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SUMMARY

This thesis, to which I have given the general title Conscience

Conscientiousness and Virtue, is intended primarily to defend the claim

that conscientiousness alone is morally good. In order to establish

this conclusion, I discuss concepts of virtue aﬁd the virtues, and try

to show that, while the moral vi#tues have a vital part to play in the
life of the morally good man, they co‘noi stand as rivals to conscient-
iousness, Virtues possess moral worth precisely in so far as they are
pre-dispositions developed and utilised by the morally good, or
conscientious, man, in response to the moral demand, Having shown that

a virtue can best be understood as a pre-disposition whose value consists
in the contribution it makee in:the pgrsuit and maintenance of a goodrlife,
I turn to a discussion of the nature andkvalue of conscientiousness.
First, it is necessary to dealkwith various misunderstandings about the
nature of conscientiousnesso ,It‘tﬁen becomes possible to put forwarq a’
positive theory of ite.unique value, in ierms of its role in the life of
the morally good man, Finally, I argue that it is the activity of
conscience in the moral agent which confers validity on moralujudgments,
and that in order to respond ﬁo the‘demands’of morality, it_ie:eeeential
to accept and act upon the jodgments which‘are authehticated-by,this_

activity.
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INTRODUCTION

In this thesis, I intend to explore the felaiionships between goodness,
virtue and conscientiousness, and to defend the proposition that conscient=-
iousness alone is morally good. The discussion falls intp two parts.

Part I is concerned particularly with problems about the nature ahd value
of virtue, especially moral virtue, while in Part II the argument is
directed towards conscientiousness,

| The claim that consclientiousness alone is moraliy good (and in general
the Kantian position that nothing but the good will has unconditional worth)
is not a popular one, It has been attacked by philosophers and laymen many
times, most often on the ground that it is incompatible with ordinary ideas -
about virtue. Two related objections are made in terms of virtue, and while
I think that both objections are ill-founded, it seems to me that'they are
worth cénsidering in some detail, for on closer consideration it can be seen
that an identification og‘conscientiousness'and moraligoodness enables us to
place the virtues in a framework where they fit, whereas a straightforward
defence of the virtues leaves us with a more or less arbitréry scale of
values,'

The first objection comes from those who prefer to think that conscient-
iousness is some kind of second=-rate substitute for the virtues, It is the
(morally) poor man's virtue, Such a man can act as though he possessed the
virtue of, say, benevolence, but the truly virutous man is the one who really
is benevolent, This objection is, I shall argue, based on a mistaken notion
of conscientiousness and also on a mistaken notion of benevolence. And if
we examine the assumptions underlying the objection, we shall find a serious -
confusion of basic concepts, and a dangerously naive view of the nature of
virtue, The force possessed by the objection derives, not from argument,

but'from an unthinking emotional reaction to the suggestion that, say,
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conscientious beneficence is morally goods A conscientious man acts from
a 'sense of duty' and nobody wants to be helped for duty's sake, but for
his own sake, But it can be seen that this view of the motive of conscient-
iousness is distorted. The conscientious man does, certainly, help someone
in trouble because he conceives it to be his duty to do so. But in being
aware of his duty to help, he is not unaware of the individual in need of
help, but on the contrary must, if he is to act conscientiously, recognize
not only that, but why, it is his duty to helps,’ This recognition involves
recognition of the status and value, as well as the need, of the person to
whom he gives assistance, Accordingly, it will be argued that conscientious
action is loving action, and that the truly benevolent or loving agent is
‘the conscientious agent. Conscientiousness is thus not a substitute for the
virtues, but could rather be said to inform thems’ ~
Secondly, it is sometimes objected that, although conscientiousness
is indeed morally good, it is simply one among many virtues, and does not
reign supreme over the virtues, This objection can also be shown to rest
on a misunderstanding of the nature of bhoth conscientiousness and the
virtues, For to object that conscientiousness is not supreme among the
virtues is to suppose that it is of the same logical kind as those things
such as courage which are normally held to be virtues, but this supposition
is mistaken. I shall argue that conscientiousnesg cannot be evaluated on
the same scale as virtues such as courage, for it is a logically different
sort of thing, and is itself the source of the moral value of the virtues,
in so far as something like courage can be said to possess moral worth
only when it is informed by conscientiousness,’
In order to answer these objections, it is necessary to examine
closely the concepts of virtue and conscientiousnessy’
In ﬂart I, I shall discuss virtue and the virtues.: First, we need

a general discussion of virtue, goodness and moral value. This discussion
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will be followed by a consideration of various specific virtues, which will
be shown to be "pre-dispositions", i.e. diépositions cultivated by the
conscientious agent who sets himself to act in the right way at the right
timeo, TFinally, I shall turn to the quesfion of the relationship between
virtue and such motives as love and conscientiousness,

This discussion leads us to Part II, in which I discuss conscience
ard conscientiousness, First, I deal with some misunderstandings of the
nature of conscientiousness, such as those displayed by Nowell-Smith in'his
Ethics,’ Through a survey of the mistakes made in this context, we can
reach a more positive view of the nature of conscientiousness, which is
manifested by a moral agent when and in so far as he does an action which
he sincerely, after due consideration, believes to be morally right. This
gefinition of conscientiousness makes it necessary to distinguish between
tobjective duty' and 'subjective duty's The former is that which is
" objectively demanded by the situation, while the latter is that which the
conscientious agent, rightly or wrongly, conceives to be his duty., It
will be argued that if the notion of moral worth is to make any sense at
all, we must define moral goodness in terms of subjective duty, This leads
to a discussion of the possibility of knowledge of right and wrong, since
the authority of conscience may more easily be defended if we can also
depend on its reliability, I shall therefore consider the status anch
justification of moral Jjudgments, and afgue that on the whole conscience
is reliable, but that even when it is mistaken, it still has authority.
But a judgment can be called a moral judgment, the offspring of conscience,
only when it is reached after due deliberation by the conscientious agent,
Moral virtue attaches to conscientious action, but not to action which the
agent merely happens torthink right.

Finally, in the concluding sectiond, 'conscientiousness and goodness'

I draw together the conclusions which have been reached in the arguments
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of Parts I and IX, and show the identification of moral goodness, or virtue,

with conscientiousness,

e e
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PART I, VIRTUE AND THE VIRTUES,

Chapter 1

Moral Goodness and Virtue.

Few modern philosophers have congerned thémselves with questions
about goodness and virtue. One reason for this is, I think, that an
adequate account of virtue must be based upon a metaphysic of human nature,
and that most philosophers now avoid this kind of account, partly because
a grand metaphysic is too sweeping for those with an analytical turn of
mind, and partly because the influence of Moore is still'sufficiently
strong for philosophers to avoid the risk of the 'maturalistic fallacy!
which is incurred, it is éuspected, by anyone basing qn ethical account
on a natural concept, '

There is, however, one philosopher who has offered an account of virtue
in the course of his examination of the various kinds of goodness, viz.

von Wright in his Varieties of Goodnessl° In Chapter VII, 'Virtue',von

Wright describes his task as one of 'giving shape to a conceptg of a virtue'z.

3

.The concept he shapes is one of a virtue as a trait of character” which is .

4

needed for right choice’, where the right choice is one which enables us
to avoid harm ('The goodness of the virtues is that they protect us from
harm and not that they supply us with some good's)." Although I think that
this concept is too negative, and will arguevbelow for the view that virfues
are positively beneficial, I find von Wright's account illuminating, and

useful as a starting-point for my owne

1von Wright - Varieties of Goodness.
2 -do-  D.138
5 ~do=~ P.144
: ~do=  p.145

~do p.15l
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As he points out, it is necessary to distinguish between two different
uses of the word "virtue", ‘'There is one meaning of 'virtue"™ which admits
of a plural, “virtues", This meaning is in question for examplé, when we
call courage a virtue, ‘There is another meaning of "“virtue" which lacks
the plurale. This is (usually) in question when yirtue is contrasted Qith
vice, or when - as 1s sometimes done - to do one's duty is said to be
virtue.'6 He goes on to say that it is not the second meaning with which
he is concerned, Rather, he is 'dealing with that meaning of “virtuous®
which is the display or practising of virtues, and not (directly) with that
which is virtuous as opposed to vicious conduct or character's

Now, I think it is clear that this kind of distinction has to be made.
When we‘sa&, for instance, that couraye is a virtue, we are not saying the
sort of thing which might be expressed by "to do one's duty is virtue",
However, although the distinction must be made, it would be dangerous to
suppose that the two senses of 'virtue'! can be kept aparte I do not think
i£ is possible to deal with 'that meaning of "virtuesi which is the display
or practising of virtues! without at the same time dealing with 'that which
ig virtuous as opposed to vicious conduct or character;. This point is
not made in total opposition to von Wright, whose parenthetical use of the
adverbe 'directly' suggests that he is well aware of the relation between
the two. What I do want to aigue is that, although it is valuable to
distinguish the two meanings, and to provide an gnalysis -23 the virtues,

I do not think that such an analysis can be regarded as an adequate treat=-

ment of "virtue" (the title of the chapter from which I have quoted)s What

is needed is a discussion which deals with the conceptual relationship

between displaying or practising virtues, and possessing a virtuous charactere
in order to clarify this relationship, however, it is undoubtedly

valuable to consider particular virtues at some lengthe. For it is necessary

6'von Wright - Varieties of Goodness, p.l138.
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Ato make further distinctions between types of virtue, and to determine the
nature of 'a virtue! before it is possible to say how goodness, cohscient-
iousness and virtues do, or might, inter-relate in a moral life.

Another important task is to establish in what sense benevolence is
to be regarded as a virtue, since benevolence (or love, or sympathy) is put
forward as a serious rival to conscientiousness, But when we use the word
tvirtue', neither bepevolence nor conscientiousness spring immediately to
mind as examples of virtue, One reason for this may simply be that 'virtue!
is an old-fashioned word, and has come to be associated with the qualities
which were praised by those who used the word, Another reason may be that
when we do use the word, we tend to do so to name the particular virtues,
rather than virtue as such, But whether or not we tend immediately to
think of benevolence as a virtue, I think it is normal to say that at least
in some sense of ‘virtue' benevolence is somehow at least related to
virtue, When we undertake an analysis of virtue and the virtues, then, it
is essential to leave room in our scheme for such qualities as benevolence,

Now that these preliminary points have been made,vthe general point
and nature of the analysis I propose to make should be reasonably clear,
My chief aim is to sort out the relationships between various senses of
/§virtue! and various virtues, so that it will be possible to erect a frame-
work in which the virtues will fit comfortably, and to place qonscientious-
ness and also benevolence either in, or in relation to, this frameworke.

In attempting to erect such a framework, it is very important to
keep an oéen mind. It is all too easy to find cerfain characteristics
common to most of the accepted ‘'virtues' and then to regard these as
defining characteristics, so that some of the accepted virtues are shown,
by a tempting but illegitimate move, not really to be 'virtues! at all,

If some virtues do not fit into the framework, we must either scrap‘the

framework (and not the virtues), enlarge the framework, or admit that there
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is no one framework into which all the virtues will fit, For we must not
assume that virtues which could not be assimilated into a single scheme
were not, after all, virtues, I stress that it is important to be willing
to do this, not because_I think it will in'fact prove necessary, but because
I am siruck by the oddness of von Wright's dismissal of what does not fit
his framework, For instance, he says, "It is...doubtful whether justice
fits the conceptual pattern of a virtue, which I have been outlining, and
thus also doubtful whether justice, om our definition, is to be counted as
one of the virtues at ail".7 What appears to me to be doubtful here, is not
whether justice is to be counted as one of the virtues, but whether a
definition which excludes justice is an accurate definition, If we find
the definition a satisfactory one up to this point, we should not rule

out justice, but it would be open to us to say that perhaps justice is a
different type of virtue from those which fall under the definition, At
any rate, we must guard against an undue attachment to any tentative
definitions of virtue,

Traditionally, the four chief virtues have been fdsted as wisdom,
courage, temperance and justice. In some ways this is, as has been recog-
nized, an odd liste The virtues which are grouped together seem to be
different in important ways. Wisdom, for instance, seems to be primarily
connected with the intellect, and for that reason is Sometimes described as
an intellectual virtue., Temperance and justice, on tﬁe other hand, are mere
closely connected with morality as it is generally understood, Courage,
again, seems to be a special case, It is not‘really'an intellectual virtue,
and yet it seems that sometimes we might not want to say that it is a moral
virtue either. Whether or not we describe courage as morally good seems
to depend to some extent on the type of situation in which it is displayed.

And yet, on further consideration, it is not surprising that the ’

traditional cardinal virtues should be diverse. Indeed, it would be more

T p.149
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surprising if there were more similarities than there are - though there
are similarities and important ones. In connection with the diversity of
the cardinal virtues, we may refer again to von Wright, who says 'The Greek
arete..owhich it has become customary to translate by 'virtue', has a

much wider connotation than the English word...when, however, we call

courage, generosity, or justice virtues, we are using the word ‘virtue!

very differently from that meaning of arete, which refers to an excellence : =

of its kinde To see this clearly is, I think, of some importance. Aris-
totle, I would suggest, did not see guite clearly at this point'.8

Now, I think we can say that both Aristotle and von Wright are wrong
here, but that Aristotle's insight is more valuable than von Wright's. It
might well be that we do not now think of man as having a function in just
the sense in which Aristotle thought we had, and that a virtue is not an
excellence in quite the way in which Aristotle thought it was. But I
think von Wright exaggerates when he says that in calling, say, courage
a virtue, we are "using the word 'virtue! very differently from that
meaning of arete, which refers to an excellence of its kind."

Without adopting a functional theory of mdan, we can nevertheless
make sense, and use, of Aristotle's idea of excellence of its kind, In
discussing the particular virtues9, I shall argue that it is some idea
like this which underlies our use of the term 'virtue's In order to see
this, we may briefly consider the viriue of‘courageolo

Part éf what we imply when we describe courage as a virtue, is that
when we describe a man as courageous we mean that this man is, in so far
as he is courageous, admirable as a man, Courage is an admirbble quality
for human beings to possess, and4when we judge that someone is a coward,
we judge that he is poorer as a human being than those people who are brave.

8
Pe137

9see Chapter 2 below

10for a full treatment of courage, see chapter 2.

.
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This point, it will be seen, can be generalized to cover the rest of the
traditional virtues, and indeed may seem to have more force with regard
to other virtues than with regard to courage. With regard to courage, it
' may be objected that we consider it to be very much a physical, and
consequently an animal, virtue. Our use of similes like 'as brave as a
lion' suggests that when we praise a bra?é man we do not praise him so
much as a human animal, but rather as a human animal,

In reply to this objection, two points may be made, Fiist, the
objection loses a great deal of its force unless we accept an Aristotelian
view of human virtue as connected with the differentiating’characteristics
of man, The attack on my modification of the Aristotelian view therefore
: carrieS’litile weight as an attack on Aristotle's‘own account, But‘in any
case, it is this part of Aristotle's account which I want to reject. I do
.not want to say that a man is admirable as a man in so far as he possesses
good characteristics peculiar to human beings, but rather in‘sd far as he
possesses good human charactéristics, Something is a human characteristic
if it is characteristically found among human beings, regérdless of whether
it is also found among other beings, (For instance; the backbone ié no
less a human characteristic for being cdmmon to all vertgbrates, a clgss
wider than that of human beings). Thus, if something is é good quality,
we may regard it as a human virtue, éven though other animalé mayvalso
possess that quality, Consequently, a ﬁan maj be described as 'good as
a man' if he possesses courage, a good human quality, even thdugh courage
is not peculiarly a virtue of the human animal,’

Secondly, even if this account of physical courage is reaected, it
does not follow that courage camnnot be an admirable human quality. Even
if it is insisted that a quality is a human one only if it is peculiar
to human beiﬁgs, we can still speak of courége as a virtge, wiﬁh the

implication that a brave man is admirable as a man, For although, as I
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have argued, we do regard the characteristics which human beings qua
animals possess, as human characteristics, we also dé, in our assessments
of human beings, consider that where rationality can come into play, it
should do so, _And'of course, in some situations where courage can be
displayed, rationality can come into play. In these situations, we do not
expect a man to behave merely like an animal, albeit a brave one. We
expect him to behave like a rational animal, Becauseof this, we counter-
balance our terms of praise such as 'brave as a lion' by such terms of
disparagement as 'mere animal courage's, Thus, when we feel that the
situation is such that reason has something to offer, we do not admire
the type of courage which does not involve reason,

I think then, that it is safe to assume that the possible objection
to describing a virtue as a property whose posseséion leads us to regard
a man as_admirable qua man, cannot be sustained.’ Whether we acéept that
a basically animal virtue may count as a human virtue, or whether we main-
tain that human virtues are peculiar to human beihgs and connected with
their differentiating characteristic of rationality, it is still open to
us to say that Aristotle's account of virtue as an excellence is accept=
able, in so far as it is interpreted in terms of admirable qualities of
human beings qua human beings. (Of course, the fact that this objection
can be answered does not prove the case., A defence of the view will be
put forward in chapter 2 below, in the course of a detailed consideration
of the virtues).

It is therefore established at least that the view that a virtue is an
admirable human quality is at least logically tenable., However, this is
not enough to differentiate virtues from various other qualities, Physical
strength, intelligence, or artistic ability, may all be regarded as
admirable human qualities, in the sense I have outlined so far, but we

would hesitate to describd them as virtues. One way to draw a distinction
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befween virtues and other admirable human qualities is to show that
virtues are not merely admirable but praiseworthy, whereas such qualities
as strength or intelligence are not (at least not typically) regarded as
praiseworthy., |

Normally, praise is conferred on those qualities féf which we hold
the agent responsible, We do not praise him for being strong or intelligent,
because we do not think of sirength and intelligence as things which the
agent has acquired for himself, If, by some effort, he has overcome some
handicap, we might praise him, but then we are not praising him for
possessing e.go strength, bﬁt for his effort in developing strength, A
Quality is thus (as well as admirable)tBéaiseworthy if it is one for whose
development the agent is responsible, (Similarly, weakness may be balmeworthy
if the agent has failed to develop potential strength)s So, in .saying
that a virtue is not merely admirable but also praiseworthy, we are
suggesting thét a virtﬁe is something which has been developed by its
possessor, He does not ﬁerely happen’to be biave or just, but has developed
the quality 6f courage or justice in himself,

This gives rise to two distinct, though related, questions. First,
why do we praise an agent for developing virtues? And secondly, why does.
the agent develop various qualities, and in what circumstances is such
development good? The answers to these two questions will enable us to
show the relationships between virtues and goodness, and we shall see
that virtues possess value in two different ways, or rather two different
{though again related) sorts of value, vize moral and non-moralse

Briefly, my answer to the first question ié that we praise an agent
for developing virtues because we reéard‘virtués as contributing factors
in the lifing of a good or complete life, Secbndly, the agent develops
various qualities which he sees himself as contributing to a good life,

and insofar as he is motivated by his belief that certain qualities have
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value in this way, wé may regard him as good, because of his motivation.

These answers must be considered in rather more detaile, A full
answer cannot be given until the discussion of the various virtues is
completed, and until types of motivation have been discussed (see chapters
2 and 3 below), but enough can be said to indicate the lines which the
answer will follows |

First, then, I am suggesting'that our reason for regarding virtues
as praiseworthy is that we value them as contributing factors in a good
life, Their value can be explained by reference to the part that they
play in such a life, which is itself regarded as valuable, At this stage,
it is not possible to elucidate fully the concept of a good or complete
life, since the interaction between this concept and the concept of
various virtues is such that it can be understood only in terms of the
virtue-~concepts. However, it is possible at least to givé a rough formal
definition of a complete life as a human life in which various potential-
ities are actualized harmoniously, Human beings are, as I have pointed
~out, animals, but that is not all, They also possess rationality, and
what might best be termed sensibility. This term ‘'sensibility® is
intended ito cover the human capacity for feeling and emotion of every
kind, and encompasses not onlj such things as sympathy and affection for
other living beings, but also various capacities which can be called
artistice Artistic capacities are not confined to the creation Qf.works
of art,’ but include capacities for reacking or.responding to beauty or
ﬁgliness in any context, natural or artificials’ Rational capacities
include ability to think, make judgements and decisions, put forward and
follow arguments of wvarious kinds, to conceptualize, and in general to
perform types of reasoning., There is no sharp dividing line between
rational and sensible capacities = rational capacities may well involve

feeling, and sensible capacities reason - but 1t is useful to distinguish
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them since they are in principle different sorts of things. Catching

one's breath before a painting is different from, say, working out an

a;gebraic problem, though there is an area where we may not be able to
distinguish sharply between, for instance,‘writing a novel and writing
philosophye.

Thus, the significant facts about human beings, as far as a concept
of a complete life is concerned, are that they are sentient (capable of
feeling pleasure and pain), sensible (capable of various types of emotion),
and rational (capable of performing reasoning operations). A human being
may therefore be said to live a good or complete life when he exercises his
capacities of sentience, sensibility and rationality, and exercises them
harmoniously, by which I mean that one type of capacity is not developed and
exercised to the exclusion of other typess In general terms, then, the
complete life is definable in terms of the harmonious actualization of
potentialities which can roughly be categorised as potentialities of
feeling, emotion and reason. A more specific explanation of the concept
will be offered later (see chapters 2 and 3 below).

However, it need not be supposed that the concept is a closed one,
Scope for individuality must be allowed, and ultimately each individual is
responsible for his concrete interpretation of the general concept,

Now, if a good life, or a complete life, is one in which various human
potentialities are harmoniously actualized, the concept of a good life need
not be a specifically moral concept, For someone may lead a complete life
and yet notrbe.regarded as living a morally good life. So, in so far as
virtues contribute to the attainment of a life which is admirable but not
morally praiseworthy, those virtues are not, as such, moral ones. How,
then, are we to distinguish moral frqm non-moral virtues?

To start with, it should be pointed out that the distinction is in

some sense one of form and not of content. That is to say, we cannot take
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a couple of virtues such as courage and justice, and categorize the

latter as a moral virtue and the former as non-moral., Any virtue qua
virtue is admirable and praiseworthy. Thus, in so far as courage is a
virtue, it is admirable and praiseworthy - admirable, or valuable, because
it’contributes to the living of a complete life, which is valuable, praise=
worthy because it is something for which the agent is responsible., (A
disposition on which the agent is not responsible is not a virtue - the
man who knows no fear does not exercise the virtue of courage, though he
may act in a way which we should want to describe as in some sense courag-
eous)o I am not, therefore, suggesting that courage is not good. In so
far as it is a &irtue, it is good, But it is not necessarily morally good.
Whether or not a virtue is to be counted as a moral one will depend on
whether or not the agent developed that virtue for the right reason, or
from the right motive. Another way of putting this is to say that a
virtue is a moral virtue when and only when it has been conscientiously
developede (This notion will he more fully developed, and the claim
defended, in section 2 below),

I»said above that the concept of a good life need not be a specifically |
moral concept, but there is an ambiguity in this statement which must be
resolveds Since a complete life is a moral life, because human beings are
moral agents, and live a complete life only if they exercise their moral
agency, the concept (the proper full-blown concept) of a complete life is
a moral concept.e On the other hand, individuals may possess g concept of
a good or complete life which is not a moral condebto Objectively, a
éomplete life is a moral life, Subjectively, it need not be conceived in
in a moral contexte. When I say, then, that the concept is not necessarily
a moral'one, I mean that subjectively it need not be moral, but an individ-
ual's non-moral concept of a good life is incomplete if it lacks the moral

dimension involved in the living of a genuinely good life,
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This distinction sheds some light on the distinction which is to
be drawn between moral and non-moral virtues. A guality is a virtue if
it has been developed by an agent because that agent recognizes its wvalue
as a contributory factor in the living of a complete life. It is a moral
virtue if it is developed by an agent who, possessing a moral concept of
a good life, regards a good life as a moral goal, as something which a
human being ought to pursﬁe. Courage, for instance, is a moral viriue
when it has been developed by an agent who, regarding courage as indispen-
sable in the pursuit of the good life which he is morally obliged to pursué
considers the development of courage as being itself a moral duty, and
develops it for that reason,

Tﬁese various claims concerning the types of value possessed by
virtues must be substantiéted, but substantiation will not be fully possible
until a more detailed consideration of various virtues has been completed,
However, before I turn to this consideration, it is necessary, br&ifly
to offer an account of the nature of virtues, In other words, it is
necessary to answer not only the questions 'How, and why, are virtues
valuable’?’but also the questions 'What are virtuest (what is their
logical status) and what role do they play in a complete 1ife?!

So far, I have used thé vague term 'quality! when speaking about
virtues, However, now that it is settled that something is to count as
a virtue only when it is something for which the agent is responsible, it
is possible to achieve a more precise terminology. At this point, there=-
fore, I will introduce the term 'pre-disposition' to name the class to
which virtues belong, This term is used to indicate various points which
mist be borne in mind when we talk about virtues., The first of these
points is that a virtue such as courage involves a more or less settled
tendency to act in certain ways in certain circumstances. A single

courageous act may not be a manifestation of the virtue of courage, for
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a man may be said to possess that virtue if he acts courageously fairly
consistently when the opportunity is offered. Secondly, he possesses a
virtue such as courage only if he is set in advance to act in certain ways
in certain circumstances, That is to say, the courageous man is ifepared
to act in the right way in a situation where courage is called for., Thirdly,
a virtue is something'for vhich an agent is responsible - he has pre-disposed
himself to act in the right way in given circumstances, This is not to
say that he has made all his decisions in advance, for, as we shall see,
the conscientious_agent is one with an open mind, and one who uses his
virtues (see Part II below). What I mean is that a conscientious and a
virtuous man is one who is prepared to respond to the demands of the
situation, Thus, if a situation arises which is dangeroug, or appears to
be so, the agent who is courageous will respond to the danger, or the
feared situation, courageously.11

When I say that a virtue is a pre-disposition, what I mean is that
an agent possesses a given virtue if and only if he has sei himself to
respond in the appropriate way with regard to the demands of the situation,
For example, a situation of danger demands courage, while one of extreme
- desire demands temperance, and so one But the situation cammot be categor-
ized in more specific terms, since differen&b sorts of action or refraining
from action will count as courageous or temperate depending on just what
the situation is, so that sometimes the courageous man will confront the
dangerous object, and sometimes, recognizing that discretlion is the
better form of valour, he will run away. To be pre~disposed to be courag-
eous is therefore to be resolved to rgact to danger in the most appropriate
waye. And it is precisely in so far as it is a pre-disposition that
courage is to be regarded‘as a virtue, |
11See chapter 2 below, I am aware that this account is incomplete, but the
concept will be more fully explicated belows The points I am making are

logical, or at least formal ones, and are not intended to cast light on the
nature of any specific virtue such as courage.
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Formally, then, we may define a virtue as follows: 'x is a virtue
if and when x is a pre-disposition, i.e. when agent A has set himself to
act x'ly in X, the situation-demanding-x'. This definition, although
formal, is not vacuous, for it will enable us‘to decide which variables,
in satisyfing x, are virtﬁes. But we carmmot do this ﬁntil we have found
out more about X, the situation-demanding;xo It will therefore be necessary
to discuss various types of situation in which several virtues can bek
manifested, so that we can see how thé formal definition may be understood
in more concrete termse -

Finally, though, before I turn to this discussion, I shall answer
briefly the question, 'What part do the virtues play in the good life?!
This question arises because of fhebﬁecessity to settle the question whether
virtues possess merely instrumental value or whether they possess value in
themselvess It will be seen that an-answer must be given in terms neither
of instrumental nor of‘intrinsic value, but rather J; terms of what I

shall call contributory value. Again, the question and answer will be

couched in fairly vague terms, as a full answer will depend on the conclus=-
ions reached in a discussﬁz'of specific virtue, TFor now, I am still
concerned with logical rather than concrete definitions,

I said earlier that virtues are accepted as such because of their
being contributory factors to the good life, When I say this, I do not
intend to suggest that fheir value is merely instrumental, in that they
are useful as a means to the end of the good life, They do possess instru=-
mental value, since an agent pursuing the good life will find some virtues
indispensable, But‘; good 1ife is not merely an end to be pursued, but one
which can be lived, and once an ageﬁt has reached the stage where he can be
said to be living a good life, he must continné to be virtuous, This is so
whether we conceive of the good life in moral or non-maral terms. If, as

I have suggested, the good life is a moral one, then the agent who lives
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a good life can only be said to do so if he exercises moral virfues,
since these virtues are among the potentialities which are harmoniously
actualized in a good life, On the other hand, even if the concept of a
good 1life is a nonsmorél life, the virtues (or some of them) still have a
part to play in the 1ivingkof a good life; since the pre-dispositions of
courage, Jjustice and so on are constituents of such a life, A coward,_for
instance, cannot live a éomplete life, since his cowardice will prevent him
from doing many of the things that are involved in a complete life, whereas
the courageous man will manifest courage in his living of the gbod life,
This will be seen more clearly when courage is considered more fully., For
now, I wish merely to st;ess that the exercise of virtues is involved in
the living, and not just in the pursuit, of a good life,

Now that the more generai points ébout the nature and value of the
virtues have been made, it is possible to turn to a moreAdetailed discussion

of various virtues, so that the position I am adopting can be more clearly

explained and defended.
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Chapter 2 * . |

Virtues

In this Chapter, I shall discuss in some detail the four 'cardinal!
virtues of justice, wisdom, temperance and courage, and shall follow this
discussion by a briefer consideration of various other virtues, I hope
that this discussion will make it possible to clarify and substantiate my
claims éoncerning the nature and value of virtues, and that furthermore
some light may be shed on the problems arising from the apparent 'fashions'
in virtueé, since I intend to argue that a virtue cannot cease to be a
virtue. First, however, I want to show that the cardinal virtues are, as
I have claimed, pre-dispositions, that they are necessary not only in the
pursuit, but also in the living, of a good life, that their valuey depends
on their relatioﬁ to the good life, and that their moral value depends on
the agent's motivation, and on his attitude towards the good life,

1. Courage

To start with, we may look more closely at the virtue of courage, which
has already been briefly considered, So far, I have suggested that courage
may be seen as a physical, and hence animal, virtue, and that it may also
be seen as a‘more specifically human virtue, in that it may involve a
rational response in certain sorts of situation.l A consideration of the
types of situation in which we might say that'courage is called for should,
then, enable us to gee more clearly what courage is, by showing us what it
is a response to,

First, we can take the case of 'animal éourage'. If 'animal courage'
is not a misnomer, in other words, if a non-rational response in some
situations may accurately be described as 'courageous'!, it must be the case

that (non-human) animals can show courage. I do not think that this need

L1see p |1 above,
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be denied, but it is important to establish what will, and what will not,
count as a manifestation of anima] courage.

It is clear that courage is itypically manifested in situations of (at
leasf apparent) danger. Furthermore, it is commonly accepted that courage
is manifested in situations of fear., Hence the qualification of 'danger!
by the term 'apparent's A courageous action is also somehow appropriate,
This point needs to be made because the other two conditions are necessary
but not sufficient conditions of courage. The situation in which fear of
some apparent danger is felt is, precisely the situation in which cowardice
as well as courage can be manifested.s So, taking the three jointly
necessary and sufficient conditions into account, we can say that courage
is shown when the agent reacts appropriately to feared danger,

It is tﬁe idea of appropriateness which gives rise to difficulty when
we consider the possibility of animal courages The reason for this is not
so much the obvious one that talk of appropriate responses suggests some
power of judgment, but is connected with the fact that there may be two
types of appropriate response to physical danger, both of which are
describable as courageous, but only one of which is to be found in non-
rational animalse Roughly speaking, these responses are, on the one hand
facing and coping with the danger, and on the other hand, running away.
Animals are capable of both responses considered merely as actions, but we
would be reluctant to say that running away could be a manifestafion of
courage in an animal, But if we refuse to call rumning away a manifestation
of courage in an animal, should we not also refuse to call facing up to
the danger a manifestation of cﬁurage? If so, it would seem to follow
that animals cannot show courage, and consequently that ‘animal courage'
is a misnomer, when applied to the behaviour of human beings as well as tfo
non-human animalse. |

However, it would be a mistake to draw this conclusion, for the argu=-



220

ment from which it follows contains a disguised ambiguity in the term
'courage's When it is argued that there are two appropriate responses to

a situation of physical danger, both of which may be manifestations of
courage, it is suggested that the responses are, or may be manifestations-
of the saﬁe kind of courage, This is not so, 4s I said, rumning away
from physical danger may be the appropriate response, and it may be an

act of courage. But the courageousness of the responsé does not reside in
its appropriatenesso It is quitevpossible to respond appropriately to
_ danger by running away, without in doing so showing courage., It is brave
to run away only when one is afraid to run away. Running away is
- courageous, when it is'coﬁrageous, because one fears blame or scorn, and
because one overcomes this fear, If, on the other hand, running away
involves no>danger or unpleasantness, it does not merit the description of
courageous, The reason we are reluctant to describe animals as manifesting
‘courage in rumning away is that we are reluctant to attribute to them fear
of this kind of danger (or unpleasantness), But if we want to say that
animals can show courage in facing up to &aﬁger,‘there is no reason why

we should not, for it does not seem 0dd to suggest that animals can be
aware of, and fearful of, physical danger, nor, consequenily, that their
facing up to the danger is a manifestation of courage. It seems, then,
that we do use the word ‘courage' correctly to describe a particular kind
of animal behaviour in the face of danger, but that only one of the two
appropriate responses to that danger can be said to involve 'animal courage'.
It follows that human beings may manifest animal courage in a situation of
physical danger, but that this is restricted to the case where the human
animal meets the danger, where he responds appropriately by facing it.

(But it should be pointed out here that if I am correct in my classification
of virtues as pre-dispositions, and in my anélyses of the concept of a

bre-diéposition) the courage which animals show is not a virtue, since it
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is unlikely that animals set themselves to act in certain ways. Hence,

it must sometimes be possible to act courageously without possessing

the virtue of courage. And I see no harm in adopting this position, so
long as we remember that the courage displayed by animals is non-virtuous,
and that human courage which is mere animal coufage must aldo be non-
virtuous)s’

When, therefore, we say that sometimes it is brave to run away, we
do not mean that running away is a manifestation of animal courage., We
mean rather that it is brave to run the risk of being called a coward, when
one's appropriate response to danger might be misinterpreted as an act of
cowardice tather than wisdom or prudence, In this case, the same conditions
must hold if the agent is to be described as courageous, He must be in a
situation of danger, he must fear the danger, and he must respond appro-
priately to the danger., But the courage is not physical or animal courage,
because the danger is not of the type to which one responds with physical
courages So while the same general conditions must hold if any act is to
be described as an act of courage, we will classify the type of courage -
which is involved by reference to the kind of danger, and consequently the
kind of fear, which is involved.

It seems that some things can be recognised as, or believed to be,
dangerougs only by rational beings, This seemed clear enough in the case
of fear of being scorned or biamed for apparent cowardice, (Animals can
fear punishment, but that is a different matter), And fear of blame or
scorn is not the only kind of non-physical fear of which a human being is
capable;‘ He is capable of fearing a whole range of dangers of a none
physical kind, and consequently of showing non-physical courage in a wide
range of situations., To describe these types of non-physical courage, it
will be convenient to adopt the common term 'morai courage's The word

‘moral' has no significance other than *'non-physical's.
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Like physical courage, moral courage is‘manifestéd by an agent who
feels fear in a situation of apparent danger, and who responds appropriate=
ly to that danger. It is easy to underestimate the numbef of situations
in which moral courage is not only possible, but actually disp;ayed, but
there are recognized to be quite a number of ways of 'standing up for one's
convictions' in a way which involves courage., For instance, one may risk
losing one'g Jjob by refusing to uﬁdertake shady deals, one may risk éoing
to prison for refusing to fight, one may defend religion (or, say, chastity)
in a climate of scepticisme, This kind of behaviour is recognized as
courageous, and judged to be admirable? It_is thought to be ggod that
people should have standards, whether moral, religious or aesthetic, or
even of etiquette, sportsmanship and so on, and that they should try to

YAS Q;)()‘Q“o( oufl oppmw;l
live up to those standards.even to those cases where we do not accept the

A
standards. Someone without standards is, we think, podrer as a human
being. The selfishmen man and the cynic lack something. And standards
are, somehow, things we are expected to 'live up to's Possibly something
which was effortlessly maintained would not count as a 'standard'. It is,
therefore, thought to be good that human beings should have standards of
behaviour, that they should act in accordance with those standards, and
that they should do so even when such action is difficult, and requires a
display of moral courage. All of this is quite.clearlyﬁelated to some
general idea of what it is like to be 'good as a human being!s Moral
courage is recognized as a virtue because it is required by any human being
who does not lack a valuable human characteristic - that is, to put it
rather imprecisely, the characteristic of having standards of behaviour,
Moral courage so far does seem to be describable as a virtue just
because it is connected with our ideas about what it is to be 'good as a

human being's The moralAcoward, and also the person who never has any

occasion to show moral courage because he has nothing to 1ive/up to are,
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significantly, said to 'lack something's The idea of a 'complete human
being! therefore appears to be involved in our attribution of the virtue
of moral courage.

But as I pointed out, it is easy to underestimate the number of
occasions on which moral courage might be, and is, shown, and I think we
underestimate here because we fail to realize how many things can be feared.
Partly, tqo, the problem is that we think of courage in terms of danger,
and then we apply the term 'danger' to a narrow range of situations. We
speak of a 'danger' of losing one's job, of incurring sborn, and so on,
but we do not speak of the 'danger' of, say, touching a spider. &And yet,
surély, one may be afraid of touching a spider, and may show moral courage
in picking one up so, whether we extend our usage of the term *danger! to
cover such cases, or whether we say that it is appropriate to speak of
'fearing' things other than danger, we must realize that moral courage is
possible in the face of objects which are not objectively dangerous,

. VWhat I propose to do now is to consider whether the kind of moral
courage which is most regularly-displayed is describéble as a virtue in
the sense in which the other types of courage can be shown to be virtues,
1.6, in their relation to the idea that they are involved in the pursuit,
or the living of a good or complete life,

Now, the kind of courage I have in mind here is the sort which is
displayed by most people quite often, Most people perform actions which
they thoroughly dislike because they conceive them to be necessary or
right, The example of touching a spider is not as frivolous as it might
sound - many people are afraid of spiders, but not all of them show it,
People can fear heighfs, or crowds, or open spaces, Or méeting other people,
or they can fear responsibility or loneliness,' We cannot assume that
because many of these fears count as phobias, and hence as irrational, that

they are rare, Severe instances of such fears may be comparatively rareo
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For instance, there are not a greatAmany people who dare not leave the
house, but to a lesser degree many people dislike crowds., If it is
possible to lead a fairly ordinary life while avoiding crowds, they avoid
crowdss But if leading an ordinary life entails meeting crowds, they will
put up with crowds in, say, the supermarket at a weekend, Similarly,
someons who is afraid of heights may sensibly avoid climbing mountains,
but may climb a stiepladder to wash windows or hang curtains. I should
say that such people display moral courage, since they do what they are
afraid of doing.@enerally, they do not overcome their fear simply because
it is a fear, but because they intend to lead a normal life, and giving
in to the fear would inhibit everyday living.

The concept of a 'mormal life! is an evaluative one, rather than a
purely descriptive one, So people who overcome fears in order to achieve
a normal life can be said to show courage in their pursuit of an end which
they conceive t§ be worthwhile, They want to live as they think people
in their situation ought to live, and they show courage in overcoming
their fear because they believe that a life dominated by that fear would
not be an adequate life,

If this is accepted, it is reasonable to claim that everyday moral
courage is valued because it contributes to the completeness or goodness
of a 'normal human life's It therefore is valued for the same kind of
reason gé physical courage and the moral courage which is displayed in.
living up to oné's standards, The value of courage is thus held to lie
in its connection with the pursuit or achievement of what it is good for
a human being, as a human being, to be. The coward is a poorer human being
because, lacking courage, he does not become what he could, if he were
brav:iimuﬁe does not lack courage alone, but the end to which courage is
a means, or of which it is a part. For courage of this kind is necessary

in the pursuit and in the living of a complete life, Now it follows from
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this that someone who was never afraid would not necessarily be the poorer
for not having any occasion to show courage., But in practice, total lack
of fear would suggest a lack of sensitivity or humility (such a person
would never fear hurting other people, would not be afraid of responsibility
or failure of any kind) and would, I should say, be the poorer for that,

Now that this relationship has shown to hold between the concept of
courage as a virtue, and the concept of a complete human life, I shall
discuss the other three traditional virtues, to see whether the same
pattern of analysis is appropriate,
2, Wisdom

First, I shall consider wisdome A complication arises from the fact
that different philosophers have meant different things by 'wisdom!', but
the important respect in which wisdom is held to be a virtue is that in
which the wise man is one whose behaviour is governed by reason, He is in
general not over-impulsive, he learns by experience, and on the whole leads
an ordered life, If the wise man is like this, we can see the correlation
between wisdom and prudence (which is the virtue in the Christian 1ist -
of cardinal virtues corresponding to the Greek wisdom, The other three are
fortitude, temperance, and justice)s A prudent man is reasonable and
experienced (in the sense that he has learnt by experience) and wisdom or
prudence can be best understood in terms of practicai rather than
theoretical reason. To some extent, the wise man is a man of common sense,
rather than an intellectual or a philosopher.2 The wise man may, there=-
fore, be equated with the prudent man, who does not usually act on the spur
of the moment, but works out policies and on the whole pursues those

policiex,

2Naturally, one's view of the relation between knowledge and behaviour will
affect one's account of the virtue of wisdom., Plato's wise man will,
presumably, be the philosopher, But if we are uncommitted to a Platonic
theory of knowledge, and to a Platonic conception of the relation between
knowledge of the good and being good, we need not insist that the non-
philosopher cannot be wise in the relevant sense., He may, indeed, be wiser
than the philosopher,
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While it is not usual for ordinary people to say 'wisdom is a virtue!,
there is an admiring way of saying 'Jones is a very wise man! or 'Smith
is a sensible chap', which expresses approval of wisdom, I want to find
an interpretation of such admiring descriptions (taken to be equivalent
in all important respects to 'wisdom is a virtue') which fits the feeling
behind remarks of this kind., Thus, in explaining in what sense wisdom is
a virtue, I intend {0 explain what it is that prompts people to speak
admiringly of Smith and Jones,

My interpretation of the claim that courage is a virtue followed the
line that part of what is meant by this claim is that a man is, in so far
as he is courageous, admirable, as a man, thati éourage contributes to the
living of a complete human life, Its value arises from its relation to
that life, and its nature as a virtue is to be explained in terms of its
being a pre-disposition, I shall now ask whether this is the sort of
thing which lies behind the claim that wisdom is a virtue. The question
is whether the man who possesses the virtue of wisdom can best be under-
stood as a man who is, as a result of his own efforts, at least partially
qualified to live a complete life, If wisdom is a contributory factor in
the living of a complete life, its vélue can be said to lie in its relation
to'thatllife, and if wisdom is a pre-disposition, something for which the
agent is responsible, it can be said to be a virtue of the saﬁé type as
couragee’

First, then, does wisdom equip a man to live a complete life? It
might be helpful to consider the related question, whether an unwise man
is ill-equipped to lead a complete lifes Are impulsiveness, thoughtlessness
and so on hindrances to the achievement of a complete life? I shall argue
that they.are incompatible with its pursuit and with maintaining it. For
to pursue a complete life must involve having some idea about what would

constitute such a life, and formulating at least a rough plan of how to
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attain ite.’ And once it is attained, it must be actively lived - slipping
back must be ayoided.

