PHI103
Ethics and Society

Dr. Adebola B. Ekanola




COURSE MANUAL

Ethics and Society

PHI103

University of Ibadan Distance Learning Centre
Open and Distance Learning Course Series Development
Version 1.0 ev1



Copyright ©2010, 2013 by Distance Learning Centrd)niversity of Ibadan, Ibadan.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication ynae reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or
transmitted in any form or by any means, electromechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior permission of the cagliyt owner.

ISBN: _

General Editor: Prof. Bayo Okunade

Page layout, instructional design and developmeiEDUTECHportal,
www.edutechportal.org

University of Ibadan Distance Learning Centre
University of Ibadan,

Nigeria

Telex: 31128NG

Tel: +234 (80775935727)
E-mail: ssu@dlc.ui.edu.ng
Website: www.dlc.ui.edu.ng



Vice-Chancellor's Message

The Distance Learning Centre is building on a sthdlition of over two decades of service
the provision of External Studies Programme and Bastance Learning Education in Nige
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many deserving Nigerians in having access to higlercation especially those who by

nature of their engagement do not have the luxdryulh time education. Recently, it

contibuting in no small measure to providing placestieming Nigerian youths who for o
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Foreword

As part of its vision of providing education ftiiberty and Development” for Nigerians and
the International Community, the University of llaag Distance Learning Centre has recently
embarked on a vigorous repositioning agenda whiote@d at embracing a holistic and all
encompassing approach to the delivery of its Opistance Learning (ODL) programmes.
Thus we are committed to global best practicesigtadce learning provision. Apart from
providing an efficient administrative and acadesupport for our students, we are committed
to providing educational resource materials forake of our students. We are convinced that,
without an up-to-date, learner-friendly and diswtgarning compliant course materials, there
cannot be any basis to lay claim to being a provafedistance learning education. Indeed,
availability of appropriate course materials in tipé formats is the hub of any distance
learning provision worldwide.

In view of the above, we are vigorously pursuingaasnatter of priority, the provision of
credible, learner-friendly and interactive courssenals for all our courses. We commissioned
the authoring of, and review of course materialte@ams of experts and their outputs were
subjected to rigorous peer review to ensure standBhe approach not only emphasizes
cognitive knowledge, but also skills and humane@salwhich are at the core of education, even
in an ICT age.

The development of the materials which is on-gaatgp had input from experienced editors
and illustrators who have ensured that they arerate, current and learner-friendly. They are
specially written with distance learners in minchisl is very important because, distance
learning involves non-residential students who coften feel isolated from the community of
learners.

It is important to note that, for a distance learimeexcel there is the need to source and read
relevant materials apart from this course matefiberefore, adequate supplementary reading
materials as well as other information sourcesaggested in the course materials.

Apart from the responsibility for you to read tlusurse material with others, you are also
advised to seek assistance from your course foilid especially academic advisors during
your study even before the interactive session lwrhidoy design for revision. Your academic
advisors will assist you using convenient technglowluding Google Hang Out, You Tube,
Talk Fusion, etc. but you have to take advantagth@de. It is also going to be of immense
advantage if you complete assignments as at whersduwas to have necessary feedbacks as a
guide.

The implication of the above is that, a distarezher has a responsibility to develop requisite
distance learning culture which includes diligent alisciplined self-study, seeking available
administrative and academic support and acquisitibbasic information technology skills.
This is why you are encouraged to develop your edewpskills by availing yourself the
opportunity of training that the Centre’s providelgut these into use.



In conclusion, it is envisaged that the course nmatewould also be useful for the regular
students of tertiary institutions in Nigeria whe daced with a dearth of high quality textbooks.
We are therefore, delighted to present these titldmoth our distance learning students and the
university’s regular students. We are confideat the materials will be an invaluable resource
to all.

We would like to thank all our authors, reviewersl roduction staff for the high quality of
work.

Best wishes.

@A—mﬁi

Professor Bayo Okunade
Director
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About this course manual

About this course manual

Ethics and SocietyPHI103 has been produced by Bityeof Ibadan
Distance Learning Centre. All course manuals predury University of
Ibadan Distance Learning Centreare structureddrséime way, as
outlined below.

How this course manual is

structured

The course overview

The course overview gives you a general introduactio the course.
Information contained in the course overview wélfhyou determine:

= If the course is suitable for you.

= What you will already need to know.

» What you can expect from the course.

= How much time you will need to invest to complédte tourse.
The overview also provides guidance on:

= Study skills.

= Where to get help.

= Course assignments and assessments.

= Margin icons.

We strongly recommend that you read the overveanefully before
starting your study.

The course content

The course is broken down into Study Sessions. Extady Session
comprises:

» An introduction to the Study Session content.

= Study Sessionoutcomes.

= Core content of the Study Sessionwith a varietigafning activities.
= A Study Session summary.

= Assignments and/or assessments, as applicable.

= Bibliography

Your comments
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After completing Ethics and Society we would apgeit if you would
take a few moments to give us your feedback oreapgct of this

course. Your feedback might include comments on:

Your constructive feedback will help us to improaed enhance this

Course content and structure.

Course reading materials and resources.
Course assignments.

Course assessments.

Course duration.

Course support (assigned tutors, technical hetp), et

course.
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CourseQOverview

Welcome to Ethics and
Society PHI103

This cours examines the role of ethics in society. It presantaccoun
of human nature and how this necessitates sot@hiction betwee
people. It is this social interaction that invahaleads to the emergen
of society. It goes further to explain howtain facts about human natt
also give meaning to the phenomenon of moralityrender it very
important as a means of facilitating cordial relaships between peof
in society as well as provide a viable framewonktfee effective pursu
of socialorder, social peace and social development.

Given the centrality of ethical principles to thaerprise of morality an
the fulfilment of the fundamental roles of moralitysociety, we shall i
this course, devote some time to the examinatiaoofe o the key
ethical principles and theories that are operationsociety. Thes
include: Utilitarianism, Deontologism, Egoism, Divine Comnaahheory
of Morality and the Natural Law Theory of Morali

Course outcomes

Upon completion oEthics and Society PHI108ou will be able tc

= point outthe key features that characterised human n

= explain the notion of morality.

= justifythe claim that Natural law theory of mora provides an
adequate foundation for morality and a suitableguior

Outcomes determining the moral value of human actions, dattaraanc

social institutions or practices.

= discuss the nature and types of rights.

= appraisethe claims of theories of ethics.
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Timeframe

This is a 15 week course. It requires a formalystirde of 45 hours. The
formal study times are scheduled around onlineudisions / chats with
your course facilitator / academic advisor to figadié your learning.
Kindly see course calendar on your course webaitedheduled dates.
You will still require independent/personal studye particularly in
How long? studying your course materials.
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How to be successful in this
course

| As an open and distance learner your approachatoife will be

| different to that from your school days, where i@l onsite educatio

| You will now choose what you want to study, youl\wéve profession:
and/or personal motivation for doing so and you mibst likely be
fitting your study activities arowd other professional or domes
responsibilities

Essentially you will be taking control of your le@trg environment. As
consequence, you will need to consider performéswes related 1
time management, goal setting, stress managenenBexrhar you will
also need to reacquaint yourself in areas sucksay/glanning, copin
with exams and using the web as a learning rest

We recommend that you take time —before starting your se
study—to familiarize yourself with these issues. Them a number of
excellent resources on the web. A few suggestéd kine

= http://www.dlc.ui.edu.ng/resources/studyskill.

This is a resource of the UIDLC pilot course modileu will find
sedions on building study skills, time schedulingstzaconcentratiol
techniques, control of the study environment, naking, how to rea
essays for analysis and memory skills (“remembéyi

= http://www.ivywise.com/newsletter marchl3 how tdf study.htn
I

This site provides how to master «studying, with bias to emergir
technologies

= http://www.howtostudy.org/resouis.php

Another “How to study” web site with useful links time
management, efficient reading, questioning/listgfmhserving skills
getting the most out of doing (“har-on” learning), memory building
tips for staying motivated, developing a learniilan.

The above links are our suggestions to start yoyooin way. At the time
of writing these web links were active. If you wamtiook for more, go t

www.google.cor and type “self-study basics”, “sadfudy tips”, “self-
study skills” or similar phrase
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Need help?
As earlier noted, this course manual complemerdssapplement
@ PHI10zat Ul Mobile Class as an online course.

You may contact any of the following units for infieation, learning

Help resources and library servic

Distance Learning Centre (DLC Head Office

University of Ibadan, Niger Morohundiya Complexibadan-

Tel: (+234) 08077593551 — 55 llorin Expresswa, Idi-Ose,

(Student Support Officer: Ibadan.

Email: ssu@dlc.ui.edu.ng

Information Centre Lagos Office

20 Awolowo Road, Bodiji Speedwriting House, No. !

Ibadan AjanakuStreet, Off Salvatiol
Bus Stop, Awuse Estate, Ope
Ikeja, Lagos

Tel: (+234) 0807593574

For technical issues (computer problems, web acaesisetcetera
pleasesend mail tavebmaster@dic.ui.edu.ng

Academic Support

A course facilitator is commissioned for this caurgou have also bet
assigned an academic advisor to provide learnipga@t. The contacts
your course facilitator and academic advisor fig tourse are availab

Hel atonlineacademicsupport@dic.ui.edt
elp
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Activities

This manual features “Activities,” which mayresent material that
NOT extensively covered in the Study Sessidvhen completing the:
activities, you will demonstrate your derstanding of basic material (
answering questions) bere you learn more advanced conss. You will
Activities be provided with answers to every activity questibimerefore, you
emphasis when waing the activities should be on understanding
answers. lis more important that you understand why everyvanss
correct

Assessments

There ardwo basic forms of selissessment in this cou manual: in-
@ text questions (ITQs) andlf assessment questions (SA( Feedbacks to
the ITQs are placed immediately after the questiahde the feedback

to SAQs are at the back of mant
Assessments

Bibliography

i For those interested in learning 1r on this subjec¢twe provide you witt
! a list of additional resourctat the end of thisourse manu; these may
be books, articles or websit

Reading
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Getting around this course manual

Margin icons

While working through thiscourse manual you Winotice the frequent
use ofmargin icons. These icons serve'sgnpost” a particular piece «
text, a new task or change in activity; they hagerincluded to help you
to find your way around thicourse manual.

A complete icon set is shown below. We suggest yioat familiarize
yourself with the icons and their meaning befoegtstg your stud

=

Activity Assessment Assignment Case study
Discussion Group Activity Help Outcomes
o |
...
Note Reflection Reading Study skills
/o7 0,
Summary Terminology Time Tip




Study Session 1Human Nature and Society

Study Session 1

Human Nature and Society

Introduction

In this Study Session, we will examirtbe basic facts about hum
existence the essential characteristics of human beings ttiegte ug
society and how these give rise to social intepactind to the emergen
of society.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studiethis session, you should be able
1.1 point outthe key features that characterfganan natur
1.2 describehow human nature necessitated the formation oesc

1.1 Human Nature

Human natureWhat it
essentially means to be an
human being.

Speculations orhuman nature have been on since antiquity, &
scholars across disciplines have always tried tivearat an adequa
understanding of the nature of humanity. There &lasys been th
perennial effort to explain and resolve the appanmamysteries an
paredoxes surrounding human nature: humans have alwagen
interested in identifying their essence, placehi& tiniverse, position |
relation to other beings and the ultimate meaninteir existence

Speculations and proposals on what human naturas varied and
sometimes as conflicting as the interests and plises of the peopl
doing the thinking. A reason for this is located thre fact that th
perspective from which the theologian, for instareeeamines the natu
of the human person is difent from that of the psychologist. Likewit
the way the political scientist is interested innmfaun nature is quil
different from that of the metaphysician. Even wehdhere is a
agreement as far as disciplines and interests areetmed, people st
arrive at different or even conflicting viewpointsn ahe nature c
humanity. From the perspective of moral philosophfar instance, thei
is a disagreement over whether humansbasically bad, aggressive a
destructive, or naturally good, compasste and cooperative. Within tl
context of Political Philosophy, philosophers asrages have propos
conflicting views about what our nature is as husnawhile some
philosophers say that humans are by nature eqgtr@rsomaintain the
nature has madeumans unequal. Plato, for instance, is of the opi
that while nature has made some people to be yiderse are natur
soldiers and others artisans, traders or slavezahyre. Thomas Hobb
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Reflection

is a typical example of a philosopher who constituamansas equal by
nature

Proposals on what human nature is or ought to be are as varied and sometimes
as conflicting as the interests and disciplines of the people doing the thinking.
While a conception of human nature may have vital implications, directly or
otherwise, the question is: does the submission capture a full account of human
nature.

