5. Persons as Ends-in-Thensel ves

VWiile | believe the preceding explanation of obligation is accurate as far
as it goes, | do not believe it goes far enough. |In general, valuing A nore
highly than B is defective for an appetite, if there is nothing in what Ais
that makes A nore of that to which the appetite is oriented than Bis. And in
the case of the rational appetite, that to which the appetite is oriented is
what things are in thenselves, since the finality of the rational appetite is
to val ues things according to reason's knowl edge. Therefore, if | do not
treat another person equally, | amnot giving what she is the value relative
to what | amthat she is is due froman appetite that evaluates according to
reason's know edge of what we are. But nore needs to be said about what it
nmeans for an appetite to be ordered to valuing things according to reason's
know edge.

Since reason is open to all aspects of things, there would seemto be no
link between a rational appetite and any particul ar aspect of things. The
nost that reason's know edge woul d seemto obligate would be a hierarchica
eval uation of things. Were reason knows there is nore being, there is nore
for a rational appetite to value. Hence we are obligated to |love living
t hings nore than nonliving, humans nore than ani mals, and God i nmeasurably
nore than creatures. And the reason we are obligated to treat other humans
equally is that they are equal to us as things whose nature enabl es rationa
choice. But there is nothing about their nature that obligates an appetite
oriented to what things are, other than the fact that they have features
giving themequality with us with respect to the area where conflicts arise,
the maki ng of rational choices. There is nothing about those features in
t hensel ves that obligates, apart fromthe fact that they are equal to the
features of another being;, there is no feature that obligates a rationa
appetite just by being what it is.

As a result, there are problens this explanation |eaves unsolved. Unless
there is a specific fature or features of our nature that obligates by being
what it is, the only obligation reason's know edge i nposes is to eval uate
hi erarchically according to degrees of being. But then, why am| not bound to
value ny collie nore than ny African violet, since reason knows that dogs are
hi gher on the scale of being than flowers? Therefore, why am| not obligated
to sacrifice the flower rather than the dog, if | amforced to choose between
then? For the sane reason, we who believe in angels would be obliged to | ove
angel s nore than humans, and hence nore than we | ove oursel ves.

These problens arise because the explanation so far given does not
sufficiently tie the obligation to treat others equally as pursuers of goals
to what it neans to be a rational pursuer of goals. There is a feature
rational pursuers of goals have that obligates the rational appetite by being
what it is: freedomof choice. The finality of the rational appetite is to
eval uate things according to what they are. In dealing with other persons,
the rational appetite cannot avoid choices that either succeed or fail in
eval uati ng persons according to what they are as free beings. Specifically,
the nature of free beings obligates the will to evaluate them as ends-in-

t hensel ves and never to evaluate themas nere nmeans to other ends. W are
obligated to respect the angelic nature as nore intelligent and powerful than
ours; but because we both have freedom of choice, there is no difference

bet ween angel s and humans as ends-in-thenselves. |In fact, angels are
obligated to value us as ends-in-oursel ves.

Freedom of choi ce, however, is not a transplant that nust be grafted on to
the analysis of obligation in terns of the rational appetite. Section 5.1



wi Il show that freedom of choice follows fromthe nature of the rational
appetite. In other words, Proposition 4 (freedomof choice) is really a
necessary consequence of Proposition 3 (the rational appetite). And Section
5.2 wll show why the explanation of obligation already given requires the
rational appetite to value free beings as end-in-thenselves. In other words,
the obligation to treat persons as ends-in-thenselves follows fromthe
anal ysis so far given, and does not require any new pren se other than that of
freedom of choi ce.

The fact that the rational appetite nust val ue humans as ends-i n-
t hensel ves, however, does have inportant inplications concerning the extent of
our obligations. It is not the case that fairness toward others is the only
domai n of obligation (other than our obligations toward God). Chapter 6 w |
show t hat, because freedom nmakes us ends-in-ourselves, we have obligations
toward ourselves and others we would not have were we not ends-in-oursel ves.

Conversely, Section 5.3 will show why the fact that we are, and subrational
bei ngs are not, ends-in-ourselves allows our evaluation of subrational beings
to not be hierarchical in all respects. That section will also discuss why we

are obligated not to mstreat aninals.
5.1. Freedom of Choice

How does a defective decision cone about? That is, how can a decision
produced by an appetite oriented to an end fail as a decision for that end?
In Chapter 2, | said that the act of any appetite can be defective by the
standard of the appetite's orientation to an end, but | also said that acts of
the will could be defective even if the acts of other appetites could not.

The reason why the act of any appetite can be defective is that there can be
"many a slip "twixt cup and lip." An appetite's successful production of an
act can depend on conditions external to the appetite itself, conditions such
as the proper operation of other faculties, for exanple, faculties of
perception, inmagination, and nenory.

The source of noral defects in the rational appetite's acts, however, is
not external to the appetite. The rational appetite is itself the cause of
whet her its acts are good or bad by the standard of the appetite's finality.
For the concept of rational appetite not only solves traditional problens
concerning the relation of being to value, know edge to desire, and finality
to deontology; it also solves the problemof free wll.

The idea that rational appetite gives us free choice mght seemto
contradict other things |I have said about rational appetite. The will's
finality is to value things according to what they are in thenselves, since it
is an appetite for objects presented by reason, and reason knows what things
are in thensel ves. Therefore, how can the will not value things according to
the reality contained in their natures, unless through incul pable ignorance on
the part of reason of what those natures are? Mist not the will necessarily
make things val ues according to the way reason has made them objects of
know edge?

Not only is freedom conpatible with the nature of the will but the nature
of the will requires that ethical decisions be free. For a rational appetite
to fulfill its intrinsic finality of valuing the being of things as known by

reason, the appetite nust tself bestow on things the place in our values that
corresponds to what things are in reality. And the sane nature that gives the
rational appetite its finality gives it the power of placing values on things
freely and, hence, fallibly.



5.1.1. The Universality of Concepts

The basis of freedomis this. Because it values things according to
reason's know edge, the will can relate to things in the sane way reason does,
nanely, in a manner characterized by universality. Since the universality
characterizing rational is the basis of freedom a few words about
universality are required in order to explain freedom

The issue of universality is not the issue of whether we nust quantify over
abstract objects. The objects of reason are not universal in that sense, but
universality is a characteristic of the manner in which reason relates to its
obj ects. Through perception, inmagination, and nenory we relate, for exanple,
to individual animals. |[If these nodes of consciousness relate us to
i ndi vidual animals, they relate us to features that constitute what it is to
be an aninmal; for where an individual animal exists, features by reason of
which it is an animal nust exist. Through the concept of aninmal, however, we
relate to what it is to be an animal in abstraction from i ndividua
i nstantiations. That is, through the concept of aninmal, we relate to what it
is to be an animal in such a way that we can attribute this object of

consciousness to nore than one extracognitional individual. That manner of
relating to objects is called "universality”; and cognitions which relate to
objects in this manner are called "concepts.” (A concept can be universal in

this sense while being very fuzzy around the edges. All that universality
requires is that an object of concept be attributable to nore than one

i ndividual. Universality as here understood does not require decidability for
all possible individuals.)

In its extracognitional existence, and in its status as object of
perception, imgination, and nmenory, what it is to be an aninmal is not
characterized by universality. But universality as a characteristic of our
relation to objects of concept does not violate the principle that whatever
exi sts nust be individual. As conpared to extracognitional aninms, the object
of the concept of animal is not individual, while they are. But as conpared
to other objects of concept, the object of the concept of aninmal is an
i ndi vi dual object of concept. Wat it is to be an animal is one object of
concept; what it is to be a star is another object of concept; what it is to
be a conputer is another, and so on. To recognize that universality
characterizes the manner in which reason relates to its objects, one does not
have to understand how one object of concept anong others can be related to
its extracognitional instances as attributable to nore than one. But sone
brief words of explanation are in order, since nost philosophers aren't even
aware of the existence of the position that has been nost conmonly held by
those of us who accept at |east a noderate formof realismregarding
uni ver sal s.

Descri bing objects of concept as individual relative to other objects of
concept does not require us to invoke a theory of types or any other theory of
second-order predication. The relevant distinction is between the |ogical and
the ontol ogical domains, with the extracognitional causal factors necessary
for the latter, not between prior and posterior orders in the |ogical domain.
What ever exists is individual. Therefore objects of concept and their
extracognitional instances are individual. But to have the individuality
necessary for their extracognitional existence, the individuals to which the
obj ects of our concepts are attributable nust require the presence of a cause
that is lacking in the existence of our concepts. Because that cause is
present in extracognitional animals, extracognitional animals are individuals



relative to the object of the concept of aninmal. Because that cause is
| acking in the extracognitional existence of concepts, the object of the
concept of animal is attributable to nore than one animal rather than being
attri butable to one extracognitional animal only. To know that universality
does not violate any ontol ogical principle, we do not have to know what that
cause is. W only have to know the sone ontol ogi cal causal factor nust be
present in one case and absent in the other. (In fact, the cause is
Aristotle's prine matter, but we do not have to know that.)

Universality itself is logical, rather than ontological. That is, the word
"universal" refers to an object of rational consciousness that has no
exi stence outside of rational consciousness; and it is present in rationa
consci ousness only as a cogni zed rel ati on between individual objects of
concept and individual extracognitional existents. Once the epistenvologica
t hreshol d between the ontol ogi cal and | ogi cal domai ns has been crossed, we can
form ot her concepts whose objects are related to their instances as universals
to individuals, wthout any question of the presence and absence of the
ont ol ogi cal cause of individuality. That cause concerns extracognitiona
exi stence only. When the objects of concepts are |logical relations or
cogni ti on-dependent constructs, causes of extracognitional existence are
irrelevant. In each case, the object of concept will be only one anong nany
obj ects of concept, but it will relate to its instances in the manner we cal
"universality.” W can form such concepts wthout the presence and absence of
the ontol ogical cause of the individuality of our primary objects, because
universality and individuality have already becone objects of rationa
consci ousness as a result of our epistenologically prior concepts of
extracognitional natures.

For exanpl e, consider the object of concept: object-of-concept. As
attributable to nore than one instance, object-of-concept is universa
relative to such instances as the object of the concept of animal and the
obj ect of the concept of star. (I chose this exanple to show that the present
account of the universality of objects of concept is self-referentially
consistent.) Object-of-concept is related to what it is to be an animl and
what it is to be a star as a universal to individuals. But to be an object-
of -concept is not a characteristic of what it is to be an animal or what it is
to be a star in their extracognitional existence. Cbject-of-concept is a
bei ng of reason (as are being an object of proposition, a genus, a species, a
set, a subset, and so on.) Hence the causes necessary for extracognitiona
exi stence do not enter the question of how object-of-concept can be attributed
to nore than one instance. But we have a concept of object-of-concept only
because we first have concepts of extracognitionally existing natures whose
i ndi viduation requires a cause that is lacking in our concepts. As a result
of those original concepts, universality and individuality are objects of
rational consciousness. Once universality and individuality have an exi stence
in cognition, we can form concepts whose objects are related to their
i nstances as universals to individuals w thout need of the extracognitiona
cause of individuation; for the only existence at issue, cognition-constituted
exi stence, has al ready been accounted for.

5.1.2. The Universality of the Rational Appetite

We do not have to understand why the universality of concepts does not
violate the need for whatever exists to be individual in order to know t hat
the rational appetite relates to things, as reason does, in a manner
characterized by universality. The evidence is as foll ows.




