Af t er wor d

Where These | deas Cone From How They Relate to Sone O her | deas;
Where They M ght Lead

Two ki nds of philosophers are apt to find the preceding ideas
di sconcertingly unfamliar, nonThom sts and Thom sts, or, as | prefer to cal
them Realists. In this afterword, | am addressing Realists. In another
wor k, Causal Realism | have tried to explain the netaphysical and
epi st enol ogi cal background of these ideas in a way that, in theory at | east,
nonReal i sts can understand. The present work is the ethical extension of
t hose net aphysi cal and epi stenol ogi cal anal yses.

1. \Where These | deas Cone From

The precedi ng anal ysis of obligation came out of reflections on two of
Jacques Maritain's neglected insights (did he have any other kind?). The
first was his reconciliation of ethical teleology and deontol ogy in Neuf
| econs. He showed that the ethical value of an act consisted inits intrinsic
perfection, but he also showed that the intrinsic perfection of an act did not
exclude its being an end for an agent. Value concerns the order of
specification or formal causality; finality concerns the order of exercise or
an efficient cause's orientation to posit the act. Rather than being
excl usi ve of one another, both orders are required in any action. As
Aristotle said, the formal and final causes are one; whatever is a fornal
cause is also a final cause, and vice versa.

The di ssolving of the tel eol ogy/ deontol ogy dil emma gave ne hope for
di ssol ving other dilemmas. And together with another of Maritain's
contributions, his way of dissolving that dilema turned out to also be the
key to the is/ought, fact/value, "naturalistic fallacy" problem

That ot her insight was his explanation of Aquinas's theory of truth by
nmeans of the distinction between things as things and things as objects of
coghition. Aquinas had seen that truth required a real identity of things
that had been nmade |logically distinct by neans of diverse cognitions.
Maritain expressed this in terns of the real identity and |ogical distinction
bet ween thi ngs as objects of know edge and things as extraobjective things.
When there is truth there is strict identity between that which is an object
of concept and what sone extraobjective thing is, but the sane extraobjective
thing can be conceptually objectified in many |logically distinct ways.

In reality, Maritain's theory was sinply a necessary consequence of
Aqui nas's doctrine that truth is a transcendental property of being, and that
fact is what made Maritain's theory of truth significant for ethics. The
doctrine of the transcendentals states that true addsto being only a being of
reason, the relation being-known. That is why there is strict identity
bet ween what is true and what exists: the distinction between what-is-known
(Maritain's object) and what exists cannot be a real one since the relation
bei ng- known, as a being of reason, adds nothing real to that which exists.

The inplication for ethics comes fromthe fact that the good is also a
transcendental that adds nothing to being but a being of reason, the relation
bei ng-desired. Just as being becones denomi nated "true" by a relation to
intellect, being beconmes denom nated "good" by a relation to appetite. Were
Maritain uses the word "object” to describe what is a termof a relation of
coghition, we can use the term"value" to describe what is a termof a
rel ation of appetition. That is, just as a thing beconmes denom nated an
"obj ect"” by being known, it becones denom nated a "val ue" by being desired.



But in each case, that which is so denomnated is the thing itself in its own



reality, since that is what term nates the relation of cognition or
appetition.

By inference, then, there should be an identity between the termof a
rel ation of desire and what exists just as there is identity between between a
the termof a cognitional relation and what exists. And just as failure of
identity between a cognitional object and what exists constitutes fal sehood, a
failure of identity between an object of desire and what exists should
constitute evil.

In other words, there is a parallel between the transcendental s good and
true precisely with respect to (1) the real identity of both with being due to
(2) the fact that each adds to being only a relation of reason, the relations
bei ng- known and bei ng-desired, respectively. But then there should also be a
paral |l el between a defect with respect to the true and a defect with respect
to the good. There should be a parallel between the opposite of truth, in the
domai n of cognition, and the opposite of goodness, in the donmain of desires.
And since lack of identity between what is believed and what exists is what
makes a belief false, sone |ack of identity between what is desired and what
exi sts must be what nmakes a desire evil. Just as beliefs are defective for
not achieving identity between what is believed and what exists, a |lack of
identity between what is desired and what exists nust nmake desires defective.
If not, the parallel between the transcendentals true and good is |ost; for
the parallel is the identity between what term nates a rel ation of know edge
or desire and what exists. Therefore, if a nonidentity nmakes a know edge act
defective with respect to the true, it should nake a desire defective with
respect to the good.

O course, transcendental goodness is not noral goodness. But noral
goodness is a species (or anal ogate) of transcendental goodness, so what is
true of transcendental goodness in general nust be true of noral goodness in
its own way.

For some it wll (unfortunately) be inportant to point out that one does
not have to use Maritain to conclude that there should be a parallel between
defective desire and defective belief on Aquinas's principles. Aquinas has
the doctrine of a logical distinction and real identity in truth, as well as
the doctrine that both the true and the good are only logically distinct from
bei ng, because they only add beings of reason to it. Hence, there should be a
paral |l el between the case where that which is believed is not genuinely true,
for lack of identity with what exists, and the case where that which is
desired is not genuinely good. 1In other words, there should be a paralle
bet ween a defective cognitional act and a defective appetitive act: both
shoul d be rendered defective by |ack of identty between that of which the
rel ati ons of reason bei ng-known and bei ng-desired are predi cated and that
which really exists.

How could this parallelismoccur? How can there be identity or |ack of
identity between the termof a relation of desire and what exists as there is
bet ween that between the termof a cognitional relation and what exists?
Maritain's insight into the tel eol ogy/ deontol ogy problem provides a clue to
this question. The transcendental good concerns being as termof a desire, an
act of an appetite. Therefore the parallel with the true and the fal se
concerned an act of an appetite, in particular, the will, not the act of any
faculty directed by the will. The reconciliation of deontol ogy and tel eol ogy
depends on the fact that the final cause and the formal cause are the sane
cause | ooked at fromdifferent points of view. Deontology is correct in
thinking that the ethical value of an act nust be found in its intrinsic
perfection (formal causality), but for any agent, the intrinsic perfection of



its act is also that which fulfills the agent's orientation to the end because
of which the agent acts (final causality).

In considering acts of the rational appetite, however, whose final and
formal cause is in question, those of the will's act or those of another
faculty directed by the will? Since the transcendental good concerns being as
termof a relation of desire, the act in question is the appetite's act, and
the finality in terns of which the success of failure of the act is neasured
must be the finality of the appetite itself. The finality of other faculties
must be relevant only to the extent that those finalities relate to the will's
finality. |If not, the final cause and the formal cause giving noral value to
the act would not be the sanme. The fornal perfection of the appetite's act,
i.e., the perfection that fulfills the appetite's finality, would be one
thing. The formal perfection that constitutes the noral value of an act,

i.e., the fulfillment of the other faculty's finality, would be sonething

el se. For the formal cause and the final cause to be the sane, the act whose
intrinsic perfection constitutes noral value nust be an act satisfying the
finality of the will itself.