For metaphysicians and theologians, the fundamésgak is about tr
materiality and spirituality of man. While idealistnaintain that th
human person is essentially spiritual, materialistatend that s/he
primarily material. Dualists, on their n part, argue that humans .
dual in nature, having a combination of the mateaspect and th
spiritual side. While each of the numerous conomgtiof human natu
has vital implications, directly or otherwise, amagtically everything the
relates o humankind and society, the fact remains that @i¢hem, or
its own, does not offer a comprehensive accouhtiofan nature

Human nature is multi-faceted and quite complex. Thus, questions relating
to it do not afford easy answers.

1.1.1Features that Characterize Human Nature

Nonetheless, there are a number of features thaaihs possess, whi
determine their interaction in society and alsoegisubstance ar
meaning to morality.Let us discuss each of thearifes

Rationality

All humans are rational beings. The term, rationatity\notes the abilit
to reason or to think in a consistent and comprsirermanner and arri\
at enlightened conclusions on the basis of aval&tts, referred to
premises. Thus, describing humais rational means that they all he
the capacity to draw out reasonable conclusiontherbasis of availab
facts in a way that other animals cani

However, it must be noted that humans employ thjgcity to varying
degrees in different circumstais. And at times, people tend to base t
conclusions and positions on emotions, prior exgiexts and biases, a
not on any rational consideration. In such cases,say that peop
behave irrationally or unreasonably, but this does imply that the
have lost the essential capacity to ree

Freewill and Moral Responsibility

Freewill is a philosophical term that refers to the capaoityrational
agents to choose a course of action from amongusralternative.
They have the capacity to decide what to do and what not to do out
available alternatives. This capacity is a corgliai human rationality il
the sense that humans are able to make choicedysbapause the
possess the capacity to rea
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Freewill, in turn, gives meaning to the idea of alaesponsibility in the

sense that it is because humans possess freewlillaen capable of
rational choices that it is meaningful to hold pleo be either praise
worthy or blame worthy for their decisions and awti. For example, it is
because humans are believed to have the capadgcide to either lie or
tell the truth in a given circumstance that we ceasonably praise an
individual for doing what is morally right if s/ttells the truth, or blame a
person for doing what is morally wrong if s/he diss to lie.

Vulnerability

Humans differ in terms of their physical strengthid anental acumen.
But, no matter how physically strong or intelligesgecific individuals

might be, all humans are equally vulnerable. Thimithe sense that all
humans are susceptible to various risks in lifeytban all fall sick, die

and have any kind of accident. Besides, no matter $trong a person
might be, all humans have certain needs, ordinaefgrred to as basic
human needs: need for food, shelter, clothing ahdrayeneral care that
makes life meaningful and pleasant.

These needs are multiple and can be as well congplexr the scarcity of
resources required to meet them. Resources aleaifabociety are such
that, at any given point in time, they are neveffigant to satisfy
everyone in society at the same time.

Lack of Self Sufficiency

No matter how physically strong, intelligent ortgd a person might be,
no one is self sufficient. No human person can iganand have a
meaningful and fulfilling existence in isolation other human beings.
This is borne out of the fact that human needsvarkiple and complex
and can only be effectively met when people intewdth one another in
diverse forms of social interaction. For instanttegre is no way an
individual can effectively provide all his food,othing, shelter and
medical and emotional needs all by himself withedgquate contribution
and assistance from other people.

1.2Need for Social Interaction and the Formation of
Society

The vulnerability of all humans and the fact thaha is self sufficient
necessitate human interpersonal relations andotineation of society. It
is this understanding that generated the idea fiirssented by Aristotle
that human beings are necessarily social animdls means that they
cannot exist and maximize their potentials as hub&ings unless they
live in society where their diverse needs are @ffely met through their
cooperative efforts.

Society, in this regard, is understood as an orgahgroup of people
who share some interests or objectives in commahvemo enter into
cooperative relationships in order to enhance tt@inmon interests and
achieve their common objectives. It is usually eletarized by a common
tradition as well as various institutions to enstirat common interests

11
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and objectives are effectively pursued. One of sishitutions is the
moral institution

Study Session Summary

which are varied, depending on the perspective frohich it is

@ In this Study Sessi(, we focused on the speculations on human ne
examined and the specific interest of the speculHowever, a number

of features are believed havecharacterized the nature of humans

Summar
) y also provide the basis for society. These have manified to include
rationality, freewill, vulnerability and insufficrey. Finally, we analyzed
the needs for social interaction and the formagibsociet).
Assessment

SAQ 1.1 (testsLearning Outcome 1.1)
@ How can you explain human natu
SAQ 12 (tests Learning Outcome 1.2)
Why do we need a socie
Assessment
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Study Session 2

Introduction

Morality and Ethics

Concepts 0“morality” and “ethics” are used as synonyms, buhirithe
strict context of Philosophy, the two terms ardids, though they ar
tin related. In this Study Session, wwvill therefore providea clear
understanding of the tions of morality and ethiciand the relationship
that eist between them, including their differences.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

2.1Morality

MoralityA guide of conduct
for human beings as they
engage in social
interaction.

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
2.1discuss the notion of morality.

2.2describe the similarities and differences between moralday and
convention.

2.3define and use correctly the term “ethics”.

The word morality’ often refers to the normative code of a grou
people, that is, the set of principles employedalyeople to determir
the forms of behaviour that are to be acceptedigig or good ir
opposition to those that are to be rejected as gvron bad. Som
prominent examples of such normative principles atealing is bac
honesty is good; promi-keeping is a virtue; it is wrong to murder hun
beings etc. As an enterprise, morality providegumle of conduct fo
human beings as they engage in socteraction by supplying a standz
for determining the conducts, the personality ¢raihd even the soci
institutions or practices that should be acceptedpposed to those tt
should not be accepted in society. This is why iagceptable to simp
describe morality as a venture committed to theifipation of the type:
of conduct people should embrace, the kind of dtardraits and soci
institutions or practices that should be acceptadithose that should |
avoided in societ

The idea olmorality is essentially social. It is only meaningbecaus:
humans interact with one another in society. Bytuer of socia
interaction, necessitated by the reality of theataof resources, hume
vulnerability and lack of self sufficiency, quesis about how men oug
to relate in society and who should get what atvargtime become vet
important. It is in an attempt to provide plausitdaswers to thes
guestions that morality came into be

Indeed, the objective of morality is primarily order human behavic
and their activities in society in a way that woelthance social stabilit

13
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enhance the wellbeing of all in society and alsovige an adequate
context within which all members of society caneefively pursue their
interests in ways that would be mutually benefidials in an attempt to
achieve the above objective that standards areveddb specify those
actions and character traits that are acceptabtpad or bad, right or
wrong, justifiable or unjustifiable in society. Tdee standards, in turn,
provide the basis for the specific moral judgmemts make about
specific human conducts. For example, we passuiigment that an act
of stealing is morally wrong simply because of &isting moral standard
that specifies that all acts of stealing are mgnationg.

From a perspective, it is very tempting to say thadrality can be

individual when individuals have their personal alostandards and
codes of conduct that are distinct from those efrteociety. But then,
the individuals upholding such moral standards ratiseéast be thinking
of other members of society as they determine Humy want to relate
with others in society and possibly also wish tht&ers in society would
adopt their personal codes of conduct. To the éxteat the people
upholding such “personal moral standards” takersth®o consideration,
we can reasonably contend that these personal rnstaablards have
sufficient social contents. Indeed, the life of isbc is the normal

atmosphere and training ground of morality. Mordeas normally

develop and are constantly criticized and moditsdpeople engage in
social interaction.

2.1.1What Makes an Issue a Moral Issue?

Obviously, moral issues are about human actions-Nonan actions are
usually not appraised from a moral perspective.ifgiance, it would not
make much sense to say of the flood or hurricam¢ thvage cities,
killing multitudes and destroying vast infrastruetufacilities that it has

done something immoral. Neither do we normally eatd the behavior
of animals from the moral perspective. The dog Hitaa child could not

be said to have carried out an immoral thing. BEwben we say that the
dog has done something bad, we definitely are sioiguthe word “bad”

in a moral sense.

We need to appreciate the fact that terms suchas], bad, right and
wrong, employed to denote the moral value of huaetions, apart from
having their usual moral connotations also havemoral meanings. For
instance, when we say that a knife or a car is gthedterm ‘good’ is not
used in a moral but a non-moral sense. In therlstiase ‘good’ is used,
for instance, to show that the knife or car is @ffe in achieving the
purpose for which it was made.

We must also understand that it is not every huraation that is
susceptible to moral evaluation. Some are moradiytnal and are called
amoral human actions. This category of actionotsmorally relevant as
it would not be meaningful to say that they are atigrgood or bad, right
or wrong. For instance, no one could reasonablytisatymy decision to
wear a pair of black shoes and not a brown onpgednaps eating bread
and sausage for breakfast, rather than pancakess,ni®ral decision.
Hence, it is important that we are able to distislgubetween those
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human actions that are morally relevant and thes dhat are morally
irrelevant.

The important question to ask now is: what makeissue a moral issue?
Essentially, moral issues are defined by theirvalee to the well being
of people in society. For an issue to be moramuist affect the well

being of people in society either by increasinglecreasing the harm or
benefit that would accrue to them. However, theveaidebate over
whether or not an issue is a moral issue when tdywellbeing of the

agent is at stake.

Apart from the fact that a moral issue is essdptigdlated to human
actions and borders on their wellbeing, it musb de a product of free
choice. This suggests that for a human action tesuigect to moral
evaluation it must have been an action carriedbguhe individual as a
free agent. It must not be an action carried oudeunany form of
compulsion.

Essential Features of Morality

The following are the distinctive features of mdyal

1. The making of normative statements or judgmentaiabpecific
human actions to the effect that they are eithedgw bad, right
or wrong, just or unjust. Examples are:

a) John did something wrong by lying.
b) It was right for Sarah to have told the truth.

c) Itis morally bad for Steven to have stolen the ayon

2. The possibility of a demand for the reasons orifjoations for
the normative statements made.

3. The reliance on some normative principles, rulesdeals to
provide justification for the moral judgments maBer instance:

a) Lyingis wrong.
b) Honesty is a virtue.
c) Stealing is bad.

4. Some emotional states of approval or disapprovathed to the
judgments made and the rules and principles retetzathem.
There would also be the desire to communicate suaobtional
states to others.

5. The existence of some sanctions or incentives, whiausually
verbal, in the form of either blame or praise.

2.2 Morality, Law and Convention

When considered as a social system for regulatimgpaim conduct,
morality has very close affinity taw (the legal system) on one hand and
convention on the other. They are all concerned with the leggun of
human behaviour in order to facilitate cordial andtually beneficial
social relationships, social stability, peace aadia development. The
three are concerned with the determination of volugit to be done and
how people ought to behave in society.

15
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However, convention differs from law and moralitythat it is basically

about what is socially convenient and is largelpnatter of appearance
and taste. It is simply about the way a peopleiticagally behave

reinforced by the assumption that they shouldtti reason, continue to
behave the same way. It is the way a people toadilly conducts its

affairs. Examples of conventions include traditiomemdes of greetings
and weddings. Convention does not deal with nattieat are socially
crucial in the way that morality and law do. Thidn the sense that while
matters of convention may not have any seriousdiedt implication on

the prospects of human wellbeing, issues of mgralitd law do. Both,

for examples, forbid such acts as murder and stgaind encourage
honesty and respect for human dignity.

One important similarity between convention and ahity, and which
distinguishes them from law is that the former a& created or
changeable by a deliberate legislative, executivieidicial act, the latter
can be so created or changed. Another importanilasity between
morality and convention, which separates them filam, is that the
former do not have any sanction beyond praise daohé and other
verbal expressions of approval or disapproval, sawy disfavour. Legal
sanctions, however, extend beyond expressions gfroagl or
disapproval or the apportioning of praise or blatmenclude physical
force or at the least, a threat of its use.

Ethics is defined simply as the philosophy of mityallhis suggests that
the subject matter of ethics is morality. Thus,icgthmay be rightly

understood as the critical examination of moralitGiven the

understanding of morality as being concerned witle fetting of

normative standards for evaluating human actiors @raracter with a
view to determining which ones are right or wroggpd or bad, just or
unjust, ethics as the philosophy of morality carribbtly described as a
critical examination of the normative standards kerygd by individuals,

groups and societies to determine the moral statusuman actions,
character and in some situations, social institigtior practices. Such
critical examination would also include:

1. The analysis of ethical concepts such as good, riggd, wrong,
just, unjust, duty, rights, etc. The objective bistanalysis is to
clarify what these ethical concepts stand for a#l ag their
implications.

