5.3. Our Treatment of Subrational Beings

Most of us do not judge it wrong to so use animals and plants for our ends that the ends of
their natures, for instance, the end of self-preservation, are not fulfilled. What makes the treatment
of subrational beings ethically different from that of rational beings is that rational beings have
freedom of choice and therefore must be valued as ends by the rational appetite.

In any free decision, | am pursuing an end | determine for myself. If in afree decision, |
conscioudly place the pursuit of my end ahead of another person's, | am misevaluating her precisely
with respect to the point of conflict, namely, the pursuit of freely chosen ends. The reason | cannot
avoid misevaluating her if | do not make her pursuit of ends one of my endsis that my pursuit of a
freely chosen end has come in conflict with her pursuit of freely chosen ends. No such point of
conflict occurs in my treatment of nonfree things. My collie and my African violet are unequal in
many respects but they are equal in that the nature of neither of them makes them ableto determine
their own ends. Nor, insofar as the existence of nonfree beings results from the causality of
impersonal nature, does interfering with, or at least manipulating, their functioning cause a loss of
anything's chosen goal sthe way interfering with adevice | have designed can cause alossfor me.*
Using subhuman beings as means, in other words, does not violate the finality of the rational
appetite, because it does not evaluate them to be other than they are. They are not ends-in-
themselves.

That iswhy it would not be defective to love my African violet more than my collie, even
though the flower and the dog are unequal in nature. If the



finality of thewill wasjust amatter of treating equals equally and unequals unequally, we would be
obligated to prefer the dog. But both the dog and the flower must be evaluated as means to ends
rather than asends-in-themsel ves; eval uating them as oriented to endsthey set for themsel veswould
be defective for an appetite that evaluates things according to what they are. Either they are given
their ends by impersonal nature, in which case no other end-in-itself isinvolved, or they are given
their ends by God. But if God has created beings that are ends-in-themselves, then the rest of
creation must exist for their sake; if not, God'sdecisionisintrinsically defective, since, inthe pursuit
of their goals, free beings must make use of nonfree beings.

Still, it can be asked why an appetite oriented to what things are must not evaluate some
means more highly than others, when the means are higher and lower on the scale of being. The
answer liesin an aspect of the human rational appetite mentioned only briefly so far. In selecting
goals for our pursuit, our wills are always selecting among the goals of other human faculties and
inclinations. For example, in seeking the beatific vision, we are seeking agoal to be accomplished
through theintellect. 1n seeking self-preservation, we arefulfilling an inclination of our underlying
nature and seeking agoal to be enjoyed by the totality of our being, not just by thewill. Inthe case
of prefering aflower to adog, the goal is aform of aesthetic pleasure to be experienced through a
variety of human faculties, not just our intellects and wills. If our faculties are so disposed that
flowers give us more pleasure than dogs, there is nothing wrong with the will evaluating the flower
as more of ameans to that kind of pleasure. When we evaluate a dog to be less of means to our
aesthetic pleasure than is aflower, we are not violating the finality of the will because we are not
evaluating thedog to be other thanitis. Onthecontrary, thereare situationswhereit could be unjust
to prefer adog to aflower. For example, aflower might be more important to our child than adog
isto us, and we could have empirical evidence for this. If some circumstance forced us to choose
between them, it would be defective, all other things being equal, to make the child give up the
flower so that we could keep thedog. Or we could beforced to choose between keeping our animals
and having enough water to drink. Here, morethan aesthetic satisfactionisat stake. Sufficient water
IS a necessary means without which we cannot pursue our goals, including the goal of aesthetic
satisfaction. Even though the water islower on the scale of being than animals, the water deserves
a higher place in our evaluations.

In other words, the place ameans hasin our evaluationsis determined by its contribution to
abeing that isnot amere means but is an end-in-itself. And given the complexity of our nature, the
placevarious means havein our evaluations can differ from the placethey havein the scaleof being.
The features our nature possesses in addition to the will are features belonging to an end-in-itself.
In selecting between means, the first consideration for arational appetite is not their place in the
scale of being but their relation to the goalsthe rational appetite has or will select. And those goals
areeither goalsof other inclinations and faculties belonging to thefree being or goalsof other beings
who areends-in-themselves. To be obliged to choose on the basis of what the means are, apart from
their relation to theinclinations and faculties of free beings, would amount to being being obligated
by the nature of things that are means, from the perspective of the will'sfinality, rather than by the
nature of thingsthat are



end-in-themselves. Themeanswould "justify” the end, and choices of ends would be defectivefor
that reason. Thefinality of thewill isto evaluate things according to what they are, and to evaluate
isto makesthings ends or meansin our system of values. Sincerational beings areto be evaluated
asends and subrational beings as means, we would not be eval uating things according to what they
areif our choice of specific goalswas determined by the nature of subrational beingsindependently
of their relation to the nature of rational beings and the goal srational beings are oriented to through
the various features of their nature.

What, for example, if someone argued that the higher place of a dog on the scale of being
would obligate the flower lover to find some way to restructure her aesthetic priorities? Would this
demand conform to our rational knowledge of what things are? No, because reason knows that
aesthetic sensibilitiesinvolve faculties other than reason and reason knows what these faculties are
sufficiently to know that their nature does not give them the inherent finality of valuing things
according to what reason knows about things. Rather than conforming to what reason knows, it
would be unreasonabl e to attempt to so change the nature of these faculties that they were oriented
to what things are as known by reason. It would be particularly unreasonable, that is, defective, to
attempt to change their nature for the sake of a subrational being such asadog. For these faculties
are part of the nature of arational being and, hence, of abeing that isan end-in-itself for the rational
appetite.

Reason does govern the rational appetite's choices with respect to our subrational faculties.
For example, our knowledge of the calories and cholesterol in an ice cream cone can affect the
validity of adecisionto satisfy our sensory desirefor an ice cream cone, since that decision can have
effects on the health of an end-in-itself. Likewise, we may learn that our favorite flower is causing
a serious alergic reaction in us. That knowledge would have ethical implications because it
concernsan end-in-itself. But thoseimplicationswould not include changing the subrational nature
of the faculties that give us adesire for ice cream of for the flower, since those faculties belong to
the nature of an end-in-itself just asthey are.

It does not follow, however, that our treatment of subrational beings has no ethical
significance. It would be defective for the rational appetite to make destruction its end and take
satisfaction in destruction for the sake of destruction. The object of reason is being, that which
exists. Therefore, the rational appetite is oriented to valuing being, rather than valuing nonbeing,
absence, or privation. The remova of some mode of being is regularly called for by the will's
finality, but called for in view of some end other than the removal itself. The removal is desired
because what is removed is an obstacle to the existence of some other state of affairs.

Choosing destruction for its own sake would violate the will's finality of deciding for ends
according to reason’'s knowledge. And since reason knows the difference between levels of being,
making the destruction of ahigher form of being an end would, all other thingsbeing equal, be more
defectivefor arational appetite than would the destruction of alower form, since, by hypothesis, the
destruction of a higher being is more destructive. It is worse to destroy a dog for the sake of
destruction than to destroy astone. But would it beworseto destroy adog than to destroy the Grand
Canyon? Other thingswould not be equal, by the standard of therational appetite'sfinality, because
the Grand Canyon gives ends-in-themselves immense delight,



because it sustains various higher forms of being, because its destruction would have a deleterious
effect on the human and natural environment, because it is irreplaceable while dogs multiply, and
SO on.

To the obligation not to seek destruction for its own sake, there does not correspond aright
in the subrational being not to be destroyed, inwhole or in part. We have the right to destroy them,
sincethey are not ends-in-themselves. But we only havethe right to destroy them for the attainment
of goalsthat do not violate the will's intrinsic finality, as taking satisfaction in destruction as such
would.

Can it beresponded that thisanalysis does not exclude theinflicting of pain for itsown sake,
since pain is not mere absence? Pain isnot identical with destruction; pain is a consciousness that
accompaniesdestruction in certain cases. Thereforeit would seem that to make pain our end would
not be defective in the way making destruction our end would be defective. Infact, paininitselfis
agood, since it informs a conscious being of the privation of some other state that is good by the
standard of the conscious being's appetites.

But by that very fact, painisby nature ameansthrough which aconscious being isinformed
of aprivation of some good, for the sake of taking action to restore that good. And reasonisaware
of thefact that painissuch ameans. Therefore, making pain an end would violate the will'sfinality
of making things ends and means according to reason’'s knowledge. To will pain as such isto will
something of intrinsically lessworth for an appetite than whatever isdestroyed in order to causethe
pain. For by the nature of pain, its value for an appetite is subordinate to the good whose privation
painisaconsciousness of. Therefore, to will destruction, not as an end, but as ameansto pain, is
to will contrary to reason's knowledge of what pain and destruction are as ends and means for
appetites. The place pain hasin our evaluations is contrary to what pain is and what appetites are.

There need be nothing wrong in willing pain asameansto the attainment of some other end.
We do this when we deny race horses pain killing drugs so that their pain can tell us that they are
injured. In such acase, what painisin our evaluationsis what it isin reality. Nor need there be
anything wrong with the deprivation of alower end for the sake of ahigher, aswhen we deprivethe
horse of thefeeling of well being that the drug would procurein order not to harm the horse. But to
will the deprivation of the feeling of well being for the sake of the existence of a something that is
ameans to the feeling of well being, aswell asto other ends, is take satisfaction in the failure of a
meansto achieveitsend; for the pain existsif and only if theend for whichit existsis not achieved.
We cannot place our satisfaction in the existence of this means without placing satisfaction in its
failureto achieveitsend. And to take satisfaction initsfailureto achieveitsend for the sake of its
existence as ameansto the end is defective for an appetite governed by reason's knowledge of what
appetites, ends, and means are.

However, even in the absence of defective ends like delight in destruction or pain for their
own sake, it cannot be the case that the pursuit of just any otherwise ethical end end would justify
the choice of ameansinvolving the abuse of animals. In thiscontext, the earlier statement that pain
isinitself agood needsto be qualified. Sometimeswe overemphasi ze the privation theory of evil.
Itistruethat any positive mode of being hasvaluefor therational appetite. But from the perspective
of an appetite oriented to particular modes of being, a given positive state of affairs can



be undesirable because of what it is. Painissuch apositive condition; for pain is a consciousness
of an evil, either of the privation of agood (an end or ameans necessary for an end) or the presence
of an another evil (another positive state opposed to an appetite's finality). However, painisnot a
consciousness like our disinterested consciousness of objects other than ourselves. Painisaform
of the conscious subject's self-awareness as a conscious subject. And pain is so linked to the
conscious subject's affliction by an evil of which pain isaconsciousness that pain cannot exist with
the conscious subject's being afflicted by some evil. Therefore, it is not only the painful condition
that is an evil for an appetite; pain itself is an evil relative to the appetite for which the painful
conditionisevil. That is, painis something the appetite necessarily evaluates asto be avoided and
eliminated. For the satisfaction of a cognitive appetite is achieved through awareness of the
existence of the appetite's end. And pain is the opposite of that awareness. Hence, the appetite
necessarily desires the cessation of pain. Given what pain isand what a cognitive appetiteis, pain
cannot not be an evil for the appetite whose end is interfered with by the painful condition.

If pain were an objective awareness, it would would not have to be evaluated by an appetite
asan evil. When | look at my hand, sometimes | see it wounded, sometimes | do not. The nature
of the consciousnessis the samein both cases; that is, the nature of the consciousnessisindifferent
to that which areaware of throughit. But the kind of awareness of the wound we have through pain
isnot indifferent to what we are aware of through it. A sensory appetite can recoil at the sight of a
wound; that isnot the same as eval uating the visual consciousnessitself asevil. But asasubjective
awareness, painisboth epistemol ogically and ontologically linked to aconditioninterfering with the
subject'sfinalities asaconscious subject. Such an awarenessisintrinsically an evil for an appetite
whose satisfaction requires the subject's consciousness of the existence of its ends.

As arational appetite, therefore, the will is governed both by our knowledge of pain as a
good, insofar as it is a means to the removal of something evil, and by our knowledge of pain as
something evil, relative to an appetite whose frustration pain is the consciousness of. Hence, o
evaluate pain for what it is we are obligated to evaluated it as something to be eliminated except
where it functions as a necessary means to a good of more value for the rational appetite than the
good whose loss causes the pain. For example, we have anatura inclination toward entertainment
that precedes our free choices and provides one kind of matter for our choices, since the will is
aways selecting among the ends of other faculties and inclinations. A certain amount of
entertainment should even be considered a normally necessary condition for our successful
functioning as pursuers of goals, because the psychological state of one deprived of sufficient
entertainment can interfere with her pursuit of other goals. Since the inclination toward
entertainment belongs to an end-in-itself, would we be justified in abusing animals for the sake of,
say, makingamovie? Not if there are other waysto provide the entertainment we need; if thereare
other ways, the pain is not necessary.

But since we are ends-in-ourselves, why can we not make such amovie our end, in which
case abuse of an animal would be necessary for our end? The function of free choiceisto select
concrete ends that satisfy natural inclinations, inclinations which usually do not requirethis or that
concrete way of satisfying them. Not all the concrete ends we can choose fulfill the



rational appetite's own finality of valuing things according to reason's knowledge of what they are.
The will is not obligated to select a particular end satisfying a natura inclination, when the
satisfaction of that inclination does not constitute a need for us as pursuers of goals or when the
inclination can be satisfied in other ways. The abuse of an animal is not necessary to satisfy our
natural need for entertainment. Therefore, the abuse of an animal is not necessary to fulfill the
rational appetite's function of selecting concrete ends satisfying natural inclinations. To satisfy the
inclination for entertainment by abusing an animal would fail to evaluate pain for what it is, a
relative evil that, by that fact, is something to be avoided unless it is necessary for a good that is
higher or more necessary for arational appetite.

There could be cases where the choice of such ameanswas not defective. Stranded people
might have no way short of abuse to kill an animal they need for food. What is at stake would
constitute a need imposed by the nature of ends-in-themselves; they cannot be pursuers of ends
without it. And since there is no other way to fulfill the need, there is no question that the goal
achieved makesit reasonableto sacrificethewell being of theanimal. But if therewere another way
to satisfy that need, chosing to abuse the animal would violate the will's finality of evaluating
according to reason's knowledge of what things are. Medical experiments, also, are cases where
therethe end achieved canjustify inflicting pain on animals, aslong asthe amount inflicted does not
exceed that required by amedical purpose that serves the needs of ends-in-themselves.

6. Ethical Values Other than Fairness

For many, where justice in the sense of fairness toward another human is not at stake, no
ethical valueisat stake. Thefact that we are ends-in-ourselves (whether because we arefree beings
or because our consciousness can attain the infinite fullness of being) imposes obligations toward
ourselves and toward othersthat go beyond fairness. Justice means given something itsdue, that is,
what isdue it according to the finality of the rational appetite. Equality of treatment is not the only
thing due an end-in-itself from a rational appetite. Even where equality is not an issue, we are
capabl e of misevaluating both ourselves and other humans with respect to our character asends-in-
ourselves. Just aswe canfail to give ourselvesdue credit at thelevel of belief and of psychological
attitudes, and just assuch failuresareintrinsically defectivefor not achieving thegoal of conformity
towhat we are, we canfail to give what we arethe credit dueit from arational appetite and thusfail
to achieve the appetite'sintrinsic finaity.

Ethical theorieshaveto avoidthefollowing potential problem. Seekingabasic principlethat
can be used as an ethical standard, a theory abstracts a principle from some agreed upon ethical
examples. The theory then assumes it has the principle it needs only to find that applying the
principle to other cases produces unwanted results. |Isthere adanger of that happening as | extend
the analysis from fairness to other cases? There could be such a danger if this were a matter of
deriving consequencesfrom aprinciple. But | have put forward no such principle. In effect, | have
treated the principles, "Treat other humans equally,” and "Do not user other persons merely as
means,” not as foundations of ethical decisions but as something in need of foundation. That
foundation was located not in afurther principle but in afactual situation. The obligation to treat
equals equally is not derived from that situation but consists in that situation.*



Similarly, in the examples to follow, | will not be deriving ethical consequences from a
principle but will be pointing afactual situation likethat | pointed to in the case of fairness, namely,
adefect in placing evaluations on things, a defect measured not by a standard external to the act of
deciding but by a decision's intrinsic finality of treating things as if they exist the way they are
evaluated. If someone wishesto concede the occurrence of the defect but refusesto call it amoral
defect on the groundsthat it does not involve fairnessin the usual sense, | can only reply that we are
free to use words any way we want. However, the opponent will have to find something that the
moral obligation to be fair consists in other than the defect in question, since the defect occurs in
each of the cases.

Furthermore, since the defect is culpable, the guilty party deserves punishment as she does
for her other ethically defective decisions. A defective decision freely deprives us of an end called
for by our nature, since the defect consists in the decision's failure to achieve an end called for by
the nature of the rational appetite. An all-powerful being aware of such a culpable defect would
Himself make an intrinsically defective decision, if He did not alow usto suffer the consequences
of the defect in our evaluations. In fact, God would be unjust to us, Hiswill would be defective, if
having given us free choice, He did not alow us to suffer the deprivations that we freely choose,
along with any necessary consequences of those freely chosen deprivations.

For example, if aconditionfor achieving our ultimate end of knowing God isrectitude of will
toward ends that are less than our ultimate end, the absence of that rectitude would require God to
deprive usof our ultimate end. Why would rectitude toward lesser ends be necessary for achieving
our ultimate end? Achieving our ultimate requiresrectitude of will toward God, and afreely chosen
lack of rectitude toward alesser good can prevent usfrom having rectitude of will toward the source
and exemplar of the lesser good.

We have seen how lack of rectitude occursin the case of fairness toward our equals. The
guestion is how it could occur in other cases. | will now indicate how it occurs in the cases of
artificial contraception, drunkenness, and suicide. | discuss contraception in Section 6.1.
Drunkenness and suicide are discussed in Section 6.2.

6.1. Artificial Contraception

Appetites cause us to evaluate things as ends or means to ends. The will causes us to
evaluate things as ends and means according to our rational knowledge of what those things are.
When we choose to use our sexuality, we choose to use it as ameans to some end. But at times of
fertility, human sexuality is, by nature, ameansfor bringing into existence beingsthat are ends-in-
themselves. Human persons are ends-in-themselves and must be so evaluated by the rational
appetites of other persons.

To evaluate something as an end isto give it aplace in our system of values such that the
thing's value does not derivefrom itsrelation to some other value. Anend isan object of desirethat
is not desired for its relation to some other object of desire. For example, in willing that other
humans have an opportunity equal to oursto pursue goal sthat not both of uscan attain, wegivethem
aplacein our evaluationsthat does not derive from their relation to some other end we are seeking.
Sinceitsvaluefor arational appetiteisnot bestowed by its relation to anything el se, an end-in-itself
isan ethical absolute. Given something that is an end-in-itself, the rational appetite cannot fail to
be defective if it does not value the thing as an end.



Doesit follow that we have an obligation to make our goal the existence of al the ends-in-
themselves that our sexuality could produce? That is, doesit follow that we should all choose to
bring into existence the maximum number of children whose conceiving and rearing would be
compatible with other conditions without which we cannot conceive and rear (working to provide
for food, shelter, and clothing, getting enough sleep, etc.)? To put it another way, from the fact that
sexuality is a means to the existence of ethical absolutes, does it follow that we al have the
obligation not to be celibate?

