FOUNDATION FOR THE STUDY OF RELIGION
PART 1: PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION
Plato and the Forms

Influence of Socrates

· Socrates said that virtue is knowledge – to know what is right is to do what is right.

· All wrongdoing is the result of ignorance – nobody chooses to do wrong deliberately.

· Therefore, to be moral you must have true knowledge.

The problem of the One and the Many

Plato was trying to find a solution to the problem that although there is underlying stability in the world (sun comes up every morning), it is constantly changing (you never step into the same river twice).

1. An old theory about this problem is that we gain all knowledge from our senses – empirically.

2. Plato disagreed with this. He said that because the world is constantly changing, our senses cannot be trusted. Plato illustrated his idea in the dialogue, ‘Meno’:

Socrates sets a slave boy a mathematical problem. The slave boy knows the answer, yet he has not been taught maths. Plato suggests that the slave boy remembers the answer to the problem, which has been in his mind all along.

So, according to Plato, we do not learn new things, we remember them. In other words, knowledge is innate.

Plato’s Theory of the Forms

Plato believed that the world was divided into:

1. Reality and;
2. Appearance

	REALITY
	APPEARANCE

	An intelligible world
	A visible world

	A world beyond the senses
	A world of senses

	A world of true knowledge
	A world of opinions
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So, since in reality, everything is in a state of flux, empirical knowledge is not true knowledge but is merely a set of opinions, which are subjective to the speaker. However, since the World of Ideas is eternal and immutable, that is where knowledge lies. i.e. the truth will never change there. Thus the World of Ideas becomes more real than the World of Appearance.

Plato said that in the world, we have an idea of what beauty is – we have an innate knowledge of True Beauty or the Form of Beauty. In the world we have examples of imperfect, reflected beauty e.g. flowers yet we have never seen True Beauty. We are able to recognise or recollect the Form of Beauty in flowers.

According to Plato, our souls must have known the Forms (e.g. Beauty, Justice, Tiger) before we were born, which means that they are immortal and so pre exist and post exist our bodies.

Plato believed that when we call something a ‘cat’, we are referring to a particular quality or essence that it has. Plato claimed that in the world of Forms, there exists the Ideal Cat, created by God. The cats we see everyday are poor reflections of the Ideal Cat, which are born and will die. However, the Ideal Cat is eternal and immutable.

Plato believed that the Forms were interconnected and arranged in a hierarchy. The most important Form is the Form of the Good. Like the sun in the Allegory of the Cave, it illuminates the other Forms. All Forms are aspects of Goodness. E.g. Justice is an aspect of Goodness. Plato said that the Form of the Good is “the greatest thing we have to learn.” Knowledge of the Good is an end in itself and gives meaning and purpose to life.

The Allegory of the Cave

In Plato’s ‘Republic’, he illustrates his ideas about human knowledge in relation to reality and so explains the Theory of Forms.

Plato’s Allegory of the Cave tells us to imagine a dark, large cave connected to the outside world by a long passage. In the cave with their backs to the entrance is a row of prisoners in bondage, unable to move.

Behind them is a bright fire. People move to and fro behind them all day so that their shadows are projected on the wall and voices are echoed. Plato says that all that the prisoners ever perceive or experience in their reality are the shadows and their echoes. It would be reasonable for them to assume that the shadows and echoes constituted all of reality.

One day, a prisoner is released. He turns around. His motion is painful and the light of the fire dazzles his eyes. He finds himself confused and would want to turn back to the wall – to the “reality” that he understood. If he was dragged out of the cave altogether, the sun light would blind him and he would be bewildered. Eventually, he would start to understand this upper world. If he were to return to the cave, he would again be blinded, this time by the darkness. Anything he said to the prisoners about his experiences would be unintelligible to them, who only know the shadows and echoes.

Plato’s Allegory of the Cave is symbolic:

	The cave
	The visible world, our universe

	The man
	The philosopher, perhaps Socrates or Plato

	The prisoners
	The rest of humanity who are unable to understand the words of men who are ‘enlightened’

	The shadows and echoes
	What we perceive as the whole of our reality. i.e. all empirical knowledge

	Outside
	The eternal and immutable world (true reality) – the world of Ideas that contain the perfect forms

	The sun
	Enlightenment or the perfect Form of the Good

	The journey out
	The struggle for knowledge and battle against bodily desires

	Return to cave
	Socrates’ attempt to explain his ideas and philosophy


Plato on the body and soul

Plato’s 3 main ideas on the body and soul:

1. DUALISM – the theory that the body and mind exist separate from each other but linked in some way

2. MATERIALISM – the theory that our minds are inseparable from our bodies

3. IDEALISM – the theory that our bodies are unreal, and an illusion – our minds are the only reality
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· According to Plato, people have no real freedom if their lives are concentrated on physical requirements.
· Your soul can free itself and direct your life, both physical circumstances and intellectual pursuits.
· Only after bodily existence can the soul rise to the world of ideas.
· For Plato, body and soul are two different things. The soul is immortal – it inhabits the body temporarily.
· Plato held that the soul pre existed birth and continued after death.
Criticisms of Plato

1. Aristotle said that if a particular dog is a picture of an Ideal Dog, then isn’t there a third dog – an Idea of the Idea? If so, then is there one behind that? What is the point of talking about a dog at all?

2. Aristotle also said that you can talk about Beauty or Truth but what about one-legged pirates or blind rabbits?

3. Plato maintains that the Form of the Good is absolute. But, how are we to know what Good is? How can two equally intellectual and sincere people come to different conclusion on what Good is if it is constant?
4. Plato insinuates that the World of Appearance and its sense experience is not valuable but this goes against our instincts. We need the knowledge gained from the World of Appearance to survive. How are we to justify our natural survival instincts?
The nature of man applied to the State

Plato said in ‘The Republic’ that in order to have justice, the state must be run according to the nature of man.






When the state is run according to the nature of the self, justice results:


· A man who is unjust is ruled by desires (the appetite), but these can never be satisfied, thus he becomes frustrated – unfulfilled.
· A person who knows only appetite cannot make moral decisions. A philosopher knows both reason and appetite and is best to choose between them.

· Reason deals with eternal truths and values while the appetite is concerned with temporal satisfaction, therefore the values of reason are preferable. Therefore, Plato envisaged a perfect utopian society ruled by the Philosopher King.
· A man drawn to worldly success will remain unfulfilled since appetites are boundless.
Aristotle

Aristotle on knowledge

· Knowledge is perception
(if we did not perceive, we would not understand)

· The natural world is the real world
· The reality of the world is in the ‘matter and stuff’
Matter and Goal

· Everything in the world is made of stuff called matter
· The matter of each kind of object has the potentiality for acquiring a form proper to the object (called its end form of telos)

· Motion is the actualising of the potentiality of the object

All objects seek to achieve their natural goal or final form

Actualisation example (acorn and oak tree)

1. Acorn has the potentiality to become an oak tree

2. Process of change of acorn to oak is actualisation

3. End of ‘telos’ for acorn was to become an oak tree

· Instances in which objects do not change or move to accomplish an end have been interfered with by some outside agency. E.g. acorn eaten by squirrel

· Aristotle termed this unnatural interference
Cause and purpose

Aristotle believed that the visible world was the real world and sought all his life to describe the principles that brought about change and motion. Ultimately, Aristotle attempted to answer the question, “what does it mean for something to exist?” and “what causes motion and change in the universe?”

Aristotle answered these questions through the Four Causes:

1. The Material Cause
The matter out of which  a thing is made (e.g. marble for a statue)

2. The Formal Cause
The characteristics of a thing (e.g. resemblance to a famous person for a statue)

3. The Efficient Cause
The means or agency by which a thing comes into existence (e.g. the sculptor that sculpted the statue)

4. The Final (‘Telos’) Cause
The goal or purpose of a thing, its function or potential. The most important cause for Aristotle. (e.g. the sculptor may have meant the statue to be an attractive ornament)

Pure Forms

· Aristotle said that an object’s Relative Goal was to reach its final form.

· However, he said it also had an Ultimate Goal, which was to realise a state of complete rest from which it will be impossible to change. This was reached by becoming ‘pure’ – which means becoming devoid of matter. Only God has Form without matter.
· Aristotle said that the closest approximation to the state of rest was to be found in the heavens. E.g. stars and planets only changed position, their shape and size remained the same.

· Objects on earth were far removed from their ultimate goal since they grow, decay and die.
The Prime Mover or Unmoved Mover

Aristotle believed that all movement depends on there being a mover.  i.e if nothing acted on A then it would not change in any way. However, if A is moving or changing then it must have been acted upon by B, which in turn was set in motion by C. Since an infinite series is impossible, Aristotle said that this chain leads to something which moves but is itself unmoved or motionless – the Prime Mover or Unmoved Mover. The Christian Church adopted this Unmoved Mover as the basis for the Christian God.

Aristotle on the body and soul

Aristotle says that the soul:

1. is the structure, function and organisation of the body;

2. gives the body its ‘form’ – its characteristics;

3. gives a body life;

4. has a different nature according to the living thing that it is in.

An axe – if it was a living thing, its body would be the matter from which it is made – the wood and the metal. Its soul would be the thing that makes it and axe – its capacity to chop.

An eye – sight is its soul. When seeing is removed, the eye is only an eye by name.

A dead animal – it is an animal in name only. It has a body but no soul – matter but no form.

Aristotle believed that there was a hierarchy of types of soul:

3. Plants – have a vegetative type of soul with powers of nutrition, growth etc;
2. Animals – have souls with the capacity for appetite and so they have desires and feelings;

1. Humans – have a soul with the power of reason. The soul gives people the ability to develop intellects and ethical characters.

· The soul and body are not distinct – they are aspects of the same thing;

· Aristotle’s concept of the soul means that the soul is moral as the body is;

· The soul is inseparable form the body – one cannot exist without the other.

Contrast between Plato and Aristotle

1. Plato believed that empirical knowledge is merely opinion and thus is unreliable and useless since the world is a constant state of flux. He said that true knowledge cannot come from perceiving things in the world and so our senses are not to be trusted. He contends that in fact true knowledge is already in the mind – we only remember things, not learn them.