2. The scrutiny of moral judgments so as to ascettadir actual
meaning and implications. Effort is also made tstify moral
judgments by appealing to appropriate moral priesipor
general rules

3. The clarification and justification of the moral iqmiples
normally appealed to for the justification of mojadigments.

From the foregoing, it is instructive to note thditile the major concern
of morality is to evaluate human conducts, perspn#daits and social
institutions or practices and arrive at normatwegments about them to
the effect that they are good or bad, just or unjught or wrong, etc,
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ethics critically examines the judgments and attempts to determine
extent to which they are or can be justified. Batdo this effectively, i
is important that the core concepts featured irsghpidgments ai
clarified, and the principles on the basis of whilshy are arrive at are
also clarified and justifie

While morality refers to social conventions about right or wrong conduct, ethics
involves defining, analyzing, evaluating and resolving moral problems and
developing moral criteria to guide human behaviour.

It is relatively common to identify three <divisions of ethics:
descriptive ethics; normative ethics and r-ethics Let us now examin
each of these in tui

2.3.1 Descriptive Ethics

The basic concern of descriptive ethics is to desdhe moral pdtions
subscribed to by individuals, groups or societias. instance, the clail
that ‘Maxwell believes that abortion is morally aptable’ or tha
‘stealing is construed as morally good in ancieragge’ falls within the
domain of descriptive ethicshese claims merely give a report that
be verified, about the moral conviction of Maxwell the people c
ancient Greece. This is the kind of report pregkime sociologists an
anthropologists and is denied of being truly pldfdsical

2.3.2 Normative Ethics

Normative ethics is the arena where moral judgmants principles ar
made. It is often described as the arena of mgrplibper. Statemen
such as, ‘John did something wrong by lying’; ‘iasvright for Sarah t
have told the truth’; ‘it is rorally bad for Steven to have stolen
money’ are the kind of normative statements thatraade in normativ
ethics. Examples of moral principles that are adivat in this aren
include ‘stealing is wrong’; ‘Honesty is good; atkthdness is a virtut.
Such claims are made by practically every persasuindaily existence
They are usually arrived at by assessing the acbehaviours of
individuals.

An important distinction between normative judgngeand normativ
principles is that while the forrr are about specific human actions
character, the latter is concerned with kinds dfioas or characte
Besides, the relationship between moral judgmemtispainciples is the
the latter is usually appealed to in the makintheflatter.

2.3.3 Meta-Ethics

In mete-ethics, the major interest is to subject moralestants, more
principles and their constituent moral terms tdigal examination it
order to determine their actual connotations argligations.

Philosophers of the analytic school of the opinion that this is the ba:
interest of philosophers and what should be theimgry concern it
ethics. The reality, however, is that, the analyggigthical concepts :

17
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well as the evaluation of moral judgments and fpies would not eve
take off until moral concepts that are employed tmstruct mora
judgments and principles have been analysed andiadla Thus, the
three su-divisions of Ethics, discussed above appear to debé
integrally relatec

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

In this Study Sessionye focused on the clarification of moty and
ethics. While morality is primarily about the setting up pnbrmative
standards for assessing human actions, persortadiig and socie
institutions or practices as acceptable or urptable, the concern 1
ethics is basically to critically evaluate thesépotis of morality in orde
to clarify and justify them. Three major subdivissoof ethics were als
identified and briefly examin¢, these are: normative ethics, descrip
ethicsand meta-ethics.

Assessment

Q)

Assessment

SAQ 2.1 (tests Learning Outcome 2.
How will you ascertain that an issue is moral?

SAQ 2.2 (tests Learning Outcome 2.

When considered as a social system for regulatugam conduci
morality, law andconvention all has very close affinity as they ale
concerned with the determination of what ought éodone and ho
people ought to behave in society. The followingufe captures tr
similarities and differences between these conc

I. Basically about what is socially convenient, laygal matter o
appearance and tradition.

Il. Created or changeable by a deliberate legislatixecdive ol
judicial act.

lll. Sanctions include praise or blame, and favour sfadour.
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IV. Sanctions include physical force or at the leatityeat of its use.
Use the information above to fill the blank spacelow:

A.

B.

C.

SAQ 2.3 (measures Learning Outcome 2.3)
Label the following statements into appropriate -didision of ethics
(meta-ethics, descriptive ethics, and normativesth
I.  What does "good" and "right" mean?

II.  Virgin brides are celebrated in Yoruba land.

lll.  Are moral values objective?

V. Do unto others as you would have them do unto you.

V. The right action is the action that produces theatgst

happiness for the greatest number.
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Ethical Utilitarianism

Introduction

In this Study Session we will discuss the theoryetsfical utilitarianism.
We will also examine criticisms that have been llede against thi:
theory

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta:
3.1 explain the main claims oéthical utilitarianisr.
3.2 highlightsome of the criticisnfevelled against utilitarianis.

3.1 Overview of Ethical Utilitarianism

Ethical utilitarianism as a moral theory maintains that the ultin
standard for determining the moral value or statufiuman conduct:
human character, social institutions or al practices is the principle
utility. This, in the strict sense, maintains ttia¢ moral end we shou
seek in all that we do is the attainment of theaggst possible balance
good over evil or the least balance of evil oveodjo In this conte;,
“good” and “evil” are used in the n-moral sense and are interpre
differently by different utilitarians: Good couldebnterpreted or define
in terms of pleasure, happiness, social securitgnemic wellbeing o
social stability. Likewise, evil cdd connote displeasure, pain, so
crisis or poverty

Essentially, utilitarians believe that the moralueaof an action, fo
instance, is to be determined by a consideratiats aftility, consequenc
or product, measured in terms of happiness, ure, social wellbeing ¢
any other consideration that can be quantified.sTtan action that |
morally good or right for a utilitarian would be ethat has a desirak
consequence or at least a greater balance of biestansequences o\
the undesitble consequences, and it is by virtue of the emiplas the
consequence of actions in determining their morabrthv that
Utilitarianism is also called Consequentialis

Utilitarians differ on who should be the focus heteffort to determin
the moral tatus of actions. While some utilitarians maintdiat attentior
should be paid primarily to the utility accruingttee actual agent, othe
contend that focus should be on other people affiebly the action i
addition to the agent himself/herself. = former position is calle
egoistic-utilitarianism and the latter communal or sc-Utilitarianism.
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For now, it is sufficient to note that egoi-utiltarianism is not a
popular as the communal or social utilitarian

For utilitarians, nothing imorally good or bad, right or wrong in itse
Rather, these moral values are merely imputed nealnuactions by virtu
of the kind of utility or consequence they have.datermine the actu
moral value of an action, utilitarians differ on atlshould b their focus:
while some argue that focus should be on the aataatluct we ar
interested in determining its moral value, otheostend that primar
attention should be paid to the rules guiding tbigoa in question. It i
this difference in the camof the utilitarians that led to the distincti
between arwutilitarianism and rulastilitarianism. Let us briefly examir
each of these in tui

3.1.1 Act-Utilitarianism

To determine the moral status of human actions-utilitarians focus
directly on specific actions and their consequences. An actionldvbe
considered to be morally right or good if it hagy@ater balance «
positive results (such as happiness, pleasure @oidl stability) over th
negative ones (unhappiness, pain or social dis).Usually, act-
utilitarians do not appeal to any general morahg@ple or rule. Rathe
they advocate that each specific case should betten its own meri
with direct consideration given to its consequermrestility for both the
agent and othepeople that would be affected by the action in jaes

For example, in an attempt to determine the moedlier of a givel
action, say the theft of ten thousand naira by Mseph, an s-utilitarian
would not appeal to any general moral standpoirprinciple regarding
stealing generally. Instead, attention would beegivto the direc
consequences of the specific theft of ten thouseiré by Mr. Joseph.
the given act of theft is found to produce a gnebtdance of happine:
over unhappiness pleasure over pain for those affected by the ac
then it is said to be a morally right action. Howe\if it has a greate
balance of pain or unhappiness over pleasure quiegs, it is said to t
morally wrong.

Problems with Act-Utilitarianism

There are several problems with-utilitarianism. One is that it can ha
the absurd result that two similar acts are asdnkih conflicting mora
values. An example would make the point we are ntpklearer. Let u
consider two case

Shine stole the sum of ten thousand naira from his mothbo intendec
to purchase a ma-up kit with it, and gave it out to charity for t
feeding of five motherless children for a periodwsb weeks

Remarks: Here, an actdilitarian would say that Frry's act of theft is
morally right as it is more productive of happindsan if the
money was spent by the mother.

21
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Jezz) stole a sum of ten thousand naira from her motheo had the
intention to give the money to assist seven actiganims in a loca
hospital. Helen spent the money on a night out thboyfrienc

Remarks: Here, as an aattilitarian, we would say tit Jezzy’s action is
morally wrong because it is productive of a greatdance o
unhappiness than happiness. More happiness woul
generated had she not stolen the money and ivén @o helf
the seven accident victim..

From the abov cases, it is een that two similar acts of stealing
ascribed with opposing moral values, case A is taide morally righ
and case B is considered to be morally wrong. @rdin we say of th
same kinds of actions that they have the same miahaés, and not at
some are good and some others are bad. This isesgg of
inconsistency

Another problem with a-utilitarianism relates to the problem of how
actually calculate all the possible consequencesnoéction before it i
embarked upon. In a very {damental sense, we morally access hu
actions even before they are actually carried owssto decide which
the available options is morally right and whicheds wrong from th
moral perspective. Going by the thesis of-utilitarianism, such a
assessment must be based on an analysis of albtisquences of tl
action, which unfortunately cannot all be deterrdiagpriori.

We are usually unable to predict all the consegeidé human actior
before they are actually carried out, and thnders ac-utilitarianism an
inadequate moral standard. This is in the senddttbannot be relied o
to provide a reliable moral guide for determiningieh actions to carr
out and which ones to refrain from. Besides, sibmat in which we ar
required to make moral decisions are usually such thadeveot have th
time to analyse all the possible consequencesd tfielavailable option
in order to identify the option with the greatetdme of utility.

A third problem with ac-utilitarianism is that it if it is followed to it
logical conclusion, it requires too much of a d&ifrom people as tF
morally right course of action would be the optithrat produces th
greatest utility out of all availae options. An example would help
make the problem clearer. Suppose you have thitensbefore you

- (A) Spend the night leisurely watching T.V at hoafeer a long har
day.

- (B) Work as a volunteer in a hospital’'s emergeragtion overnigh
- (C) Teach a group of adult students in an evenlagsdor free

Of the three available options, B and C would alnoestainly produce
greater balance of utility, measured perhaps imgeof happiness, th:
would be produced if you stay back at hoto watch T.V. Hence,

would be morally wrong for you to stay back at hotmeest and watc
T.V because you would not be choosing the altereadiction with the
greater utility
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Another illustration of the fact that act-utilitanism demands for too
much sacrifices from people is indicated in the fhat it suggests that it
would be morally wrong for me to give one thousanaita to charity
when | could have given two thousand naira.

A further problem with act-utilitarianism that idosely related to the
above is that it focuses on the total amount dftytproduced by an
action without considering the actual distributminthe utility produced.
Let us suppose that we have two actions C and Davitequal amount of
utility, the case of C is such that the utility idienefit only two people
while three other people would be put at a disatagmn D, however, is
such that the benefit of the utility of the actionquestion would equally
accrue to the five people. An act utilitarian woskly that actions C and
D are equally morally right because they have arakegmount of utility
notwithstanding the fact that D has a better digtron of benefits than
C. Ordinarily, we would want to say that D is therally right course of
action or at least that it is more acceptable ftbm moral perspective
than C.

3.1.2Rule-Utilitarianism

Rule-utilitarianism emerged in response to the lemok with act-

utilitarianism. An assumption of this ethical thgaes that moral actions
are rule governed in the sense that they all haveio moral rules or
principles underlying them. It maintains that wewdd base our actions
on only those moral rules that produce more utififgeople conform to

them than if they do not. For rule-utilitarians,r aletermination of the
moral value of human actions or character shouldbeobased on any
consideration of the actual utility of specific iaos. Rather, we should
focus on the moral rules underlying specific acioand base our
evaluation of the moral value of actions on theseguences of following
these rules. If following a particular moral rugegenerally productive of
happiness or pleasure, for example, then whatestemathat is based on
such a rule is considered to be morally good ditriGonversely, if a rule
is known to generate more unhappiness or pain theppiness or
pleasure in society, then whatever action is baseil is deemed by the
rule-utilitarians to be morally wrong or bad. Exdewp of moral rules

generally considered to be productive of a grebsdsnce of good over
evil include: lying is wrong; honesty is good; & good to be kind to
fellow human beings; murder is morally wrong.

Let us consider an example: A young man, Jamesngonted with the
need to make a choice between falsifying his bietords and getting a
lucrative job and telling the truth about his agel decome unqualified
for the job as his age is above the age limit settie job. In this case,
rule-utilitarians would reason along the followilimes:

Falsifying your birth records amount to lying abgatur age.
Lying is always morally wrong.

