Nat ural Obligation

1. Introduction
This study concerns the foundations of ethics and particularly what it
means to be ethically obligated. | will argue that ethical obligation is

objective (is a factual, extracognitionally existing state of affairs),
uncondi tional (is nmade nonhypothetically necessary by the natures of things),
and knowabl e, (is ascertainable by reason fromevidence). That ethica
obligation has these characteristics can be shown on the basis of the
foll ow ng propositions:

(1) Hurmans are equal with respect to possession of a common nature that
underlies our individual differences.

(2) Human reason is capable of know ng the natures of things to sone
extent and at least to the extent required to know our equality with
respect to this underlying nature.

(3) Qur ability to nake ethical decisions* is a rational appetite, that
is, a faculty of desire that orients us to goals according to our
know edge of the natures of things.

| have defended Proposition (2), reason's ability to know t he natures of
things, elsewhere.* | wll defend Propositions (1) and (2) here. Defending
Proposition (1), our possession of a conmmon nature, will not be as difficult
as it mght appear. |In the present context, a conmon human nature is at issue
only to the extent that it has ethical significance. That significance wl|
not commt us to as nuch as belief in a conmon nature may commt us in other
cont ext s.

Proposition (3), a faculty of desire oriented to goals according to
reason's know edge of the natures of things, will be the crucial one for this
study. For nmany, the phrase "rational appetite"” nmay have a Kantian ring, but
a concept of rational appetite (or the will) that is alnost dianetrically
opposed to Kant's goes back at least to the high m ddl e ages. That concept of
rational appetite overcones both the fact/value and is/ought dilemas, on the
one hand, and the tel eol ogi cal/deontol ogical dilenma, on the other.

Briefly, the rational appetite has the intrinsic finality of valuing things
according to reason's know edge of what things are. For exanple, when we know
that an infinitely perfect being exists, a decision that would deny this being
t he highest and ruling place in our system of values would be intrinsically
defective. That is, the decision would be defective by the standard of a
finality, arelation to goals, that is identical with the nature of the
rati onal appetite and of the decision itself as a product of the rationa
appetite. It would not be defective by the standard of sone goal inposed on
the will fromw thout. The decision, in other words, cannot avoid being
defective by the standard of its own nature.

Such a defect in the will's act is what constitutes noral evil. Moral
goodness, on the other hand, is constituted by the fulfillnent of the finality
inscribed in an act of the rational appetite. To be norally obligated to nmake
a certain decision neans that the opposite decision cannot avoid being
defective by the standard of the will's intrinsic finality. | wll argue that

*Thr oughout this essay, | use the phrase 'ethical decision' to refer, not
to a judgnment that a choice is ethically good or bad, but to a choice that
is to be so judged. For exanple, an ethical decision is a choice to cheat
or not cheat on an exam nation, as opposed to the judgnent that such a
choice is ethically right or wong.



this analysis both confornms to our everyday understanding of norality and

sol ves the main phil osophic problens concerning the objectivity,

uncondi tionality, and knowability of noral obligation. For exanple, the fact
that obligation is based on finality does not render obligation hypothetica
as long as the relation to the goal is intrinsic to the rational appetite and
its acts. To nonentarily use some traditional termnology that I will not
rely on in the remai nder of the discussion, what is a final cause from one
point of viewis an intrinsically perfecting formal cause from anot her point
of view And the absence of that intrinsic perfection is an intrinsic defect.
The opposition between tel eol ogi cal and deontol ogical ethics is a false

di | enma.

Anot her false dilemma is the opposition between appetite and reason
concerning who prescribes to whom It is entirely true that val ue presupposes
desire, and desires spring from appetites adapted to certain kinds of goals.
But if there is a faculty of desire adapted to valuing the being of things as
known by reason, that faculty's act is intrinsically defective if it does not
reflect what reason knows about things. This notion of rational appetite, far
frombeing a contrivance for escaping fromdilemas, is in conformty both
wi th our prephil osophic understandi ng of ourselves and with the demands of a
phi | osophi ¢ anal ysis of experience.

One nore proposition will enter into this account of ethical obligation:

(4) Rational appetite gives us freedom of choi ce.

| nmention Proposition (4) |ast because those who di sagree with freedom of
choice will find that they can go quite a long way with the anal ysis before
parting conpany with it.

1.1. Method of Proceedi ng

To show that ethical obligation can be objective, unconditional, and
knowabl e, it is only necessary to show that obligations with these
characteristics sonetinmes occur. And since nmy conclusions are so
controversial, the exanples illustrating them should be as uncontroversial as
possi ble. Accordingly, I will confine nyself mainly to exanpl es of one of the
nost universally admtted kinds of ethical value, justice in the sense of
fairness to others in the pursuit of a goal that can be possessed by only one
of those pursuing it. This limtation on the scope of the study does not
inmply that justice in the sense of fairness is the only ethical val ue.

Section 5.3 and Chapter 6 show how the analysis can be extended to other
cases.

Let us assune | am conpeting with another person on an exam nation that
will determ ne which of us gets a job. Assune, further, that our reasons for
wanting the job are not such as to nmake it nore inportant for one of us to get
it. Neither of us has a special need, for exanple, a sick child who will not
receive nedical care if we do not get the job. | claimthat in such a case a
really existing situation obtains that the English | anguage descri bes by
phrases |like "ny having an obligation not to cheat on the exam nation." That
situation consist in the fact that the decision to cheat has an intrinsic
def ect because of the nature of decisions and the natures of the things this
deci sion deals with. And the evidence of experience nakes that situation
knowabl e to reason

Wiy is it wong for me to cheat on the exam nation to ensure that | get the
job? In cheating, | amnot treating the other person's interests equally



to mne, since | amnot giving her an equal opportunity to attain the goal we
are both seeking. Wiy is it wong to treat her interests as if they were not
equal to mne? The assunption just made is that our needs are equal, but that
Is not a sufficient answer to the question. Both nmy child and ny African
violet may be in danger of death if they do not get fed, but |I would not
consider the interests of ny African violet equal to those of ny child.

Nei ther the need for food nor the desire to get a job exist in abstraction;
they exist as characteristics of concrete entities. And | do not consider the
interests of the plant to be equal to those of ny child because I do not give
the concrete entity that the plant is a place in ny system of val ues equal to
that of ny child. Likewise, to treat the interests of the other person in
pursuing a job as equal to mne is to treat the other person as in sone sense
equal to ne. The question is, then, why is it wong not to treat her equally?

A necessary condition for answering this question is to determ ne in what
sense the other is equal to ne. W are presunably not equal in an indefinite
nunmber of respects. In addition to all the ways in which we are unequal, is
there sone way in which we are equal, a way that can make our interests equa
in a norally binding sense? For nost human beings, to believe that we are
equal in a noral sense is to believe that there is a respect in which we are
equal that is nore fundanental to what we are than are the respects in which
we are unequal, and to believe this is to believe in a comon nature
underlying our differences, a nature nore fundanental to what we are than are
the respects in which we differ. Later, | will argue that a belief in a
common nature is not precisely what is necessary for ethical equality.
Therefore, there is no need to defend the claimthat nost people share this
belief. However, for the tinme being I wll assume the truth of this belief
for two reasons. First, in practice, our judgnents about equality of
interests are based on it. Second, the belief happens to be true in a sense
sufficient for ethical equality, as | wll argue.

In the neantine, a few words clarifying this assunption are in order. The
hypot hesi s of a common nature does not commit us to as nuch as one m ght
think. In fact, the evidence for a common nature is basically the sane as the
evi dence for other mnds. Nature is a causal concept; human nature is a set
of causal dispositions underlying our behavior. To believe in a commobn nature
is to believe that the simlarities in our behavior are accounted for by
simlarities in the dispositions that enable us to behave as we do. The
belief that our behavior is simlar does not require, for exanple, that humans
have a conmon | anguage or culture; it only requires that humans have a
capacity for |anguage (surpassing that of animals) and a capacity for culture.
The question of nature concerns the underlying causes of the capacities for
such behavior, as well as the capacity for degrees of know edge superior to
that of animals, the capacity to conceive of nonphysical nobdes of existence,
the capacity to conceive of an afterlife, and so on. Wy should we believe
the roots of such behavior are simlar fromhuman to human when it is entirely
possible for simlar effects to be produced by dissimlar causes?

The mere possibility of dissimlar causes does not make it reasonabl e
postul ate them wunless nmultiplying causes can account for differences in
effects that cannot otherw se be accounted for. The differences in human
behavi or are mani fold. But rather than arguing agai nst comon underlying
causes, differences in human behavior argue for them D fferences in
| anguages presuppose that humans are alike in having linguistic ability



greater than that of animals; differences in culture presuppose that hunans
are alike in having psychol ogi cal capacities necessary for devel oping culture;
and so on. The differences in such abilities are differences regarding

| anguage or culture because of the simlarities in the abilities, and the
simlarities in the abilities call for explanation by simlarities in the
underlying causes of the abilities. A simlar set of underlying causa

di spositions is what is meant by a common human nat ure.

And anot her causal consideration makes postul ating different natures
unreasonable. Effects have whatever their causes put into them The causes
of human beings are their parents. Human parents produce children by neans of
reproductive faculties that are simlar fromone set of parents to another.
And al t hough dissimlar causes can have simlar effects, simlar causes, as
such, do not produce dissimlar effects. Dissimlarities in effects do have
to be accounted for by dissimlarities in their causes, and the
dissimlariti es between human reproductive faculties are manifold. But these
dissimlarities al so presuppose basic simlarities without which reproduction
could not take place. The dissimlarities are associated with reproduction
only because of the simlarities. Two people can carry different genes only
if both carry genes; one human ovumdiffers from another but both are human
ova. The reproductive faculties of other species share simlarities with
human reproductive faculties. But specifically human behavior has its
ultimate source in causal dispositions given us by the simlar reproductive
faculties of human parents and not given to the offspring of other species.

Wth respect to other human beings, then, the only reasonable belief is
that the behavi or we discover in themby external observation is accounted for
by their having a nature simlar to that we discover in ourselves through
reflective self-awareness. Wat noral significance does the know edge of our
possessi on of a common human nature have?

We can gain sonme insight into this question by conparing a conscious
deci sion that treats unequally two beings equal wth respect to an underlying
nature wi th another kind of conscious event, the belief that the two things do
not share a common nature. By hypothesis, such a belief is defective,
incorrect, lacking in the kind of achievenent appropriate to a belief.

Section 1.2 | ooks at what makes such a belief defective to help us see why the
corresponding ethical decision is defective; for both are defective as
conscious states relating us to things existing i ndependently of our conscious
states. Examining belief will show that fal sehood is an intrinsic,
nonhypot heti cal, defect for beliefs.

Before turning to the direct conparison between belief and acts of the
rati onal appetite, | will conpare belief to appetites in general, with respect
to having intrinsic defects, in Chapter 2. That discussion will clear up sone
a priori difficulties with the notion of an objective and unconditiona
ethics. Those difficulties include the idea that appetite and desire are
necessarily egocentric, and the idea that there is no standard by which to
deem a desire for an end defective except sone other desire for an end.
Chapter 3 takes up the direct conparison between belief and a decision on the
part of the rational appetite to treat equals unequally. There, the idea of a
common nature and the sense in which it is pertinent to ethics will be
refined. Utimtely, it is not our equality with respect to bei ng humans but
our equality as pursuers of goals that is pertinent to obligation, and
sonmet hing could be equal to us as a pursuer of goals w thout being hunman.



In Chapter 4, | will argue that the concept of rational appetite el ucidated
by the conparison with belief is the operative concept in our everyday ethica
judgnments and is sufficient to resolve the main phil osophic probl ens
concerning the foundations of ethics. |In addition to the already nentioned
fact/val ue and tel eol ogy/ deont ol ogy problens, there are the problens of the
knowabi l ity of obligation, of "Wy be noral ?" and of why imoral actions
deserve puni shnent.

Al'l of those questions will be dealt with before the question of freedom of
choi ce cones up in Chapter 5. The concept of rational appetite, in addition
to solving other problens in the foundations of ethics, solves the probl em of
free choice. And the fact that we have free choice explains the ethica
concept of a person being an end-in-itself, that is, of our obligation to
treat a person as an end, not as a neans.

In Section 4.4.1, | begin to extend the analysis of obligation to cases
beyond that of fairness in conpetition. And in the final chapter, Chapter 6,
| extend the analysis to cases that appear even nore renote from fairness:
artificial contraception, drunkenness, and suicide. Since this study concerns
foundati ons, the purpose is not to cover all cases of ethical decision but to
cover cases diverse enough to make it reasonable to expect the analysis to
apply to other cases as well. The study will have succeeded if it nakes that
expectation sufficiently reasonable to notivate the devel opnent of a conplete
et hic based on the foundati ons exam ned here.

Finally, since fairness in conpetition is the main exanple for the study,
there is a danger that the equal treatnent of equals wll|l appear to be the

central issue in ethical obligation. It is not, nor is the kind of equality,
i f any, holding between human beings the crux of the problem The centra
issue is the intrinsic finality of the will as a rational appetite, an

appetite whose nature is to value things according to reason's know edge of
what they are. Wen this notion of rational appetite was introduced at the
begi nning, the exanple illustrating it was not fairness but the obligation to
gi ve the boundl essly perfect being the ruling place in our system of val ues,
that is, to make Hmthe value to which all others are subordi nated. There is
no question of equality between ourselves and God. Yet for a person who knows
that God exists, a decision that would deny Hmthe ruling place in our val ues
woul d be defective as the act of a faculty oriented to valuing the intrinsic
perfections of things according to reason's know edge of what things are. n
the other hand, if we give soneone equal in nature to us an unequal place in
our system of val ues, we cannot be treating her according to what she is, and
our decision is defective for that reason.

At this point, the idea of valuing things according to what they are has to
be unclear, to say they least. The purpose of the study is to nmake that idea
clear. To acconplish that purpose, however, it is better not to start with an
exanple like the obligation to | ove God, even though that exanple does not
ri sk maki ng equality appear to be the essence of ethical value. Not only is

the existence of God -- tragically -- controversial, but one can recognize
that there is something wong with cheating in conpetition even if one does
not know that God exists. In other words, the recognition of the objectivity,

uncondi tionality, and knowability of ethical obligation does not require
know edge of God's existence. Therefore, the explanation of the nature of
obl i gation should not appear to make God's exi stence an assunption.



1.2. Wiy a False Belief Is Defective

The decision to treat another human unequally is one thing; the belief that
she is unequal in nature to us is another. But on our hypothesis, that belief
is fal se and hence defective. Understanding why a false belief is defective
will aid in understanding the kind of defect in decisions that we are
obligated to avoid.

The defectiveness of a false belief consists inits failure to achieve a
certain goal, truth about what exists. But why should the absence of that
goal nake a belief defective; aren't there many ot her goals by which to judge
mental states and events? For exanple, the fal sehood that Mary and Tom do not
share a conmon human nature could be just what we need in a science fiction
story, as as part of an enjoyabl e daydream or joke, or as a neans of making
someone angry.

