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Chapter One
Introduction o
- S

The ‘aim of this paper is, geﬂerally, to give a just-

’ificatiénrof moraliﬁy in terms of both thevindividualfs and
society's adoption of a mO{al code. In other words, what

justificatio#f or‘j;stifying reagoﬂs are there for both the

. iﬁdividual and society to be moral? This paper aims to pro-
vide an ansQervto this questizg.

A request for such a justification is often formulatéd
simply . by the questioh "Why be morél?".' Precisely. because
‘a.requéét for a justification of mofality is so often asked
Ain this form we must address'ourseivgs to this qﬁe;tion'in
the'béginning df'this.paper., The quesfion "Why_be_moral?";a
' ,a;.we'éhall gee,'is quite“ambigﬁous. »ﬂg'poséd without a
thoroug&léﬁalysis involving the enumeration and examination
V'»;ofmthe—séverai~meanings~bf‘the—question, tﬁen it.is possible

that the inquirer hoping to answer the'question will be un-

certain which meaning or meanings he is attenpting to answer.
In the second chapter, then, we will address ourselves
directly to the question "Why be moral?", if only for the

A Y
eason that a request for a justification of morality is

ften expressed in this form. The object of Chapter Two
will be to list and explain the several meanings of the
stion "Why be'morai?", and to state exactly which of those

meanings formed as questions we intend to answer. '
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TQS third chapter will provide an examination into the

nature df_morality for which we will be seeking a justifi-
cation. ‘In‘this chapéer we will attempt to list and des
the conditions under whichvmorality can be séid to exist;\
that is, we will attempt to answer the question: what are
fhé fundamental charactefistics of*Which mérality consists?
‘TheTlarger-ﬁ%rtioﬁ of‘Chapfer Three will be devoted to a ,
sgarch for those conditions wh%ch distinguish morality from
other institutions whieh, ~¥1ke morality, attempt to guid?l

and regulate certain human actions.

-

]

The fou;th chapter will be devbted to an attempt actu-
ally to answer tHe question: what justificétion or justi-
fying reasons th?je may be for the 1nd1v1dual and soc1ety to:
be moral. The. first part of Chapter Four will deal with a
3rief examination of the nature of justification, in order
to determihe what type of justification if any' is applicable
to mor&lity; the second part addresses the issﬁe'of'actually

,prov1d1ng a justification of morality for both tHe individual

v -

and soc1ety.
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3 L .
The Meaning of Qur- Question --

The question "Why be moral?" is of such an ambiguous

and*unclear nature, that any attempt to arrive at an answer

-

or answers ‘to it must be preceded by ‘an examination of the

" nature of the question itself. It is only when we become

clgar and certain about the meaning or meanings of this .

question that we will be able to proceed in the direction of °

an answer. In fact, some of the meanings of the question -

"Why be moral?" are completely irrelevant to the present
examination, while others are most pértiqent. This second
chapter intends precisely to elucidate both the irrelevant

meanings and, more importantly, those which are quite rele-

* - - .‘ et -
. vant -to the planned discussion; that is, those meanings of

the question "Why be moral?” for which some ‘answer mu%t;be -
attempted at for the purposes of  this pdper. The aim of

Chapter Two, then,will be, -first, to clarify the question

"Why be moral?" and, secondly, to pihpoint exactly the meaning

or meanings of that question we wish specifically to discuss.

The Possible‘Meanings of the Question: Why Beg Moral?

‘What meanings, then, can be inferred from the question

"Why be moral?" Bef&{e responding, I should point out that
_ . _ > : )

.-two general ambiguities exist, and it ;s from these ambigu-

ities that different meanings of the'question'“why_be moral?”

3 ) ’ - . / - - - ..
can be 1nferred.1 The first general ambiguity derives from
the fact that the question "Why be moral?" may be both a -



- question of motivation and.a question of igstification.2

The'questiOn."Why be morai?" méy be asking what,moti#es
- there are,for being or acting morally, or it may be asking.
what justification there is for being or acting morally. ¢

The second general ambiguity is concefged,with the' fact that

-

§ v

the question "Why be moral?" may be aékiné either why an
ihdividual should be moral or why society should be moral.
Before beginﬁing a mre detailed study of each of thesé -
ambiguities, it.should be noteﬁ that HOth exist in tﬁe gues-
tion "Why be ﬁoral?"'quite independéntly of one another.
To eliminate one ambiguity in the quéstiég, then, by.no means
eliminates the other; For example, in posing the question
"Why be moral?" one can be perfectly clear that he is seeking
certa%n motivés for being or acting morally, and at the same
time be quite.uﬁclear as to whether he isvsearchiﬁg for
. motives that pertain to individuals ox‘motives fhat pertain
to society as a whole. Coﬁverseiy, one may be quite‘tlear.
.that he is- talklng about }qg{g}QEals, and_yet leave_ambig- ... __xmwm;
uous the guestion as to whether he is seqrching for motives.
or fOrta,justification. The imporf;;t point aécordingly, is' .
that each amblgulty must be treated sepaxately, not oply
because there are two quite different problems arlslng out
of the question "Why be moral?", but also because the‘
elimination of one ambiguity does not gliminate the other.
Let's turn-now'toga more detailed examination of the
first gmbiguity bétwéen motivaéion'and justificatioﬁ,ﬂnIt

.

should first bé‘remarked, for the sake of accuracy, that -
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the question "Why Be moral?" has implicit in itsélf 1
~ definite "should". 1In other words;.ihe questioﬁ "Why be
moral?ﬁAmeans more precis%l&k "Why should gie, as individuals,
or as a soclety as a whole, be moral?" The édditidn of _
"should" merely makes the meaning of the general que3tion o
"Why- beqporaIV" a 11tt1e more precise w1thout however, 7
clearing ﬁp ;ny of the ambiguities. The amb1gu1t1es remain
whether or not the "ghould” is addéd. For example the
interrogative' "Why should one (an 1nd1v1duall)be moral?"
may be two questlons 1nsofar as one may be looklng for either
“motlves or a justification. Agaln the question: "Why should
society be moral?" may élso'be twofold,.seeking.eithe} mofives
or a justification. |

Let us first examine, then, the guestion "Why be 1110;‘&1‘?'-":5 -

where one is- seeking motives for bei or acting morally.
. , N . > )
Out of this come at least two different, although gquite re-

s

lated meanings. In the first place ghe question "Why be moral?"

may be asking or mean"first: "What motives are tlere for being

or acting morally in particular instances?' where the person -

asklng the questlon w1shes to flnd motlves or motlvatlng

reasons that will actually move h1m to act on the partlcular - .

moral decision he has to make. In other words, he wants to

. be motivated to do or not do‘such and such mord} conduct.

This search for motives or motivation reasons, however; should
not be confused with justification or justifying reasons.

The former are reasons sought by the quéstionerffor the pur- -
pose»of‘ﬁctually'moving, persuading or comvinving himseif.ﬁo

‘act; the latter, to be discussed, later, are redsons.that .

« ~

an b Ao e 2
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attempt to show or prove why an act in the moral realm ought

v 21

-7 .
or ought not to be performed. v X

Perhaps an example will show more clearly what it means

for someone to seek motives when he asks the question "Why

be moral?", Suppoée someone asks: "Why should I not steal?".
If he is searching for reasons to motivate himself not to
steal and not for justifying reasohs,‘we could answer him
with such replies as: "It will be to your‘best advantage not
to steal; that is, -if you do steal you might get caught and
be:puhiéhed;","Stealing, in the long run, will make you un-
happy; that 1s, by stealing yoﬁ may ibsg your self-fesbect;-
whereas obtaining things honestly will give you more self-
satiﬁfdction‘and self-estéem;J “"1f you disiike seeing others
hurt then-youiéhould not steal, because stealing will cer-
tainly injure others." Motivating reasohs, in short, attempt’
to appeal to one's own désires, goals and selfginferest, to

what it is prudential or not prudential to do or not to do.

They are quite different from justifying redsons which:

attempt—to prove ¢F justify that certain actions are morally

asks: "What motives are there for being or

right or wrong regardless of whether they fall within the
SCOpe'of anyone's desires, goalé,or.self-interest.K

The second meaning inferrable from the question “Why

- be moral?", when one is searching for motives, is actually

an extension of the first. Whereas the previous question

acting morally

in particular instances?" we can now extend that question

somewhat-and ask: "What motives are there for being or acting . -

‘ R e

<3,
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v morally at all?" Here the question is not one of éskiqg
what motivates someomne to act morally in particular®in-

*,stances butf rather, what motivaies someone in aﬁy waz what;
.eyer’%o take pa}t in or adopt a moralit&‘oresystem or moral,
code.'. ‘

One migﬁf note here that when the question is réised
about what motivates someone to parficiéate in moréiity,;;e
aré searching\for‘motivés‘that constitute a person as moral
as ppposedlto'amoral, not.immorél. A person who is immoral,
.then,‘éah be presuppb&ed to be participating in morality.

To be immoral is to v1olate the establlshed laws of morallty.
On the other hand, 1f we are searching for motlves as to why
a person participates in morality itself, and if it is found
that he is not at all motlvated and consequently does not
part1c1pate in morallty, such a person would not be 1mmora1
but amoral; that is, he does not Hﬁtthlpate in morality in
any way whatsoever.‘ Qf course; by the standards of one who
does'participafé in mofality, he might well be rqgarded as
“immoraTTWMThewimpbrtant point to realize, however, is that by
his own standérds he-is amoral simply because'he does not
part1c1pate 1n the 1nst1tut10n of morallty.

-We may* now turn to an examination of the questlon "Why

be moral?” where bne is "seeking, not motives, but a gust1f1-

cation or justifying reasons for being-er acting morally.

Unlike the search for motivational reasons,’the.search for

justifying reasgns. for being moral is, as we mentioned-before,

rch fof those reasons which if found to exist will be



:thai it should be performed.

. ) ' 8.
altogether independent of a person's desires, goals or self-

interest. A justification is an attempt to provide'objective

‘reasons for being moral, reasons that attempt to show why one

should be moral regardless of whether it is within one's self-

interest.fo be" so. VWhilé motivating feasohs Lttempt to
actually move someohe to act, justifying reé;Zns attempt
to show EQX an act ought to be ?erformed.
As Paul W. Taylor observeé;_justifying reasons and
- -

. . : . 4 ‘
motivating reasons sometimes may conflict. For example, we

may be motivated or desire to steal something, but at the

~same time think that stealing is wrong; that is, we may be-

lieve there are justifying reasons for why stealing; ought

not to be done. In such cases of conflict we should, of
course, follow-that course of action which has been juétified,
i.e., not steallng, and nottheopp051te course of‘action
which is what we de51re. Accordlngly, to ask for. 3ust1f1cat10n
as to why someone shbuld do the course of action which has
alreédy been justifiea is aéi;dicrdus réquest. The“fact that
a course of ébtion is,'%psb'facto, juéfifi@d,?sf}eason enough‘

-

The folloW1ng passage from Paul W. Taylor s Pr1nc121es

'of Ethics: An Introduction should enllghten us -’ further on K

4

‘the dlfferences and d15t1nct10n between motlvatlng and. Justl'
4
f&lng Teasons regardypg the questlon "Why be moral?"

To justify anyone S'belng moral, as distingt

from motivating some:particular individual -

to be mqral,:isfto.give a sound argument iA .

Support of the. claim that moral reasons



(i.e., justifying reascns) take priority
over reasons of self-interest (i.e., moti-

vating reasons) whenever they conflict. If

'we were able to discover, or comstruct, such\
- ¢ R .

an argument; it would follow that everyone
ought to be motivated by moral reasons for
acting rather than by.prudential Teasons
for acting ;n cases of conflict. Whether
any given individual will in. fact be so
motivated dppénds-on the strength oﬁihis
de51res not on the soundness of an argu-
ment. Even if a person's des1re to 95
_moral were indeed strengthened by his

-

reading or hearing such an argument, thus

motivating him to be moral, this is irrele-

vant to the question of whether the argu- .
mefitl actually showed the moral reasons

to be’superior to those of self-interest.

Slmllarlly, the arg?ment mlght not convince

someone 1ntellectua11y, nor persuade h1m

to act morally, nor reinforce his moral -

‘motivation. But thé'failure‘of tﬁe

aggument to brlng about such results in
any given 1nd1V1dua1 is strictly 1rre1e-
vant to the philosophical acceptability.

of the argument’s content.5

%
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This péssage shows clearly that Taylor holds motivating 5‘
reésons and justif&ing reasons to be distinct frém one anoth-
er, and quite independent of one another if one is to search
for reasons for being moral. 1In other worés, a justifying
reasonhwill continue to be just that, a justifying reason,
. no matter. how much it may motivate someone*acfﬁélly to be
moral. Motivating reasons, on the other hénd, only pertain.
to a person’s desires 6n self-interest; and‘if those desires =
and self-interest happen to concur (and they may not) with |
what the-justifyihg’reasons dictate, fhen we bnly have a
case of agreement between desires and justificatfén. *No
matter what the status of a person's desirés in relation to
what he believes is justified, regardlésg‘of whethei his '
desires concﬁr or conflict with his justification, fhe'
justification remains éxaétly what it is-and nothing more--
a justification. -
Another way.of 1ooking‘at the“distinction be£w¢en

motivating and justifying reasons is to examine what kind of

study 1s necessary in-searching for each of these respective

-

kinds of reasons. If one is searching for motivating reasons’
for why an individual or society .in general is méral, as
opposed to "should be moral", which is relevant only to
justifying reasons, then oné's §eérch will be primarily
psychbiogical. The Teason for this is simply. that a search°
for motives necessarily‘entails a search for desires, gbals,
‘éttitudes; conditioning, etc.; in short, reasons for why'»

people act. Indeed, a large part'of_modern psychology is

-«



o

'be of 1little help in a search for justifying reasons. A

, : - 11.
concerned witﬂ human mot}votion, and whether it be a study
of what motivates péople to be moral or not, 1t remains a
study of motives; . and no.matter what their object
may be, why people are moral or why people begin to smoke
cigarettes, motives are a facet of human behaviour and
examination of them belongs to psychology.

Justifyipg reasons, on the other hand, are concerned
with the actions of peoplo\\gpecifically with ﬁoral'actions:

not, however, with why they actually do or do not perform :

them, but with why they should or should not perform them.