Therefore, it would be morally wrong for James #isify his birth
records.
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Reflection

The conclusion that it would be morally wrong famnies to falsify hi:
birth recordsis ultimately based on the moral rule that lyingnisong
coupled with the fact that the falsification ofthirecords is an instan
of lying.

For rule-utilitarians, our determination of the moral value of human actions
or character should not be based on any consideration of the actual utility of
specific actions. Rather, we should focus on the moral rules underlying
specific actions and base our evaluation of the moral value of actions on the
consequences of following these rules.

Indeed, in actual life, most people rely on rulegyeneral principles t
guide their decisions and conducts. These rulespaimdiples are als
employed to appraise the conducts of others. -utilitarians recognise
the importance of identifying the rrect moral rules and principles tt
should be employed and also of providing justifmatfor such rules
Their position is that a moral rule is correcttifwould produce mor
utility when people conform to it than if they dotn

Objections to Rule-Utilitarianism

One of the problems with ri-utilitarianismis that, in practical life, thel
are occasions when we are unable to state explibil actual moral rule
that underlie our actions. Several rules might appelevant and a thii
party tryirg to evaluate an action might be at a loss as tichambf the
relevant rules the agent was actually respondinglirntosuch cases,
would be difficult to evaluate our actions and detee its actual mor:
status

There is also the problem of exceptic cases. A rule which is genera
productive of more utility followed might in a gimecase yield lower
utility. Hence, the fact that following a particulanoral rule usuall
produces higher utility does not guarantee thatdtuld always do sc
And if in a given case it fails to generate higher resgh#, action ir
guestion cannot be said to be the morally rightooptgoing by the
general thesis of utilitarianism which maintainsttithe morally righ
options are those that are productive, directl indirectly, of higher
utility.

3.2 General Objections to Utilitarianism

24

Critics of utilitarianism are quick to point outathan action or rule me
maximise the sum of good in society and yet be sinju how the tote
good is distributed in society. Is possible for the total amount of gc
generated by an action or rule that utilitariansuddcsay is the morall
right option because it is productive of the masbdyto be considered
wrong and perhaps unjust if it, for example, vietathe basic rhts of
minorities. Alternatively, such action or rule migioncentrate the goo
generated in the hands of very few people in spaidtile majority of
those affected by it are disadvantac

Besides, the fact that an action or the rule updwchvit is based is
productive of better utility in society than othelternatives does n
necessarily imply that it would be the morally tigiption to adopt. W
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might want to reject such action as morally wromygabconsideration ¢
the very nature of the acti or the rule itself. This objection
utilitarianism thrives on the fact that it is nailp considerations of utilit
that determines the actual moral status of humdiorec It is alsc
important that we consider the action in itselfdese it is posble for an
action, by its very essence, to be very wrong gusinA good exampl
would be when it violates the fundamental of soreeppe, even if thes
are in the minority

The case of the legendary Robin Hood might be @ gxample here. F
was repLed to specialize in robbing the wealthy in sociaty give the
proceeds to the poor who were in a more dire nédteostolen item
than the original owners. Given the fact that theoalld have been mo
of the poor than the wealthy in society, Robirod’s actions would hav
generated a greater balance of good (measurednis tef the overa
happiness, comfort and wellbeing) in society. Hosvewhis action:
amount to stealing, which by its nature can beiarmbmmonly rejecte
as morally wrong irresective of the utility it might have for anyone.idt
also grossly unjust as it violates the rights & tiealthy to enjoy the
legitimately acquired wealth and dispose the sanany way they desi
so long as they do not violate the rights of otlin the proces:

Another problem with utilitarianism derives frons ilependence on t
possibility of measuring and comparing the variatibty that would be
generated by the different options of actions kefes. For utilitarianisr
to be practicable all, it must be possible to measure the var
consequences of alternative line of actions as ithisequisite for th
determination of their actual moral status. Théiaifty, however, is the
it is not always possible to measure and compagectmequences of
actions a priori. Very often, there are unforeseamsequences of actio
that come up after the actions have been carried lou effect,
utilitarianism is flawed as a guide for determinimdgnat actions ar
morally right before they are emlked upon.

Also, when actions have been carried out, themss the difficulty of
how to measure their consequences. How do wen&arce, determir
the intensity and perhaps the duration of happioegsin as well as tf
degree of change in eithas a result of an action?

Study Session Summary

o7

Summary

In this Study Sessiowe examined the theory of ethical utilitarianis
The distinction between act and rule distinctionswaade. Ac-

utilitarianism focuses on the consequences ortyiilf specific actions
while rule-utilitarianism concentrates on the rule underlysggcific
actions in the determination of the moral valueacfions. We als
considered the problems with each of the variaftatiditarianism in
view of which it is clear tit the theory is not entirely reliable

determine which actions are morally right or wrorggod or bad
acceptable or unacceptal
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Assessment
SAQ 3.1(tests Learning Outcomes 3.1 and 3.2)
e What is the status of each of the following statets (true /false)? In
each cas, give explanation to your answer.
Assessment

26

For an acutilitarianism, an action would be considered tc
morally right or good if it has a greater balandepositive
results over the negative ones.

Act-utilitarians advocate that all acts should haveéaadard o
judgement.

An assumption of ruledilitarianism is that moral actions &
rule governed.

If a rule is known to generate more unhappinespaon thar
happiness or pleasure in society, then whatevésragd basel
on it is deemed by the rulgilitarians to be morally right ¢
good.

The fact that following a particular moral rule a#ly produce:
higher utility does not guarantee that it would @& be so.



Study Session 4Ethical Deontologism

Study Session 4

Ethical Deontologism

Introduction

In this Study Sessi, we will examine what ethiciddeontologism stands

for and the extent to which it offers a viable staml for determining th

moral value of human actiol

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
4.1 explain the main claims of ethicaleontologisn

4.2 discuss the general problem of deontologism.

4.1 Ethical Deontologism

Ethical deontologism refers to the ethical theothest deny all forms c
consequentialism. The position is also known as-consequentialism. It
denies that whetlr an action is morally right or wrong is to
determined by an evaluation of the consequencetiliy wf actions.
Speaking broadly, deontologists contend that theam@lue of an actio
is to be determined by a consideration of its iehenature othemotive
behind it. In the opinion of deontologisat least some acts are more
wrong in themselves (e.g., lying, breaking a pra@nipunishing th
innocent, murder) irrespective of their consequeanadtility for the agen
or the people affected them. Perhaps the most prominent advoca
ethical deontologism is Immanuel Kant. Others idelWW.D. Ross an
H.A. Pritchard

Ethical deontologism contends that an action is not to be determined
morally right or wrong by an evaluation of the consequence or utility of
actions. Rather, the moral value of an action is to be determined by a
consideration of its inherent nature or themotive behind it.

For a deontologist, whether an action is right ocong is determined by
careful scrutiny of its inherent nature or undertyimotive without an'
appeal to its utility or consequence. You are teefedly examine the
essential nature of the action . all the relevant facts relating to t
nature of the action and simply decide or intuitethier the actions

morally right or wrong. here are two variants of the deontolog
theories, namely the act and the rule versionswillenow discuss eac
of these in turr
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4.1.1Act-Deontologism

The extreme version of act-deontologism claims thatare to identify
what is the morally good, right or obligatory thitg do in each given
situation without appealing to any rule or what Vdolbring about a
greater balance of good over evil for oneself @ietyg as a whole. While
some act-deontologists contend that we are to demidthe moral value
of a specific action after a careful consideratbrthe very nature of the
action, without any consideration for utility orrgequence, others affirm
that we are to arrive at a determination of whadgally right or wrong,
good or bad by intuition.

A less extreme version of act-deontologism allowat tsome general
rules can be built up from particular decisionsnduitions on the moral
status of actions and these may be useful in deterghwhat should be
done in other similar cases in which we need terddhe the moral
status of actions. However, this position doesatiotv that a general rule
may ever supersede a well taken particular judgmemnd what should be
the morally right option in a given situation.

Problems with Act-Deontologism

A major flaw of act-deontologism is that, in reatrhs, it does not offer
us any precise standard for determining what istrigr wrong in
particular cases. Particular judgments are sedrasis and general rules,
if they are to exist at all, are to be derived frpamnticular judgments. The
position of the theory is that after being cleap@tthe facts of a case, we
form a judgment about what should be done eitherstuye kind of
intuition or decision.

With regards to intuition, a problem is that angfolmgical, psychological
and daily empirical evidences do not support thstemce of a faculty of
intuition. Likewise, the act-deontologists who erapize ‘decision’ fail

to specify any principle or consideration to adyauide our moral
decisions in given situations. All that is saidth&t we must carefully
examine the facts of the case, without any conataer for utility or

consequence, and then decide on the right couraetioh. Beyond this,
act-deontologists insist there is nothing else ppeal to. We simply
intuit, choose or decide on what to do.

Act-deontologists argue that each moral situatonrique and different
in such a way that no general rule could be of sigpificant help in

identifying what should be done, except as meresrwf the thumb.
However, what they ignore is the fact that everugioit might be true
that each situation is unique, it is not true tha unique in all respects
or that it cannot be like other situations in miyraklevant respects.
Indeed, events and situations are often very similaelevant respects
that justify us to apply the same general ruldtont.

Another problem with act-deontologism is that ipractically impossible
to live without rules because we cannot alwaysiptie time and effort
required to judge each situation anew. Also, markds are needed in the
process of moral education. For example, childmentaught to discern
between the morally good and the morally bad astitimough the
application of moral rules.



Study Session 4Ethical Deontologism

In response to this criticism, an act-deontologisipecially one of the
less extreme versions, might reply that the rdies might be appealed to
are those arrived at by induction on the basis &t gntuitions or
decisions. And, such generalizations can alwayguestioned and should
never supersede any well taken decision on anylnsstge.

Critics of act-deontologism also contend that patér moral judgments
are not purely particular but sufficiently generw warrant the
application of similar rules. Going by the positioh act-deontologists,
the claim that “this is what X ought to do in siioa Y” does not entail
what X or anyone else should do in similar situatioHowever, this
position amounts to an inconsistency or the usa dfouble standard
because, ordinarily, if we say that “X should dairYsituation Z" we

should be ready to say the same for other peoplahar sufficiently

similar situation.

What act-deontologists ignore is that moral andiegiredicates such as
good, bad, right and wrong are such that if thelprmeto an action or
object, they would also belong to any other actombject with similar
properties. For instance, to say that “I ought twosteal” implies that
everyone ought not to steal”. If you judge that iright” then one is
committed to judging that anything exactly like sufficiently like X in
relevant respects is also right.

4.1.2Rule-Deontologism

Rule-deontologists maintain that the standardgiftrand wrong consists
of one or more rules. They, however, insist thaséhrules are valid
independently of their utility or consequence. Caryt to the viewpoint

of the act-deontologists, rule-deontologists affithat these rules are
basic and not derived by induction from particyladgments. Rather,
judgments about what to do in specific cases aleetdetermined in the
light of rules, with each rule stating that we outghact or refrain from

acting in a certain way in a given kind of situatio

Two prominent examples of theories that fall unthex rubric of rule-
deontologism are the Divine Command theory of nityradnd kant's
moral theory. These are to be discussed in detagabsequent lectures.
But for now, it is sufficient to note that the rsleadvocated as the
standard for determining the moral value of actidns the divine
command theorists are those commanded by God fahnil€ant, they are
derived from reason.

Problems with Rule-Deontologism

An objection that is quite common against rule-delmgism is that there
is no rule which does not admit of exceptions. Let consider, for
instance, the moral rule which specifies that imsrally wrong to lie.

Ordinarily, this rule is generally subscribed tajt khere are some
instances in which one might be willing to makeexigeption to the rule
and affirm that in such cases, it would be moraltpng not to lie. For
example, it might not be morally wrong to lie tdrind you know to be
mentally deranged when he requests that you sHentthim your riffle

that you no longer have it. The lie might be justifon the ground that
the deranged friend in question is likely to commitrder with the riffle.
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However, deontologists such as W.D. Ross conteatirth moral rule
allows for exception. Moral rules appear to haveegkions only when
two moral rules conflict and one seems to be morgortant than the
other and the less important one has to give waydomore important
one. In an attempt to resolve the problem of cotifliy moral rules, Ross
came up with the dichotomy between prima facieedusind actual duties.

Prima facie duties are the duties one has evegythanequal, that is, if
other moral considerations do not intervene. Priatée duties, in some
situations, may be outweighed by other more importabligations or

higher rules of prima facie duty. Actual duties #re duties one has in
spite of all other moral considerations that mightat play.