Now if it is possible to show that the complete life is for each
agent something to be pursued as an end, and maintained when it is
achieved, and not a life which some people happen, by a lucky chance, to
lead, then we can say that wisdom is essential to such a life, What we
must show, then, is that the complete life ie a goal, something to be
sought rather than stumbled upon, Although the concept of a complete life
is still vegue, it is safe to say fhat it involves the idea of living one's
life as a human being to the full. It was seen that phrases like 'being
the poorer foreeo' and 'lacking something' were used of people lacking
courage, or lacking convictions or standardse. So, in the discussion of
courage it emerged that people do have some idea, though possibly a vague
one, of what it is to be a complete or rounded human being, and that this
idea is an evaluative one, It is in this sense that Aristotle's idea of
the excellence of a human being can be tied up with ordinary modern ideas
about life which most people have that to live a good life is to do what
one can as well as one cane The concept of what people are gives rise to
an idea of what it is good that they should be, i.es that they should give
expression to their essence, The concept of human potentiality, whose
actualization is good, seems to be basic to our thinking about human beings.
The concept of the complete human life is related to this, in that it is
one in which luman potentialities are actualized,

If it is accepted that the complete human life is an achievement)
in that it involves the actualization of potentialities, then it is clear
that wisdom has wvalue in just the way that I am suggesting., For in order
to show this, it was necessary to show that the complete human life is
essentially an end to be pursued and maintained, rather than something

which one might, or might not, live fortuitously. But if the complete 1life
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is one in which potentialities are developed and actualized, it must be,
not only a goal, but one which is to be reached by the use of wisdom,
Wisdom, as a virtue, is really a matter of governing one's behaviour by
reason, of thinking out what to do, and acting in accordance with policies
rather than impulse, Wisdom of this kind is necessary if we are to achiéve
a complete life, since we must decide what we are capable of doing and
becoming, and then work out how we should set about pursuing this end.

Inso far as people vary, the complete life will be something individual,
It might be that we consider some things to be basic ingredients in such a
life: if so, we must say that there is some general human goal, The
complete life could be described as a theme on which there are as many
variations as there are individuals., But neither the genéral nor the
individual goal can be reached without wisdom.' We can say, consequently,
that wisdom is valued, and is valuable, in so far as it is an essential
ingredient in the complete life, In this respect, it conforms to the
account I have given of virtues in general, and of courage qua virtue.

But the question remains whether wisdom is a virtue in that it.is a
pre-disposition, since it might be objected that people do not set them=
selves to act wisely in situations where wisdom is demanded, but rather
are or are not wise as a result of heredity or environment or even of chance.
This objection, while possessing prima facie plausibility, rests on an
unacceptable view of what wisdom is - possibly there is an assumption that
wisdom, like intelligence, is something beyond one's control. Either you
have it or you do not, but either way not much can be done about it So,
in order to answer the objection, and to show that wisdom is a pre-dispos-
ition and a virtue, it is necessary to give a more positive account of
what wisdom is,

Earlier, I said that the wise man was reasonable, prudent, not

impulsive, and in general, having learned by experience, regulated his
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behaviour by reason. Two points must now be stressed., First, reason
must not be equated with intelligence: what Qe have here is practical
reason in any case, but reason as such is not the same as intelligence.
Secondly, reason in the sense of reasoning ability is not the whole of
wisdom; other factors, such as sensitivity, are involved,

The man who possesses practical reason, or wisdom may be said to
have knowledge both of ends and of means. He can recognize what is good,
and he can say what means are both effective and, importantly, legitimate.
A minimum intelligence will presumably be necessary for this, for although
recognition of what is good might not require intelligent thought,
recognition of effective means to an end often will, Thierewill, there~
fore, be some people who are not possessed of the intelligence necessary
for wisdom, But these people will not be capable 6f living a complete life
in the full sense, They should be able to actuatemtheir potentialities,
but their potentialities will be limited. Consequently, the fact that a
certéin degree of intelligence is necessary for practical wisdom need not
lead us to reject the view that wisdom is an achievable goal for pdeple
who pursue a good life, Anyone capabie of pursuing such a life, i.e,
anyone who possesses thé basic potentialities which are actualized in a
complete life, does possess at least the minimum intelligence required,
Mot only by wisdom, but by any human being capable of virtue. Intelligence
is therefore a necessary condition of wisdom, but is not identical with it.

I shall contend, therefore, that wisdom is indeed something which the
agent must acquire by his own efforts, Wisdom, I have claimed, is
concerned both with ends and with means. The wise man recognizes what is
good, and can (at least usually) work out how he can effectively and
legitimately attain what he recognizes as good. Although we cannot stabert
from nothing, and require at least some natural awareness of what is

good, we can, by thought and practice, enhance our natural awareness,
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The wisdom which is concerned with ends entails taste, discrimination
and judgement, and I would argue that all of these can be improved by the
agente What he must do in order to improve them is not easily specified,
partly because the ends which can be recognized camnot really be listed,
It is therefore useful briefly to consider an example, A given agent is
aware of the value of artistic activity. He considers it to be good in
itself, in so far as it involves stretching his imagination and his
powers in general, and also to be good as something which can develop
sympathy and fellow-feeling, His particular interest, we may suppose, is
literature, Now his initial recognition of the intrinsic and instru=
mental value of literature will depend on various factors, including what
he has been taught. But if he is to get anywhere with literature, either
as writer or as reader, he must build on the foundation which has been
provided., What he gets out of reading, say, will largely depend on what
he puts into it. Reading simply will not count as an artistic activity
unless ;he reader puis his own work into it, for only if he is willing
to étretch his imagination will it be stretched. Furthermore, reading
can count as an artistic activity only if what is read céh count as a
work of art, and ultimately the judgment that this poem is a work of art,
and that that novel is not, must be made by the reader himself. He may be
guided by the opinions‘and judgments of other readers and critics, but in
the last analysis he must judge for himself, So he must be aware, not
only that artistic activity, or literary activity, is good, but also
that this or that work is good, bad or indifferent, His judgments will
to quite an extent depend upon comparison, on openmindedness and willingw
ness to learn, and in general on an educated taste. The important point
to be stressed here is that an educated taste is a taste or power of
discrimination which the connoisseur himself has educated. If he likes

only what he is told he ought to like, he does not possess educated taste.
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He can make distinctions but he cannot himself discriminate true value,
Acquiring taste, discrmination and judgment therefore involves hard work,
but if the end is recogﬁised as worthwhile, the hard work will also be
recognized as worthwhile, Thus, as far as this example is concerned,

the awareness of the value of an end (viz., literary activity) intimately
involves awareness of the nature and value of various sub-activities (i.e.
awareness of what will count as literary activity, which will depend on

a value=judgment concerning what is to count as literature), and involves
also a recognition of what must be done if the activity is to be practised
to the full, and a willingness to do whatever must be done,

Someone who makes these Judgments, and acts inlaccordance with his
judgments, can be said to possess practical wisdom as far as one sort of
activity is concerned, and he possesses it as a result of his own hard
worke Now, I want to maintain that this holds of practical wisdom in any
sphere of activity. I would also maintain that the activity of the wise
man cannot be restricted to any single sphere since virtue consists in
living a complete life and not a biased one. The man who knows all there
is to know about literature does not count as wise unless he also knows
other things, in particular, the moral good., One of the important facts
about human beings is that they éreAcapable af moral activity, and the
person who remains unaware of moral value fails to actualize one fundamental
human potentiality., So the practically wise man has an awareness of what
is morally good, and is capable of regulating his life in accordance with
the moral demands’

But people do not have this kind of awarness of the moral or any
other good, unless they cultivate it, Just as practice was seen to be
necessary in the development of literary taste and judgment, it is
necessary also in the development of moral judgment, For example, someone

who consistently hardens his heart in the face of the suffering of others



34,

will most probably end up by becoming unaware of others' suffering, and
by discounting its importance from a moral point of view. On the other
hand, someone who cultivates sympathy for others will be all the more
likely to judge that actions which cause suffering are wrong, those which
alleviate it right, and will not only make this general judgment but will
also recognise specific cases of actions which cause suffering and are
therefore wrong, In a moral judgment of this kind, it is clear that there
are elements of both reason and feeling, and in developing a power of
judgment it is necessary to develop both one's abilify to feel and one's
ability to reason,

An agent who does develop both reason and feeling, with the result
that his value-judgments are reliable, can be said to possess the virtue of
wisdome Ii-counis—as-wisdom-beoause-—what—is—invelved-is—reliable;—ean-be

—-said—to-posseas—the—virfue—of—windom., It counts as wisdom because what is
involved is reliable judgment, and as a virtue because it is developed by
the agent himself, as something which contributes to the living of a
complete life, in relation to the agent's own goals and in terms of his
other~directed actions, For as I pointed out earlier, one of the important
facts about human beings is that they are capable of,mofal Judgment and
activity, and a human being who fails to develop his moral potentiality
cannot be said to live a qomplete life.. But it is largely through the
development of wisdom, involving as it does reason and feeling, that the
agent develops this potentiality, so its value does not reside simply in
its contribution to the agent's personal development, but also in its
contribution to the agent's development as a social and moral being,

It follows from this that wisdom is a virtue in the same way as
courage, as regards both nature (for it is a pre-disposition) and vélue
(since it is a contributory factor in a complete life), Now that this is

establishedz, we may turn to a brief discussion of the third of the trad-

QSince the argument here depends on the concept of judgment, this position

cannot be fully established until the interpretation of the value of judgment
is established. For a discussion of judgment, see Part II, Chapters 3 and
4 belowe
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itional virtues, viz. femperance.
3+ Temperance.

The two main elements in the idea of temperance are, I think, the
idea of self-control and the idea of moderation. Problems notoriously
arise in connection with the notion of self-control, but there is a common
use of the term which we all understand wifhout finding it necessary to
refer to division of the soul, higher and lower selves, and so on. ‘In this
ordinary usage, self;control is nearly as closely_related to wisdom as it
is to temperance, It involves doing what is necessary to achieve one's
ends, even when the adoption of means to those ends is not easy, In
Kantian terms, he who wills the end wills the means, and the self-controlled
man will show that he really does will the end (rather than merely want it
or wish for it) by using the means to his end. He shows self-control when
he pursues his long-term goals at the expense of thwarting his immediate
desires. Self-control can therefore be seen as an aid to wisdom and
courage in the pursuit of a complete life, (Of course, if self-control
-is to count as an element in temperance, and consequently as a virtue,
it must be manifested in the pursuit of good or acceptable ends, Self=
control can be put to a bad use, but qua virtue; i.e. as a contributory
factor in the good of complete life, it is essentially directed to ends
which are involved in such a life, Thus we see the inter-action of virtues,
gince self-control goes along with wisdom, which enables the agent to judge
the value of ends, and the efficacy and legitimacy of means to the ends,)

Self-control, then, as an @lement in tempeerance, is an element in

virtue, if and when it has been cultivated by the agentB, and contributes
to the pursuit and living of a complete life.

So is moderation. Taking thingo excess is regarded as harmful in

3’I‘he idea of self-control essentially involves the idea of deliberate
development by the agent, since self-control can be manifested only when
there is something (e.g. desire) to be controlled.. Consequently, self-
control cannot be a natural or accidental quality, but requires develop-
ment and cultivation by an agent,
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various ways, depending on what it is that is taken to‘excess. Immoderate
consumption of alchol - intemperance in the popular sense - is bad for one's
health, if, that is, it is indulged iﬁ(ﬁequently. Obviously, from the
'human animal' point of view, physical health is a good thingin itself, and
it may also be considered to be a necessary condition of mental vigour or
spiritual strength. So anything which is, in excess, bad for the physical
or mental health of a human being, should be taken in moderation, The
temperate man is moderate, then, in the sense that he avoids taking things
to excess, even when he is tempted to do so. He is not someone whose
desires are always moderate, for then he would not practisé moderation,
Temperance, as a virtue, is manifested by soméone who moderates his desires
and actions, not by someone who has fewer or weaker desires éﬁ&g most
peoples

We should not restrict the idea of moderation as a virtue to activit-
‘ies which are as such harmful or neutral (for example, cruelty or drinking),
Activities which are in themselves good can be harmful in excess, One can
wopk too hard, spend too much time on enjoyment, and so on. (Cf. *All work
and no playeee')s Here the relation of the idea to that of a complete
life can again be seen, A life entirely devoted to work, even congenial
work, is thought to lack something essential - not only enjoyment, since
one may enjoy one's work, but range or scope of activity. Similarly, while
one can enjoy oneself in many ways, a life devoted to enjoyment is
generally held to lack something., The attitude often taken towards play-
boys is not always moral disapproval, or even disapproval at all, but
something closer to pity. They are missing something in life, some kind
of extension of ability that is not requirgd in a life of self-indulgence.’
So moderation is, one way or another, quite intimately connected with
the concept of a complete life., Some kinds of immoderation are physically

harmful, some are mentally harmful, and thereby limit the possibility of
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the achievement of the good life. But an even more important element
in our evaluation of moderation comes oul when we consider moderation
in wﬁrk and pleasure, That is, moderation is an e ssential part of a
complete life, because if one spends too much time on one sort of
activity, one just does not have time for other sorts of activity. The
complete life is a balanced one, Human beings are capable of doing many
things, and unless a particular pursuit is especially rewarding it may be
thought that one pursuit is not enough. Too many pursuits are of course
equally d amaging, since if one attempts too much, one may end up not
really doing anything. (This bears out some of what I said in<connection
with wisdom, which was seen to enable an agent to co-ordinate his ends
and activities).

~ However, when it is said that one pursuit is not enough, the proviso

unless a particular pursuit is especially rewarding needs elaboration. For

it may seem that there is an ideal which constitutes a counter-example to
my claim that a complete life, which is essentially a balanced one, is
the.end which people do pursue, or think that they ought to pursue, This
ideal might be called the ideal of dedication, and examples of people who
pursue it are provided by some artists, by religious, and in general by
people with vocations. So, for instance, a particular painter or composer
who devotes all his time and resources to painting or music may be said

to pursue and achieve a life which is recognizably good, without being
complete and balanced in the way that I have characterized a good life as
beinge.

It seems that there are two courses of defence here., The first is to
deny that the life of the dedicated artist, or monk or whatever is good,
since it lacks balance, The second is to admit that it is good, and
re~formulate the relation between goodness and balance, in such a way that

it will still be poésible to maintain that a good life is complete in the



38, -

sense defined earlier,

Now I think that it would be both tendentious and false to say that
a life of dedication to a worthwhile end is not good, and that the ends
of the dedicated artist and religious arérﬁorthwhile. Accordingly, I
shall follow the second line of defence, and attempt to show that the
dedicated man does lead a complete life in the sense defined,

I defined a complete lifélas one in which human potentialities were
actualized, harmoniously. The value of balance and moderation therefore
emerged as attaching to their contribution to the harmonious integration
of ends and means in a complete life, - But it seems that a life dedicated
to one pursuit does not require balance and moderation in this way, since
‘the dedicated man concentrates on the actualization of a single potential-
ity, e.ge the artistic, However, this appearance is misleading, for we
cammot q@?ér reflection suppose that the painter develops a single talent,
that of paintiﬁg, and the composer the single talent of composing. Either
we must say that painting and composing involve the actualization of more
thgn one potentiality, or else'.that the potentialities involved ére
complex. I am inclined to say that both of these alternatives are true,

First, we may consider the claim that the potentialities involved in
painting or composing are complex. Now to make the minimum claim, it is
Aobvioué that there are two elepents in the ability to paint, viz. the
ability to see, and the ability to transfer to canvas what one sees, (The
ability to see might have to be taken metaphorically, to cover what is seen
in the mind's eye, as well as what is seen by the eye, though I am inclined
to think, that the painter, however abstract his painting, must be able to
see literally, since he must have the materials from which to abstract his
tvision')s It is not enough to be able to put brush-strokes on canvas.

The painter paints something, and however abstiract the 'somthing' may be,

4see De ‘).0\ above,
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malrrial
its mankind is what has been observed. On the other hand, it is not

enough to be able to i;t since the ability to frame a perfect landscape,
portrait or idea doea not make apainter of someone who cénnot transfer
what he has seen or framed into a visual mediuﬁ. Similarly, the ability
to compose is compounded of at least two elements, the abilify to hear,
and the ability to transfer what is heard a&isto a musical medium. And of
course in both cases, there are numerous 'abilities involved without which
the activiiy of painting or composing cannot be perhaps - the ability to
move one's hand, for instance, and also to keep one's hand steady., These
physical abilities are at least necessary conditions of painting and
composinge It is, anyhow, clear that the éotentiality for painting, and
that for composing, are complex, and involve different sorts of ability,
So the painter who is dedicated to painting must concentrate on developing
various talents and skiils, since otherwise he would simply not be
dedicating himself to painting.

But it is also the case that a life dedicated to a pursuit such as
painting involves the actualization of more than one potentiality, albeit
a complex onee. That is to say, any human being who intends to dedicate
nimself to an art must develop capacities, dispositions, and so on, other
than those which are required specifically for that art, For example, he
must develop some form of discipline, since otherwise the likelihood is
that he will not make the most of his talent. ‘He must discipline himseif
to work even when he does not want to, to practise fofms of painting which
he does not particularly enjoy, and so on, But to say this is of course
to say that he must develop some form of self-control, and to that extent
be temperates It might well be necessary also for him to develop some
moral courage, as his art mighf demand that he should risk unpopularity,
ridicule, and evenwarious privations, Consequently, although someone may

devote his 1life to a pursuit called 'painting', it is not the case, and
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cannot be the case, that he practises only one éctivity, or develops only
one potentiality., If he did, he would never make a good painter nor a
dedicated oneo

It follows frqm this that, although people possessing a predominant
talent may dedicate themselves to developing that talent, and may be said
to lgad a good life in doing so, it is still not the case that a good life
can lack some range and balance., The artist may have to subordinate
various activities and capacities to the primary talent, but in subordin-
ating them, whether by supressing them or by making use of them in his
primary agtivity, he is compelled to achieve a harmonious balance of
potentialities. In so far as his life involves this kind of complexity,
and a deliberate organisation on his part of the elements of the complex,
his life is good and complete in the sense I have defined,

Finally, however, it must also be pointed out that, if my argument
concerning the necessity of the actualization of moral potentialities is
valid, then anyone who is to be said to lead a complete life must accept
that he has moral commitments, and so whatever is necessary to fulfil them .
He must therefore develop certain forms of capacity to judge morally,
develop a certain sensitivity to the needs, claims and desires of others
as well as of himself, etc, For this reason, we would have to deny that
the artist who failed to accept his moral agency could lead a complete life,
for he would fail to develop the moral capacities which are necessary in
such a life,

The life of an artist, or of any man dedicated to one demanding sort
of life can therefore be seen to be good in solfar as it is complete, Tor
; compiete life is one in which various potentialities, including moral
ones, are harmoniously actualized, and dedication to art (qr religion or
medicine or teaching) must involve the development and control of various

capacities, skills, and potentialities. It can be seen, then, that the
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artist (or the man dedicated to any life) does not really raise inséper-
able problems for my thesis. Although his life is directed to a primary
end, it must nevertheless possess balance and harmony among subordinate
ends and among means to the ends, if it is to be described as a good life.

It has been seen also that the life of the artist (that is,of the
genuine or dedicated artist) is essentially a temperate one, since the
artist must be disciplined, and therefore self-controlled, and must also
practise moderation, in subordinating, controlling, and making use of,
various desires, needs and abilities to the primary'end. We may now say,
fherefore, that temperance is a virtue if and in so far as it involves the
development of self-control and moderation on the part of an agent who
recognizes the valuable contribution they make in a good or complete life,
It is important not to be misled by the diversity of formé of self-control
and moderation into‘supposing that some forms of life can be good without
them, They are manifested in different ways in different sorts of 1life,
but they are nevertheless involved in any good lifes

The third of the traditional virtues, temperance, can therefore be
analysed in the same way as courage and wisdome. It is a pre-disposition
(or.a_ number of complementary pre-dispositions) developed by the agent,
andlis valuable for the part it plays in the pursuit and practise of a
complete life. Three of the four traditional virtues can, then, be
understood in terms of the concept of a complete life, and that concept
itself can be better frasped when we have understood why these virtues
are considered to be virtues.
4. Justice

The fourth of the traditional virtues, justice, remains to be
considered., It will be remembered that von Wright rejected é&iﬁ:ie because

it did not fithis fconceptual pattern's, and it is possible to sympathize

5See Che 1, pe §  aboveo
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with this reaction, since it does not look as though justice will fit
easily into the framework I have erected. But we must not for that reason
say that justice is not a virtue, nor must we be too ready to pull down
the framework or to erect a separate one for Jjustice.

The concept of justice can be shown to be related to the concept of
a complete life, but it is not related to it in quite the same way as the
other three traditional virtues are, Those virtues can be described as
'personal virtues', in that they are necessary conditions.of an individual's
attaining and retaining his goal, and also in that they are possible
'desert~island' virtues. Justice, on the other hand, is an inter-personal
virtue, It could not be a ‘'desert-island virtue! and its value lies not so
much in the contribution it makes to the agent's own development, but in
the part it plays in his relations with other people., That does not mean
that it béars no relation to the ‘'complete life's It means rather that we
must add another dimension to that concept,

Now in order to discover in what sense justice is a virtue, that is,
to discover what is its nature, and in what sense it has value, we must
first discuss the manifestations of justice, For if we are to say what
a just man is, and why we regard just men as good, we must first kmow
what a just action is. Once we have discovered this, we will be able to
say in what sense justice is an inter-personal virtue, and hence in what
sense justice is a virtue,

In my approach to a solution of these problems, I shall assume that
it makes sense to talk of justice as being mgnifested in certain kinds of
action in certain types of situation, just as courage, temperance and
wisdom are, By speaking in this way of the manifestations of justice, it
will be possible to concentrate on what types of situation call for justice,
and hence to place the goodness of just action, without first being

committed to a particular position on the nature of justice in the
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individual (and it is in terms of justice in the individual that we must
understand justige to be a virtue), Once the nature and value of Jjust
action has been determined, it should be possible to discover in what
sense justice in the individual is a virtue, i.eo. what it is that is
manifested in Jjust action.

The types of situation which call for, and indeed make possible, the
manifestation of justice are, clearly, social situations., If the manifes-
tation of justice is thus restricted to the social situation (an assumption
which will be defended later,) it follows that both the nature and value
of justice are intimately connected with its infer-personality. It is not
simply that certain types of action are good in the social situation, but
that those types of action cannot even be performed outside such a situation.
Thus, the ihter-personality of justice is a function of its‘nature and
not merely of its goodness, But that is not to say that its inter=
personality is irrelevant to its goodness, If justice is possible only
in the social situationp, then it is good only in the social situation,
That, at least, is true of its manifestations, But we must leave open
the possibility that there is some senze in which justice as such (e.g,

;§ a disposition) could be described as good independently of its
manifestations, and hence outside a social situation,” At any rate, we
may assume that goodness of this kind must be related to the goodness of
the manifestations of justice, and that the goodness of justice may be
understood in terms of the goodness of its manifestations,

To say, then, that justice is an inter~-personal virtue is, in the
first place, to say something about the nature rather than the value of
justice. A consideration of the inter-pérsonal nature of justice should
enable us to pin-point its goodness, rather as recognition of the kind of
situation which calls for courage enabled us to pin-point its goodness,

But the matter is rather more complex in the case of justice, because we



must discover whether or not justice, thqugh essentially inter-personal

can be personally good, and if so whether it is only secondarily so., More-
over, we must discover whether justice is, whether personally or inter-
personally, good in the same sense as the other virtues were seen to be,‘
i.e. in contributing to the completeness of the individual human life,

First, however, it is necessary to consider thd inter-personal goodness
of just actse Fbr.the answers to the questions I have posed about the
possibility of Jjustice's being personally good will, in part, depend on the
conclusions reached about its inter-personal goodness. If we can answer
the question what it ié about justice in its manifestations in a social
situation which leads us to call those manifestations good, we will have
succeeded in showing where the inter-personal goodness of Jjustice lies,

For those manifestations are, precisely, manifestations of social, or
inter-personal justice,

To start with, we may find it easier to approach an answer to the
question by considering the other side of the question, viz. what is held
to be bad about injustice? (T am looking here for an interpretation of
ordinary reasons given for condemning injustice, not endeavouring to provide
a detailed account of this difficult topic)e The concept of justice is
one with which most people operate within the fields of distribution and
punishment, and it is most ofteﬁ employed within the fields of unjust
distribution and punishment. Justice is often taken for grantgd, but
injustice is not.

We can distinguish between two types of injustice in distribution,
vize Onjust distribution of benefits, and unjust distribution of rights,

There is, I think, a clear enough distinction here in ordinary language,
marked by the difference in emphasis of the terms tunfair' and 'unjust'.
It is unfair, we might say, to distribute benefits unevenly, but unjust

to distribute rights unevenly. Thus, it is considered unfair to give one
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child more chocolate than another, but unjust that the advéntageé of
. education should be unevenly distributeds In thé case of 'unfairness!

in the colloqu4ll sense, if the child has a righé to anything, it is not

to the commodity wﬁich is being distributed, but fo a fair share of that
commoditye in the case of 'injustice' the child has a right to the |
commodity, e.ge of education, and not merely to the same chance as others,
To take a maréinal case, we might consider it either unfair or unjust for

a parent to give a bicycle to one of his children and a bar of chocolate

to another. Since the child does not have a right fo the commodity

(bicycle or chocolate), we migﬁt say that the ﬁrong lies in the distribution
and is thus a case of unfairness. But we could say that he is being
deprived of something to which he has afright,’Viz.Vparental attention or
love, and if we look at the matter from this point of view, it seems natural
to describe the treatment as unjuste =

' It seems to me, therefore,‘thafya distinction can.reésonably be
drawn'between injustice and’unfairhesé (which is of course a kind of °
injustice), and that the drawing of the distinction gives us two kinds of
reason for condemning distributive injustice. It may be condemned on the
groﬁnd that benefits should Be'disffibutéd equally amdng equals, and that
uhequal distribution is therefore bad, even though one would not condemn

a failure to confer any benefits on anyone. ‘Secondiy,“it'ﬁay'be condemned
on the ground that each pe;son has a right to what is being distributed, "
and that the gains of some lead to the losses of otheis,'.Thus it is
unjust to deprive some children of the education to which they have a T
right, in order to give a special education to others. It is not oniy

the distribution which is wrong, but the deprivation in itself is wrong.

So we seem to find two different types of injustice, which are bad
in two different ways. There is the injustice of favouritism ('unfairness')

and the injustice of deprivation ('injustice'). However, I am inclined to
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say that the favouritism type 4f Injustice is real injustice, and that

it is by an extension of the concept that we cadh deprivation unjust,.

It is only when the injustice arises in a situation of distribution, where
one person is deprived so that another may benefit, that the wrong is an
injustices When we describe deprivation as su;h, outside a context of
distribution, as unjust, I think we are using the term 'unjust'! as equival-
ent to 'wrong's (The point would be, therefore, that, in the Aristotelian
sense, we are concerned with particular rather than general injustice6).

If so, then what is fundamental to the concept of distributive injustice is
the notion of evenness of distribution, rather than that of the granting

of rightse

Up to now, I have deliberately used the noncommittal adjective 'uneven!

to qualify the noun 'distribution', but of course the term usually used
is 'unequal'e. It is, though, difficult to decide what is to count as
Wnequality of distribution, since its use is often confined to those
cases where the uneveness in distribution is held to be unjustifiable,
Thus 'juét treatment! is equated with 'equal treatment® which is identified
with 'like treatment of like cases and unlike treatment of unlike cases',
One's use of the terms 'just! and tequal' is therefore éoverned by one's
Judgment as to what is to count as like and what as unlike, So in order
to get at what is usually meant by the term 'injustice', it is necessary
to see what people tend to count as relevant likenésses and unlikenesses,
Again, we may distinguish two types of distributive injustice, this
time between unlike treatment of 1like cases, and like treatment of unlike
cases, The example of the parent giving unfair shares of chocolate to
his children is a case of the first. Why is this condemned? Primarily,
I think, it is because it involves treating the child as though he were

something which he is nots I{ is denying him the treatment which is

6See Nicomachean Ethics Bke Ve
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appropriate to his situation and status, which are in this case definable
in terms of his relation to his siblinge It is true that it is important to
treat a child as an individual, but this should not involve ignoring his
'con%ext' which includes his relationships with other people, His
individuality is to some extent determined by the situation in which he,

as an individual, finds himself, This suggests that the notion of a
complete human life is relevant to’the idea of this kind of distributive
justice. To a great extent, it is up to the indididual to make what he

can of his life, but he does not start from nqthiné. His development must
take place in accordance with certain factors in his environment, and two
of the most important of these factors are his relationships (1literal
blood-relationships) with the people in his environment, and the way the
people in his enviromment treat him,

Thus, in order to give a child a chance to develop naturally, it is
importaqt to give due weight not iny to his specific individual
characteristics, but alsp to the pattern of relationships of yhich he is
the centres In a certain»type of society, wherg‘the small family unit is
- the norm, it is generally accepted that, say, a’father should not merely
treat a child as é;child, but as hgg_cq;ld, Opinion may vary quite widely
about what coﬁnts as treating a éhild as one's own, from paying the nanny
to devoting gpst of one'si,time to .the child's education, entertainment
and»so‘on. Bu# this variation is not worrying. The important point is
that a given parent has his own ideas about what it is to treat a child
as his own, and that though this»treatment may vary in accordance with
differences among the children (in age, sex, and so on), there is no
reason‘why in general the ideas about what it is to treat a child as one's
own should vary from one child of one's own to anothera

A father with two sons Ordinarily treats the boys as his sons, and

the father/son relationship affects the treatment., . Given that the father
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has some idea of what kind of behaviour is appropriate to this relatione
ship, his idea applies equally to both his sons. Often, giving presents
or treats to his sons is seen as part of this behaviour. It is,a father
that he wants to give special pleasure to his children. Consequently,
where the treatment arises specifically from the parent 's view of the
parent/child relationship, there is no room for discrimination, though

of course discriminatipn in accordance with the specific needs and capabilities
of the individual child is appropriate. But its appropriateness is deter-
mined by the differences between the children, and not by the relationship,
and when the behaviour is of the benefit-conferring type, there is no
difference between the children. (I am not concerned here with punish-
ment, where the child might be deprived of a treat as a punishment.) It
seems, then,’thét in such a situation, treating the children differently
involves using two analogous relationships as though they were different,
However, if this shows anything, it seems to be that such behaviour is
unreasonable rather than bad, Its badness is concerned not only with the
fact that the relationship is unreasonably used, but with the fact that
thé child himself is aware of whqt is going on. As I pointed out, it does
not matter much (within certain limits, which are not relevant here) what
views a parent has about the behaviour appropriate to a parent/child
relationship, but it does matter that he himself should hold consistent
views and should act consistently with those views. The child's relation-
ship with his parents is not merely the direct child~parent one, but is
mediated by his other relationships so that his father is not merely his
father, but also his brother's father, If he is aware that his relation-
ship with his father gives rise to treatment different from that arising
from his brother's relationship to his father, the probability is that
his development will be adversely affected,

But it is important not to let the idea of a 'complete life! which
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has so far been empléyed blind us to other elements in this situation,
The notion of a complete 1life is, I think, still relevant, but we need

to widen the conceptes There is a sense in which the complete life is a
goal to be pursued, and this is important. But there is also a sense in
which at any time in one's life one may make the most of what one has,
and failure to do this means that, at the time of failure, ohe's life is
incomplete.i The child who is unjustly treated is lacking somethiné égééb
and suffers from an inadequate relationship_with his father, and in that .
sense his life is at present incomplete, as well as its being true that
his development might be stifled, |

The generalize, to treat anyone with whom one has a specific type of

relationship without due regard for that relationship, is to make too much
vof the individuality of that person, and not enough of the framework in
which he leads his life, It involves disregarding an important part of a
human being's existence, viz. that part in which he has certain relationships
and ties, and is what he is as an individual because of what he is in .
relation to other people.

It is reasonable to conclude, then, that injustice of this type, i.e.
injustiée in the conferring of 'pure! benefits, is condemned, at‘least
partly, because it involves a failure to take this kind of consideration
into account, and involves a restriction on what the individual can make.
of his situation in that it involves an artifidially limited view of what
that situation ise It involves an under-estimation of the complexity of
relationships which go to make up an individual human being's life, and a
consequent limitation on what the individual can make of his life, This
is not the_sole reason people do give for condemning injustice, but I think
it underlies most of the Treasons which are given,

Having considefed the type of injustice which is involved in unlike

treatment of like cases, we may now turn to that which is involved in like
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treatment of unlike cases, There are similarities between the two
types, and a vast borderline between the two extremes, but it is conven-
ient to’treat them in isolation, The field of education offers fruitful
examples for anyoné concerned with notions of justice, and I shall draw
on some of these examples in my discussion of the injustice of treating
unlike cases alike., o

Education is to a great extent concerned with special cases. In
forming a policy concerning the distribution of educational resources, it
is necessary to consider many different kinds of ability and a vast range
of abilities within those kinds, Some children are fairly good at most
things, some very good at most things, some good at some and poor at -
others,’ Anyone concerned with education is presumably particularly
concerned to help children do what they are capable of doing as well as
they can, and this involves helping the handicapped child to do simple
things fairly well, as well as helping the talented child to do difficult
things very well, If, as seems to be commonly supposed, this is the aim
of the educator, it is glaringly inappropriate to offer the same kind of
education for all., The education which is offered must be geared to the
capacities of those to whom it is offered.’ If the teacher treated all.
children as if their capacities were the same, therefore, he would
necessarily fail in his aim, and wouid deprive many children of the help
which it is his declared inteniion to give so, as far as education as such
is concerﬁed, the kind of justice which involves treating unlike cases
differently is more relevant than that which involver treating like cases
alike (though the latter kind is demanded when it is relevant of 32532),
since there are ﬁzﬁjsiﬁmilarities, and many basic dissimilarities,

‘The point of education, then, is not to get all childreﬁ to achieve
the same standard, but to help all children reach the highést standard

they- are capable of reaching, and if an educational system is unjust, it
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is more likely to be so in that it ignores the differences in capability
than in that it ignores the likenesses, The badness of this kind of
injustice is very obviously related.to the concept of the complete life,
The child who suffers from educational injustice is deprived of the
opportunity to achieve what he is capable of achieving,

However, if1s in this that the badness of the injustice lies? It is
wrong to deprive any individual of such educational opportunities, and it
is wrong because of the difficulty it creates for him in his pursuit of
a complete life. But the injustice lies rather in the failure to provide
for some individuals what is being provided for others, and this is not so
obviously connected with the complete life concepte Again, it appears to
be the discrimination as such which is condemned by the epithet 'unjust!?,
and not the deprivation of the individual who suffers from that discrimination,
The badness of this type of distributive injustice as such, appears, like
the other type, to be connected with relationships and the place of the
individual within a given framework, in this case the social framework,
The kind of thing which I have in mind here is borne out by the common
use of the phrase 'second-class citizen' to describe people who are
treated as though they were inferior to other members of society. It is
the idea of apparent inferiority that is important. People in society are
held to be unjustly treated not when they are treated merely differently,
but when the difference in treatments indicates some helief that these
| people are not so important as others. The discrimination occurs, or
appears to occur, as the result of a value-judgment about people or their
contribution to society. |

One reason for condemning unjust discrimination in education, qua
discrimination, is therefore that this Iinvolves an unacceptable assessment
of value, possibly in an area where no assessment of value is possible.

It is one thing to say that certain people's contributions are valuable,
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and therefore that they should be enabled fo make those contributions,
and rewarded for making them, Thus we can defend the expenditure of
large sums of money on educating and training doctors., But it is quite
another thing to say that some people are more valuab;e than others. Con~
sequently when, say, children of lower intelligence are not given full
opportunities to develop their potentialities, the injustice is condemhed
because these children are being judged, and found wanting, as people., It
is felt that the authorities consider them not worth the effort., This
may not always be true of course -~ if discrimination is necessary because
of limited resources, the basis for discrimination may be a consideration
of the returns that education might bring. But when the difference in
treatment does pre-suppose a value-judgment of the human being, or is made
in such a way that it appears to, it is then held to involve an unacceptable
and unjust discrmination between people, and a society which is run in
accordance with some such principle 6f discrmination is held to be an
unjust society. In such a society, people are prevented from attaining
a complete life, and prevented from doing so because it seems to matter
less that some people should attain such a life than that others should,

-In a rather different way, then, it does seem to be the'case that
injustice is condemned because it involves a basic discrmination in
judgment where no such discrimination is possible. A judgmeﬁt is made
about the relative importance of the human fulfilment of different people,
when this is equally imporfant in every case, Thus the judgment itself i
is about human fulfilment, and the result of the unjust judgment is a bar
to the'achieveﬁent of such fulfilment. 'Justice in action may therefore be
seen as good in that it involves the opposite - it is based on a
recognition of the equal importance of human beings and their pursuit of

a complete life, and justtreatment within society makes it possible ‘for = -

everyone to pursue this goal.
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Very briefly now it is necesseryvto consider justice in the field
of punishment, Can justice in ection nere be seen to be good in the
same way? The first condition for a punishment's being just is, of course,
thatithé person punished should be guilty. Secondly, it is generally held
that tne severity of the punishment should be in proportion to the gravity
of the offence. These are, I think, the main considerations which are
brought into an assessment of the justice of punishment. Whether or not
a particular punishment is gustlfiable may depend on other considerationms,
but the Judgment of its Jjustice basically presupposes the importance of the
éuilt of the person punished and the fittingness of the punishment to the
crime.

Now clearly these two considerations are comnected with the Justice
of discrimination., When we decide who is to be punished for an offence, we
are entitled to discriminate only bhetween the innocent and the guilty, and
when we decide on the severity of the_punishment, we must decide to_wnat
extent we are entitled to treat the offender differently from other people,
both from the innocent and from other offenders. It is because discrimin-
ation is involved in these ways that punishment is a matter of justice, and
not only of‘rightness as sucn. And T think that it is at this basic level,
where ouestions about punishment are seen to be questions about justice,
that the idea of the good or complete life can be brought in again, and in
various wayse For a start, the offender is someone who has, in a manner
which is to be condemned, interfered with other people's llves. Secondly,
punishmcnt involves interfering with someone's life, both directly and
indirectly. The punishment itself amd whether it is in the form of
imprisonment, a fire, or corporai punishnment, is a direct form of inter=
ference, while the attempt to reform or.deter‘the offender is an indirect
form; the intention here is to change the direction of the offender's iifeo

An unjust punishment may therefore be seen as one which involves a disregard
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for the imporfance of human fulfilment, in one of various ways, An over-
1eniént punishment may involve an under-estimation of the gravity of the
-Qriginal offence, while an over-severe one may be condemned because it
rates the goodAof society or the good‘of the victim of the offence too
highlf in prbportion to the good of the offender., And some kinds of
punishment may be condemned becausevthey involve a failure to consider
the autonomy of the offender, and thus fail to allow for the part &£ the
individual's own decisions and choices must play in the pursuit of a
complete life.

I do not think that it is necessary to go into this question in much
greater detaile For as I éuggested:éarlier, I think that any questions
about punishment other than the most basic ones concerning its object
(victim) and the justifiéhle extent of discrimination against its victim,
are reaily questions about justifiability, or generai moral rightness,
rathef than about Jjustice as such, It is precisely because Justice as
" such is concerned with discrmination and its justification that it can be
seen as good in relation to the complete life of the individual, The
relation is twofoid. First, injustice involves discrimination between
"individuals in a-way which is“unacéeptable in virtue of its illegitimate
;éssessment of the comparative worth of the gquality of individual human
lives. Seconaly, because of this assessment, it erects a block to the
achievement of a complete life. At a basic level, this holds of injustice
both in distribution and in pubhishment. Where considerations of other
‘typeé apply, I thihk we have moved éway frém the concept of justice
towards a.more-general concept of moral rightnesss E

" Inter-personal Jjustice ip action, can, then, usefully be analysed
in terms of the concept‘of fhé complete life, It(?s possible;'though,

to see justice as a virtue in the individual, as the other three tradit=-

ional virtues are?
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So far, I have been concerned with justice as manifested in action,
and therefore particularly with the considerations which may be held to
underlie our judgments as to the Jjustice of actions or policie; of action,.
Since justice in action is possible only in an inter-personal situation,
it followed fhat in a primary sense the goodness of justice must be an
inter-personal goodness., The goodness of justice in this sense has been
seen to tie up with the concept of the good life of individuals, in that
it is good in so far as it involves a recognition of the equal importance
of the good life for all individuals, and avoids discrimination where no
difference exists. Thus, Jjustice as manifested in action is connected with
the concept of the good or complete life, but especially with the idea of

the good life of other people, whereas courage and so on were essentially

concerned with the good of the agente

However, we speak not only of just actions or policies of action, but
also of the just man. The question arises therefore whether the gust man
is simply one who performs just actions or has a just policy of action, or
whether he is more than that.. Is there, for instance, a sense in which the
just man could still intelligibly be described as a just man in a desert-

island or non-social situation? And is there a sense in which we may say

that it is personally good to be just, as it is personally good to be brave,

wise and temperate?