Consequently, an appeal to the science of psychology w111

-~

' justifying reason, it should be noted further, is not the

kind of reason which functions and exists as a constituent
of the human mind, as motivating reasons are. We might re-
gard motivating reasons as "subjective" while justifying
réasons are "objective"; that is, independent of human
desirés and self-interest, and able to be posited as dié—
tinct; existing, ultimate principles on which we can base
and vindicate our moral conduct. o

Because of their nature, thon, jusfifyingAreo$ons will
not require‘é psychological, or evem a scientific.inF

Vestigafion' they will require a-phiioSOphical investiga-

tion, spec1f1ca11y, that type of phllosophlqal 1nqu1ry

performed in ethlcs.6

Before concluding our treatment of justifying reasons,

-we may look now at the meanings able to be inferred from

1



.the question "Why be moral?", when one is §éeking a justi;
fication or justifying reasons. 'We inferred two mo"civ.a"i

- tional reaéoné from the question "Why be moral?"; and in a
similar manner, accordingiy, we, can infer two justifying

reasons. The first)justifying reason. parallels the first

‘ motivatioﬁg% reason:\ What justification or justifying

-

reasons are there for being or acting morally in particular

instances? In other words, the question asks what justi-

ication there is for performing or‘noﬁ performing each of
the individual moral actions. For example, what justifica- |
tion is there for not stealing, ndt murdering, being benev-
olent, being kind?, etc. It should be noted that this
first meaning.entails justification_for each of the individual
moral actions‘sepérdtely, and“not_the sum total of individual
moral actions which, ;s we will see sﬁortly cbnstifutes the
basis for a second meaning of justification. N
The secondvmeaning of'fuséification, then, is similar
to the second meaning of motivation, the important difference,
of cburse, being thatvthe‘fofmer entails justifying reasons
whilé the latter gntails motiyating ?easons.' fhe meanihg
reads: "What justification or justifyinglieasons are there.
for being moral at-ail?"qun other words, this second mean-
.ing,is concerned with those justifying reasons that will
vindicate 35meone or socigtj's adopting or'partiéipatigg;jn'
morality as a whole.
If wefconsidef an examplé of an everyday mofal‘dilemma,

we should be able to see more clearly the distinction between

L.~
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the two meanings of justif&cation just described. Consider

‘the‘problem 6f abortion. Some maintain that it is morally
wrong, others that it ié not.7 Clearly, both parties are
arguing over a specific moral issue, and not over ‘morality
as-a whole. In trying to convince each other of their own
views, they must, then, provide justifying reasons that apply

to the issue of abortion and not to morality as a whole.

In other words, the respective parties are not arguing over

whether or not their opponent has any morals, that is, whether

he participates in morality as a whole, but over one specific
issue; and*morality has many issues.

Like all other specific mbral’issues,‘the-abjrtion‘question

is an example of the first meaning of justification; that is,
it involves the problem of providing a.jﬁstific;tion or justi-
fying reasons’ for being moral in a particular instance, with
the "particular ins£ance” being aborfion, capital punishment,
stealing, murder or any one of a long list of moral problems.

With regard to the second meaning of fﬁstification, that
is, a justification fbr‘being moral or participating in moral-
ity as a whole, it is- easy to see that .an everyday example of
this‘meaning does not "appear as frequeﬁkly oT as eésily.as for
the.first meaning. How often in eVeryday affairs is an indiv- ~
idual or society called upon to justify participation in

morality as such or adoption of a moral code? Or consider the

- opposite: how often is an individual or society called upon to

justify not participatiﬁg in or adopting a moral code? Indeed,
it would be quite difficult, perhaps éven impossible, to find

an ‘individual or a society purportiﬁg to have absolutely no moral
code, probably more.difficult even thqp to have an individual or

society justify participating in a moral code.

;
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However, we must mot be led to believe that because we

Te hard pressed to find concrete examples of this second.

'm aning of justification that its importance is in any way

less or its relevance to the hufman condition is in any way

inferior to that of the first meaning. It may be that the first

meaning 1s the' framework by which individual, separate moral

issues are to be discussed and, hopefully, to some extent solved.

But the fact Tremains that whatever the adequate justifications
for each separate moral problem may be, these "separate" justi-
fications may well be groundless or unfounded if they are not

founded on or deduced in some way from a "higher" Justlflcatlon.

ssuch as t%gt entailed by the second(meanlng, the justification

of morality itself. In other words, if we have not justified

having a morality as‘a‘whble; how can we hope to justify the.

P

different parts (moral issues) that make up morality? In

any event the important point to realize is ‘that the second
meaning of justification is not to be regarded lightly; it

may be the basis upon which all practicél moral conduct is sto.

4

be founded.

Of the two meanings of justification, then,, the second is
the more basic and, indeed, the ultimate issue with regard to

the’justification of mbrality or of being moral. It does not

Lt

ask for a justification of any specific moral issue, but pre-
sents a question that seeks justification for morality itself.

That questlon can be formulated as follows; "What Justlflcatlon

is there for part1c1pat1ng in or. adoptlng morality or a moral

v

code?" A , A T ” {,

Having dealt wsxﬁ/the first ambiguity in thé question
; P R _
"Why be moral?", that between motivation and justification,
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- for society as a whole?

1s.
let us now shift our attention to the.second ambiguity, tﬂat
between the indiwidual and society.

It will be remembered that the treatmentAbf the firéi
ambiguity, motivation and justificationnfleft'thé second
intact, that betkeen the individual and society (see foot-
note 3).‘.Generally, all that we need fé‘;ay about this second
ambiguity is that either "iqdividualﬁmox;ﬂsgsiﬁiyﬂ_maywbé used

with each and any of the four meanings derived from the first

ambiguity between motivation and justification. For each of

‘the meanings derived for motivatiom and justification, then,

a fygrther division may be made between "individual"” and
“"sogciety". ~
Let us téke an example of one of the meanings from

motivation and.jugtification.in order to see more cléarly
these additional divisions in meaning. For example, with

the Questiqh: "What justification is there for being moral
in particular.instances?'", there is no ambiguiﬁy'as regards
motivation and justification; the formulation of the question
éxplicitly employé_the term "justification". There ds, how-
ever, ambiguity as regards'"individual".and "society"; we do
not know from the question as stated for whom or what the
jﬁstification is being sought: 1is it for an individual or

'

The meaning of the question as stated above, then, may

be further divided as follows: "What justification is there

"for an individual to be moral in particular instances?" and

"What justification is there for society to be moral in

;,.,



pa}ticulér instances?" Each of t other three meanings’ for
motivation and justification may be further divided in the
same way into githef the "individual" or "society".

One final remark regarding the use of the term "indiv-
idual" in these meanings: it may be substituted for by |
either the term "I, or ﬁyou”, or "he" or "she'", depending
on what sense the inquirer has in mind when ﬁosing the
question "Why by moral?" with'application to’an individual.

- The term‘”individual", then, is only a general term used to °
cover all the singular personal pronouns. For example, one
may ask, "Why shodld I be moral?”, "Why should you be mbral?“,
and so on; all these‘foims are examples of the form, "Why
should the individual be moral?"

We have now qgmpleted our discussion of the ambiguities -
contained in the question "Why be moral?", and the meanings
derived from-them.‘ Let us now summarize and list these
meanings in order to be clear about what they are and how
Athey are classified. _ | s

Why be moral?

Questions of motivation

1. What motives are there for the individual to be moral
in particular instances?
2. What motives are there for society to be moral in

particular instances?

4
£

3, What motives are there for the individual to be moral
as a whole?
4. What motives are there for sovgiety to be moral as a

-

whole?




v W e b mAa A e B D

e

J U

S W DAL A % e g M s e <t

Questions of justification

5. What justification is there for the individual to be
moral in particular instances?

~
B

6. What justification ié there for society to be mofal in
particular 1nstances? - .
7. What justification is there for iheAindiVidual to be
moral as a whole?
8. What justification is there for society to be moral as
a whole? |
It will be noted that the only major div%ifon made 1s
that between the meanings that fall under ™motivation”,

and those that fall under “justification". The reason for

this is simply that all potential answers to the question

"Why be moral?" are one of two kinds: motivational or

justificatory. .That is, we are attempting either to give

motives for being moral, or to give justifying reasons for
being moral. With regard to the "individual" or "society"
they are, in themselves, only variations of'bothfthe two

different kinds of énéwers: motivational or justificatory.

Note that the vindividual™ and "society" are contained in

both divisions, "motivation" and "justification".

-~
-

The relevant meanings of the question: Why be moral?

As stated in the opening paragraph of this chapter, the
chapter's aims were twofold: to clarify the que§tioh "Why -~
be moral?" and to pinpoint exactly the specific meaning or

meanings of that question we wish to address.
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The:entiie‘precediﬁg discussion has been devoted to the
"Afitrst, of tﬁ‘ose ai_ms;. and it is now -fime to fulfil the second.
firgt of all, we can dismiss entirely all those meanings that
_fall under the "Questions of motivation'" division of the
previous-chart. We shall not be concerned with findiﬁg‘
answers to these qtéstions inagmuch as they properly beloﬁg
to the science gf psychologyoo‘ to‘thaf science in combina-
‘tion with other sociél sciences: sociolog& and anthropology
may be cifed as possible cani&dates here.

Consequently, our concern will be only with those —
meanings that fall under the division: "QuéstionS‘of juéti—
fication". It is only these meanings and the search for
answers to thesé‘meanings formed as questions that can
properly be regarded as Belonging to ethdcs. Y

The only remaining problem has to.do with-determining
which of those four meanings under "Questions of justifica-
tion" will best exemplify the topic and problem we wish to
discuss.. Our concern, generally, will not have to do so ¢
much with those meanings involving particular instances
véither for thé individual or for society--meanings 5 and
6--but will be concerned primarily with those meanings

involving morality as a whole. Or, if one ﬁrefers, we will

be concerned with those meanings involving a justification

of participating in morality.ftSelf, both for the individual

and‘for society; that is, with meanings 7 and'8 on the chart.
The reason our concern is focused on those iatter'meanings

is that they involve an_appealAto and a Quést for ultimate
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principles as regards morality. Specifically, the'meaniﬁg of
,the question "WhyAbe,moral?“;in its ultimaté form;Vthat is,
where it seeks the ultimate principles orAanswefs? is fhat
meaning which seeks a justification for why the individual
and ‘scciety should or should not participate in or adopt a
.moralify or a :%Yal c&ﬁe.

In cqmpariéon, particularlinstances of_méral conduct do
not lend themselves to ultimate principles or aanswers. In-
deed, we may justify each and every moral issue; but such

~"justifications" .apply only to the specific moral issu; they
are meant to justify. They do not justify morality or

participation therein; and it is this latter and ultimate

problem we wish to investigate.
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- ‘ " Chapter Three

The Nature of Mofality

We said at the close of Chépter Two that we wished to .
investigéte the problem of'justifyiné morality. or, to use
our formulated meanings of that prob{é%i/}o investigate the
problem of justifying participation in pr_adOptionvof moral:
ity or a moral code, both for the fﬁdividual'and soclety. |

fhe second chapter, then, has solved one problem, that.
ochlarifﬁing the.question "Why be moral?" and stating
exactly what meaning of that question we wish to investigaté.
There remain, as it were, at least two moré fund;mental
probiéms to be investigated befqre~§e can actually attempt
an answer to the.question per se. First, we must examine
the nature of morality itself, not only a profitable but a
-necessary enterprise, inasmuch -as it seems’quite reasonable
to assume that we must at least have knoﬁledgetand insight
into the thing itself before anything can be jugtified;
Seconéiy; we mugt examine the nature of justification 1t-
self, _This may seem an unnécessary task at the present,
but\lettus just- say. that there is more than one meaning
for justification and;_whatevér‘the vafious.meanings.may be,
they should be-;nvestigated along with their relation to
morality and Eertain problems in ethical theories. - The |
former problem, then, an investigation into the nature of
ﬁorality,'will be the topic of this third chapter. The

nature of jug%ification will be discussed later.
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As a first preliminary remark, it should be .noted gpat'
- | ' wé do not wish to discuss the nature of ethies or moral
philosophy; that is; the philosophical study of morality
~and moral'actiOAZT Morality, which we docwi§ﬁAto discuss
here, is, gene;aily, that form of human activity in which

- i~ -
judgements are made of both moral obligation and moral

value. Secondly, it should be 1™ted that the nature of
morality can be discussed in two distinguishable modes. Imn .

his paper "The Concept’/of Morality', William J. Frankena

'éxplainé the distinction as follows: °

...for whenm we ask what morality.is or what is to

be regarded as buillt into the concept of morality,

N

. : - N .
we may be asking what our, ordinary. concept of it
is or entails, what we actually mean by "moral"

- and "morality™ in their relevant uses, or what the

prevailing rules are for the use of these terms.

And here the question is mot just what we do say,

L

for what we do say may not conform to our rules or

it may be less than our rules permit,us to say. .

