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FOUNDATIONS OF PHILOSOPHY

~

Many of the problems of philosophy are of such broad relevance to human
concerns, and so complex in their ramifications, that they are, in one form
or another. perennially present. Though in the course of time they yield in
part to philosophical inquiry, they may need to be rethought by each age
in the light of its broader scientific knowledge and deepened cthical and
religious experience. Better solutions are found by more refined and rigorous
methods. Thus; one who approaches the study of philosophy in the hope of
understanding the best of what it affords will look for both fundamental
issues and contemporary achievements.

Written by a group of distinguished philosophers, the Foundations of
Philosophy Series aims to exhibit some of the main problems in the various
fields of philosophy as they stand at the present stage of philosophical history.

While certain fields are likely to be represented in most introductory
courses in philosophy, college classes differ widely in emphasis, in method
of instruction, and in rate of progress. Every instructor needs freedom to
change his course as his own philosophical interests, the size and makeup
of his classes, and the needs of his students vary from year to year. The
nincteen volumes in the Foundations of Philosophy Series—each complete
in itself, but complementing the others—ofTer a new flexibility to the instruc-
tor, who can create his own textbook by combining several volumes as he
wishes, and can choose different combinations at different timnes. Those
volumes that are not used in an introductory course will be found valuable,
along with other texts or collections of readings, for the more specialized
upper-level courses.

Elizabeth Beardsley | Monroe Beardsley
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PREFACE

This book is intended to introduce students and gencral readers to the
branch of philosophy called “ethics.” 1 shall try, among other things, to
present some of the standard material of ethics that beginners and others
should know. This will not, however, be a summary of what moral philoso-
phers are agreed upon, as introductions to other subjects may be sumimnaries
of what the experts i those fields agree upon. Such a substantial body of
agreement does not exist in philosophy. Nor will this be simply an introduc-
tory review of the various differing positions moral philosophers have taken,
although many of these positions will be presented and discussed. My aim
in this book is not just to introduce the problems and positions of moral
philosophers, but also to do moral philosophy. That is, I shall try to write
an essay in moral philosophy in which 1 put forward some of my own views
and reasoning, and at the same time, provide an introduction to the subject
in general.

I try to do this because the proper purpose of an introduction like this
must be. not merely to pass on information, but to stimulate and help the
reader to do better, clearer, and more philosophical thinking about ethical
questions than he would do otherwise. Such an mtroduction will involve my
presenting answers or partial answers to some of these questions: however,
these are not meant dogmatically and should not be taken as final unless they
stand up under the reader’s own scrutiny. I do not think that the only way
for others to think better or more clearly i1s by their coming to agree with
me. Their coming to disagree clearly and on carefully reasoned grounds will
serve the purpose of this book as well. It is an introduction to the kind of
thinking that 15 moral philosophy as I understand it.

In the spint just indicated, let me say something about my arguments in
this book. When 1 give arguments for or against a certain ethical position,

AP



Preface xvi

I am not thinking of thein as conclusive proofs or disproofs. Such conclusive
proofs or disproofs are as difficult as they are rare in philosophy. More about
the nature of ethical judginents and their justification will come out as we
go along, especially in Chapter 6, but I recognize that it is always logically
possible for my opponent to stand pat in his position in spitc of my argu-
ments. My arguments are meant as arguments for or against positions all
right, as they should be in philosophy, but not as irresistible forces or im-
movable objects. Rather they are statements of my reasons for taking or
rejecting a certain view and invitations to the reader to consider whether
they convince him that he should do likewise. My point is not to push him
around; it is to bring hiin to see what position seems most reasonable to
him, when, with such help as I can give him, he thinks things over. He
always can hold out against me; the question then is whether he thinks his
position is the most sensible one to take—not whether he can take it but
whether he is willing to take it. The method is that of Socrates.

There are also times when I do not actually give argumnents for what I
say. This does not mean that I am simply being dogmatic. Partly, the reason
is that there is not space to debate everything, but, mainly, it is that I am
asking the reader to think about the matter in hand and to see if what I say
does not seem on the whole the most reasonable thing to say and to hold.
Once more, however, what matters is not whether he agrees or disagrees but
whether he comes out with a more adequate ethical theory.

In this revised edition I have made many corrections, some stylistic or
verbal, some expository, some doctrinal and substantive. There are also many
additions of various sizes and sorts. The chief changes are: (a) a discussion
of the divine command theory of right and wrong in Chapter 2, (b) a more
elaborate review of utilitarianism in Chapter 3, (c) a further presentation
of my own theory of obligation in Chapter 3, (d) more on the ethics of
virtue in Chapter 4, (e) additional material on the good life in Chapter 3,
(f) more on the distinction between moral and nonmoral judgments and
on the moral point of view in Chapter 6, and (g) a revised and expanded
bibliography.

I may also mention that Introductory Readings in Ethics, edited by W. K.
Frankena and J. T. Granrose and closely correlated with my book, will be
published by Prentice-Hall, Inc. shortly. I am indebted to my friends, stu-
dents, family, and to other writers, for their assistance, which I gratefully
acknowledge here.

Wilham K. Frankena



CHAPTER ONE

Morality and
Moral Philosophy

Suppose that all your life you have been trying to be a good person, doing
your duty as you see it and seeking to do what is for the good of your
fellowmen. Suppose, also, that many of your fellowmen dislike you and what
you are doing and even regard you as a danger to society, although they
cannot really show this to be true. Suppose, further, that you are indicted,
tried, and condemned to death by a jury of your peers, all in a manner
which you correctly consider to be quite unjust. Suppose, finally, that while
you are in prison awaiting execution, your friends arrange an opportunity
for you to escape and go into exile with your family. They argue that they
can afford the necessary bribes and will not be endangered by your escaping;
that if you escape, you will enjoy a longer life; that your wife and children
will be better off; that your friends will still be able to see you; and that
people generally will think that you should escape. Should you take the
opportunity?
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AN EXAMPLE OF This is the situation Socrates, the patron saint of
ETHICAL THINKING moral philosophy, is in at the opening of Plato’s
(SOCRATES) dialogue, the Crito. The dialogue gives us his answer

to our question and a full account of his reasoning
in arriving at it. It will, therefore, make a good beginning for our study.
Socrates first lays down some points about the approach to be taken. To
begin with, we must not let our decision be determined by our emotions,
but must examine the question and follow the best reasoning. We must try
to get our facts straight and to keep our minds clear. Questions like this can
and should be settled by reason. Secondly, we cannot answer such questions
by appealing to what people generally think. They may be wrong. We must
try to find an answer we ourselves can regard as correct. We must think for
ourselves. Finally, we ought never to do what is morally wrong. The only
question we need to answer is whether what is proposed is right or wrong,
not what will happen to us, what people will think of us, or how we feel
about what has happened.

Having said this, Socrates goes on to give, in effect, a threefold argument
to show that he ought not to break the laws by escaping. First: we ought
never to harm anyone. Socrates’ escaping would harm the state, since it
would violate and show disregard for the state’s laws. Second: if one re-
mains living in a state when one could leave it, one tacitly agrees to obey
its laws; hence, if Socrates were to escape he would be breaking an agree-
ment, which is something one should not do. Third: one’s society or state
is virtually one’s parent and teacher, and one ought to obey one’s parents
and teachers.

In each of these arguments Socrates appeals to a general moral rule or
principle which, upon reflection, he and his friend Crito accept as valid:
(1) that we ought never to harm anyone, (2) that we ought to keep our
promises, and (3) that we ought to obey or respect our parents and teach-
ers. In each case he also uses another premise which involves a statement of
fact and applies the rule or principle to the case in hand: (1a) if I escape
I will do harm to society, (2a) if I escape I will be breaking a promise, and
(3a) if T escape I will be disobeying my parent and teacher. Then he draws
a conclusion about what he should do in his particular situation. This is a
typical pattern of reasoning in moral matters and is nicely illustrated here.

In this pattern of moral reasoning one determines what one should do
in a particular situation by reference to certain general principles or rules,
which one takes as premises from which to deduce a particular conclusion
by a kind of practical syllogism, as Aristotle called it. One takes general
principles and applies them to individual situations. How natural this pro-
cedure is will be apparent to any reader of the Crito. In all fairness, how-
ever, we must observe at this point that some moral thinkers have a differ-
ent view of the logic of moral deliberation. As we shall see in Chapter 2 the
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act-deontologists and other proponents of “situation ethics” take particular
judgments to be basic in morality, rather than general ones, which they
regard as inductive generalizations from particular cases, if they recognize
the existence of general rules at all.

It happens that in the Crito Socrates thinks his three principles all lead
to the same conclusion. But sometimes when two or more rules apply to the
same case, this is not true. In fact, imnost moral problems arise in situations
where there is a “conflict of duties,” that is, where one moral principle pulls
one way and anothier pulls the other way. Socrates is represented in Plato’s
Apology as saying that if the state spares his life on condition that he no
longer teach as he has been doing, he will not obey, because (4) he has been
assigned the duty of teaching by the god, Apollo, and (5) his teaching is
necessary for the true good of the state. He would then be involved in a
conflict of duties. His duty to obey the statc applies, but so do two other
duties, (4) and (5), and these he judges to take precedence over his duty
to obey the commands of the state. Here, then, he resolves the problem,
not just by appealing to rules, for this i1s not enough, but by determining
which rules take precedence over which others. This is another typical pat-
tern of reasoning in ethics.

To return to the Crito, Socrates completes his reasoning by answering his
friends’ arguments in favor of escaping by contending that he will not really
be doing himself, his friends, or even his family any good by becoming an
outlaw or going into exile, and that death is not an evil to an old man who
has done his best, whether there is a hereafter or not. In other words, he
maintains that there are no good moral grounds on the other side and no
good prudential ones—which would count only if moral considerations were
not decisive—either.

All this is interesting, not just because it represents one of the classic
discussions of the question of civil disobedience, but because it illustrates
two kinds of moral problems and how one reflective and serious moral agent
went about solving them. It also shows us much of Socrates’ working ethics:
principles (1) to (5) plus the second-order principle that (4) and (5) take
precedence over the duty to obey the state. This duty to obey the state, by
the way, is for him a derivative rule which rests on (1), (2), and (3),
which are more basic. One can find out one’s own working ethics by seeing
how onec would answer these two problems oneself, or others like them. This
is a good exercise. Suppose that in doing this you disagree with Socrates’
answer to the Crito problem. You might then challenge his principles, which
Crito did not do. You might ask Socrates to justify his regarding (1), (2),
and (3) as valid, and Socrates would have to try to answer you, since he
believes in reason and argument in cthics, and wants knowledge, not just
“true opinion.

At this point Socrates might argue that (2), for example, is valid because
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it follows from a still more basic principle, say, (4) or (3). That is, he
might maintain that we should keep promises because it is commanded by
the gods or because it is necessary for the general welfare. But, of course,
you might question his more basic principle, if you have any good reason
for doing so (if you question without reason, you are not really entering
into the dialogue). At some point you or he will almost inevitably raise the
question of how ethical judgments and principles, especially the most basic
ones, are to be justified anyway; and this is likely to lead to the further ques-
tion of what is meant by saying that something is nght, good, virtuous, just,
and the like, a question which Socrates in fact often raises in other dialogues.
(In the Euthyphro for example, he argues, in effect, that “right” does not
mean ‘“commanded by the gods.”)

THE NATURE OF When this happens the discussion has developed into
ETHICS OR MORAL a full-fledged philosophical one. Ethics is a branch
PHILOSOPHY of philosophy; it is moral philosophy or philosophical

thinking about morality, moral problems, and moral
judgments. What this involves is illustrated by the sort of thinking Socrates
was doing in the Crito and Apology, supplemented as we have supposed it
to be. Such philosophical thinking will now be described more fully.

Moral philosophy arises when, like Socrates, we pass beyond the stage in
which we are directed by traditional rules and even beyond the stage in
which these rules are so internalized that we can be said to be inner-directed,
to the stage in which we think for ourselves in critical and general terms
(as the Greeks were beginning to do in Socrates’ day) and achieve a kind
of autonomy as moral agents. We may, however, distinguish three kinds of
thinking that relate to morality in one way or another.

1. There is descriptive empirical inquiry, historical or scientific, such as
is done by anthropologists, historians, psychologists and sociologists. Here, the
goal is to describe or explain the phenomena of morality or to work out a
theory of human nature which bears on ethical questions.

2. There is normative thinking of the sort that Socrates was doing in
the Crito or that anyone does who asks what is right, good, or obligatory.
This may take the form of asserting a normatiyve judgment like

“I ought not to try to escape from prison,”

“Knowledge is good,” or

“It is always wrong to harm someone,”
and giving or being ready to give reasons for this judgment. Or it may take
the form of debating with oneself or with someone else about what is good
or right in a particular case or as a general principle, and then forming
some such normative judgment as a conclusion.

3. There is also “analytical,” “critical,” or “meta-ethical” thinking. This
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is the sort of thinking we imagined that Socrates would have come to if he
had been challenged to the limit in the justification of his normative judg-
ments. He did, in fact, arrive at this sort of thinking in other dialogues. It
does not consist of empirical or historical inquiries and theories, nor does it
involve making or defending any normative or value judgments. It does not
try to answer either particular or general questions about what is good, right,
or obligatory. It asks and tries to answer logical, epistemological, or seman-
tical questions like the following: What is the meaning or use of the ex-
pressions “‘(morally) right” or “good”? How can ethical and value judg-
ments be established or justified? Can they be justified at all? What is the
nature of morality? What is the distinction between the moral and the
nonmoral? What is the meaning of “free’” or “responsible”?

Many recent moral philosophers limit ethics or moral philosophy to think-
ing of the third kind, excluding from it all questions of psychology and
empirical science and also all normative questions about what is good or
right. In this book, however, we shall take the more traditional view of our
subject. We shall take ethics to include meta-ethics as just described, but as
also including normative ethics or thinking of the second kind, though only
when this deals with general questions about what is good or right and not
when it tries to solve particular problems as Socrates was mainly doing in
the Crito. In fact, we shall take ethics to be primarily concerned with pro-
viding the general outlines of a normative theory to help us in answering
probleins about what is right or ought to be done, and as being interested in
meta-cthical questions mainly because it seems necessary to answer such
questions before one can be entirely satisfied with one’s normative theory
(although ethics is also interested in meta-ethical questions for their own
sakes). However, since certain psychological and anthropological theories
are considered to have a bearing on the answers to normative and meta-cth-
ical questions, as we shall see in discussing egoism, hedonism, and relativism,
we shall also include some descriptive or empirical thinking of the first kind.

THE NATURE OF We have described ethics as philosophy that is con-
MORALITY cerned with morality and its problems and judg-
ments, or with moral problems and judgments. It

must be noticed, however, that the word “‘ethics” is not always used for this
branch of philosophy; sometimes it is used as just another word for “moral-

ity,” and sometimes to refer to the moral code or normative theory of an
individual or group, as when 1 spoke earlier of “Socrates’ working cthics.”
More important for our present purposes are some other facts about our
usage of words. The terms “moral” and “ethical” are often used as equiva-

“lent to “right” or “good” and as opposed to “immoral” and “‘unethical.”

But we also speak of moral problems, moral judgments, moral codes, moral
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arguments, moral experiences, the moral consciousness, or the moral point of
view. “Ethical” is used in this way too. Here “ethical” and “moral” do not
mean “morally right” or “morally good.” They mean “pertaining to moral-
ity”’ and are opposed to the “nonmoral” or “nonethical,” not to the “im-
moral” or ‘“‘unethical.” Similarly, the term “morality” is sometimes used as
opposed to “immorality,” as when we say that the essence of morality is
love or speak of the morality of an action, But we also use the word “moral-
ity” to refer to something that is coordinate with but different from art, sci-
ence, law, convention, or religion, though it may be related to them. This is
the way we use the term when we ask, “What is morality? How does it
differ from law? How is it related to religion?” In this sense ‘“morality”
means what Bishop Butler called “the moral institution of life.” This is how
I have been using “morality” and propose to go on using it. Correspondingly,
I shall use “moral” and “ethical” in this sense also.

Now, morality in the sense indicated is, in one aspect at least, a social
enterprise, not just a discovery or invention of the individual for his own
guidance. Like one’s language, state, or church, it exists before the indi-
vidual, who is inducted into it and becomes more or less of a participant
in it, and it goes on existing after him. Moreover, it is not social merely in
the sense of being a system governing the relations of one individual to
others; such a system might still be entirely the individual’s own construc-
tion, as some parts of one’s code of action with respect to others almost
inevitably are, for example, “My rule is to smile first.” Morality, of course,
is social in this sense to a considerable extent; however, it is also largely
social in its origins, sanctions, and functions. As first encountered by the
individual, at any rate, it is an instrument of society as a whole for the
guidance of individuals and smaller groups. It makes demands on individ-
uals that are, initially at least, external to them. Even if the individuals be-
come spokesmen of these demands, as they usually do to some extent through
what is called “internalization,” the demands are still not merely theirs nor
directed only at themselves. If they come to disagree with the demands, then,
as Socrates thought and as we shall see later, they must still do so from the
moral point of view that has somehow been inculcated into them. One may
think of society, as many people do, as having a supernatural dimension
and as including a divine lawgiver, but even then one is ascribing this social
character to morality.

Because of such facts, morality is sometimes defined as an instrument of
society as a whole, as if an individual, family, or social class cannot have a
morality or moral action-guide of its own that is different from that of its
society. However, in view of what we shall be saying in a moment, it seems
desirable to allow that smaller groups and even individuals may have or
work out such distinct guides for their conduct, and to call at least some
of these ‘“‘value-systems” moralities or moral codes, namely, those that em-
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body what we shall refer to as the moral point of view. Even so, 1t scemns
plausible to insist that an individual who has such a personal morality must
be thinking that others besides himself, indeed his entire society, shonld
adopt it or at least its more basic principles or ideals.

In any case, whether it is thought of as an instrument of society or as a
personal code, morality must be contrasted with prudence. It may be that
prudence and morality dictate some of the same conduct, for example,
honesty. It may also be that prudence is a moral virtue; however, it is not
characteristic of the moral point of view to determine what is right or
virtuous wholly in terms of what the individual desires or of what is to his
interest. In Freudian terms, morality and prudence are both attempts to
regulate the 1d: but while prudence is simply a function of the reality-prin-
ciple in the ego, morality 1s the function of a superego which does not think
merely in terms of getting what is desired by the individual id or even in
terms of salvaging the greatest balance of satisfaction over frustration for it.

Considered as a social system of regulation, morality is like law on the
one hand and convention or etiquette on the other. All of these systems are
social in a way in which prudence is not, and some of the same expressions
are used in all of them, for example, the words “right” and ‘“‘should.” But
convention does not deal with matters of such crueial social ninportance as
those dealt with by law and morality; it seems to rest largely on considera-
tions of appearance, taste, and convenience. Thus, morality is distinguished
from convention by certain features that it shares with law; similarly, it is
also distinguished from law (with which it overlaps, for example, in for-
bidding murder) by certain features that it shares with convention, namely,
in not being created or changeable by anything like a dcliberate legislative,
executive, or judicial act, and in having as its sanctions, not physical force
or the threat of it but, at most, praise and blame and other such mainly
verbal signs of favor and disfavor. Some writers have even held that the
only proper motives or sanctions for morality are purely internal ones like
the sentiment of benevolence or the desire to do what is right for its own
sake; there is much to be said for this view even if it hardly describes the
whole practical working of morality. At least it highlights the fact that phys-
ical force and certain kinds of prudential considerations do not strictly be-
long to the idea of a moral institution of life.

However, morality, at least as it has developed in the western world. also
has a more individualistic or protestant aspect. As Socrates implied and
recent philosophers have stressed (perhaps too much), morality fosters or
even calls for the use of reason and for a kind of autonomy on the part of
the individual, asking him, when mature and normal, to make his own
decisions, though possibly with someone’s advice, and even stimulating him
to think out the principles or goals in the light of which he is to make his
decisions. Even as a social institution of life, morality is thought of as aim-
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ing at rational self-guidance or self-determination in its members. In Mat-
thew Arnold’s words, it asks us to be .. .self-govern’d, at the feet of Law.”
Accordingly, it has been usual for moral philosophers to distinguish stages
of morality, which can be more or less clearly traced both in the history of
our culture and in the life of the individual, to distinguish, for instance (a)
“pre-rational,”” “customary,” or ‘“‘group” morality and (b) “personal,” “ra-
tional,” or “reflective” morality. Improving on this in an interesting and
instructive way, David Riesman, a social scientist, has recently portrayed
four moral or social types in The Lonely Crowd:
1. The tradition-dirccted individual and/or society.
2. The inner-directed individual and/or society.

3. The other-directed individual and/or socicty.
4. The autonomous individual and/or socicty.

The general idea here, and in much recent social psychology and moral
philosophy, is that morality starts as a set of culturally defined goals and of
rules governing achievement of the goals, which are more or less external to
the individual and imposed on him or inculcated as habits. These goals and
rules may and generally do, at least to some extent, become “internalized”
or “interiorized,” that is, the individual takes them as his own and regulates
his own conduct by them; he develops a “conscience” or “superego.” This
process of internalization may be quite irrational but, as we shall see, it is
typical for morality to accompany its inculcations with at least a modicum of
reason-giving. Thus, we (and even the Navaho) tend to give reasons with
our moral instructions as soon as the child has attained an age at which he is
capable of something like discretion, and we even lead him to feel that it is
appropriate to ask for reasons. That is why it seemed appropriate to Socrates,
at his juncture in the history of Greece, to ask for definitions and arguments
in matters of morals.

We may then, without leaving the moral fold, move from a rather irra-
tional kind of inner direction to a more rational one in which we achieve an
examined life and a kind of autonomy, become moral agents on our own,
and even reach a point when we can criticize the rules and values of our
society, as Socrates did in the Apology and the Crito. Some find too much
anxiety in this transition and try to “escape from freedom” in one way or
another (including other-direction), some apparently can make the transi-
tion only with the help of psychoanalysis, but for others it involves no major
difficulties other than the use of some hard thought such as Socrates en-
gaged in.

Clearly, it is in the last stages of this process that moral philosophy plays
its natural role. We are then—or from now on may imagine ourselves to be
—in the middle or later stages of the moral life as these were just outlined.
It is the thinking to be done here that we mainly wish to help on its way,
although we also hope, in spite of the element of danger involved, to pull
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those who are not so far along out of their unreflective nest and its dogmatic

slumber.
FACTORS The institution of morality econtains a number of fac-
IN MORALITY tors: (1) certain forms of judgment in which particu-

lar objects are said to have or not to have a certain
moral quality, obligation, or responsibility; (2) the implication that it is ap-
propriate and possible to give reasons for these judgments; (3) some rules,
principles, ideals, and cirtues that can be expressed in more general judg-
ments and that form the background against which particular judgments are
made and reasons given for them; (4) certain characteristic natural or ac-
quired ways of feeling that accompany these judgments, rules, and ideals,
and help to move us to act in accordance with them; (5) certain sanctions or
additional sources of inotivation that are also often expressed in verbal judg-
ments, namely, holding responsible, praising, and blaming; (6) a point of
viewe that 1s taken in all this judging, reasoning, and feeling, and is somechow
different from those taken in prudence, art, and the like. For our purposes,
we may center most of our discussion on the moral judginents involved in
factors (1), (3), and (5). These have a central place in morality, and the
main questions of normative ethies and meta-cthics relate to themn.

KINDS OF Moral or ethical judgments are of various kinds. As
NORMATIVE has been indicated, they may be particular or general.
JUDGMENT They may also be stated in different persons and

tenses. These differences are all unportant in their
places, but here we must stress another difference. In some of our moral
judgments, we say that a certain action or kind of action is morally right,
wrong, obligatory, a duty, or ought or ought not to be done. In others we
talk, not about actions or kinds of action, but about persons, motives, inten-
tions, traits of character, and the like, and we say of them that they are
morally good, bad, virtuous, vicious, responsible, blameworthy, saintly, des-
picable, and so on. In these two kinds of judgment, the things talked about
are different and what is said about them is different. (We do also speak of
“good actions” or “deeds,” but here “good” 1s not properly used as a syno-
nym of “right,” as it often is; properly used, it seems to mean either that the
action has a good motive or that it has good consequences.) I shall call the
former judgments of inoral obligation or [deontictjudgments and the latter
_judgments of meral value 4 judgments.
There are also judgments of nonmoral value. In these we evaluate not so
‘much actions, persons, motives, and the like, but all sorts of other things:
cars, paintings, experiences, formns of government, and whatnot. We say they
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are good, bad, desirable, undesirable, and so on, but we do not mean that
they are morally good or morally bad, since they are gencrally not the kinds
of things that can be morally good or bad. A study of these judgments is
not, as such, a part of ethics or moral philosophy, though it is part of the
theory of value in general. But since it will turn out that a consideration of
what is good (nonmorally) is involved in deternmining what is morally right
or wrong, we must include a discussion of such value judgments anyway.

For the sake of completeness, we must also rccognize another kind of nor-
mative judgment, which I shall call nonmoral judgments of obligation. Ex-
amples appear in the following outline, but, as these examples will make
clear, judgments of this kind have no special interest for moral philosophy
and so do not call for discussion in a book on cthics, even though they are
of considerable practical importance.

}'Ve obtain, then, the following outline of kinds of normative judgment:

@ Ethical or moral judgments proper:
A. Judgments of moral obligation (deontic judgments) :
1. Particular, e.g. (assuming terms are used in their moral senses),
a. I ought not to escape from prison now.
b. You should become a missionary.
c. What he did was wrong.
2. General, e.g.,
a. We ought to keep our agreements.
b. Love is the fulfillment of the moral law.
c. All men have a right to freedom.
@ Judgments of moral value (aretaic judgments) :
1. Particular, e.g.,
a. My grandfather was a good man.
Xavier was a saint.
He 1s responsible for what he did.
You deserve to be punished.
Her character is admirable.
. His motive was good.
2. General, e.g.,
a. Benevolence is a virtue.
b. Jealousy is an ignoble motive.
c. The man who can forgive such carelessness is a saint.
d. The good 1nan does not cheat or stcal.
II. Nonmoral normative judgments:
A. Judgments of nonmoral value:
1. Particular, e.g.,
a. That is a good car.
b. Miniver Checvy did not have a very good life.

m0 N o
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2. General, e.g.,
a. Pleasure 1s good in itself.
b. Democracy is the best form of government.

B. Judgments of nonmoral obhgation:

[. Particular, e.g.,
a. You ought to buy a new suit.
b. You just have to go to that concert.

2. General, e.g.,
a. In building a bookcase one should use nails, not Scotch tape.
b. The nght thing to do on fourth down with thirteen yards

to go is to punt.

It should be mentioned here that many writers use terms differently.
Where I speak of normative judgments, some prefer to say “value” judg-
ments or “evaluative’” judgments or sunply “etlical” or even “moral” judg-
ments. For moral philosophy it is important to distinguish the above four
kinds of judgments, however one labels them, and in general I shall try to
use terms as indicated. Sometimes, however, especially in Chapter 6, 1t will
be convenient to use the phrases “ethical judgments” and “value judgments”
in a more general and usual way, even at the risk of some vagueness.

PROGRAM FOR REST In normative ethics we try primanly to arrive at a set
OF BOOK of acceptable judgments (1) of_moral obligation, (2)
of imoral-value, and secondanly (3) of nonmoral

value. In meta-ethics-we mainly seek to work out a theory of the meaning

and justification (I) of judgments of noral obligation, (2) of judgments of
moral value, and also (3) of judgments of nonmoral value. Chapters 2 to 5

will consist chiefly of normative ethics treated along general lines, although
some analysis and clarification will come in also. Chapters 2 and 3 will deal

with normative theory of obligation, Chapter 4 with normative theory of
moral value, and Chapter 5 with normative theory of nonmoral value, In
Chapter 6 the central problems and theories of meta-ethics will be taken up.




CHAPTER TWO

Egoistic and
Deontological
Theories

THE PRIMARY We may now begin our review of problems and views

QUESTION in the area of normative ethics, starting with the the-

ory of obligation and then going on to the theory of

moral value and, finally, to the theory of nonmoral value. The ultimate con-

cern of the normative theory of obligation is to guide us in the making of

decisions and judgments about actions in particular situations. A main con-

cern, of course, is to guide us in our capacity as agents trying to decide

what we should do in this case and in that. But we want to know more than

just what we should do in situations before us. We also wish to make judg-

ments about what others should do, especially if they ask us about what we

or they should have done, about whether what we or someone else did was

right or wrong, and so on. We are not just agents in morality; we are also

spectators, advisers, instructors, judges, and critics. Still; in all of these capa-

cities our primary question is this: how may or should we decide or deter-

mine what is mnorally right for a certain agent (oneself or another, possibly a

group or a whole society) to do, or what he morally ought to do, in a
certain situation?
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IMPORTANCE Very often when one is puzzled about what he or
OF FACTUAL someone else should do in a certain situation, what
KNOWLEDGE AND one needs is not really any ethical instruction, but
CONCEPTUAL simply either more factual knowledge or greater con-
CLARITY ceptual clarity. Certainly, a large part of the debate

about what to do about drugs, pollution, or war arises
because we are ignorant of much of what bears on these problems. On these
issues and on many others, most of us would probably be clear about what
should be done if only we knew all of the relevant facts. Again, in the field
of education, much of our difficulty about decisions of policy is due to un-
clarity about what intelligence is, what liberty is, and so on. I stress these
points because I think that moral philosophers cannot insist too much on
the importance of factual knowledge and conceptual clarity for the solution
of moral and social problems. The two besetting sins in our prevailing habits
of ethical thinking are our ready acquiescence in unclarity and our con-
placence in ignorance—the very sins that Socrates died combatting over two
thousand years ago.

Still, as Socrates’ discussion in the Crito shows, we are often also in need
of ethical guidance. A moralist might try to provide this by making a long
list of specific situations, describing thein and then telling us what we should
do in cach case. This is what is known as casuistry and was common in the
seventeenth century. Today some philosophers seek to do something like this
by discussing the ethics of abortion, civil disobedience, punishment, violence,
and war. In doing so, however, they characteristically tend, rightly in my
opinion, to stress general principles, careful definition of terms, and logical
reasoning. rather than specific cases and detailed answers. This is the most
philosophers as such can be expected to do, and it can be very helpful. In a
small introductory book like this, however, we must confine ourselves to
working out fairly general theories about what is right or obligatory. In fact,
the best way for us to proceed in working out such a theory for ourselves is
to review some of the main theories of normative ethics that have been
proposed.

PREVAILING RULES Since, as we have seen, moral philosophy begins when
AS A STANDARD people find their code of prevailing moral rules un-
satisfactory, moral philosophers have always been cri-

tical of the notion that our standard must be the rules of the culture we live

in. To this notion, they raise a number of objections, though they do not all
stress the same ones. One objection is that the actual rules of a society are
never very precise, always admit of exceptions, and may come into conflict

with one another. IFor example, the rules forbid lying and killing but do not
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define these terms very clearly. In fact, the rules even permit or excuse cer-
tain kinds of lying (white lies, patriotic lies) and certain kinds of killing
(capital punishinent, war) but they do not have these exceptions built into
them in any careful way. Again, two rules may conflict in a given situation.
To take Socrates’ example from Book I of the Republic, what is one to do
if one has promised to return weapons to a man who comes back for them
obviously bent on harm? In such cases, two parts of the code conflict and
the code often does not contain a higher rule saying which takes precedence,
such as Socrates appealed to in the Apology.

Another objection is that prevailing rules are generally literal, negative,
and conservative, not affinnative, constructive, crcative, or adaptable to new
situations. The most serious objection, perhaps, is the fact that the rules of
a society, even its so-called moral rules, may be bad, immoral, or wrong,
being unjust or unnecessarily impoverishing of human life. Rules permitting
slavery and racial discrimination, once widely prevalent, are a case in point.
A final difficulty, of course, is the fact that moral rules seem to vary fromn
culture to culture.

TELEOLOGICAL Having agrced on one ground or another that the
THEORIES standard of right and wrong cannot be simply the
prevailing set of moral rules, mmoral philosophers have
offered us a variety of alternative standards. In general their views have
been of two sorts: (1) deontological theories and (2) teleological ones. A
teleological theory says that the basic or ultimate criterion or standard of
what is morally right, wrong, obligatory, etc., is the nonmoral value that is
brought into being. The final appeal, directly or indirectly, must be to the
comparative amount of good produced, or rather to the comparative balance
of good over evil produced. Thus, an act is right if and only if it or the rule
under which it falls produces, will probably produce, or is intended to
produce at least as great a balance of good over evil as any available alter-
native; an act is wrong if and only if it does not do so. An act ought to be
done if and only if it or the rule under which it falls produces, will probably
produce, or is intended to produce a greater balance of good over evil than

any available alternative.