Again, this is a conclusion one could have reached from Aqui nas, w t hout
benefit of Maritain. But Maritain has done us the favor, not universal anong
Real i sts, of thinking about these questions philosophically, i.e., in the
i ght of philosophical problens that need sol ving or pseudo probl ens whose
character as pseudo problens needs to be expl ai ned.

The reason one could get this fromAquinas is the fact that noral goodness
and evil resides in an act of the will. Therefore, if an act of the will is
going to be norally defective in any absol ute, categorical, nonhypothetica
way, the goodness or evil of the act nust be intrinsic to the act. And it can

be intrinsic only if nmeasured by the act's own finality. |[If the goodness or
evil of the act of the will is measured by sone finality other than that of
the will, the quesion will always arise why that standard nust be applied to

the will's act. That question will always cone up because goodness adds to
being the relation of being an end to which an appetite is oriented, since
that is what it nmeans to be desired. Therefore, if an act of the will is

decl ared good by reference to sone other appetite, the question arises why the
ends of that other appetite provide a standard for the will, since the wll
has its own ends. |If the will's finality is so related to the that of the

ot her other appetite that the will's finality cannot be acconplished w thout
the other's, the act of the will is not being neasured by an external standard
to the exclusion of the will's own standard. The success or failure of the
will's act is being neasured by the will's own finality, even though the
fulfillment of that finality depends on the fulfillnment of the finality of
anot her appetite. But if the fulfillment of the will's finality is not so
related to the other finality, why nust the will's act achi eve that other
finality?

Before going on, it is necessary to prevent a possible m sconception.
These remarks nmay nmeke it appear that this analysis of obligation was deduced
from met aphysical principles. That is not the case. The explanation of
obligation resulted froma deliberate attenpt to stay as far away as possible
fromthe a priori level and analyze a concrete exanpl e of unethical behavior,
unfai rness toward another on a conpetitive exam nation. But Realist doctrines
di d guide ny thinking heuristically. And one other Realist doctrine should be
nmenti oned, the doctrine that consciousness is an existence for the object of
consci ousness, an existence other than the exi stence which the object has for
itself as an entity. The existence of the termof consciousness within



consci ousness has al ways been affirmed of cognition, and it should be true of
the termof a conscious desire as well.

Those heuristic principles prepared me to see that in unfair behavior we
were treating an equal as if it were the case that she was unequal, as if she
were unequal in real existence. And just as the belief that we were not equa
woul d be inherently defective as a belief, a decision treating us as if we

were not equal would be inherently defective as an act of will. 1In each case,
a conscious orientation to a goal would fail of its goal by treating sonething
as if it were not what it is. And that defect in the act of the will was what

the noral evil of unfairness consisted in, for we would not hold sonmeone
norally guilty who acted fromincul pabl e i gnorance of the equality. The
decision to act unfairly, in other words, gave things an existence (a pl ace)
in our desires, and what things were as existing in our desires was not
identical wth what they were in thenselves. Likewse, in false belief, what
exists as termof the relation of belief is not identical with what exists in
reality. Further, it seened clear that any other analysis of the evil of
unfairness would sacrifice either the principle that noral evil resided in an
act of the will or the parallel between the transcendentals true and good wth
respect to their identity with being resulting fromtheir denom nating being
as a termof a conscious relation. For that which is desired by the will to
be a genui ne, as opposed to illusory, good, there nust be identity between
what sonmething is as a value for the will and what it is in itself. That
identity is precisely what is |lacking when | value ny interests, and hence
nysel f, nore highly than the interests of another person, and hence nore

hi ghly than the other.

In working these initial ideas out, however, it was necessary to mnimze
the use of technical netaphysics. No doubt the person on the street has an
inplicit grasp of the realities the concepts of Realist netaphysi csnmake
explicit. But there is also no doubt that the person on the street can grasp
the objectivity, unconditionality, and knowability of ethical values w thout
havi ng those explicit concepts. O course, it is neither desirable nor
possi bl e, in a philosophical discussion of the foundations of ethics, to | eave
out explicit metaphysics altogether. For exanple, | could not sinply affirm
human equality with respect to our underlying nature as rational beings
wi t hout sone explanation. And | hope the consistency of ny explanation with
Aqui nas's principles is obvious to Realists. Nature, for Aquinas, is a causa
concept; nature is essence understood as a source of activity. And our
knowl edge of human nature in particular cones fromour reflective awareness of
our conscious acts as emanating fromtheir causes in the habitus, powers, and
exi stence of the soul

2. How These lIdeas Relate to Some O hers
Al t hough ny account of obligation was suggested by certain of Aquinas's

fundanmental insights, it may not be obvi ous how sone aspects of the analysis
are consistent wwth his ethics. Since there are various interpretations of

his ethics, however, | cannot address all possible questions of consistency.
Instead, | will conment on the issues that, in ny judgnent, are the npst
i nportant or the nost likely to need clarification.

For one thing, | have chosen to assune that the reader knows it is not the
will that is oriented to nmaking decisions; it is we who are oriented to nake
deci sions by neans of our wlls. It is not the wll that has the finality of

val ui ng things according to reason's know edge; it is we who have the finality
of valuing things according to reason's know edge through our acts of wll.
And of course, it is not reason that knows what things are; we



know what things are by neans of reason. But this book is nmeant to focus on

the role of the wll and to help make up for neglect of the will in the
foundations of ethics. To acconplish that using the "we . . . by neans of the
will" construction woul d have made sone al ready convol uted sentences even nore

convol ut ed.

Now to Aquinas's ethics proper. Aquinas calls the commandnents to | ove
God above all things and | ove our nei ghbors as ourselves first, comon, and
sel f-evident precepts of the natural law (ST I-1l1, 3 ad 1). The obligations
expressed by these commandnents are the very obligations expl ained by the
rational appetite's finality of valuing things according to reason's know edge
of what they are. It is self-evident that a decision to love the infinitely
perfect being above all else values H maccording to what He is. And it is
sel f-evident that a decision not to | ove a being equal in nature to us as we
| ove oursel ves does not value the other being according to what her nature is.
Li kewi se, it is self-evident that, if we do not give another being who sets
her own ends the place in our evaluations of soneone directed to ends she
gi ves herself, what she is in our evaluations is not what she is in reality.
Thus, ny analysis justifies giving the precepts to | ove God and nei ghbor the
pride of place they deserve in ethics, while many di scussions of Aquinas's
et hics do not.