We are capabl e of asking questions |ike "What is the neaning of |ife?",
"What does true happi ness consist in?", "What should ny goal in life be?", "Is
there any end worth pursuing for its own sake and not for the sake of anything
el se?" Wien we ask such questions, we are relating to the objects of concepts
i ke the neaning of |ife, happiness, goal, good-in-itself. But we are
relating to these objects in a universal manner. That is, we are relating to
them wi thout attributing themto any individual instantiation. The answers to
the questions will relate us to individual instantiations. But we ask the
questi ons when we do not yet have answers. |If we do not have answers, we do
not know whi ch of several possible individuals m ght enbody the answer.
Therefore, in asking the questions, we are relating to the objects of such
concepts in abstraction from any i ndividual instances.

Such concepts express in different ways what the rational appetite is
oriented to. Since reason can relate in a manner characterized by
universality to what the rational appetite is oriented to, the appetite
oriented to things according to reason's know edge nust be able to relate to
themin a simlar manner. For reason to be so related to objects is not be be
related to individual instances of themas the senses are, but to be rel ated
to objects attributable to nore than one instance. (There may be only one
true happi ness, but insofar as grasped by a universal concept, happiness is
not presented as identified with one and only one state.) Likew se, the
rati onal appetite is not by nature oriented to choosing this or that
i ndi vi dual end because the rational appetite is, by virtue of being oriented
to ends as reason is oriented to objects, capable of relating to ends in a
manner that transcends the individual alternatives that confront it. That is,
just as an object of a universal concept is, when truthfully attributable,
attri butable to sone individual instances not specified by the concept itself,
the rational appetite nust choose sone individual good or happi ness or
nmeani ng, etc., not specified by these universal concepts thenselves. And just
as an object of concept is not presented as identified with any individua
i nstance, the rational appetite is not necessitated to choose this individua
end as opposed to sone other. |If the rational appetite were so necessitated,
it woul dnot be a rational appetite, an appetite oriented to things according
to reason's way of know ng things.

There is one crucial difference between the way universality characterizes
reason's way of relating to objects and the will's way of relating to val ue,
but this difference confirns rather than contradicts the will's |ack of
necessity wth respect to individual goals. Reason can conprehend that a
conceptual object is enbodied in many individuals; reason does not have to
choose between them But the choices that confront the will are inconpatible
with each other. W cannot have everything. As an appetite, the will is
oriented to valuing concrete states of affairs to be brought into existence by
its decisions or, if already in existence, to be enjoyed. But as an appetite
oriented to its ends according to the way reason knows things, the wl]l
relates to things in a universal nmanner, which neans that the nature of the
will forces it to choose sone concrete state of affairs but not this one as
opposed to that. The appetite that val ues according to the way reason knows
things is not forced to choose this end as opposed to that, since the objects
of reason's concepts of good, value, end, etc. are, as universal, not
presented as instantiated in this or that individual.

O course, reason does nore than formconcepts. It also knows truths such
as the truth that conpl ete happi ness could only be found in experientia




awar eness of the concrete entity that is infinitely perfect. Does this
know edge force the will to choose courses of action conpatible with the
beatific vision? On the contrary, this know edge confirnms the will's freedom
As an appetite, the will is oriented to concrete ends to be known through
experiential knowl edge. Only experiential, concrete awareness of God coul d
necessitate the wll. |If reason presented the will wth the infinite being
experientially apprehended, the will would necessarily, not freely, value that
being as its conplete good; for by hypothesis, there would be no reality
lacking in the infinite being that the appetite could prefer to it. But
proposi ti onal know edge does not give us experiential know edge of God. The
only experiential awareness available to us is awareness of finite states of
affairs. Confronted with anything I ess than an infinite being, including an
action that was necessary for the will's access to the infinite being, the
wWill's response is free, since any experientially apprehended finite reality
coul d exclude sone other reality that also offers an attraction for the will.
Thus, the will's relation to ends is necessary in sone respects and not
necessary in others. As a rational appetite, the will necessarily has the end
of valuing things according to reason's know edge of what they are. But in
valuing things, the will is freely selecting the concrete ends our behavior
will actually be directed toward. What those concrete ends actually wll be
is not necessitated by the nature of the will. Therefore, in the selection of
its concrete ends, the will can succeed in fulfilling or fail to fulfill the
finality that is necessarily inscribed in each of its acts, the finality of
val ui ng things according to reason's know edge of what they are. Sone of the
states of affairs the will has the power to make its concrete ends achi eve
that intrinsic finality, so do not. |In other words, the will's attai nnent of
its true natural end requires that it freely give things the plae in our
eval uations that is called for by its intrinsic finality, on the one hand, and
what the things it is evaluating are, on the other. But it can also fail of
its natural end by freely evaluating things as if they were otherw se than

what they are. (The will's twofold way of relating to ends can al so be
expressed in terns of its own end and the ends of other inclinations and
faculties. 1In selecting a concrete end, the will is always selecting the end
of another faculty, set of faculties, or inclination of the nature that
underlies our faculties -- the intellect, sexuality, nutritional faculties,
our nature's inclination to self-preservation, and so on. Each act of the
will has an intrinsic finality that can fail to be achieved as it chooses ends

to which other faculties and inclinations are ordered.)

Wen a free choice occurs, then, does a change occur w thout causes
sufficient to bring about this change? No, the causes are the nature of the
rational appetite and the attractiveness perceived in the course of action
chosen. But the will's universal nmanner of relating to its ends allows it to
refrain fromresponding to any perceived attractiveness, since inconpatible
courses of action can also be attractive. Refraining is a nonact positing
not hi ng new i n exi stence and, hence, requiring no causality. Responding, on
the other hand, has sufficient causes in the perceived attractiveness and in
the appetite's universal manner of relating to ends, since that relation to
ends requires the appetite to choose sone good as its concrete end. |If sone
ot her cause were necessary for its acting or nonacting, the will would not be
an appetite oriented to ends in a universal manner. That universality gives
us the freedomto nonact or to allow an attraction to cause us to act.



Nonacting with respect to course of action A anpbunts to choosing as our
concrete goal the state of affairs that will exist in A's absence. O course,
there is usually at |east one other course of action, call it B, available to
us. |If we nonact with respect to A, we are still free to chose course of
action B. But our choice of Bis free because we can al so nonact with respect
toit. And we are always free to choose neither A nor B nor any other
concrete state of affairs except the one that will exist if we do nothing.

Finally, freedom of choice answers a possi bl e objection concerning one of
the things that is necessarily true of all appetites but which would be true
of the rational appetite even if it were not true of others. | have described
the act of an appetite as an evaluating of the end desired or decided upon.

To this way of describing appetitive acts, the response has been nade that

eval uations are cognitional rather than appetitive. For instance, the
judgnent that Horowitz is a better nusician than the author is an intellectua
act and is a different kind of act fromthe appetitive delight or dislike we
experience on hearing a nusician's playing. The general problemwth this
objection is that, while it is certainly true that there are cognitional acts
that deserve to be called evaluations, it does not follow that appetitive acts
are not evaluations in their own way. Aesthetic delight, for exanple, is a
val uing or appreciating of an artist's work.

But even if appetitive acts should not be called evaluations, the analysis
of the will's acts, though slightly nore conplicated, would stand. For the
will's freedom neans, anong other things, that the will, rather than evi dence,
Is the cause of the ultimate intellectual evaluation by which we direct
oursel ves toward ends. Wen | am deci di ng whether to have an ice cream cone,

for exanple, | can let ny know edge of the pleasure | will derive determ ne
the concrete end at which I will aim or I can let ny knowl edge of the

undesi rabl e consequences fo health that the calories and chol esterol can have
determine ny concrete end. Insofar as | act rationally, my direction to ends

nmust be determ ned by know edge of sone kind; otherwise, ny orientation to
ends woul d be unconscious. But if know edge necessitated the choice of one
end, say, health, rather than another, the choice would not be free. The

choi ce can be both free and directed by know edge if and only if the know edge
by which | evaluate sonething as ny actual concrete end is the result of the
will's causing the intellect to use a certain part of its know edge as that
which will direct us toward our end. That is, it is an act of the wll that
causes our intellectual evaluation of sonething as the concrete end for our
pursuit. And instead of explaining obligation in terns of the will's

eval uations, | could have explained it in terns of the will's causing of the
intellect's ultimte evaluations of things to be our actual, concrete ends.
The will can cause such evaluations in a way that either acconplishes or fails

to acconplish the will's intrinsic finality of deciding according to reason's
prior knowl edge of what things are.
5.2. Valuing Free Beings as Ends-in-Thensel ves

Since human nature gives us freedom of choice, hunman bei ngs are ends-in-
t hensel ves and shoul d be treated as ends by the decisions of the rationa
appetite, while anything whose nature does not nmake it an end-in-itself is
eligible to be treated as a neans to the ends of those who are ends-in-
t hensel ves.

The nonfree being has ends, as any being does. That is, its nature is an
orientation to certain fornms of behavior that, ipso facto, are goals for those
orientations. But the ends of a nonfree being are not its, do not belong to




it, in the sense that it does not give itself its relation to ends. The
nonfree being's relation to ends conme to it conpletely extrinsically; the
universe gives it its relation to ends. There is nothing in the reality
constituting its nature that gives it the power of selecting the ends of its
own exi stence.

Let us assune you have constructed a mechani cal device to perform sone
function. If that function is interfered with, there is an inportant sense in
which the loss is to you and not to the device. The device has that function
because you gave it a function in view of sone goal of your own. The
interference with the function is a |l oss to you because the device no | onger
serves to achieve your goal. 1Is it aloss to the device? |In sonme respects,
perhaps it is. But it is not a loss to the device in the sense of the
device's being deprived of a pursuit of an end it gave itself. The device's
end, that is, its function, is given it by sonething else in view of ends the
other thing has given itself. The nonfree beings in nature are exactly like
the device in this exanple, with one difference. The device is given ends by
a being who does not get its ends fromanywhere else but itself. Things in
nature are given their ends by beings that do not give thenselves their own
ends but are thenselves given their ends by other beings (*I abstract for the
sake of argunent fromthe issue of divine creation). Endow ng a natural being
with ends is, in effect, nature's neans of using that being to achieve
nature's ends. This is not a back-door argunent for design in nature. | am
sinply pointing out that when one thing is given its ends by another, the
first thing is serving the ends of the second.

The makeup of a person, on the other hand, includes the power to determ ne
its owmn ends. The external causes bringing us into existence determ ne our
ends only in general (as long as they are in the donmain of finite being). For
exanple, it is a natural determ nation out of our control that we are oriented
to acts evaluating things as if they existed, and as if we knew they exi sted,
in certain ways. But our evaluations are nade freely; hence, we can choose to
eval uate things contrary to what we know of their being. In other words, that
natural determ nation does not include a specification of any of the
particul ar ends we actually direct ourselves to by our choices. W wll
necessarily choose sone end or ends. But experience shows that hunmans are
capabl e of meking an indefinite variety of contradictory things the ends of
their behavior. Wen we are tal king about the concrete ends we are actually
in pursuit of, the ends are our own in the sense that we are the ultimte and
consci ous cause of the fact that we are directed to these ends and not others.
We cause our ends to be our ends; the ends we serve are not given us by
another as neans to its ends.