It is the intrinsic nature of belief that makes a fal se belief defective
and a true belief good. Wen we say that a false belief is defective, we are
not first discovering a species of nental event, giving it the nane "belief",
and only then analyzing the nature of the event to see if it has a goal in
ternms of which we can neasure it as good or defective. |Instead, we first
recogni ze the exi stence of nental events with characteristic of claimng to
achieve a certain goal, truth about what exists; we then nanme events with this
intrinsic goal, as opposed to other nental events which are characterized by

different goals, "belief.” To say that having the goal of truth is intrinsic
to belief is to say that a belief, by its very existence, asks for, calls for,
evaluation in ternms of this goal. Wether or not it is necessary for an act

with such a goal to exist, belief happens to be such an act.

What is the exact nature of this goal? For the purposes of our conparison
wi th ethical decision, we do not have to give a conplete phil osophical
anal ysis of truth. But one feature of what goes on when we believe sonething
is true of what exists has to be pointed out. Belief clains to relate us to
things as they exist independently of our acts of belief. The goal in terns
of which beliefs ask to be neasured is that of informng us what things are in
t hensel ves; and et hical decisions also have the goal of relating us to things
as they really exist.

2. Intrinsic Finalities and Defects

To make clear the conparison of defective beliefs to defective acts of the

rational appetite, this chapter wll first conpare belief to appetite in

general. The relevant points of conparison are their possession of intrinsic
finalities, on the one and, and their relation to real -- extracognitional and
extra-appetitive -- existence, on the other.

The specific conparison of belief with ethical decision will be nmade in
Chapter 3. That conparison will not |ogically depend on the general analysis
of appetite. In theory, one could go imedi ately to the conparison of belief

with ethical decisions. Historically, however, m sconceptions concerning
appetite and desires in general have been anpbng the nain obstacles to
recogni zi ng those characteristics of the rational appetite that constitute the
objectivity, unconditionality, and knowability of obligation. Certain conmon
errors have acquired the appearance of necessary truth, and the belief in
their necessary truth makes it difficult to see the rational appetite for what
it is.



2.1. Beliefs and Desires

There is nothing nysterious about a conscious state having an intrinsic
finality. An inaninate object may have no intrinsic relation to the goal for
which we use it. For instance, we can use a hammer for pounding nails or
pulling them as a paper weight or as a weapon. The hanmer's relation to the
goal for which we use it is entirely extrinsic to what the hamrer is. The
hanmmer's relation the goal a person is using it for is in the consciousness of
the user, and the hamrer is also in the user's consciousness. But unlike the
hanmer, the hamrer's relation to the goal of its use is only in the
consci ousness of the user.

But what about the person's conscious relation to the goal she is using the
hammer for? The person has a desire for that goal. The desire's relation to
the goal is not extrinsic to the desire the way the hanmer's relation to the
goal is extrinsic to the hanmer. |In fact, that is what a desire is, a
relation to a goal. And if a desire's relation to a goal were extrinsic to
it, the desire would have to get its relation to the goal froma source where
the relation to the goal was intrinsic; otherwise, we would be in an infinite
regress. The other source, then, would be the true desire for the goal. For
that is what we nmean by a "desire,” nanely, way way of being related to things
such that things stand, in this relationship, as "goals."

Desires, however, are not the only conscious states that involve intrinsic
relations to goals. Belief involves an intrinsic relation to a goal because
belief is an evaluation, an estimation, of sonething as having achieved a
certain goal. It is an evaluation of a statenent as having achi eved the goa
of truth.

The achi evenent of that goal depends on conditions extrinsic to both the
act of belief and the statenent believed. Because of the dependence on
extrinsic conditions, the statenent can fail of that goal, and the belief's
estimati on of whether the statenent achi eves the goal can be defective. But
the fact that the success of the belief's relation to the goal depends on
conditions extrinsic to the belief in no way | essens the fact that the belief,
as an evaluation, is a conscious state wwth an intrinsic relation to a goa
whose achi evenment will make the belief successful or unsuccessful on the
belief's owmn terns. For conscious states |ike beliefs and desires to have
intrinsic relations to goals requires no nore than that they be relations to
goals. And that requires no netaphysical magic or sleight of hand. Wy is
the defect in a belief or desire intrinsic if it depends on conditions
extrinsic to the belief or desire? Because a belief or desire is a relation
to something other than itself. That is what conscious states in general are.

Li ke beliefs, desires are evaluations; they give things places in the
desiring entity's system of values. An extracognitionally existing thing
beconmes descri babl e as an obj ect of know edge because the thing term nates a
rel ati on of know edge bel onging not to the thing known but to the know ng
subject. Likew se, sonething is a describable as a val ue because it
termnates a relation of desire, or at |east potentially term nates a desire
sone appetite is oriented to producing. A thing becones a value, therefore,
by the relation to it of a desire or of the appetite oriented to producing
such a desire. Another way to put it. A thing is a value either as
sonmething's end or as a neans to sonething's end. 1In the sphere of conscious




bei ngs, a nmeans is a cogni zed obj ect desired because of its known relation to
anot her cogni zed object, while an end is a cogni zed object not desired because
of its relation to sone further object. Both ends and neans, however, are

val ues because they termnate a relation of desire. Therefore, desires are
eval uations; they nake things values as ends or as neans to ends.

Let me put this inportant point one nore way. Desires are eval uations
because they nake things nore or |ess values for us, according to the kind of
desire we have for each thing. A desire is an estimation of that which is
desired, an estinmation of it as being the kind of thing an appetite is an
appetite for. Wen a dog is offered two pieces of neat and desires one nore
than the other, the dog's desire is an evaluation of the preferred neat as
offering the dog nore of the kind of thing one of its appetites is oriented
to. Assune the appetite is oriented to a certain kind of gustatory
experience. The preference for one of the pieces of neat is an eval uation of
that piece as a nmeans to nore of that kind of experience.

The dog's desire for the neat is an exanple of evaluating one thing as a
nmeans to another thing, an end. But desires also evaluate ends. Wat is it
for a state of affairs to be an end to which an appetite is oriented? It is
for the state of affairs to be desired, if it does not yet exist, and for the
exi stence of the state of affairs to cause the cessation of the desire and the
satisfaction of the appetite (*at |east partially). An appetite can desire
the existence of one thing as a result of a desire for the existence of
anot her thing. But the existence of that which we call an "end" or "goal" is
not desired in view of the satisfaction of sone other desire, and so the
exi stence of the end causes the appetite's satisfaction. To desire a state of
affairs as an end, therefore, is to evaluate the state of affairs as being the
kind of thing an appetite is adapted to.

Confronted by one piece of neat, the dog may have an i mage of one ki nd of
gustatory pleasure. The image can provoke a desire in the dog for that
pl easure. |If so, the desire is an estimation of the pleasure as the kind of
thing to which the dog's appetite is adapted. Confronted by another piece of
nmeat, the dog can have an i mage of another kind of gustatory experience. The
second i mage can provoke in the dog a greater desire for the second piece of
neat than for the first. |If so, the desire is evaluating the pleasure
suggested by the second piece of nmeat as nore of the kind of thing to which
the appetite is adapted than is the first experience. But in both cases, the
gustatory pleasure is an end that is not desired for the sake of anything
el se. Therefore, desires are evaluations of ends as well as of neans.

Section 5.1.2 will explain that acts of the will involve evaluations of
ends in a way that the acts of other appetites do not. Hence, if one does not
agree with calling desires for ends evaluations, the analysis of the rationa
appetite wll not be affected. But any desire for an end is an eval uation of
the end in the sense of an esteem ng of the end, that is, an estinmating of
sonething's worth as an end for the appetite. To desire sonething as an end
is to value it, to appreciate it; and to desire one end nore than another is
to esteemit, to value it, to appreciate it nore than the other.

Can a desire be defective as a belief is? Cdearly, the estinmation of
sonething as being a neans that will bring about an end can be defective, and
it can be defective the way an evaluation of a statenment as achieving the goa
of truth can be defective. |In each case, the success of the evaluation
depends on conditions extrinsic to the act of evaluation and to that which is



eval uated. The success of an evaluation of something as a nmeans to an end
depends on whether the end actually cones about. The success of an eval uation
of a statenent as true depends on the statenent's relation to the way the
wor |l d exists independently of the existence of the statenent.

But how could a desire for the end as such be defective? To evaluate
sonet hing as defective, we nust evaluate it in relation to an end. Therefore,
it would seemthat we have nothing by which to evaluate a desire for an end
except by a other desire for sone other end. But if one desire is defective
by reference to a standard set by another desire, the first desire is not
defective as a belief is. That is, the defective desire is not intrinsically
defective; it is not defective with reference to the end that the desire is
itself arelation to, as a false belief is defective with reference to an end
that the belief is arelation to. The desire is defective only with respect
to the end of sonme other desire.

That we can judge a desire for an end to be defective only on the basis of
anot her desire for an end is one of the errors about desires that make it
difficult to see ethical obligation for what it is. The possibility of the
rational appetite's evaluation of ends being defective can be shown
i ndependent|y of meking the general argunent for intrinsic defects in desires
for ends. | will attenpt to do that in Chapter 5. But is also inportant to
know that rational appetite is not unique in this respect. Understanding the
general case wll renove an obstacle to understanding the kind of defect that
makes a deci sion unethical and its opposite obligatory.

2.2. Defective Desires for Ends

Contrary to appearances, the desire for an end can be defective otherw se
than the standard of sone other desire. For exanple, the gustatory experience
that a desire evaluates to be the kind of thing its appetite is oriented to
may not satisfy its appetite after all. |If not, the desire for the experience
was a defective evaluation of sonething as an end. How can this be? Like
belief, desire has an intrinsic relation, in fact, is a relation, to a goal.
But the goal to which it is intrinsically related is sonething other than the
desire itself; sonmething extrinsic toit. And just as the success or
def ectiveness of a belief depends on conditions extrinsic to the belief, so
does the success or defectiveness of a desire for an end.

A belief asserts sonething other than itself to be a certain kind of thing;
if the thing is other than the belief asserts it to be, the belief is
defective. A desire for sonething as an end evaluates a thing to be of a
certain kind; it evaluates it to be the kind of thing to which the appetite
causing the desire is an orientation, the kind of thing to which the appetite
is adapted by being what it is. |If the thing so evaluated is not that kind of
thing, the desire is defective. For exanple, aninmals, including humans, can
m seval uate a pl easurabl e experience presented by a nenory or an inage to be
the kind of experience that will satisfy a sensory appetite.* Such a
m seval uation can result fromdi sease, tiredness, sensory illusions, drugs,
excessi ve heat or cold, and so on.

By what standard are we judging such a desire for an end defective, if not
by sone other desire for an end? | have said a desire is defective if it
eval uates sonething to be other than what it is, that is, if it evaluates
sonmething to be a thing of a certain kind and the thing is not of that kind.



But why choose agreenent between what a thing is and what it is evaluated to
be as the standard? Because a desire springs froma preexisting orientation
on the part of an appetite whose act a desire is; and every appetite is by
nature oriented to the existence of sonething such that the appetite produces
a desire for the thing, if the thing does not exist, and the appetite
experiences satisfaction in the existence of the thing when that existence
cones about.

In postulating appetites, | amnot postulating occult entities. | am
sinply recogni zing that desires and pleasurable states resulting fromtheir
satisfaction are acts of preexisting causes. A cause produces an act because
the nature of the cause, what the cause is, orients it to this act and not
sonme other. |If not, the nature of the alleged cause would no nore orient it
to this act than to that. Therefore, what the alleged cause is would be no
nore a cause for this act than for sonme other inconpatible act; so, when this
act occurs, it would no nore be caused by what the agent is than is the act
t hat does not occur.

To use definite descriptions like "the rational appetite"” and "the will" in
speaki ng of appetites, we do not have to be able to individuate appetites and
relate individual appetites to individual desires or sets of desires. That
is, we do not have to relate desires to discrimnable parts of our makeup. W
only have to know t hat each occurrence of a desire springs from sone

preexi sting orientation. It may be, for instance, that ny orientation to
produce a certain desire consists of a set of characteristics. |If so,

conveni ence would still allow us to speak of that orientation as "an
appetite."* In fact, | believe there is a case for identifying the will wth

an individual faculty, but ny argunent will not depend on naking that case.

A desire occurs, therefore, because a preexisting orientation for the
desire exists. W call such a preexisting orientation an appetite. But the
preexi sting orientation is not just an orientation for the existence of the
desire. It is an orientation to the existence of the particular thing that is
desired as an end. An orientation to the production of a desire is an
orientation to by the existence of an end other than the desire itself. A
desire exists only because the state of affairs for which the appetite is an
orientation does not yet exist. Hence the appetite's orientation to an end
can serve as a standard for judging a desire defective.

If our will is free, however, its desires can be defective even if those of
ot her appetites could not be. Achieving the will's natural finality would
require that it freely and, hence, contingently desire things in ways that
fulfill its finality. (See Section 5.1.) That free desires for ends can be
def ecti ve does not depend on the analysis just given. But for those who do
not admt free choice, defective desires for ends are still possible.

2.3. The "I" of the Behol der

You may object that the end we are really seeking is the pleasurable state
of consciousness that results from sone experience, for exanple, the dog's
gustatory experience. Therefore, the gustatory experience is defectively
eval uated as a nmeans to an end, not defectively evaluated as an end. The
desire for the pleasure itself could be called defective only by reference to
the end of sone other desire, and that other desire would be no nore than a
desire for another kind of pleasurable experience. Therefore, we cannot speak
of a desire for an end as being defective.



The reply to this objection will do away with a nunber of m sconceptions
about the relation of appetites and desires to ends. Even if these
m sconceptions were true of other appetites, they would not be true of the
rational appetite. Hence, establishing the foundations of ethics does not
l ogically depend on dispelling them But these are the kind of m sconception
that appear to exclude the possibility of an objective ethics before the
exam nation of the rational appetite has even begun.

Supposedly, value is essentially egocentric. A thing becones a val ue by
being related to a desire. And why do we desire it? Because of the thing' s
relation to an appetite we possess independently of the thing. Value is in
the ego of the beholder; it is not a characteristic in things. Associated
with the egocentric analysis of value is the view that, since we are seeking
happi ness in every action, the value of other things for us, including other
persons, can be no nore than that of being neans to our happi ness.

To begin with the objection that desires for ends cannot be defective. As
a matter of fact, we can desire a particular pleasure; that very pleasure can
come about, and we can still find ourselves with an unsatisfied appetite. The
end of the desire has been fulfilled, and yet the end of the appetite has not.
Does it follow that the end of the desire is only a neans to the end of the
appetite? No. Wuat follows is that the appetite's act was a defective
eval uation of a particular state of affairs to be the appetite's end. It is
possible to distinguish the end to which an appetite is orientated by its
nature fromthe end ained at by a desire produced by the appetite. But that
distinction will not help us avoid calling a defective desire a defective
desire for an end. In fact, that distinction is part of the reason the desire
for an end can be defective.