Some might object that Aquinas's self-evident ethical precepts express
practical know edge rather than speculative. In what sense, then, can the
obl i gati on expressed by the precepts to | ove God and nei ghbor be expl ai ned, as
| have tried to explain them by speculative truths about the equality of
human nature and our know edge of it, about the nature of the rationa
appetite, and about freedom of choice? |If ethical precepts |ike those to |ove
God and nei ghbor are deduced from specul ative truths, such precepts can be
nei ther ethical nor self-evident.

The first thing to notice here is that, while ethics is practical
know edge, the study of the foundations of ethics is specul ative know edge.
For exanple, the statenent "Ethics is practical know edge” is itself an
i nstance of specul ati ve know edge, not practical know edge. Likew se, the
statenment "The precept 'God should be | oved above all other goods' is a
principle of practical know edge"” is an instance of specul ative know edge
about practical know edge. Secondly, the self-evidence of the precepts of
natural |aw are not conprom sed by their justification in the foundations of
ethics. Metaphysics explains and defends, for exanple, the self-evident
princi ples on which mathematics, |ogic, the philosophy of nature, and natura
science are founded (as | have tried to do in Causal Realism. But the
principles of these sciences are not deduced from netaphysical truths.
Rat her, netaphysics defends themindirectly by reduction ad absurdum
Reducti o ad absurdum works by showi ng that the denial of a self-evident
principle, taken together with other truths, for exanple, that sonmething is an
F, inplies a contradiction, for exanple, that an Fis not an F

Met aphysi cs al so reflects on what it neans for principles to be necessary,
that is, on why the identity of diverse objects as things is necessary in the
case of certain objects and not others. And the philosophy of man expl ai ns
how sel f-evident principles conme to be known as such, that is, how we are able
to so objectify things that the necessary identity of some objects is knowabl e
fromtheir objectification. (See, for exanple, Germain Gisez's explanation
of the necessity and sel f-evidence of the practical principle "Good is to be
done and evil to be avoided.") But none of this amounts to deducing self-
evi dently necessary principles from higher principles.




(*Here, | have attenpted neither a reducti o ad absurdum defense of the
principles of natural obligation nor an explicit deduction of speculative
concl usi ons about the foundations of ethics fromself-evident specul ative
principles. Having attenpted to do that for specul ative know edge in genera
in Causal Realism | have | earned just how arduous a task that can be, not
only for the witer but also for the reader -- and there is sonething to be
said for witing books that are readable.)

"The good is to be done and evil avoi ded" plays the role in practical
know edge that the principle of noncontradiction plays in specul ative. Hence,
denying a self-evident practical precept like "The infinite being is to be
| oved above all others" anmounts to denying that good is to be done and evil is
to be avoided. The |ast sentence expresses specul ati ve know edge about the
connection between two practical principles. Wether that specul ative
statenment is directly deduced from sel f-evident specul ative statenents or
defended indirectly by reductio ad absurdum the process of reasoning wl|
make use of other truths. At |east sonme of these truths will express
specul ati ve know edge, since the statenent being defended is a matter of
specul ati ve knowl edge. And in general, for every practically known truth P,
there is a set of speculatively known truths like "Pis a practically known
truth,” "Pis self-evident to practical know edge,"” "If Pis false, the first
principle of practical know edge is not a principle of practical know edge,"
and so on. Since the latter truths are specul atively known, they nust be
verifiable, directly or indirectly, by appeal to other speculatively known
truths.

For exanple, the reason that denying the infinite being is to be |oved
above all anounts to denying that good is to be done is that |oving the
infinite being is what is the good is in the choice under discussion. But why
is loving God above all the good to which the first principle of practica
reason directs us? To |love God above all is our good because it fulfills the
finality of the will as an appetite oriented to valuing being. And to know
the truth of the | ast sentence is to have specul ati ve know edge. But

specul ati ve know edge about the will, as opposed to specul ati ve know edge
about God, does not enter into our practical know edge that God is to be | oved
above all, as | will explain in a nonent.

Gisez and Joseph Boyle defend that practically known truth that human
life is an intrinsic good by arguing that its denial |eads to the denial of
specul ati vely known truths about human nature.* Still, Gisez, John Finnis,
Boyl e and others do not think of thenselves as giving the specul ative
knowl edge of human nature the inportance in ethics that Realists usually give
it. For they believe the opportunity provided by Aquinas for handling the is-
ought problemis in the practical character of ethical know edge. They fee
t hat maki ng practical reason's grasp of obligation dependent on specul ative
knowl edge of human nature commts the fallacy of deriving ought fromis.

It is ironic that the intersection between Aqui nas and Hune be | ocated at
Aqui nas's commtnent to the practical character of ethical know edge. The
irony is that Aquinas has an insight corresponding exactly to Hune's doctrine
that reason cannot dictate to passion, but Aquinas's insight justifies the
rol e of specul ative know edge in inposing obligation on the will. Hune's
doctrine corresponds to Aquinas's analysis of good as a transcendental. The
fact that reason's val ue judgnents presuppose an appetite's orientation to an
end i s what the doctrine of good as a transcendental expresses by saying



t hat bei ng becones denon nated "good"” by being that to which an appetite is
oriented. Hence, w thout our awareness of the existence of desires (in the
br oadest sense of the word), we could not have the concept of goodness and
attri bute goodness to being. Because "good" neans being insofar as it

term nates rel ati ons of appetite, when reason formul ates judgnents about what
Is or is not good, reason is formulating judgnents about the conformty of
things to appetites. And that is Hunme's point about reason's val ue judgnents
presupposi ng passion or volition. (O course, Aquinas's appetites have
orientations to ends that precede what Hunme woul d call passions or volitions,
but we cone to know the nature of our faculties only through their acts.)

But the sanme fact about the transcendental concept of goodness requires,
contrary to Hune, that specul atively known truths determ ne ethical goodness
or evil. For the relation by neans of which we fornulate the concept of
goodness exists in the appetite, not in that which is desired. Being-desired
is truthfully attributed to the termof a relation of desire, but being-
desired is itself only a relation of reason that posits nothing real in that
which is desired. Therefore, goodness involves strict identity between what
sonething is as a value for us (as that which is desired) and what sonething
isinitself. 1In other words, every conscious desire evaluates a thing to be
sonet hing, nanely, to be the kind of thing to which the appetite is oriented.
And since our decision nmaking ability is an appetite oriented to val uing
things to be what they are as known by reason, the specul atively known truths
that objectify what things are in thensel ves determ ne what decisions are good
or bad for the rational appetite to make. For exanple, a decision not to |ove
God above all evaluates Hmas if He were not an infinitely perfect being.
Hence, specul atively known truths determne the truth or falsity of practica
j udgnment s about the goodness or evil of decisions.