However, Aristotle said that the world that we live in is the real world and all knowledge we gain comes from our senses.

2. Plato also believed that the soul was separate to the body and could access the Forms to gain true knowledge. Since it is from the World of Ideals, Plato believed that it was eternal.

However, Aristotle believed that the soul was what made the body work and that all forms of life had a soul. The soul was the form of a man (his characteristics), while his body was the matter – the soul of a man dies with his matter.

The Judeo – Christian Concept of God

God as creator [Genesis 1-3]
Genesis chapters 1-3 contain the two traditional accounts of the creation.

Genesis 1

· Chapter 1 tells us how God created the world ex nihilo (out of nothing) over a period of six days. He earth was “without form and void” as the “Sprit of God” moved over its face. Did God turn chaos into order?

· After each day, he surveyed what he had created and “saw that it was good”. Thus, all that was created was created with intent.

· On the sixth day, he created man “in his own image” (Genesis 1:27).

· He provided them with all that they needed and made them stewards of his creation.

The Spirit of God was identified with the ‘logos’ – the Word of God, the intelligible part of God’s being. This is reflected in the way that God creates simply by command. The logos is often compared with Plato’s Forms.

The account shows that God pre-exists the creation of the world, and shows God’s complete sovereignty over the created order.
Genesis 2-3

The second part of the creation story involves the creation of Adam and Eve and their ‘Fall’.

	Tree of knowledge
	“You may eat the fruit of any tree in the garden, except the tree that gives knowledge of good and bad. You must not eat the fruit of that tree. If you do, you will die the same day.” (Genesis 2:16-17)

	Serpent
	One of God’s animals. He is not demonic, simply clever, wise and arrogant. He starts the Fall by distorting the words of God.

	Eve + the serpent
	Serpent tempts Eve into touching apple to prove she will not die. Serpent tells her that God forbade them from eating of the tree because he was scared that they would become more powerful than him. Woman is ‘becoming’ human through temptation.

	Result of eating apple
	· Man and woman become human as we know.

· They are vulnerable and aware of nakedness and sexuality and experience guilt and shame.

· Man blames woman who blames serpent – more human characteristics.

	God as judge
	· Serpent – forced to crawl on his belly.

· Eve – pain in child birth.

· Adam – will have to ‘work’ for a living.


The goodness of God [Exodus 20]

· The God of the Bible is seen as the standard of morality. Goodness is defined by God. Thus, he is morally perfect and the source of human ethics. “The law of the Lord is perfect” (2 Samuel 22:31).

· God is seen also as the law-giver. He gave Moses the 10 commandment (Exodus 20), which he said people must obey as part of the covenant between him and the Israelites.

· He is seen as a benevolent dictator, who although fond of his children is swift to anger when disobeyed. God is a ‘jealous’ God.

· God is seen as interactive and involved with his creation on a personal level. He is seen as a dynamic God.

Comparisons with Plato’s Form of the Good

· The God of the Bible is shown to be personal and interactive, not separate and static as Plato’s Form of the Good is. God is shown to be compassionate to individuals in answering their prayers.

· The Euthyphro Dilemma

Euthyphro asks: is an act good because God commands it or does God command it because it is good? God in the Bible is shown to be the absolute standard of morality. So, whatever God says is good is good even if that is rape. However, Plato formulated the Form of the Good, which is the absolute standard of goodness. Therefore what God says is good is not good simply because he says it is but is good because the Form of the Good determines that it is. I.e. God says that murder is wrong because it is. Therefore the standard of goodness is not God – it is external to him.

· The God of the Bible is shown to perform miracles (e.g. Joshua 10). Thus, he is involved with the world of man. The Platonic version of God is in contrast external and unchanging – impersonal.

God’s activity in the world – miracles [Joshua 10:1-15]

In the Bible, God is portrayed as being:

· Transcendent – external to the world

· Incorporeal – without substance

· Existing outside time and space

This creates a problem for philosophers. If God is so different and external to us then how can he maintain a relationship with mankind? One way is through miracles.

Joshua 10:1-15 tells the story that during a battle with various enemies, the Jewish armies are helped through the direct intervention of God – “And the Lord threw [the enemies] into a panic… The Lord threw down great stones from heaven on them… And the sun stood still, and the moon stayed…” God is attributed with the victory over the enemies of the Jews. He has performed a miracle

Defining a miracle

· Acts of God

· Acts which break the laws of nature

· Acts which cannot be explained

· Hume – “Violation of the Law of Nature by a Divine Agent (God).”

Justification for miracles

Miracles are woven into the fabric of Christian doctrine. There are many miracles stories to be found in the Bible e.g. parting of the red sea, Jesus curing blindness and raising people from the dead. The Bible is clear that miracles happen. So, to doubt in miracles is to doubt that the Bible is divinely inspired.

Criticisms of miracles

· David Hume – says that by definition, miracles are very unlikely explanations for unusual events. Thus it is unreasonable to believe in them.

· Rudolf Bultmann – our knowledge of science is such that we can no longer believe that miracles happened or will happen. He argued that miracles get in the way of faith.

· Placing too much emphasis on miracles goes against the teachings and example of Jesus:

· The story of the temptations of Jesus

Jesus rejected throwing himself off the pinnacle of the temple and being saved by angels when tempted by Satan because he wanted nothing to do with displays of magic and ‘signs’.

· Luke 16:31

Jesus says that those who took no notice of Moses and the prophets will take no notice of someone rising from the dead. This shows that the purpose of miracles is not to convince people; rather, they have a subjective meaning to the believer.

· John Macquarie – Even if an event which was publicly observed and suspended the laws of nature, some people would see as an act of God, others wouldn’t.

Maurice Wiles – says that the existence of the world should be seen as an act of God and thus a miracle. He says that by definition, a miracle is a very unlikely event – if it wasn’t then there would be no rules to nature. This leaves us with the view that God only intervenes in the world occasionally – at strange and arbitrary times. However, people are being asked to believe in an omni benevolent and omnipotent God who fed 5000 people but does nothing about world starvation today. He allowed the Jews to be killed in the Holocaust but provided wine at a wedding. This degrades the classical image of an all powerful and all loving God.

FOUNDATION FOR THE STUDY OF RELIGION

PART 2: RELIGIOUS ETHICS

Meta Ethics

Difference between meta ethics and normative ethics

Meta ethics – deals with the nature of ethics and moral reasoning. Essentially, it examines ethical language such as ‘good’, ‘ought’ and ‘wrong’. In other words, what do we mean when we call something ‘good’ or ‘bad’?

Normative ethics – is interested in determining the content of moral behaviour. It seeks to provide a guide for moral behaviour. In effect, it answers the question “what ought I do in situation x?” The moral theories of Kant and Bentham are examples of normative ethics.

Background to meta ethics

A key factor in ethical dilemmas is whether they are subjective or objective, that is whether they are based on personal opinion or on external facts. A subjective statement would be “The 1970s Brazil squad was the best of all time.” The statement is purely subjective – my own opinion. However, the statement “The sun is hot” is objective since it is true regardless of what I feel – it is true for everyone.

If morality is objective, then it is cognitive. Cognitive language deals with making propositions which can be known to be either true or false. However, if it is subjective then it becomes non-cognitive, meaning that in ethics we do not deal with things that are resolved by ascertaining the validity or falsification of a statement.

Ethical Naturalism [Cognitivist]
The naturalist approach is to treat ethical statements the same as non ethical statement – i.e. as propositions that can be verified or falsified.

E.g. propositions such as “acid turns litmus paper red” can be established using evidence just as the statement “murder is wrong” can. If we look at the evidence, we see that generally murder makes people unhappy therefore it is wrong.

Criticisms of ethical naturalism

· G. E. Moore in his book ‘Principa Ethica’ says that ethical naturalism makes a fundamental error – moral statements cannot be verified using empirical evidence – that is to commit the naturalistic fallacy. His argument was based on a test he had devised to establish whether definitions of words were correct or incorrect. The statement “George is a brother, but is he is a male sibling?” is ‘closed’ because the definition of a brother is a male sibling – the answer is found within the statement. An ‘open’ question on the other hand means that the definition is not implied and therefore to take the second part of the question as defining the first part would be incorrect. An example of an open question is “I know George is a brother but is he a teacher at Oxford?” The question does not carry within itself an automatic answer. George may well be a brother but this does not imply that he teaches at Oxford. Moore says that definitions of natural terms proposed by ethical naturalism produce open questions.

Intuitionism [Cognitivist]
Moore proposed intuitionism. He said that ‘good’ is indefinable:

“We know what ‘yellow’ is and can recognise it whenever it is seen, but we cannot actually define yellow. In the same way, we know what good is but we cannot actually define it.”

· ‘Good’ is indefinable;

· there are objective moral truths;

· the basic moral truths are self evident to the mature mind.

Henry Sidgewick

Sidgewick believed that there were three self evident moral truths:

1. Principle of prudence – defer an immediate pleasure for a greater pleasure in the future (e.g. saving up money)

2. Principle of Justice – you should not put your own interests in front of those of the community

3. Principle of Benevolence – care for those in need

F. H. Bradley

Bradley said that we discover moral obligation from society. This moral obligation is called the concrete universal. He said that moral activity is finding out your position in society and carrying out your duties. Said “don’t question society” – challenged by Socrates 2000 years before.

H. A. Prichard

Prichard said that there were two types of thinking:

General thinking – in which a moral decision is made relative to the situation at hand

Moral thinking – rested on immediate intuition and not reason – this is what indicates the right thing to do.

Prichard said that some people have clearer moral intuition that others because their moral thinking has been further developed. This accounts for differences in moral actions. However, he did not tell us how to ascertain who has the clearer intuition.

W. D. Ross

Ross was greatly influenced by Moore and Prichard and said that:

· ‘Right’ and ‘obligatory’ are as indefinable as ‘good’

· There are two elements in determining what is right:

· The factual situation and;

· How that situation is viewed,

Ross came to the conclusion that there can only be 4 possible conditions under which something is right:

1. an act which is in fact right in the situation as it in fact is

2. an act which the agent thinks is right in the situation as it in fact is

3. an act which is in fact right in the situation as the agent thinks it is

4. an act which the agent thinks is right in the situation as the agent thinks it is

Ross opts for 4 as all others demand certain knowledge and in practical terms no one has the quality of knowledge. Therefore, 4 is the subjective evaluation of the situation which leads to a direct form of individual intuition to access right conduct.