As an example, the moral rule that ‘it is good heagys tell the truth’ and

the one that says that ‘it is morally right to aywalo all we can to save
an innocent life’ may be in conflict. Let us imagithat a man being
chased by hired assassins runs into your componddqaickly hides

away in a dry well. On getting to your compouncefwminutes later, the
assassins not sure of their preys where-aboutf gk have seen anyone
run in. Now, you have to make a moral choice bebtnageying the rule

that you should tell the truth and the one thassayu should save an
innocent life. Going by Ross’s distinction, one tbiese rules would

represent prima facie duty and the other actual. dut

A means of identifying which of the conflicting ad represents the
actual duty is to rank them and identify which emenore important or
prior. However, as deontologists, such ranking nmt involve any
consideration of utility. Rather, it might be deténed by intuitively or
arbitrarily identifying which is more basic than ethconflicting
counterpart. According to Ross, basic moral ralesself evident and do
not require the criterion of utility or any otheriterion, for that matter,
for their identification.

4.2 General Problems with Deontologism

30

The deontological position in ethics affirms thdt is possible to
determine the moral value of an action without esgourse to the utility
of the action in question. This is to be establishgy a direct
consideration of the relevant action or the ruldarlying it. However, in
practical terms, we normally take into accountutikty of actions in the
effort to determine their moral worth. Usually, teffects of a given
action on the agent and other relevant stakeholgersrucial in the
determination of whether an action is good or bigitht or wrong.

Besides, the deontological standard might resudiciions that would be
described as inherently good while it has very digdnsocial effects.

And, given the fact that morality is essentiallgacial enterprise that is
designed to achieve a number of social ends, #@rgaiable that any
principle that would be employed as a moral stashddrould have a
positive social impact. In view of this, it is aajle that it does not make
much sense to maintain that an action is inhereglyd without any

consideration for its social effect.
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Study Session Summary
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Summary

In this Study Seton, we focused on the ethical deontologism, wt
affirms that the moral value of actions should b&edmined without an
consideration of tF utility of the actions. Wealso considered the
distinction between act and rideontologism. Actleontologismfocuses
on the inherent features of specific actions antherbasis this intuits «
decides on their moral value. R-deontologism concentrates on
rule underlying specific actions in the determioatof the moral valu
of actions. Some of the problemsith each of the variants
deontologisrhave also been examined.

Assessment

Q)

Assessment

SAQ 4.1 (tests Learning Outcomes 4.1 and 4

Which of the following statements false? In each case explain why
is incorrect.

I. Ethical deontologismefers to the ethical theories that sup|
all forms of consequentialism.

[l. Ethical deontologism contends that the moral valuan actior
is to be determined by a consideration of its iehenature o
themotive behind it.

[ll. Act-deontologism consists @recise standards for ascertain
what is just in specific cases.

IV. Rule-deontologists maintain that the standard of rigitt wrong
consists of rules, which are valid independentlyheir utility or
consequence.

31



PHI103

Ethics and Society

Study Session 5

32

Divine Command Theory of Morality

Introduction

Attempts by many people in society, to justify araloposition by
appealing to some religious ter,aligns withdivine Command theory of
morality. Thus this Study Session, wewidlpprais the main claims of
the theor.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
5.1explain the main claim of the divine command theory of nity:

5.2critically discuss the problems emanating from the th

5.1 Claims of Divine Command Theory of Morality

The basic claim of the Divine Command theory of atity is that the
ultimate and only valid standard for determiningavis right or wrong
good or bad is God's laws or commandments as we kiaem in the
various religious traditions of the wid. Thus, going by the theory, .
action is morally bad or wrong if only it is forlddn by God and it i
morally good or right if it is either permitted mrquired by God. For tr
Divine Command theorists, nothing is good or badsalf. Rather, it i
what God says about actions that determine whétlegrare good or nc
This is the same way a legislative pronouncemergraenes what i
legal or illegal. Hence, were it to be that Godssthat killing of humai
beings is required or permitted, the would be morally wrong not to ki
human beings. Should God say that promise keemingrohibited, i
would then be morally wrong to keep one’s prom

In divine command theory of morality, an action is morally bad or wrong if
only it is forbidden by God; and it is morally good or right if it is either
permitted or required by God.

Some of the Divine Command theorists of moralitytead that divin
prescriptions are morally binding on all persoms@y because God h.
the power to reward the obedient and punish thendtrs. Man'
religions hold a belief in the idea of divine pthment, both in life an
also in the afterlife and it is held by Divine Corauna theorists that it
the fear of such punishments that motivates pedplebey divine
commands that are morally binding. In the altexsatiothers might b
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motivated to obey divine commandments because efdidsire to be
rewarded with certain earthly and eternal benefits.

Another consideration that might be presented Far &acceptance of
God’s command as authoritative in moral matterthat we owe Him a
duty of gratitude that necessitates that we obey.Hihis duty is borne
out of the fact that He created us and has givediffsrent kinds of

benefits and blessings according to His divine grac

In addition, advocates of the Divine Command theofy morality
contend that we should abide by the dictates of Bexhuse given his
attribute as an all good being; He would only comdhthose things that
are good. Given His character, He would not requsdo do anything
evil, wrong or injurious.

5.2Problems with the Divine Command Theory of Morality
5.2.1The Question of the Existence of God

The Divine Command theory of morality rests on #ssumptions that
God exists and that all humans accept that HesexXiste truth, however,
is that not everyone accepts that God exists amg@tisism about the
existence of God seriously undermines the thednis iE because we can
only accept and appeal to God’s laws or commandleafoundation of
morality and the ideal standard for determining whaight or wrong in
society if we believe that He exists and is intexésn how we order our
affairs as humans.

Three categories of people are identifiable in efgcithe theists, who
believe that God exists; the atheist, who deny @Gadl exists and; the
agnostics, who are not sure if God exists or natim~the above, it is
clear that atheists cannot accept the Divine Conadntlagory of morality.

Likewise, the agnostics will not accept the theay they are not
convinced that God exists. The peculiar problenfromting the theists is
that because not everyone believes in the existehGod, S/he will not

be able to convince atheists and agnostics to atleeivine Command
theory of morality. Apart from using accepted maoahciples to guide
our actions, we also engage in moral debates degsignconvince others
about the rectitude of our moral positions, justiyr moral actions and
also to effect a change in their moral dispositigkisof these would not
be possible for a Divine Command theorist of mayalnless people first
accept the basic assumption that God exists.

5.2.2The Epistemological Problem with God’s Laws and
Commandments

The Divine Command theory of morality is confronteih the problem
of how to know what God actually commanded or dritéd. There is
the general assumption that we can get to know oak prescribes or
prohibits through a study of the Holy Scripturesaweéver, the difficulty
here is that between religions, for instance Istard Christianity, there
are some conflicts in their accounts of what God bammanded and
what He has prohibited. While many Christians iotet the Bible as
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saying that polygamy is unacceptable, Muslims gahesubscribe to the
view that, going by the Koran, polygamy is accelgab

Besides, even within the same religion, there atmtks over how certain
scriptures should be interpreted and what preci€dy is saying by
them. For instance, “thou shall not kill” (Exodu8:23) and “concerning
the works of my hand command ye me” (Isaiah 45:hdye been
interpreted differently by Christians. For someg fhist scripture means
that you should not kill at all while for othersteans that one should not
commit murder while some other forms of killing rigbe acceptable.
With regards to the second scripture some Christiave interpreted this
to imply that God is calling on His people to cormaaHim concerning
the works of His hands while others interpret itn@an that God is
asking if people have a right to give Him instroo8 or query Him about
what He does.

From another perspective, it is extremely difficidtknow what God is
saying about some important moral issues becaese Hre no clear cut
scriptural references to them. Examples of sualesinclude euthanasia,
suicide, and environmental pollution, equality pportunity, affirmative
action and racism.

Most sacred writings were recorded by human beirgsipying specific

religious positions such as priests and prophéts. groblem here is that
it becomes extremely difficult to distinguish wh@bd is saying from

what the writer of the sacred writing has added.iRstance, there is an
opinion that the Ten Commandments presented by $fmsthe children

of Israel in the wilderness were actually compitgdVoses himself after
a careful consideration of the social and morablenms prevailing in the
camp of the lIsraelites at that time. One factot thaalluded to in an

attempt to justify this view is that the Ten Commbarents were actually
very similar to the rules and regulation found amaiher tribes at that
time.

It might be contested further that knowing the rnatf the of the crop of
people that Moses led out of Egypt as particuldifficult to lead, Moses
deliberated presented the Ten Commandments to ¢trdgi@ated from

God so that they would be more readily acceptethéypeople. If he had
told them that the Commandments were arrived atraft careful

assessment of the prevailing social conditions He tamp of the
Israelites, the people would, probably, not haveepted them.

5.2.3The Problem of Arbitrariness of Morality

Going by the Divine Command theory of morality,istwhatever God

says that determines what is right or wrong. If Geduires or permits
something, it is right irrespective of the naturk wehat is actually

required or permitted. If God prohibits honestyert honesty becomes
morally wrong and if God requires stealing, it bmes morally good to

steal and bad not to.

A problem with the position of the Divine Commatheaorists of morality
is that it does not offer any cogent reason whytagerthings are
prescribed and some others are prohibited by Ggdrukthe claim that
He does. The highest justification that is avagalbuld be to simply say
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that it is either prescribed or prohibited by Gaddhere is no notion of
right or wrong outside what God commands and whapkbhibits. The
implication of this is that morality is completetiependent on whatever
God says and this renders morality quite arbitrang without any
substantial justification. The problem becomes miotensified if we
consider the problems we discussed earlier withandsy to how to
determine what God is saying in the holy writingsl ahe conflicting
accounts of God’s commands within given religiomsl also across
several religions.

Another theistic position that is quite differembrh that of the Divine
Command theorists maintain that God actually condsahings because
He recognizes that they are good and prohibitsrdtiiegs because He
sees that they are wrong. This suggests that wdtatlyy determines
what is right or wrong is outside God. And by Hisige nature, He
would always command those things that are goodusecthey are good
and also prohibit those things that are bad becthesg are bad. God
would never arbitrarily select some actions to fpibland some others to
recommend. Instead, He always has reasons for éfismands and
prohibitions.

From the above understanding that morality is regiethdent on God’s
will, some theists might contend that given Godiune as omniscient
and infallible, He is always able to identify thaseions that are actually
right or wrong. In addition, we must understandt thations such as
murder, rape and stealing would still be considéodae wrong by people
even if they were commanded by God. Consequemhthe theists who
are not Divine Command theorists of morality, Godsnmand should
be obeyed, not because they have been commandéddybut simple

because He would always command only those thingsdre morally

right and prohibit those things that are morallypng.

5.2.4The Fallacy of Appealing to Authority

Appealing to the commandments and prohibitions adl @s the standard
for morality and the final determinant of right amdong constitutes the
fallacy of appeal to authority. To say that an attis right or wrong
simply because it is commanded or recommended bg ®ithout
offering any independent reason to show that thieraés actually good
or bad is unacceptable. Besides, if we allude ¢ottieistic position that
maintains that God commands certain actions beddesecognizes that
they are actually good, then it follows that humammild come to
recognize the actual moral status of actions witlamy reference to the
existence God or any divine commandments of Goalidht be possible
to use the human faculty of reason or intuitiomistern the moral value
of actions.
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Study Session Summary

theory of morality. It is obvious that the position of the Divi

@ In this Study Sessiorwe examined the claims of tldivine command
Command theorists is fraught with many diffices that impinge upon

its plausibility. Besides, one tacit implication tbie theory is that if it i

Summary . . ; -
true, atheists and agnostics would not be abledotipe morality. Bu
the truth is that these categories of people effelgt practice morality
without any allusion to God and this goes to suggest thatality,
contrary to the position of the Divine Command tlye@ not dependel
on God’s commar.
Assessment

SAQ 5.1 (tests Learning Outcome 5.

e Write a scenario of a monk who preaclthat sin is evil? What is tr
premise of his statemel

Assessment

SAQ 5.2 (tests Learning Outcome 5.

Which of the following statement is not a problemthvivine comman
theory of morality

a) Skepticism about the existence of God serioushetmihes the
theory

b) It does not offer cogent reason why certain thisgsprescribe
and some others are prohibited by God beyond #imdhat He
does.

c) Certainty of what God actually prescribes.
d) No independent reason to show that the actiontisallg good
or bad is unacceptable.
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Study Session 6

Natural Law Theory of Morality

Introduction

In this Study Sessi(, we will explorenatural lawheory of moralit. We
will examine the extent to which it provides an adequate stahéar
morality and a guide for determining the moral woof human action:
personality traits and social institutions prad;, and the problems
inherent in i.