It is important to notice here that, for a teleologist, the moral quality or
value of actions, persons, or traits of character is dependent on the com-
parative nonmoral value of what they bring about or try to bring about.
For the moral quality or valuc of something to depend on the moral value of
whatever it promotes would be circular. Teleological theories, then, make
the night, the obligatory, and the morally good dependent on the nonmorally
good. Accordingly, they also make the theory of moral obligation and noral
value dependent, in a sense, on the theory of nonmoral value. In order to
know whether something is right, ought to be done, or is morally good, one
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must first know what is good in the nonmoral sense and whether the thing
in question promotes or is intended to promote what is good in this sense.

It should also be noticed, however, that teleologists may hold various views
about what is good in the nonmoral sense. Tcleologists have often been
hedonists, identifying the good with pleasure and evil with pain, and con-
cluding that the right course or rule of action is that which produces at least
as great a balance of pleasure over pain as any alternative would. But they
may be and have sometimes been non-hedonists, identifying the good with
power, knowledge, self-realization, perfection, etc. This fact must not be
forgotten when we are evaluating the teleological theory of obligation. All
that is necessary is that the teleologist have some view about what is good
or bad, and that he determine what is right or obligatory by asking what
1s conducive to the greatest balance of good over evil.

Deontological theories deny what teleological theories affirm. They deny
that the night. the obligatory, and the morally good are wholly, whether
directly or indirectly, a function of what is nonmorally good or of what pro-
motes the greatest balance of good over evil for self, one’s society, or the
world as a whole. They assert that there are other considerations that may
make an action or rule right or obligatory besides the goodness or badness
of its consequences—certain features of the act itself other than the value 1t
brings into existence, for example, the fact that it keeps a promise, is just, or
1s conunanded by God or by the state. Teleologists believe that there is one
and only one basic or ultimate right-making characteristic, namely, the comn-
parative value (nommoral) of what is, probably will be, or is intended to be
brought into being, Deontologists either deny that this characteristic is right-
making at all or they insist that there are other basic or ultimate right-mak-
ing characteristics as well. For them the principle of maxnnizing the balance
of good over evil, no matter for whom, is cither not a moral criterion or
standard at all, or, at least, it is not the only basic or ultimate one.

To put the matter in yet another way: a deontologist contends that 1t is
possible for an action or rule of action to be the morally right or obligatory
one cven if it does not promote the greatest possible balance of good over
evil for self, society, or universe. It may be right or obligatory simply because
of some other fact about it or because of its own nature. It follows that a
deontologist may also adopt any kind of a view about what is good or bad
in the noninoral sensc.

Teleologists differ on the question of whose good it is that one ought to
try to promote. Isthical egoism holds that one is always to do what will pro-
mote his own greatest good—that an act or rule of action is right if and
only if it promotes at least as great a balance of good over evil for him in the
long run as any alternative would, and wrong if it does not. This view was
held by Epicurus, Hobbes, and Nietzsche, among others. Ethical universal-
1sm, or what is usually called utilitarianisn, takes the position that the ulu-
mate end is the greatest general good—that an act or rule of action is nght
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if and only if it is, or probably is, conducive to at least as great a balance of
good over evil in the universe as a whole as any alternative would be, wrong
if it 1s not, and obligatory if it is or probably is conducive to the greatest
possible balance of good over evil in the universe. The so-called utilitarians,
for example, Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill, have usually been
hedonists in their view about what is good, asserting that the moral end is
the greatest balance of pleasure over pain. But some utilitarians are not
hedonists, for example, G. E. Moore and Hastings Rashdall, and so have
been called “Ideal” utilitarians. That is, utilitarianism is a certain kind of
teleological theory of obligation and does not entail any particular theory of
value, although a utilitarian must accept some particular theory of value.

It would also be possible, of course, to adopt teleological theories inter-
mediate between ethical egoism and utilitarianism, for example, theories that
say the right act or rule is one conducive to the greatest balance of good over
evil for a certain group—one’s nation, class, family, or race. A pure ethical
altruist might even contend that the right act or rule is the one that most
promotes the good of other people. We shall, however, limit our coming dis-
cussion to egoism and universalism.

DEONTOLOGICAL Deontological theories are also of different kinds,

THEORIES depending on the role they give to general rules. Act-

deontological theories maintain that the basic judg-

ments of obligation are all purely particular ones like “In this situation 1

should do so and so,” and that general ones like “We ought always to keep

our promises” are unavailable, useless, or at best denivative from particular

judgments. Extreme act-deontologists maintain that we can and must see or

somehow decide separately in each particular situation what is the right or

obligatory thing to do, without appealing to any rules and also without look-

ing to see what will promote the greatest balance of good over evil for one-

self or the world. Such a view was held by E. F. Carritt (in Theory of

Morals) and possibly by H. A. Prichard; and was at least suggested by

Aristotle when he said that in determining what the golden mean is “the
decision rests with perception,”! and by Butler when he wrote that if:

...any plain honest man, before he engages in any course of action, ask himself, Is
this I am going about right, or is it wrong?...] do not in the least doubt but that
this question would be answered agreeably to truth and virtue, by almost any fair
man in almost any circumstance [without any general rule].2

o with an emphasis 1s rather than “intuition” and with an
Today, witt I on ‘“decision” rather than “intuition” and with

adrmnission of difficulty and anxiety, this is the view of most existentialists. In

1 Nicomachean Ethics, end of Book II.
2 Joseph Butler, Five Sermons, New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1949, p. 45.
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a less extreme form, act-deontologisin allows that general rules can be built
up on the basis of particular cases and may then be useful in determining
what should be done on later occasions. But it cannot allow that a general
rule may ever supersede a well-taken particular judgment as to what should
be done. What is called “situation ethics” today includes both of these forins
of act-deontologism.

Rule-deontologists hold that the standard of right and wrong consists of
one or more rules—either fairly concrete ones like “We ought ahwvays to tell
the truth™ or very abstract ones like Henry Sidgwick’s Principle of Justice:
It cannot be right for A to treat B in a manner in which it would be wrong
for B to treat A\, merely on the ground that they are two different individ-
uals, and without there being any difference between the natures or circumn-
stances of the two which can be stated as a reasonable ground for difference
of treatment.”3 Against the teleologists, they insist, of course, that these rules
are valid independently of whether or not they promote the good. Against
act-deontologists, they contend that these rules are basic. and are not derived
by induction from particular cases. In fact, they assert that judgments about
what to do in particular cases are always to be determined in the light of
these rules, as they were by Socrates in the Apology and Crito. The follow-
ing writers are or were rule-deontologists: Samnuel Clarke, Richard Price,
Thomas Reid, \. D. Ross, Immanuel Kant, and perhaps Butler. People who
take “conscience” to be our guide or standard in morality are usually either
rule-deontologists or act-deontologists, depending on whether they think of
conscience primarily as providing us with general rules or as making par-
ticular judgments in particular situations.

We may illustrate these different theories to some extent by using the ex-
ample of Socrates in the Crito. If he had tried to decide his problem wholly
by asking what would be for his own good, he would have been an ethical
egoist. If he had asked merely whether his escaping or not escaping would
have the best results for society in general, he would have been a kind of
utilitarian—what will later be called an act-utilitarian. Actually, his proce-
dure is that of a rule-deontologist, since he sunply appeals to certain rules.
But, if he were to go on to defend those rules on the ground that having such
rules and always acting on them is for the greatest general good, then he
would be a kind of utilitarian after all—what will later be called a rule-
utilitarian.

ETHICAL EGOISM We must now discuss these various normative theo-
ries, beginning with ethical egoism, which represents

one rather extreine kind of reaction to the ethics of traditional rules. This is

the ethics of what Butler calls self-love and of what Freudians call the ego;

3 The Methods of Ethics, 7Tth ed. (London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., 1907), p. 380.
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but it should be noted that an ethical egoist need not be an egotist or even
an egoistic or selfish man in the everyday sense of these terms. Ethical egoism
is an ethical theory, not a pattern of action or trait of character, and is
compatible with being self-effacing and unselfish in practice. Even if an
ethical egoist is consistent with his theory in the conduct of his life, he may
still not do the things that we ordinarnly call egotistic, egoistic, narcissistic,
or selfish. Whether he does these things will depend on whether he thinks
they are to his advantage in the long run, and he need not think this; in
fact, he may think that modesty and consideration for others are, like
honesty, “the best policy” for himn to go by. He may, in other words, be quite
an “enlightened” egoist.

Just what are the tenets of the ethical egoist? When he is considering the
individual as a moral agent, he holds (1) that an individual’s one and only
basic obligation is to promote for himself the greatest possible balance of
good over evil. What 1s not so clear is what the ethical egoist says about the
individual as a moral spectator, adviser, or judge. He may say (2) that even
in making second- and third-person moral judgments an individual should
go by what is to his own advantage, or (3) that in making such judgments
an individual should go by what is to the advantage of the person he is talk-
ing to or about. Tenet (3), however, seems to be inconsistent with the spirit
of ethical egoism, unless it is based on the premise that judging as it pre-
scribes 1s to the individual’s own advantage, in which case (3) falls under
(2). Hence I shall take an ethical egoist to be asserting tenets (1) and (2).

Ethical egoists may hold any kind of theory of what is good and what is
bad, or of what the welfare of the individual consists in. They have often
been hedonists, as Epicurus was, identifying the good or welfare with hap-
piness and happiness with pleasure. But they may also identify the good or
welfare with knowledge, power, self-realization, or with what Plato called
the mixed life of pleasure, knowledge, and other good things.

Here we must understand that the ethical egoist is not just taking the
egoistic principle of acting and judging as his own private maxim. One
could do this, and at the same time keep silent about it or even advocate
altruism to everyone else, which might well be to one’s advantage. But if
one does this, one is not adopting a moral principle, for as we shall see, if
one takes a maxin as a moral principle, one must be ready to universalize
it. Also, as was suggested earlier, one must be willing to see his principle
actually adopted and acted on by everyone else, at least insofar as they have
the ability and intelligence to do so, and even advocate that they adopt and
act on it. Perhaps he need not publicly advocate all of his moral conclusions,
e.g., that it is right to help slaves escape on the underground railroad; it
seerns to me, however, that if he is unwilling to share his basic normative
premises, then he does not have a orality in the full sense. Hence, for our
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purposes, we must regard the ethical egoist as holding that everyone should
act and judge by the standard of his own long run advantage in terins of
good and evil.

Now, it has been argued that ethical egoisin, as thus construed, is self-
contradictory, since it cannot be to one individual’s advantage that all others
should pursue their own advantage so assiduously. As Kant would put it,
one cannot will the egoistic maxim to be a universal law. This argument,
however, does not show that ethical egoism is logically self-contradictory, for
it is in no difficulty if what is to one person’s advantage coincides with what
is to that of all the others. If this is so, one can consistently will the egoistic
maxim to be universally acted on. But, of course, this is empirically a very
dubious assumption, since it postulates a kind of pre-established harmony in
the world; and, if it is not true, then the position of the ethical egoist does
seemn to involve one in a conflict of will and thus seems to be a difficult
position to maintain as a moral theory.

Partly connected with this difficulty is another. An unnportant part of
morality is the business of advising and judging. Suppose that B comes to A
for moral advice. According to the ethical egoist’s tenets (1) and (2), A
should determine what to advise B to do by considering what is to his own
(A’s) advantage to have B do. Or suppose that C and D are involved in
some unpleasantness with one another and come to E for a judgment be-
tween them—a moral judgment, not a legal one. Then, again, according to
(1) and (2), E should base his judgment on a consideration, not of what is
to C’s or D’s or the general advantage, but on what is to his own advantage.
But surely we must regard such egoistically based advice and judgment as
unsatisfactory and beside the point. It seems doubtful, therefore, that ethical
egoism can serve as an acceptable basis for this important part of morality.

In any case, however, cthical egoisin is advocating prudentialism as the
whole story about the moral life. This seemns paradoxical. For one thing, in
the Judeo-Christian tradition, self-love, even of an enlightened kind, has gen-
crally been regarded as the essence of immorality, at least when it is made
the primary basis of action and judginent, as the ethical egoist proposes. And,
even if 1t be allowed that prudence is a virtue and that we do have a moral
obligation to consider our own welfare, which nay be debated, it is hard
to believe that there are no other moral virtues or obligations that are in-
dependent of prudence or our own welfare. Here the ethical egoist may, of
course, reply that he is preaching a new moral gospel, and that we cannot
simply take our prevailing moral gospel as true or as a basis for rejecting
his, without begging the question. The answer to this, it seems to me, is that
prudentialism or living wholly by the principle of enlightened self-love just is
not a kind of morality. As Butler said, and as Kant would have agreed, pru-
dentialism is “by no means. . .the moral institution of life” even though it is
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“a much better guide than passion.”* This is not to say that it is immoral,
though it may be that too, but that it is nonmoral. As Butler goes on to
mmply, “moral considerations” are not simply those of self-love. The pru-
dential point of view is not the moral one. The moral point of view is dis-
interested, not “interested.”

If this is so, then cthical egoisin, even if it involves being ready to will the
egoistic maxim as a universal law (a necessary but not sufficient condition
of being a moral principle, as we shall sce), must be construed as a proposal
to replace what we know as morality with something else, namely what But-
ler calls “cool self-love.” Now, it may be that we should all adopt this prin-
ciple of cool or rational self-love, whether as a morality or as a substitute
for morality, but from what has been said it follows, I believe, that we
should not do so unless there are very compelling arguments for doing so.
\What are the arguments that have been or may be given?

It will not do for an ethical egoist to argue that each of us should do what
will or probably will promote his own greatest good because, if we do, the
greatest general good will result. For one who reasons thus is basically a
universalist, not an egoist. And we are interested in the arguments for egoism
as a basic principle.

PSYCHOLOGICAL The main argument that has been used as a basis for
EGOISM ethical egoism is a psychological one, an argument
from human nature. We are all so constituted, it is
said, that one always seeks one’s own advantage or welfare, or always does
what he thinks will give him the greatest balance of good over evil. In But-
ler’s terms, this means that “self-love” is the only basic “principle” in human
nature; in one set of contemporary terms, it means that “ego-satisfaction” is
the final aim of all activity or that “the pleasure principle” is the basic
“drive” in every individual. If this is so, the argument continues, we must
recognize this fact in our moral theory and infer that our basic ethical princi-
ple must be that of self-love, albeit cool self-love. To hold anything else is to

fly in the face of the facts.

It 1s usual here to object that one cannot logically infer an ethical con-
clusion from a psychological premise in this way. This objection has some
force, as we shall see in Chapter 6. But the egoist may not be doing this. He
may only be contending that, if human nature is as he describes it, it is
simply unrealistic and even unreasonable to propose that we ought basically
to do anything but what 1s for our own greatest good. For, in a sense, we
cannot do anything but this, except by mistake, and, as a famous dictum has

4 Butler, Five Sermons, p. 16.



Egoistic and Dcontological Theories 21

it, “Ought mmplies can.” Thus understood, the psychological argument for
cthical egoism 1s at least reasonable, even if it 1s not logically compelling.

Thus. ethical egoism has generally presupposed what is called psycholog-
1cal egoisin—that each of us is always secking his own greatest good, whether
this is conceived of as pleasure, happiness, knowledge, power, self-realization,
or a mixed life. But must we regard psychological egoisin (not to be con-
fused with psychological hedonism, which we shall discuss in Chapter 5) as
true? That it is true i1s by no means agreed on by recent psychologists, though
it is asserted by some Freudians. The question is not whether egoisin is
strong in human nature but whether we ever have any concern or desire for
the welfare of others except as a means to our own, any concern for or in-
terest in their welfare for its own sake, which i1s not denved from our con-
cern for our own welfare. In dealing with this question, 1 shall borrow
largely from Butler, whose discussion of psychological egoism is justly fa-
mous. (1) He maintains that the desire for one’s own good presupposes or
builds upon the existence of more basic desires for food, fame, sex, ete. If
we did not have any of these “primary appetites,” we would not have any
good to be concerned about; our welfare consists of the satisfaction of such
desires. (2) It follows, he says, that the object of these basic desires is not
one’s own welfare; it 1s food, famne, sex, ete., as the case may be. One’s own
good is not the object of all of one’s desires but only of one of them, self-
love. (3) He adds that in some cases the object of a basic desire is some-
thing for oneself, for example, food or the. eating of food. But there is no
necessity about this; the object may be something for someone else, for ex-
ample, that he enjoy the sight of the ocean. In other words, there may be
altruistic impulses. There may also be a desire to do the right as such.
Whether there are such desires or not is a question of empirical fact. () As
a matter of fact, he goes on, there are such altruistic interests in the welfare
or ilifare of others (shcer malevolence, if 1t exists, 1s a desire that another
experience pain for its own sake), as well as a desire to do the right as such.
Our experience shows this. (5) Butler also reminds us that primary appetites
such as sexual desire may even rebel against self-love, that is, may demand
and obtain satisfaction even when we know this is not for our own greatest
good. This is truc even of altruistic impulses, for exainple, in cases of self-
sacrifice.

At this point it is usual for the psychological egoist to say, “Yes, we do
things for others, but we get satisfaction out of doing them, and this satis-
faction is our end in doing them. Doing them is only a means to this satis-
faction. Hence, even in doing ‘altruistic’ things for others, like taking them
to see the ocean, we are secking our own good.”™ To this Butler replies (6)
that, of course, we get satisfaction out of doing such things, but we do not
awant to do them because of the satisfaction we expect to get out of them,
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we get satisfaction out of doing them because we wanted to do them. The
psychological egoist is putting the cart before the horse. He confuses the
object of B's desire (A’s enjoying the ocean) with the satisfaction that re-
sults for B when this object is attained. Suppose B fails to get A to the ocean
or that A does not enjoy seeing it. Then B will experience frustration, but it
will not follow that this frustration is his goal; he experiences frustration
because his goal is to have A enjoy hunself.

The egoist may come back by saying, “Still; I always do what I want to
do, even when I do something for someone else. And the satisfaction that
results is my satisfaction. So I am the center of it all. Egoism is still true.”
But if this is all that psychological egoism is claiming, the altruist has noth-
ing to fear. For what he means by saying that there is altruism in human
nature is merely that we sometimes want to do something for others and
that we are so constituted as to get satisfaction out of doing so. So long as
the egoist grants this, the altruist has all he is contending for, namely, that,
in David Hume’s words,

.. .there is somc benevolence, however small, . .. some particle of the dove kneaded
into our frame, along with the clements of the wolf and serpent.d

Already in Butler's day, John Clarke had an answer of sorts to Butler’s
kind of argument. He admitted that we get pleasure out of doing things for
others and out of seeing them enjoy themselves, just as we get pleasure out
of eating. He insisted, however, that we get these pleasures just because of
the way we are made, not because we have some prior desire for food or for
the happiness of others, and that we come to desire food and the happiness
of others only because we have found pleasure in these things and wish to
enjoy such pleasures again. In short, one’s only object of desire and action
is pleasure for oneself. This position does sidestep Butler's argument in a
way, for Butler assumes that we must first desire food or the happiness of
others if we are to derive enjoyment from them, or, in other words, that
pleasure comes to us only via the satisfaction of desires for other things. On
the other hand, Clarke allows that we are so built as to enjoy promoting or
observing the happiness of other people, and to allow this is to recognize
that there is a real altruisin in human beings of a kind that psychological
egoists seem to wish to deny.®

There is more that might be said on this much-debated issue, especially
because there arc other kinds of psychological egoism besides that discussed
by Butler. But so far as I can see, the above line of argument at least shows
that we nced not accept psychological egoism of the usual sort, and that the

5 An Enquiry into the Principles of Morals (Chicago: Open Court Publishing Com-
pany, 1930), p. 109.

6 For John Clarke’s views, see L. A. Selby-Bigge, ed., British Moralists, Vol. 11.
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psychological argument for ethical egoism is not even psychologically com-

pelling.
ACT- Another rather extreme reaction to the ethics of tra-
DEONTOLOGICAL ditional rules, but one which remains on the deonto-
THEORIES logical side as against egoists and other teleologists, 1s

act-deontologism. The main point about it 1s that i1t
offers us no standard whatsoever for determining what is right or wrong in
particular cases: it tells us that particular judgments are basic and any gen-
eral rules are to be derived from them, not the other way around. It presents
a kind of method for determining what is right, namely, by becoming clear
about the facts in the case and then fornung a judgiment about what is to be
done, either by some kind of *“‘intuition” as intuitionmists would call it or by
a “deeision” of the kind that existentialists talk about. Act-deontologisin,
however, offers us no criterion or guiding principle, but at most only rules of
thumb.

If we had a distinct intuitive faculty which perceives what 1s right or
wrong, and speaks with a clear voice, matters might still be tolerable. But
anthropological and psychological evidence seems to be against the existence
of such a faculty, as does the everyday experience of disagreement about
what is right in particular situations. Besides, intuitionism involves meta-
ethical difficulties, as we shall see in Chapter 6. It seemns unperative, there-
fore, to find a more satisfactory theory, if this is possible.

The other kind of act-deontological theory, which makes “decision™ rather
than “intuition” central, is even less satisfactory. It leaves our particular
moral judgments wholly up in the air, as existentiabists think they are, sub-
ject to the “anxiety” of which they make so much. It does, indeed, tell one
to take the “situation” one is in as his guide, and this must mean that one
must look carefully to see just what his situation 1is, that is; one must be
careful to get the facts about one’s situation straight; but beyond that it has
nothing to say, and it even insists that there is nothing else to guide one—
one must sinply “choose” or “decide” what to do, virtually making one's
action right by choosing it. In effect, this gives us no guidance whatsoever,
for merely looking at the facts does not tell one what to do if one does not
also have some aim, ideal, or norm to go by. Just knowing that a car is
coming tells me nothing about what to do unless I want to cross the street
alive or have some notion of what I should be about. Certainly one can hard-
ly call such unguided decisions morality. One wonders how one could even
build up any rules of thumb on such a basis.

The main argument for act-deontologisin, apart from the objections to
prevailing rules that were listed earlier, is the claim that each situation 1s
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different and even unique, so that no general rules can possibly be of much
help in dealing with it, except as mere rules of thumb. Now, it is true that
each situation has something new or unique about it, but it does not follow
that it is unique in all respects or that it cannot be like other situations in
morally relevant respects. After all; events and situations are alike in some
important respects, otherwise we could not make true general statements of
a factual kind, as we do in ordinary life and in science. Therefore, there is no
reason for thinking that we cannot similarly make general statements of a
moral kind. For example, many situations are certainly alike in including the
fact that a promise has been made, and this may be enough to warrant
applying a rule to them.

On the other side, two lines of argument may be advanced against act-
deontological theories. The first counts most against the more extreme ones,
the other against them all. The first 1s that it is practically impossible for us
to do without rules. For one thing, we cannot always put in the tine and
effort required to judge each situation anew. For another thing, rules are
needed in the process of moral education. As R. M. Hare has said,

...to learn to do anything is ncver to leam to do an individual act; it is always to
learn to do aets of a certain kind in a eertain kind of situation; and this is to lecarn
a prineiple. . . . without principles we could not learn anything whatever from our
elders. . . . every generation would have to start from seratch and teach itself. But
. ..self-teaching like all other teaching, is the teaching of prineiples.’

An act-deontologist might reply that the only rules needed are rules of
thumb arrived at on the basis of past experience. But this means rules arrived
at on the basis of past intuitions or decisions, and we have already seen
reason to question generalizations reached on such bases. In any case, it
seems clear that the rules passed on in moral education must be perceived
by the younger generation, at least for a time, as something stronger than
rules of thumb that they may use or not use at their discretion—something
more like the rules of prima facie duty that we shall come to in dealing with
W. D. Ross.

The other line of argument is more technical. It holds that particular
moral judgments are not purely particular, as the act-deontologist claims,
but implicitly general. For the act-deontologist, “This is what X ought to do
in situation Y does not entail anything about what X or anyone else should
do in similar situations. Suppose that I go to Jones for advice about what to
do in situation Y, and he tells e that T morally ought to do Z. Suppose 1
also recall that the day before he had maintained that W was the right
thing for Smith to do in a situation of the samme kind. I shall then certainly
point this out to Jones and ask hun if he is not being inconsistent. Now sup-
pose that Jones does not do anything to show that the two cases are differ-

7 The Language of Morals (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1952), pp. 60-61.
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ent, but simply savs, “"No. there is no connection between the two cases. Sure,
they are alike. but one was vesterday and involved Smith. Now 1t's today
and vou are involved.” Surely, this would strike us as an odd response from
anvone who purports to be taking the moral point of view or giving moral
advice. The fact is that when one makes a moral judgment in a particular
sttuation, one implicitly commits oneself to making the same judement in
any simtlar situation, even if the second situation occurs at a ditferent time
or place. or imvolves another agent. Moral and value predicates are such
that if they belong to an action or object. theyv also belong to any other ac-
uon or object which has the same properties. If I say I ought to serve my
country, I imply that evervone ought to semve his countnn. The point in-
volved here 1s called the Prnnciple of Umversalizability: if one judges that
X is nght or good. then one is committed to judging that anvthing exactly
like X, or like X n relevant respects. is right or good. Othenvise he has no
business using these words.

This point is connected with the fact. noted earlier, that parucular ethical
and value judgments can be supported by reasons. If Jones makes such a
judgment. it 1s appropriate to ask him for his reason for believing that the
act is night or the object good. and to expect an answer like, “Because vou
promused to do 1t or “Because 1t cives pleasure.” If he answers, “Oh, for
no reason whatsoever.” we are puzzled and feel that he has misled us by
using ethical or value tenns at all. Moral and value judgments uuply rea-
sons. and reasons cannot apply in a parucular case only. If they apply n
one case, thev apply in all similar cases. Moreover. in order to give a reason
in a particular case, one must presuppose a general proposition. If Jones
answers vour question “Whv?" by saving “Because you promised to” or
“Because 1t gives pleasure.” he presupposes that 1t is nght to keep promises
or that what gives pleasure is good.

RULE- It follows that act-deontological theories are unten-
DEONTOLOGICAL able in principle. In choosing. judeing. and reasoning
THEORIES morally, one 1s at least implicitly espousing rules or

pnnciples. This suggests rule-deontologism, which
holds that there is a non-teleological standard consisting of one or more
rules, though these need not be the prevailing ones. Usually rule-deontolo-
aists hold that the standard consists of a number of rather specific rules like
those of telling the truth or keeping acreements, each one saving that we
al:ays oucht to act in a certain way in a certain kind of situation. Here, the
stock objection 1s that no rule can be framed which does not admit of ex-
ceptions 'and excuses and no set of rules can be framed which does not
admit of conflicts between the rules. To this objection, one might say that
an exception to a rule can only occur when it has to vield the nght of wav
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to another rule, and that the rules proposed may be ranked in a hierarchy
so that they never can conflict or dispute the right of way. One might also
say that the rules may have all the necessary exceptions built into them, so
that, fully stated, they have no exceptions. Thus, for example, the case of
the white lie, if we accept it, is an exception to the rule “We ought never to
lie,” but if we formulate the “exception” as part of the rule and say, “We
ought not to lie, except for white lies,” assuming that we have a way of
telling when a lie 1s “white,” then it i1s no longer an exception. It must be
confessed, however, that no deontologist has presented us with a conflict-
and-exception-free system of concrete rules about what we are actually to
do. To this fact, the deontologist might retort, “That’s the way things are.
We can’t be as satisfied with any other theory of obligation as with this one,
but this one isn’t perfect either. The noral life simply does present us with
unsolvable dilemmas.” But, of course, we need not agree without looking
farther.

W. D. Ross, who is a rule-deontologist, deals with the difficulty pointed
out in this stock objection partly by retorting in the way just indicated, but
he also has another answer. He distinguishes between actual duty and prima
facie duty, between what is actually right and what is prima facie right.
What is actually right or obligatory is what we actually ought to do in a
particular situation. About what we actually ought to do in the situations of
life, which often involve the conflicts referred to, there are and can be, Ross
admits, no rules that do not have exceptions. “Every rule has exceptions,”
that 1s, every rule of actual duty has exceptions. But there still may be and
are, Ross contends, exceptionless rules of prima facie duty. Something is a
prima facie duty if it is a duty other things being equal, that is, if it would
be an actual duty if other moral considerations did not intervene. For ex-
ample, if I have promised to give my secretary a day off, then I have a
prima facie duty to give her the day off; and if there are no conflicting con-
siderations that outweigh this prima facie duty, then I also have an actual
duty to let her take the day off. Accordingly, Ross suggests that one can
formulate a number of moral rules that hold without exception as rules of
prima facie, though not of actual, duty. That one ought to keep one’s prom-
ises 1s always valid as a rule of prima facie duty; it is always an obligation
one must try to fulfill. But it may on occasion be outweighed by another ob-
ligation or rule of prima facie duty. Or, to use a different phrase, the fact
that one has made a promise is always a right-making consideration, it must
always be taken into account; but there are other such considerations, and
these may sometimes outweigh it or take precedence over it when they con-
flict with it.

This view does much to meet the objection. It shows how we may have a
set of rules that have no exceptions, namely, by conceiving of them as rules
of prima facie, not actual, duty. But, of course, it does not help us in cases
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of conflict, sinece it allows that prima facie duties may come into conflict in
actual situations. Ross could clear even this hurdle if he could provide us
with a ranking of our prima facie duties that would always tell us when one
takes precedence over the others, but he does not believe this to be possible.
It is at this point that he says, “C'est la vie,” and refers us to Aristotle’s
dictum, “The decision rests with perception.” Nevertheless, as far as it goes,
Ross’s conception of a set of rules of prima facie duty is an important one
which T shall accept and use. The main difficulty about it, besides the one
just mentioned, is that a deontologist like Ross cannot give us any criterion
by which to tell what our prima facie duties are, or in other words, what
considerations are always to be taken into account in determining what is
morally right or wrong. We must at least try to look for such a criterion.
Ross simply contends that his prima facie duties—Afdelity, reparation, grat-
tude, justice, ctc.—are self-evident, so that no criterion is needed; but to
anyone who doubts the claim of self-evidence, which we shall discuss briefly
mn Chapter 6, this explanation will hardly suffice. Other rule-deontologists
would say that their basic rules are not self-evident but arbitrarily decided
on, divinely revealed, or deducible from metaphysics. Such claims also raise
questions about the justification of moral judgments, which we shall take up
in Chapter 6.

Ross’s standard consists of a fairly large number of relatively concrete
rules of prima facic duty. A deontologist who is dissatisfied with such a
scheme might, however, offer as a more satisfactory standard a small num-
ber of more abstract and highly general rules like the Golden Rule, or
Sidgwick’s Principle of Justice, previously quoted, or Rashdall’s Axiom of
Equity: *'I ought to regard the good of one man as of equal intrinsic value
with the like good of any one else.”® He might then claim that more con-
crete rules and particular conclusions can be reached by applying these gen-
eral principles. Such principles certainly capture some of the truth, for they
entail a recognition of the Principle of Universalizability, but, as we shall
see in discussing Kant, it may be doubted that they can actually suffice for
the determination of our duties. In fact, Sidgwick and Rashdall argue that
they must be supplemented by two teleological axioms—the Principle of
Prudence or Rational Egoisin (already discussed) and the Principle of Bene-
ficence or Utility (to be discussed in the next chapter). Thus they come to
a position much like the one I shall be advocating. Here we must notice
that even if one has only a few basic axioms of this kind, one must allow
that they may coine into conflict (unless one postulates a divinely regulated
universe in which this cannot happen, as Sidgwick does), and that one is not
vet free from this difficulty in Ross’s system. To be free from it we must

8 H. Rashdall, The Theory of Good and Euvil, 2nd cd. (London: Oxford University
Press, 1924), I, 185.
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find a view that has a single basic principle and is otherwise satisfactory.
Can we find such a view?

THE DIVINE A rule-deontologist can avoid the problem of possible

COMMAND THEORY conflict between basic principles if he can show that

there is a single basic non-teleological principle that

is adequate as a moral standard. One such monistic kind of rule deontology

with a long and important history is the Divine Command theory, also

known as theological voluntarism, which holds that the standard of right

and wrong is the will or law of God. Proponents of this view sometimes hold

that “right” and ‘“wrong” mean, respectively, commanded and forbidden

by God, but even if they do not define “right” and ‘“wrong” in this way,

they all hold that an action or kind of action is right or wrong if and only

if and because it is commanded or forbidden by God, or, in other words,

that what ultimately makes an action right or wrong is its being com-
manded or forbidden by God and nothing else.