Criticism of intuitionism

· How can we be sure that intuitions are correct? Are they a gut feeling? The voice of God?

· People who intuit and those who use reason may reach different conclusions and there is no obvious way to resolve their differences.

· Intuited knowledge owes more to social background than any firm basis for morality according to Bradley.

· According to the logical positivists, since individuals’ intuitions cannot be tested, they are meaningless.

Logical Positivists [Non cognitivist]

Logical positivists rejected the idea of certain knowledge about good and bad since they are non cognitivists. They say that since statements only have meaning if they can be tested and moral statements cannot be tested then logically they have no meaning.

Emotivism [Non cognitivist]
A. J. Ayer

Emotivism or the ‘Boo Hurrah Theory’ was proposed by Ayer in ‘Language, Truth and Logic’. He said that words such as good or wrong have no intrinsic meaning.

Emotivism says that moral statements such as “murder is wrong” is merely saying that I (the speaker) disapprove of the act of murder – it is only valid insofar as it is a reflection of the feelings and opinions of the speaker.

In other words, moral statements only express personal feelings and make no reference to actual fact. Thus the statement “murder is wrong” becomes equivalent to the statement “I prefer orange smarties the best”. So, moral statements become arbitrary and meaningless.

C. L. Stevenson

In his book ‘Ethics and Language’, Stevenson modified Ayer’s ideas. He accepted that ethical statements are expressions of attitude and opinion but he claimed that they were not arbitrary. In fact, he proposed that they were based on beliefs about the world and the ways that it should work, experiences of the world and the way we want it to be.

Criticisms of emotivism

· How can one judge between two people’s moral opinions?

· Emotivism prescribes complete freedom of action on the basis that everyone’s opinion is equally valid and hence everyone is free to do what they choose, regardless of the opinion of others.

Prescriptivism [Non cognitivist]
R. H. Hare

In ‘Language of Morals’, Hare agrees with Ayer that moral statements are expressions of opinion rather than fact, but he claimed that they are not just expressing our views but prescribing our opinions to others. So, when I say “murder is wrong”, I am saying “you ought not to murder and neither will I”.

Criticisms of prescriptivism

· Moral judgements are founded on prescriptions and have no claim to objective truth.

· Does not specify why one should follow one person’s prescriptions rather than another’s.
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Moral Relativism

What is meant by a relativist ethical system?

All relativist ethical systems assert that:

1. One thing (e.g. moral values, beauty, taste or meaning) is relative to some particular framework or standpoint (e.g. the individual subject, a culture, an era, a language or a conceptual scheme).

2. Any standpoint is as equally valid as the others.

So, in ethics, generally all points of view are equally valid.
Distinction between moral and cultural relativism

Cultural relativism – this is only descriptive. Thus, the claims "x is considered right in Society y at time t" and "x is considered wrong in Society z at time t" can be seen to show cultural relativism. The claims of cultural relativism can either be true or false.

Moral relativism – this goes beyond observations and actually makes a postulate. Thus, the claim “what is considered right in Society x at time t IS right for that Society" comes to the conclusion that morality itself is relative.
Relativist ethical approach – Situation Ethics

Situation ethics is a system whereby the right moral behaviour can be different for different people according to their circumstances. It attempts to move away from a blind following of moral rules (i.e. Catholic Church teachings) and encourages people to think for themselves using reason and common sense. Thus it is relative and cognitivist, since it uses reason and common sense.

Situation ethics is primarily associated with the American Joseph Fletcher, but others before him, such as Soren Kierkegaard (19th century) and Dietrich Bonhoeffer (1930s) emphasised the importance of freedom of choice. Their though was influenced by a general move in the 20th century for people to have greater autonomy and freedom to think for themselves.

Fletcher wrote from a Christian prospective, but thought that morality was not only about following set rules indefinitely (e.g. 10 commandments), but was also about autonomy (taking responsibility for ones own actions). He strongly rejected legalism (following concrete laws), but also rejected its opposite, antinomianism (where there is no morality at all and no basis to judge actions). He attempted to find the middle ground.

Instead, he said that Christians should base morality on one singe rule: the rule of agape. I.e. in any situation, one must ask themselves: what is the most loving thing to do in this situation?

Fletcher rejected legalism on that basis that it leads people to do the ‘right’ thing regardless of the consequences. This he said went against Jesus’ command to show compassion. He said that Jesus was in fact a situtionist – this he concludes from stories in the Bible showing how he showed mercy to a woman caught in adultery instead of stoning her.

Fletcher based his ideas on the thinking of St. Augustine: “Dilige et quod, fac” – “love with care, and then what you will, do.” Agape love is not understood to depend on emotion, but rather, it involves doing what is best for the other person, unconditionally.

There are 4 presumptions of Situation ethics:

· Pragmatism – to be right, it is necessary that the proposed course of action should work. The end by which the success or failure of and thought or action is to be judged is love.

· Relativism – rejects absolutes such as “never”, “always” and “absolute”. Human beings are commanded to act lovingly, but how this is to be applied will depend on the situation.

· Positivism – recognises that love is the most important criterion of all. One interpretation is that since “God is love”, when you show agape love to people, you become a source or channel of God himself. Thus, you are carrying out God’s will on Earth free of choice.

· Personalism – demands that people should be put first.

There are 6 fundamental principles of Situation ethics:

1. Agape love is the only absolute good. Every thing else is relatively good.

2. Agape love is the principle taught by Jesus.

3. Justice will automatically follow from love, assuming that everyone follows the principle.

4. Love has no favourites, everyone is equally valuable.

5. Love must be a final end that people seek. It must not be a means to an end.

6. The loving thing to do depends on the situation – thus it is regarded as a relativistic approach to morality.

Strengths of Situation ethics

(i) People are able to take responsibility for their own moral decision making.

(ii) Situation ethics provides a way for people to make decisions about issues not addressed in the Bible. I.e. birth control, genetic engineering etc.

(iii) Situation ethics is based on the teachings of Jesus and so can be considered a Christian ethic.

Weaknesses of Situation ethics

(i) Pope Pius XII argued that Situation ethics was wrong to appeal to individual circumstances in an attempt to justify what clearly went against the teachings of the church. Situation ethics asserted that the individual was more important than the teachings of church and of the Bible.

(ii) The approach can be said to expect people to have greater insight than most of us posses. How can you know what is the most loving thing to do? Also, no one can truly be objective in decision making.

(iii) Situation ethics gives people too much responsibility. Most people want to be told what is right absolutely rather than deriving a conclusion themselves because they cannot always see what the best solution is.

(iv) If two people using the approach arrived at different conclusions, it is impossible to judge which one is right, since there is no absolute.

(v) Humans tend to be selfish.

Proportionalism

Situation ethics provides a corrective to taking the natural law approach literally. Some Catholic theologians have developed a middle ground between the extremes of Natural Law and Situation ethics, called Proportionalism.

Proportionalism suggests that there are certain moral rules that can never be right to go against, unless there is proportionate reason that would justify it.

E.g. If we start from the moral rule “do not kill”, the justification to the act would be euthanasia. In some cases, it is the most loving thing to end the life of a person to stop their suffering.

Virtue Ethics

Summary
· Virtue Ethics is and old theory going back to Plato and Aristotle.

· It does not focus on what the right thing/act to do is (e.g. as in utilitarianism, natural law, situation ethics etc) but rather on how to be a good person.

· It concentrates on defining good people and the qualities/virtues that make them good.

· Recently, MacIntyre has written that modern moral wisdom has suffered “comprehension, both theoretical and practical”, and has revisited Virtue Ethics again.

· Virtue Ethics is agent - centred morality and so it focussed on ‘is x a good person’ rather than ‘is x right or wrong?’

Aristotle and virtue

Aristotle starts with the assumption that everyone wants to live ‘the good life’ – Eudaimonia.

Aristotle says that Eudaimonia is the highest good because it is sought for its own sake and nothing else i.e. justice is sought because it leads to the good life.

Aristotle identified three forms of happiness:

1. in living a life of enjoyment of pleasure

2. in being a free member of society

3. in being a philosopher

Aristotle disliked people who sought only a life of enjoyment of pleasure: “The many, the most vulgar, seemingly conceive the good and happiness as pleasure, and hence they also like the life of gratification. Here they appear completely slavish, since the life they decide on is a life for grazing animals.”

The best and happiest life, according to Aristotle, involved living well in a community or society, respecting both other people’s and your own interests.

Since, a person was primarily a part of a group (e.g. family, household, village), the well being of the group was far more important than that of a single member. This is why politicians should study ethics.

For those not suited to a life of complete contemplation, friendship becomes that perfect forum to exercise moral virtues. Morality finds expression in friendship.

Plato believed that the final goal was the ‘Form of the Good’, but was transcendent. Aristotle disagreed and said that goodness is goodness and not merely a pale reflection. “Good itself will be no more good by being eternal; for a white thing is not whiter if it lasts a long time than if it lasts a day.”

Aristotle said that the best way for people to achieve Eudaimonia was to develop and exercise those qualities that are most productive for living in society. Extremes of character are unhelpful in society (e.g. timid or assertive people cause problems). For Aristotle, virtue was to be found in the ‘Golden Mean’: the right balance between extremes. Each of the extremes he called ‘vice’ and the mean he called ‘virtue’.

Every person should work to develop his own character, trying to make a habit out of virtue. Soon, good actions will automatically follow, e.g. a good person will make good decisions.

Future generations can then be taught goodness from their elders since virtue should be taught by example rather than through a set of rules.

Aristotle identified two types of virtue:

1. Intellectual virtue

developed by training/education
2. Moral virtues

developed by habit
Aristotle believed that virtue was not something we are born with – we are not inherently good or bad, we learn them through habit.

Virtue is acquired by doing so we should follow the examples of virtuous people such as Socrates, Jesus, Gandhi, Mother Teresa, Nelson Mandela.