First, it is intelligible to speak of a just man in a non-social .
situation? There is one sense which could be given to this concept, but
I don't think that in the end it will do, I am thinking of the interpre-
tation of 'just' as a description of a behavioural disposition, In this
sense, a man could be described as just even when he had no opportunity
to perférm just actions if it were the case that he would, given the
opportunity, perform just actions. If there were other people around,

such a man would give equal weight to their claims to have an opportunity
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to pursue a good life. In rather the same way, it might be thought, we

can say that a man can be just even when he is asleep, since the same man
waking performs Jjust actions or has a policy of just action. But this
second case is rather different, We know what it means to saylthat the
just man is just even when he is adeep because we know what it means to

say that he is just when he is awake, But I don't think we do know what

it means to say that the man on a desert-island would be just if he had the
opportunity, nor consequently, what it means to say that he is dispositionally
just. Now, we can make sense of the claim that he would be just ifscein
one way, namely by thinking of him as a product of society who has been
cast away on a desert-island, for then we would mean that he was just when
he had the opportunity, and probably will be Jjust when he has the opéor-
tunity in future,

But if we don't mean, when we say that a man id dispositionally just,
that he was just and will be Jjust in futﬁre, but have in mind rafher a man
who has always been outside society and has always lived on his desert-
island, then we don't, I think, know what it means to say that such a man
is just in any sense, This is because such a man could have no concept of
justice, and while he might, if he lived in society, acquire this concept,
we cannot say that he now, possessing no concept of justice, is just, even
dispositionally.

. This kind of dispositional account of the virtue of justice seems to me,
therefore to be meaningless, It is possible to give some kind of dispositional
account, but it must be one concerned with actual, and not with hypothetical,
dispositions. ' That is to say, if we want to say that a just man is one who
is disposed to act justly, we must mean by this either that he does act
justly when the opportunity arises, or that he is prepared to act justly
if the opportunity arises, but not that, lacking a concept of justice, he

would act justly if the opportunity arose, In this dispositional sense
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(which is of course pre-dispositional, depending as it does on preparede
.ness), the man on a desert-island could not possess the virtue of justice,
Nor do I think that there ié any sense in which we could describé as Jjust
a man who is not and never has been in an inter-personal situation, and
has consequently had neither the opportunity to act justly nor to acquire
any'concept of what it is to act Jjustly, nor, therefore to become prepared
to act justly if and when the situation demands,

This does not mean that justice cannot be a personal virtue, but only
that if it can be, it is still possible only in an inter-personal environ-
ment., Here, I think that a consideration of various notions connected with
selfishness can cast some light on the notion of justices The man in the
extreme desert-island situation can be ¥either selfish nor unselfish, He
cannot worry about, or do things for, other people, for there are no
other peoples Nor can he think that he is more important than other people,
since he does not know that there are other people. But one could,
perhaps, make sense of the claim that a man in a desert-island situation
was self-centred.,. Being self-centred does noﬁ necessarily mean putting
oneself above other people, but rather thinking too much about one's own
comfort, and that sort of thing, Thus we could envisage two men on two
desert~islands, one of whom was more self-centred than the other. Perhaps
he worries about his health, or thinks about his own reactions to his
environment rather than seeing the enviromment as soqgthing separate -
from himself. One man might be found by his rescuk¥ers to be an experf
on desert-island flora and fauna, while the other is an expert on the
edible and poisonous properties of the plant and animal life of the island,

Now I think that if we relate the concept of justice to the two
concepts of unselfishness and unselfcentredness, we can discover a sort
of fringe sense in which a man on a desert-island could be described as

-just, But it is hardly close enough to the centre ofthe concept of justice
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for us to say that such a man really is Juste

The just man in society is one who is prepared to give due wéight
to the importance of the claims of others to the good life, His concern
is especially to regard all people as equally important in this way, He -
is, therefore, not the same as the unselfish man who is willing to balance
the claims of others against (or'gven rate them above) his own, for the
unselfish man could still be unjust. But though justice and unselfishness
are not identical, the just man must be unselfish - his own claim must
count for him as everybody else's does, - Thé just man does not discriminate
at.the basic level of the judgment of the relative worth of the good of
individuals, and he does not, therefore, discriminate in favour of himself,
But he could still be self-centred, fhe self-centred man is fond of himself,
but he doesn't necessarily put himself before others in either judgment
or action. Nevertheless we could say that unselfcentredness was
conducive fp justice, since the man who is not unduly fond of himself
should find it easier to be unselfish, He has the right temperament for
Justicee.

But there is another sense of 'self-centred' by which we mean that
the self-centred man values himself highly, ' This kind of self=~centredness
is, as we shall see, directly opposed to the moral attitude. It is
acceptance of one's role as a moral agent, and adoption of a moral attitude,
which enables the naturally self-centred man (the one who is fond of him-
self) to be unselfish and just.

Now the second kind of self-centredness, the high valuation of oneself
which is opposed to the moral attitude is not, I think, possible for the
man on a desert-island, nor is itsopposite, i.es' lack of self—centredness;
or in other words the adoption of a moral atiitude in relation to other
people, This kind of self-centredness (and its opposite) is an attitude

which is possible only in an inter-personal situation, where there are
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other people whom one might rate lower than oneself,
| we can now see why it is not possible either to be Jjust, or to have

a just disposition, outside society. It is not poss1b1e to be Just,
because to be justly pre-disposed, one must acquire the concept of justice,
andrthis concept cannot be acquired in complete isolation from other
people. .Andlit is not possible to have a Jjust disposition, because to
be just in this sense is to have adopted a particular attitude towards
other people. It is not a matter of caring about people or things other
than oneself- that is unselfcentredness, but not the kind which is to be
equated w1th Justice. 1t is a matter of being unselfcentred in a particular
way, viz, by being prepared to regard the lives of other people as equally
important, in relation to each other's and in relation to one's Oowne

The v1rtue of Justice can therefore be seen to be a pre-disposition
we have seen that it is misleading to think of it as a disposition unless we
stress that it is an acquired disposition, a question of disposing oneself
to consider other people.r And the value of austice lies in its relation
to the good life of people within society. In discovering this we have
discovered also the nature of Justice. That is, it is an attitude, one
adopted towards other people, and involves a preparedness to consider the
good life as equally 1mportant for every indiv1dualo In other words,
Justice qua virtue is a pre-disposition‘concerned withkthe equal claim to
importance of each individual.'_ ; | -

Finally, w1thout yet g01ng into detail, it should be pointed out that
there might be a way in which justice could be regarded as a personal virtue,
since to be Just is partly to have adopted a moral attitude, and if we
regard the development of one' s potentialities as a moral agent as a part
vof the complete life, we may say that in becominb Jjust, a human being

becomes something that it is good that he should be.7.

,7See Part I, Che 3 belowe
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5« Recapitulation

Now that this conclusion has been reached, we may reconsider briefly
the nature and value of the other three traditional virtues. It can now
be seen that, qua virfues, all four of the traditional virtues are pre=
dispositions, and are valuable in so far as they contribute to a good or
complete life,

First, then, courage was seen to be manifested in a situation where
the agent fears an apparent danger, but recognizes that he must face the
danger if he is to achieve his goal of a good life. Thus, the brave man
is not only the man who does face danger, but one who is prepared to do
so when it is necessary in his pursuit of a good life, He values the good
life more highly than he values an easy life, and having decided what i$
a good life for him is willing to adopt the means to his end. So courage
involves a judgment of the value of a particular kind of life, and a
preparedness to act in accordance with one's judgment. Having established
his priorities, the brave man is ready to live in accordance with them.
Consequently, when we say that courage is a ﬁirtue, what we mean is that
the man who possesses this virtue has adopted an attitude towards the good
1i}e, He is, in other words, pre~disposed to be courageous;

Wisdom also is a pre-disposifion.' A man was said to be wise in so
far as he formulated some judgment concerning what constituted a good life
for him, and formulated some policy of 1life, whereby he knew what he must
do in order to achieve such a life, and was willing to stand reasonably
by his policye. So this virtue again is a conscious one, and not simply a
disposition or an inclination. What is required of the wise man is that
m should possess, in Kantian terminology, a rational will. He judges what
is good, and sets himself to act in accordance with the Jjudgment, He too
adopts a particular attitude with regard to the good life, and is pre=-

disposed to think before he acts, and to act in accordance with his judgmente
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- Finally, we may reconsider temperance under the heads of self=-
control and moderation. Self-control may immediately be seen to be a
pre-disposition in the relevant sense. Since being self-controlled is
essential to living wisely, the main point to be made here is that one
recognises that the pursuit of a good life necessitates a willingness to
overcome one's inclinations, and to avoid too much impulsive action which
might jeopardize the achievement of one's long-term aims. So having judged
that certain things are part of his good, the self-controlled man sets
himself to do what is necessary in order to achieve that good, and decides
to be ruled by reason rather than by inclination. This too is, in the sense
defined, to havé a pre~disposition to be self-controlled,

As for moderation, it too may be regarded as a pre-disposition in so
far as it is a virtue., Some people may be naturally moderate in desire,
but qua virtue, moderation is a part of temperance and is tied up with
self-control and an attempt at balancing one's life, Moderatioh, considered
as an element in temperance, is a pre-~disposition, since one judges some
kind of harmony and balance to be good, and sets oneself to achieve such
a balance even when one is teﬁpted to move towards an extreme,

The four traditional virtues, justice, courage, temperance and wisdom,
can therefore be seen to‘share important characteristics with regard both
to their nature and to their value., As to their nature, they are all pre=-
dispositions, Their value derives from the relations they bear to a good
or complete life, whether of the individual or of other people. ' These
virtues can be said to constitute the hard core of virtue. .

6. Minor Virtues

But though these virtues are central, they are not the only ones,
There is a comparatively large group of what might be called 'changeable
virtues!, that is, virtues which are rated more or less highly by different

people at different times, or which can even cease to be regarded as virtues
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at alle, They are neither cardinal nor constant, and yet it has not
seemed odd to describe them as virtues.

Among these virtues, we find chaﬂity, thrift, generosity, magnificence,
hﬁmility, pride and many others, Now I think that once it is recognized
that the concept of a virtue is closely connected to the concept of a
good or complete life, we find it éasy to see both why fhese have been
régarded as virtues, and why there has beeh, as it were, a fashion in
such virtues. For it is certainly the case that ideas about what kind of

life is a good life vary from one age and place to another, and that

changes in judgmeht about the nature of a good life, and consequent shifts
of attitude towérds certain kinds of iife, are precisely what have given
rise to different evaluations of humility, megnificence and so on. It will
ot be'possibie to deal really adequately with this question, though a
defailed study would be fascinating, for én adequate survey would require
compléx historical and socioiogical research, But it is possible by
reference to one or two of these virtues, to indicate the lines which
such a survey would follow,

' The assessment of chastity, for instance, as a virtué, may be said
to be dependent upon'three factors, all of which are subject to change,
The first is religious belief, which may be modified or rejected. The
second is a belief in the value of a small family unit, of monogamy, and
faithfulness within mdrriage, and other beliefs concerning marriage which
might be based on religious beliefs, (I'm thinking here of, say, different
beliefs about the part played within marriage by sexual relations,) Thirdly,
there are various social and medical advances which can render chastity
obsolete as a means to an end of avoiding unwanted pregnancy, or sexually-
transmitted diseases.,

| Because these varioﬁs factors determine the individual's classification

of chastity ax a virtue, a change in these factors can affect the classif=-
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ication. (Alternatively,'they can lead to a change in belief as to the
kind of behaviour which is to cognt as a manifestation of the virtue of
chastity. For sometimes tpe name of a virtue is retained, while the
relevant beliefs andkhaviour alter. ‘Tpis may to some extent depend on the
convenience of retaining a word with persuasive force., Thus, some people
might suggest that fidelity to one's partne: is a manifestation of
chastity whether or not one is married to tha# partner.) A rejection of
certain religious doctrine; can{be one factor which leads to a rejection
of the classification of chastity as a virtue at all, . So can a ghange about
the nature, function or value of marriage - and all sorts ofrchanges are
possible here: one may cease to belief that marriage is soclally or
ecopomically worthwhile, or may think tha{ marriagerhas more to it‘than-
the procreation of children, and»so on."In these two cases, changes in
belief about the nature of a good life, or elements in it, lead to changes
in belief about jhe value of something which is hel? to contribute to that
life, Conversely, it may be that one rejects pnefs previous Qonceptipn of
‘the good life because one changes one's view of something like chastity =
a life of chastity may be seen as incomplgte,»because it lacks fulfilment
in parenthopd, or a full expression of 1oye, for instanqe.ﬂ But‘the two
concepts, of a good life, and qf chastify as.virtue or non-virtue, are
very closely related. In the third case, of course, tPe person who
previously found chastity good as a means to an endiﬁét change his eval=
uation of the end. He has found a means which he prefers,

If, then, we see a virtue suqh as chastity, in relatipn‘to the
concept of a good or complete life, we can see how changes in the assess=
ment’of such virtues come$ about in accordance with changes in the
concept of a good life or with changes in the possible means to thg

achievement of such a life.

These conclusions may be borne out by a brief consideration of another
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changeable virtue, thrift. Two imporfant considerations govern the
assessment of thrift as a virtue. One of them is primarily concerned with
the concept of a good life, but in this case the concept itself is governed
by various social and economic facliors. The person who values thrift is

in general someone who rates security as an important part of the good
life. He prefers to do without non-essentials so that he can enjoy peace
of mind knowing that he will never be seriously in want. Furthermore, he
may value self-sufficiency, so that although he need not feel insecure,

he prefers not to depend for his security on state assistance, Thus,
such a man's concept  of a good life includes the qualities of iq@epen.
dence and self-sufficiency, Within some kinds of society, however, this
soet of idea may seem inappropriate: this is what I mean by saying that

the concept is partially governed by social and economic factors, For -
instance, one may continue to rate security highly, but not caring about
self-sufficiency, be willing to depend on the state, Alternatively, thrift
may not seem to be an effective means to security, so that although we
woﬁld like to save for old age, the rate of inflation might make one think
it more sensible to spend what one has while one can get something for it,
Furthermore, an insistence on self-sufficiency may appear inappropriate,
Again, inflation may make it impossible,s In any case, it might be argued,~.
depending on the state is not like 'accepting chérity', since one has -
made one's contributionso‘ And one may take the view that since so many
people receive state assistance, it would be unfair to oneself {o refuse
it. In such cases, one's evaluation of security and selfesufficiency
change because of various social‘factoré, and a change in the evaluation
of these virtues leads to a change in one's evaluation of the contributory
virtue of thrift. On the other hand, the evaluation of security and self=
suffieiency may remain the same, but thrift be down-graded because it is

seen not to be an effective means to their achievement, We cammot, there=
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fore, entirely divorce the soci@)-economic factors which govern the
evaluation of thrift from the other factors, such as a desire for security
and self-sufficiency. But we can see how both sets of factors are related
to the concept of a good life, and how the nature of the society one lives
in may force one to change either one's views as to what kind of life is
good, or alternatively the policy one adopfs to achieve such a life.

Thrift, can, then, be described as good in so far as it contributes to
a life which is regarded as good, and it may be rejected along with a
rejection of the value of such a life, or alternatively may be rejected as
an unsatisfactory means to the attainment of such a life, (Of course, there
are other reasons for valuaing thrift, e.g. regarding wastefulness as sinful,
believing one must do one's bit for the under-privileged countries, and
so on, but these reagsons are still related to one's ideas of a good life,.)

.It can now be seen that because the concept of what constitutes a
good life may, and indeed must, change in accordance with changes of belief
of various kinds, and with changes in social, economic and technical
spheres, it follows that there are bound to be changes in assessments of
some of the non-cardinal virtues, and that these assessments can be
expected to take place in accordance with aésessments of certain kinds of
life, and beliefs about the means to the achievement of such kinds of life,
These viftues are policies, ways of life, or in the defined sense pre-
dispositions to behave in certainways when the situation demands it, and
policies and pfe-dispcitions must be changed in accordance with changes in
the ways of life to which they contribute,

The concept of a good or complete life is now seen to be useful in
eiplaining both the nature and value of virtues, both cardinal and other-
wise., Armed with this concept, and with the conclusions I have reached
concerning the nature and value of the various virtues, i shall turn now

to a discussion of benevolence and conscientiousness, in order to discover
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in what sense they might be virtues, and to discover what role they have
to play in a good life. This discussion will enable us to advance our

investigation of moral goodness,
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Chapter 3

The Relationship Between Virtue and Virtues

In this chapter, I propose to examine the parts which are played by
love and conscientiousness in a virtuous life, and fo establish the source
of their value. This will make it possible to clarify the concept of moral
goodness, and will provide a foundation for a theory of conscientiousness,

A useful starting point is provided by the controversy between
philosophers who want to define moral goodnesé in terms of conscientious-
ness, and those who define it in terﬁs of love;‘ The latter argue that
conscientiousness is either a second-rate substitute for love and the
virtues, or at best is just one‘virtqe among many. Love or benevolence,
it is said, really is the supreme virtue, The benevolent man does not
need to be conscientious, Virtue comes natgrally to hime I shall argue
that the whole disagreement is based on a misunderstanding, and that love
and conscientiousness are not rival contenders for the title of supreme
virtue, but that both of thenm possess a unique value., Conscientiousness,
however, possesses a unique moral values

Obviously, part of the defence of the value of conscientiqusness can
be based on an attack on the idea of virtue 'coming naturally's. Enough
has been said about the virtues to enable us to say that a virtue is not,
and cannot be, merely sométhing that ‘comes naturally's But a full
defence of conscientiousness cannot be moﬁnted until we have reached some
understanding of the nature and value of benevolence,

To start with, it is essential to sort out just what is meant by the
term 'benevolence's Commonly, I think that benevolence is held to be a
kind of good feeling towards mankind in generals 4 benevolent man is one
who likes other people and who cares about their welfare. However,

philosophers who speak of 'benevolence! tend to have one of two distinct
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meanings in mind., Some of them mean 'love!, and others, holders of a
more Kéntian position, mean 'beneficence'y i.e, practical as opposed to
pathological love. .

I intend to attack both the views which may be repfesented by the
statement that benevolence is the supreme virtue, viz. that love is the
Supreme §irtue, and that beneficence is the supmeme virtue, It should be
remembergd that the views which I am attacking are, when fully stated,

to the effect that love or beneficence as opposed to conscientiousness are

supreme., There are two ways, not incompatible, of attacking these views,
First, it may be shown that love is not the supreme virtue, My argument
for this will be based on the claim that the concept of a supreme virtue
on which this kind of view is based is fundamentally confused. Secondly,
it can be argued that, though there is a sense of ‘'supreme virtue' in
which benevolence can be said to be supreme, its supremacy in this sense

is not incompatible with the uniqué moral value of conscientiousness., Thus
benevolence is not a rival to conscientiousness.

First, we may consider the claims that iove is the supreme virtue,
and that it is thérefore somehow sﬁﬁerior to conscientiousness., And by
tlove! we may understand either practical or pathological love. In so far
as it is possible to separate these two, practical love may be identified
with beneficencé, and will be considered below. Here, I intend to discuss
the claim that pathological love is the supreme virtue.

Thé‘érgument against this can be stated very briefly; Basically, it
is to the effect that pathological love is not a virtue at all and there-
fore cannot be the supreme virtue., If the énalysiS‘of virtue that I have
offered is accepted, it is clear that pathological love cannot be a
virtue, for virtues are pre~dispositions, whereas love is an emotion.
There are two possible replies to this argument. The first is that love

is, in an appropriate sense, a pre-dispositions
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First, then, it is suggested that since love is, after all, a virtue,
it cannot be the case that virtues are pre-dispositionso Now I think that
if we accept this argument, we commit ourselves to an untenabie position
with regard to virtues othef thén loves For if the essence of virtue is
to be found in love, it follows that the other 'virtues' which I have
discussed, and which‘have for centuries been regarded as cardinal virtues,
are not really virtues at alls. Since love is just not the same sort of
thing as justice, courage, and so on, an insistence on the virtuousness
of love rules out the virtuousness of the traditional virtues, Thus if
love is not a pre-disposition we may reject the second reply made above,
and with it a great deal of.support for the firsts

That love and the traditional virtues are qﬁite different sorts of
thing can easily be seen. The essence of pathological love is that it is
an emotion or feeling, Not only is it eéﬁentially an emotion, it is
essentially natural, in the sense that it is not something over which we
have full control. We may be able to subdue it, or channel it, But we
cannot turn it on or off to order, The traditional virtues on the other
hand are in the first place essentially pe~dispositions and not emotions,
-and in consequence are essentially non-natural, not only in that we can
choose, or set ourselves to be, brave or just, but in that courage or
justice are virtues only when they are adopted like this. The difference
between love and tﬁe traditional virtues is therefore located at a very
deep levely:

It may be suggested, however, that the distinction I am drawing is
based on a mistaken idea about the nature of emotion, and the sense in
which it is describable as natural. Ibve, it might be argued, is not an
uncontrollable gush of feeling, but is a human development of a mere
primitive animal feeling, which my argument mistakenly identifies with

loves But if this is so, how are we to determine at what stage the primitive



700

feeling becomes love? Surely it is more accurate to say that there is a
range of feelings,tgrom the very primitive to the humanly developed, ea
which may all be called love, I am not denying that emotions may be
specifically‘humgn, but I dg want to maintain that it is unrealistic to
distinguish feelings felt by animals and feelings felt by human beings.
The important point, anyway, is that although love may not be an uncon-
trollable gush of feeling$, it is in an important sense outside our
control, ieeo in that it cannot be turned on and off, If love is a
develppment of a more primitive animal feeling, it has its roots in that
feeling. It is not a development in that it is separable from its root,
but ia that in every human being the primitive feeling may grow and
develop intq a controllable emotion,

If this is so, pathological love is still importantly different from
the traditional virtues, which were seen to he pre-dispositions, The
feeling from which love develops is still a primiyive‘form of the same
feeling;' But in the case of the pre-dispositions which are virtues, the
pre-disposition is not a development of a more primitive form of the same ,
pre-disposition. It is rather a controlled response to a feeling which is
different f:om the pre-~disposition. Courage involves settlng oneself to
face what one fears, temperance to doing without some objects of desire,
and so one If pathological love weré the same sort of thing, one would
expect it to involve, say, setting one self to be nice to people from
whom one recoils, But this simply is not what pathological love is, even
in a sophisticated form.

I think we can admit, then, that love is, in the most important
fespects, different from the traditional virtues, It follows from this
fhat if one maintains that pathological love is the supreme virtue, ene
is committed to denying that the traditional 'virtues' are really virtues

at all,’ For love and, say, courage, are of such essentially different types
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that we cannot say that one of them is the supreme thing of its kind, and
that the 6ther is an inferior thing of the same kind, Compaiison is not
possible,

IWE are left, therefore, with the choice betweeh saying that love is
not a virtue and saying that the traditional virtues are not virtues, Now
since it is possible to identify both the ﬁature and value of traditional
virtues in terms of the part they play in a good life, it would be pefverse
to deny the namé of virtue to those pre~dispositions which are describable
as virtues because they share a property or properties which render them
good for man, One would need a very good reason for taking this étep, and
the wish to describe pathological love as a virtue is not a good enough
reason. Given the choice between love and the traditional cardinél virtues,
it is only reasonable to choose the latter.

Since patholdgical love is not a virtue at all, it cannot be described
as the supreme virtueo, What this means of course, is that pathological
love camnot be deécribéd as the supreme virtue among others, But this is
not to say that there is gg'seﬁse iﬁ‘which lové is describable as a virtue,
But if we do maintain that there is a sense in which love is a virtue (as
we ﬁight say that in some sense practical love or conscientiousness are
virtues), we shall have to distinguish between different kinds of virtue,
in terms both of hatﬁre‘and of worth, One type, for instancéJmay be seen
to posséss moral worfh,yanother type some other kind of worth,

For the time‘being, however; it is enough to show that pathological
love cammot be the 'supreme virtue' since it is not in the relevant sense
a virtue at alle But a more serious contender, it may be thought, is
practical love, Many philosophers might object to the preceding argument
on fhe ground that when they say that love is the supreme virtue, they are
speaking of practical love. This claim inakes better sense than the

previous one, and I shall attempt to show that, provided the claim is
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properly understood, there is»not necessarily any disagreement Between
the supporter of practical love, and the supporter of conscientiousness,
Either practical lqve is a virtue among others (even the supreme one), or
it is a virtue of a different kind, or even not a virtue at alle In none
of theée cases is it a rival to conscientiousness. If it is one virtue
among others, it is no more a nival to conscientiousness than courage,
temperance and so forthﬁ‘ If it is a virtue of a different kind, or’not a
virtue at all, it is still not superior to conscientiousness, since it is
different from that, tqo.

First, let us adopt the suggestion that practical love is the supreme
virtue among others. This means that, while it is superior to courage,
temperance, justice and so on, it is the same kind of thing, and may be
graded according to the same criteria. To see whether this is a tenable
position, we must consider the nature, and the source of value, of practical
love, _

What is practical inve? It is, essentially, a way of doing rather
than a way of feeling, compatible with practical love but not dependent
ubon it. Somgtimes it is suggested that to show practica;llove is to act
gg_ig:one felt pathological love for the person helpeds This is, I think,
misleading, since there‘is no one particﬁlar way of showing pathological
love, and since even harming someone may in some circumstances be a way of
showing pathological love, For instance, a jealous outburst does not show
that what is felt is not love. There is no need to equate 'love' with
tgood love's Of course what a possessive mother feels for her child is
love = that's why she is possessive. But in so far as her actions are
harmful, she does not show practical lpve. Consequently, I prefer to keep
the ideas of pathological and of practical love apart. We may, I think,
follow Kant in defining practicalllogg in terms of helping others, and of

treating them as ends and never merely as means. In New Testament terms,‘
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loving one's neighbour means doing as much for him as one does for one~
vself, and-recognizing that as a human being he is of equal importance to
oneself and others, If we define practical love like this, we caﬁi%hat
love is, in the sense defined, a pre-disposition, since one gets oneself

a policy of loving action in accordance with a value-judgement of human

beingse That is, one sets oneself to help other people because one recognises

that they are important. It should be noted that, although practical love
ié not based on pathological love, and does not involve acting as if one
felt pathological love, it does involve some degree of tact., Even 1if one
helps other people in a spirit of grim duty, it matters that they should not
be hurt, andvtherefore it is true to sgy that carrying out one's duty in an
6§ertiy reluctant manner is bad. i think it is this idea which underlies
fhe.common assumption that in showing practical love one acts as if one
felt love. The truth of the matter is that in showing practical-love, one
sets oneself not to show dislike or reluctance, Tact is part of the
attitude or pre-disposition.

'Sé far, it looks as though practical love does not differ very much
froﬁ Justice, If is a pre~disposition, it involves set{ing oneself to
‘ ﬁelp people, and it is based on a judgment of the e@ual importance of
individual human loves. But though there is this strong similarity between
love and justice, the only way in which they may be identified is by
méking justice a part of love, for they are not co-extensive, Justice, as
we saw; £3 an inter-personal virtue. But iove must be both personal and
inter-personal, if the Kantian definition of it is to be accepteds. The
fofhulation‘of the categorical imperative by which Kant expresses the
éommand of love runs, 'so act as to treat humanity, whether in your own
beréén or in that of any other, always at the same time as an end, and
never merely as a means'.1 The important reference here is to your own

person's. Practical love is not manifested only by recognizing the

lSee Grundleging
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importance of other people, but also by recognizing one's own importance,
Some kinds of self-sacrifice are not justifiable in terms of practical love.
If you and I are of equal importance, then you are as important as I, but

I am also as important as you.

It follows from this that while justice, as being essentially concerned
with methods of distribution and consequently as being essentially inter-
personal, is not a possible desert-island virtue, practical bove is, since
if it is possible at all to treat oneself as an end, one may do this on a
desert island as well as within society.

Thus, practical love can be said to share with the other virtues the
characteristic of being a pre-~disposition. Its goodness can also be
explained in the same terms as the goodness of the other virtues, i.e.,
in terms of its relation to the good or complete life. Where it differs
from the other virtues is in the relation it bears to the complete life,
both of the individual and of other people.

Kant argues that treating people as ends - showing practical love -
has both a positive and a negative aspect. Negatively, one treats someone
as an end in so farvas one refrains from treating him merely as a means
to some other end., We recognize that he too is an individual with aims
and purposes., In other words, as a rational being, he has a concept of a
good life, and seeks to harmonize his ends in a systematic whole, Not
only does he seek fulfilment in this way, he has a right to do so, and a
duty to do so when he is tempted to go for the short-term gains to the
detriment of his long~-term ends. Positively, we treat others as ends by
making their (morally acceptable) ends our owne In this sense, practical
love means that we should not just avoid hindering other people, but should
‘exért ourselves on their behalf,
| The same applies to the display of practical love in the sphere of

gself-regard, I treat myself hegatively as an end when I refuse to gratify
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my inclinations when their gratification would jeopardize the fulfilment
which my rational nature demands. Positively, I treat myself as an end
by pursuing fulfilment as a rational being.

Thus Kant analyses practical love in terms of positive and negative
respect for the attempt to actualize the rational potentialities of human
beings, whether those potentialities are one's own or someone else's,

This seems to me to be an acceptable analysis of the concepts which
underlie the idea of loving one's neighbour as oneself, If, then, we do
accept this analysis, it is easy jo see both why practical love resembles
a virtue (in nature and in value) and also why it is misleading to
describe it as the supreme virtue, thus implying that it is of precisely
the same type as other virtues.

Since practical love is a pre-disposition, and one which is wvalued
because of the contribution it makes to the search for the complete life,
it is similar to, and valued for the same kind of reason as, other wvirtues,
But it is sufficiently different from them to lead us to deny that it is
one, albeit supreme, among others. For it can be argued that practical
love emcompasses the other virtues, or that courage and so on are aspects
of practical love in different sorts of situation, whether the virtue in
question is personal or inter-personal, since practical love can be either,

Thus, we can say that practical love is not a virtue, or the supreme
virtue, which would suggest that we could sometimes have to choose between
love and, say courage or justice, but rather is virtue as such. The
particular virtues are particular forms of love, Being just is one way
of showing practical love for others, being brave or temperate a way of
showing practical love either for oneself or for other people. So is
being wise. TFor wisdom, as we saw, involves knowledge both of worthwhile
ends, and of effective and legitimate means to those ends, Thus, in planning

wise policies of action, either 1 show prudence, which is one way of showing
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self-love, or else respect for others, in recognizing the importance of
other people and helping them to pursue their ends, or at least refraining
from hindering themo. So we may say that it is because justice, courage
and so on are ways of showing practical love that they are seen to be good,
and practical love is seen to be good because it governs the pursuit of
the good life for oneself and others,

However, i1t looks as though I have amended the opposition's case in
such a way that it presents an even greater threat to my own. If practical
love encompasses the particular virtues, does that not make love and wvirtue
identical? And in that case, where does conscientiousness come in? I%
would surely be 100 neat a solution to identify love and conscientiousness,

At this point, it is necessary to remember that a distinction is to
be drawn between the concept of virtue as such and that of moral virtue.

A 1life may be good without being morally good, and a man may be (non-
morally) good in so far as he leads a (non-morally) good life, Now I have
argued that a complete life is one in which human potentialities are act-
ualized, and that a geminely comﬁlete life is one in which the moral
potentialitges is necessarily actualized, If the moral potentialities

are not actualiged, the life is good up to a point but not complete. It
possesses worth but not moral wortho2

Bearing this in mind, we can argue as follows. Although the value
of practical love, as a pre-disposition which encompasses particular
virtues, is indisputable, it does not follow that it is a rival to
conscientiousnesse Just as it did not make sense to call love the supreme
virtue because comparisons between it, the generic virtue, and particular
virtues are impossibley it does not make sense to describe it as superior
to conscientiousness which is, so to speak, in a different league. Neither
does it moke sense to speak of conscientiousness as the supreme virtue,

since that implies that its value is not unique. Both love and conscient=

see Chd Flol%'lﬁ a‘zOVQ_
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iousness possess unique value. This is not self-contradictory, though I
think the belief that it is underlies the attempts to rank love above
conscientiousness in the same scale. But they are not in the same scale,
and in their different spheres they each possess unique value,

In order to defend my case, therefore, it will be necessary not only
to show that conscientiousness does possess a unique value, but also to
show that it is a different kind of thing from, and therefore incomparable
with, love, as far as its value is concerned. I do not propose to say very
much now, since Part II below will be largely devoted to a discussion of
this topic, but I shall indicate the lines which the discussion will follow,

First, it is necessary to establish what is to be understood by the
term 'conscientiousness's As with the term 'love', my usage will be
Kantian, though I am not suggesting that it is a statement of Kant's own
positions Thus, in Kantian terms we can say that conscientiousness is
manifested in acting for the sake of the lawe But to avoidance reference
to 'the law', which raises numerous questions not directly related to my
enquiry, I shall use the formula 'doing what is right because it is seen
to be right's The conscientious man, therefore, is one who does the
right thing just because it is the right thing to do. His will is good,
Someone is to be described as conscientious in virtue of his motives for
action, and not in tdrms of his actions-themselves, though it will be seen
that the nature of the actions must have some bearing on our classification
and assessment of the motives, and consequently on our application of the
term conscientiouso3

In what way(s) does the conscientious man differ from the man who
acts out of love? A point which must be stressed is that in practice,
in his actions, he need not, and most probably will not, differ at alle.

Far from being incompatible, love and conscientiousness are closely related.

3see Part II, ch. 1 and 2,
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But they are not identical, and the criteria for the application of the
terms 'loving! and 'conscientious' are different., Conscientiousness is
‘manifested in doing what is right because it is seen to be right. Love
is manifested in acting bravely, or justly, or whatever, in situations where
a particular virtue is called for by the pursuit of the good life, Now if,
in a particular situation, it is necessary to continue one's pursuit of this
end by the practice of, let us say, justice, if, that is, the situation
demands the performance of a just action, theﬁ‘it seems 1o follow that
the right action to perform is the ‘just one, Therefore, both love and
conscientiousness will, in such a situation, bemanifested through the
performance of the just action.

The difference between the loving act and the conscientious act is
to be found in the motivation, though even here the difference is chiefly
one of emphasis, In the particular situation of the example, the one
external action is the jusf action, the loving action and (usually) the
conscientious action, But the action is just, loving, and conscientious
in virtue of different characteristics,

1t is clear, to start with, that since’the just act is the act that
does not discrminate between equals, or does not fail to discriminate
between unequals, an act is objectively just. Its justice does not depend
on the motive or the will of the agent, but on the circumstances of the
case.4 Of course, it may not always be easy, or even possible, to
discover which the just act in a particular situation is, but that does
not mean that we need deny that there is an act which is just, or least
unjust, as being the one which lays weight as evenly as possible on the
claims of all the individuals involved. So the just act may be done from
any motive, since its justice is not subjective, though of course if it is

AY
done from a bad motive it is not the act of a just man.

4see Part II, Che 2.



Similarly, the act which is demanded by practical love in a
partifular situation is capable of determination by objective criteria.
For instance, the act demanded by love in the example under consideration
is the just act. In another situation, it might be the brave or the
temperate act, but in each case it makes sense to say that the situation
demands a particuler act of the agent.

Thus it is possible to determine what the virtuous act in a situation
is, by reference to objective criteria. But, it will be seen, this is not
necessarily true éf the conscientious act, which depends rather on the

5

agent's experience of the demands of the situation.” However, even in the
case of the just or the loving act, the motive is not irrelevant, for the
virtuous man is not merely the man who performs objectively viriuous acts,
but the man with certain pre-dispositions, i.ce the man who has set
himself to do the kinds of action he conceives to be goods A viritue is
manifested in an action when thatvaction is performed by an agent with the
appropriate pre-disposition. |

At this point, it might be suggested that practical love and conscient=
iousness are after all merging into each 6ther, since it now appears that
an agent's motives determine the virtuousness of his actions, and he caﬁnot
be said to manifest the virtue of love unless he has the appropriate attitude,
Since conscientiousness is manifested in the ﬁerformance of an action seen
as right, and performed because it is seen as right, and since practical
love is manifested in the performance of actioﬁs perfofmed in pursuance
of a virtuous policy, doesn't it seem rather hair-splitting to distinguish
the two? .

In answering this question it is helpful to distinguish‘between the

goal of conscientious action, and the goal of loving, or virtuous, action.

We may say that the goal of loving or virtuous action is the gbod; while

Ssee Part IT, Che 2.
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the goal of conscientious action is the righte. The difference is one of
emphasis, primarily, since, as I shall argue6, the goai and the right are
explicable in terms of each other, and the good and the right action will
often in practice be the same, But they might not always be, and
certainly at any rate there is an important difference in emphasis, in
terms of which we can understand the difference between practicaLlove
(= non-moral virtue) and conscientiousness (= moral virtue or goodness),
The good, which is the goal of virtuous action, is, as I have
explained, the good life, i.e, the actualization of human potentialities
in oneself and in other people. Thus we can say that the end of the -
virtuous man is the human good, Now what is important here is that the
virtuous man may or may not see the human good in terms of morality., If
he sees it in terms of morality, he will think of it as that at which he
ought to aime It will be a matter of dutye 4And he will recognize that
moral as well as other potentialities ought to be developed. Such a man's
goal is a moral good, and his motivation is morally good. He is, there=
fore, morally virtuous, He manifests both practical love and conscient~
iousness, for his goal is the life of virtue which manifests practical love
in the performance of particular virtuous actions, and his motivation is
obedience to the moral demand, There is no split in this case between
practical love and conscientiousness, for the morally virtuous, or
conscientious man does have as a goal the life of viriue defina$le in
terms of practical love., But the virtuous man need not see the human
good in terms of morality. He may mther see it as something valuable,
as a worthwhile (or the most worthwhile) end, towards which he feels it
worth making a contribution. It is not that he thinks he ought to pursue
his goal, but that it is a worthy cause to which to devote his life, For

my argument, it doesn't really matter whether there are people who do see

6part II, che 2.
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the good in this way, though I think that there are, What matters is

that if there were such people, we would call them virtuous. And of course
there is no reason to refuse to call them virtuous, They have decided
what is worthwhile, they have worked out policies for achieving it and
they have set themselves to aim at ite In other words, they have the
appropriate pre-dispositions, and they are virtuous. Thus one may be
virtuous without feeling morally committed to the pursuit of the good,

and this point may be expressed by saying that the goal of the virtuous
man is the goods. The man whose goal is the good in this sense is there-
fore virtuous, but non-morally so, Although his actions manifest

practical love, they are not morally virtuous. So.although the conscient-
ious man manifests practical love in a life of moral virtue, the loving man
need not be conscientious, His goal can be the good rather than the right.

But, by definition, the goal of the conscientious man is the right,
He performs actions which he recognizes as right because he recognizes
them as right.ln other words, he recognizes a moral degpamd. The conscient-
ious man is, ipso facto, virtuous. He is the virtuous man who does see
the good in terms of morality, and not merely in terms of a worthy cause,
This is why it is tempting to assimilate practical love, virtue and

But it s a mistake b do so,because whi'le, corsctsbiousness
conscientiousnesszinvolves practical love, and is virtue of a particular
kind, viz, moral, practical love/virtue is not necessarily conscientious,
since it is not always moral,

It should now be clear why I propose to defend the claim that
conscientiousness alone is morally goods Virtue is of course good.
Practical love, i.eo. generic virtue, possesses the characteristic which
leads us to call particular virtues good, i.e. & special relation to the
good life, or human good. But it possesses moral goodness only when its
goal is the goal of morality, i.e. the human good seen as something at

which we are morally obliged to aim. In other words, it is morally good
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only when it is manifested by the conscientious man., But since practical
love is possible without conscientiousness, we should reserve the title of
moral good for conscientiousness which, I shall argue is always morally
Bood.

It can be seen, therefore, that the main objections raised in the name
of virtue to the claim that conscientiousness alone is morally good are
ill-founded. They assume that various specific virtues such as courage
are the same kind of thing as love, and that love is the same kind of thing
as consclentiousness, From this assumption follows the further mistaken
views that the values of the specific virtues, of love, and of conscient=-
iousness, are comparable, and that conscientiousness is‘inferior to love,
with which it cannot really be qompared. Conscientiousness is not superior
or inferior to love, because its value is of a different kind. (Though it
could perhaps be argued that moral value as such as superior to any other
kind of value).

Of course, the conclusions reached so far about conscientiousness have
not yet been adequately defended, TFurthermore, since they concern part-
icularly conscientiousness in relation to virtue, they are largely negative.
But now that some of the confusions~which arise in discussions about the
value of conscientiousness have been cleéred up, it will be possible to
begin a more detailed and positive discussion about the nature and value

of conscientiousness, In Part II, I shall provide such a discussion,
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PART II. CONSCIENCE AND CONSCIENTIOUSNESS

Chapter 1

. L UESS . .
Conscientious : Some Misunderstandings

In Part I, I sought to show that love is not a rival to conscien-
tiousness, and that conscientiousness is not to be attacked by means of
comparison with other virtues, general or specific, However, it is nec-
essary to consider some attempts to show that conscientiousness is not
the supreme virtue, for they embody not only the mistaken assumption that
love is a virtue among others, but also a misidentification of conscien-
tiousness with some other attitude, which may be like conscientiousness
while being, in the most important respects, different from it. In an
attempt to show what conscientiousness is, it is both necessary and useful
to consider discussions which are based on such misidentifications. A
mistake of this kind is made by Nowell-Smithl, when he seeks to show that,
while conscientiousness may be valuable, it is not the supreme virtue.
Interestingly, in his use of examples of 'conscientious action! he makes
a double misidentification. A detailed discussion of these examples will
enable me not only to show what kind of behaviour is not conscientious,
but also to develop my more positive argument about the nature of conscien-
tiousness and conscientious action,

First, however, we may consider some usages of the term 'conscientious!
in popular speech, and also in a more strict sense; so that various con-
clusions about the meaning and implications of the term may be applied in
a consideration of Nowell-Smith's position.

1, Non-moral conscientiousness.