4

It is our rules . for using "moral" and "morality"

£ o
J

B that we want, not our practice-in Ryle's terms,
s . .
; SR our use, not our usage-what we may say, not what

- we do say. However, when one agks what morality
. is or how it is to be conceived, one may be'in-
terested, not so much in oﬁr acfual concept or !
p linguistic rules, as.in Efogoéihg a way of con-
o -ceiving it or a set 6f rules for talking abogt

'Y

. . ' . é
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"it, not so much in what our'toﬁcept and ‘uses
are, as in what they should be. If the ques-
‘tiomns afe taken 1in the.first waf, the dis-

cussion will be a discriptive-elucidatory one,

4 . . .
and the arguments pro and con will have a

corresponding‘gharacter; if they are taken in
the second sense, the inquiry will be normative,
and the arguments will have a different

character, though, of course, one may still

Nfact thaf'we actually think and talk ,
n a\certain way as an argument for continuing
to go So.1 . . : B

We shall take priﬁarily a "descriptive~elucidatory"
approach in bur discussion, rather than a "normatigeﬁ,
proposing or preécribing one., It should not be'thought

tﬂat in subscribing to the former method we aré passing
judgement on whéther a "nofmative" approach to the study of
the ﬁature of morality is in any'way_ihfefior to that of a
descriptive approach. ‘The question of which is the befter;
method is ahother problem in itself and neéd not be-dis-'
cusseé hére;) Because the nature of this paper is analztlcal
or meta- ethlcal however, its goals will be best served by

K

examining the nature of morallty‘ln a descriptive rather ’

than a.normative fashion. We are interested in what moral-

ity is, not with what it should be. _ . R ST
. o . :

Thirdly, let us state initially two obvious and basic

ga;ts about moralipy: first, there is something tecognized f
. . 5 .
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by, human beings as moraiity;‘that is, morality eiists insofar
as human beings designate certain things, ectiens, etc. as
being moral or constituting morality. Secondly, most if
-not all human beings part1c1pate in morality; that 1s~
most people adopt some form of moral code. It should be
noted that we are-treating the term "morality' here in its
\most;general sense ; it does not denote any one system or
code but all of "them taken together, no matter how diversified
individual systems“may be. ‘This, of course, presupposes 2
common element or elements in all moral sYstems such'that
they*mayall be classified under the heading of "morallty"

_What these common elements of morallty mlght be are: dlS-
cussed later 1n,thls'chapter.
A final ereliminary remark: - it‘should not be supposed

that morallty can exist 1ndependent1y of human part1c1pat10nA

—

in it." If there were.ngfﬁuman belngs, there would be*no
morality.‘ Such a commeht'assumes of course that man made

and constltuted morallty for his own Beneflt that morality

)

E : ‘doeslnot exist 1ndependent1ytofthuman beings. This asaﬁmp—

tion seems to e true<if,one-fegaras the“not&on,of morality
. . . R - . #

“we wish to consider in this paper. We do ‘not wish to con51der
ﬁ transcendental morallty,‘that 15, the p0551b111ty of a

rallty which exists as some sort of absolute moral code

i

. hav1ng objectlve existence: 1ndependent1y of human‘belngs.

. The. sense of . morallty that concerns us is the idea of

M

marality as a soc1a1 phenomenon,,a preduct ‘of human mature

man condltlon. -‘On empirical evidence morality in this
L 2 . ' [
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latter‘sénsé does exist, and whether it exists in the
"transcendental™ sense is somewhat of an idealist problem
with which we are not concerned.

‘ Let us, then, begin our treatment of the nature of

. morality. We will not attempt to exhaust all the aspects
and cover all.the problems associated with this subject.
Such a study would indeed be an enormous undértaking, of
much larger scope than can be handled here. What we wish
to accomplish is happily of a much more modest nature: to
_give a satisfactory general account of the nature of moral-
ity in order to help achieve tﬁe goal of providing a satis-
factory answer to the question "Why be moral?".

The question "Wbay is morality?" is ambiguous, as has
beeﬁ,séid.' It could be asking for a definition.of morality,
or it could Bé’ésking for a desctiptive'list of features and
characteristics that constitute morality. It is this latter
sense of the question we wish to pursue. Although perhaps
helpful as a summation or concluéion to a comﬁleted study
of'the ;;ture‘or morality, a definition of moialifydhere is
much tﬁo superficial and ihadeqﬁate for our purposes. Ac-
cordingly, wé shall proceed to examine the features.and
characteristics of morality.

Let us attemét first to establish its most general -
feature. Moraliyy may be regarded as Beihg several»thiﬁgs:
=4 " - .

a (moral) code, "an activity, enterprise, institution, or

2

system";” and in .a wide sense moralfiy is gll these things.

If we are to choose the word that best'applieS'to morality
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from the 1ist just cited, however, I think we shall have to
choose "code" as the one narrowing the meaning of morality
better than any of the others. Indeed, in everydag‘discourse
"code" is used Yuite often in conjunction with the concept of
morality: for example, "moral code", "code of ethics"s; and
it 1s used with good reason. The ch;gé function of morality
is that of a code, and it is a code's function, '"not just to
know, explain or understand, but to guide and influence
actfon, to regulate what, people do ot try to becdme, or at
least what oneself does or tries to be".4- "Code™, then, is
a more comprehensively specific characteristic of moféiity
if oﬁeICOnside(S that we may have '"activities', "enterprises",
"institutions" and "systems" which‘are not codeé.

Morality, then, is a system or institut%on and, more
specifically, a code which consists of rules, principles and
ideals having as their purpose and function the guidénce of
human action and conduct. While the preceding séhtence cpuld
function as a general definitién of morality it is inadequate

n at least one very iﬁportant account., As it stands, such

: definition is indistinguishable from a general définition

of "law, convention; prudence and religion".S In other words,
each of the'ab0ve'four terms could.re lace the term "morality"
in the definition. Thé Question wRich naturally folloﬁs,.

then, is what distinguishes morality .from law, convention,

prudence and religion.
To answer this question we might first determine the
kinds .of human actions and conduct morality attempts to guide.

This will be insufficient in itself, however, because there
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are many actions gulded by morality which are guided by

another system or institution as well. For example murder,

which is generally against the moral code,that is, is immoral,

is genefaliy 1llegal, against the law as Qell; Secondly,
if examining actions is insufficient by itself in distin-
guishing ﬁorality from other systems, we might examine the
ruleé, prihciples and ideals of morality to see how they may
differ from other‘sz?tems. Where there is an overlapping of
a;tions coming under the guidance of two or more "codes", of
course, there willlbe a éorresponding overlépping of the
rules, principles and ideals guiding those a;tions. For
example, where the action of murder is prohibited by both
law and morélity, naturally the zélg g&verning the prohibi—_
tion of murder Yill exist in both law.and morality.

It is evident, then, that a mere listirg of moral

actions and théir_corresponding rules will not aid us -

greatly in distinguishing morality from other guiding in-

‘'stitutions. It may help, however, in cases where actions

and rules are found to be unique to morality, acknowledging,
however, that any listing of.actions and rules which include

both those which mbrality has in common with other systems

and those which it does not, no matter how complete, is still

only a ZXist which will uitimately fail to provide us with a

distinguishing characteristic or characteristics to separate

morality from other systems of code. We wish to find the
essential characteristics which apply solely to morality; a
mere listing of its actions and rules will not accomplish

this.-» . L ‘ ) r

-
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We have éaid that morality is a code,.a guide to action.
Perhaps if we examine morality from the standpoint of being
a "code'", we shall find some distinguishing-characteristics.
We have seen that a listing of moral actions and rules is
inadequate, primarily because of their overlapping with the
éctions and rules of other sygtems,. Therefore, the_essential
differences of morality from other systems such as law,

-~ - .
convention, etc, must be differences in the kind of code

morality has, as opposed to the kind of code existing in

other systems.

How, then, does a moral code differ from other codes such

as those of law, convention, prudenbe and religion, for ex-
ample. Let us begin to answer this question by examining
the general nature of “code" as it exists in these guiding
insiitutions. As we have said, the function of a code is to
guide, influence and regulate action or'heﬂaviour. All of
the above lﬁgted institdtions, inéluding morality, have
codes fungfﬁoning in this way. The question which follows
is why such institutions attempt to guide and regulate
actions; that is, what generallreason is there for these
institutions to atteﬁpt to guide and regulate actions?

Quite simply, the reason all guiding institutions attempt
to gui&e‘and regulate action is beﬁause in déing S0 somé—
thing valuable, desirable or worthwhile isA;ttained.

There seem, then, to be two types of valued actions
here: those which are valued in themselves; and those which

‘\haie valued because they are a means to some goal or end.

-
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Not only are certain action; themselves valued, then, but
the results or ends of other certain actions are also valued.
We must also recognize the coﬁverse of actions which

are valued. There also exist actions and the ends of actions

which are undesirable. These actions and ends of actions are

not merely value-neutral or valueless; they are objectionable,
unwanted. We use many adjectives to predicate the various
"undesirable” actions, of course, and the specific kind of

action performed to a large extent will determine the ad-

~_jective we use to describe the action. For example, we would

not ordinarily call "murder'" merely undesirable although
murder may be undesirable; a more forceful adjective‘is mére
appropriate. For the sake of afgumeht, ﬁkwever, let us
group the sum total of "unwanted" actions and ends of attidns
under the heading of "undes{rable" and summéfiie what héé
been said about actions which are guided or regulated. They
igre of two kinds: those which are valued; that is, desirable,
wanted, having worth; those-whichhare undesirable;- that is,
‘ ,

unwahtgd, objectionable.

Actidns of the first kind are those used with "should'"
or "ought". For examplei'"One should drive carefully" ofi:::>
"One ought to show kindness.”" These are actions which are
valued,- wanted. Actions of phe second kind are those uséd
with “should not" or "ought not™. For example: . "Oﬁe should
noi drive on the left side of the rbad-(eXCept-ih England and

! .
a few other places)™, or: 'One ought not to steal.'" Such

— ‘statements refer to actions which are-undesirable—or-unwanted+—————
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In general we may say>that,‘regard1ess of what institu-

tion attempts to do the guiding or regulating, guided or
regulated actions are actions which are prescribed. They
ére prescriptions either to do certain actions or to refrain

from doing others. Moreover, they are prescribed not merely

for the sake of prescribing, but because the actions and the

7

ends of the actions are valued or desired. When the pre-
7§)scription is one of prohibition, the actioné and the ends
7 of actions are undesired, unwanted or detestable.
Whatever the guiding'institution and whatever actions
.are to be guided or regulated, then, there exists as the
purpose and basis for their guidance something which is
valued and considered worthwhile. What other reason in
fact could there be as the raison d'€tre of these guiding
.institutions than the attainment of thingé valued? for
example, any system of law in a given society was not
created as a game; as something to pass the time; it was
created for the general purpose of ordering that society
and preventing chaos. While contributing to the general,
ovérall goal of an ordered society, even the individﬁal
laws in a legal system ﬂave more immediate goals which are
valued in themselves.‘ The law forbiéding murdér, for ex-
ample exists because human life is valued. The other
‘guiding institutions similarly guide and regulate actions
because, in doing so, something valuable is'attained.
Convenfﬁpn, forbinstance, involves a familiar,and acceptéd

"“way of performing certain social activities, and what is
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valued ‘is eilther the results expected from such activities,
or the activity itself or both. ' The wedding ceremony is a
typical example of convention. The desired or valued end

is the marriage of the twb partners; while the ceremony
itself, for many couples, is also valued along with the
‘actual marriage. (Quite often the parents place‘more value
on the ceremony than do their childrem who are entering
wedlock.) |

The question following héturélly from the foregoing can

be formulated in this way: if the value of actions and the
ends of actions forms the Basis and purpose of guiding
institutiohs, including mo;aiity, then how do the values of

orality; moral values, differ from the vélues~so§§ht‘by

ther guiding institutions? To provide a satisfactory answer
to this question, may produce an(adequate, if somewhat
superficial, response to the question of what diStiﬂguishes
morality from other guiding instifutions;

There are several important observatiohs to be made.

“@bout the nature of morality,'hbwever, 1f we are to answer
the question adequately; and we sha1l digress hereih order
to consider them. First, insofar as it is concerned with
values, morality iS'predisposed to involve judgements.
In.other words, if one is to participate in morality, one
will ngéessarily make normative moral judgements about him-
self and others. . Further, moral judgements ar; of two
'kinds: judgements of moral obligatibn, and judgements of -
6 Both kinds may be subdivided again into

&
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particular and general judgements. For example, a particular

judgement or moral obligation is: "I ought net to steal now;"
a general judgement of moral obliéation is: "We ought to tell
the truth." A particular judgement of moral‘zglgg is: '"He

is avgood man;'" a general ﬁudgement of a moral value 1is:

"Good people are honest.”

The peint in listing these moral judgements is that if,

'as a guiding institution, morality has the attainment of
valuesnas its purpose,'then the judgements which occur in
morality must be judgements of value or evaluation. The
second group of judgements listed above are clearly that,
judgements of moral value, but the first group are judgementé
of moral obligation. We must determine, then, whether this’
first group is also a kind of value judgement.

Present in any expreséion of obligation, moral or non-
moral, are the notions of "should", "ought' and 'must' even
though they are not always expressed; their senses at least
are_always.understood. For eXample: “"All men have a right to
be free'" is equivalent to: “A1l men should be free:" When-
ever a judgement of morél obligation is made, that is,
whenever a judgement is made having a "should", ‘'ought', or
MTmust" expressed or understood, thén, the presupposition exists
that there are at least two alternatives or courses of action
possible, the "rightﬁ one and the "wrong" one. The "right“
alternative is the course of action one "should" do, while the
"wrong" alternative is the course of action one "should not"
~do. Now implicit in any judgement of moral obligation is a
judgement of moral value. This is_sb because one alternative
is judged or evaluated as "right', while the other alternative

is judged or evaluated as "wrong".

A O T i i
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Consider, for example; the negative judgement of mé}gl
obligation: "One should not steal." Tmplicit here is the
value judgement: '"Stealing is wrong." Why else should one
not steal? In other words, one should not steal for
striétly moral reasons, because stealing is morally wrong.
It is precisely on the basis of vaiué judgements -that
judgements of moral obligation are made.

A second observation concerns the notion of value
(good) as an end. We have seen that guiding‘institutions,
inciuding morality, place vaiue both on actions and the
ends‘of actions. What is valued as an end of+an aGtion we

1

may regard as a good as an end. Similarly, we may regard

the action which causes or effects this end as a good as a

ESEEE; What of actidns which are valued in themselves,
however, aétions not valued because they produce somev
desired end,‘but valued sdlely because of the action itself?
There do seem to be actions of this kind, both moral and
non-moral, which are vaiued in themselves by some people.
“Their occurrence, however, is less frequent than- actions
regarded as good as a means. For example, let us consider
£he évaluatiye aspect of sexual activity béfore marfiage.’
The typical puritanical attitude is that such actifify is
immoral. Even though this example is thé opposite of a
valued or desired action, it will serve équaily as well

as a bositi?e Zﬁe. If one is a stauhch puritan, his
attitudé toward sexual activity before marriage as immoral
will‘rest_on more than just the "evii" results possibly

effected by such activity; e.g. unwanted pregnaqu, etc;

.

{4
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it will rest to a large extent on the "dirtyness',
"nastyness' and “impurity' he views sexual activity before
marriage itself as having.