The role of reason

Aristotle made a distinction between form and material substance. What makes you human is not the individual parts of flesh but the overall way in which the material is organised in your body. However, the ‘form’ of the body is more than just what the physical body is – it is all that a person is. Aristotle said that the form of the human was the soul – and so was the meaning and purposeful direction of one’s life. He then said that the quality that sets humankind apart was reason, and is the supreme human virtue.

Reason is needed to be fully human. However, reason was not just an ability to think, but included a moral sense. So, reason included putting into action what one intellectually judged to be good.

A common thread through Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle is that the faculty of reason is not merely the ability to think but also one of action: ethics is reason put into practice. This is important to remember because; future ethical approaches (from Christian ethics and Luther) contend that reason is ‘fallen’ and thus an invalid basis for morality – The Story of the Fall (Genesis 3).

Thus, reason involves both understanding and responding and this is why it is closely linked to Eudaimonia. Human choices based on practical reason will lead to happiness.

Action is therefore to be judged in the light of reason, since this is what leads people to make their decisions.

Aristotle says that intellectual reasoning is the highest form because it contemplates timeless truths. Such a person is superior to another who is dominated by emotion or in avoidance of punishment.
So, according to Aristotle, the ideal human telos is to live the life of a Greek gentleman philosopher. His chosen end is Eudaimonia which he strives for through the highest human quality – reason. He develops friendship because it is useful or pleasant and is good company among his equals, although independent.

The virtues

5 primary intellectual virtues
1. Technical skill (techne)

2. Scientific knowledge (episteme)

3. Prudence (phronesis)

4. Intelligence (nous)

5. Wisdom (sophia)

4 secondary intellectual virtues

1. Resourcefulness (euboulia)

2. Understanding (sunesis)

3. Judgement (gnome)

4. Cleverness (deriotes)

Moral virtues

	Vice of excess
	Virtuous mean
	Vice of deficiency

	rashness
	courage
	Cowardice

	shyness
	modesty
	Shamelessness

	envy
	Righteous indignation
	Malicious enjoyment

	ambition
	Proper ambition
	unambitiousness


Aristotle believed that all people have the potential to develop moral and intellectual virtues; however, only few will cultivate potential into actual virtues.

The Golden Mean

Aristotle said that the difference between virtue and vice in both emotions and action was a matter of balance and extremes.

For example, jealousy is a vice because one becomes upset at the good fortune of another even if it is deserved. However, Aristotle considers it reasonable to become indignant at the good fortune of another if it is not deserved. So, righteous indignation is fine in balance. Only the extreme of jealousy is a vice.

This view means that emotions and actions are morally neutral in themselves, and that it is only an extreme form of them which counts as a vice. A criticism by MacIntyre is that emotions such as malice and actions such as murder are already extreme.
It may be better to say that according to Aristotle, the reasonable and appropriate action is judged a virtue and an extreme judged as a vice.

Doing well and doing what is right

Modern ethics seeks to know what is right or wrong without concerning one’s quality of life. However, Aristotle’s ethics are aimed squarely at the good life, in which happiness and virtue are the highest criterion by which to judge human action.

In modern ethics, morality is thought of as something which only comes into play where there is a conflict between our natural inclinations and our duty. Thus ‘doing what is right’ is thought to involve some loss of well-being for a higher goal. This view has been supported by the Protestant Church and developed by Kant in particular.

In contrast, for the Greeks, they were concerned with how people should live well – this is why Aristotle placed ‘happiness’ as the ultimate goal.

An important point is that Aristotle argued that people make decisions about mean not ends. Just as “a doctor does not deliberate about whether he will cure… we lay down the end, and then examine the ways and means to achieve it… hence, we deliberate about what promotes an end, not about the end.”

Aristotle follows that just as we deliberate about what promotes that end, we make single ethical decisions to promote and ultimate telos – that is happiness.

MacIntyre – Virtue Theory revisited

· Attempted to resurrect thinking about virtue

· Criticised meta ethics saying that it “divorced” people from ethics

· He polarised that ethicists in “ivory towers” debating the meaning of good/bad

MacIntyre said that morality should be thought about through a historical approach, suggesting that Hegel was better than Moore and Hare.

He traced ethical reasoning from ancient Greece to the modern world:

1. Homeric virtues

context: small hilltop communities

virtues: strength, courage, cunning, friendship, honour

2. Athenian virtues

context: city states

virtues: courage, friendship, justice, temperance, wisdom

3. Medieval virtues

context: rise of Christianity

virtues: courage, justice, temperance, wisdom, faith, hope, charity/love

The 18th century Enlightenment 

This saw the destruction of moral conduct

· Before the enlightenment

· Morality was tied up with virtue

· People had a telos to become a good person and was achieved by cultivating virtues

· Acceptance of divine power

· After the enlightenment

· Hume – morality simply and expression of emotion/passion

· Kant – narrow emphasis on reason

· Kierkegaard – individual choice

MacIntyre said all these were found lacking and left a moral vacuum in society, which developed 3 types of character in the world:

1. Bureaucratic manager (Bill Gates)

2. Rich aesthete (Peter Stringfellow)

3. Therapist (Oprah)

MacIntyre says we at the cross roads between:

1. Supreme individualism (Nietzsche) = will to power

2. Community dependent morality (Aristotle) = moral and intellectual virtues

MacIntyre believes the choice is already made as all communities depend on virtues – they would otherwise fail.

Critique of Virtue Theory

For

· Involves all aspects of human life

· Compatible with Christian ethics

· Concentrates on what is means to be a good person

Against

· Virtue theory still depends on moral absolutes and is no more than a “disposition to obey moral rules” (Schaller 1990).

· Does not give answers to specific moral dilemmas e.g. abortion

· Frankena says that using history in morality is wrong

· Scheffler say exercise of good virtue does not always lead to happiness

· Over criticism of the modern world and too much faith in the “ancients”
· Aristotle’s given moral and intellectual virtues are culture bound. He is racist, sexist, ageist and spiciest by today’s standards.

Natural Law
St. Thomas Aquinas sought to present a rational basis for Christian morality and was heavily influenced by Aristotle’s philosophy.

The meaning of ‘good’
Natural law is based on Aristotle’s idea that everything has a purpose, revealed in its design (or natural ‘form’) and that the fulfilment of the telos is the supreme ‘good’ to be sought. Thus, a ‘good’ pen is one which fulfils its purpose i.e. to write.

Natural law does not argue that morality should be based on reason alone but that human reason (given by God) was a starting point for morality. Thus, morality should be known primarily through reason and secondarily Christian revelation.

Final cause

Aristotle makes an important distinction between an efficient cause and a final cause. An efficient cause is the agent of change which brings about its effect – in other words, what we would normally term ‘the cause’. The final cause is the actual purpose of a thing. E.g. the final cause of a statue may be to be an attractive ornament. For Aristotle, everything has a final ‘good’, which is achieved by fulfilling the purpose for which it was designed – its final cause.

Natural law depends upon this distinction. It assumes (by whatever means employed) that the world is the creation of God and thus should reveal his ultimate purpose in creating it.

Aquinas says that human beings, since they are intelligent, are able to direct themselves and therefore take responsibility for knowing and doing what God intends for them. Thus, human reason is required to examine and follow the sense of purpose that God had given to the world by virtue of being its creator.

Primary precepts

Aquinas started by trying to work out what the purpose of human life was. He concluded that this was to:

· Live

· Reproduce

· Learn

· Live in an ordered society

· Worship God
Features of natural law
· Natural law is based on the religious conviction that God created the world, establishing in it a sense of order and purpose which reflects his will.

· If everything is created for a purpose, human reasoning in examining that purpose is able to judge how to act in order to conform to that purpose.

· The action itself can either be natural or unnatural and is judged on that basis. It does not depend on its moral justification on any results. Thus and act can be deemed morally good in itself, even if it brings about suffering. i.e. it is not teleological.

· Since natural law is based primarily of reason rather than revelation, it is in principle discoverable by anyone, regardless of religious orientation. For this reason it is universal and not culturally relative. i.e. it is not relative.

The cardinal virtues

The cardinal virtues represent the human qualities that reason suggests are required in order to live a moral life and achieve the final cause:

· Prudence

· Justice

· Fortitude

· Temperance

The role of reason

Reason is essential to natural law. Aquinas said “To disparage the dictate of reason is equivalent to condemning the command of God.” Thus, humans should not be enslaved by following irrational impulses and desires. Reason is the supreme human virtue which sets us apart from animals.

Criticisms of natural law

· How do we know what is natural? Should we judge according to physical laws? Then, is it wrong to attempt to prolong the life of a dying man?

· What happens when there is conflict between revealed commands and the dictate of reason? For example, Jesus said turn the other cheek but natural law commands that you should attempt to preserve your life.

· If either of the presumptions that we are (i) rational beings and (ii) live in a world created by a God who has an ultimate purpose to his creation is challenged then that argument becomes invalid.

· Natural law seems inconsistent with the story of The Fall. Genesis 3 tells us that human reason was separated from God through sin. Thus, if our reason is corrupt then how can we deduce God’s purpose?

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION
The Ontological Argument
The ontological argument (‘concerned with being’) is an a priori argument, first proposed by St. Anselm in his book ‘Proslogion’. The argument attempts to prove God’s existence by definition.

Anselm’s ontological argument

First form

Anselm began by defining God as ‘that than which nothing greater can be conceived’ (TTWNGCBC). We can all comprehend in our minds a being which is ultimately perfect. However, we can also conceive of a greater being that exists both in the mind and in reality. This being then would be greater than God. Thus, if God is that than which nothing greater can be conceived, then he must exist in reality as well as in the mind.

Second form

Anselm developed his argument by proposing that it is impossible to conceive of a God not existing. God is a necessary being – he cannot not be. If God were a contingent being (one whose existence depends on something else), he would not be the greatest since we could image him not existing. Thus, a necessary being is greater than a contingent one. If God is that than which nothing greater can be conceived then he must be a necessary being i.e. in existence.