Popularly, the adjective 'conscientious! is quite often used pejor-

1Ethics (Pelican) p.247ff.
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atively, at any rate in an oblique way., In this usage, it is closely
akin to the term 'scrupulous!, and both terms are used implicitly to
deny the possession of qualities which are regarded as valuable, The
scrupulous man, in this sense, is the man who concerns himself so much
with the niggling details of morals that he fails to respond adequately
to the moral demand. He lacks breadth, and consequently is incapable of
‘dealing with important moral problems, which require a flexible approach.
The conscientious man (in the popular sense) is often scrupulous too,
though conscientiousness and scrupulosity2 are not identical. Scrupul-
osity implies a deficiency, since it is incompatible with the qualities
which are possessed by the morally freer, & more flexible moral agent.
Conscientiousness also implies a deficiency, sometimes in the same way
as scrupulosity, but sometimes (perhaps more often) in that in this pop-
ular sense conscientiousness is a substitute for virtues iﬁ which the con-
scientious man is lacking°

It is important here to be clear about what the popular attribution
of conscientiousness does imply, and what, less rigorously, it suggests,
Unlike scrupulosity, conscientiousness is not necessarily a bad thing, and
this can be seen if we consider the suggestions of deficiency carried by
both terms, As I pointed out, scrupulosity may accurately be said to im-
ply a deficiency, since it is incompatible with qualities regarded as good.
One cannot be both scrupulous, and broad, free or flexible, in moral mat-

ters., It should be noted that this is so if we use the term 'scrupulous!

in a general sense., Very often it is used adverbially to Qualify such ad
jectives as ‘honest', and of course the scrupulously honest man may be in
general morally flexible., But the man who is describable as 'scrupulous!
in general (the man of scrupulosity) is one who is in genéral rigid, nig-
gling over trifles, and altogether lacking in an acceptable sense of prior=-
jties. And so, in so far as the scrupulous man is rigid, he cammot be

21 use tscrupulosity! rather than 'scrupulousness! to name the niggling
harmful attitude of the sort of person in question,
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prepared to face wider moral issues in the right frame of mind, and over-
all cannot be expected to deal satisfactorily with questions about the
relative importance of different moral issues, He is, therefore, norally
deficient.

Conscientiousness, even popularly, is rather different. While des-
cribing someone as 'conscientious! suggests that that person is deficient
in certain qualities, it does not imply it. In order to expand on this
distinction between implication and suggestion, I shall take a non-moral
example of the use of the term 'conscientious!, viz. the example of the
reference.

It is usual, when one is writing a reference, not to be explicit in
one's criticisms. Sometimes, in the case of a quality which is necessary
for the job, the convention may be simply not to mention that quality if
the applicant lacks it. Thus, since living-in maids, for example, had to
be clean, hard-working and honest, one would, in writing a reference for
a maid who had been idle, say merely that she was clean and honest. The
prospective employer would gather from this that she was not hard-working,
Similarly, if one wrote that she was clean and hard-working, it would ‘be
inferred that she was not honest., This method of getting across all nec-
essary information by judicious omission can be quite efféctive in cases
where there is a small finite number of qualificatiohs for the Jjob. The
matter of writing a reference can, however, be more complex, for various
reasons, For instance, an academic tutor may not know enough about the
non-academic qualifications of the student;‘ Alternatively, he may not
¥know exactly what personal qualifications the job requires., Furthermore,
different types of people may be equally fitted, in different ways, to do
the jobe The lack of one qualification may be compensated for by the pos-
session of another, but the referee may find it difficult to judge to what

extent some qualifications off-set others. For these reasons, among others,
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he has to compose a reference very carefully, but to help him he has
access to a store of conventional terms or phrases which are usefully,
though not misleadingly, vague or ambiguouse. One such term is, of
course, 'conscientious!, (In a way, this is unfortunate, for philoso-~
phers, like other academics, often write references for students, and
are, I suspect, influenced in their philosophical views of conscient-
iousness by their familiarity with this specialised conventional attrib-
ution of it.)

We may suppose, then, that a tutor is writing a reference for a
student who has applied for a post in, say, the Civil Service. The tutor
is not quite sure what a civil servant ought to be like, but may think
that clearheadedness is important, while originality is not essential,
Reliability and punctuality are presumably also important, For the pur-
pose of writing the reference, how is the tutor to differentiate between
the student who always hands in a mediocre essay on time, and the one who
arrives a day late with an interesting and well-researched piece of work?
This is where he can make use of the term 'conscientious!, but he must be
careful about how he uses it, If the writer of the mediocre essay is not
to blame for its mediocrity (for he may, after gll,‘be punctual with his
work because he spends little time on it), if, that is to say, he is not
only reliable over handing in work, but also about preparing it, then
the tutor can say that he is a conscientious student.

Now this usage is, I think, what many people have in mind when they
think of conscientiousness as a substitute. The applicant described by
the referece as conscientious is not a particularly good student, but in
so far as hard work and application can be used as means to the end of
academié attainment, he may reach the level of attainment reached also
by the brighter but less conscientious student. But conscientiousness

even in this context is not really a substitute.,  The tutor may write as
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though it were, but that is because he is trying to praise the student
so far as he can without conveying a false impression about his ability.
The referee records his impressions as accurately as possible by stress-
ing the conscientiousness of the student, while refraining from comment
on his ability. If he thinks that in this case the student will get on
as well through hard work as a brighter student would, he must say so.
Otherwise, it will be assumed that, although the student possesses sterl-
ing qualities, he is not very good at his subject. Thus, conscientious-
ness in a student is one thing, ability is another, and in the comparatively
rare cases where conscientiousness can effectively act as a substitute for
ability, it is necessary for the referee to say that this is so,

On the other hand, we may consider the second type of student, that

is, the one who hands in interesting and well-prepared work late. Just

as punctuality on the part of the poor student was not necessarily a sign

of conscientiousness, since it may have been achieved through skimping on
work, so unpunctuality on the part of the good student is not necessarily
a sign of lack of conscientiousness., It may well be that he is consistently
late in handing in his essays precisely because he works hard in preparing
them and is reluctant to put punctuality above good work. If he finds that
it takes him eight days, instead of the more usual seven, to prepare a good
essay, it is not unreasomable for him to demand eight days. (It would, of
course, be more reasonable for him to explain the situation to his tutor,
and to have a tutorial every eight days instead of weekly; equally, it
would be sensible for the tutor to suggest such an arrangement. 0ddly,
such a solution does not often seem to occur to either student or tutor.)
At any rate, unless one regards punctuality as a necessary element in con-
scientiousness, one may, as referee, fairly describe this student as con-
scientioué, though to avoid confusion with the first kind of student one

must employ some such formula as 'Not only is he ... (interesting, intelligent,
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good at his subject), but also conscientious, hard working...! Now this
use of the term f'conscientious! does suggest that conscientiousness is
not just not a mere substitute for other qualities, but that it can be,
and is, regarded as a valuable complement to them. The referee refers
to the conscientiousness of the student because he wants to make it clear
to the prospective employer that the student is more than merely good at
his subject.

Finally, in an extreme case, the referee may feel obliged to draw
attention to lack of con;cientiousness on the part of the student., If
the student has a flair for his subject and is capable of good work, but
is erratic in attendance at tutorials, fails to do background research
(even if he presents original and good work without it), and so on, the
referee may feel that his student is not a good candidate for the job, and
will make this clear in his reference, whether explicitly or by omission.

These considerations enable us to see more clearly to what extent,
and in what way, the attribution of conscientiousness implies some def-
iciency in the person to whom it is attributed. The referee, we have seen,
has, broadly speaking, three types of student 1o deal with in references,
There is, first, the !'conscientious student!. The conventional use of
the term 'conscientious! is such that the student who is described merely
as tconscientious! is understood to be not very good at his subject. Sec-
ondly, there is the student who is 'not only good ... but also conscient-~
jous!. This formula may be used to commend the applicant highly. He pos-
sesses both natural ability and also qualifications of character, and may
therefore be regarded as well-fitted as a candidate for the job. Finally,
there is the student who 'has a natural flair for the subject's If the
referee says this, and stresses the student's ability, while saying nothing
about his application to the subject, it may be understood that the student

lacks the useful qualification of conscientiousness. These are, of course,
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over-simplifications, but I want only to indicate how, in general terms,
formulae involving !'conscientiousness! in the popular sense are used, so
that the relationship between conscientiousness in this sense, and def-
iciency in the conscientious man, may be clarified.

There is, as the example shows, a use of the term 'conscientious! ac-
cording to which the conscientious person is understood to be deficient
in some ability. In this use, conscientiousness may be considered to be
a substitute for the lacking ability, depending very much on the particular
case. (For instance, to confine the example to the case of students and
academic work, beyond a certain point conscientiousness is no substitute
for mathematical ability, but a student who is conscientious may do as well
at a subject requiring an extensive knowledge of facts as a more intelligent
student does,) Whether or not conscientiousness can replace the lacking
ability, though, the suggestion conveyed by the use of the formula or con-
ventional term, 'conscientious! is that the conscientious person does lack
some ability. But it must be stressed that this usage is a formula, and
that conscientiousness as such is not incompatible with ability. Thus,
the best student is probably both able and conecientious. This corresponds
to the conventional use of 'honest! to describe the inefficient maid.
Honesty is clearly compatible with efficiency, and a maid who is both hon-
est and efficient is obviously better than one who is merely honest, or
one who is merely efficient. The non-conscientious, erratic but able stu-
dent is roughly equivalent to the maid who is honest and clean but not hard-
working, Honesty and cleanliness are compatible with hard work, but the
maid who is described merely as honest and clean is tacitly accused of idle-~
nesse.

So while there is this conventional use of the term 'conscientious!,
by means of which the referee tacitly accuses the conscientious applicant

for a job of a lack of some ability, we must be aware that, even in the
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conventional context of the reference, the attribution of conscientious-
ness does not imoly a deficiency. The convention works because it in-
volves not only the use of positive terms, but also the omission of terms
which, it is known, would be included if they had any reference. It is
not the attribution of conscientiousness which damns the applicant, but
the deliberate failure to attribute ability to him. In describing their
students as conscientious, referees may be damning them with faint praise.
But we must not let the damnation and the faintness blind us to the praise.
Conscientiousness even of this type is zood, but it may not be an adequate
qualification for a job, We may say the same of academic ability, It may
be a necessary qualification, but it is rarely sufficient.

In this popular usage, then, conscientiousness is often stressed as
a virtue which is found in people who are deficient in natural ability, but
though it may be, and is, found in such people, it is also found in people
who do possess natural ability. The conscientious student works hard. It
may be that human (or student) nature is such that most people work hard
only if they have to, and hence that most conscientious students are untal-
ented ones who have to work hard in order to get throughe. Bul quite apart
from the fact that this seems an unduly pessimistic view of huﬁan nature,
even if it is true, it is true only as a generalisation, and not univers-
ally. For it is a fact that some talented people do work hard, and that
ability and conscientiousness are not only compatible, but complementary.

The suggestion of deficiency carried by this use of the term ‘'conscien-
tiousness! is, therefore, just a suggestion and not an implication. That is
to say, neither is it logically necessary that the (popularly) tconscien-
tious! worker is untalented, nor is it a fact,

2. Moral conscientiousness and dullness.

Now that we can see that conscientiousness of a non-moral kind does

not imply dullness, and that it is merely a convention that has lent a dull
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flavour to it, we can turn to a consideration of conscientiousness (in
the popular sense) in the moral sphere. The suggestion of 'dullness!
carried by 'conscientiousness' is secondary. The primary suggestions
(or even implications) are of reliability, and, especially, industry.

My impression is that the important element'in the popular attribu-
tion of conscientiousness is that of in.dﬁstry,3 but that the suggestion
(merely) of dullness is also included. The morally conscientious man is,
in the popular sense, the man who works hard at morality. Hence, it is
supposed, he is dull and insensitive., The view that the morally con-
scientious man is dull in some way involves two presuppositions, neither
of which need be accepteds The first is that hard work is boring, and
makes a bore of the industrious man. The second is that morality, or at
any rate duty, is distasteful, or rather that it is distasteful to do onet's
duty when one realizes that that is one's duty. These presuppositions
are not essential to the view that conscientiousness equals dullness, but
they do lend it a spurious support.

As far as the first presupposition is concerned, the only sense in
which it is true is this -~ that some people who work hard concentrate on
a narrow area of work, and that they have no interests outside their work.
Such people may have a tendency to talk shop, and some shop is boring. On
the other hand, many hard workers have a wide range of interests,within or
outside their work-areas; many of them do not talk shop, preferring to get
away from their work in periodé of leisure; and of those who do talk shop,
some are and sone are not, bores - the shop itself may be either interest-
ing or boring to the layman, and the talker of shop may talk boringly or
interestingly. So in general, we cannot accept that hard work turns a

man into a bore. Nor does it make him insensitive (the accusation of

31t will be seen that this element is also important in the 'real! as
opposed to the 'popular! meaning of conscientiousness.
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dullness suggests insensitivity too). Any generalisations about hard
work are bound to be inaccurate, for so much depends”on the nature of
the individual who undertakes it, and on the nature of the work to which
he devotes himself,

There is no reason to suppose that working hard at morality is more
unfortunate in its effects on the worker than working hard at the prac-
tice of medicine, or teaching, oi making cars. But thére may appear to
be such a reason, for it is, I think, supposed that hard work at morality
is necessary only for those who are morally insensitive., For the morally
sensitive, morality is more natural. Now here we must distinguish bet-
ween fheory and practice., If someone has to work very hard at moral
ttheory', in other words, if he has to think a great deal about what he
ought to do, and is not more or less'immediately aware of what it is good
or right to do in mahy situations, then there might be some truth ih the
claim that such a person is morally insensitive. But while it does seem
to be true that quite often one can simply know ﬁhat oné ought to do,
without devoting a great deal of thought to it, nevertheless I think that
it is too easy to believe that horality is less complex than it is, and
that moral duties are easily jdentifiable, ILack of thought about morality
may be just as reliable a sign of moral insensitivity as too much thought,
To take & simple example, we may consider the morality of telling a white
lie to avoid hurting someone's feelings. Someone asks me (perhaps with
reference to a new coat) 'Do I look all right?! Now it may well be nec-
essary to think what one's reply ought to be in such a situation. Of
¢ourse, if one likes the coat, there is no problem, but I am assuming that
I do not like the coat. I must, therefore, decide whether I ought to tell
the truth, or whether to lie. There are, however, different ways of decid-

ing, some involving next to no thought, and some involving a great deal of

thought.,
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3, Moral conscientiousness and Decision-Making,

First, then, I may decide what I ought to say by appealing to some

moral rule., Holding a set of rigid moral rules relieves me of thought

in the particular situation. If, for instance, I believe that one ought
always to tell the truth, it will not occur to me to weigh the claims of
truth-telling against the claims of avoiding the infliction of pain, for
the claims of truth-telling are absolute. But I think it is true to say
that most people would agree with me' that the person who always tells

the truth, whatever the consequences, is morally insensitive. I wrote
above that in the situation I am considering as an exampie, 'I must de-
cide whether I ought to tell the truth'. But for the person who makgs

it a rule'always to tell the truth, no such decision is necessary. All
“such decisions were made in advance, at the time of the adoption of the
principle. Surely, though, only a morally insensitive person could block
off future decisions in this way. Different situations require different‘
responses from the moral agent, and one cannot allow for these in advance,
at least if one adopts rules of such generality as, 'Always tell the truth.t

Suppose, though, that the rule to which I refer is more sPecific‘than

this. Realizing that telling the truth sometimes causes suffering, I make
it my rule always to tell the truth except when doing so will cause suffer-
ing. This rule is ambiguous, for it is not clear whether I have made it a
rule always to tell the truth except when it will cause suffering, but to
lie when telling the truth would cause suffering, or whether I am leaving
my decisions concerning truth-telling in the exqeptional cases to be made
at the time when the exceptions occur. .If my rule is to be interpreted in
the first way, then although it is more specific, 1t is just as rigid as
the rule always to tell the truth. I have‘madé it my rule glways to lie
in cases where telling the truth would cause suffering. Although the rulg}
is rigid, its adoption shows less insensitivity on my part then did‘the

adoption of the rule always to tell the truth, whatever the consequences,
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since I have at least recognized that there may be two competing claims
on me, those of telling the truth, and of avoiding causing suffering.

But even so, I have made in advance decisions which might be better left
for the time when they must be made, I have decided always to tell white
lies in circumstances when frankness would be painful to the recipient of
my frankness. But this might not always be the best thing to do. Sup-
pose my friend asks me whether her new coat looks all right., I can avoid
hurting her feelings by telling her that she looks nice, but circumstances
might arise in which it would be better to hﬁrt her feelings, not so much
for the sake of the truth as such, but because of some further considera-
tion., She might, for instance, be going for an interview for a job, and
it could be argued that I ought to help her, even at the risk of hurting
her feelings, to look her best at the interview,

Thus, in these two cases, when I can avoid concentrated atteﬁtion on
what are usually minor moral problems, by arming myself in advance with
rules which may govern my decisions, I dqrindeed save myself some hard work
at morality, but I do not show myself to be mdrally senéiti#e. Moral sens-
itivity may be, in such cases, more certainly indicated by a willingness
to accept a certain.amount of hard thinking in particular cases. (I am
not arguing that anyone who adopts moral rules necessarily shows himSelff’
to be insensitive. My point at the moment is merely that, if the conscien-
tious man is the one who works hard at moral 'théory', it does not follow
that he is insensitive to the demands of morality.)

On the other hand, it can be argued that excessive concentration on
particular cases may indicate some degree of insensitivity. As I said
earlier, there are cases where it simply is clear what I ought to’do, and
the person who agonizes over his decision-making in such cases méy demon—
strate an inability to distinguish between what is and what is not import-

ant. Such a person is properly to be described as over-scrupulous, and we
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have seen that scrupulosity is a fault.

Both gigid adherence to rules (Which saves Work), and scrupulous
attention to details in particular cases, are in the end bad in the same
way. For both of them involve an inability to adapt oneself reasonably,
an inability to be flexible enough to respond appropriately to particular
situations, Thus both of them involve ‘'insensitivity! in the sense in
which I am using the word. The morally sensitive man is the one who
'sees'! what he ought to do in situations where sight, or rather insight,
is possible. I shall pursue this line of argument further when I turn to
a more positive discussion of the nature of conscientiousness. For now, -
it is enough to point out that the man who finds it necessary to think
about what he ought to do, and who may for that reason.be described as
tconscientious! in the popular sense of the term, is not necessarily in-
sensitive.

As I suggested earlier, the idea of 'working hard at morality!' has
application not only in the realm of theory, but also in that of practice,
The conscientious man is sometimes rated below the 'naturally good mant
because he does not always find it easy, or pleasant, to do his duty. He
knows, or thinks he knows, what he ought to do, but he has to make himself
do ite. This is, no doubt, true. But it does not provide us with a point
of contrast with the naturally good man, nor with an identifying feature
of the conscientious man. (Neither is it a distinguishing characteristic
of Xant's dutiful man, though Kant is consistently misinterpreted on this
‘)point.)

4. Moral conscientiousness and motivation. .

The argument about the conscientious man, who is supposedly to be con-
trasted with the naturally good man, goes something like this. The con-
scientious man is the one who acts for the sake of duty. Therefore, when .

he does what he conceives to be his duty, he does not act out of inclination¥.
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Consequently, the conscientious man is one who acts against inclination.
. If, then, we ascribe moral worth only to the conscientious man, we com~
mit ourselves to the view that we can be morally good only when we do
things we do not like doing. It follows from this that, say, the benev-
olent man labours under a great disadvantage, because he enjoys helping
other people., This shows that he is acting from the wrong motiVe, and
that he is not morally good. But since this conclusion is unacceptable,
we must reject the premise from which it follows,’i.e. the premise that
the motive of duty is the only moral motive, and with relief we can say
that the conscientious man, who 106ks for the unpleasant jobs, and ident-
ifies them with his duty, is not really morally good, and that moral
goodness and misanthropy dontt, after all, go together,

This seems to me to be a fair, if succinct, statement of the argument
underlying the rejeétion of the unique moral goodness of conscientiousness,
But when the argument is put as succinectly as this, we can see its flaws, |
and recognize its weakness as an attack on conscientiousness.

To start with, we may accept that the conscientious man acts for the
sake of duty. (I prefer to say that he does what is right because he sees
it.to be right but the difference is small, and does not matter at this
stage.) It follows from this that he is motivated by a 'sense of duty!'.

To say this is to speak loosely, since it is hard to see quite how one &an
be motivated by a sense, but if we take it to mean that he performs certain
actions because he recognizes that he ought to, we may still accept the
argument up to this point. Furthermore, it follows that he does not act
tout of inclinationt!, That is to say, what moves him to act is not inclin-
ation, but a recoghition that a particular action is the one he ought to
perform. But although he does not act out of inclination, that is not to
say that he acts against inclination. All we can say is that fhe conscien-

tious man would act against inclination if the action he recognized as his
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duty were not compatible with what he wanted to dos. If he is benevolent,
and if he recognizes a beneficent action as his duty, he is inclined to

do that which he believes he ought to do. In order that his action should
be describable as conscientious, it has to be the case that he does it be-
cause he recognizes that he ought to, and if he is to be described as mor-
ally good his motive must be the motive of duty (that is, if, as I am con-
tending, conscientiousness alone is morally good), but this merely means
that he must not be motivated by inclination, not that no inclination to-
wards the action must be present. Now, it might in some cases happen that
‘the actions of the benevolent man lack moral worth, where externally sim-
ilar actions performea by.sqmeone who lacks benevolence (permanently or
termporarily), possess moral worth, since the benevolent mén night be promp-
ted by inclination to perform the action which is his duty, and might go
ahead and do the action without reflection as to where his duty lies.,  This
conclusion may not be entirely palatable, but I shall argue that,vpalétable
or not, it is true. At any rate, it is not as unﬁalatable és the absurd

. and fallaciously drawn conclusion that the benevolent man can never do

good turns from a morally good motive. But it is this absurd.conclusion,
which does not follow from the premises, which has led some philosophers
to reject the premises from which they believe it to follow. Thus, unless
they insist upon rejecting the milder conclusion that not all benevolent
actions are (or need be) morally good, they have no reason to reject the
premises that conscientiousness alone is morally good, and that conscien-
tiousness is manifested in actions performed for the sake of duty.

The other element in the argument need not be accepted either. This
is the corollary to the assumption that conscientious action is done against
inclination, viz. that the conscientious man identifies duty with what is
unpleasant. Of course, even if it were true that conscientious action is

action done against inclination, it would not follow that duty is to be
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found in whatever is unpleasant. If duty were always unpleasant, it
need not be assumed that whatever is unpleasant is duty,.

Yet another odd idea is involved in this sort of argument, viz. the
idea that duty is unpleasant, or rather, the idea that the mere recog-
nition that one ought to perform an acfion renders one disinclined to
perform that action. For it seems that only éome assumption such as this
can have led to the easy transition from the statement that the good man
is not motivated by inclination, to the statement that he must struzgle
against inclination. The latter statement so clearly dées{ggg follow from
the former, that it appears necessary to look for some explanation of the
fact that many members of the anti-conscientiousness lobby think that it
does., And one possible explanation is that they themselves think that
duties recognized as duties must be contrary to inclination. To be fair,
however, there is an alternative explanation, to the effect that defences
of dutifulness are identified with Kant's position in the Groundwork, which
has often been misinterpreted;4

There is, at any rate, no need to identify dutifulness with the per-
formance of unpleasant tasks, or to identify the conscientious man with the
misanthropist. Accordingly, we need not look among the stoical people who
face up to tunpleasant reality'! for examples of conscientious men. Admit-
tedly, conscientious men may face up to unpleasant reality, but if reality
is unpleasant, then that reflects no discredit on the conscientious, but
rather on the ostrich defenders of 'natural goodnesst.

A great deal more remains to be said on this, Tt will be necessary to
establish, not only the nature of true conscientiousness, but also that of

natural goodness, in order to demonstrate adequately the falsity of the

4For a discussion of Xantt!s position on motivation in the Groundwork see
A. Broadie and E.M. Pybus 'Kant's Concept of Respect! KANT STUDIEN forth-

coning.
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dichotomy between the two. The destruction of the argument which under-
lies the kind of misidentifigction of conscientiousness with which I am
concerned here will be enough for my present purpose, which is to show
that apparent counter-examples to the claim that conscientiousness alone
is morally good are not genuine counter-examples,

Now, we cannot argue5 that if a man habitually does something he dis-
likes doing, he must be acting from a sense of duty. Such an argument de-
pends on the assumption that there are only two kinds of motive, sense of
duty and inclination. Now, if we understand the terms !'sense of duty! and
tinclination! very widely, we might say that there are only two broad cat-
egories of motive, But since each category is divisible into two distinct
types, which could give us four narrower categories of motive, we cammot
argqé from the>absenCe of one kKind of inclination to the presence of one
kind of 'sense-of dﬁty'.

5« Categories of motive.

Normally, the term 'sense of duty'!, as used in the expression ‘motiv-
ated by a sense of duty', is understood to mean something like 'the recog-
nition that this is something one morally ought to do's, And normally, when
we say that someone did something 'out of inclination' we mean that he did
what he wanted to do, because he wanted to do it. Therefore, if someone
does something which causes him distress, it is tempting to say that, since
he did not want to do it, he must have done it because he thought that it
was his moral duty to do it. In order to see that this does not follow, we
may first distinguish another sense of 'inclination's To be inclined to do
something is not necessarily to feel a desire to do it, nor to find the
prospect of the action attractive., Not all inclinations are immediate inc-
linations. It is possible to act against immediate inclination frém a

motiv; of self-interest, and possible to do something distasteful because

5As Nowell-Smith's argument seems to suggest, for instance, see below.
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one sees that it will, in the long run, be for one's own good. We could
call this motive some sort of f'inclinationt', for if we think of action
done from inclination as designed to satisfy some want, we need not think
of the satisféction as immediate, nor of that which is wanted as something
which is susceptible to immediate attainment. However, though the motive
of self-interest may for these reasons be subsumed withiﬁ the broad cat-
egory of motives of inclination, I think that speaking in this way is
likely to lead to confusion, and prefer to distiﬁguish between motivés of
self-interest and motives of inclination.

This distinction gives us three categories of motive, viz. inclination,
self~interest, and dutifulness. It is therefore clear that the existence
of evidence which rules out immediate inclination as a motive for a part-
icular action does not provide us with a licence to infer that the motive
for that action must be dutifulness. The action, distasteful or not, might
have been performed from a motive of self-interest.

But even these three categories are not exhaustive. Different kinds
of dutifulness can also be distinguished. When we say that someone per-
formed an action because he thought it his duty, we do often mean that he
did it because he thought that he morally ought to do it. But not all
duties are moral duties, and someone may 4o something which he believes to
be his duty without believing that thé action is one he is morally bound
to perform. Many duties, for instance, arise in the context of particular
jobs or professions. A policeman, for instaﬁce, may have a duty to report
people who park their cars on double yellow lines, This is one of his
duties qua policeman. Now, it is possible to argue that a pdliceman hés
a moral duty to report people who park illegally, because in becoming a
policemen he accepted that he would have to perform, in his capacity as
policeman, various actions which a civilian would not have to perform.

But the point is not that it is a moral duty to report people who park
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illegally, but that, in the first place it is a professional duty for

him to do this, and, in the second place, it is a moral duty for him to
carry out the professional duties imposed upon him, Thus, we may dis=-
tinguish between professional duties (or duties of a role), and moral
duties., Externally, the acfions which are demanded by one's professional
status, and those which are demanded of one qua moral agent, may be ident-
ical. But often the reasons for saying that an action is a professional
duty are different from those for saying that it is a moral duty. This
distinction can be seen td be a genuine one if we consider the fact that
sometimes it is possible at the sa@e time to admit that a given action is
both a professional duty, and one which it is morally wrong to perform.
We can, for instance, say that policemen in some countries have the prof- -
essional duty of enforcing apartheid, and that they have a moral duty not
to discriminate between people of different races and colours.

The category of motives is now seen to be fourfold. There are motives
of inclination, and motives of self-interest, and there are motives of moral
dutifulness and motives of professional dutifﬁlness.' Thus, roughly speaking,
I may perform an action because I want to do it, or in order to satisfy an
immediate desire, or I may perform an action because I see that it is in
my long-term interest to perform it. Though both these motives are in the
general area of wanting, they differ in important respects. And then, I
may perform an action because, as a member of a pafticular profession I
see that my meﬁbership of that profession imposes the performance of that
action upon me as a duty. Finally, I may perform the action because I
believe that I morally ought to do so. There may of course be overlaps .
among the categories, but that should not prevent us from seeing that mot-
ives may fall within any one category without falling within.any other,

For instance, one's self-interest may overlap with the performance of one's

professional duties, and in a given case it may be hard to discover whether
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the agent was moved by self-interest or by (merely) a sense of prof-
essional duty. And equally, one may conceive onesalf‘to have a moral
duty to perform one's professional duty. But there need not be over-
laps in all cases, and it is, I think, important to distinguish the
various categories.

6o Types of motive and tyves of duty.

Undoubtedly it can be aruged that people do in general have a moral
obligation to do what is required of them in their professional capac-
ities. TFor instance, we may say that a contractual obligation is in-
volved. In accepting a particular job, and a salary for doing that job,
someone incurs the responsibility of carrying out that job in the way

‘which is laid down by the employers. If he acceptis the salary, and fails |
to perform the job adequately, he does not fulfil his part of the contract.
Sometimes, the employer may regard the methods of his employees as unsat-
isfactory in some way. To take the example of the policeman again, he
may, like many members of the driving public, think that it would be bet-
ter for the police to concentrate on attacking serious crimé, instead of
spending so much time on booking motorists. Now, if the policeman thinks
this, there are various things he might do.  He might, for example, state
his views as persuasively as possible to his superiors.. He might try to
work his way to the top of the organisation, so that he will be in é posS-

_ition to accomplish changes. He might'decide that the job is not what he
thourht it was, and therefore resign and do something else, or might even,
having resigned, set himself up as a private detective so that he can do

‘part of the job which he thinks the police ought to be doing., But he can-~
not legitimately stay in his j&b and not bother to do fhe minor tasks,
connected with motoring offences, that he is employed and paid to perform,
if for no other reason than that he would be obtaining money by false pre-.

tences, since if it were known that he was not doing what he was supposed
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to do, he would not keep his job.
The . course of action whiéh the policeman adopts will depend on

various things, including his personality, his desire for steady employ-
ment, and so on. But one important factor is the nature of his disap-
proval for the current use of resources by the police. If, for instance,
what he feels is disappointment rather than disapproval, because he wanted
to spend his time catching criminals, he will probably resign. But {flhe
disapproves morglly of police policy (and.is willing to stick his neck out),
he is more likely to follow one of the alternative courses of action. Which
of these alternatives he adopts will depend, at least partly, on the strength
of his disapproval. If it is comparatively mild, he may confine himself to
stating his views., If he feels strongly that police policies are wrong, he
may rather try to work himself up into a position of power, from which he
can do something effective., Again, something depends on precisely what it
is that he disapproves of., What I have in mind here is that he may feel
strongly that there should be an attack on serious crime, but may not think
that such an attack has to be organised specifically by the police. In such
a case, he may adopt the alternative of setting up an independent attack on
crime., But if his view is, not only that serious crime ought to be wiped
out, but that it is the task of the police to wipe it out, he is unlikely
to feel that he is carrying out his duty by offering himself as an alter-
native to the police. He will see his duty as lying in the reform of police
procedures, which is to be achieved from inside the organisation. At any
rate, if what he feels is disapproval and not mere disappointment, i@,that
is to say, he believes that it is morally wrong that police efforts should
be directed primarily against minor offenders, he is unlikely to remain in
the organisation but fail to carry out his professional duties concerning
minor offenders. By doing that, he would not only fail to effect any-;ggggh

but would also be acting dishonestly in failing to fulfil his qontract. For



104

while he thinks that it is wrong that the police should concentrate on
catching motorists rather than, say, stamping out protectién rackets,

he sees this as essentially a comparative thing. He thinks that the
protection-racket offences are worse than the motoring offences, ana
that time and money spent on motoring offences are wasted, since they
would be better spent on the protection-racket offences., The important
point is that he does not think that it is in itself wrong to charge
people with motoring offences, merely that it is wrong to do so when
doing this is incompatible with doing something which he regards as more
important.

One can, however, think of examples of people who.feel absolute moral
disapproval of the actions which must be carried out in the course of their
profession, In countries where there is some form 6f racial suppression,

a policeman may believe, not just that it is wrohg to devote his time to
preventing negroes, or Jews etc. from ehtering theatres and so forth, when
he would be better employed in opposing serious crime, but rather that he
ought not to limit the freedom of any racial group. In such cases, while
one may feel that he ought to take positive steps towards reform, and ndohb

blame bin frarbrgiag fodo g0, we needl wdv
therefore condemn him for failing in his duty if he turned a blind eye to

N
offences which in his view ought not to have been declared legal offences,
Thus, even though his professional duty is to uphold racial discrimination,
we need not say that he has a moral duty to do so; and might rather say
that it would be morally wrong for him to perform his professional duty.
Nor does it follow that he ought to resign. If he remains in the police
force, he may be in a position to effect reforms, but even if he is not,
we might think it better that there should be some small-scale opportun- -
itiés for flouting the law.,

It is possible to see, even from such a brief consideration of these '

examples (and of course many different examples could be cited), how com-
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plex the relationship is between professional duty and moral duty. It -
might be the case that one does not have a moral duty to carry out the
duties of one's profession, and it might be that one has a moral duty
not to carry out the duties of onet!s profession. Thus, professional
~duty might be compatible or inéompatible with moral duties of wvarious
sorts, and although, as I said, it can be argued that in general one
has a moral duty to carry out the dutieé required of one in one's pro-
fessional capacity, it is clearly impossible to hold that professional
and moral duties are always identical, or even compatible.

To The motives of the professional man,

Now, someone in a particular profession may see the relationship
between his professional and his moral duty in one of various ways. First,
he may think that one morally ought always to carry out one'!s professional
duties. Secondly, he may hold a modified version of this view, that one
has a moral duty to carry out one's professional duties unless there is
something morally objectiqnable;in the performance of the duty. Thirdly
(in cormection with the second), he may think that, although the priorities
of the professional code need changing, he ought to do what is expected of
him, but at the same time work for reform. Finally, he may think that the
duty is so morally objectionable that he ought not to perform it.

Taking these alternétive viewpoints, we can no¥ consider in what senses
a man doing his professional duty might be said to be morally conscientious.
The first view that might be attributed fo him is that one is always morally
obliged to carry out the duties of one's profession. If he thinks this,
and he regularly does carry out what he conceives to be his moral duty,
whether or not he desires to do the requisite actions, are we to say that
he is (morally) conscientious?

T think we must say that he is not conscientious, and that the belief

that he might be arises, not only from the misapprehensions I have already
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discussed, concerning dullnéss, insensitivity, the unpleasantness of
duty, and so on, but also from an undue stress on the manifestation of
conscientiousness in a#tion. Conscientious men are often thought of
as men -of principle. I have ho objeqtion to this identification, but
it is important to recognize that a man of principle is not just a man
who always acts in accordance with his principles. A great deal depends
both on the principles which are held, and on the method by which those
principles have been reached. Unthinking acceptancg of principles he
has been taught, or has absorbed,.do not qualify a man as a man of prin-
ciple. lMore will be said about this later, but for the time being, I
think that it is pretty obviously true that someone who firmly believes
in, and acts on, principles, is not necessarily a man of principle. One
(true) example which illustrates this quite neatly is that of the child
who was taught that it is a sin to whistle. This may seem as reasonable
Phon ANz winls

as most adult pronunciations to a child of five. But suppose that the
child had continued to believe that it was a sin to whistle, had always
avoided whistling because she believed that it was sinful, and had ex-
ho;;ed others to refrain from the sinful practice of whistling. One would
be inclined to say, in such a case, not only that adherence to such a
. principle didn't count as evidence of being principled, but that it count-
ed as evidence of a lack of moral sense. fSomeone who held to such a princ--
iple would appear not to know what morality was, and in so faf asg some
idea of the nature of morality is a necessary condition of moral agency,
and hence of conscientiousness, we mst say, not that such a person has
given inadequate confirmation of his conscientiousness, but that he has
given adequate confirmation of his inability to be conscientious.-

Mere adherence to principles, then, is not a sufficient condition of

conscientiousness. We can now ask, then, whether the principle that one

morally ought always fo carry ouf oné's4profeésional duties, is such that
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one can say that adherencé to it is evidence of, or a manifestatioh of,
conscientiousness, The principle is not as absurd as the principle that
whistling is sinful. Nevertheless, since it is not morally‘acceptable,
anyone's adherence to it would justify us in refusing to call him con-
scientious, |
As T said, two factors are involved when we try to decide whether
or not adherence to a particular principle affords evidence of conscien-
tiousness. One is the nature of the principle (not necessarily its sub-
ject-matter, but most often that), and the other is the method by which
it has been reached. Thus, adherence to a principle which is clearly im-
moral would not, I think, entitle us to call a man conscientious, bﬁt
would be more likely to lead us to deny that he is, though there might
just be exceptions to this?Adherence'to a principle which we might call
tmorally absurd'!, like the one about whistling, is evidence of a lack of
moral discrimination. Thus the nature of a principle might be relevant
to our assessment of the conscientiousness of the person who holds it,
When I speak of the method by which the principle has been reached, what
I have in mind is that a conscientious man, or in its special sense a 'man
of principle!, is one who holds, and acts on, principles which he has
thought about, and has.chosen, or at any rate re-affirmed. These two
things are not unconnected. The nature of a principle may tell us something
about the method by which it has been reached, though this works with ref-
erence only to absurd or unacceptable principles, since one may quite un-
critically accept a perfectly sound principle which one has been taught.
Now, the principle we are considering, i.e. the principle which might
be held by a professional man, is that one morally ought always to carry

out one's professional duties. But someone who holds this principle is not

5This will be discussed with reference to Nowell-Smith's Robespierre example.
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conscientious. As I pointed out, if we are to accept adherence to a
principle as evidence of conscientiousness, we must judge, not merely

by behaviour, but by the principle itself, But if we think about the
principle !'One always has a moral obligation to carry out the duties of
one'!s profession', we can see thét the principle is such that it camnot
have been adopted in an acceptably critical spirit. Ex-hypothesi, the
principle is held to be universal, i.e. to lack exceptions., Yet it so
obviously does have exceptions that we can say with confidence that any-
one who does not recognize those exceptions camnot have thought about

the principle before accepting it, The principle states that énybody in
any profession, job or role ought, without exception, to perform the
duties requiréd by the profession, job or role., Thus, we must consider,
not only actual professions, jobs or roles, but hypothetical ones too.

If someone were employed by a megalomaniac to avenge by torture and death
all insults, real or imagined, offered to the megalomaniac, it would, ac-
cording to anyone holding the principle in question, be morally wrong for
him to refuse to torture and kill someone who tinsulted! the megalomaniac
by being better looking than the megalomaniac. Since no-one worthy of the
name of 'moral agent! could accept this, it follows that a principle %hich
entails it cannot be held by someone worthy of the name of 'moral agent!'.
However, it might be objected that such an argument is unfair.  The fact

that someone has failed to realize that his principle would commit him to

saying something morally unacceptable in circumstances whose possibility would

be envisaged only by someone with a wildly disordered imagination, or by a

philosopher, does not entitle us to say that he is morally uncritical, let |

alone unworthy of the name of 'moral agent';

This objection may be accepted, but the argument stands., For even if

we rule out hypothetical cases (and I don't really see why we should, since

anyone who accepts absolute, universal principles lays himself open to

Ao aroon R !

B
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atfacks of this kind), there are still enough real cases left to support
the position. To take the most obvious example from real life, we may
consider the professional duties of some of the Nazis. Some ofithe Nazis
were reQuired, not only to kill the Jews, but to treat them with the ut~
most brutality. (It is not, after all, so different from the hypothetical
case of the megalomaniac.) fhus anyone who says ‘that one morally ought
always to carry out the duties of one's profession, is committed to saying
that it would have been morally wrong for a Nazi to refuse to treat the
Jews in this manner,

Suppose, though, that the professional man protests that his principle
does not hold in cases where it is possible to say that nobody should have
entered the profession or accepted the role in the first place. If he
says this, then it cannot be the case that he holds the principle to be
absolute and universal, For he is making an exception to it by modifying
the term 'profession! to 'acceptable profession'. His principle therefore
becomes 'one morally ought always to carry out one's professional duties,
when one's profession is morally acceptable!. He may of course take this
way out, but since this modification is theonly means available o him of
justifying his acceptance of a principle which no thinking moral agent
could accept, we can say that, so long as the principle remains unmodified,
acceptance of the principle demonstrates, not the conscientiousness but
the a-morality (or even an extremely complex form of immorality) of the
person who accepts it. If, then, we accept the first alternative among
the possible formulations of the principle on which the professional man
acts, we can say that, far from being conséientious, he has, in failing
to think out the implications of his principle, committed himself to a
view which could be held only by a moral freak.

Another possible position for the professional.man is that one has

a moral duty to carry out one's profeésional duty unless there is something
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morally objectionaf%é in the performance of the duty., Or, connected with
this, he may hold that, although the piiorities of the professional code
need changing, he ought to do what is expected of him, but at the same
time work for reform. I do not think that either of these positions can
be accepted or rejected as they stand, In order to Judge of the morality
of the stance of a given professional, we should have to know just what
was entailed by the performance of his professional duties. If his prof-
essional duties are morally unobjectionable, we can agree that he ought,
morally,‘to carry them out, since he has contracted to do so. If he can
work for reform without performing illegitimate actions, again he should,
morally, do so., Details are needed, however, before we can judge either
what the professional man's mdtives are, and whether they are morally good
motives or not.

8, Nowell-Smith and conscientiousness.

Now that I have discussed these more genera; points about attacks put
forward against the view that conscientiousness possesses a unique moral
worth, I shall turn to a consideration of a specific attack madeiby Nowell~
Smith in his 232125.6 The preceding considerations will enable us to see
that his forceful attack is misdirected, and in particular that his counter-
examples do not work. ' | ; ;

In Chapter 17, entitled.'Conscientiqusngss'7, Nowell—Smith argues“
against the Kantian view that distinctively moral worth is confined to the
good will. He uses two main arguments. The second is directed against
Ross, and I shall discuss that }ater.q The first consists in the use of
counter-examples, and it is this with which I shall be concerned for the

rest of this chapter. My defence against his attack will be that his

6Ethics. P. Nowell-Smith. Pelican,
7p.245ff.
8part II Ch.2 belows
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counter-exampleé do not provide him with a conclusive refutation of the
Kantian position on the good will, since they are not genuine counter-
examples., That is, I shall argue that, since his examples are not ex-
amples of actions of a man of good will (in the Kantian sense) or.of a
conscientious man (in mine) and since théy could work as counter-examples
only if they were genuine examples of good will or conscientiousness, his
case 1s not established,

Nowell-Smith writes,9 "the tacit equation between conscientiousness
and moral virtue cbmes out well in Paton's treatment [i.e, in his edition
of the Grundlegung] of the question whether moral virtue 1s the "highest"
good. He contrasts conscientiousness with non-moral goods, such as art-
istic activity and knowledge; but he does not even raise the question
whether conscientiousness is thigher thant! other moral virtues. Neverthe-
less it seems that this is an open question.