An appetite's orientation to a particular state of affairs as its end is
preconsci ous, since this orientation is the cause of sonething that is
conscious, the desire. The desire itself is a response to an object of
cognition, for the desire is a response on the part of the appetite to an
obj ect, for exanple, a pleasurable experience, presented by cognition, for
exanpl e, by nenory or imagination. (*W have desires that are not responses
to the cognition of an object; often it is hunger that makes us think of food,
rat her than the thought of food that makes us hungry. Here, | amonly
di scussi ng appetites that respond to cogni zed objects. W can call them
cognitive or conscious appetites, as long as it is not forgotten that the
appetite's orientation to its end is preconscious in the first instance.) W
can desire an object of cognition, an ice creamcone, for instance, as a neans
to a pleasurable experience. But if so, we are desiring the ice cream cone
for the sake of sone other cognized object, a pleasurable taste that we
remenber or inmagine. |If we are not desiring the other object of cognition as
a neans to a further cogni zed object, we are desiring it as an end. Wen a
desire for cogni zed object Ais not provoked by A's contribution to the
attai nment of sone other cognized object but is provoked by the recognition
that Ais what it is, the desire for object Ais the desire for it as an end,
not as a neans.

The objection clains that an appetite desires everything other than its own
satisfaction only as a neans to its satisfaction. But if so, what is the
obj ect of cognition that provokes the appetite's response? Wat is the thing
the appetite is so oriented to that the cognition of it causes the appetite to
desire it as an end and its existence causes the satisfaction of the appetite?
That thing can be nothing other than the satisfaction of the appetite, the
fulfillment of the appetite's preconscious orientation to an



end. But then there is no end whose existence will cause the satisfaction of
the appetite; for a nothing is the cause of itself. The object of cognition
whose real existence will presumably fulfill the appetite's preconscious
orientation and satisfy the appetite would be the fulfillnment of the
appetite's orientation or would be the appetite's state of satisfaction in
that fulfillment. That is, the cognition the provokes desire would be the
coghition of the satisfaction of the appetite. But what is it that wll
satisfy the appetite? The satisfaction of the appetite. And what is the
appetite an appetite for? For sonmething that will satisfy it. But what is
the thing that will satisfy it? |Its own satisfaction.

| f an appetite's own satisfaction were the object of cognition that is
desired as an end and whose existence will satisfy the appetite, there would
be nothing that satisfies the appetite. Wy does the appetite respond to
obj ect of cognition A and not to B? Because the appetite is so oriented to
what A is that the cognition of A provokes the appetite's response, and the
exi stence of A satisfies the appetite. But unless there were sone Ato
respond to other than the appetite's state of satisfaction, there would be no
reason for the existence of Ato satisfy the appetite rather than the
exi stence of B. In short, it cannot be the case that an appetite nust
eval uate everything other than its own satisfaction only as neans to its
satisfaction. W get nowhere if we analyze a desired object that is not
desired in view of another desired object not as an end but as a neans to the
satisfaction of the appetite.

An end is a state of affairs know edge presents to an appetite and to which
an appetite responds by causing us to desire that the state of affairs exist.
What we desire to exist is not that our appetite for the existence of

sonething be fulfilled. It is the existence of a state of affairs consciously
desired as an end that will satisfy the desire and -- assumng the desire is
not defective -- the appetite. It follows that there can be a defective

desire for an end, if the end desired is not, at |least is sone respect, the
kind of state of affairs to which the appetite producing the desire is
ori ent ed.

More generally, the fact that a thing is valued only insofar as it
termnates a relation of appetition or desire proves no nore in ethics than
the fact that a thing is known only insofar as it is known proves in
epi stenol ogy. That a thing is known only insofar as it is known has been used
to justify idealism or at |east subjectivism in know edge. Allegedly, we
cannot know things as they are outside of know edge because we know them only
by bringing themw thin know edge. Fromthe fact that we know sonet hi ng,
however, it cannot followthat it is known under the aspect of being known.
The aspect under which it is first known nust be sonething nore than and
sonmet hing causally prior to the fact that it is known; sonething nust already
be known in order for it to be known as known.

Simlarly, a thing becones a value by termnating a relation of appetition
or desire. But it cannot followthat a thing is desired only because it has
the characteristic of termnating a relation of appetition or desire. The
characteristic because of which we desire sonmething is not and cannot be the
fact that it is desired. A thing has the characteristic of being desired only
if it is desired; so the thing would have to be desired already in order to
beconme that which is desired. The thing nust termnate the relation of desire
because it possesses sone other characteristic. Nor can we avoid the dilemua
by saying that the characteristic by which the thing provokes desire is the
characteristic of satisfying an appetite, of being that



whi ch an appetite is oriented to. The desire for Ais provoked because an
appetite is oriented to A as its end. But what is it for an appetite to be so
oriented? It is for the appetite to be oriented to A because of sone or al

of the characteristics making A what it is. Therefore, a thing can have the
characteristic of being that to which an appetite is oriented only if the
thing al ready possesses other characteristics by reason of which an appetite
is oriented to it.

In fact, the statenent nmade at the beginning of this section, that things
beconme val ues by being related to appetites or desires, is not strictly true.
We do not make things values by relating themto appetites and desires.

Rat her, appetites and desires relate us to things, and the relation of an
appetite or desire to an actual or potential thing nakes the thing a value for
us. An appetite's relation to a thing is sonething in us, not in the thing.
That is the elenent of truth m sleadingly put by the statenent that value is
not a characteristic in things. But the conclusion to be drawn is the
opposite of the egocentric analysis of value. Values are centrifugal, not
centripetal. By being relations to things, appetites and desires relate to
characteristics in things, characteristics other than that of things being
related to appetites and desires.

| f "being a value" neans being that to which an appetite is oriented, being
a value is not a characteristic of things in their own existence. Being-that-
to-which an appetite is oriented, |ike being-known, is a |ogical construct,
specifically, a relation of reason, based on a characteristic, the appetite,
existing in an entity other than the thing itself. But "being that to which
an appetite is oriented"” is predicated of the thing, not the appetite. And
the very fact that it predicates a |logical construct inplies that there can be
no real distinction between what is so described and what can al so be
described as "a thing that is what it is independently of our appetites.” |If
"bei ng desired"” adds only a relation of reason to "what sonething is,” what is
desired is identical with what the thing is, that is, with what sone or all of
its characteristics are. Therefore, there is no real distinction between the
value of a thing and what its desired characteristics are (in other words,
goodness is a transcendental property of being).

As argued earlier, any desire evaluates the thing it makes an end to be a
certain kind of thing, nanely, the kind of thing to which the appetite
producing the desire is adapted. For an appetite can either desire the
exi stence of a state of affairs that does not yet exist or experience
satisfaction in the state of affairs when it does exist. Any appetite or
desire is an appetite or desire for sone node of existence. And a desire is
defective if it evaluates sonething to be the kind of existent to which an
appetite is adapted when the thing is not that kind of existent. This
exi stential character of appetite inplies, again, that the value of a state of
affairs for an appetite is identical with what that state of affairs is.

Chapter 3 will show that the rational appetite would have this existential
character even if other appetites did not have it. |In fact, however, the
rational appetite shares this characteristic with all appetites.

Before turning to the rational appetite there are some inportant
consequences of this analysis of value to be pointed out. Since we are
seeki ng happi ness in every action, nust the value of other persons anmount to
their being neans to our happiness. O, since in every action we are ai m ng
at an end, nmust the value | place on another person be her relation to one or
nore of the ends |I am seeking? Mist the value of another be that of a neans
to my ends and never be any thing higher than that? The affirmative answer to



t hese questions enbodies a fallacy simlar to the fallacy of deriving idealism
fromthe fact that a thing is known only insofar as it is known.

There is a way in which happiness is our end, but there is also an
i nportant way in which happiness is not our end. Happiness is not our end in
the sense of being the object our know edge proposes to us and to which our
faculty of desire responds. In this |atter sense, an end is an object of
know edge that we value, for exanple, wealth, social justice, or reliable
personal relationships. Wen that which we desire in this sense is achieved,
there is a conscious state of satisfaction of desire. The conscious state of
satisfaction is a state of partial happiness. |[If all our desires could be
satisfied conpletely, we would have a state of conpl ete happi ness. But as
just argued, the satisfaction of an appetite cannot be the cogni zed obj ect
t hat provokes desire on the part of the appetite. To say we are pursuing a
course of action only insofar as it brings happiness is |like saying a thing is

known only insofar as it is known. It does not and cannot follow that the
obj ect of know edge whi ch provokes our desire, the end we are thinking of as
we pursue action and whose attainment will bring happi ness, is happiness

itself. An end whose acconplishnment brings happiness is not val ued because it
possesses sone relation to happiness. Rather, it brings happi ness because we
possess the kind of relation to it that nakes it an end for us. If nmy end is
t he happi ness of another person, that person's happiness is not valued nerely
is a means to nmy own happi ness.

Just as we are always seeki ng happi ness when we act, we are always acting
because we are seeking an end. But it cannot follow that ny orientation to an
end is the cogni zed object that provokes desire for an end. Therefore, it
cannot follow that other persons can be valued only for their relation to ny
orientation to ends, understood as itself the end that I am seeking. If I
make the interests of another person the object of ny desire, | am pursuing ny
own end, but I amnot thereby reducing the other person's interests to being
an nmeans toward the fulfillnment of ny ends anynore than know edge reduces the
known to being known only as an object of know edge. To be a value is to be
the termof a relation of appetition or desire. But that which is valued is
not valued as related to appetite or desire. Rather, appetites and desires
are relative to perfections in things just as human know edge is.

2.4. Sensory and Rational Appetites

The centrifugal and existential character of values, even though true, may
not seemto buy very much in the case of sensory appetites. Qur appetite for
the pleasurable taste of an ice creamcone is an appetite for what that taste
is as a real existent, not for sone relation to the appetite the taste
possesses prior to the appetite's being related to the taste. Still, the end
to which the appetite for taste is related, nanely, a pleasurable experience,
Is a state of the sane entity to which the appetite belongs. The relation of
the appetite to its end is not egocentric. But the relation of the entity
possessing the appetite to the end of the appetite is egocentric in the sense
that the end of the appetite is a state to be undergone by the appetite's
possessor, as opposed to sone other state that does not nodify the possessor.

However, the payoff with the centrifugal and existential character of
values is for the rational appetite. By the senses, we are aware of things
out si de of us through their actions on us. Sensory appetites, therefore, have
as their ends the way we are affected by those actions, for exanple, the kind
of taste the ice cream cone produces. Rational know edge, on the other hand,
goes beyond objects the senses are able to distinguish fromone another to the



not-directly-sensible features things nust possess in order to act on our
senses the way they do. Sensory cognition can distinguish the blue of one
litmus solution fromthe red of another, but the distinction between what it
is to be acidic and what it is to be alkaline is not an object of sensory
knowl edge. We call our ability to know such distinctions "reason."

The senses are not unaware of what things are. To know things as acting on
us in certain ways is to know themas able to act in these ways, and their
ability to so act is constituted by what they are.* Still, the ends of
sensory appetites are ways things affect us, and what external things are
constitute means to those ends, since the senses know external things only
through their actions on us.

Rat i onal know edge of what things are derives fromsensory know edge of
what they are. But as distinguished from sensory know edge, rationa
know edge attains what things are independently of their actions on our sense
organs. Sensory know edge is both the source of and | ocus of verification for
rati onal know edge. But that which is known by rational know edge may have no
direct relation to the actions of things on our sense organs. Contrast, for
exanpl e, seeing the color of the litnus paper to seeing the |location of a
poi nter on a neasuring device. A causal relation obtains between the acidity
of litnmus solutions and differences in their their perceptible colors. The
| ocation of the pointer may allow us to verify a theory, but the theory may
have little or no relation to the reason light from neasuring devices so acts
on our eyes that we are able to see differences in pointer positions. For
exanpl e, a pointer reading can indicate the difference between two theories of
a subatom c particle, but those theories may call for no difference in the
expl anation of why light allows us to perceive the positions of pointers,
what ever those positions may be. O, if they explain light differently, they
may not call for differences in the way light froma pointer affects our sense
or gans.

As correlative to rational know edge, rational appetite is able to have
ends other than states undergone by the entity the appetite belongs to. For
exanpl e, we can have as an end the well|l being of our children. It is true
that the satisfaction of the appetite will come not just fromthe well being
of our children but fromour know edge of their well being, and know edge is a
state belonging to the sane entity the appetite belongs to. Does it follow
that our end is really the gratifying know edge of the state of affairs, and
the state of affairs itself is only a neans to that end? No, unless our end
were the state of affairs itself, there would be no reason why know edge of
state of affairs A rather than state of affairs B, gratifies us. The
exi stence of the end satisfies us only insofar as it is known, just as we
desired its existence only insofar as it was known. But no nore follows from
that than fromthe truismthat a thing is known only insofar as it is known.
Specifically, the aspect of a state of affairs that causes our satisfaction by
bei ng known cannot be the fact that the state of affairs is known (*except in
cases where know edge is our end). Sonething nmust already be known in order
for it to be knowmn as known. Therefore, the aspect under which a thing is
first known must be sonething nore than and sonething causally prior to the
fact that it is knowmn. Know edge of that prior aspect nust cause our
satisfaction, and so that prior aspect is what nakes the state of affairs our
end.

For a rational appetite, it is a false dilema to oppose an external state
of affairs to our internal know edge of the state of affairs as the end of the
appetite. Know edge is needed to satisfy this appetite because it is




an appetite oriented to valuing things insofar as reason is aware of what
those things are. But the objects of reason are what things are in their
extracogni ti onal existence; when truth is obtained, there is identity between
what an extracognitional state of affairs is and what the object attained by
reason is. A state of affairs becones an end for the rational appetite
because of our rational know edge of what the state of affairs is or will be.
Therefore, our appetite is satisfied by our know edge that the desired state
of affairs exists. But unless there were identity between the object of

knowl edge and the existent that is the end of the appetite, the appetite's
satisfaction would be illusory, just as a desire that m sevaluates a potentia
exi stent to be the kind of thing an appetite is oriented to would be a

def ecti ve desire.

Thi s defense of the nonegocentric character of the rational appetite, |ike
the other argunents of this chapter, is not a |ogical presupposition of the
remai nder of ny analysis. The characteristics of the will that explain
obligation can be shown i ndependently of the discussion of other appetites.
But we have to clear the ground before we can erect a building or, in this
case, lay the foundations.

3. The Rational Appetite

| discussed belief in order to conpare the false belief that two humans do
not share a common nature to a decision that treats the two unequally. The
next section discusses what the identity, in true belief, between what is
bel i eved and what things are has to do with ethical decisions. Section 3.2
di scusses in what sense a common nature is and i S not a necessary
presupposition for this conparison of rational appetite with belief.

A reminder is necessary at the beginning. The analysis focuses on the
exanpl e of unequal treatnment of equals. Once again, inequality as such is not
the point of the conparison of decision with belief or of what nakes a
deci si on defective. The point of the conparison is the finality of the wll
as an appetite whose nature it is to value things according to what they are.
If we give our equals a place unequal to us in our system of values, we cannot
be treating them according to what they are.