The way out of the is-ought problem provided by Aquinas is not the

practical character of ethical judgnents but the nature of the will as a
rati onal appetite together with the |ogical distinction and real identity of
bei ng as being and being as a value. |If the will is not as | have descri bed

it, an appetite oriented to valuing what things are in real existence as known
by reason, then Aquinas's theories of the beatific vision, of the end of nan
as intellectual contenplation, and of freedomas deriving fromthe wll's
havi ng the sane object as the intellect cannot stand. But since the will is a
rational appetite, the content of specul atively known truths determ nes the
goodness or evil of decisions. For it is by neans of specul atively known
truths that the wll has the target of its evaluations, what things are,
proposed to it.

Then why is practical know edge not derived from specul ati ve? Consi der,
again, the practically known truth that God is to be | oved above all things.
The obligation to | ove God above all is a specul atively knowabl e state of
affairs consisting of the facts that God is what He is and that the will is
what it is, nanely, sonething with the finality of val uing being as known by
reason. To have practical know edge of that obligation, we need the
specul ati ve know edge that God is what He is, but we do not and cannot need
t he specul ati ve knowl edge that the will's finality is what it is. As Gisez
and Finnis point out against Hune hinself, speculative know edge of finality
does not nmke practical know edge practical. To the specul ative know edge
that God is what He is, the practical know edge of the obligation to | ove God
does not add our specul ative knowl edge of the will's finality. Wat then does



the practical know edge of our obligation add to our specul ati ve know edge of
God?

It adds, not reflexive awareness or conceptual awareness of the will's
orientation to value being as known by reason, but the existence of that
orientation. Practical reason is reason functioning to direct our actions.
But for reason to direct our actions, it nust direct acts of our decision
maki ng faculty, for as rational beings, our primary actions are the decisions
by which we direct other actions. Reason alone does not cause us to act, as
Hunme and Aqui nas knew. Practical reason is reason functioning in the service
of that by which we do cause our acts; hence practical reason is reason
functioning in the service of the rational appetite. Practical reason is not
reason plus volition. Gisez is, again, correct in pointing out that adding
volition to reason does not solve the is-ought problem But the intellect's
practical function presupposes the existence of the wll's orientation to nmake
deci sions. The practical function of the intellect presupposes this
orientation as that which gives that practical function its reason for being
and its nature, since the intellect's practical function is just the intellect
providing direction for the will's decisions.

But how does this answer the question about what the practical know edge
of the obligation to | ove God adds to the specul ati ve know edge of what God
is? Wen practical reason asks "Should we | ove God above all?", practica
reason is, in effect, asking whether |oving God above all fulfills the
finality of the rational appetite, or equivalently, whether |oving God above
all fulfills our finality as makers of decisions. But practical reason is not
literally asking that question, for the question is speculative. The question
asks for the relation between what specul ative reason knows of God and of the

will. And since the question is speculative, its answer does not explain how
the "shoul d" cones into our practical know edge that God should be | oved above
all. The answer to that specul ative question explains why "God shoul d be

| oved above all" is a truth, but explaining why a statenent is true does not

explain howit is known, either speculatively or practically. (Conversely,
however, the fact that the truth of an item of practical know edge can be
expl ai ned specul atively does not render practical know edge specul ative. As
sai d above, specul ative reason has the job both of defending and expl ai ni ng
the truth of propositions known to practical reason and of explaining
practical reason's know edge of those truths, w thout practical reason's node
of knowi ng being that of deduction from specul atively known truths.)

But in recognizing that God should be | oved above all, practical reason is
recogni zing that the decision to love God fulfills the finality of the will.
That recognition does not take place by practical reason's conidering the
truth of "The end if the will is such and such,” but by practical reason's
considering the truth of "God is the infinitely perfect being." To say that
the latter truth is considered practically is to say that it is considered by
reason undertaking the task of directing the decisions of the will to the end
of the will. But the will's relation to its end does not enter practica
reason as a truth to be objectified; it enters as the extraobjective state of
affairs existing prior to practical reasoning that nakes practical reasoning
necessary. The will's finality is presupposed by practical reason, where
"presupposed” does not refer to a logical prem se but to the existential state
of affairs that causes there to be such a thing as reason functioning
practically.




What this node of presupposition neans is that, when practical reason asks

if we should to |ove God above all, it would be irrelevant for practica
reason to al so ask "Should fromwhat point of view, by the standard of what
finality?" |If the point of view, the finality, determ ning what "shoul d"
nmeans were not that of the rational appetite, reason would not be asking this
question practically. It would be asking the question speculatively, as it

m ght ask whet her exposure to air helps fulfill a fish's goal of self-
preservation. The act of asking practically whether we should | ove God above
all is the act of asking that question in order to direct the will to its end.

That is what it is to ask that question practically instead of specul atively.
If it were necessary for practical reason to add "Should by the standard of
the will's finality," there is no such thing as practical, as opposed to
specul ati ve, know edge of the obligation to | ove God above all

To put it another way. When practical reason asks, "Should | |ove God
above all?", it would be irrelevant to also ask "Should from whose poi nt of
view, by the standard of whose finality?" The person whose finality provides
the standard by which the question is to be answered is presupposed in the
asking of the question. "Should I |ove God?" anpunts to "Does | oving God
fulfill nmy finality?" But insofar as | am a decision naker, ny finality is
the finality of the rational appetite. Therefore, the finality of the
rational appetite is presupposed in the asking of the question just as
necessarily as ny finality is presupposed.

How t hen does the fulfillment of the will's finality by |Ioving God above
all becone known practically? As a result of know ng (specul atively) that God
is the infinite being, we know (practically) that God should be | oved above
all, because the will's finality enters practical know edge but as a consci ous
orientation, a conscious inclination, the conscious inclination w thout which
we woul d not be thinking practically. The will's finality enters practica
know edge, not as that which is objectified directly, but as the neans by
which God's infinite being is objectified as a good to be |loved. To ask how
we becone practically aware that God should be | oved above all is to ask how
we becone practically aware of God's being as conpletely fulfilling the will's
finality. W becone practically aware that God's infinite being fulfills the
will's finality by neans of the existence of a conscious inclination to val ue
bei ng as known by reason's (pecul ative) know edge, a conscious inclination
provoked by the existence of specul ati ve know edge of what exists. For things
are reveal ed as "good" by being revealed as ends to which desires are
directed. And it is as goods that things are objects of practical know edge.