"And it is‘also an open question whether conscientiousness itself is
good without qualification. Many of the worst crimes in history have been
committed by men who had a strong sense of duty just because their sense
of duty was so strong., - I should myself have no hesitation in saying that
Robespierre would have been a better man.(quite apart from the question of
the harm he did) if he had given his conscience a thorough rest and indulged
his tasﬁefor roses and sentimental verse, There is a story of én Oxford
don who disliked Common Room life and whose presence caused himéelf and
others acute distress., Yet he attended Common Room assiduously because
he thought it his duty to do so. He would have done better to stay at home,

 “In answer to this type of criticism Paton says: "It is certainly
true that good men may do a great deal of harm; and this harm may spring,

not from officiousness and vanity (which belong to moral badness) but from

9Ethics p.247-8.
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mere silliness and stupidity." But may not the harm also spring from
their very conscientiousness? wé migﬁt adopt the moral principle that
censcientiousness is so veluable that a'ren ought to be conscientious
no matter what harm he does; but it is quite another thing to say that
their consc1ent10usness is never the ;:;;%of the harm that good men do.

"Nor, I think, is the princ1p1e of the supreme value of consc1ent-
iousness one that we have any reason for accepting."

Now one pdint that must be made here is‘that, as I have argued above,
it is not the case thet conscientiousﬁeés ié the sepreme tirtue, but ra-
ther that conscientiousness uﬁiqueij posseseeé moral worth. This,‘too,
is Kant's point. The goodiwilllalone pessesses moral.werth. Consequently,
we should be on our guard against en‘ettack ﬁhich misrepresents the case
for conscientiousness by supposing that its value is of the same sert as
that of various virtues,

However, on the assumpt1on that Nowell-Smlth is attacklng the view
that conscientiousness possesses unlque value, we may cons1der hls use
of counter-examples in his attempt to show that there are occasions when
conscientiousness is less valuable than some other motiVe, and eVen oc-
caéions when it is pesitirely bad. | |

9. The Oxford Don.,

First, we!can take his example of the Oxferd don, iAs’we shellﬂsee,
this is not a genuine counter example, since it is poss1b1e to argue that
the don is not morally conscientious. If he were, however, we should have
to deny that he would have done better (1.e. morally better) to stay at
home, ' o -

This eiample may be diécussed, eﬁd‘disﬁissed, very briefly, The den,'

we are told, considers it to be his duty to attend Common Room, though his

10See’Pa.rt II Ch.2 below,
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presence causes distress both to himself and to others. On the basis
of this, Nowell-Smith concludes that the don is conscientious, and fhat
he would be morally better if he were‘not. o

But we have seen that it is a mistake to assume that every motive
of dutifulness is to count as a manifestation of cdnsciéntiousness, since
it is possible to hold that‘one's professional duty is in some sense
morally objectionable. Now, since the don's performance of his profeé—
sional duty causes distress not only to him bﬁt fo other people, we would
be justified in assuming that he had not bothered to consider whether or
not he was morally entitled to perform his professional duty. ‘If he has
not even considered this, then of course his actions caﬁnot count as mér-
ally conscientious. Alternatively, if he has considered théumoral status
of his actions, but has concluded that they are morally legitimate, we
might suggest that his deliberations were inadequafé, failing as they do
to take into account the distress caused by them. In either of fhese cases,
then, the don is not, or need not be, morally conscient;qus. But if he
has fully considered his actions, and has decided that he ié morally ob=
liged to do his professional duties despite thé distress éaused, then hoﬁ-
ever wrong we think he is, we.must admit that he is cdnscientious,ln that
case, however, we cannot condemn him for acting on the basis of a conscien-
tious decision. For as we shall see,11 an analysis of objective and sub-
jective duties will lead us to conclude that a man really ought to do what
he conscientiously believes he ought to do. 'And if this isvso, then it is
a mistake to say that the don would (or could) be.morally better if he
failed to act as he conscientiously believes he ought to act. |

Nowell-Smith!s appeal to the Oxford don as a»counter-example must there-

fore be dismissed. Most probably, the don is not conscientious, but if he

11Part II, Ch.2 below.
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is, then we cannot deny unigque value to his motives. Nowell-Smith's mis-
take here is to fail to distinguish between different types‘of motive,
each of which can be analysed in terms of some sense of ought, but not
necessarily the moral sense, The Oxford don can therefore be dismissed
as a red herring.

There rémains, however, the other 'counter-example'! offered. by Nowell-
Smith, viz. that of Robespierre, It is, I think, this eiample which Nowell-
Smith would hold to constitute a more powerful‘weapon against conscientious-
ness. Though it does raise problems, however, the case is easier to answer
specifically, since it is easier to place the motivation, and the character,
of Robespierre, than it was to place those of the shadowy don.

10. Robespierre.

Nowell-Smith expresses his case as follows. "...it is also an open
question whether conscientiousness is good without qualification. Many of
the worst crimes in history have been committed by men who had a strong
sense of duty just because their sense of duty was so strong. ' I should -
myseélf have no hesitation in saying that Robespier:e would have been a bet-
ter man (quite apart from the question of the harm he did) if he‘had given
his conscience a thorough rest and indulged his taste for roses and sent-
imental verse."lz

I do not propose to present a complete answer to this case at the mom-
ent. As I have indicated, special problems are raised for my thesis by the
fanatic, and if Robespierre was not a fanatic, he came very close to it
Thether or not Robespierre 'would have been a better man ees if he had -

given his conscience a thorough rest!' mist be resolved by reference to a

discussion of the relatiom between goodness and rightness.l3 The general

12Ethics Pe247.
13See Part II Ch.2 below.
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position that I am defending in this thesis is that cohsdieﬁtiousness
and moral goodness are to be identified, If this positioﬁ is correct,’
then it shows that if Robespierre is conscientious, he is to be des-
cribed as morally good, and that he could not have been morally better
if he had failed to be conscientious. In the next chapter, I shall ar-
gue for this position. In the present chapter, however, I am particularly
concerned to dispel misunderstandings about the nature of conscientious-
ness, and one such misunderstanding is involved in Nowell-Smith's ready
assumption that Robespierre was conscientiouse

In offering the apparent counter-example of the Oxford don, Nowell~-
Smith depénded, as we have seen, on a distorted view of the popular and
conventional pictures of conscientiousness, In discussing Robespierre,
he is, I think, depending on a distorted view of the Kantian picture of
dutifulness, Now, when I say that there is a misunderstanding of the na-
ture of conscientiousness involved in Nowell-Smith's ready assumption |
that Robespierre‘was conscientious, I do not mean to suggest that Robespierre
was necessarily not conscientious. What I mean is that the undefended as=
sumptioh that he was, and the failure to define what is to be understood -
gy the crugial term 'sense of duty!, suggests that Nowell-Smith has not
considered the possibility that Robespierre was not conscientious.  Cer-
tainly, an argument in éupport of the belief that Robespierre was conscien-
tious could be put forward, But the absence of such an argument does sug-
gest that Nowell-Smith does not conceive such:an argument to be necessary,
and consequently that he takes Robespierre!s conscientiousness to be indis-
putable. From these indications, we can infer that Wowell-Smith's picture
of the conscientious man has certain characterisﬁics.

One of these characteristics is that he is, in some sense, a 'man of
principle'. Another (conﬁected with the first) is that he will sacrifice

anything (himself included) for the cause. A third (again connected) is
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that very often he has a cause, probably a large Ohe. After all, the
tconscientious! man has committed some of the 'worst crimes in history!,
Another characteristic of this kind of 'conscientious! man is that he is,
in a special sense, 'incorruptible!. Robespierre himself was known as
'the Incorruptible's. It seems to me that it is precisely because
Robespierre possessed all these characteristics that Nowell-Smith takes
him to be the apotheosis of the cbnscientious or dutiful man., I would
suggest myself that, if one were to give a list of those characteristics
to someone familiar with the English language, and ask him how he would
describe a man possessing all of them, his reply would be, not 'a conscien-
tious man'!, but ta fanatict, .

I have already admitted that it is possible that some conscientious
men are fanatics, and that a-defence of conscientiousness must be able to
reconcile this possibility with the claim fhat conscientiousness is always
morally good. But it is not only not self-evident but clearly false, that
fanatics are always conscientious, - Thus, when I say that Nowell-Smithts
introduction of Robespierre into his discussion involves a misunderstand-
ing of the nature of conscientiousness, what I have in mind is that Nowell-
Smith appears fo Believe that a man possessing the dintinguishing charac-
teristics of a fanatic is ipso facto, conscientious (or dutiful, in the
Kantian sense.)

This ié, as I said, a misunderstanding. In the first place, I don't
think that any normal usage of the terms 'fanatic! and !'conscientious! com-
mits one to the view that fanatics are always conscientious. This will be
seen when we consider in turn the characteristics in virtue of which Nowell- |
’Smith identifies Robespierre as conscientious. In the second place, Kant's
own usage of the terms tdutiful! and 'good will! makes it clear that fan-
aticism as such is not moral goodness, though Kant must, if he is to Jjustify

his opening statement of the Groundwdrk,'that nothing except the good will
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can be conceived as unconditionally good, be able to cope with the pos-
sibility that some fanatics might be men of 'good willt,

Since I shall be referring to Ként several times in the subsequent
discussion, I shall at this point briéfly outline what he has to say

14

about the good will and duty in the Grundlegung. The good will is
the will of an imperfectly rational being who wills actions on object-
ively valid maxims, that is, maxims on which a totally rational being -

would necessarily act. Thus, the good will is not only the will which

wills actions for the sake of the moral law, but also in accordance with

the moral law. If the actions were not compatible with the mbral law,

the maxim, or principle on which the action is performed, could not be
objectively valide It follows from this that, whenever a human agent

acts in such a way that his will can be described as good, it is not only
the case that he acts for the sake of the law (or, as Nowell-Smith puts it,
for the sake of duty, or out of a sense of duty), but also that his action
is right. Now, if we grant that there is a moral law, by reference to
which the rightness of actions may be determined, and that the human agent
in virtue of his rationality can discover what is enjoined permitted and
forbidden by that law, and finally that the will of that agent is good When
he wills action for the sake of, and in accordance with, the law, then we
cannot say that terrible crimes can be committed out of a sense of duty,
i.es for the sake of the law. Clearly, we may not wish to'acceptkallfthése
presuppositions, at any rate without long consideration, or possibly even
after such consideration. The important point here is that these pre-sup-
positions are all involved in Kant's claim that the good will alone is un-

conditionally good. Kant,ls therefore, could not have admitted that

14esp. the first section, See, for instance, The Moral law H.J.rPatonApp.Sﬁ~7o

154t any rate, the Kant of the Grundlecung. He modifies his position in
the Matanhysic of Morals.
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Robespierret's will was good if Robespierre!s actions were crimes, For
from the fact that the actions were crimeé it foilows that they were
not in accordance with the law, and cammot have been performed on ob-
jectively valid maxims. Since, therefore, Kant's terms are very clearly
defined, and since Robespierre's will cannot (at least if his actions
were crimes) be described as good or dutiful, it is impossible for Nowell-
Smith to assert that in Robesbierre we find an example of a dutiful man
who would have been morally better if he were not dutiful, and to take
this as evidence that the good will is not unconditionally good. If the
example is to work as a counter-example to Kant's claim on behalf of the
good will, it must be the case both that Robespierre‘was dutiful in the
Kantian sense, and that his actions were crimes, But in Kentian terms,
if Robespierre was dutiful, he was not criminal, and if he was criminal,
'

he was not dutiful. We must, therefore, reject Nowell-Smith's assumption
that this is a counter-example to Kant's claim in the Grundlegung that the
good will is unconditionally goodel6

" It is not open to Nowell-Smith to reply to this criticism that he is
attacking Kant's general position and that it is not enough to show that
Kant's terms are defined in such a way that the attack misses its target.
He is, indeed, entitled to attack Kant's general position, ﬂut to do that
he must attack the presuppositions involved in Kant's argument. He cammot
simply assume that they are false, and on this assumption show that Kant's
theory leads to unacceptable conclusionse

We may, therefore, reject Nowell-Smith's discussion of Robespierre

in so far as that discussion is intended to be an attack on a position

which Kant was supposed to, but did not, hold. However, it is necessary

16That Nowell-Smith's attack is directed against Kant's position in the

Grundlesune is made clear on p.246-7 of Ethics. On p.247 he quotes fromj

the Grundlesung.
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to consider whether it holds up as an attack on a more geheral position
concerning conscientiousness. For it is of course possible to hold that
conscientiousness is identical with moral goodness, and to describe one-
self as being in this sense a Kantian, without maintaining that conscien-
tious action is always right (or that dutiful action is, by definition,
in accordance with the moral law),

Even as far as this more general position is concerned, I think that
Nowell-Smithfs appeal to Robespierre as a conscientious man who could have
been better involves a misunderstanding of the nature of conscientiousness.
As I pointed out, there are several characteristics in terms of vhich
Nowell-Smith seems to have placed Robespierre as a conscientious man,
Typically, these are the characteristics of the fanatic rather than the
conscientious man, and though we may admit that fanatics can be conscien-
tious, it is not true that they always are. If Nowell-Smith's attack is
to have any force, therefore, it is necessary for him to show that the
fanatical characteristics found in Robespierre are of the right type to
justify him in calling Robespierre conscientious. Since he does not show
this, I shall in the next chapter consider whether or not Robespierre is
describable as conscientious. For now, I shall show merely that thé ident-
ification of fanaticism ané (at least one kind of) conscientiousness,’is
mistaken., In fhelcourse of this demonstration, some of the mere positive
characteristics of conscientiousness will emerge, and will provide part of
the basis upon Wﬁich the rest of my argument will rest in the subsequent
chapterse

The characteristics which apparently lead Nowell-Smith to describe .

. Robespierre as conscientious are those T mentioned earlier. In the first
place, Robespierre is a 'man of principlet, UNext, he will sacrifice any-
thing for the cause (for such men have causes), Finally, he is 'incorrupi-

iblet, Thus, Robespierre believed passionately that what he was doing was
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right, and nothing, whether alternative moral considerations, fear for
his own safety, or hope of gain of any kind, could deflect him from his
unswerving pursuit of tduty!.

Now, some of these are, to repeat my earlier points, possible char-
acteristics of the conscientious man., lore typically, they are charac-
teristics of the fanatic, They are not sufficient conditions of conscien-
tiousness, though they may, in circumstances which must be carefully de-
fined, be compatidle with it.

First, we may take the fact that Robespierre was a 'man of principle!,
As I admitted earlier, in my discussion of the Oxford don, there is a
sense in which the terms 'conscientious mant! and 'man of principle! are
used interchangeably. But not all 5men of principle!' are conscientious,
since a great deal depends on how the principles were reached, and on the
nature of the principles, We saw, for instance, that rigid adherence to
the principle that it is sinful to lie was evidence, not of conscientious-
ness, but of lack of ability to tell the difference between right and wrong,
Furthermore, even if the principle to which the agent adhéres is in itself
acceptable, it would not be usual to describe him as conscientious, if he
had merely taken it, unreflectively, on trust. Other objections which were
made to 'men of principle!' included the fact that often such men are too
rigid and unyielding in their application of their principles. If, then,
it is reasonable to claim that a conscientious man has a certain degree of
moral sensitivity and of flexibility, we might reasonably deny that the
rigid absolutist is conscientious, And I think that this demand for sens-
itivity and flexibility is a reasonable one. To be conscientious is, among
other things, to ﬁeet the demands of the particular situation. It will be
remembered that my rough definition of conscientious action was taction
which is performed because the agent recognizes it as right!, and such

aétion is performed by someone whose guiding principle is that he shall do
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what is right. He sees the 1life of duty as the life which is demanded

of him, DNow, it does not seem accurate to say that someone who has a
fixed set of Tules which he biings to bear on all moral problems which
face him is, in the sense outiined, truly conscientious. There is a
strong probability that this way of trying to lead a moral life will
lead to mistakes, and in a case where a principle seems to apply but

does not (cf. the earlier example of 'lying is wrong' or of 'lying is
wrong except when the truth will offend someone, in which case it is ob-
ligatory:\ Either of these ready-made rules may not give the agent a cor-
rect answer to his moral problem in some cases), it would be incorrect

to say that the agent 'recognizes something as right!. He sees what his
principle demands, but if his principle is inapplicable, he does not
really recognize what is right, nor do it because he recognizes it as
such.lz

This discussion might suggest that I am reverting to the Kantian pos-
ition that conscientious or dutiful éction is always objectively right.
This is not intended as an implication of my view. What I do maintain is
that if someone is to be described as truly conscientious,. is.es.to be de-
scribed as someone who is guided by the principle of doing right, of doing
what is demanded of him as a moral agent, then we might expect him to adopt
the best means of meeting the moral demand, But rigid principles and
ready-made rules do not provide the best means. A more effective approach
to the moral life is one which does involve flexibility, and a willingness
in particular cases to see what is demanded of one. In a very general way,
principles can be useful. One must have some idea of what is good and what
is bad. Fixed sets of universal principles are, however, a hindrance

rather than a help.

17Thls does not imply that an agent can never conscientiously perform a
wrong action - just that he should try to the best of hlS ability to
correctly recognize something as right.
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If we rule out such principles, therefore, we are left with tﬁo
senses in which the conscientious man may be described as a man of princ-
iple. First, he does guide his life by a general principle, or maxim, |
of duty. Secondly, he may be said to be a man of principle in that,
once he has decided where his moral duty lies, he will not normally be -
deflected by non-moral considerations from acting as duty requires,

If, then, Robespierre is qua man of principle, to be described as
conscientious, he must be a man of principle in the senses I have out-
lined, and not in the sense that he goes all out to act in accordance
with rigid, ready-formed principles. The mere fact that he can be des-
cribed as a man of principle does not, therefore, entitle us to call him
conscientious.

This leads me to the second characteristic of the fanatic, viz. that
if he has a cause, he will sacrifice anything for it. Now again, there
is a sense in which the conscientious man has a cause for whiéh he will
sacrifice anything. That is, he has the cause of duty. But this cause
is significantly different from other causes. For by definition, there~’
are some sacrifices that the conscientious man cannot make, viz, moral
sacrifices., He camnot, as the fanatic does, do wrong that good might
come, Since he does what he recognizes as right, he does not, in pursuit
of some end, ignore the moral status of the means to the end., He may sac-
rifice gain, popularity, or even his life, but he cannot sacrifice the
responsibility he has as a moral ageﬁt of deciding whether particular ac-
tions are right. But sometimes this is necessary for the fanatic, since
often he can achieve his end only by performing actions which are morally
wrong. Espousing a cause as the fanatic does inyolve:abdicating the res-
ponsibility of making moral judgﬁents about the rightness or wrongness of
actions which mist be performed if the end is to be achieved. A judgment

is made in advance, of course, to the effect that this end is so important
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that any means to the achievement of it is not only right but obligatory.

. But someone who has really resolved always to do what is right cannot,
consistently with his resolve, make such a blanket judgmént to cover all
his future actions and decisions. Thus, there are some lengths to which
a conscientious man cannot go, since they involve his denying the princ-
iple according to which he leads his life,:

Consequently, before we accept that Robespierre is conscientious, we
must know whether he is willing to make any sacrifice for the good of his
cause, including the sacrifice of abdicating responsibility fof deciding
on the morality of the means to his ends, or whether he limits his sac-
rifices, as does the conscientious man, to the morally possible ones,

Finally, Robespierre possesses the characteristic of incorruptibility. .
This can easiiy be seen to be a characteristic of the fanatic, and within
limits, of the conscientious man, We do not expect someone who is conscien-
tious to be deflected from doing his duty by the prospect of gain. Indeed,
I think we must adﬁit that incorruptibility is, in itself, always good. -
Even if the consequences of somebody's being corrupted would be immensely
goody, 1 do not see that we could say that he, the agent, was morally better
for being corrupted. If a Nazi, for instance, could be bribed into letting
Jews escape, clearly the consequences would bé good, but even though one
may abhor the code of the Nazi, I do not think that his giving in to temp-
tation, while retaining his beliefs, could in any sense be thought to im-
prove him morally. Incoyruptibility, then, seems to be the one character-
istic of which the conscientious man shares with the fanatic, But while
it may be necessary that the conscientious man be incorruptiblé, it‘isxnot .
sufficient. .

The case for saying that Robespierre is conscientious ié not, then,
by any means proved. :The characteristics which he possesses may qualify

him as conscientious, but they mey rather qualify him as a fanatic, Whether
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he is conscientious remains to be considered in the following chapter.
Several important points, both negative and positive, concerning
the nature of conscientiousness have emerged in the course of this long
discussion of the two counter-examples offered by Nowell-Smith., Briefly,
they may be summarized as follows. The conscientious man is ﬁot a man
who is deficient in any quality. Conscientiousness is something positive
which is to be best understood in terms of the notion of setting oneself
to do one's duty. But there are more ways than one of setting oneself to
do one's duty, and it seemed reasonable to suppose that the truly conscien-
tious man adopts the most effective means to the accomplishment of a com-
plete life, Thus he will not be, as is commonly supposea, insensitive,
but will try to make himself sensitive to the demands of morality. Nor
will he be rigid. He will recognize that flexibility is necessary in fac-
ing moral problems, and will therefore try to avoid solving all problems
* by the application of universal rﬁles. He will not, in important respects,
be like the fanatic who may be thought to resemble him, for though he is a
man of principle, he is not-rule-bound. Though he has a cause, he will
not sacrifice morality for that cause.
The general picture of the conscientious man that seems to be emerging
is not, then, the rather repulsive one which many people have. In the
first part, it was seen that conscientiousness is not incompatible with
sensitivity and flexibility, but indeed requires them. The details of this
picture will gradually be drawn in the course of the rest of this thesis.
The next problem which requires a thorough discussion is that of rightness,
and the possible relation between objective and subjective duty. It is nec-
essary to consider these concepts primarily because the claim that‘the con-
scientious man does what he believés to be right may lead to difficulty in
cases where his belief is mistaken, and where it might, consequently, be arg-

ved that although he is conscientious he is not morally good., The best’
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answer to this lies in a distinction between objective and subjective
duty, and the next chapter will be devoted to a discussion of these, and

related, concepts,
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Chapter 2

Subjective and Objective Rightness.

l., Introductory

So far, I hgve stresseq that conscientiousness, whose nature is
gradually becoming clear, is morally good, and that nothing else is,morally
goode I have considered various objections to this view, and have
endeavoured to show that they are misplaceds For instance, the criticism
that conscientiousness cannot be the 'supreme virtue' (a claim that I do
not, in any case, make), arises from the mistaken assumption that
qpnscientiousness is inferior to some virtue such as love, whereas we have
seen that their values are not to be measured on the same scale. Another
criticism, that consoientiousness is not only not of supreme value, but is
sometimes in itself bad (apart from its consequences), was seen in the
previous chapter to be based parily on unacceptable views of the nature
of conscientiousness, Thus, we can say that Nowell-Smith's examples of
the Oxford dmand of Robespierre do not demonstrate the occurrence of
conscientious acts which are bad, since it is by no means certain that
the acts were genuinely conscientious., ‘If, as I am suggesting, a con=
scientious man is not merely a man who acts in accordance with his
principles, but one who performs actidns_which be believes after due
reflection to be right or obligatory, then we can at least say that.
~ Nowell-Smith's case is unproved, since there is no evidence cited by him -
to show that either the don or Robespierre refiected sufficiently on the
rightness of their actiqns. ‘What evidepce there is is to be found in the
actions themselves, and the actions are such that their performance
suggests a lack of moral reflection on the part of their agents.

However, while we may say that the opposition's case is unpro?ed,

it has not yet been shown that it is false., If it might be the case that
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Robespierre acted conscientiously, and might also be the case that
Robespierre would have béen a better man if he had acted otherwise, then
it might also be the casekthat conscientiousness is not always morally
good, The problem that has to be solved may be expressed like this., It
seems as though peaple have, ‘on various ﬁell-known occasions, performed
grossly immoral actions in perfectly good faithe Robespierre might be
regarded as one such person, and we may also suggest as candidates the
Spanish -Inquisitors and the Nazis, If it is correct to say that conm=-
scientiousness and moral goodness are identical, thenvit looks as though
we must say that Robespierre, the Spanish Inguisitors and the Nazis were
morally good, and that if they had failed to act in accordance with their
moral beliefs, they would have been morally worse men, Since this seems
an unacceptable conclusion, it looks as though we will have to abandon
the premise from which it follows, and reject the previous identification
of conscientiousness and moral goodness.

I propose to attempt a defence of this premise, however; by means
of an analysis of a distinction between objective and subjective'rightn
ness, and an interpretation of moral goodness in terms of subjective " .
rightness. First, I shall argue that actions are describagg as objeétively
right or wrong. Secondly I shall argue that they are describable-as
subjectively right or wrong, depending on the aims and intentions of the
agent. I shall then try to show that it is morally good to perform the
subjectively right action, even when that action is objectively wrong. It
will be seen, however, that although actions may be subjectively right
and objectively wrong (and vice versa), subjective'rightness is -to be
understood in such a way that there are not very many actions which are
subjectively right and objectively wrong, or gross. Those which are,

however, must be described as morally good,

It might seem that I am making my own position unnecessarily difficult
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to hold by arguing that there is such a thing as objective rightness or
Wrongness. For if rightness were always subjective, there Qould be no
such thing as the conscientious performance of wrong actions. I do not
wish to take this line, however, for two main reasonss First, I think
thét to adopt it would be merely to push the problem back one stage,
since there is so obviously a difference between actions like torturing
unbelievers, and actions like helping the poor, that we would, assﬁming
the non-objectivity of morality, have to distinguish between different
kinds.of subjective rightness, those which are and those which are not
morally goode In the second place, I find the position that rightnesé
and wrongmess are always subjective untenable,

2. Objective richtness,

When I say that it is possible to describe actions as objectively
right, wrong, or obligatory, I mean that it is possible to ascertain the truth
of such statements as 'x is wrong', where x is an action,'and to do so
without reference to the aims, intentions, or beliefs of the agent, I
do not mean to suggest that we can always be certain of the moral status
of any and every action, If we could, the difficulty which arises from
the possibility of a clash between objective and subjective rightness
would not constitute such a hurdle for the defender of conscientiousness.
Nor would the practice of morality be as complex as it is. Tt is, then,
often hard, and perhaps sometimes impossible, for the agent to discover
what we ought to do in a particular'situationa‘ But if it is correct to
say that at least in principle it is possible to ascertain thé truth of
statements 'x is right, wrong, etc', then it is the case, first, that
such statements have a truth-value, and secondly, that there'aré criteria
by which we may judge the morality of actions.'

At this stége, I do not want to discuss this point in great detail,
since I shall treat it fully when I come to talk about moral judgments.l

1see Part II, Ch. 3 below.
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In the present chapter, the objectivity qf morality will be assumed,

in that I shall suppose that we could not attach ény value at all to
conscientiousness or moral goodness unless we thought that it was at
least reasonable for a human being to try to do what he ought to>do, and
that he is not sufferingvfrom an illusion when he claims to be aware of
a moral demand.

Thus the general position underlying my discussion of subjective
rightness is that, in any given situation, the agent's beliefslabout what
he ought to do are either true or false, If he believes that x is obligat-
ory he might be correct or mistaken, and if he believes that x is permiss-
ible or wrong, he is correct or mistaken. To refer\ to one of Nowellm
Smith's‘exampleém we find a don who believes that it is his duty to attend
Common Roome Whether it really is.his duty, we do not know, since we
are not in possession of all the facts, But we can at least say that his
belief does not repder attendance obligatory. If he is right in thinking
he ought to attend, he is right because his belief is true, not Because
he has the belief.

3o Subjective richtness, mistakes, and avoidability.

Subjective rightness must therefore be distinguished from objective
rightness, For while the objective rightness of an action does not depend
at all on the beliefs of the agent, its subjective rightness does, Unless
we make the distinction between objective and subjective rightnessﬁvery o
clear, and'unless we understand just what subjective rightness is, and _
what relation it bears to the be}iefs of the agent, we run the risk of
supposing that, since people can believe almost anything, then almost
anything can be subjectively rights If we suppose this, we ﬁill rightly
regard with suspicion the view that conscientious»actibp, the doing of
what is subjectivdly right, is always morally good. It is by understanding

what subjective rightness is that we will reach ah understanding of the
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nature and value of consclentious action,

‘From an objective standpoint, actions may be seen to be obligatieas
permissible, or wrong. Subjectively, also, they may be seen to be
obligatory, permissible or wrong. There are therefore a number of
combinations of subjective and objective rightness and wrongness., To take
rightness as an example, an action may be: objectively wrong and subjectively
right; objectively right and subjectively right; or objectively right and
subjectively wronge. The possibility of the first combination is the most
dangerous for conscientiousnes;, and I shall discuss this fifst. The -
conscientious agent is one Wh§ tries to discover the moral status of his
proposed actions, and who acts in accordance with the conclusions he has
reached, Having decided that an action is obligatory, he will perform
it for the sufficient reason that that is what he has decided, and so one.
Now I think that an important factor in establishing the value of
conscientiousness is the phrase 'tries to discover's An action is not
to be described as subjectively right because the agent happens to believe
tﬁat it is right, or because he has cursorily decided that it is, It can
be said to be subjectively right only if he has tried to discover its
moral statuse

When we try to find thiﬁgs out, it is always possible that we will
make mistakeszo We might be responsible for our mistakes, which sometimes
arise from carelessness or idleness. Sometimes, on the other hand, we are
not responsible for our mistakes, even though it might be possible to say
that if we had tried even harder, we might have been right., Something
here will depend on the situation in which we have to carry out our procedure
of discovery, If time is shortR we might be excused mistakes for which

we would otherwise be held responsible, and indeed we might be blamed for

2'I‘he mistake may be one of fact, or of value, But the point I am making
apply equally to mistakes of both kinds.
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achieving accuracy at the ef?ense of something elséo' In an examination,
for instance, we w&uld ;:g;é higher marks to the students who made more
mistakes and also got more correct answers than we would to the one who

got all his answers right, but answered only half the number of questions
required, So although the first studentf could have made fewer mistakes,

we judge him to have allowed the wiser course in writing quickly,

Similarly, people making moral jﬁdgments may méke mistakes, Some=
times, they are not responsible for their mistakes (like the student who
has never been taught how to solve a particular kind of problem) and dome-
times they are responsible in that they could have reached the right
answers DBut although we can in this sense say that people are always
responsible for the mistakes they could have avoided, it does not follow
that they are always to be blamed for the mistakes for which they are
responsible. Thus, though we may insist that trying to discover the moral
status of an action is an indispensable part of conscientiousness, we must
be careful to keep our demand for effort within sensible limits. It would
be a mistake, for instancé, to demand that they should try to the best of
tﬁeir ability, in so far as this suggests that the ability of the agént is
limited only by the limitations of his intelligence, perceptiveness, and
go on, JFor the agent must be influenced by the limits imposed not merely
by his own nature or talent, but also by those imposed by the situations in
which the judgment has to be made,

So far, then, we can say that if an action is to be described as
subjectively right, then the agent must have tried to discover what'he
ought to do. We can concede that he may have made a mistake, in which case
the subjectively and objectively right actions will not coincide. But where
he had made a mistake, it remains open whether or not the action is |
subjectively right, since the mistake may be totally avoidable, unavoidable

- in the circumstances, or avoidable in the circumstances, Now it is clear
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that 'in order to discover the subjective moral status of an action, when
the action is objectively wrong, we must know what sort of mistake has
been mades We must know whether the mistake was avoidable or unavoidable,
and in what sense it was avoidable or unavoidable.

The total avoidability or unavoidability of a mistake is é matter of
facte That is to say, although it may be difficult to establish what the
fact is, the question is one about facts rather than values., As we shall
see, this makes total avoidability very rare (as I indicated earlier, I do
not want to make too sharp a distinction here, but there is a common enough
sense in which 'facts! are understood to be non-moral). If the mistake was
totally unavoidable, we can establish this, if we can establish it at all,
by reference to the ﬁgbossibility of the agent's reaching the right answer,
It might be impossible for him to reach the right answer because he is
unintelligent, or imperceptive, or uninformed, or it might rather be
impossible Because there 1s no avoidable means of discovering the facts
needed for judgment.

Circumstantial avoidability, on the other hand, is not simply a matter
of fact, but of value judgment. To say that the agent could not, in these
circumstances, have avoided making this’mistake is, paradoxically, quite:
often to say that he was right to make the mistakes It would have been
stupid, or unwise, or imprudent, or even blameworthy, to have done what
was necessary definitely to ascertain the {ruthe. To say that he could, in
these circumstances, have avoided the mistake, is to say that he should
have avoided it, It is to suggest that he was careless, or'lazy, or -
insensitive, or, perhaps, biased,

Although the dividing line is not easy to draw; it is important that
we should be aware of what kind (un)avoidability we are attributing to the
mistake of the agent with whose Jjudgment we disagree, Only if we kmnow

this can we know whether we should describe his action as subjectively
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right or not.

In the first place, if his mistake was totally unavoidable, if he
could not possibly have avoided making the mistake he did make, then we
can describe his action as subjectively right, since he acted in accord-
ance with ; belief‘that he could not help holding, Secondly, if his
mistake was totally avoidablel we can refuse to describe his action as
subjectively right, since he did not try hard enough to disco%er what he
ought to do. But while this is true on a general level, when we come
down to particular cases, w will find it not so easy to judge the subjective
moral status of the action. If we consider some of the reasons given for
attributing totél (un)avoid;bility to mistakes, we can see that often we
are attributing circumstantial rather than total (un)avoidability. That is,
we are not stating a fact, but making a value=-judgment. For example, we say
that the agent could not help making a mistake because he was stupid, or
imperceptive, or uninformed, VStupidity, perhaps, -is unavoidable., "But if
the unavoidability of a mistake rests on an avoidable factor such as lack
of perception, or ignorance, are we really saying that the mistake was
unavoidable? Surely we would want to say that thé agent should not have
let himself become so imperceptive or uninformed. If he had tried harder
earlier on, he would have been in a better position now to make correct
judgments, Thus, if a mistake is to be described as totally unavoidable,
the unavoidability must arise from elements outside the agent's control,
not only present but past. As a simple illustration of the fact that we
 often do Judge mistakes in this way, we may consider somebody who attempts
to excuse some conduct which was meant.for the best but which caused offence,
by saying 'Ch well, you know me, I'm always putting my foot in it'e The
natural response to this is not to say forgivingly, 'I suppose you can't
help it', but rather to say 'It's about time you learned not to's The

offence is not less blameworthy because it is one of many of a similar
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type. Anyone might cause offence occasionally, but to do it frequently
suggests a character-defect for which we hold the agent responsible,

Mistakes in moral judgement are rarely totally unavoidable, since -
the agent is often, in the long term, responsible for being the kind of
person who makes that kind of mistake, But they are not often totally
avoidable, either. It will be remembered that statements of total
avoidability are statements of fact, not judgments of vajue. They suggest
that the agent could have avoided the mistake, not that he should have,
But the statement that he could have avoided it often includes some judg-
ments to the effect that he‘should have, After all, if a mistake could
have been avoided, it is difficult to see why it should have been made,
unless we suppose that the agent did or omitted something for which we
blame him, - He must have been careless, or thoughtless, or biased, or self-
interesteds The statement of the fact of total avoidability can therefore
be seen to be usually inseparable from a value-judgment as to the agenﬁ's
method of attempting fo ascertain the truth.

Almost always, then, when someone makes a mistake in judgment, fhere
is at least something for which we hold him responsible. This may be more
or less serious, involving a judgmént of character, or the imputation of a
moment's thoughtlessness., There are, however two kinds of situation in
which we might absolve the agent from any responsibility for his mistake,
The first is that in which the circumstances were such that he had no
access to the necessary source of information, by means of which he could
have discovered the truth. Thus if, for instance, a doctor decides that
he ought to discharge a patient from hospital (this can be maae into a
moral question if we include some reference to, say, shortage of beds),
and bases his decision on the foreseeable consequences of his action, he
cannot be held responsible if one consequence of what he does if the

suicide of his patient who has quite irrationally and secretly decided that
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he has cancer. (The doctor can hardly allow for this kind of possibility,
since any way of finding out whether patients have this kind of fear would
presumably involvé planting a seed of suspicion in the minds of patients
who had never even thought of cancer.) The doctor therefore decides
reasonably on the basis of the information available to him, and even
though he comes to the wrong conclusion, and can consequently be said to
have made a mistake, the mistake was totally unavoidable, and could not
perhaps even be called 'his! mistake,

The second kind of situation in which we might regard a mistake as
totally unavoidable is one in which the mistake arises inevifably, not
from the unavailability of information, or from external factors at all,
but from the character, ability,'or beliefs of the agent where he is not
responsible for his character. We hold people responsible for being care-
less, or insensitive, and therefore hold them fesponsible‘for mistakes in
judgment arising from carelessness or insensitivity. But we do not hold
them responsible for being mentally ill, or retarded. Consequently, if
mistakes in judgment arise from a condition for which the agent is not
responsible, we do not régard these mistakes as avoidable,

We may now use the conclusions which have been reached about mistakes
in judgment in an attempt to clarify the demand that an agent should 'try
to discover' what he ought to do, if his actions are to be described és
subjectively right, even though they are objectively wrong.

If he is not responsible at all for his mistakes, we may say that his
efforts to discover what he ought to do were, though unsuccessful, sufficient,
The doctor's actiSn in discharging the patient was subjectively right.
What‘if the mistake is unavoidable because of, say, mental iilness?
Suppose a madman, after thinking things over, decides to kill the man he
believes to be systematically poisoning the reservoir which supplies water

to a large city, are we to say that his action is subjectively right?
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Perhaps it would seem more accurate to say that‘he is not a moral agent
at all. But if his decision is taken on grounds which seem to him %o be
moral, because he believes he ought to save the city's inhabitants, I see
no reason to deny that he did what he really, aftér due reflection,
believed he ought to do, and therefore that his actiong§ was subjectively
righte If he is capable of any coherent thought, the wildness of the
premises from which he validly argues should not lead us to say he has
not made a Jjudgment. If so; it follows that whenever anyone has tried to
discover what he ought to do, and has made an unavoidable mistake in
judgment, we may call his actions subjectively riéht.

If the agent is responsible for his mistakes, we must distinguish
-within the class of avoidable mistakes those for which the agent is to
blame, and those for which he is not to blame.’ He is to blame for those
mistakes which are made through carelessness, or insensitivity and so one.
But in general he is not to blame for mistakes which arise through what
might be called pressure of circumstances, If a man refuses to spend very
much time on trying to find out what he ought to do in a trivial case
because he rightly believes that he should concentrate on mére important
matters, we cannot blame him for his trivial errors of judgment. (I say
'in general'-since there are obviously going to be differences in different
cases here, Perhaps he could have made a quick and accufate Judgment if
he had not been insensitive, for instance, But then the mistakezrises.
partly from pressure of circumstances, and partly from a defect in the
agent's character for which we do blame hime.) If he is to blame for his
mistake, we can refuse to call what he does subjectively right, but if he
is not to blame, we can say that, so long as he tried to discover what was
right, his action was subjectively right.

This conclusion will enable us to discuss more fully the problems

‘ ﬁhich arise from a conflict between subjective and objective rightness,
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Since mistakes in judgment are not only possible, but common, it quite -
often happens that someone performs an objectively wrong action 5elieving
it to be right. But it does not follow from this that people often perform
objectively wrong actions which are also subjectively right. Sometimes,
admittedly, we do, and it is necessary to consider such cases, But we do
not need to account for objectively wrong actions performed in the belief
that they are right by people who are to be blamed for holding such a
. belief, since these actions are not subjectively right, Judged by the
criterion of 'trying to disco&er', they are found wanting.

Thus, when I say that conscientiousness alone ig morally good, and '
that it is always good to perform the action which egé believed to be
right, or which, in othep words, is subjectively right, I am not committed
to the view that, whenever anybody does anything, no matter what, which he
believes to be right, in any and every sense of 'believe!, he is mérally
good. Nevertheless, there are still problems, since it may not always be
easy to discover whether the mistaken belief acted upon by the agent who
performs morally wrong actions, are based on mistakes which could have been
avoided, and for which the agent is to blame, or whether the mistakes were
unavoidable, and the agent blameless, The main problem does seemlto arise
in the case of fanatics, but it is to be found also in any case whether
the‘mistake arises from a defect in characters, I shall return to this
problem in subsection 5 of this chapter,

4o Special Cases

First, however, it is necessary to consider a separate class of
subjectively right actions.  As I pointéd out earlier, there are several
possible combinations of the subjective and objective moral status of
actions. An action may be subjectively wrong and objectively right,-
objectively wrong and subjectively right, or objectively and subjectively °

right (or wrorge The same range of combinations holds for obligatorynmess.
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(I use the term ‘right' to mean 'permissible' rather than 'obligatory's)
When an action is both objectively and subjectivély right or wrong, no
problems arise, But the possibility of an action's being subjectively
wrong and objectively right gives rise to some interesting speculations,

One possible exémple of such an argument is afforded by an agent who
is, on moral grounds, a vegetarian., Presumably, not all vegetarians refuse
to eat meat because they believe it to be wrong to do so. They might
dislike meat, or might have special views about the nutritional value of
various foods., But some people refuse to eat meat because théy diéapprove,
morally of the practice of living on other animals; Now I should myself
be inclined to say that there is nothing morally wrong about eaiiﬁg meat,
(though I should give serious attention to the view that certain farming
methods involve cruelty to animals, and that one ought not to eat thé food
obtained by such methods.) Thus, we can say, though a vegetarian would not,
that it is not morally wrong to eat meat.s Eating meat is objectively
permissible. But if we assume that after careful consideration the
vegetarian has decided that eating meat is morally wrong, then we must
say that meat-eating is subjectively wrong for the vegetarian.

However, in case this example is not accepted (since I might be
mistaken in my judgment that meat-eating is permissible), I shall offer
another, which must be, Catholics, or at any rate most Catholics, believe
that it is morally wrong to use artificial means of contraception, Ultim=-
ately, this believe is based on a Papal pronouncement: because the present
Pope has officially ammounced that it is unnatural, and therefore wrong,
to use artificial contraceptives, Catholics who accept that the Pope's
official announcements on matters of morals are authoritative, are committed
to accepting his authority in this matter, and to saying that it is, as
the Pope says, objectively wrong to use artificial means of contraception.