One who holds such a view may believe that we ought to do what is for
the greatest general good, that one ought to do what is for his own good,
or that we ought to keep promises, tell the truth, etc. Then his working
ethics will be like that of the utilitarian, ethical egoist, or pluralistic de-
ontologist. In any case, however, he will insist that such conduct is right
because and only because it is commanded by God. If he believes that God’s
law consists of a number of rules, e.g., the Ten Commandments of the Old
Testament, then, of course, like the pluralistic rule-deontologist, he may
still be faced with the problem of conflicts between them, unless God some-
how instructs us how to resolve them.

Sometimes, when asked why we should do what God wills, a theologian
replies that we should do so because God will reward us if we do and
punish us if we do not, if not in this life then in the hereafter. This reply
may be meant only to motivate us to obey God, but if it is intended to
justify the claim that we ought to obey God, then it presupposes a basic
ethical egoism, for then the theologian is telling us that, basically, one ought
to do what is to one’s own interest, adding that God makes it to our interest
to do what He coinmands, thus leading us to the conclusion that we ought to
obey God. For him, then, the basic normative principle is not obedience to
God but doing what. is for one’s own greatest good. In short, he is a tele-
ologist of a kind we have already discussed, not a deontologist at all. Just
now we are interested only in the theologian who really believes that what
finally makes an action right or wrong is simply its being commanded or
forbidden by God.

It should also be noticed that a religious person who believes that God
only reveals the moral law to a mankind otherwise incapable of knowing
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adequately what is right or wrong is not a theological voluntarist. Ile will; of
course, hold that the moral law coincides with what God tells us to do, but
he does not assert that what it prescribes is right just because God com-
mands it; he may even think that it would be right anyway.

It is not casy to discuss the Divine Command theory of right and wrong
in a way that will satisfy both believers and nonbelievers. The latter find
the theory hard to take seriously and the former find 1t hard to think that,
if God commands something, it may still be wrong. We must remember,
however, that many religious thinkers have rejected the Divine Command
thcory, at least in its voluntaristic form, e.g., St. Thomas Aquinas and Ralph
Cudworth.

One question that arises at once i1s, “How can we know what God com-
mands or forbids?" Socrates asked this in the Luthyphro. However, it raises
problems that cannot be discussed here. More to the point is another ques-
tion asked by Socrates. Euthyphro suggests in effect that what makes some-
thing right is the fact that God commands it, and Socrates then asks him,
“Is something right because God commands it or does He command it
because it 1s right?” Euthyphro answers that, of course, God commands it
because it is right, and Socrates at once points out that, if this is truc, then
Euthyphro must give up his theory. Such an argument does not actually
disprove theological voluntarism, but it does show that it is hard to hold
consistently. Euthyphro's answer to Socrates’ question seems to be the natu-
ral one, and it implies that what is right is so independently of whether God
commands it or not, or, in other words, that God only reveals what is right
and does not make it right or create its rightness merely by willing it.

Cudworth’s kind of argument is more conclusive.? Like others, he points
out that, if theological voluntarism is true, then, if God were to command
cruchty, dishonesty, or injustice, these things would be right and obligatory.
If God were to order the exact opposite of what we gencrally take him to
have ordered or of what we take to be right, then, by the hypothesis in
question, this would be what we ought to do. Now, a voluntarist could
reply. “So be it!” But such a position is hard to accept, and voluntarists are
theinselves reluctant to accept it. They usually reply by saying that God
would or could not command cruelty, etc., because that would go against
His nature, since He is good.

This answer may contain a circle. I, in saying that God is good, the
voluntarist means that God does what is right or what He thinks is right,
which is what we usually mean by being morally good, then he is in a kind
of dilemma. He must either give up his voluntarism or say that God’s good-
ness consists simply in the fact that He does what He himself commands or

9 See D. D. Raphael, cd., British Moralists 1650-1800 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1969), I, 105.
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wills, which will be true no matter what He commands or wills, even if it
is cruelty, etc.

To avoid this outcome a voluntarist may reply that, when we say God is
good, we mean not that He does or tries to do what is right, but that He is
benevolent or loving, and therefore would not order us to be cruel, etc. Such
a line of thought would avoid the difficulty pointed to by Cudworth. But
then we may ask how we know that God is benevolent or loving independ-
ently of knowing what He commands and whether He commands cruelty,
etc., or not? To this objection a theologian may answer that God is by
definition benevolent or loving, but then he is still faced with the problem
of proving the existence of a Being that has the other attributes ascribed to
God and is also benevolent or loving, and of doing so independently of
knowing what this Being commands us to do. This problem, however, can-
not be taken up here.

It may also be worth pointing out that what the theological voluntarist
offers us as a guide to life is a kind of legal system, cosmic in scale and
supernatural in origin, but still essentially a legal system. Since we ordinarily
think that law and morality are rather different in character, we may then
ask whether the action-guide of the voluntarist is a moral one at all. Theo-
logians themselves sometimes even suggest that their religious system of life
is “beyond morality” and should replace it, at least in the life of a believer.
This raises the questions of what a morality is and what the moral point of
view is, which we shall take up in Chapter 6, and also the question of
whether God takes the moral point of view in telling us what and what not
to do, which we cannot try to deal with.

KANT'S THEORY Another example of a monistic kind of rule deon-

tology is presented by Immanuel Kant. We must

confine our discussion to what he calls the first form of the categorical im-

perative, “Act only on that maxim which you can at the same time will to

be a universal law.” In this dictum, Kant is taking a principle, very similar

to those quoted from Sidgwick and Rashdall, and offering it as the necessary

and sufficient criterion for determining what more concrete maxins or rules

we should live by. We have, in effect, already accepted the principle as

necessary, the question is whether it is sufficient. If so, our search for a
normative ethics is ended.

There are problems about the interpretation of Kant, but we may take
him as saying, first, that when one acts voluntarily one always acts on a
formulizable maxim or rule; seccond, that one is choosing and judging from
the moral point of view if and only if one is or would be willing to uni-
versalize one’s maxim, that is, if he is or would be willing to see his rule
acted on by everyone who is in a situation of a similar kind, even if he
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himnself turns out to be on the receiving end on occasion; and, third, that an
action 1s morally right and/or obligatory if and only if one can consistently
will that the maxim or rule involved be acted on by everyone in similar
circumstances, and an action is morally wrong if and only if one cannot
consistently will this. Here we are concerned primarily with the last con-
tention, though we will also have a word to say about the second. Is Kant’s
criterion sufficient as well as necessary for determining what is morally right
or obligatory?

Let us first take an example of how he applies it. In one of his illustra-
tions he supposes that A makes a promise but is ready to break it if this
suits his purposes. A's maxim then may be expressed thus, “When it suits
my purposes 1 will make promises, intending also to break them if this suits
my purposes.” But A cannot consistently will this maxim to be universally
acted on, says Kant.

...could I say to myxelf that everyone make a false promisc when he is in difficulty
from which he otherwise cannot escape? 1 immediately see that 1 could will the lic
but not a universal law 10 lie. For with such a law [t.e., with such a maxim univer-
sally acted on” there would be no promises at all. ... Thus my maxim would ncces-
sarily destroy itself as soon as it was made a universal law.10

Kant concludes, therefore, that it is wrong to make deceitful promises. By
somewhat similar arguments, he believes he can also show, for example, that
it is wrong to commnit suicide, that we ought to cultivate our natural gifts or
talents, and that we ought to help others who are in trouble.

It is often alleged that Kant is being a utilitarian in these arguments, not
a deontologist as he purports to be. This is a mistake. He is not arguing that
one must keep one’s promises because the results of everyone’s breaking them
when convenient or advantageous to themselves would be so bad as to be
intolerable. This is how a rule-utilitarian would run the argument. Kant,
however, is contending that one cannot even will such a maxim to be uni-
versally acted on, because in so doing, one would be involved in a con-
tradiction of will; one would be willing both that it be possible to make
promises and have them credited (else why make them?) and that everyone
be frec to break promises to suit his own purposes. In other words, he is
arguing, not that the results of everyone's always acting on the deceitful
promise maxim are bad, but that the results are self-defeating, since if that
maxim were universally acted on, we could not even have the institution of
promise making which that maxim presupposes.

It must be admitted that Kant’s arguments are not always as convincing
as the one against deceitful promising. It must also be pointed out that he

10 Ii'nmanuel Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysic of Morals, tr. L. W. Beck (New
York: The Liberal Arts Press, 1959), p. 19. See sclections in Frankena and Granrose,
eds., Introductory Readings in Ethics (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1974), Chap. I1.
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is not free fromn the difficulties due to conflicts between duties; i1t seems
possible, at any rate, that keeping a promise might on occasion prevent one
from helping someone in trouble. Possibly Kant could argue in this case
that it would be right to break the promise and help the person in trouble,
since one can will the maxim, “When breaking a promise is required in
order to help someone I will break it,” to be universally acted on in the
situations specified, especially if it is also specified in the maxim that the
promise is not crucially important and that the help i1s. Kant, however, does
not take this line, and talks as if he can show that promises ought never to
be broken. But this his argument does not suffice to show. As was just indi-
cated, one may be able to will a specific rule that permits promises to be
broken in a certain kind of situation to be universally acted on, even though
one cannot will a more blanket one to become a universal law.

Thus Kant’s arguments, even if good, do not prove as much as he thinks;
and in the case just presented, this is just as well, since he thought he could
prove too much. Even if we admit that his criterion rules out certain sorts
of action as immoral (for example, deceitful promising which does not en-
able one to help another), must we agree that all of our duties can be estab-
lished by his test? Take the duty to help others. It is true that if one adopts
the maxim of not helping others in need and wills this to be a universal
law, he is likely to find himself willing inconsistently to abrogate this rule,
since he is likely himself to be in need sometime. Still, it is not hard to
imagine a man whose fortune is fairly sure or one who is willing to be con-
sistent and to take the consequences of his maxim’s being universally acted
on; if there are such people, Kant’s test will not suffice to establish benevo-
lence as a duty. Of course, one might conclude that it is not a duty just
because it does not pass this test; but this seems a drastic conclusion, and,
deontological as he was, even Kant could not draw it.

Is every maxim that does pass Kant’s test a duty, as he sometimes seems to
think? “When alone in the dark, whistle”—this seems to be a maxim one
can will to be a universal law. If not, “Tie your left shoestring first” clearly
is. Yet, surely, neither of these rules can be regarded as a duty. One might
reply here that such questions about whistling and tying shoestrings are not
moral ones, and this is correct, but Kant does not tell us how to determine
whether they are moral or not. It might also be argued that Kant was not
regarding all maxims one can will to be universal laws as duties, but only
holding that maxims one cannot will to be universal laws are immoral or
wrong to act on. That is, Kant meant to say (a) that it is permissible to
act on a maxim if and only if one can will it to be a universal law, (b)
that it is wrong to act on a maxim if and only if one cannot will it to be
a universal law, and (c) that it is a duty to act on a maxim if and only if
one cannot will its opposite to be a universal law. I am, in fact, inclined to
think this is what Kant meant and should have said. But even then his
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criterion of rnight and wrong is not sufficient, for it does not actually rule
out all immoral maxims, e.g., the maxim of never helping anyone.

In any event, it seems to me that in order for one’s maxims to be con-
sidered moral duties, it is not enough that one be able consistently to will
one’s maxims to be universally acted on. Much depends on the point of
view from which one wills one’s rules to be universally followed. One might
do this from the aesthetic point of view or, more probably, from a pru-
dential one. One might, for example, will honesty to be universally practiced
because one regards everyone’s being honest, including oneself (else one is
not universalizing, but making an exception of oneself, which Kant is right
in putting out of moral bounds), as being advantageous to oneself. “Every-
one’s being honest is the best policy from my point of view.” If one uses
such reasoning, one can hardly claim to be taking the moral point of view.
There is more to the moral point of view than being willing to universalize
one’s rules; Kant and his followers fail to see this fact, although they are
right in thinking such a willingness is part of it.

This brings us to utilitarianism, with which we shall begin the next
chapter.



CHAPTER THREE

Utilitarianism,
Justice, and Love

UTILITARIANISM For one who rejects ethical egoisin and also feels
unhappy about the deontological theories we have
been discussing, the natural alternative is the teleological theory called utili-
tarianism. Speaking roughly, deontological theories take other people scri-
ously but do not take the promotion of good seriously enough, egoism takes
the promotion of good seriously but does not take other people seriously
enough, and utilitarianism remedies both of these defects at once. It also
eliminates the problem of possible conflict of basic principles. What then
could be more plausible than that the right is to promote the general good—
that our actions and our rules, if we must have rules, are to be decided upon
by determining which of them produces or may be expected to produce the
greatest general balance of good over evil?

There are less precise ways of defining utilitarianism, which I shall use for
convenience, but in my use of the term, I shall mean the view that the sole
ultimate standard of right, wrong, and obligation is the principle of utility,
which says quite strictly that the moral end to be sought in all we do is the
greatest possible balance of good over evil (or the least possible balance of
evil over good) in the world as a whole. Here “good” and “evil” mean

34
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nonmoral good and evil. This nnplies that whatever the good and the bad
are, they are capable of being measured and balanced against each other in
some quantitative or at least mathematical way. Jeremy Bentham recognized
this most explicitly when he tried to work out a hedonic calculus of pleasures
and pains using seven dimensions: intensity, duration, certainty, propinquity,
fecundity, purity, and extent. John Stuart Mill, partly in reaction, sought to
introduce quality as well as quantity into the evaluation of pleasures; but, if
one does this, it is hard to see how the utilitartan standard is to be stated, and
Mill never did make this clear.

It follows from this understanding of utilitarianisin that if there are
insuperable difficulties in the way of measuring and balancing goods and
evils, and there certainly are difficulties, then this fact will constitute a
serious objection to utilitarianisni. However, such difficulties also pose a prob-
lem for anyone who holds, as Ross and I do, that we have at least a prima
facie duty to promote good or eliminate evil, and so I shall stress certain
other objections rather than this one, though Chapter 5 will contain some
remarks bearing on this one also.

Even if onc holds, as all utilitarians do, that what i1s morally right or
wrong is ultimately to be wholly determined by looking to see what promotes
the greatest general balance of good over evil, a variety of possible views are
open, and we cannot state and discuss them all. We shall distinguish three
kinds of utilitarianism, each of which includes a family of views, and we
must state and discuss them without attributing to them any particular
theory about what is nonmorally good or bad. Some utilitarians arc hedonists
about this, cquating the good with happiness and happiness with pleasure,
and others are non-hedonists of one sort or another, but we are interested
here only in their theories of obligation and not in their theories of value.

ACT- = First, then, there is act-utilitarianism (AU). Act-
UTILITARIANISM utilitarians hold that in general or at least where it is
practicable, one is to tell what is right or obligatory

by appealing directly to the principle of utility or, in other words, by trying

to sce which of the actions open to him will or is likely to produce the
greatest balance of good over cvil in the umverse. One must ask “What
effect will my doing this act in this situation have on the general balance of

good over evil?”, not “What effect will everyone’s doing this kind of act mn

this kind of situation have on the general balance of good over evil?” Gen-
eralizations hke “T'elling the truth s probably always for the greatest general
good™ or “Telling the truth is gencrally for the greatest general good™ may

be uscful as guides based on past experience; but the crucial question is
-always whether telling the truth in this case is for the greatest general good

or not. It can never be right to act on the rule of telling the truth if we
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have good independent grounds for thinking that it would be for the
greatest general good not to tell the truth in a particular case, any more
than it can be correct to say that all crows are black in the presence of one
that is not. Bentham and G. E. Moore probably held such a view, perhaps
even Mill; today it is held, among others, by J. J. C. Smart and Joseph
Fletcher, though the latter prefers to call it “situation ethics,” of which it is
one kind.

It should be observed that, for AU, one must include among the effects of
an action any influence it may have, by way of setting an example or other-
wise, on the actions or practices of others or on their obedience to prevailing
rules. For example, if I propose to cross a park lawn or to break a promise,
I must consider the effects my doing so may have on other walkers or on
people’s tendency to keep promises. After all, even if these are thought of
as “indirect” effects of my action, they are still among its effects.

Against pure AU, which would not allow us to use any rules or generali-
zations from past experience but would insist that each and every time we
calculate anew the effects of all the actions open to us on the general welfare,
it seems enough to reply that this is simply impracticable and that we must
have rules of some kind—as we saw before in discussing act-deontological
theories. But even against modified AU, which does allow us to use rules of
thumb based on past experience, the following arguments, borrowed from
Butler and Ross, seem to me decisive. The first is that it is possible in a
certain situation to have two acts, A and B, which are such that if we
calculate the balance of good over evil which they may be expected to
bring into being (counting everything), we obtain the same score in the
case of each act, say 100 units on the plus side. Yet act A may involve
breaking a promise or telling a lie or being unjust while B does none of
these things. In such a situation, Butler and Ross point out, the consistent
AU must say that A and B are equally right. But clearly, in this instance,
B is right and A is wrong, and hence AU is unsatisfactory. It scems to me,
when I think it over, that Butler and Ross must be regarded as correct in
this argument by anyone who is not already committed to AU.

The other Butler-Ross argument is that in certain situation there might be
two acts, A and B, such that, when their scores arc calculated, the results
are as follows: A is conducive to a slightly larger balance of good over evil
than B. But it might also be that A involves breaking a promise, telling a
lie, or being unjust. Here the AU must say that A is right and B wrong. But
again, Butler and Ross contend, B is or at least may be right and A is or at
least may be wrong. Hence, AU must be rcjected. There arc or at least may
be cases in which rules like keeping promises and not lying must be followed
even when doing so is not for the greatest gencral good in the particular
situation in question. Strictly speaking, this argument does not disprove AU ;
it does, however, make it clear, in my opinion, that AU is unsatisfactory from
the moral point of view.
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The point is that a particular act may be made nght or wrong by facts
about 1t other than the amount of good or evil it produces, for example, it
may be wrong because it involves breaking a promise. telling a lie, or violating
some rule. Butler and Ross argue thus in order to establish a deontological
position, but. as we shall see. this point can be admitted and used by
certain kinds of utilitarians. Ntuch the same point has, in fact, been made
recently both by deontologists and utilitarians, for example, by A. C. Ewing
and R. B. Brandt. They contend that many actions that are and are
ordinanily regarded as wrong would be right on an AU view consistently
applied. To show this they cite cases of a poor man stealing from a rich one
to feed his family, a busy citizen not going to the polls on election day, a
student erossing a university lawn, a society “punishing™ an innocent person
to prevent panic, or a woman breaking an agreement to pay a boy for work
done because she has a better use for her money. In such cases, properly
hedged about, it seems clear that the act in question may produce at least
as great a balance of good over evil in general as any alternative open to the
agent. and that an AU must therefore judge it to be right. As Ewing puts it,

It is indeed difficult to maintain thar it cannot under any circumstances be right to
lie, etc., on [act] utilitarian grounds, e.g., to save life, but it seems to me pretty

<

clear that [act! ntilitarian principles, logically carried out, would result in far more
cheating. lying. and unfair action than any good man would tolerate.!

Of course, an AU can stick to his guns here and insist that the actions
in question are right in the circumstances. Our question now, however, is
whether we ourselves are willing to accept AU, seeing that 1t entails such
conclusions. Like Ewing and Brandt, I am not.

GENERAL The second kind of utilitarianism may be called
UTILITARIANISM general utilitarianism (GU). It holds that one is not
to ask in each situation which action has the best

c not talk about rules. According to U one is not

to "What will happen if 1 do so and so in this case?” or “What rule

should 1 follow?” but rather, “What would happen if evervone were to do
so and so in such cases?” In doing this s in with our ordinary mora
thinking m an unportant respect, for we do often argue against someone’s
doing something by asking “What if everybody did that?” with the implica-
tion that if evervbody did it the results would be bad or at least worse than
if they were not to do it. The idea behind GU is that if something is right
for one person to do in a certain situation, then it 1s also right for anyone
else who 1s similarly situated to do. and hence that one cannot ask simply
what eflects one’s proposed action will have in a particular case—one must

I Ethics (New York: The Free Press, 1965), p. ‘1.
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ask what the consequences would be if everyone were to act likewise in such
cascs. This view has been best stated by M. G. Singer.2

It is easy to see why GU can claim to deal with the cases cited above
without giving up utilitarianism. For it can allow that the poor man’s act may
produce the greatest general balance of good over evil in his particular situa-
tion, and yet maintain that he ought not do it because of what would happen
if all the poor and needy were to steal from the rich. Here one might ask
why we must always ask “What if everybody did that?”” and not just “What
if I do that?” The poor man, for example, might say, “I grant that if every-
one in a like case were to do what I am doing the results would be bad. But
in my instance it is certain that not everyone who is in a like case will do
what I am doing. My action will not set an example, since others do not
know about it, and it does admittedly produce a greater general balance of
good over evil than the other actions open to me. Why shouldn’t I do it?”
The GU might then answer by pointing out that if everyone were to proceed
on this AU basis, their conclusions might be misled by prejudice, passion,
ignorance, and so on; but the poor man could reply once more that, by
hypothesis, he is not being misled in any such ways. The GU’s final answer
must be an appeal to the principle that if an action is right for me to do in
my situation, then it is right for everyone to do who is similarly situated in
relevant respects. Now, this principle cannot be derived from the principle
of utility, but is independent of it, and so one might think that in appealing
to it the GU is appealing to another moral principle besides that of utility,
thus giving up his ship. But the additional principle he is making use of is
simply the principle of universalizability, which was mentioned earlier in our
discussion of act-deontological theories, and which must be admitted by
everyone who judges anything to be right or wrong, including our poor
man. The real question at issue is whether the GU (or anyone else) must
recognize any basic moral principle besides the principle of universalizability
(:f this is a moral principle, which I and many others doubt) and the prin-
ciple of utility.

One might ask at this point whether GU does follow from the two prin-
ciples just mentioned. This, however, is a much debated question today, and
one which we cannot go into. But is the GU’s answer to the poor man, the
non-voter, etc., adequate anyway? This may be doubted. Cannot the poor
man, for example, always fall back on a more careful description of his case
and claim that the results would not be bad even if everyone situated like
him, in exactly or sufficiently similar ways, were to do what he does? If so,
it does not seem that the GU can show his action to be wrong. Then, either
one must admit his action to be right or one must reject utilitarianism and
contend, as Ewing does, that the poor man’s action (or the non-voter’s, etc.)

2 Generalization in Ethics (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1961).
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is wrong on non-utilitarian grounds—because 1t 1s in some way unfair or
unjust for an individual to take advantage of and profit by the fact that
others in sumnilar situations do not steal (or abstain froum voting, ete.) or to
benefit from a system of rules and cooperative activity m which he does not
do his part.

Well, perhaps one can switch from GU to rule-utilitarianism.

RULE- Rule-utilitarianism (RU) is a rather different view,

UTILITARIANISM which has also been attributed to Mill and has been

finding favor recently. Like rule-deontologism, it

emphasizes the centrality of rules in morality and insists that we are generally,

if not always. to tell what to do in particular situations by appeal to a rule

like that of truth-telling rather than by asking what particular action will

have the best consequences in the situation in question. But, unlike deon-

tologism, it adds that we are always to determine our rules by asking which

rules will promote the greatest general good for everyone. That is, the

question 1s not which action has the greatest utihty, but which rule has. The

principle of utility comes in, normally at least, not in determining what

particular action to perform (this is normally determined by the rules).

but in determining what the rules shall be. Rules must be selected, main-

tained, revised, and replaced on the basis of their utility and not on any

other basis. The principle of utility is still the ultimate standard, but it is

to be appealed to at the level of rules rather than at the level of particular

judgments. This view has been advocated by a number of writers from
Bishop Berkeley to R. B. Brandt.

The AU may allow rules to be used; but if he does, he must conceive of
a rule like “Tell the truth” as follows: “Telling the truth is generally for the
greatest general good.” By contrast, the RU must conceive of it thus: “Our
always telling the truth is for the greatest general good.” Or thus: “lt s for
the greatest good if we always tell the truth.”

This means that for the RU it may be right to obey a rule like telling the
truth simply because it is so useful to have the rule, even when, in the
particular casc m question, telling the truth does not lead to the best
conscquences.

An analogy may help here. On a particular occasion, T might ask which
side of the street I should drive on, the rnight or the left. To find the answer,
I would not try to see which alternative is for the greatest general good:
instead, 1 would ask or try to determine what the law is. The law says that
we are always to drive down the right side of the street (with exceptions i
the casc of passing, onc-way streets, and so forth). The reason for the law
is that it is for the greatest general good that we alicays drive down a certain
side of the street instead of driving, on each occasion, down the side it seems



Ultilitarianism, Justice, and Love 40

to us most useful to drive on on that occasion. Here, for the greatest general
good, we must have a rule of the always-acting kind (with the exccptions
built into the rule, hence not really exceptions). If we suppose that for
some reason there are special difficulties about our driving on the left, it will
follow on utilitarian grounds that we should have a law telling us always to
drive on the right. This, although the examplc comes from law, illustrates
the RU conception of how we arc to determinc what is the morally right
or obligatory thing to do.

If we ask why we should be RUs rather than AUs, the RU may answer,
as Berkeley did, by pointing to the difficulties (difficulties due to ignorance,
bias, passion, carclessness, lack of time, etc.) that would arise if, on each
occasion of action, everyone were permitted to decide for himself what he
should do, even if he had the help of such rules of thumb as the modified
AU offers. The RU may then argue that it is for the greatest general good
to have everyone acting wholly or at least largely on rules of the always-
acting type instead of always making decisions on an AU basis. This would
be a utilitarian argument for RU; and, as an argument, it has some
plausibility.

RU may take various forms, depending on how it conceives of the rules
that are so important in its scheme. In one form of RU, which has been
called primitive-rule-utilitarianism (PRU), the rules simply formulate the
conclusions the GU would come to, e.g., to vote on election days. It is just
GU in a new dress. There is also what is called actual-rule-utilitarianism
(ARU). It holds that an action is right if it conforms to the accepted or
prevailing moral rules and wrong if it does not, assuming that these rules
are those whose acceptance and observance is conducive to the greatest
general good or at least a necessary condition of it. The type of RU that
seems to be favored today is ideal-rule-utilitarianism (IRU), of which there
are two main kinds. One holds that an act is right if and only if it conforms
to a sct of rules gencral conformity to which would maximize utility; the
other that an act is right if and only if it conforms to a set of rules general
acceptance of which would maximize utility, where acceptance of a rule is
thought of as falling somewhat short of conformity to it. Of course, to
make his normative ethics complete the RU must tell us which rules fulfill
his stated requirements.

It has been claimed that GU, PRU, and the first kind of IRU arc ulti-
mately equivalent to AU. The argumentation here is too long to repeat and
very difficult to asscss, but of course, if it is correct, then these forms of
utilitarianism are no better than AU. In any casc, PRU is cquivalent to GU
and in the samc boat. ARU scems questionable on the face of it, since it is
very unlikely that the actually accepted moral rules of a society are all con-
ducive to its greatest welfare or even necessary for its existence; this difficulty
is compounded, moreover, by the fact that the prevailing rules vary con-
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siderably from society to society and change somewhat from time to time,
so that it is hard to sce how they might even be thought to maximize utility
in the world as a whole. As for the two forms of IRU—there are various
problemns about them, but [ shall try to dispose of them by stating an
objection that scems to me to hold against all forms of utilitarianism, since
they all make maximizing the general balance of good over evil the sole
ultimate criterion of right and wrong in morality, though some do it directly
and others indirectly. This objection is a generalization of an argument that
has been used against AU by Sidgwick and many others.

Whether the utilitarian talks in terms of particular actions (AU), general
practices (GU), or rules and sets of rules (RU), we may imagine that two
of them are such that we must choose between them and such that, if we
knew the results of both of them (i.c., both actions, practices, or rules), we
would find that they are equal in utility, that is, they bring about the same
balance of good over evil in the long run for the universe as a whole. Then
the utilitarian must say that their moral score is the same and there is no
basis for choosing between them. It still may be, however, that they distribute
the balance of good over evil produced in rather different ways; one action,
practice, or rule may, for example, give all the good to a relatively small
group of people without any merit on their part (and to let merit count at
this point 1s alrcady to give up pure utihitarianism), while the other may
spread the good more equally over a larger segment of the population. In
this case, it seems to me that we should and would say that the former is
unjust and wrong and the latter morally preferable. If this is so, we must
give up utilitarianism in all its forms.

The point is that an action, practice, or rule may maximize the sum of
good in the world, and yet be unjust in the way in which it distributes this
sum, so that a less beneficent one that is more just may be preferable. For
instance, it might be for the greatest general good to follow the rule of
primogeniture, and yet it might be unjust to do so. If this is so, then the
criterion for determining right and wrong is not mere utility but also justice.
Consequently, somne kind of deontological theory is the true one, for what is
just is independent of the principle of utility. If justice may overrule utility
on occasion, then the question of what is nght cannot be answered by appeal
to the principle of utility and the deontologists are correct after all, at least
in part.

Utilitarians may make three replies to this argument. One is offered
by John Stuart Mill near the end of Utilitarianism. He contends that what-
ever satisfies the principle of utility also satishes the requirements of justice,
since justice 1s built into the principle of utility.

[Social and distributive justice] is involved in the very mcaning of utility, or the

greatest happiness principle. That principle is a mere form of words. . .unless one
person’s happiness, supposed equal in degree. .., is counted for exactly as much
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as another’s. Those conditions being supplicd, Bentham’s dictum, ‘“everybody to
count for one, nobody for more than one,” might be written under the principle of
utility as an explanatory commentary.

Here Mill is eonfused. It is true that the prineiple of utility requires us,
when we are determining what to do, to count the effects of each action,
practice, or rule on everyone and to weigh equal effects equally in the com-
putation of the scores for each action or rule no matter who is coneerned.
But in our example, we have done all that by hypothesis and the score still
comes out even. It remains true that the two alternatives distribute the same
amount of good in different ways. The principle of utility cannot tell us
which distribution to choose; only a separate principle of justice can tell us
this.

Mill might answer that we should understand the principle of utility as
enjoining us to promote the greatest good of the greatest number, which
is, in faet, how it is often formulated. If we understand it thus, the principle
does tell us that we are to distribute a given quantity of good to more
people rather than to fewer, when we have a choice. The principle of
utility thus becomes a double principle: it tells us (1) to produce the
greatest possible balanee of good over evil and (2) to distribute this as widely
as possible. That 1s, it has become a combination of the principle of utility
with a prineiple of justice, and to read it thus is to give up pure utilitarianism
for the view we are about to describe.

The second reply has been proposed by John Laird, Ewing, and others.
If we give up hedonism, they point out, we can hold that there are a
number of different kinds of things that are good: pleasure, knowledge, love,
aesthetie experienece, and the like. We can even hold that one of the good
things to be promoted is an equal or just distribution of the other things.
Then when we are calculating our scores, we must figure in, not only the
value of the pleasure and other such goods that are produeed, but also the
value of the pattern of distnibution involved. This sounds like a plausible
view, and it does, if accepted, take care of my general objection to utili-
tarianism. I find it unconvincing, however, for the following reason. As
will be apparent in Chapter 5, it seems clear to me that pleasure, knowledge,
and many other experiences and activities are good in themselves; but I do
not see that a pattern of distribution is also a nonmorally good thing in
itself. T think it may be morally right in itself to bring about such a pattern,
however, and so I eonclude that those who take the view just described are
confusing rightness with goodness. Indeed, I suspect they find that view
plausible only beeause it seems to provide a way of meeting the difficulty in
question. If this is so, then their reply fails—in fact, it lends support to my
eontention that certain patterns of distributing things are right in themselves
and not merely because of what they are conducive to.

These first two replies could be made by utilitarians of other sorts, but
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the third only by an RU like Brandt. He might contend that a certain prin-
ciple for distributing the good, c.g., that we should distribute it as widely
and equally as possible, is itsclf onc of the rules the general acceptance of
which would maximize utility. In other words, he might maintain that the
nccessary principle of distributive justice can itself be established by a rule-
utihtanian line of reasoning. Such a reply can be satisfactory, if at all; only
if 1t1s a fact that the rule of distribution specified is more conducive to the
greatest general balance of good over evil than alternative rules. This, how-
ever, cannot be shown to be a fact. If it 1s not a fact, my general objection to
utilitariamsm holds. But suppose it were the case that the rule of distributing
cqually, say, would maximize utility. Then RU would be saved only by a
lucky fact about the world, provided, of course, that it is free from other
fatal objections. This bothers me. For then the RU must say that, if the
rule of distributing cqually were not utility-inaximizing, then it would not be
valid. But this 1s just the issue, and to me it scems clear that the equal
distnbution rule would be vahd anyway.