We can ask, however, how this fact about persons produces an obligation to
treat them as bei ngs whose actions are directed to their own ends, rather than
using themas neans to ny ends regardl ess of how that affects their pursuit of
their own ends. To argue froma person's being an end-in-herself in the sense
of having freedom of choice to the conclusion that we should treat her as an
end-in-herself in the sense of not using her as a neans seens to be a clear
case of attenpting to derive ought fromis

But obligation consists in a describable fact, the fact that acts of the
will have an finality whose fulfillnment rmakes themintrinsically successful
and whose lack of fulfillnment makes themintrinsically defective. And
everyt hing al ready said about this concept of obligation both conformng to
our everyday ethical concepts and sol ving phil osophical problens |ike that of




deriving ought fromis applies here. For to fail to treat another free being
as an end-in-herself is to fail to evaluate her according to what she is.

Appetites evaluate things to be certain kinds of things, to exist in
certain ways, just as belief asserts that things exist in certain ways.

Thi ngs are eval uated, however, as ends or as neans to ends; if sonething has a
value for us, its value is that of an end or a neans to an end. And there is
such a thing as eval uati ng anot her person as an end. To will her equa
opportunity in the pursuit of her ends is to make her equal opportunity one of
our ends. But we cannot place a value on her pursuit of ends in abstraction
fromplacing a value on her. The way | evaluate her relation to ends is the
way | evaluate her. Wen we give her equal opportunity to pursue her ends,
she has the place in our evaluations of sonmeone "worthy" to pursue her ends,
where "worthy" neans fulfilling the finality of the appetite doing the
evaluating. |If so, we are evaluating her as an end, not as a neans. Wen we
gi ve anot her person the status of an end in this sense, we are evaluating her
to be what she in fact is. The place that she has in ny evaluations is the

pl ace that she has in reality. 1In ny evaluations, she has the status of a
being oriented to her own ends, ends she sets for herself, and that is what
she really is.

But if we fail to value her as soneone whose ends are to have the sane
opportunity of acconplishnent that our ends have, we evaluate her as if she
was ot her than she is. Wat she is in our evaluations is a being oriented to
the acconplishnment of ends we set for her, rather than a being oriented to the
acconpl i shnment of ends she sets for herself. W nmay continue to believe she
is oriented to ends she sets for herself, and that belief fulfills the
intrinsic finality of belief, since it is true that she is a free being. But
our evaluation is defective by the will's finality of evaluating things to be
what they are. |In our evaluations, she is not oriented to the acconplishnent
of ends she freely sets for herself. Hence, we have not given what she s the
place due it in the evaluations of an appetite whose finality is to val ue
things according to reason's know edge of what they are.

Another way to put it. To value sonething is to give it the status, in our
volition, of an end or a nmeans to an end. Therefore, to val ue sonething
according to our know edge of what it is is to give it the status of an end or
nmeans to end an end, according to our know edge of what it is. To evaluate
anot her person is give her the value, for us, of being a nmeans to an end we
choose for ourselves or being sonmeone whose pursuit of her own chosen ends is
one of our ends. And therefore, to eval uate another person according to our
knowl edge of what she is is to give her the value of being directed to ends we
choose or directed to her own chosen ends, according to our know edge of what
she is. But know edge of what she is in what respect? 1In respect to being
sonet hi ng whose action is directed to ends she sets for herself rather than
being directed to ends given her by another. Wy nust the rational appetite
eval uate persons according to what they are in this respect?

Li ke any appetite, the will evaluates things to be or not to be the kind of
thing the appetite is oriented to. If the will had a concrete node of
exi stence, such as sone kind of sensory experience, as its necessary goal, it

woul d eval uate sensory experiences by whether or not they were the kind of
thing it was oriented to. Wth the exception of a being whose infinite
perfection would fulfill the universal idea of being in itself, the will does
not have such a necessary concrete goal. Still, the will is necessarily
oriented to maki ng free choi ces of whatever concrete goal or goals we wl|



actual ly achieve. And in making free choices, the will cannot avoid having
the goal of evaluating things according to our know edge of what they are.

The will's necessary concrete goal, infinite being, is necessary only because
the will is an appetite ordered to valuing things according to reason's

know edge, so the evaluation of things according to reason's know edge, in
maki ng choi ces of our concrete goals, is an integral part of the wll's
necessary finality. But to evaluate is to nmake things our ends or neans to
our ends. As a result, the will cannot avoid having the goal of evaluating
according to reason's know edge precisely for the sake of freely making things
our ends or means to our ends.

And for that reason, the will cannot avoid having the goal of valuing
things according to our rational know edge of them concerning that which the
will necessarily does, nanely, freely make things ends or means to our ends.

Reason knows that the actions of other persons are, in reality, directed to
their owmn freely chosen ends. But to evaluate themis to give themthe place,
in our values, of being ends or neans, that is, the place of things whose
actions are in pursuit of ends they set for thenselves or things whose actions
are in pursuit of ends we set. Therefore, if the wll is not oriented to

eval uati ng persons according to what reason knows about themin this respect,
it 1s not oriented to evaluating according to what reason knows about them

with respect to that which the will is necessarily ordered to, the free
eval uation of things as its ends or as neans to its ends.
The will can no nore avoid treating things as if they existed the way they

are eval uated then belief can avoid being an assertion that things exist in
certain ways. Both belief and evaluation have the finality of identity
between the way things exist and the way they are believed or evaluated to
exist. To evaluate the actions of another person as not existing for the ends
of that person is defective just as is the belief that the person des not set
the ends for her actions. And when we do not give another person the equa
opportunity to pursue her ends, the place her actions, and therefore she
hersel f, have in our evaluations is not that of existing to acconplish her
ends. The evaluation we put on her actions is solely fromthe perspective of
our ends to the exclusion of hers. Her actions are evaluated either as
serving our ends, in which case they are evaluated positively, or they are
eval uated as interfering with our ends, in which case they are eval uated
negatively. 1In either case, the value we place on her as an agent is fromthe
perspective of whether her agency serves our ends as opposed to hers. The
val ue she has in our systemof ends and neans is not that of being the person
who determ nes the ends her actions are directed toward.

To sumup. The act of any appetite evaluates sonmething to be or not be the
kind of thing the appetite is oriented to. For the rational appetite to
eval uate sonething to be or not to be the kind of thing the appetite is
oriented tois to evaluate it as directed to its own freely chosen ends or as

directed to an end the will sets for it, since the will is oriented to the
free evaluation of things as ends for the will or as nmeans ordered to the
will's ends.

But we do not have to conprehend the phil osophical analysis of free will to

know t hat ot her persons deserve to be treated as ends by the rationa
appetite. At sone age, a child becones aware of the fact that, in pursuing
rational ly chosen goals, she is setting her own ends. And for the reasons

di scussed in Sections 1.1 and 3.2, she is aware of others as having a nature
simlar to hers with respect to the ability to pursue rationally chosen



goals. Hence, she is aware that others are like her in being able to set
their owmn goals. |f she does not give another the equal opportunity to pursue
his goal s, what he and his actions are in her values is not identical with
what they are in reality and what she knows themto be. For in her values, he
does not have the status of the person who sets the ends his actions are
directed toward. And she is aware of this inherent defect in her eval uations.
In arguing that nmy analysis of obligation conforns to the common view, |
descri bed the conmon view as the belief that we should be treated equally.
But treated equally in what respect? Treated equally as pursuers of goals.
And to treat others equally as pursuers of goals is to treat them as ends-in-
t hensel ves, since it is to treat themas equal to us in being free pursuers of
goals. If | give her equal opportunity to pursue ends, | treat her as having
ends that belong to her as ny ends belong to ne; for | am naki ng her pursuit
of ends one of ny ends. But if | do not nmake her opportunity to pursue of

ends one of ny ends, | treat her as if she were not equal in having ends that
bel ong to her as ny ends belong to nme; for | amevaluating her relation to
ends by its relation to nmy ends, which are other than her ends. | eval uate

nysel f rather than her as the being who will set the ends to be acconpli shed.
| therefore give nyself a higher place than her with respect to setting ends.

But in addition to judging ethical obligation in ternms of equality of
treatnment, the conmon person often speaks of it being wong to "use" another
person. The correspondence between this way of judging unethical behavior and
the present analysis of obligation should be obvious. To judge an act as
wong is to enploy a standard, a goal, by reference to which we evaluate the
act. To judge it wong to use another person is to judge it wong to treat
the other as a neans to your ends in a way that prevents the ends of the other
person frombeing fulfilled or, at |east, having the opportunity of
fulfillment. At every nonent, we rely on the contributions of other persons
to achieve our own ends. But the conmon belief is that we should not do so in
ways that deprive other persons of the opportunity to achieve their ends. In
ot her words, the comon person believes that, in our evaluations, other
persons should primarily be entities whose action is directed to their own
ends rat her than our ends. Wy?

We know from our own case what rational decisions are. Hence we know from
our own case that in maki ng decisions we are setting our own ends. And we
know t hat other persons are like us in being able to nake rational decisions.
Therefore we know that they too have the ability to set the ends their
behavior is directed toward. But we |Iso know from our own case that rationa
deci sions have the finality of treating things as they are known to be. That
i's, we know that decisions evaluate things as if they existed in certain ways
and, therefore, that decisions are defective if things do not exist as they
are evaluated to exist. Since those decisions give other persons the status
ei ther of pursuing ends we set for themor of pursuing their own ends, the
deci sions are defective if they do not give themthe status they are known to
have in real existence, the status of pursuing ends they set for thensel ves.
Qur reflective know edge of the nature of decisions reveals that eval uating
sonmeone as ordered to our ends anounts to evaluating themas if their actions
were not, in real existence, ordered to their own ends.

Anot her area of consistency between the analysis of obligation in terns of
our being ends-in-ourselves and the earlier analysis needs to be pointed



out, nanely, what was said in Section 4.4.3 concerning the justification of
puni shment. The di scussion of puni shnent enphasized the restoration of
equality, but only as a consequence of restoring of what is due by the
standard of the will's finality of treating things according to what they are.
The description of the will's finality can now be nore specific: we nust
treat things as what they are with respect to the free choice of ends. But in
human affairs, restoring what is due ends-in-thensel ves fromthe rationa
appetite will often require the decision to restore equality of treatnent

t hrough puni shnment. (As for the other fornms of punishnent nentioned earlier,
di sapprobati on and God's puni shnent, | hope the justice of disapprobation for
treati ng anot her person as a nmeans has been made cl ear, and God's puni shnent
wi Il be discussed further in Chapter 6.)

Not e, however, that ny argunents do not inply that freedom of choice is an
end-in-itself. Neither the ability to choose ends nor the choice of ends is
an end; they are neans to our achievenent of ends. It is beings whose nature
gi ves them freedom of choice that we nust treat as ends by allowng themto
pursue their ends (as long as their choice of concrete ends does not violate
the finality of the rational appetite).

For those who know that an infinitely perfect being exists, hunans are
ends-i n-thensel ves in anot her sense that has even greater ethica
significance. Just by having know edge of God's existence, humans possess
infinite perfection within thenselves; for that is what know edge is, having
within us the being of the other in a way that allows us to remain other.*
That which is entitatively other than us also exists wthin us, by another
node of existence. The rational appetite, therefore, nust esteem hunan bei ngs
as possessing or capable of possessing the fullness of that which it is the
nature of the rational appetite to value, being. For a rational appetite, in
ot her words, each human being has infinite val ue.

5.3. Qur Treatnent of Subrational Beings

Most of us do not judge it wong 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. Wat nmakes the treatnent of subrational beings ethically
different fromthat of rational beings is that rational beings have freedom of
choi ce and therefore nust be valued as ends by the rational appetite.