The matter is rather complicated by the fact that the Catholic church
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fecognizes the ultimate authority of the individual conscience, since it
is possible for that reason for a Catholic {to reject the Pope's teaching.
However, it is clear that the Catholic must be very sure of his beliefs,
and of his reasons for his beliefs, if he is to be described as genuinely
conscientious in his rejection of the Church's teaching,

On the other hand, we find many non-Catholics who believe conscient=-
iousiy (that is, after due reflection, and after 'trying to discover'!, in
the relevant sense, what is objectively right), that artificial methods of
birthécontrol are not only permissible, but obligatory, since a refusal to
regulate the birth-rate by the available means will lead to serious
problems for mankind, problems of suffering, starvation, and possibly even

the ultimate destruction of mankind.

It is clear that artificial contraception cannot be, at the same
iime, objectively wrong and objectively obligatory.' Therefore either the
Catholic who condemns birth-contrel, or the non-Catholic who regards it
as obligatory, is mistaken, Consequently, if the actions of the Catholic
and the actions of the non~Catholic (in both cases based on moral conviction)
are describable as subjectively right, we have a case of a conflict
between subjective wrongness and objective rigﬁtness. If artificial
contraception is objectively morally right or even obligatory, then its
subjective wrongness for the Catholic conflicts with its objective right-
ndss., If it is objectively morally wrong, theh the non-Catholic's sub=-
jective obligation to practise it, or, in other words, his subjective
obligation to refrain from contributing to the populationd problems of the
world, conflicts with the objective rightness of avoiding artificial

methods of contraception. Withoﬁt, then, coming down on one side or thé
| other, we can say that at least for one of the parties concerned,
subjective wrongness caflicts with objective rightness; It might con~

ceivably be argued against this that there is no coﬁflict, since one of
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the sides is not only mistaken, but culpably so, But I do not think

that this is a tenable position. The Catholic‘cannot blame the none= -
Catholic for not knowing a revealed truth which has not been revealed

to hime The non-Catholic cannot blame the Catholic for believing some-
thing which he has been told by the person he holds as the ultimate source
of moral knowledge., He might blame him for believing it unthinkingly, or
for unthinkingly accepting the Pope as his authority, but presumably not
all Catholics accept either the individual pronouncements, dr the general
authority, of the»Pope, without giving some reasonably deep thought to

the question.

We may, therefore, éay that, just as there can be a conflict between
objective wrongness and subjective righiness, there can equally be a
conflict between objective rightness and subjective wrongness, This is
important, for if we identify conscientiousness with moral goodness, we
must be able to show not only that it is always morally good to act conw
scientiously, even when the action is objectively wrong, but also that a .
failure to act conscientiéusly is always a failure 10 be morally good,
even when by failing to be conscientious one performs the objectively
right action.

@he background to the argument that it is always morally good to act
conséientiously, and always morally poorer (at least poorer, and possibly
Qgg) to fail to act conscientiouslj, is now filled in. I shall, accord-
ingly, turn to the arguments in favour of this claime

5. Nowell Smith's position .

First, I shall concentrate dn the claim that it ié always morally
good to act conscientiously. The’second part of the claim is not entirely
separable from this, but there are special cases (eege that of thelegetar-
ian) which do need fo be handled separately,

The chief of the modern opponents of this claim is Nowell-Smith, some
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of whose arguments I considered in the previous chapter. By attacking
his_grgument, I shall provide a basis for the development of my positive
thesié.' In the previous chapter, I discussed Nowell-Smith's counter=
examples tb the claim that conscientiousness is always morally good, Now
I shall discuss one of his examples (Robespierre) again, in the wider
context of his general attack on conscientiousness,

First, in attacking Kant's claim that the good will alone is good
without qualification, and in particular Paton's defence of Kant's position,
Nowell-Smith says, "...he[jPatonJ does not even raise the question whether
conscientiousness is 'higher than' other moral virtues. Nevertheless it
seems that this is an open question".3

He goes on, "and it is also an open question whether conscientiousness
itself is good without qualification. Many of the worst crimes in history'
have been committed by men who had a strong sense of duty just because
their sénse of duty was so strong. I should myself have no hesitation in
saying that Robespierre would have been a better man (quite apart from the
question of the harm he did) if he had given his éonscience a thorough rest
and indulged his taste for roses and sentimental verse".4

After quoting Paton's defence against this kind of criticism, to the
effect that, while good men may do harm, this harm may spring from silliness
and stupidity, Nowell-Smith goes on to ask "But may not the harm spring
from their very conscientiousness? We might adopt the moral principle
that conscientiousness is so valuable that a man ought to be conscientious
no matter what harm he does; but it is quite another thing to say that
their conscientiousness is never the source of the harm that good men do,"5

But while we may adopt the principle fhat conscientiousness is- of supreme

Ethics, p.247
4Emhics, Pe247

5Ethics ) p0248
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value, Nowell~Smith sees ho reason to accept it. He argues that two

kinds of mistake underlie the adoption of such a principle. First, he
suggests that defenders of conscientiousness assume that non~conscientious
action mﬁst be both impulsive and selfish, Now while this may in some

cases be true, as a matter of fact, there is no neéessary connection between
the claim that conscientiousness is of supreme value, and the assumption
that non-conscientious action is both impulsive and selfish. Tﬁis assumpt-
ion is in my opinion clearly false, and I agree with Nowell-Smith that it
must be rejecteds . But it does not follow from this that we must reject the
claim of conscientiousness to be of supreme values -

The second accusation levelled by Nowell-Smith at the defenders of
conscientiousness is that they are guilty of a confusion. He develops this
accusation in a discussion of an argument put forward by Ross, Since I want
to make my own defence of.conscientiousness on the basis of an attack on
Nowell=Smith's position, I shall avoid unclarity of exposition, or unfair-
ness, by quoting Nowell-Smith's discussion in full,

He writes, "Sir David Ross uses'the.following'argument to prove that
we must regard a man who acts.from a sense of duty as a better man than one
who acts from any other motive, "Suppose that someone is drawn towards .

" doing act A by a sense of duty and towards anothér, incompatible, act B by

love for a particular person. Fx hypothesi, he thinks he will not be doing

his duty in doing B. Can we possibly say that he will be acting better if
he does what he thinks not his duty than if he does what he thinks is his
duty? Evidently not. What those who hoid this view ﬁean by tacting from
the sense of duty' is obeying a traditional, conventional code rather than
”5following the warm impulses of the heart, But what is properly meant by
the sense of duty is the thought that one ought to act in a certain way..e.
And it seems clear that when a genuine sense of‘duty is in conflict with

any other motive we must recognize its precedence, If you seriously think
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that you ought to do A, you are bound to think that you will be acting
morally worse in doing anything else instead.""6
First, Nowell-Smith objects to Ross's use of the word 'impulse';
which suggests the capriciousness of mgtives other than a sense of duty,
and he points out that motives such as sympathy, benevolence and so on are
not necessarily impulsive. This is true, and in so far as this is a part
of Ross's position, that position must be attacked. Since it can stand
without this prop, however, we must consider Nowell-Smith's second and
more detailed objection,
He says, "Indeed the passage I have quoted is mostly an appeal to the
self-evidence of the proposition that a man who acts from a sense of duty
is a better man than one who acts from any other motives It is only in the -
last sentence that an argument is used to support this view, and the argu-
ment seems to depend on a confusion between what an agent necessarily thinks
about his own action and what a critic or spectator necessarily thinks,
Ross's object is to prove that Jones necessarily regards Smith as a better
man if he does what he (Smith) thinks he ought to do; but the statemenf
at the end of the quotation is only true if ‘'you'! is taken to refer to the
game person throughout. We must distinguish the following three statements:
"(1) I think that I ought to ao A but that I would be a better man
if I did Be
#(2) I think that you ought to do A but that you would be a better
man if you did Bo .
"(3) You think that you ought to do 4, but you would be a better man
if you did B.
"Yow there is an air of contradiction about (1) and (2), but not

about (3)s And the reason why (1) is logically odd is that 'I ought to do A!

SEthics p.252 the passage quoted by Nowell-Smith comes from W.D. Ross,
The Risht and the Good p.164.
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éxpresses a decision to act in a certain way, and implies that the
decision is of a certain kind, namely one based on reasons which, in a
moral case, may take the form of a belief that A would be fitting or in
accordahce with a certain moral rﬁle. A man who said thatvhe ought‘tb do
A but would be morally better if he did B is in the same breath deciding
to act on a moral principle and condemning himself fdr’makingﬁthis decision,
But to condemn himself is to abandon the moral principle"in question,

"And (2) is logically odd for a similar reason. To say "“you ought
(morally) to do A" is to advise a man to-adopt a certain moral principle
and the force of'"ﬁut you would be a better man if yoﬁ‘did B" is to
retract this advice. It is as inconsistent to recommend and to condemn
a moral principle in the same breath as it is to decide to adopt and to
condemn a moral principle in the same breaths ‘

wBut (3) is not loglcally odd at all; it is the natural way for
Jones to express his moral disagreement with Smiths Now conscientiousness
is an extremely valuable motive and it is so valﬁable'fhat we often wish
to encourage a man to be conscientious even in a case in which we think
that the principle on which he thinks he ought to act is a bad one. In
such a case we might well wish 1o ehcourégevhim'to do what hé-thinks‘right
without wishing to endorse thé‘principle on which he proposes to act, We
should then say "I think you ought to do B; but if you are really convinced
that you ought to do A, then you ought to do it. For what feally matters
1s not that you should act on the right principle but that you should act
on the principle that you believe to Be‘right." But T do not think it is
iogically necessary that we should rate conscientiousness as highly as
this nor that, as a matter of fact, we always do. Statement (3) is not
logically odd except in the mouth of a man who has already éccépted the
very principle of the supreme value of consCientiouénéss which Ross is

trying to establish."7

TBtnics pp 253-4e
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[}
6e The nature of moral disagreement

The first point to be made here is that the lurking suggestion that
Ross's argument begs the question is unfair, since Ross is, as he quite
clearly says, appealing to the self-evidence of the proposition that "If
you seriously think you ought to do A, you are bound to think that you
will be acting morally worse in doing anything else instead." And there
is no doubt that this proposition is true., Indeed, it is tautological.
But what I think Ross is trying to say is that it is self-evident that
wye (cannot) possibly say that he someone with incompatible motives of
love and duty will be acting better if he does what he thinks not his
duty that if he does what he thinks is his duty". Now if this is what
Ross means, he is not begging the question in saying that someone is a
morally better man, and would be regarded as such by a spectator, if he
acts out a sensngduty than if he ignores his sense of duty and acts from
an incompatible motive. On the other hand, if he is saying that this
follows from the tautological propositiﬁn about what the agent himself
thinks, he is wrong, unless we add more premises to the argument, It
will be seen that the necessary premises can be obtained from Ross's
claim that when a sense of duty conflicts with some other motive, 'we
mggi[:my emphasiq} recognise its precedence"s

It is, unfortunately, difficult to be sure of Ross's precise position,
But it is clear enough that his main point is that one ought to do what one
believes one ought to do. - How, then, does Nowell=-Smith's argument hold up
against this point, which is the one I wish to make? Ideas of supreme

value are irrelevant heres. What is in question is what an agent ought to do

whén he is motivated by a sense of duty to do one action, and by some
incompatible motive to some other action, Ross's reply, and mine, is that

he ought to do the action towards which he is prompted by his sense of

dutye
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Nowell-Smith's argument is based mainly on his claim that that
there is nothing logically odd about the third of the assertions above,
viz. '"You think you ought to do 4, but you would be a better man if you

did B", and that, not only is this not logically odd, but it is a perfectly

natural way to eipress moral disagreement., My reply to this will be twom

K

e o R

folds, In the first place, it is not a natural way to express moral disagreement

In the second place, although we may accept (after slight emendations), his
statément that the third assertion "is not logically odd except in the
mouth of a man who has already accepted the very principle of the supreme
value of conscientiousnesg which Ross is trying to establish", this amounts
to saying that the assertion is logically odd, since we must accept the
principle which Ross is "trying to establish", - This principle is not,
however, that conscientiousness is of supreme\vaiue,'but that one ought

to do what one believes one ought to do. In this sense, conscientiousness
is the moral motive -~ it is the motive which over-rides éther, incompatible
motives., Thus conscientiousness as a moral motive has a value which other
motives do not, viz, moral value,

First, however, we may consider the idea that We quite naturally
express moral disagreement by saying “You think you ought to do A but you
would be a better man if you did B." It is worth showing that this is not
so, since Nowell-Smith believes that it is he, and not the deontologist,
who expresses the beliefs of the ordinary man. Thus if we can show that
he is mistaken‘in this, his position will be weakened, though not destroyed.

Suppose, then, that someone expressés to me his intention to perform

an action,A, which be believes to be his dutys I believe that he is mistaken

(whether culpably or otherwise) and that objectively his duty is to perform
action B& When he tells me that he thinks that he ought to do 4, I might

well reply, "“You think you ought to do A, but it would be better if you did

B", But if I say this I do not mean "You would be a better man if you did B,
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even thdugh your conscience tells you that you ought to do A", If I mean
to imply anything about conscience, it is that it would be better if his
conscience were different. The point of my reply is that he is mistaken
in believing that he ought to do A¢ If I hold him to be blameworthy for
believing that he ought to do A, I could also say that he would have shown
himself to be a better man if he had said (and meant) that he believed
that he ought to do B,

Now if I disagree with someone like this on.a moral issue, I do not-
state that he would be a better man if he performed some action which he
believes to be wrong, Nor do I say (holding conscientiousness to be of
great value) that his belief is mistaken, but that he ought to act in
accordance with ite Yet it is because Nowell-Smith apparently sees only
these two alternatives that he is able to ridicule the idea that the spec-
tator would regard the conscientious man as morally better, Ross seems to
identify the agent with the spectator. Nowell-Smith takes up the idea of

" the épectator, complete with the notion of passivity (he watches and Judges,
but doesn't take part), and then identifies the spectator with a participant
in a moral argument, This participant has the spectator-characteristic of
passivity. But of course the pérticipant in the argument is not a passive
spectator, unable to do anything but judge and pronou;ce Judgment, What he
caﬁ and does do is argue. |

There are therefore three possible lines of argument for the
participant.

1. "You think you ought to do A but you would be a better man if you
did B," This is the {ime which Nowell-Smith would speake

2e T think you ought to do Beseo but what reqlly matters is not that
you should act on the right principle but that you should act on the

principle that you believe fo-be right".s This is the line Nowell~Smith

8Ethics Po 254.



148

offers the deontologist,.

3 "You think you ought to do A, but you are mistaken, You,reaily
ought to do Be You haven't considered that dq?ng A involves.seor, Look,
it's clear that you ought to do B, becauseses This is the line which mosf
normﬁl people, including deontologists, would speak,'

It is obvious that if the deontologist's position is expressible only
in the second line of dialogue then we need not regard acting in accord-
ance with one's beliefs as of supreme importance, of such importance that
we would not even venture to argue with someone whose beliefs were mistaken,
But of course the deontologist need not hold such ab absurd position. Since
he regards acting in accordance with one's beliefs as being very important,
then he will also hold it to be important that people should hold the
right beliefs, He will, therefore, argue with anyone who expresses a
belief that he ought to do an action, A, which is objectively the wrong
actione By arguing, he hopes to change the agent's beliefs, so that the.
objectively right action becomes, for that agent, thersubjectively rightﬁ
action also, that is, the action which that agent accepts, after due
reflection, as his duty.

Thus, moral disagreement is not normally exﬁressed in statements to
the effect that peoﬁle would be morally bette: if they did what they
thought was wrong, or that doing the right thing is unimportant in compar-
json with acting in accordance with one's principles. It is normally .
expressed iﬁ‘argument, and in an attempt to convince some that he is mis
taken and why he is mistaken,

In many cases, we do manage to convince our opponent that he is .
wrong. If we succeed, then we have done what we set out to do, i.e. we.
have brought about a fusion of objective and subjective rightness, But in

other cases, we do not succeed. And finally of course there are those.

cases, where we cannot express our disapproval by arguing with the agent,
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since the agent is dead or fictional, But in these cases, though we do
disagree, we disagree with the beliefs and not with the agent.v In a
sense, I disagree with Robespierre's beliefs, But I do not disagree with
Robespierre, I cénnot utter any of the allotted lines to him, This is
not, therefore, the kind of disagreement Nowell-Smith has in mind, since
he did, after all, write two of the lines himself,

What are we to say when we have failed to convince our opponent?
What do we say of the object of our disapproval when, being dead, he can
be Judged but not argued with? T think that in both cases we must admit
the rightness of genuinely conscientious action, and say that people really
ought to do the actiong which is subjectively right, i.ee. which they
conscientiously believe that they ought to do, and that the good man is
the conscientious man,

7. Identification of the good man and the conscientious mane.

This may be argued for in the following manner, Now I want to argue
that the good man is the man who does what he ought to do, i.e. his duty,
and that duty is to be defined subjectively, not objectively, One's duty,
what one really ought to do, is the subjectively right action. Now, the
good men is defined[jsee Part One | as the man whose goal is the right. He
is, therefore, an agent who intends to do what is righte How does he
execute his intention? Unless people are infallible over matters of right
and wrong (which obviously they are not, as the fact of disagreement shows
conclusively) we cannot say that they never make mistakes, - Thus, although
they intend, if they are good, to do what is right, they might be mistaken
about what gg_righto So if we demand, not only that the good man intends
to do what is right, but also that he executes his intentién, we shall have
to say either that one camnot always execute one's intention, and that
goodness is therefore sometimes impossible, and sometimes unknowable, or

else we must say, if goodness is always to be possible, and if we are to
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know that and when people, including 6urselves, are good, then one éan
execute one's intention to do what is right by doing what one has judged
to the best of one's ability to be right,

Since it seems odd to say that one can at the same time execute one's
intention to ﬁ, and yet fail to ﬁ, it is more appropriate to say that the
good man intends to do, as far as possible what is right, and that he tries
as far as possible, to execute his intention, Otheiwise, goodness would be
beyond the grasp of most of us, whereas of course it is precisely goodness
that is within ones grasp, and rather saintliness or holinessvthat is
beyond us.

If goodness, therefore, is to be possible or achievable, I think we
must say that the good man is the one who tries to do what is right. (It
was necessary to switch from the concept of intending to that of trying for
the sufficient reason tﬁat a definition in terms of intending is incompat=-
ible with the inevitable failures that will occur, whéreas one in terms of
trying making goodness achieveable, through effort, by everyone.

But if the good man is the one who tries to do what is right, then it
can be shown that the good man and the conscientious man are the same, TFor
how can we try to do what is right? There is only one way: to think hard
about what one ought to do, to make a judgment about it, make a decision
on the basis of the judgment, and act on the decisiqno. And this is precisely
doing what one believes, after due reflection, one ought to do. In other
words it is acting conscientiously. Goodness, therefore, consists in being
"conscientious, Moral goodness and moral conscientiousness are identical.
For moral goodness is achievable only through trying to do what is right,
and trying is possibly only through conscientious action, . This being so, it
is impossible to argue that someohe who fails to do what he sincerely -
believes to be right (even through something respectable like love), is, or

would be, a morally betier man than the conscientious man., In repudiating
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one's moral beliefs, one repudiaxesrwhatever chance there is of achievihg
moral goodness, and camot, therefore, be described as morally good in the
act of iepudiating. In that act, one gives up the attempt to do what is right,
and leaves rightness to éhanceo |

It seems to me to be undeniable, therefore, that I ought always to do
whét I believe to be right, though all thqéarlier provisos are to be
understood here, that I must try to diséover what is right, and éb Oone
One objection might be made to this argument, that I have not réally
Justified the‘claim that in refusing to act on my moral beliéfs‘I am
leaving the rightness of my actions to chance, For instance; Nowell-Smith
might say that inaoiding reference to moral beliefs, and relYing instead
on, say, altruism, I am justified in that reliance. As he says, "A man
can consistently adopt a policy of doing good to others, not beéause he
regards it as his duty, but because that is what he most ﬁantévfo'do or
enjoys doingeeo But his altruism is not necessarily less consistent ér
more easily shaken than that of the man who tries to do good because he
thinks it his duty."9 Of course, this is perfectly true, Altruistic mén -
ﬁay be extremely reliable., But my original contention still holds., For
if the altfuistic>man adopts a policy of doing good to others because that
is what he wants to do, he is, as I said, abdicating his moral agency, in
rejecting the one means to trying to do what he ought to do. His actions
are, indeed, likely to be right, but they will not be right because he has
decided to do, as far as possible, what he ought to doe Uitimatély, what
he has decided is that he will do w;;t he most enjoys doing, which happens
to be doing good to others, and this is not a morai pre~disposition, in thé
sense that the adoption of a consistent policy of doing what one enjoys -
precludes the possibility of doing something élse when one ought to do some-

thing else. Thus, the link between goodness {as manifested in, say, altruism

9Emhics DPe253
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and rightness would, on Nowell-Smith's argument, be contingent.

However, it seems unllkely that the altruistlc man has adopted his
altruistic policy for this reason (enaoyment) alone, and that is why
Nowell-Smlth's argument appears fairly strong. The man who is consistently
altruistlc does appear to others to he a morally good man,kbut that is
because they assume, from knowing how he acts, that he believes that it
is good (not just engoyable) to help other people.> Some people may think
that thinking Zigf about morality is a bad thing, and that 1t 1s best to rely
on one's instincts (which would include benevolence, sympathy, and so forth)
to te114one vhat one ougnt to do. While I would not agree with this, it
is af least a belief that is compatible with, indeed presupposes, the moral
attitude vhich characterizes the conscientions man, For uitimately such
people (among whom Nowell-Smith seems to be included), base their moral |
lives on an ultimate moral princiole to the effect that one wiil achieve
the best one can by spontaneity, Someone who never {thinks about mora ity
does, as I said, abd@cafe his moral agency. Entirely spontaneous spontanelty,
as it were, is incompatible with acceptance of one's reeponsibility’to_try
to do what is good or right. But a BQliSi ofvepontaneityg such as tnat
which Nowell-Smith seems to advocate, is»itself a‘moral policy,‘based on a
nrinciple adopted ny a moral agent. anus, NOWell-Smithqcannot_have it |
bothwys. He can advocate a 'natural' life and say that it is morally
good° But it cannot be morally good unless at 1east one moral decision has
been taken, And if the necessary moral de0151on has been taken, the
‘natural!' life is, as I understand it, one version of the life of the
conoc1entious mane

_ Nowell-Smith's failure to realize this 1s, I thlnk, again based on a -
misunderstanding of what it is to be conscientious, or to act ffor the sake
of dmty'. This is iliustrated by the final paragraph in chapteryi?, entitled

"Conscientiousness™, He writes, "To ask whether conscientiousness is the
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highest virtue is not unlike asking the question whether money is more
valuable than other goods. The answer depends on how much you have, More=
over this is a question the answer to which is a moral judgment and it
cannot therefore be answered either by observation or analysis of moral
language, Aristotle held that a man was not reélly good unless he enjoyed
doing what is good, and I am inclined to agree. The sense of duty..e.plays
little part in the livés of the best men and could play none at all in the
livesppf saints. They act on good moral principles; but not from the sense
of duty; for they do what ihey do for its own sake and not for the sake of
duty."lo

Conscientious action is doing what one believes one ought to do. It‘
is not defined by reference to a specific kind of conscientious man, viz,
the plodder. There are different ways of conscientiouély accepting onet's -
moral agency. - One may decide to decide each case on its merits; one may .
decide to govern one's life by principles; one may decide to be spontaneous.
Now, in saying that the question ébout the value of conscientiousness is
itself a moral question, Nowell-Smith gives the game away, For in judging
that the best life is not.the life of the conscientious man, understood in
its narrower sense, but rather the life of men who "do what they do for its
own sake", he ﬁimself states his belief that this is how one ought, ideélly,
to live. In doing so, he makes a moral judgment about what constitutes the bes
life, and about the life which one ought, as a moral agent, to try to live.
If he not only believes this, but also acts in accordance with his belief,
he affords us a very good example of a conscientious man,

A final point which may be made about this revealing paragraph is
that to suppose that it is one thing to act from a sense of duty, and 3
another to "act as good principleé" and to "do what they the best men- do

for its own sake", is to misunderstand what it is. to act from a sense of

Opihics PPe 258=9.
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duty. For to act from a sense of duty is to do what one does for its own
sake, It is to do Qhat is the kind of thing that can be done for its own
sake. It is not to do what one wants, but neither is doing good actions
‘for their own sake doing what one wants., It is to do them for their own
sake in the sense that one does them for the sake of their goodness, As
Kant would say, a human being feels obliged to do such actions, and in
doing them doesn't act in accordance with principles by which his behaviour
is necessarily governed. But to recognize obligation is not to do good
things reluctantly, but to do them responsibly. And the best men‘and -
saints recognize obligation, for they are human. God and the angels are
different, but Nowell-Smith's concern, like mine, is with human beings.

No human being is neéessarilx good = if he were, he would not be a moral
agent, since he would not be free. Some human beings do enjoy being good,
But if they 'are good' because they enjoy it, and for no other reason, then
they may do good, but they are not mbrally goodes Aristotle is surely right
in saying that a truly good man enjoys doing what is good, but that still
makes the doing of good logically prior to the enjoyment, And if he does
what is good with pleasure, and is the better for the pleasure he feels,
his moral superiority lies in the fact that he enjoys what is good, rather
than what is good. That is, his pleasure is in the goodness of good acts,
and not in the acts (which will, after all, be of numerous kinds) themselves,

8, Conscientiousness, obligation and goodness.

Now it may seem that I have offered a fallacious argument, rather as
Ross appears to Nowell-Smith to have done. Even if it is true that I must
accept my own obligation to do what I believe I ought to do, it does not
follow that I am really obliged to do these things which I believe I ought
to do, nor does it follow that it is always and only morally good to do
what I believe I ought to do. Actually, it is the reference to goodness

which provides the link between my necessary acceptance of the authority of
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my convictions and the duty of the moral agent to act in accordance with
his convictions,

Kow, in saying that the moral agent ought always to do what he bélieves
he ought to do, I am not, obviously, saying that objectively the right
action is always the one the agent 5e1ieves he ought to do. But if it is
true that ought implies can, then the most we can say of the moral agent
is that he has a duty to try to do what is right, for since he cannot always
do, knowingly, what is objectively right (for he is not infallible), then
he must simply do his best. Thus, we cammot say that all moral agents at
all times have a duty to do what is objectively right, for we would be
asking the impossible, But if we are to say that moral agents have duties
at all, then in general, what they ought to do is to try to do what is
righte And as I have shown, acceptance of this duty implies acceptance
of the authority of one's moral beliefs, So it is not merely that I think
I ought to do what I think I ought to do, but that, because I ought to accept
my duty to do my best, I really ought to do what I think I ought to do.

- And this is not just a statement about me, but about me gua moral agent,
and consequently about moral agents as such. Thus, moral agents really
ought to do what‘they think they ought to do.

Does it follow from this that they are morally good if, and only
if, they do what they think they ought to d0? I think that it does. They.
cannot, for a start, be morally good unless thej do what they think they
ought to do, for they cannot be morally good unless they accept their
responsibility as moral agents to do the best they can. Doing whatbne
thinks one ought to do is therefore a necessary condition of moral goodness,
But it is also a sufficient condition of moral goodness, since adoption of
the principle that one ought to do the best one can, and that‘this can be
done only by doing what one believes best, is, precisely, adoption of the

moral pre-disposition, and acceptance of one's moral agency., And if it is
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not morally good to adopt the ﬁoral pre-di3p§sition,.then I.don't think
that there could be such a thing as moral goodhess at a%l, sincé there is
no other candidate, 4As I gave stressed, the moral attitude may take
different forms, for there are differentvways of approaching an attempt‘to
lead a good life, Thus, not all conscientious men will be of‘precisely the
same type. DBut unless at some point they have taken the deéision to do
their best, they have not fulfilled the necessary condltlon of moral goodness,
It might be argued (and I think that Nowell-Smith would take this 1line)
that the truly good man must enjoy doing what is goode I shall leave a
full discussion of this until 1ater.11 Butvfor now, I shall point‘out |
that in saying this, Nowell-Smith musf mean one>of two things., First, he
might mean that unless a man enjoys doing good, he ié not mofally good at
all, Since this would put mofal goodness outside our control, I cannot
accept this, For éne cannot make onesélf enjoy doing what‘is good, thoﬁgh
one may certajnly train oneself to become reasonably éccﬁstomed fo it, and
con;equently at least to dislike it (if one does dislike it) less, Secondly,
he might mean (as the passage I quoted above, where he c1tes Arlstotle,
would suggest) that the best men enaoy doing what is good. But then there
can still be good men who do not enJoy it, and though they are nbt as good
as the best men, we can only make séhse of the concepf of tﬁe best in terms
of the cdncept of the godd. The besﬁ‘men are best in relation to thé good,
not in relation to the bad. I do not think, therefore, that Qe éan‘describe
enjoyment of doing good as a necessary condition of moral goodness;‘ C§n~
sequently, conscientiousnéss, or acting in accordance with one's moral
beliefs (arri@ed at after dﬁe reflection), is both a necéssary conditién of
moral goodness, and, since there are no other cbﬁditioné,.a sufficient
conditiony; too. | |

The conscientious man, i.e. the one who does what is subjectivel& right,

11See Part III, conclusion



157
is therefore morally godd, and the morally good man is the conscientious
man, Ve cannot, therefore, say of anyone that he would ge morally ﬁetter‘
if he acted against his mora; beliefs, We can, if we blame hih for holding$
the beliefs that he holds; deny that what he does is subjectively right,
and therefore that he is conscientious, and we may possibly agree ;ifh
Nowell-Snith, that Robespierre would have beenva morally betfer man if he
had tended his rosese, That depends on whether we consider that he could |
have avoided the mistaken beliefs that he holds. But if we believe that
he was gemuinely conscientious, we camnot say that he would have been
morally better if he had acted otherwise than he did, for he would not even
have been morally good, let alone better. The poinﬁ is not thét he sﬁould
have given his conscience a rest., Mistaken consciences meed exercise, n§t
rest, though of course one may conscientioﬁsly decide that it would be
better to take one's mind off one's moral problems, so that one may come
back to them in better form, That is another matter than forge£ting‘ébout
one's moral agency, ‘or Nowell~Smith at some point implies one ought to do.

9, Special cases

It remains, in this chapter, only to cbﬁsider the‘speqiai case ofthe
subjective duty to do whatkis objectively neutrals It gleérly follows from
the argument of the previous sub-section (8) that if one believgs onsself to’
have a duty to’pérformlan action which objectivelyvis nét a duty, one ought
to perform that action. Here, theiexample ofrcontrageption might ngt apply
since that was a situation where one of the two partiés had a subjective
duty to do what was objectively wrong, not ngutralo But we may éhiftﬁthe
example round, So that Qe may say that it is neither wrong nor‘obligatqry‘
to practice artificial contraception, The Catholi¢ is mistaken in supposing
that it is wrong, and the nonfCatholio is mistaken in supposing:that‘itnis;
obligatory. (ind actually it is odd to supposekthat it is obligatogx;

since the duty is surely that of avoiding contributing to the population
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problems of mankind, and there are means other than artificial contraception
of doing one's duty in this matter.) We may aiso, for the sake of argument,
take my wgetarian example, and suppose that eating meat is objectively
neutral, f.e. that it is neither wrong nor obligatory to eat meat. (The
difficulty here is a minor one, There can be little doubt that people do
sometimes believe that they have a duty to do what is objectively neutral,
I+ is merely hard to think of non~tendentious examples,)

As I said, it follows from my previocus argument that if one believes
oneself to have a duty to perform an action which objectively is not a
duty, then one nevertheless ought to perform that action. People can,
therefore, be said to have a duty to perform objectively neutral actions,
that is, actions which are neither obligatory nor wrong. This is a view
which has been regarded with some suspicion because of some of the
conclusions to which it apparently leads., DBut, as will be seen, it need
not lead to those conclusions, though where it does they must be accepted,

The Catholic believes that he has a duty to avoid artificial contra-
ception, although, we may suppose, the practice is objectively neutral, .
The vegetarian believes he has a duty to avoid eating meat,'though eating
meat is objectively neutrals Now I am committed {o saying that the
Catholic ourht not to practice artificial contraceptiqp, and that the
vegetarian oucht not to eat meat, even though I am assuming there is
nothing wrong with either practice. It seems, indeed, to be perfectly .
natural to speak in this way. ' Quite often we believe that people ought to
act in accordance with their principles, even if we regard those principles
as rather crarky. I can quite reasonably blame them for failing to live up
to their principles. If I catch the convinced vegetarian eating a steak,

I could tell him, and mean it, that he ought to be ashamed of himself, even
while I myself am unashamedly tucking into a steak. ' Non-Catholics who do

not accept the Pope's authority may quite reasonably blame Catholics who
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reject that authority. We both can and do blame people for doing things
which we ourselves do not consider to be wrong, The fact that this is a
perfectly natural thing to do bears out my contention not only that we
really ought to perform the subjectively right action, but that this is, togm
ether with its implications for a theory of conscientiousness, a very
common belief, In other words, I claim the support of the ordinary
moral consciousness on this point., And even if its implications are not
so readily sensed by the ordinary moral consciousness, that does not mean
that ordinary people do not hold the belief which has 'those implications,
nor that it does not, after all, have those implications,

The suspicion with which this view on subjective rightness is sometimes
regarded by philosophers, arises from the assumption that it will commit
us to saying that anything at all can count as a moral principle. My
reply to this is twofold., First, it does not commit us to saying that
anything can count as a moral principlé, merely that if someone hélds a
belief conscientiously as a moral belief, he really ought to act in
accordance with it., Some cranky beliefs may slip through, but given the

proviso that the belief must be reached after due reflection, after an

attempt to discover what is right, there should not be too many of these,
though there may be some. Secondly, wﬁy should we not say that anything can
count as a moral principle? Immoral principles constitute a special case
(as with fanatics), but objectively non-moral principles could, for their
adherents, cg;;g; as moral principles, in which cése we can reasonably
expect them to act in accordance with them, and blame them for not acting
in accordance with them,

10, What one ousht to do,

Last of all, after this discussion of objective and subjective duties,
do we not seem to be left with an indeterminate realm of things we 'really

ought to do! vhich are neither objective nor subjective duties? I do not
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think that we are, Objective duties are those actions which may be said

to be duties in the sense that they are the right actioﬁs in the circum-
stances, But I think it is really a mistake to use the word 'duties! for
these, Objectively, they are right or fitting. But if one's duty is to

do what one ought to do, and if ought implies can, then one does not always
have a duty to do the right or fitting action. Subjective duties are those
actions which the agent believes, after due reflection, that he ouéht to
performes Real duiies, as they might be called, are those actions which

the agent really ought to do. They are, therefore, identical with subjective
duties properly defined, since one really ought to do one's sﬁbjective
duties. But real duties span the objective/éubjective gape TFor the basic
moral duty is to try, or to do one's best, to do what is right. In other
words, the basi€ moral duty is to accept one's responsibility as a moral
agent to find out, and to do, what is right. To understand this is to
understand what it is to be a moral agent, and what it is to have a duty,
The basic duty is therefore seen to be to try to make one's subjective
duties conform to the objectively right and fitting, not to do what is right
and fitting, since that is not always possible, but to itry to do it. 4nd
ultimately, one must try by adopting the only available means, i.eo by
using one's ability to judge, and by accepting one's judgments as the‘
basis of action.

Therefore what duty is can be understood only if we understand what it
is to be a moral agent, and if we understand the interplay between the |
subjectively right and the‘objectively right, and if consequently, we under=
gtand what it is to be truly conscientious.

Tn this chapter, I have tried to elaborate and clarify the concept of
true conscientiousngss. Some considerable stress has been laid onkthe notion
of judgment., This notion will be discussed fully in the next two chapters.

it is clearly of great importance, since I am apmuing that one's real duty is
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to do what one judges to be best. I shall, therefore, attempt to show
o _

that such reliance as judgment is not only necessary, but justified,

That is to say, although it is the best we have, it is not a poor best,

the Oxford don and Robespierre notwithstanding.
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Chapter Three.

The Justification of Moral Judgments

1. Introductory

So far, I have argued that if we are properly +to understand the
notion of moral goodness, we must explain it in terms of conscientiousness,
The morally good man is the conscientious man wholdoes what he believes to
be right because he believes it to be right. He acts on the hasis of
conscientious judgments and decisions. In accordance with this analysis of
goodness, we must explain duty in terms of subjective rightness. A moral
agent's duty is to do what he conscientiously believes to be right. However,
it has been seén that objections have been raised against this positionbon
the ground that there are some people of whom we may predicate consciente
iousness while at the same time denying that they are morally good.  Further-
more, it might be argued that some actions performed in good faith are .-
nevertheless morally wrong, so that the conscientious man may perform wrong
or even outrageous actions merely because he is conscientious,

These objections, however, rest on a misunderstanding of the nature
of conscientiousness. We have seen that there are different senses of the |
term conscientioug; and that it is important to be clear which sense is
involved when we identify the good man with the conscientious man. We do'
not commit ourselves, in mgking such an identification, to claiming that
the narrow minded, over-scrupulous, uncritical or unimaginative man who
rigidly acts in accordance with his 'princbpleS' is morally good, for such
a man is not conscientious in the relevant sense. |

As for the second objection, that wrong actions are sometimes (or often)
performed in good faith, two types of answer may be offered. First, we may
deny that such actions ere performed in good faith, or are truly conscientious

Secondly, we moy maintain that the objection is beside the point, since
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there is no incompatibility between the claims that an agent did what he
ought to do (in doing what he believed to.be right), and that he acted
wrongly (in failing to perform the action which was really the best, or
most appropriate, in the circumstances), ﬂeither of these replies is
sufficient if taken on its own. Which of them is appropriate depends on
the particular case, Sometimes we want to say that a particular action:
which has been brought to our attention is wrong, but was not performed in
good faith, since the agent had failed to think sufficiently about what he °
ought to do, or had not used his imagination, and so forth. But on the
other hand, we do sometimes want to say that an agent did perform an action
in good faith, but neveﬁheless acted wrongly. In saying this, we are not
saying that he ought to have acted otherwise, since in doing what he
conscientiously believed he ouzht to do, he did the (moral) best that we:
can expect of any agent. In such a case, we canmot blame him for acting as -
he did, but we may still say that his action was not the appropriate one
in the circumstances. Sometimes we may speak out of hindsight, having -
discovered that the consequences of the action were not those which were"
legitimately expected, and sometimes we may judge from a positioh of
greater knowledge. We know something that the agent does not know and.
cannot be expected to know., When the agent learns the fact, he too will

be in a position to say that his action was the wrong one, while maintain-
ing as we do that he did what he ought to do in doing what he sincerely"”
thou ht beste.

In this context, the question arises, tWhat Justification can we have
for our moral beliefs?'! There are two main types of reason for wanting to
find an answer to this quesfion, both of which arise out of the previous
considerations. First, in order to say whether or not a particular judg- -
ment or decision is a conscientious one, we must know what sorts of

process the agent must go through in order to make a conscientious decision.
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We cannot describe the agent as conscientious unless it is the case not
only that he acted in accordancé with his moral beliefs, but also that

he was justified in holding such a belief, ‘Secondly, if the distinction
between judging an agent to have acted rightly, and judging his action
right is to hold, we need to know at least that the criteria for the
judgment of actions are different from those for the judgment of agents,

Of course, it should be pointed out that the case for conscientiousness
would not be affected by a failure to discover criteria of objective rightw
ness, or even by a discovery that there are no such criteria. If there is
no way pf judging with certainty what actions are right, that does not make
us deny that the agent should do what be believes he ought to do. On the
contrary, the case for conscientiousneés would be strengthened by the .
necessity to reject an objectivist position on the criteria of rightness,
But I wish to make it clear that my adoption of the view that conscientious-~
ness and moral goodness are identical does not depend on a pessimistic view o
the possibility of moral knowledge. Rather, my analysis of conscientious .
action, and consequently the nature of the view of conscientiousness that .
I do adopt, depends to some extent on the beliefvthat the.conscientious
man is essentially reasonable, In order to eleborate this belief, it is
necessary to show that reasonableness in moral belief is possible, and
what sort of reasonableness is possible,

First, it is necessary briefly to distinguish different senses of the
terms 'reason' and 'reasonable', and to explain in which sense moral |
judgments may be said to be reasonables

One of the things which can lead to misunderstandings when the term
‘reasonable' is used is that the term 'reason' is itself ambiguous. In the
first place, 'reason' may be understood as the name of the faculty possession
of which distinguishes men from other animals. Thus, one may hoid,that

reason (man's special characteristic) is involved in something, whether a



165

judgment, a proposal, or an attitude., We may perhaps sayy for ihstance,
that reason is involved in emotion, meaning by this that emotioris are
peculiar to rational beings, Say as involving recognition of fhé objeqt
of the emotion. But to say this is not to say that emotions are essentially
reasonable.s Only a rational being can have a phobia, but a phobia is'an
irrational fear. | o

Ve may however wish to suggest that something imvolves reason more
closely than this. TFor example, we might say that a particular'judgment
involved reason in the sense that the person who makes the‘judgﬁent has
reasoned it oute He has argued step by step from certain'premises to the
judgment which is the conclusion of the process of reasoning., But a
reasoned judgment is not necessarily reasonable, for it is poséiblé to
reason correctly from untrue or even bizarre premises to an untrue or
bizarre conclusion, The validity of the reasoning does not guarantee,the
acceptability in all senses of the conclusioni"' V

Perhaps, though, when we speak of judgments and so forth aé’féaonable,
we do not meah primarily that they involve the faculty of reason, but that
they are such that reasons can be given for thems So here we have the
concept of 'a reason', But this is also an ambiguous ferm, for it is
used both of explanations and of justifications. Again, the availability
of an explanatory reason does not guarantee the acceptability of a judgment.
If I judee that whistling is morally wrong, there'majvbéiah eiplanafdry
reason for my Jjudgment, for instance that I have‘been told; byfsomeone
I respect, that whistling is wrong. But that does not mean that the judgm
ment 1s accepfable.

For my purpose, the sense of 'reason' which is important is that of a
' justificatory reason's A Jjudgment may be said to be reasonable if a
reason can be given in support, or justification, of it. We must still be

céreful,’though, for the phrase ‘can be given'! is in this context ambiguous.
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It may mean that the agent making the judgment can give a justificatory
reason for his judgment, or it may mean that support could be given,
though the agent does not in fact know what the support is. But if a
judgygent is to be 'reasonable! in the sense in which I am usiﬁg the term,
it must be the case both that there is a (good) supporting reasonvfor éhe
judgment, and that the agent knows the reason and bases his judgment
upon it. 4n acceptable judgment, then, is one made by an agent who can
support his judgment by giving the reason upon which it is based, but
the reason must genuinely support the judgment. Then we may say‘that the
judgment is reasonable, and that the agent is reasonable in judging,

Clearly, muchﬂmore could be‘said about this, but at present my
main concern is to clarify the terminology I shall use in the ensuing
arguments.