No. Therational appetite's obligations are determined by our rational knowledge. Reason
knows the difference between the actual and the potential. It is one thing to know that another
human being exists. That knowledge imposes the obligation to will the this being actually have an
equal opportunity to pursue goals. It isanother thing to know that if a child is concelived, another
human being will exist. That knowledge imposes only the hypothetical obligation to will that, if a
child comes into existence, she be treated equally. For example, it imposes the obligation to will
that, if achild is conceived, she not be aborted.

The truth of "Another human being exists" is categorical; its truth is caused by the actual
existence of the being, an existencethat isindependent of our knowledge of it. That same existence
causes the being to have an actua right to equal treatment from us. That is, the finality of the
rational appetite obligesthe appetite actually to will the thing's equal treatment. On the other hand,
thetruth of an essential predication like "If abeing hasarational appetite, it has freedom of choice’
is hypothetical; its truth is not caused by the actual existence of anything. Still, itstruth is caused
by something independent of the cognition by which we know the truth, namely, the nature of the
rational appetite. For therational appetiteisnot caused to bewhat it is by this cognition of it. And
the connection between the nature of the rational appetite and freedom depnds on the rationa
appetite's being what it is; it does not depend on our awareness that the rational appetite is what it
iSor our awareness that the rational appetite's nature gives it freedom.

But the nature that causesthe truth of such a statement may have no actua existence outside
of our cognition. That iswhy thetruthishypothetical. The nature must actually exist in knowledge
inorder to beknown. But what isnecessary for knowledge of the statement'struth isonething; what
causes the statement to be trueis another. The nature is not a cognition-independent cause of truth
insofar as it exists in cognition but insofar as it is capacity for being more than a term of this
knowledge relation, specifically, a capacity for having an existence that is not constituted by our
cognition of it. For the hypothesisin atruth like "If a being has arational appetite, it has freedom
of choice " is an hypothesis about the cognition-independent existence of beings with rational
appetites.

A nature can cause an obligation for a rational appetite only in the way it causes the truths
that reason knows. If a nature actually exists, it can cause a categorical obligation. If a nature's
capacity of cognition-independent existence is unfulfilled, any obligation associated with it isonly
hypothetical, just asthe nature'sexistenceisonly potential. Theobject of reasonisbeing, actual and
potential. Therational appetite'sfinality isto value the objects of rational knowledge as known by
reason. And reason knows the difference between the actual and the potential.  To call such
obligation hypothetical can be misleading. The obligation



is not hypothetical in the sense in which teleological ethics is sometimes accused of making
obligation hypothetical. That is, ameanscan be obligatory on the hypothesisthat you wish to obtain
the end that only this means can bring about; but there would be no way to make the end itself
obligatory except in terms of the hypothesis of afurther end which itself is nonobligatory. In fact,
however, all obligation consists in the fulfillment of the rational appetite's intrinsic relation to the
end of valuing things according to reason's knowledge. Assuch, no obligationishypothetical. The
choice of another end for the rational appetite could not escape this obligation, since the choice
would be an act of the rational appetite. But the knowledge which nonhypothetically governs the
will's decisions may be the knowledge of a hypothetical truth. The nonhypothetical obligation
corresponding to such atruth would not be the obligation to will the actual existence of anything but
the obligation to will that some state of affairs obtain if the hypothesis of the truth is fulfilled.

The fact that human sexuality is, at times of fertility, a means to the existence of an ethical
absolute, therefore, does not impose the obligation to make that existence actual by using our
sexuality. Does the fact that human sexuality is a means to an ethical absolute impose any other
obligation on the rational appetite? Human sexuality is a means to other potential ends besides
persons, for example, pleasure. Could one ethically decide to frustrate sexuality's function of
producing absolute ethical values in order to use it solely for another value like pleasure? If we
employ contraceptives, we are not eval uating sexuality asameansto an end-in-itself. The placeit
hasin our system of valuesisthat of ameansto some end |less than an ethical absolute, sincewe are
precisely choosing to prevent the coming into existence of an ethical absolute while using our
sexuality. Asaresult, my evaluation of my sexuality asameansto ends, my placing of sexuality in
my system of values, isdefective. | am evaluating my sexuality to be other thaniit is by reducing it
to being less than a means to an end-in-itself.

How does an unconscious fact about sexuality's orientation to the production of human
beingsimply moral obligation? That unconscious orientation becomes conscious at thelevel of the
rational appetite which makesthe action of the sex faculty itsown. That consciousnessrequiresme
to take astand at the level of the rational appetite regarding the value sexuality asameansto ends.
| am evaluating my sexuality asif it were amere meansto to thingsthat are not ends-in-themselves,
sincethat ishow | am consciously using my sexuality. In so doing, | am evaluating my sexuality to
be other than it is as a means to ends that have an absolute value by the standard of the rational
appetite'sintrinsic finality.

My obligation not to interferewith thisgoal of the sex act isnot one of justiceto the potential
child. 1 owe no debt of justice to a being that may never exist; otherwise, the obligation would be
to bring the new human into existence. Wewould be obliged to perform the sex act. Theobligation
not to interfere with the coming into existence of anew human being only occursif I am performing
asex act. For itisonly then that preventing conception requiresthat | treat the sex act asif it were
not ordered to the existence of something that is an end-in-itself. In other words, the merely
potential nature of the end-in-itself to which sexuality is ordered imposes only a hypothetical
obligation toward the use of sex for that purpose. If we use sex, the decision to interfere with the
production of apersonis defective asan act of therational appetite. In making choices, therational



appetite's nature requiresit to evaluate things asendsand meansto ends. | am not obligated to make
the future existence of a human an end | pursue. But when | undertake an action, | cannot avoid
evaluating the action as ameansto ends. Hence, the problem of whether sexuality is evaluated as
ameans to ends-in-themsel ves does not arise until the rational appetite chooses a sex act and must
evaluate the act as a means to rationally understood ends. If | employ contraceptives, | am not
evaluating the act as ameansto an end of unconditional ethical value.

The difference between someone who prevents the existence of aperson by abstaining from
sex and someone who prevents it by using contraception is that the abstainer does not evaluate her
sexuality to belessthan ameansto athing that isan end-in-itself for therational appetite. If | refrain
from sex in order not to have children, the place sexuality hasin my evaluations need not be that of
ameansto endsthat areless than ethical absolutes. Infact, | sacrifice the other ends| would attain
through the sex act rather than treat sex asif it were not naturally oriented to agoal that isan end-in-
itself and an absolute ethical value.

Thisway of distinguishing those who prevent conception by refraining from sex from those
who do so by other means is an important difference between the present analysis of the evil of
contraception and other analyses. Other analyses make it difficult to see why, if you can chooseto
abstain for the purpose of contraception, you cannot achieve the same purpose in other ways. For
example, whereit isrecognized that contraception denies the other person her fertility and yours, it
needsto be made clear why couples cannot mutually agreeto deny each other their fertility. Mutual
agreement appears to make the arrangement fair and, therefore, ethicaly valid; one party is not
asking the other to give up something sheisnot willing to give up herself. And if we can mutually
agreeto deny each other our sexuality by abstaining, why can't we mutually agreeto deny each other
our fertility? Because doing so violates the will's finality by evaluating sexuality to be other than
what it is as ameans to an end of absolute value for the will.

The fact that the absolute value is only potential does not preclude obligation; it merely
renders the obligation hypothetical: if you use your sexuality, do not interfere with its production
of an end-in-itself. For the existence of our sexuality is not potential; it is actual. Hence, the
existence of sexuality's orientation to a potential thing that would be an end-in-itself is actual, not
potential. That orientation is nothing other than sexuality's nature, what sexuality is, since the
orientation of any causeto itseffectsis, ultimately, identical with what exists when the cause exists.

Therefore, in evaluating sexuality to be less than a meansto an end-in-itself, | am treating
some actually existing ends-in-themselves unjustly, namely, myself and my sex partner. | am
evaluating our nature as sexual beingsto belessthan what it is asameans to something of absolute
value for the rational appetite; | am not giving our sexual nature the placein my evaluationsthat is
due it from the point of view of the rational appetite'sintrinsic finality. Asaresult, my decisionis
defectivewithrespect to giving actually existing persons, ends-in-themselves, what isduethemfrom
arationa appetite. To misevaluate our sexuality isto misevaluate ourselves.

In Section 4.4.3, | pointed out that, from the perspective of God'sjustice, our intentions are
more important than the carrying out of our



intentions. The first good due things from the rational appetite is their proper place in the
evaluations of the rational appetite. If we do not give thingsthe place due them in our evaluations,
an injustice has been done even if we do nothing else. Therefore, if we freely choose to treat
ourselves aslessthan what we are, if we choose not to give our nature the evaluation dueif from an
appetite oriented to making things ends and means according to reason's knowledge of what the
evaluated things are, God would make an intrinsically defective decision if He did not alow usto
be deprived of our true endsin proportion to our culpable failure to give oursel ves as sexua beings
the place we are due in our own evaluations. God would be unjust to usif He did not give us what
we choose along with any necessary consequences of that choice.

In other words, the decision for contraception would deserve divine punishment in the same
way that adecision to deny another person equal opportunity to pursuetheir endswould deserveit.
Punishment for contraception would not restore equality between persons. But from God's
perspective, that is, inreality, it isdisordered willing that is constitutive of moral evil and deserves
punishment. A decision for contraception isjust as much disordered asthe intention to treat others
is, even when we cannot carry out theintention. In neither caseisan end-in-itself actually deprived
of an equal opportunity to pursue goals. But in each case, our willing is disordered with respect to
giving an end-in-itself the place its nature is due in our evaluations.

Another implication of the evil of contraception needs to be pointed out. A decision for
contraception isintrinsically defective because it misevaluates sexuality aslessthan ameansto an
ethical absolute. But such a misevaluation could occur in two ways. One way would be through
ignorance of the fact that children are produced by sex acts. That source of the misevaluation is
excluded inthe present case. For onething, the situation under discussion isthat of taking measures
to prevent conception; so knowledge of what sex can produce is assumed. More fundamentally,
incul pableignorance would excuse from moral obligation, because obligation concerns evaluating
things as they are known by reason. When we are analyzing the finality of the rational appetite,
rational knowledge must be presumed.

But if thefact that human beings are produced by sex isknown, the only way to eval uate sex
as less than ameansto ethical absolutes is to evaluate the existence of a human being as less than
the existenceof an ethical absolute, an end-in-itself. When we use contraception, we aretreating sex
asif it were not by nature an orientation to the production of something of absolute ethical value,
which is the same as treating the results to which sex is oriented as not being of absolute ethical
value. Therationa appetite is always engaged in directing the activity of other faculties. How the
rational appetite evaluates afaculty with respect to being a means to ends implies an evaluation of
the products of thefaculty. For endsand means are correl ative as objects of rational consciousness,
my conscious evauation of means as such implies an evauation of its results as ends. Hence, the
way | evaluate my sexuality requires an evaluation of the resultsto which my sexuality is oriented.
If | so evaluate my sexuality that | can useit for one result while preventing another, | am evaluating
the prevented result as something other than an end-in-itself. If | pick and choose between the ends
of an action, | am not evaluating those ends as absolutes.  In using contraception, | knowingly
make an act oriented to an



end-in-itself defectivewith respect to the production of an end-in-itself; thereforemy decisionisalso
defective with respect to the rational evaluation of an end-in-itself assuch. Again, the status of the
child as potential makes any obligation hypothetical. The only actual beings to whom | have an
obligation are my sex partner and myself. But in misevaluating our sexuality as less than a means
to an ethical absolute, the existence of a child has already been misevaluated as less than the
existence of an ethical absolute. Therefore, the miseval uation of the ethical value of children begins
beforeabortion; it beginsin contraception. Not that those who decidefor contraceptionarelogically
committed to decide for abortion. Logic is the domain of necessity; decisions are the domain of
freedom. But the misevaluation of our sexuality doeslogically imply amisevaluation of itsresults.

Hence there is nothing inconsistent with taking the next step and deciding for abortion when
contraception fails.

Note that this analysis of contraception does not obligate us to refrain from sex at times of
infertility. Thefact that sexuality isameansto the existence of an end-in-itself doesnot evenrequire
usto have procreation asour primary psychological purpose. Aslong aswe do not use sex withthe
intention of preventing the production of a child by an act that could otherwise produce it, we are
not giving ameansto the existence of children aplacein our valuesthat deniesit the place of being
ameansto the existence of children, since we are not deliberately interfering with the production of
a child when that production could occur. Therefore, our evaluation is not defective for lack of
identity between what sex isasameansto endsinreality and in our evaluations. Therelation of sex
to childrenisnot an ethical absolute in the sense that we must only use sex for that purpose. Rather,
that to which sex is related, when it is able to produce children, is something of absolute ethical
value. Therefore, we are obliged not to frustrate that purpose when it could be achieved; for we
would be giving sex aplace in our values that would deny it the place, in redlity, of being a means
to ends-in-themselves.

It is also important to make clear that this analysis does not locate the mora evil of
contraception in the frustration of the primary natural end of afaculty. We have many faculties
whose primary function can be frustrated morally. The frustration becomes morally evil when the
natural end of thefaculty issomething of absolute ethical value; for thelocation of moral evil assuch
isin the act the rational appetite, not the act of another faculty directed by the rational appetite.
Moral evil isprivation with respect to thewill'sintrinsic finality. The privation of another faculty's
end can have moral significance only to the extent that it impliesaprivation in the will with respect
to the will's own end. There is a perverted faculty in moral evil, but that faculty is the rational
appetiteitself. Inunfair behavior, the perversion consistsin evaluating other personsasif they were
not ends-in-themselves. In contraception, the perversion consistsin evaluating the sexual being of
ends-in-themselves asif it was not naturally a means to the existence of an end-in-itself, that is, as
if its natural end was not something of infinite value. Opennessto the production of personsis not
obligatory by virtue of being the faculty's natural end. Rather, openness to this natural end is
obligatory by virtue of the end's being the production of persons. Otherwise, the fact that a means
is related to a particular end would have more moral significance than the fact that the end is
something of infinite value. For instance, the fact that our olfactory faculties have



smell for their end would be moreimportant for ethics than the fact that the end of our reproductive
facultiesis the existence of an infinitely valuable being.

Although the preceding argument does not depend on whether procreationisthe primary end
of sexuality, the fact is that procreation is sexuality's primary end; and that fact has ethical
significance, at least for those who know that God exists. Even when conception cannot occur,
sexuality iswhat it is primarily in order that conception can result at other times. Just as a person
isstill aperson when sheis sleeping or drugged, sexuality is always something that exists so that it
can sometimes produce children. That is, just asapersonisawayswhat sheisprimarily so that she
can do the things she does when sheis awake, so also sexuality iswhat it is primarily for the times
when it can produce children.

To ask what isthe primary end isto ask what isthe most important end. The most important
end sexuality accomplishes, themost important thing it contributesto us, isour existence. Sexuality
contributes many other thingsto us but none of themisor can be asimportant asour existence, since
without existence, nothing else is possible. That everything else sexuality can accomplish
presupposes existence seems too obviousto say. Y et that fact isimplicitly, though unintentionally,
denied by those who deny that procreation has primacy among the ends of sexuality. For thosewho
know that God exists, the primacy of existence means that procreation is the primary reason
sexuality iswhat it iseven at those timeswhen procreation cannot result from the sex act. God made
sexuality what it is primarily so that it can sometimes produce human beings. If not, then God is
ignorant of thefact that existenceismoreimportant than any of the other things sexuality contributes
tous. Since God designed sexuality to bring human beingsinto existence and since He knows that
nothing el se sexuality accomplishes can be asimportant as exisence, He designed sexuality for the
primary purpose of bringing usinto existence. Likewise, our faculties of nutrition arewhat they are
primarily for the sake of maintaining usin existence, even though we can use them to draw pleasure
from substances with no nutritional value.

(* But the existence nutrition maintains is the existence of an end-in-itself. Does that fact
obligeusnot tointerferewith the primary end of nutrition by ingesting something without nutritional
value? Not unless ingesting the substance would harm us in some way. For unless the substance
would harmus, itslack of nutritional valuewould no more oblige usnot to ingest it then thefact that
conception cannot now occur would oblige us not to engagein sex. And if ingesting the substance
did harm us, the moral evil would not consist in misevaluating the nutritional faculty asameansto
a potentialy achieved end. The mora evil would consist in depriving already existing ends-in-
themselves, namely, ourselves, of conditions necessary for our pursuit of goals, including goalslike
gustatory pleasure. (See Sections4.4.1and 5.3.) If our continued existence imposes an obligation,
the reason is not the nature of the nutritional faculty as oriented to that end but the fact that what
already exists is an end-in-itself. (See Section 6.2.2.) If it were not already an end-in-itself, the
nutritional faculty would not be maintaining the existence of an end-in-itself.)

The fact that God made sex what it is primarily to bring children into existence has ethical
implications even at times of infertility. Since human sexuality iswhat it is primarily in order to
produce ends-in-themselves, the marital relation exists because we have faculties whose primary
purposeis



procreation. The basis of the marital relation, our sexuality, iswhat it is primarily to be ameansto
the existence of ethical absolutes. Even when that purpose cannot be achieved, ethical meaning of
the marital relation is the use of faculties that exist primarily to sometimes produce beings of
unconditional ethical value. Therefore, the sexual union should take place through genital faculties
even when conception is not possible. If the sexual union does not take place through organs that
arewhat they are for the sake of procreation, couples are evaluating their sexuality to be something
other than it is; for they are treating it asif it is not always what it is for the sake of procreation.
They areevaluating their sexuality asif it were not alwayswhat it is primarily to produce, fromtime
totime, thingsof unconditional ethical value. If couplesdo not usetheir sexuality in waysconsistent
with that purpose, the place sexuality hasin their valuesisinconsi stent with what sexuality is. When
sexual union does not take place through genital organs, sexuality is not evaluated as always being
what it is primarily for procreation. But if we are to make things ends and means according to our
knowledge of what they are, our evaluation of sexuality must never deny its being what it isfor the
sake of procreation.
6.2. More Ethica Vaues Other than to Fairness

Two more examples outside of the domain of fairnesswill illustrate how far the analysis of

obligation by the intrinsic finality of the rational appetite extends.
6.2.1. Drunkenness

Ordinarily, drunkenness and other drug-induced states contain athreat of unfairness, since
our behavior can affect othersat any moment. But consider the person shipwrecked and isolated on
aremote island. The possibility of unfairness to another is nil, but her decision to get drunk is not
ethically neutral.

The difference between drug-induced states like drunkenness, on the one hand, and drug-
induced unconsciousness, on the other, is that while drunk we continue to perform activities that
would otherwise be under the control of reason and the rational appetite. Drunkeness, however,
impedes reason and weakens our ability to direct these activities by decisions based on rational
knowledge. Either we cannot make decisions based on rational knowledge, sincerational judgment
islacking; or we can make rational decisions but cannot carry them out, since the rational appetite's
control over other facultiesisimpaired. On either analysis, the decision to get drunk is defective by
the standard of thewill'sintrinsic finality. Inthefirst case, our decision would beto enter in astate
in which wewould make decisions but would not make them according to our rational knowledge.
But the nature of the will is to make decisions according to rational knowledge. Therefore, the
decision would seek an end contrary to the end of the faculty that produced the decision. The
decision would evaluate the will to be something whose finality was other than it is, since the
decision would be opting for future decisions contrary to that finality.