It should be noted that although we are regarding the
action of sexual actiéity befére marriaée as an action
considered evil in itself, it is not strictly speaking an
acti;h without any reference to’a goal since the goal in
this case is the "ﬂastiness" or "dirtyneSs“ effected by‘

sexual activity'before marriage. In saying that actions

are-valued in themselves, then, we do not mean they are

without purpose; we mean that certain actions may be
considered '"good" or "evil" regardless of what-extrinsic
goals they produce. In the case of sexual activity before
marriage the extrinsic "e#il” end is the unwanted preénancy.
Sexual activity before marriage may be regarded as'”evil”,
however, solely on the basis of its intrinsic effects;
that is, the "nastiness" or ”dirtyhess" éffected by
performing such acgivity where the "nastiness" or "dirty-
ness' may be considered inherent in the action itself.
ActionsAvaiued in themselves? then, are simply those
actions consideredv"good" or "evil" solely on the basis
of the intrinsic goals they“produce.

In any event it will be sufficient to stéte that there

. : +
are many '"valued" actions. Some are valued solely as a

means, some are valued both as 2 means and in themselves -
)

(e.g. the wedding ceremony),'and others are valued only in

themselves. -In addition, value (and undesirability) is
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attributed not ondy to actions, but to the ends or
goals of actions, that is, "things" are valued in them-
selves: for éxample, pleasure, haﬁpiness and various "“vir-
tues" such as friendship, kindness, etc. or pain, unhappi-
ness andﬂtheAvarious "Vices"tsuéh as hatred and malice.

Let's return now toathe question from which we digressed,

s

namely: "How do the values of morality or moral valués differ

from the values of other guiding institutions?" In posing

" this question we do not mean what different values there might

" be, but in’what respects the values of morality differ from
those of the other guiding institutions. In other words, we
will be seeking those characteristics which distinguish moral
values from non-moral values. It should be_noted.at the
outset that morél values ggz_differ from non-ﬁoral vatues
of other guiding‘institutions in several essentially empirical,
observable ways. ‘For example, we may ask: 1; Who forms the
basis of; originates, regulates, dictates and génerally
controls the operation“pf moral vaiues as opposed to non-
moral values of other ggiding institutions: the individual or

society or bofﬁ? 2. Aré moral values and non-moral values
univérsal? . Do they ex}st_all over. the world in all cultures?
3. Are moral and non-mofél values constant, uhchangeable,.or

'ohly rarely éo? Aiternatively, do théy change and fluctuate
quite frequently?' 4. What values are regarded as moral, and
what as non-moral? |

Answers to the above questions without doubt would be

interesting and necessary for a complete and exhaustive study

.671
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of the relation between moral and non-moral values. However,
we are only interested in the basic characteristics of moral
values which distinguish them from non-moral value inaémuch
.as it 1s precisely because moral values have these unique -
characteristics that they are tefmedfmoral”. Our task, then,
will involve a search for these unique ch;racteristics of
moral values. If they are found, we shall have distinguished
‘moral values from non-moral values and, thereby, have dis-
covered in what morglity essentially consists; the purpoée
of this chapter,. |

Two preliminary observations are in order here,“the‘u
fifst.ébncern%ng those actions.'valued as a means. Such
factioﬁs are defined as moral if the desired“end,gr‘goél‘is~
'itself a,ﬁorel end or goal, ‘The point, obviously, is that
with respect'to values valued-as a means and tho§e valued~

L

as an end, the latter are loglcally, though not temporalgz e

prior. In other words the action valued as a means w1ll

-

naturally Qccuf in time.before the desired end which the s

action effectS' the actlon s existence, however w1ll be

-

contlngent upon the ex1stence of the desired end or goal suchjv T

~

-that, if the end or goal does not exist; nelther WLll the

means to efféct that-goal 1oglca11X exist., Moral actlons A~

- -

valued as a“means, then, willvbe‘simply those agtionsdwhich,wj' N
effect moral goals. Accordinély, our discussion will'gentre
- around moral ggglé,:%nd how ;__X can be distinguishedbfrem
goals whith are nonémoral The reason, agaln is 51mp1y that

moral goals are loglcallz prior to the means whlch effect -

.
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them. This isywhat enables us simnly to define moral actions
valued as a means as those actions which effect a moral goal.

| A second'obsef#ation concefns the. fact that there is no
iogical distinction between moral goals and non—noral_goals.
Nor ie there any'logical distinction between actions effecting
those, goals (actions valued as a means), whether the goals'be
moral or non—moral. The question arises then: what do we
mean by no logical distinction? Simply that moral goals in
themselves are structurally identicadl to non-moral goals.

, < CO
For example, the moral goal of attémpting to prevent the

faking of a'human 1life is as a value otr a goal similar to,
e ' o ' N . Poaes—

that 15, logically and structurally thé same* as, the non-

moral goal of attempting to-prevent the detericnation of

one's-aﬁtomobile body. There are only two requ1rements,

»

then for a logical account or descrlptlon of any value,

vmoral or non—moral' first, to eluc1date ‘the value or goal

- . x

sought, thatxs to note that somethlng is valued and d851red

no matter what 1t may . be, and therefore ought 0 be acqulred

‘,and secondly, to'note that a means 1s*requ1ned‘to effectrthe

. : N : u ‘ )
~goal. Considered only in the light of thesg two logical

condltlonsd moral values or goals are 1dent1ca1 with non-

meral values oT. goals.

n_f If nonloglcal dlstlnctlon ex1sts between mpnﬁl and ndn:

mdral values or goals then, where'does the dlstlnctlon lie?.

There must be some fggm of dlstlnctlon since we most assuredly

do dlfferentlate, both conceptually and in practlce between A

' moral actlons and thelr ends and non- moral actions and thelr

..
i <
- o
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ends. The distinction, and hence the basic difference(s)

between moral and non-moral values, is a psyéhological not

a logical one. How, then, are moral values or goals dis-
tinguishable psychologically.from non-moral. ones?

Moral values '(goals), and -only morél values, are
attended by a cértain feeling.ér_emotion. This attendant
feeling or emotion :;d its peculiaf felationship to méral
vaiues.or goals would seem to be the unique characteristics
of moral values. It.is essentiél, therefore, to discuss
the feeling or emotion which accompanies only moral valﬁes;

. In the first instance'it is clear that many non-moral \&
values are also attended by feelings or emotions. We have
only to think of the joy felt by a team which wins a hockey
game, OT the'"agony of defeat" suffered by their opponents.
-These-emotions are certainly felt in such situations, and
‘winning a hockey game is certainly avnonzmorak»valué orwgoal.
Moral vilues, then, clearly cannot be distinguished from

b non-moral values solely on the basis 6f beihg attended by

. - .just any feelings or embfions,,since'non-moral values also

may be attended by feeiings;and emotions, Accérdingly'we'

1 , . must describe 'and specify precisely what this certain feel-

. ing or émqtion.attending‘only moral values 1is.

. We should point out initially that this emotion is not

a kind of emotion in the sense that joy, grief, love, hate,
anger, fear, etc. are kinds of emotion.. The feeling or
emotion attending moral values may be described “as follows:

'I§ ﬁs-the sense, feeling'ar, better,” the sentiment,that’

—_———

_these Valués are ''good"” or, with undesirable.goalé, "bad",
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"evil". We do not}heve moral values passively and unemotionally;
we do not have and form moral velues, either:as judgements.of .
moral values proper or as judgements of moral obligation, which
as we saw are a form of vlaue judgement, in a way computers
feed out data sheets. Our moral values, as we have said,’are
attended by a sense, feeling or sentiment:that in sohe way
they are intrinsically good7 or, if relateq fo an undesirable
end, intrinsically evil. Moreover; this sentiment for the
values 1s accompanied by a belief or conviction concerning
those very same values. We believe values to be '"good"
(or evil) regardless of any philosephic proofs or justifi-
.cation as to the truth of their objective moralv"goodness" or
"badness™. One certainly doee not need»to be a moral philosopher,
then, to have moral values; one needs only to have a sentiment
or belief that certain‘ends, hence, values, are morally "good"
(or "bad"}.

Note here the use of the word "belief" not the word "know".
To "believe™ that moral values are "good" or "bad" is one thing;
to "know" they are so is quite another. The formervis'a.neces—'

-

sary condition for simply having -and forming moral values; the
latter, if one.aftempts the lask of‘”know}ng"% moral Qiges"‘co »
be "good" or "bad" strictly speaking, is what one attempts to

- do_ as e/part of moral philosophy; that is, to seek e'justifi—
cation for the obgectiye,truth of moral “goqdnees" or "badness™.
0f course, this does not mean -that a persen may not strengthéhﬁ
his owﬁ beliefs end eonvictions for moral valuee‘by a'jﬁstgki;f
catidh at least to himself, for their'objective'validity

Nelther does it mean, however th;}/before a person can part1c1—

pate 1n morality he must form or even agree with aiy phllosophlc

argument concern1ng the objective valldlty of moral values.
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- it is what motivates one to 'have the values themselve

39.
Even with this fact in mind, moreover, it would not be in-
consistent for any holder of moral Vélues to give justifying
reasons for the moral values he holds, even though such

justification might not be "philosophical in any strict

sense. For example, a person asked why he believes murder

to be morélly wrong'migh}/énswer by saying-simply that he

N\

values than life. This is certainly not a philosophic

N

justificatzgﬁtxhut it.'is an" adequate justificdtion of
S~ e .

‘sorts if one is only intérested in the motives behind his

moral position,

“The feeling'or emotion attending‘only moral values,
then, is the sense,.feéling or sentiment accompanied by a
belief or copviction tbatvthe values are ﬁoraily “ggod"

{or "bad"). This statement, however, 'is incoﬁplete and
circuiar as it stands. To complete our treatment of morality's
distinguishing characterist;cs, we must discuss the péculiar
relationship between the feeling or emotion and moral values.
This relatiqnshib is the more important and.esgential item
among morality's distingpishing characteristics.

First, what do we mean exactly by-fhis relationship?

The relationship between the emotion or the sentiment and
belief and the vélues,,is what mbtivates‘one to have the

sentiment and belief: for the}) values. In general terms,

”

More specifically, however, it is what motivates one
have the sentiment and belief in the values. The thre

terms, sentiment, belief and values, are intergrally c

.
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nected; one cannot have a value without a sentiment and

belief in that’value. It was for the sake of precision, theu,
~that we included and described "sentiment” and "belief as one
element in morality's distinguishing characteristics.
Accordingly, the reason why morality is essentially'dif:
fereﬂ% from other;guiding institutions is the presence of.
moFiyational factors which cause a person to have values
commonly accepted as moral. In other words, mofalfty or moral
values are "moral" precisely because of the motives that have
promptéd mankind to have the values. “Morality, then, has a
different set of motivational factors or motives from other
guiding institutions; and it is this difference in motives
which provides the essential distinguishing characteristics
of morality from these other institutions.’
What, then, are these motives which have prompted man-
', kind to develop these '"moral values', noting of course

4

that it is precisely because of the motives for the values

that they are called "moral"? It should be noted here that
- this question does not ask what motivates man to simply V}
follow or participate in morality. We may participate in

or follow a moral code for many reasons: fear of punishment,

]

e I ORIV S A S DA et s

fear or respect f?;,God, conditioning, etc. In fact, some

of the motivational reasons for why we participate in

morality may be the same reasons why we.participate in other
guiding insg;gutions. For example, one may followla legal
rule or a particﬁlar convention out of fear of being punished
if one does not. It is a different thing, then simply';O.

s
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follow or abide by values or a value system than to have
v Y

and accept those values as one's own; that is, to have a

sentiment and belief for certain ends or goals and, hence,

to have a value. It is this latter sense which interests

"us. We do not wish to find motives for why mankind follows

moral values, but for why mankind has a sentiment and belief

in moral values at all, whete the particular motives we are
seeking may~be regarded as a distinguishing characteristic
inasmuch as they are unique to the formation of those values.

We may say, generally, that what has mdtivated‘ana .
continues to motivate mankind to have "moral" values, either -
in the sensé of creating new ones or adopting as opposed to
folloWing already exiéting ones, are desires. The desires
are basic, psychological, human desires which wé may express
as follows: 1, the desire to havé something J&f benefit done
to oneself,-to'others, and to other things,and béings;

2. the desire not fd have something of harm or injury done
to oneself, to others énd'télother thi;;;fgza\beingé.

Let us now attempt to_explain and qualify these two
desires. It should be remarked firs; that the terms "benefit"
énd "harmﬁ oTr "injury" are used in a non-moral sense. .Théy
are the objectslof psychological desires, either innate or
conditioned, or developed from both. ~f§2y are not desires
‘to.be'moral since, as we shall see, these desires are only
a part of what morality is even tgzugh they are the dis-
tinguishing characteristic of morality. Moreover, we are
looking for the basic,'psychoiogical reasoné whybmhnkind

created and continues to preserve what he has created.

“~

a



IR

4z,
Such reasons must nece$§arily be non-moral; otherwise, our
position will be reduced to a useless circularity.' TheSe_
non-moral reasons are the particular desires we are in the
prodbsénof.describing. Now desires are products Bvf our
mind, our psyghe; hence, in themselves they are purely
psychological, It is only after these desires are fully
cognized and human béings becohe-fully conscious of. them . ‘\)"
as desires that they are able to be "used" by human beings
to‘create and base the institution ultimately termed‘"moréiity“.
This is the reason, thex, that words like ""good" and ”Badﬁ are
used instead of-"benefi an& 1;harm". The former terms, be-

sides thelr vagueness, carry a strong moral connotation, while
¥

_thé‘latter carry a much weaker one, 1f indeed they carry any

moral connotation at all. In any event, I use the terms

Al

"benefit" and "harm" in an absolutely non-moral sense.

Secondly, we should examine how these desires function

or are operative in morality. As noted earlier, we are not
looking for motives for why man follows or simply participates
in morality; we are searching for motives, hence, desires,

to explain why man has (created and continues to presefve)'

morality. With regard‘to the creation of morality, it is-

a

‘obvious that man created it ° because he desired it, thought

that it would be beneficial to his society and culture; that

is, a system of morality would help prevent chaos égd retain

-

order. This is correct, but certainly we are able to de- -
rive more specific and fundamental desires than the ones

just mentioned. We can look at ali the individual moral

[y

principles and see quite readily that, for instance, murder

r
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is forbidden because human life is valued; stealing 1s
forbidden because of a desire to hold on to one's property;
adultery is forbidden because of a desire to hold on to one's
spouse. If wé look-more closely, however, we see that a
common desire or desires underly the above and, seemingl&,
all other moral principles and laws. These underlying de-
'sires are, as expected, the desire»to have benefitzand the 
desire not to have harm bestowed on oneself, others and other
things and beings.