Wt hout our awareness of inclinations and desires, we would not have our
awar eness of things as good, since things becone denom nated good by their
conformty to appetite, and we becone aware of appetites through their acts.
To be aware of sonething as a good is to be aware of it as that to which a
desire is directed and, therefore, as conformng to the appetite producing the
desire. Thus, our awareness of being as conformng to appetite cones fromthe
exi stence of conscious inclinations. Fromthis initial awareness of being as
conformng to appetite, we derive our concepts of "good", "end", "fulfillnent
of finality", etc. Using those concepts we can achi eve both specul ati ve and
practical know edge about good (and evil). But our practical know edge does
not derive fromour specul ative know edge of good. CQur practical know edge of
good is practical because it derives directly fromour awareness of good by
nmeans of the conscious inclinations that precede our concept of good.



Practical know edge enpl oys the concept of good and cognate concepts. But it
ei ther gets those concepts directly fromour awareness of the inclinations
wi t hout which we could not have those concepts, or it gets themfrom our
specul ati ve use of those concepts. |If the latter, practical know edge is not
practical .

What then does practical know edge add to the specul ati ve know edge of
God's infinite being? It adds the awareness of God's infinite being as

satisfying the finality of the will, which awareness practical reason has
t hrough the existence of conscious inclinations elicited fromthe will by
reason's specul ati ve awareness. Practical reason does not nmake the will's

conscious inclinations an object of reflexive awareness. Practical reason is
concerned with the terms of the will's relations of desire, concerned wth
that to which desire is directed. Practical reason is concerned with what
that which is desired is, since it is desired for being what it is.

However, is not practical reason concerned with what is desired only as
what is desired, since it is only as termof a relation of desire that what
exi sts beconmes denom nated a good? Yes, but a conscious desire nakes us aware
of what sonething is as good, and so nakes practical reason concerned with
what is is that is revealed as good. The alternative is the dilenma of
Section 2.3: the cogni zed object that provokes desire would be the
satisfaction of desire, and what practical reason would objectify as that
whi ch satisfies desire would be the satisfaction of desire. Practical reason
beconmes aware of something as good, not by reflecting on the existence of the
desire, but sinply by the desire's existence being a conscious existence that
does not require reflection to nmake it conscious. Reflection occurs after the
exi stence of the desire and, therefore, after the existence of that which
makes us conscious of what sonething is as good. Wen we reflect on the
exi stence of desire, we are already aware of sonething as a good, because that
i what a conscious desire does, nanely, nake us aware of that which is desired
as a good.

A conparison will help. Wwen we exercise our faculty of sight, we are not
just aware of the object seen. Wen we see an object, we cannot not be aware
of ourselves as seers of the object. But it is not by nmeans of an act of
reflection distinct fromthe act of sight that we are aware of ourselves as
seers of the object. W are nmade aware of ourselves as seers by the act of
sight itself, since sight is a conscious act. Likew se, we cannot not be
aware of ourselves as beings oriented to deciding according to reason's
know edge of what is sinply by the existence of conscious inclinations

provoked in the will by reason's grasp of being. Just as we are conscious of
the act of sight through the act of sight itself, we are conscious of the
will's inclinations through the inclinations thenselves, since they are

conscious acts. And just as the act of sight is directed to the object seen,
not to the subject seeing, practical reason is directed to that which is
recogni zed as good, not to the inclination by which it is recognized as good.
Do the conscious inclinations I am speaking of really exist, or are they a
phi |l osopher's invention, generated by the dictates of theory rather than
reality? The consciousness of the will's orientation to its end is not sone
special tingle or twitch. It is our awareness of ourselves as oriented to
val ui ng what things are as known by reason, our awareness of ourselves as
bei ngs who use what reason knows about things to direct ourselves toward ends.
That awareness is a constant part of our nonreflective self-awareness.



When a situation denmanding a rationally conscious decision occurs, in order to
make t he decision, we do not have to first nove ourselves into a conscious
state of readiness to enploy what reason knows in making decisions. If we are
sufficiently conscious to nmake a rational decision, we are already in the
conscious state of readiness to do so. That state of readiness is precisely
our conscious inclination toward the end of deciding according to what we
know, that is, deciding according to what things are.

To further denystify the role of conscious inclinations in practical
know edge, recall that the speculative and the practical intellect are not
distinct faculties. They are just different uses of the intellect. The
reason that the practical function of the intellect uses neither reflective
nor conceptual awareness of the wll's orientation to its end is just that
this is what distinguishes the practical use of the intellect fromthe
specul ati ve.

The concept of good has a primacy in practical know edge anal ogous to the
primacy the concept of being has in specul ative know edge. In stating that
the source of the concept of good is awareness of conscious inclinations, | am
a answering a question about the concept of good simlar to the question we
answer about the concept of being, when we say that the concept of being
derives fromjudgnent. Since judgnent involves an inplicit reflection on the
intellect's own act, that reflection is one of the things required for formng
the concept of being. Although that reflection precedes our concept of being,
as well as our concept of judgnent, the point is not that no concepts are
involved. In order for there to be an act on which to reflect, a proposition
maki ng use of concepts nust be fornmed. Likewise, in order to have the
awareness of the will's finality fromwhich the concept of good is forned, we
nmust have and use concepts of things that are good. But what nakes practica
know edge practical does not derive froma concept of goodness preexisting our
awar enessof the will's finality by means of the will's own consci ous
i nclinations.

Conscious inclinations are the source of the concept of the good and of
the practical know edge of the truth of self-evident practical precepts such

as "Equals should be treated equally.” To say that the concept of good
derives from consciousness of the will's inclinations is to say that it
derives from awareness of sonmething as fulfilling the will's finality. Unless
reason had presented the will wth an object that provokes the wll's natura
inclination to the object as fulfilling the will's finality, we could not have
an awar eness that depends on a conscious inclination of the will toward its
end. If we could have this awareness w thout reason's prior presentation of

an object, the wll's nature would not be that of a rational appetite, an
appetite oriented to valuing things as known by reason. Therefore, the
concept of good arises fromthe prepropositional awareness of sonething as
termnating a relation of finality, the awareness brought to propositiona
expression in fornmulas like "Treating equals equally is to be done.”