All this is not to say that RU is mistaken in thinking that such more spcci-
fic rules as are usually thought of as belonging to morality can be established
on its grounds, or in thinking that such rules should somectimes be acted on
cven when doing so does not maximize utihty in that particular case. |
believe that RUs and the rule-deontologists are right in holding that morality
must include such rules and regard them as stronger than rules of thumb—as
rules of pnima facie duty in Ross’s sense. This scems to me to follow if we
give up AU theories (and my gencral objection holds against them in any
case), as well as act-deontological oncs.

MY PROPOSED So far in this chapter 1 have been trying to show that
THEORY OF we cannot be satisfied with the principle of utility as
OBLIGATION our sole basic standard of right and wrong

morality, whether it is applied in AU, GU, or RU
style. In particular; 1T have contended that we should recogmze a principle
of justice to guide our distribution of good and evil that is independent of
any principle about maximizing the balance of good over evil in the world.
It may still be, of course, that we should recognize other independent princi-
ples as well, as deontologists like Ross think, e.g., that of keeping promises.
Now [ shall try to present the theory of obligation that secms to me most
satisfactory from the moral point of view.

What precedes suggests that perhaps we should recognize two basic prin-
ciples of obligation, the principle of utility and some principle of justice. The
resulting theory would be a deontological one, but it would be much closer
to utilitarianism than most dcontological theories: we might call it a muved
deontological theory. 1t might maintain that all of our more specific rules
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of obligation, like that of keeping promises, and all of our judgments about
what to do in particular situations can be derived, directly or indirectly,
from 1ts two principles. It might even insist that we are to determine what
1s right or wrong in particular situations, normally at least, by consulting
rules such as we usually associate with morality, but add that the way to
tell what rules to live by 1s to see which rules best fulfill the joint require-
ments of utility and justice (not, as in RU, the requirements of utility alone).
This view is still faced with the problem of measuring and balancing amounts
of good and evil, and, since it recognizes two basic principles, it must also
face the problem of possible conflict between them. This means that it must
regard its two principles as principles of prima facie, not of actual duty;
and it must, if our above argument is correct, allow that the principle of
justice may take precedence over that of utility, at least on some occasions,
though perhaps not always. However, it may not be able to provide any
formula -saying when justice takes precedence and when it does not.

Should we adopt this theory of obligation? To my mind, it is close to the
truth but not quite right. Let us begin, however, by asking whether we should
recognize the principle of utility at all. It seems to me we must at least recog-
nize something like it as one of our basic premises. Whether we have even a
prima facie obligation to maximize the balance of good over evil depends, in
part, on whether it makes sense to talk about good and evil in quantitative
terms. Assuming that it makes at least rough sense, it is not casy to deny,
as pure deontologists do, that one of the things we ought to do, other things
being equal, is to bring about as much of a balance of good over evil as we
can, which even Ross, Carritt, and perhaps Butler, allow. I find it hard to
believe that any action or rule can be right, wrong, or obligatory in the
moral sense, if there is no good or evil connected with it in any way, directly
or indirectly. This does not mean that there arc no other factors affecting
their rightness or wrongness, or that our only duty is to pile up the biggest
possible stockpile of what is good, as utilitarians think; but it does imply that
we do have, at least as one of our prima facie obligations, that of doing
something about the good and evil in the world.

In fact, I wish to contend that we do not have any moral obligations,
prima facie or actual, to do anything that does not, directly or indirectly,
have some connection with what makes somebody’s life good or bad, better
or worse. If not our particular actions, then at least our rules must have
some bearing on the increasc of good or decrease of evil or on their distribu-
tion. Morality was made for man, not man for morality. Even justice is
concerned about the distribution of good and evil. In other words, all of our
duties, even that of justice, presuppose the existence of good and evil and
some kind of concern about their existence and incidence. To this extent,
and only to this extent, is the old dictum that love is what underlies and
unifies the rules of morality correct. It is the failure to recognize the impor-
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tance of this point that makes so many deontological systems unsatisfactory.

To say this 1s to say not only that we have no obligations except when
sonic improvement or impairment of someconc’s life is involved but also that
we have a prima facic obligation whenever this is involved. To quote Wil-
lam Jaines’s inimitable way of putting it:

Take any demand, however slight, which any creature, however weak, may make.
Ought it noy, for its own sole sake, to be satisfied? If not, prove why not3

THE PRINCIPLE If this is so, then we must grant that the utilitarians
OF BENEFICENCE have hold of an imporant part of the truth, and that

we must recognize somcthing like the principle of
utility as one of our basic premises. Still; I do not think that we can regard
the principle of utility itself as a basic premise, and my reason is that some-
thing more basic underlies it. By the principle of utility I have meant and
shall continue to mean, quite strictly, the principle that we ought to do the
act or follow the practice or rule that will or probably will bring about the
greatest posstble balance of good over evil in the universe. It seems clear,
however, that this principle presupposes another onc that is more basic,
namely, that we ought to do good and to prevent or avoid doing harm. If
we did not have this more basic obligation, we could have no duty to try to
rcalize the greatest balance of good over evil. In fact, the principle of utility
represents a compromise with the ideal. The ideal is to do only good and not
to do any harnn (omitting justice for the moment). But this is often impos-
sible, and then we scemn forced to try to bring about the best possible balance
of good over cvil. If this is so, then the principle of utility presupposes a more
basic principle—that of producing good as such and preventing evil. We have
a prima facic obligation to maximize the balance of good over evil only if we
have a prior prima facic obligation to do good and prevent harm. I shall call
this prior principle the principle of beneficence. The reason 1 call it the
principle of beneficence and not the principle of benevolence is to underline
the fact that it asks us actually to do good and not cvil, not merely to want
or will to do so.

It might be thought that the principle of utility not only presupposes the
principle of beneficence but follows from it. This, however, is not the case.
The principle of utility is stated in quantitative terms and presupposes that
goods and evils can be measured and balanced in some way. The principle
of beneficence does not deny this, of course, but neither does it imply this.
In applying it in practicec one hopes that goods and evils can to a consider-
able extent at least be mcasured and balanced, but the principle of benefi-

3 Essays in Pragmatism, A. Castcll, ed. (New York: Hafner Publishing Co., 1948),
p. 73.
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cence does not itself require that this be always possible; it is, for example,
compatible with Mill’s insistence that pleasures and pains, and hence goods
and evils, differ in quality as well as quantity. I take this to be an advantage
of the principle of beneficence over that of utility as I have stated it. There
is another advantage. Suppose we have two acts, A and B, and that A pro-
duces 99 units of good and no evil, while B produces both good and evil but
has a net balance of 100 units of good over evil. In this case, act-utilitar-
1anism requires us to say that B is the right thing to do. But some of us would
surely think that act A is the right one, and the principle of beneficence
permits one to say this, though it does not require us to do so.

I propose, then, that we take as the basic premises of our theory of right
and wrong two principles, that of beneficence and some principle of just
distribution. To this proposal it might be objected that, although the prin-
ciple of justice cannot be derived from that of beneficence, it is possible to
derive the principle of beneficence from that of justice. For, if one does not
increase the good of others and decrease evil for them when one can do so
and when no conflicting obligations are present, then one is being unjust.
Hence, justice implies beneficence (when possible and not ruled out by other
considerations). In reply, I want to agree that in some sense beneficence is
right and failure to be beneficent wrong under the conditions specified, but
I want to deny that they are, respectivcly, just or unjust, properly speaking.
Not everything that is right is just, and not everything that is wrong is unjust.
Incest, even if it is wrong, can hardly be called unjust. Cruelty to children
may be unjust, if it involves treating them differently from adults, but 1t
is surely wrong anyway. Giving another person pleasure may be right, with-
out its being properly called just at all. The area of justice is a part of
morality but not the whole of it. Beneficence, then, may belong to the other
part of morality, and this is just what seems to me to be the case. Even Mill
makes a distinction between justice and the other obligations of morality,
and puts charity or beneficence among the latter. So does Portia when she
says to Shylock,

And earthly power doth then show likest God’s WWhen mercy seasons justice.

It has been contended, nevertheless, that we do not have, properly speak-
ing, a duty or obligation to be beneficent. From this point of view, being
beneficent is considered praiseworthy and virtuous, but is beyond the call of
moral duty. All that morality can demand of us is justice, keeping promises,
and the like, not beneficence. There is some truth in this. It is not always
strictly wrong not to perform an act of beneficence even when one can, for
example, not giving someone else one’s concert ticket. Not giving him the
ticket is only strictly wrong if he has a right to my beneficence, and this he
does not always have. It may still be, however, that in some wider sense of
“ought,” I ought to be beneficent, perhaps even to give my ticket to another
who nceds it more. Kant made a similar point by saying that beneficence is
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an “‘imperfect” duty; onc ought to be bencficent,; he thought, but onc has
some choice about the occasions on which to do good. In any case, it is
certainly wrong, at least prima facie, to mnflict evil or pain on anyone, and
to admit this is to admit that the principle of beneficence is partly correct.

A point about our use of terms may help here. The terms “duty,” “obliga-
tion,” and “ought to be done” are often used interchangeably, especially by
philosopliers, for example, in this book. This is true even to some extent in
ordinary discourse. But in our more careful ordinary discourse we tend to
use “duty’”’ when we have in mind some rule like “I'ell the truth” or some role
or office like that of a father or secretary, and to use “obligation” when we
have in mind the law or some agreement or promise. In these cases we tend
to think that one person has a duty or obligation and another has a correla-
tive right. The expression “ought to do,” however, is used in a wider sense
to cover things we would not regard as strict duties or obligations or think
another person has a right to. Thus, 1t is natural to say that one ought to
go the sccond mile, not so natural to say one has a duty or obligation to do
this, and quite unnatural to say that the other person has a right to expect
onc to do it. This will help to explain why some assert and others deny that
beneficence 1s a requirement of morality. The matter, it should be observed,
is made all the more difficult by two further facts: on the one hand, that
“right” sometimes means “ought to be done” and somectimes means only
“not wrong,” and on the other, that “wrong’ is used as the opposite of all
the other expressions mentioned, and so has somewhat different forces in
different contexts.

One more remark is worth making. Even if one holds that beneficence is
not a requirement of morality but something supererogatory and morally
good, one is still regarding beneficence as an important part of morality—as
desirable if not required.

What does the principle of beneficence say? Four things, T think:
One ought not to inflict evil or harm (what is bad).
One ought to prevent evil or harm.

One ought to remove cvil.
One ought to do or promote good.

e 10 =

These four things are different, but they may appropriately be regarded as
parts of the principle of beneficence. Of the four, it is most plausible to say
that (4) is not a duty in the strict sense. In fact, one is inclined to say that
in some sense (1) takes precedence over (2), (2) over (3), and (3) over
(4), other things being equal. But all are, at any rate, principles of prima
facie duty. By adding “to or for anyone” at the end of cach of them one
makes the principle of beneficence universalistic, by adding “to or for others™
one makes it altruistic. What one does here depends on whether he is willing
to say that one has moral duties to oneself or not. For example, does onc
have a moral duty not to sacrifice any of one's own happiness for that of
another? We shall look at this question again later.
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It is tempting to think that, since the first four parts of the principle of
beneficence may come into conflict with one another in choice situations,
say, between actions both of which do some good and some evil, we should
regard it as having a fifth part that instructs us, in such cases, to do what
will bring about the greatest balance of good over evil. This would, however,
presuppose that good and evil can always be measured in some way and
lose the advantages ascribed to the principle of beneficence over the principle
of utility; in fact, it would make the former equivalent to the latter in prac-
tice, since we are always choosing between two courses of action, even if one
of them is called “inaction.” Even so, we may perhaps follow this instruction
—or the principle of utility—as a heuristic maxim in conflict situations in-
volving only the principle of beneficence, at least insofar as the goods and
evils involved are susceptible of some kind of measuring and balancing,
though remembering its limitations.

There are many rules of prima facie right, wrong, or obligation, to be
used in determining our actual duties, which can be derived from the
principle of beneficence. Wherever one can form a general statement about
what affects the lives of people for better or for worse, there one has a
valid principle of prima facie duty, for example, “One ought not to kick
people in the shin” or “We ought to promote knowledge.” Most of the usual
rules—keeping promises, telling the truth, showing gratitude, making repar-
ation, not interfering with liberty, etc.—can be seen on this basis to be valid
prima facie rules. For instance, given the principle of beneficence and the
fact that knowing the truth is a good (in itself or as a means), it follows that
telling the truth is a prima facie duty.

Thus, some of our rules of prima facic duty follow directly from the prin-
ciple of beneficence. The rule of telling the truth can probably be defended
also (perhaps with certain built-in exceptions) on the ground that its
adoption makes for the greatest general good—as rule-utilitarians hold.

However, not all of our prima facie obligations can be derived from the
principle of beneficence any more than from that of utility. For the principle
of beneficience does not tell us how we are to distribute goods and evils; it
only tells us to produce the one and prevent the other. When conflicting
claims arc made upon us, the most it could do (and we saw it cannot strictly
even do this) is to instruct us to promote the greatest balance of good over
evil and, as we have already seen, we need something more. This is where a
principle of justice must come in.

THE PRINCIPLE OF We have seen that we must recognize a basic principle
JUSTICE: EQUALITY of justice. But which one? What is justice? We
cannot go into the whole subject of social justice here,

but we must at least complete our outline of a normative theory of moral
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obligation, in which the principle of justice plays a crucial role. We are
talking here about distributive justice, justice in the distribution of good and
evil. There 1s also retributive justice (pumshment, etc.), about which a
little will be said in Chapter 4. Distributive justice is a matter of the com-
parative treatment of individuals. The paradigm case of injustice is that in
which there are two similar individuals in similar circumstances and one of
them is treated better or worse than the other. In this case, the cry of injus-
tice rightly goes up against the responsible agent or group; and unless that
agent or group can establish that there is some relevant dissimilarity after all
between the individuals concerned and their circurnstances, he or they will
be guilty as charged. This is why Sidgwick suggested his formula, according
to which justice is the similar and injustice the dissimilar treatment of similar
cases. This formula does give a necessary condition of justice; similar cases
are to be treated similarly so far as the requirements of justice are concerned,
although these requirements may be outweighed by other considerations. But
Sidgwick’s formula is not sufficient. All it really says i1s that we must act
according to rules if we mean to be just. Although this formula is correct as
far as it goes, it tells us nothing about what the rules are to be, and this is
what we want to know, since we have already seen that rules themselves may
be unjust. If this were not so, there could be no unjust laws or practices, for
laws and practices are rules. Much depends, as we shall see, on which simi-
larities and dissimilarities of individuals are taken as a basis for similarity
or dissimilarity of treatment.

The question remaining to be answered is how we are to tell what rules of
distribution or comparative treatinent we arc to act on. We have scen that
these rules cannot be determined on the basis of beneficence alone (as 1
think the rules of not injuring anyone and of keeping covenants can be). A
number of criteria have been proposed by different thinkers: (1) that
justice 1s dealing with people according to their deserts or merits: (2) that
it is treating human beings as equals in the sense of distributing good and
evil equally among them, excepting perhaps in the case of punishment: (3)
that it i1s treating people according to their needs, their abilities, or both. An
example of the first is the classical meritarian criterion of justice as found in
Anstotle and Ross. According to this view, the criterion of desert or merit is
virtue, and justice is distributing the good (e.g., happiness) in accordance
with virtue. One might, of course, adopt some other criterion of ment, for
example, ability, contribution, intelligence, blood, color, social rank, or
wealth, and then justice would consist in distributing good and evil in accor-
dance with this criterion. The second criterion i1s the equalitarian one that
is charactenstic of modern democratic theory. The third is also a modern
view, and may take various forms: its most proninent form today is the
Marxist dictum, “From each according to his ability, to cach according to
his needs.”” 1 shall argue for the second view.
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Some of the criteria of ment mentioned seem to be palpably nonmoral or
even unjust, for example, the use of blood, color, intelligence, sex, social
rank, or wealth as a basis for one’s rules of distribution. Use of ability as a
basis would give us a forin of the third view. This leaves moral and /or non-
moral virtue as possible criteria of merit. Should we adopt a meritarian theory
of this Aristotle-Ross sort? It scems to me that virtue, moral or nonmoral,
cannot be our basic criterion in matters of distributive justice, because a
recognition of any kind of virtue as a basis of distribution is justified only if
every individual has an equal chance of achieving all the virtue of that kind
he is capable of (and it must not be assumed that they have all had this
chance, for they have not). If the individuals competing for goods, positions,
and the like have not had an equal chance to achieve all the virtue they are
capable of, then virtue is not a fair basis for distributing such things among
them. If this is so, then, before virtue can reasonably be adopted as a basis
of distribution, there must first be a prior equal distribution of the conditions
for achieving virtue, at least insofar as this is within the control of human
society. This is where equality of opportunity, equality before the law, and
equality of access to the means of education come in. In other words,
recognition of virtue as a basis of distribution is reasonable only against the
background of an acknowledgment of the principle of equality. The primary
criterion of distributive justice, then, is not merit in the form of virtue of
some kind or other, but equality.

One might object here that there is another kind of merit, namely, effort,
and that cffort made should be taken as a basis of distribution in at least
certain kinds of cases. This is true, but again, it does scem to me that effort
cannot serve as our basic criterion of distribution, and that recognition of
it in any defensible way presupposes the general notion that we should all be
treated equally.

We certainly must consider abilities and needs in determining how we are
to treat others. This is required by the principle of beneficence, for it asks
us to be concerned about the goodness of their lives, which involves catering
to their nceds and fostering and making use of their abilities. But is it
required by the principle of justice? More particularly, does the principle of
justice require us to help people in proportion to their needs or to call on
them in proportion to their abilities? It is wrong to ask more of people than
they can do or to assign them tasks out of proportion to their ability. but
this is because “ought” implies “can.” Justice asks us to do something about
cases of special need; for example, it asks us to give special attention to
people with certain kinds of handicaps, because only with such attention can
they have soniething comparable to an equal chance with others of enjoying
a good life. But does it always ask us, at least prima facie, to proportion our
help to their needs and our demands to their abilities? Are we always prima
facie unjust if we help A in proportion to his needs but not B, or if we make
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demands of C in proportion to his abilities but not of 1D? It scems to me
that the basic question is whether or not in so doing we are showing an
equal concern for the goodness of the lives of A and B or of C and D.
Whether we should treat them in proportion to their needs and abilities
depends, as far as justice s concerned, on whether doing so helps or
hinders them equally in the achievement of the best hives they are capable of.
If helping them in proportion to their needs i1s necessary for making an
equal contribution to the goodness of their lives, then and only then is it
unjust to do otherwise. If asking of them in proportion to their abilities is
necessary for keeping their chances of a good life equal, then and only then
is it unjust to do otherwise. In other words, the basic standard of distributive
justice 1s equality of treatment. That, for instance, is why justice calls for
giving extra attention to handicapped people.

If this is correct, then we must adopt the equalitarian view of distributive
justice. In other words, the principle of justice lays upon us the prima facie
obligation of treating people equally. Here we have the answer to our
question. This does not mean that it is prima facie unjust to treat people of
the same color differently or to trcat people of different heights similarly.
Color and height are not morally relevant similarities or dissimilarities.
Those that are relevant are the ones that bear on the goodness or badness
of people’s lives, for example, similarities or dissimilarities in ability, interest,
or need. Treating people equally does not mean treating them identically;
justice is not so monotonous as all that. It means making the same relative
contribution to the goodness of their lives (this is cqual help or helping
according to need) or asking the same relative sacrifice (this is asking in
accordance with ability).

Treating people equally in this sense does not mean making their lives
equally good or maintaining their lives at the same level of goodness. It
would be a mistake to think that justice requires this. For, though people are
equally capable of some kind of good life (or least bad one), the kinds of
life of which they are capable are not equally good. The lives of which some
are capable sunply are better, nonmorally as well as morally, than those of
which others are capable. In this sense men are not equal, since they are not
cqual in their capacities. They arc equal only in the sense that they ought
prima facie to be treated equally, and they ought to be treated equally only
in the sense that we ought prima facie to make proportionally the same
contribution to the goodness of their lives, once a certain minninum has been
achieved by all. This is what is meant by the equal intrinsic dignity or value
of the individual that is such an important concept in our culture.

We must remember that this equality of treatment, though it is a basic
obligation, is only a prima facic one, and that it may on occasion (and there
is-no formula for determining the occasions) be overruled by the principle
of beneficence. We may claimm, however, that in distributing goods and



Utilitarianism, Justice, and Love 52

evils, help, tasks, roles, and so forth, people are to be treated cqually in the
sense indicatcd, except when unequal treatment can be justified by consider-
ations of beneficence (including utility) or on the ground that it will pro-
mote greater cquality in the long run. Unequal treatment always requires
justification and only certain kinds of justification suffice.

It is in the light of the preceding discussion, it scems to me, that we must
try to solve such social problems as education, economic opportunity, racial
integration, and aid to underdevcloped countries, remembering always that
the principle of beneficence requires us to respect the liberty of others. Our
discussion provides only the most gencral guide lines for solving such prob-
lems, of course, but most of what is needed in addition is good will, clarity
of thought, and knowledge of the relcvant facts.

SUMMARY OF MY We have now arrived at a mixed deontological theory
THEORY OF of obligation somewhat different from the one tenta-
OBLIGATION tively sketched earlier. It takes as basic the principle

of beneficence (not that of utility) and the principle
of justice, now identified as equal treatment. Must we recognize any other
basic principles of right and wrong? It seems to me that we need not. As far
as I can see, we can derive all of the things we may wish to recognize as
duties from our two principles, either directly as the crow flies or indirectly
as the rule-utilitarian does. From the former follow various more specific
rules of prima facie obligation, for example, those of not injuring anyone,
and of not interfering with another’s liberty. From the latter follow others
like equality of consideration and equality before the law. Some, like telling
the truth or not being cruel to children, may follow separately from both
principles, which may give them a kind of priority they might not otherwise
have. Others, like keeping promises and not crossing university lawns, may
perhaps be justified in rule-utilitarian fashion on the basis of the two princi-
ples taken jointly, as being rules whose general acceptance and obedience is
conducive to a state of affairs in which a maximal balance of good over evil
is as equally distributed as possible (the greatest good of the greatest number).

THE PROBLEM OF Several problems facing this theory remain to be
CONFLICT discussed. One is the problem of possible conflict
between its two principles. I sce no way out of this.

It docs seem to me that the two principles may come into conflict, both at

the level of individual action and at that of social policy, and I know of no
formula that will always tell us how to solve such conflicts or even how to

solve conflicts between their corollarics. It is tempting to say that the prin-

ciple of justice always takes precedence over that of beneficence: do justice
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though the heavens fall. But is a small injustice never to be preferred to a
great evil? Perhaps we should lean over backwards to avoid committing
injustice, but are we never justified in treating people unequally? One might
contend that the principle of equal treatment always has priority at least
over the fourth or positive part of the principle of beneficence, but is it never
right to treat people uncqually when a considerable good is at stake? The
answer to these questions, I regret to say, does not secem to me to be clearly
negative, and 1 am forced to conclude that the problem of conflict that faced
the pluralistic deontological theories discussed carlier is still with us. One can
only hope that, if we take the moral point of view, become clearheaded, and
come to know all that is relevant, we will also come to agree on ways of
acting that are satisfactory to all concerned.

The following reflection may be encouraging in this respect. It scems to
me that everyone who takes the moral point of view can agree that the ideal
state of affairs is one in which everyone has the best life he or she is capable
of. Now, In such a state of affairs, it 1s clear that the concerns of both the
principle of justice or cquality and the principle of beneficence will be
fulfilled. If so, then we can see that the two principles are in some sense
ultimately consistent, and this secems to imply that increasing insight may
enable us to know more and more how to solve the conflicts that trouble us
now when we know so little about realizing the ideal state of affairs in
which the principles are at one. Then, while Ross is right in saying that we
must finally appeal to “perception,” we can at least give an outline of
what that perception is supposed to envision.

A PROBLEM OF Another problem about our two principles may be

APPLICATION posed by saying that they ask too much of us and tell

us too httle. Just look at them! One asks us to do

good and to eschew and chiminate evil. But there is so much good to be done

and so much evil to eliminate that onc hardly knows where to begin and

cannot relax once onc has begun. And what about the concert ticket case?

The other principle asks us to treat everyone equally. Does this mean that

I must treat all children equally—that, if I pay my child’s tuition, I must pay

cvery other child’s tuition? Thus one could go on, arguing that our two

principles are too utopian, demanding, impractical, and unhelpful for words.

This is a large topic with many facets, but one point scems clear: even if 1

was right in maintaining carlier that the two principles need not be sup-

plemented by any other basic principles, as Ross thinks, they must still be

supplemented in some way (cven if we forget about problems of conflict
between them) if we are to act on them in any sensible manner.

- In answer to this difficulty I venture the following line of thought. Writers

have pointed out that customs and laws may function to tell us how to do



Utilitarianism, Justice, and Love 54

what morality asks us to do. For example, customs tell us how to show grati-
tude or respect, and laws show us how to provide for our children. Perhaps,
then, one can argue that we need things like custom and law to help us
to channel our activities in the way of applying the principles of beneficence
and equality—that society must provide us with a set of mores and institu-
tions in terms of which to operate. Take the institution of the family, for
instance. It may be thought of, among other things, as directing me, say, to
pay my child’s tuition, and other fathers to do likewise for their children.
Then, ideally, even though I do not extend my beneficence equally to all
children, which is impractical in any case, all children will come out equally
well treated. It still remains true, of course, that the principle of justice tells
me | must treat all of my own children equally, but I need not take it to
require me to do as well by everyone else’s children, since the system is sup-
posed to provide for them. Naturally, where the system fails, as it all too
often does, I must still try to do something to help other children too, either
directly or by seeking to improve the system.

Just what institutions society should set up is another question. I took the
family only as an example. The institutions may, in fact, vary from society
to society, and some socicties may substitute something else for the family. In
any case, however, the institutions provided by a society should themselves be
beneficent and equalizing as possible. They are only ancillary and supple-
mental to the principles of morality, and must, as Aquinas said of human
law, be consistent with these principles, even if they cannot be deduced
from them.

DUTIES TO SELF What about duties to self? Has one any moral duties
when other people and animals are in no way

involved, directly or indirectly? This again is a large and much-debated
question. A great deal can be said for a negative answer to it. On the other
hand, if our two principles are to be universal in scope, they must be con-
strued as applying to myself as well as to others, so that my duties of bene-
ficence and equal treatment cover myself as well as them. But am I doing
what is morally wrong if I take less than my share? Everyone else has at
least an imperfect duty to be beneficent and equalitanan in relation to me,
and I have a right to my share, but do I have a duty to take it when doing
so does not deprive another of his? And, if I prefer strawberry to peach
jam for breakfast, is it wrong for me to take peach? I myself have much
sympathy with Kant’s position that one has no moral duty to promote one’s
own happiness, even if one does have such a duty to cultivate one’s talents,
respect one’s own dignity, and not to commit suicide. Yet it does seem
somnehow arbitrary to say that our two principles must be understood by
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cach of us as directing him to consider only the goodness of everyone else’s
life and not that of his own.

Once more, I venture a suggestion. It is that in theory the principles apply
to everyone, that is, not only is everyone to live by them, but their scope
extends to everyone, including oneself. Nevertheless, because we humans are
already so prone to take care of our own welfare (even though psychological
cgoism 1s false), 1t is practically strategic for us in our ordinary moral living
to talk, think, and feel as if we do not have a duty to do so. Kant may still
be right, however, in thinking that even our practical morality should
recognize such duties as respecting one’s own dignity.

ARE ANY RULES Finally, are there any absolute rules, any rules or
ABSOLUTE? principles of actual duty in Ross's sense, positive or
negative, that hold without exception? Kant thinks
there are, but in the theory I have presented there are not, just as there are
not in Ross’s theory. For I have interpreted my basic principles and their
corollanies all as being prima facie ones that may on occasion be overruled
by others. Actually, I doubt that there are any substantive principles or
rules of actual duty that ought always to be acted on or never violated,

cven when they conflict with others.

Here something depends on the use of terms. Is murder ever right? In a
way not, since the very word suggests wrongful killing. The same is truc of
other words. It is better to ask if killing is ever right than if murder is, or if
taking something from another without his consent is cver right than if
stealing is. Then the answer is less clearly negative.

Something also depends on the kind of rules onc is talking about. In the
next chapter we shall find that one can speak of rules of action or doing and
rules of character or being. Now, it is more plausible to regard a rule like
“Be courageous” or “Be conscientious” as absolute than one like “Tell the
truth.” Here, however, I am concerned with rules of action or doing.

Even though I think that no such rules are absolute, as Fletcher docs, 1
do still believe, as against him, that some kinds of action arc mtrinsically
wrong, for example, killing pcople and lying to them. In denying that any
kind of action is intrinsically right or wrong Fletcher is implying that killing
and lying are as such morally ncutral, which strikes me as incredible. They
are, in Ross’s terms, always prima facie wrong, and they arc always actually
wrong when they are not justified on other moral grounds. They are not in
themselves morally indifferent. They may conceivably be justified in certain
situations, but they always need to be justified: and. even when they are
justified, there is still one moral point against them. Fletcher fails to distin-
guish between saying that killing and lying are always actually wrong and
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THE

saying that they are intrinsically prima facie wrong, because he fails to see
the force of Ross’s distinction. Ross’s words “prima facie” are somewhat mis-
leading, bccause a prima facie duty, as he sees it, does have a kind of
absoluteness; in a sense they have no exceptions as such—for example, lying
is always prima facie wrong (always really has a wrong-making feature) and
is always actually wrong unless it is made right by being necessary to avoid
a great evil or by some other moral fact about it. In this scnse, there are
many absolute rules—our two principles and all their corollaries.

ETHICS OF LOVE There is an cthical theory that has been and still is
widely accepted, especially in Judeo-Christian circles,

namely, the ethics of love. This holds that there is only one basic ethical

imperative—to love—and that all the others are to be derived from it.

Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and
with all thy mind. This is the first and great commandment. And the second is like
unto it, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. On these two commandments hang
all the law and the prophets (AMatt. 22:3740).

We may call this view agapism. In spite of its prevalence, it is generally
neglccted in philosophical introductions to ethics like this, yet just because
of its prevalence, it is desirable to relate it to the thcories discussed and
adopted here and to say something about it.

How one classifies agapism depends on how one interprets it and, unfor-
tunately, its theological exponents have been neither clear nor of one mind
about this. Philosophers, if they mention it at all, tend to identify the ethics
of love with utilitarianism, as Mill did and as A. C. Garnett does. Theo-
logians, however, would generally rejcct this utilitarian conception of their
ethical principle, though Fletcher accepts it. In fact, it is hard to see how
agapism, as stated in the above text, can be put down as a pure tecleological
theory at all, for, although one might argue that loving thy neighbor means
promoting his good, one can hardly say that loving God means promoting
his good, since he is regarded as already perfect in every respect. Only if one
identifies loving God with loving his creatures, and loving them with pro-
moting for them the greatest balance of good over evil (and both of these
steps may be questioned), can one construe Judeo-Christian agapism as
utilitarianism. Some Christian moralists have done precisely this, for example,
the theological utilitarians who followed John Locke in the cightcenth
century. In any case, if agapism is thus equated with utilitarianism, it will
be subject to the criticisms previously made. Again, however, many theo-
logians, especially today, would reject as inadcquate this social gospel
version of Judco-Christian ecthics.

Is their view a deontological one of some kind? Some Christian moralists
have, in fact, bcen deontologists, for example, Butler and Samuel Clarke.
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But then they have also usually held, in Butler’s words, “that benevolence,
and the want of it, singly considered, are in no sort the whole of virtue and
vice”—that, besides benevolence, there are other valid moral principles like
justice and veracity. In short, they have not been pure agapists. The same
1s true of the Catholics who adopt the Thomist doctrine of natural moral
laws that are not derived from the law of love. Sometimes theologians have
maintained that we ought to love God and our neighbor because God com-
mands us to and we ought to obey God; or, following I John 4:11, that we
ought to love one another because God loves us and we ought to 1mitate
God. Then they are agapists, but only derivatively; basically they are non-
agapistic deontologists, since they rest their cthics on some principle like
“We ought to obey God” or “We ought to imitate God” which is taken to be
more fundamental than the law of love and hence not derived from it.