In the second case, the decision is to deprive ourselves of conditions necessary to carry out
aset of futuredecisions. But to will that we not be able to carry out our decisionsisto will that the
finality of the rational appetite not be achieved. The ends selected by the rational appetite are
selected as ends whose achievement is to be pursued; otherwise our decisions are merely wishes.
Where conditions beyond our control prevent the pursuit of



an end, awish can be away of selecting an end. But an endisnot truly our end if wefail to pursue
it when ethical means of doing so areavailable. A decision to pursue an end includesin itsfinality
the carrying out of the decision; that is, the carrying out of the decision isaimed at in deciding to
pursue an end. For the intention of actually attaining an end is an integral part of the decision for
an end.

The production of adecision isnot the ultimate goal aimed at by any appetite. Thedecision
ismerely anecessary step toward the goal, since the goal doesnot yet exist. Here, however, we are
choosing conditions that prevent the carrying out of decisions and therefore choosing not to fulfill
thefinality of the rational appetite. A decision that the goal of the appetite producing the decision
not be achieved would be defectivefor any appetite. Itisespecially defectivefor an appetitethat has
the finality of evaluating things, including itself, according to rational knowledge of what they are.
On either analysis, then, in choosing drunkenness, we would be valuing some state such as pleasure
or forgetfulness of our troubles more highly than the state of being able to accomplish theintrinsic
finality of the rational appetite.

Another way to put it isthat, in deciding to get drunk, asin deciding for contraception, we
are unjustly evaluating an end-in-itself; we are evaluating ourselves to be less than what we are as
ends-in-ourselves. Infact, weareevaluating ourselvesinthe sameway that we eval uate otherswhen
their valuefor usis not that of beings whose action is directed to endsthey set for themselves. The
place our orientation to ends, while drunk, would have in the evaluations we make in choosing to
get drunk would be the place of an orientation to ends not determined by the being that has those
orientations; that being will be directed to ends unconscious nature sets for her, either because she
will not have free choice or will not have free control over her behavior. For the sake of agoal like
pleasure, wewould sacrifice our ability, whiledrunk, to pursuefreely chosengoals. Andthat iswhat
we do when we treat another person unfairly: deny them the opportunity to pursue afreely chosen
goal for the sake of some goal we have chosen. And just as unfairnessto othersis defective for not
valuing them as ends-in-themselves, so the decision to get drunk is defective for not valuing
ourselves as ends-in-ourselves. In one case, we use others as means to some goal of ours without
allowing them to pursue their goals; in the other case, we use our faculties as meansto agoal that
will prevent us from having free control over the pursuit of other goals.

Thegoas| choosefor myself do not haveto be ends-in-themselvesin the sense of thingsthe
rational appetite is obliged by its intrinsic finality to will as ends. For example, pleasure can be
chosen asan end, rather than asameans, but itsvalue derivesfromitsrelation to faculties other than
the rational appetite. The fact that a being with a rational appetite also has faculties oriented to
pleasure does not make pleasure something therational appetiteisobligated to valueasan end, since
the rational appetite could choose to forgo pleasure without violation of its own intrinsic finality.
The value of pleasure derives fromitsrelation to faculties of desire other than the rational appetite
assuch. Therefore, that natures of neither pleasure nor the will make pleasure an end-in-itself for
the will, even though we can choose pleasure as an end.

Althoughthe natureof therational appetiteallowsit to chooseendsthat arelessthan ends-in-
themselves, such a choice acquires ethical



implications in circumstances where the finality of the rational appetite would be at stake, for
example, when choosing comfort would require usto violate someone'srights. And the finality of
therational appetiteisat stakein achoice, like the choice of drunkenness, which would require the
rational appetite to evaluate pleasure more highly than the ability to have free control over our
behavior.

6.2.2. Suicide

A final example of obligation that does not involve unequal treatment of other persons. Our
ethical status as ends-in-ourselves derives from our power of choosing our own ends. Does that
status give ustheright to choose suicide? For instance, as the determiner of my own goals, should
| not have the right to choose physical comfort as an end and therefore to die rather than face alife
of pan?

No, because this choice of an otherwise ethical end would here violate the finality of the
rational appetite. By choosing death over pain, we would be putting the existence of a being
experiencing comfort higher in the evaluations of the rational appetite than the existence of an end-
in-itself, ahuman being. We would be evaluating the existence of a being without pain as higher,
for the rational appetite, than the existence of a being capable of selecting the ends of her own
existence. Inother words, wewould betreating the existence of an end-in-itself asif it wereameans
to the existence of a being without pain, so that if the goal of eliminating pain cannot be achieved,
the means to that end can be dispensed with.

But our status as ends-in-themselves derives from our freedom of choice. Therefore, this
criticism of suicide seemsto makefreedom of choice alone an end-in-itself, sinceweare sacrificing
comfort for the sake of preserving a being with freedom of choice. And it seems that (self-
referentially inconsistently) we are preserving our ability to choose ends at the price of not allowing
ourselves to choose comfort as an end.

However, the end-in-itself is not freedom of choice; it is the entity who has freedom of
choice. Thefact that athing's nature givesit freedom of choice makes the thing an end-in-itself for
an appetite that eval uates according to reason’s knowledge of what things are. Reason knows that
free choice is subordinated to the being who has free choice as that which exists secondarily is
subordinated to that which exists primarily, astheinstrumental causeis subordinated to the principal
cause, and as the means is subordinated to the being whose end the means procures. For our
underlying nature produces freedom of choice as a means to the ends it, our nature, gives us.

But what natural end do we accomplish by choosing to remain alive through debilitating
pain? At least the end of evaluating things according to reason's knowledge of what they are, inthis
case, the knowledge that a human being is an end-in-itself. Is this reasoning circular since the
knowledgethat we are ends-in-ourselvesis, ultimately, the knowledge that we have an appetite with
the finality of evaluating things according to reason's knowledge of what they are? No, because to
take one'slifeto avoid pain would be to eval uate the existence of a human being aslessthan that of
an end-in-itself, since we would be sacrificing human life for something that isless than an end-in-
itself. Therationa appetite's evaluation of things as ends or means must extend to an evaluation of
itself and of the being that possesses it; otherwise, the rational appetite would not be a faculty of
evaluating things according to reason's knowledge of them.



For the rational appetite, the existence of a being capable of evaluating things according to
reason's knowledge of them must have a higher value than the existence of a being with comfort.
If not, thereisno ethical obligationat all. If | can evaluate my own being asameansto the existence
of comfort, why can | not evaluate the existence of another free being as a means to the existence
of comfort and so prevent her from pursuing her ends in order to achieve my own comfort? The
reply will be that the crucial question iswhose comfort is at stake. Asafree being, she can choose
comfort asher end, and | do not havetheright to interferewith her choice. Thetruecrucial question,
however, iswhy | do not have that right; why do | oweit to her to alow her to pursue her goals? In
other words, what is the nature of obligation; on what is it founded?

If we can evaluate ourselves as means to the existence of comfort, or anything else we may
choose, without violating thewill'sfinality, then free choiceisan end-in-itself, not the being that has
free choice. The free choice of an end is the ultimate measure of the value possessed by anything
other than the end, since there is no finality pre-existing the choice of an end by which the value of
the choice would be measured. Free choices would not exist to fulfill the finality of the appetite
producing them and, ultimately, of the entity that produced the appetite. In particular, free choices
would not havethefinality of valuing thingsaccordingto reason'sknowledge. Inother words, if my
evaluation of another person (or myself) stops at the behavior of making achoice, like the choice of
comfort, and does not go on to value the entity making the choice as an end-in-itself, | am not
evaluating according to reason's knowledge of the existence of choices, dispositionsto choice, and
beings whose natures give them orientations to ends to be achieved through making choices. | am
not evaluating according to what | know these things to be. But if my choices do not have the
finality to value things according to reasons knowledge of what they are, why am | obligated to treat
the other person asif her choices were ends-in-themselves? The value that everything else hasfor
me would derive from my choice of ends, not from my rational knowledge of what sheisasabeing
whose nature gives her freedom of choice.

In short, it is the objection, not my explanation of the evil of suicide, that would make free
choicean end-in-itself. Andin so doing, the objection would eliminate all obligation, including the
supposed obligation to valuefree choiceasan end-in-itself. Thesameargument, by theway, applies
to those who would justify infanticide at any time before the child devel opsthe proximate ability to
make free choices. Isit the proximate ability to make decisions that bestows value on a child? If
so, we must ask "Value for what, by what standard?' The answer must be, "Value relative to the
arbitrary decision of another freedom to bestow a value on the child's freedom, even though the
opposite decision would not be defective by any intrinsic standard.” The answer cannot be, "Value
for an appetite whose finality is to make things ends and means according to reason's knowledge of
what they are." For the value of free choice is no longer that of a means by which the underlying
entity achievesthe endsinscribed inits nature; itsvalueis not that of aninstrumental causerelative
to a principal cause, nor is the being which exists primarily and which causes that which exists
secondarily of more value than that which exists secondarily. But in all these ways, reason knows
theexistenceof theunderlying entity hasprimacy, ontologica and causal primacy, over theexistence
of the proximate ability for choice. Inse



particular, reason knows that the existence of faculties fulfills orientations found in the underlying
entity and that, therefore, faculties exist as means to the achievement of the ultimate fulfillment of
the entity's orientations. (This is not an anthropomorphic importation of conscious finality into
nature but an ontol ogical analysis of the requirementsfor behavior to be caused. Consciousfinality
isjust aparticular instance of the universal requirement for effectsto be produced by causes disposed
toproducethoseeffects.) If suicideand abortion aremade permissabl e, respectively, by the presence
and absence of free choice, everything is permissable; there is no ethica obligation.

Toreturnto suicide. For those who do not know the existence of God and the afterlife, the
fact of being ends-in-ourselves may be small consolation for alife of pain. But we are stuck with
that fact and its ethical implications, just aswe are stuck with the rational appetite. And if that fact
may not motivate some secul ar individual sto continuelife, it should motivate even asecul ar society
to prohibit euthanasia for the sake of preserving the foundation of public morality, namely, the
societal commitment to the ethical value of human life.

On the other hand, those who do not know that God exists can still understand the nature of
ethical obligation ashereexplained, sincethisexplanation doesnot presupposetheexistenceof God.
And even though a child mature enough to know that the choice to be unfair is defective probably
also hasanimplicit awarenessthat contingent thingsrequire an uncaused cause, that awareness need
not be directly involved in her grasp of the obligation to befair. If an atheist can understand ethical
obligation, however, why could she not be happy choosing life over comfort asaresult of knowing
that shewasgiving her lifethe value dueit because of what it is? Conversely, why would the choice
of comfort over life not make her unhappy as a result of knowing that the choice was unworthy of
abeing who makes decisionsbased on rational knowledge of what thingsare? Also, why should she
not be happy knowing that she was helping other end-in-themselves by reinforcing society's
commitment to the value of human life, since she would know that by choosing death she would
contribute to the weakening of that commitment and thus violate the rights of other ends-in-
themselves.

But even if understanding the ethical value of human life were not sufficient to motivate the
atheist to choose life over comfort, this explanation of obligation, in general, and of the obligation
not to commit suicide, in particular, would stand. The argument to the contrary isthat the analysis
of obligation in terms of the rational appetite cannot answer the question "Why be moral?' Since
knowledge of the ethical value of life would not motivate her, making the moral choice would not
make her happy; happinessiswhat resultsfrom the accomplishment of that which motivatesus. "To
be happy," therefore, would be an insufficient answer to "Why be moral ?' for an atheist faced with
alife of pain.

The objection failson two counts. First, the nature of obligation does not consist in the fact
that something will or will not make us happy. If it were possible for us to be truly happy while
knowingly doing the unethical thing, it would remain the case that our action would beintrinsically
defective and would deserve to be so judged by ourselves and others. Second, the nature of
obligation isto evaluate according to reason’'s knowledge of what thingsare. Therefore, tojudgethe
consequences of obligation'sbeing what it is, we must assume that a person has accurate knowledge
of whatever is



relevant to aparticular decision. From the fact that an understanding of obligation does not require
knowledge of the existence of God and the afterlife, it does not follow that such knowledge is
irrelevant to all questionsthat can be asked about obligation. The hypothesisof the present example
is that the person is ignorant (inculpably, let us say) of the existence of God and of the afterlife.
Hence, while we are assuming that she understands the nature of ethical obligation, we are not
assuming that sheisfully aware of what is at stake in the decision to commit suicide. For aperson
aware of the nature of obligation and also of the existence of ajust God and an afterlife, "To be
happy" would be a sufficient reason for not commiting suicide. Likewise, a person can understand
the nature of obligation without knowing anything about the destructiveness of atomic bombs or
arsenic. Such aperson could be happy with certain decisions made in ignorance of those facts, but
she could not be truly happy with same decisions made in full knowledge.

Since |l can ethically desire agoal that is less than an end-in-itself, however, | can wish for
death to occur by ethical means. Thatis, | canwish for death to occur while at the sametimewilling
that life continue until terminated by means out of the rational appetite's control. Wishing we were
dead for the sake of agoal lessthan an end-in-itself is not the same as so evaluating human life that
wewill human lifeto be sacrificed, or evento beeligible for sacrifice, for the sake of that goal. For
example, wishing we were dead to avoid pain does not require us to evaluate being comfortable as
on apar with being an end-in-oneself, since it does not require usto will that our life asfree beings
be sacrificed for the sake of comfort. Rather, in choosing to remain alive, in spite of our wish for
death, we are sacrificing other ends -- as does the person who prevents conception by sexual
abstinence -- for the sake of our existence as ends-in-ourselves.

Somegoalsfor therational appetite areworth the sacrifice of life. For example, if | sacrifice
my lifeto savethelife of another person in circumstanceswhen both lives cannot be saved, my goal
is, unlike comfort, the existence of an end-in-itself. Nor am | evaluating myself to be less than the
other person as afree pursuer of goals, since | am pursuing my own freely chosen goal, not death,
but the life of an end-in-itself. But not all methods of sacrificial death are worthy of the rational
appetite. Specificaly, | do not have theright to be my own executioner, as opposed, say, to risking
my life for another person or accepting death from athird party in another's stead. In the situation
of risk or acceptance, | am not the principal agent of the destruction of an end-in-itself; I am not the
principal cause of the eventsthat will lead to the death of aninnocent human. To knowingly besuch
acauseisto evaluate oneself as a meansto the destruction of an end-in-itself. When we know that
such acause exists and that we cannot ethically stop it, allowing it to take our lifeinstead of another
person's lifeis not to evaluate ourselves as ameans for the death of an end-in-itself; that is not the
place we are giving ourselvesin our evaluations. Rather, we are evaluating ourselves as means to
the existence of an end-in-itself, something we cannot consistently do if wetake our own lifeto save
another's. Therational appetite evaluates things according to reason's knowledge of what they are.
Reason knows the difference between being the principal cause of one's own death and accepting
or risking death when other causes have made the death of a human ethically unavoidable.



Af t erword

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

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

1. Where These | deas Cone From

The preceding analysis of obligation came out of reflections on
two of Jacques Maritain's neglected insights (did he have any ot her
kind?). The first was his reconciliation of ethical teleology and
deont ol ogy in Neuf |l econs. He showed that the ethical value of an
act consisted inits intrinsic perfection, but he al so showed t hat
the intrinsic perfection of an act did not exclude its being an end
for an agent. Val ue concerns the order of specification or fornmal
causality; finality concerns the order of exercise or an efficient
cause's orientation to posit the act. Rather than bei ng excl usive
of one another, both orders are required in any action. As
Aristotle said, the formal and final causes are one; whatever is a
formal cause is also a final cause, and vice versa.

The dissolving of the tel eol ogy/ deontol ogy dil emma gave nme hope
for dissolving other dilenmas. And together with another of
Maritain's contributions, his way of dissolving that dil ema turned
out to also be the key to the is/ought, fact/value, "naturalistic
fallacy"” problem

That other insight was his explanation of Aquinas's theory of
truth by nmeans of the distinction between things as things and
things as objects of cognition. Aqui nas had seen that truth
required a real identity of things that had been made logically
di stinct by neans of diverse cognitions. Maritain expressed this
in terms of the real identity and logical distinction between
t hi ngs as obj ects of know edge and t hi ngs as extraobj ective things.
When there is truth there is strict identity between that which is
an obj ect of concept and what sonme extraobjective thing is, but the
same extraobjective thing can be conceptually objectified in many
| ogically distinct ways.

In reality, Maritain's theory was sinply a necessary conseguence
of Aquinas's doctrine that truth is a transcendental property of
being, and that fact is what made Maritain's theory of truth
significant for ethics. The doctrine of the transcendental s states
that true adds to being only a being of reaon, the relation being-
known. That is why there is strict identity between what is true
and what exists: the distinction between what-is-known (Maritain's
obj ect) and what exists cannot be a real one since the relation
bei ng- known, as a being of reason, adds nothing real to that which
exi sts.

The inplication for ethics cones fromthe fact that the good is




al so a transcendental that adds nothing to being but a being of
reason, the relation being-desired. Just as being becones
denomi nated "true" by a relation to intellect, being becones
denom nated "good" by a relation to appetite. Were Maritain uses
the word "object” to describe what is a term of a relation of
cognition, we can use the term"value" to describe what is a term
of a relation of appetition. That is, just as a thing becones
denom nated an "object” by being known, it beconmes denom nated a
"val ue" by being desired. But in each case, that which is so
denom nated is the thing itself in its own



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

By inference, then, there should be an identity between the term
of arelation of desire and what exists just as there is identity
bet ween between a the term of a cognitional relation and what
exi sts. And just as failure of identity between a cognitiona
obj ect and what exists constitutes fal sehood, a failure of identity
bet ween an obj ect of desire and what exists should constitute evil.

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

O course, transcendental goodness is not noral goodness. But
nmoral goodness is a species (or analogate) of transcendental
goodness, so what is true of transcendental goodness in genera
must be true of noral goodness in its own way.

For sone it will (unfortunately) be inportant to point out that
one does not have to use Maritain to conclude that there should be
a parallel between defective desire and defective belief on
Aqui nas' s principles. Aqui nas has the doctrine of a |ogical
distinction and real identity in truth, as well as the doctrine
that both the true and the good are only logically distinct from
bei ng, because they only add beings of reason to it. Hence, there
shoul d be a parallel between the case where that which is believed
is not genuinely true, for lack of identity with what exists, and

the case where that which is desired is not genuinely good. In
other words, there should be a parallel between a defective
cognitional act and a defective appetitive act: both shoul d be

rendered defective by lack of identty between that of which the
relations of reason bei ng-known and bei ng-desired are predicated
and that which really exists.

How could this parallelismoccur? How can there be identity or
| ack of identity between the termof a relation of desire and what
exists as there is between that between the term of a cognitional
relation and what exists? Maritain's insight into the
t el eol ogy/ deont ol ogy probl emprovides a clue to this question. The
transcendental good concerns being as termof a desire, an act of
an appetite. Therefore the parallel with the true and the fal se
concerned an act of an appetite, in particular, the will, not the



act of any faculty directed by the will. The reconciliation of
deont ol ogy and tel eol ogy depends on the fact that the final cause
and the formal cause are the same cause | ooked at from different
poi nts of view Deontology is correct in thinking that the ethical
val ue of an act nust be found in its intrinsic perfection (fornmal
causality), but for any agent, the intrinsic perfection of



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

I n considering acts of the rational appetite, however, whose fi nal
and formal cause is in question, those of the will's act or those
of another faculty directed by the will? Since the transcendent al
good concerns being as termof a relation of desire, the act in
guestion is the appetite's act, and the finality in terns of which
t he success of failure of the act is nmeasured nust be the finality

of the appetite itself. The finality of other faculties mnmust be
relevant only to the extent that those finalities relate to the
will's finality. If not, the final cause and the fornal cause
giving noral value to the act would not be the sane. The fornal
perfection of the appetite's act, i.e., the perfection that
fulfills the appetite's finality, would be one thing. The forma
perfection that constitutes the noral value of an act, i.e., the

fulfillment of the other faculty's finality, would be sonething
el se. For the formal cause and the final cause to be the sane, the
act whose intrinsic perfection constitutes noral value nust be an
act satisfying the finality of the will itself.

