CHAPTER 12: MORAL, LEGAL, AND AESTHETIC REASONING

things as “When it comes to what you should do, the right
thing is what seems right to you. End of story.” However,
we asked a class how many thought Abby should just have
told Feeling Guilty, “Hey, do whatever you feel like”—not a
single hand was raised. When people hear about a real moral
dilemma, not to mention confront one for themselves, they
usually don’t think it’s merely a matter of personal opinion.
They discuss the issue with others, seek advice, consider
options, and weigh consequences. When they do this, they
find that some considerations and arguments carry more
weight and are better than others. (You may remember our
brief treatment of this topic in Chapter 1, page 6.

In the first part of this chapter, we look at what actually
is involved in moral reasoning and deliberation. Then we will

do the same for aspects of legal reasoning and for aesthetic
reasoning.

B Advice given in Dear
Abby and similar
columns often employs

moral reasoning, which VALUE JUDGMENTS

is discussed in this

Let’s begin by fine-tuning what we mean when we talk about moral reasoning.
Recently, our colleague Becky White debated what to do about a student who
had copied parts of someone else’s term paper and was silly enough to think
Professor White wouldn’t notice. Many things could be said about the student;
what Professor White said was, “He deserves an F.” And that’s what she gave
him—for the entire course.

Professor White’s statement is what people call a “value judgment.”* A
value judgment assesses the merit, desirability, or praiseworthiness of some-
one or something. When our colleague said the student deserved an F, she
wasn'’t describing him; she was judging him. She thought he had done some-
thing wrong.

Moral reasoning differs from other kinds of reasoning in that it consists
mainly in trying to establish moral value judgments. Because moral reasoning
is all about moral value judgments, you need to be able to identify one when
you run into it.

A difficulty is that not every value judgment expresses a moral value
judgment. When you say a movie is pretty good, you are judging the movie,
but not morally. When you say Pepsi is better than Coke you are making a
taste value judgment, not a moral value judgment. ’

To help solidify your grasp of the important concept of a moral value judg-
ment, the claims in the left column are all moral value judgments; those in the
right are value judgments, but not of the moral variety. Exercises on moral rea-
soning are at the end of the section titled “Moral Deliberation” in this chapter.

chapter.

Moral Value Judgments Nonmoral Value Judgments

1. The senator dresses well.

2. Avatar has some of the best
special effects of any movie
ever made.

1. It was wrong for the senator
to withhold information.

2. The senator ought not to claim
residence in one district when he
actually lives in another.

*Value judgments are also known as "normative” or “prescriptive* statements. We'll stick with “value

v judgments”
because the term is largely selfexplanatory and we want to avoid terminological clutter juag

VALUE JUDGMENTS

3. Abortion is immoral. 3. As an actress, Paris Hilton is a
4. Children should be taught to nice clothes rack.
respect their elders. 4. Frank Zappa was an excellent
5. I don't deserve to be flunked for guitarist.
an honest mistake. 5. Keith Lewis must be a total
flake.
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For convenience, let’s call this the consistency principle. If Moore gives two
students the same grade despite the fact that one student did much better than
the other, Moore has violated the principle.

It is important to see that this is a principle of moral reasoning, not a
moral principle. Its not like saying, “You should be kind to animals.” It's like
saying, “If all Xs are Ys, then if this thing is an X, then it is a Y”"—"If all stu-
dents are entitled to an optional final, then if the young woman in the third
row is a student, then she is entitled to an optional final.”

The second principle of moral reasoning is procedural rather than logical:

Moral Reasoning Principle 2

If someone appears to be violating the consistency principle, then
the burden of proof is on that person to show that he or she is in
fact not violating the principle.

For example, if Parker says, “Blue-eyed students can take tests with books open,
but nobody else can,” he needs to show that he is not violating the consistency
principle. He must show that there is something about having blue eyes that
should entitle such individuals to take their tests with their books open.

When do separate cases count as the same or different? Fortunately, Prin-
ciple 2 enables us to sidestep having to answer this question in the abstract.
If Harlan approves of the war in Iraq but opposed the war in Vietnam, and the
cases seem to us not to differ in any relevant way, then, if Harlan cannot point
to a difference that seems satisfactory to us, then we are justified in regarding
him as inconsistent. If Carol treats black customers and white customers dif-
ferently and cannot identify for us some relevant difference between the two,
then we are justified in regarding her as inconsistent.

Suppose, however, that Carol thinks that skin color itself is a difference
between blacks and whites relevant to how people should be treated, and she
charges us with failing to make relevant discriminations. Here, it would be
casy for us to point out to Carol that skin color is an immutable character-
istic of birth like height or eye color; does Carol adjust her civility to people
depending on those characteristics?