It may be that we must regard pure agapisin as a third kind of normative
theory in addition to deontological and telcological ones. If it is not, then
presumably 1t is covered by what has already been said. But if it 1s a third
sort of view, it may still take two forms: act-agapism and rule-agapism. The
pure act-agapist will hold that we are not to appeal to rules: we are to tell
what we should do in a particular situation simply by getting clear about the
facts of that situation and then asking what is the loving or the most loving
thing to do n it. In other words, we are to apply the law of love dircctly
and scparately in cach case with which we are confronted. This view has
been called antinomianism or situationalisin, and is characteristic of some
religious existentialists. 1t is obviously open to the same objections that we
made to act-deontological theorics. A modified act-agapist will give a place
to rules based on past expericnce, but only as useful rules of thumb.
Fletcher’s situation ethics is a modified act-agapism, but he gives it a clearly
act-utilitarian and teleological twist. The rule-agapist will contend, on the
other hand, that we are to determine what we ought to do, not by asking
which act is the most loving, but by determining which rules of action are
most love-embodying, and then following these rules in particular situations,
at least whenever this is possible. For all forins of agapism, if they form a
third type of theory, the basic injunction is to have a certain disposition or
attitude (love) toward God and fellowman and to express it in onc’s judg-
ments, actions, or rules of action.

On either view, it is not clear how the injunction to love provides us
with any directive, any way of telling which act to performn or which rule to
follow, unless we are to resort to the principles of beneficence or utility or to
some kind of revelation (e.g., the Bible and the life of Jesus). In any case,
it is hard to sce how we can derive all of our duties from the instruction to
love simply by itself. For example, the duty to be just seems to be as difficult
to derive from the law of love as it is from the principles of beneficence or
utility. The law of love also by itself gives us no way of choosing between dif-



Utilitarianism, Justice, and Love 58

ferent ways of distributing good and evil. This is recognized by the Thomist
doctrine of natural law, and seems sometimes to be admitted by Reinhold
Niebuhr even when he criticizes this Thomist doctrine. Emil Brunner even
goes so far as to contrast love and justice instead of eliciting the one from
the other. In reply, one might argue, as Garnett does, that justice is built
into the law of love, since, in its second clause, it requires us to love our
neighbors as ourselves or equally with ourselves. However, if we so construe
the law of love, it is really a twofold principle, telling us to be benevolent to
all and to be so equally in all cases. Then, the ethics of love is not purely
agapistic and is identical with the view I have been proposing.

The clearest and most plausible view, in my opinion, is to identify the law
of love with what I have called the principle of beneficence, that is, of
doing good, and to insist that it must be supplemented by the principle
of distributive justice or equality. It is, then, one of the basic principles of
ethics but not the only one. If one does this, one must, of course, conceive of
the principle of beneficence as asking us not only to do what is in fact
beneficent but also to be benevolent, i.e., to do it out of love.

Even in saying this I am equating the law of love with its second clause.
The first clause, “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God,” cannot be put under
my principle of beneficence. However, it raises the question of the existence
of God, since we can hardly have an obligation to love God if he does not
exist; and we must leave this question to the philosophy of religion. In any
case, the problem of the relation between the two clauses is not an easy one.
It may even be that we should regard the first as asserting, not a moral
obligation as the second does, but a religious one.

Another point about the ethics of love requires mention. Its Judeo-Chris-
tian proponents generally claim that it first appeared in the world as a
special revelation, that it depends in an essential way on the presence of
certain theistic beliefs and experiences, and that it is available as a working
principle only to those who have been reborn through the grace of God.
Such claims raise interesting and important questions for moral philosophy,
but we cannot discuss these here, though I shall say a little about the relation
of ethics to theology in Chapter 6. Those who make such claims also seem
to admit that some other moral principles are both necessary and available,
independently of the law of love, for those to whom no special revelation has
been made and who have not been reborn. As St. Paul says in Romans 2:14—
15, the Gentiles who do not know the law of love still have a moral law
“written in their hearts.” This seems to mean that agapism cannot be the
whole story. Of course, one may admit that the law of love is not the only
available form of morality and yet insist that it is by itsell an adequate
morality, in fact, the only adequate or the highest form of morality. This,
however, 1s true, as I have tricd to show, only if pure agapisin is supple-
mented by a principle of justice. I am even inclined to think that the life of
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pure love, unsupplemented in this way, i1s not the moral life; it is not imn-
moral, but it may be beyond morality, as some theologians say it is.

FURTHER Here we ought to sketch a theory of moral rights as
PROBLENMS well as of duties, but we must content ourselves with

saying that the same theory that tells us our duties will
also tell us our rights. In general, rights and duties are correlative. Wherever
N has a nght against Y, Y has a duty to X. The reverse i1s not always true, as
we have seen. Y ought to be benevolent to X but X can hardly demand this
as his right. In the case of most kinds of duties and obligations, however, if
Y has a duty to N, X has a right to be treated in a certain way by Y. Hence,
for the most part, the theory of rights is simply the reverse side of the theory
of duties and obligations, and rests on the same gencral principles. Fuller
discussion of rights must be left to social and political philosophy.

One more topic requires brief treatment herc. We have been seeking the
general principles for determining what is right and what is wrong. It 1s
often said, however, that one should do what he thinks 1s nght. We are all
familiar with the following kind of situation. Smith and Jones are discussing
what is right for Smith to do in a certain case. Smith thinks he ought to do
N, but Jones thinks Smith ought to do Y; both present their reasons but
neither convinces the other. Smith, however, is troubled and asks Jones what
he should do. At this point Jones may say, “I still think you should do Y.”
But he may also say, “You should do what you think is right” or “Do what
your conscience tells you.” This suggests that we might have cut short our
long exploration, saying simply “Always do what you think is right” or “Let
your conscience be your guide.”

Such a short way through our problem 1s, however, not open to us. For
what one thinks is nght may be wrong, and so may what one’s conscience
tells him. There is something that is really night for Smith to do and he and
Jones are trying to determine what it is. Smith cannot determine this by
trying to see what he thinks is right. When he thinks X is right he is thinking
X is really right; but he may be mistaken in this, as he himself recognizes by
talking with Jones. What is troubling is the fact that Jones says both that
Smith should do Y and also that Smith should do what he thinks is right
(which i1s X). We need a distinction here. Jones holds that Y is the objec-
tively right thing for Smith to do, but he allows that, since Smith sincerely
believes he should do X even after careful reflection, it is subjectively right
for him to do X. Or, better, he believes that if Smith does X he is doing
what is wrong, but is not morally bad or blameworthy—in fact, he would
be blameworthy if he failed 1o do X, believing that he ought to do it.

It needs to be added that we do not and can not always regard an agent as
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free from blame when he does what he thinks is right. We do not and cannot
simply excuse the Nazis for their crimes against humanity even if we think
they sincerely believed that what they were doing was right, partly because
the wrong is too heinous and partly because a man may be responsible for
his moral errors.

It remains true, nevertheless, that a man must in the moment of decision
do what he thinks is right. He cannot do otherwise. This does not mean that
what he does will be right or even that he will not be worthy of blame or
punishment. He simply has no choice, for he cannot at that moment see any
discrepancy between what is right and what he thinks is right. He cannot be
morally good if he does not do what he finally believes to be right, but even
then, what he does may not be what he ought to do. The life of man, even
if he would be moral, is not without its risks.

Some relativists insist, of course, that there is no such thing as something
it is objectively right to do, that there is no distinction between what is
(really) right and what one thinks is right. In actual moral living, however,
a man must make such a distinction. Else he cannot even have a question to
ask about what he should do.



CHAPTER FOUR

Moral Value
and Responsibility

We have been a long time considering the central question of normative
ethics, namely, that of the basic principles, criteria, or standards by which we
are to determine what we morally ought to do, what is morally right or
wrong, and what our moral rights are. We saw earlier, however, that there
are other moral judgments besides deontic judgments in which we say of
actions or kinds of action that they are right, wrong, or obligatory, namely,
aretaic judgments in which we say of persons, traits of character, motives,
intentions, etc., and also of “deeds,” that they are morally good or bad,
responsible, blameworthy or praiseworthy, admirable or despicable, heroic or
saintly, virtuous or vicious, etc. We must, then, say something about the ques-
tion on what basis or by what standard we should make such judgments. In
other words, we must have a normative theory of moral value to supplement
our normative theory of moral obligation, even though we can give relatively
little space or time to working one out.

61
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MORAL AND Moral value (moral goodness and badness) must be
NONMORAL SENSES distinguished, not only from moral obligatoriness, right-
OF “GOOD” ness, and wrongness, but also from nonmoral value.

Moral values or things that are morally good must be
distinguished from nonmoral values or things that are good in a nonmoral
sense. We must, therefore, say a little more than we did in Chapter 1 about
the latter distinction. Partly, it is a matter of the difference in the objects that
are called good or bad. The sorts of things that may be morally good ¢ or bad
are persons, groups of persons, traits of character, dlsposmons emotions,
motives, and intentions—in short, persons, groups of persons, and elements of
personality. All sorts of thmgs on the other hand, may be nonw good
orMample physical objects like cars and pamtmgs experiences like
pleasure, pain, knowledge, and freedom, and forms of government like democ-
racy. It does not make sense se to call most of these things morally good or bad,
unless we mean that it is morally right or wrong to pursue them. Partly, the
distinction between judgments of moral and nonmoral value is also a matter

of the difference in the grounds on or reasons for which they are made. When
we judge actions or persons to be morally good or bad we always do so because
of the motives, intentions, dispositions, or traits of character they manifest.
When we make nonmoral judgments it is on very different grounds or reasons,
and the grounds or reasons vary from case to case, depending, for example, on
whether our judgment is one of intrinsic, instrumental, or aesthetic value.

Of course, the same thing may be both morally good and nonmorally good.
Love of fellow man is a morally good disposition or emotion; it is normally
also a source of happiness and so is good in a nonmoral sense. But the ground
or reason for its being good is different in the two judgments. Consider also
the expressions ‘““a good life” and “the good life.” We sometimes say of a man
that he “had a good life”; we also sometimes say that he ‘“led a good life.”
In both cases we are saying that his life was good; but in the second case we
are saying that it was morally good, or useful, or virtuous, while in the first
we are saying, in effect, that it was happy or satisfying, that is, that it was
good but in a nonmoral sense (which, again, is not to say that it was im-
moral). It will, therefore, be convenient for our purposes to speak of “the
morally good life” on the one hand, and of “the nonmorally good life”
the other. Since the latter expression seems rather odd, I shall hereafter use
the phrase “the good life” to mean the nonmorally good life, especially in
Chapter 5.

MORALITY Our present interest, then, is not in moral principles
AND CULTIVATION nor in nonmoral values, but in moral values, in what
OF TRAITS is morally good or bad. Throughout its history moral-

ity has been concerned about the cultivation of certain
dispositions, or traits, among which are ‘“character” and such “virtues” (an
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old-fashioned but still useful term) as honesty, kindness, and conscientious-
ness. Virtues are dispositions or traits that are not wholly innate; they must
all be acquired, at least in part, by teaching and practice, or, perhaps, by
grace. They are also traits of “character,” rather than traits of “personality™
like charm or shyness, and they all involve a tendency to do certain kinds of
action in certain kinds of situations, not just to think or feel in certain ways.
They are not just abilities or skills, like intelligence or carpentry, which one
may have without using.

In fact, it has been suggested that morality is or should be conceived as
primarily concerned, not with rules or principles as we have been supposing
so far, but with the cultivation of such dispositions or traits of character.
Plato and Aristotle seem to conceive of morality in this way, for they talk
mainly in terms of virtues and the virtuous, rather than in terms of what
is right or obligatory. ITume uses similar terms, although he mixes in some
nonmoral traits like cheerfulness and wit along with moral ones like benevo-
lence and justice. More recently, Leslie Stephen stated the view in these words:

.. .morality is internal. The moral law. . has to be expressed in the form, “be this,”
not in the form, “do this.” ...the true moral law says “hate not,” instcad of “kill
not.”. .. the only mode of stating the moral law must be as a rule of character.!

ETHICS OF VIRTUE Those who hold this view are advocating an ethics of
virtue or being, in opposition to an cthics of duty,
principle, or doing, and we should note here that, although the ethical theo-
ries criticized or defended in Chapters 2 and 3 were all stated as kinds of
ethics of duty, they could also be recast as kinds of cthics of virtue. The
notion of an ethics of virtue is worth looking at here, not only because it has
a long history but also because some spokesmen of “the new morality” seem
to espouse it. What would an ethics of virtue be like? Tt would, of course, not
take deontic judgments or principles as basic in morality, as we have been
doing; instead, it would take as basic aretaic judgments like “That was a
courageous deed.” “His action was virtuous,” or “Courage is a virtue,” and
it would insist that deontic judgments are either derivative from such aretaic
ones or can be dispensed with entirely. Moreover, it would regard aretaic
judgments about actions as secondary and as based on aretaic judgiments
about agents and their motives or traits, as Flume does when he writes:

...when we praise any actions, we regard only the motives that produced them. . ..
The extermal performance has no merit. ... all virtuous actions derive their merit
only from virtuous motives.2

For an ethics of virtue, then, what is basic in morality is judgments like
“Benevolence 1s a good motive,” “Courage is a virtue,” “The morally good

I The Science of Ethics (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1882), pp. 155, 158.

2 Treatise of Human Nature, Book 111, Part 11, opening of Secc. I.
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man is kind to everyone” or, more simply and less accurately, “Be loving!”—
not judgments or principles about what our duty is or what we ought to do.
But, of course, it thinks that its basic instructions will guide us, not only
about what to be, but also about what to do.

It looks as if there would be three kinds of ethics of virtue, corresponding
to the three kinds of ethics of duty covered earlier. The question to be
answered is: What dispositions or traits are moral virtues? Trait-egoism
replies that the virtues are the dispositions that are most conducive to one's
own good or welfare, or, alternatively, that prudence or a careful concern for
one’s own good is the cardinal or basic moral virtue, other virtues being
derivative from it. Trait-utilitarianism asserts that the virtues are those traits
that most promote the general good, or, alternatively, that benevolence is the
basic or cardinal moral virtue. These views may be called trait-teleological,
but, of course, there are also trait-deontological theories, which will hold that
certain traits are morally good or virtuous simply as such, and not just be-
cause of the nonmoral value they may have or promote, or, alternatively, that
there are other cardinal or basic virtues besides prudence or benevolence, for
example, obedience to God, honesty, or justice. If they add that there is
only one such cardinal virtue, they are monistic, otherwise pluralistic.

To avoid confusion, it is necessary to notice here that we must distinguish
between virtues and principles of duty like “We ought to promote the good”
and “We ought to treat people equally.” A virtue is not a principle of this
kind; it is a disposition, habit, quality, or trait of the person or soul, which an
individual either has or seeks to have. Hence, I speak of the principle of
beneficence and the virtue of benevolence, since we have two words with
which to mark the difference. In the case of justice, we do not have different
words, but still we must not confuse the principle of equal treatment with
the disposition to treat people equally.

On the basis of our earlier discussions, we may assume at this point that
views of the first two kinds are unsatisfactory, and that the most adequate
ethics of virtue would be one of the third sort, one that would posit two
cardinal virtues, namely, benevolence and justice, considered now as disposi-
tions or traits of character rather than as principles of duty. By a set of
cardinal virtues is meant a set of virtues such that (1) they cannot be derived
from one another and (2) all other moral virtues can be derived from or
shown to be forms of them. Plato and other Greeks thought there were four
cardinal virtues in this sense: wisdom, courage, temperance, and justice.
Christianity is traditionally regarded as having seven cardinal virtues: three
“theological” virtues—faith, hope, and love; and four “human” virtues—
prudence, fortitude, temperance, and justice. This was essentially St. Thomas
Aquinas’s view; since St. Augustine regarded the last four as forms of love,
only the first three were really cardinal for him. However, many moralists,
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among them Schopenhauer, have taken benevolence and justice to be the
cardinal moral virtues, as I would. It seems to me that all of the usual virtues
(such as love, courage, temperance, honesty, gratitude, and considerateness),
at least insofar as they are moral virtues, can be derived from these two.
Insofar as a disposition cannot be derived from benevolence and justice, I
should try to argue either that it is not a moral virtue (e.g., I take faith,
hope, and wisdom to be religious or intellectual, not moral, virtues) or that
it is mot a virtue at all.

ON BEING AND We may now return to the issue posed by the quota-
DOING: MORALITY tion from Stephen, though we cannot debate it as
OF TRAITS fully as we should.3 To be or to do, that is the ques-
VS. MORALITY tion. Should we construe morality as primarily a fol-
OF PRINCIPLES lowing of certain principles or as primarily a cultivation

of certain dispositions and traits? Must we choose? It
is hard to see how a morality of principles can get off the ground except
through the development of dispositions to act in accordance with its princi-
ples, else all motivation to act on them must be of an ad hoc kind, either
prudential or impulsively altruistic. Moreover, morality can hardly be con-
tent with a mere conformity to rules, however willing and self-conscious it
may be, unless it has no interest in the spirit of its law but only in the letter.
On the other hand, one cannot conceive of traits of character except as in-
cluding dispositions and tendencies to act in certain ways in certain circum-
stances. Hating involves being disposed to kill or harm, being just involves
tending to do just acts (acts that conform to the principle of justice) when
the occasion calls. Again, it is hard to see how we could know what traits to
encourage or inculcate if we did not subscribe to principles, for example, to
the principle of utility, or to those of benevolence and justice.

I propose therefore that we regard the morality of duty and principles and
the morality of virtues or traits of character not as rival kinds of morality
between which we must choose, but as two complementary aspects of the
same morality. Then, for every principle there will be a morally good trait,
of ten going by the same name, consisting of a disposition or tendency to act
according to it; and for every morally good trait there will be a principle
defining the kind of action in which it is to express itself. To parody a famous
dictum of Kant's. I am inclined to think that principles without traits are
impotent and traits without principles are blind.

Even if we adopt this double-aspect conception of morality, in which

3 For a fuller discussion see my “Prichard and the Ethics of Virtue,” Monist (1971),
54, 1-17.
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principles are basic, we may still agree that morality does and must put a
premium on being honest, conscientious, and so forth. If its sanctions or
sources of motivation are not to be entirely external (for example, the pros-
pect of being praised, blamed, rewarded, or punished by others) or adventi-
tious (for example, a purely instinctive love of others), if it is to have
adequate “internal sanctions,” as Mill called them, then morality must foster
the development of such dispositions and habits as have been mentioned. It
could hardly be satisfied with a mere conformity to its principles even if it
could provide us with fixed principles of actual duty. For such a conformity
might be motivated entirely by extrinsic or nonmoral considerations, and
would then be at the mercy of these other considerations. It could not be
counted on in a moment of trial. Besides, since morality cannot provide us
with fixed principles of actual duty but only with principles of prima facie
duty, it cannot be content with the letter of its law, but must foster in us the
dispositions that will sustain us in the hour of decision when we are choosing
between conflicting principles of prima facie duty or trying to revise our
working rules of right and wrong.

There is another reason why we must cultivate certain traits of character
in ourselves and others, or why we must be certain sorts of persons. Although
morality is concerned that we act in certain ways, it cannot take the hard
line of insisting that we act in precisely those ways, even if those ways could
be more clearly defined. We cannot praise and blame or apply other sanc-
tions to an agent simply on the ground that he has or has not acted in con-
formity with certain principles. It would not be right. Through no fault of
his own, the agent may not have known all the relevant facts. What action
the principles of morality called for in the situation may not have been clear
to him, again through no fault of his own, and he may have been honestly
mistaken about his duty. Or his doing what he ought to have done might
have carried with it an intolerable sacrifice on his part. He may even have
been simply incapable of doing it. Morality must therefore recognize various
sorts of excuses and extenuating circumstances. All it can really insist on,
then, except in certain critical cases, is that we develop and manifest fixed
dispositions to find out what the right thing is and to do it if possible. In this
sense a person must ‘“be this” rather than “do this.” But it must be remem-
bered that “being” involves at least trying to “do.” Being without doing, like
faith without works, is dead.

At least it will be clear from this discussion that an ethics of duty or
principles also has an important place for the virtues and must put a pre-
mium on their cultivation as a part of moral education and development.
The place it has for virtue and/or the virtues is, however, different from that
accorded them by an ethics of virtue. Talking in terms of the theory de-
fended in Chapter 3, which was an ethics of duty, we may say that, if we
ask for guidance about what to do or not do, then the answer is contained, at
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least primarily, in two deontic principles and their corollaries, namely, the
principles of beneficence and equal treatment. Given these two deontic
principles, plus the necessary clarity of thought and factual knowledge, we
can know what we morally ought to do or not do. except perhaps in cases of
conflict between them. We also know that we should cultivate two virtues,
a disposition to be beneficial (i.e., benevolence) and a disposition to treat

+ people equally (justice as a trait). But the point of acquiring these virtues i1s
not further guidance or instruction; the function of the virtues in an ethics of
duty is not to tell us what to do but to ensure that we will do it willingly in
whatever situations we may face. In an ethics of virtue, on the other hand,
the virtues play a dual role—they must not only move us to do what we do,
they must also tell us what to do. To parody Alfred Lord Tennyson:

Theirs not (only) to do or die,
Theirs (also) to reason why.

MORAL IDEALS This is the place to mention ideals again, which are
among what we called the ingredients of morality.
One may, perhaps, identify moral ideals with moral principles, but, more
properly speaking, moral ideals are ways of being rather than of doing. Hav-
ing a moral ideal is wanting to be a person of a certain sort, wanting to
have a certain trait of character rather than others, for example, moral
courage or perfect integrity. That is why the use of exemplary persons like
Socrates, Jesus, or Martin Luther King has been such an important part of
moral education and self-development, and it is one of the reasons for the
writing and reading of biographies or of novels and epics in which types of
moral personality are portrayed, even if they are not all heroes or saints.
Often such moral ideals of personality go beyond what can be demanded or
regarded as obligatory, belonging among the things to be praised rather than
required, except as one may require themn of oneself. It should be remem-
bered, however, that not all personal ideals are moral ones. Achilles, Hercules,
Napoleon. and Prince Charming may all be taken as ideals, but the ideals
they represent are not moral ones, even though they may not be immoral
ones either. Some ideals. e.g., those of chivalry, may be partly moral and
partly nonmoral. There is every reason why one should pursue nonmoral as
well as moral ideals, but there is no good reason for confusing them.

When one has a moral ideal, wanting to be a certain sort of moral person,
one has at least some motivation to live in a certain way, but one also has
something to guide him in living. Here the idea of an ethics of virtue may
have a point. One may, of course, take as one’s ideal that of being a good
man who always does his duty from a sense of duty, perhaps gladly. and
‘perhaps even going a second mile on occasion. Then one’s guidance clearly
comes entirely from one’s rules and principles of duty. However, one may
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also have an ideal that goes beyond anything that can be regarded by others
or even oneself as strict duty or obligation, a form or style of personal being
that may be morally good or virtuous, but is not morally required of one. An
ethics of virtue seems to provide for such an aspiration more naturally than
an ethics of duty or principle, and perhaps an adequate morality should at
least contain a region in which we can follow such an ideal, over and beyond
the region in which we are to listen to the call of duty. There certainly
should be moral heroes and saints who go beyond the merely good man, if
only to serve as an inspiration to others to be better and do more than they
would otherwise be or do. Granted all this, however, it still seems to me that,
if one’s ideal is truly a moral one, there will be nothing in it that is not
covered by the principles of beneficence and justice conceived as principles
of what we ought to do in the wider sense referred to earlier.

DISPOSITIONS TO BE  Are there any other moral virtues to be cultivated

CULTIVATED besides benevolence and justice? No cardinal ones, of

course. In this sense our answer to Socrates’ question

whether virtue is one or many is that it is two. We saw, however, that the

principles of beneficence and equality have corollaries like telling the truth,

keeping promises, etc. It follows that character traits like honesty and fidelity

are virtues, though subordinate ones, and should be acquired and fostered.

There will then be other such virtues corresponding to other corollaries of

our main principles. Let us call all of these virtues, cardinal and non-cardi-

nal, first-order moral virtues. Besides first-order virtues like these, there are

certain other moral virtues that ought also to be cultivated, which are in a

way more abstract and general and may be called second-order virtues. Con-

scientiousness is one such virtue; it is not limited to a certain sector of the

moral life, as gratitude and honesty are, but is a virtue covering the whole

of the moral life. Moral courage, or courage when moral issues are at stake,

is another such second-order virtue; it belongs to all sectors of the moral life.

Others that overlap with these are integrity and good-will, understanding
good-will in Kant’s sense of respect for the moral law.

In view of what was said in a previous chapter, we must list two other
second-order traits: a disposition to find out and respect the relevant facts
and a disposition to think clearly. These are not just abilities but character
traits; one might have the ability to think intelligently without having a dis-
position to use it. They are therefore virtues, though they are intellectual
virtues, not moral ones. Still, though their role is not limited to the moral
life, they are necessary to it. More generally speaking, we should cultivate the
virtue Plato called wisdom and Aristotle practical wisdom, which they
thought of as including all of the intellectual abilities and virtues essential to
the moral life.
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Stll other second-order qualities, which may be abilities rather than vir-
tues, but which must be cultivated for moral living, and so may, perhaps,
best be mentioned here, are moral autonomy, the ability to make moral deci-
sions and to revise one's principles if necessary, and the ability to realize
vividly, in imagination and feeling, the “inner lives” of others. Of these
second-order qualities. the first two have been referred to on oceasion and
will be again, but something should be said about the last.

If our morality is to be more than a eonformity to internalized rules and
principles. if it is to include and rest on an understanding of the point of
these rules and principles, and certainly if it is to involve being a certain
kind of person and not merely doing certain kinds of things, then we must
somehow attain and develop an ability to be aware of others as persons, as
unportant to themselves as we are to ourselves, and to have a lively and
sympathetic representation in imagination of their interests and of the effects
of our actions on their lives. The need for this is particularly stressed by
Josiah Royce and William James. Both men point out how we usually go our
own busy and self-coneerned ways, with only an external awareness of the
presence of others. much as if they were things, and without any realization
of their mnner and peculiar worlds of personal experience; and both empha-
size the need and the possibility of a “higher vision of an inner significance”
which pierces this “certain blindness in human beings™ and enables us to
realize the existence of others in a wholly different way, as we do our own.

What then is thy neighbor? He too is a mass of states, of experiences, thoughts

and desires, just as concrete, as thou art. ... Dost thou believe this? Art thou sure
what it means? This is for thee the turning-point of thy whole conduct towards
him.#

These are Royce's quaint old-fashioned words. Here are James's more mod-
ern ones.

This higher vision of an inner significance m what, until then, we had realized
only m the dead external way, often comes over a person suddenly; and, when
it does so, it makes an epoch in his history.>

Rovce calls this more perfect recognition of our neighbors “the moral insight”
and James says that its practical consequence is *“the well-known democratic
respect for the sacredness of individuality.” It is hard to see how either a
benevolent (loving) or a just (equalitarian) disposition could come to frui-
tion without it. To quote James again.

4+ The Religious Aspect of Philosophy (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1958),
Harper T'orchbook edition, pp. 136-37. See selections in Frankena and Granrose,
Chap. 1V.

5 On Some of Life’s Ideals (New York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, Inc., 1899),
p- 20.
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We ought, all of us, to realize each other in this intense, pathetic, and impor-
tant way.b

Doing this is part of what is involved in fully taking the moral point of view.

TWO QUESTIONS We can now deal with the question, sometimes raised,
whether an action is to be judged right or wrong be-
cause of its results, because of the principle it exemplifies, or because the
motive, intention, or trait of character involved is morally good or bad. The
answer, implied in what was said in Chapters 2 and 3, is that an action is
to be judged right or wrong by reference to a principle or set of principles.
Even if we say it is right or wrong because of its effects, this means that it
is right or wrong by the principle of utility or some other teleological princi-
ple. But an act may also be said to be good or bad, praiseworthy or blame-
worthy, noble or despicable, and so on, and then the moral quality ascribed
to it will depend on the agent’s motive, intention, or disposition in doing it.
Another important question here is: What is moral goodness? When is a
person morally good and when are his actions, dispositions, motives, or inten-
tions morally good? Not just when he does what is actually right, for he may
do what is right from bad motives, in which case he is not morally good. or
he may fail to do what is right though sincerely trying to do it. in which case
he is not morally bad. Whether he and his actions are morally good or not
depends, not on the rightness of what he does or on its consequences, but on
his character or motives; so far the statement quoted from Hume is certainly
correct. But when are his motives and dispositions morally good? Some
answer that a person and his actions are morally good if and only if they
are motivated wholly by a sense of duty or a desire to do what is right; the
Stoics and Kant sometimes seem to take this extreme view. Others hold that
a man and his actions are morally good if and only if they are motivated pri-
marily by a sense of duty or desire to do what is right, though other motives
may be present too; still others contend, with Aristotle. that they are at any
rate not morally good unless they are motivated at least in part by such a sense
or desire. A more reasonable view, to my mind, is that a man and his actions
are morally good if it is at least true that, whatever his actual motives in
acting are, his sense of duty or desire to do the right is so strong in him that
it would keep him trying to do his duty anyway.

Actually, I find it hard to believe that no dispositions or motivations are
good or virtuous from the moral point of view except those that include a
will to do the right as such. It is more plausible to distinguish two kinds of
morally good dispositions or traits of character, first, those that are usually
called moral virtues and do include a will to do the right, and second, others

6 Life’s Ideals, p. 51.
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like purely natural kindliness or gratefulness, which, while they are nomnoral,
are still morality-supporting, since they disposc us to do such actions as
morality requires and even to perform deeds. for example, in the case of
motherly love, which are well beyond the call of duty.

It has even been alleged that conscientiousness or moral goodness in the
sense of a disposition to act from a sense of duty alone is not a good thing or
not a virtue—that it is more desirable to have people acting from motives
like friendship. gratitude, honor, love, and the like. than from a dry or
driven sense of obligation. There is something to be said for this view, though
it 1gnores the nobility of great moral courage and of the higher reaches of
moral idealisin. But even if conscientiousness or good will is not the only
thing that is unconditionally good, as Kant believed. or the greatest of intrin-
sically good things. as Ross thought. it 1s surely a good thing from the moral
point of view. For an ethics of duty. at any rate, it must be desirable that
people do what 1s right for its own sake, especially if they do it gladly, as a
gvmnast may gladly make the right move just because it is right.

MORAL There are many other questions and topics that should
RESPONSIBILITY be taken up here, but we can deal with only one of
them—that of moral responsibility. In one of our
many kinds of moral judgments, we attribute moral responsibility to certain
agents. There are at least three kinds of cases in which we do this. (1) We
sometimes say, in recommending N. that he s responsible or is a responsible
person, meaning to say something morally favorable about his character. (2)
We also say, where Y is a past action or crime, that X was and 1s responsible
for it. (3) Finally, we sayv that X is responsible for Y, where Y is something

still to be done, meaning that he has the responsibility for doing it.

Here. saying that X is responsible in the first sense is roughly equivalent to
saving that X can be counted on to carry out his responsibilities in the third
sense: responsibility of this first sort is another of the second-order virtues we
should try to cultivate. To say that X has certain responsibilities in the third
sense is simply to say that he has obligations. either because of his office or
because of his previous commitments to do certain things, and hence is a
straight normative judgment of obligation. The most interesting new problem
comes up in connection with ascriptions of responsibility of the second kind.
Under what conditions is it correct or right to judge or say that X was
responsible for Y?

Saying that X was responsible for Y seems, at first, to be a causal, not a
moral. judgment: and one might. therefore. be inclined to say that X was
responsible for Y simply mecans "X caused Y, perhaps with the qualifica-
‘tion that he did so voluntarily, intentionally, etc. But to say that N was
responsible for Y is not merely to make a causal statement of a special kind.
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Neither is it simply a statement that X was able to do Y, as the “ible” ending
suggests. Suffixes like “ible” and “able” do not always indicate an ability.
They may have a normative meaning. Mill’s critics have often criticized his
argument that the way to prove something is desirable is to show it is desired,
just as the way to prove something is audible is to prove it is heard. They
point out, quite rightly, that “desirable” does not mean ‘“can be desired” as
“audible” nieans “can be heard”; rather it means something like “good” or
“ought to be desired.” Similarly, it seems to me, to say that X was responsible
for Y is to say something like “It would be right to hold X responsible for Y
and to blame or otherwise punish him.” Or, perhaps, saying that X was
responsible for Y under certain conditions is simply one way of holding himn
responsible. In the former case, it is a normative judgment; in the latter, it
is a kind of act, like making an assignment. In either case, it is not a causal
statement even of a special sort. But in either case, we may ask under what
conditions it is right to ascribe responsibility to X.