I come to this conclusion a posteriori. If we examine
as many moral priﬁciples as possible, we see. that the motives

for their creation can be traced to the desires of '"benefit"
10

.

and '"not harm". -In other woTtds, all moral principles seem
to be designed to either provide benefit, or to preveﬁt harm

for someone or something. If this is® the design OT .purpose

-~ ]

of moral principles, I think we can safély assert that the
motives for their creation are in fact thosge vefy same ‘
desires. Murder, for example, is considered "morally" wrong
because human life ié valued; This, howéver, i§ far fod
general an explanatioﬁ. One may die of natufél‘causes with‘f
a human life thus.being lost without there.being afy moral
issue. Besides the necessity of human agency .to actually
commit theAmurder, the "wrongness" of murder'rests more
fuﬁdamentally on the facf that it produces "harm" by.destroy-p
iﬁg human life. Similariy, stealing produces harm to the

one from who something is‘stolen; 1fing is capabie of

producing-harm in a variety of ways; abortion is a moral
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issue because it "harms", that is, it destroys‘a form of
life, the fetus (wﬁqther it can correctly be called a
complete human life is a problem central to the issue).

On the positive side of the moral sphere, charity, kindness
and benevolence, for example, are morally commendable
actions because they produce benefit.

We are able then, to learn much of what morallty
fundamentally 1s from examining éhe ‘human motives or de51res
that have playedk the major role in the creation of morality.
This is, of cours¢g} somewhat of an oversimplification of
.morality}é crextion. Nonetheleés, it is not the intent of
this papef-to give a complete and exhaustive account of
how morality was created and continues to exist; it is omnly -
necéssary to point out that the general psychological desires
" of having "benefit" and not having "harm" performed are the
basié reasons why morality was created.

With regard to.the continuance of'morality, we can see
that any given moral code will exisf'so long as there are
people who believe in it énd fo}lowfit. We saw earlier that
there ﬁay be several reasonis why any individual follows a
moral code: for exampie, out of fear or respect; Does this
: meén, however,*“that the"desifés of having benefit and not
_haéiné harm'are nd longer operative‘with regard to the
continuance of morality?, I think we can say withicerfainty
that the "degires" are operative and, indeed, necessary to
the cdntinuance oftmbrality. Morality is not a static human
creatiaﬁ;-it evolves, changes. Some moral rules leave the
‘moral sphere; others are created. Just as the origina%

- s

N . o
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creation of morality, which did not involve one deliberate
action of creation at one point in time, was based on the
desires to have benefit and not to have harm; so, too, the
moral values which change have those same desireés asvtheir
psychological basis. Consider, for example, the contemporary
moral issues of either abortion or the seal hunt off the coast
of Néwfoundland. lBoth issues are controversial because of a
desire not to have harm perfofmed. Indeed, they are "moral"
issues because of this very desire. Again the ''desires" may
be viewed as being operative even with more static ﬁoral rules.
The moral rule against murder, for example, ma}lbe followed
out of fear or respect for God or the law, or even for con-
ventional reasons - "Murder is not the proper, socially acc-
eptable thing to do”. Indeed, it is not. It seems, however,
that there may be another possible reason for following mprél
rules than those listed above. Can’we; and do we, in fact
many times folléw moral rules simply because we either
desire to help, provide benefit or, conversely, not inflict
harm? - If so, we woald not only be following the values to
‘which the rules pertained but, as explained earlier, we
would have those values as our own. We may, for example,
follow the rple forbidding murdér simply because we d€sire
not to inflict harm. Indeed, if all moral rules aﬁ-allAJ
.times and by all people were followed only out of fear,
;regpect or conditioning, I think it reasonable to hypothesize
‘that morality would eventually cease to exist. Indeed, the

very permanence.and longevity of morality througﬁoﬁt human

_/%istdry seem to attest to the fact thdt something constant

s



46.
and unchanging in the makeup of human nature itself has
and will continue to motivate man to have morality. Fé&ars
may be overcome, resﬁect'may be lost, and people may become
deconditioned. For these reasons, then, I believe feér,
respect or conditionlng are not fundémental principles or
motives which have'createa and continue to preserve morality;

in short, they are too ephemeral. The desires we have been

‘discussing, however, seem to be the constant, unchanging

motives we are seeking. It follows, incidentally, that the
desire to have benefit performed and the desire not to have

harm performed/may also act as motivating reasons for why

someone follows orgparticipates in morality, just as fear,
respect and cenditioning may act in the same manner,

One final note with fegard to our psychological explana-
tion of morality’s distinguishing characteristics concerns

the fact that, because our argument is a posteriori or

inductive, it is possible that the theory we have set forth
is not absolute. In other words, it is possible that a
moral value exists which does not have the psychological

desires of having benefit and not harm as its reason for

existing and cbntinuing. Moreover, there is -also the

e : o .7
possibility that a non-moral value exists which has those
very desires as its reason for existing. In any event, we
are just providing for the possibility of exception to the

general rule, The fact that our explanation may not be

. absolute is not particularly d&is uieting. Our theory 1is
U= , part y q g ) ‘

essentially based on human nature; and human nature, unlike -

¢
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mathematics, is subject to exceptions and aberrations from
any{general rule made concerning that nature,

We have been deScribing the psychological conditions
of morality, which have been foygnd also to be morality's
distihguishing characferistics. Specifically, .the purely
psychdlogical‘conditioﬁs were the desires of providing
benefit and preventing harm for oneself, others and other
things and beings; These desires effected a sentiment aﬁd*
belief in cefta}n ends or goals. The Eombination of all
these factbrs,.désire;, sentiment, belief, goals results
in what human beings cali "moral"™ values., - Theséaﬁsyéhological
conditions and their effects, however, aithough a necessary
and distinguishing condition of what morality is, are not a

sufficient condition. For moralitf to exist, especially in

. practice, man's rationality, his intellect, is also a necessary,

~

although not unique condition. Indeed, it is man's intellect

which organizes these psychological desires into a code or

+

guiding system known as mbrality. William K. Frankena aptly

describes conditions which are necessary before one can .

pfoperly’be $aid to have a morality or, as he puts it, "take

the moral point of view", One has a morality. or takqs'thé

a

“moral point of view" if:
| ;,.(a) one.is making poxmative-judgementg about
. . actibns,'déSires, dispbsitioﬂs,,inféntions,
| motives, ﬁefséns, or';raits‘of chafacter;'
(b) one is willing to universalize one's judge-

¢

.ments'
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‘(<) ohe's reasons for one's judgements
consists of the facts about what the
things judged do to the lives of
sentient beings iﬁ terms of promoting
or distributing non-moral good and
evil; and

{d) when the judgement is about oneself .
or one's own actioné, one's reasons
inciude su;h facts about what one's
own actions and dispositions do to
the lives of other sentient befﬁgs'

as such, if others are affected;11
The conditions ofbmorality listed by Frankena quite
obviously require a‘human mind or intellect to perform them.

Morality'is'a system, an intelligent rational system. |

Theréfore, it needs an intelligent mind or intellect to

' create, continue and guide it. The psychological desires

of providing benefit and preventing_harm are in themselves -’
’ v . ‘ ~ 4
merely desires; unaccompanied by a rational intelligence

'to organize and guide them, the desires themselves cannot

>

be considered a "morality". In short, human ratiomalization

- provides the actual implementation, performance and guidancé

.

of the pSYchological_éonditions; it results in fﬁlfilling

the "desires" by means of a system in.a ratiomnal, organized

: way. On a societal level this means the, formation and

implementation of a general system or code; on an individual

‘level it means the formation and-impleméntationﬂof a per-

sonal system or QBEQ;H?ich may differ in any deégree from
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the general societal code.
A corollary to this position is that a rational
‘ £
system not based or founded 6n the psychological desires -’

we have described is not a "morality". - Law, for instance,

is a rational guiding system, and it may at first seem to
~aroilal : "

&

be related to the psychological desires of providing benefit
and preventing harm in the sane manner as morality, a
situation which would make law indistinguishable from

morality. But even though law may have as its rTaison de'tre

the proviSibn of benefit and the prevention of harm for

'the individual and sdciétys it is complete as a system ﬁith—,

out these psychological considerations: laws are written in
books, enforced by police bodies, and created or deleted by
legiélatures, without necessarily being guided by psychological

desires. In essence law is virtually entirely artificial,’
’ q

out of "nature's. hands". Law;_therefore, can exist without
psychological reasons while riorality, on the other hand, ot

cannot. Morality inextricebly consists of both conditions:

the psychologicai and the retional and the eliminatioh of
elther one results in the ellmlnatlon of morallty

Before concludlng thls chapter let us set down in

Y S
AT

summary - form the basic condltlons and hence the foundatiqn

L

© of morallty as we have formulated 1t The following is not

meant to bea. deflnltlon of morallty, but only a descrlptlon '

v

of morallty s most fundamental features. . - -

L lee all guldlng 1nst1tut10ns, morallty guw&es and . :
A . \ P
.regulates human action. ~The purpose behlnd‘regulatlon of

_the action is that an,action may ‘be valfred in itself, the
’ - - i y . ' .
. ‘ . L ' - ' . ..
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‘,end'offan action-may be Valued,_o;%hofh thedaction and the
end of - that same action may be valued.

(A) Psychological (dlstlngulshlng) Condltlons The
psycheloglcal desires of providing benefit and preventing
harm for oneself, others-anddother things and beings moti-
.vaie a sentiment and belief12 in certain ends or goals,
thus pfoviding conditions,uehds or'goals which are con-
sidered‘"moral" values; (B) Rational or Intellectual Con-
ditions: These values in’tOte‘ the psychologlcal condltlons
are organized; structured gulded and developed by the human
intellect;and ratlenalltyeso that they {values) may be
'_incorporated and put into use asra'guiding sfstem or
V‘1nst1tut10n thereBy "fulfllllng" the desires and their

effects 13 o S

" A moralitf can‘be.said'to exist encejthese’fwo general

Aconditiong ha&e‘been{mef;. This, of coufee,,preeents-us
'_winh a mueh sinplified account‘efiwhat'moraiify is, as
well as nitﬁqthe~basic “buiiding blocks" f.morality and
knowledge of its essenee and ralson d’ etre, exactly what

‘we de51red to achieve.

Leét us turn in- Chapter Four to a- con51derat10n of

';uwhether a Justlflcatlon of morallty, both for the in-

&
_d1v1dual and soc1ety,»1s p0351b1e, and alf so,.what its '

nature 15
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, o Chapter Four

The Nature of Justification
In this chapter, we shéll first examine briefly the",/

nature of justification itself: and, secondly, the question
. . ) -~ V : “ : ’ . '
“whether any type of justifying reasons can be given to the

question "Why be moral?" Specifically, wé shall be seeking |

justifying'reasons for those meanings of the question "Why

be mora1°" formulated in Chapter Two:-"What justifying
‘-reasons are there for the 1nd1v1dua1 to be moral lé a

whole?”'and-"What justifying reasons are there fo society-

¢

to be moral » as a whole?"
One sense of" Justlflcatlon concerns ‘the notion of Eroo )
according to whlch we may be sald-to "Justlfy" somethlng if

- we are able- to prove whether or not it is true, it exists,

7

it 1s ‘of a certaln nature, etc. Thls.type of Justification_

*

is arrived at by the methods of either (1] 10g1ca1 reasonlng

oT, (2) emp1r1ca1 verlflcatlon.

L0g1ca1 reasonlng 1s the process of arr1v1ng ‘at a con-

c1u51on by elther deductlon or'lnductlon Deduction 1s the

process whlch p051ts general premlses from whichia parficular
* conclusion. (truth) may Be’déduced or derived. The foilowing
is a simfle exaﬁple éf a'deductiye érgumenf in-syllogistic
sfofm:. e ““ | o
.Majoilpremise:_ Alllfish‘livé ip water
'Mingf'pfemise:s A salmon is a‘fish;
Conclusion: . Therefore a saimon lives in #aten:

Of cburse the conc1u51on is only" true or sound - 1f the
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premises fhemsélves are true, and if the rules for the
logical structure of the argument are 'valid. Induction
employs the réverse process from deduction, arriving at a
general conpluSioh-from particuiér premises.' For example,
we induce the‘general conclusioﬁ thét some force {gravity)
~.ca.uses objeéts te fall when released.from our hands. We
come  to that geﬁéfal conclusion (all things fall) simply by
a repeated serles of relea51ng obJects (partlcular premises)..

Emp1r1ca1 verlflcatlon is the process of arr1V1ng at a
truth by use of the senses. - For example, I see a chalr, and
" by seeing the chair I coﬁclude tQat the chair exists, in

addition to its colour, size, kind of chair, etc.& The other .

N LA
. N

senses also may be employed to verify empiricélly some truth
about the. same object. For exémple, a blind person cannot .
sfe a chair, but is able to determine its existence by feeliﬁg

‘or touching it. Of course the prsibiiify_of error exists

~with empirical verification;.ourAsénsps-may deceive us. For.
example, if oxe-is intoxicated he may see. two chairs where

only one exists. - - -

< . . . : R o P . s,
Deductlonyilnductlon and emplrlcal verlflcatlon, then,

are forms of reasonlng employed by modern science,, especially
Vlnductlon and emﬁlrlcal ver;flcatlon ' We w111 call. this t}pe

of. reasonlng ‘an atﬁémpt to Justlfy somethlng 501ent1f1ca11y
or, 51mp1y "sc1ent1f1c" Justlflcatlon. ' S

5

Another sense Of‘JHStlflcatIQn 15 not concerned with'

arriving at whét~i§{ but’wiﬁh reasons why some activity should

oféshduld not be berformed. The “should" here is not

z
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~

necessarily a-moral shéuld, but refers also to any type of

- prudential or expedlent activity. For example, a justifying

3

reason for tylng one's shoelaces is to prevent one from
tripping. .