It isn’t ditficult to perceive the inconsistency on the part of a salesper-
son who is more polite to customers of one group; but other cases are far
tougher, and many are such that reasonable people will disagree about their
proper assessment. Is a person inconsistent who approves of abortion but not
capital punishment? Is a person inconsistent who, on the one hand, believes
that the states should be free to reduce spending on welfare but, on the other,
does not think that the states should be able to eliminate ceilin;;s on punitive
damages in tort cases? No harm is done in asking, “What’s the difference?”
and because much headway can be made in a discussion by doing so, it scems
wise to ask. ‘

In Chapter 7, we talked about the inconsistency ad hominem, a fallacy
we commit when we think we rebut the content of what someone says by
pointing out inconsistency on his or her part. Now, let’s say Ramesh tells us
it is wrong to hunt, and then we find out Ramesh likes to fish. And let’s say
that, when we press Ramesh, he cannot think of any relevant moral differ-
ence between the two activities. Then he is being inconsistent. But that does
not mean that it is right to hunt, nor does it mean that it is wrong to fish. An
inconsistency ad hominem occurs if we say something like “Ramesh, you are
mistaken when you say it is wrong to hunt, because you yourself ﬁéh.” It is

VALUE JUDGMENTS

not an inconsistency ad hominem to say, “Ramesh, you are being inconsistent.
You must change your position on either hunting or fishing.” _
Similarly, let’s suppose Professor Moore gives Howard an A and gives
James a C but cannot think of any differences between their p@rform.ance
in his course. It would be committing the inconsistency ad hominem if we
said, “Moore, James does not deserve a C, because you gave'Howgrd an A.
Likewise, it would be committing the inconsistency ad hominem if \r\:c sau_l,
“Moore, Howard does not deserve an A, because you gave James a C: Bu(t1 1(';
is not illogical to say, “Moore, you are being inconsistent. You have misgrade

one of these students.”

Moral Principles
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Deriving Specific Moral Value Judgments

From the standpoint of logic, there is something puzzling about deriving a
specific moral value judgment from a premise that is not a value judgment. For
example, consider this argument:

la. Elliott’s father depends on Elliott. Therefore, Elliott should
take care of him.

We hear such arguments in everyday life and tend to think nothing of them;
they certainly do not seem illogical. If facts and statistics are not grounds
for making moral decisions, what is? Nevertheless, logically, arguments like
this—the basic kind of argument of moral reasoning—are puzzling, because
the premise (“Elliott’s father depends on Elliott”) is not a value judgment,
whereas the conclusion (“Elliott should take care of him”) is. How, logically,
can we get from the “is” premise to the “should” conclusion? How does the
“should” get in there?

The answer is that the conclusion of this argument follows logically
from the stated premise, only if a general moral principle is assumed. In this
case, a principle that would work is: Adult children should take care of par-
ents who are dependent on them. Here is the argument with its conclusion:

1b. Premise: Elliott’s father depends on Elliott.

[Unstated general moral principle: Adult children should take care
of their parents who are dependent on them.]

Conclusion: Therefore, Elliott should take care of his father.

The result is a valid deductive argument. Likewise, any chain of moral reason-
ing that starts from a claim about facts and ends up with a moral value judg-
ment assumes a general principle that ties the fact-stating “is” premise to the
value-stating “should” conclusion.

So far, this is just a point about the logic of moral reasoning. But there is
a practical point to be made here as well. It helps clarify matters to consider
our general moral principles when we advance moral arguments. If we agree
with the premise that Elliott’s father depends on Elliott but disagree with the
conclusion that Elliott should take care of his father, then our quarrel must
be with the unstated general principle that adult children should take care of
their parents who are dependent on them. For example, should an adult take
care of parents even if it means sacrificing the welfare of his or her spouse?
Considering the assumed general moral principle that ties the fact-stating
premise with the value-judging conclusion can go a long way toward clarifying
the issues involved in a moral decision.

For another example, you sometimes hear this said:

Homosexuality is unnatural. Therefore, it ought not to be practiced.

A general moral principle assumed here might be: Whatever is unnatural
ought not to be done. Bringing that principle to light sets the stage for fruitful
discussion. What counts as unnatural? Is it unnatural to fly? To wear clothing?
To live to 100? To have sex beyond one’s reproductive vearst And s it true that
unnatural things never should be done? In the natural worl 4 devbbely disutilid
offspring are left to fend for themselves; are we wrong to care for our own
severely disabled children? Scratching oneself in public certainly qualifies as
natural, but in our culture not to do so is considered the proper thing to do.

VALUE JUDGMENTS

Earlier, we mentioned our colleague Becky White, who failed a studgnt
for copying parts of another student’s paper. As it so happens, Pr(_)fessor White
also considered whether to penalize the student who allowed his paper to be
read by a classmate. Was it wrong for Charles (whose name we havg changet_i)
to show his work to a classmate who then copied parts of it? Thinking that 1;
was wrong would require a general principle, and one that would work W%u'l
be: It is wrong to show your work to classmates beforf: they ha_ve turned in
their own work. This principle would yield a deductively valid arg;:me‘nt,
and there is something to be said for the principle. For fexampleasfow(;pg—
your exam answers to the classmate sitting next to you 18 grounds grr tolsa
missal in many universities. At the same tume, showmg aftclzrmnlg?geraﬂon
classmate to get constructive feedback is a good thing. Care fucgoCharles it
of the principle above might lead to the conclusion that, in fact,

nothing wrong.