It seems clear at once that one of the conditions required is that X was
able to do it and another is that he, in fact, did it (i.e., caused it voluntarily,
intentionally, etc.). These are necessary conditions of his being responsible
or being held responsible. Are they sufficient?

Aristotle held, in effect, that an individual is responsible for his act if and
only if (1) its cause is internal to him, ie., he is not compelled to act by
someone or something external to him, and (2) his doing it is not a result
of any ignorance he has not brought about by his own previous choices. Then
and only then can his action be said to be “voluntary.” These two conditions
are clearly among those necessary for responsibility; we may, in fact, under-
stand them to be included in the second of the conditions just listed. Are
there any others? G. E. Moore, P. H. Nowell-Smith, and others have held
that a man is not responsible for an action unless he could have done other-
wise if he had chosen to do otherwise or if his character and desires had been
different. This view is obviously correct; in fact, it is essentially a restatement
of Aristotle’s position. But it is compatible with determinism, for it insists
only that the causes of an action must be internal, not that the action must
be uncaused. As far as this view is concerned, a man’s choice may be deter-
mined by his own beliefs, character, and desires (which, in turn, may be
determined by previous causes), and yet be free and responsible.

Many philosophers and theologians have thought, however, that this view
is not satisfactory and that a man is not responsible for an action unless he
not only could have done otherwise if he had chosen but also could have
chosen otherwise. Moreover, they argue, he could have chosen otherwise only
if his choice was not simply the result of previous causes such as his beliefs,
character, desires, heredity, and environment. In other words, they contend
that moral responsibility is incompatible with determinism as it is usually
conceived, and that “freedom of a contra-causal kind” is among the condi-



Moral Value and Responsibility 73

tions of moral responsibility. This was Kant’s view, and it has recently been
forcefully defended by C. A. Campbell, from whom the words just quoted
were taken, and R. M. Chisholm.

On the other side, some determinists have maintained not only that deter-
minism is compatible with moral responsibility, but that moral responsibility
presupposes determinism, and that it is really indeterminism that is incom-
patible with morality.

FREE WILL AND It is in this way that the problem of free will and
RESPONSIBILITY determinism comes up in ethics. Here determinism is
the view that every event, including human choices
and volitions, is caused by other events and happens as an effect or result of
these other events. Indeterminism denies this, and adds that some events,
among them human choices and volitions, happen without any cause or ex-
planation. Part of the problem is whether either of these views is true; how-
ever, this question belongs to metaphysics and must be left to one side. We
can only briefly consider the other part of the problem, namely, whether
determinism and indeterminism are incompatible with moral responsibility.
The question is not whether X's being free in doing Y is a condition of its
being right, wrong, or obligatory. One does not, when he is trying to decide
what he ought to do, look to see whether or not he is free. He assumes he is.
The question is only whether X’s being responsible for Y presupposes his
having been free (and if so, free in what sense) in doing Y. But then, accord-
ing to what was said about the second usage of “responsibility” a little while
ago, we are really asking whether it is right to hold X responsible for Y, to
praise or blame him and possibly to reward or punish him, if determinism is
true or if indeterminism is true. We are asking a question of normative ethics,
not, as is usually thought, one of logic or meta-ethics. The question, “Is
moral responsibility compatible with determinism (or indeterminism)?” asks
not whether determinism (or indeterminism) is logically compatible with
responsibility, blame, etc., but whether it is morally compatible with them. It
asks whether we are morally justified in ascribing responsibility, in blaming,
etc.. if we take determinism (or indeterminism) to be true.

Now, although philosophers differ about this, aseribing responsibility,
blaming, punishing, and the like, may be regarded as acts we may or may
not perform. We say, for instance, “What you did was wrong, but I don't
blame you for doing it.”” But, if they are acts, then the answer to the question
whether it is right to perform them if determinism or if indeterminism is true
depends on one's general normative theory of obligation, that is, on one’s
answer to the question of Chapters 2 and 3. Thus, the determinists who have
held that determinism is compatible with moral responsibility have, in their
arguments to show this, generally presupposed a teleological theory of obliga-
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tion, usually a utilitarian one. They argue that it is right to hold people
responsible, praise them, punish them, and the like, if and only if doing so
makes for the greatest balance of good over evil. In other words, like all
other actions, such acts as ascribing responsibility, blaming, and punishing
are justified by their results, not by anything in the past. If this view is cor-
rect, ascribing responsibility, blaming, and punishing may be justified even
if determinism is true (some would add only if determinism is true), for it
will not matter that the agent being blamed was not free in the contra-causal
sense. All that matters is whether praising or blaming him will or will not
have certain results.

Deontologists have sometimes been determinists or held moral responsi-
bility to be consistent with determinism, for example Ross. However, most
deontologists have denied that morality is compatible with determinism.
They deny that ascribing responsibility, praising, blaming, and punishing are
made right or wrong wholly by their results, and they insist that it matters
whether the agent in question was contra-causally free or not. For, if he was
not, then it is wrong to praise or blame him or even to hold him responsible,
while, if he was contra-causally free, it is right not only to hold him responsi-
ble, but to praise or blame or otherwise punish or reward him. It may even
be obligatory to do so. In short, as only a deontologist can do, they take a
retributivist rather than a consequentialist view of the justification of such
acts as praising, blaming, and punishing, and they infer that determinism
is not consistent with morality and its sanctions.

How one answers the question of the bearing of determinism and indeter-
minism on ethics depends, then, on one’s view about how such acts as prais-
ing, blaming, and holding responsible are to be justified morally; this in turn
depends on one’s basic principles of right and wrong. Earlier I proposed as
the most adequate normative theory of obligation a form of mixed deon-
tological theory in which the basic principles are those of beneficence and
equality of treatment (distributive justice). This theory is compatible with
a retributivist view about responsibility and desert, although such a view
would require us to add a third principle to the effect that it is at least
prima facie right or obligatory as such to apply sanctions to those who have
done wrong and to praise or reward certain sorts of right-doing. But, like
Socrates and many others, 1 find such a retributivist theory of the justifica-
tion of punishment and other sanctions (or retributive justice) quite incred-
ible. It seems to me they are to be justified, if at all, by their educative,
reformatory, preventive, or encouraging effects. This view is compatible with
the form of deontologism proposed earlier. For according to our theory, as
well as on teleological theories, it is possible to hold that the function of
holding people responsible and applying sanctions is not retribution but
education, reformation, prevention, and encouragenment. All we need to add
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to what the utilitarians say 1s that their function s to promote cquality as
well as welfare.

If we take this consequentialist position about the justification of sanctions
and ascriptions of responsibility. then, like the tcleologists. we can go on to
maintain that they may be justified even if there is no such thing as contra-
causal freedom. All that is necessary to justify them is that they actually have
a capacity and a tendency to have the desired effects on people’s future
behavior. In short. according to our theory, we may also conclude that
determinism is compatible with moral responsibility, as most recent English-
speaking moral philosophers have thought.

However, if we accept such a view of the justification of the use of
responsibility-ascriptions and moral sanctions, we must make two assump-
tions. (1) We must assume that people are normally free to do as they choose.
If, by nature, they were like ants, bees, or even monkeys, if they had all been
thoroughly brainwashed, if they were all neurotically or psychotically com-
pulsive throughout, or if they were all always under a constant dire threat
from a totalitarian ruler of the worst kind, then it would be pointless to try
to influence their behavior in the ways that are characteristic of morality (it
must be remembered that the threat of punishment is a legal rather than a
moral instrument, except in the form of blame and the like). Moral sanc-
tions, internal or external. could not then be expected to have the desired
effects. (2) We must also assume that the choices and actions of people
normally have reasons and are reasonably predictable, and are not the result
of such wholly chance swervings as were attributed to the atoms by the
Epicureans or as are now attributed to sub-atomic particles by some indeter-
minists who appeal to recent physics in support of their position. Otherwise.
again, we should have to regard it as generally pointless to try to influence
people by such methods as are part of the moral institution of liffe—holding
them responsible, blaming or praising them, inculcating a sense of duty in
them, setting them examples, rcasoning with them. and so on.

The second assumption is clearly compatible with determinism. The only
question is about the first. But a determinist can perfectly well allow that we
are often or even normally free to do as we choose, at least if we live in a
society that permits us such freedom. That is. he can consistently hold that
we are or at least may be free to act and to choose in accordance with our
own desires, beliefs, and character. All he 1s required to insist on is that our
beliefs. desires, and traits of character have causes.

It is, however, often argued that the second assumption is incompatible
with indeterminism. and that the moral mstitution of life is therefore incon-
ceivable without determinism. This contention 1s not entirely convincing. (1)
Even if there is some indeterminisin in the human sphere. it may still be
possible that there are statistical regularities in human behavior of such a
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sort that our actions are to some extent predictable and influenceable by such
things as moral sanctions. I must confess. however, to a feeling that indeter-
minism makes things rather too “chancy”; it seems to mean that there is an
element of sheer chance in our decisions and this hardly seems to be com-
patible with our being free to do as we choose. (2) There may be a third
alternative besides determinism and indeterminism. Some of those who
believe that morality presupposes contra-causal freedom reject both of these
opposing theories, for example, Kant, Campbell, and Chisholm. They deny
both that our choices are always caused by previous events in accordance
with natural laws and also that they are in any way matters of mere chance.
Instead, they argue for a special kind of agency; they hold that a self or
person is a unique agent capable of a kind of “sclf-determination” that is not
a function of previous causes and yet is not a matter of chance but of choice,
intent, and purpose. Such a view could accept both of the above assumptions,
yet reject determinism.

Thus, it is possible to make the two assumptions which are necessary for
moral responsibility and not to be a determinist. However, for the reason
indicated, I doubt that indeterminism can be regarded as wholly satisfactory.
As for the self-determination theory just described, it has not yet, in my
opinion, been worked out in any satisfactory way,” and a discussion of it
would involve us in metaphysical questions we cannot consider here. For this
reason, it seems best to try to defend the view that determinism is compatible
with moral responsibility, and I have elected to do so, although in doing so
I do not mean to imply that I regard determinism as true or that self-deter-
minism 1is false.

There is still another alternative. This is to argue, first, that determinism
is true, and second, that it is inconsistent with moral responsibility and
possibly with the whole institution of morality. This view has at least been
approximated recently by Paul Edwards and John Hospers and by some
interpreters of psychoanalysis. If one adopts this position, however, one must
be prepared to propose either that the moral institution of life be radically
reconstructed or that it be dropped altogether and replaced by something
entirely different. Some such drastic proposal may turn out to be correct, but
until its two premises have been more conclusively established than they have
been, it seems the better part of valor to espouse the position here taken.

It should be pointed out in this connection that determinism does not
entail fatalism, the view that what we do is wholly controlled by something
independent of our choices and desires. That determinism does entail fatalism
is often assumed by its opponents, and sometimes by its proponents, as it is
in the following limerick:

7 But see R. M. Chisholm, Human Freedom and the Self (Lawrence: The University
Press of Kansas, 1964). Reprinted in Frankena and Granrose, Chap. IV.
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There was a young man who said, “Damn!
It gricves me to think that 1 am
Predestined to move

In a circumscribed groove,

In fact, not a bus, but a tram.”

As we saw, however, a determinist may allow that we are normally free to
do as we choose, to act in accordance with our own behliefs, desires, and
character. Thus, although he may be a fatalist, he need not be one. He may
quite consistently regard us more as buses than as trams and more as drivers
than as buses. Fatalism does appear to be inconsistent with moral responsi-
bility, but this does not show that determinism is.

It is crucial for our view to hold that in any society with enough social
freedom to have a morality, normal human beings are or at least may be {ree
to do as they choose n the sense indicated; we must also hold that our having
this sort of freedom is sufficient for the purposes of morality, so that contra-
causal freedom is not required. For, if either of these propositions can be
shown to be false, it is vain to contend that morality in the form in which
we have known it historically is consistent with a non-fatalistic determinisin.
The first proposition, however, we may regard as plausible enough for present
purposes. The only serious doubt that might be cast on it is due to the work
of the psychoanalysts and. if 1 understand them, even they hold that we may
be free in the sense in question, at least after we have been successfully
psychoanalyzed. The second proposition is harder to be sure about, and much
of the debate centers around it. I do not see, however, that it has been shown
that morality requires us to be free in a contra-causal sense in addition to
being free in the ordinary sense of being free to do as one chooses, free to
do Y if one chooses, and free not to do Y if one chooses not to. That the
latter is the ordinary sense of “free™ is shown by the fact that when I ask
vou, outside of a philosophical discussion, if you are free or did something
freely, you do not look about to see if your decisions are uncaused, but only
to see if anything is compelling you or if your actions are an expression of
vour own desires and character in the light of your own beliefs. So far as I
can see. it is morally justifiable to hold people responsible, and to praise and
blame them if and insofar as they act freely in this sense, provided, of course,
that doing so is in accordance with the principles of beneficence and justice.

On this subject, however, as on most others in our province, one must be
careful not to be dogmatic. Milton says that after their fall from heaven
some of the devils

reasoned high
Of Providence. Foreknowledge, Will and Fate.
Fixt Fate, free will, forekno:wcledge absolute,
And found no end, in wandering mazes lost.
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Their problem was complicated by certain theological questions we have not
raised, but it is always possible that we are as lost as they—possible, but not
necessary, for, if earth has any advantage over hell, we can still hope to find
an ‘“end,” even if we have not already found one.



CHAPTER FIVE

Intrinsic Value
and the Good Life

PRELIMINARY Francis Bacon began Of the Colours of Good and

REMARKS Evil with the sentence, “In deliberatives the point is,

what is good and what 1s evil, and of good what is

greater, and of evil what is the less.” If we understand “good™ and “evil”

to be used here in a nonmoral sense, we too may use this sentence to intro-

duce our present subject. So far the normative questions we have been ask-

ing have been strictly ethical or moral: what is morally right, wrong, or

obligatory; what is morally good or bad: when are we morally responsible?

Now we come to another kind of normative question, one that is not as

such ethical or moral but is relevant to ethics and morality. as we saw in

Chapter 3. This question, which again we can try to answer only in general

outline, may be put in a variety of ways: what is desirable, good. or worth-

while in life? what 1s the good life as distinct from the morally good life?
what values should we pursue for ourselves and others?

The present question, and the normative theory of nonmoral value that
seeks to answer it. are rclevant to moral philosophy because we cannot or
should not determine what is morally right or wrong without considering
whether what we do or propose to do will have good or evil results, even

79
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though we cannot determine this simply by balancing the quantity of good
achieved against the evil. Otherwise, they would not belong to moral phi-
losophy. However, even if they did not belong to moral philosophy, they
would be important for one’s general philosophy of life. For, even if one is
a pure prudentialist, his “deliberatives” will still center on the questions
“What 1s good and what is evil, and of good what is greater, and of evil
what is the less?”

Nonmoral evaluations or value judgments may be particular like “That
1s a good car,” “Wasn’t that a good concert,” or “It was good to see you’;
or general like “Knowledge is good,” “All that glitters is not gold,” or “It
is good for me to draw near to God.” A particular value judgment, how-
ever, 1s always implicitly general; when one says that X is good, one must
be prepared to say that anything just like it is good and good in the same
degree. Also, one must be prepared to give reasons why 1t is good, and this
can only be done in the light of more general value judgments about what
is good or at least prima facie good. For example, if one is asked why that
was a good concert, one must say something like, “Because it was profoundly
moving,” which implies that being profoundly moving is a good-making
characteristic, at least from an aesthetic point of view. In fact, all evalua-
tions properly so-called are at least implicitly made by reference to some
standard or to some set of general judgments about what is good-making
or prima facie good. They are not simply expressions of desire or emotion,
though they may be occasioned by an emotion or a desire. More will be said
about this in the next chapter, however. Just now the point is that what we
are looking for in this chapter is the standard or general judgments by
which we should make our evaluations.

“GOOD” AND It will be convenient to conduct our discussion in

ITS SENSES terms of the question of what is good, letting it be

understood that corresponding things may be said

about what is bad, desirable, and so on. Even the term “good” has some-

what different uses that must not be confused. It occurs as a substantive in

sentences like, “The good is pleasure” and “Withhold not good from them

to whom 1t is due,” but it also has two adjectival uses illustrated by “a good

concert” and “Knowledge is good.” We must be careful not to confuse

“the good” or “the things that are good™ with goodness or the property of

being good. The terins “value” and “values” are troublesome partly because.

as often used, they cover up this distinction, as well as the distinction be-

tween being good and being thought good.

However, since “the good” is equivalent to “that to which the adjective

good applies,” we may take the adjective as central for our discussion. The
Oxford English Dictionary says, among other things. that “‘good™ is:
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The most general adjective of commendation, implying the existence in a high,
or at least satisfactory, degree of characteristic qualities which are either ad-
mirable in themselves, or useful for some purpose.

This elucidation points out that saying something is good is not quite pre-
scribing that we do it or saying that we ought to bring it into existence, but
rather commending 1t, with the implication that one is doing so on certain
grounds, that is, because of certain facts about it. Whether this view is
entirely adequate may be left to the next chapter. What 1s relevant now is
that one may commend a thing or say it 1s good on various grounds. If the
thing i1s a person, motive, intention, deed, or trait of character, one may
commend 1t on moral grounds: then, one is using “*good” in the moral sense
basic 10 the previous chapter, but not under discussion here. One may also
commend something on nonmoral grounds. and then one may apply the
term “good” to all sorts of things, not just to persons and their acts or dis-
positions. These nonmmoral grounds, moreover, are themselves various, yield-
ing a number of different senses or uses of “good,” the main ones of which
we must now distinguish. (Perhaps one should call them different “uses”
rather than “senses” of “good,” since presumably “good” always has the
same meaning—roughly that given by the Oxford IEnglish Dictionary—and
is only being applied on different grounds or from different points of view.)

1. One may say. pointing to a stick, “That would make a good lever.”
Then, one is saying it is good simply on the ground of its usefulness for the
purpose at hand, whether this purpose is a good one or not.

2. One may also say that something is good on the ground that it is a
means, necessary, sufficient, or both, to a good end, as when one says, “It 1s
a good idea to go to the dentist twice a year.” Then 1t is extrinsically or
instrumentally good, or good as a means. Except for the nnser, money and
material goods (not counting works of art or things of natural beauty) are
good only n this sense.

3. Works of art and things of natural beauty may also be said to be good
on the ground that one who looks at them normally has a good or rewarding
experience. Then, we 1may say that they have inherent goodness.

4. However, not all goodness is extrinsic or even inherent in these ways.
We also sometimes say that things are good, desirable, or worthwhile in
themselves, as ends, intrninsically. \When someone asks, “\What 1is
good for?” the answer may be given by trying to exhibit 1ts usefulness,
extrinsic value, or inherent goodness: but one may also try to show (and
here the final appeal must be “I'ry it and see™) that it is enjovable or other-
wise good in itself. Thus A. E. Housman in The Pursuit of Knowledge
decries the effort to defend learning on uthitarian or moral grounds, though
he admits it does have uses and extrinsic values, and seeks to justfy 1t
by its own worth alone. In fact, it is hard to sce how money, cars, and other
material possessions, even paintings, can have any goodness or value at all,
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extrinsic or inherent, if the experiences they make possible are not in some
way enjoyable or good in themselves.

5. Earlier I contrasted the morally good life and the good life in the non-
moral sense (e.g., the happy life). In view of what was just said, we may
call the latter the intrinsically good life. Then we can also say of certain
sorts of experience that they are good because they contribute to the good
life, or because if they are included in one’s life they make it intrinsically
better. One might call such contributively good experiences means to the
good life, but it is better to think of them as parts of it. Mill does this when
he says that money and knowledge are both originally sought as means to
happiness but may come to be sought for their own sakes, as in the case of
a miser or a scientist, when they become parts of happiness.

The following table will summarize this account of the uses of “good.”

I. Moral values = things that are good on moral grounds.
II. Nonmoral values.
A. Utility values = things that are good because of their usefulness for
some purpose.
B. Extrinsic values = things that are good because they are means to
what is good.

I

C. Inherent values = things that are good because the experience of
contemplating them is good or rewarding in itself.
D. Intrinsic values = things that are good in themselves or good be-

cause of their own intrinsic properties.

E. Contributory values = things that are good because they contribute
to the intrinsically good life or are parts of it.

F. Final values = things that are good on the whole (to be explained
In a moment).

It should be observed that the same thing can be good in more than one
sense, as is knowledge. In fact, Dewey sought to break down the distinction
between what is good as a means and what is good as an end. partly because
he realized that most of the things we do or live through are both good or
bad in themselves and good or bad in their results. His premise was correct
but his conclusion need not be drawn. All that follows is that we must con-
stantly look for both kinds of values in our activities, instead of thinking that
some are good only as means and others only as ends. We must also notice
that the same thing can be good in one sense and bad in another. Going to
a dentist is good as a means but bad in itself, though in totaling up the
scores we must remember Dewey’s point. An action or experience may even
be intrinsically good, and morally bad or wrong. or vice versa, as we shall
sec.

It follows that we must be careful if someone says “X s good™ or asks
“Is X good?” We know, of course, that he is commending X or asking if it
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should be commended and favored; but, before we can agree or answer, we
must try to ascertain on what ground he is saying X is good or from what
point of view he is asking if it is good. Of course, he may be saying that it 1s
good on the whole or from all points of view, or he may be asking if it is
good in this sense. But we must find this out. We find out, of course, by
discovering what reasons he gives or is willing to listen to for his judgment.
In fact, if someone uses the word “good” in an unqualified way, as we
usually do (i.e., we do not usually put in quahfiers hike “morally,” “extrin-
sically,” etc.), we probably must first take it to mean good on the whole,
unless the context makes clear that it does not mean this. We must then
wait for the discussion to reveal any error on our part. We tend to use the
word in a global, inclusive way, and to pin our grounds down only if we
have to.

Perhaps too, what we want to achieve, if possible, is usually not just a
judgment about a thing’s value in some one of these senses but a total
evaluation of its value on the whole. This is another part of Dewey’s critique
of the distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic goodness that is well-taken.
But it still remains true that in order to come to a judgment about whether
something is good on the whole or good in any of the other senses, we must
first determine what its intrinsic value is, what the intrinsic value of its
consequences or of the experiences of contemplating it is, or how much it
contributes to the intrinsically good life. Our task, therefore, is to determine
the criteria or standards of intrinsic goodness and badness. What are the
grounds on which things, or rather activities, experiences, and lives may
correctly be said to be good, desirable, or worthwhile as ends or in them-
selves?

THEORIES ABOUT It goes without saying that there have been many
WHAT IS GOOD AS AN different answers to this question. Plato presents two
END: HEDONISM AND  of them for debate in the Philebus: the view that
NON-HEDONISM pleasure is the good, the true goal of ecvery living
being, and what everyone ought to aim at; and the
view that intelligence, knowledge, and wisdomn are better and more excellent
than pleasure for all who are capable of them. The first of these views is
called hedonism and has had many proponents from the time of Eudoxus

and Epicurus to the present.

What does the hedonistic theory of value maintain? First of all, a hedonist
about the good need not be a hedonist about the right. To hold that the
right act is that which produces at least as great a balance of pleasure over
pain for self or world as any alternative is to hold a hedonistic teleological
theory of obligation. One may, however, adopt a hedonistic theory of value
without adopting any such theory of obligation. A hedonist about the good
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may be a deontologist about the right; roughly speaking, Butler, Kant, and
Sidgwick combine hedonism about the former with deontologisin about the
latter.

Secondly, a hedonist about the good says, approximately, that the good
1s pleasure. But this is apt to be misleading. “Pleasure” is ambiguous. It
may mean ‘“experiences that are pleasant”™ or it may mean the feeling or
hedonic tone of “pleasantness™ that such experiences have. Now a hedonist
about the good is not necessarily defining the terin “good.” He need not say
that “good” means “pleasant” or that goodness is pleasantness. He may hold
this, but most hedonists have not offered definitions in this sense. A hedonist
does, however, offer an equation of a kind: he asserts that the good 1is
pleasure, or that whatever is pleasant is good and vice versa.

Even this statement is inaccurate, however, and to see just what a hedo-
nist about the good is claiming we must use a series of statements.

1. Happiness = pleasure, or happiness = pleasantness.

2. All pleasures are intrinsically good, or whatever is pleasant in itself is good in
itself. A hedonist may admit that some pleasures are morally bad or wrong,
or that some are bad because of their results.

3. Only pleasures are intrinsically good, or whatever is good in itself is pleasant
in itself. A hedonist may allow other things, even pains, to be good as means
or even morally good or right.

4. Pleasantness is the criterion of intrinsic goodness. It is what makes things good
as ends. It is not just a coincidence that what is pleasant is good in itself and
vice versa.

All hedonists about the good accept these four propositions. Beyond this
point they may differ, however. They usually hold that pleasures differ in
kind or quality, for example that mental pleasures are different from phys-
ical ones. But Epicurus and Bentham hold that such differences in quality
make no difference to their goodness or value. As the latter puts it, “Quan-
tity of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry.” Non-hedonists
were shocked at this, but so was Mill. Mill maintained, therefore, that differ-
ences in quality of pleasure entail differences in value—that mental plea-
sures are or may be better than physical ones just because of the kind of
pleasure involved, whether they contain a greater quantity of pleasure or
not. Thus we must add a fifth statement, which some hedonists accept and
others reject:

5. The intrinsic goodness of an acrivity or experience is proportional to the
quantity of pleasure it contains (or rather to the quamitative balance of plea-
sure over pain contained in it or intrinsic to it).

Quantitative hedonists accept (5) : qualitative hedonists deny it. Critics
of hedonism often say that Mill's denying it is inconsistent with his being
a hedonist, but this is only because they identify hedonism with quantitative
hedonistn. Where Mill gets into difficulty is in trying to formulate the
principle of utility in non-quantitative terms, a point we made in Chapter 3.
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As against this, non-hedonists may hold that pleasure is a good, but they
must all deny that pleasure is the good—they may allow that pleasantness
1s a good-making characteristie, but they must insist that it i1s not the only
one. More accurately, in terms of the above propositons, they may admit
(1) and (2) and even (3), but must reject (4) and (5). Usually, however,
they rejeet (1), (2). and (3) as well. As to what is good as an end or good-
making. besides or instead of pleasure, or what the ernterion of intrinsic
vilue 1s. they may and do take a variety of positions, some of which we
shall indicate as we go along.

THE FIRST LINE Two main kinds of argument have been used in the
OF DEBATE debate between the hedonists and the non-hedonists.
First, there 1s a psychological line of argument.
Hedonists. quantitative or qualitative, have usually argued that pleasure 1s
the good in nselfl because it 1s what we all; ulumately at least, desire or aim
at. Thus Aristotle reports Eudoxus as maintaining pleasure to be the good
because he saw all tnngs aiming at it. Epicurus used the same argument.

And MNll writes that

.. .if human nature is so constituted as to desire nothing which is not either a
part of happiness [pleasure! or a means of happiness, we can have no other proof,
and we require no other, that these are the only things desirable.!

He then argues that human nature is so constituted and concludes that
pleasure and pleasure alone is good as an end, basically at least.

The premise of this argument i1s a psychological doctrine, a theory of
human nature, which 1s ealled psychological hedonism. The conclusion,
however. 1s a value judgment. As a result. many non-hedonists, from G. E.
Moore on. have attacked the argument as illogical. From

va Pleasure and pleasure alone is desired as an end,
they say onc cannot correctly infer:
rc! .. Pleasure and pleasure alone is good as an end.

They are right, of course. since (c) contains terms which are not present
in (a). But Mill explicitly states that he does not regard his argument as a
logical proof. and Eudoxus and Epicurus might well agree with him. Hence.
the criticisms of Moore and his followers are beside the point. Mill's con-
tention i1s not that (e) follows logically from (a) but that (a) 1s true as a
theory of human nature; and that, if human nature is so econstituted as always
o amm at pleasure, then it is absurd or unreasonable to deny that pleasure 1s
the good. even though it is logically possible.

v Utilitarianism, near end of Chap. 4. See sclections in Frankena and Granrose, Chap.
V.
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Thus interpreted, the argument seems to me a potent one, if (a) can be
shown to be true. In any case, however, it is easy enough for a hedonist to
put his argument in a form that is entirely valid:

(a) Pleasure and pleasure alone is desired as an end.
(b) What is desired as an end and only what is desired as an end is good as an end.
(c) .. Pleasure and pleasure alone is good as an end.

Then the only way to attack it is to throw doubt on either (a) or (b).

Many non-hedonists accept (b) and reject (a). Aristotle. for example.
says that to claim that the end at which all things aim is not necessarily good
is to talk nonsense; in fact, he begins by arguing that the good may be
defined as that at which all things aim. He agrees that all things aim at
happiness but denies that happiness is pleasurc. Happiness is excellent activ-
ity of the soul, he contends; and for him this means activity in accordance
with the moral and especially the intellectual virtues or excellences, the latter
including science, wisdom, and other forms of knowledge. This excellence of
activity, he says, is what we seek as our end. not pleasure. Pleasure is an accom-
paniment of the achieving and exercising of these excellences. It is not the
object of our desires, it is the felt satisfaction we get when we achieve what we
desire. This argument is very similar to that of Butler against psychological
egoism, which is no accident since such egoism and psychological hedonism
usually go together. The claim is that the psychological hedonist is putting
the cart before the horse. We do not desire knowledge and the other excellences
because they give pleasure; we obtain pleasure from them because we desire
them and they satisfy our desires.

This argument has a good deal of force, though we must remember John
Clarke’s countermove, described in Chapter 2. The argument does not prove
that hedonism is mistaken as a theory of value, even if we accept (b), but
it seems to me to show that psychological hedonism has not been proved.
may not be true, and cannot be used as part of an argument to establish a
hedonistic theory of value. If Clarke’s rejoinder does not hold up, it even
shows psychological hedonism of the kind in question to be false. In any
case, it is very doubtful that we desire things in proportion to the amount
of pleasure or satisfaction we expect from thcm. Another point should be
mentioned as helping to throw doubt on psychological hedonism. Non-
hedonists often point out, again correctly, that if we consciously take plea-
sure as our end, we somehow miss it, while if we pursue and attain other
things for their own sakes, not calculating the pleasure they will bring, we
somehow gain pleasure. This is known as “the hedonistic paradox.”

Other non-hedonists follow Aristotle in accepting (b) and rejecting (a)
and (c), but differ with him about what the good is. Where he stressed the
intellectual excellences, the Stoics emphasized the moral ones. Augustine and
Aquinas follow the same general line of argument but finally identify the



Intrinsic Value and the Good Life 87

good with God or with communion with God. Nietzsche identifies the good
with power, contending that this is what we all amm at, although by power
he does not mean merely the sort of thing Napoleon had, but all kinds of
excellence of the human spirit: Nietzsche believed that I.eonardo da Vinci
had power in this sense. The Hegelian idealists like F. H. Bradley also hold
that the good is what we all seek: however. they claim, much as Nietzsche
does although in a less radical spirit. that the good we scek 1s self-realization.

THE SECOND LINE All of these writers agree that what we aim at is the
OF DEBATE good: and they then argue that human nature is so
constituted that we all aim at X (pleasure, excellence,
Giod, power, self-realization) . concluding that X is the good or the criterion
of what is good as an end. We cannot possibly discuss their rather specula-
tive theories here. for such a discussion would require a good deal of psy-
chology and some metaphysics. We shall have to rest our position on the
second kind of argument used in the debates between hedonists and non-
hedonists. It is interesting to note. however, that on the basis of the first
kind of argument. two general sorts of things have been claimed to be good
as ends: on the one hand. something like pleasure, enjoyment, or satisfac-
tion: on the other, some forin of excellence or self-perfection. The term
“happiness™ has been used for both. We shall return to this point later.
Many writers, some hedonists like Sidgwick and some non-hedonists like
Plato, Moore. and Ross, reject the above kind of argument on the general
ground that a thing is not good because, or if and only if, it is desired. In-
stead, these writers appeal to a kind of reflective review of the sorts of things
we seem to take as ends or as good in themselves to see which ones hold
up under inspection and whether one can discover any criteria by which
they may be evaluated. Sidgwick. Moore. and Ross think of this inspection
as a process of intuition of self-evident judgments, but 1t is not necessary
to do so, and it i1s not clear that Plato did. The main point s that the
review must be reflective and must hnnt itself, rigorously to the question of
what is good in itself or apart from its consequences and moral 1mplications,
the question being roughly. “What sorts of things is it rational to desire for
their own sakes?”
In their reviews such writers consider some or all of the following candi-
dates. sometnnes dividing them into categories like “biological.”™ “physical.™
“mental.” “social.”” and “‘spiritual™:

Life, consciousness, and activity

Iealth and strength

Pleasures and satisfactions of all or certain kinds
Happiness, beatitude, contentment, etc.
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Truth

Knowledge and true opinion of various kinds, understanding, wisdom
Beauty, harmony, proportion in objects contemplated
Aesthetic experience

Morally good dispositions or virtues

Mutual affection, love, friendship, cooperation

Just distribution of goods and evils

Harmony and proportion in one’s own life

Power and experiences of achievement

Self-expression

Freedom

Peace, security

Adventure and novelty

Good reputation, honor, esteem, etc.