I propose, therefore, to argue that the conscientious man holds
reasonable beliefs, T?is position must be distinguished_from’the pessimise
tic one that the conscientious man is justified in holding his beliefs, merel
because the alleged impossibility of moral kmowledge renders morality an
irrational affair, in which one view is as good as another. On the
contrary, one moral view is not as good as another, but some are acceptable
and others are not., Conscientious action, action in accordance with
conscientious judgments, is therefore to be understood not only in terms
of the arent's accentance of certain beliefs, in acco;dance‘with which

he makes his decisions, but in accordance with the acceptability of those

beliefs. The beliefs of the conscientious man are reasonable in the sense

explained,

2. Moral Beliefs &s Statements

In order to defend this position, it is necessary to tackle the
questions whether or not we may be said to know the truth of moral beliefs.

In order to approach this problem, however, we must have some idea whether
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it makes sense at all to speak of moral beliefs as being capable of trﬁth
or falsity. Tor if we adopted a theory in terms éf which moral utterances
are to be understood entirely as, say, expfessions of emotion, we would
not be justified in saying thét such uﬁtefances are t:ueror false, 1If,

on the other hand, such utterances are taken to be, ﬁot expressions of

the speaker!s  emotions, but statements aboutthe feelings or attitudes

of the speaker, we would be able‘fo say that such statements can be true
or false, but this would not be enough to secure reaéonabieness for moral
beliefs, since someone could quite trﬁthfully»éayvthat‘he'feels abhorrence
for kindness, or approval for murder, without our being.entitled t§ say
that the statement, being true; is reasonable.’ This is not to suggest that
1t is impos;ible to speak of its being reasonable to approve of somethings,
or to ébhor others, but thaf the mere accuracy“ofkthe stafeéent as a (
report of the speaker's feelinés’is not itself evidence of the reésonable_
ness of thoseffeelings. Consequently, if we wanf to define morél uttei-
ances ag descriptions §f the’speaker's feelings, while at the same time
wishing to speak of the reasonablenesé of such uttefancés,/we‘must attémpt
to show that approval or disapproval are appropriate responses in soﬁe
circunstances and not in others, ‘

It is, I think, pretty clear that most people who dQ construe morél’
utterances as descriptions of thg speaker's feelings,really do wénf to
allow for the reasonableness of such utterances, The mere’u;e of a term
such as 'approval! suggests this, for usually such a word isvéhosen‘in
preference to, say, 'liking' precisely in cases where it is not thought
that the r98ponsehis purely a matter qf taste.l We approve of aciions,v

states of affairs and so on, whereas we like ice-cream, or beer, or the

lI should in fact contend that genuine liking is not merely a matter of
taste, in that to justify one's liking x, one must be able to point out
features of x which one considers to be li&eable. Thus Jjudgment is
involved in liking. But one may not wish to insist that other people also

like or ought to like x, whereas, as I shall argue, one does , in approving
of x, demand that others also approve, a<lse claim that they ought to.

[
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colour yellow, If one man says that he approves of the present Prices and
Incomes Policy, and another says that he does not, we wbuld normally
assume that they disagreed with each other, and our assumption would
be supported by the fact that they would most probably prbceed to have
an argument about the merits of the policy, each offering reasons in
support of the view that he holds. The 6me who approves of the policy
might point to the danger of inflation, while the other might claim that
risk of industrial unrest is too great. They do not, ét least at the
outset, agree to differ, Prices and Incomes policies have both purpoSes‘
and effects, and one may Jjustify one's approval: for them by referehce'to
their fitness for achieving their purpose (e.g. a2 more stable economy), or
one's disapproval by reference to the consequences théy are likely to have
(eoge industrial unrest, poverty for those on fixed incomes, and so on),
Normally, then, one approves of something which 6ne has considered and
assesseds In other words, to say that one approves of something is to say
that one has judged it. And judgments can be reasonable or unreasonable,
But to say that one likes something is differen;c° It implies, not that it
has been judged and has passed the test, but that it has been tried, tasted
or experienced, and has proved pleasanto2 | |

In deciding to speak of moral beliefs as reasonable or unreasonable,
then, I am rot ipso facto ruling out an analysis of moral uiterances as
stating that the agent approves or disapproves of something, since
approval can itself be reasonable or unreasonable, Even if we accepted
the succestion that moral utterances express the speaker's approval (rather
than stating that he feels it), we could still say that in so far és what
is expressecd is approval, there must be some foundation for what is felt,
Consequently, theories of ethics which concentréte on approval and
21 do not want to press too far this distinction between approval and
1ikinge Vhat I wish to stress is that) whether or not liking involves

rational evaluation, approving certainly does, and to a greater degree.
Liking is, I think an emotion. Approval is more.
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disapproval need not be (though specific theories in fact often are)
opposed to the view that moral judgments are, or can be, reasonable,

'However, he belief that moral utterances are meiely equivaienf to
ejaculations expressing likes or dislikes is; I'think, in conflict with
the claim that moral utterances are suecéptible to tests for reasohableﬁessa
At £;;$: if this argument is taken to an extreme, it conflicts with my own
claim. The extreme version of the argument, however,‘would find few
adherents, for it does not merely reduce moral utterances to(the étatus of
expressions of emotion, but to thaf of expréssions of primiti#ebfeelings, or
instinctive attractions and revulsions, If the feeling expressed is not of
this primitive instinctive kind but is an emotion wé will be able to re=
introduce the claim that moral utterances are in some sense reasonable or
unreasonable, since emotions can be described as reasohabie or unreasonable,
in terms both of their intensity and of their appropriafeness-aS‘reSpdnses
to certain situations,.

We can say, therefore, that reasonableness must be ruled out of morality
only on the assumption that we must accept an extreme form of emotivism which
equates moral utterances with expressions of primitiﬁe instihctive feelings,
In deciding whether it is legitimate tb speak of moral Jjudgments as reason-
able, then, it is necessary first to decide whether or not moral utterances
are merely expressions of primitive feelings. If they are more than this,
then 1t will be necessary to conslider whether they are expressions of more
sophisticated feelings, i.e. emotions, or statements that the speaker
feels a certain emotion, or has a particular attitude, or'whetherxthey are
not properly to be analysed in such terms at all, but are rather to be
taken as propositions about certain actions, states of affairs, and S0 oI
Once this has been settled, it will be possible to say what, if any,\kind
of reasonableness attaches to moral judgements. ‘ |

First it is, I think, fair to dismiss as implausible tﬁe extreme claim
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that moral utterances are expressions of primitive feelings, In order

to see the implausibility of this claim, it is helpfulrté consider various
types of moral utterance. If we concentrate on an agent's immediate
response to the action of another, we may feel thaf this résponse ié simpl&
an expression of disgust, aversion, attraction and so forth, Buf of course
not all moral utterances are of this type. Indeed, in using the term
tutterance! as a fairly neutral replacement for 'judément'; we 5eg the
question in favour of the extreme emotovist. For instance, 'That's wrong'
could be thought to be similar to 'Oh don'tl!t or 'Disgusting!' if it is
uttered by someone watching the activity‘he condemns, But if we considér
instead an agent's examination of various courses of action open to him,
or his memory of actions, which he regrets performing, it is more difficult
to construe his thought that he'ought ndt to do this, or that he regiets’
having done that, as eXpressibns of simple revulsion, Situations in which
the agent considers future courses of action, or reviews pasf ;oﬁrses of
action, may, and often do, invoive awarenes§ of the pleasure he will |
achieve by doing a particular action, or the pleasure he did achieve from
performing a past action, at the same time as awareness of the mdral ‘
undesirability of the action in question, In such cases, then, the~fesponse
is mixed, but the primitive element in the response seems to invéive the
attraction held out by the action, while{the moral element’oﬁpoées this.
primitive elements To say that an agent regrets having pérfo:med an action
is not, therefore, to say that the memory of having done it evokes disgust
or aversion, Rurthermore, what are we to say of more general utterances?
If, for instance, to say, 'stealing‘is wrong! is to express gp‘emotion, it
is certainly not to express a primifive aversion. It 'is diffiéult to make
sense of the idea of primitive feeling responses, whether of avepsion or
attraction, to anything but a particular object of experience., ‘Irf, there=

fore, we consider moral utterances as including, not only immediate responses
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to particular experiences, but also as responses to the thought of future
actions, the memory of past actions, and‘the thought of classes of actions
(such as stealing, lying or killing), we can see that they are not, on the
whole, expressions of primitive emotions,

We are now left with types of emotive theory which not only admit
but presuppose that moral responses are in some sense reasonable, though
they mizht not meet the requirements I laid down in my definition of a
treasonable judgment' in so far as they may not require that the agent bé
able to state his (good) reasons for a response. The types of theory may
be classified as suggesting that moral utterances are expressions of non-
primitive emotions, that they are statements about the speaker's emotional
state, that they are expressions of approval and disapproval, and finally,
that they state that the speaker feels appfoval or disapproval.

I am not concerned to choose among these types of theory, or to
support analyses in terms of expression of, rather than, say, statements
about, emotional states. My chief concern ig with the contrast often
drawn between theories which treat moral utterances as statements of belief,
capable of truth and falsity, and those which treat them as not being
capable of truth and falsity. My argument, broadly‘speaking, will be to
the effect that although on one level cognitive theories of ethics are
different in impdrtant respects from non-cognitive theories; nevertheless
there is a point at which they can be said to meet, viz. at the point of
justification. This sounds paradoxical, for we may well suppose thét it is
over the question of justification of moral judgments that cognitivists and
non-cognitivists part company., But I hope to show that the differences
are not really of very considerable importance.

One useful approach here lies in a consideration of the main reasons
which lead some philosophers to insist upon, and others to reject, the’

view that moral judgments can be true or false. After considering these
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reasons, I shall go on to show that acceptance of the underlying views
of cognitivists and non-cognitivists does not commit us to accepting
or denying that moral utterances are capable of truth and falsity, but
that there are still reasons for treating moral judgments as statements
of belief, |

3, Non=Coemitivism

First, then, we may consider what appear to be the chief reasons for
rejecting the view that moral judgments are capable of truth and falSity.
In the first place, there are two views, one more extreme than the other,
concefning the verification of moral judgments., The mor e extreme view,
held by logical pos&tivists, is that there is no way of verifying moral
judgments and consequently that such judgménts are meaningless, Since
people do indeed make what they believe to be meaninzful moral judgments,
it is necessary for the logical posptivist to show that these judgments
are really no more than expressions of the emotions or attitudes of the
speaker. The less extreme view is, not that there is no method at all of
verification, but that there is no way of conclusively verifying or .
falsifying moral judgments. " In other words, we cannot prove them.

I do not think that either of these views need cause the cognitivist
much concerne The more extreme thesis, if true, would lead us to reject
the ciaim that moral judgments are statements of belief, but the thesis
in its extreme form may convincingly be disputeds The less extreme thesis,
once its implications are drawn out, might be acceptable, but the conclusion
that moral judgments are not capable of truth and falsity does not follow.

First, is it the case that there is no method of verification of
moral judgmentsé And secondly, if this were the case, would it commit us
to saying that moral judgments are meaningless? We may answer thé second
question first. There are notorious difficulties involves in the logical

positivist position, the chief of which concerns the defensibility of that
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position itselfe For if the meaning of any proposition is the method of
its verification, how are we to defend the statement that this is so?

There seems to be no method of verifying the statement about meaning that
is the bésis of the positivist position., This is not necessarily a fatal
objection to the theory, however, for it is possible to regard the basie
premise of the theory as a rule of procedure rather than as a statement,
Thus we may consider it to be a piece of advice, to the effect that an -
investigation into the truth of propositions may usefully be conducted by
means of an enquiry into methods of verification. Alternatively, we may
regard it as a definitive rule of investigation. Now, as far as some of .
the sciences are concerned, this may well be a useful approach. But there
seems to be no sitrong reason for accepting the verifisbility criterion

for the falsifiability criterion) as a criterion of all investigation,
including non-scientific., Or, we might say that in order to assign
meaning to a proposition or judgment, we need to know something about what
could count for or against its truth. But if we do take this position
(which I do not think we mst) we ére no longer committed to the view that
moral judgments must be meaningless, for the nature of the evidence for or
against a judgment will depend on the field of enquiry to which that
judgment belongs. Not all enquiries are scientific enquiries,: and
scientific evidence is not the only kind of ‘evidence., Thus, bearing in
mind that acceptance of some kind of verification or falsification principle
does not automatically rule out the meaningfulness of moral judgments, we
may turn to the first of the two questions asked above, viz. is it the case
that there is no method of verification of moral judgments? This question
may now be rephrased in terms of the availability of evidence for and
againct moral judgments. So long as we do not demznd evidence of a
gseientific nature, then there seems to be no reason why we should deny that

some sort of evidence is available. and consequently that reasons can be
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given in support of moral Jjudgments. As for the kind of reasons which
might be available in support of moral judgments, we must leave consider-
ation of that for the time being.’

The less extreme view concerned with verificiation which has led
some peoplé to deny that moral judgments are statements of belief, is
that such utterances are not capable of proofe If what is demanded here
is logical certainty, then we may agree that moral Jjudgments are not
capable of proof, Indeéd, they may be said to be significant precisely
in so far as they do not expresé logical certainties. If we want to make
moral discoveries, we are ill-advised to work for tautologies, Moreover,
if‘logical necessity is taken to be a necessary condition of our saying
that moral judgments are statements of belief, we must suppose that '
tautologies alone are statements of belief., It follows from this that
most of our claims to knowledge and belief are misplaced, and even more
seriously, that the'concépt of belief becomes'inapplicable, since we are
denied‘the possibility of believing anything but tautologies, and it would
be pointléss to speak of believing tautologiese’

On the other hand, if the claim is that moral ufterances are not
capable of proof in some less strict sense, presumebly this again involves
{he suggéstion that there is no¥hing that could count as a justificatory
ieason for the acceptance or rejection of moral judgments; The.reply to
the objection in thié form is in\the same terms as the reply to the strict
iogical posiiivésb.There is, we may point out, no reason to rule out in |
advance the possibility of gi&ing Justificatory reasons in_support‘of
dlaims in the‘field of horalityo There may be such reasons, and I shall
discuss their nature in the next chapter,

Thus, although we may accept up to a point thé claims made by none

cognitivists concerning the non-verifiability of morai'judgments, the

3See Part II chap. 4ibelow.
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parts of the argument which may (vut need ndt) be accepted are not
incompatible with a cognitivist position. Moral judgments, one might
agree, are perhaps fully comprehensible only if we know what sorts of thing
can éount as good reasons in the field of moral enquiry. It does not
follow from this that moral judgments are meaningless, or are not state=-
meﬁts of belief, since we need not accept the necessary additional

premise that no reasons of the relevant kind are available.

The second cqnsideration which has led philosophers to reject the
view that moral judgmenté are statements’of belief is of a different kind,
This is a recqgnition of an element involved in the making of moral
judgments which isknot always brought out bf a cognitive analysis, When
we make moral Judgments, it is said, we are in a sense involved in what
we saye. Unless we feel something about the action, motive, or whatever it
might be, we do not make a judgment about it; Vhen we say that an action
is wrong, for instance, we express some emotion or attitude which we do
not normally express when we remark that it is a fine day, or thatwthere
is no post today, and so on. Emotions of liking, approving,‘disapproving
and so forth are involved in moral judgments, and fo construe 'x is wrong!
a3 a statement of belief or knowledge as we would 'x is’red' is‘to,ignore
the emotion or attitude which is conveyed by the judgment. However, while
it is no doubt a feature of moral judgments that they arelbound up with
emotions or attitudes, this featuré is not peculiar to moral judgments, nor
is it the case that‘thiskelement in moral judgment cannot be‘apcounted fop
in a cognitive analysis, kThe meaning of a statement is not»fo be ponfused
with the reason for making that statement, or the speaker's inﬁention in
ﬁaking it, or the feelings which give rise to his uttering it.  And even
if it is always the purpose of anyone using the word 'w:ongf, say, to e
express or convey disapproval, that is not to say that one camnot convey

one's disapproval by uttering a true or false statement. Suppose we take
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a statement such as 'Smith's house is painted purple's This statement
is either true or false, and there are ﬁerfectly adequate methods of
verifying it. But in certain circumstances, I may meke such a statement
not only to convey information about Smith's house, but also to express
disapproval of Smith's taste in colour. It may be replied to this that
‘purple' is a neutral term, and that my disapproval is conveyed by my tone
of voice, for instance, whereas moral terms are not{ neutral, and necessarily
express approval or digapproval. That does not answer the point, however,
since even if it is part of the function of moral terms to express appemoval
df disapproval, and even if we were willing to admit that anyone who failed
to recognise this fact about moral terms did not really understand such
terms, we would still not be committed to the view that the meaning of
these terms must be defined solely by reference to thei: use,

Thus, a cognitive analysis of moral Jjudgments can include reference
to the emotive element in moral judgments, and thevsecond objection is,‘
like the first, true only up to a point, but not beyond the point at which
we would be compelled by accepting it to reject the view that moral judgments
are statements of belief,

Here, though, the third objection may be put forward, to the effect
that it is impossible to assign any meaning other than a functional one -
‘to moral terms, and that we cannot theréfore meaningfully make statements
in which moral terms are predicated of the subject. There is some force
in this view, for there are difficulties involved in defining moral terms,
whether naturalistically or non-naturalistically. But I think that the
prohlems can be avoided, and that it is possible to give a working definit-
ion of moral terms. 4An examination of what will count as a good reason.

mivg
for a moral judgment will help us in detereing what the meanings of moral

terms a.'re.4

4506 Part IT che 4 belows
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Finally, problems arise over the practicalify of moral judgments.
Since moral judgments are to a very great extent concerned with conduct,
it seems to be necessary to find some relation between moral judgments
- and action, so that we can explain why it is that making a particular
-judgment should somehow commit us to acting in accordance with our judgment,
One way to secure such a connection is to construe moral judgments imper-
ativally, so that to make a moral judgment is to commit oneself, under
pain of inconsistency if one fails, to obeyéng the self-addressed moral
- imperative. But if all that is wanted is to secure a connection between
judgment and action, it seems unnecessary to take the strong view that;judg.
ments ore in some sense imperatives. And one disadvantage of this view is
that it ties up judgment and action so closely that one canmnot sincerely
make a moral judgment and fail to act in accordance with it. This
conclusion appears to be incompatible with experience, since theie do -
appear to be occasions when we do not do what we judge to be morélly right;

Nevertheless, the feature of practicality is one which must be

accommodated in an adequate theory of moral judgment. It is necessary to
show how judgment can (and may legitimately be expected t0) lead to action,
But in order.to accommodate this feature, we need not go té the extreme
“of identifying judgments and imperatives, Instead, we can revert to the
point that moral judgments do involve attitudes and emotions, whether or
not they also involve anything further, Now, if my moral judgment, - |
whether or not it is a statement of belief, serves to express an emotion.‘
or attitude towards the subjeét of the judgment, then we can seé how
moral judsments can lead to action. An attitude of disapproval will,
in namal circumstamces, lead to avoidance of the object of disapprovals .
in attitude of approval involves, other things being equal, an attempt -
to secure the object of approvale. Avoidance of the disapproved object

is the typical manifestation of disapproval, as pursuit of the approved
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object is of approval,

It is t?erefore‘possible to deal with these objections to cognitivist
theories of moral judgment, TFor it is possible to show that we need not
rule out a priori the possibility of giving good reasons in support of
judgments made in the field of moral enguiry, and that there is consequent-
1y no loéicai impossibility in regarding moral judgments as statements of
beliefs But i1t is also possible to show that there is no need for a
cognitive analysis to ignore important elements of moral experience, such
as the element of emotion which is involved in moral judgment. And the
inclusion of this element enables us to deal with the feature of practi-
cality which is necessary to an adequate theory of moral judgment.5 We
have, therefore, a lot to learn from the objections commonly made to
cognitive theories of moral judgment,

In a@dition to the more specific features which we have seen to be
necessary to a theory of moral judgment, we may draw a more general
conclusion from the previous considerations. That is to say, we can now
see that it 1s necessary to distinguish between judgment as an act,and -
judgement as the form of words in which the act of judgment issues»Jﬁdging,
or the act of judgment, must be considered in the light of the agent's
reasons, motives and intentions in judging, and in the commitments he
acquires by judging., If he judges, he does expreSs some kind of emotiong
judging involves ovaluating, and evaluating involves valﬁing., He expresses
an attitude - he is for or against what he is judging. And in so far as the
attitude is directed towards conduct, his judgment will supply him with
a motive for acting in one way rather than another, All these featuresf
can be brought out by a consideration of the act of judgment,

vBut we must consider.also the form of words in which the act of judg-

ment often issues, And it is with the form of words, the utterance, that

5cf. the discussions of pre-dispositions in Pt. I above, -
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the cognitivist shows his concern. But his concern, like the non-
cognitivist's, is one-sided., A theory of judgment must dealnwith both
the act of judgment, and with the verbal judgment which is the result
of the acte
4o Cognitivism
VWhat, then, are we to say of the verbal judgment? Is it, or is it
not, a statement of belief? Various reasons have been put forward in favour
of accepting some sort of cognitivist position. In other words, although
many philosophers have wished to hold that moral judgments are statements
of beiief or knowledge, they have had different reasons for holding this
position. Before reaching any conclusion on the status of moral judgments
(understood as verbal formulations rather than acts), it is'necessary to
végéggg thé reasons which are most often addpced in support of cognitivisme.
Firsf, it is often held that, if moral disagreement is to be possible,
there must be some facts which moral judgments express. If one person says
that Smith's action is right, and another that it is wrong, it seems, both
to the people making the judgments, and to observers, that they genuinely are
disagreeing, and that one of them must be mistaken, If it were the case
that 'Smith's action is wrong' merely expressed disapproval of the action,
then it seems that 'Smith's action is wrong' is logically compatible with
1smith'!s action is right', and two people making these judgmenfs are not .
really disagreeing; they simply feel differently, This apparent reduction
of moral judgment to a matter of taste does not square with our experience,
Our judgmenfs about the moral merits of actions do not seem to be at all
like our judgments about the relative morits of rice pudding and blancmange.
This is true, and it seems to me to be a sirong reason for rejecting a theory
that it conflicts with common experience,
Nevertheless, the objection is pressed too far if it is taken to

establish,.on its own, that there is some fact about which people making
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moral judgments disagree, vize the fact that a given action possesses a
property of rightness or wrongness. All that is estéblished is that, in
judging actions to be right or wrong, we do not merely express preferences,
In judging Smith's action to be right, Jones does not take himself to like
something which Robinson, who regards the action as wrong, dislikes., The
discrepancy is not like the discrepancy involved when Jones chooses rice
pudding and Smith chooses blancmange. But this does not establish that
the disagreement between them is of the same type as that between two
people who maintain respectively that the Battle of Hastings was fought

in 1066 and that it was fought in 1067. We are not necessarily confronted
with an all-or-nothing situation where the matter is one of straizhte-
forward fact or mere taste.

Following the earlier discussion of the theory that making moral
judgments involves expressing attitudes of appr&val and disapproval, we
may adopt the position that, while expressing approval does not necessarily
involve stating a matter of fact, neither does it involve expressing simple
preference. It is possible to say, therefore, that our moral experience is
not in accordance with the view that moral judcments are merely expressions
of taste, but that this need not commit us to saying that they are statements
of facte. We can accommodate disagreement on moral issues in a compromise
theory, by reference to the nature of approval and disapproval, and the
implications of expressions of such attitudes.

It is natural to speak of appropriateness and inappropriateness with
regard to attitudes of approval and disapproval. Certain objects are
taken to be suitable objects of such attitudes, while others are not., If
I say that I disapprove of something, I lay mysefl open to the question
why I have such an attitude, and this question concerns justification
rather than explanation. (It is of course possible to explain attitudes

of approval or disapproval, e.ge by reference to my upbringing, but anyone
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asking why I have such attitudes is likely to be dissatisfied with an
explanatory rather than a justificatory answer.) Now, in attemptiné to
justify a given attitude of disapproval, or in trying to showAthat it is
appropriate, I am llkely to start off by showing that the object of my
disapproval belongs to a class whose members in general I disapprove. If
my questioner continues to ask why I disapprove of objects of that type, I
may appeal to some more general Justification, and so on.6 If, however, I
am unable to offer any Jjustification for my attitude, my questioner is
entitled to doubt whether what I feel is really disapproval at alle To
return to the earlier example, if I claim to disapprove of rice pudding,

I will normally be taken to be misusing words, and incorrectly trying to
express my dislike of rice pudding. This is not to rule out completely
the possibility of disapproving of rice pudding. I may be able to make my
attitude intelligible by reference to some health hazard which I believe to
attend the eating of rice pudding. But in general, disapproval of some=-
thing innocuous seems unintelligible unless I can show that the object

is, or seems to me to be, in some way harmful. 3But this does not apply
only to innocuous objects. For if I claim to disapprove of, say, lying,
without beingy able to offer any justificatibn of my attitude, it could -
réasonably be doubted whether I rdally did disapprove of lying. “Perhaps

I dislike it, or perhaps I accept the views of my friends, but if I have
no justificatory reason for disapproving of it, then it does seem true to
say that, whatever I do feel towards the object, it is not disapproval.
Though more general ppints arise in this connection, these may more usefully
be discussed below in the final section of this chapters For the time
being, it is enough to point out that, if we are to follow normal usage,
attitudes of approval and disapproval are susceptible of justification,

and an attitude which cannot be justified, on which the agent is unable to

6I do not at this state wish to go into this question in detail, as I
shall be discussing it in ch. 4 belows:
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justify, is unlikely to be one of approval or disapproval. Thus, when

I express my approval of something, I commit mysélf to offering a justif-
icatory reason for my attitude, and, as it were, tacitly pledge that I have
a justificatory reason for adopting the attitude. Consequently, even if
we analyse moral Jjudgments in terms of expreséion of attitudes of approval
and disapproval, we can accommodate moral disagreement in the analysis, since
there may be disagreement about the reasons which are to count as just~
ifications for the attitudes.7

A second reason for claiming that moral judgments have cognitive status

is to be found in the necessity for explaining the importance which is
generally attached to morality. If, it is argued, morality is ultimately

a matter of choice, preference, or even commitment, then it is hard to

see why people should take it so seriously. VWhy should it matter what

moral choices we make, or what moral preferenceswe have, if therg is no

such thing as the right choice? This ties up with the plgim that morality
is not an arbitrary matter, but is rather a rational pursuit, and that if
we are to account for this, we must be willing at least to assume that our
- moral judgmen%s are at least capable of being true., Now again, this clain,
“while perfectly acceptable up to a point, can be taken to prove too much,

People do take morality seriously., We use words like 'moral' and

'morality! partly to indicate that what we are talking about is important.

If a choice is a moral one, or described as a moral one, we may iake it

for granted tha% the choice is more important than a choice between objects
of pleasuré, for instance, If a claim is a moral one, it is usually taken to
over-ride any claim other than a morél one, If we attach importance of

this kind to moral matters, or if, perhaps more accurately, we identify

those judements, choices and claims which we regard’as mdst»impo:tant by

describing tﬁem as 'moral', then it would certainly be odd to say that

7Such a view about reasons may commit us to some kind of cognltive account
at that level. This will be discussed below,
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morality was purely arbitrary, and ‘that one Jjudgment or choice was as
good as any other, depending only upon the taste of the agent involved.
In accepting the importance of morality, we commit ourselves to regarding
it as a rational pursuit. Whether it is so or not perhaps is unprovable,
but we cammot consistently regard it as being important and irrational,

But these considerations do not force us to postulate objectivity of
morals in the strong sense that we must somehow feify moral properties,
Such a conclusion rests, I think, on the acceptance of some theory of
meaning and truth which need not be accepteds Philosophers who draw this
conclusion accept the challenge offered by the logical positivist on his
terms, but this, as I have tried to show, is not necessary. We need not
accept that only two kinds of statement have meaning, namely those which
are analytic and those which are empirically verifiable., Consequently, we
need:ggcept that, in order to defend the reasonableness of moral judgments,
we must show that they are analytic, or else that they are, or can be
translated into, empirically verifiable statements., Because of this, we
do not have to say that there exist in the world such properties as
goodness, rightness, or obligation. A1l that we need to do is to show that
moral judcments are or can be reasonable, since justificatory reasons can
be given for theme

5 Reconciliation

We must, therefore, be careful in repudiating non-cognitivist theories
of moral judgment. What I mean by this is primarily that we must not allow
ourselves to be pushed into what is called a ‘'cognitivist' position and is
held to involve commitment to one of a set of unacceptable theories about
moral properties, So far, I have argued that non-cognitivist theories of
judgment need not be accepted if it can be shown that some Jjudgments are
reasonabie and others are not, If there are Jjustificatory reasons which

entitle us to make one judgment rather than another, then we are justified
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in speaking of the judgments supported by those reasons as true, and those
which are contra-indicated as false. If evidence of this entitling kind
can be found, then I think we are forced to accept some form of cognitivist:
position: that is to say, we must accept that moral judgments are capable
of truth or falsity. But we do not have to go on to say that their truth
or falsity is dependent on the existencé of properties, whether natural
or non-natural, which can correctly or incorrectly be predicated of the
subject being judged. Our acceptance of their truth depends on the
adequancy of the reasons for the Judgment to establi;h the conclusion drawni

The arguments adduced against non-cognitivism, that non-cognitivism
cammot allow for moral disagreement, the importance of morality and its
non-arbitrariness, seem to be perfectiy satisfactory arguments for the
moderate conclusion which I wish to draw, But the conclusion is not so
much that non-cognitivism as such must be rejected, but that there is
more cognitivism in the non-cognitivist's theory than he realizes, If he
takes the view that moral judgments are expressions of approval and dis-
approvel, a consideration of the meanings of the terms ‘'approval'! and
tdisapproval'! will show us that he is committed to a view very much like
the view I have outlined as constituting a moderate and acceptable'
cognitivisme |

He might ﬁot, howevér, accept the conclusion I have drawn from the
fact that attitudes such as approval or disapproval are essentially based
on reasons for adopting a given attitude towards certain actions.  For I
have suggested that if Jjustificatory reasons are available, thén wevneed
not deny that moral judgments are statements of belief, and may conse=
quently be true or falsee. Dut the difference between us is now chiefly
a terminological one, which can easily ebough be resolved.

Consider the judgment, 'Smith's action is right's The non-cognitivist

takes this to be an expression of the judge's approvals If he is right in
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supposing that what is expressed is approval, as opposed to liking or
attraction, then he is committed, in virtue of the logic of the term
tapproval', to saying thaf the judge has justificatory reasons for his
approval, .But he may still wish to deny that the judgment is itself a
proposition, since the utterance of the judgment expresses approval, and does
not state that the approval is appropriate. So long, however, as he-
accepts that the judgment commits the judge tgtglaim that his judgment is
appropriate, then there is no real disagreement between us, For while I
would say that the adequancy of the reasons for approving renders the
judgenment true, he must at least say that such adequacy justifies the judge
in adopting an attitude of, and expressing, approvale. Now if the utterance
of the judgment 'Smith's action is right' is justifiable if and only if,
approval is justified, and if in any given case approval is justified, then
in that case the judgment is reasonable, And in saying that the judgment
is true, that is really what I want to say. Thus the non-cognitivist,
in saying more than he realizes, is saying verj much the same thing as I
am, but saying it in a different way. If my use of the word 'true' is
rejected on the ground that it misleéadingly suggests that I am assertihg
the real existence of moral properties, I am quite willing to give up the
word 'true! and use instead the terms ‘reasonable! or ‘justified's But I
would expect the non-cognitivist in return to withdraw his claim that moral
judgments are mere expressions of approval, and to admit that it makes
sense to speak of judgments as reasonable, justified or acceptable,

This does leave us, then, in a compromise position. There is no need
to draw pessimistic conclusiéns from the non-cognitivist's case, for he is
himself committed to speaking of the reasonableness of moral judgments.
But we need not embroil ourselves in the difficulties caused by adopting
' a full-blown objectivist position concerning the status of moral properties.

The argument so far has not yet established the possibility of
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reasonableness, of course. All that has been shown is that if there can
be justificatory reasons for moral judgments, then those judgments may be
described as reasbnable, Justified, or acceptables The questions remain
whether there are such reasons, and, if so, what they are, and how we are
to establish their relevénce and strength. In the followiné chapter, I
shall dispuss these questions, and try to show that we are entitled to
speak of the reasonableness of moral judgments, and that there are legit-

imate ways of establishing 1t in given cases,
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Chapter 4

The Justification of Moral Judgments. 2,

In the last chapter, I argued that it is possible to do justice to

the arguments of both cognltiivists and non-~cognitivists by stressing both
the features of moral Jjudgment as an act, and of moral judgment as a verbal
utterance., DBy doing this, we can in the first place allow for the emotive
elements in thé process of judging, and by doing so link up judgment and
action, while in the second place we can, by construing judgments qua verbal
utterances as statements of belief, allow for the reasonableness of moral
judgments in such a way that we are entitled to speak of them as true or
false. Ilowever, althouzh it was shown that it is theorétically possible to
speak of judgments as reasonable or unreasonable, true or false, since there
is no logical necessity to rule out the availabilify of reasons which might
be offered in justification of judgments, it was apparent that we cannot
speak of moral judgments as being actually justifiable or justified unless
we can identify reasons which will count as justificatory reasons for
" judgments in the field of moral discourse., It is necessary then both %o
identify such reasons, and to show that we are entitled to treat them as
justifying Judgments.

" At this point, it is helpful to distinguish three different types of
moral judgmente. TFirst, there is the particular judgment, which has refer=-
ence to a particular action, agent, or state of afféirs, whether past -
present or future, actual or intended, real or imagined, Seéondly, there is
the general judgment, which has reference fo classes of action; types of |
motive, and so on. Finally, there is the basic judgment, which has
reference to a wide area, if not the whole, of morality. The cbmmon names

for these types of judgment are, respectively, judgments, general rules,
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and fundamental principles, Dut it is useful to remember that genéral
rules and fundamental principles are properly to be described as types of
judgment, distinguishable from particular judgments by reference to their
geherality and comprehensiveness, Thus, to take an example of a funda-
mental principle, the principle of utility, that actions are right in so
far as they mazimise pleasure and minimise pain, is itself a moral judg-
ment. Igually, 'One ought not to 1ie! is both a generél rule and a judg~~
ment. |

Conseguently, in discussing the nature and justificétion of moral
judgments end justificatory reasons for them, it is important to remember
that judiments zay be of these various fypes«

First, it is important to have some‘idea of the nature of the
relationships between rules, principles and particular judgments, for only
when‘we have this will we be sure that our justification is of‘thé right
thing. Particularly must we decide whether the generalvis to be decided by
reference to the particular, or vice veréa°> for it seems that a cértain
amount of cornfusion is genefated by a failure on the part of some moderﬁ
philosophers to make it clear whether they are concerned, in adopting
naturalism, non-naturalism, intuitionism and so on, with methods of
discovering and adopting or establishing judgments of the particulaf, or
basic principlese.

If we argue that particular judgments are established by referenée to
general or basic principles, we are, I think, relying upon a particular
concept of the pattern of moral discussion and argument. First of all,
we have a particular judgment. For instance, Smith says to Jones,"You
ought not to Love done thate' Jones then plays the part of thevquestioﬁ- .
ing philosopher, asking for justification at each point‘in thekargument,

while Smith, in providing answers, presents an argument going babkwaids
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from the particular to the general. A typical example of such a dialogue

may be presented like this,

Smiths You ouzht not to have done that,

Jones: Wny not? It secms perfectly proper to me.

Smith:  Well, 1t's stealinj. I agree that we expect perks in this job
but taking things like that is going too far,

Jones: So wvhat? In condemning stealing, you're~just paying lip-service
to conventional morality. There's nothing really wrong about it, .

Smithe Lut in stealing, you're doing a great deal of harm, You're
depriving people of what they're entitled to.

Here the argument might stop, or it might take a different turn., It
would seen odd for Jones to ask what is wrong with doing harm, or why one
shouldnt't deprive people of what they are entitled to. So at this point
he might sgree with Smith that one oughtn't to deprive people of what they
are entitled.to, Thus Smith's appeal to a basic principle of justice might

succeed in convincing Jones that his action, being dlassifiable as an act
of injustice, is condemned by a basic principle accepted by both of theme
On the other hand, Jones might deny that his action is classifiable as an
act of injustice, since he regards capitalism as an evil, and considers |
that the direciors, shareholders and so on are not entitled to their4ill—
gotten gainss le and Smith agree in condemning injustice, but they have
different concepts of injustice. Consequently, if the argument conforms to
the pattern, the result could be that Jones convinces Smith that his
original judgment was mistaken, since it is not after all supported by the
principle of justice which he has in mind, But whichever way the verdict
goes, successive judgments are justified by reference to judgments of wider
generality. Final justification of judgments is thus seen to be a matter
of the justification of fundamental principles. A particular judgment is

supported by reference to a general rule, and the general rule by reference
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to the fundamental principles The fundamental principle is then
unsupporteds. At this point, philosophers take different lines concerning
the fundamental principle. They may appeal to intuition, or claim that
the principle possesses a priori validity. Alternatively, they may claim
that the fundamental principle possesses explanatory force, pinning down
features which are common to particular judements. An appeal to the
common moral consciousness might be lodged at this points But before
considering these varlous ways of attempting to Justify basic moral
principles or jud;ments, we must ask whether the assumptions which lead
to the belief that final Justification is concerned with basic principles
are acceptable assumptions,

The previous pattern of moral argument goes from the particular
to the general. Particular judgmenis are jusiified by reference to more
wide~ranzging judgments. But it is possible to turn this argument round,
and to sugeest that the basic Judgment by reference to which others are to
be justified is the particular judgment. So it micht be argued that when
someone states a general rule, such as 'One ought not to lie', the justif-
jcation he would offer if challenged might consist of an appeal to
particular instances of lying which were (according to him) recognizably
wrong. 4 general rule would thus presumably be an inductive generalisation
from particular instances of judgment, Possibly 1Mill would say this of
general rules, which he regards as rules of thumb based on the collective
experience of mankind. In support of this position, it could be argued
that particular judgments are more solidly-based than general ones, since
it is in the particular situation that we can obtain the relévant inform=-
ation about motives, consequences, and so on. DBut if we regard'particular
judgments as basic, what are we to say about fundamental principles?
Surely a fundamental principle, which has reference to different types of‘w

action and situation, cannot be simply an empirical generalisation. If we
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are justified in saying, on the basis of the judgment that this lie is
wrong end that lie is wrong, that lying is in general wrong, are we
simitarly justified in saying that since this lie is wrong, that theft
is wrong and so on, that (say) causing unhappiness is wrong? The answer
to this could be that fundamental principles are not simply generalisations
of particular judcoments, but are based on an investigation into thé reagons
we would rive in support of particular judgments. Thus, we might say that
this lie is wrong because it causes unhappiness, a parti§ular theft is
condemned because it causes unhappiness, and that some act (of, say, beneficence
is right or good because it brings about happiness, Since the common
denominator of particular judgments is the reference to the happiness or
unhappiness caused by the actions which are judged, then the basis of judg-
ments would sppear to be the happiness-potential of actions.1

Now it is clear that in practice people may offer arguments conforming
to either of these patterns. That is to say, they sometimes justify part-
icular judgments by reference to more general judgments, and sometimes
appeal to particular judgments in suppord of the rules or principles which |
they advocates The reason for this, I suppose, is the different types of
challenge are issued. Sometimes a particular judgment is challenged, in
which case one may show that the challenger shares a principle which covers
the perticular judgment. But sometimes it may be a rule that is challenged,
and one may be able to support it by getting the challenger to agree with
a set of judgments which give rise to some generalisation, |

Ilowever, although both patterns ofzrguﬁeht,are to be found in
practice, and it is the case both that particular judgments are cited in
support of general judgments, and that general rules or principles are
cited in support of particular judgments, it is reasonable to assume that

one form of argument has logical priority, even though the relationship

lI am of course appealing to the principle of utility merely as an example
of a possible fundamental principle. I am not arguing that it is fundamental.
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between particular and general judgments is such that we may argue
indiscriminately from one to the other.

The important question might thus seem to be whéther the basic
judgment (by reference to which other fofms of judgment are to be justified)
is the particular or the fundamental, For I do nof see that the general
rule or Jjudgment could be basic, or useful as a juéfification, since it
is essentially one which has exceptions. 'Lying is (usually) wrong' does
not serve to establish 'This lie is wrong' since the point at issue may
be precisely whether this lie is one of the ones which are wrong, or
whether it is one of the exceptions.