In any free decision, | ampursuing an end | determne for nyself. [If in a
free decision, | consciously place the pursuit of ny end ahead of another
person's, | am m sevaluating her precisely with respect to the point of

conflict, nanely, the pursuit of freely chosen ends. The reason | cannot
avoi d m sevaluating her if I do not nake her pursuit of ends one of nmy ends is
that ny pursuit of a freely chosen end has cone in conflict with her pursuit
of freely chosen ends. No such point of conflict occurs in ny treatnment of
nonfree things. M collie and ny African violet are unequal in many respects
but they are equal in that the nature of neither of them nakes themable to
determ ne their own ends. Nor, insofar as the existence of nonfree beings
results fromthe causality of inpersonal nature, does interfering with, or at
| east mani pul ating, their functioning cause a | oss of anything's chosen goals
the way interfering with a device |I have designed can cause a |loss for ne.*
Usi ng subhuman bei ngs as neans, in other words, does not violate the finality
of the rational appetite, because it does not evaluate themto be other than
they are. They are not ends-in-thensel ves.

That is why it would not be defective to |ove ny African violet nore than
nmy collie, even though the flower and the dog are unequal in nature. |If the



finality of the will was just a matter of treating equals equally and unequal s
unequal |y, we would be obligated to prefer the dog. But both the dog and the
fl ower nust be evaluated as neans to ends rather than as ends-in-thensel ves;
eval uating themas oriented to ends they set for thenselves woul d be defective
for an appetite that evaluates things according to what they are. Either they
are given their ends by inpersonal nature, in which case no other end-in-
itself is involved, or they are given their ends by God. But if God has
created beings that are ends-in-thensel ves, then the rest of creation nust

exi st for their sake; if not, God's decision is intrinsically defective,

since, in the pursuit of their goals, free beings nust nmake use of nonfree

bei ngs.

Still, it can be asked why an appetite oriented to what things are nust not
eval uate sone neans nore highly than others, when the neans are hi gher and
| oner on the scale of being. The answer lies in an aspect of the human
rational appetite nentioned only briefly so far. 1In selecting goals for our
pursuit, our wills are always sel ecting anong the goals of other human
faculties and inclinations. For exanple, in seeking the beatific vision, we
are seeking a goal to be acconplished through the intellect. |In seeking self-
preservation, we are fulfilling an inclination of our underlying nature and
seeking a goal to be enjoyed by the totality of our being, not just by the
will. In the case of prefering a flower to a dog, the goal is a form 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 nore pleasure than dogs, there is nothing wong with the wl|l
eval uating the flower as nore of a nmeans to that kind of pleasure. Wen we
eval uate a dog to be |l ess of neans to our aesthetic pleasure than is a flower,
we are not violating the finality of the will because we are not eval uating
the dog to be other than it is. On the contrary, there are situations where
it could be unjust to prefer a dog to a flower. For exanple, a flower m ght
be nore inportant to our child than a dog is to us, and we coul d have
enpirical evidence for this. |If some circunstance forced us to choose between
them it would be defective, all other things being equal, to nake the child
give up the flower so that we could keep the dog. O we could be forced to
choose between keeping our animals and having enough water to drink. Here,
nore than aesthetic satisfaction is at stake. Sufficient water is a necessary
means w t hout whi ch we cannot pursue our goals, including the goal of
aesthetic satisfaction. Even though the water is |lower on the scale of being
than aninmals, the water deserves a higher place in our eval uations.

In other words, the place a neans has in our evaluations is determ ned by
its contribution to a being that is not a nere neans but is an end-in-itself.
And given the conplexity of our nature, the place various nmeans have in our
eval uations can differ fromthe place they have in the scale of being. The
features our nature possesses in addition to the will are features bel ongi ng
to an end-in-itself. In selecting between neans, the first consideration for
a rational appetite is not their place in the scale of being but their
relation to the goals the rational appetite has or will select. And those
goal s are either goals of other inclinations and faculties belonging to the
free being or goals of other beings who are ends-in-thenselves. To be obliged
to choose on the basis of what the neans are, apart fromtheir relation to the
inclinations and faculties of free beings, would anmount to being being
obligated by the nature of things that are neans, fromthe perspective of the
will's finality, rather than by the nature of things that are



end-i n-thensel ves. The nmeans would "justify" the end, and choices of ends
woul d be defective for that reason. The finality of the will is to evaluate
things according to what they are, and to evaluate is to makes things ends or
means in our system of values. Since rational beings are to be evaluated as
ends and subrational beings as neans, we would not be eval uating things
according to what they are if our choice of specific goals was determ ned by
the nature of subrational beings independently of their relation to the nature
of rational beings and the goals rational beings are oriented to through the
various features of their nature.

What, for exanple, if soneone argued that the higher place of a dog on the
scal e of being would obligate the flower lover to find some way to restructure
her aesthetic priorities? Wuld this demand conformto our rational know edge
of what things are? No, because reason knows that aesthetic sensibilities
i nvol ve faculties other than reason and reason knows what these faculties are
sufficiently to know that their nature does not give themthe inherent
finality of valuing things according to what reason knows about things.

Rat her than conform ng to what reason knows, it would be unreasonable to
attenpt to so change the nature of these faculties that they were oriented to
what things are as known by reason. It would be particularly unreasonabl e,
that is, defective, to attenpt to change their nature for the sake of a
subrational being such as a dog. For these faculties are part of the nature
of a rational being and, hence, of a being that is an end-in-itself for the
rational appetite.

Reason does govern the rational appetite's choices with respect to our
subrational faculties. For exanple, our know edge of the calories and
chol esterol in an ice creamcone can affect the validity of a decision to
satisfy our sensory desire for an ice creamcone, since that decision can have
effects on the health of an end-in-itself. Likew se, we may | earn that our
favorite flower is causing a serious allergic reaction in us. That know edge
woul d have ethical inplications because it concerns an end-in-itself. But
those inplications would not include changing the subrational nature of the
faculties that give us a desire for ice creamof for the flower, since those
faculties belong to the nature of an end-in-itself just as they are.

It does not follow, however, that our treatnent 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 val uing being, rather than val uing
nonbei ng, absence, or privation. The renoval of sone node of being is
regularly called for by the will's finality, but called for in view of sone
end other than the renoval itself. The renoval is desired because what is
renoved is an obstacle to the existence of sone other state of affairs.

Choosi ng destruction for its own sake would violate the will's finality of
deciding for ends according to reason's know edge. And since reason knows the
di fference between | evel s of being, making the destruction of a higher form of
bei ng an end would, all other things being equal, be nore defective for a
rational appetite than would the destruction of a |lower form since, by
hypot hesi s, the destruction of a higher being is nore destructive. It is
worse to destroy a dog for the sake of destruction than to destroy a stone.
But would it be worse to destroy a dog than to destroy the Grand Canyon?

O her things would not be equal, by the standard of the rational appetite's
finality, because the Grand Canyon gives ends-in-thensel ves i mense deli ght,



because it sustains various higher fornms of being, because its destruction
woul d have a del eterious effect on the human and natural environnent, because
it is irreplaceable while dogs nultiply, and so on.

To the obligation not to seek destruction for its own sake, there does not
correspond a right in the subrational being not to be destroyed, in whole or
in part. W have the right to destroy them since they are not ends-in-

t henmsel ves. But we only have the right to destroy them for the attai nnent of
goals that do not violate the will's intrinsic finality, as taking
satisfaction in destruction as such woul d.

Can it be responded that this analysis does not exclude the inflicting of
pain for its own sake, since pain is not nmere absence? Pain is not identica
Wi th destruction; pain is a consciousness that acconpani es destruction in
certain cases. Therefore it would seemthat to make pain our end woul d not be
defective in the way nmaki ng destruction our end woul d be defective. In fact,
pain in itself is a good, since it inforns a conscious being of the privation
of sone other state that is good by the standard of the conscious being's
appetites.

But by that very fact, pain is by nature a nmeans through which a conscious
being is informed of a privation of sone good, for the sake of taking action
to restore that good. And reason is aware of the fact that pain is such a

nmeans. Therefore, making pain an end would violate the will's finality of
maki ng thi ngs ends and neans according to reason's know edge. To will pain as
such is to will something of intrinsically |less worth for an appetite than

what ever is destroyed in order to cause the pain. For by the nature of pain,
its value for an appetite is subordinate to the good whose privation painis a
consci ousness of. Therefore, to wll destruction, not as an end, but as a
nmeans to pain, is to will contrary to reason's know edge of what pain and
destruction are as ends and neans for appetites. The place pain has in our
eval uations is contrary to what pain is and what appetites are.

There need be nothing wong in wlling pain as a neans to the attai nnent of
sonme other end. W do this when we deny race horses pain killing drugs so
that their pain can tell us that they are injured. |In such a case, what pain
is in our evaluations is what it is inreality. Nor need there be anything
wong wth the deprivation of a | ower end for the sake of a higher, as when we
deprive the horse of thefeeling of well being that the drug would procure in
order not to harmthe horse. But to wll the deprivation of the feeling of
wel | being for the sake of the existence of a sonething that is a neans to the
feeling of well being, as well as to other ends, is take satisfaction in the
failure of a neans to achieve its end; for the pain exists if and only if the
end for which it exists is not achieved. W cannot place our satisfaction in
the existence of this nmeans w thout placing satisfaction in its failure to
achieve its end. And to take satisfaction in its failure to achieve its end
for the sake of its existence as a neans to the end is defective for an
appetite governed by reason's know edge of what appetites, ends, and neans
are.

However, even in the absence of defective ends |ike delight in destruction
or pain for their own sake, it cannot be the case that the pursuit of just any
ot herwi se ethical end end would justify the choice of a neans involving the

abuse of animals. In this context, the earlier statenent that pain is in
itself a good needs to be qualified. Sonetines we overenphasize the privation
theory of evil. It is true that any positive node of being has value for the

rational appetite. But fromthe perspective of an appetite oriented to
particul ar nodes of being, a given positive state of affairs can



be undesirabl e because of what it is. Pain is such a positive condition; for
pain is a consciousness of an evil, either of the privation of a good (an end
or a neans necessary for an end) or the presence of an another evil (another
positive state opposed to an appetite's finality). However, pain is not a
consci ousness |i ke our disinterested consciousness of objects other than
ourselves. Pain is a formof the conscious subject's self-awareness as a
consci ous subject. And pain is so linked to the conscious subject's
affliction by an evil of which pain is a consciousness that pain cannot exist
with the conscious subject's being afflicted by sone 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 condition is evil.
That is, pain is sonething the appetite necessarily evaluates as to be avoi ded
and elimnated. For the satisfaction of a cognitive appetite is achieved
t hrough awar eness 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. Gven what pain is and what a cognitive appetite is, pain
cannot not be an evil for the appetite whose end is interfered with by the
pai nful condition.

| f pain were an objective awareness, it would would not have to be
eval uated by an appetite as an evil. Wen | |ook at nmy hand, sonetinmes | see
it wounded, sonetinmes | do not. The nature of the consciousness is the sane
in both cases; that is, the nature of the consciousness is indifferent to that
whi ch are aware of through it. But the kind of awareness of the wound we have
through pain is not indifferent to what we are aware of through it. A sensory
appetite can recoil at the sight of a wound; that is not the sane as
eval uating the visual consciousness itself as evil. But as a subjective
awar eness, pain is both epistenologically and ontologically |linked to a
condition interfering wwth the subject's finalities as a conscious subject.
Such an awareness is intrinsically an evil for an appetite whose satisfaction
requires the subject's consciousness of the existence of its ends.