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

The reason one could get this fromAquinas is the fact that nora
goodness and evil resides in an act of the will. Therefore, if an
act of the wll is going to be norally defective in any absol ute,
categorical, nonhypothetical way, the goodness or evil of the act
must be intrinsic to the act. And it can be intrinsic only if
nmeasured by the act's own finality. |If the goodness or evil of the
act of the wll is neasured by sonme finality other than that of the
will, the quetion will always arise why that standard nust be
applied to the wll's act. That question will always conme up
because goodness adds to being the relation of being an end to
whi ch an appetite is oriented, since that is what it neans to be
desi red. Therefore, if an act of the will is declared good by
reference to sone other appetite, the question arises why the ends
of that other appetite provide a standard for the will, since the
Wil has its own ends. If thewll's finality is sorelated to the
that of the other other appetite that the will's finality cannot be
acconpl i shed without the other's, the act of the will is not being
nmeasur ed by an external standard to the exclusion of the will's own
st andar d. The success or failure of the will's act is being
measured by the will's own finality, even though the fulfillnent of
that finality depends on the fulfillnment of the finality of another
appetite. But if the fulfillnment of the will's finality is not so
related to the other finality, why nmust the will's act achi eve t hat
other finality?

Before going on, it 1is necessary to prevent a possible
m sconception. These remarks may nake it appear that this anal ysis
of obligation was deduced from netaphysical principles. That is
not the case. The explanation of obligation resulted from a
deli berate attenpt to stay as far away as possible from the a
priori level and anal yze a concrete exanpl e of unethical behavior,



unfairness toward another on a conpetitive exam nation. But
Real i st doctrines did guide ny thinking heuristically. And one
other Realist doctrine should be nentioned, the doctrine that
consci ousness i s an existence for the object of consciousness, an
exi stence other than the exi stence which the object has for itself
as an entity. The existence of the term of consciousness within



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

Those heuristic principles prepared nme to see that in unfair
behavi or we were treating an equal as if it were the case that she
was unequal, as if she were unequal in real existence. And just as
the belief that we were not equal would be inherently defective as
a belief, a decision treating us as if we were not equal would be
i nherently defective as an act of wll. 1In each case, a conscious
orientation to a goal would fail of its goal by treating sonething
as if it were not what it is. And that defect in the act of the
will was what the noral evil of unfairness consisted in, for we
woul d not hold soneone norally guilty who acted from incul pabl e
i gnorance of the equality. The decision to act unfairly, in other
wor ds, gave things an existence (a place) in our desires, and what
things were as existing in our desires was not identical wth what
they were in thenselves. Likew se, in false belief, what exists as
termof the relation of belief is not identical with what exists in
reality. Further, it seened clear that any other analysis of the
evil of unfairness would sacrifice either the principle that noral
evil resided in an act of the will or the parallel between the
transcendental s true and good with respect to their identity with
being resulting from their denomnating being as a term of a
conscious relation. For that which is desired by the will to be a
genui ne, as opposed to illusory, good, there nust be identity
bet ween what sonmething is as a value for the will and what it is in
itself. That identity is precisely what is |acking when | val ue ny
interests, and hence nyself, nore highly than the interests of
anot her person, and hence nore highly than the other.

In working these initial ideas out, however, it was necessary to
m nimze the use of technical netaphysics. No doubt the person on
the street has an inplicit grasp of the realities the concepts of
Real i st net aphysic make explicit. But there is also no doubt that
the person on the street can grasp the objectivity,
uncondi tionality, and knowability of ethical val ues w thout having
those explicit concepts. O course, it is neither desirable nor
possible, in a philosophical discussion of the foundations of
ethics, to |l eave out explicit nmetaphysics altogether. For exanpl e,
| could not sinply affirm human equality with respect to our
under |l yi ng nature as rational beings w thout sone expl anati on. And
| hope the consistency of nmy explanation with Aquinas's principles
is obvious to Realists. Nature, for Aquinas, is a causal concept;
nature is essence understood as a source of activity. And our
know edge of human nature in particular cones fromour reflective
awar eness of our conscious acts as emanating fromtheir causes in
t he habitus, powers, and existence of the soul.

2. How These | deas Relate to Sone O hers

Al t hough ny account of obligation was suggested by certain of
Aqui nas's fundanental insights, it may not be obvious how sone

aspects of the analysis are consistent with his ethics. Si nce
there are various interpretations of his ethics, however, | cannot
address all possible questions of consistency. Instead, | wll

comment on the issues that, in ny judgnent, are the nost inportant
or the nost likely to need clarification.



For one thing, | have chosen to assune that the reader knows it is
not the will that is oriented to making decisions; it is we who are
oriented to nmake decisions by neans of our wills. It is not the
will that has the finality of val uing things according to reason's
knowl edge; it is we who have the finality of wvaluing things
according to reason's know edge through our acts of will. And of
course, it is not reason that knows what things are; we



know what things are by nmeans of reason. But this book is neant to
focus on the role of the will and to help make up for neglect of
the will in the foundations of ethics. To acconplish that using
the "we . . . by neans of the will" construction would have nade
sone al ready convol uted sentences even nore convol ut ed.

Now t o Aqui nas's ethics proper. Aquinas calls the conmandnents to
| ove God above all things and |ove our neighbors as ourselves
first, comon, and self-evident precepts of the natural law (ST I-
1, 3 ad 1). The obligations expressed by these commandnents are
the very obligations explained by the rational appetite's finality
of val ui ng things according to reason's knowl edge of what they are.
It is self-evident that a decision to love the infinitely perfect
bei ng above all el se values H maccording to what Heis. And it is
self-evident that a decision not to |love a being equal in nature to
us as we | ove oursel ves does not val ue the ot her being according to
what her nature is. Likewse, it is self-evident that, if we do
not give another being who sets her own ends the place in our
eval uati ons of soneone directed to ends she gives hersel f, what she
is in our evaluations is not what she is in reality. Thus, ny
analysis justifies giving the precepts to | ove God and nei ghbor the
pride of place they deserve in ethics, while many di scussions of
Aqui nas's ethics do not.

Some might object that Aquinas's self-evident ethical precepts
express practical know edge rather than specul ative. I n what
sense, then, can the obligation expressed by the precepts to | ove
God and nei ghbor be explained, as | have tried to explain them by
specul ative truths about the equality of human nature and our
knowl edge of it, about the nature of the rational appetite, and
about freedom of choice? |If ethical precepts like those to |ove
God and nei ghbor are deduced fromspecul ative truths, such precepts
can be neither ethical nor self-evident.

The first thing to notice here is that, while ethics is practi cal
knowl edge, the study of the foundations of ethics is speculative
know edge. For exanple, the statenment "Ethics is practical
know edge" is itself an instance of speculative know edge, not
practical know edge. Li kew se, the statenent "The precept ' God
shoul d be | oved above all other goods' is a principle of practical
know edge" is an instance of specul ati ve know edge about practica
know edge. Secondly, the self-evidence of the precepts of natural
| aw are not conprom sed by their justification in the foundations
of ethics. Met aphysi cs explains and defends, for exanple, the
sel f-evident principles on which mthematics, |ogic, the phil osophy
of nature, and natural science are founded (as | have tried to do
in Causal Realisnm). But the principles of these sciences are not
deduced frommet aphysi cal truths. Rather, netaphysics defends them
indirectly by reduction ad absurdum Reducti o ad absurdumwor ks by
showi ng that the denial of a self-evident principle, taken together
with other truths, for exanple, that sonething is an F, inplies a
contradiction, for exanple, that an F is not an F.

Met aphysics also reflects on what it neans for principles to be
necessary, that is, on why the identity of diverse objects as
things is necessary in the case of certain objects and not others.
And t he phi |l osophy of man expl ai ns how sel f-evi dent principles cone
to be known as such, that is, how we are able to so objectify
things that the necessary identity of sonme objects is knowabl e from




their objectification. (See, for exanple, Germain Gisez's
expl anation of the necessity and self-evidence of the practical
principle "Good is to be done and evil to be avoided.") But none
of this ampunts to deducing self-evidently necessary principles
from hi gher principles.



(*Here, 1 have attenpted neither a reducti o ad absurdum def ense of
the principles of natural obligation nor an explicit deduction of
specul ati ve concl usi ons about the foundations of ethics fromself-
evi dent specul ative principles. Havi ng attenpted to do that for
specul ative knowl edge in general in Causal Realism | have | earned
just how arduous a task that can be, not only for the witer but
also for the reader -- and there is sonething to be said for
witing books that are readable.)

"The good is to be done and evil avoided" plays the role in
practical know edge that the principle of noncontradiction plays in
specul ative. Hence, denying a self-evident practical precept like
"The infinite being is to be |loved above all others" amunts to

denying that good is to be done and evil is to be avoided. The
| ast sentence expresses specul ati ve know edge about the connection
between two practical principles. Whet her that specul ative

statement is directly deduced from self-evident speculative
statenents or defended indirectly by reductio ad absurdum the
process of reasoning will nmake use of other truths. At |east sone
of these truths wll express speculative know edge, since the
statenent being defended is a matter of specul ati ve know edge. And
in general, for every practically known truth P, there is a set of
specul atively known truths like "Pis a practically known truth,"

"P is self-evident to practical know edge,” "If P is false, the
first principle of practical know edge is not a principle of
practical know edge,"” and so on. Since the latter truths are

specul atively known, they nust be verifiable, directly or
indirectly, by appeal to other specul atively known truths.

For exanple, the reason that denying the infinite being is to be
| oved above all anobunts to denying that good is to be done is that
loving the infinite being is what is the good is in the choice
under di scussi on. But why is loving God above all the good to
which the first principle of practical reason directs us? To |ove
God above all is our good because it fulfills the finality of the
will as an appetite oriented to valuing being. And to know the
truth of the last sentence is to have specul ati ve know edge. But
specul ati ve know edge about the will, as opposed to specul ative
knowl edge about God, does not enter into our practical know edge
that God is to be | oved above all, as | wll explain in a noment.

Gisez and Joseph Boyl e defend that practically known truth that
human life is anintrinsic good by arguing that its denial leads to
the denial of speculatively known truths about human nature.*

Still, Gisez, John Finnis, Boyle and others do not think of
t hensel ves as gi ving the specul ati ve knowl edge of human nature the
inportance in ethics that Realists usually give it. For they

bel i eve the opportunity provided by Aquinas for handling the is-
ought problemis in the practical character of ethical know edge.
They feel that meking practical reason's grasp of obligation
dependent on specul ati ve know edge of human nature commits the
fallacy of deriving ought fromis.

It is ironic that the intersection between Aquinas and Hune be
| ocated at Aquinas's commitnment to the practical character of
et hi cal know edge. The irony is that Aquinas has an insight
correspondi ng exactly to Hune's doctrine that reason cannot dictate
to passion, but Aquinas's insight justifies the role of specul ative
knowl edge in inposing obligation on the wll. Hune's doctrine



corresponds to Aqui nas's anal ysis of good as a transcendental. The
fact that reason's value judgnents presuppose an appetite's
orientation to an end is what the doctrine of good as a
transcendental expresses by saying



that being becomes denom nated "good" by being that to which an
appetite is oriented. Hence, w thout our awareness of the
exi stence of desires (in the broadest sense of the word), we could
not have the concept of goodness and attribute goodness to being.
Because "good" neans being insofar as it term nates relations of
appetite, when reason fornul ates judgnents about what is or is not
good, reason is formulating judgnents about the conformty of
things to appetites. And that is Hune's point about reason's val ue
j udgnment s presupposi ng passion or volition. (O course, Aquinas's
appetites have orientations to ends that precede what Hune would
call passions or volitions, but we conme to know the nature of our
faculties only through their acts.)

But the same fact about the transcendental concept of goodness
requires, contrary to Hune, that speculatively known truths

determ ne ethical goodness or evil. For the relation by neans of
whi ch we formul ate the concept of goodness exists in the appetite,
not in that which is desired. Bei ng-desired is truthfully

attributed to the termof a relation of desire, but being-desired
is itself only a relation of reason that posits nothing real in

that which is desired. Therefore, goodness involves strict
identity between what sonething is as a value for us (as that which
is desired) and what sonethingis initself. |In other words, every

conscious desire evaluates a thing to be sonething, nanely, to be
the kind of thing to which the appetite is oriented. And since our
deci sion making ability is an appetite oriented to val uing things
to be what they are as known by reason, the specul atively known
truths that objectify what things are in thensel ves det erm ne what
deci sions are good or bad for the rational appetite to nmake. For
exanpl e, a decision not to | ove God above all evaluates Hmas if
He were not an infinitely perfect being. Hence, specul atively
known truths determne the truth or falsity of practical judgnents
about the goodness or evil of decisions.

The way out of the is-ought problemprovided by Aquinas is not the
practical character of ethical judgnents but the nature of the wll
as a rational appetite together with the |ogical distinction and
real identity of being as being and being as a value. If the will
is not as | have described it, an appetite oriented to val ui ng what
things are in real existence as known by reason, then Aquinas's
theories of the beatific vision, of the end of man as intellectual
contenpl ation, and of freedom as deriving fromthe wll's having
the same object as the intellect cannot stand. But since the wll
is a rational appetite, the content of specul atively known truths
determ nes the goodness or evil of decisions. For it is by nmeans
of specul atively known truths that the will has the target of its
eval uations, what things are, proposed to it.

Then why is practical know edge not derived from specul ative?
Consi der, again, the practically known truth that God is to be

| oved above all things. The obligation to | ove God above all is a
specul atively knowable state of affairs consisting of the facts
that God is what He is and that the will is what it is, nanely,

sonmething with the finality of val uing being as known by reason

To have practical knowl edge of that obligation, we need the
specul ative know edge that God is what He is, but we do not and
cannot need the specul ati ve know edge that the will's finality is
what it is. As Gisez and Finnis point out against Hume hinself,



specul ati ve knowl edge of finality does not nake practical know edge
practical. To the specul ative know edge that God is what He is,
t he practical know edge of the obligation to | ove God does not add
our specul ative know edge of the will's finality. Wat then does



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

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

But how does this answer the question about what the practica
knowl edge of the obligation to love God adds to the specul ative
knowl edge of what God is? Wen practical reason asks "Should we
| ove God above all?", practical reason is, in effect, asking
whet her | oving God above all fulfills the finality of the rational
appetite, or equivalently, whether loving God above all fulfills
our finality as makers of decisions. But practical reason is not
literally asking that question, for the question is specul ative.
The question asks for the rel ati on between what specul ati ve reason
knows of God and of the wll. And since the question is
specul ative, its answer does not explain how the "should" cones
into our practical know edge that God should be | oved above all.
The answer to that specul ative question expl ai ns why "God shoul d be
| oved above all™" is a truth, but explaining why a statenent is true
does not explain how it is known, either speculatively or
practically. (Conversely, however, the fact that the truth of an
itemof practical know edge can be expl ai ned specul ati vel y does not
render practical know edge specul ative. As said above, specul ative
reason has the job both of defending and explaining the truth of
proposi tions known to practical reason and of expl aining practi cal
reason's know edge of those truths, w thout practical reason's node
of knowing being that of deduction from speculatively known
truths.)

But in recognizing that God should be | oved above all, practical
reason is recognizing that the decision to love God fulfills the
finality of the wll. That recognition does not take place by
practical reason's conidering the truth of "The end if the will is
such and such,"” but by practical reason's considering the truth of
"God is the infinitely perfect being." To say that the latter

truth is considered practically is to say that it is considered by
reason undertaking the task of directing the decisions of the wll
to the end of the will. But the will's relation to its end does
not enter practical reason as a truth to be objectified; it enters
as the extraobjective state of affairs existing prior to practical



reasoni ng that makes practical reasoning necessary. The will's
finality is presupposed by practical reason, where "presupposed"
does not refer to a logical prem se but to the existential state of
affairs that causes there to be such a thing as reason functioning
practically.



What this node of presupposition neans is that, when practica

reason asks if we should to love God above all, it would be
irrelevant for practical reason to al so ask "Shoul d fromwhat poi nt
of view, by the standard of what finality?" |If the point of view,

the finality, determ ning what "shoul d' neans were not that of the
rational appetite, reason would not be asking this question
practically. It would be asking the question specul atively, as it
m ght ask whet her exposure to air helps fulfill a fish's goal of
sel f-preservation. The act of asking practically whether we should
| ove God above all is the act of asking that question in order to
direct the will to its end. That is what it is to ask that
gquestion practically instead of speculatively. If it were
necessary for practical reason to add "Should by the standard of
the will's finality," there is no such thing as practical, as
opposed to specul ative, know edge of the obligation to |ove God
above all .

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

How t hen does the fulfillment of thewill's finality by | oving God
above all becone known practically? As a result of know ng
(speculatively) that God is the infinite being, we know

(practically) that God should be |oved above all, because the
will's finality enters practical know edge but as a conscious
orientation, a conscious inclination, the conscious inclination
wi t hout which we would not be thinking practically. The will's

finality enters practical knowl edge, not as that which is
objectified directly, but as the means by which God's infinite
being is objectified as a good to be loved. To ask how we becone

practically aware that God shoul d be | oved above all is to ask how
we becone practically aware of God's being as conpletely fulfilling
the will's finality. We beconme practically aware that God's

infinite being fulfills the will's finality by nmeans of the
exi stence of a conscious inclination to value being as known by
reason's (pecul ative) know edge, a conscious inclination provoked
by the existence of speculative know edge of what exists. For
things are reveal ed as "good" by being revealed as ends to which
desires are directed. And it is as goods that things are objects
of practical know edge.

Wt hout our awareness of inclinations and desires, we would not
have our awareness of things as good, since things becone
denom nated good by their conformty to appetite, and we becone
awar e of appetites through their acts. To be aware of sonething as
a good is to be aware of it as that to which a desire is directed
and, therefore, as conformng to the appetite producing the desire.
Thus, our awareness of being as conformng to appetite comes from
the existence of conscious inclinations. From this initial
awareness of being as conformng to appetite, we derive our



concepts of "good", "end", "fulfillnment of finality", etc. Using
those concepts we can achieve both speculative and practical
know edge about good (and evil). But our practical know edge does
not derive fromour specul ati ve know edge of good. Qur practical
know edge of good is practical because it derives directly fromour
awar eness of good by neans of the conscious inclinations that

precede our concept of good.



Practical know edge enploys the concept of good and cognate
concepts. But it either gets those concepts directly from our
awar eness of the inclinations without which we coul d not have t hose
concepts, or it gets them from our speculative use of those
concepts. If the latter, practical know edge is not practical.

What then does practical knowl edge add to the speculative
knowl edge of God's infinite being? It adds the awareness of God's
infinite being as satisfying the finality of the wll, which
awar eness practical reason has through the existence of conscious
inclinations elicited from the wll by reason's speculative
awar eness. Practical reason does not nake the will's conscious
i nclinations an object of refl exi ve awareness. Practical reasonis
concerned with the ternms of the wll's relations of desire,
concerned with that to which desire is directed. Practical reason
is concerned with what that which is desired is, since it is
desired for being what it is.

