd, another in some
other colour, for instance in green, but that istoosay that one thinghould
be such and such according to one kind of obligatiod the other thing such
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and such according to another kind of obligatiomplicit obligation does not
even have degrees; so should someone argue thahiogeshouldvery and
another onha little they would err either way.

Leaving aside concepts we may come across incaisiion of the latter
of the two methods let me proceed to the last earech is to distinguish
things by virtue of category. This puts us befave tlosely related concepts:
one saying that beauty is the value of things samsuwhile goodness is the
value of things non-sensuous; the other being lteauty is the value of
appearance, while goodness is the value of theg titself. The former,
superficial, theory crumbles instantly given théiah observation that non—
sensuous things obviously used to be beautifuleds Whe latter, more subtle,
theory is wrong too. If we are to tak@pearanceo denote what is available
to the senses in a thing, the moment we have togrese certain non—
sensuous things as beautiful beauty cannot bedicpte of appearance alone.
If, in a broader sense, we cappearancewhat in a thing is available to
immediate observation — which is not necessarilgotéd through the senses
— then beautiful could be neither mental disposgiglike what are called
virtue9 nor characters; indeed, nobody would be in atjposio pronounce
any aesthetical judgment at all about any parbofene’s else thinking. And
yet dispositions and charactersy be beautiful, and we do we not judge
aesthetically other people’s thinking every minut&® not even mention the
insurmountable difficulties that the conceptapipearancewould bring about
in cases of productions such as mathematical theooe reasoning.

Aside from that, now and then you can hear somemm#end that
goodnesss a value of human souls, characters, desiraster whereas beauty
would be a value of all other things (sensuous @m—sensuous). Yet the
moment one finds that human souls, charactersiedesi acts are sometimes
not only good but beautiful as well, that particulfistinction turns out
untenable.

Y,

In effect, | have to take it that on the grountithe term value as defined
here no objective difference can be identifiedezithetweerbeautyandgood-
nessor between the two terms and value. If so, thariccit be thatbeautiful
and good are both between themselves and in relation tovéry term
valuable merely parasitic synonyms of which at least oneldcde dropped
from language at no cost? That would be the cagkeiftwo terms were
completely the same. However, there is still a ectibje factor at play,
specifically our own attitude towards a value whea call it beauty or
goodnessHaving agreed with Lipps as to the idea as sulidbpective same-
ness, and having parted with him in delving inte tfterpretation thereof, we
now find ourselves again in agreement with himadigr stating that the two
notions are identical objectively, he points owhat differs the two things
from each other is the way they are being conswiénas sie beide scheidet,
ist die Weise der Betrachtuhg | should perhaps venture putting it more

 Archiv, l.c.
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generally, the way they are beingferred tqQ or perceived The evaluative
attitude is admittedly one, when having evaluataething we pronounce it
goodor beautiful yet the taking of an evaluative attitude may beoanpanied
by such or other extra mental processes, and deygead what those may be
we formulate our judgement by the waydodor by the wordeautiful

It seems relatively easy to name what exactly suobesses are, yet it is
certainly difficult to put forward a formula suchat would hold for each and
all cases other than with the farthest-going regemms and in a manner
entirely out of tune with either of the two ternS$milarly as in so many other
terms in which the subjective factor is disclosest marginally, so to say, and
uncontrolled, the two terms too are fluid, varialsle all we can do is to list up
several closely related, yet still different, wagswhich they are commonly
used. This is nothing to worry about, for it is thegiability of those notions,
as of so many other ones, that is a condition eif fractical usefulness.

Apparently then, we call a thirfgeautiful primarily when we consider it
valuable and when at the same time, obviously awdréts value, we
contemplateor contemplatively experiencthat thing. Bycontemplationl
mean a specific type of sustained observation, ion&hich we no longer
penetrate the watched thing for exploration thetadfkeep aware of all its
elements and qualities recognised before; as fprotimer quality commonly
attributed to contemplation, | am inclined to litthem, in my terminology,
either as incomplete non—commitment - to the evsf@aattitude, or as
enrapture and losing oneself in the thing — to aerforms or levels of
contemplation only.Experiencing contemplatiormeans reliving all those
emotional states of mind that appear and grow iasug/e are contemplating
the thing ancdwing tothe circumstance that we that are contemplatingse
of the wordbeautifulis to do with these two processes; the furthemvep
move on the scale from ordinary prolonged obsemwato contemplation to
contemplative experience and its apex, the moreefally does this word
impose itself on us in the stead of the off-handstantive termvaluablé.
The wordbeautifulthen has exactly the same meaningalsable but at the
same time iexpresseésmy act of contemplation, or contemplative expereen
it fulfils, next to its semantic function, a cendirical expressive function,
and such lyrical expression of the contemplatietust of my spirit often finds
its musical accompaniment in the intonation withickhwve utter the word. All
of that, however, is but one instance only of useun term, which marks the
point of departure for several further uses. Whe bame to apprehend the
expressive function of the word may thereafter wantise it deliberately, to
emphasise- truly or not — that he is contemplating or ex@ecing contem-
platively; a statement likéhis is beautifulis theninterpretedto meanthis is
valuable and | am contemplating it or experiencibhgcontemplatively A
further case of use of the wobeautifulto describe a thing | am not contem-
plating right now but have contemplated before amdnow recollecting that