Now let’s look a
assumed in most moral reasoning.

t the most general and fundamental moral principles
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Exercise 12-3
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9.
10.

. The politician with the best sense of humor? That would have to be

Al Sharpton.
Eugene is not nearly as happy as his wife, Polly.
Polly is more selfish than she should be.

Which of the following are moral value judgments?

k.
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16.

17.

18.
19
20.

Marina’s car puts out horrible smoke; for the sake of us all, she should
get it tuned up.

. After the surgery, Nicky’s eyesight improved considerably.

. Ms. Beeson ought not to have embezzled money from the bank.

. Violence is always wrong.

. Matthew ought to wear that sweater more often; it looks great on him.
. Sandy, you are one of the laziest people I know!

. My computer software is really good; it even corrects my grammar.

. Lisa has been very good tonight, according to the babysitter.

. Judge Ramesh is quite well-informed.

. Judge Ramesh'’s decision gave each party exactly what it deserved.

. The editor couldn’t use my illustrations; she said they were not particu-

larly interesting.

. Wow. That was a tasty meal!

. The last set of essays was much better than the first set.
- Do unto others as you would have them do unto you.

. People who live in glass houses shouldn’t throw stones.

You really shouldn’t make so much noise when the people upstairs are
trying to sleep.

It is unfair the way Professor Smith asks questions no normal person can
answer.

“Allegro” means fast, but not that fast!

Being in touch with God gives your life meaning and value.
Thou shalt not kill.

MAJOR PERSPECTIVES IN MORAL REASONING

Moral reasoning usually take
spectives. Here, we consider perspectives that have b
in Western thought.

s place within one or more frameworks or per-
een especially influential

Consequentialism

The perspective known as consequentialism is the view that the consequences

of a decision, deed, or policy determine its moral value. If an action produces

better consequences than the alternatives, then it is the better action, morally
!

speaking. One of the most important versions of this view is

utilitarianism,

MAJOR PERSPECTIVES IN MORAL REASONING

which says that, if an act will produce more happiness than will a_lternatives,
it is the right thing to do, and if it will produce less happiness, it wc_)uld be
wrong to do it in place of an alternative that would produce more happiness.

Many of us use a pro/con list of consequences as a gpldellne when con-
sidering what course of action to take. Your parents are d1v0rc§d; should Y(Lu
spend Thanksgiving with your father’s side of the family or with your mot d
er'st Someone will be disappointed, but there may be more people dlsappomte
on one side. Or the disappointment may be more deeply felt on one md}cle. ﬁs a
utilitarian, you calculate as best you can how your dec1_s10r_1 will affect the _ip-l
piness of people on both sides of the equation. Plus, (using mductlv.e reasor::’ 151
you have to factor in how certain the outcomes of each alternative aresmve
respect to happiness, assigning more weight to relat}vely 11"1c>1re=£ft:erta;r:i I[lj(; Lo
outcomes. Because you can generally be more certain of ;(he e ectﬁ) Wi
your own happiness and on the happiness of others you nov;' t‘gzirfhappiness.
morally proper to favor the act that best promotes your qwrll Oself-serving: 5y y
Of course, you must not use this as an excuse to be en}?re}: YThe bR
own happiness isn’t more important morally than another s.r s
action morally is not always the one that best promotes ymll e o

In sum, utilitarians weigh the consequences of th;1 alter e
con, and then choose the alternative that maximizes appiness.

; PERRt L Bentham
original and most profound intellects behlnd utlhtar}a{}lsé?;]gzﬁl;ia Himsd
(1748-1832), even went so far as to devise a hedonistic Cd 3 it

; and pains based on

. s

of assigning actual numerical values to pleasure tilitarians think that some
intensity, certainty, duration, and so forth. OthlirlL(l ; eare is of a higher qual-
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Acts and Rules

Thinking of cheating on a test? Maybe the sum total of happiness in the world would be
increased by this single act of cheating. But it isn't inconceivable that, if the principle involved
were adopted widely, the sum total of happiness would be decreased.

This raises the question: When calculating happiness outcomes, should we contemplate
happiness outcomes of the particular act in question? Or should we contemplate happiness

outcomes of adoption of the principle involved in the act?

Accordingly, some philosophers make a distinction between “act utilitarianism,” which
'evaluate:‘s the moral worth of an act on the happiness it would produce, and “rule utilitarian-
ism," \:'Vhlch evaluates the moral worth of an act on the happiness that would be produced by
ado_ptlon of the principle it exemplifies. (A possible middle ground might be to attempt to fac-
tor in, as a part of the happiness outcomes of a particular act, the likelihood that doing it will

cont:ibute to algeneral adoption of the principle involved. This is often what we do when we
ask, "But what if everyone did this?")

otherwise have been the case. So, utilitarianism doesn’t seem to be the com-
plete story in moral reasoning.