As a rational appetite, therefore, the will is governed both by our
know edge of pain as a good, insofar as it is a neans to the renoval of
sonething evil, and by our know edge of pain as sonething 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 sonething to be

el i m nated except where it functions as a necessary neans to a good of nore
value for the rational appetite than the good whose | oss causes the pain. For
exanpl e, we have a natural inclination toward entertai nment that precedes our
free choices and provides one kind of matter for our choices, since the wll
is always sel ecting anong the ends of other faculties and inclinations. A
certain anmobunt of entertai nnent shoul d even be considered a normally necessary
condition for our successful functioning as pursuers of goals, because the
psychol ogi cal state of one deprived of sufficient entertainnment can interfere
with her pursuit of other goals. Since the inclination toward entertai nnent
bel ongs to an end-in-itself, would we be justified in abusing animals for the
sake of, say, making a novie? Not if there are other ways to provide the
entertai nnent we need; if there are other ways, the pain is not necessary.

But since we are ends-in-ourselves, why can we not nake such a novie our
end, in which case abuse of an animal woul d be necessary for our end? The
function of free choice is to select concrete ends that satisfy natura
i nclinations, inclinations which usually do not require this 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

knowl edge of what they are. The will is not obligated to select a particular
end satisfying a natural inclination, when the satisfaction of that

i nclination 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 aninmal is not
necessary to satisfy our natural need for entertainnent. Therefore, the abuse
of an animal is not necessary to fulfill the rational appetite's function of
sel ecting concrete ends satisfying natural inclinations. To satisfy the
inclination for entertai nnment by abusing an animal would fail to evaluate pain
for what it is, a relative evil that, by that fact, is sonething to be avoi ded
unless it is necessary for a good that is higher or nore necessary for a

rati onal appetite.

There coul d be cases where the choice of such a nmeans was not defective.
Stranded people m ght have no way short of abuse to kill an aninmal they need
for food. What is at stake would constitute a need i nposed by the nature of
ends-in-thensel ves; 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 goa
achi eved nmakes it reasonable to sacrifice the well being of the animal. But
if there were another way to satisfy that need, chosing to abuse the ani nal
woul d violate the will's finality of evaluating according to reason's
knowl edge of what things are. Medical experinents, also, are cases where
there the end achieved can justify inflicting pain on animals, as long as the
amount inflicted does not exceed that required by a nedical purpose that
serves the needs of ends-in-thensel ves.

6. Ethical Values O her than Fairness

For many, where justice in the sense of fairness toward another human is
not at stake, no ethical value is at stake. The fact that we are ends-in-
oursel ves (whet her because we are free beings or because our consciousness can
attain the infinite fullness of being) inposes obligations toward oursel ves
and toward others that go beyond fairness. Justice neans given sonething its
due, that is, what is due it according to the finality of the rationa
appetite. Equality of treatnent is not the only thing due an end-in-itself
froma rational appetite. Even where equality is not an issue, we are capable
of m seval uating both ourselves and other humans with respect to our character
as ends-in-ourselves. Just as we can fail to give ourselves due credit at the
| evel of belief and of psychol ogical attitudes, and just as such failures are
intrinsically defective for not achieving the goal of conformty to what we
are, we can fail to give what we are the credit due it froma rationa
appetite and thus fail to achieve the appetite's intrinsic finality.

Et hi cal theories have to avoid the followi ng potential problem Seeking a
basic principle that can be used as an ethical standard, a theory abstracts a
principle fromsonme agreed upon ethical exanples. The theory then assunes it
has the principle it needs only to find that applying the principle to other
cases produces unwanted results. |s there a danger of that happening as I
extend the analysis fromfairness to other cases? There could be such a
danger if this were a matter of deriving consequences froma principle. But I
have put forward no such principle. 1In effect, |I have treated the principles,
"Treat other humans equally,"” and "Do not user other persons nerely as neans,"
not as foundations of ethical decisions but as sonething in need of
foundation. That foundation was |located not in a further principle but in a
factual situation. The obligation to treat equals equally is not derived from
that situation but consists in that situation.*




Simlarly, in the exanples to follow, I will not be deriving ethical
consequences froma principle but wll be pointing a factual situation |ike
that | pointed to in the case of fairness, nanely, a defect in placing
eval uations on things, a defect neasured 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. |f sonmeone w shes to concede the
occurrence of the defect but refuses to call it a noral defect on the grounds
that it does not involve fairness in 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 noral obligation to be fair consists in other than the
defect in question, since the defect occurs in each of the cases.

Furthernmore, since the defect is culpable, the guilty party deserves
puni shment 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 cul pabl e defect would H nself make an intrinsically defective decision,
if He did not allow us to suffer the consequences of the defect in our
eval uations. In fact, God would be unjust to us, His will would be defective,
i f having given us free choice, He did not allow us to suffer the deprivations
that we freely choose, along with any necessary consequences of those freely
chosen deprivati ons.

For exanple, if a condition for achieving our ultimate end of know ng God
Is rectitude of will toward ends that are |less than our ultimte end, the
absence of that rectitude would require God to deprive us of our ultinate end.
Way woul d rectitude toward | esser ends be necessary for achieving our ultimate
end? Achieving our ultimate requires rectitude of will toward God, and a
freely chosen lack of rectitude toward a | esser good can prevent us from
having rectitude of will toward the source and exenpl ar of the | esser good.

We have seen how | ack of rectitude occurs in the case of fairness toward
our equals. The question is howit could occur in other cases. | wll now
i ndicate how it occurs in the cases of artificial contraception, drunkenness,
and suicide. | discuss contraception in Section 6.1. Drunkenness and sui ci de
are discussed in Section 6.2.

6.1. Artificial Contraception

Appetites cause us to evaluate things as ends or neans to ends. The w |
causes us to evaluate things as ends and neans according to our rationa
know edge of what those things are. Wen we choose to use our sexuality, we
choose to use it as a nmeans to sonme end. But at tines of fertility, hunman
sexuality is, by nature, a nmeans for bringing into existence beings that are
ends-i n-thensel ves. Human persons are ends-in-thensel ves and nust be so
eval uated by the rational appetites of other persons.

To eval uate sonmething as an end is to give it a place in our system of
val ues such that the thing' s value does not derive fromits relation to sone
ot her value. An end is an object of desire that is not desired for its
relation to sone other object of desire. For exanple, in willing that other
humans have an opportunity equal to ours to pursue goals that not both of us
can attain, we give thema place in our evaluations that does not derive from
their relation to sone other end we are seeking. Since its value for a
rati onal appetite is not bestowed by its relation to anything el se, an end-in-
itself is an ethical absolute. Gven sonething that is an end-in-itself, the
rati onal appetite cannot fail to be defective if it does not value the thing
as an end.



Does it follow that we have an obligation to make our goal the existence of
all the ends-in-thenselves that our sexuality could produce? That is, does it
follow that we should all choose to bring into existence the nmaxi mnum nunber of
chi |l dren whose conceiving and rearing would be conpatible with other
condi tions w thout which we cannot conceive and rear (working to provide for
food, shelter, and clothing, getting enough sleep, etc.)? To put it another
way, fromthe fact that sexuality is a neans to the existence of ethica
absol utes, does it follow that we all have the obligation not to be celibate?

No. The rational appetite's obligations are determ ned by our rational
knowl edge. Reason knows the difference between the actual and the potential.
It is one thing to know that another human bei ng exists. That know edge
I nposes the obligation to will the this being actually have an equa

opportunity to pursue goals. It is another thing to knowthat if a child is
concei ved, another human being wll exist. That know edge inposes only the
hypot heti cal obligation to will that, if a child cones into existence, she be

treated equally. For exanple, it inposes the obligation to will that, if a
child is conceived, she not be aborted.

The truth of "Another human being exists" is categorical; its truthis
caused by the actual existence of the being, an existence that is independent
of our know edge of it. That sane exi stence causes the being to have an
actual right to equal treatnent fromus. That is, the finality of the
rational appetite obliges the appetite actually to will the thing s equa
treatment. On the other hand, the truth of an essential predication like "If
a being has a rational appetite, it has freedom of choice"” is hypothetical;
its truth is not caused by the actual existence of anything. Still, its truth
I's caused by sonet hing i ndependent of the cognition by which we know the
truth, nanely, the nature of the rational appetite. For the rational appetite
I's not caused to be what it is by this cognition of it. And the connection
bet ween 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 is or our awareness that the rational appetite's
nature gives it freedom

But the nature that causes the truth of such a statenment nay have no actua
exi stence outside of our cognition. That is why the truth is hypothetical.
The nature nust actually exist in know edge in order to be known. But what is
necessary for know edge of the statenent's truth is one thing; what causes the
statenment to be true is 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 nore than a termof this know edge rel ation, specifically, a
capacity for having an existence that is not constituted by our cognition of
it. For the hypothesis in a truth Iike "If a being has a rational appetite,
it has freedomof choice " is an hypothesis about the cognition-independent
exi stence 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-

i ndependent existence is unfulfilled, any obligation associated with it is
only hypothetical, just as the nature's existence is only potential. The
obj ect of reason is being, actual and potential. The rational appetite's
finality is to value the objects of rational know edge as known by reason.
And reason knows the difference between the actual and the potential. To

call such obligation hypothetical can be m sleading. The obligation



is not hypothetical in the sense in which teleological ethics is sonetines
accused of making obligation hypothetical. That is, a neans can be obligatory
on the hypothesis that you wish to obtain the end that only this neans can
bring about; but there would be no way to nake the end itself obligatory
except in ternms of the hypothesis of a further end which itself is

nonobligatory. In fact, however, all obligation consists in the fulfill nent
of the rational appetite's intrinsic relation to the end of val uing things
according to reason's knowl edge. As such, no obligation is hypothetical. The

choi ce of another end for the rational appetite could not escape this
obligation, since the choice would be an act of the rational appetite. But

t he know edge whi ch nonhypothetically governs the will's decisions nmay be the
know edge of a hypothetical truth. The nonhypothetical obligation
corresponding to such a truth would not be the obligation to will the actua

exi stence of anything but the obligation to will that sonme state of affairs
obtain if the hypothesis of the truth is fulfill ed.

The fact that human sexuality is, at tinmes of fertility, a neans to the
exi stence of an ethical absolute, therefore, does not inpose the obligation to
make that existence actual by using our sexuality. Does the fact that human
sexuality is a nmeans to an ethical absolute inpose any other obligation on the
rational appetite? Human sexuality is a nmeans to other potential ends besides
persons, for exanple, pleasure. Could one ethically decide to frustrate
sexuality's function of producing absolute ethical values in order to use it
solely for another value |ike pleasure? If we enploy contraceptives, we are
not evaluating sexuality as a neans to an end-in-itself. The place it has in
our systemof values is that of a neans to sone end | ess than an ethica
absol ute, since we are precisely choosing to prevent the comng into existence
of an ethical absolute while using our sexuality. As a result, ny evaluation
of ny sexuality as a neans to ends, ny placing of sexuality in ny system of
val ues, is defective. | amevaluating ny sexuality to be other than it is by
reducing it to being less than a neans to an end-in-itself.