However, is not practical reason concerned with what is desired

only as what is desired, since it is only as termof a relation of
desire that what exists becones denom nated a good? Yes, but a
consci ous desire makes us aware of what something is as good, and
so nakes practical reason concerned with what is is that 1is
reveal ed as good. The alternative is the dilemma of Section 2.3:
t he cogni zed obj ect that provokes desire would be the satisfaction
of desire, and what practical reason would objectify as that which
satisfies desire would be the satisfaction of desire. Practica
reason becones aware of sonething as good, not by reflecting on the
exi stence of the desire, but sinply by the desire's exi stence bei ng
a conscious existence that does not require reflection to nmake it
consci ous. Refl ection occurs after the existence of the desire
and, therefore, after the existence of that which nmakes us
consci ous of what sonmething is as good. Wien we reflect on the
exi stence of desire, we are already aware of sonething as a good,
because that s what a consci ous desire does, nanely, make us aware
of that which is desired as a good.

A conparison will help. Wen we exercise our faculty of sight, we
are not just aware of the object seen. Wen we see an object, we
cannot not be aware of ourselves as seers of the object. But it is
not by neans of an act of reflection distinct fromthe act of sight
that we are aware of ourselves as seers of the object. W are nade
awar e of ourselves as seers by the act of sight itself, since sight
is a conscious act. Likew se, we cannot not be aware of ourselves
as beings oriented to deciding according to reason's know edge of
what is sinply by the existence of conscious inclinations provoked
in the will by reason's grasp of being. Just as we are consci ous
of the act of sight through the act of sight itself, we are
conscious of the wll's inclinations through the inclinations
t hensel ves, since they are conscious acts. And just as the act of
sight is directed to the object seen, not to the subject seeing,
practical reason is directed to that which is recognized as good,
not to the inclination by which it is recognized as good.

Do the conscious inclinations | am speaking of really exist, or
are they a philosopher's invention, generated by the dictates of
theory rather than reality? The consciousness of the wll's
orientation toits end is not sonme special tingle or twtch. It is
our awareness of ourselves as oriented to valuing what things are




as known by reason, our awareness of ourselves as beings who use
what reason knows about things to direct ourselves toward ends.
That awareness is a constant part of our nonreflective self-
awar eness.



When a situation demanding a rationally consci ous deci sion occurs,
in order to make the decision, we do not have to first nove
oursel ves into a consci ous state of readi ness to enpl oy what reason

knows in making decisions. If we are sufficiently conscious to
make a rational decision, we are already in the conscious state of
readi ness to do so. That state of readiness is precisely our

conscious inclination toward the end of deciding accordi ng to what
we know, that is, deciding according to what things are.

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

The concept of good has a primacy in practical know edge anal ogous
to the primacy the concept of being has in specul ati ve know edge.
In stating that the source of the concept of good is awareness of
conscious inclinations, | am a answering a question about the
concept of good simlar to the questi on we answer about the concept
of being, when we say that the concept of being derives from

judgnment. Since judgnent involves an inplicit reflection on the
intellect's own act, that reflection is one of the things required
for formng the concept of being. Al though that reflection
precedes our concept of being, as well as our concept of judgnent,
the point is not that no concepts are involved. 1In order for there

to be an act on which to reflect, a proposition making use of
concepts nust be forned. Likew se, in order to have the awareness
of the will's finality fromwhich the concept of good is forned, we
nmust have and use concepts of things that are good. But what nakes
practical know edge practical does not derive from a concept of
goodness preexisting our awarenes of the will's finality by nmeans
of the will's own conscious inclinations.

Conscious inclinations are the source of the concept of the good
and of the practical knowl edge of the truth of self-evident
practical precepts such as "Equals should be treated equally.” To
say that the concept of good derives from consciousness of the
will's inclinations is to say that it derives from awareness of
sonething as fulfilling the will's finality. Unl ess reason had
presented the will with an object that provokes the will's natural
inclination to the object as fulfilling the will's finality, we
coul d not have an awareness t hat depends on a consci ous inclination
of the will toward its end. If we could have this awareness
Wi t hout reason's prior presentation of an object, the will's nature
woul d not be that of a rational appetite, an appetite oriented to
val ui ng things as known by reason. Therefore, the concept of good
arises from the prepropositional awareness of sonething as
termnating a relation of finality, the awareness brought to
proposi tional expression in fornmulas |like "Treating equals equally
is to be done.™

The practical know edge of the precepts directing the decisions of
the will to the achievenent of its finality is not deduced from
specul ati ve know edge. In particular, it is not deduced from
specul ati ve know edge of the will's inclinations. Wat practical



know edge adds to the specul ati ve know edge that, for instance, an
infinitely perfect being exists, is an awareness of that existence
as termnating the will's inclination toward its end. Practical
knowl edge adds an awareness that this existence



constitutes a good for the will, is sonething to be val ued by the
will, because the will's orientation to ends is what it is. The
concept of good involved in this practical know edge derives from
our awareness of the will's inclinations to ends. | f practica

reason does not get its know edge of good directly fromthe will's
conscious inclinations, it nmust get it fromsone other use of the
concept of good that cones fromthese inclinations. And the only
other use is the speculative use. O, if the concept of good had

it source in the specul ative analysis of the will, the practical
know edge of God's existence as a good for the will, as sonething
to be valued by the will, would be derived from specul ative
knowl edge. On either analysis, practical know edge woul d not be
practical .

In directing the wll to decisions, the practical function of

reason makes use of our specul ati ve know edge of what things are.

For there is nothing else for it to nake use of but the will's
orientation to value what the things known by specul ative reason
are. And as just argued, the wll's orientation enters practi cal
know edge, but not as somet hi ng known specul atively. However, what
things other than the wll are enters practical reason from
specul ati ve know edge, since specul ative know edge provides the
Wil with the terns of its relations of desire. Thus, practical
reason deci des that God should be | oved above all on the basis of
what is known speculatively about God, not what 1is known

specul atively about the will. Wen practical reason asks whet her
God deserves our highest evaluation, it is asking whether what He
is deserves our highest evaluation. Practical reason tells the

will that God deserves all the will's | ove because of what God is.

The truth of principles like "The infinite being should be | oved
above all" or "Equal s should be treated equally" is self-evident to
practical know edge. If they are not true, then what fulfills the
wll's finality is not to be done and what frustrates its finality
not to be avoided. In noving fromself-evident practically known
principles to practical conclusions, practical reason again nmakes
use of specul ative knowl edge of what things are; there is nothing
else for it to make use of. But now specul ative know edge is
viewed in the light of practical principles. That is what makes
the reasoning practical. (See, for exanple, the use of specul ative
know edge in the practical reasonings of Section 4.4.1.)

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

Now | must make a crucial qualification. Inclinations produced by
the rational appetite are not the only inclinations we possess. In



fact, many of our nobst inportant inclinations toward ends exi st

prior to the inclinations produced by the will: the inclinations to
sel f-preservation, to the propogation of the species, to socialize,
to have physical confort and pleasure, and so on. It is from

awar eness of such inclinations that we first



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

But | have been tal ki ng about ethical goodness specifically. The
concept of ethical goodness derives from conscious inclinations
produced by the will toward the end of val uing things as known by
reason. Up to sone point in a child s devel opnent, the neani ngs of
"good, "should," and other evaluative terns descri be ends that are
not freely chosen or means to such ends. But once consciousness
devel ops to the point where practical reason can direct the free
choi ce of ends, these ternms cannot avoid acquiring their ethical
meani ngs. W do not al ways use themwi th those nmeani ngs; practi cal

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

meani ngs of evaluative terns that practical reason is primrily
concerned wth are ethical neanings, since the ethical neanings
directly govern decisions. Not all decisions involve the technica
meani ngs; but all decisions involve the ethical neanings, the
nmeani ngs that derive fromthe conscious inclinations of the wll.

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

3. \Were These |Ideas M ght Lead

The rational appetite is always directing us toward the ends of
other inclinations and faculties. Again, this is consistent with
Aqui nas, although it may not be obviously so. To see the agreenent
w th Aqui nas, consider the fact that even the ultinmte end sought
by the will, the beatific vision, is not its own act but the act of
anot her faculty, theintellect. The wll's final act, at which al
its other acts are directed, is an act of |ove provoked by the
intellect's attainment of its end. That end is attained in the
intellectual experience of God, and the will's love is directed
toward the object attained in that intell ectual experience.

Because it is the rational appetite's nature, as a hunan faculty,
to direct us toward the ends of other inclinations and faculties,
and since the Gisez/Finnis theory of ethics is based on the
fulfillment of natural inclinations toward goods, inclinations
precedi ng free choice, perhaps there is roomfor our theories and
mne to accommobdate each other, at least to sone degree. In
particul ar, perhaps it can be argued that an act of the will is
intrinsically defective, defective by the standard of the wll's
own nature, if the act does not direct us toward t he goods that are
ends for those other inclinations, sinceit isthewll's nature to
direct us toward those goods.

Because the purpose of this book is to open a new node of ethical

inquiry, |1 do not want to discourage the l|line of thought just
mentioned. In fact, | believe it deserves to be pursued. There
may be a way to show that the connection between the finality of
other inclinations and the finality of the will 1is such that

failure to direct us toward the finality of other inclinations



constitutes a failure as neasured by the will's own finality. But
wi t hout discouraging this line of inquiry, I want to nention sone
difficulties it nmust overcone.



The difficulties concern the way Gisez, Finnis, and others
connect other goods with ethical obligation. First, it does not
seemto nme that we nmake et hical judgnments by consulting principles
of the kind they offer as practical precepts. The principles we
consult to nake ethical judgnents are not |ike "Know edge is a good
to be pursued” or "Respect the good of know edge, life, religion,
etc. in every act.” The principles we consult are like "Equals
shoul d be treated equally,"” "The common good shoul d be preferred to
t he individual good,"” "Free beings should not be used for ny ends
in ways that deprive them of the opportunity to achieve their
ends. "

The point is not that principles |like "Know edge is a good to be

pursued"” are not self-evident and practical. They can be both
since we have inclinations other than the will's inclinations that
can reveal things to practical reason as hunman ends. But the

question is whether these other human ends determ ne ethical
obligation, that is, goodness and evil with respect to the end of
our decision making ability itself. Aquinas, for exanple, may have
meant that these other inclinations determne the scope of the
wll's activity wthout determning which decisions ained at
fulfilling these inclinations are ethically good and which are
ethically bad. (*Refer Langan.)

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

But the obligation to be fair nust either be derivative fromot her

goods that are nore basic or itself be one of the basic goods. |If
it is one of the basic goods, the other goods do not determ ne the
obligation to be fair. The reason | am failing to fulfill ny

nature's orientations is that fairness is one of the goods to which
| am oriented. But then the reason why | am so oriented itself
needs to be explained, and reference to other basic goods will not
hel p explain it.

However, Gisez seens to hold that the obligation to be fair is
derivative fromthe obligations i nposed by nore basi c goods (*refer
Gisez and Boyle). It is inmportant to wunderstand what a
par adoxi cal position this is and howthe rational appetite analysis
of obligation dissolves the paradox. The nost obvi ous exanpl e of
ethical obligation, quoad nos, is the obligation to be fair to
ot her human beings. For many, that is the whole of obligation: if
it does not hurt soneone else, it is all right. Believers in other



obl i gations are always on the defensive when they speak for those
obl i gati ons. To nmake the nost obvious form of obligation
derivative fromothers is to nake the nore obvi ous derivative from
t he | ess obvi ous.



More inportantly, making the obligation to be fair derivative
seens to take away the neaning of that obligation. The ot her
person is owed fairness from ne because what she is is owed a
certain place in ny values, not because sonme other good is owed a
place in nmy values. |If unfairness is evil because directed agai nst
sone aspect of ny flourishing other than the aspect of valuing
ot her persons for what they are, then the evil of unfairness does
not consist directly inthe failure to give other persons what they
are due by being what they are.

On the other hand, the rational appetite analysis makes fairness
a relation to what other persons are at the sane tine and in the
sane way that it is a relation to our own ends. The rational
appetite's end is to give things the value of being directed to
ends they set for thenselves or to ends we set for them according
t o what reason knows about whet her things are directed to ends they
set for thenselves. Thus, the rational appetite anal ysis nakes the
obligation to be fair a matter of human flourishing and a rel ation
to what ot her persons are for the sane reason: our end as rational
deciders is to value things according to what they are.

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

The response may be that, on any anal ysis, the value of any finite
person, nyself or another, is derived fromthe ends the person can
achi eve. What nakes the nature of a person nore val uabl e than the
nature of a subrational being is what a person's nature enabl es her
to do. For exanple, the obligation to treat others as setters of
their owm ends is based on the fact that they can set their own
ends. Yes, but that fact i nposes an obligation on ne because of ny
rational appetite's orientation to value things according to
reason's know edge of what things are with respect to the rationa
valuing of things, not because of the rational appetite's
orientation to toward any other end. O, if I am valuing the
finite being because | know her relation to the infinite being,
am val ui ng one concrete entity because of her relation to another
concrete entity. Another way to put it is that the reason | am
wong if | treat another unfairly is not that | am failing to
fulfill my own inclinations, unless it is the inclination to
eval uate her according to what she is, the rational appetite's



i nclination.



Another difficulty. For Gisez and Finnis, our orientation
towards the basi c goods does not obligate us to be seeking themin
every act, since that is an inpossibility; but that orientation
does mninmally obligate us never to will an act directed agai nst
any of the basic goods. For exanple, the procreation and educati on
of childrenis a good to which we are oriented by nature. Choosing

to prevent contraception when | engage in sex is choosing a
positive act directed against this good. Hence, artificial
contraception is not a noral possibility. However, choosing to
refrain from sex when | could otherwise engage in it is not

choosing an act directed against life; it is refraining froman act
directed toward life. And | amnot obligated to seek every basic
good in every act. Pursuing the course of action that would result
in the greatest nunber of children that | could expect to
adequately rear woul d prevent ne from pursui ng ot her human goods.
Hence refraining fromthe marital act when | coul d ot herw se engage
init is at least an ethical possibility.

But noral goodness and evil reside in the act of the will (or the
refraining from making an act of the will) which directs us to
performor to refrain fromperformng other acts. Mral goodness
and evil do not reside in the acts directed by the will except
insofar as they are so directed. There is clearly an inportant
sense in which the will of the tenporary refrainer fromsex i s not
di rected agai nst the good of procreation as the will of the user of
contraceptives is. For whoever chooses to use contraceptives al so
has the option of refraining fromsex. But what about the will of
t he person who chooses to be celibate? Here it is not a matter of
the inpossibility of pursuing every good in every act but of
choosing never to pursue a particular human good. Wiy is that
decision, as an act of will, less directed against that good than
is the decision to enploy contraceptives? Again, the issue | am
raising is the need to establish a connection between endsother
than those of the will itself and the finality of the will, so that
a failure with respect to other ends can render the act of the wll
defective by its own standards. Can it be ethical for our will to
choose agai nst sone basic good as |l ong as no external acts chosen
by the will are opposed to that good? Then what is the connection
bet ween the ends of external acts and the will's finality?

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

A final difficulty. If there is such a thing as a self-
evi dent practical precept it is the follow ng: when the pursuit of
the good of play would interfere with the pursuit of the good of

religion, prefer the good of religion. This exanple illustrates
two points. First, by its nature an ethical decision is
hi erarchical. Wen we decide, we cannot avoid giving sonething a

hi gher place in our values than sonething else; for the reason we
have to nake decisions is that existentially inconpatible val ues
confront us. Therefore, the job of ethics is to tell us what
concrete instances of value to prefer to others. Perhaps Gisez
and Finnis can account for the truth expressed by the cited precept
consistently with their nonhierarchical analysis of value at the



| evel, not of specific choices, but of prevolitional orientations
to basic goods. But, and this is the second point, can they
account for our know edge of this precept? Its self-evidence as a
practi cal



princi pl e depends on our specul ati ve know edge of human nature and
of the realities to which we are rel ated by hunman nature. Because
the intellect and will are what they are, that is, have the
finalities our nature gives them and because God is what He is,
religionis nore essential to the fulfillment of our finalities as
rati onal decision nakers than is play. In other words, for an
ethics to provide a know edge of the hierarchy of values, in the
sense in which an ethical decision requires a hierarchy of val ues,
ethics nust rely on our specul ative know edge of human nature to
determne what is and is not nore inportant to us as pursuers of
goal s.

Because of difficulties |ike these, it mght be said that Gisez
and Finnis have added to the problem of deriving "ought” from
"goods" to that of deriving "ought" from "is." No matter how
enl i ghtening their anal yses of basic human goods are, you are |eft
wondering about the connection wth obligation as you
prephi |l osophically understand it. And if they are allowed to reply
t hat obligation nust be so expl ai ned because there is nothing el se
by which to explain it, why cannot the the sanme claimbe nade for
deriving ought from being? The lacuna in both accounts, as
hitherto presented, is the nature of the rational appetite and its
own orientation toward the good. An analysis of the will's own
finality is what has been m ssing fromReali st accounts of ethics.
This work is neant to begin to make up for that om ssion.

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

One of the notivations behind the basic goods analysis of
obligation is to avoid consequentialism or proportionalism the
view that the ethical value of any act is to be judged by the

proportions of good and evil in the consequences of the act. The
basic goods analysis i an attenpt to show that sone acts are
intrinsically good or evil regardless of their consequences.

Hopefully, it is clear that the rational appetite analysis also
shows this. For exanple, a decision for artificial contraception,
drunkenness, and suicide would be intrinsically defective
regardl ess of its consequences in a particular situation. |n other
words, the definitions of sone ternms, |ike "suicide" or "nurder,"
or "artificial contraception,”™ happen to include conditions
sufficient to render the choice of any act so defined defective by
the standard of the will's finality. As defined, the acts are
al ways opposed tothe wll's finality. No matter what good effects
such acts nmay have in addition to the effects by which they are
defined, the conscious choice of those acts woul d eval uate things
as if they were other than they are. For exanple, the choice of
mur der or suicide always require evaluating an end-in-itself as if
it were not an end-in-itself, and the choice of artificial
contraception always requires making the value of a nmeans to an
end-in-itself to be sonething |l ess than an bei ng a neans to an end-
in-itself.



The definitions of other ternms, like "knowingly telling a
fal sehood, " happen to include conditions sufficient to render the
choice intrinsically defective unless other conditions occur that
i nvol ve sonething the will should value nore highly than the
comuni cation of the truth in question, given that human nature is
what it is. For exanple, it would be wong to send a person to an
unjust death rather than tell alie. Comunicating truth is a good
by t he standard of the rational appetite, but not an end-in-itself.
Only persons are ends-in-thenselves; all other goods are relative
to the goals, especially the prevolitional goals, of ends in
t hensel ves. The possession of nost truths is such a rel ative good,
as is freedomfrompain. (If the sane cannot be said for truths
like "CGod exists" or "Human life is inmmortal ,"” the reason is that
values for persons other than the value of truth alone are at
stake.) Since truth is a relative human good, "lying" is defined
by an effect that is an evil. And |lying, considered just as such,
is an evil act, as is inflicting pain. But since lying is a
relative evil, other effects that are nore inportant for ends-in-
t hensel ves can render telling certainlies the ethical thing to do,
just as the correct ethical decision can require us to inflict
pai n.