Another important consequentialist theory is ethical egoism, the idea
that, }f an act p.roduces more happiness for oneself than will the alt;rnatives
then it is the right thing to do, and if it produces less happiness for onesel%
than t_he alterpatives, it is wrong to do it. Clearly, any well-thought-out theory
gf eth1c_al egoism does not prescribe acting purely selfishly, for selfish behavior
is not likely to produce the most happiness for oneself in the long run. Still
th_erc is a difference between saying that the reason for doing somethin;g is tC;
brmg. yourself happiness and saying that the reason for doing something is
to bring others happiness. The latter doctrine is ethical altruism, which dis-
counts one’s own happiness as of lesser value than the happines’s of others
Frorg this perspective, utilitarianism is the middle ground, in which one’s OWH.
happiness and others’ happiness are treated as equally imf:ortant

Duty Theory/Deontologism

Im_rnanue;l Kant (1724-1804), who witnessed the beginning phases of the utili-
tarian philosophy, found utilitarianism deficient because ofI:i)ts lect n
other things, of moral duty. Kant’s theory is a version of wh oy CCH, ?intlio -
theory, or deontologism. Erge Bt
~ Kant acknowledged that our lives are full of imperatives based on our own
situations and our objectives. If we want to advance at work then it i in era-
tive that we _keep our promises; if we are concerned about i)ur frienlci;s%mhg i-
ness, then it is imperative that we not talk about them behind their back I])BPI).lt
this type of hypothetical imperative, which tells us we ought t c{ (ac ; ht
not to dp) something in order to achieve such and such a result (i)s I?Otoj zglf)gral
imperative, Kant argued. Keeping a promise so we’l] get a solid re’ utation is nei-
ther morally praiseworthy nor morally blameworthy, he said Fgr 0 Et to be
morally praiseworthy, it must be done, not for the s;ike of S(;me ob?;cétlive but
!
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simply because it is right. Our action of keeping our promise is morally praise-
worthy, he said, only if we do it simply because it is right to keep our promises.
A moral imperative is unconditional or categorical; it prescribes an action, not
for the sake of some result, but simply because that action is our moral duty.

It follows from this philosophy that, when it comes to evaluating an
action morally, what counts is not the result or consequences of the action,
as utilitarianism maintains, but the intention from which it is done. And
the morally best intention—indeed, in Kant’s opinion the only truly morally
praiseworthy intention—is that according to which you do something just
because it is your moral duty.

But what makes something our moral duty? Some deontologists ground
duty in human nature; others ground it in reason; in Western culture, of course,
many believe moral duty is set by God. How can we tell what our duty is?
Some believe our duty is to be found by consulting conscience; others believe
that it is just self-evident or is clear to moral intuition. Those who maintain
that human moral duties are established by God usually derive their specific
understanding of these duties through interpretations of religiqus texts suph as
the Bible, though there is disagreement over what the correct interpretation 1s
and even over who should do the interpreting. .

Kant answered the question, How can we tell what our moral duty is? as
follows: Suppose you are considering some course of action—say, whetl}er to
borrow some money you need very badly. But suppose you know you can’t pay
back the loan. Is it morally permissible for you to borrow money under spch
circumstances? Kant said to do this: First, find the maxim (principle pf fCthI‘l)
involved in what you want to do. In the case in question, the maxim 1s Wh.e;n
I'm in need of money, I'll go to my friends and promise I'll pay it back, even i }
know I can’t.” Next, ask yourself, “Could I want this maxim to b_e a universa
law or rule, one that everyone should follow?” This process of umversahz;z;mn
is the feature that lets you judge whether something would Wo_rk as a moral law,
according to Kant. Could you make it a universal law that it is okay for_ cyerly-
body to lie about paying back loans? Hardly: If everyone adopted t.hls principle,
then there would be no such thing as loan making. In short, the gmversahzatlort
of your principle undermines the very principle Fhat is unlvgrsalll;zed. If :;;Z?Zr:
adopted the principle, then nobody could possibly follow it. 'll' e uni
tion of your principle is illogical, so it is your duty to pay back ,OaI;lS- kil

As you can see, the results of acting accordmg to Kant's t C{)r?n sy
radically different from the results of acting according to ut1lhtar1?nl’5 By
tarianism would condone borrowing moncy with no intention 0 rtlr:ial):: gmi
assuming that doing so would produce more happiness fh‘a,“ W P
duced by not doing so. But Kant's theory would not conld(mt,r ‘1t. f ol o

Kant also noted that, if you were to borrow a f.ncnd s m‘(}mty o
intention of repaying it, you would be treating your friend mcthy st ?:ople pos
to an end. If you examine cases like this, in which you ?ﬁe;td ‘i'n Each oy
mere tools for your own objectives, then, Kant Sc’_ildr you wi ré 4t aatesnll
a transgression of moral duty, a principle of action that cannot Fdypriigeys
ized. Thus, he warned us, 1t 16 oW toHl 1Y nCVledtO ttr{;a)ean that Moore
merely as a tool, as means to an end. Of course, Kant di nold 106 4 ik of
cannot ask Parker for help on some IPTOlCCt; doing so wou
Moore’s using Parker merely as a tool. _

Oorli;nl}c?smt%l eory of the moral necessity Qf never treatmli c})l;}lzrr?geﬁglz :;
mere tools can be modified to support the ideas that Pﬁopardless of whether
that treatment of others must always involve fair play. Reg
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Real Life

Inmate Who Got New Heart While Still in Prison Dies

A California prison inmate believed
to be the first in the nation to receive
a heart transplant while incarcerated
has died, officials said Tuesday.