! This is one of the reasons for which | insist @ing the termbeautifulin the sense ofesthetically
valuable the implicit subjective element is significant the aesthetical perception of value.

2 Expressein the sense indicated before.
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contemplation; for instance, when | hear someodeytaleclaring that Venus
of Milo, which | saw years back in Paris,deautiful Even further up there is
a stage where | cdbleautifula thing | neither am contemplating now, nor ever
have contemplated before, but contemplation wheretfe future, or just as a
possibility, | anticipate in my mind; say, in exolang, how many things there
are in the world still unknown and beautifuf! you like to put it all in one
brief formula you can comprise all these casesoldews: | call a valuable
thing beautiful when | am contemplating it or expecing it contemplatively
directly or in recollection or in anticiption. Theers one more instance thereof
which does not fit in this formula. For example,a@sthetician now and then
using the wordbeautiful indifferently and perhaps technically thinks oéth
thing he is referring to simply as of a thipgtentially liable for contem-
plation; beautiful then means as muchvatuable andexpresses certain
general awareness, rather than a thought—out juelgiertihat the thing can be
contemplated. | do not see though hbeautiful could ever have denoted
anything close toaluable and contemplated by someahat someone being
other than the speaker himself.

The discipline that deals with the study of beaigyaesthetics; that
particular domain of axiology which deals, from thebjective angle, with
contemplation and contemplative experience of #ion§ value where the
beholder is aware of the value, and, in the objeqterspective, with things of
value visibly susceptible of contemplation or indeeeated with the express
purpose to be contemplated.

VI

Symmetry and, in a sense, tradition, may make ayg anticipate that
since we have linketbeauty with contemplation we are now going to link
goodnesgo will, volition. This is indeed what we are ggito do: it is fair to
say, in a certain very general sense, that weacadlluable thinggood when
we consider it a thing we want, an object we desiet wanting a value is
much less definite a notion than contemplationdgbgrso it is this notion of
will we need first to agree about its meaning.

Let us start with a principal observation. If andaage does have a
separate ternheautiful to denote things of value that are, or can beteso-
plated, then perhaps that is so only because ofbegseason — which cannot
afford to discuss at this point — contemplationorge of natural and non—
random attitudes human beings take towards a tbfngalue. We neither
create, nor do we feel we need to create, any aeptarm for a thing that is,
say, valuable and situated between thé"4thd 50" parallel north because
situation between the #tand 50" parallel north is, in relation to value, but a
fortuitous circumstance. So good is to mean anything likealuable and
desired then it implies a desire to have it in relatioithwits value, and non—
fortuitous too. Savantingcannot be taken here to mean the sandessein
the sense ofvanting to own, to possessr wanting to use it for a practical
purpose because a circumstance that someone wants toahtiweg for their
own, or to use it for a practical purpose, is,afation to the value of the thing
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in the axiological sen$e- i.e. to that it is the way it should be — a gire
stance equally fortuitous as geographic altitudes Wordto ownis occasion-
ally used not so much in the senset@fposses®r to use for a practical
purposebut where a possible shade of meanintpigbsorb contemplation
which perhaps seems to mean jissexperience fully by contemplatioff |
happen to call a thingoodin that specific relation, then it is a case ahei

or: | describe it either agaluable at the same time expressing my desire to
experience it contemplatively, or | describe itypmamely assaluable and
such as | want to experience by contemplatlarsuch perception — which is
perhaps most common in mystic streams of thinkingoednessbecomes
something secondary and lowly in relation to beafatyif beautyis a value |
experience contemplatively, agdodnesss a value lwant experience con-
templatively, then it is justifiable to saypodness is a value which | only want
to become beauty to mar downrightgoodness, is beauty as the object of my
desiré. | see no compelling reason why the tegood should not be used in
this sense, among other meanings, as well — iethears no other meaning, a
more common and more natural one, the term shoeitiaps have to be
reserved for everyday use in the argot of moradiats axiologists.