The definitions of still other terns, |ike "playing |oud nusic at
4 a.m" do not include conditions sufficient to render the choice
of the act so defined either successful or defective by the

standard of the will's finality. Human nature's orientations to
ends does not nmake loud nusic at 4 a.m, considered just as such,
either a relative good or a relative evil. Ef fects other than

those by which "playing loud nusic at 4 a.m" is defined nust be
exam ned t o deci de whet her the decision to play nusic then woul d be
good or evil (see Section 4.4.1).

The conditions that render suicide always wong and | ying wong in
default of nore inportant values do not depend on custom Custom
m ght determne that a particular lie would be justified in one
cul ture though not in others, due to the rel ative uninportance of
that lie and the relative inportance of some other value in the
cul ture. But as defined, telling a falsehood always needs a
justification. On the other hand, it is possible that the custons
of all human societies render playing loud nusic at 4 a.m

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

Do not confuse an "intrinsic" like suicide, a "relative," evil
like lying, or a "neutral” act like playing loud nusic at 4 a. m
with the evil in the decision to perform such acts. In normal
ci rcunst ances, the conscious decision to play loud nusic at 4 a. m
isintrinsically evil as an act of wll, even if the effects which

make it evil are not included in the definition of "playing |oud
music at 4 a.m" And finally, there are greater and | esser degrees

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

interfere with another person's pursuit of goals as nuch nurder
does.



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
hypot hesi s, that belief is false and hence defective.

2. Intrinsic Finalities and Defects

To nmake clear the conparison of defective beliefs to defective
acts of the rational appetite, this chapter will 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 --
exi stence, on the other.

The specific conparison of belief with ethical decision wll be
made in Chapter 3. That conparison will not logically depend on
the general analysis of appetite. In theory, one could go

i medi ately to the conparison of belief with ethical decisions.
Hi storically, however, m sconceptions concerning appetite and
desires in general have been anong the main obstacles to
recogni zing those characteristics of the rational appetite that
constitute the objectivity, unconditionality, and knowability of
obligation. Certain common errors have acquired the appearance of
necessary truth, and the belief in their necessary truth nmakes it
difficult to see the2ratioBal i eppetintieDesrrebat it is.

There is nothing mysterious about a conscious state having an
intrinsic finality. An inanimate object may have no intrinsic
relation to the goal for which we use it. For instance, we can use
a hamer for pounding nails or pulling them as a paper weight or
as a weapon. The hamrer's relation to the goal for which we use it
isentirely extrinsic to what the hamrer is. The hamrer's rel ation
the goal a person is using it for is in the consciousness of the

user, and the hammer is also in the user's consciousness. But
unli ke the hamrer, the hamrer's relation to the goal of its use is
only in the consciousness of the user.

But what about the person's conscious relation to the goal she is
usi ng the hamrer 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 hammer's relation to the goal is extrinsic to the hamer.
In fact, that is what a desire is, arelationto agoal. Andif a
desire's relation to a goal were extrinsic to it, the desire would
have to get its relation to the goal from a source where the
relation to the goal was intrinsic; otherwi se, we would be in an
infinite regress. The other source, then, woul d be the true desire
for the goal. For that is what we nean by a "desire," nanely, way
way of being related to things such that things stand, in this
rel ati onship, 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

eval uation of a statenent as having achi eved the goal 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 statenment can fail of that
goal, and the belief's estinmati on of whether the statenent achieves
the goal can be defective. But the fact that the success of the
belief's relationto the goal depends on conditions extrinsic to the



belief in no way lessens the fact that the belief, as an
eval uation, is a conscious state with an intrinsic relation to a
goal whose achievenment wll nmake the belief successful or
unsuccessful on the belief's owm ternms. 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
nmet aphysi cal nmagic or sleight of hand. Wiy is the defect in a
belief or desireintrinsicif it depends on conditions extrinsic to
the belief or desire? Because a belief or desireis arelation to
sonething 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 val ues. An extracognitionally
existing thing becones describable as an object of know edge
because the thing term nates a relation of know edge bel ongi ng not
to the thing known but to the know ng subject. Likew se, sonething
is a describable as a value because it termnates a relation of
desire, or at least potentially termnates a desire sone appetite
is oriented to producing. A thing beconmes a value, therefore, by
the relation to it of a desire or of the appetite oriented to
produci ng such a desire. Another way to put it. A thing is a
val ue either as sonething's end or as a neans to sonething's end.
In the sphere of conscious beings, a neans is a cogni zed object
desired because of its known relation to another cogni zed object,
while an end is a cognized 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. Ther ef or e,
desires are evaluations; they make things values as ends or as
nmeans to ends.

Let ne put this inportant point one nore way. Desires are
eval uati ons 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 estimation of it as
bei ng 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 eval uation 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 nmeat is an
evaluation of that piece as a neans to nore of that kind of
experi ence.

The dog's desire for the neat is an exanple of evaluating one
thing as a neans to another thing, an end. But desires also
eval uate ends. Wiat is it for a state of affairs to be an end to
whi ch an appetite is oriented? It is for the state of affairs to
be desired, if it does not yet exist, and for the existence of the
state of affairs to cause the cessation of the desire and the
satisfaction of the appetite (*at least partially). An appetite
can desire the existence of one thing as a result of a desire for
t he exi stence of another 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 existence of the end causes the
appetite's satisfaction. To desire a state of affairs as an end,
therefore, i 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
kind of gustatory pleasure. The inmage can provoke a desire in the
dog for that pleasure. |If so, the desire is an estimation of the
pl easure as the kind of thing to which the dog's appetite is
adapted. Confronted by anot her piece of neat, the dog can have an
i mge of another kind of gustatory experience. The second inmge
can provoke in the dog a greater desire for the second piece of
meat than for the first. If so, the desire is evaluating the
pl easure 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 else. Ther ef or e,
desires are evaluations of ends as well as of neans.

Section 5.1.2 wll explain that acts of the wll involve
eval uations of ends in a way that the acts of other appetites do
not. Hence, if one does not agree with calling desires for ends
eval uations, the analysis of the rational appetite will not be
affected. But any desire for an end is an evaluation of the end in
the sense of an esteemng of the end, that is, an estimating of
sonmething'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? Cearly, the estimation
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
statenent as achi eving the goal of truth can be defective. In each
case, the success of the eval uati on depends on conditions extrinsic
to the act of evaluation and to that which is eval uated. The
success of an evaluation of sonething as a nmeans to an end depends
on whether the end actually cones about. The success of an
evaluatio of a statenment as true depends on the statenent's
relation to the way the worl d exi sts i ndependently of the existence
of the statenent.

But how could a desire for the end as such be defective? To
eval uat e sonet hi ng as defective, we nust evaluate it inrelationto
an end. Therefore, it would seemthat we have not hing by which to
evaluate a desire for an end except by a other desire for sone
ot her 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
desireis itself arelationto, as a false belief is defective with
reference to an end that the belief is a relation to. The desire
is defective only with respect to the end of sone other desire.

That we can judge a desire for an end to be defective only on the
basis of another desire for an end is one of the errors about
desires that nmake 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 independently of making the
general argunent for intrinsic defects in desires for ends. | wll
attenpt to do that in Chapter 5. But is also inportant to know
that rational appetite is not wunique 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
ot herwi se than the standard of sonme ot her 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
eval uation 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

sonmet hing other than the desire itself; something extrinsictoit.
And just as the success or defectiveness 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 something as an end
eval uates 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, animals, including
humans, can mi sevaluate a pleasurabl e experience presented by a
menory or an image 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, excessive 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 something 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 from a preexisting
orientation on the part of an appetite whose act a desire is; and
eery appetite is by nature oriented to the existence of sonething
such that the appetite produces a desire for the thing, if the
t hi ng does not exist, and the appetite experiences satisfaction in
t he exi stence of the thing when that existence cones about.

In postul ating appetites, | amnot postulating occult entities.

| am sinply recognizing 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 sone 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 some other inconpatible act; so,
when this act occurs, it would no nore be caused by what the agent
is than is the act that does not occur.

To use definite descriptions like "the rational appetite" and "the

will" in speaking of appetites, we do not have to be able to
i ndi vi duat e appetites and rel ate i ndivi dual 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
that each occurrence of a desire springs from sone preexisting



orientation. It may be, for instance, that ny orientation to

produce a certain desire consists of a set of characteristics. |If
so, convenience would still allow us to speak of that orientation
as "an appetite."* In fact, | believe there is a case for
identifying the will with an individual faculty, but my argunent

wi |l not depend on making that case.
A desire occurs, therefore, because a preexisting orientation for

the desire exists. We call such a preexisting orientation an
appetite. But the preexisting 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
exi sts 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
def ecti ve.

If our wll is free, however, its desires can be defective even if
those of other appetites could not be. Achieving the wll'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 defective 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
pl easurable state of consciousness that results from sone
experience, for exanple, the dog's gustatory experience.
Therefore, the gustatory experience is defectively evaluated as a
means 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 wi th a nunber of
m sconceptions about the rel ati on of appetites and desires to ends.
Even if these m sconceptions were true of other appetites, they
woul d not be true of the rational appetite. Hence, establishing
t he foundations of ethics does not |ogically depend on dispelling
t hem But these are the kind of msconception 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
value by being related to a desire. And why do we desire it?
Because of the thing's relation to an appetite we possess
i ndependently of the thing. Value is in the ego of the behol der;
it is not a characteristic in things. Associated with the
egocentric analysis of value is the viewthat, since we are seeking
happi ness in every action, the value of other things for us,
i ncl udi ng ot her 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
pl easure; that very pleasure can cone 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
followthat the end of the desire is only a neans to the end of the

appetite? No. What follows is that the appetite's act was a
defective evaluation 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
hel p 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 preconscious, since this orientation is the cause of
sonmething that is conscious, th 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 object, for exanple, a pleasurable
experience, presented by cognition, for exanple, by nenory or
i mgi nation. W can desire an object of cognition, an ice cream
cone, for instance, as a neans to a pl easurabl e experience. But if
so, we are desiring the ice creamcone for the sake of sone other
cogni zed obj ect, a pleasurable taste that we renenber or inagine.
If we are not desiring the other object of cognition as a neans to
a further cognized 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 nnent of sonme ot her cogni zed obj ect 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 clainms that an appetite desires everything other
than its own satisfaction only as a neans to its satisfaction. But
if so, what is the object of cognition that provokes the appetite's
response? Wiat 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 exi stence 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 wll cause the
sati sfaction of the appetite; for a nothing is the cause of itself.

The object of cognition whose real existence wll presunably
fulfill the appetite's preconscious orientation and satisfy the

appetite would be the fulfillment of the appetite's orientation or
woul d be the appetite's state of satisfactionin that fulfillnment.
That is, the cognition the provokes desire would be the cognition
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 sonething that will satisfy
it. But what is the thing that wll satisfy it? Its own
sati sfaction.

|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 object of cognltlon A and not to B?
Because the appetite is so oriented to what Ais that the cognition
of A provokes the appetite's response, and the existence 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 existence of B. In short, it cannot be the case that an
appetite nust evaluate everything other than its own satisfaction
only as nmeans to its satisfaction. W get nowhere if we anal yze 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. Wat we desire to exist is not that our
appetite for the existence of sonething be fulfilled. It is the
exi stence of a state of affairs consciously desired as an end that
wll satisfythe desire and -- assuming the desire i s 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 oriented.

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 epistenology. That a thing is known only insofar
as it is known has been used to justify idealism or at |east
subj ectivism in know edge. Allegedly, we cannot know things as
t hey are outside of know edge because we know t hemonly by bringi ng
them within know edge. From the fact that we know sonething,
however, it cannot follow that it is known under the aspect of
bei ng known. The aspect under which it is first known nust be
sonet hing nore than and sonething 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 athing is desired
only because it has the characteristic of termnating a rel ation 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 woul d have to be desired already in order to
become that which is desired. The thing nust termnate the
relation of desire because it possesses sone other characteristic.
Nor can we avoid the dilemma by saying that the characteristic by
whi ch the thing provokes desire is the characteristic of satisfying
an appetite, of being that which an appetite is oriented to. The
desire for A is 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 all of the
characteristics making A what it is. Therefore, a hing can have
the characteristic of being that to which an appetite is oriented
only if the thing al ready possesses ot her characteristics by reason
of which an appetite is oriented to it.

In fact, the statenent made at the begi nning of this section, that
t hi ngs becone val ues by being related to appetites or desires, is
not strictly true. W do not make things values by relating them
to appetites and desires. Rather, appetites and desires rel ate us
to things, and the relation of an appetite or desire to an actual
or potential thing makes the thing a value for us. An appetite's
relation to a thing is something in us, not inthe thing. That is



the el ement of truth mi sleadingly put by the statenent that val ue
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.

If "being a value" neans being that to which an appetite is
oriented, being a value is not a characteristic of things in their
own exi stence. Being-that-to-which an appetite is oriented, |ike
bei ng-known, is a logical 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 |l ogical construct inplies
that there can be no real distinction between what is so descri bed
and what can also be described as "a thing that is what it is
i ndependently of our appetites.” If "being desired" adds only a
relation of reason to "what sonmething is,” what is desired is
identical with what the thing is, that is, wth what sone or all of
its characteristics are. Therefore, there is no real distinction
bet ween the value of a thing and what its desired characteristics
are (in other words, goodness is a transcendental property of
bei ng) .

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
t he appetite producing the desire is adapted. For an appetite can
either desire the existence of a state of affairs that does not yet
exi st 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 eval uates
sonething to be the kind of existent to which an appetite is
adapted when the thing is not that kind of existent. Thi s
exi stential character of appetite inplies, again, that the val ue 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
exi stential 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 seeking happiness in every action, nust the value of other
persons anmount to their being nmeans to our hapiness. O, since in
every action we are aimng at an end, nust the value | place on
anot her person be her relation to one or nore of the ends |I am
seeki ng? Must the value of another be that of a neans to ny 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 idealismfromthe 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 mportant way in which happiness is not our end. Happiness is not
our end in the sense of being the object our knowl edge proposes to
us and to which our faculty of desire responds. In this latter




sense, an end i s an obj ect of know edge that we val ue, for exanpl e,
weal th, 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 conplete
happi ness. But as just argued, the satisfaction of an appetite
cannot be the cognized object that provokes desire on the part of
the appetite. To say we are pursuing a course of action only
insofar as it brings happiness is |ike saying a thing is known only
insofar as it is known. It does not and cannot follow that the
obj ect of know edge which provokes our desire, the end we are
t hinking of as we pursue action and whose attainnment will bring

happi ness, i s happiness itself. An end whose acconpl i shnment brings
happi ness is not valued because it possesses sonme relation to
happi ness. Rather, it brings happi ness because we possess t he ki nd
of relation to it that nmakes it an end for us. |If nmy end is the
happi ness of anot her person, that person's happiness is not val ued
nmerely is a neans to ny own happi ness.

Just as we are al ways seeki ng happi ness when we act, we are al ways
acting because we are seeking an end. But it cannot followthat ny
orientatin 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 | am seeking. If I make the
interests of another person the object of ny desire, | am pursuing
my owm end, but | am not thereby reducing the other person's

interests to being an neans toward the fulfillnment of ny ends
anynore than know edge reduces the known to bei ng known only as an
obj ect 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 val ued as
related to appetite or desire. Rather, appetites and desires are
relative to perfections in things just as hunman know edge is.

2.4. Sensory and Rational Appetites

The centrifugal and existential character of val ues, even though
true, may not seem to buy very nuch in the case of sensory
appetites. Qur appetite for the pleasurable taste of an ice cream
cone is an appetite for what that taste is as a real existent, not
for some 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 rel ated, nanely, a pl easurabl e experience, is
a state of the same entity to which the appetite bel ongs. 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 appetiteis
a state to be undergone by the appetite's possessor, as opposed to
sonme 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
awar e of things outside 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
pr oduces. Rati onal know edge, on the other hand, goes beyond
obj ects the senses are able to distinguish fromone another to the
not -di rectly-sensi ble features things nmust possess in order to act



on our senses the way they do. Sensory cognition can distinguish
the blue of one litnus solution fromthe red of another, but the
di stinction between what it is to be acidic and what it is to be
al kaline is not an object of sensory know edge. W 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 them as able to act in
t hese 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 neans to those ends,
since the senses know external things only through their actions on
us.

Rational know edge of what things are derives from sensory
knowl edge of what they are. But as distinguished from sensory
know edge, rational know edge attai ns what things are i ndependently
of their actions on our sense organs. Sensory know edge is both
the source of and |ocus of verification for rational 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 exanple, seeing the color of the litnus paper to seeing the
| ocation of a pointer on a neasuring device. A causal relation
obt ai ns between the acidity of litnus solutions and differences in
their their perceptible colors. The location of the pointer may
allowus to verify a theory, but the theory may have little or no
relation to the reason |light frommeasuring 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 subatomc particle, but those theories may call for
no difference in the explanation of why light allows us to perceive
t he positions of pointers, whatever those positions may be. O, if
they explain light differently, they may not call for differences
in the way light froma pointer affect our sense organs.

As correlative to rational know edge, rational appetiteis able to
have ends other than states undergone by the entity the appetite
bel ongs to. For exanple, we can have as an end the well|l being of
our children. It is true that the satisfaction of the appetite
will conme not just fromthe well being of our children but fromour
knowl edge of their well being, and know edge is a state bel ongi ng
to the sane entity the appetite belongs to. Does it follow that
our endisreally the gratifying know edge of the state of affairs,
and the state of affairs itself is only a means to that end? No,
unl ess our end were the state of affairs itself, there would be no
reason why knowl edge of state of affairs A, rather than state of
affairs B, gratifies us. The existence 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 fromthat than from
the truismthat a thing is known only insofar as it is known.
Specifically, the aspect of a state of affairs that causes our
satisfaction by being known cannot be the fact that the state of
affairs is known (*except in cases where know edge is our end).
Sonmet hing nust already be known in order for it to be known as
known. Therefore, the aspect under which a thing is first known
must be sonmething nore than and sonmething causally prior to the
fact that it is knowmn. Know edge of that prior aspect nmust 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 dilemma 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 val uing things
insofar as reason is aware of what those things are. But the
obj ects of reason are what things are in their extracognitiona
exi stence; 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 wll be. Therefore, our appetite is
satisfied by our knowl edge that the desired state of affairs
exi sts. 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 potential existent to be the kind of thing an
appetite is oriented to would be a defective desire.

This defense of the nonegocentric character of the rational

appetite, like the other arguments of this chapter, is not a
| ogi cal presupposition of the renmainder of ny analysis. The
characteristics of the ill that explain obligation can be shown

i ndependently of the discussion of other appetites. But we have to
cl ear the ground before we can erect a building or, in this case,
| ay the foundations.



Not es

It will be objected that the predicates of different |anguages
reflect radically different |inguistic structures, structures that
derive from the |anguage and not from what is expressed in
| anguage. True, but such structures are characteristics accruing
to the objects of our know edge as a result of having becone
objects. And we do not attribute to things in their cognition-
i ndependent exi stence characteristics they are associated with only
from the perspective of their being objects of know edge. For
exanpl e, the fact that the neaning of a predicate has the attri bute
of logical wuniversality does not inply that when we assert a
predi cate of an individual, we assert that the individual is a

| ogi cal universal. Li kew se, we can use different |inguistic
structures to assert the sane thing, as in 'This is red" and 'This
has redness'. In neither case do we attribute to the thing the
properties of the linguistic structure by which we nmake the
assertion.

| have used 'good' as the opposite of 'defective' in a non-noral
sense to describe a true belief. If the noral connotations
associated with 'good' or 'correct' are too strong, | could use a

rat her awkward circum ocution |ike 'successful'’

This is not a 'paradi gmcase' argunment which noves fromthe given
exi stence of a word to the necessity for a known referent of the
word. My argunent noves in the opposite direction; it first points
out the existence of sonmething and then notes that this thing is
the referent of a particular word.