Religious experiences or values, which many rate highest among intrinsic
goods, are not mentioned separately in this list because they presuppose the
existence of God and so raise questions that cannot be dealt with here. The
communion with and love or knowledge of God that Augustine and Aquinas
regard as the highest good would, however, presumably come under our
headings of knowledge and mutual love. Other intrinsically good religious
experiences would also probably fall under these or other headings.

Of course, the items listed overlap and others could be added. Reviewing
such a list, philosophers have come out with various smaller tables of in-
trinsic goods or values. The triad of truth, goodness, and beauty, usually
spelled with capital letters, is a classic one. Nicolai Hartmann includes all
of the things mentioned. Moore emphasizes certain pleasures, beauty, aes-
thetic experience, knowledge, and personal affections. Ross’s list is much the
same, but it omits beauty and includes the moral virtues and the just appor-
tionment of happiness to desert. He ranks virtue above knowledge and
knowledge above pleasure. Plato, in the Philebus, argues that the good life
is a “mixed life,” containing the following ingredients, which he ranks in
the order given:

a. Measure, moderation, fitness, etc.

b. Proportion, beauty, perfection, cte.

¢. Mind and wisdom

d. Seiences, arts, and true opinion

e. Pure or painless pleasures of the soul itself,

All of the men just mentioned are non-hedonists. Of the five hedonistic
theses listed earlier, they all deny (4) and (5). Most of them deny (2),
insisting that some pleasures are intrinsically bad, for example, pleasures
gained by treachery, or those involving a morally bad disposition like cruelty
or malice or the enjoyment of what is evil or ugly. Some would also reject
(3), arguing that there are some intrinsically good things that do not con-
tain pleasure, though they may cause or occasion it, for example, beauty,
truth, and virtue. Plato, like Aristotle, would reject (1) as well. Sidgwick,
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on the other hand, 1s a hedonist. He argues, in his review of proposed goods,
first, that nothing i1s good in 1tself except desirable experiences or states of
consciousness, and second, that experiences or states of consciousness are
desirable in themselves only if and insofar as they contain pleasure. That is,
he is a quantitative hedonist and accepts all five of the hedonist theses; for
him pleasantness, or more accurately, balance of pleasure over pain, is the
criterion or standard of nonmoral value.

SOME CONCLUSIONS Reflecting on the longer list of proposed intrinsic
values myself, 1 come to the following conclusions.
It seems to me that all of them may be kept on the list, and perhaps others
may be added, if it is understood that it is the experience of them that is
good in 1tself. Sidgwick seems to me to be right on this point. Take the
traditional triad. for instance. It seems to e that truth is not itself intrin-
sically good. It may not even be known. What is good in itself is knowledge
of or belief in the truth. The same point may be applied to beauty, harmony.
proportion, or the just distribution of goods and evils (the consideration of
the last item bears on the validity of utilitarianism, as we saw i Chapter 3).
These arc not themselves intrinsically valuable: what 1s intninsically good
is the contemplation or experiencing of them. In themselves, they are in-
herent rather than intrinsic goods. As for virtue---as Arnistotle said, we can
be virtuous while asleep, when nothing of intrinsic value is going on. The
experience of acting virtuously and of feeling morally good emotions, how-
ever. may be intrinsically good as far as it goes. I shall argue that it is.

We must, I think, distinguish between pleasure and happiness. “Pleasure”
suggests rather specific feelings, whereas “happiness” does not. We can
speak of “pleasures”™ but hardly of “happinesses.” “Plecasure™ also suggests
physical or “lower™ pleasures more than “happiness™ does. Again. it suggests
short-run and superficial enjoviment rather than the longer span and more
profound satisfaction connoted by ‘‘happiness.” Finally, phrases like “the
pleasant life”™ and “a life of pleasure™ call to mind something rather differ-
ent from the phrase “the happy hfe.” In fact, in ordinary discourse, we
must and do distinguish a whole family of kinds of satisfactoriness that
experiences and lives may have. Pleasantness is only one of them. Happi-
ness, contentiment, and beatitude are others. In this sense, the hedonist’s
thesis (1) is a nustake, though he is right in thinking that happiness is a
kind of sausfactoriness. Ile could, of course, redefine the terms “pleasure”
and “pleasant™ to cover all of these good-making qualities of experience,
but doing this is like trying 1o redefine the word “red™ to cover all of the
colors.

* Hedonists are right, 1 think, in holding their thesis (2), namely, that
every pleasure or enjoyment is, taken as such and by itself, intrinsically
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good. Against this, as we have seen, non-hedonists usually argue that there
are bad pleasures—pleasures that are bad, not only because of their con-
sequences, but in themselves. But, so far as I can see, the non-hedonists
never really show this. I agree that malicious pleasure and the enjoyment
of cruelty and ugliness, if they really occur, are bad, but are they bad qua
pleasures or enjoyments? They may be morally bad in themselves or bad
because they are symptoms of some defect or derangement of personality,
but their being bad in such senses must not be confused with their being
bad qua pleasures or enjoyments. Non-hedonists never make clear that they
are not confusing these kinds of badness. I am still inclined to think, there-
fore, that every pleasure has some intrinsic goodness, although, of course,
an experience that is pleasant may also have bad-making features that
make its total score negative, e.g.. a malicious pleasure.

What about hedonist thesis (3): that nothing is intrinsically good if it
does not contain pleasure? If, as I suggested, we distinguish other kinds of
satisfactoriness besides pleasure, then thesis (3) is not quite true. But the
broader and somewhat similar thesis that nothing is intrinsically good unless
it contains some kind of satisfactoriness seems to me to be clearly true. Thus,
I think that knowledge, excellence, power, and so on, are simply cold, bare,
and valueless in themselves unless they are experienced with some kind of
enjoyment or satisfaction.

If we distinguish kinds of satisfactoriness, as we have, then the thesis of
the quantitative hedonists [i.e., hedonist thesis (5)] must be rejected. For
then, intrinsic value cannot be proportional to quantity of pleasure or to
balance of pleasure over pain. Nor can we restate the thesis to say that
intrinsic value is proportional to quantity of satisfactoriness or balance of
satisfactoriness over unsatisfactoriness, for satisfactorinesses, for example,
beatitude and contentment, differ in kind and hence are incommensurable.
There is this much truth, at least, in Mill’s doctrine that quality affects
value. It follows, of course, that a calculus of intrinsic value in purely
quantitative terms is not possible, as was hinted in Chapter 3.

Again, if we distinguish kinds of satisfactoriness besides pleasure, then
pleasantness cannot be the criterion of intrinsic goodness or the only good-
making feature of experiences, and hedonist thesis (4) is false. In reply one
might contend, however, that there are no good-making qualities of experi-
ence except the different kinds of satisfactoriness mentioned and other kinds
if there are any. Then one would still be a quasi-hedonist; the standard of
evaluation would not be pleasure but it would be a set of related kinds of
satisfactoriness. I am not sure this contention is mistaken, but I doubt it is
true. Some non-hedonists like Plato, Aristotle, Moore, Ross, and C. D.
Broad argue that there are other good-making features of experiences be-
sides pleasantness, happiness, etc., other factors that also may contribute to
the intrinsic value of experiences. For example, they maintain that harmony
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and knowledge are such features. They contend that just as the presence of
pleasure makes an experience so far good, so does the presence of harmony
or of knowledge or understanding make it so far good. And if an experience
contains both some kind of satisfactoriness and harmony or knowledge, then
it is, or at least may be, intrinsically better than it would be if it contained
only that kind of satisfactoriness, even if the amount of satisfactoriness
involved were the same. This kind of argument is not conclusive, but it is
plausible; at this point it is very difficult to be certain what one must say.
If the argument is correct, then hedonist thesis (4) is false even in its quasi-
hedonist forn.

In fact, 1 am inclined to think the non-hedonists are right—that there is
something else besides enjoyableness or satisfactoriness that makes activities
and experiences good in themselves, and 1 suggest that this is always the
presence of some kind or degree of excellence. Many of our activities and
experiences involve or arc involved in an endeavor to achieve excellence by
some standard appropriate to them, for example, athletic activities, artistic
creation, and science or history. It seems to me that what makes gymnastics,
knowledge, and aesthetic creation good in themselves is not just the amount
of enjoyment they provide but also the fact that they involve the exercise
of an ability or skill or the attainment of some degree of excellence by some
standard, and that the same thing is true of many other kinds of activity
and experience, though the activities and standards involved may be of very
different kinds, aesthetic (beauty), intellectual (truth), athletic (bodily
skill). moral (rightness and moral goodness), and so on.

Thus, when 1 scrutinize the items on our list and exclude those that
pertain to what I shall call the form or pattern of the good life, it scems
to me that they are made good by the presence in them of one or both of
two factors: pleasure or satisfaction and some kind of excellence. Similarly,
I would say that what is bad in itself is so because of the presence either
of pain or unhappiness or of some kind of defect or lack of excellence. It
may be, then, that an enjoyable experience is inade bad by the presence of
some defect that cancels out the goodness due to its enjoyableness; the case
of a malicious pleasure, which involves a moral defect, may be an example.

Although I am ready to agree with the non-hedonist to this extent, I stll
think that an experience or activity is not good in itself unless it is pleasant
or satisfactory, or, in other words, that some kind of satisfactoriness is a
necessary condition of something’s being intrinsically good. It also seems to
e that being enjoyable is a sufficient condition of something’s being good,
at least when it is not cancelled out by the presence of some defect, for
example, the experience of enjoying a sharp cheese. To this extent I am
ready to go with the quasi-hedonist. How does excellence come into the
picture then? I would answer that it does so by making experiences or
activities better or worse than they would be otherwise. In other words, |
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would hold that what is intrinsically satisfyving in some way is good in itself
and vice versa, but deny that what is good in itself 1s always good only because
1t 1s satisfying, or that it is good in proportion to its satisfactoriness.

GOOD LIFE What of the good life. the life it would be rational

to choose? If what precedes is correct, the good life
will be a “mixed life,” as Plato said, consisting of activities and experiences
of the kinds listed earlier, that is. of activities and experiences that are
enjoyable or both excellent in some degree and enjovable. We may think
of these experiences and activities as making up the content of the good life.
With his usual insight, however, Plato insisted that the good life must also
have form. By this he meant pattern, and he thought that, for a life to be
good, it must be harmonious. We may wish to extend his conception of
pattern somewhat, but he was surely right in mentioning it. Any life will
willy-nilly have some pattern or other. and it is reasonable to think that
some patterns are better than others. D. H. Parker. staving close to Plato.
thought that one’s life should have such features as unity in variety, balance.
rhythm, and hierarchy. A. N. Whitehead, closer to romanticisin and evolu-
tionism, thought it should include novelty and adventure. as well as con-
tinuity and tradition, and that it should include them in some kind of
rhythm of alternation.

There is a view abroad today—ever since the romantic era—which dis-
parages both satisfactoriness and excellence in favor of autonomy, authenticity,
commitment, creativity, decision, doing vour own thing, freedom. self-expres-
sion, striving, struggle, and the like. This view is not tenable in any literal or
extreme form, in my opinion, but it contains an important truth, namely, that
the best life one is capable of must have form. not just in the sense of pattern.
but in the sense of being inspired by a certain attitude, posture. or “life-style.”
Whitehead called this *subjective form™ and thought that reverence should be
the dominant style in our lives, though he mentioned others. Autonomy seems
to me to come 1n here. as well as the other things just listed. but I should want
to add rationality and related dispositions like objectivity and intellectual
responsibility too. And perhaps this is where one should mention love again.
At least, if psychologists like Erich Fromm are right. then for one’s life to be
good, not just in the moral but in the nonmoral sense. one must not be too
concerned with the goodness of one’s life. but rather with causes and objects
outside oneself.

Just what content. pattern. and subjective form the good life has will.
no doubt, vary considerably from person to person. To find the answer one
must, to a large extent, depend on one’s own experience and reflection aided
by that of others with experience and wisdom. I doubt that any fixed order
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or pattern can be laid down for everyone. as Plato and Ross thought.
[Tuman nature may be much the same everywhere, and 1 believe it 1s,
otherwise psychology would be virtually impossible; however, human nature
seems to vary too much for any fixed conception of it to be drawn up in
detail. Even if all of the items we have mentioned are found to be good.
to some extent at least, by everyone. it may and. in fact, secems still to be
true that their ranking and arrangement must be somewhat relative. For
some people the good life seems to include more peace and security and
for others more adventure and novelty, although every life should and does
include some of each. If writers like Ruth Benedict are right, the relativity
is even more radical than this example suggests; however, even if they go
too far, this example at least shows that one must leave a good deal of room
for variety in one's conception of the good life, if not in one’s list of goods.

We must also remember the point touched on in our discussion of justice
—that people’s needs and capacities not only differ. but differ in such a
way that the good life of one may not be as good intrinsically as that of
another. It may be, for example, that A’s capacities in an intellectual way
are such that the best life of which he is capable simply cannot include
much of some of the items mentioned. Then, other things being equal, his
best life may be, not only different from, but in itself less good than that
of which B 1s capable. It does not follow, however, that A must be treated
as a second-class citizen, as Plato and Arnstotle thought. It may still be, as
we held earlier, that A 1s as good as B n the sense that they are, so far as
possible, to be treated equally. 1 firinly believe that the doctrine of the equal
intrinsic value of every human being as such is valid. but it is valid only
as a principle of what is right or obligatory. It is not valid as a value judg-
ment about the intrinsic worthwhileness of different good lives.

We may connect the discussion of this chapter with what was said before
by making two observations. One is that it i1s to the good life in this sense
that morality, like everything else, is or should be a minister. The other is
that morality 1s not to be a minister merely to one’s own good life but to
that of others as well and. therefore. may restrict one m one’s pursuit of
what is good—through the principles of beneficence and justice. Virtue, as
Socrates says m the Meno, 1s not the power to achieve the good or obtamn
good things; it is acting justly. honestly. temperately. and. we must add,
benevolently.

One thing more. As was indicated, morally right action 1s one kind of
activity that satisfies a standard of excellence, and so being morally right 1s
a kind of excellence and may be one of the factors making an activity in-
trinsically good—not just good in a moral but in a nonmoral sense. Thus,
Alyosha exclaims at one point in The Brothers Karamazor, “How good it
is*to do something good!™ Similarly, as in the example of malicious plea-



Intrinsic Value and the Good Life 94

sures, an experience may be made bad or at least worse intrinsically by the
fact that having it is immoral. If this is so, then for normal human beings
one’s life may be better or worse in itself because it includes morally right
or wrong action. In this sense virtue is its own reward. It is important to
remember this when we come to the question of why we should be moral.



CHAPTER SIX

Meaning
and Justification

META-ETHICS AND Thus far, except for Chapter 1. we have been engaged
ITS QUESTIONS in normative cthics, although we have also included
a good bit of analysis and conceptual clarification, as

well as some psychology. In other words, we have been endeavoring to arrive

at acceptable principles of obligation and general judgments of value in the

light of which to determine what is morally right, wrong, or obligatory, and
what or who is morally good, bad. or responsible. As we saw in Chapter 1,
however, ethics also includes another kind of inquiry called meta-ethics.
Meta-ethics does not propound any moral principles or goals for action,
except possibly by implication: as such it consists entirely of philosophical
analysis. In fact, recent moral philosophy has concerned itself very largely

with meta-cthical analysis; it has been primarily interested in clarification

and understanding rather than in normative ethics, though it has included
some discussion of punishment. civil disobedience, war, etc.. and much
debate about utilitarianism. For all that. what 1t has been doing i1s most
important, since any reflective person should have some understanding of the
meaning and justification of his cthical judgments, especially in this age
when our general thinking about principles and values is said to be in a

95
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state of crisis. In any case, we ourselves must see what sort of justification,
if any, can be claimed for the normative positions we have taken.

As usually conceived, meta-ethics asks the following questions. (1) What is
the meaning or definition of ethical terms or concepts like “right,” “wrong,”
“good,” "“bad”? What is the nature, meaning, or function of judgments in
which these and similar terms or concepts occur? What are the rules for the
use of such terms and sentences? (2) How are moral uses of such terms to be
distinguished from nommoral ones, moral judgments from other normative
ones? What is the meaning of “moral” as contrasted with “nonmoral”? (3)
What is the anulysis or meaning of related terms or concepts like “action,”
“conscience,” “free will,” “intention,” “promising,” “excusing,” “motive,”
“responsibility,” “reason,” ‘“‘voluntary”? (4) Can ethical and value judg-
ments be proved, justified, or shown valid? If so, how and in what sense? Or,
what is the logic of moral reasoning and of reasoning about value? Of these
(1) and (4) are the more standard problems of meta-ethics; but (2) and
(3) have been receiving much attention lately. We have touched a little on
all of them, but will now concentrate on (1) and (4).

Of these two problems, it is (4) that is primary. What we mainly want to
know 1is whether the moral and value judgments we accept are justified or
not; and if so, on what grounds. Question (1) is not in itself important in the
same way. Apart from conceptual understanding—which is important to the
pure philosopher—we need to be concerned about the meaning or nature of
ethical and value judgments only if this helps us to understand whether and
how they may be justified, only if it helps us to know which of them are
acceptable or valid. I shall therefore state and discuss the main answers to
question (1) if and when they are relevant to the discussion of question (4).
It is not easy to classify all of the different theories of the meaning of ethical
and value terms and judgments, but they seem to fall under three general
types: definist theories, intuitionism or non-naturalism, and noncognitive or
nondescriptivist theories. 1 shall explain them as they become relevant.

For the purposes of such discussions as these, moral judgments and non-
moral normative judgments are usually lumped together. This i1s a risky
procedure, for it may be that rather different accounts must be given of the
meaning and justification of the two kinds of judgments. Nevertheless, for
convenience, we too shall adopt this procedure in our review of the various
meta-ethical theories, and use the expression “‘ethical judgments™ to cover all
relevant normative and value judgments, not just moral ones.

THEORIES OF One way of putting question (4) is to ask whether our
JUSTIFICATION basic ethical judgments can be justified in any objective
way similar to those in which our factual judgments

can be justified. It is, therefore, by a natural immpulse that many philoso-
phers have sought to show that certain ethical judgments are actually
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rooted In fact or, as it used to be put, in “the nature of things” as this is
revealed either by empirical inquiry, by etaphysical construction, or by
divine revelation. How clse, they ask, could one possibly hope to justify them
as against rival judgments? If our chosen ethical judgments are not based on
fact, on the natures and relations of things, then they must be arbitrary and
capricious or at best conventional and relative. One who follows this linc of
thought, however, seems to be committed to claiming that ethical judgments
can be derived logically from factual ones, empirical or nonempirical. Oppo-
nents have therefore countered by contending that this cannot be done,
since one cannot get an Ought out of an Is or a Value out of a Fact.

Now, we do sometimes seem to justify an ethical judgment by an appeal
to fact. Thus, we say that a certain act is wrong because it injures someone,
or that a certain pamnting is good because 1t has symmetry. However, it
becomes clear on a moment’s thought that our conclusion does not rest on
our factual premise alone. In the first case, we are tacitly assuming that
injurious acts are wrong, which is a moral principle; and in the second, that
paintings with symmetry are good, which is a value judgment. In such cases,
then, we are not justifying our original ethical judgment by reference to fact
alone but also by reference to a more basic ethical premise. The question is
whether our most basic cthical or value premises can be derived logically
from factual ones alone.

This would mean that conclusions with terms like “ought” and “good” in
them can be logically inferred from premises, none of which contain these
terms; this simply cannot be done by the rules of ordinary inductive or
deductive logic. To try to do so is essentially to argue that A is B, ... A 1s C,
without introducing any premise connecting B and C. In this scnse, those
who insist that we cannot go from Is to Ought or from Fact to Value are
correct. Such an inference is logically invalid unless there is a special third
logic permitting us to do so. It has, in fact, been suggested by some recent
writers that there is such a special logic sanctioning certain direct inferences
from factual premises to conclusions about what is right or good, that is, an
ethical logic with “rules of inference” like “If X is injurious, then X is
wrong.” But the theory and the rules of such a logic have not yet been
satisfactorily worked out, and until they are we can hardly take this possi-
bility seriously. In any case, it is hard to see how such a “rule of inference”
differs in substance from the “premise” that injurious acts are wrong, or how
its justification will be different.

DEFINIST THEORIES, There is, however, one possibility that must be taken
NATURALISTIC AND seriously. This is the definist view that Ought can be
METAPHYSICAL defined in terms of Is. and Value in terms of Fact. For
if such definitions are acceptable, then, by virtue of

them, one can go logically from Is to Ought or fromn Fact to Value. For
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example, if “We ought to do...” means “We are required by society to
do...,” then from *“Society requires that we keep promises,” it follows that
we ought to keep promises. It will not do to reply, as some have, that no
such definitions are possible since we cannot get an Ought out of an Is, for
that is to beg the question. We muust, thercfore, take a closer look at definist
theories.

According to such theories ethical terms can be defined in terms of non-
ethical ones, and ethical sentences can be translated into nonethical ones of
a factual kind. For example, R. B. Perry proposes such definitions as these:

“good” means “being an object of favorable interest (desire),”
“right” means “being conducive to harmonious happiness.”!

For him, then, to say that X is good is simply another way of saying that it
is an object of desire, and to say that Y is right is just another way of saying
that it is conducive to harmonious happiness. A theologian might claim that
“right” means “commanded by God”: according to him, then, saying that Y
is right is merely a shorter way of saying that it is commanded by God. On
all such views, ethical judgments are disguised assertions of fact of some
kind. Those who say, as Perry does, that they are disguised assertions of
empirical fact are called ethical naturalists, and those who regard them as
disguised assertions of metaphysical or theological facts are called meta-
physical moralists.2 Many different theorics of both kinds are possible, de-
pending on the definitions proposed. In each case, moreover, the definition
presented may be advanced as a reportive one, simply explicating what we
ordinarily mean by the term being defined, or as a reforming proposal about
what it should be used to mean. Perry’s definitions are offered as reforming
proposals, since he thinks our ordinary use of “‘good” and ‘right” is con-
fused and vague. F. C. Sharp, on the other hand, offers the following as
reportive definitions:

“good” means “desired upon reflection,”
“right” means “desired when looked at from an impersonal point of view.”2

In offering definitions or translations of ethical termms and judgments, a
definist also tells us how such judgments are to be justified. For example,
when Perry tells us that “good” means “being an object of desire,” he also
tells us that we can test empirically whether X is good simply by determining
whether it is desired or not. In general, on a naturalistic theory, ethical
judgments can be justified by empirical inquiry just as ordinary and scientific
factual statements can; and on any metaphysical theory, they can be justified

1 Realms of Value (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1954), pp. 3, 107,
109. See selections in Frankena and Granrose, Chap. VI.

2 Most writers today use “naturalism” to cover all kinds of definism.
3 Ethics (New York: The Century Co., 1928), pp. 109, 410-11.
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by whatever methods one can use to justify metaphysical or theological
propositions. Either way they are rooted in the nature of things.

Opponents of such theories, following G. E. Moore, accuse them of com-
mitting “the naturalistic fallacy.” since they identify an ethical judgment
with a factual one. To call this a fallacy, however, without first showing that
it 1s a mistake, as is sometimes done, is sinply to beg the question. The eritics
also claim, therefore, that all proposed definitions of “‘good” and “right” in
nonethical terms can be shown to be mistaken by a very simple argument,
sometimes referred to as the “‘open question’ argument. Suppose that a
definist holds that “"good™ or “right” means “having the property P;” for
example, “being desired” or "being conducive to the greatest general happi-
ness.” Then, the argument is that we may agree that something has P, and
vet ask significantly, “"But is it good?” or “Is it right?” That is, we can
sensibly say, “T'his has P, but is it good (or right) > But if the proposed
definition were correct. then we could not say this sensibly for it would be
equivalent to saying, "““This has P, but has it P?” which would be silly.
Likewise. one can say, “This has P but it is not good (or right),” without
contradicting oneself, which could not be the case if the definition were
correct. Therefore the definition cannot be correct.

To this argument stated in such a simple form, as it almost always is, a
definist may make several replies. (1) He may argue that the meaning of
words like “good™ and *right” in ordinary use is very unclear, so that when
a clarifying definition of one of them is offered, 1t 1s almost certain not to
retain all of what we vaguely associate with the term. Thus, the substitute
cannot seem to be entirely the same as the original, and yet may turn out
to be an acceptable definition. (2) He may point out that the term being
defined may have a number of different uses, as we saw in the case of “‘good.”
Then P may be correct as an account of one of its uses, even though one
can still say, “This has P, but 1s it good?”” For one can agree, say, that X 1s
good intrinsically, and still ask sensibly if it i1s good extrinsically, morally, or
on the whole. (3) What we mean by some of our terms is often very hard to
formulate, as Socrates and his interlocutors found. This means that one who
doubts a certain formulation can always use the open question kind of an
argument, but it does not mean that no definition can possibly be correct.
(4) A definist like Perry may reply that the open question argument does
show that the proposed definitions are not accurate accounts of what we
mean by “good” and ‘“right” in ordinary discourse, but that it still may be
desirable to adopt them, all things considered. (5) A definist like Sharp, who
thinks that his definitions do express what we actually mean, might even say
that we cannot really ask significantly, “Is what we desire on reflection
good?” or “Is what we approve when we take an impersonal point of view
right?” His definitions are just plausible enough to give such a reply con-
siderable force. In any case, however, although his critics may stll be right,
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they will merely be begging the question if they rest their case on the open
question argument.

The opcn question argument as usually stated, then, is insufficient to refute
all definist theories. Its users almost never, in fact, make any serious effort to
see what definists might say in reply or to consider their definitions seriously,
as some of them certainly deserve to be. We cannot ourselves, however, try
to consider separately all of the more plausible definitions which have been
proposed. Even after studying them I find myself doubting that any pure
definist theory, whether naturalistic or metaphysical, can be regarded as
adequate as an account of what we do mean. For such a theory holds that an
ethical judgment simply is an assertion of a fact—that ethical terms consti-
tute merely an alternative vocabulary for reporting facts. It may be that they
should be reinterpreted so that this is the case. In actual usage, however, this
seems clearly not to be so. When we are making merely factual assertions we
are not thereby taking any pro or con attitude toward what we are talking
about; we are not recommending it, prescribing it, or anything of the sort.
But when we make an ethical judgment we are not neutral in this way; it
would seem paradoxical if one were to say “X is good” or “Y is right” but
be absolutely indifferent to its being sought or done by himself or anyone
else. If he were indifferent in this way, we would take him to mean that it
is generally regarded as good or right, but that he did not so regard it him-
self. We may be making or implying factual assertions in some of our ethical
judgments—when we say, “He was a good man,” we do seem to imply that
he was honest, kind, etc.—but this is not all that we are doing.

It might be replied, by Perry for example, that we ought to redefine our
ethical terms so that they merely constitute another vocabulary for reporting
certain empirical or metaphysical facts (perhaps on the ground that then
our ethical judgments could be justified on the basis of science or meta-
physics). Then we would have to consider whether we really need such an
alternative way of reporting those facts, and whether we can get along with-
out a special vocabulary to do what we have been using our ethical terms to
do—which at least includes expressing pro or con attitudes, recommending,
prescribing, evaluating, and so on.

It seems doubtful, then, that we can be satisfied with any pure definist
theory of the meaning of moral and other value judgments. It also seems to
me that such theories do not suffice to solve the problem of justification. If
we accept a certain definition of “good,” or “right,” then, as we saw, we will
know just how to justify judgments about what is good or right. But this
means that the whole burden rests on the definition, and we may still ask
how the definition is justified or why we should accept it. As far as I can
see, when Perry tries to persuade us to accept his definition of “right,” he is
in effect persuading us to accept, as a basis for action, the ethical principle
that what is conducive to harmonious happiness is right. He cannot establish
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his definition first and then show us that this principle is valid because it is
true by definition. e cannot establish his definition unless he can convince
us of the principle.

This may scem obvious, since Perry’s definition is meant as a recommenda-
tion. But a definist who regards his definition as reportive, and not reforming,
would presumably rejoin by saying that his definition is justified simply by
the fact that it expresses what we ordinarily mean, just as dictionary defini-
tions are justified. 1t has been claimed that the notion of obligation as we
know it was not present in Greek times and is due to the Judeo-Christian
theology. It might be held. then, that “ought,” as it is actually used in our
moral discourse, means “commmanded by God.” and many people would
accept this as an account of what they mean. If we ask such a reportive
theological definist why we ought to do what God commands, he will proba-
bly answer, if he understands us to be asking for a justification and not for
motivation, that we ought to do this because “ought™ simply means “com-
manded by God.” But this, if true, would only show that his cthical principle
had become enshrined in our moral discourse; it would not show why we
should continue to give adherence to his principle, and this is the question.
In other words, to advocate the adoption of or continued adherence to a
definition of an ethical term seems to be tantamount to trying to justify the
corresponding moral principle. Appealing to a definition in support of a
principle is not a solution to the problemn of justification, for the definition
needs to be justified, and justifying it involves the same problems that justify-
ing a principle does.

If this is true, then our basic ethical norms and values cannot be justified
by grounding them in the nature of things in any strictly logical sense. For
this can be done logically only if “right,” “good.” and ‘“ought™ can be
defined in nonethical terms. Such definitions, however, turn out to be dis-
guised ethical principles that cannot themselves be deduced logically from
the nature of things. It follows that ethics does not depend logically on facts
about man and the world, empirical or nonempirical. scientific or theological.

It still may be that there i1s some non-logical sense in which our basic
norms and value judgments can be justified by appeal to the nature of things.
We have already seen that ethical egoists seek to justify their theory of obliga-
tion by arguing that human nature is so constituted that cach of us always
pursues only his own good. and that Mill and other hedonists try to justify
their theory of value by showing that human nature is so constituted as to desire
nothing but pleasure or the means to pleasure. Neither the egoists nor the
hedonists clann that their argument affords a strict logical proof. 1 have also
indicated that such arguments nevertheless have a very considerable force,
provided their premises are correct. But we saw reason to question the
premises of the psychological arguments for egoism and hedonism, and hence
must take them as inadequate. In any case, however, it is doubtful that one



Meaning and Justification 102

could find any similar “proofs” of principles like beneficence, justice, or utility.

Many people hold that morality depends on religion or theology—that
ethical principles can be justified by appeal to theological premises and only
by appeal to such premises. To those who hold this we must reply, in view of
our argument, that this dependence cannot be a logical one. They may, of
course, still maintain that morality is dependent on religion in some psy-
chological way, for example, that no adequate niotivation to be moral is
possible without religion. This, I think, is true, if at ali, only in a very
qualified sense; however, even if religious beliefs and experiences are neccs-
sary for motivation, it does not follow that the justification of moral princi-
ples depends on such beliefs and experiences. Theologians may also contend
that the law of love or beneficence can be rationally justified on theological
grounds, even if it cannot rest on such grounds logically. They may argue,
for instance, that if one fully believes or unquestionably experiences that God
is love, then one must, if he is rational, conclude that he, too, should love. They
may say that, although this conclusion does not follow logically, it would be
unreasonable for one to draw any other or to refrain from drawing it. In this
belief they may well be right; for all that I have said, I am inclined to think
they are right. However, it does not follow that the principle of beneficence
(let alone that of equality) depends on religion for its justification even in
this non-logical sense. It may be that it can also be justified in some other way.