The practical knowl edge of the precepts directing the decisions of the
will to the achievenent of its finality is not deduced from specul ative
knowl edge. In particular, it is not deduced from specul ati ve know edge of the
will'"s inclinations. What practical know edge adds to the specul ative
knowl edge that, for instance, an infinitely perfect being exists, is an
awar eness of that existence as termnating the will's inclination toward its
end. Practical know edge adds an awareness that this existence



constitutes a good for the will, is sonething to be valued by the wll,
because the will's orientation to ends is what it is. The concept of good

involved in this practical know edge derives fromour awareness of the will's
inclinations to ends. |If practical reason does not get its know edge of good
directly fromthe will's conscious inclinations, it nust get it from sone

ot her use of the concept of good that cones fromthese inclinations. And the
only other use is the speculative use. O, if the concept of good had it
source in the specul ative analysis of the wll, the practical know edge of
God' s existence as a good for the will, as sonething to be valued by the will,
woul d be derived from specul ati ve knowl edge. On either analysis, practica
knowl edge woul d not be practical.

In directing the will to decisions, the practical function of reason makes
use of our specul ative know edge of what things are. For there is nothing
else for it to make use of but the will's orientation to value what the things

known by specul ative reason are. And as just argued, the will's orientation
enters practical know edge, but not as sonething known specul atively.
However, what things other than the will are enters practical reason from

specul ati ve know edge, since specul ative knowl edge provides the will with the
terms of its relations of desire. Thus, practical reason decides that God
shoul d be | oved above all on the basis of what is known specul atively about

God, not what is known specul atively about the will. Wen practical reason
asks whet her God deserves our highest evaluation, it is asking whether what He
i s deserves our highest evaluation. Practical reason tells the will that God

deserves all the wll's | ove because of what God is.
The truth of principles like "The infinite being should be | oved above

all™ or "Equals should be treated equally"” is self-evident to practica
knowl edge. |If they are not true, then what fulfills the will's finality is
not to be done and what frustrates its finality not to be avoided. In noving

fromself-evident practically known principles to practical conclusions,
practical reason again makes use of specul ati ve know edge of what things are;
there is nothing else for it to nake use of. But now specul ati ve know edge is
viewed in the light of practical principles. That is what nakes the reasoning
practical. (See, for exanple, the use of specul ative know edge in the
practical reasonings of Section 4.4.1.)

As | have already said, the role of conscious inclinations in our initial
know edge of the principles of practical reason in no way inplies that these
princi ples cannot be rationally explained and verified. There is a form of
"intuitionism in our discovery of these truths. (How else are any truths
di scovered, if not by some formof intuition?) But the process of discovery
I's one thing; the processes of verifying that sonmething is true and expl ai ni ng
why it is true, as well as the process of explaining our know edge of its
truth, are other things. And the intuition in question is not the discovery
of sone property unknown to reason, but the discovery that the properties
known by reason satisfy the inclinations of the rational appetite and,
therefore, determ ne the success or failure of acts of the rational appetite
as neasured by their own intrinsic finality.

Now I must nake a crucial qualification. |Inclinations produced by the
rational appetite are not the only inclinations we possess. In fact, many of
our nost inportant inclinations toward ends exist prior to the inclinations
produced by the will: the inclinations to self-preservation, to the
propogati on of the species, to socialize, to have physical confort and
pl easure, and so on. It is fromawareness of such inclinations that we first



derive our concept of good and its cognate concepts, for use by both
specul ati ve and practical know edge. Likew se, ethical reasoning is not the
only kind of practical reasoning; there is also art, in the broadest sense of
that term

But | have been tal ki ng about ethical goodness specifically. The concept
of ethical goodness derives from conscious inclinations produced by the wl|
toward the end of valuing things as known by reason. Up to sone point in a
chil d's devel opnent, the neanings of "good, "should," and other eval uative
ternms describe ends that are not freely chosen or neans to such ends. But
once consci ousness devel ops to the point where practical reason can direct the
free choice of ends, these terns cannot avoid acquiring their ethica
meani ngs. W do not always use themw th those neani ngs; practical reason

still functions technically. But the conclusion of a technical deliberation
requires a free choice in order to be put into practice. |In older children

and adults, therefore, the neanings of evaluative terns that practical reason
Is primarily concerned with are ethical neanings, since the ethical neanings

directly govern decisions. Not all decisions involve the technical mneanings;
but all decisions involve the ethical neanings, the nmeanings that derive from
t he conscious inclinations of the wll.

However, the existence of other inclinations to ends brings ne to a
possi bl e |ine of agreenent between ny anal ysis of obligation and the very
original and enlightening ethical work done by Gisez, Finnis, and their
school .

3. Wiere These Ideas M ght Lead
The rational appetite is always directing us toward the ends of other

inclinations and faculties. Again, this is consistent with Aqui nas, although
it may not be obviously so. To see the agreenent wi th Aqui nas, consider the

fact that even the ultimate end sought by the will, the beatific vision, is
not its own act but the act of another faculty, the intellect. The will's
final act, at which all its other acts are directed, is an act of |ove

provoked by the intellect's attainment of its end. That end is attained in
the intellectual experience of God, and the will's love is directed toward the
object attained in that intellectual experience.

Because it is the rational appetite's nature, as a human faculty, to
direct us toward the ends of other inclinations and faculties, and since the
Gisez/Finnis theory of ethics is based on the fulfillnment of natura
i nclinations toward goods, inclinations preceding free choice, perhaps there
Is roomfor our theories and mne to accommobdate each other, at |east to sone
degree. In particular, perhaps it can be argued that an act of the will is
intrinsically defective, defective by the standard of the will's own nature,
if the act does not direct us toward the goods that are ends for those other
inclinations, since it is the will's nature to direct us toward those goods.

Because the purpose of this book is to open a new node of ethical inquiry,
| do not want to discourage the line of thought just nentioned. In fact, |
believe it deserves to be pursued. There nay be a way to show that the
connection between the finality of other inclinations and the finality of the

wWill is such that failure to direct us toward the finality of other
i nclinations constitutes a failure as neasured by the will's own finality.
But without discouraging this Iine of inquiry, I want to nention sone

difficulties it nust overcone.



The difficulties concern the way Gisez, Finnis, and others connect other
goods with ethical obligation. First, it does not seemto ne that we nake
et hi cal judgnents by consulting principles of the kind they offer as practical
precepts. The principles we consult to make ethical judgnents are not |ike
"Know edge is a good to be pursued” or "Respect the good of know edge, Ilife,

religion, etc. in every act."” The principles we consult are |like "Equals
shoul d be treated equally,” "The common good should be preferred to the
i ndi vi dual good," "Free beings should not be used for ny ends in ways that

deprive them of the opportunity to achieve their ends.”