Department of Corrections spokes-
man Russ Heimerich said the inmate,
whose identity has been withheld,
died late Monday at Stanford Univer-
sity Medical Center.

Heimerich said the exact cause of
death was still undetermined, “but it
looks like his body was rejecting the
heart” he received in an expensive
and controversial taxpayer-financed
operation in January.

Officials estimated the surgery
and subsequent care—including the
$12,500 a day it cost to keep him in the
Stanford facility after he was admitted
Nov. 23—have cost more than $1.25
million. Heimerich said that figure does
not include transportation, medication
or providing round-the-clock security
while the inmate was in the hospital.

“It could easily reach $2 million
when it’s all added in,” Heimerich said.

The prisoner was a 32-year-old two-
time felon serving a 14-year sentence
for robbing a Los Angeles conve-
nience store in 1996. He was eligible
for parole in October 2008.

He became the center of a national
controversy after The Bee disclosed
the surgery, which also took place at
Stanford.

The operation raised questions
about whether there should be limits
on the kinds of medical care to which
prison inmates are entitled.

Comment: Such cases involve legal reasonin

At the time of the transplant, prison
officials said they were required under
numerous court orders, including a
1976 U.S. Supreme Court decision, to
provide necessary health care to all
inmates.

The decision to provide the inmate,
who had longtime heart problems
caused by a viral infection, with a new
heart was made by a medical panel at
Stanford. The surgery was performed
on a day when at least 500 other
Californians were waiting for similar
operations.

But medical professionals and
organ transplant centers said they can
make decisions about who gets organs
and who doesn’t based only on medi-
cal protocols and not social factors.

While the first of its kind, the trans-
plant is not likely to be the last. As
California’s prison population ages,
authorities are concerned the cost of
inmate health care will soar far above
last fiscal year’s $663 million.

Compounding the problem, Heim-
erich said, is that many inmate patients
don’t follow doctor’s orders. He said
the heart recipient apparently did not
follow all of the medical recommenda-
tions, although it wasn't clear his fail-
ure to do so played a role in his death.

“We can treat them,” Heimerich
said, “but we can’t baby-sit them.”

—Steve Wiegand,
Bee staffwriter

g (see next section of this chapter) as well as moral

reasoning. The position taken here by medical professionals is duty theory; they are explicitly
ruling out utilitarian considerations in deciding to whom to give transplants.

Source: The Sacramento Bee.
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MAJOR PERSPECTIVES IN MORAL REASONING

you subscribe to Kant’s version of duty theory, the chances are that your own
moral deliberations are more than just strictly utilitarian and may we}l 1nvo}ve
considerations of what you take to be other moral requirements, including

your duties and the rights of others.

Moral Relativism

One popular view of ethics, especially perhaps among undergradua_tes .tall:mgg
first course in philosophy, is moral relativism, the idea that what is right an
wrong depends on and is determined by one’s group or culture. e

A mistake sometimes made in moral reasoning is to confuse the follow-

ing two claims:

1. What is believed to be right and wrong may differ from group to group,
society to society, or culture to culture. ' :
2. What is right and wrong may differ from group to group, society to society,

or culture to culture.

The second claim, but not the first, is molral.relatlws_m. I;{leas;e ngi(;rlr:nlz:r:llz
and read the two claims carefully. They are so s1m1lar-tflfnat 1ttt:i1r lfs s
to see they are actually quite differe_nt. But they are di derenb.lematic binss
is incontestable; the second claim is con.troversml anh prf[)h i was'nothing
well have been the majority belief in ancient Greecz}al that et bbby
wrong with slavery. But that does not mean that at that time
i with slavery.
T W;coggworth noti;; that moral relativism suf :
culties. First, exactly what counts as a group, society,
the criteria for membership in one! How many groE}};1
do you belong to? You probably find it hard to say.

“ il %)
' i ¢ of veneral principles apply to a perso i
Spemf'lyh‘:l;i}cl)sz d?ff%culty is that conflicting views about moral principles are

2 n within
to be found within all but the very smallest groups. For gxamplg, eve
small communities, people may disagree about gay 111-:11rr1atgaf;d MG G
A third difficulty is perhaps less obvious. To un c_is1 it e il
iety that believes it is permissibic
someone belongs to a society

i A s o T that person
then you, as a moral relativist, must gamceds It 18 ermlSSlbkt}f:i)lri z it Fs that
to kiﬂ A!mericans But if Americans in general agree on ‘111]1 mtii);nal status.
nobody should kill another person simply becal.llSt' (S)iiunst ?: :]((-)f }:crxxlissilalc for

: ice ou must also s: §
2 if you are an American, you e N Lga olased YOU
izir;fe?f:)’n tg kill Americans. Subscribing to moral relativism has |

in a self-contradictory position. i Ll Rt el e
Another popular moral perspective 1 moral sub) i

hiective opinion, that thinking

is ri i -relv a matter of subjective opinion, that tiArE== :

nd wrong is merely a1 r of ; ity

:intsﬁrglggatiig is right or wrong makes it right or wmn;_fl forrn :l;taatkc S
We considered subjectivism in Chapter 1 and saw there the

ing that all value judgments arc subjective.