It would appear at first glance thét, of the twe senses

of justification, the Iatter is- the obviously more applicable

. for juétifying~morality, since morality is largely concerned

with conduct, with what oné ought or ought not to do. The
former "scientific"»sense_of justificatign‘might seem in fact
to be qﬁite irrelevégt as ‘a means for juStifying morality.
As we shall séé, thds is precisely the fact of the matter.

4

We must, however, examine why this "scientific' method of *
b ) 3 - .

justification is unacceptable, since there have been moral

- philosophers who attempted to justify morality by this very

means. . - e
, The Relation of Justification to Morality:
: An Attempt -to Angﬁer the Question, "Why beﬁmoral?"
1: The Impossibility of Justlfylng Morality by
‘"§c1ent1f1c" Reasoning

»

The positioﬁ'that mbrélity can be justified by scien—

tific peasoning may'be restated'asfthat.position'whi¢h

attempts t§ derive'a conclusion whichfis a valﬂev(moral)i

‘ judgement fﬁomxféctual premises alone. It is more commonly
" and simply stated -as that position whlch attempts to derlve'

an "ought" from an "i ".; Naturallsm, as- the p051t10n is
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known, not only attempts to derive value judgements from .
factual premises alone; it rests on the assumption that
values and, hence, value judgements, statements, and

assertions, are mereiy one type of fact. Values,, like
A

factual judgements, therefore, are empirically verifiable,

’ana able to be concluded as objectively true frofi the sameT

kind of reasonlng process (sc1ent1f1c) that factual judge-

»
ments are. -

We shall not offer a complete account of Naturallsm

‘ somethlng which would requlre a separate chapter in itself.

>

<

.

.

We wish only to show brlefly that naturalism is unacceptable

as a means of Justlfylng morallty, that moral Values cannot
]

.be derlved from facts alone or, in other. words, thab we

cannot justify what we ought to do from what is. Scientific

reasonlng, therefore, will be shown to be unacceptable'as a -

-
<

means of justifying morality.
The error or fallacy of_Naturalism‘as basically an
error ih_feaéoning. “An example'shopld illustrate whyvaﬂ

"ought" cannot be derived from an "is"™. Argument 1: “Children

_need the love of their parents. Therefore, parents ought to.

love their childrén.l We‘have. here an "odght",conclusions

that is, a value judgement, derived or deduced-ffom a factual

premiéeum_ The argument., however, is not validfbetause the

conslu51on does. not necessarlly follow from the premlse It

love'of;the;r parents and, at the same time, belleve that

. parents ought not to love their childrén. Need is not a

Y
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sufficient condition for-having the need satisfied.

»

Consider for example this argument: Argument, 2:
"Rapists need victims. Therefore, (potential) victims ought

to surrender themselves to rapists.”" Argument 2 is identical

to Argument 1\Both in logical structure and in the fact thél\\;qv
"need' 1is involveé The only difference~is.the.fact that the
subjects are changed (rapists and %;ctlms instead of chlldren’
and parents) If the flrst argument were ;alld then the
second must be<vg11d also. (One can easily see the horrendous
ﬁorél conclusions that could and would ensue if such arguments‘
as Argument 2 were.§a1id.) . The point is: these argumeﬁts
provide 'examples of the fact that vélue-judéemeﬁfs cannot be

derlved from facts alone.

What if we were to add an addltlonal premlse so -that the
_argdﬁent would be-valld? For examylef Argument 3: Major
*premiée: The needs of children eeght to be‘setiefied. Minor
‘Premise:nChildren need the love of their parents. 'Conclusien:A'

' iherefore, parents ought to love their chiidreﬁ.‘ Argument_S‘

..is falid; fhat is, the lbgical‘foronf the ergument is cor-

. rect and the conclusion‘follows logically from the premises.

The'argument; HdWever, is not sound. We have not ?ﬁreved"Aor

ce | jusfified that parents ought to iove their chiidfen since it

~is 'no longer a case of a: value judgement (the conclusion)
being deduced from facts alone; the‘magor preﬁlse is itself
a value43udgement. The argument, then, is 51mp1y a case of-
deriving aﬁ "ought" fromlan "eﬁght" -The problem is merely

taken back one step, we - st111 have to Justlfy the major
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premise.
The fallacy we have been dealing with is commonly
called the deductive fallacy, part of what has been .called

the naturalistic fallacy most notably refuted by George E.

Moore in his Principia Ethica.’ Another part of the

N

"naturalistic fallacy'" must also be considered in order to

complete our position that values cannot be derived from

Y

- facts afg;e; this is the 'so-called "definist fallacy".

Naturalists have attempted not only to derive an 'cught"”

from an "is", values from facts; they have .also attempted

to define all values or, better, all value predicates in

- purely factual or empirical terms. In other words;-a value

or value predicate is said to mean the same thing as a

certain set of factual or empiriéal properties. For
exampie,‘"good"(might mean “pleasant"z fright" mean '‘approved
of by the majority", "evil" mean "pain", eté. Of course'ﬁhere
have been different naturalistic theories which positAdif;

ferent definitions of value predicates, but all naturalistic

‘theories hold, "That an ethical judgement simply is an

S

assertion of a fact - that ethical térms'constituté‘méfely

an alternative vocabulary for réporting facts.">

A common argument against the definist theories is .known

‘as the "open question argument", first propounded by George

E. Moore and his followers. The argument states that if a
value predicate means the -same thing as a certain factual

term, then wherever the value predicate occurred in

3
1 a
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a sentence the factual.term could be subetltuted without
changing'the meaning of the sentence. This seems to work
. well with two factual terms. Consider, for example,'the
deflnltlon hockey puck means flat, black 'hérd rubber
disc. If the two terms or sets of terms mean the same

N

thing, one could be substltuted for the other in'a sentence
w1thout changlng the meanlng of the sentence. In the sen-
tence, "A hockey puck is used iff hockey"; we could'sub~
stitute by saying, "A flat, black, Kard, rubber disc-ls
‘used in hockey." Since it is evldent,that the two sentences
mean the same thing, the def1n1t10n is true. ’
There seems to be a problem however, regardlng the
'1nterchangeab111ty of value-predicates and facts. Consider
C the deflnltlon good means pleasant. . If "good“ does in
fact mean "pleasant" then these‘tWo'sentences'"Self~
sacrlflce is good" and "self-sacrifice is pleasant" must

. » .
. ' - mean the same thing. It is clear, however, that the two:

" sentences do not necessarily mean the same thing. Self-

ST TATe T T TR TERA B L LA e e e e

sacrifice may be "good", but it is®not necessarily "pleasant™.

.The point of the "open question™ argument .is that. we may know

AR T e, o TN Y

something is'"pleasentf andlstill,a;k seriouely whether it is
aleo "good". f0r; vice versa, we may'regard'something as‘

f-r ' ‘ - "good" and stlll questlon whetherlt is also "pleasant" All
k | - Value predlcates deflned in factual terms, then, are sg%ject
| ‘to the same "open questlon" argument that 1s,'1t is an’ open
' S : questlon whether»the'value predlcate has ‘a meanlng 1dent1cal

to the factual term which purports to define the value.

.




1f considered without further qualification; however,

the "‘open guestion argument', strikes me'as somewhat
begging the question. True, we may ask serlously whether
a value predicate has a meaning 1dent1ca1 to a ﬁfctuai term,
and we may cite instances in actual usage where they do not
mean the same thing. Thisg‘however, is not a strict dis-
pfoof‘of the definist ‘theory becaﬁse it hay be objecfed that
the meaning of value—ﬁrgdicates is quite ?ague and, Bence,
that a factual definition of them will hardlyvever contain
all of what we vaguely mean by the term. VThe two terms,
then, value and factual, ﬁay not, have identical meanings in
évery.respect,'but the definition may~sti11 be acceptable.
In addition, the definists may_éhow that a value térm, "good"
for examp;e,jhas a number of.differént uses. Therefore, .there
may be a factual term whichlhas.a meéning identical with bné;
of "good' s" uses, and yei{one COuld stlll ask the open question,
"Thls has X, but is it ’'good?"” The "open questlon argument"
then may suff1c1ently refuté _some value fact definitions, but
that does not mean all such definitions are 1mp0551b1e.4

. The problem ‘with the deflnlst theory that is, ‘yhy it
doees not solve the problem‘of Justlfylng morallty, really
derives from the fact that it places what nust beygustlfled'

merely one step backward. 'As we saw with the "deductlve"

fallacy in Argument 3, the1conc1u51on can.onx\/be said to be "

justified if one justifies the major premise. With the

k] ' Ty N - -

definists' position, if we accept a certain definition of -
. . raniE |

'good" or "right", then based solely on that definition we

will be able to give conditional justifications of what is

C
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- "good" or "right” but it will still be lhecessary to

-

justify the definition itself ,and why we should accept it.
A definist may claim thét his definition is justified in
the same way dictionary definitions are justified, eX-
pressing what we ordinarily mean by the definition. This,
however, does not show why we %houl@ adopt or adhere to the

moral principle which the definition expresses.| “"Appealing
1 ‘ p

to a definition in éuppoft of a (moral) principle is not ‘ .

a solution to the problem of justification, for the definition

needs to be justified, and justifying~it iﬁvo}ves the same pro-

blems that justifying a priﬁciple does_."S

. Before leaviﬂg this se;tion,,we should note that there
is one sense in‘which moréilty maf be'regafded as ”féctual ",
nameiy,wwhen we describe morality and its principlés. For
example, 1t is a fact that most societies regard murder as
ﬁofally wrong. Descriptiqh of mé;al principléé,.howevef;

is qui%e different from saying that moral principles éan}be .

derived'sdlely from facts Qhere-apy;moral principle in_questibn
is actually a kind of factual assertion whéreby its truth or
falsit& and, hence, its justification, can be égiablished ip 4.
the same manner as scientific anélcpncrete facts are esﬁabiiShéd.
Morality, °then, and being moral cannot‘be justfiedlby
facts'alone.or, in ofher'ﬁords,sﬁy s;ientific,réasoning., We{,'
must now examine the ?ossibiiity‘of'juStifying moralifylby'
the second form of jﬁétification gifeﬁ; yhat Js; simply reasons

in themselves, which will justify being moral.

- : .
- X . . . .
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2: The .Question of Whether There are Ultimate
Reasons for Being Moral. :

»

. The reasons we are seeking must be ultimate, since

the question "Why be moral?" is an ultimate question :it

asks for reasons which, if found, will be absclutely suf-
ficient in justifying the question.
t “ - . . - R .
A second important remark to be made concerning the

justifying reasons we are looking for is that'they must

?

be non- moral reasons.- To give moral reasons for being moral

“is to beg the questlon Consider’ the absurdity of answering

the questlon "Why be moral?" by %aying, "..... because it 1is
your moral -duty to be moral", -or "...because it is good to be
moral." Any moral reasbns given foy being moral will them—
selves have to be justified. 'And if moral reasons arevgivén

for the first set of moral reasons, then they will have to be

- justified, and so on ad infinitum. Non-moral reasons, then,

are necessary right from the beginning.
We shall firStdeal with. the question "What justifying

reasons are there for the individual to be moral, as a whole?",

_'since this question seems, as we shall see, more complex and

difficult to answer than the same question asked of societyv.
When ultimate justifying reasons are sought, then, for the

question "Why should I (individual) be moral?" the reasons

‘asked for are necessarlly reasons that would Justlfy an in-

dividual maklng an ultlmate ch01ce of the priority of adoptlng

or part1c1pat1ng in morallty over not part1c1pat1ng in morallty

R

or belng amoral. . The "ch01ce".herq 1s unavomdable. In seeking

o

0
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'upon Wthh the statement is bas

reasons for being moral, we are aesuming that individuals
have the ability to be or act nOrally and also the ability

to be or act amorally. Hence indi&iduals have the choice

to be moral or not to be moral. Reasons juatifying being
moral are essentially;reafons-which justify, or show why d

it 1is better:to<be morai rather than not to be morai. We

are searching, then for the ultimate reasons that justify
h0051ng to be moral rather than not belng moral. It fo11OWs
that the chorce must bé ultlmate._

v

It is impossible, however, to give reasons for an .

ultimate choice sincé, as we shall See.shortly,-an ultimate

chorce by its very nature rules out the p0551b111ty of

g1v1ng reasons for choosrng. What is 1nvolved here is

simply a case of'an infinite regress.. Whenever we attemnt
provide reasons for ch0051ng one thing over another when

ue can do one or'the other but not both (such is the case

with belng‘moral or not belng.moral), 4ﬁ/}£&esons glven for

the cho1ce must necessar11y be founded or based upon a

“prlnc1p1e already accepted or agreed upon " In other words,u

+

a reason for ch0051ng anythlng is only 1nte111g1b1e W1th1n

g.frame of reference F"I choose to ‘be moral because that

;-

~is the way thlngs are" has no fgame of reference or pr1nc1p1e'

it 1s-not ‘a .reason bu

merely a tautologousvstatement. It is like saying: "I chouse

A:to be moral because. I choose to be moral."’ If we offer the

reason, "I choose to be moral because I desire to be moral",.
] A . .
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then we are acceoting the principle that . satisfying a .

desire is valuable, and we will have to give ,reasohs for

that»principle. Any reason for bhooeing to be.moral, then,
f

will presuppose a commigﬁent to some higher principle which,

in turn, will presupoose commitment to some yet higher

>

-principle.for which reasons\Will be required, and so on

ad infinitum. It isvimpossible,,therefore,_to glVe ultimate
justifying_reasons.for being moral_becaose,‘first, an oltimate
ehoice is involved and, second, an ultimate choice is by its
very nature imbossible.6 ’ |

With regard to justifying society's adoption of morality,

or to form the question '"What justifying reasons_are'there’for

society to be moral, as a whole?", the same conclusions arrived-

{ ' »

at for jpetifying the individual's participation in morality
are applicable: ultlhate justifyingjredeons ere:impossible,
With society we are simply dealing with a Collective group
of people who, as a group, must make a ch01ce between hav1ng
. moraL%ry or not hav1ng morallty, as opposed to an 1nd1v1dual
who must make the same choice. We should mention that an’
obV1ous practical reason for soc1ery, as a whole, adoptlng

¥,
morallty is 51mp1y to. prevent chaos and(to make life bearable.