Rene Descartes’ ontological argument

He start by stating that God is a supremely perfect being – i.e. posses all perfections. Existence is a perfection. Therefore God exists. He used a triangle to prove his point. A triangle has necessary characteristics (a predicate) such as internal angles which add up to 180 degrees. If any of these predicates are removed, the triangle is no longer a triangle. Similarly, existence is a necessary predicate of God.

Criticisms of the argument

· Gaunilo – was a monk alive at Anselm’s time. He used the analogy of the perfect island in his book ‘On Behalf of the Fool’ to illustrate the absurdity of the first form of the ontological argument. He said that if you imagine ‘the most perfect island’, then since it is perfect and existence is part of perfection then it must necessarily exist. Otherwise, the grottiest island would be better than the imaginary ‘perfect’ island.

· Anselm’s counter argument to this was that he was not arguing about contingent things such as islands, but of ‘that than which nothing greater can be conceived’. Islands have no ‘intrinsic maximum’ – they can always be bettered (since according to John Hick, notions of perfection are subjective). God is not temporal or contingent and thus his existence is necessary. Anselm formulated the second form to counter argue this specific criticism.

· Immanuel Kant – argued against Descartes’ form of the ontological argument. He says that existence is not a predicate. This is because to say that something exists makes no difference to the definition of the thing. Just because you add “and exists” to the end of the word ‘bachelor’, does not change its definition.

The Cosmological Argument

St. Thomas Aquinas realised that the existence of the universe is not explicable without references and factors outside itself. It cannot be self causing since it is contingent and only the existence of a first, necessary cause and mover explains that existence of the universe.

Aquinas put forward in his book ‘Summa Theologica’ ‘five ways’ in which he attempted to prove the existence of God a posteriori. The first three ways make up the Cosmological argument.

Aquinas’ cosmological argument

(i) The argument from motion
1. Everything in the world is moving or changing.

2. Nothing can move or change by itself.

3. There cannot be an infinite regress of things changing other things.

4. Therefore, there must be a first (prime) mover (changer).

5. This is called God.

(ii) The argument from causation

1. Everything in the world has a cause.

2. Nothing is the cause of itself.

3. There cannot be an infinite regress of causes.

4. Therefore, there has to be a first cause to start the chain of causes.

5. This first cause we call God.

(iii) The argument from contingency
1. Everything in the world is contingent (can either exist or not exist).

2. If things can not exist, there must have been a time when they did not exist.

3. If everything can not exist, then there must have been a time when nothing existed.

4. Things exist now so there must be something on which we all depend which bought things into existence.

5. This necessary being we call God.

Frederick Copleston’s reformulation of the cosmological argument

Copleston reformulated the argument by concentrating on contingency. He proposed this argument on a radio debate in 1947:

(i) There are things in the universe which are contingent, they might have not existed. E.g. you would have not existed if your parents had not met.

(ii) All things in the world are like this, nothing in the world is self-explanatory, and everything depends on something else for its existence.

(iii) Therefore, there must be a cause of everything in the universe which is outside of it.

(iv) This cause must be a self-explanatory being i.e. one which contains within itself the reason for its own existence – a necessary being.

(v) This necessary being is God.

Copleston and Russell’s BBC radio debate

In 1947 Copleston and Bertrand Russell had a famous radio debate, where Copleston proposed his argument.

Russell refused to accept the terminology that Copleston was using – he refused to accept the notion of a necessary being (beings that cannot be thought not to exist).

He replied “…what I am saying is that the concept of cause is not applicable to the total.” Just because each human has a mother does not mean that the whole human race has a mother. He thought that the universe was just a brute fact and needed no explanation for its existence – “I should say that the universe is just there, and that’s all.”

In criticism Copleston added “… If one refuses to sit at the chess board and make a move, one cannot, of course, be checkmated.”

David Hume’s criticism

He said that we have no experience of universes being made, and so we cannot speak meaningfully about the creation of the universe. To move from ‘everything we observe has a cause’ to ‘the universe has a cause’ is too big a leap in logic. This is the same as saying that because all humans have a mother, the whole human race has a mother.

The Teleological Argument

The teleological argument of Aquinas

Aquinas’ fifth way is known as the Teleological Argument (from the Greek ‘telos’ meaning purpose). The argument attempts to show that the universe is being directed towards a telos and that there is evidence of intelligent design in the world, which infers the existence of a designer.

1. All natural occurrences show evidence of design

2. This suggests that there is a being that directs all things.

3. Things that lack knowledge cannot achieve anything unless directed by someone with knowledge.

4. For Aquinas, there is an intelligent being that directs everyone towards a purpose – who is called God.

William Paley’s argument

A modern version of the argument was devised in the 18th century by Paley in his book ’Natural Theology’. He has two parts to his argument: Design qua Purpose (the universe was designed to fulfil a purpose) and Design qua Regularity (the universe behaves according to some order).
Design qua Purpose
He uses the watch analogy to illustrate the first part of his argument:

A man walks across a heath and finds a rock. He attributes the existence of the rock to nature. He walks further still and stumbles across a watch. After some examination, he concludes that its purpose is to measure time. Due to the complexities of the watch, he concludes that it is impossible that the watch had come about without the agency of a ‘watch maker’.

Paley compares the watch to the universe. The universe like the watch is too complex to have just happened by chance and so it is impossible to suppose that the existence of the universe came about without the agency of a ‘universe maker’ – God.

Paley uses the example of the eye to illustrate that there is specific design in the universe. He says that it is obvious that the eye was designed with the specific purpose to see. Thus, Paley argues for a Designing Creator – God.

Design qua Regularity

The second part of Paley’s argument goes on to suggest that there is further evidence for a creator God in the regularity of the universe. Paley considered the motion of the planets in our solar system. The relationships between the planets, and the effect of gravity could not have come about without a designing principle at work – that is God. i.e. if gravity was slightly stronger or weaker, the universe may not exist today.

David Hume’s criticisms

Hume set out two versions of the design argument and then criticised them:

(i) Hume’s first argument

1. To speak of design is to imply a designer

2. Great design implies a great designer

3. There is great design in the world

4. Therefore, there must be a great design – God.

Hume argued that this analogy in fact implies a superhuman, anthropomorphic concept of God, which is inconsistent with the notion of perfection. Also, the world is imperfect and flawed. Does this imply an incompetent designer?

(ii) Hume’s second argument

1. The world is ordered

2. This is due to either chance or design

3. It is very possible that the world came about by chance.

(iii) Furthermore, Hume says that there is nothing in the argument to suppose that there is only one creator – there may be a team of lesser Gods that built the world. This supports paganism.

(iv) Hume also supported the idea of natural selection. He proposed that it was entirely possible that a series of random adaptations made in order to survive led to the apparent intelligent design of humans.

J. S. Mill’s criticism

In ‘Nature and the Utility of Religion’ Mill argues that nature is ‘guilty’ of serious crimes for which she goes unpunished. The ‘atrocities’ through which humans and animals suffer would not go unpunished if they were the result of human agency. “Nearly all the things which men are hanged or imprisoned for doing to one another are nature’s everyday performances.”

Mill concludes that the world cannot have order and rejects that it is the result of intelligent design. Either there is no God or there exists an incompetent or immoral God.

Darwinist challenges

Charles Darwin – proposed the Theory of Natural Selection, which states that the fittest and healthiest members of society survive and their characteristics are passed down. His theory challenges Paley and Aquinas’ argument for intelligent design in the world. He proposes that apparent design is in fact the result of natural and random process. In the words of a geneticist Steve Jones, it is “a series of successful mistakes”.

Richard Dawkins – supported Darwin by saying that random mutations in DNA alone gave rise to variation in the world. Natural selection gave the appearance of design, which led to the mistake of assuming design in the universe.

The Moral Argument

Kant’s moral argument

Immanuel Kant analysed the work of Aquinas (his 4th way) and devised his proof for the existence of God based on moral behaviour. Kant believed that we all have innate moral awareness: “Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing admiration and awe… the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me.” He said that being moral was a case of following the Categorical Imperative, by utilising reason. This means that we should only do things that we could wish were universal laws. The outline of his argument goes:

1. We are all under obligation to do good or be virtuous through an innate moral awareness;
2. An ‘average’ level of virtue is not enough, we are obliged to aim for the highest standard possible;

3. True virtue should be rewarded with happiness;

4. The ideal state where one is both virtuous and happy is called the summum bonum (the Highest Good);

5. The word ‘ought’ implies ‘can’ – if we are told we ought to do something then it should be possible;

6. Humans can achieve virtue in a lifetime but it is quite beyond us to ensure that we are rewarded with happiness;

7. Therefore, there must be a God who has power to ensure that virtue and happiness coincide.

The argument does not suggest that there must be a God for there to be morality but it argues that God is required for morality to achieve its end. “Therefore, it is morally necessary to assume the existence of God.”
Proponents of the moral argument

Cardinal Newman - “we feel responsibility, are ashamed, are frightened at transgressing the voice of conscience, this implies that there is One to whom we are responsible.” He is saying that the existence of conscience implies that there is someone greater that we are answerable to – God.

Opponents of the moral argument

(i) The assumption that ‘ought’ implies ‘can’ has been criticised. If Kant meant that it was logically possible to bring about the summum bonum, then all he was saying is that it was not a logical contradiction. But, just because it is not a logical contradiction does not mean that it actually happens.

(ii) Kant’s second assumption that only God can bring about the summum bonum has also been challenged. Brian Davies suggests that it could equally be brought about by a ‘pantheon of angels’.

(iii) Kant’s third assumption that virtue should be rewarded by happiness is also questioned.

(iv) Sigmund Freud – contends that our sense of duty (and our moral awareness) can be explained by socialisation. Kant thought that our sense of duty was based on reason. Freud disagreed and thought that our conscience was the product of our unconscious mind or super ego. The super ego continues the work of the parent in limiting the behaviour of the child – it is the conscience. It develops according to the conditioning received by a growing human. By saying that our conscience is the result of psychological conditioning, Freud allows for differences in consciences. Freud argues that if the conscience was the voice of God as Kant believed then it should be consistent. However, it is not. For example, the Yorkshire Ripper said that he followed voices which told him to commit murder. 