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When youhave studied this session, you should be akt
6.1 present the main claims of the natural law theory of maye

6.2 discuss the problems emanating from the the

6.1Natural Law Theory of Morality

An ideal starting point for a discourse on the Natuaw theory o
morality is to begin with an analysis of the termatural’. Affirming that
a quality, tendency or predisposition is naturaatbeing suggests that
is part of the essential constint of the being that makes it what it
This is the sense in which we employ the term @tiur the statemen
“it is natural for dogs to bark as a sign of aggi@s’ and “it is natural fo
goats to eat grass”. This usage of the word, niatocamnote what is
normal such that when we say of an attribute thist matural to a being
we mean that it is normal. Hence, saying that natural for humans 1
desire companionship means that it is normal anndoabof place. Th
above suggests that whs unnatural would then be what is abnorr

It is also of interest to note that what is natuméght vary from being t
being such that while it is natural for dogs tokhathis is definitely
unnatural for goats. Be that as it may, all aninasl humas have a
number of natural qualities natural in common. Astance, they all b
nature have a need for food and also a drive fa

However, there is another sense in which the tematural” might be
understood. Here, when we speak of the naturething, we may mean
its ideal nature. In this sense, a gap is idewtibetween the ideal natt
of a thing and its actual manifestation. For insgnrationality is
identified as constituting a natural quality of mhat this might b
construed as an ial nature because it is evident that quite a |giemple
behave in ways that are irrational. Thus, the teratural” in this contex
may not refer to the actual ways a being manifisstsharacter, but tr
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ways it should given a variety of facts abit. The question now is, i
which of these two senses do the natural law thesoof morality emplo
the word “natural”. When they maintain that moah$é are natural law
that enable humans to attain their ideal nature &ehl natura
relationships ttween one another in society, what exactly do thegn’

In order to discern the actual sense in which taeimal law theorist
employ the expression “laws of nature”, we mustfimderstand that it

ambiguous, having a descriptive and also a pretive connotation.
Used descriptively, a law of nature is a univerggneralizatior
describing regularities that have been discovenedaiture. This is th
sense in which the expression is used in the segenn this sense, it

the same as physical scientific laws. In its prescriptive sense, nat
laws are prescriptions of nature that are meagutde human conduc
and relationships. They are universal preceptoomeands intended t
nature to regulate humibehaviour.

Hence, for the naturalaw theorists, natural laws are univer
prescriptive principles set in place by natureggulate humabehaviour
and they basically enjoin people to do good andaneffrom evil.
Advocates of the natural law regard it as the priia and fundament
law which provides a suitable foundation for alhat laws. It is seen
the ideal law and the ultimate source of all lakar. them, it is the sour¢
from which all laws derive their legal features aobligatory force
having in itself, both legal ai moral features.

Natural laws are universal prescriptive principles set in place by nature to
regulate human behaviour.

Virtually all natural law theorists maintain théietlaw of nature is a la
of reason in the sense that it accords with the ofilreason and is al
discoverable by reason. Its primary principles sael to be self evide
to reason while other secorry principles are derivable from the prime
one. The most basic of the principles of the natlaa& is that goot
should be done while evil should be avoi

In any discourse on the natural law, emphasis neagitiner laid on th
obligation or the prohitions that are imposedn people or the rights
confers on them. For instance, in the ancient aedienal era, emphas
was on the obligations and prohibitions of the ratulaw. In
contemporary timesowever, emphasis has shifted to ric

ITQ

Moral lawsof natureare descriptive in nature. True / fal

ITA
False. In fact, morallaws of nature are prescriptive.



Study Session 6 Natural Law Theory of Morality

Moral Laws of Nature

For the natural law theorists, moral laws of nature that are applicable to human
beings are based on the inherent nature of humans: that is, the way of life and
the tendencies to behave in certain ways characteristic of humans. According
to the natural law theorists such as St. Thomas Aquinas and Aristotle, each
kind of thing or being has its own nature that specifies the conditions for its
survival and flourishing as well as the way of life or mode of existence
appropriate for it. It is in this regard that it is said that human nature
determines the correct moral laws of nature that human beings should obey.

Aristotle was of the opinion that the clue to the way of life appropriate for
members of a species is whatever makes members of that specie different
from members of other species. Thus, the key to the way of life appropriate for
humans is to be found in what distinguishes humans from other beings.
Aristotle identified rationality as the feature that distinguishes humans from
other creatures and infers that the way of life that is appropriate for a human
being must be closely related to the capacity for reasoning. He affirms that a
contemplative life, dedicated to the acquisition of knowledge and
understanding is essential for human flourishing.

Aquinas agrees with Aristotle that reason defines humanity and separates
humans from other creatures. As such, he maintains that every will that is at
variance with reason would always be evil and that the rule and measure of
human acts should always be reason. He says further that all the things that
humans have a natural inclination towards are usually apprehended by reason
to be good and things to be pursued. On the contrary, those things that
humans are averse to are considered by reason to be evil and things we should
avoid. Perhaps the most basic human inclination is for self preservation and it is
for this reason that Aquinas, for example, says of the law of nature that it
prescribes that human beings should always act in ways that would enhance
their self preservation. As such, suicide, for instance, is deemed to be immoral
because it negates the natural inclination for self preservation.

6.2 Problems with the Natural Law Theory of Morality

Natural law theorists presuppose that it is moragiit for humans to act
in accordance with their inherent nature and mprallong to act
contrary to this. A problem with this assumptioowever, is that it is not
every action that accords with human nature thatdsally good. Neither
is it always the case that every action that igrapy to human nature is
morally bad. For instance, there is the opiniornresged by such scholars
as Fredrich Nietzsche and John Ruskin that hunrathjveore especially
the male genre, are naturally aggressive and prestsl to violence. This
position appears validated by the fact that wanaolgnce appear to be a
universal feature of humans in all historical emoch

The question we should attempt to answer in thiet laf the above is:
should humans act in accordance with this natuedipposition towards
aggression and violence? Going by the thesis oh#teral law theorists,
it would be morally right for humans to behave gitly and aggressively
and wrong for them to behave in a contrary manméis position is

obviously absurd and contrary to our ordinary sesfsmorality, thereby

suggesting that the position of the natural lawotis¢ is untenable.
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Usually morality requires, not that we act in adarce with our inherent
nature or natural inclination as humans, but that tame and transce
this in order to engage in actions considered tabeally right. Indeed
the purpose of moral education and socializationtasteach an
encourage people to urrmine certain natural inclinations so as to ci
out morally acceptable actior

Another problem with the position of the naturakl [theorists relates f
the claim that the primary principles of the natlaa are selevident to
reason while other sondary principles are derivable from the prim
one. Thomas Aquinas, for example, maintains thathsacts a
homosexuality and adultery are contrary to reasecabse they viola
certain selevident moral principles, discovered by reason, ctv
prohikit them.

However, when we say of a principle or perhapstestent that it is se
evidently true, what we ordinarily mean is thaisinecessarily true ar
its negation is self contradictory and cannot pmgsibe true. Fo
instance, the statement “achelor is an unmarried man” is self evider
true. It cannot possibly be true that “it is nad tase that a bachelor is
unmarried man”. With the above understanding of-evident truths,
many philosophers have argued that moral princigtesnot elf-evident.
For instance, the moral principles prohibiting thahd the killing of
innocent people are not self evidently true bec#luse negations do ni
involve any logical contradiction. The negationtb& moral principle
“killing innocent peopleis morally prohibited” is “killing of innocer
people is (permitted) not morally prohibited” andis not a logica
contradiction

Given the above, it is either advocates of thenahiaw theory give u
the idea that there are self evident moral pples or provide a plausib
idea of self evidence that would support their fiasithat there are se
evident moral principle

Advocates of the natural law theory of moralityiraff that basic more
principles are prescriptions of reason, and theymsto assume that
reason would always prescribe the same moral piegifor all people
at all times. However, the truth is that peopldedibn their conceptior
of those things that are good and those that ate Fbar instance, whil
some people mainn that homosexuality is morally reprehensible, m
other people see nothing wrong with it, and to tre $oth parties cou
plausibly claim to have arrived at their conclusiam the basis of reasc
Thus, on the basis of available facts, the facol reason could lead us
different conclusions on moral matte
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Summary

In this Study Sessic we examined the natural law theory of mors. It
defines moral goodness or rightness in term ohgati accordance wit
human natte or the inherent nature of man. This theory aSithmat the
morally good action is the one that is prescribgddason and goes
to specify that reason would always prescribed to those actions that
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accord with human natural inclinations as mqy good or right. In
addition, the theory considers the moral presanystiof reason to be si
evident. We also discussed some of the major pmblgith the nature
law theory. These relates to the ideas that hunaduaral inclination:
constitute the bis for morally good actions and that the mc
prescription of reason are self evid

Assessment

SAQ 6.1 (tests Learning Outcome 6.1)
‘ Identify twc main elements of moral laws of natt
Assessment SAQ 6.2 (tests Learning Outcome 6.

What is the problem with the presupposition thas itmorally right for
humans to act in accordance with their inherenuneaatnd morall
wrong to act contrary to thi
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Introduction

Rights and Duties

In this Study Sessi(, we will discuss the concepts of rights and duties
they are employed in moral discourse, with a viewlarify their precis
meanings and type

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

7.1 Rights

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta

7.1 discuss the nature and types of rights
7.2 explain the nature and types of duties.

7.1.1 Nature of Rights

When we say that a person has a right to somethiagnean that he

entitled to or has justifiable (or sufficient) afaito do or to hav
something. It might also imply that other persbase a duty to let tr
right owner do or have what he has at to. For instance, to say that
has a right to a book, for instance, means thaaajustifiable claim t
the book. It might also imply that other people éav duty to let hin
possess or do whatever he likes with the book witlamy interference
The kinds of things people normally lay claims ofhtis to include
material goods, landed properties, education, Ifu#fnt of agreemen
and things considered to be essential to life. @herthe opinion the
rights are effectively explained in termsthe duties they impose. This
because of the opinion that every right has a spmeding duty in th
sense that the right an individual has imposesreesponding duty o
some other persons. For instance the right thaeraop has to lif
imposes thenegative duty on all others not to harm his/hex lif any
way or to do anything that would hinder the exerai$ the right. It i¢
also supposed that the right to life of an indiadimposes a positiv
duty on others to save his/her life when the is minimal.

Rights are normally ascribed to persons on theshafstheir humanity
legal status or history and past actions. The sig¥ttich people can le
claim to by virtue of their humanity are often meésl to as moral ¢
natural rights. They a believed to be fundamental, inalienable

inviolable. Examples of these include right toelifright to free
expression and right to make a livelihood. Morghts are not conferre
or created on persons by any legal system or pooviRather, theare
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derived from a system of moral principles. Quitenaamber of moral
rights are given recognition in the United Natidhsiversal Declaration
of Human Rights. These are broadly categorisedfun

1) Rightto life.

2) Right to political participation.
3) Freedom rights.

4) Subsistence rights.

The right to life is generally considered as thestrfandamental moral
right. This is a right generally ascribed to pessday virtue of their
humanity while many would deny that non-humans essshis right.
Immanuel Kant, for instance, emphasised that hubgngs as rational
creatures have an inherent worth, and consequantight to life, by
virtue of their capacity for consciousness, selagemess and reason. By
this right, it is maintained that people should betdestroyed but positive
steps must be taken to preserve their lives. Theuld not be allowed to
perish when this is preventable at a relatively tmst.

According to the United Nations, persons have a amaight to

participate in their government. This suggests eatgatic form of

government. This moral right includes the right/tde and be voted for.
One justification for the right to participate inljical decision making is
the fact that government’s decisions affect pratliicevery sphere of the
lives of the people living in its area of jurisdast. Hence, if people do
not have any say or role in the government decisiaking process, it
becomes easy for government to ignore their needsimterests, and
rather focus on protecting and satisfying only tlemds of those with
political power. In addition, not allowing people participate in the
process of political decision making underminesirtisic status as
rational agents and autonomous beings with inhetigmity and worth.

Excluding people from political decision making hites Kant's

prescription that people should always be treatiéld nespect.

A number of freedoms are construed to be basic Inrayats. These

include freedom from enslavement, arbitrary invasioof privacy,

interference with movement and choice of resider@thers include

freedom from the arbitrary deprivation of propeamnd from coercion

with regards to beliefs and public expression diefe The deprivation

of these freedoms would greatly hinder human welingp because
without them people become totally defencelessidgssto live a happy
and fulfilled life, each person requires freedonlite life according to

his/her own beliefs, desires and conception of@dide so long as these
do not violate the rights of other people in soci€torcing an individual

to live according to the standard of another, eitheaction or thought,
violates a person’s individuality, as well as umdiees a person’s
inherent dignity as an individual human person.