How does an unconsci ous fact about sexuality's orientation to the
producti on of human beings inply noral obligation? That unconscious
ori entation becones conscious at the |level of the rational appetite which
makes the action of the sex faculty its own. That consciousness requires ne
to take a stand at the level of the rational appetite regarding the val ue

sexuality as a neans to ends. | amevaluating ny sexuality as if it were a
nere neans to to things that are not ends-in-thensel ves, since that is how
am consciously using ny sexuality. In so doing, | amevaluating ny sexuality

to be other than it is as a neans to ends that have an absol ute val ue by the
standard of the rational appetite's intrinsic finality.

My obligation not to interfere with this goal of the sex act is not one of
justice to the potential child. | owe no debt of justice to a being that my
never exist; otherw se, the obligation would be to bring the new human into
exi stence. W would be obliged to performthe sex act. The obligation not to
interfere with the comng into existence of a new human being only occurs if |
amperformng a sex act. For it is only then that preventing conception
requires that | treat the sex act as if it were not ordered to the existence

of sonething that is an end-in-itself. 1In other words, the nerely potentia
nature of the end-in-itself to which sexuality is ordered inposes only a
hypot heti cal obligation toward the use of sex for that purpose. |If we use

sex, the decision to interfere with the production of a person is defective as
an act of the rational appetite. In naking choices, the rationa



appetite's nature requires it to evaluate things as ends and neans to 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 a neans to
ends. Hence, the problemof whether sexuality is evaluated as a neans to
ends-i n-thensel ves does not arise until the rational appetite chooses a sex
act and nust evaluate the act as a neans to rationally understood ends. |If |
enpl oy contraceptives, | amnot evaluating the act as a neans to an end of
uncondi ti onal ethical val ue.

The difference between sonmeone who prevents the exi stence of a person by
abstai ning fromsex and sonmeone who prevents it by using contraception is that
t he abstai ner does not evaluate her sexuality to be |ess than a neans to a

thing that is an end-in-itself for the rational appetite. |If | refrain from
sex in order not to have children, the place sexuality has in nmy eval uations

need not be that of a means to ends that are less than ethical absolutes. In
fact, | sacrifice the other ends | would attain through the sex act rather

than treat sex as if it were not naturally oriented to a goal that is an end-
in-itself and an absol ute ethical val ue.

This way of distinguishing those who prevent conception by refraining from
sex fromthose who do so by other neans is an inportant difference between the
present analysis of the evil of contraception and other analyses. O her
anal yses nmake it difficult to see why, if you can choose to abstain for the
pur pose of contraception, you cannot achi eve the sane purpose in other ways.
For exanple, where it is recognized that contraception denies the other person
her fertility and yours, it needs to be nade clear why couples cannot nutually
agree to deny each other their fertility. Mitual agreenent appears to nake
the arrangenent fair and, therefore, ethically valid; one party is not asking
the other to give up sonmething she is not willing to give up herself. And if
we can nutually agree to deny each other our sexuality by abstaining, why
can't we nutually agree to deny each other our fertility? Because doing so
violates the will's finality by evaluating sexuality to be other than what it
is as a nmeans to an end of absolute value for the wll.

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
exi stence of our sexuality is not potential; it is actual. Hence, the

exi stence 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 cause
toits effects is, ultimately, identical with what exists when the cause
exi st s.

Therefore, in evaluating sexuality to be |ess than a neans to an end-i n-

itself, | amtreating sone actually existing ends-in-thensel ves unjustly,
nanely, nyself and nmy sex partner. | am evaluating our nature as sexua
beings to be less than what it is as a neans to sonething of absol ute val ue
for the rational appetite; | amnot giving our sexual nature the place in ny

evaluations that is due it fromthe point of view of the rational appetite's

intrinsic finality. As a result, ny decision is defective with respect to

gi ving actual ly existing persons, ends-in-thenselves, what is due themfrom a

rational appetite. To m sevaluate our sexuality is to m seval uate oursel ves.
In Section 4.4.3, | pointed out that, fromthe perspective of God's

justice, our intentions are nore inportant than the carrying out of our



intentions. The first good due things fromthe rational appetite is their
proper place in the evaluations of the rational appetite. If we do not give
things the place due themin our evaluations, an injustice has been done even
if we do nothing else. Therefore, if we freely choose to treat ourselves as
| ess than what we are, if we choose not to give our nature the eval uati on due
if froman appetite oriented to making things ends and neans according to
reason's know edge of what the evaluated things are, God woul d make an
intrinsically defective decision if He did not allow us to be deprived of our
true ends in proportion to our culpable failure to give ourselves as sexua
bei ngs the place we are due in our own evaluations. God would be unjust to us
if He did not give us what we choose along with any necessary consequences of
t hat choi ce.

In other words, the decision for contraception would deserve divine
puni shnent in the sanme way that a decision to deny anot her person equa
opportunity to pursue their ends woul d deserve it. Punishnent for
contraception would not restore equality between persons. But from God's
perspective, that is, inreality, it is disordered willing that is
constitutive of noral evil and deserves punishnent. A decision for
contraception is just as nuch disordered as the intention to treat others is,
even when we cannot carry out the intention. |In neither case is an 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 eval uations.

Anot her inplication of the evil of contraception needs to be pointed out.

A decision for contraception is intrinsically defective because it

m seval uates sexuality as less than a neans to an ethical absolute. But such
a m seval uation could occur in tw ways. One way woul d be through ignorance
of the fact that children are produced by sex acts. That source of the

m seval uation is excluded in the present case. For one thing, the situation
under discussion is that of taking neasures to prevent conception; so

knowl edge of what sex can produce is assunmed. Mre fundanentally, incul pable
i gnorance woul d excuse from noral obligation, because obligation concerns
eval uating things as they are known by reason. Wen we are analyzing the
finality of the rational appetite, rational know edge nust be presuned.

But if the fact that human beings are produced by sex is known, the only
way to evaluate sex as |l ess than a neans to ethical absolutes is to evaluate
the existence of a human being as | ess than the existence of an ethica
absolute, an end-in-itself. Wen we use contraception, we are treating sex as
if it were not by nature an orientation to the production of sonething of
absol ute ethical value, which is the sane as treating the results to which sex
is oriented as not being of absolute ethical value. The rational appetite is
al ways engaged in directing the activity of other faculties. How the rationa
appetite evaluates a faculty with respect to being a neans to ends inplies an
eval uation of the products of the faculty. For ends and neans are correlative
as objects of rational consciousness; ny conscious eval uation of neans as such
inplies an evaluation of its results as ends. Hence, the way | evaluate ny
sexuality requires an evaluation of the results to which ny sexuality is
oriented. If I so evaluate ny sexuality that | can use it for one result
whil e preventing another, | amevaluating the prevented result as sonething
other than an end-in-itself. |If | pick and choose between the ends of an
action, | amnot evaluating those ends as absolutes. In using contraception,
knowi ngly make an act oriented to an



end-in-itself defective with respect to the production of an end-in-itself;
therefore ny decision is also defective with respect to the rationa

eval uation of an end-in-itself as such. Again, the status of the child as
potential makes any obligation hypothetical. The only actual beings to whom
have an obligation are ny sex partner and nyself. But in msevaluating our
sexuality as less than a neans to an ethical absolute, the existence of a
child has already been m sevaluated as | ess than the existence of an ethica
absolute. Therefore, the m sevaluation of the ethical value of children
begi ns before abortion; it begins in contraception. Not that those who decide
for contraception are logically commtted to decide for abortion. Logic is
the donmain of necessity; decisions are the domain of freedom But the

m seval uation of our sexuality does logically inply a msevaluation of its
results. Hence there is nothing inconsistent with taking the next step and
deci ding for abortion when contraception fails.

Note that this analysis of contraception does not obligate us to refrain
fromsex at tinmes of infertility. The fact that sexuality is a nmeans to the
exi stence of an end-in-itself does not even require us to have procreation as
our primary psychol ogi cal purpose. As long as we do not use sex with the
i ntention of preventing the production of a child by an act that could
ot herwi se produce it, we are not giving a neans to the existence of children a
place in our values that denies it the place of being a neans to the existence
of children, since we are not deliberately interfering wwth the production of
a child when that production could occur. Therefore, our evaluation is not
defective for lack of identity between what sex is as a neans to ends in
reality and in our evaluations. The relation of sex to children is not an
et hi cal absolute in the sense that we nust only use sex for that purpose.

Rat her, that to which sex is related, when it is able to produce children, is
sonet hi ng of absolute ethical value. Therefore, we are obliged not to
frustrate that purpose when it could be achieved; for we would be giving sex a
pl ace in our values that would deny it the place, in reality, of being a neans
to ends-in-thensel ves.

It is also inmportant to nmake clear that this analysis does not |ocate the
noral evil of contraception in the frustration of the primary natural end of a
faculty. We have many faculties whose primary function can be frustrated
norally. The frustration beconmes norally evil when the natural end of the
faculty is something of absolute ethical value; for the |ocation of noral evil
as such is in the act the rational appetite, not the act of another faculty

directed by the rational appetite. Mral evil is privation with respect to
the will's intrinsic finality. The privation of another faculty's end can
have noral significance only to the extent that it inplies a privation in the
will with respect to the will's own end. There is a perverted faculty in
noral evil, but that faculty is the rational appetite itself. In unfair
behavi or, the perversion consists in evaluating other persons as if they were
not ends-in-thenselves. |In contraception, the perversion consists in

eval uati ng the sexual being of ends-in-thenselves as if 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. Openness to the production of persons is 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. Oherwi se, the fact that a nmeans is related to a particular end
woul d have nore noral significance than the fact that the end is sonething of
infinite value. For instance, the fact that our olfactory faculties have



snell for their end would be nore inportant for ethics than the fact that the
end of our reproductive faculties is the existence of an infinitely val uable
bei ng.

Al t hough the preceding argunent does not depend on whether procreation is
the primary end of sexuality, the fact is that procreation is sexuality's
primary end; and that fact has ethical significance, at |east for those who
know t hat God exi sts. Even when conception cannot occur, sexuality is what it
is primarily in order that conception can result at other tines. Just as a
person is still a person when she is sleeping or drugged, sexuality is always
sonet hing that exists so that it can sonetines produce children. That is,
just as a person is always what she is primarily so that she can do the things
she does when she is awake, so also sexuality is what it is primarily for the
times when it can produce children.

To ask what is the primary end is to ask what is the nost inportant end.
The nost inportant end sexuality acconplishes, the nost inportant thing it
contributes to us, is our existence. Sexuality contributes many other things
to us but none of themis or can be as inportant as our existence, since
wi t hout existence, nothing else is possible. That everything else sexuality
can acconplish presupposes existence seens too obvious to say. Yet that fact
is inmplicitly, though unintentionally, denied by those who deny that
procreation has primcy anong the ends of sexuality. For those who know t hat
God exists, the primacy of existence nmeans that procreation is the primary
reason sexuality is what it is even at those tinmes when procreati on cannot
result fromthe sex act. God nmade sexuality what it is primarily so that it
can sonetinmes produce human beings. |If not, then God is ignorant of the fact
that existence is nore inportant than any of the other things sexuality
contributes to us. Since God designed sexuality to bring human beings into
exi stence and since He knows that nothing el se sexuality acconplishes can be
as inmportant as existnce, He designed sexuality for the primary purpose of
bringing us into existence. Likew se, our faculties of nutrition are what
they are primarily for the sake of maintaining us in existence, even though we
can use themto draw pl easure from substances with no nutritional val ue.