The point is not that principles |like "Know edge is a good to be pursued”
are not self-evident and practical. They can be both since we have
inclinations other than the will's inclinations that can reveal things to
practical reason as human ends. But the question is whether these other hunan
ends determ ne ethical obligation, that is, goodness and evil with respect to
the end of our decision making ability itself. Aquinas, for exanple, nay have
meant that these other inclinations determ ne the scope of the will's activity
wi t hout determ ning which decisions ainmed at fulfilling these inclinations are
ethically good and which are ethically bad. (*Refer Langan.)

O course, Gisez and Finnis mght want to reply that the principles they
cite are the foundations of principles |like those | have just cited, and the
reason we don't cite their principles is that we rarely push back to
foundati ons when deliberating practically. |In other words, the basis of the
truth of precepts that immediately and proximtely direct the will is
expressed through these other precepts. And the proximate precepts could
still be self-evidently known, since the fact that their truth is founded on
nore renote principles does not inply that our know edge of their truth is
derived from knowl edge of the nore renote. For exanple, in the Gisez/Finnis
theory, the basis of the obligation to be fair seens to be that other hunmans
can participate in the basic goods just as we can. Therefore, in not
respecting the rights of others, we are not respecting the basic goods, since
ot her people are like us in being capacities for participation in these goods.
In failing to be fair, I would be failing to fulfill nmy nature's orientations
to participate in the basic goods.

But the obligation to be fair nmust either be derivative from other goods

that are nore basic or itself be one of the basic goods. If it is one of the
basi ¢ goods, the other goods do not determ ne the obligation to be fair. The
reason | amfailing to fulfill ny nature's orientations is that fairness is

one of the goods to which | amoriented. But then the reason why |I am so
oriented itself needs to be explained, and reference to other basic goods wll
not help explainit.

However, Gisez seens to hold that the obligation to be fair is derivative
fromthe obligations inposed by nore basic goods (*refer Gisez and Boyle).
It is inportant to understand what a paradoxical position this is and how the
rational appetite analysis of obligation dissolves the paradox. The nost
obvi ous exanpl e of ethical obligation, quoad nos, is the obligation to be fair
to other human beings. For many, that is the whole of obligation: if it does
not hurt soneone else, it is all right. Believers in other obligations are
al ways on the defensive when they speak for those obligations. To naeke the
nost obvi ous form of obligation derivative fromothers is to nmake the nore
obvi ous derivative fromthe | ess obvious.



More inportantly, making the obligation to be fair derivative seens to
take away the neaning of that obligation. The other person is owed fairness
fromme because what she is is owed a certain place in ny val ues, not because
sone other good is owed a place in ny values. |[If unfairness is evil because
di rect ed agai nst sone aspect of ny flourishing other than the aspect of
val ui ng ot her persons for what they are, then the evil of unfairness does not
consist directly in the failure to give other persons what they are due by
bei ng what they are.

On the other hand, the rational appetite analysis makes fairness a
relation to what other persons are at the sane tine and in the sane way that
it is arelation to our own ends. The rational appetite's end is to give
things the value of being directed to ends they set for thenselves or to ends
we set for them according to what reason knows about whether things are
directed to ends they set for thenselves. Thus, the rational appetite
anal ysis nakes the obligation to be fair a matter of human flourishing and a
relation to what other persons are for the sanme reason: our end as rationa
deciders is to value things according to what they are.

It is less clear in Finnis whether the obligation to be fair is derived
fromother obligations. He nay be interpreted as hol ding that our nature's
orientations to participate in basic human goods require us to respect any
ot her participants in these goods. Participation in these goods is the nora
ultimate, and I amnot the only being which can participate in these goods.
Still, this interpretation does not direct obligation i mediately at persons
and the value of persons. The reason unfairness prevents ne fromfulfilling
the orientations of ny nature is that it prevents ne fromparticipating in
goods other than the good itself of valuing other persons for what they are.
No matter that the inference to the value of persons requires only one or two
steps, the value that persons have for us because of what they are is not
direct; t depends on the relation of persons to goals that can only be
described, in contrast to persons thensel ves, as sonewhat abstract. The good
of know edge, the good of religion, the good of play, etc. do not have to be
| ooked on as abstract. But when they are nade the basis fromwhich the val ue
of other persons is derived, the value of the nore concrete is being derived
fromthe | ess concrete.

The response may be that, on any analysis, the value of any finite person,
nyself or another, is derived fromthe ends the person can achieve. Wat
makes the nature of a person nore val uable than the nature of a subrationa
being is what a person's nature enables her to do. For exanple, the
obligation to treat others as setters of their own ends is based on the fact
that they can set their own ends. Yes, but that fact inposes an obligation on
nme because of ny rational appetite's orientation to value things according to
reason's know edge of what things are with respect to the rational val uing of
t hi ngs, not because of the rational appetite's orientation to toward any ot her
end. O, if | amvaluing the finite being because |I know her relation to the

infinite being, | amvaluing one concrete entity because of her relation to
anot her concrete entity. Another way to put it is that the reason | am w ong
if I treat another unfairly is not that I amfailing to fulfill ny own

inclinations, unless it is the inclination to evaluate her according to what
she is, the rational appetite's inclination.



Another difficulty. For Gisez and Finnis, our orientation towards the
basi ¢ goods does not obligate us to be seeking themin every act, since that
is an inpossibility; but that orientation does mninmally obligate us never to
wi Il an act directed agai nst any of the basic goods. For exanple, the
procreation and education of children is a good to which we are oriented by
nature. Choosing to prevent contraception when | engage in sex is choosing a
positive act directed against this good. Hence, artificial contraception is
not a noral possibility. However, choosing to refrain fromsex when | could
ot herwi se engage in it is not choosing an act directed against life; it is
refraining froman act directed toward life. And | amnot obligated to seek
every basic good in every act. Pursuing the course of action that would
result in the greatest nunber of children that | could expect to adequately
rear woul d prevent me from pursuing other human goods. Hence refraining from
the marital act when | could otherw se engage in it is at |east an ethica
possibility.

But noral goodness and evil reside in the act of the will (or the
refraining frommking an act of the will) which directs us to performor to
refrain fromperformng other acts. WMral goodness and evil do not reside in
the acts directed by the will except insofar as they are so directed. There
is clearly an inportant sense in which the will of the tenporary refrainer
fromsex is not directed agai nst the good of procreation as the will of the
user of contraceptives is. For whoever chooses to use contraceptives al so has
the option of refraining fromsex. But what about the will of the person who
chooses to be celibate? Here it is not a matter of the inpossibility of
pursui ng every good in every act but of choosing never to pursue a particular
human good. Wiy is that decision, as an act of will, less directed agai nst
that good than is the decision to enploy contraceptives? Again, the issue |
amraising is the need to establish a connection between ends ther than those

of the will itself and the finality of the will, so that a failure with
respect to other ends can render the act of the will defective by its own
standards. Can it be ethical for our will to choose agai nst sone basic good
as long as no external acts chosen by the will are opposed to that good? Then
what is the connection between the ends of external acts and the will's
finality?