Roughly, what I want to say is this. It is by making particular
judgments that we come to be able to formulate what &e think but the
features basic to moral judgments are the common elements expressed by
fundamental principles. Thus the basic justification of moral Judgments
is to be found in the criteria according to which we make moral judgmentso
These criteria may conveniently be condensed into statements of principle,
but the criteria which support particular judgements and find expression in
fundamental principles are the hard currency of judgment. If this is so,
it explains the form taken by many moral discussions and arguments, where
a particular judgment is justified by being shown to be covered by a
basic principle, but where people differ about the meaning and scope of
the principle. For example, when Smith and Jones differ about the right-
ness of taking valuable'perks', Smith argues that Jones is acting wrongly
since he is stealing and stealing is unjust. Smith knows that Jones also
condemns injustice, and therefore hopes to convince him that he is acting
wrongly by showing that his actions are unjust, But Jones replies that
Smith is wrong when he supposes that stealing is unjuét. What is really
unjust is exploitation of the workers, and it is necessar& to undermine

the property-system in order to bring about a just state of affairs. It
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thus becomes apparent that genuine discussion can be achieved only if
each man states and clarifies his criteria for his particular judgments,
since such clarification alone can show whether or got they agree as to
the basic principle of Jjustice,

In practice then we do not always need to go into all the raﬁificatiops
énd presuppositions of our judgments. For there is no reasoﬁ why people
who share common assumptions should spell. out everything they say, Bu%

“where there is disagreement over Jjudagments, and justification is demanded,
it does become necessary to exhibit the criteria by which one makes part-
icular judgments, and thereby explain the rationale of one's particular
judgments and basic principles,

In order to show what will constitute a reasonable and adequate

'justification of moral judgments, whether particular, general or basic,
it is therefore necessary to discover acceptable and adequate criteria for
judgments., ‘The task of Justification is therefore two-fold, for it is
neéessary to show that various criteria, if they are acceptable to support
moral judgments, and to show that these criteria, themselves embodying
moral assumptions, are themselves acceptable. Tor example, if we accept
114 causes unhappiness! as a reason for calling a particular action wrong,
we must be able to show that this reason is relevant to the judgment in
guestion, in the sense that it must be true that this action muses unhapp-
iness, and also that we must be able to show that the reason is acceptable
in the sense that causing unhappiness is wrong (or a wrong-making character-
istic)s A reason expressing a criterion of moral judgment points to a fea=
ture in or of the object being judged, and aléo embodies a moral assumption
about the moral status (right, wrong, good, bad) of that feature. If the
réason'expreésihgtthe criterion is to be an adequate juétification, it must
therefore point to a feature which is there, and it must point to a'mdrally

relevant ‘' feature,
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¥e nov kmow approximately what we must do in order to justify moral
Jjudgments, and moral judgements will be seen to be justifiable if and only
if the task is a possible one to accomplish. It is now necessary to
discover criteria which are adequate and letitimate in the sense which I
have explained.
To start with, we may take several features which are.frequently taken
to be relevant to an assessment of the moral status of actions, and then
try to relate them to various judgments, One feature is happiness-productiono
The utilitarian will Jjustify his judgmenfs by showing that actions increase
or reduce happiness, His justification will be effective if it is the case
both that his assessment of the happiness-production of the judged action
is correct, and that his assumption that actions are right or wrong in so
far as they produce happiness or unhappiness is acceptable, Secondl& we
have the feature2 of justice. Third, an action may cause or alleviate
suffering, Fourth it may infringe liberty, Fifth, it may involve'respect,
or lack of respect, for persons.3
This may not be an exhaustive list of featurés which are pointed to
by moral judgments, but at least it enables us to see all the basic
features which are frequently thought to be relevant in an essessment of
the rightness and wrongness of actions (leaving aside, that is, purely
formal requirements such as that expressed by Kantt's Categorical Imperative).
It may be observed that each of these features is contained in a principle
which has been held to be fundamental, The first is enshrined in the
Principle of Utility, and the second in a Principle of Justice or Equality.

The third may be expressed in a significant variation of the Principle of -

? A vague word, but one which must be used in the absence of one more
precise and less loaded.

3My point here is not that these features of actions are all of the same
type, or that each is equally relevant and acceptzble as the basis of moral
judgment, but merely that they are all in fact cited in support of moral

judgments,
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Utility, in the Principle of Negative Utility 'Minimise Suffering',

We also have the Principles of Iiberty and Respect for Persons. It is
therefore clear that each of the features I have mentioned has been taken
very seriously as being not only relevant but basic to moral judgment. An
examination of them may be expected to yield some information about justif-
icatory reasons for moral judgments., We must consider which of them, if
any, is necessary and/or sufficient for justified judgment,

The principle of Utility, in various formulations, has for a long time
been considered to be a, if noéhthe, fundamental principle of morality,
expressing a or the, criterion by which we may judge the rightness and-
wrongness of actions. According to this principle, an action is right if
it maximises happiness, wrong if it fails to do sos. The rightness of an
action is héld to be determined by its consequences, whether actual, fore-
seen or foreseeable., What we must refer to in deciding whether or not an
action is right is therefore the amount of happiness which tge action
produces or may be expected to produce, but we cammot take its happiness-
éroductidn in isolation, for what matters is that happiness should be
maximised and so we must know whether this action produces more happiness
than eny alternative action (or inaction)s Thus the main point made by
a utilitarian is that, since any given judgment is to be Justified by
reference to the happiness brought about by the judged action, the type of
reason vhich is relevant in the field of moral enquiry is that which points
to the happiness-production of actions. Given any judgment 'That action is
wrong' and the challenge '"Why is it wrong?' we can support the judgment
and meet the challenge, by saying, 'Because of all the alternative actions,
this one produces the greatest happiness." Before we decide'whether the
criterion expressed by this reason is or can be morally basic, we must
consider some of the other features I have referred to.

One of the commonest appeals made in support of moral judgments is to
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the justice or injustice of actibnso Favouritism, rabialism, prejudice

in general, are denounced because they involve injustice. Any action which
involves discrimination between equals or failure to discriminate fetween
unequals, is normally thought to be morally wrong, and a judgment to the
effect that a given action is morally wrong can, it is thought, be
adequately supported by reference to the fact that unjust discrimination is
involveds Now it is clearly the case that justice and happiness production
cannot at the same time be features of action ‘o which adequate reasons

for judgments may appeal. For juétice and happiness-production need not,
and sometimes do not, coincide, so it may be, and sometimes is the case
that conflicting judgments are generated by appeals to these two features
of actions We must therefore conclude that one of these features might be
morally basic, or that neither of them are, but not that both of them are,
That does not mean that they camnot both be morally reievant, or even
important, but that reasons appeéling respectively to happiness-production
and justice camnot both be adequate and sufficient Justificatory reasons
for moral judgmente Before deciding which, if either, has priority, we
must consider reasons appealing to the features of negative utility,
liberty, and respect for persons.

The feature of negative utility may also be called the feature of
suffering-production, If we hold that this is a, or the, basickmorél
feature, what we are saying is that the fact that an action muses more
suffering than alternative actions is an adequate reason for saying that
that action is wrong. Moral judgments can be adequately supported by refer-
ence to the criterion of negative utility, Again it is clear that if this
is the basic moral feature of action, then neither utility nor jﬁstice can -
be basic, though they may still be important., For if a judgment that an
action is wrong is adequately supported by reference 1o the fact that;that’

action fails to minimise suffering, we camnnot adequately support moral



197,

judgments by showing that an action produces maximum happinéss, or is
juste. Tor it need not be the case, and it sometimes is not the case, that -
the features of utility, negative utility, and justice are compatible, An
action may at the same time produce maximum happiness and fail to minimise
suffering. It may minimise suffering but be unjust, and so on, Conse~
quently, reliance on any one of these features as morally basic precludes
reliance on either of the others as basice
The same can be shown to be true of liberty and respect for persons,.
If an action is right in 80 far as it respects the liberty of individuals,
or refrains from violating it. then a Jjudgment as to an action's moral
status cannot be adequately supported by reference to utility, negative
utility, or justice.(understood as equality). TFor sémetimes it may’be
possible %o respect liberty only at the price of producing less happiness
or more suffering, or of treating equals unequally, unequals equally,
Finally, we must consider respect for persons, for although this
feature may not be compatible with all the other morally relevant features .
of actions, it may be compatible with some of theme Respect for persons may
be said to be manifested in actions performed in recognition of the moral
status of human or rational agents., In Kaentian terms, it is manifestgd in
treating a rational being as an end in himself, The emphasis is consequently
on mtionality rather than on humanity, and we may say that essentially'i
respect for persons is manifested in treating them as rational beings
capable of willing and choice, If then the righiness of actiéns depends on
whether or not persons are respected, and the fact that persons are
respected or not s a sufficient reason for calling an action right or
wrong, we must ask whether this moral reason can be basic, and whe ther
it is compatible with the other criteria which claim to be morally basice
It seems clear that if respect for persons is a morally basic feature, then

.'utility cannot bees Tor it is quite‘easy to conceive of a Brave New World
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situation in which the happiness of the majority is produced by means
which mist be condemned if respect for persons is the basic moral criterion.
Secondly, negative utilit& and respect for persons are incompatible as
basic moral criterias For again, we can conceive of a situation in which
suffering is minimised at the cost of failure to respect persons, or
congersely respecting persons involves.failure to minimise suffering. We
may assume that sufferiné is not necessarily confined to the rational
element in human beings, or even to human'beings. Very often, suffering
is caused by physical phenpmenas Pain is not always mental pain. Conse-
quently, if we could minimise physical sufferingiby, for example, adminis-
tering drugs which cause mental confusion, we could not at the same time
perform the action which minimises pain, and still respect persons°4
. However, i£ seems more likely that respect for persons, as a basic
moral criterion, is compatible with justice and individuai liberty. To
_take Justice first, it seems unlikely that an act of discrimination between
equals would or could be demanded by the requirement of respect for persons,
since recognition of the moral status of persons must involve recognizing
their equality in possession of rationality. And even if we wanted to
speak of justice with regard o non-rational beings, the requirements of
justicé as a basic moral criterion would be at least compatible with
respect for persons, since rational beings are not equal to non-rational
beings, and we could treat them differently if it were required by respect:
for persons without being unjust, while if there is a requirement to treat
non~-rational beings equally there is no reason to assume that such action
would neéessitate a violation of respect for persons, It is reasonable to
conclude, then, that justice (with regard to equality) and respect for
persons could at the same time be basic moral features, and that one form

Yéf justice, that concerned with equal ireatment of rational beings, is

4But see below pp3-b, Negative utility and respect for persons do
conflict, but we may have to effect some compromises
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involved in respect for persons. The two are conceptually related in such
a way that if respect for persons is a basic moral requirement, then so

is justice with regard to rational beings. Nor is ity I think, conceptually
possible that justiceis a basic moral feature even if respect for persons
is not.

The same is applicable to liberty. If liberty, qua moral criterion,
is defined as it commonly is in terms of the right of rational beings to
choice and decision, then infespecting individual liberty we are respecting
persons, and if either is a basic moral feature then so is the other., s
far as the liberty of npn-rational animals is concerned, it is hard to
see how we are to make sense of the idea that animal 1ibefty ought to be
respected, unless, that is, we understand the term 'liberty' literally,
Although one might well argue that there is an area of morality covering
human treatment of enimals, we would only by analogy speak of treating
animals justly, and respecting their liberty. What does seem to be
involved here is the minimisation of suffering. If it is wrong to cage
animals, it is because they suffer in captivity. If we ought to treat
animals justly, then surely what we mean is that we ought not to treat
some animals well and others badly, and if this is so, then it iS‘simpiy~
because we ought not to treat any animals badly, But if, with iégard t&
animals, the basic moral feature of action is that actions causing .
suffering are wrong, then it is not the claim to liberty that is incompat;
ible with respect fér persons as a basic moral feature, but the claim to be
spared suffering, and we have already seen that negative utility and
respect .for persons appear to be incompatible as basic moral features,
Justice and liberty are therefore each compatible with respect for - -
persons as basic moral criteria, but we have seen that they are not at
first sight compatible with each other, However, this apparent conflict

can be resolved, so long as we recognize the subordinate status of justice
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and libertye.

Consequently, if we are looking for a basic moral feature, or a
group of them, we must (assuming that the original list was exhaustive)
pick one of this set: utility, negative utility, Justice, liberty, respect
for persons, justice and respect for persons, or liberty and respect for
persdns. In other words, in searching for an adequate criterion for moral
Judgments, we may expect to find it among a set of reasons pointing to one
or other of these features of action.

However, although it is the case that I have defined 'basic moral
feature' in such a way that these moral features cannot all be basic, since
a feature is basic if and only if its presence is enough to determine the
rightness and wrongness of actions, it must be borne in mind that there is
another sense of’basic\in which these features might all be basic, TFor
something is basic if there is nothing more basic to which it can be
reduced. Thus, utility and negative utility could both be basic in this
sense, and so could respect for persons, though it might be argued that
justice and liberty are reducible to respect for persons. But the
implications of the suggestion that all these featureé might be basic must
be made explicit before we accept this suggestion. Tor it seems as though
in edopting it we commit ourselves to denying what could be regarded as a‘5
dogma of moral philosophy, vize that ought impiies can, or that we cannot
have a duty to do what we are unable to do. If, say, negative utility.is
a basic moral feature, then we mﬁst say that an action’securing negative
utility is obligatorye. Thus if we were in a situation where negative -
utility, and respect for persons (also basic) conflicted, incompatible
actions would be obligatory. In answer to fhis.it might be pointed out
that 'basic' now means merely 'irreducible to anything more basic's Buf
I think it is quite unhelﬁful to regard something as morally basic in this

sense along, - There is no point in describing a feature as morally basic
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unless we resard discovery of such a feature és significant, but if a
feature is to be significant, surely we must say that knowledge that

an action possesses that feature is action-guiding. Consequently, if to
say that a fealure is morally basic means no more than that it camnot be .
reduced to anything else, its moral relevance is hard to find. However,

we may accept this and still avoid the conclusion that ought need not

imply can. Tor the choice is not necessarily between a feature which

is basic in the sense that an action possessing that feature is either
obligatory or §brbidden, and one which is basic in the sense merely that
the feature cannot be reduced to other more basic features, And this is
where it is helpful to speak of criteria rather than of moral principles

or particular judgments. For to say that a feature qf action is moially
basic is to say that the possession by an action of a morally basic feature
gives us a criterion for judging that action, though not necessarily a
conclusive one., If we say this, we avoid the choice between features
which are morally basic but insignifibant, and those whose possession is °
sufficient to render an action obligatory or wrong.

We can now see that an attempt to discover one feature which is morally
basic‘in the sense that a judgment pointing to it is adequately justified
by reference to it, is misguided. For though a judgment is fully justified
if and only if there are adequate criteria by reference to which it is
made, it need not follow that one criterion alone is adequate to support
any moral judgment. In this context, we may consider the analogy between
moral and aesthetic judgments., In judging works of art of various kinds,
we point’tp features possessed by the worke. Our reasoné for judging a work
of art to be good, bad, or indifferent contain references to featﬁres which
we consider to be aesthetically relevant.,  But we would not suppose-that
all types of work of art are judged by the same criteria, ér even that all

works within one particular type are to be judged by the same criteria.
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Thus it is obvious not only that we point to different types of thing
in judging‘paintings and literary works, but also that we look for features
in lyric poetry that we would not expécf to find in novels. So although
we may judge a lyric poem by reference to its rhymes and scansion (1et us
suppose), in a novel we are more likely to judge the handlihg of the
characters, But'although scansion may be an aesthetically basic feature
of’the lyric poem, and character of-the novel, we can still say that a
poém, or thaf a novel in which character-development is well-handled is
still not a good movel, Saying this does not commit us to sayinz that
scansion is not basic to the poem, or character—development to the novel,
but merely that we need to know more about the poem or novel before we can
feally judgee The poem is good in so far as its scansion is satisfactory,
but on balance the poem might fail. It may even be the case that two
possibly;incompatible features are basic to a work of art such as a novel, -
so that in a paiticular type of novel, satisfactory—characterization might.
preclude balanced structhre, or fheme-development is possible only if the
chéfacters are parddies. So in general terms we might say that a novel
in which psychological realism 15 pursued is likely to be thematically -
weak, while a fablelcan bé thematically powerful only if the characters
are universal rather than particular, but we can still maintain that
themé and characterizatioh are both basic featurés of the novels This
could lead us to say that the best novels are those in which theme and
charaétef matually inteﬁact, but even if we regard the féble or the
psychologicéi novel as inferior forms of the novel, we will still be able
to jﬁdge them in terms of their respective basic features, viz. theme and
psychdiogical realism, so long as we are aware of the nature of the work
whic;h we ére Judginge

" It would be misleading to press this analogy between moral and

aesthetic judgements too far, since the objects of moral judgments, say,
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actions, motive and character, do not fall into types as works of art do,
nor into genres within types. The point of the analogy is to show that

in making judgments we rely upon a range of features which are morally or
aesthetically basic, and do not necessarily regard one feature as the most
basic, or even as relevant in all cases, What we do is to isolate the
features which we regard as important and make Judgments on balance, The
action, say, is good in so far as it possesses the feature of positive
utility, bad in so far as it possesses the feature of injustice, and on
balance is, let us say, bad. To express this in terms of reésons, ve may
say that we have a reason for judging it to be good and a reason for
judging it to be bad, but the conclusive reason or criterion is that which
leads us to call the action on balance bade

But we must not suppose that judgment is possible only when we are
in a particular situation and know all the facts about that situation,

For the morally basic features may be arranged in a hierarchy. For example,
we might say in advance of any action possessing the features both of
utility and injustice that it is bad or wrong because justice comes higher
in the hierarchy than utility, but still in a case where considerations’of
justice do not entér into the matter the possession of utility by an action
may provide us with a conclusive reason for calling the action good.

If then we are to avoid the conclusion (surely false to experience)‘
that we cannot make accurate moral judgments except in a particular
situation, we may argue that there is a group of moral critefia, some of
whiqh take priority over the others, but each of which must be taken into
account in judging. The obvious candidates are clearly the five I have
been discussing, vize ﬁtility, negative utility, justige, liberty and
_respect for persons. Some of these as we saw can be taken in groups, .
for instance Respect for Persons with liberty and/or justice. ;t is now

necessary to show which of these if any is morally basic, and whichltake
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priority. If we can show that some of them are.morally basic and that
some take priority over others, we shall have succeeded in showing that
moral judgments can be reasonable, since the criteria by which we judge
are themselves acceptable. (I do not intend to discuss in detail the
question of the moral relevance of those lower in the hierarchy = if some
are shown to be basic, others may still be relevant, and I shall assume :
fhat they are. Thus, if utility cannot be the one basic moral criterioh,
I shall nevertheless assume that an action which ¢ auses happiness is,
other things being equal - in the absence say of injustice = right.)

In order to show the priority of some criteria, i propose to examine
the idea that the concept of morality is such that if we practise the
activity of morality we must accept certain features of action as morally
basic. If this can be shown, it will follow that if we eccept a moral
commitment, we must in order to be moral accept certain moral judgments,
decisions and actions. We can if we choose opt out of morality, and
thereby reject the concept of moral obligation, but if we opt out of
morality we repudiate an essential part of our humanity.

The concept of morality is essentially tied up with that of sentient
beings, that is to say with beings capable‘of feeling, both physical and
emotionals Any relation between morality and inanimate objects is mediated
by the linkg between inanimate objects and animate beings. Thus stealing
and vafdalism are wrong not because they invﬁlve maltreatment of valuable
objects but because in stealing we deprive someone of something which is
his, and in vandalism we destroy things which belong to or are of use to
other living beings. Basically then, in concerning ourselves with
morality, we concern ourselves with the lives and welfare of people and
non~human animals., This may be taken as a fact aboﬁt what people conceive
the concern of morality to be. So also may the fact that morality has

both a positive and a negative aspect, in the sense that we accept that
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some forms of treatment of people and animals are wrong, while others are
obligatorye.

Tow one basic fact from which many moral beliefs stem is that there
exist in the world sentient beings other than ourselves, who are capable
of feelins pain and pleasure, If this were not the case we would have no
use for the concept of morality which we now have, Since it is the case,
however, it is possible to say that our moral concern has én empirical
basise On the basis of the fact that there exist beings capable of pain
and pleasure, we found one of our most basic moral evaluations, viz. that
unnecessary suffering is bad, and that to cause it is wrong.” This basic
evaluation can be seen to underlie many of the moral prohibitions which
are expressed in our judgments. We believe that we ought not to be cruel,
to kill indiscriminately and so on., But there is alsé a range of positive
judgments which aré based on a positive evaluation of certain forms of :
life, activity and achievement,

We start off therefore with a statement of how fhings are, their actual
nature (e.g. as sentient beings) and proceed to argue towards morality by
means of a value=-judgment as to what it is good that things should be, I
would argue then that the concept of morality begins at the point where
our concepts of fact and value merge together, and that for the normal
human being it is impossible to view the world neutrally. Our actual
experience 1s itself evaluative, and the concept of nature is itself an
evaluative concept. We ourselves play a vital role in our experience of
the worlde In a Kantian sense we structure it. Thus we cannot be aware
that there is pain or suffering without being aware that the object of
our experience, suffering, is bad., It might be objected to this that |
there are people who remain indifferent to the suffering of others, and
even people who take pleasure in it., Now the fact that some people enjoy |

others! suffering does not run counter to my thesis, since the point about
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this kind of cruelty or sadism is precisely that pleasure is taken in
what is known to be bads There could be no pleasﬁre in gloating over
the sufferer unless one knew that his experience was a bad one., By this,
I do not mean morally bad, but rather something Qgidisvalue, something
harmfule., Admittedly the sadist sees the suffering as somethiny good for
him, but it is good for him in so far as he takes pleasure in an object
whose badness for others is valued by him, As for the people who are
indifferent to others! suffering, which clearly includes most people some
of the time, and some most of the time, the reply to this is that one
remains indifferent only in cases where awareness is lacking.  Awareness
of suffering and indifference to it are incompatible.

It is clear that the point I am trying to establish is intended to
be significont, and yet it may seem that what I am saying about suffering
and disvalue is simply analytic, since nothing can constitute a counter-
example. Awareness of suffering invol&es a negative evaluation, ot£erwis§
we do not have a case of genuine awareness (or alternatively not a normal
human being - e.Ze a psychopath with no moral sense)s This statement
carmot be merely an empirical generalisation, for if it were we could
consider it to be falsified by experienced cases of indiffefence to
suffering, But if it is analytic, then it says nothing more than that the
term 'awareness' is used in a particular way, and tells us nothing about-
human beings and the evaluation of suffering. The proposition is therefore-
both justifiable and useful only if it is a synthetic a priori proposition,
If it is a priori it is not merely empirically based (and therefore false),
but if it is synthetic it avoids the triviality of an analytic proposition. |

Now it is obvious that if the proposition is true, it is not an
empirical generalisation, but how are we to show that it is true if we
camnot appeal either to empirical evidence or to the meaning of the term

tagareness'? TFollowing a Kantian line, we can argue that the proposition -
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is valid if it states a necessary condition of experience. We can there=-
fore defend the view that evaluation of this kind is an essential part
of human experience, and at the same time avoid triviality, if we can
show that human experience would not be as it is if it were not the case .
that awareness of certain things involves an evaluation, favourable or
adverse, of those things,

The experience which is made possible by the evaluative activity of
the human being in relation to the objects of his experience, is the
moral experience. ‘' If awareness of certain objects did not involve an
evaluation of them, there would be no such thing as the experience of the
moral agent and judge., - But sjnce the moral experience, i.e. the experience
of approving and disapproving of some things, of feeling obliged to do and
refrain from others, is a datum, then we can say that it must be true
that awarness involves evaluation. But how are we to show that a synthesis
of awareness and evaluation is a necesséry condition of moral experience?
The answer to this is that this alon®.can close the gap between fact and
value, and that the openness of the gap is incompatible wifh moral exper-
jence, It is accepted that an evaluative conclusion cannot ﬁe derived
from premises containing no evaluation. Thus if we do draw evaluative
conclusions our premises must contain evaluations. An agent who, after
deliberation, concludes that he ought to perform action x must therefore
include evaluations in his premises, But the process of deliberation
could never get going if he started from neutral facts since he could not
get from a neutral factual premise to an evaluative premise from which
he could draw a moral conclusion. We must assume therefore that unless
all moral arguments are fallacious then not all faftual premises are.
neutral. DBut we camnot accept that we are moral agents and that our moral
experience means something, while at the same time ésserting t+hat all moral

arguments are necessarily fallacious. Thus if we take a moral standpoint,
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we have to accept the possibility of the validity of moral deliberation
and argumenie 3Since the validity of moﬁal argument depends on the
existence o{vnon-neutral premises, while its point depends upon their
factu;l status, it follows that the adoption of a moral standpoint commits
us to asserting the non-neutral factual status of certain premises. But
since thei;'factual status depends on experience and their nonpﬁeutrality
depends on evaluation, experience must itself be evaluative., Therefore the
evaluative activity of thezhumaﬁ agent inrelation to some of the objects
of his experience is a necessary condition of moral experience, The
proposition that awareness and evaluation are inextricably linked must
therefore be accepted as a synthetic a priori truth, at least by anyone
adopting a moral\standpoint. If someone refuses 1o adopt a moral stand-
point, or refuses to believe that the moral experience is anything more
than a widespread illusion, he cannot be proved wronge. But I am concerned
with the justification of moral belief from the inside, i.e, on the part
of anyone who accepts the validity of moral experience. It is ﬁherefore
enough to show that the argument holds on the assumption of such validity.

This argument shows that the Ymman moral agent contributes the eval-
uative element in thevexperience of certain basic objects. But it does
not show which objects are basic, or thch way they are evaluated,
positively or negatively. To find that out, we must examine moral exper-
ience more closely,

As an illustration in the exposition of the previous argument, I used
the point that ;t is impossible to be aware of suffering without at the
same time recognizing its badness, To say this is to say that the propos-
ition that suffering is bad is valid in virtue of its being a necessary
condition of moral experience., If it is the case that some part of moral
experience is dependent on the validity of the proposition, we can say

that the proposition has been validated. As I admitted, it is true that
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some people remain indifferent in the face of suffering, and that others
even take pleasure in it. But these facts do not ihvaiidate the
proposition, since a failure to reépond to suffering indicates a lack

of moral commitment., If I am unmoved by the suffering of otheré, I shall
not do anything, or believe that I ought to do‘anything, to alleviate it.
Converseiy, if I do not recognize a dﬁty to alleviéte suffering, 1
manifest a failure in awareness. Awareness of suffering involves:a
negative evaluation of it. ‘But if I recognize the badness of sufferihg,
the likelihood is that I shall cohCeive it to be a duty to aileviate ite
For the moral agent associates the évaluative awareness of what ié good
and bad with the moral judsment that the'good is to be pursued and évil
avoided., This, I contend, is what it means to say that the moral agent
possesses a conscience, or moral sense. VWhen we say thét people have
consciences, we mean in the first place that they perform the acfivity

of evaluative recognition of the objects of experience, and in thé second
place that this evaluative recogniti§n is, in the normal agent, a neéesééry
and sufficient condition of moral judgment and of acceptance of one's role
as a moral égent, as someone who can and should act to bring aboutiand
maintain what is good, and abolish and diminish what is bad. Thus con-
science is not merely a cognitive facully, but is a capacity on fhe part
of moral agents to recognize value and disvalue, and to recognizebtheir
role as agents of change,

Thus, if we can say of anything that it is judged by moral agents fo
be good or bad,‘and which.is for that reason something to be pursued or
avoided, maintained or diminished, then that object is the possessor of
a basic moral feature° .

Before going on to discuss the possible hierarchy pf basic moral
features, it will be helpful to recapitulate and reOorder the conclusions

which have been reached so far. The human being is called a moral agent in
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virtue of his possession of conscience, which is ‘o say that he has

moral experience, The moral experience may be said to consist in a
recognition of a moral demand, i.ee in a recognition that one is capable
by .one's actions of affecting the objects of experience, and that one
ouzht to act in accordance with the basic principle that the good is

to be pursued and evil avoided., But this experience is possible only

if the rmoral agent is capable of recognizing what is good and bad. Not
only does he recognize it, but he plays an active part in the evaluation
of objects of experience and it is upon this role that the objective
validity of certain evaluative propositions depends. Furthermore, we

can now see how the claim that the good life is to be pursued dan be
vindicated, for this claim is an elaboration of the principle that good

is to be pursued and evil avoided, and recognition of the claim of the
good life is an essential part of the evaluative activity of the conscience
of the moral agent. DBut the question remains, what, specifically, is

to be pursued as good and avoided as evile If we can answer this question
in terms of the set of morally basic features which has already been
_postulated, and if we can order that set, then we shall have succeeded in
providing a framework of justification for moral judgments.

The features which have been most widely considered to be morally
basic are, as I explained earlier, those of utility, negative utility,
justice, liberty and respect for persons., If we are to see that these
features are morally basic, we must see whether our moral Jjudgments pre-
suppose their value or disvalue, If they do then we may legitimately.
assume that the human being's evaluative activity, which makes possible
the objective validity of moral judgments, centres on these features
or objects of experience,

First then we should consider the feature of ﬁegative utility. An

“action or state of affairs possesses this feature if it is the case that
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the action causes or the state of affairs contains more suffering than
there would be in some alternative situation. It is indubitable that
human beings cannot be aware of suffering without considering it to be
bad. This is of course most obvious in the case of personal suffering,
I camot regard my suffering as being in itself anything but bad. I may
consider it to be necessary as a means to some end, but its value consists
in its use as a means and not in the suffering as such. But the same is
true of the suffering of others, I cammot be aware that some other living
being is suffering without recognizing that their experience is in itself
baé. Where I can fail is in my awareness, but given the awareness I must
recognize the object as bade On the basis of this recognition or ewaluation,
I judge that suffering ought to be alleviated and that I ought to do as
much as I can to alleviate suffering and to avoid causing it, This eval=
uation and judgment are presupposed by a great many of our moral judgmentse
Specific acts of pain-infliction are condemned, as are unkindness, excessive
teasing and so on. On the whole it is considered to be necessary for the
advancement of science and medicine to perform experiments on non-human
animals, but to be unjustifiable to cause even a minute amount more
suffering than is necessary. There is really no need to discuss this
point in detail, since the instances of moral judgments which presuppose
a negative evaluation of suffering are obvious and unnumerable. It is
clear without argument that one must always have a good reason for causing
- suffering if one's action is to be justified. Disagreement will arise
over what counts as a good reason, but not over the necessity for one. .
Secondly, utility is considered to be a morally basic feature, so
that en action which maximises happiness, or a state of affairs which
contains it, is considered to be better thah one which causes or contains
it, is considered to be better than one which causes or contains less

happiness. Again, it is part of the concept of happinéss that it is good
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in itself, though we may have reasons for condemning certain instances
of happiness. 4gain, too, it is clear that meny of our moral judgments
presuppose a positive evaluation of happiness, Charitable and philanthro-
pic acts are approved. That an action causes happiness is a reason (a
morally relevant one) for performing ite A failure to cause or maintain
happiness requires Jjustifications Our concept of morality is such that
a failure to recognize this betrays an inadequate concept of morality.
Thus, utility and negative utility are both morally basic features,
in that a positive evaluation of the one, and a negative evaluation of the
other, are parts of our concepiual scheme of morality., But is one of them .
more important than the other? That is, is it the case that in situations
of conflict, one must take precedence over the other? Ve can easily
conceive of examples where the maximisation of happiness involves the
creation of some suffering, or where the alleviation of suffering lessens
the amount of happiness. In order to resolve such conflicts, I think we
must appeal to the judgment that the avoidance of what is bad is>more
important than the pursuit of what is good, if the bad and the good are
of the same types Thus since pain and suffering are bad, and pleasure or
happiness are good, and since suffering and happiness belong to the same
category in the sense that we can meaningfully oppose one to the other or
weigh one against the other (without making the misleading assumption that
happiness and suffering are simply contraries) then suffering is (morally)
more important than happiness, In other words, if we had to choose between
a world where there was no suffering but no* positive happiness either, and
one where there was both suffering and happiness, we should, morally,
choose the world free of suffering. In this sense, we might regard
happiness as a moral luxury, which ought to be promoted, but only when
suffering and happiness have been eliminated, or at least only when

happiness is achievable without the creation of suffering. This is not to
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say that there is no positive value which can outweigh suffering, but
that if there is such a value it is not happiness. Thus if we have to
choose between minimising suffering and maximising happiness, the moral
choice is that of minimising suffering. The best support of this is an
example, If a number of people would be made happy by the pain of one
man, it is morally better that the man should not suffer pain.

Given a moral choice between utility and negative utility, then, we
must choose negative utility, But how do these features weighiagainst the
other features of liberty, Jjustice and respect for persons?  And how do
these weight against each other? Although liberty and justice may conflict,
I think we must argue that their value depends upon the value of persons.
If we did not consider that human beings were of importance or moral
significance, we would not believe that the freedom of the individual or
the equal treatment of human individuals, were of moral significance. It
is therefore clear that the value of the person is morally more basic than
the value of personal liberty or justice. The comparative value of
liberty and justice will in any given case be determined by the value of
the person. They are different aspecis of personal value, and in some
cases regard for the value of a person may be manifested in a regard for
liberty, and in other cases in a regard for justice. We cannot say that
justice as such is more important than 1iberty; or vice versa., We can
say only that whichever action manifests resvects for the worth of the
person is right, and that sometimes the liberal action and sometimes the
just action will manifest such respect, There is no real conflict between
liberty and justice. The apparent conflict arises from a misguided attempt
to attribute a definite value to either of them, instead of recoghizing
that they possess value in relation to the personal value which is
fundamental.

This means that we should not try to determine whether liberty is
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more important than utility, Jjustice than negativé utility, and so on.
The important question is whether the positive value of persons is more
or less important than the positive value of happiness and the negative
value of suffering.  First, I think, we must say that an understanding
of the concept of morality commits us to valuing persons more highly than
happiness. If we can mazimise happiness only by failing to respect -
human rationality, personal equality or individual liberty, we must say
that morally we ought not in such cases to maximise happiness. As I
have argued, the concept of a good life is an essential part of the concept
of moralitye. But happiness has a relatively small part to play in a
good or complete life., A complete life is achieved by the development
or actualisation of potentialities. In so far‘as this is compatible
with happiness, then happiness is not only good, but a morally 1egitimate
goale But if happiness can be achieved only at the expense of failure
to develop human potentiality, it does not come in as a morélly possible
goal. The heppiness of the inhébitants of Huxley's Brave New World
cannot justify the means employed to achieve it - the brainwashing, the
drugs, and the abolition of judgment; art and dignitye. To maintain that
happiness is more important than any of these things is {0 deny the value
of morality. Thus if we opt into morality we cannot place utility above
respect for persons, and as I pointed out, I am not concerned to argue
with those who opt out of morality.

This leaves us wifh two‘rival candidates for the role of basic moral
feature, viz. negative utility and respect for persons. We cannot be
aware of suffering without recognizing its badness and acknowledging a
moral obligation to do what we can to diminish it. But we camnot be aware
that someone is a rational being, with all the potentialities which
rationality creates, without recognizing his special worth., Yet there .

can be conflicts., For instance, a doctor may alleviate suffering by -
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prerforming an operation which renders someone unable to make choices
Judgments and decisions. Or we might find that in order to enable someone
to recognize his freedom, we must let him endure alone the suffering caused
by a loss of security,

Low it seems to me that the evaluative activity of the human conscience
creates a concept of morality which includes a fundamental negative eval-
uation of suffering and a fundamental positive evaluation of personality,
We cannot s2y that our concept of morality commits us to placing one of
these zbove another, It commits us to bothe. Ve cammot view ourselves
as moral agents and remain uncommitted to the alleviation of suffering
in all circumstances, but neither can we regard ourselves as moral agents
and remain uncommitted to the development of human and personal potent~
ialities in 211 circumstances. There is consequently a central tension
between the two basic elements of our moral thinking. On the one hand
we have the cdisvalue of suffering and on the other the value of human
potentiality. Ve camnnot accept moral commitment without accepting that
we have a duty to lead a good and complete life, and also a duty to
alleviate suffering, but often the two are incompatibleo When it comes
to making particular Jjudgments and decisions, we may opt for one rather
than the other, and some people may regard one as beihg more important
than the other (so, for instance, some people are doctors and others
teachers), but even when we choose one of them we are ﬁneasily aware of
the other., I do not think that this conflict can be resolved. Sometimes
we are pulled in opposite directions, and it seems that whatever we do
will be wrong; but also whatever we do will be right. Recognition of
the existence of this conflict will not make the moral life any easier,
but it does at least enable the philosopher to explain the tensions of a
moral life, and to contend that not only are moral jﬁdgments reasonable,

but that even when they are ultimately unjustifiable because they conflict,
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they are also essentially rational, since accepitance of one's role as

a moral agent is a necessary part of one's acceptance of one's rationality,
and indeed humanity. The objéctive validity of morality springs from the
activity of reason and judgment in the evaluation of the objects of -
experience., Refusal to perform this activity involves a repudiation of

the power of judgment, and a failure to be fully human,
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Conclusion

It will now fe possible to draw together the arguments and conclusions
of the precedihg chapters., In setting out to discover whetherkit Va8 POS=
sible to defend the view that conscientiousness possesses unique value, it
proved necessary to examine the concepts of virtue and the virtues in order
to establish a basis upon which a theory of moral value could rest,.

Accordingly, in Part I, I discussed the general concept of virtue, and
several examples of specific virtues, both cardinal and minor. I defined a
virtue as a 'pre-disposition! in order to emphasize the point thaf a man
who possesses a pariicular virtue has set himself in advance to perform the
action demanded by that virtue in particular'circuﬁstances. Virtue in gen-
eral may also be said to be a pre-disposition, in that a virtuous mah is-one who
has set himself to perform virtuous actions whenever they are demanded by fhe
circumsténces in’which he finds himself. ©Now, although virtue in general and
goodness may be identified, it is important toyremember that, Just as we speak '
of goodness in a general sense and of moral goodness specifically,>so we must
make it clear whether our concefn is with virtue in a general sense of‘ﬁith
moréi virtue, ’ |

Before we can find out the relationship 5etﬁeen éoodness and virtue,.and
moral goodness and moral virtue, we must first estabiish what we recognizg as
their value. It seemed likely that an examination of‘specific virtues and
the part they play in the life of a human beihg wouid yield some clue as to
the nature of the value they possesse. Indeethhere seemed to be an essential:
link between the concepts of virtue, virtues, ahd of human life. Consequently,
I suggested that we should adopt the hypothesis that what we value is a gbod
human life, and that we regard certéin pre-dispositions as gobd, and hence |
as virtues, because §f theif role in a good or coﬁplete human life. The‘vif—

tuous man, I suggested, is the man who lives fully as a human being, and be-

comes what we regard as a good human being. An examination of the nature
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and value of the virtues of justice, wisdom, temperance and courage sup-
ported this hypothesis, though we saw that it was necessary to distinguish
between personal and inter-personal virtues, since some virtues contribute
to the good life of the agent, and others primarily to that of other people.
A further discussion of minor v;;;;;; showed that an analysis of virtues
in terms of the concept of a complete life enabled us to make sense of the
worth placed on different predispositions at different times, in different
places and by different people.1

We could therefore say that the value of a given pre-disposition, which
renders it virtuous, is to be explained in terms of the part played by that
pre-disposition in the achievement and maintenance of a good or complete
hunan life, i.e. a life in which human potentialities are actualized. But
“this is not to say which virtues possess distinctively moral value.,. A pre;
disposition may be said to possess moral value, and hence to be a moral vir-
tue, if the agent who has cultivated that pre-disposition has done so in
response to his awareness of a moral demand. One of the human potential-
ities is the moral potentiality. Recognition of this can lead us to develop
in ourselves those pre-dispositions or virtﬁés which will enable us to res-
pond appropriately to the moral demands of the situations in which we find
ourselves. But since the man of moral virtue is the morally good man, and
since the man who develops various virtues in response to his awarehess of
a moral demand is, precisely a conscientious man, i.e. one who sets himself

to do whatever may be morally demanded of him, and who prepares himself as

well as possible to meet moral demands, then the morally good man is the

1The fact that some virtues were 'changeable! in this sense did not of course
show that some pre-disposition that once was a virtue could cease to be such.
It could cease to be valued, if those who valued it saw it merely as a means
to an end, but then they never regarded it strictly as a virtue in the first
place. Alternatively, in some circumstances, it could cease to have applic-
ation, though if and when it has an application it is of course good. Thus,
thrift, as a form of prudence is good, but sometimes the situation is such
that it is not prudent to be thrifty.
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conscientious man.

Sometimes, though, this position is attacked on the ground that it
leaves insuffieient room for #he special value of love. However, this
objection is based on a misunderstanding. Tor however much we may value
love, we do not attribute to it specifically moral value unless we consid-
er it to be a pre-disposition and therefore a type of conscientiousness.
For unless love is a response to a recognition of a noral demand, it can-
not possess moral worth, while if it is a response to such recognition,
then it is not a rival to conscientiousness, but is itself a conscientious
response, Nor need we suggest that the conscientious man is unloving or
cold=hearted, If he is %o respond apnropriately to a moral demand, we do
not expect him to be grudging in his response.

These concluéions lead naturally enough to a discussion in Part II of
the nature and value of consciéntiousness. First, if we are to say just
what conscientiousness is, and why it uniquely possesses moral value, we
must dispose of some misunderstandingse. It is a mistake to suppose that
conscientious men are dull, or cold-hearted, boring, pig-headed, fanatical
and so on. Bubt some objections to the claim that conscientiousness alone
is morally gdod are based on precisely such presuppositions. The conscien-
tious man, is, quite simply, one who has set himself to respond to the
mordl demand because of its unique claim on the human beinge. Because he
sees that there are actions which he is morally obliged to perform, and
others from which he morally ought to refrain, he prepares himself to do
as best he can whatever he ought to do. This preparation involves thought
and deliberation and the cultivation of virtues. It does not nécessitate
a rigid adherence to rules. The conscientious man realizes that situations
may vary and that he must be ready to cope with special circumstances, TUlt-
imately, then, he is prepared to do whatever actions he believes, after de-

liberation, he ought to do.
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It has been‘objected to this that the conscientious man‘may be wrong.
Examples are cited of men who are conscientious in the performance of
wrong actions. But this does not mean that conscientious people are to
be recognized on account of a rigid adherence to an abhorrent code (fan-
aticism and conscientiousness are not identical), nor does it mean that
it would be morally better to ignore the dictates of conscience. Eather
it suggests that we should be specially conscientious in making moral de-
cisions. But even when we are mistaken, we must, if we are to be moral
at all, do what we conscientiously believe that we ought to do, since if
we refuse to judge, and to trust our judgment, we abdicate our moral res-
ponsibility. Ve really ought, then, to do ﬁhat we believe we ought to do,
siﬁce there can be no other way of acting morally,

Since so much stress must be laid on the beliefs of thé conscientious
man, it seemed necessarj to discuss the justification of moral judgment.
First, we want to see whether moral judgments are to count as meaningful
statements, since if they are not, we fall into a serious confusion in our
concept of morality. lierely because our moral judgments are not‘like other
statements, we mist not suppose that they are meaningless or indefensibieo
Thus while acknowledging and incorporating the claims of the non-cognitiv-
ist to the emotional element in moral judgment (in the act of judgment) we
must consider possible justifications for moral judgments qua statements.
By adapting a Kantian argument, we can show that the objective validity of
moral judgments is the product of an interaction between the objects of ex-
perience and the evaluative activity of the human conscience. If conscience
did not play‘this constructive validating part, our experience would not be
ags it is., Ve must therefore say that conscience does perform this activity,
and that so long as we accept the reality of the moral experience we are
committed to recognizing the essential rationality of the judgment-act, and

the objective validity of judgment-statements. Furthermore we can establish
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a hierarchy of basiﬁ noral features, though we must accept a tension
between the negative value of suffering and the positive value of human
development.

The conscientious man, therefore, is the man who accepts the res-
ponsibility of his moral agency, and liveé the complete life of a human
being in which actualization of the moral potentiality is included, The
man vho denies the power of the conscience in its validating activity,
and its authority as the exponent of the moral demand, must opt out of
morality. The true moral agent is, precisely, the conscientious man who

accepls the power and authority of his conscience. He is the morally good

ma.n;
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