INTUITIONISM We must, then, give up the notion that our basic
principles and values can be justified by being shown
to rest logically on true propositions about man and the world. We may also
have to admit or insist that they cannot be justified satisfactorily by any such
psychological arguments as are used by egoists and hedonists. But now an-
other familiar answer to the question of justification presents itself—the view
that our basic principles and value judgments are intuitive or self-evident
and thus do not need to be justified by any kind of argument, logical or
psychological, since they are self-justifying or, in Descartes’s words, “clearly
and distinctly true.” This view was very strong until recently, and is held
by many of the writers we have mentioned: Butler, Sidgwick, Rashdall,
Moore, Prichard, Ross, Carritt, Hartmann, Ewing, and possibly even by
Plato. It is sometimes called intuitionism, sometimes non-naturalism.
Intuitionism involves and depends on a certain theory about the meaning
or nature of ethical judgments. Definist theories imply that ethical terms
stand for properties of things, like being desired or being conducive to
harmonious happiness, and that ethical judgments are simply statements
ascribing these properties to things. Intuitionists agree to this, but deny that
the properties referred to by words like “good” and “ought” are definable in
nonethical terms. In fact, they insist that some of these properties are inde-
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finable or simple and unanalyzable, as yellowness and pleasantness are. Sidg-
wick holds that “ought™ stands for such a property, Moore that *‘good™ does,
and Ross that both do. These properties are not. therefore. unintelligible
or unknown, anymore than pleasantness and vellowness arc. But they are
not natural or empirical properties as are pleasantness and yellowness. They
are of a very different kind, being non-natural or nonempirical and, so to
speak, normative rather than factual—different in kind from all the proper-
ties dreamed of in the philosophies of the definists. According to this view,
as for the dcfinists, ethical judgments are true or falsc: but they are not
factual and cannot be justified by empirical observation or metaphysical
reasoning. The basic ones, particular or general, are self-evident and can
only be known by intuition; this follows, it is maintained, from the fact that
the properties involved are simple and non-natural.

On this view, ethical judgments may be and are said to be rooted in the
natures and relations of things, but not in the sense that they can be derived
from propositions about man and the world, as the views previously discussed
hold. They are based on the natures and relations of things in the sense that
it is self-evident that a thing of a certain nature is good, for example, that
what is pleasant or harmonious is good in itself; or that a being of a certain
nature ought to treat another being of a certain nature in a certain way, for
example, that one man ought to be just, kind, and truthful toward another
man.

There are a number of reasons why intuitionism, for almost two centuries
the standard view among moral philosophers, now finds few supporters.
First of all, it raises several ontological and epistemological questions. An
intuitionist must believe in simple indefinable properties, properties that are
of a peculiar non-natural or normative sort, a priori or nonempirical con-
cepts, intuition, and self-evident or synthetic necessary propositions. All of
these beliefs are hard to defend. Do our ethical terms point to distinet and
indefinable properties? It is not easy to be sure, and many philosophers
cannot find such properties in their experience. It is also very difficult to
understand what a non-natural property is like, and intuitionists have not
been very satisfying on this point. Moreover, it is very difficult to defend the
belief in a priori concepts and self-evident truths in ethics. now that mathe-
maticians have generally given up the belicf that there are such concepts
and truths in their field.

Intuitionism is also not easy to squarc with prevailing theories in psy-
chology and anthropology, even if we do not regard relativisim as proved by
them, a point we will take up later. An enriched view of the meanings of
meaning and of the functions and uses of language likewise casts doubt on
the view that ethical judgments are primarily property-ascribing assertions.
"as intuitionists, like definists, believe.

Intuitionisin may still be true in spite of such considerations. But there are
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two arguments against it that many have regarded as decisive. Both are used
by noncognitivists or nondescriptivists and, interestingly enough, the first is
similar to the open question argument used against definists by intuitionists
themselves. Let us suppose, it is said, that there are such brave non-natural
and indefinable properties as the intuitionists talk about. Let us also suppose
that act A has one of these properties, P. Then one can admit that A has P
and still sensibly ask, “But why should I do A?” One could not do this if
“I should do A” means ‘A has P"; hence it does not mmean “A has P” as
intuitionists think.

I do not find this argument convincing. “Why should I do A?” is an
ambiguous question. One who asks it may be asking, “What motives are
there for my doing A?” or he may be asking, “Am I really morally obligated
to do A?” That is, he may be asking for motivation or he may be asking for
justification. Now, of course, one can admit that A has P and still sensibly
ask, “What motives are there for my doing that which has P?”” But this, an
intuitionist may say, is irrelevant, since he is proposing a theory of justifica-
tion and not a theory of motivation, although he is also ready to provide
a theory of motivation at the proper time. Therefore, the question is whether
one can admit that A has P and still ask sensibly, “Ought I really to do A?”
Here we must remember that the intuitionist holds that “I ought to do A”
means “A has P” or, in other words, that P is the property of obligatoriness.
Hence, he can answer the argument in its relevant form by saying that :f “I
ought to do A” does mean “A has P,” then one cannot sensibly say, “A has
P but ought I to do it?” His critic may still insist that he can sensibly say
this, but not if he first admits that “I ought to do A” means “A has P.” For
him simply to assert that it does not mean “A has P” is to beg the question;
however, his argument does not prove his conclusion, but assumes it. If there
is a property of obligatoriness, as the intuitionist holds, then one cannot
sensibly admit that A has this property and ask, “But is it obligatory?”

The second argument, which comes from Hume, is used against many
kinds of definism as well as intuitionism, and has to do with motivation
rather than justification. It begins with an insistence that ethical judgments
are in themselves motivating or “practical” in the sense that, if one accepts
such a judgment, he must have some motivation for acting according to it.
It then contends that, if an ethical judgment merely ascribes a property, P,
to something, then, whether P is natural or non-natural, one can accept the
judgment and still have no motivation to act one way rather than another.

Intuitionists (and definists) also have a possible answer to this argument.
They can maintain that we are so constituted that, if we recognize X to be
right or good (i.e., that X has P), this will generate a pro attitude toward
X in us, either by itself or by way of an innate desire for what has P. One
may, of course, question their psychological claims, but one must at least give
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good reasons for thinking these are false before one takes this argument as
final.

On the whole, however, intuitionisin strikes me as implausible even if it
has not been disproved. As was indicated earlier, ethical judgments do not
seem to be mere property-ascribing statements, natural or non-natural; they
express favorable or unfavorable attitudes (and do not merely generate them),
recommend, prescribe, and the like. Of course, one could 1naintain that they
do this and also ascribe simple non-natural properties to actions and things,
but such a view still involves one in the difficulties mentioned a mornent ago.
The main point to be made now is that the belief in self-evident ethical
truths, and all that goes with it, is so difficult to defend that it seetns best to
look for some other answer to the problem of justification.

NONCOGNITIVE OR The third general type of theory of the meaning or
NONDESCRIPTIVIST nature of ethical judgments has no very satisfactory
THEORIES label. However, it has been called noncognitivist or
nondescriptivist because, as against both definists and
intuitionists, it holds that ethical judgments are not assertions or statements
ascribing properties to (or denying them of) actions, persons, or things, and
insists that they have a very different “logic,” meaning, or use. It embraces

a wide variety of views, some more and others much less extreme.

1. The most extreme of these are a number of views that deny ethical
judgments, or at least the most basic ones, to be capable of any kind of
rational or objectively valid justification. On one such view—that of A. J.
Ayer—they are simply expressions of emotion much like ejaculations. Saying
that killing is wrong is like saying, “Killing, boo!” It says nothing true or
false and cannot be justified in any rational way. Rudolf Carnap once took
a similar view, except that he interpreted “Killing is wrong” as a cornmand,
“Do not kill,” rather than as an ejaculation. Bertrand Russell held that
moral judgments merely express a certain kind of wish. Many existentialists
likewise regard basic ethical judgments, particular or general, as arbitrary
commitments or decisions for which no justification can be given.

I should point out here that such irrationalistic views about ethical judg-
ments are not held only by atheistic positivists and existentialists. They are
also held by at least some religious existentialists and by other theologians.
For example, a theologian who maintains that the basic principles of ethics
are divine commands is taking a position much like Carnap’s. If he adds that
God’s commands are arbitrary and cannot be justified rationally, then his
position is no less extreme. If he holds that God's commands are, at least in

principle, rationally defensible, then his position is like the less extreme ones
to be described.
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2. C. L. Stevenson’s form of the emotive theory is somewhat less extreme
than Ayer’s. He argues that ethical judgments express the speaker’s attitudes
and evoke, or seek to evoke, similar attitudes in the hearer. But he realizes
that to a very considerable extent our attitudes are based on our beliefs, and
so can be reasoned about. For example, I may favor a certain course of
action because I believe it has or will have certain results. I will then
advance the fact that it has these results as an argument in its favor. But
you may argue that it does not have these results, and if you can show this,
my attitude may change and I may withdraw my judgment that the course
of action in question is right or good. In a sense, you have refuted me. But,
of course, this is only because of an underlying attitude on my part of being
in favor of certain results rather than others. Stevenson goes on to suggest
that our most basic attitudes, and the ethical judgments in which we express
them, may not be rooted in beliefs of any kind, in which case they cannot be
reasoned about in any way. He is open-minded about this, however, and
allows a good deal of room for a kind of argument and reasoning.

3. More recently, from a number of Oxford philosophers and others, we
have had still less extreme views. They refuse to regard ethical judgments as
mere expressions or evocations of feeling or attitude, as mere commands, or
as arbitrary decisions or commitments. Rather, they regard them as evalua-
tions, recommendations, prescriptions, and the like; and they stress the fact
that such judgments imply that we are willing to generalize or universalize
them and are ready to reason about them, points with which we have agreed.
That is, they point out that when we say of something that it is good or right,
we imply that there are reasons for our judgment which are not purely per-
suasive and private in their cogency. They are even ready to say that such
a judgment may be called true or false, though it is very different from “X
is yellow” or “Y is to the left of Z.” For them ethical judgments are essen-
tially reasoned acts of evaluating, recommending, and prescribing.

The arguments for such theories—the open question argument against
definists and the two arguments against intuitionists—we have found to be
less conclusive than they are thought to be. To my mind, nevertheless, these
theories, or rather the least extreme of them, are on the right track. The kind
of account the latter give of the meaning and nature of ethical judgments is
acceptable as far as it goes. Such judgments do not simply say that something
has or does not have a certain property. Neither are they mere expressions of
emotion, will; or decision. They do more than just express or indicate the
speaker’s attitudes. They evaluate, instruct, recommend, prescribe, advise,
and so on: and they claim or imply that what they do is rationally justified or
justifiable, which mere expressions of emotion and commands do not do. The
more extreme views, therefore, are mistaken as a description of the nature of
ethical judgments. Moreover, it is not necessary to agree with them that such
judgments cannot be justified in any important sense. They generally assume
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that if such judgments are not self-evident and cannot be proved inductively
or deductively on the basis of empirical or nonempirical facts, as we have
seen to be the case, then it follows that they are purely arbitrary. But this
does not follow. It may be that this conception of rational justification is too
narrow, as I have already intimated in discussing psychological egoism and
hedonism. Mill may be right when he says, near the end of Chapter I of
Utilitarianism,

We are not.. .to infer that [the acceptance or rejection of an ethical first prin-
ciple] must depend on blind impulse, or arbitrary choice. There is a larger mean-
ing of the word “proof,” in which this question is...amenable 10 it...The subject
is within the cognizance of the rational faculty; and neither does that faculty deal
with it solely in the way of intuition. Considerations may be presented capable
of determining the intellect either to give or withhold its assent. ..

Here, Mill is with the less extreme of the recent nondescriptive theories, as
against the definists, the intuitionists, and the more extreme nondescriptivists.
All of these share the conception of justification as consisting either in self-
evidence or in inductive or deductive proof. Only the definists and intui-
tionists believe that ethical judgments can be justified in one or the other of
these ways, while positivists and existentialists deny that ethical judgments
can be justified at all. Mill and the less extreme recent philosophers, on the
other hand, agree with intuitionists and definists that they can be justified in
some rational sense or in some ‘“larger meaning of the word ‘proof’,” though
they have different and various views about the nature of such justification.

At this point, it may help to notice that even such things as “‘mere” expres-
sions of feeling and commands may be justified or unjustified, rational or
irrational. Suppose that A is angry at B, believing B to have insulted him.
C may be able to show A that his anger is unjustified, since B has not actually
insulted him at all. If A simply goes on being angry, although he no longer
has any reason, we should regard his anger as quite irrational. Again, if an
officer commands a private to close the door, believing it to be open when it
1s not, it is reasonable for the private to answer, “But, sir, the door is closed,”
and 1t would be quite irrational if the officer were seriously to command the
private to close it anyway. Emotions and commands, generally at least, have
a background of beliefs and are justified or unjustified, rational or irrational,
depending on whether these beliefs themselves are so.

APPROACH TO AN In my opinion, even the less extreme of recent non-
ADEQUATE THEORY descriptivist theories have not gone far enough. They
have been too ready to admit a kind of basic rcla-

tivism after all. They insist that ethical judgments unply the presence of, or

" at least the possibility of giving, reasons which justify them. But they almost
invariably allow or even insist that the validity of these reasons is ultumately
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relative, either to the individual or to his culture, and, therefore, conflicting
basic judgments may both be justified or justifiable. Now, it may be that in
the end one must agree with this view, but most recent discussions entirely
neglect a fact about ethical judgments on which Ewing has long insisted,
namely, that they make or somehow imply a claim to be objectively and
rationally justified or valid. In other words, an ethical judgment claims that
it will stand up under scrutiny by oneself and others in the light of the most
careful thinking and the best knowledge, and that rival judgments will not
stand up under such scrutiny. Hume makes the point nicely, though only for
moral judgments:

The notion of morals implies some sentiment common to all mankind, which
recommends the same object to general approbation. ... When a man denominates
another his enemy, his rival, his antagonist, his adversary, he is understood to
speak the language of self-love, and to express sentiments, peculiar to himself, and
arising from his particular circumstance and situation. But when he bestows on
any man the epithets of vicious or odious or depraved, he then speaks another
language, and expresses sentiments, in which he expects all his audience are to
concur with him. He must here. . .depart from his private and particular situation,
and must choose a point of view, common to himself with others. .. .1

And, he must claim, Hume might have added, that anyone else who takes
this point of view and from it reviews the relevant facts will come to the
same conclusion. In fact, he goes on to suggest that precisely because we need
or want a language in which to express, not just sentiments peculiar to our-
selves but sentiments in which we expect all men are to concur with us,
another language in which we may claim that our sentiments are justified
and valid, we had to

...invent a peculiar set of terms, in order to express those universal sentiments of
censure or approbation.... Virtue and vice become then known; morals are
recognized; certain general ideas are framed of human conduct and behavior. . ..

This kind of an account of our normative discourse strikes me as eminently
wise. It is a language in which we may express our sentiments—approvals,
disapprovals, evaluations, recommendations, advice. instructions, prescrip-
tions—and put them out into the public arena for rational scrutiny and dis-
cussion, claiming that they will hold up under such scrutiny and discussion
and that all our audience will concur with us if they will also choose the
same common point of view. That this is so is indicated by the fact that if A
makes an cthical judgment about X and then, upon being challenged by B.
says, “Well, at least I'm in favor of X,” we think he has backed down. He
has shifted from the language of public dialogue to that of mere self-revela-
tion. This view recognizes the claim to objective validity on which intuition-
ists and definists alike insist, but it also recognizes the force of much recent
criticism of such views.

4 An Enquiry into the Principles of Morals, pp. 113-14.
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RELATIVISM Against any such view it will be argued, of course,
that this claim to be objectively and rationally justified
or valid, in the sense of holding up against all rivals through an impartial
and informed examination, is simply mistaken and must be given up. This is
the contention of the relativist and we must consider it now, although we can
do so only briefly.

Actually, we must distinguish at least three forimns of relativism. First, there
is what may be called descriptive relativism. When careful, it does not say
merely that the ethical judgments of different pecople and socicties are differ-
ent. For this would be true even if people and societies agreed in their basic
cthical judgments and differed only in their derivative ones. What careful
descriptive relativism says is that the basic ethical beliefs of different people
and societies are different and even conflicting. I stress this because the fact
that in some primitive societies children believe they should put their parents
to death before they get old, whereas we do not, does not prove descriptive
relativism. These primitive peoples may believe this because they think their
parents will be better off in the hereafter if they enter it while still able-
bodied; if this is the case, their ethics and ours are alike in that they rest on
the precept that children should do the best they can for their parents. The
divergence, then, would be in factual, rather than in ethical, beliefs.

Second, there is meta-ethical relativism, which is the view we must con-
sider. It holds that, in the case of basic ethical judgments, there is no objec-
tively valid, rational way of justifying one against another; consequently, two
conflicting basic judgments may be equally valid.

The third form of relativism is normative relativisin. While descriptive
relativism makes an anthropological or sociological assertion and meta-ethical
relativism a meta-cthical one, this form of relativism puts forward a norma-
tive principle: what is right or good for one individual or society is not right
or good for another, even if the situations involved are similar, meaning not
merely that what is thought right or good by one is not thought right or good
by another (this is just descriptive relativism over again), but that what is
really right or good in the one case is not so in another. Such a normative
principle seems to violate the requirements of consistency and universaliza-
tion mentioned carlier. We neced not consider it here, except to point out that
it cannot be justified by appeal to either of the other formns of relativism and
does not follow from them. One can be a relativist of ecither of the other
sorts without believing that the same kind of conduct is right for one person
or group and wrong for another. One can, for example, belicve that everyone
ought to treat people equally, though recognizing that not everyone admiits
this and holding that one’s belief cannot be justified.

Our question is about the second kind of relativism. The usual argument
“used to cstablish it rests on descriptive relativisin. Now, descriptive relativisin
has not been incontrovertibly established. Some cultural anthropologists and
social psychologists have even questioned its truth, for example, Ralph Linton
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and S. E. Asch. However, to prove meta-cthical relativism one must prove
more than descriptive relativism. One must also prove that people’s basic
ethical judgments would differ and conflict even if they were fully enlight-
cned and shared all the same factual beliefs. It is not enough to show that
people’s basic ethical judgments are different, for such differences might all
be due to differences and incompletenesses in their factual beliefs, as in the
cxample of the primitive socicties used previously. In this case, it would still
be possible to hold that some basic ethical judgments can be justified as valid
to everyone, in principle at least, if not in practice.

It is, however, extremely difficult to show that people’s basic ethical judg-
ments would still be different even if they were fully enlightened, concep-
tually clear, shared the same factual beliefs, and were taking the same point
of view. To show this, one would have to find clear cases in which all of these
conditions are fulfilled and people still differ. Cultural anthropologists do not
show us such cases; in all of their cases, there are differences in conceptual
understanding and factual belief. Even when one takes two people in the
same culture, one cannot be sure that all of the necessary conditions are
fulfilled. I conclude, therefore, that meta-ethical relativism has not been
proved and, hence, that we need not, in our ethical judgments, give up the
claim that they are objectively valid in the sense that they will be sustained
by a review by all those who are free, clcar-headed, fully informed, and who
take the point of view in question.

A THEORY OF We now have the beginnings of a theory of the mean-
JUSTIFICATION ing and justification of ethical judgments. To go any
farther, we must distinguish moral judgments proper

from nonmoral normative judgments and say something scparately about the
justification of each. How can we distinguish moral from other normative
judgments? Not by the words used in them, for words like “good” and
“right” all have nonmoral as well as moral uses. By the feelings that accom-

pany them? The difficulty in this proposal is that it is hard to tell which
feclings are moral except by seeing what judgments they go with. It is often
thought that moral judgments are simply whatever judgments we regard as
overriding all other normative judgments in case of conflict, but then
aesthetic or prudential judgments become moral ones if we take them to have
priority over others, which seems paradoxical. It seems to me that what
makes some normative judgments moral, some aesthetic, and some prudential

is the fact that different points of view are taken in the three cases, and that

the point of view taken is indicated by the kinds of reasons that are given.
Consider three judgments: (a) I say that you ought to do X and give as the
reason the fact that X will help you succeed in business; (b) I say you should

do Y and cite as the reason the fact that Y will produce a striking contrast of
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colors; and (c) I say you should do Z and give as the reason the fact that Z
will keep a promise or help someone. Here the reason I give reveals the point
of view I am taking and the kind of judgment I am making.

Now let us take up the justification of nonmoral normative judgments. We
arc interested primarily in judgments of intrinsic value such as were discussed
in the previous chapter, for such judgments are rclevant to ethics because,
through the principle of beneficence, the question of what is good or bad
comes to bear on the question of what is right or wrong. Besides, if we know
how to justify judgments of intrinsic value, we will know how to justify judg-
ments of extrinsic and inherent value, for judgments of the latter sorts
presuppose judgments of the former. It is true, as we have already seen, that
we cannot prove basic judgments of intrinsic value in any strict sense of
proof, but this fact does not mean that we cannot justify them or reasonably
claim them to be justified. But how can we do this? By taking what I shall
call the evaluative point of view as such, unqualified by any such adjective
as “aesthetic,” “moral,” or “prudential,” and then trying to see what judg-
ment we are led to make when we do so, considering the thing in question
wholly on the basis of its intrinsic character, not its consequences or condi-
tions. What is it to take the nonmorally evaluative point of view? It is to be
free, informed, clear-headed, impartial, willing to universalize; in general, it is
to be “calm” and “cool,” as Butler would say, in one's consideration of such
items as pleasure, knowledge, and love, for the question is simply what it is
rational to choose. This is what we tricd to do in Chapter 5. If one considers
an item in this reflective way and comes out in favor of it, one is rationally
justified in judging it to be intrinsically good, even if one cannot prove one's
judgment. In doing so, one claims that everyone clse who does likewise will
concur; and one’s judgment is really justified if this claim is correct. which.
of course, onc can never know for certain. If others who also claim to be
calm and cool do not concur, one must reconsider to sec if both sides arc
rcally taking the evaluative point of view, considering only intrinsic features.
clearly understanding one another, and so on. More one cannot do and, if
disagreement persists, one may still claim to be right (i.e., that others will
concur eventually if...); but one must be open-minded and tolerant. In
fact, we saw in Chapter 5 that one may have to admit a certain relativity in
the ranking of things listed as intrinsically good, although possibly not in the
listing itself.

What about the justification of moral judgments? Alrecady in Chapters 2
and 3 we have, in effect, said something about the justification of judgments
of right, wrong, and obligation. We argued that a particular judgment essen-
tially entails a gencral one, so that one cannot regard a particular judgment
as justified unless one is also willing to accept the entailed general one, and

" vice versa. This is true whether we are speaking of judgments of actual or of
prima facie duty. We have also seen that judgments of actual duty, whether
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particular judgments or rules, cannot simply be deduced from the basic
principles of beneficence and justice, even with the help of factual premises,
since these must be taken as prima facie principles and may conflict on occa-
sion. Thus, we have two questions: first, how can we justify judgments of
actual duty, general or particular, and second, how can we justify basic
principles of prima facie duty? The same answer, however, will do for both.
It seems fair to assume that it will also do for the question of justifying judg-
ments of moral value.

First, we must take the moral point of view, as Hume indicated, not that
of self-love or aesthetic judgment, nor the more general point of view in-
volved in judgments of intrinsic value. We must also be free, impartial,
willing to universalize, conceptually clear, and informed about all possibly
relevant facts. Then we are justified in judging that a certain act or kind of
action is right, wrong, or obligatory, and in claiming that our judgment is
objectively valid, at least as long as no one who is doing likewise disagrees.
Our judgment or principle is really justified if it holds up under sustained
scrutiny of this sort from the moral point of view on the part of everyone.
Suppose we encounter someone who claims to be doing this but comes to
a different conclusion. Then we must do our best, through reconsideration
and discussion, to see if one of us is failing to meet the conditions in some
way. If we can detect no failing on either side and still disagree, we may and
I think still must each claim to be correct, for the conditions never are
perfectly fulfilled by both of us and one of us may turn out to be mistaken
after all. If what was said about relativism is true, we cannot both be correct.
But both of us must be open-minded and tolerant if we are to go on hving
within the moral institution of life and not resort to force or other immoral
or nonmoral devices.

If this line of thought is acceptable, then we may say that a basic moral
judgment, principle, or code is justified or “true” if it is or will be agreed to
by everyone who takes the moral point of view and is clearheaded and
logical and knows all that is relevant about himself, mankind, and the uni-
verse. Are our own principles of beneficence and justice justified or “true”
in this sense? The argument in Chapters 2 and 3 was essentially an attempt
to take the moral point of view and from it to review various normative
theories and arrive at one of our own. Our principles have not been proved,
but perhaps it may be claimed that they will be concurred in by those who
try to do likewise. This claim was implicitly made in presenting them.
Whether the claim is true or not must wait upon the scrutiny of others.

The fact that moral judgments claim a consensus on the part of others
does not mean that the individual thinker must bow to the judgment of the
majority in his socicty. He is not claiming an actual consensus, he is claiming
that in the end—which never comes or comes only on the Day of Judgment
—his position will be concurred in by those who freely and clear-headedly
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review the relevant facts from the moral point of view. In other words, he is
claiming an ideal consensus that transcends majorities and actual societies.
One's society and its code and institutions may be wrong. Here enters the
autonomy of the moral agent—he must take the moral point of view and
must claim an eventual consensus with others who do so, but he must judge
for himself. He may be mistaken, but, like Luther, he cannot do otherwise.
Similar remarks hold for one who makes nonmoral judgments.

THE MORAL POINT What is the moral point of view? This is a crucial
OF VIEW question for the view we have suggested. It is also one
on which there has been much controversy lately. Ac-
cording to one theory, one is taking the moral point of view if and only if
one is willing to universalize one’s maxims. Kant would probably accept this
if he were alive. But I pointed out that one may be willing to universalize
from a prudential point of view: and also that what one is willing to uni-
versalize is not necessarily a moral rule. Other such formal characterizations
of the moral point of view have been proposed. A more plausible character-
ization to my mind, however, is that of Kurt Baier. He holds that one is
taking the moral point of view if one is not being egoistic, one is doing things
on principle, one is willing to universalize one’s principles, and in doing so

one considers the good of everyone alike.?

Hume thought that the moral point of view was that of sympathy, and it
seems to me he was on the right wavelength. I have already argued that the
point of view involved in a judgment can be identified by the kind of reason
that i1s given for the judgment when 1t is made or if it is challenged. Then
the moral point of view can be identified by determining what sorts of facts
are reasons for moral judgments or moral reasons. Roughly following Hume,
I now want to suggest that moral reasons consist of facts about what actions,
dispositions, and persons do to the lives of sentient beings, including beings
other than the agent in question, and that the moral point of view is that
which is concerned about such facts. My own position, then, is that one is
taking the moral point of view if and only if (a) one is making normative
judgments about actions, desires, dispositions, intentions, motives, persons, or
traits of character; (b) one is willing to universalize one’s judgments; (c)
one’s reasons for one’s judgments consist of facts about what the things
judged do to the lives of sentient beings in terms of promoting or distributing
nonmoral good and evil; and (d) when the judgment is about oneself or
onc’s own actions, one's reasons include such facts about what one's own
actions and dispositions do to the lives of other sentient beings as such, if
others are affected. One has a morality or moral action-guide only if and

5 The Moral Point of View (New York: Random House, 1965), Chap. 5.
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insofar as one makes normative judgments from this point of view and is
guided by them.

WHY BE MORAL? Another problem that remains has been mentioned
before. Why should we be moral? Why should we take
part in the moral institution of life? Why should we adopt the moral point
of view? We have already seen that the question, “Why should...?’ is
ambiguous, and may be a request cither for motivation or for justification.
Here, then, one may be asking for (1) the motives for doing what is morally
right, (2) a justification for doing what is morally right, (3) motivation for
adopting the moral point of view and otherwise subscribing to the moral
institution of life, or (4) a justification of morality and the moral point of
view. It is casy to see the form an answer to a request for (1) and (3) must
take; it will consist in pointing out the various prudential and non-prudential
motives for doing what is right or for participating in the moral institution
of life. Most of these are familiar or readily thought of and need not be
dctailed here. A request for (2) might be taken as a request for a moral
justification for doing what is right. Then, the answer is that doing what is
morally right does not need a justification, since the justification has already
been given in showing that it is right. On this interpretation, a request for
(2) is like asking, “Why morally ought I to do what is morally right?” A
request for (2) may also, however, be meant as a demand for a nonmoral
justification of doing what is morally right; then, the answer to it will be like
the answer to a request for (4). For a request for (4), being a request for
reasons for subscribing to the moral way of thinking, judging, and living,
must be a request for a nonmoral justification of morality. What will this
be like?

There seem to be two questions here. First, why should society adopt such
an institution as morality? Why should it foster such a system for the
guidance of conduct in addition to convention, law, and prudence? To this
the answer seemns clear. The conditions of a satisfactory human life for people
living in groups could hardly obtain otherwise. The alternatives would seem
to be either a state of nature in which all or most of us would be worse off than
we are, even if Hobbes is wrong in thinking that life in such a state would be
“solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short”; or a leviathan civil state more
totalitarian than any yet dreamed of, one in which the laws would cover all
aspects of life and every possible deviation by the individual would be closed
off by an effective threat of force.

The other question has to do with the nonmoral reasons (not just motives)
there are for an individual’s adopting the moral way of thinking and living.
To some extent, the answer has just been given, but only to some extent. For
on reading the last paragraph an individual might say, “Yes. This shows that
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society requires morality and even that it s to my advantage to have others
adopt the moral way of life. But it does not show that 1 should adopt it,
and certainly not that I should always act according to it. And it i1s no use
arguing on moral grounds that I should. T want a nonmoral justification for
thinking I should.” Now, if this means that he wants to be shown that it is
always to his advantage—that is, that his life will invariably be better or, at
least, not worse in the prudential sense of better and worse—if he thoroughly
adopts the moral way of life, then T doubt that his demand can always be
met. Through the use of various familiar arguments, one can show that the
moral way of life is likely to be to his advantage, but it must be admitted in
all honesty that one who takes the moral road may be called upon 1o make
a sacrifice and, hence, may not have as good a life in the nonmoral sense as
he would otherwise have had.

The point made at the end of Chapter 5 must be recalled here, namely,
that morally good or right action is one kind of excellent activity and hence
is a prime candidate for election as part of any good life, especially since it
is a kind of excellent activity of which all normal people are capable. It
does seem to me that this is an important consideration in the answer to our
present question. Even if we add it to the usual arguments, however, we still
do not have a conclusive proof that every individual should, in the nonmoral
sense under discussion, always do the morally excellent thing. For, as far as
I can see. from a prudential point of view, some individuals might have
nonmorally better lives if they sometimes did what is not morally excellent,
for example in cases in which a considerable self-sacrifice is morally required.
A TV speaker once said of his subject, “He was too good for his good,” and
it seems to me that this may sometimes be true.

It does not follow that one cannot justify the ways of morality to an indi-
vidual, although it may follow that one cannot justify morality to some
individuals. For nonmoral justification is not necessarily egoistic or pruden-
tial. If A asks B why he, A, should be moral, B may reply by asking A to try
to decide in a rational way what kind of a life he wishes to live or what kind
of a person he wishes to be. That is, B may ask A what way of life A would
choose if he were to choose rationally, or in other words, freely, impartially,
and in full knowledge of what it is like to live the various alternative ways of
life, including the moral one. B may then be able to convince A, when he is
calm and cool in this way, that the way of life he prefers, all things con-
sidered, includes the moral way of life. If so, then he has justified the moral
way of life to A. A may even, when he considers matters in such a way,
prefer a life that includes self-sacrifice on his part.

Of course, A may refuse to be rational, calm, and cool. He may retort,
“But why should I be rational?”” However, if this was his posture in originally

“asking for justification, he had no business asking for it. For one can only
ask for justification if one is willing to be rational. One cannot consistently
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ask for reasons unless one is ready to accept reasons of some sort. Even in
asking, “Why should I be rational?” one is implicitly committing oneself to
rationality, for such a commitment is part of the connotation of the word
“should.”

What kind of a life A would choose if he were fully rational and knew
all about himself and the world will, of course, depend on what sort of a
person he is (and people are different), but if psychological egoism is not
true of any of us, it may always be that A would then choose a way of life
that would be moral. As Bertrand Russell once wrote:

We have wishes which are not purely personal...The sort of life that most of us
admire is one which is guided by large, impersonal desires...Our desires are, in
fact, more general and less purely selfish than many moralists imagine. . .6

Perhaps A has yet one more question: Is society justified in demanding
that I adopt the moral way of life, and in blaming and censuring me if I do
not?” But this is a moral question; and A can hardly expect it to be allowed
that society is justified in doing this to A only if it can show that doing so is
to A’s advantage. However, if A is asking whether society is morally justified
in requiring of him at least a certain minimal subscription to the moral
institution of life, then the answer surely is that society sometimes is justified
in this, as Socrates argued in the Crito. But society must be careful here. For
it is itself morally required to respect the individual’s autonomy and liberty,
and in general to treat him justly; and it must remember that morality is
made to minister to the good lives of individuals and not to interfere with
them any more than is necessary. Morality is made for man, not man for
morality.

6 Religion and Science (New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1935), pp. 252-54.
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