fers from three potential diffi-
or culture, and what are
s, societies, or cultures
is makes it difficult to

Religious Relativism

As you might expect, religi
i 18 (1e,

wrong is whatever ones 1i

attending this view are the same as those for other

i 11 id vieht and
ous relativism is the belief that what is right an

i 2 lems
ligious culture or society deems. Th.e.proh A
] rsions of relativism. First,
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I'm not quilty of murder. I'
quilty of obeying the laws of
the Creator

BensAMIN MATTHEW WILLIAMS,

who committed suicide while
awaiting sentencing for having
murdered a gay couple
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what counts as a religious culture or
society and as membership within one?
Are Baptists and Catholics part of the
same culture? Are you a Christian even
if you never attend church? Second, even
within a single culture, conflicting moral
views are likely to be found. The United
Church of Christ, for example, currently
is conflicted about gay marriage.

Third, those who belong to one
religion might well consider practices of
other religions to be sinful. For example,
members of the first religion may think
it is sinful to worship a false god. Thus,
according to religious relativism, if you
belong to the first religion, then you must
say that those who worship the other god
are doing something sinful, because that
is the view of your religion. But as a reli-
gious relativist, you must also say that
those who worship the other god are not
doing something sinful.

Religious Absolutism

One way out of this difficulty might
be to subscribe to religious absolutism,
which maintains that the correct moral
principles are those accepted by the
“correct” religion. A problem, of course,
is that opinions vary as to what the cor-
rect religion is, and there seems to be
no good reason for thinking that one is
more correct—more likely to be true—

MAJOR PERSPECTIVES IN MORAL REASONING

The ancient Greeks believed it was supremely important for a person to
achieve psychological and physical balance; and to do that, the person needed
to develop a consistently good character. A person out of balance will not be
able to assess a situation properly and will tend to overreact or to not react
strongly enough; moreover, such a person will not know his or her proper lim-
its. People who recognize their own qualifications and limitations and who are
capable of reacting to the right degree, at the right time, toward the right per-
son, and for the right reason are virtuous persons. They understand the value
of the idea of moderation: not too much and not too little, but in each case a
response that is just right.

Aristotle (384-322 B.C.E.) regarded virtue as a trait, like wisdom, justice,
or courage, that we acquire when we use our capacity to reason to moderate
our impulses and appetites. The largest part of Aristotle’s major ethical writ-
ing, the Nicomachean Ethics, is devoted to analysis of specific moral virtues
as means between extremes (for example, courage is the mean between fearing
everything and fearing nothing). He also emphasized that virtue is a matter of
habit; it is a trait, a way of living.

Virtue ethics is not an abstruse ethical theory. Many of us (fortunately|
wish to be (or to become) persons of good character. And as a practical matter,
when we are deliberating a course of action, our approach often is to consider
what someone whose character we admire would do in the circumstances.

Still, it is possible that virtue theory alone cannot answer a}l moral q_ues:-
tions. Each of us may face moral dilemmas of such a nature that it simply isn't
clear what course of action is required by someone of good character.

Determine which ethical perspective is primarily reflected in each of the
following statements. Choose from

A = consequentialism

duty ethics/deontology

II

= virtue ethics

Exercise 12-4

B The Ten Commandments

represent the

perspective of religious Virtue Ethics

absolutism.

B
C

than another. D = moral relativism
E

= religious absolutism
the

Qp to this point, the ethical perspectives discussed have focused on the ques-
tion of what is the right or proper act, decision, practice, or policy. For that
reason, these perspectives are referred to as “ethics of (;onduct f i—Iowever,
another. approach, one predominant in classical Greek thinking ilas regained
popularity among some contemporary moral philosophers. TiliS approach,
known as virtue ethics, focuses not on what to do but on how to be

To find an excellent example of virtue ethics one need look ﬁo further
thgn the Boy Scout pledge. A Boy Scout doesn’t ple&ge to do or to refrain from
doing this or that particular action; instead, he pledges to be a certain kind of
person. He pledges to be trustworthy, loyal, helpful friendly, courteous, kind,
brave, and so forth. This is a list of “virtues,” or tr;its of cl{aracter. A i)erson

(‘;vtl;lo has them is disposed by habit to act in certain ways and not to act in
ers.

1. Yes, innocent civilians have been killed in Iraq. But in the long run,
world will be a safer place if Irag becomes a democracy.

2. Although many cultures have practiced human sacri.ﬁce, w'uh.m tlllle c)ul-
ture it was not thought to be wrong. So, human sacrifice within those
cultures wasn’t really immoral. )

3. (Note: “Preferential treatment” refers.to the practice of.some umfvers;-
ties and professional schools of lowering entrance reqq:rements or !
women and ethnic minorities.) Preferential treatment 1s wrong, perio t
You shouldn’t discriminate against anyone, no matter how much society

benefits from it.