It is not difficult to 1mag1ne that a_soc1ety w1thou; a. ’
morality would eventually collapse, order would be impossible,;
or at best, an unlmaglnable exfreme totalltarlan state would
exist., Although this is a "good" reason for soc1ety adoptrng

~a morality, it presupposes the‘prrnc1ple’that_soc1a1 order is

‘a .good situation; it is, therefore, not an ultimate reason for

«@



63 . -

. . )
~societyladopting morality. . - ; "", - -
We'said that the question asking why the »individual
should gggporal was ‘more complex and difficult to answer. *
With regard to ultimate reasons the answers to the two T

questions are, as we saw, identical.  With regard to simply
MV ¥ o - . o . '»’
"good" reasons based upop an accepted principle, however,
" the’ answers to both questions are not idént¥cal. We have

"given~a ”geod" reason.for society adopting morality. - Any "’
individual, however, may agreefwith that.reasenrand still
question justifiably whether he should bartic}pate in
morallty. He may say: "Yes Ivagree that'is a good reason
for society adopting morallty, and I think soc1ety should
have a morallty. .Th1s, however, is not a good reasen‘why‘
I should be moral; it is more to my advaﬂtage.if I\aet"
qpmpletely for my own self-interest.” wé shall deal with
possible "good'" reasons for the individualtto be moral later
in thli chapter. | |
jg\glt seems from what we have said up to'thiS'poiﬁt that
ﬁe are at an impas-se.r We cannot justify morality by an
' appeal to sc1ent1f1c reasonlng,'nor can we give an ultimate
'Justlflcatlon of" morallty by 51mp1y giving Teasons. Does'
thls meanvthat no-3ust1f1cat10n of moralltyg fqr either the
individual or for society, is;ﬁossible?. No} as'ﬁe have seen,
it means only that no‘ultimate justification is posSible.
'lt may still be pbésible and reasonable‘to’provide a limited

or conditional justicication of’morality. There may stlll be

~—

N \

Teasons for adoptlng morallty,‘even thelugh they .nay not be
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at an acceptab
' derlve Some. SOTt of cond1t10na1 Justlflcatlon for the whole
" on oneself others (humans), and other things and belngs -ah

_othe?‘thlngs and belngs. These de51res in turn motlvate one 4'

. 15 necessarlly and naturally %pco

,f§“
N
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ultimate reasons. A justification may still be regarded

as a justification even though it it not ultimate. Our

~ task now will be to find a conditional but adeguate'iusti—

fication for being morél\ This means, of course, that we -

will have to adopt and accept a "flrst" pr1nc1p1e from which

-

condltlonai reasons for belng moral can be- foﬁmulated

33: The Possibility of a Condltlonal Justlflcatlon
’ for being Moral PO ' {
B : \ B -
The flrst problem is to decide what our flTSt pr1nc1p1e_

.w111 be and why 1t will be the first pr1nc1ple. 1f we examgne -

" the cgnq%u%xons arrived at 1n,Chapter Two.to the effect that

morality‘consists generally of_th“parts, the psychological.

and the intellectual:or~rationa1,_we shall, I believe; arrivy

et L _ _ : . .
ical first principle. Let us, then, try

to giv '1fy1ng reasons for the "parts" of morallty, as it

were. H*~haps by 3ust1fy1ng the parts, we will be able to "

.

of morallty..

It Will*be remembered that the:pgxeholggical parf of LY.

morallty c0n51sted of the de51res ofé(l) ‘having beneflt bestawedj/)
-y

o

(2) not hav1ng harm bestowed on: oneself others (humans), and %

to develop a value for certa1 ends .or goals where fhls value"'

an1ed by, a sentlment and

bellef that the "values"_are ‘hbad rlght wrong’ The

T
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desires in themselves, that is, merely having the desires."

£

are not open to justification. They are part of human nature,
- . like the desire of hunger or the desite to participate in |
- "sexual activity. To give justifying reasons for why'we
should or should not haveéany desire is unintelligible.
Essentlally, we have no choice over ouf psychologlcal

desires; they are as much a part of us as our physical

A properties. . Desires are "justified" simply because they
. \1 : .

F“ o are part of our human psychologlcal make-up. Consequently,
- &\ihe values we form whleﬁ’za

and not harm) are also noA open to JUStlflC&tlon simply be-‘
gi ' . cause they are the results or natural outcome of the desires.
: o .

- - Nor does one need to "Justlfy" them. It must be remembered,

however,that the values are unjustlflable only in the sense

i ,of'having them. For example, 1f we value not haV1ng murder

i . . commltted .¢hen the value 1tse1f or” better, the mental

',‘*‘construct of the value as opposed to. the actual 1mp1eme tation
. of the value, is unjustifiable simply because it is a result,
SRR an exten51on and'a-further refiuemeht of the desires which

. -’:“3 . - N ' :
_ - are. not open to 1p5t1f1cat10n. In_ fact, we may regard moral

U values as . de51res themselves. They are not as fundamentalJ

; . _ - as the purely psychologlcal de31res because they are caused

” -

: T by the latter, of course, and thelr obJects of de51re or value

2

. are naturally more spec1f1e)/ The de51re (value), for example,

¢

o

: to bestow beneflt on others.

- : : ' . : L @ﬁ - AR o . C
_ _ ‘ o » D,

:result of the desires (beneflt..

of want1ng to do klndness is a speC1f1c result of the‘de51n;\ -

B

»
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What is open to justification, however, is the question
: v
of whether the individual or society should or should not

fulfill those psycholcgical desires and their resultant

_values. The issue of justificgtion, in other words, has

to do with the actual 1mp1ementat10n of those de51res andﬁ

=

vvalues in ‘a rational, organlzed system. It will be noted

that we are now talkang about the second part of what

morallty is: the ratlonal 0T 1nte11ectual part of morallty,

which necessarlly 1nvolves-"moral" conduct; that 1s, puttlng

°

into practice de51res and values which have a psycholog1ca1

ba51s

>

It seems, then, that we have a logical first primeiplg:

fuffilﬁing'the.values arrived at as a result of psychological

desi?%é'Of prbvidingAbenefit’and prevehtihg harm. - This is

.a logical first:prihciple bechuse it relates to the f#nda-

mentaf parts”of what morality is; indeed, it might be said
to be the loglcal first prlnc1p1e of the second part of
mogallty, viz., the rat10nal or.1ntellectua1. The flrst

fundamental part, the psycholﬁggcal, however, is not open
iy ' :

to* justification although'theasecond~partfis. The second
, part' therefore the'raﬁponal or'intellectualvwill have a

flrst prlnclple of course, we will not attempt to provide. -~

B Justlfylng reasons for thls flrst pr1nc1p1e since that would

requlre acceptance of ayet hlgher pr1nc1p1e whldh would it-
self requ1re Justlfying reasons,~and so on. The mere fact

that the first pr1nc1ple is one of the two most basgc parts»f

;',of which morallty con51sts is the 10g1ca1 reason we chose it

: as our. flrst pr1nc1p1e AR



We have\already given one <onditional juétifying

reason for society's adoption of mo;glity: to retaih order

and prevent chaos. If we examine thi& reason closely we
- see that it is founded on the first principle: to fulfill
_the desiré; of prpviding benefit and preventing harm.  The
_reasoh, fhen, of réfaining order and prefenting chaos is :
not an ultimate reasoﬁ (which is impossib{g), but it is
an.aq§quate reasOn_fé:.éoEiety’s adopgion_of mprality,= }ﬁf
P ‘ meaning it is a ratidhal reason,,since fiom a practitglA |

. ~ point of view we will all live a more congenial life if

society does adopt a morality. ‘Ultimately ~of course, this

Q\

reason is founded upon the desires of providing benefit and
; - - : ’ i o : : '

preventing_harm. - o o ' o

With regard to conditional reésons.for,the individual
to be moral they are, as we saw, more difficult to find.
'~ ‘Based on the fitrst principle, we could say to any given

individual: "Be or act morally beéause in doing se_ you

e BT A Bt Ny J T T H S PRy

o . ‘
. will be fulfilling your psychological desires (benefit and
L not harm).” .This, however, may not always*be an appropriate
answer since those psyéholdgical de;§rés may -vary in intensity
- for any given individual7; and fﬁrfher;,those same desires at
;" - cases of conflict the stfonger desire'giiiﬁgzsisféblyvbe the

one which is fulfilled. .

times'may conflict with desires of sélf-interest, ahdlinisuch

»

In general, all we can,Séy of individuals is that each
Qné'of us must examine his or her own desires of providing’
benefit and preyenting harm. - Fulfillﬁthem in whatever intensity

®
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they exist. We cannot glve reasons for fulfllllng those

de51res since that 'is our accepted f;rst principle. TIf one
lacks those desires to begln with, or does not accept the

firsf principle, then, we‘cenﬁot give reasens.why such e
person in particular should be moreh.

These of us who do possess the"deslres are at;least
motlvated to fulf111 them since they are desires. We cannot

give Justlfylng reasons for their fulflllment since the ful-

fillment itself of the desires is the first principle. The

KErescription of the first principle'is unavoidable. In -
short we..are- saying: fulflll those psychologlcal desrres
Athat 1s, provide beneflt ‘and prevent harm simply because,
by the very fact&\?\haV1ng those de51res, you regard their
fulfillment as wOrthwhile ends-in themselves. ‘The‘fulfill—‘

ment of the de51res is not 1ntr1n51cally valuable in the -

obJectlve sc1en£1f1c sense; that is, the de51resAare not,

d

: > ‘
or at least cannot be proved - "true" or 1ntr1n51cally s
valuable regardless of human .£existence. They are 1ntr1nsicnlly

Valuable 1n3the sublectlve sense; that is, they are valuable

in themselves 51mp1y because manklnd regards them so. In
essence they are a part of what mank1nd 1sj(ﬁart of his

nature as a human belng H.Th1s is as much as we can say
o’\

regardlng the Jqstlflcatlon of morallty as a whole for the
1nd1v1dual ‘and society. What remains to be done is to offer

some summary remark541n conc1u51on, and thls w111 occupy the
. . i - - . = . . —v e
. . ¥ 3 . . .

final sectiomn. '

e et s s Ao
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Chapter Five

~

<

Conclusion
Some readers may be disappointed to discover that no
‘strict Justifying reasons could be found for the questidﬁ
"Why be moral?". By "strict™ we mean5réasons either cOncludéd
from scientific reasoning in iﬁsélf,'or reaéons which are

3

ultimate. Such disappointmenﬁ"can be appreciated owing to
Afhe fact that, becéuse it has within its sphere ma;y crucial,
controversial and highly emotional:issﬁe;,'morality tends
natérally to lead many people to believe that such important .
matters must be able to be founded and justified in an -
absolute . sénse one wéy or the othef. The fact that we can-
‘not justify mor#iiiy absolutely or s£rictly, however, is no
_ réason to deépair-with resyec£ to-mofality‘s conﬁinuancqg

for it is mahkindfs desireé and'motives, not arguménté éf_
justification by moral phi1080phers; which have been the '
prigcipal.forceé contributing to morality's 1oﬁgey§ty.

On the other-hand; however, we should not -belittle
";ationalifyﬂsihce, as we have seen, it iS’a_necessary part of -
morality;s.exiStence. The loss of ﬁorality br;"moral decay",
-mpreovér; is more ofien thah.notgthé result of a loss in
rationality than the result of an absence of psychological
' desiresf In‘thé‘days wﬁen slavery was practiced-on>this
Héontinent, for example;.ihose'who held it to be moral;y per-
missible‘wefe'nét neceséarily iéckinb in desires tp.prevént
‘harm orcprdvide benefit.;'fheir;acceptanée of slaVery'was'

more iikelyjtp'have'been'founded_bh the belief that blackst

o
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_ were‘physically and intellectually inferior to whiteS'and
hence tﬁeir enslavement was as justified as the ensalvement
of animalé for food or work; Slavery was subsequentiy con-
sidered immoral, then, because of a general recognition of
the error of black inferiority; the error bein§ an example

of false knowledge or irrationality. The facf, therefo?e,
th;t‘we cannot ultimately justify<qur moral behaviour.}S‘not
"a reason for concern err the continued exiséénce of morality;
nor-aées the noniexisﬁence of‘ultiﬁéte justification belittle
the iﬁportance morality has. With regard to the former, we
can be éertain'morality will continue to exist so long as
theré aré humans who possess desires for provid}ng bénefit.

T o .
and preventing harm, along with a rationality te guide those

desires. With regard to the latter, morality's\importance'

~ does not rest to any.extept on anAultimaté_justification. Its
importance derives from the fact that it aéhieves and satis-
fies qértain_goals which; because of our human naﬂure,fwe'or
at least a majority of us regard as important and valuable in
themselves. Those goals are, gedérally having benefit per-
formed and haviné harm prevented.' " : o~

Our concern in this paper has been focused entirely on

the. attempt to p#bvide a jnstifiéation for morality as a whole,
‘and we have not attempted to provide justification for anf of
the many iﬁdividual mdrél principleé. Generally we can assert,
' however, that what we have said concerning justification of
.mdrality as a whole is also appiicable>to justification of>

. i .
: q
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;
any pérticular moral é;lnéiple:~we cannot give a scientific.
6r ultimate jﬁstification for-any'individuaL‘moral principle
any more than we were ‘able to provide one for the whole of
mdrality; -It also follows that accéptaﬁbe-of our first
. prinéiple of fulfilling the psychologicai desires df pro-
viding benefit and préventing harm is neéesSary in providing
a conditional, non-moral justification for'ahy p?rticular
moral-princiéle. |

., With particular moral principles, however, it ig possible

-

and indeed rational to.fiakKe a judgement or attempt a justifij

éation for any pafﬁicular,moral principle on moral grounds;
In fact we do this all the time. We judge a berson‘s cOnduct
aéagoraliy rigﬁ!\or wrong; we méy(atteﬁpt‘to jusﬁify our 6wn
'conduct in any particular inStance_aslbeing moréllx per-— |
missiblé;\we Spéak_qf-responsibility, qﬁ‘what one odght to do
(morally speaking), of>Qhat is‘one'é duty; we make moral

‘ eﬁaluative judgements: he is a gééd man, benevolence is &
virtuoﬁs,lhonesty is the bedt ﬁolicy, and the list of such
judgements is eﬁdless; Such moral judgements and attempts to
give rea;qnsAfdr éhem are nqt irrational and uniqgeliigiblé:‘
in fact;-such‘activiﬁy.is quite the oéposite; -Bué-such”
.actiﬁity’or'gggék réasoning‘is only,rational and intelligible
if one accepté'fhe principle that moral aétivity in general is
Qaluab;e or worthwhile to begin vith. We can give ég;é; o
reaséns fdf dqing.or not doing any particular activity in the

‘ mdtal sphere, but the logic of such reasons must ;estfon.and

‘be consistent

-

with accepted first principles. 1In this paper

t
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\ _ o ' ]
we have endeavoured to provide first principles, but we have

not attempted the task of providing a system or logic of moral
reasoning which would enable moral principles to be inferred

o«
from the first principle. This paper, then, might be regarded

as a starting point from which a system of moral }easoning.