The rational appetite analysis avoids this problem Neither the tenporary
nor the permanent celibate evaluates herself as a sexual being to be other
than she is. The righteousness of her decision does not depend on sonme good
ot her than the good of val uing things, as ends or neans, according to what
t hey are.

Afinal difficulty. |If there is such a thing as a self-evident practica
precept it is the following: when the pursuit of the good of play would
interfere with the pursuit of the good of religion, prefer the good of
religion. This exanple illustrates two points. First, by its nature an
ethical decision is hierarchical. Wen we decide, we cannot avoid giVing
sonet hing a higher place in our values than sonething else; for the reason we
have to make decisions is that existentially inconpatible values confront us.
Therefore, the job of ethics is to tell us what concrete instances of value to
prefer to others. Perhaps Gisez and Finnis can account for the truth
expressed by the cited precept consistently with their nonhierarchica
anal ysis of value at the |evel, not of specific choices, but of prevolitiona
orientations to basic goods. But, and this is the second point, can they
account for our know edge of this precept? Its self-evidence as a practica



princi pl e depends on our specul ati ve knowl edge of human nature and of the
realities to which we are related by human nature. Because the intellect and

will are what they are, that is, have the finalities our nature gives them
and because God is what He is, religion is nore essential to the fulfillnment
of our finalities as rational decision makers than is play. |In other words,

for an ethics to provide a know edge of the hierarchy of values, in the sense
in which an ethical decision requires a hierarchy of values, ethics nust rely
on our specul ati ve know edge of human nature to determ ne what is and i s not
nore inportant to us as pursuers of goals.

Because of difficulties |ike these, it mght be said that Gisez and
Fi nnis have added to the problem of deriving "ought"” from "goods" to that of
deriving "ought" from"is.”" No matter how enlightening their anal yses of
basi ¢ human goods are, you are |eft wondering about the connection with
obligation as you prephilosophically understand it. And if they are all owed
to reply that obligation nmust be so expl ai ned because there is nothing el se by
which to explain it, why cannot the the sanme claimbe nmade for deriving ought
frombeing? The lacuna in both accounts, as hitherto presented, is the nature
of the rational appetite and its own orientation toward the good. An analysis
of the will's ow finality is what has been m ssing from Real i st accounts of
ethics. This work is meant to begin to nake up for that om ssion.

And despite my criticisnms, there is sonmething intuitively correct about
the view that other natural orientations to ends can inpose obligations on the
will, since the will's finality as a human faculty includes the job of
directing us to the fulfillnment of other orientations to ends.

One of the notivations behind the basic goods analysis of obligationis to
avoi d consequentialismor proportionalism the view that the ethical value of
any act is to be judged by the proportions of good and evil in the
consequences of the act. The basic goods analysis isan attenpt to show t hat
sone acts are intrinsically good or evil regardl ess of their consequences.
Hopefully, it is clear that the rational appetite analysis also shows this.

For exanple, a decision for artificial contraception, drunkenness, and suicide
woul d be intrinsically defective regardless of its consequences in a
particular situation. |In other words, the definitions of sone terns, |ike
"suicide" or "nurder," or "artificial contraception," happen to include
conditions sufficient to render the choice of any act so defined defective by
the standard of the will's finality. As defined, the acts are always opposed
tothe will's finality. No matter what good effects such acts nay have in
addition to the effects by which they are defined, the conscious choice of
those acts would evaluate things as if they were other than they are. For
exanpl e, the choice of nurder or suicide always require evaluating an end-in-
itself as if it were not an end-in-itself, and the choice of artificial
contraception always requires making the value of a neans to an end-in-itself
to be sonething |l ess than an being a neans to an end-in-itself.



The definitions of other terns, |ike "knowingly telling a fal sehood,"
happen to include conditions sufficient to render the choice intrinsically
def ective unl ess other conditions occur that involve sonmething the will should
val ue nore highly than the comunication of the truth in question, given that
human nature is what it is. For exanple, it would be wong to send a person
to an unjust death rather than tell a lie. Comunicating truth is a good by
the standard of the rational appetite, but not an end-in-itself. Only persons
are ends-in-thenselves; all other goods are relative to the goals, especially
the prevolitional goals, of ends in thenselves. The possession of nobst truths
is such a relative good, as is freedomfrompain. (If the sane cannot be said
for truths like "God exists"” or "Human life is imortal,"” the reason is that
val ues for persons other than the value of truth alone are at stake.) Since

truth is a relative human good, "lying"” is defined by an effect that is an
evil. And lying, considered just as such, is an evil act, as is inflicting
pain. But since lying is a relative evil, other effects that are nore

I nportant for ends-in-thenselves can render telling certain lies the ethica
thing to do, just as the correct ethical decision can require us to inflict
pai n.

The definitions of still other terns, like "playing loud nusic at 4 a.m"”
do not include conditions sufficient to render the choice of the act so
defined either successful or defective by the standard of the will's finality.
Human nature's orientations to ends does not nake [oud nusic at 4 a.m,
consi dered just as such, either a relative good or a relative evil. Effects
ot her than those by which "playing loud nusic at 4 a.m" is defined nust be
exam ned to deci de whether the decision to play nusic then woul d be good or
evil (see Section 4.4.1).

The conditions that render suicide always wong and |ying wong in default
of nore inportant values do not depend on custom Custom m ght determ ne that
a particular lie would be justified in one culture though not in others, due
to the relative uninportance of that lie and the relative inportance of sone
other value in the culture. But as defined, telling a fal sehood al ways needs
a justification. On the other hand, it is possible that the custons of al

human societies render playing loud nusic at 4 a.m ethically evil, in default
of nore inportant values. But it is not necessary that that all societies
have custons rendering loud nmusic at 4 a.m evil; human nature does not demand
such custons.

Do not confuse an "intrinsic" like suicide, a "relative,” evil like |ying,
or a "neutral" act like playing loud nusic at 4 a.m with the evil in the
decision to performsuch acts. In nornmal circunstances, the conscious

decision to play loud nusic at 4 a.m is intrinsically evil as an act of wll,
even if the effects which make it evil are not included in the definition of
"playing loud nusic at 4 am" And finally, there are greater and | esser

degrees of intrinsic evil in acts of the will, just as there are greater and
| esser degrees of the values to which those acts are opposed. Reason knows,
if it knows anything, that ill-tinmed nusic does not interfere with another

person's pursuit of goals as nuch nurder does.