3. 1. Deci si on Conpared to Beli ef

| can give ny interests a higher place in ny system of values than those of
anot her, even though the inherent perfection of our natures are equal. |If so,
there is a lack of identity between the relative positions of our natures in
reality and the relative positions ny conscious estimations of val ue assign
them that is, a lack of identity between the way things termnate ny
relations of desire and the way their intrinsic realities relate to each
other. A decisionis a formof desire; it is an appetite's response to a

cogni zed end not yet achieved. O at least -- if you do not want to call a
deci sion a desire -- what has so far been said about desire applies to
decision as well. In particular, decisions are evaluations, since decisions

make things values for us and give things relative positions anong ot her
values. And just as a conscious act of belief is defective if there is a |ack
of identity between what the belief asserts about the thing and what the thing
is, so a conscious evaluation of the inherent reality of things is defective
if there is lack of identity between the way things relate to one another in
in our evaluation and the relation that obtains between themin rea

exi stence. For as belief clains that things exist the way we express themin



statenments, a decision treats things as if they existed the way they are

eval uated; a decision deals with things as if what they are as values for us
is identical with what they are in thensel ves; a decision evaluates things to
be of certain kinds, to exist in certain ways.

For exanple, in deciding to cheat on an exam nation, | am depriving another
person of an equal opportunity to pursue her goals, so | amputting ny pursuit
of goals ahead of hers in ny system of values. But when | put ny pursuit of
goal s ahead of hers, | cannot avoid putting nyself ahead of her. That is, |
cannot avoid evaluating nyself as if | were higher on a scale of that which it
Is the nature of the rational appetite to esteem nanely, what things are.

For giving ny pursuit of goals a higher place is the sane as giving nyself a
hi gher place as a pursuer of goals. And we are pursuers of goals, as | wll
argue, because of what we are. In other words, | amnot just treating her
pursuit of goals unequally; | amtreating her unequally. Wen soneone
deprives you of an equal opportunity to pursue your goals, she is treating you
unfairly. And to consciously treat another person unfairly amounts to giving
t he ot her person an unequal place in one's val ues.

Way nust such an eval uation deal unequally with the person and not just
with the desire and pursuit of goals? |In depriving her of an equal
opportunity to pursue her goals, ny decision cannot deal with her desire for a
goal as sonething abstracted fromthe person to whomthe desire bel ongs.
Desires and the pursuit of desires have existence only as features of concrete
entities, and reason is aware of that fact. Therefore, an appetite adapted to
eval uating things according to reason's awareness of them necessarily has the
finality of dealing with another person's pursuit of her goals as a feature of
the other person. Accordingly, the rational appetite cannot avoid giving
concrete persons unequal places in our evaluations when it denies themthe
equal opportunity to pursue their goals.

Li kewi se, when | put ny interests ahead of hers, | amnot pursuing ny
desire as an abstract entity but as a nodality of ny being, for I am aware of
the desire as sonmething emanating fromne and aware of ny existence as the
being to whomthe desire belongs.* Therefore, | cannot avoid eval uating
nysel f, as source and subject of the desire, to be higher than her. | cannot
avoi d putting nyself -- not just ny desire -- ahead of her -- not just ahead
of her desires -- in ny evaluations. | consciously put nyself, the source and
subj ect of desires, ahead of her, as if the content of our beings were not
equal with respect to that which it is the nature of rational appetite to
esteem what things are as known by reason. | treat what | amas if it were
hi gher on the scale of that to which the rational appetite is adapted, being.

What is the evidence for these assertions? |In particular, why nust ethical
deci sions treat things as if they existed the way they are evaluated? In
di scussing belief, we noted that intellectual acts can have goals other than
identity with what exists, but belief happens to be an act to which a relation
to this goal is intrinsic. Likew se, to judge an ethical decision defective
for treating things otherwise than as they exist is to judge it by the
standard of a finality, an orientation to a goal, that is intrinsic to the
decision itself. The defect is not hypothetical, as if the decision was
defective only by reference to a goal to which the decision itself need not be
related. Wy?

To begin wth, the very occurrence of ethical decisions presupposes that
potential values are in opposition; otherw se, we would not have to nake a




choi ce between them Therefore, every ethical decision is an eval uation that
assigns sonething a relative place in our values higher than sonething el se.
Next, as we saw in Chapter 2, appetites are existential. An appetite is an
orientation either to desire the existence of an end not yet attained or
experience satisfaction in the existence of an end attained. Therefore, every
desire evaluates its object to be sonething, nanely, to be the kind of thing
an appetite is adapted to. And a desire ainms at bringing sonething into

exi stence so that it wll exist the way it has been i magi ned or conceived to
exi st. Hence desires deal with their objects as potentially existing the way
they are desired. That desires treat things as existing in certain ways is
true for sensory desires as well as for ethical decisions, but it is
especially true for ethical decisions and would be true of ethical decisions
even if it were not true of sensory desires.

In the case of sensory desires, what is evaluated to be a thing of a
certain kind is a sensory experience. |In preferring an experience presented
by one image, say the experience of eating chocolate, to an experience
presented by another inage, the desire evaluates the taste of chocolate to be
nore of the kind of thing our appetite, at |east at the nonent, is oriented
to. But our rational know edge of what exists does not stop at our know edge
of what our sensory experiences are. W can have know edge of what things are
as they exist independently of our conscious states. And our disposition for
maki ng ethical decisions is a rational appetite. As an appetite, it orients
us to goals. As rational, it is a power of responding to objects of rationa
knowl edge and, therefore, of desiring things according to what reason inforns
us about them But by reason, we are aware of what things are in thensel ves.
Therefore, a rational appetite relates ne to goals according to ny know edge
of what things are in thenselves; a rational appetite is a power of val uing,
esteem ng, appreciating, honoring the intrinsic reality of things that are
presented to that appetite by reason.

If there is any doubt about the existence of the rational appetite as here
descri bed, we have only to consider that otherwi se we would not be capabl e of
desiring goals according to our rational know edge of what things are. Yet,
to pursue a goal is precisely to aimat naking something consciously conceived
exi st as we have conceived it. And our conception of future goals is always
founded on our consciousness of what things are that already exist.

Furt hernore, our satisfaction in an acconplished goal derives from our
awar eness of what exists when that goal exists.

Since the rational appetite relates ne to goals according to ny awareness
of what things are in thenselves, a decision nade by the rational appetite
cannot avoid consciously evaluating things to be of certain kinds, to exist in
certain ways; it cannot avoid evaluating things as if their being were this or
that. |In other words, by its intrinsic nature as an act of a rationa
appetite, an ethical decision calls for, asks for, being judged in terns of
identity or lack of identity between the way it treats things as val ues and
the way things exist, between what sonething is as a value for us and what it
isinitself. Sensory desires also call for judgnent on this ground, but even
if that were not true of sensory desires, it would be true of ethica
deci si ons.

But is it true that to treat people unequally is to evaluate themas if
they were otherwi se than they are? People are unequal in many respects. Wen
we eval uate them accordingly, are we not evaluating them accordi ng to what
they are? For exanple, if you are hiring a piano player, your decision would
be defective if you did not choose Vladimr Horowitz over, say, the author of



this study. The defectiveness of the choice would be determ ned by your goa
of hearing pleasing nmusic and by what the things being evaluated are. That
is, the choice would be defective because it would incorrectly eval uate
sonething to be nore of the kind of thing desired; it would evaluate nme to be
sonmeone with nore ability to play the piano than Horowtz.

The incorrectness in question is strictly hypothetical. |If you want
pl easing nusic, Horowitz is your person. But there is nothing intrinsically
wong wth choosing a nusical clod over a Horowitz. It all depends on what
you want; for instance, you m ght want ugly nusic. Let us assune, however,

t hat you want pleasing nusic; you hold a conpetition for the job, and I wi n by
druggi ng Horowitz. Now the issue is not our equality or inequality as
musi ci ans but our equal opportunity to pursue chosen goals. | amarguing that
nmy decision to deny himequal opportunity cannot avoid being defective
because, no matter what ny specific goal, the rational appetite's finality is
to evaluate things as if they existed the way they are evaluated. And ny
deci sion to deny himequal opportunity eval uates what we are unequal ly even
t hough we are equal. Therefore the decision is defective as a false belief
is, defective by the standard of a goal the decision is related to just by
bei ng what it is.

3.2. Equality and Human Nature

But in what respect are we equal in a way that woul d nake the decision
intrinsically defective as an act of a rational appetite? W are equal in the
sense that we possess a comon human nature. And a decision denying us equa
opportunity is intrinsically defective because it cannot avoid treating us as
if we were not equal in the sense of having a commbn human nat ure.

In deciding to deny Horowitz an equal opportunity to pursue his goals, | am
giving nyself a higher place in ny evaluations. But in what specific respect
do I evaluate nyself as higher? 1In putting ny interests ahead of his, |
eval uate nyself to be higher as a pursuer of goals. To give ny pursuit of
goal s a higher place in ny evaluations is the sanme as giving nyself a higher
pl ace as a pursuer of goals. The reason the relative positioning does not
stop at our desires is that we are aware of the desires as emanating from and
bel onging to Horowitz and nyself. The recipients of the unequal eval uations
are the concrete entities that are the agents and subjects of the conflicting
interests. And to be a pursuer of goals here neans to be a maker of deci sions
based on rational know edge, for the pursuit in question is the pursuit of

goal s chosen by acts of the rational appetite. |In evaluating nyself to be
hi gher as a pursuer of goals, | amevaluating nyself to be higher as a
producer of rational decisions.

In a nonment, | will discuss what "rational know edge" neans in this

context. But first, what does eval uati ng anot her person to be unequal as a
maker of acts of will have to do with inequality with respect to human nature?
To be aware of nyself as a producer of decisions is to be aware of nyself as a
bei ng whose makeup includes features sufficient to enable ne to produce
decisions. And to be aware that another is equal to ne as a pursuer of goals
is to be aware that her nakeup includes features sufficient to enable her to
produce eval uati ons based on rational know edge of what things are. The

evi dence that she is equal to ne in this respect is the evidence that she too
can consciously aimat nmaki ng sonething exist as she has rationally



conceived it to exist, that her conception of future goals can be based on her
rational know edge of what things are that already exist, and that her
satisfaction in an acconplished goal can derive fromrational awareness of
what exi sts when that goal exists.

The features enabling me to cause decisions include proximte dispositions,
for exanple, ny state of readi ness to nake decisions when I am awake. They
al so include nore renote dispositions, for exanple, the dispositions for
maki ng | ater decisions that | possess when asl eep, drugged, or in a coma. But
it is not the dispositions that cause decisions; it is | who cause deci sions
by nmeans of whatever features of ny being constitute ny dispositions for
maki ng decisions. To be aware of nyself as a cause is to be aware of nyself
as a concrete existent. Only concrete existents, not their features
consi dered in abstraction, can be causes.

Therefore, in evaluating nyself to be higher than another person as a
producer of decisions, | amevaluating nmyself to be higher as a concrete
entity whose features enable himto be the cause of decisions, and I cannot
avoi d evaluating nyself as higher with respect to what nmakes nme a cause of
deci sions. Wen | put ny interest ahead of hers, the reason ny conparative
eval uati on does not stop at the interests in abstraction fromthe entities
whose interests are in conflict is that | amaware of our desires as
achi evenents, effects, of dispositions belonging to us. But both the
proxi mte and renote dispositions by which | cause decisions are thensel ves
actual i zati ons of nore fundanental dispositions. |If the fact that our desires
are actualizations of dispositions requires evaluations made by rationa
bei ngs not to stop at the desires thensel ves, that sane fact requires that
t hose eval uations not stop at the nore proxi mate di spositions but extend to
the nore fundanmental dispositions.

| ndeed, for a being who evaluates things according to knowl edge of what
things are, the nore fundanental dispositions nust be the nore fundanental
features in respect to which the things are eval uated; otherw se, the
eval uati ons woul d be defective by the standard of failing to eval uate
according to our know edge of what things are, the intrinsic finality of the

will. For | ammade a cause of decisions principally, as opposed to
instrunmental ly and secondarily, by the nore fundanental dispositions through
whi ch | produce the nore proxi nate dispositions for decision. |In particular,

| have ny proximate ability to nmake deci si ons because the organi smt hat
exi sted when | was a child devel oped that ability by nmeans of causa
di spositions it then possessed, causal dispositions that still exist in every
cell of ny body.

A child is an agent who will produce, in the course of her devel opnent, the
di spositions enabling choice, just as a novice athelete is an agent who w ||
produce, in the course of her training, the dispositions for feats she is now
i ncapabl e of. And just as the agent who now produces admirable athletic feats
I's the sane agent who undertook training sone tinme ago, the person who now
makes et hical decisions is the sane agent who began devel opi ng the proxi nate
ability to make deci sions |ong before she had that ability. Contrast the

exi stence of the spermand ovumthat will beconme the child to the existence of
the child. Wen the sperm and ovum exi st separately, there does not yet exist
an agent whose causal dispositions will enable it to produce the proximte

di spositions for choice; when the child exists, there does exist such an
agent. Therefore, when the child begins produci ng choi ces, the agent
produci ng themis the sane agent that existed before. And it is this agent
that we eval uate as equal or unequal to another person.



Nature is a causal concept and a tenporal causal concept. A nature is a
set of features that accounts for ongoi ng devel opnent and change. Do we val ue
an infant because of what it is or because of what it can becone? A false
dilemma. We value what it is because what it is now has a relation to what it
can becone. Wiat it is nowis a set of dispositions by which it is destined
to beconme a mature human bei ng, given the proper environnmental support. The
underlying dispositions that determ ne our other features constitute our
nature. And whatever features constitute our mature ability nake to decisions
are thensel ves caused by neans of the nore fundanental features that belong to
our nature.

Therefore, it is principally by neans of the nature | already possessed as
a child that I ama cause of decisions, sonmewhat as it is the artist rather

than her tool that is principally the cause of a human fabrication. |In order
to make sonething, an artist nmay first have to nake a tool. But the artist is
nore the cause of the final work than is the tool. The tool produces the

effects it does only because it is both designed by and used by the artist to
produce those effects. Likewise, in order to cause decisions, an organi sm
must first produce whatever features proxinmately dispose it to cause

deci sions. Decisions are not ends in thenselves; they are nmeans to the kind
of ends we are related to by the inclinations and faculties of our nature (see
Chapter 5 and Section 6.2). |In fact, the rational appetite is itself a means
to ends, to achievenents, relations to which are inscribed in the zygote; for
evol ution sel ected the human zygote because of its relation to achi evenents of
that kind. Therefore, reason knows that the rational appetite and its
decisions are related to the nore fundanental dispositions of the rationa
decider the way tools are related to the artist; and an eval uati on of humans
as pursuers of goals is defective as an act of a rational appetite if it does
not evaluate us with respect what reason knows about the nature through which
we principally becone causes of rational decisions.