13

may be deveIOped.

Another aspect concerniqg-the nature and-:justification

“of morality which we deliberately did not consider is the

possibility of an external ]ustlflcatlon for being moral.

»

By "external justlflcatlon" we mean a justlflcatlon founded

-

~upon ‘the existence and command of God or a Supreme. Belng.
. We did th consider such a justlflcatlon because 1t would

' have necessitated a discussion of the question of whether or

not God exists, SOmething'far beyond our scope. in general,

‘all wé need say regarding this issue is thét)-if God exists

as the supreme lawgivet,,;heh we have an ultimate,®absolute

;justification-for being moral; that is, because God commends

it. 1If He does not ex1st then we do not have an ultlmate,

absolute justlflcatlon. We are only co erned w1th a morallty

w1th1n the context of the human condl ion; that 1s, morallty

‘as man created it, as a product of manklnd's psychologlcal,

sdci010gicai, and intellectual development.

"We have said that the psychological desires"ef brovidihg

benefit and'preveﬁting‘harm form the characteristic of .

ﬁorality distinguishing it from other guiding inséitutibhs.

As a further quélificatioh_to that position we should note

e
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that, generally, the "benefit” and "harm” must be -of a

certain level of intensity before they can be a part of

morality. The context into whdch "benefit™ and "harm" are
set is involved as well. For example, ifia person offers
anether a piece of his candy bar, he is providihg benefit
to another (aesuming the other person wants it), but there

is no‘gx\at morally c0mmendable action taking place 1nasmuch

as the 1nten81ty or degree of beneflt is very low. If a

'person offers free food and lodging to another who is un-

\
doubtably starving and freezing to death, however, beneflt

is being provided here; too, but the action is definitely
and:highly morally commendable bedause the degree of.benefit
is high. Similariy, as regards context, this same starvihg
man who stole food(fo preserve his.life with no other

resource.available would not be regarded as having d e an

I ‘ .

ac%zon which is morally. wrong, even though harm is belng
produced to the one from whom he is steallng. If stealing

re performed when death or 1n3ury is not imminent, on the

by
N
!

other hand, that action is usuall§Aconsidered~immoral;

- e . ai
Again,> with regard to intensity, there is no strict dividing

.linedseparating what "benefit" and."harm" is intense enough

to be regarded as a part of morallty from what is not; *there
is only a general yardstlck.r The "benefit" and "harm" whlch*
become a part ef_morality are usually of enough intensity to
involve issues of moderate te great personal and social

importance. Wlth regard to context, there are just too many

'c1rcumstances under which any, glven 51tuatlon may or may not
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be regarded as moral for a searchifor a general rule of
moral context to be anything but very difficult, if not

o

impossible. We must examine each situation as it arises to
deternine conclnsively whether it belongs in the moral spnere.
Our goal, however, in‘describing the nature of morality was
only to point out’the general’nature of_morality'S‘disting—
uishiné tharacteristics.' We merely wieh to centend here
that there are certain conditions which must be met before
- the nesires of providing benefit and preyenting narm,can be
'said to constitute a part of morality. V | |
We have not, then,'given an‘exhaustive account of the
nature of\mdrality, nor did we deem it necessary. We are
satisfied with describing its general, principal and basic
features in order to arrive at Qhe conclusions COncerning
morality's jnstification‘we have-formulated. Morality is a
product of human nature: directly, because of man's
‘psychological desires; indirectly,lbecause man's intellect A
and rationality are necessarily.involved in its creation and
' cqntinuance.‘:we are not born."mora;“ beings; but we are born

- to some extent with desires and to a great extent with a

°

ually become moral belngs., We are able to become "moral“ or

‘participate in morality in the sense of hav1ng'moral valnes

~and a moral code only after the de51res and 1ntellect have'

developed and matured so that they can be comblned and

assocmated in a 1oglcal manner. Belng moral is, 1n'a s!ﬁée,‘
’

-a part of being human. " If for no other reason than that alone,‘

"I think we can soundly, or at least ratlonally say: "Be moral'“'
. . . “\ . :
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~/ ~ Chapter Two

4

I use the term "meanings" here to denote only the
narrowest senses 9f the question "Why be moral?”

Strictly speaking, one'may.seek elther motives or

a justification, and may mean either the individual

or society when the question '"Why be moral?'" is posed

and although any of the four senses above may be re—

garded as different meanings of the queetibns,‘l have

reserved the term "meanings" for only those senses of

" the question "Why be moral?" wﬁicﬁfnot only can be

derived from the ambiguities: motivation or justification
and the individuel or society, but which.are also narrower
and ﬁore Specific meanings of the question "Why be moral?"
than the latter. | | |

Wllllam K. Frankena, Bthlcs (Zd ed R Englewood Cliffs:

APrentlce Hall Inc., 1973), p-114. Frankena comments:

brlefly here on the amblgulty of motlvatlon and Justl—
fication. .

Fef thejfake~of simplicity“Ifwill use‘the form of the

queétfoﬁ" "Why be mora19ﬁ rather than the form: "WhY

:should we as 1nd1v1duals, or 5001ety as a whole be mora17"

“,'In the present sectlon devoted 16 a dlscu551on of the

.‘amblgulty, motlvatlon oTr Justlflcatlon the above two

forms of ‘the questlon'wlll'be identical in meanlng. It

should;aise'be noted that in diécussing;ﬁhe'dne ambiguity,
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motiviation or justification, the question '"Why be
moral?" remains ambiguous as to whether we mean the
individual or society.

v

Paul W. Taylor, Principles of Ethics: An Introduction

(Encine and Belmont: Dickenson Publishing Company, Iﬁc.;
1975)., p.218.

H)_i_d;p219- ‘

‘We will say more on "ethlcs” as compared to "morallty"

in Chaptew Three.

Of course the problem as stated 'is over51mp11f1ed

Those who argue elther for or agalnst abortlon usually
malntarn conditions on Wthh the rlghtness or wrongness of
abortion will depend. For example, ”Aborthn is wrong

if there is no danger to the mother's life in not having

-theiébortion"-or, as a pro-abortion attitude, "Abdrtion

o ' '
does not require a life-threatening reason to make it
morally acceptable, any good reason such as the mother's
or famlly s economic, 51tuat10n would render abortlon

» :
morally perm1551b1e.V _In any case,. ‘the 51mp11f1ed version -

'qf;the°probleﬁjis adequate to stress the point here I wish

to make. , - e

¢

}é} S N Chapter Three
1. 111am K. Frankena

The Cd’Eept of Morallty, Unlver51ty

.of Colorado Studles, Series in Phllosophy, No 3 (Boulder,

Unlver51ty of Colorado Press, January 1967), p. 3.

Ibid., p.5."

. . Y . .



4 - Frankene, The Concept Of Morality,op.s,

.2

. 9. Man created moral&fy(%ut not in the same fashion

77.
3. When people use "ethics" in this sense what they
usually mean is not moral philosophy but morality -

itself. . T

LA

5. Ibid., p.5. * .

6. Frankena, Ethics, p.10.- e - ‘
7. 1 ﬁse the word "ihfrinsicaily"fbecause, as 1t will be

-3 - .

remembered, “we are speaking about moral values regarded
_ . S

as moral eﬂds.‘,If they are regarded‘as'énds then they

»
will naturally be regarded as intrinsically "good" or-

hd

Mayil® _. . Y

- .

. _ S .
8. The use of the word "know" here should not be mis-

construed. I certainly do not.mean it in the sense

fhat one "knoﬁg"‘cettgin values‘té éé regarded as |

ﬁorglly‘corrécf in any given Society,~pr-for that.

matter,by humanity as a whole. Fofiékémple, most

of ué “know" that murder is regarded as mS}ally wrong

in most, if not all societies. If; however, we. are
~asked why it -is.wrong or how we know murder is wrong .

~as an ‘objective.truth, our answer will have to take

some form of philosophic defence.
that he created things, that is, inventions, works
‘of art, buildings, etc. Without discussing the, many
differences between the two types of creatiom, that

is, the differences between the creation of morality .

- .and the creation of things, may we just.Say:that, -



morality is created not as a conscious, individual,

deliberdte act but in the sense that it is a product

f=

- : a . T . .
: . of man's development, both'as a social animal and as -«
- - ',.Vv_./_.‘ “'y'_ . - A b . . . ° .
- . ‘a.specie%. In any case, man. considered as a whole. is
« e T thévcause of moralitf’s existence; we may say, therefore,

v s

-that man "created“ morallty \/J“

10. . One150551b1e exceptlon 1s homosexual act1V1ty between
-*_ ' consentlng adults. ThlS act1v1ty is geéZFley regarded

. by many as. belng morally wrong 'its "wrongness" however,"
: T «

T -may not .seem. to be founded upon any . de51re not to see

*\\_‘:__'A-g~harm performed since;. if both homosexuals are W1111ng
‘and ne1ther one 15 coerced 1nto the act1v1ty then one

- ?

,;may argue that ‘no harm.ls be1ng performed aIvdo notv. e

L - . think,\ oweyer, that 1t is a ‘true’ exceptlon 51nce 1ts

e "wrongness" is often fo%hded upon the be11ef that such

. o . N

~IJ_Q~ o ' “act1v1ty is "unnatural"' hence homosexuals are "harm;ng"
,~'D‘»o-. Ce s : 2 2"," ) A . .
e T themseﬁbes by not. fulf1111ng their "natural" blologlcal

A

f: hié?&p= and emotlonal expectatlons.‘, )
L ._‘ffi“ 11' Frankena EtthS, p 113 TN .
12 "Bellef" 1s not truly a’ pure psychologlca

-

henomenon

-

'f:f, hhd'dri;: }'as de51res are, and 1t mlght more pr“,erlh\beéb ncluded

A

=

s only for the T

»

1fjfﬂ fﬂifu}:ﬂ;%“‘ under the 1nte11ectua1 condi~1ons. It~f

Qfsakeﬂof c1a551f1cat10n then, that I have 1nc1uded

~

”';f-"- 4be11ef" under the psychologlcal cond1t1ons 51n&e 1t

",15 a more dlrect reshlt of the de51res than the 1n-4

s
N . .
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Both conditions tAj and (B) are necessary in order:

to havekmorallty, however only condltlon (A) in-its
entirety is unlque to the formatidn oﬁ morallty, although
as. we stated earlier in Chapter Three, there may - be ex-

ceptlons to thls rule In any event, COndltlon»(A) -

is generally unlque to morallty. Condition B), Hoﬁever,.

-’&% least 1n$part wlth»regard to rationality in general, -

~i$ certainly not an unique feature of moraiity; most

humanAereations,'ihcluding all forms,of"guiding'}n-

Ly \

: stitupions;~employ human,rationaiity and intellect.

_'_Taylor, Principle$ of Ethics: An Introductioﬁ,

A Chapter'Foor‘

p.185. For a more eomplete-account of"Naturalism -
. L anm

‘and its refutatioh see the above book, Chapter 8,

‘ espe01a11y pp 176 188 R ;i o ‘__ o R

'VGeorge E. Moore, Prlncrpla Ethlca (Cambrldge Uni?ersity

3

v 4

: ) . ~ .‘ ) . . ).
T‘Frankena,~Eth1cs-qp;lOO. .
Ibld., p.99. .. . L
. Sl

.Ib1d , p 101 £

- !
»

: For addltlonal dlscu551on on. thlS very p01nt see)Taylor,A -

',Prlncrp;es of EtthS‘ An Introductlon, pp“ZZZ 224

l.»_

It certalnly seems true that not each)and every one -

",-

N of us possesses the same amount of de51re to provrde

v S h

{beneflt and prevent harm Human belngs vary in: all other c

,Ej pizcholog1cal and phy51ca1 ways and there is no reason.

t —

"hto thlqﬁgvar1ance Wlth regard to these de51res does not

V1‘ex15t as: well.. Indeed o1t is. conqelvable that a*few '

EEN
. e - I . _ R . Ly

SRT T e



80.
i individuals exist who do not possess these desires
‘at all, or at least in a very small degree. In general,
SR - however, most human beings do possess these desires; and
this is evident from the fact of the universal prevalence
.of the creation and continuance of morality throughout
’ the world. - ‘ ' "
) ‘ &
: 4
,‘ ‘\.( A -
» ’ '
- ! @ i
" : — s
. . . .7 \
- . \. '
I’ )
. ~_ - e . t
Y : . -
Pl - - -
> -
S .
A 3
»~
. " ° ) > . '
. g. ¥ ) N ,. -
. ~ ‘ . " . . '
T . ) . B ) g
. . N :
: . : . | o _ ‘ . ~,j %
N § . . . .



.. 'V ) i 'f

BIBLIOGRAPHY ' ' -

-Frankena, William K., Ethics. 2d ed.,; Englewood.
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Imnc., 1973,

- The Concept of Morality. The Concept of ‘
Morality, University of Celorado Studies, Series,
in Philosophy, No.'3. Boulder, Colorado: University
of Colorado Press, January 1967.

Moore, George E., Principia Ethica. Cambridge: University
Press, 1971. . . :

‘Taylor, Paul W., Principles of Ethics: An Introduction.
- _Encino and Belmont, Califprnia:,Dickgffon Publishing
. Company, Inc., 1975. : ,