(v) Russell – Euthyphro Dilemma – “Is something good because God commands it, or does God command it because it is good”. If God commands something because it is good then God is not necessary for an ethical system to work.
The Argument from Religious Experience

What is a religious experience?

1. An experience with religious significance. E.g. the act of worship in a religious setting

2. A person’s experience of something or a presence beyond themselves.

Richard Swinburne’s 5 types of religious experience

Public

1. A normal event interpreted in a religious way e.g. seeing the face of the Virgin Mary on the moon.

2. Witnessing a very unusual event with others e.g. the resurrection of Jesus.

Private

3. A private experience which may be explained using normal language e.g. the Angel Gabriel appearing to Mary.

4. A private experience which may not be described using normal language e.g. mysticism.

5. An ongoing impression of a presence based upon no specific experience just a sense that God is guiding one’s life.

William James’ varieties of religious experience

James in his book, ‘The Varieties of Religious Experience’ categorised the types of experiences that cannot be described by normal language into 4 types:

Ineffable – They are so extraordinary that they cannot be described in a way that would make them intelligible to anyone who has not had such an experience.

Noetic – These experiences provide some kind of insight or carry a message of revelation of truth.

Transient – Such experiences are brief; they do not last more than half an hour.

Passive – These are experiences which cannot be actively sought or created. Often people describe their bodies being ‘taken over’ by a superior presence.

He concluded that religious experiences could range from those that had little religious significance to those that were completely life changing. James noted that the most religious experiences happened when a person was in a conscience state, rather then in a dream state.

He kept an open mind about claims of religious experience. However, he accepted that some religious experiences could have been that result of the influence of drugs and alcohol.

Other explanations for religious experience

Freud – saw religious experience as a reaction to the hostile world. We feel helpless and seek a father figure in our lives – thus, we create a God who is able to provide us with security. However, even if people do need a father figure, this does not mean that God does not exist. Thus experiences of God are not negated.

Karl Marx – saw religion as an illusion, something which blurred our vision of reality. He described religion as “the opium of the people”, it is a drug which dulls the pain of everyday life and alters our consciousness and perception. Mystical experiences are therefore the outward manifestations of this drug induced state.

The Problem of Evil

The nature of the problem

Augustine in his ‘Confessions’ expressed the dilemma thus:

“Either God cannot abolish evil, or he will not; if he cannot then he is not all-powerful; if he will not then he is not all-good.”

The assumption is that a good God would eliminate evil as far as it is possible. If he is omnipotent then all evil should be eliminated. However, evil exists. So, why does God allow evil to continue?

This ‘inconsistent triad’ presents Christians with a problem. Should they drop one of God’s characteristics (his omnipotence or his omni benevolence) so that his existence is compatible with the existence of evil? 





David Hume in ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion’ argues that either (i) God is not omnipotent (ii) not omnibenevolent (iii) or evil does not exist. It is counterintuitive to suppose that evil does not exist but since the notion of God cannot lack omnipotence or omnibenevolence, this means that God does not exist.

Thus, various philosophers have presented theodicies (theories which try to explain the existence of evil while maintaining God’s omnipotence and omni benevolence).

Different types of evil

John Hick described evil as “physical pain, mental suffering and moral wickedness.” Two types of evil exist:

Natural evil – suffering caused by natural disasters e.g. the eruption of a volcano killing humans and animals.

Moral evil – suffering caused by human selfishness e.g. Hitler’s killing of Jews, homosexuals and Gypsies.

Irenaeus’ theodicy

Irenaeus believed that there were two stages to creation. First, man was first created as an immature being that had yet to grow and develop. Then there would come a period of change where man would respond to situations in life and eventually become a ‘Child of God’.

Irenaeus argued that we were created imperfect so that we could freely choose to become good and turn to God. We were made at a distance from God – a distance of knowledge – an epistemic distance. Moral evil was that result of our having the freedom to grow and develop into a child of God.

Irenaeus saw the world as a ‘soul-making place’. Here we could complete our development into a child of God. Evil was necessary to aid this development. Natural evil such as famine had a divine purpose – to develop qualities such as compassion.

Irenaeus saw evil as a necessary part of life, something that will eventually make us into better people. At death, some of us will proceed into heaven. Those who have not completed their development will continue their soul making journey after death but will then enter the kingdom of heaven.

Is God responsible for the existence of evil? For Irenaeus God is partly responsible for evil. Evil is a means by which we can grow and learn.

What is the origin of evil and the role of freewill? Irenaeus said that the world was made imperfect and so moral evil was the result of the freewill to follow or disobey God.

Criticisms of Irenaeus’ theodicy

· Irenaeus argues that everyone goes to heaven. This seems unjust as immorality is not punished. It is inconsistent with orthodox Christianity as it denies The Fall, and Jesus’ role is reduced to a moral example.

· The quantity and extremity of evil seems unacceptable in soul making. Is evil such as the Holocaust necessary?

· Allowing evil to continue can never be an expression of love according to D. Z. Phillips in ‘The Concept of Prayer’.

Counter criticisms using Irenaeus’ theodicy
Irenaeus contended that heaven was for everyone because:

· If life simply ended, God’s purpose would never be fulfilled.

· Only a supremely good future in heaven can justify the magnitude of the suffering.

· Many ‘evil’ people cannot be held responsible for their actions. I.e. their actions could be the result of illness or ill treatment. Eternal punishment would be unjust. This supports Jesus’ teachings of compassion.

Augustine’s theodicy

St. Augustine’s response to the problem of evil is the traditionally accepted one. Unlike Irenaeus he did not think that God was responsible for evil or that we are working towards perfection. Augustine based his theory on two key passages in the Bible: Genesis 3 (the story of The Fall) and Romans 5:12-20 (St. Paul describes how Jesus’ crucifixion wipes out the sin committed by Adam and Eve).

Augustine believed that a good God created the world and at the time of creation it was good. Evil, according to Augustine is a “privation of good”, not an entity itself – just as blindness is a privation of sight.

If the world was good when God created it then where did evil come from? According to Augustine, evil was a result of angels who turned away from God, misused their freewill and tempted Adam and Eve – this is the origin of moral evil. Since all humans are ‘seminally present in the loins of Adam’, we are all born with original sin. Augustine described natural evil as the punishment for sin or the “penal consequences of sin”.

At the end of time, Christian belief says that there will be a Judgement Day. At this time, the good will go to heaven and the bad will go to hell. Because evil is punished, Augustine argued that God’s world can still be seen as perfect in the end.

Is God responsible for the existence of evil? According to Augustine, God is not responsible for the existence of evil – he created a perfect world free of evil.

What is the origin of evil and the role of freewill? Augustine says that moral evil originated through the disobedience of angels and the temptation of Adam and Eve. Thus moral evil came about by the misuse of freewill by Adam and Eve. Natural evil is punishment for moral evil. Based on Genesis 3 and Romans 5.

Criticisms of Augustine’s theodicy

· F. D. E. Schleicermacher in his book ‘The Christian Faith’ said that Augustinian theodicy was flawed. He said it was a logical contradiction to say that a perfectly created world had gone wrong, since this would mean that evil had created itself ‘ex nihilo’, which is impossible. Either the world was created imperfect or God allowed it to go wrong.

· If the world was perfect and there was no knowledge of good and evil, how could there be freedom to obey or disobey God, since good and evil were unknown? The fact that Adam and Eve and the angels disobeyed God means that there was already knowledge of good and evil. Is Augustine’s interpretation of the tree of knowledge flawed?

· Augustine’s view that the world was made perfect and was them damaged by humans is contrary to the theory of evolution, which asserts that the universe has been continuingly developing from a state of chaos.

· The existence of hell as a place of eternal torment challenges the notion of an all-loving God. If hell was part of God’s design for the universe and he knew it would go wrong, then why did he still allow it to happen? This implies a malicious God not and omnibenevolent one.

The Freewill Defence

Like Irenaeus, the freewill defence centres on the idea that for man to respond freely to God, he must be able to make his own decisions. This means that ultimately, a man may choose to do good or commit moral evil.

Supporters of the freewill defence such as Richard Swinburne have said that God cannot intervene to stop suffering because this would jeopardise human freedom and take away the need for responsibility and development.

Swinburne says that death is necessary since it means that humans are forced to take responsibility for their actions. If they were immortal and had infinite lives then there is no need for responsibility – “if there is always a second chance then there is no risk.” Thus, natural evil is necessary to facilitate death regardless of the suffering caused.

Critique of the freewill defence

Is God justified in allowing people to misuse freewill to such an extent that millions die? John Hick says that if we say that some evils are too great then we start going down a scale of evils until the slightest evil becomes too great e.g. if we start by saying that cancer is too severe then what about heart disease, flu or a headache? Hick says that we must either demand a world free of evil or accept the one we have.

Process Theodicy
To reconcile the existence of evil with that classical notion of God, process theologians such as David Griffin have changed the definition of God. They say that God did not create the world and so is not all-powerful. Rather, he works within the forces of nature to maximise the amount of good over evil – he is limited by physics.

Process theologians have two types of good and evil. Good is harmony and intensity and evil is discord and triviality. God tries to ensure that harmony and intensity outweigh the discord and triviality in the world.

God sees human life as worthwhile and works to try and outweigh its evil. Whitehead described God as “the fellow sufferer who understands”.

Other solutions to the problem of evil

Evil and suffering are an illusion – however, the Bible describes evil as something that is real, so how can it be an illusion? If evil is seen as an illusion or a privation of good then God can still be seen as good.

The positive value of suffering – evil can be seen as essential to life i.e. hunger leads to pain, which leads to the desire to feed, ensuring the continuance of life. It can also be seen to be a warning to an illness. However, the pain suffered can be disproportionate to the seriousness of the illness i.e. toothache is excruciating while the final stages of cancer are relatively painless.

Evil leading to greater moral goodness – evil is not a good thing but necessary for morally good qualities such as compassion to be demonstrated. If suffering did not exist then there would not have been a Mother Teresa. Again, perhaps the suffering in the world is still disproportionate?

Psychology of Religion

Ludwig Feuerbach

Believed humans invented God because they feel helpless in an alien world and need to invent God to comfort them.