Anot her aspect of the features by which we nmake decisions |eads to the sane
conclusion. Usually, the tools an artist nmakes in order to produce her final
wor k exi st independently of her, as brushes exist independently of the
pai nter. However, the nore proxi nmate dispositions by which | nake deci sions
exist in me derivatively and secondarily relative to the nore fundanent al
features of which the proxi mate di spositions are achievenents. The proximate
di spositions exist only by residing in a being constituted what it is by nore
fundanmental features, features by which the proxi mate di spositions are caused.
And it would be defective for an appetite adapted to what exists as known by
reason to val ue things according to what exists secondarily and derivatively
nore than what exists primarily and foundationally.

However, the features of our nature necessary for making decisions include
many di spositions we share with nonhumans. Does it follow that | nust give
them a place equal to nyself in ny evaluations? No, the equality in question
Is equality as bei ngs whose natures bestow on them actually or potentially,
the ability to pursue goals based on rational know edge. The generic features
we share with nonhumans are necessary but not sufficient for our having
underlying dispositions that will produce the rational appetite, since
rational appetite is specifically human. Hence, it would be defective to
eval uate what these other beings are equally to what | amas a being that can
produce acts of a rational appetite.

What about a species that did not share a common nature with us yet was
abl e to make deci sions based on rational know edge? Fromthe point of view of



the finality of the rational appetite, what those beings were would call for
equality of evaluation with what we are. That is why | said in Chapter 1 that
community of nature was not precisely what constitutes ethical equality. What
the argunent of this section has enphasized is the causally underlying
character of nature rather than its |ogical character of commpnness. W

eval uate actually or possibly existing entities, not logical relations. And
we eval uate entities according to their underlying causal dispositions, since
causes are what nake things what they are, and reason is aware of that fact.
Specifically, we evaluate entities according to the relation of the rationa
appetite to their underlying causal dispositions, since it is evaluations by
nmeans of the rational appetite that are in question.

(*On the other hand, is a nature sufficient to produce a rational appetite
common to all humans? Wat about the severely retarded or human of fspring
wi t hout human brains? The phenonena of idiot savants and of Downs' Syndrone
victinms attending college nake it rash, to say the |least, to assune that the
retarded | ack the kind of know edge required for a rational appetite. Mre
generally, there are only two possibilities. Either the afflicted human's
causes, her parents, did not pass on a rational nature to their offspring, or
a nature sufficient to produce rational faculties is present, but, due the
presence or absence of other causes whose cooperation or |ack of interference
i s necessary, the rational nature cannot produce its normal effects. 1In the
| atter case, the afflicted human is equal in nature to us just as a zygote
that has not yet produced its normal effects is equal in nature to us. And
even if the former were the case, a decision to treat the afflicted human
unequal |y woul d be defective unless we knew her causes had not passed a
rati onal nature onto her, since we know that human parents normally do pass on
a rational nature. Sufficient, though not necessary, evidence that her causes
had gi ven her a rational nature would be her ability to produce offspring with
a rational nature. Oher evidence could cone fromthe kind of genetic repair
that would correct the affliction.)

The question of human nature in the sense significant for the foundations
of ethics, then, is not the question of whether we possess sone identica
genes or whet her anot her species possesses sone correspondi ng genes. Perhaps
totally different conbinations of genes can be functionally simlar in that
each conbi nati on supports an ability to nake deci sions based on rationa
knowl edge. And perhaps sone alien rational species does not reproduce by
nmeans of genes or does not even reproduce. Still less, therefore, is the
question of human nature the question of whether sone formof specifically
human behavior is carried on the sane way in all cultures, for exanple, the
guestion whether sone social rule is the sane in all cultures. Wat if
"human" cultures represented biologically distinct species? As long as the
menbers of the cultures coul d make deci si ons based on the degree of
rationality necessary to create social rules, these people would possess a
rational nature in the required sense.

For the foundations of ethics, also, equality as pursuers of rationally
chosen goal s does not require equality in our degree of rational intelligence,
in our degree of will power, or in any other degree. That is one inplication
of the fact that the rational appetite's finality is to evaluate us according
to the underlying nature that gives us our rational appetite. Two beings
whose degree of intelligence or will power differ greatly can each possess a
nature that gives thema rational appetite. |If so, to treat themunequally as
pursuers of goals is to treat one of themthemas if its nature is not what it



is; for as argued above, our evaluation does not stop at the behavior and
cannot avoid dealing with the behaving entity as possessing the underlying
causes of the behavior.

Even underlying nature, however, can be subject to degrees. Assune that
what gives us a rational appetite is substance X; assune further that rationa
bei ngs can have nore or |ess of substance X. Wuld it be defective for a
rational appetite to evaluate these beings equally as pursuers of goals? No,
even nenbers of different species would be equal fromthe point of view of the
finality of the rational appetite, if their underlying natures endow themwth
the ability to nmake deci sions based on rational know edge. A fortiori, beings
so endowed by different degrees of the sane substance are equal fromthat
poi nt of view. Reason knows that quantities, that is, nunbers and di nensions,
exi st only as quantities of sonething, of things and states of affairs with
quantitative characteristics. |In other words, reason knows that quantities
exi st secondarily as characteristics of sonmething that exists nore
fundanmentally. And, again, it would be defective for an appetite oriented to
eval uating according to reason's knowl edge to eval uate accordi ng to what
exi sts secondarily and derivatively rather than primarily and foundationally.

But what if the difference between a subrational being, a chinp, say, and a
rational being where a certain degree of substance X? No matter. Since a
chinp's degree of substance X does not give the chinp a rational appetite,
failure to treat a chinp equally as a pursuer of goals is not failure to treat
it as what it is. Failure to treat a human equally as a pursuer of goals, on
the other hand, is failure to treat her as a being with a nature |ike ours
i nsofar as our nature endows us with a rational appetite.

But what is this degree of intellectual ability called "reason" that humans
have and ot her species lack? 1In particular, what is it that nakes those who
have the ability to value things according to reason's know edge equal from
the point of view of this evaluative ability? 1In this context, reason is the
ability to know not-directly-sensible truths concerning the causa
di spositions things possess in order to act on the senses as they do. The
senses do not sinply nake us aware of the way things act on the sense organs.
By maki ng us aware of the way things act on us, the senses nake us aware of
things as having features enabling themto so act; for to know that sonething
is acting on us in a certain way is to knowthat it is able to so act. But by
the senses we can know not hi ng nore of what these enabling features are other
than the fact that they exist and enable this action. By reason, on the other
hand, we can know truths about what these features are beyond their directly

sensi bl e manifestations. In other words, reason gives us an awareness of the
what the dispositions are that underlie the sensible characteristics of
t hi ngs.

But even nore specifically in the context under consideration for ethics,
reason is the ability to know that sone beings do, and sone do not, possess
unobservabl e features simlar to those we observe in ourselves by
i ntrospection. For that is the awareness required to judge the equality and
i nequality of other beings to us as pursuers of goals. To evaluate nyself to
equal to another person as a cause of decisions, | do not need an explicit
concept of causal dispositions nor of the relations between proximte
di spositions, renote dispositions, and human nature Nor do | have to
under st and human genetics or devel opnent. At sone age, children can be aware
of the fact that, behind the directly observabl e behavi or of other humans, are
unobserved abilities like the ones the child directly observes through



i ntrospection. Children give evidence of this kind of awareness when they ask
others to close their eyes and i magi ne, renenber, count silently, think of a
nunber fromone to ten, etc.

It is not necessary to know at what age that chil dhood awareness reaches
the level crucial for ethics. But at sonme point, a child is able to judge
that other persons are like she is in being the kind of thing from whom
deci sions emanate and in which decisions reside. She is also able to judge
that infants and the unconscious are of the sanme kind as her in this respect,
even if they not now have the ability to make deci sions. And she can judge
t hat nonhuman species give no evidence of being things of this kind. They
gi ve no evidence of having the kind of awareness of what things are on which
she is able to base decisions, as she knows through introspection.

Thus, there is nothing arcane about the concepts of nature and reason
necessary for ethics. |If children can know that animals do not have a
rational nature in the ethically significant sense, philosophers should be
able to also. There are many difficult questions about the differences
bet ween ani mal and human nental capabilities, but the question of an ethically
significant difference should not be counted anong them A chinp is capable
of recogni zi ng anot her chinp. But recognizing two things as being of a kind
is not the sane as knowi ng the truth of a judgnent about unobservabl e causa
di spositions accounting for observabl e behavior. Even granting chinps
know edge of sentential truths, the truths they are capable of grasping are
not of the kind whose verification requires appeal to principles such as
"Siml|ar causes have simlar effects,” "Dissimlarities in effects require
dissimlarities in their causes,” or "Since the goal of judging truth is
conformty with what exists, where there is no evidence for the existence of
di verse causes, there is no evidence that the goal of judgnent is achieved by
positing them"

However, principles like these are inplicit in a child' s reasoning at sone
early stage. Learning from experience, which chinps can do, is not the sane
as judging a sentence about causal relations to be the only acceptable
hypot hesi s on the basis of inductive evidence. Even the noninductive judgnment
that a chinp's senses make it aware of a thing as having causal dispositions
by which the thing acts on the senses is a judgnent achi eved by reason, which
chi nps do not share, rather than by the senses thensel ves, which chinps do
share. M ght chinps have the ability to judge the truth of an inductively
est abl i shed hypot hesi s about causal dispositions wthout displaying that
ability? Perhaps. But even children are capable of knowi ng that, while we
can i magi ne rocks thinking, it would be foolish to believe they do. And if it
is foolish, it is hardly consistent with the finality of an appetite oriented
to valuing things according to reason's know edge.

There is a virtuous circle worth noting in our awareness that others are
equal to us fromthe point of view of the rational appetite's finality.
Briefly put, to be aware of others as equal is to be aware of them as
rational; to be aware of themas rational is to be aware they have the sane
ki nd of knowl edge as that by which we are aware of their rationality. |[If the
essence of reason were the awareness that soneone el se had reason, the circle
woul d be vicious. Rather, reason is the faculty by which we know the natures
of things, and anong the natures we know are the natures of things endowed
with reason as we are.

To return to the main point. The features primarily responsible for our
bei ng causes of decisions are features belonging to our underlying nature.
Therefore, in denying her an equal opportunity to pursue goals, | cannot avoid



evaluating us as if we were unequal with respect to our underlying nature.
Since the finality of the rational appetite is (1) to evaluate concrete
entities (2) according to what reason knows of them ny evaluation could
abstract fromthe nature only if | did not know that the underlying nature
made nme the kind of entity that can make decisions. In making the decision,
am eval uating nyself as a certain kind of agent. The fact that it is ny
nature that enables ne to be such an agent by producing the proximte

di spositions is sonething that could not be altered by a choice to act as if
it was not. If | chose to kill sonmeone who was unconsci ous on the grounds
that she was not then equal to nme with respect to the proximate ability to
make deci sions, ny decision could not avoid evaluating her as if her nature
were not equal to mne. | would still be evaluating one concrete entity as
bei ng hi gher than another in respects that include human nature. For | would
be evaluating nyself as the kind of entity from which deci sions emanate, that
i's, as having whatever the features are that enable nme to cause deci sions.

I n denyi ng anot her person equal opportunity to pursue goals, | am
consciously relating to existing things as if what they are in thensel ves was
not what | know themto be. Therefore, ny decision is defective as the
conscious act of a rational being just as a false belief is defective, that
I's, not by the standard of sone finality external to itself, but by a finality
it has just by being what it is. Acts of that kind happen to exist. Not only
that, but we cannot avoid producing them And we can no nore change the
structure of those acts as acts of a rational appetite than we can change the
structure of belief so that fal sehood woul d not be a defect.

Finally, it is inportant to recall again that equality of evaluation is not
the goal of the rational appetite's intrinsic finality; the goal is evaluation
of things according to what they are. But the failure to evaluate our equals
as equal to us requires us to fail to evaluate either them or oursel ves
according to what we are. On the other hand, for those who know that an
infinite being, possessing all possible nodes of being, exists, a decision not
to I ove that being conpletely and above all el se would be defective by the
standard of an appetite oriented to esteem ng things according to what reason
knows of the being they possess. Equality would not be at issue. (Wy, then,
would it not be defective to value ny African violet nore than ny dog, since
the dog is higher on the scale of being? See Section 5.3.)

4. The Nature of Cbligation

The precedi ng conmparison of ethical decision with belief will enable us to
anal yze our fundanental ethical concepts. | have described a factual state of
affairs, nanely, the fact that the will's acts have an intrinsic finality and
that those acts can be defective by the standard of that finality. But | have
so far introduced no ethical terns into the discussion. | have not even nade
an ethical judgnment about the kind of defect |I have described in ethica
decisions. | have not, for instance, clained that we are obliged to avoid
such defects or that we ought not nake decisions having them | have not said
that equal s deserve or have the right to be treated equally.*

In this chapter, | will argue that ethical obligation consists in the

factual situation |I have described. For one thing, our common beliefs about
obligation require and use the concept of the rational appetite with its
intrinsic finality. That concept is what is involved in our everyday uses of



ethical terms. | will not try to argue that this account of ethical terns
confornms to the usage of any particul ar philosopher. Instead, | wll argue
that anal yzing ethical concepts in this way answers the nain phil osophic
objections to the unconditionality, objectivity, and knowability of

obligation. Philosophers wanting to defend ethical deontol ogy,

categoricality, and absol uteness, as well as natural ness and knowability, do
not need any other meanings for ethical ternms. This despite the fact that the
anal ysis is based on finality and appetite.

| begin with a statenent, in Section 4.1, briefly explaining the neaning of
ethical ternms by reference to the rational appetite and its intrinsic
finality. The significance of the statement will unfold as | defend it in
subsequent sections.

4.1. The Meaning of Ethical Terns

The fact that a decision consciously treating equals unequally is defective
as the kind of conscious act it is (as a false belief is defective as the kind
of conscious act it is) is what we nean by saying we ought to treat equals
equal |y, we should treat equals equally, or we are obligated to treat equals
equally. That fact is also what we nean when we say soneone equal in nature
to us has the right to be treated equally to us or is owed, is due, or is
deserving of equal treatnment. To say a certain kind of treatnent is "due" or
"owed" soneone is to say this treatnment is called by for the intrinsic
finality of an appetite oriented to valuing things according to what they are
as known by reason. A conscious decision not to so treat her is defective as
an act of an appetite oriented to valuing the inherent being of things, while
the decision to treat her equally fulfills the finality of that appetite.

Qur rights and obligations are rights and obligations fromthe perspective
of the rational appetite, where "fromthe perspective of" neans that the
fulfillment of that which is an "obligation,"” that which another person has a
"right" to fromus, consists in the acconplishnment of the rational appetite's
intrinsic finality. Conversely, when we use "right" to nean that we have the
right to perform such and such an action, that we are not obligated to avoid
the action, we nean that the decision to so act does not contradict the wll's
finality of valuing things according to what they are known to be.

Recal | that the exanple of an ethical decision under discussion is the
decision to cheat or not cheat on an exam nation, that is, the decision
whet her or not to give another person equal opportunity to pursue her goals.
Wth respect to the decision to treat another person's interests as equal or
unequal to ny own, noral goodness and evil are the presence and absence,
respectively, of identity between the conparative positions her nature and
m ne have in ny evaluations, on the one hand, and the conparative perfection
of our natures in reality, on the other. (Again, equality is not the essence
of the will's finality, but if I amnot placing a value on her equal to that I
pl ace on nyself, | amnot evaluating her according to what she is.)