The first, most natural and immediate relationastn value and wanting
is this: If — as the conception of value presemteet inextricably demands — it
is true that certain thingshould be such and sudhen it is equally true (this
proposition, in axiology, has the strength of axi@md is a basis of its
normative role) that an entity capable of apprelrnthis proposition should,
if endowed with the capacity of volitiomantthose certain things to be such
and such. A valuable thing is thus not only a théngh as it should bbut
always also a thinguch as a thinking entity endowed with the capagity
volition should want it to heexcept that this latter of the two qualities, as
derivative, does not have to be quoted when defimadue. This latter of the
two qualities of a valuable thing is not explicifyesenin the mind when we
say the thing isvaluable the way that when we sahe seawe do not
explicitly keepin the mind the quality that it is roaring; insteagle fix
attention on that particular quality and draw tttergtion of others to it, or we
emphasisé the moment we call the thirgpod That is much like the case of
Homer speaking of the sea, when instead of sagmgply, OaAdoon, he
says moAvpAowoPBoc OaAdoom, with the difference that, rather than

! Value in the axiological senses sound oddly like a tautology. Yet the tetue seems to have two,
if not equal-footed then at least equally oftendyuseeanings. One is the axiological meaning, theenmapor-
tant one of the two; to avoid a semblance of tagfplbne can call timological (Laird, The idea of Valuel929,
pp. 321-322 & passim). The other meaning is suclis dmplied when one talks of economic, utilitagian
desirable and similavalues In the axiological meaningsalue is something that was tentatively rendered by
dignity (dignitasas early as in Seneca). Laimp( cit), eventually, discards the ambiguous tgrerfectionto
propose insteadxcellencein Polish, the term is perhaps best renderedzZagowng’. In the other meaning —
which Laird callselective— valueis Seneca'pretium The two meanings are related to each other iwanyg
value agretiumand value adignitas are homonyms.

2 That is, e.g. the case in Plotinus’ monumentapgsgion €nn. 1, 6, 7): Eott yao @ pév pjnw
OVTL 0péyeoBal we dyaBov: T ¢ IDOVTL TtdeXel éml kKaAg dyacOat. | am quoting this sentence in
acknowledgement of my indebtedness, for it was #eetence that gave a major impulse to the present
reflections.
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inserting a new word we substitute another, momaptcated, word for the
original yet which fulfils both functions all bysielf. We are adding noew
quality to the substance described by the temfuable like — as when
assuming that the sea always roars and that we kmav-rtoAvdpAoioBog
adds nothing to the substance of the néandoon. So let us not get trapped
to say thatgood means as much asluable and such as a thinking entity
endowed with the capacity of volition should wanto be Not so. The
difference betweergood and valuable is still subjective here; witlgood
meaning as much amluable and expressingthe fixing of attention on the
quality here discussed.

This particular use of the term, the most impdrtarall uses in axiology,
should somehow be distinguished from the one we iast examined: | am
happy with the descriptiotleontologicalfor it. Just as with the tertveautiful
further shades of meaning right away present thimesén this case too. | can
in particular fix attention on the fact that theswhat | should want, but | can
actually want that something, and not fortuitoublyt preciselybecausel
should; accordinglygood while still meaning as much a&sluable may this
time expresghat particular want of mine. Lastly (in analogythe latter use
of the termbeautifu) goodmay mean as much g&aluable and such as I, out
of my implicit sense of obligation, want it to. B®th these shades of meaning
are actually less significant than the first oner Hoes it seem likely that in
this case there could be any question (in analoggontemplation) of my
wanting that in the past or in the future; whatestain is thagoodwill never
mean anything likevaluable and such asne maywant it to be One can
reasonably (yet with little likelihood) doubt thali valuable things may be
contemplated; but | can alwaygnta thing to be such as it should be, even
while | cannot always actively seek to get thatappen.

The termgoodin the deontological sense is in its right platethics, the
discipline founded on axiology which, in dealingthvithe questionhow
should be behave®tudies value—generating qualities with a vievprtecepts
that may follow from familiarity with such qualiseand guide us to behave in
one way or another. The termaluable in turn, is suitable primarily when,
simply, | appreciate something in a positive wdgttis, when | pronounce
something to beuch as it should band say or express nothing else beyond
that; when, in a word, my attitude is purely anragpmtive attitude.

transl. by Z. Nierada