Feuerbach believed that there were three attributes that make up human nature – reason, will and love. These attributes are then projected onto an image of God, where reason becomes infinite knowledge – omniscience, will becomes infinite will – omnipotence, and love becomes infinite love – omnibenevolence (or the belief that ‘God is love’).

Feuerbach also thought that there were two stages to human development:

1. Human dependence on nature, which leads to polytheism and the desire for needs to be satisfied.

2. Human dependence on one another in civilized society. This leads to monotheism and the search for spirituality.

He believed that with social progress, religion would disappear. Religion alienates people from their own nature by projecting all that is good in humans onto God and leaving humans with all the negative aspects of human nature. This is psychologically damaging since it forces people to deny the best part of them selves and not realise their potential:

“God and man are extremes: God is the absolutely positive, the essence of all realities, while man is the negative, the essence of all nothingness.”

His beliefs may be summed up here:

“What man is in need of he makes his God” and “what man wishes to be he makes his God”

Criticisms of Feuerbach

1. Religion has not disappeared as predicted.

2. His theory does not necessarily lead to atheism since he was an atheist already.

3. Just because something is in your imagination does not mean that it does not exist. For example, just because a ‘perfect’ partner exists in my imagination, does not mean that they do not exist in real life.

4. Just because we can talk about God in human terms does not mean that he is a human product. How else should we describe his characteristics? We do not have knowledge of an nature apart from our own.

5. Just because humans wish or ‘need’ to believe in God does not mean that he is imaginary. Perhaps we were programmed by God to be this way?

Sigmund Freud

Freud believed that the unconscious holds the key to our physical and mental health, that memories deep down can be responsible for real physical symptoms. He thought that the unconscious shows itself through jokes and slips of the tongue. He said that “a dream is a [disguised] fulfilment of a [suppressed or repressed] wish.”

Freud thought that the mind was structured into three parts:

The ego – the conscience itself, the everyday personality.

The id – the unconscious itself including repressed desires and wishes and memories.

The superego – the standard of morality of the society in which the person lives, imposed from outside.

Freud thought that humans were driven by two instincts – love and death. Both of these are present in the Oedipus Complex which he came to understand after the death of his father. In Greek mythology, Oedipus was a character who unknowingly killed his father and married his mother. He believed that male children are at first attached to their mothers and see their fathers as rivals for their mothers love. Feelings of fear and jealousy of a boy toward his father are mixed with the sense of guilt because the child has some feeling of love towards the father.

Because of his early experience, the boy’s sexual feelings are repressed until puberty. A man’s goal in life is to detach himself from his mother, to reconcile himself with his father and to find someone to love who is not identical to his mother. Everyone must aim to do his but most never do.

Freud applied psychoanalysis to many other areas including religion. He was an atheist who considered religion to be ‘wish fulfilment’, that humans wish for in an alien world – justice in an unjust society, an afterlife and knowledge of how the world began.

He thought religion was a ‘universal obsessional neurosis’. This illness stems from the unconscious mind and incompletely repressed traumatic memories and invariably stems from sexual trauma. Thus, religion is an illusion stemming from sexual difficulties.

Carl Gustav Jung

Jung worked alongside Freud but came to different conclusions. He believed that there was a personal unconscious and a collective unconscious.

· The personal unconscious contains repressed desires, memories and wishes of the individual (similar to Freud’s id). 

· The collective unconscious is the whole of human memory from which myth and religion arise. All humans share the collective unconscious and are connected with it in some way.

Jung divided the personality into archetypes. Jung believed that dreams are creative symbols which have a meaning. This meaning tells us something about the past or future, it is not merely sexual as it was for Freud. The archetypes are:

The Anima – Mysterious female aspect of male psyche. She is creative and destructive and is the mermaid or demon in mythology. She creates mood swings in men and can be projected onto real women to make them more mysterious and attractive. She is the source of poetry and death.

The Wise Man – He can appear as a hero, king, saviour or medicine man. Merlin in the story of King Arthur is a good example. People say ‘I’ll sleep on it’ showing their belief that wisdom comes mysteriously and unconsciously.

The Shadow – The dark, primitive, animal side of human nature e.g. Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. Jung said we must learn to live with this side to live a healthy life.

The Child – a symbol of wholeness existing both in this world and the next. In order to live a full life, a person has to live connected to the conscious and unconscious aspects of themselves. Joining these two into a whole is called ‘the self’.

Society forces us to repress certain aspects of our personality pushing them deep into our unconscious. Each person is forced to adopt a mask to face the outside world. Jung called this the ‘persona’.

Jung disagreed with Freud that religion was a neurotic illness caused by sexual trauma. Instead, he said that religion is a natural process stemming from the archetypes in the unconscious mind. He said religion performs the function of harmonising the psyche and as such it is beneficial. The removal of religion would lead to psychological problems.
Sociology of Religion

Functionalism

Emile Durkheim

Durkheim defined religion as a “unified system of beliefs and practices related to sacred things.” He said that to understand religion, we must understand sacred symbols and what they represent.

He studied Australian Aborigines in order to understand the role of religion in society. The Aborigines were divided into clans; each clan had a totem to identify itself by. The totem was the symbol of the clan and was usually a symbol of nature. The totem was carved into objects used in sacred ceremonies.

Durkheim said that since the totem was involved in sacred ritual, it was a symbol of both society and God. He concluded that the Aborigines worshiped both God and society.

Why should people worship society? Durkheim said that just as sacred things are superior to man, so was society. In worship, man finds it difficult to direct his feelings to something which is superior to him, so he directs his feelings at a symbol.

Criticisms of Durkheim include that in today’s society of many subcultures, there is little evidence to support him.

Bronislaw Malinowski

Like Durkheim, Malinowski studied small illiterate groups of people. However, he concluded that religion was helpful in times of stress. Times in life that are most stressful are surrounded by religious ritual e.g. marriage, puberty, death.

Malinowski considered death the most destructive event in life as it removes a member of the social group. However, religion is helpful here since the funeral offers hope of life after death and provides comport for the relieved. The funeral prevents social disruption.

Malinowski also found religion helpful where the outcome of events was unpredictable. He studied people on the Trobriand Islands, where fishing is all important. Before fishing in the open sea, where it is very dangerous, a religious ritual is held to help deal with the stress of unpredictability of what could happen. This promotes solidarity among the group.

Conclusion

For Functionalists religion maintains social stability by removing tension that can disrupt social order. Religion is seen in a positive light, promoting harmony in society. However, religion can also be socially destructive. Look at Northern Ireland for example.

Marxism

Marx had a utopian vision of the future in which all people would be equal because the class system would no longer exist and no one would be exploited.

He thought society fell into two groups, the working class (proletariat) and the ruling class (bourgeoisie). The ruling class owned the means of production whilst the working class could only sell their labour to the ruling class. The ruling class exploited the proletariat by paying them very little. This resulted in the proletariat feeling alienated from society. Marx believed that the only way out of this situation was for the proletariat to rise up against the ruling class and seize the means of production. Once the people owned the means of production, social classes would disappear and there would be no need for religion, since it existed only under the old social conditions.

For Marx, religion was an illusion. It dulls the pain of oppression for the proletariat but at the same time it blinds them from their true reality. Thus, it stops them from seeing what needs to be done to end their exploitation. Religion is a form of social control keeping the rich rich and the poor poor.
“Religion is the sigh of the oppressed culture, the sentiment of a heartless world and the soul of soulless conditions. It is the opium of the people.”

Religion dulls the pain of oppression in 4 ways:

1. It promises a life of eternal bliss in heaven giving people something to look forward to.

2. You can be rewarded for suffering. “It is easier for a camel to pass through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven.”

3. Religion offers hope that one day, divine intervention will solve their problems.

4. Religion can be used to justify the social class system and your place in it.
RELIGIOUS ETHICS

Kant and the Categorical Imperative

Kant’s theory of ethics is deontological meaning that it is concerned with the morality of duty. If focuses on the morality of actions and disregards the consequences of an action. It is absolute since the morality of an action takes no regard of the situation it is in.

Moral duty

Kant said that we all experience an innate moral duty. The existence of the conscience and feelings of guilt and shame tell us when we violate this moral duty. He believed that our moral duty could be revealed to us through reason, objectively. His theory was based solely on duty. He said that to act morally is to perform one’s duty, and one’s duty is to obey the innate moral laws.

He believed that we are constantly in a battle with our inclination – our raw wants and desires. We should not act out of love or compassion.

Kant said that it’s was not our duty to do what is impossible for us to do. For Kant, the fact that we ought to do something means that it is logically possible to do – ‘ought’ implies ‘can’. Moral statements are prescriptive; they prescribe an action. If ‘ought’ implies ‘can’ then the statement, ‘I ought to do x’, implies that ‘I can do x’.

Kant said that we all aim to reach an ultimate end call the supreme good, the summum bonum – a state in which human virtue and happiness are united. However, since it is impossible to reach this state in one lifetime, he deduced that we have immortal souls to succeed. Thus, Kant believed in an afterlife where there is a possibility of reaching the supreme good. For an afterlife to exists, Kant said God must exist to aid eschatological justice. For him, God was necessary for morality not the other way round – he rejected all classical notions of theism.

Moral statements

Kant believed that there were two types of statement possible. First, a priori analytic statements such as ‘1 +1 = 2’ are knowable without external research and contains predicate within it. However, statements that are a posteriori synthetic such as, ‘Jack is a butler’ are knowable only by empirical examination – it may be true or false.

Kant contended that moral statements were a priori synthetic. We cannot prove what someone should do just by seeing so moral statements are a priori. However, moral statements may or may not be true, thus they are synthetic.

Therefore, Kant concluded that moral statements where knowable only through reason since they are a priori and that there must be a method by which to verify whether the statement is true or false. 

Good will and duty

Kant argues that the highest form of good is good will. To have good will is to perform one’s duty. To do one’s duty is to perform actions which are morally required and to avoid those actions which are morally forbidden.

Kant said that we should perform our duty because it is our duty and for no other reason. To perform an action out of desire for any self indulgent consequences is not a morally good action. Duty is good in itself.