4.2. Rational Appetite as a Common Bel i ef

What does anal yzing ethical concepts by reference to the rational
appetite's intrinsic finality have to do with our everyday ethical judgnents?

The ordinary person is perfectly capable of recognizing that there is
something wong with treating another person's interests unequally to her own.
And she is perfectly capable of recognizing what makes it wong is not a



relation to sone hypothetical goal that need not be used as a standard for
such an act. She is capable of know ng that unfair behavior is wong, period.
The question is what does this recognition consist in, or what does the
wrongness, the evil of the act consist in, or what does the standard of
judgnment consist in and why is its application unavoi dable? 1In judging the
act to be wong, she is recognizing that unfair behavior does not treat other
persons according to what we know they are. Therefore, she is recognizing
that our decisions cannot avoid having the finality of treating things
according to what we know they are. |In other words, she is capable of judging
et hi cal decisions the way she judges beliefs, nanely, as having an intrinsic
finality whose frustration makes them nonhypot hetically defective.
Specifically, she is able to recognize that beliefs and deci sions have the
finality of identity between what things are in our conscious states and what
they are in thensel ves.

Al this talk about the rational appetite, about intrinsic finalities and
defects, about a desire evaluating the desired to be a thing of a certain
kind, etc. may sound too abstract and unfam liar to be a plausible candidate
for the neaning of our everyday ethical concepts. |If so, consider this. Wen
we bl ane soneone for treating us unfairly, we are judging her decision to be
defective. Therefore, we have a goal in mnd by the standard of which we
judge the decision; we are using the achievenent of a certain goal as a
standard to judge a product of her decision-nmaking ability, and we are judgi ng
the product to be deficient by that standard. |In particular, we have in mnd
the goal of our receiving equal treatnent, and we are judgi ng a decision of
hers to be defective because it fails to achieve that goal.

Wiy do we apply this standard to her decisions; why do we think this
finality is pertinent? |Is the follow ng answer too far-fetched? W know
rational decisions have this finality because we know from our own case what
rational decisions are, and we know she is simlar to us in having the ability
to make deci sions based on rational know edge. W know that if we do not
treat her equally to ourselves as a pursuer of goals, we are not treating her
according to our know edge of what she is. And we know such a decision is
def ecti ve because a deci sion nade in knowl edge of her equality in this respect
has the intrinsic finality of giving her a place in our evaluations consi stent
with what she is known to be. That is, our reflective awareness of the nature
of our own decisions reveals themto have the intrinsic finality of evaluating
her to be the kind of being we know she is.

Not only is this explanation not too far-fetched, but also it is nost
di rect and sinple explanation of our behavior with respect to judgnments about
fairness. And there is another way to arrive at the same concl usion
concerning the nature of our ordinary ethical concepts.

It is the coomon belief that unfair ethical decisions are defective, and it
is the conmon belief that the reason they are defective is their unequa
treatment of equals. The question is whether unequal treatnent of equals
nmeans treating themas if they really were unequal, that is, as if they are
related in existence the way they are related in our evaluations. |[If so, it
is also the common belief that ethical decisions do treat things as if they
exi sted the way our decisions evaluate them-- and that is the concept of
rational appetite |I have put forward.

To see that this is indeed the common view of ethical decisions, notice
that we do not hold soneone ethically responsible who could not have known any
better. Wen incul pable ignorance is behind a decision that we would
ot herwi se hold norally defective, we do not hold it defective in a nora



sense. And if we hold soneone's ignorance to be cul pable, we do so because of
ot her know edge she possesses on the basis of which we judge that she should
have taken steps to overcone the ignorance.

Wth reference to fairness, we would not hold soneone norally responsible
for an unfair decision if she was incul pably ignorant of human equality with
respect to underlying nature. So, when the conmobn person judges that an
unfair decision is indeed defective in a noral sense, the noral defect is
judged on the basis of the unfair person's presuned rational know edge of the
equality in nature. The noral defect in treating people unfairly is believed
to conme fromthe fact that people are known to be equal, or at |east thought
to be equal, in their extracognitional existence. Hence, the ethical decision
IS judged by the standard of whether it treats things according as they are
known really to be. Wen we judge an ethical decision by this standard, we
are inplying that in maki ng decisions, we are treating things as if we they
exi sted way our decisions evaluate them O herw se, treating another person
equal |y would not be treating her contrary to what we know her to be. [If an
unfair decision did not treat her as if she were unequal to us, as a pursuer
of goals, in real existence, the decision would not treat her contrary to our
know edge of what she is. And if not, the prior know edge that we are equa
in having a rational nature would not make our decisions cul pably defective.

If we did not assune that rational decisions have the goal of evaluating
things to exist as they are known to exist, we would not judge decisions
defective by their failure to achieve that goal

4.3. The Is/Qught D | enm

The common person, in other words, believes our ethical decisions are
governed by our rational awareness of what things are, where "governed" does
not mean physically regul ated (necessitated) but neans that rational know edge
provi des the standard by reference to which decisions are to be judged
properly done or defective as rationally conscious decisions. Does this
position inply the supposedly inpossible circunstance of reason prescribing to
appetite, rather than vice versa?

Appetite is nothing but a species, in the domain of consciousness, of the
uni versal relation of powers and their acts to goals. |In the case of acts of
the rational appetite, the goal of treating things as if they exist the way
they are evaluated is inscribed in the nature of the act as a rationally
conscious function; it is not an external standard inposed on the act by
reason or by anything else. It is a goal ethical decisions cannot avoid being
related to, since they are related to just by being what they are. [|If our
deci sions resulted froman appetite that was not oriented to acts treating
things as if they exist the way they are known to be, then what reason knows
about the existence of things could not prescribe for that appetite. But if
the appetite producing our decisions has the nature of a rational appetite as
descri bed here and as believed in by the person on the street, that is, an
appetite relating to things as reason relates to them then it is a false
dil emma to oppose reason to appetite on the matter of who prescribes to whom
or to oppose deriving "ought" from appetite, on the one hand, to deriving it
from know edge of what is, on the other.

The rational appetite is not a construct arbitrarily designed to escape the
fact/val ue, is/ought dilema -- anynore than the eval uation of things as they
are known to exist is a goal contingently inposed on our decisions. It




is true that val ue presupposes appetite. It is true that reason can only
prescribe for an appetite oriented to val uing what things are as known by
reason. But given that reason exists, the existence of such an appetite is
not sonething accidental or paradoxical. Any cognitive appetite is oriented
to some node of being that can be an object of know edge. The rationa
appetite is sinply an appetite adapted to being insofar as it can be an object
of reason's know edge, that is, to being inits fullest extent. To the
guestion "Wiy does the rational appetite have being for its value?", we can
give areply simlar to one once offered to "Wy does netaphysics tal k about
bei ng?" Because there is nothing else for it to talk about -- and there is
not hing el se for an appetite to val ue but being.

To return to the cl earest exanple, when we know that an all-perfect being
exists, there is nothing arbitrary about our obligation to | ove that being.
That is, there is nothing arbitrary about the fact that a decision not to |ove
H m woul d be defective by the standard of its own intrinsic finality. Reason
can prescribe this | ove because reason knows that this being possesses
everything that any appetite could val ue.

Only if nature could have so designed us that we had reason but did not
have a rational appetite would there be a problem about reason prescribing to
appetite. But if nature had so designed us, we would not be ethical beings,
that is, beings who pass the ethical judgnents we do pass on our decisions and
the decisions of others. For our everyday ethical judgnents apply the
standard of rational appetition to our decisions. |If there were no rationa
appetite as here described, all the relations to ends which could provide
standards by which we woul d judge deci sions would be other than a rationa
appetite's relation to ends, and we could not apply the noral standards that
we do apply.

Furthernore, the only appetites we would have woul d be appetites for
particul ar nodes of being, such as the appetites we share with aninmals. The
desires of those appetites often cone in conflict with what we could desire
had we the ability to evaluate things according to reason's know edge; yet
those woul d be our only desires. Therefore our desires would often
necessitate our behaving in i moral ways, that is, ways contrary to the
relation to ends that would be inherent in a rational appetite. (Nor could we
have the free choice to refrain frombeing i nmoral since, as argued in Section
5.1, only a rational appetite can endow us with free choice.)

Was it necessary that nature produce beings with rational appetites? W do
not have to answer that question. The fact is that nature has produced such
beings. W are stuck with that contingent fact and, therefore, with its
necessary consequences. One of those consequences is that a decision failing
to conformto what reason tells us about the equality of our natures is a
deci si on defective by the standard of the decision's own intrinsic finality.
In other words, the contingent fact of a rational appetite's existence
necessarily inplies the equally contingent fact of the existence of beings who
make unconditional, objective, and knowably true ethical judgnents. (And
while we do not need to know if nature had to endow us with rationa
appetites, it is worth noting how paradoxical it would have been for nature --
not to nention God -- to give us reason and not give us the ability to val ue
t hi ngs according to reason's know edge.)

We m ght wish that nature had not given us such an appetite, but that w sh
woul d itself be an act of a rational appetite, and an intrinsically defective
act. For it would be an act with an inherent finality as an act of a




rational appetite and at the sane tinme an act wishing that its inherent
finality not be fulfilled and not be able to be fulfilled.* The finality of
val uing things according to what they are is intrinsic to an act of a rationa
appetite; it is not an finality set for these acts extrinsically as when we
use a hammer for chiseling or for driving a nail. The wish that the rationa
appetite not have the finality of valuing things according to reason's

know edge of what they are would be an act with the finality of val uing things
according to reason's knowl edge and at the sane tine an act willing that

t hi ngs not be val ued according to reason's know edge.

None of the above, however, should be considered an attenpt to derive
"ought” from"is." 1In fact, | have not attenpted to derive "ought" at all
I nstead, | have attenpted to describe a factual situation, not a situation
that ethical obligation is derived from but a situation ethical obligation
consi sts in.

4.4. The Sufficiency of This Explanation of Obligation

Adequat e foundations for ethics nmust do nmuch nore than ny account has done
so far. For one thing, an adequate account nust explain the intrinsic
def ecti veness of unfairness in cases other than cheating on conpetitive
exam nations. For another, an adequate account must explain how we judge what
is fair and what is not. An adequate account nust al so answer the question,
"Why be noral ?", and it nmust explain the justice of punishnent for norally
def ecti ve acts.

Section 4.4.1 discusses our know edge of the correctness or incorrectness
of ethical decisions. That discussion begins the treatnent of cases other
than cheating on a conpetitive exam nation. Hopefully, the exanples of
Section 4.4.1 are sufficient to showthat the intrinsic finality of the
rational appetite can account for obligation in all cases where the issue is
justice in the sense of fairness toward other rational beings. (lssues of
ot her kinds will be considered in Section 5.3 and Chapter 6.) Section 4.4.2
takes up the question, "Wiy be noral ?", and expl ains how the concept of
intrinsic finality reconciles teleology with deontology. Lastly, Section
4.4.3 discusses the justice of punishnment fromthe point of view of the
rational appetite.

4.4.1. Qur Know edge of Qur Ethical Obligations

Thi s account obligation provides an objective, verifiable way of know ng
the truth of "This decision is ethically correct” or "This decision is
ethically defective.” For the nonment, consider only the exanple of cheating
on a conpetitive exam nation. Reason judges the ethical correctness or
def ecti veness deci si on by whet her bei ngs whose nature makes them equal to what
we are as pursuers of goals have a place equal to ours in our evaluations. In
ot her words, reason judges a decision to be good or bad that way it judges the
proposed belief that the natures of things are equal or unequal to be true or
false. The evidence for the latter is also evidence for the forner.

| have discussed that evidence in Sections 1.1 and 3.2. The point there
was that only a narrow understanding of simlarity in nature is needed for
this account of obligation and that the evidence of observation is
overwhel m ngly in support of that understanding. Very elenental causa
reasoning |l eads to the conclusion that we are simlar in having an underlying



nat ure accounting for our ability to base decisions on rational know edge.
Again, the evidence of simlarity in nature in the required sense is basically

the sane as the evidence for other m nds. The causal reasoning involved, |ike
all causal reasoning, is nonHunean. It is not a matter of subsum ng | ess
uni versal connections under nore universal. It is a matter of recognizing

t hat changes, since they occur to things other than thensel ves, are dependent
on other entities, and a matter of attributing the causing of changes to the
kind of things necessary to satisfy the dependency. Children are capabl e of
this reasoning -- perhaps because they have not yet read Hune and been
conditioned to think that we cannot know that changes require causes.

But reason can give us nore information pertinent to the rational
appetite's finality than the fact that our natures nmake us equal as pursuers
of goals. Reason's know edge of human nature, hunan behavior, and the
environnents in which we |live also provides criteria for judgnents concerning
the relative inportance of conflicting interests. Experience provides anple
evi dence that sone things are nore inportant than others to our ability to
pursue chosen goals; that is, reality establishes conditions necessary for us
to have equal opportunity in the pursuit of goals, and experience shows us
what those conditions are. W have enpirical evidence of conditions related
to our ends as necessary or normally necessary neans, and we have evi dence of
the relative inportance of different conditions to our pursuit of ends.

For exanpl e, biological facts about human nature reveal that some physical
conditions are nornmally necessary for our pursuit of goals, and that sone
physi cal conditions are nore necessary than others. Also, facts about the
envi ronnents in which we pursue goals nake sone things normally necessary for
the pursuit of goals that m ght not otherw se be necessary. On this planet,
for instance, we usually need to earn a living, unless our goal is to die of
exposure or starvation. Finally, observation of human behavi or reveal s the
relative inportance of different goals to different individuals and cul tures.
When our interests are in conflict with the interests of others, we have to
eval uate the relative inportance of the conflicting goals and/or of the
interfered with neans to goals. Failure to evaluate the conflicting ends or
nmeans according to what their relative inportance is as known by reason can
result in failure to evaluate the others to be equal to us as pursuers of
goal s.

For exanple, does ny desire for loud nmusic at 4 o' clock in the norning nmake
it justifiable for me to keep the person in the next apartnment awake? W know
this is not the case fromour know edge of the biol ogical needs of human
nature. A decision that would evaluate ny listening to |oud nusic as equal or
hi gher on a scale of priorities to her sleeping would give these things
relative places in nmy evaluations in conflict with their relative inportance
to our ability to pursue chosen goals. |If it is just to keep another awake
with I oud nusic, then at | east one horn of the follow ng dil enma nust hol d:
her interests are not equal to mne (our natures are not equal), or human
nat ure nmakes | oud nusic as necessary as a good night's sleep for our having
the ability to pursue goals. Since in fact human nature nmakes sl eep nore
necessary, | amdepriving her of an equal opportunity to pursue her interests
and, therefore, treating her as if her nature did not nmake her equal to nme as
a pursuer of goals.