4. Sure, we might benefit from exp
son’s property against his or her

anding Highway 99. But seizing a per-
wishes is just wrong, period.
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5. Sure, we might benefit from expanding Highway 99. But it’s wrong to
seize someone’s property, at least in this country. In our society, property
rights are fundamental.

6. Sure, we might benefit from expanding Highway 99. But it’s wrong to
seize someone’s property! You have a God-given right to own property.

A 7. If a company doesn’t want to hire a woman, nobody should force it to.
A company has a right to hire whomever it wants!

8. You have to balance a person’s rights against the common good. Pornog-
raphy isn't good for a society, and we should get rid of it.

9. Gay marriage? I think it is only fair! The right to happiness is a basic
human right.

A 10. Gay marriage? I am against it. Once gays start marrying, the next thing
you know, brothers and sisters will get married. Then moms and sons.
Society will come apart at the seams.

Exercise 12-5 In each of the following passages, a general moral principle must be added as

an extra premise to make the argument valid. Supply such a principle.

Example

Mrs. Montez’s new refrigerator was delivered yesterday, and it stopped
working altogether. She has followed the directions carefully but still
can’t make it work. The people she bought it from should either come
out and make it work or replace it with another one.

Principle

People should make certain the things they sell work.

1. After borrowing Morey’s car, Leo had an a

So, Leo ought to pay whatever ex
car fixed.

ccident and crumpled a fender.
penses were involved in getting Morey’s

. When Sarah bought the lawn mower from Jean, she promised to pay

another fifty dollars on the first of the month. Since it is now the first,
Sarah should pay Jean the money.

- Kevin worked on his sister’s car all weekend. The least she could do is let
him borrow the car for his job interview next Thursday.

4. Harold is obligated to supply ten cords of firewood to the lodge by the

beginning of October, since he signed a contract guaranteeing delivery of
the wood by that date.

A 5. Since it was revealed yesterday on the 11:00 news that Mayor Ahearn has
been taking bribes, he should step down any day now.

6. As a political candidate, Havenhurst

_ ' 4 promised to put an end to crime in
the inner city. Now that she is in office, we’d like to see results.

A 7. Since he has committed his third felony, he should automatically go to
prison for twenty-five years.

. Laura’s priest has advised Laura and her husband not to sign up for the

in vitro fertilization program at the hospital, because such treatments
are unnatural.

™
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9. Ali has been working overtime a lot lately, so he should receive a bonus.

10. It is true there are more voters in the northern part of the state. But that
shouldn’t allow the north to dictate to the south.

MORAL DELIBERATION

Before you began this chapter, you may have asgumed that moral discussnoln is
merely an exchange of personal opinion or feehng,.one that reserves no p ace:
for reason or critical thinking. But moral discussion usually assumes solr}u
sort of perspective like those we have mentioped here. Actuall){, in r_eal life,
moral reasoning is often a mixture of perspectives, a blend of utlllétadn;xn'goln-
siderations weighted somewhat toward 0ne’§ own happlqess, modi }f y 1heaz
about duties, rights, and obligations, and mixed often with a t‘hohug t, ﬁexidago
guilty, about what the ideally virtuous person (a parent, a teac er| \lvt ul o4
in similar circumstances. It also sometimes 1nv01yes ml'stakeg_va ue judg
ments may be confused with other types of clgims, mconsmt'enm;:il n}afz1 ;);ic(:)lilré
inductive arguments may be weak or deductive arguments invalid, 1a

reasoning may be present, and so forth.

Why Moral Problems Seem Unresolvable

Differences of opinion over ethical issues sometimes seem 1rrecon?tlartljlser.]:rita’chg;:;efic;eoa:‘lte;nf

strikes thoughtful people as amazing, because ezhlcal opponents 0 en ekt

common ground. For example, pro-life and pr0~'cho_Jce adhere;nt_s agree Othose s

life. So why in the world can't they resolve their dlfferences_. LIk?WISE'd et

tive action and those who agree that racism and sexism still exist and a

be eradicated—why can't they resolve their d|fferenc_es?
The answer, in some cases, comes down to a differ

' ' irmati ion often oper. | |
tive action. Those who favor affirmative action o fypin
They assume that whether a policy should be adopted depends on whether adopting the policy

G EL] : ive, i icies of affir
will produce more happiness than will not adopting it. From thIshpersr?sjcljvzeiggglr;tedﬁend of
mative action produce more happiness over the long run. gk eﬁ;er than blatant racism) do
discussion. But those who oppose affirmative acfflpn (on'grounds c;he deontologist perspective,
so because they believe deontologism trumps utlhtanamsm..From_ the long un, i hey involve
even if affirmative action policies would produce more kyantin Inthen they are.wrong-end of
even temporarily using some people as a means to that objective,
discussion. ; ice adherents often

i In gtnhf" disputes, the root difference lies elsewhere. fotis aﬂ(ifP;O:;ls;C:UI justification, it
both are deontologists and agree, for example, that in Fie abjﬁnrc:s to what counts as a human
is wrong to take a human life. They may disagree, MR -?fl ence then, comes down to a dif
lfe or as to what counts as a powerful justification. Uretrbbi how silly'it can be to dismiss a
ference in basic definitions—which fact, incidentally, illustrates