Kant believed that we should act out of duty and not emotion. A human action isn’t morally good because we feel it’s good, or because it is in our own self interest. Even if duty demanded the same action, but it was done for a motive such as compassion, the act would be a good act, but the person would not be moral (virtuous) for choosing it.

Kant is said to have devised a system of ethics based on reason and not intuition. A moral person must be a rational being. Being good means having a good will. A good will is when I do my duty for the sake of that duty. I do my duty because it is right, and for no other reason. But what does it mean to act out of duty? Kant explained that to act out of duty is to perform actions which are morally obligatory and not to perform those that are forbidden.

The categorical imperative

The categorical imperative helps us to know which actions are obligatory and which are forbidden. Hypothetical imperatives are conditional: ‘If I want x then I must do y’. These imperatives are not moral. For Kant, the only moral imperatives were categorical: ‘I ought to do x”, with no reference to desires or needs.

There are three categorical imperatives.

1. The universal law – All moral statements should be general laws, which apply to everyone under and circumstances. There should be no occasion under which an exception is made.

2. Treat humans as ends in themselves – Kant argues that you should never treat people as a means to some end. People should always be treated as ends in themselves. This promotes equality.

3. Act as if you live in a kingdom of ends – Kant assumed that all rational agents were able to deduce whether an argument was moral or not through reason alone and so, all rational humans should be able to conclude the same moral laws.

Kant sought to create a framework by which one could discover which moral statements were true and which were false.

Freedom

Kant believed that we are free to make rational choices. Reason is what distinguishes us from animals. We have to be free to do our duty. But if we can’t be free then we cannot truly be moral agents. ‘Ought’ no longer implies ‘can’.

Evaluation

· The categorical imperative prohibits acts which would commonly be thought immoral such as theft, murder and sexual abuse.

· Kant makes a distinction between duty and inclination.

· He corrects the utilitarian approach that punishment of the innocent can be justified if the majority benefit.

· Kant gives humans intrinsic worth meaning that they can no longer be used as a means to an end. This promotes equality.

· Kant’s refusal to allow and exceptions to a maxim is incompatible with modern politics. In war, the sacrifice of the few for the many is necessary. Kant does not allow this.

· Kant cannot distinguish between conflicting duties

· Kant’s universalisability encounters problems. How similar do two moral dilemmas have to be to be covered by the same maxim?

Utilitarianism

Jeremy Bentham’s Utilitarianism
His major work is ‘The principles of morals and legislation’, 1789, which is divided into three sections:

1. Motivation of human beings and the concept of good and bad – “Nature has placed mankind under the goverence of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we shall do, as well as to determine what we shall do.”

2. Principle of Utility – The greatest good for the greatest number. The most useful course of action if trying to maximise pleasure and minimize pain. In a given situation, one must examine the consequential pain/pleasure resultant for all concerned.

3. Hedonic Calculus – The Hedonic Calculus weighs up the pain and pleasure generated by the available moral actions to find the best option. It considers several factors:

a. Intensity

b. Duration

c. Certainty or uncertainty

d. Nearness or remoteness

e. Consequences

f. Purity

g. Extent

If the probable pain of an action out weighs its pleasure then Bentham says that it is morally wrong.

Weaknesses of Bentham’s utilitarianism
· If 10 rapists were to rape the same woman, then using the Hedonic Calculus, their pleasure would outweigh the woman’s pain. Therefore, it would become justifiable. This is called the Swine Ethic.

· Measure e. – Consequences is not measurable because we do not know how far the consequences will reach. When do we stop?

· There is no protection for the minorities.

John Stuart Mill’s Utilitarianism
Mill criticised Bentham for focussing morality on pleasure alone, which seemed rather base to him. Thus, he decided to introduce a theory of utility for the common person , which replaced pleasure for ‘happiness’ (“the greatest happiness for the greatest number”) and moved away from mere quantity to the quality of happiness as well. Although he believed that the wellbeing of the individual was of primary concern, happiness is best achieved when it is subject to the rules that protect the common good.

Mill defined happiness as something which is cultural and spiritual rather than just physical and distinguished between lower pleasures and higher pleasures. He famously wrote “It is better to be a human being satisfied than a pig satisfied, better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied.”

Weaknesses of Mill’s utilitarianism
· Sidgewick – “In practice it is hard to distinguish between higher and lower pleasures.” This is due to the subjectivity of “pleasure”

· WD Ross – “Single-factor” moral theories don’t work because life is too complex. We have “prima facie” duties. I.e. who would I save – my son or a man with the cure to AIDS? – My son because my prima facie duty is to him.

· RM Hare – you would still have to tell the truth to a mad axe man. It would still be possible to justify slavery – minority rights not protected.

Comparing Bentham and Mill

	Bentham
	Mill

	“the greatest good [pleasure] for the greatest number”
	“the greatest happiness for the greatest number”

	Focussed on the individual alone
	we should protect the common good

	In search of maximisation of happiness

	Atheistic

	Hedonic Calculus (quantitative pleasure)
	Higher/lower pleasures (qualitative)


Act Utilitarianism

Act utilitarianism uses the outcome of an action to asses whether it is right or wrong. Thus, there are no necessary moral rules except one, that we should always seek the greatest happiness for the greatest number in all situations.

Act utilitarianism is linked to Bentham’s form of utilitarianism.

Weakness of Act utilitarianism

· It is difficult to predict the consequences

· There is potential to justify any act

· Difficulty in defining pleasure

· There is no defence for the minorities

· It is impractical to say that we should calculate the morality of each choice

Summary

· Teleological – it is aiming towards a maximisation of pleasure for the majority. It has an end aim or goal.

· Relative – no notion of absolute right/wrong, no external source of truth. Nothing in itself is right or wrong.

· Consequential – the consequences of an act alone determine its rightness/wrongness.

Rule Utilitarianism

Rule utilitarianists believe that rules should be formed using utilitarian principles for the benefit of society. Strong utilitarians believe that these derived rules should never be disobeyed. However, weak utilitarians say that although there should be generally accepted rules or guidelines, they should not always be adhered to indefinitely.

Rule utilitarianism is commonly linked with Mill.

Weakness of rule utilitarianism

· It is difficult to predict the consequences

· Difficulty in defining what constitutes happiness
· There is no defence for the minorities

Summary

· Deontological – rules take priority.

· Relative – what is right/wrong is established as the maximisation of pleasure for the particular community/society which it operates within.

· Consequential – the overall consequences determine its rightness/wrongness.

Strengths of Utilitarianism

· Supports the notion that human wellbeing is generally good

· Supports Jesus’ call to treat others as you would have them treat you

· Consequences affect life, not motives

· Encourages democracy

Weaknesses of Utilitarianism

· Difficult to predict consequences

· The theory disregards motivation and goodwill

· Says that the majority is always right (e.g. Nazis in WWII)

· Does not protect the minorities

· The single criterion for morality is far too simplistic. Morality cannot rely on pleasure and happiness alone – life is too complex.

Absolute and relative morality

The Euthyphro Dilemma – moral absolutism
In Plato’s book ‘Euthyphro’, Euthyphro states:

“Well, I should certainly say that what’s holy is whatever all the God’s approve of, and that it opposite, what all the Gods disapprove of, is unholy…”

Socrates responds:

“We’ll soon be in a better position to judge, my good chap. Consider the following point: is the holy approved by the Gods because it’s holy, or is it holy because it’s approved?”

Euthyphro

If we side with Euthyphro then whatever the Gods command becomes obligatory just because they command it. God could then command vicious acts which to us would seem wrong and we would be forced to call these good (e.g. in the Old Testament when God commanded the slaughter of women and children). God then becomes a supreme figure. Euthyphro is supporting The Devine Command Theory of Ethics.

Euthyphro is a realist (moral statements are either be true or false) and supports correspondence. Thus, if x corresponds to the absolute moral order then it is right. However, if it does not, it is wrong.

Socrates

If we side with Socrates and claim that there is a standard of Goodness independent of God, God no longer becomes the ultimate standard of morality. One can see that Plato’s Form of the Good could now become the absolute standard of goodness, which God’s commands can be measured against. This is good since there is a reason for worshipping God – he is worshipped because he is good judged by the independent standard. However, God no longer becomes supreme.

Socrates is also a realist and supports correspondence. However, the absolute moral order by which morality is judged is not God but the Form of the Good.

‘Theatetus’ – moral relativism

In the ‘Theatetus’, Plato sets out an alternative view of morality through Protagorus. Protagorus argues that all knowledge is relative to the observer and all morality is also relative. Protagorus famously says:

“An individual human being is the measure of all things.”

Protagorus

Protagorus is an anti-realist (believes that moral statements can not be described as true or false) and supports coherence. Thus, if x coheres to culture or city you are in then it is right – this is called Cultural Relativism. Another type of relativism is Personal Relativism, where it is held that whatever I perceive to be right is in fact morally right.

Plato goes on to defeat Protagorus. Since Protagorus maintains that what ever is true to the observer is in fact true, he finds that his relativist theory is impossible to prescribe to other people since whatever they believe in is in fact true. Plato proves that Protagorus is beaten by his own theory.
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REALITY





APPEARANCE





Universal beauty





Reflection of beauty





Reflection of Tiger





True Tiger





ETERNAL + IMMUTABLE





DECAY + CHANGE





According to Platonic thought, a person is/has








Part of the physical world – we have a body and receive sense experience.





An immaterial mind which is capable of knowing eternal truths beyond this world





Each person has a directing force – the soul which is guided by





THE BODY


The body wants to be involved in worldly matters to do with the senses





THE MIND


The mind wants to travel into the heavenly realms of ideas and to understand them





The soul is trapped between these two opposing forces. It tries to steer but is trapped in the prison of the body.





The reason uses the will to control the appetite. If you have reason then you are just since according to Socrates, to know what is right is to do what is right.





Reason





Will





Appetite





Similarly the rulers use the military to control the workers.








Reason →	rulers/guardians


Will → 	auxiliaries/military


Appetite →	workers








META ETHICS





COGNITIVISTS





NON COGNITIVISTS





Ethical Naturalists





Intuitionists





Emotivists





Prescriptivism





Evil exists





Inconsistent Triad





God is omnibenevolent





God is omnipotent
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