But can soneone not have loud nmusic at 4 a.m as her goal? Yes, and there
is nothing wong with that, unless pursuing that goal deprives others of an
equal opportunity to pursue their goals. And reason is able to judge from



experience whether that is the case. The anmount of sleep people need differs
fromindividual to individual. But experience shows that a certain anmount of
sleep is necessary for earning a living, which, in turn, is normally necessary
for pursuing goals like listening to nusic. Therefore, by depriving another
of sleep, | amtreating her unequally as a pursuer of goals.

Anmong the conditions we need for the pursuit of our ends are social
arrangenents and institutions. For exanple, the pursuit of many of our ends
requires relying on conmtnents given us by others. |If in the pursuit of sone
end | break a conmitnent, | amtreating the other unequally unless ny breaking
the comm tment provides for a need that observation shows to be nore inportant
to us as pursuers of goals than is the conmtnent in question. The
observation, again, is observation of biological facts, of our environnents,
and of our behavior. 1In all normal circunstances, to break an appointnent to
play golf for the sake of watching a cartoon on television wuld be to treat
the other unequally as a pursuer of goals; breaking the appointnent woul d
eval uate watching cartoons to be as inportant a goal, or a neans to goals, as
keeping the commtnent. W know that is not nornmally true from our
observation of human behavior, of the tinme, energy, and resources we invest in
differing pursuits, of the way we conpl ai n when deprived of different ends or
means to ends, etc., and from our observation of the things, Iike the keeping
of social commtnents, that nature and environment nake necessary as neans for
t he achi evenent of ends.

To understand the kind of know edge invol ved, consider cases in which it
woul d not be unfair to break the appointnment for the sake of watching
cartoons. W can inmagi ne an espionage or science fiction situation where
wat chi ng the cartoon woul d be necessary to save ot her persons from destruction
or fromsone debilitating di sease. Here, observation could informus that
keepi ng the appoi ntnment woul d deprive others of a condition necessary to
pursue any end, existence, or a condition normally necessary for the pursuit
of ends, health. So observation would informus that keeping the appoi ntnent
woul d treat others unequally as pursuers of ends. O we can imagine a culture
in which the opportunity to watch cartoons was a rare and highly prized
occurrence, nmuch nore highly prized than playing golf. Cbservation of
behavior in this culture could show us that people would not expect soneone to
keep an appointnment for golf, if the opportunity to watch cartoons cane up.

If | criticized soneone for not keeping the appointnent, | would be treating
her differently fromthe way I would expect to be treated in the sane
circunstance. Therefore, | would be treating her unequally as a pursuer of
goal s.

At the other extrene would be the person who treats another unequally just
by choosi ng to make wat ching cartoons her end at that tinme and thereby
deprives anot her person of the opportunity to pursue their end, since pursuing
their end depends on the first person keeping the prior commtnent to play
golf. Contrast this to breaking the appointnment for the sake of taking your
sick child to the hospital. It would be defective act of the rationa
appetite to eval uate keeping the appointnent to be a condition equally or nore
i mportant to the human pursuit of ends than is health; for the evidence of
experience shows that health is in all normal circunstances a nore necessary
prerequisite for the pursuit of ends than is the keeping of appointnents.
Theref ore, keeping the appointnent would deprive the child of an equa
opportunity to pursue her ends.



O course, there are al so abnormal circunstances. An invalid, for exanple,
Is not treating us unequally if she asks us to do for her things she cannot do
inreturn. On the contrary, we would be treating her unequally if we did not
gi ve her special treatnment, since we would be depriving her of conditions
necessary for her pursuit of ends. Her physical condition Iimts her range of
choices in ways we are not responsible for and are not responsible for
correcting, since we do not have the ability to correct them But within
those limts, she can choose goals, and we woul d be depriving her of equa
opportunity to pursue goals if we did not supply her with necessary neans by
doing things for her we are not obligated to to do for others. The difference
bet ween her physical condition and ours nakes different treatnment necessary if
we are to give her a place equal to ours in our systemof values. O course,

i nval i ds can nmake unreasonabl e demands. Reason is aware that we all have
limted tine, abilities, and resources. And when we attenpt to bal ance her
pursuit of goals agai nst what we need to pursue our goals, we are attenpting
to evaluate the relative inportance of differing goals and neans for achieving
goal s according to reason's know edge of human nature and the human conditi on.

Thus, the existence of abnormal circunstances contradicts nothing | have
said about our ability to know the truth of ethical judgnents nor about the
nature of those judgnents. W have enpirical evidence that different people
have different needs, if they are to have an equal opportunity to pursue
goals. As the last exanple is neant to illustrate, the fact that experience
provi des evidence for ethical judgnents does not inply that these judgnents
are always easy. Differences in needs and abilities, and differences in
natural and social relations, between human beings often nake it difficult to
judge what constitutes equality in treatnent of people as pursuers of goals.
But that difficulty does inply that ethical judgnents are subjective and
relative to egocentric interests, nor does it inply that ethical judgnents are
not made on the basis of experiential evidence. On the contrary, a theory
I nplying that such difficulties do not or should not exist would be
i nconsistent with evidence. Wat these difficulties do indicate is the
conpl exity of human nature and the conplexity of the situations within which
obj ective noral values are at stake. Likew se, conplexity may make the | aws
of acoustics and hydrodynamcs difficult to apply in practice. Conplexity
does not nmke them subjective.

For exanpl e, reason does not always know t he exact point at which an
invalid s demands on us are unfair. But the existence of unclear cases does
not di sprove the existence of clear cases. Cear cases of reasonable and
unr easonabl e demands exi st, respectively, before and after that point.

Furthernore, our enpirically based know edge of human nature, environnents,
and behavi or provides a standard by which we can judge that sone individua

needs are pathol ogi cal and do not inpose noral obligations. |If soneone has a
psychol ogi cal need for |oud nmusic twenty-four hours a day, we have no
obligation to let her fulfill that need. Rather, those with the appropriate

social relation to her (her spouse, her mature children, her pastor, etc.)
woul d have the obligation to help her overcone that need. For we have anple
evi dence that such a need cannot be fulfilled w thout depriving others of
their needs. Not only that, but we have anpl e evidence that abandonnent to
that goal would deprive her of nmeans the human condition nakes necessary for
the ability to pursue other goals she could reasonably be expected to have.
Tonorrow she may have different goals for which she needs



the good will she has |ost by her previous behavior, or she may develop a
medi cal or |egal problem she cannot afford to pay for due to her past
deci sions. W know that such occurrences are real possibilities because we
know that the world, including human beings, is what it is.

As explained earlier, when | put ny interests ahead of another's, ny
eval uati on cannot stop at the desires but nmust include the entities to whom
the desires belong. That is why equality of opportunity does not obligate us
to refrain fromusing our abilities when they are greater than another
person's abilities. Equality of opportunity in the pursuit of an end is
equal ity of opportunity for another concrete entity with all the features that
constitute her being, even if we are unequal with respect to those features.
Equal ity of opportunity is equality for us to use the nmeans at our disposal,
especially nmeans that are features of the concrete entities who are the
obj ects of our evaluations. Qur differing abilities, however, are not the
only neans we use in the pursuit of goals. 1In the environnents in which we
live, possession of property is a normally necessary neans for the pursuit of
goals. If I could play the piano |ike Horowitz but could not purchase food,
clothing, and shelter, | could not |long use use ny nusical ability as a neans
to my ends. And just as equality as pursuers of goals does not nake it
defective for us to use abilities that are greater than those of another,
equal ity as pursuers of goals does not make an unequal distribution of
property intrinsically defective. Nothing in the finality of the rationa
appetite, for instance, makes it defective to reward sonmeone with greater

skill in proportion to their acconplishnents.

Still, there are intrinsically defective ways of obtaining property. In
particular, it would be defective to deprive soneone of property wthout their
i nformed consent. | would not be treating her equally as a pursuer of goals,

just as | would not be treating her equally if | prevented her from using her
abilities to the fullest. Her possession of property is just as nmuch a fact
about the concrete entity | amevaluating as is her possession of unequa
abilities. Property is different in that it is a social arrangenent rather
than a personal endownent. But we are social beings, and social arrangenents
are anong the neans necessary to pursue personal goals. On the other hand,

our know edge of hunman exi stence shows that there are things nobre necessary to
us than property. Property is a neans to things, |like food and shelter,

Wi t hout which we would not be able to nake use of our personal abilities to
achi eve other ends. Soneone wi thout enough property to provide the things
nore fundanental to us than property may have no way to obtain them other than
to take fromthose with nore than enough. To do so would not be to eval uate
anyone unequally to us as pursuers of goals.

Incidentally, there are many ways to treat others unequally with respect to
resources. |If | drink the spring water at work but deliberately avoid doing
ny share of changing the bottle, | amevaluating others unequally to ne as
pursuers of goals. For I am nmaking them spend nore tinme and energy than I am
spendi ng for the sane benefit.

Wth reference to unequal personal endowrents, notice that there are many
cases were we are obligated to eval uate hunan bei ngs according to their
inequalities. Thus, if | amjudging a conpetitive exam nation to decide which
of the conpetitors nost nmerits sonme award or position, | amobligated to judge
on the quality of performance, rather than, say, decide for soneone because
she is nmy cousin. But even though |I should judge the conpetitors by certain
of their inequalities, the basis of obligation remains the fact that, to treat



them according to what they are, | nust treat themequally as pursuers of
goals. What bestows noral significance on such inequalities and makes ny
eval uati ng people on the basis of inequalities an obligation is the fact that
these inequalities belong to beings who are equal to one another and to ne in
havi ng human nature. |If ny cousin is conpeting with Horowitz in a piano
conpetition, they do not have equality of opportunity in the pursuit of goals
if they are not going to be judged by the quality of their playing. So in
deciding for nmy cousin on the basis of kinship, | amdenying Horowitz equality
of opportunity.

Anmong the nost inportant diversities in conditions that differentiate our
obligations are the husband-w fe and parent-child relations. Assune two

children are drowning. One of themis ny child; the other is not. If I can
only save one of them | amobligated to try to save ny child. | ama cause
of the fact that ny child is now in need of help, since she would not be in
need if | had not brought her into existence. | amnot a cause of the fact
that the other child is nowin need of help. If | chose to save the other
child at the expense of my own, | would be being unfair to nmy child. | would
be pursuing ny goal by causing her to be deprived of sonething she needs to be
able to pursue any goal, life; for I ama cause of the fact that she has a

life that will be lost by nmy pursuit of ny goal. Therefore | am pl acing
nyself as a pursuer of goals ahead of her in ny evaluations. But if | chose
to save ny child at the expense of the other's life, | would not be a cause of
the other's being deprived of |ife, since | amnot a cause of the fact that
she has a life to lose. Therefore, ny decision would not eval uate her
unequally to ne or to ny child in human nature, but would correctly eval uate
her as unequal to ny child with respect to ny pursuit of goals being a cause
of her deprivation. The alternative to evaluating her unequally in this
respect would be to evaluate ny child unequally as a pursuer of goals.

| f, however, the other child was drowni ng because | had accidentally pushed
her in, I would have nore obligation to save her than nmy own child, since |
woul d be a nore direct cause of her need of help. By deciding to save ny
child, I would be pursuing ny goal by causing the other to be deprived of
life, since | amthe cause of the fact that she will not live unless | save
her. Thus, | would be evaluating her unequally to nyself as a pursuer of
goal s.

A final exanple. The evidence of experience shows that |ying usually
violates the finality of the rational appetite by treating others unequally.
But experience also shows that telling the truth can sonetines deprive others

of an equal standing in nmy evaluations. | can be obligated to lie to save
sonmeone from an unjust death, since not |ying would anmount to participating in
an intrinsically defective act on the part of the would-be killer. 1In other

words, lying is wong when it treats another unequally as a pursuer of goals,
but right when telling the truth would treat another unequally. As in the
previ ous exanples, the ethical correctness or defectiveness of the decision is
constituted by a factual state of affairs; and the difference between these
cases is judged by the evidence of experience.
4.4.2. Wy Be Mral? Tel eol ogy and Deont ol ogy

If ethical obligation is as | have described it, making ethically correct
decisions is a necessary condition for achieving the ends given us by our
nature and, therefore, a necessary condition for happiness. |If that condition
is lacking, we will fail to achieve the state that constitutes our happiness,
si nce happi ness consists in the conplete achi evenent of the ends we are are
oriented to.



Wiy are correct ethical decisions necessary conditions for happi ness?

Per haps the connection can appear arbitrary, as if sonme hi gher beings were
goi ng to di spense happi ness to us upon our successful conpletion of an

obst acl e course they have designed for their ends, an obstacle course whose
successful navigati on woul d ot herwi se have no relation to our ends. To see
why the connection is not arbitrary, all we have to do is | ook at the nature
of ethical obligation as analyzed here and at the reason why we cannot avoid
actions to which that obligation applies.

Et hi cal obligation springs fromour nature as beings with reason, beings
who direct our actions by neans of our know edge of what things are, beings
who are capable of so directing our action that things are val ued according to
their known intrinsic reality. 1In other words, our nature is identical with a
tendency to, anong other things, decisions of the kind governed by ethica
obligation. Such actions are anong the goals the achi evenent of which
constitutes the fulfillnent of the tendencies of our nature, and the
fulfillment of those tendenci es produces happi ness. Thus, that which nmakes
deci si ons governed by ethical obligation necessary conditions for happiness is
the sane thing that nmakes ethical decisions intrinsically correct or defective
by the standard of their own finality, and that which makes intrinsically
correct or defective ethical decisions necessary features of our existence is
the sane thing that makes ethical decisions necessary conditions for
happi ness: our nature includes know edge of things as they are in thensel ves
and, consequently, a power oriented to valuing things according to our
know edge of what they are. |If we fail to so evaluate things, we fail wth
respect to the tendency of our nature that necessitates such acts to begin
with. Therefore, for a rational being, good ethical decisions nust be
necessary conditions, at |east, for happiness.

On this analysis, good ethical decisions are not obligatory because they
are necessary for happiness. The ethical correctness or defectiveness of a
deci si on does not consist in the fact that it fosters or inhibits happiness.
Deci sions are ethically correct or defective because they fulfill or fail to
fulfill their own intrinsic finality as acts of a rational appetite. And
since the fulfillment of that finality is a necessary condition for happiness,
correct ethical decisions are necessary for happi ness because they are

correct, that is, because they fulfill the intrinsic finality of ethica
deci si ons.

Therefore, answering "Wiy be noral?" with "To be happy" does not reduce
norality to being a nmeans to happiness. |If our decisions are intrinsically

ethically defective, we fail of happiness by that fact. But as argued in
Section 2.3, happiness is not our end in the sense of being an object of
know edge that provokes desire. Happiness is the state of satisfaction --
partial or conplete -- that acconpani es the existence of the cognized object
that is our end. Good ethical decisions contribute to happiness by fulfilling
our ends; they fulfill our ends by valuing things according to what they are
known to be in thenselves, not by valuing things according to their perceived
contribution to our happiness. |In fact, we are obligated to seek happi ness,
si nce consciously choosi ng agai nst happi ness woul d anobunt to consci ously
choosi ng agai nst sonme end to which the rational appetite is oriented by being
what it is.