For the present discussion, | abstract fromthe question of things
in nature being given their ends by God. | address that question
in Section VIIl. 1In contrasting a person as giver of its own ends
to things given their ends by the inpersonal universe, | do not
mean to deny that the universe is the way it is because God so
pl anned it. However, there are many ethical values that can be
recogni zed as such by those who do not know that God exists. For
such values, it is necessary to explain how they are recognzed in
t he absence of know edge of God's existence. But for those who
know t hat God exi sts, exanpl es such as those in Section VII involve
justice in a deeper sense than fairness, the sense of giving to
each thing what is due it froman appetite adapted to the being of
things. Wat is due an infinitely actual being froma rationa
appetite is obedience to Hs will. For He is an ethical absol ute,
an end-in-Hnself, in an infinitely superior way than is a hunan
person. He is an end-in-H nself in the sense of possessing in a
superabundant manner all the actuality that is able to becone an
end for an appetite adapted to what exists.

| am not inplying that our treatnment of aninmals has no noral
significance. Agai n, to illustrate the unconditionality,
objectivity, and knowability of ethical values, | am using the
exanple justice wthout denying the existence of other ethical
val ues. The ethical significance of our treatnent of aninals woul d
not be a matter of justice in the sense of fairness.

If nmy analysis has been correct, then one who has followed it
derives his phil osophic understanding of the obligation to treat
equals equally fromthe analysis of that situation, but deriving
our phil osophic understanding of this obligation from X does not
inply that the obligation stands to X in a relation of |ogical




derivation fromprior principles or of causal derivation. How we
derive our understanding of obligation is an epistenol ogical
matter; what obligation consists in is an ontological matter.

*We have desires that are not responses to the cognition of
objects. Oten, it is not the thought of food that makes us hungry
but hunger that nmakes us think of food.

*I't can be objected that the ability to produce ethical decisions
admts of degrees since the rational know edge admts of degrees,
and the rational



Not es (conti nued)

appetite is defined as the ability to esteemthings according to
our rational know edge.

But assume the orientation to produce a desire consists of a set
of characteristics, A and B. Assune also that the desire was
rendered defective by the presence of other characteristics, Y and
Z. Then Y and Z have an influence on the desire's being what it
is; for wthout them the desire would not have whatever features
make it defective. Therefore, why should we not say that the
appetite, the orientation to produce the desire, consists of the
entire set, A B, Y, and Z? Because in the absence of Y and Z, be
they tiredness or sickness or whatever, A and B could still produce
a desire. A and B constitute an orientation for sonething that
does not exist; hence they produce a desire. But because of the
presence of Y and Z, the desire evaluates a thing to be that which
A and B constitute an orientation for although the thing is not
t hat .

*That would anpbunt to saying that the end we are aimng at in
every desire is the achievenent of our end. And that would be |ike
the truismthat a thing is known only insofar as it is known. The
latter truism has been used to defend idealism or at |east
subj ectivism in know edge. It has been clainmed that we cannot
know t hi ngs as they are outside of know edge because we know t hem
only by bringing themw thin know edge. But fromthe fact that we
know sonething, it does not and cannot follow that it is known
under the aspect of being known, that what is known is that
sonething is known. The aspect under which a thing is known nust
al ways be sonmething nore than that it is known and sonething
causally prior tothe fact that it is known. The alternative is an
infinite regress, since sonething nust already be known in order
for it to be knowmn as known; in other words, the thing would have
to be known before it could be known. Simlarly, the fact that
sonething other than the appetite is valued only insofar as it
term nates the appetite's relation of being oriented to this thin
proves no nore in ethics than the fact that a thing is known only
insofar as it is known proves in epistenology. W cannot desire
sonething wthout relating it to our desires. But the
characteristic because of which an appetite is oriented to a thing
is not and cannot be the fact of the thing's being that to which
the appetite is oriented. The thing nmust be that to which the
appetite IS oriented because It possesses sone ot her
characteristic, a characteristic capable of provoking desire by
bei ng known. O herw se, the reason why sonething satisfies desire
would be that it satisfies desire. Desires are relations to
characteristics in things, characteristics other than that of
satisfying desire.

How do | know they are m ne? The question incorrectly assunes |
have sonme know edge of nyself other than as the cause of ny
behavi or or sonme know edge of decisions other than as emanating
fromthe source | designate "ne."

In fact, nmy awareness of my own existence is basically awareness
of nyself as the source of conscious acts |i ke sensations, beliefs,
desires, and deci sions.

*Shoul d | therefore value the el enments that nake me up nore highly




t han human nature, since they are foundational for human nature?
| evaluate nyself as equal or unequal to her with respect to being

causes of decisions. None of the elenents making ne up have
di sposi ti ons whose achi evenents i nclude the ability to make et hi cal
deci si ons. Those dispositions belong to the whole made up of
el ement s.

Footnote on Finnis, Nozick, Aristotle, and Veatch concerning
wi shing to be a cow.

Freedomis not randommess. Randommess is a formof determ nati on.

The next digit in pi is not predictable before it is calcul ated,
but it is entirely determ ned and necessary.



Abst ract

| s fal sehood a defect for a belief? Yes. |Is the standard by which
fal sehood is counted a defect sonmething accidental to beliefs,
sonething only contingently related to beliefs? No. Wat if we
have an appetite oriented to valuing things according to reason's
knowl edge of what they are? Then failure to do so would be
defective just as falsehood is, that is, non-contingently or
accidentally. For exanple, if we know that an infinitely perfect
being exists, it would be a defect not to value H m accordingly,
that is, to love Hmconpletely. |f we know that another being is
equal to us in possession of the nature that nakes us possessers of
an appetite by which we nmake rational decisions, it wuld be a
defect to choose to pursue goals in a way that did not give her an
equal opportunity to pursue her goals.

Specifically, in pursuing ny interests at the expense of hers,
evaluate ny reality, the reality of the being who is the source and
subj ect of the desires being pursued, as though it were higher on
a scale of reality than hers.

Appendi x
This is true of aesthetic values as well as ethical val ues.

The preceding analysis of desire and the relation of values to
desire allows us to answer the question whether goodness, be it
ethical or aesthetic, is a characteristic of things in their own
exi st ence.

We are equal not only in having a simlar nature but in having a
nature that nmakes us free beings. Free beings are ends-in-
t hensel ves.

In either case, our evaluation is defective because the places
t hi ngs have in our evaluations, with respect to being evaluated as
ends or as neans to ends, is inconsistent with what the relation
that hol ds between themin reality.

To show t he consequences of the concept of rational appetite for
ethics, | will conpare ethical decision to belief. Specifically,
| will argue that just as in truth there is identity between what
is an object of knowl edge and what sonme extra-cognitionally
existing thingis, sothereis identity between what is a val ue for
us and what sone thing, action, or state is in itself.

Do we know why we are desiring the end itself? And if so, how do
we know it? W know why we desire an end because a desire for an
end is a conscious evaluation of the end as the kind of thing the
appetite is adapted to, the kind of thing whose existence wll
satisfy the appetite's preconscious orientation. That is what a
desire is.

Explaining this difference between our treatnent of rational and
subrational beings will show why the concept of free beings as
ends-in-thensel ves is needed for the analysis of obligation.

4.4.2. CQuttakes
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 believed and what things are has to do
with ethical decisions. Section 3.2 discusses in what sense a



common nature is and is not a necessary presupposition for this
conparison of rational appetite with belief.

A rem nder i s necessary at the beginning. The anal ysis focuses on
t he exanpl e of unequal treatnent of equals. Once again, inequality
as such is not the point of the conparison of decision with belief
or of what makes a deci sion defective. The point of the conparison
is the finality of the will as an appetite whose nature it is to
val ue things according to what they are. [If we give our equals a
pl ace unequal to us in our systemof val ues, we cannot be treating
t hem according to what they are.

3. 1. Deci si on Conpared to Beli ef

| can give ny interests a higher place in ny systemof val ues than
those of another, even though the inherent perfection of our
natures are equal. |If so, thereis a lack of identity between the
relative positions of our natures in reality and the relative
positions ny conscious estimations of value assign them that is,
a lack of identity between the way things term nate ny rel ati ons of
desire and the way their intrinsic realities relate to each ot her.
A decision is 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 decision a desire -- what has so far been said about
desire applies to decision as well. In particular, decisions are
eval uations, since decisions make things values for us and give
things relative positions anong other val ues. And just as a
conscious act of belief is defective if thereis alack of identity
bet ween 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
obt ai ns between themin real existence. For as belief clains that
things exist the way we express them in statenents, a decision
treats things as if they existed the way they are evaluated; a
decision deals with things as if what they are as values for us is
identical with what they are in thenselves; a decision eval uates
things to be of certain kinds, to exist in certain ways.

For exanple, in deciding to cheat on an examnation, | am
depriving another person of an equal opportunity to pursue her
goals, so | am putting ny pursuit of goals ahead of hers in ny
system of val ues. But when | put ny pursuit of goals ahead of
her s, I cannot avoid putting nyself ahead of  her.

What is the evidence for these assertions? In particular, why
nmust et hical decisions treat things as if they existed the way t hey
are evaluated? In discussing belief, we noted that intellectua
acts can have goals other than identity with what exists, but
beli ef happens to be an act to which a relation to this goal is
intrinsic. Likewse, to judge an ethical decision defective for
treating things otherwi se than as they exist is to judge it by the
standard of a finality, an orientationto a goal, that is intrinsic
to the decision itself. The defect is not hypothetical, as if the
deci sion 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 ae in opposition; otherw se, we
woul d not have to make a choice between them  Therefore, every
et hi cal decision is an evaluation that assigns sonething arelative




pl ace i n our val ues hi gher than sonething el se. Next, as we sawin
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
at t ai ned. Therefore, every desire evaluates its object to be
sonmet hing, nanely, to be the kind of thing an appetite is adapted
to. And a desire ains at bringing sonething into existence so that
it wll exist the way it has been imagi ned or conceived to exist.

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 ethica
decisions, but it is especially true for ethical decisions and
woul d 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 inmage, say the experience of eating
chocol ate, to an experience presented by another inmage, the desire
eval uates the taste of chocolate to be nore of the kind of thing
our appetite, at least 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 making ethical decisions is a rationa
appetite. As an appetite, it orients us to goals. As rational, it
is a power of responding to objects of rational know 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
t hensel ves. Therefore, a rational appetite relates ne to goals
according to ny know edge of what things are in thenselves; a
ratonal appetite is a power of valuing, esteem ng, appreciating,
honoring the intrinsic reality of things that are presented to that
appetite by reason.

I f there is any doubt about the existence of the rational appetite
as here descri bed, we have only to consi der that otherw se we woul d
not be capable of desiring goals according to our rationa
knowl edge of what things are. Yet, to pursue a goal is precisely
to aimat maki ng sonet hing consciously conceived exist as we have
conceived it. And our conception of future goals is always founded
on our consciousness of what things are that already exist.
Furthernore, our satisfaction in an acconplished goal derives from
our awareness of what exists when that goal exists.

Since the rational appetite relates me to goals according to ny
awar eness of what things are in thensel ves, a decision nmade by the
rational appetite cannot avoi d consciously evaluating things to be
of certain kinds, to exist in certain ways; it cannot avoid
eval uating things as if their being were this or that. In other
words, by its intrinsic nature as an act of a rational 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 is in itself. Sensory desires also cal
for judgnent on this ground, but even if that were not true of
sensory desires, it would be true of ethical decisions.



That et hical 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 conmon
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 make ethical decisions* is a rational
appetite, that is, a faculty of desire that orients us to
goal s according to our know edge of the natures of things.

| have defended Proposition (2), reason's ability to know the

natures of things, elsewhere.* | will defend Propositions (1) and
(2) here. Defending Proposition (1), our possession of a comon
nature, wll not be as difficult as it mght appear. In the

present context, a comon human nature is at issue only to the
extent that it has ethical significance. That significance wll
not commt us to as nmuch as belief in a comobn nature nmay comit us
i n other contexts.

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" may
have a Kantian ring, but a concept of rational appetite (or the
will) that is alnost dianetrically opposed to Kant's goes back at
| east to the high mddl e ages. That concept of rational appetite
over cones both

Briefly, the rational appetite has the intrinsic finality of
val ui ng things according to reason's know edge of what things are.
For exanpl e, when we know that an infinitely perfect being exists,
a decision that would deny this being the highest and ruling place
in our systemof values would be intrinsically defective. That is,
t he decision would be defective by the standard of a finality, a
relation to goals, that is identical with the nature of the
rati onal appetite and of the decision itself as a product of the
rational appetite. It would not be defective by the standard of
sonme goal inposed on the will fromw thout. The decision, in other
wor ds, cannot avoid being defective by the standard of its own
nat ur e.

Such a defect in the will's act is what constitutes noral evil.
Moral goodness, on the other hand, 1is constituted by the
fulfillment of the finality inscribed in an act of the rationa
appetite. To be norally obligated to nake a certain deci sion 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 judgnent 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 judgnment that such a choice is ethically right or
wWr ong.

this analysis both conforms to our everyday understanding of
norality and solves the main phil osophic problens concerning the
objectivity, unconditionality, and knowabi ity of noral obligation.



For exanple, the fact that obligation is based on finality does not
render obligation hypothetical as long as the relation to the goal
isintrinsic tothe rational appetite and its acts. To nonentarily
use sone traditional termnology that I wll 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
poi nt of view. And the absence of that intrinsic perfectionis an
intrinsic defect. The opposition between teleological and
deontol ogi cal ethics is a fal se dil enma.

Anot her false dilemma is the opposition between appetite and
reason concerni ng who prescribes to whom It is entirely true that
val ue presupposes desire, and desires spring fromappetites 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 from being a contrivance for escaping from dilenmas, is in
conformty both with our prephil osophic understandi ng of oursel ves
and with the demands of a phil osophic anal ysis of experience.

One nore proposition will enter into this account of ethical
obl i gati on:

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

| mention Proposition (4) l|last because those who disagree with
freedomof choice will find that they can go quite a long way with
t he anal ysis before parting conpany with it.

1.1. Method of Proceedi ng

To show that ethical obligation can be objective, unconditional,
and knowable, it is only necessary to show that obligations with
t hese characteristics sonetines occur. And since ny concl usions
are so controversial, the exanples illustrating them should be as
uncontroversial as possible. Accordingly, I will confine nyself
mai nly to exanpl es of one of the nost universally admtted ki nds 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
inply that justice in the sense of fairness is the only ethica
val ue. Section 5.3 and Chapter 6 show how the analysis can be
extended to ot her cases.

A necessary condition for answering this question is to
determne in what sense the other is equal to ne. W are
presumably not equal in an indefinite nunber of respects. 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 common nature is to believe that the simlarities in
our behavi or are accounted for by simlarities in the dispositions
t hat enabl e us to behave as we do. The belief that our behavior is
simlar does not require, for exanple, that humans have a common
| 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 nodes 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 nere possibility of dissimlar causes does not nake it
reasonabl e postul at et hem unl ess nmul ti pl yi ng causes can account for
differences in effects that cannot otherw se be accounted for. The
differences in human behavior are nanifold. But rather than
argui ng agai nst conmmon underlying causes, differences in human
behavi or argue for them Differences in |anguages presuppose that
humans are alike in having linguistic ability greater than that of
animals; differences in culture presuppose that humans are alike in
havi ng psychol ogi cal capacities necessary for devel opi ng cul ture;

and so on. The differences in such abilities are differences
regardi ng | anguage or culture because of the simlarities in the
abilities, and the simlarities in the abilities <call for

explanation by simlarities in the wunderlying causes of the
abilities. Asimlar set of underlying causal dispositions is what
is meant by a common human nature.

And anot her causal consideration nakes postulating different
nat ures unreasonable. Effects have whatever their causes put into
them The causes of human beings are their parents. Hunan parents
produce children by neans of reproductive faculties that are

simlar from one 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 dissimlarities between human reproductive
faculties are manifold. But these dissimlarities al so presuppose
basic simlarities w thout which reproduction coul d not take pl ace.
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 fromanother but both are
human ova. The reproductive faculties of other species share
simlarities wth human reproductive faculties. But specifically
human behavi or has its ulti mate source i n 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 behavior we discover in them by external
observation is accounted for by their having a nature simlar to
that we discover in ourselves through reflective self-awareness.
What noral significance does the knowl edge of our possession of a
common human nature have?

Before turning to the direct conpari son between belief and acts of

the rational appetite, | wll 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 unconditional 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 some other
desire for an end. Chapter 3 takes up the direct conparison
bet ween bel i ef and a decision on the part of the rational appetite
to treat equals unequally. There, the idea of a conmon nature and
the sense in which it is pertinent to ethics will be refined.



Utimately, it is not our equality with respect to bei ng humans but
our equality as pursuers of goals that is pertinent to obligation,
and sonething could be equal to us as a pursuer of goals wthout
bei ng human. I n Chapter 4, | wll argue that the concept of rational
appetite elucidated by the conparison with belief is the operative
concept in our everyday ethical judgnents and is sufficient to
resol ve the mai n phil osophi ¢ probl ens concerning t he foundati ons of
et hi cs. In addition to the already nentioned fact/value and
t el eol ogy/ deont ol ogy problens, there are the problens of the
knowabi l ity of obligation, of "Why be noral ?" and of why i mmoral
actions deserve puni shnent.

Al'l of those questions will be dealt with before the question of
freedom of choice conmes up in Chapter 5. The concept of rational
appetite, in addition to solving other problens in the foundations
of ethics, solves the problemof free choice. And the fact that we
have free choi ce explains the ethical 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 fina
chapter, Chapter 6, | extend the anal ysis to cases that appear even

nmore renote fromfairness: artificial contraception, drunkenness,
and suicide. Since this study concerns foundations, the purpose is
not to cover all cases of ethical decision but to cover cases
di verse enough to nake it reasonable to expect the analysis to
apply to other cases as well. The study will have succeeded if it
makes that expectation sufficiently reasonable to notivate the
devel opment of a conplete ethic based on the foundati ons exam ned
her e.

we may reject a job offer we woul d ot herwi se have chosen because we
felt it was not wequal to another offer wth respect to
opportunities for advancenent. \Wen we later find that the two
offers were equal in this way, we consider our preference for the
job we took to have been a bad preference.

necessarily know edge of what things are with respect to the
ability make rational decisions directing thenselves to their own
ends i s, by hypothesis, pertinent to any decision; for the finality
of our ability to make rational decisions is necessarily involved
i n any decision. Therefore, we cannot avoid eval uati ng another as
equal to us as a pursuer of rationally chosen goals

To say that our decision making abilities have the finality of
val ui ng things according to reasons knowl edge is to say that they
have the finality of valuing things according to what they are as
known by reason, for the object of reason is what things are.