H | 7] R n
discussion as "mere semantics.

ence in moral perspective. Take affirma-
ate within a utilitarian perspective:
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Additional Exercises
on Moral Reasoning

Exercise 12-6

Exercise 12-7

CHAPTER 12: MORAL, LEGAL, AND AESTHETIC REASONING

We can make headway in our own thinking about moral issues by trying
to get clear on what perspective, if any, we are assuming. For example, sup-
pose we are thinking about the death penalty. Our first thought might be that
society is much better off if murderers are executed. Are we then assuming a
utilitarian perspective? Asking ourselves this question might lead us to con-
sider whether there are limits to what we would do for the common good—for
example, would we be willing to risk sacrificing an innocent person? It might
also lead us to consider how we might establish whether society is better off if
murderers are executed—if we are utilitarians, then ultimately we will have to
establish this if our reasoning is to be compelling.

Or suppose we have seen a friend cheating on an exam. Should we report
it to the teacher? Whatever our inclination, it may be wise to consider our per-
spective. Are we viewing things from a utilitarian perspective? That is, are we
assuming that it would promote the most happiness overall to report our friend?
Or do we simply believe that it is our duty to report him or her, come what
may? Would a virtuous person report his or her friend? Each of these questions
will tend to focus our attention on a particular set of considerations—those that
are the most relevant to our way of thinking.

It may occur to you to wonder at this point if there is any reason for choos-
ing among perspectives. The answer to this question is yes: Adherents of these
positions, philosophers such as those we mentioned, offer grounding or support
for their perspectives in theories about human nature, the natural universe,
the nature of morality, and other things. In other words, they have arguments
to support their views. If you are interested, we recommend a course in ethics.

Identify each of the following questions as AB orC,

A = moral value judgment
B = nonmoral value judgment
C = not a value judgment

- You should avoid making such a large down payment.
. You can’t go wrong taking Professor Anderson’s class.
Misdemeanors are punished less severely than felonies.

- Anyone who would do a thing like that to another human being
is a scumbag.

He thought about homeschooling his kids.

He should have thought about homeschooling his kids.

He thought about whether he should homeschoo] hikitial!

Did he think about homeschooling his kids? Apparently.

It was a darn good thing he thought about homeschooling his kids.

o A A A

Identify each of the following statements as A, B, orC.

A = moral value judgment
B = nonmoral value judgment
C = not a value judgment

MORAL DELIBERATION

The employees deserve health care benefits.

Last year, the employees may have deserved health care benefits, but
they don’t now.

The employees’ health care benefits consumed 40 percent of our operat-
Ing costs.

. The health care benefits we gave the employees last year were excessive.

The health care benefits we gave the employees were generous, but not
excessive.
Susan is the best photographer in the department.

7. Susan should not have used a filter when she made those photographs.
8. Susan upset that man when she photographed him; she shouldn’t have

.
10.
1,
12,
13.

done that.

Susan’s photographs are exquisite in their realism and detail.
Be more careful mowing the lawn! You could hurt yourself.
Be more tactful dealing with people! You could hurt them.
Use more fertilizer! You'll get better plants.

Use more deodorant! Your kids will thank you for it.

Answer the question or respond to the statement that concludes each item.

1

. At Shelley’s university,

. Koko believes tha

. Jack maintains that the purpose of marria

Tory thinks women should have the same rights as mgrlll. Howexiir, i

he also thinks that, although a man shopld have the right to malszr i

woman, a woman should not have the right to marry a woman.

being consistent in his views? 4]

the minimum GPA requirement for admlssiion

is relaxed for 6 percent of incoming stpdegtg. Half of hthosli ?rd}?;[;taere

under this program are women and minorities, a;ld the ott Jdents Ll
i i lented art and music s :

athletes, children of alumni, and ta e

is OppDSJed to special admissions programs for women anfd :na s gmmic

dents; she is not opposed to special admission programs (:2

Studelnts, athletes, or children of alumni. Is she consistent? i

Marin does not approve of abortion becau_se the Bible says ;:xl{z :;i:t IZ; i

“Thou shalt not kill.” ““Thou shalt not kill’ means thou sha g Marir;

he says. Marin does, however, approve of capital punishment. I

consistent?

t adults should have the unrestricted right to rcadh ’
ut she does not believe that her

1d have the unrestricted right to
nt?

whatever material they want to read, b

seventeen-year-old daughter Gina shou

Is Koko consiste
tever she wants to read. | I
i ge is procreation. On these

1 n
“Gays can't create children, 1he
s between heterosexua
U8

grounds, he opposes same-sex marriages. =G !

explains, However, he does not oppose mamai phessir

partners who cannot have children due to age :

not the same,” he says. Is Jack being con51sten‘t. TR
' i ing cigarettes is ridiculous. "

Alisha thinks the idea of outlawing ciga el iring

break, ” she says. “If you want to screw up you hhsiagiariii

that’s’your own business.” However, Alisha does not app

Exercise 12-8
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