(*But the existence nutrition maintains is the existence of an end-in-
itself. Does that fact oblige us not to interfere with the primary end of
nutrition by ingesting sonething without nutritional value? Not unless
i ngesting the substance would harmus in some way. For unless the substance
woul d harmus, its lack of nutritional value would no nore oblige us not to
ingest it then the fact that conception cannot now occur woul d oblige us not
to engage in sex. And if ingesting the substance did harmus, the noral evil
woul d not consist in msevaluating the nutritional faculty as a neans to a
potentially achieved end. The noral evil would consist in depriving already
exi sting ends-in-thensel ves, nanely, ourselves, of conditions necessary for
our pursuit of goals, including goals |ike gustatory pleasure. (See Sections
4.4.1 and 5.3.) If our continued existence inposes 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
mai nt ai ni ng the exi stence of an end-in-itself.)

The fact that God nmade sex what it is primarily to bring children into
exi stence has ethical inplications even at tines of infertility. Since human
sexuality is what it is primarily in order to produce ends-in-thensel ves, the
marital relation exists because we have faculties whose primary purpose is



procreation. The basis of the marital relation, our sexuality, is what it is
primarily to be a neans to the existence of ethical absolutes. Even when that
pur pose cannot be achi eved, ethical neaning of the narital relation is the use
of faculties that exist primarily to sonetines produce beings of unconditiona
et hical value. Therefore, the sexual union should take place through genital
faculti es even when conception is not possible. |If the sexual union does not
take place through organs that are what they are for the sake of procreation,
coupl es are evaluating their sexuality to be sonething other than it is; for
they are treating it as if it is not always what it is for the sake of
procreation. They are evaluating their sexuality as if it were not always
what it is primarily to produce, fromtinme to tine, things of unconditiona
ethical value. |If couples do not use their sexuality in ways consistent with
t hat purpose, the place sexuality has in their values is inconsistent 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 neans according to our
knowl edge of what they are, our evaluation of sexuality nust never deny its
being what it is for the sake of procreation.

6.2. Mre Ethical Values O her than to Fairness

Two nore exanpl es outside of the domain of fairness will illustrate how far
the anal ysis of obligation by the intrinsic finality of the rational appetite
ext ends.

6.2.1. Drunkenness

Ordinarily, drunkenness and other drug-induced states contain a threat of
unf ai rness, since our behavior can affect others at any nonent. But consider
the person shi pwecked and isolated on a renote 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 |i ke drunkenness, on the one
hand, and drug-i nduced unconsci ousness, on the other, is that while drunk we
continue to performactivities that would otherw se be under the control of
reason and the rational appetite. Drunkeness, however, inpedes reason and
weakens our ability to direct these activities by decisions based on rationa
knowl edge. Either we cannot nake deci sions based on rational know edge, since
rational judgnent is |lacking;, or we can nmake rational decisions but cannot
carry themout, since the rational appetite's control over other faculties is
inmpaired. On either analysis, the decision to get drunk is defective by the

standard of the will's intrinsic finality. 1In the first case, our decision
woul d be to enter in a state in which we woul d make deci si ons but woul d not
make them according to our rational know edge. But the nature of the wll is

to make decisions according to rational know edge. Therefore, the decision
woul d seek an end contrary to the end of the faculty that produced the

deci sion. The decision would evaluate the will to be sonething 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 a set of future decisions. But to will that we not be
able to carry out our decisions is to will that the finality of the rationa
appetite not be achieved. The ends selected by the rational appetite are
sel ected as ends whose achi evenent is to be pursued; otherw se our decisions
are merely wi shes. Were conditions beyond our control prevent the pursuit of



an end, a wish can be a way of selecting an end. But an end is not truly our
end if we fail to pursue it when ethical neans of doing so are available. A
decision to pursue an end includes inits finality the carrying out of the
decision; that is, the carrying out of the decision is ainmed at in deciding to
pursue an end. For the intention of actually attaining an end is an integra
part of the decision for an end.

The production of a decision is not the ultimte goal ained at by any
appetite. The decision is nerely a necessary step toward the goal, since the
goal does not yet exist. Here, however, we are choosing conditions that
prevent the carrying out of decisions and therefore choosing not to fulfil
the finality of the rational appetite. A decision that the goal of the
appetite producing the decision not be achieved woul d be defective for any
appetite. It is especially defective for an appetite that has the finality of
eval uating things, including itself, according to rational know edge of what
they are. On either analysis, then, in choosing drunkenness, we would be
val ui ng sone state such as pleasure or forgetful ness of our troubles nore
highly than the state of being able to acconplish the intrinsic finality of
the rational appetite.

Another way to put it is that, in deciding to get drunk, as in deciding for
contraception, we are unjustly evaluating an end-in-itself; we are eval uating
ourselves to be | ess than what we are as ends-in-ourselves. 1In fact, we are
eval uating ourselves in the sane way that we eval uate ot hers when their val ue
for us is not that of beings whose action is directed to ends they set for
t hensel ves. The place our orientation to ends, while drunk, would have in the
eval uati ons we make in choosing to get drunk woul d be the place of an
orientation to ends not determ ned 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 wll not have free control over her
behavior. For the sake of a goal |ike pleasure, we would sacrifice our

ability, while drunk, to pursue freely chosen goals. And that is what we do
when we treat another person unfairly: deny themthe opportunity to pursue a
freely chosen goal for the sake of sone goal we have chosen. And just as
unfairness to others is defective for not valuing them as ends-in-thensel ves,
so the decision to get drunk is defective for not val uing ourselves as ends-

i n-ourselves. 1In one case, we use others as neans to sone goal of ours
wi thout allowing themto pursue their goals; in the other case, we use our
faculties as neans to a goal that will prevent us from having free contro

over the pursuit of other goals.

The goals | choose for nyself do not have to be ends-in-thenselves in the
sense of things the rational appetite is obliged by its intrinsic finality to
will as ends. For exanple, pleasure can be chosen as an end, rather than as a
means, but its value derives fromits relation to faculties other than the
rational appetite. The fact that a being with a rational appetite also has
faculties oriented to pleasure does not nmake pl easure sonmething the rationa
appetite is obligated to value as an end, since the rational appetite could
choose to forgo pleasure without violation of its own intrinsic finality. The
val ue of pleasure derives fromits relation to faculties of desire other than
the rational appetite as such. Therefore, that natures of neither pleasure
nor the will nake pleasure an end-in-itself for the will, even though we can
choose pl easure as an end.

Al t hough the nature of the rational appetite allows it to choose ends that
are |l ess than ends-in-thensel ves, such a choice acquires ethica



inmplications in circunstances where the finality of the rational appetite
woul d be at stake, for exanple, when choosing confort would require us to
vi ol ate soneone's rights. And the finality of the rational appetite is at
stake in a choice, |like the choice of drunkenness, which would require the
rational appetite to evaluate pleasure nore highly than the ability to have
free control over our behavior.

6.2.2. Suicide

A final exanple of obligation that does not involve unequal treatnent of
ot her persons. Qur ethical status as ends-in-ourselves derives from our power
of choosing our own ends. Does that status give us the right to choose
sui cide? For instance, as the determ ner of ny own goals, should |I not have
the right to choose physical confort as an end and therefore to die rather
than face a life of pain?

No, because this choice of an otherw se ethical end would here violate the
finality of the rational appetite. By choosing death over pain, we would be
putting the exi stence of a being experiencing confort higher in the
eval uations of the rational appetite than the existence of an end-in-itself, a
human being. W woul d be evaluating the existence of a being w thout pain as
hi gher, for the rational appetite, than the existence of a being capabl e of
sel ecting the ends of her own existence. |In other words, we would be treating
t he existence of an end-in-itself as if it were a neans to the existence of a
being without pain, so that if the goal of elimnating pain cannot be
achi eved, the neans to that end can be dispensed wth.

But our status as ends-in-thenselves derives fromour freedom of choi ce.
Therefore, this criticismof suicide seens to nmake freedom of choice al one an
end-in-itself, since we are sacrificing confort for the sake of preserving a
being with freedomof choice. And it seens that (self-referentially
I nconsistently) we are preserving our ability to choose ends at the price of
not all ow ng ourselves to choose confort as an end.

However, the end-in-itself is not freedomof choice; it is the entity who
has freedom of choice. The fact that a thing's nature gives it freedom of
choi ce nakes the thing an end-in-itself for an appetite that eval uates
according to reason's know edge 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, as the
i nstrunental cause is subordinated to the principal cause, and as the neans is
subordinated to the bei ng whose end the nmeans procures. For our underlying
nat ure produces freedom of choice as a neans to the ends it, our nature, gives
us.

But what natural end do we acconplish by choosing to remain alive through
debilitating pain? At |east the end of evaluating things according to
reason's know edge of what they are, in this case, the know edge that a human
being is an end-in-itself. Is this reasoning circular since the know edge
that we are ends-in-ourselves is, ultimately, the know edge that we have an
appetite with the finality of evaluating things according to reason's
know edge of what they are? No, because to take one's life to avoid pain
woul d be to eval uate the existence of a human being as |less than that of an
end-in-itself, since we would be sacrificing human |ife for sonething that is
| ess than an end-in-itself. The rational appetite's evaluation of things as
ends or neans nust extend to an evaluation of itself and of the being that
possesses it; otherw se, the rational appetite would not be a faculty of
eval uating things according to reason's know edge of them



For the rational appetite, the existence of a being capable of eval uating
t hings according to reason's know edge of them nust have a hi gher val ue than
the existence of a being with confort. |If not, there is no ethical obligation
at all. If | can evaluate ny own being as a neans to the existence of
confort, why can | not evaluate the existence of another free being as a neans
to the existence of confort and so prevent her from pursuing her ends in order
to achieve ny own confort? The reply will be that the crucial question is
whose confort is at stake. As a free being, she can choose confort as her
end, and | do not have the right to interfere with her choice. The true
cruci al question, however, is why |I do not have that right; why do | owe it to
her to allow her to pursue her goals? |In other words, what is the nature of
obligation; on what is it founded?

| f we can eval uate ourselves as neans to the existence of confort, or
anything el se we may choose, without violating the will's finality, then free
choice is an end-in-itself, not the being that has free choice. The free
choice of an end is the ultimte neasure of the val ue 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 nmeasured. 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
choi ces woul d not have the finality of valuing things according to reason's
knowl edge. In other words, if ny evaluation of another person (or nyself)
stops at the behavior of nmaking a choice, like the choice of confort, and does
not go on to value the entity nmaking the choice as an end-in-itself, | am not

eval uating according to reason's know edge of the existence of choi ces,

di spositions to choice, and bei ngs whose natures give themorientations to
ends to be achi eved through maki ng choices. | amnot evaluating according to
what | know these things to be. But if ny choices do not have the finality to
val ue things according to reasons know edge of what they are, why am!|
obligated to treat the other person as if her choices were ends-in-thensel ves?
The val ue that everything else has for nme would derive fromny choice of ends,
not fromny rational know edge of what she is as a bei ng whose nature gives
her freedom of choice.