There is, of course, a sense in which happiness can be a cogni zed obj ect
that provokes desire. As reflective beings, we are capable of being aware of
our current subjective state of satisfaction and of conparing it to other



states in which we appear nore or |ess satisfied. And as beings who have not
yet achi eved conpl ete happi ness, we are capable of form ng ideas of potentia
subj ective states constituted by nore conplete satisfaction of desires. The
ability to acquire such ideas is part of what it neans to be rational beings.
But to be notivated by such an idea of happi ness need nean not hing nore than
bei ng notivated to seek the ends of our nature, since happiness is sinply the
state of being in possession of those ends. And the ends to which we cannot
avoi d being oriented include the will's intrinsic end of val uing things
according to what they are in thenselves. 1In this sense, there is no conflict
between the notivation to achi eve happi ness and the notivation to val ue things
according to reason's know edge of what they are.

That we are seeking happiness in all actions anmounts to no nore than the
fact that we are aimng at an end in all actions. Therefore, the nost precise
reason for being noral is to achieve an end to which we cannot avoi d bei ng
oriented. Instead of asking "Wiy be noral ?", should we then ask "Wiy seek to
achi eve that which is our end?" W can ask that question as |ong as we
remenber that "Way" in this case neans "For what end?" or "Wat end is
achi eved?" So the question really is "What end is achieved by seeking to
achi eve our end?" Next question, please.

And as explained in Section 2.3, the fact that action nmust spring froma
prior orientation to an end on the part of the agent does not and cannot nake
notivation necessarily egocentric. Nor does the fact that ethical the ethica
val ue or defectiveness of an act consists in its achievenent or failure to
achi eve an end nmake the value extrinsic to the act itself and nake obligation
relative to sonmething extrinsic to the obligatory act. There is no other way
for an action to possess an intrinsic value than to possess the perfection the
nature of the act calls for by having an intrinsic finality. And since every
act emanates froma prior orientation to act on the part of the agent, there
is no other way for an act to have an intrinsic finality than to have the
finality it acquires by being that which emanates fromthe agent's prior
orientation to act. That is, an act can only have the intrinsic finality its
agent gives it by causing the act to be what it is. Hence, that an agent can
only act because oriented to an end does not and cannot inply that the val ue
of an act produced by the agent is extrinsic to the act itself, that, in other
wor ds, an act produced by the agent nmust lack an intrinsic finality whose
achi evenent constitutes a value intrinsic to the act.

And as was al so explained in Section 2.3, the fact that we only act out of
an orientation to an end does not and cannot inply that that other persons can
have no value for us other than being neans to our ends. Wen we give their
pursuit of goals a place in our evaluations equal to ours, we are treating
ot her persons as ends while achieving our rational appetite's end at the sane
tinme. Likew se, the fact that ethical value or defectiveness consists in an
act's achievenent or failure to achieve its intrinsic finality does not and
cannot inply that obligation is relative to our personal fulfillnent in a
sense opposed to obligation's being relative to rights other persons possess
by being what they are. For the finality whose fulfillnment constitutes the
satisfaction of obligation is the finality of valuing things, especially other
persons, according to reason's know edge of what they are. (The history of
ethics is a history of fal se oppositions.)

On the other hand, ny reflective awareness of the subjective states
constituted by nmy achi evenent of ends enables nme to be notivated by
"happi ness”" and to relate other persons to the achievenent of ny ends in an



ethically defective sense. For it is through nmy self-awareness that | am able
to give ny pursuit of goals a higher place in ny eval uations than another

person's pursuit of goals. "In order to happy, | mnmust be noral,” neans "In
order to be happy, norality, not nmy own happiness, nust be ny goal." If I
make ny own happi ness the end | am seeking and treat another person equally
nerely so that ny treatnment of her will contribute to ny happiness, | my

performthe external acts required of treating her equally, but in ny

eval uati ons she does not have a place equal to mne. Therefore ny eval uations
are ethically bad. | amobligated not to nmake ny happi ness ny primary
consideration, and if | do, |I fail in what is necessary for ny happiness.

The reason there need be no conflict between seeking happi ness, seeking ny
ends, and being noral is this. The sane power of reason by which | am aware
of what happi ness and the achi evenent of ny ends are enables nme to be aware of
what ot her persons are and of the fact that what they are calls for a place
equal to what | amin the evaluations of a rational appetite. | amthereby
enabl ed to give other persons an equal place in ny evaluations; that is, |I can
eval uate them according to ny know edge of what they are, not just according
to their relation to ends of nmy own that | have given a higher place in ny
eval uati ons.

An obstacle to seeing this point is the comon belief that our ends are
constituted entirely by states of our own consci ousness, the belief that what
is ultimtely ained at in our action is satisfying states of our own
consci ousness. For exanple, in desiring ny child s happiness, | would really
be desiring the satisfaction I would get fromknow ng that nmy child is happy.
The argunents of Section 2.3 apply to this position. Unless it is ny child's
happi ness that is ny end, there is no reason why know edge of ny child's
happi ness, rather than any other random event, should nmake nme happy. Because
| ama rationally conscious being, it is possible for me to defectively desire
nmy child' s happiness only as a neans to ny own. But the sane rationa
consci ousness enables nme to know that what ny child is nmakes her worthy of a
pl ace equal to mne in the evaluations of the rational appetite. And that
know edge enables ne both to evaluate her equally to ne and to know that, if |

did not, I could not achieve the happi ness that conmes fromthe fulfill ment of
the finalities of ny nature.
Anot her exanple will make the point nore enphatically. A blind person can

have a conceptual understandi ng of what color is but not the joy of seeing
beauti ful colors. Likew se, our conceptual understanding of what God is does
not give us the joy of an experiential union with infinite beauty. But reason
does allow us to know that an experiential union with infinite beauty woul d
bring infinite happiness. Does it follow that in seeking to do what is
necessary to see God, for exanple, in seeking to be noral, what has the

hi ghest place in our values is not God Hinself but the joy we will get from
seeing H n? No, because the sanme rational know edge that tells us seeing God
wi Il bring happiness tells us that it is because God is what He is that seeing
Hmw Il bring happi ness. Qur happiness will be caused by the know edge that
God is what He is. Qur response to that know edge will be an act of |ove for
God, not for our know edge of God. That know edge is |ovable but only because
It consists in an experiential union with an object that is |ovable.

Simlarly, aesthetic delight is delight in a work's being what it is. To have
that delight we nust be conscious that the work is what it is. But the

consci ousness brings delight because it is consciousness of the work's being
what it is. W desire the consciousness as an experiential union wth what
the work is.



We do not now have the kind of consciousness of God that will provoke an
infinitely joyful act of love. But the sane rational know edge enabling us to
know that the joy will be a response to God's being what He is enables us to
know t hat what God is, not what our experience of God will be, deserves the
hi ghest place in the evaluations of an appetite oriented to what things are.
In deciding to give God that place, we acting out of an orientation to an end
whose acconplishnment will nake us happy. But the end of the rational appetite
is acconplished if and only if God has a higher place in our evaluations than
the fulfillment of our ends or our happiness. Deciding not to give God the
hi ghest place would be ethically defective because it would frustrate the
act's intrinsic finality. But the obligation to |ove God is not thereby nade
relative to the fulfillnment of the will's ends in the sense that the
obl i gati on woul d not derive from God's being what He is.

4.4.3. Puni shnent

Anmong the ethical concepts that the intrinsic finality of the rationa
appetite can explain is the concept of deserving punishnment. In human
affairs, punishnment can have nmany purposes, the purpose of deterence, of
education, of making society safer by depriving recalcitrant nenbers of
liberty. Here I amconcerned only with the justice of punishnment, where
"justice" neans what is due by the standard of the intrinsic finality of the
rational appetite.

The rational appetite does not obligate that you claima right, but it does
obligate that you respect the rights of others unless they decline to claim
them For exanple, if you choose to conpete with another in the pursuit of a
particul ar goal, equality in the pursuit of that goal is due you. But you nay
not be obligated to pursue that goal; nothing in the rational appetite's
finality may require you to pursue it.

An unjust act is "worthy" of punishnment in the same sense that a right is
"worthy" of respect. A right does not have be clained, and an injustice can
be forgiven. |If you are wonged, you are not obligated to will that the
of f ender be puni shed. But when | deprive another person of what is due her
froma rational appetite, what is due ne froma rational appetite is the
desire that | be sufficiently deprived of goods to restore equality between
nysel f and the wonged person, unless the wonged person chooses that equality
not be restored in that respect. |If you know that an injustice has occurred
and that the offended party does not choose to forgive, your failure to desire
that equality between the persons be restored by depriving the unjust person
of an equal good would be defective fromthe point of view of the rationa
appetite's intrinsic finality. For the finality of the rational appetite is
to eval uate these persons according to what they are, and to eval uate them
according to what they are requires that they be treated equally, and you
woul d not be desiring that they be treated equally.

I n other words, punishment for failing to treat others equally as pursuers
of goals is due, fromthe perspective of the will's finality, as a neans of
restoring the equality called for by our being what we are. Punishnent is due
even when goods equal to those | ost cannot be restored to the offended person.
That is, punishnment is due even when all that can be done is to deprive the
of fender wi thout conpensating the offended. The offended is at |east due the
good of equality of treatnent between herself and



the offender; for she is due the good of equality of place in the values of an
appetite oriented to what things are as known by reason. Puni shnent achieves
that even when it acconplishes nothing else. To give the offended the place
she is due in our evaluations, we nust will that the offender be treated
equally. Not to will that the of fender be punished proportionately to the way
in which she has violated equality would be to willfully acquiesce in the
offender's failure to treat the offended equally.

In fact, the first good due us froma rational appetite is not equality in
treatment, where "treatnent” refers to the external behavior directed by the
will. The first good due us froma rational appetite is equality of
eval uation, that is, the place in the appetite's values required by by what we
are. The first good due, in other words, is the ethical value of fulfilling
the will's finality. Ethical value requires equality in external treatnment as
a necessary consequence; we cannot evaluate equals equally if we do not wl
to behave toward themequally. That is the reason restoration of equality is
due even when conpensation of the offended is not possible. W cannot give
the offended the first good she is due, equality of place in our eval uations,
without willing that the of fender be deprived of goods in a manner
proportionate to her unequal treatnent of the offended. Furthernore, the nere
intention to treat another unfairly deprives her of what is due fromthe
rational appetite, an equal place in its systemof values. Since punishment
must be commensurate wth the | oss suffered, the appropriate kind of
puni shment for this injustice is a place of disapprobation for the unjust act
I n our eval uations.

Still, if we are not obligated to claima right before it has been
violated, we are not obligated to claimit after it has been violated. |If I
choose to conpete with you for a goal that cannot be shared, | have the right
to equal opportunity in pursuit of the goal. But |I amnot obligated to choose

to conpete with you. And I amno nore obligated to assert ny right to
equal ity after finding you have cheated ne than | was before. Simlarly, if
there is no injustice in giving some of ny property away, there is no
injustice in declining to seek punishnment of a thief. The rational appetite's
finality does not require that you seek a restoration in equality with respect
to a particular way you have been deprived of it. But unless we know t hat
sonmeone has chosen not to claimher right or not to seek punishnent for an
i njustice done her, our failure to desire the right to be respected or the
i njustice punished is defective by the standard of the finality of the
rati onal appetite.

The validity of our desire for justice does not inply that we have the

right to personally correct the injustice. 1In fact, our decision to correct
the injustice could be defective by the standard of the will's finality. | am
not the only one who should desire the injustice to be corrected. |f everyone

acted so as to carry out that desire, the unjust person would be deprived of
nore than equal goods; hence, a new injustice would have occurred. And reason
knows from observation that, in general, vigilante action can produce nore
harm t han good. Therefore, achieving what the nenbers of groups are due from
the point of view of the rational appetite requires devel opi ng specific
structures for punishing injustice. A social agent charged wth punishing

i njustice would be obligated to punish, unless the offended party decides to
forgive. O course, circunstances will sonetines allow a social agent to act
in the stead of an of fended person and pardon the offense. For exanple, the
of f ended person nay be deceased or inconpetent.



The nost obvi ous case where the victimof injustice cannot benefit fromthe
puni shment of the guilty is nurder. The author of this essay is opposed to
capi tal punishnent for a variety of reasons. Those reasons do not include the
belief that capital punishment for nmurder is unjust. Even though the death of
the guilty does not conpensate the victim the death of the guilty is just,
since it restores the equality of treatnment |ost by the decision to commt
murder. It is not the case that capital punishnent fails to respect the val ue
of human [ife. On the contrary, it is a way for society to affirmthe ethica
value of human life, the value it has for a rational appetite, by seeking to
restore the lost equality between the guilty and the victim To oppose
capi tal puni shnent as not respecting the value of human |ife is to defectively
gi ve sone other value for life, perhaps a sentinental value, a higher place in
our evaluations than its ethical value. Therefore, opposing capital
puni shnent because of the value of the killer's |ife under values human |ife
rather than respecting it. 1In fact, the social under valuing of human life is
one of the risks we take in rejecting capital punishnment. |If we give up
capi tal punishnent, as | would prefer, we should replace it by nothing | ess
than life inprisonment with no chance of furlough or parole. The policy of
paroling or furloughing first-degree nurderers is not nore "humane." It is
| ess humane, since it deneans the ethical value of human |ife by the
di sproportion between the punishnment and the crime. (Then why is capital
puni shment not obligatory? Because it is not obligatory to claima right.)

Finally, fromthe point of view of the agent responsible for the common
good of the entire universe, the intention to do injustice is nore inportant
than the carrying out of the intention. The intention is within our control;
whet her we succeed in carrying it out is not. |If God did not choose to punish
us in a manner proportionate to the evil we intend, H s decision would be
intrinsically defective as an act of a rational appetite, just as our decision
not to di sapprove of an unjust intention would be defective.

Can God forgive? W cannot deprive God of any good intrinsic to Hm  But
denying the infinite being the place due it in our evaluations is an
infinitely defective act for a rational appetite. It is an act infinitely
nore defective than denyi ng anot her human the place due her in our
evaluations. And if denying another human due evaluation calls for puni shnent
fromthe sake of justice, the infinite debt of justice due God calls for a
proportionate penalty. Does God's justice, then, preclude forgiveness? The
very least we can say is this: it does not preclude forgiveness if there is a
way in which forgi veness woul d be consistent with the satisfaction of the
infinite debt of justice. Could there be such a way? On one readi ng of the
New Testanent, the denons nmay not have thought so. Philosophers should not be
so rash.

There is another difference between puni shnment from God's perspective and
fromours. God' s punishnent is sinply H's granting us what we choose. In
maki ng defective eval uations, we are deciding not to pursue the good that
satisfies the rational appetite's finality and, by that very fact, the true
good, the good constituted by things' being what they are. By allowing us to
suffer the loss of our true good, God would sinply be respecting our freedom
Since God gave us our freedom it would be unjust of Hmnot to give us what
we choose. That is, H's decision not to give us what we choose woul d be
defective not only because of what we are, free beings, but because of what He
is, the creator of our freedom