However, scholars such as J.S Mill have notedftkatiom rights are not
absolute. People should not be free in an abssknse to do whatever
they want. For example, people are definitely meefto kill, assault,

torture, rape or rob others of their possessions.

Subsistence rights are the rights a person hasddsgand services that
are essential for human survival or subsistencesé@tessentials include
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food, shelter, clothing, medical care and educafidrese rights protect
people from serious threats to their lives and welhg the same way
that freedom rights protect people against grievtiugat to their
autonomy.

One of the major objections to subsistence rightihat it requires too
much sacrifice on others to provide those who ar@ded with life’s
basic necessities. For instance, Libertarians odntihat subsistence
rights conflict with freedom rights if, for instamcpeople are coerced into
making contributions towards the maintenance ofgtlin society on the
ground that they have subsistence rights. Howeadvpcates of these
rights argue that their demands are not prohibifitieey are restricted to
only the basic necessities of life and if societylectively takes up the
responsibility.

7.1.2Types of Right
Legal Rights

However, some rights are also accorded to speaifividuals by virtue
of their legal status in society. These rights dependent on the legal
system operational in society. As such, they aked legal rights.
Often, legal rights are associated with some difieamd positions in
society. For example, the right which a policeman to arrest suspected
criminals, the rights which a husband has to ma&k&m demands on his
wife and the right to demand that a party to areagrent honours an
agreement freely entered into. A third kind of tiyhre those accorded to
people by virtue of their past actions. For examphst transactions and
purchases can bestow certain rights on peoplepuhehase of a plot of
land or a vehicle bestows some rights on the pemsajuestion to the
exclusion of others.

Positive and Ideal Rights

We may also make a distinction between positivhtsigand ideal rights.
Positive rights are those rights that are sociadlgognised, actually
respected and preserved in society. An individed a positive right
when people in situations similar to his own arknasvledged as having
such rights. Ideal rights, on the other hand, needto be socially

recognized. They are rights which people oughhdee, but which in

actual fact are not recognized or pursued in spcietfvhat is often

described, as moral or natural rights constitutentiost familiar examples
of ideal rights? The natural rights of freedonmegpression and the right
to life, for instance, are conceived of as rightepty because of the
moral value attached to being able to speak framtyto the human life.
They become positive rights only when they arealycrecognised and
actually preserved.

Two problems may be identified with respect to ¢iestence of positive
rights. First, people often pay lip service to thewithout actually

respecting these rights. Second, there may bdgmnsbwith the social
consensus underlying the social recognition carstg the essence of
positive rights. For instance, in some cases, @nlyection of society
acknowledges a right while other sections do hotsuch a situation, it is
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DutyWhat you ought to do,

your obligation or the
responsibility you have
either to yourself or to
others in society
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the divide of society to which you belong that vdétermine what you're
positive rights are.

7.2.1 Nature of Moral Duties

The term, duty, refers to what you ought to do,ryohligation or the
responsibility you have either to yourself or tdars in society. Moral
duties derive from a system of moral rules andgipies. For Immanuel
Kant, moral duties are derived from human reas@hr@aver imposed by
any external authority. He maintains that a persorason recognises
some principles of behaviour as ideal and pressribat the human will
should act in accordance with such principless for this reason that he
affirms that the constraint of duty is always & senstraint. For Kant,
the most fundamental moral duty that all humanshiawto conform our
conducts to the Categorical Imperative which stpeg that we should
act only on the maxim that we can consistently will to be universal law
andto treat all people with respect. Other moral duties derived from the
Kantian Categorical Imperative include the dutypteserve life, duty to
be kind when we can and the duty to keep promises.

Kant identified two basic categories of moral dsiti€irst is the duty to
self, which involves the duty to self preservatisom,fulfilment and to
cultivate ones capacities to the highest possibiell (this is often
described as the duty to self perfection). The séaategory of duty is
the general duty to promote the happiness of athiéhis involves the
general duty of beneficence and non-maleficence DARoss explains
that there are at least two categories of dutias pleople have towards
others. First are the duties that are based onqu®wact: these include
duty of fidelity, duty of reparation and duty ofagitude. The second are
the duties that are not based on previous actobuhe humanity of
persons: duty of beneficence, duty of non-malefieeand the duty of
justice.

Ross also identified a category of duties capiedna facie duties. These
are the duties that we have if there are no otbentfary) important
moral considerations pulling in the opposite digct This suggests that
prima facie duties are those that allow for exaeysti There are also
actual duties that are determinedby a careful examination oftelprima
facie duties that apply in a given situation. At¢tdaties are the duties a
person has everything considered. A problem with ittentification of
actual duties out of the contesting prima facideduis that there appear
to be no objective means of identifying them.

However, we might find a solution to this difficulby appealing to the
utilitarian conception of duty, which is that onasha duty to do that
which would increase utility the most in any giveituation. It must be
noted, nonetheless, that the utilitarian idea @y dhas its own problems.
One is that adopting an option that would enhartitiéytthe most might
be at too great a cost on the agent concernedexamnple, giving out my
entire monthly salary to charity may indeed maxanitility, but it would
be at too great a sacrifice on my person.
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7.2.2Types of Duties

Positive and Negative Duties

Positive duties are the obligations people havdasome things whil
negative dutiesare those obligations people have to refrain frammes
actions. An example of a positive duty is the didykeep a promis
while a negative duty is the duty not to harm amyoRarents, fc
instance, have a positive duty to provide for taee®f theirchildren and
a negative duty not to molest them. A doctor haesitive duty to tell
patient the truth and a negative duty not to lieisTis a typical exampl
of a duty that is both negative and posi

Legal Duty

A legal duty is derived from thegal system, which is a creation of
people with the authority to make them. Legal dutiary from society t
society, and may be independent of morality. Thtus, possible to hav
a legal duty that people might consider to be inahjust as we caalso
have moral duties that would be illegal. For exampi the 1™ Century
in the USA, there was a legal duty to apprehendpestt slaves and retu
them back to their owners. This legal obligatiogassidered today to |
immoral given the prevalepresupposition that slavery is immor:

Study Session Summary

rights, a distinction has been made between mawllegal rights an
also between positive and ideal ric. We have also made a distinct
between three basic categories of rights: rightdifeg subsistence
freedom and political participation. Similarly, giutas been categoriz
into two, moral and legal, apart from the distiontimade betwee
positive ind negative duties. The notions of rights and dudie centre
in social discourse as they form the basis of $daaiaraction as well a
an ideal framework for establishing cordial integomal relations, &
well as a peaceful, stable and just sou.

@ In this Study Session,e examined the notions of rights and duties.

Summary

Assessment

SAQ 7.1 (tests Learning Outcome 7.
‘ Which of the following statement is true / falsef¥éreasons for your answ
Assessment I.  There is the opinion that rights are effectivelyplained in terms ¢
the duties they impose.
Il. Moral rights are created on persons by legal prowis
Il Rights could be accorded to specific individuals/istue of their lega

status in society.
IV.  The distinction between positive and ideal rigista ifunction of socie
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recognition.
SAQ 7.2
Positive duties are legal duties. Discuss.
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Study Session 8

Psychological and Moral Egoism

Introduction

In this Study session, we will discuss tbiaims of psychological and
moral egoisirin relation to the basic objectives morality as a social
enterprise

Learning Outcomes

Outcomes

When you have studied this session, you shouldleeta
8.1highlight the main claims of psychological egoism and m
egoism.
8.2discuss the plausibility of both variants of egoism in téda to the
basic objectives of morality as a social entery.

8.1 Psychological Egoism

Psychological egoism
The thesis that we are
always deep down
motivated by what we
perceive to be in our own
self-interest.

AltruismThe principle or
practice of concern for the
welfare of others.

EgoismThe theory that
one’s self is, or should be,
the motivation and the goal

48

Psychological egoist maintains that human beings are constitute
nature such that they are always motivated to mt¢he basis of only se
interest. In all human actions, people aim to bénkeémselves, to gai
something they considegood for themselves. The position of
psychological egoist is that people naturally dast for themselves ar
care about other people only if and to the extdrdt tthis woulc
eventually is in their own interest. One of the @zhtes of psychologil
egoism is Thomas Hobbes. He affirms that all vaanthuman action
tend to the benefit or good of the ag

For the psychological egoists, whenever there ardlicts of interests
people would always sacrifice the interests of khe order to ehance
their own self interests or well being, or at letstprotect their ow
interest or well being. People behave egoisticalen they act with th
objective of benefitting their own interests at thgense of the interes
or the well being of oth people. Hence, it is important to note t
people behave egoistically only when in pursuirgjrtown self interes
they sacrifice the interests of oth

Altruism is the opposite okgoism People behave altruistically wh
they act contrary to their self interest in orderbenefit or protect th
interests of others. An exam of an altruistic act is the coastal gu
who risks his life in order to save the life of @wning child. There is
natural tension between psychological egoism atdisin since botl
cannot be true together. If people behave altnailtyi then psycological
egoism cannot be true and \-versa. If people are by nature pur
motivated to act on the basis of self interestntiidecomes impossib



of one’s own action.
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to sacrifice their self interest in order to benefi protect the interest
other people. That ipeople by their nature cannot do what they bel
is not in their self interest and also cannot iaffeom what is seen to t
in their own interest.

In philosophy, egoism is the theory that one’s self is, or should be, the
motivation and the goal of one’s own action. Egoism has two variants,
descriptive or normative. The descriptive (or positive) variant conceives egoism
as a factual description of human affairs. That is, people are motivated by their
own interests and desires, and they cannot be described otherwise. The
normative variant proposes that people should be so motivated, regardless of
what presently motivates their behaviour.

8.1.1 Critical Examination of Psychological Egoism

Psychological egoists contend that those casegparent self sacrifice
are ultimately motivated by self interest. Theyusmrdghat people act
order to satisfy their desires and derive some oreasf pleasure, ar
what appear to be altruistic actions are really ankdd upon in order 1
satisfy the deire of the agent. For instance, a coastal life dubat get:
into the stormy waters in order to save a drowminitgd does so primaril
because of the desire to save the child and thectagon that he wi
derive some measure of pleasure from the For psychological egoist
saving the child is not an end in itself, but rathemeans to the se
interested aim of getting pleasure or happin

At this point, there are two problems with the fosi of the
psychological egoist. First, it is doukl that everyone’s ultimate reas
for acting is always the purely self interestedsoenof deriving pleasul
or happiness. If this were to be true, people walildhys do what woul
make them most happy, but the reality is that ithisot always the ca.
For instance, a young man, Richard, might actualsfer to watch th
final match of the world cup football competitiohah visit his sicl
granddad. Watching the match would give him moeaglire than sittin
in a smelly room with a sick person for minutes. He believes that t
experience would be boring and depressing to hiowev¥er, Richar
also knows that the gra-dad would be very disappointed if he did
go for the visit, and for this reason decides wifiae the football matc
for the \isit to his grandparent. Definitely, contrary t@thosition of the
psychological egoists, this would not bring morpgiaess to Richar

Second, if it is true as psychological egoists @@ that people ai
always motivated by their self interest salways concerned with the
own desires and happiness, then it is not clear thew can consistent
maintain that people could have desires to bermfiers and deriv
happiness and satisfaction from benefitting othiénse desire to benef
or protet the interests of others, and also derive somesuneaof
happiness from this, then we are not motivated uskatly by sel
interest. Critics of psychological egoism maintthat experience shov
that people can and actually do have desires tegrend benefit others,
and also derive happiness and satisfaction fromsfgiaily such desire:
And, often, these desires are satisfied by samficertain aspects
their own self interest. People are not compellgdibman nature to ¢
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what is in their self interest if the effect of suactions would be harmful
to others.

8.1.2 Denial of Psychological Egoism

In contemporary times, philosophers are more istetk in ethical
egoism than psychological egoism. This is becaus¢he obvious
problems with psychological egoism. For one, ifgigtogical egoism is
true, we cannot but always act in our self intexeshis implies that the
guestion of whether or not we ought to act in sedrest will simply not
arise since we have been conditioned by nature thathwe cannot do
otherwise. However, the reality is that this quastdoften meaningfully
arises and this indicates that the claim of psymfiohl egoism is
erroneous.

Another problem with psychological egoism is thatritails the vacuity
of the entire enterprise of morality. Morality pugposes our capacity to
choose between alternative courses of actions laadst precisely what
psychological egoism denies: it claims that givam oature, we are
incapable of making any choice between acting linisierest and acting
altruistically. Facts, however, abound suggestingt {people often do
things that are contrary to their self interestsit€a number of people
consume dangerous substances that are known tgwimus to health
and life even when it is evident that they are awthat this practice is not
in their best interests. Besides, people in cempaafessions, such as the
army, police force and fire service, usually perfotasks that threaten
their well being and put their lives at great riskany of these tasks are
carried out in the interest of other people. Timdigates that people,
contrary to the claims of psychological egoist:) ead actually do act
contrary to their self interests in order to prot@cenhance the interests
of other people.