In short, it is the objection, not ny explanation of the evil of suicide,
that woul d make free choice an end-in-itself. And in so doing, the objection
would elimnate all obligation, including the supposed obligation to val ue
free choice as an end-in-itself. The sanme argunent, by the way, applies to
those who would justify infanticide at any tinme before the child devel ops the
proximate ability to make free choices. Is it the proximate ability to nmake
deci sions that bestows value on a child? If so, we nust ask "Value for what,
by what standard?" The answer nust be, "Value relative to the arbitrary
deci sion of another freedomto bestow a value on the child s freedom even
t hough 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 nmeans according to reason's know edge of what they are.”
For the value of free choice is no |onger that of a nmeans by which the
underlying entity achieves the ends inscribed in its nature; its value is not
that of an instrunental cause relative to a principal cause, nor is the being
whi ch exists primarily and which causes that which exists secondarily of nore
val ue than that which exists secondarily. But in all these ways, reason knows
the existence of the underlying entity has primacy, ontol ogi cal and causa
primacy, over the existence of the proximate ability for choice. 1In se



particul ar, reason knows that the existence of faculties fulfills orientations
found in the underlying entity and that, therefore, faculties exist as neans
to the achievenment of the ultinmate fulfillnment of the entity's orientations.
(This is not an ant hroponorphic inportation of conscious finality into nature
but an ontol ogical analysis of the requirenents for behavior to be caused.
Conscious finality is just a particular instance of the universal requirenent
for effects to be produced by causes di sposed to produce those effects.) |If
sui ci de and abortion are nmade perm ssabl e, respectively, by the presence and
absence of free choice, everything is perm ssable; there is no ethica

obl i gation

To return to suicide. For those who do not know the existence of God and
the afterlife, the fact of being ends-in-ourselves may be small consol ation
for alife of pain. But we are stuck with that fact and its ethica
i nplications, just as we are stuck with the rational appetite. And if that
fact may not notivate sone secular individuals to continue life, it should
notivate even a secular society to prohibit euthanasia for the sake of
preserving the foundation of public norality, nanmely, the societal commtnent
to the ethical value of human life.

On the ot her hand, those who do not know that God exists can still
understand the nature of ethical obligation as here explained, since this
expl anati on does not presuppose the existence of God. And even though a child
mat ure enough to know that the choice to be unfair is defective probably al so
has an inplicit awareness that contingent things require an uncaused cause,

t hat awar eness need not be directly involved in her grasp of the obligation to
be fair. |If an atheist can understand ethical obligation, however, why could
she not be happy choosing |ife over confort as a result of know ng that she
was giving her life the value due it because of what it is? Conversely, why
woul d the choice of confort over |life not make her unhappy as a result of
knowi ng that the choice was unworthy of a being who nmakes deci sions based on
rati onal know edge of what things are? Also, why should she not be happy
knowi ng that she was hel ping other end-in-thenselves by reinforcing society's
commtnent to the value of human life, since she would know that by choosing
death she would contribute to the weakening of that comm tnent and thus
violate the rights of other ends-in-thenselves.

But even if understanding the ethical value of human |ife were not
sufficient to notivate the atheist to choose |life over confort, this
expl anation of obligation, in general, and of the obligation not to commit
suicide, in particular, wuld stand. The argunent to the contrary is that the
anal ysis of obligation in terns of the rational appetite cannot answer the
guestion "Wiy be noral ?" Since know edge of the ethical value of Iife would
not notivate her, nmaking the noral choice would not make her happy; happi ness
is what results fromthe acconplishnment of that which notivates us. "To be
happy, " therefore, would be an insufficient answer to "Wiy be noral ?" for an
athei st faced with a life of pain.

The objection fails on two counts. First, the nature of obligation does
not consist in the fact that sonething will or will not make us happy. If it
were possible for us to be truly happy while knowi ngly doing the unethica
thing, it would remain the case that our action would be intrinsically
defective and woul d deserve to be so judged by ourselves and others. Second,
the nature of obligation is to evaluate according to reason's know edge of
what things are. Therefore, to judge the consequences of obligation' s being
what it is, we nust assune that a person has accurate know edge of whatever is



relevant to a particular decision. Fromthe fact that an understandi ng of

obl i gati on does not require know edge of the existence of God and the
afterlife, it does not follow that such knowl edge is irrelevant to al
questions that can be asked about obligation. The hypothesis of the present
exanple is that the person is ignorant (inculpably, let us say) of the

exi stence of God and of the afterlife. Hence, while we are assum ng that she
under stands the nature of ethical obligation, we are not assum ng that she is
fully aware of what is at stake in the decision to commt suicide. For a
person aware of the nature of obligation and also of the existence of a just
God and an afterlife, "To be happy" would be a sufficient reason for not

comm ting suicide. Likew se, a person can understand the nature of obligation
wi t hout knowi ng anyt hi ng about the destructiveness of atom c bonbs or arsenic.
Such a person could be happy with certain decisions made in ignorance of those
facts, but she could not be truly happy with sane deci sions made in ful

know edge.

Since | can ethically desire a goal that is |less than an end-in-itself,
however, | can wish for death to occur by ethical nmeans. That is, | can w sh
for death to occur while at the sanme tine willing that life continue until
term nated by nmeans out of the rational appetite's control. Wshing we were
dead for the sake of a goal less than an end-in-itself is not the sane as so
eval uating human life that we will human life to be sacrificed, or even to be
eligible for sacrifice, for the sake of that goal. For exanple, w shing we

were dead to avoid pain does not require us to eval uate being confortable as
on a par wth being an end-in-oneself, since it does not require us to wll
that our life as free beings be sacrificed for the sake of confort. 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 sexua
abstinence -- for the sake of our existence as ends-in-ourselves.

Sonme goals for the rational appetite are worth the sacrifice of life. For
exanple, if | sacrifice ny life to save the life of another person in
ci rcunst ances when both |ives cannot be saved, ny goal is, unlike confort, the
exi stence of an end-in-itself. Nor am| evaluating nyself to be less than the
ot her person as a free pursuer of goals, since | ampursuing ny own freely
chosen goal, not death, but the life of an end-in-itself. But not all nethods
of sacrificial death are worthy of the rational appetite. Specifically, | do
not have the right to be ny own executioner, as opposed, say, to risking ny
life for another person or accepting death froma third party in another's

stead. In the situation of risk or acceptance, | amnot the principal agent
of the destruction of an end-in-itself; |I amnot the principal cause of the
events that wll lead to the death of an innocent human. To know ngly be such

a cause is to evaluate oneself as a neans to the destruction of an end-in-
itself. Wen we know that such a cause exists and that we cannot ethically
stop it, allowing it to take our life instead of another person's life is not
to eval uate ourselves as a neans for the death of an end-in-itself; that is
not the place we are giving ourselves in our evaluations. Rather, we are
eval uating ourselves as neans to the existence of an end-in-itself, sonething
we cannot consistently do if we take our own I[ife to save another's. The
rati onal appetite evaluates things according to reason's know edge 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 nade the
deat h of a human ethically unavoi dabl e.



Not es

It wll be objected that the predicates of different |anguages reflect
radically different |inguistic structures, structures that derive fromthe
| anguage and not fromwhat 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
cogni tion-independent existence characteristics they are associated with only
fromthe perspective of their being objects of know edge. For exanple, the
fact that the meaning of a predicate has the attribute of |ogical universality
does not inply that when we assert a predicate of an individual, we assert

that the individual is a |logical universal. Likew se, we can use different
i nguistic 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 rather awkward circunl ocution |ike
"successful '.

This is not a 'paradigmcase' argunent which noves fromthe given existence
of a word to the necessity for a known referent of the word. M argunent
noves in the opposite direction; it first points out the existence of
sonmet hing 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. In contrasting a person as giver of its own ends to things given their
ends by the inpersonal universe, | do not nean to deny that the universe is
the way it is because God so planned it. However, there are nany ethica
val ues that can be recogni zed as such by those who do not know that God
exi sts. 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 that God
exi sts, exanples such as those in Section VIl involve justice in a deeper
sense than fairness, the sense of giving to each thing what is due it from an
appetite adapted to the being of things. Wuat is due an infinitely actua
being froma rational appetite is obedience to Hs will. For He is an ethica
absolute, 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 beconme an end for an appetite adapted
to what exists.

| amnot inplying that our treatnent of aninmals has no noral significance.
Again, to illustrate the unconditionality, objectivity, and knowability of
et hical values, | amusing the exanple justice w thout denying the existence
of other ethical values. The ethical significance of our treatnent of animals
woul d not be a matter of justice in the sense of fairness.

I f my analysis has been correct, then one who has followed it derives his
phi | osophi ¢ understandi ng of the obligation to treat equals equally fromthe
anal ysis of that situation, but deriving our philosophic understanding of this
obligation from X does not inply that the obligation stands to X in a relation
of logical derivation fromprior principles or of causal derivation. How we
derive our understanding of obligation is an epistenological matter; what
obligation consists in is an ontol ogical 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
makes us think of food.

*It can be objected that the ability to produce ethical decisions admts of
degrees since the rational know edge admts of degrees, and the rationa




Not es (conti nued)

appetite is defined as the ability to esteemthings according to our rationa
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
i nfluence on the desire's being what it is; for without them the desire would
not have whatever features nmake 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
eval uates a thing to be that which A and B constitute an orientation for
al though the thing is not that.

*That woul d amount to saying that the end we are aimng at in every desire
Is the achi evenent of our end. And that would be like the truismthat a thing
is known only insofar as it is known. The latter trui smhas been used to
defend idealism or at |east subjectivism in knowl edge. It has been cl ai ned
that we cannot know things as they are outside of know edge because we know
themonly by bringing themw thin know edge. But fromthe fact that we know
sonmething, it does not and cannot follow that it is known under the aspect of
bei ng known, that what is known is that sonething is known. The aspect under
which a thing is known nust always be sonething nore than that it is known and
sonmet hing causally prior to the fact that it is knowmn. The alternative is an
infinite regress, since sonething nust already be known in order for it to be
known as known; in other words, the thing would have to be known before it
could be known. Simlarly, the fact that sonmething other than the appetite is
valued only insofar as it termnates the appetite's relation of being orieted
to this thing 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
sonmething without 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 nust 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 herwi 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 mine? The question incorrectly assunes | have sone
know edge of nyself other than as the cause of ny behavior or sone know edge
of decisions other than as emanating fromthe source | designate "ne."

In fact, ny awareness of nmy own existence is basically awareness of nyself
as the source of conscious acts |ike sensations, beliefs, desires, and
deci si ons.

*Should | therefore value the elenents that make nme up nore highly than
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 el ements maki ng ne up have di spositions whose achi evenents include the
ability to make ethical decisions. Those dispositions belong to the whole
made up of el enents.

Footnote on Finnis, Nozick, Aristotle, and Veatch concerning w shing to be
a Cow.

Freedomis not randommess. Randommess is a formof determ nation. The




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



Abst r act
Is fal sehood a defect for a belief? Yes. |Is the standard by which fal sehood
is counted a defect sonething accidental to beliefs, sonething only
contingently related to beliefs? No. What if we have an appetite oriented to
val ui ng things according to reason's know edge of what they are? Then failure
to do so would be defective just as fal sehood 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 maccordingly, that is, to |ove
H mconpletely. If we know that another being is equal to us in possession of
the nature that makes us possessers of an appetite by which we nmake rationa
decisions, it would 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 subject 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
all ows us to answer the question whether goodness, be it ethical or aesthetic,
is a characteristic of things in their own existence.

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

In either case, our evaluation is defective because the places things have
in our evaluations, with respect to being evaluated as ends or as neans to
ends, is inconsistent wwth what the relation that holds between themin
reality.

To show t he consequences of the concept of rational appetite for ethics,
wi Il conpare ethical decision to belief. Specifically, I will argue that just
as in truth there is identity between what is an object of know edge and what
sonme extra-cognitionally existing thing is, so there is identity between what
is a value 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 consci ous
eval uation of the end as the kind of thing the appetite is adapted to, the
ki nd of thing whose existence will 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-

t hensel ves is needed for the anal ysis of obligation.