Hence, when you criticize ny decision to cheat agai nst you, you are
criticizing it for treating me as if I were not what | am since
what | amis equal to what you are in the respect to the finality
of our decision making ability but you are not treating nme as if
what | amwere equal to what you are in this respect. Any decision
treats sonmething as if it is or is not what it is, just as a belief
relates to sonething as if it is or is not what it is. And just as
a belief that something is not what it is is defective by the




standard of belief's unavoi dabl e goal of truth, a decisionrelating
to sonething as if it were not what it is knowm to be is defective
by the standard of a goal a decision cannot avoi d havi ng.

"Based on" does not nean the sane as "according to," when | say
t hat our decisions have the finality of val uing things according to
what we rationally know of them "Based on" sinply neans that we
make deci sions using our rational know edge; we make decisions in
the rational consciousness of what things are, and we cannot avoid
bei ng rationally aware of what things are when we nake deci si ons.
It is the fact that our decisions cannot avoid being nmade in the
presence of rational knowl edge that gives our decisions the
finality of valuing things according to our rational know edge.
But the fact that our decisions are nmade in the presence of
rational know edge is not the sanme as the fact that our decisions
have that finality. For the former fact is the cause of the latter
fact, and cause and effect are not the sane. But in not treating
us as being equal to the extent that we pursue goals based on
rati onal know edge, ny decision to cheat violates the finality of
val ui ng things according to what they are known to be, because |
know we are equal to that extent and because | amdenying you equal
opportunity to be a pursuer of rationally chosen goals. My
decision is therefore defective by the standard of the finality our
deci si on meking ability cannot avoi d havi ng.
Assunme you are choosing between two jobs that are equal in al
respects of concern to you, but you m stakenly believe that one
offers nore job security. If you ealuate the other job as |ess
desirable for this reason, your evaluation is defective.

(Again, equality is not the essence of the will's finality, but if
| amnot placing a value on her equal to that | place on nyself, |
am not eval uating her according to what she is.)

Because reason knows what things are as extranmental things, the
finality of valuing things according to reason's know edge is the
finality of valuing things according to what they are in their own
nat ur es.

(I wll illustrate what it nmeans to value things according to
reason's know edge of what they are in a nonent.)

The ends to which any ability is oriented are hierarchical. The
action to which an ability di sposes us may not be the ultimte end
to which we are oriented because of the ability; the action may
only be an neans to a further end. But any action is related to
the ability by which we produce it as an end, since it is sonething
distinct from the ability and whose existence the ability is
oriented toward bringing about. Therefore, an abilities action
al ways stands to it as its immediate, if not ultimte, end.

Furthernore, the finalities of the rational appetite itself remain
what they are regardless in differences of degrees between the

rational appetites of different individuals, for exanple,
i ndi vi dual s who do not have the sanme degree of "will power.™
At least -- and this is the crucial point, the finalities of our

rational appetites are sufficiently the sane that we cannot avoid



m seval uati ng anot her rational decider, eval uating anot her pursuer
of goals chosen on the basis of sone rational know edge, to be
ot her than what she is if we do not treat her interests as equal to
our own. No matter what the differences in our wills, it remains
true that we have an ability to pursue goal s based on sone rati onal

know edge. And, by hypothesis, we have sufficient rational
know edge to recogni ze our equality in that respect. Therefore, we
have an ability to make deci sions based on that know edge. If we

do not base our deci sions on know edge of this equality as pursuers
of rationally chosen goals when the pursuit of those goals cones
into conflict, we unavoi dably eval uat e t hose whose pursuit of goals
conflicts with ours as if they were not equal to us in this
respect. That is, we unavoidably fail to decide according to our
know edge that we are equal in this respect, because we eval uate
themas if they were not equal to us in this respect.

However, there are ends to which our decision-making ability are
necessarily oriented in addition to the end of eval uati ng accordi ng
to reason's knowl edge. In particular, our decision-making ability
is oriented to maki ng deci sions based on reason's know edge.

No matter what the differences between our faculties of decision,
it remains a truth that we are each oriented to direct ourselves
t oward speci fic ends by deci si ons based on sone rati onal know edge.
This is an X to which we are oriented by neans of our dispositions
to make decisions. Wth respect to this X, both the nurderer are
equal . But the nmurderer's decision does not value the victimas if
he were her equal in this respect, because her decision denies the
victimthe opportunity to pursue his rationally chosen ends.

| amarguing that ny deci sion to deny hi mequal opportunity cannot
avoi d bei ng defective because, no matter what ny specific goal, the
rational appetite's finality is to evaluate things as if they
exi sted the way they are evaluated. And ny decision to deny him
equal opportunity evaluates what we are unequally even though we
are equal. Therefore the decision is defective as a false belief
is, defective by the standard of a goal the decisionis related to
just by being what it is. But in what respect are equal such that
t he decision is unavoi dably defective?

your criticismof nmy decisionis criticismof it for not eval uating
hi mequally, not in just any respect, but in respect to an end to
whi ch our decision-making ability necessarily orients us, that of
maki ng deci si ons based on rational know edge.

Therefore, she is not treating himequally fromthe point of view
of a goal to which our ability to make decisions necessarily
orients us, the goal of pursuing ends of our own choice. Mor e
fundanmental |y than having the ends of making decisions in accord
with rational knowl edge or based on our rational know edge, our
ability to make deci sions has the end of maki ng deci sions directing
us to other ends. (Just as the wll cannot have the end of
directing us to ends in accord with rational know edge unless it
makes use of rational know edge in directing us to ends, the wll
cannot make use of rational know edge in directing us to ends
unless it directs us to ends.)



It may be objected that the analogy between the will and an
appetite oriented to an end breaks down because no specific end, no
X, has been provided as the point of reference for the wll's
evaluations. To evaluate two things as equal or unequal, we have
to evaluate them as being equal or unequal in a certain respect,
that is, either with respect to enbodying end X or with respect to
being neans to end X. Wthout a specific end, there is no basis
for conparison
For exanple, a noment ago | said treating an other person equally
means evaluating what he is as in "sone sense" equal to what we

are. But the description so far given of our decision-nmaking
ability seens to provide it no specific sense in which to eval uate
t hi ngs as being equal or unequal. The finality of valuing things

according to reason's know edge of what they are seens to do the
opposite of providing a specific point of reference for
eval uations. Any node of being can be an object of reason; and any
two things can be unequal in an indefinite nunber of respects; that
is, "what they are" can be unequal in an indefinite nunber of ways.
Why shoul d an eval uati on of two things as being equal or unequal in
one respect as opposed to others constitute a violation of the
will's finality? Hence even granting that decisions eval uate what
things are to be equal or unequal, we appear to be a | ong way from
expl ai ni ng what the noral evil of treating anot her person unequal |y
consists in.

To answer this question, it is necessary to make clear the
concept of reason that | have been assum ng (although a conplete
account of reason is not necessary, since the psychol ogy required
for this analysis of obligation is mnimal).

To see why, consider why we do not blane subrational beings for
not treating each other equally; for the sanme reason, we do not
ourselves for treating subrational beings as unequal to us but to
bl ane ourselves for treating rational beings unequally.

| have stated that the equality of humans fromthe perspective of
the rational appetite consists, not in the fact that their powers
of reason are equal, but in the fact that they have they have the
ability to direct thenselves toward ends using whatever rational
know edge t hey happen to have. There is nore to our noral equality
than that. For nost humans, 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 nat ure underlying our differences, a nature nore fundanent al
to what we are than are the respects in which we differ.

For the purposes of this introduction, I will assume the truth of
this belief, with the follow ng qualifications. First, | wll
argue later (Section ??) that a a commpbn nature is not precisely
what is necessary for ethical equality. Therefore, there is no
need to defend here the clai mthat nost people believe in a common
nat ur e. Second, although a comon nature is not necessary for
ethical equality, it happens to be the case that humans do share a
common nature in a sense sufficient for ethical equality, and nost
people in fact believe in a common nature in this sense. But as
wi || argue bel ow (Section ??), belief in a comon nature sufficient
for ethical equality does not commit us to as much as one m ght



t hi nk. Thus, not only is the comon nature | am defendi ng not
necessary for ethical equality, but the belief in a common nature
sufficient for ethical equality is |less controversial than belief
in a conmmon nature can be in other contexts.

The nature in question is a set of causal dispositions nore
fundanmental than the proximate ability to nmake rational decisions
we exercise when we are fully conscious or even the nore renote
di sposition to nmake rational decisions we possess while we are
aslep or in a com. Causally nore fundanmental than either of these
di spositions is our disposition, as living beings, to maintain
ourselves in existence. W share the ability to nmai ntain ourselves
in existence with all living things. The difference is that the
being we naintain in existence is a being whose nature al so gives
it the dispositions, proximate and renote, to nake rational
deci sions. For reasons to be explained (Section ??), the comon
nature sufficient for ethical equality is that of beings able to
mai ntai n thensel ves in exi stence as causes of rational decisions.
(I wll also discuss the ethical status of humans w thout the
ability to make rational decisions.)

| 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 decision deals with. And the evidence of experience
makes that situation knowable to reason

The behavior of critizing decisions as ethically wong inplies
that obligation consists in the rational appetite's finality of
val ui ng things according to reason's know edge of what they are.
The behavior of criticizing decisions ethically enbodies that
finality. Wwen we criticize a decision as being ethically bad, we
inply a standard by reference to which the decision is being
judged. A decision is judged to be bad because exi stence of the
decision fails to achieve sonething. What that sonmething is
constitutes a standard we are holding the decision to. But "that
which is to be achieved" is the definition of a goal, an end. To
hold a decision to a standard is to have in mnd a goal by which we
judge the decision. Any standard expresses a goal to be achieved
by what ever i s being judged according to the standard. |If the goal
is achieved, the thing is good; if not, the thing is bad. Hence in
judging a decision o be ethically bad we are judging that it fails
to achi eve sone goal

The goal we have in m nd, when we criticize a decision ethically,
is sonething that either is or is not achieved by the existence of
the decision itself, as opposed to sonme external effect to be
br ought about by the decision. External effects nay be invol ved in
t he judgnent, of course; that is, the standard we hol d t he deci si on
to may make reference to effects that the decision does or does not
aim at bringing about. But norality concerns decisions. \ere
external effects are not in the control of our decisions, we do not
judge the effects norally unless our standard requires that there



shoul d have been a decision in control of them Nor do we fail to
judge a decision to be evil just because circunstances prevented
the decider from carrying it out. Many things may go into
determ ning the content of an ethical standard, but the standard is
ethical to the extent that it allows us to classify a decision or
the absence of a decision as being an achievenent of a certain
kind. That is, the standard nust allow us to classify a decision
as achieving a goal by its, the decision's, being what it is.

But there is another way of | ooking at a decision as achieving a
goal. Decisions, like any acts, result fromprior dispositions to
action on the part of their agent. An agent acts this way as
opposed to that because a disposition existing prior to the action
orients the agent to act this way as opposed to that. By
hypot hesis, a decision to be judged ethically is a caused event;
for we hold the maker of the decision to be its cause. I we
bel i eved deci sions were sonething that just happened to a person
and over which a person had no control, we would not hold people
ethically responsible for decisions, and our ethical judgnents
woul d not be what they are.! Since a decision is caused, the
nature of the cause, that is, features possessed by the cause, nust
account for the decision being the kind of thingit is. If not the
deci si on woul d be caused and uncaused; it would be uncaused since
not hi ng exi sting prior to it would account for the decision's being
what it is.

Therefore, the prior dispositions by reason of which the agent
brings a decision into existence relate the agent to a goal or
goals; for they relate the agent to the achi evenent of an event of
a certain kind. The existence of a decision is an achi evenent of
a goal or goals to which the ability to nmake decisions is rel ated
by being the kind of thing it is. Therefore, when we judge an
action by its relation to a goal, the goal we invoke is either
consi stent or not consistent with the relation to goal constituted
by the disposition that enabled the agent to act. If it is not
consi stent, our application of the goal by which we judged the act
is unfair; we are judging the act by a goal the agent could not
achi eve and has no reason to achieve. Since we do not believe we
are being unfair when we judge decisions by ethical standards, we
believe that the agent's dispositions to act relate the agent to
goal s that are consistent with the goal s by which we judge the act.
To believe this is to believe sonething about the dispositions we
exerci se when we nmake et hical decisions.

To believe it is fair to apply a certain standard to a decisionis
to believe that the dispositions we are exercising give the
decision a finality, a relation to a goal or goals, such that the
decision is itself successful or defective according to whether it
acconplishes that finality. Since the decision exists as an
exerci se of dispositions that cause us to act because they aim at
achieving a goal, the decision itself has that finality and cannot
avoid being good or bad according to whether it fulfills that
finality. Simlarly, a belief cannot avoid being either good or
bad according to whether it achieves the goal of truth, for he
finality of attaining truth belongs to the nature of belief. Its
relation to the goal of truth is one of the things distinguishing
belief from other conscious states.

What, then, is the goal our dispositions for making decisions



i npose on those decisions. That question is answered by the fact
t hat we appeal to rational know edge to determ ne whet her deci si ons
are good or bad. That question is also answered by the reason
cannot settle questions of good or bad w thout presupposing an
orientation to some goal as given. Qur decision nmaking abilities
have the goal of deciding according to reason's know edge of what
t hings are. That is the standard we hold decisions to when we
judge themethically, the standard of val uing things according to
what we know themto be. In holding decisions to this standard we
inply the opinion that decisions have this finality, as belief has
the finality of attaining truth, and therefore that the
di spositions we exercise in making decisions give decisions this
finality.

Now what if the X to which we are oriented is the making of
deci sions that val ue things according to what we rationally know of
t hen? Consider the case of you and | deciding to seek a goal whose
achi evenent requires us to conpete agai nst each other. If | decide
to cheat to attain this goal, you correctly judge ny decision bad
by the standard of its denying you an opportunity equal to mne to
pur sue your chosen goal. | amnot valuing your interests equally
to mne. Hence yourightly criticize ny decision for not achieving
the end of giving you a place in ny values equal to the place |
give nyself. But the equality in question is equality in a
specific respect, equality with respect to bei ng soneone in pursuit
of her own rationally chosen goals. For the decision to cheat only
occurred because our pursuit of rationally chosen goals cane into
conflict, and the issue of ny treating you unequally only arises
because of our decisions to pursue the same unshareabl e goal
Therefore, your criticismof ny decisionis criticismof it for not
treating us equally with respect to X, that is, with respect to the
end to which our decision-making ability orients us.

To see why, consider another exanple. Sonmeone kills another
person and then kills herself. Can it be said that she is not
guilty of treating her victim unequally, since she didn't do
anything to the victim that she didn't do to herself? No.
Al though the nurderer is pursuing her own chosen end, she is not
allowing the victimto pursue his end. Therefore, she is not
treating himequally fromthe point of view of a goal to which our
ability to nake decisions orients us, the goal of naking decisions
by which we direct ourselves to our own ends. I n maki ng such
deci sions, we wuse rational know edge, and it maybe that the
victim s powers of rational know edge are | ess than the nurderer's.
But what is at issue in the finality of our decision-naking
abilities is not the degree of our rational know edge, but the use
of whatever rational know edge we have to direct ourselves toward
ends by neans of our own deci sions. Both the murderer and the
victim have decision nmaking abilities that are alike in this
respect. But the nurderer does not value the victimas if he were
like her inthis respect, that is, with respect to a necessary goal
of her dispositions for making deci sions.

And it is not sinply a matter of each of our decisions and our
ends being our own that is at issue. Wat is at issue is that we
each have an ability to nake our own decisions for our own ends



based on sone rational know edge, at |east sufficient rationa
know edge to recognize our likeness in this respect -- in other
words, sufficient rational know edge to recogni ze "other mnds."
Two dogs make their own decisions and are equal to that extent.
But dogs do not have an awareness of their equality in this
respect. |If they did, the dogs would be obligated to treat each
others as equals, because their ability to nake decisions would
have that finality. Wen dogs m streat thenselves or us, we don't
criticize them ethically because we would not say, "They should
have known better." But we do criticize humans ethically by saying
that they should have known better.

To say that our decision making abilities have the finality of
val ui ng things according to reasons knowl edge is to say that they
have the finality of valuing things according to what they are as
known by reason, for the object of reason is what things are.
Hence, when you criticize ny decision to cheat agai nst you, you are
criticizing it for treating ne as if | were not what | am since
what | amis equal to what you are in the respect to the finality
of our decision making ability but you are not treating nme as if
what | amwere equal to what you are in this respect. Any decision
treats something as if it is or is not what it is, just as a belief
relates to sonething as if it is or is not what it is. And just as
a belief that sonmething is not what it is is defective by the
standard of belief's unavoi dabl e goal of truth, a decisionrelating
to sonething as if it were not what it is knowmn to be is defective
by the standard of a goal a decision cannot avoid having.

At any rate, the preceding is the core of ny analysis of ethical
obligation. Not only do we i npose the standards we do on deci si ons
because we believe our dispositions for nmaking decisions have the
finality | have described, but it is also true that our
di spositions for making decisions have this finality. It is with
reference to this finality that we rightly think of ourselves as
having intrinsic value and rights. Rights are what are "due" ne,
where "due" nmeans what fulfills this the inality of a rationa
being's decision-making abilities in dealing with ne. Thi s
definition appears to make rights extrinsic, since the rationa
being in question may be other than nyself. But the finality of
t hat other being's decisions is to value nme according to what | am
Pace Plato, what | amis not extrinsic to ne. And it is because
anot her person knows what | amthat | am due sonething from her.
In fact, the first thing I am due from her is the place, in her
val ues, of a being independent of her who has ends i ndependent of
hers and whose pursuit of ends is independent of her pursuit of
ends.

How does nmy relation to the finality of another person's decision-
maki ng powers differ froma baby animal's relation to the finality
its nmother fulfills when she sacrifices herself for it? In severa
ways, but | need only nention one now. An animal's know edge
grasps only certain sensi bl e aspects of what her offspring is. For
exanple, sone birds will blithely stuff food down the open throats
of statues made to look like the birds" chicks. The finality the
not her i s acconplishing when she sacrifices herself for her young,
therefore, is that of valuing something with certain sensible
characteristics. Rational know edge, on the other hand, is opento
what things are in toto. Wile we never achi eve conpl ete know edge




of what anything is, the basis of another person's eval uation of ne
is the other person's openness to what | amin toto. Specifically,
the basis of our evaluations of other humans is our reflexive
knowl edge of ourselves as rational knowers and deciders and our
awar eness of other humans as having mnds |ike our own. So in
fulfilling the finality of ny decision-making ability, I amval uing
themas rationally consci ous beings who direct thenselves to their
own ends. The sensible characteristics an animal values can be
said to have intrinsic worth for the animal, since it is what these
characteristics are that the aninal val ues. But those
characteristics do not include anything' s having dispositions to
direct itself toits own ends, since rational know edge is required
to recognize that. It is my status as a self-aware being
rational ly conscious of and self-directed toward ny own ends that
has (or should have) intrinsic worth for another human bei ng.
That is the intrinsic worth that we |like to consider to belong to
us as persons. And that is theintrinsic worth that utilitariani sm
cannot accommodate. For if we recognize that intrinsic worth, we
recognize a finality that provides a standard by which our
decisions are rendered right or wong, not because of their
consequences, but because they are what they are.
1 The justification for the belief that the decisions of others are caused is the

same as our justification for belief in other minds, since we are aware of

ourselves as causes of our own decisions. | discuss belief in other mindsin

Section ??. The often proposed distinction between reasons and causes may or

may not be relevant to some issues in the foundations of ethics. It is not

relevant to any use | make of the belief that decisions are caused events.