Joseph Butler, in his effort to refute psychologegoism contends that
self interest is only one of the several possibigives for human action.
Other motives of action, according to Butler, irmdu friendship,
compassion, gratitude, and a desire to do the tiging. Any action
based on any of these considerations is not iimteesst of the agent and
it is a fact that people are often motivated to @ttthe basis of these
motives. Many people, as a matter of fact, do edreut other people,
apart from themselves.

8.2Ethical Egoism

Ethical egoism

The normative theory that
the promotion of one’s own
good is in accordance with
morality.

5o

While psychological egoism is a theory about hummature, ethical
egoismis a theory about morality. Ethical egoism maimsathat each
person ought to pursue his/ her own self interespreference to the
interest of anyone else. For the ethical egoistisitalways morally
acceptable for each person to do what is belieeebet in one’s self
interest. The position denies that people havenaosal responsibility to
any other person besides oneself: morality doesremtire people to
sacrifice their self-interest to help or to avoatiing other people.
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One interesting relationship between psychologegdism and ethical
egoism is that if the former is true, the lattercdimes completely
vacuous. If it is true that human beings are n#fucanstituted such that
they cannot but always act on the basis of sedfr@dt, the claim of
ethical egoism that people should act on the bafstelf interest always
becomes superfluous. This is because, by natueg,dannot but act on
the basis self-interest. Thus, it makes no meatairsgy that they ought to
act on the basis of self interest when as a matteatural necessity, they
cannot even do otherwise.

8.2.1Universal Ethical Egoism and Individual Ethical
Egoism

Brian Medlin identifies two variants of ethical égm: universal ethical

egoism and individual ethical egoism. The formen b& expressed as
“everyone ought to pursue only his own self interesd disregard the
interest of others” while the latter can be expedsas “I ought to pursue
only myself interest and disregard the interest alif others. The

distinction which Medlin intends to make is betwdbe egoist who is

advocating that all persons ought to do as he €twasts) does and the
egoist who merely wants to behave egoistically avhibping that others
would not do the same.

Universal ethical egoism may be criticized on salvgrounds. One is
that it does not express a coherent set of endsabhwer contrary ends
and as such cannot be a plausible principle otetti tells us to do each
of several incompatible actions and as such doesteibus to do
anything. An example would make the point being enadearer:
Consider a universal egoist, Jide, a philosophgesitiwith the interest of
having the best result in his class. His positiag,an egoist, can be
expressed as follows: “| want to have the bestlresumy class and |
don’t care about any other member of the classiNb it is the case
that each of the other members of the class hawesdime interest of
having the best result, for Jide to remain a céasisuniversal ethical
egoist, he would have to maintain for each of tleentoer of the class that
“I want X to have the best result and | don't cab®ut any other person,
including myself. The inconsistency inherent in tpesition of the
universal ethical egoist stems from the fact thate is a clash of interest.
Such inconsistency would not arise in a world wimeigterests do not
clash.

However, advocates of universal ethical egoismgiteto defend their
position by contending that it expresses a condistet of desires. For
instance, Jesse Kalin argues that the fact thatvensal egoist maintains
that “A ought to do Y” does not necessarily comtmiin to actually

“wanting A to do Y”. The example of a football garilkistrates this

point quite well. In a typical football match, teatnordinarily believes

that its opponent, team B, should do all that ilddo win the match, but
yet does not want team B to actually win the matdkewise, the

universal egoist can consistently hold that eveeyoaght to act in self-
interest without really wanting them to actually sitm
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However, a close examination of the above positieveals that the
universal ethical egoist actually wants two differetates of affairs: one
for himself and the second for others. While theigigbelieves that s/he
should adopt the egoistic principle and make sigcoést, he does not
want all others to adopt the egoistic principle nmke any success of it.
Thus, what is regarded as the universal form oicathegoism is not
really universal. To be truly universal, it wouldf,a necessity, express an
incoherent set of beliefs.

The internal problems with universal ethical egoised us to the other
formulation of egoism which is individual ethicajasm. This position
may be expressed thus: “I ought to pursue my s&dfést and totally
disregard the interest of all others”. This versmethical egoism is
concerned with the question “what should | do?’against the question
“what should people do?” The individual ethical Bsgjanerely wants to
behave egoistically while hoping that others waubtldo the same.

One problem with individual ethical egoism and ba basis of which it
might be denied the status of a genuine moral theoithat it is not
universalisable. An individual ethical egoist canhrexcept that all
everyone should adopt his principle of action beeatheir doing so
would inhibit the achievement of his own self-itgtr The individual
ethical egoist would rather that he adopts thecjpla while others adopt
other altruistic principles.

In addition, society thrives on a cordial interperal relationship that is
essentially characterized by mutual giving andngkicooperation and
caring for the interests of one another. It algtvés on the basis of the
general understanding that individual interests oaly be effectively

promoted to the extent that there is a modicumrdéoand stability in

society. Hence, in reality, no individual interesiuld truly be protected
or promoted without due consideration being givertie interests of
others in society. A society in which its membepgrate on the basis of
the egoistic principle would end up being anarchid human lives

would end up being very insecure in it.

Finally, morality is essentially a social enterprisesigned to order
human relationship in society in ways that wouldilfiate social order,

social peace, and also enhance human wellbeiigy.However, not clear
how ethical egoism, in both its universal and imlinal variants can

achieve these basic objectives of morality. As weehdiscussed in this
lecture, the basic claim of ethical egoism is #math individual ought to

pursue his/her self interest always without anysaeration for the

interest of all others in society. It maintainsttha one has any moral
obligation to sacrifice his/her self interest irder to protect or enhance
the interest of any other person whenever thee denflict of interest.

And, to the extent that the theory advocates a&déd for the interest of
other people apart from that of the agent, it carb® regarded as a
genuine moral theory. Morality essentially requitieat people give due
regard to the interests of one another in societthat the wellbeing of

all is enhanced in the final analysis
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Study Session Summary

Psychological egoism has been described as a thdaiying tha
humans are constituted by nature in a way that th@yonly act on se
interest.We alsoexamined its two variants, namely universal and
individual ethical egoismOne difficulty that is common to the tv
variants of ethical egoism relates to the claimt ttitee only mora
obligation that people have is to enhance theirigtdrest and that n
one has any moral obligation to sacrifice selfiese for the benefit f
any other person in society. This position, as aeehdiscussed, wou
not facilitate the attainment of the basic objextiof morality as a soci
enterprise, which includes the attainment of thdlbeag of all in
society as well as the establishit of a stable and well ordered socie

@ In this Study Sessi(, we focused on psychologicand ethical egoism.

Summary

Assessment

SAQ 8.1 (tests Learning Outcoms 8.1 and 8.2)

) Soji saves Nike from a burning office buildi What ultimately
motivated him to do this

Assessment
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Feedbacks to SAQs

Feedbacks to SAQs

SAQ 1.1
No doubt that speculations and proposals on whatahunature is or
ought to be are as varied and sometimes as camdlias the interests and
disciplines of the people doing the thinking.
Nonetheless, your description of human nature shtake the following
into considerations:

» Rationality

* Freewill and Moral Responsibility

*  Vulnerability

» Lack of Self Sufficiency
While your conception of human nature may havel\itglications,
directly or otherwise, the reflection here is thaties your submission
offer a comprehensive account of human nature.

SAQ 1.2

We do not know what your reasons are. However,ctire need for a
society lies in the fact that no human being i$ sefficient. Thus, the
want for sufficiency and need for survival necessit human
interpersonal relations and the formation of sgciet

SAQ 2.1
The following are the distinctive features of mdayal

1. The making of normative statements about specifiendnm
actions to the effect that they are either jusirgust.

2. The possibility of a demand for justifications fitre presented
normative statements.

3. The reliance on some normative principles, rulesdeals to
provide justification for the moral judgments made.

4. Some emotional states of approval or disapprovatied to the
judgments made and the rules and principles retewathem;
and the desire to communicate such emotional siaiethers.

5. The existence of some sanctions or incentives, lwhiasually
verbal, in the form of either blame or praise.

SAQ 2.2
A. Convention
B. Morality

C. Law
SAQ 2.3

I and Il are meta-ethics. Meta-ethics investigatbthe nature of ethical
statements.

Il is descriptive ethics. Descriptive ethics ddserthe moral positions
subscribed to by individuals, groups or societies.
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IV and V are actually normative ethics. Normativithies attempts to
arrive at practical moral standards that tell ghtrifrom wrong, and how
to live moral lives.

SAQ 3.1
Here are the statuses of the statements in SAQ 3.1:

I.  True, act-utilitarians focus directly on specifictians and their
conseqguences to determine the moral status of hastams.

Il. False, act-utilitarians advocate that each specHise should be
treated on its own merit, with direct consideratgimen to its
consequences or utility for both the agent andrope®ple that
would be affected by the action in question.

1. True, rule-utilitarianism maintains that we shoubdse our
actions on only those moral rules that produce mudildy if
people conform to them than if they do not.

V. False, in fact, if following a particular moral euis generally
productive of happiness or pleasure, then whataegon that is
based on such a rule is considered to be moratig go right.

V.  True, a rule which is generally productive of maot#ity might
in a given case yield lowers utility. This is a plem of
exceptional case torule-utilitarianism.

SAQ 4.1

I. False. In fact ethical deontologism supports non-
consequentialism. It denies that whether an acsiomorally right
or wrong is to be determined by an evaluation efdbnsequence
or utility of actions.

lll. False. A major flaw of act-deontologism is thatréal terms, it
does not offer us any precise standard for deténgniwhat is
right or wrong in particular cases. Particular jogots are seen
as basic and general rules, if they are to exidllatare to be
derived from particular judgments. The positiontlud theory is
that after being clear about the facts of a case,farm a
judgment about what should be done either by somd &f
intuition or decision. The question here is: does taculty of
intuition exist?

SAQ 5.1

We don't know the scenario you have created. How#we premises of
religion on morality is the basic claim of the digi Command theory of
morality, which is: the valid standard for deteringn what is right or
wrong, good or bad is God’s commandments.

SAQ 5.2

Option C is actually not a valid statement. Althbugere is the general
assumption that we can get to know what God piessror prohibits
through a study of the Holy Scriptures. Howeveg tifficulty here is
that between religions, there are some conflicthéir accounts of what
God has commanded and what He has prohibited. &eseven within

58



Feedbacks to SAQs

the same religion, there are debates over howiceataiptures should be
interpreted and what precisely God is saying bythe

SAQ 6.1

We don’t know exactly what you suggested, but ymbpbly thought of
at least two of the following:

* Natural laws are universal prescriptive principses in place by
nature to regulate human behaviour.

* The law of nature is a law of reason.

» Obligation or the prohibitions that are imposedpmople or the
rights it confers on them.

SAQ 6.2

A problem with this assumption is that it is noegwaction that accords
with human nature that is morally good. Neitheit @ways the case that
every action that is contrary to human nature isathobad.

Another problem is that people differ on their ogpitons of those things
that are good and those that are bad as the famfulgason could lead us
to different conclusions on moral matters.

SAQ 7.1

I.  True. This is because of the opinion that evenhtripas a
corresponding duty in the sense that the rightnaividual has
imposes a corresponding duty on some other persons.

Il. False. In fact, moral rights are derived from ateysof moral
principles.

Il. True. These rights are dependent on the legalmysperational
in society, and as such, they are called legatsigh

IV.  True. Positive rights are those rights that amatly recognised,
actually respected and preserved in society, witidal rights are
rights which people ought to have, but which inuattfact are
not recognized or pursued in society.

SAQ 7.2

Positive duties are the obligations people hav@otesome things. Such a
duty may be based on convention. An example ofsitige duty is the
duty to keep a promise. Parents, for instance, lrayp®sitive duty to
provide for the care of their children. A legal ylu$ derived from the
legal system. From the foregoing, positive dutiesret necessarily legal
duties except they are compelled by law.

SAQ 8.1

It would be odd to suggest that it's ultimately bisn benefit that Soji is

seeking. After all, he’s risking his own life ihg process. This action
therefore aligns with psychological altruism. Psylolgical altruism is the

view that sometimes we can have ultimately altiziisiotives.

However, it is not impossible that Soji's appargndlitruistic act is
ultimately motivated by the goal to benefit himself. Sojighti have
wanted to gain a good feeling from being a herotmmvoid social
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reprimand that would follow had he not helped Nikesomething along
these lines.

SAQ 8.2

Psychological egoisnis the view that humans are always motivated by
self-interest, even in what seem to be acts afiiahr.
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