ter as much from the outside as you matter to yourself, from the inside -
e from the outside you don’t matter any more than anybody else.

lot only is it unclear how impartial we should be; it’s unclear what would
€ an answer to this question the right one. Is there a single correct way
everyone to strike the balance between what he cares about personally
what matters impartially? Or will the answer vary from person to person
'nding on the strength of their different motives?

Study questions

Why does Nagel reject the idea that what is wrong is what goes against
accepted rules - or what goes against God’s commands?

What is Nagel's general argument against hurting other people? Explain
the role of consistency and resentment in his argument.

Does Nagel think that some things are wrong from a general point of view
that everyone can understand? How does he defend his answer?

How does Nage!l evaluate the idea that we should care about every per-
son as much as we care about ourselves, our family, and our friends?
What kinds of issues does the idea of impartiality raise for ethics?

For further study

selection is from Thomas Nagel's What Does It All Mean? (New York:
‘d University Press, 1987), pages 59-69. See also his The View From
rere (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986) and Equality and Partiality
York: Oxford University Press, 1991). Harry Gensler's Ethics: A Contem-
v Introduction (London and New York: Routledge, 1998) discusses related
; in Chapters 2 and 8.

flated readings in this anthology include Ayer, Benedict, Hume, Mackie,
>artre (who oppose objective values); Lewis (who defends a religious basis
oral objectivity); Kant (who defends objective values): and Hare, Frankena,
{ertzler (who defend impartiality).

Notes

For more on this point, see Plato's Euthyphro or Chapter 3 of Harry
Gensler's Ethics: A Contemporary Introduction (London and New York:
Routledge, 1998).

To appreciate his point, imagine how you would feel if vour parents cared
as much about a child they just met on the subway as they do for you.
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C.S. LEWIS
The Moral Law Is from God

C. S. Lewis, a British scholar and novelist who lived from 1898 to 1263,
was one of the most popular and influential religious writers of the Ia
hundred years. He wrote much in defense of Christianity. Here he argues
that there is an objective moral law, that this moral law must have 5
source, and that this source must be God.

As you read the selection, ask yourself how you would respond to this
argument if you were an atheist. Is Lewis's defense of an objective moral
law convincing? Could someone reasonably accept an objective moral law
without believing in God?

The objectivity of the moral law

Everyone has heard people quarreling. Sometimes it sounds funnv and
sometimes it sounds merely unpleasant; but however it sounds, I befieve we
can learn something very important from listening to the kind of things chey
say. Theyv say thing/s like this: “How'd vou like it if anvone did the same to
yo‘u?" - “That’s my seat, I was there first™ = “Leave him alone, he sn’t doing
you any harm” - “Give me a bit of vour orange, [ gave vou a bit of mine™ -
“Come on, you prontised.”

Now what interests me about all these remarks is that the man who makes
them is not merely saying that the other man’s behavior does not happen to
please him. He is appealing to some standard of behavior which he expects
the other man to know about. And the other man very scldom replies: “To
hell with your standard.” Nearly always he tries to make out thar whar he
has been doing does not reallv go against the standard, or that if it does there

is some special excuse. He pretends there is some special reason in rhis

particular case why the person who took the seat firsr shoukﬂi not keep i or
that things were quite different when he was given the bir of erange, or that
something has turned up which lets him off keeping his promise. It lncks in
fact, veryr much as if both parties had in mind some kind of Law or Rule of
fair play or decent behavior or morality or whatever vou like ro call e abhout

which thev really agreed. Quarreling means trving to show thor the orher




1an is in the wrong. And there would be no sense in trying to do that unless
ou and he had some sort of agreement as to what Right and Wrong are.

Now this Law or Rule about Right and Wrong used to be called the Law
f Nature. Nowadays, when we talk of the “laws of nature” we usually mean
rings like gravitation, or heredity, or the laws of chemistry. Bur when the
Ider thinkers called the Law of Right and Wrong “the Law of Nature,” they
:ally meant the Law of Human Nature. The idea was that, just as all bodies
re governed by the law of gravitation and organisms by hiological laws, so
1e creature called man also had his law ~ with this great difference, that a
ody could not choose whether it obeyed the law of gravitation or not, but a
1an could choose either to obey the Law of Human Nature or to disobey it.

This law was called the Law of Nature because people thought that every-
1e knew it by nature and did not need to be taught it. They did not mean, of
urse, that you might not find an odd individual here and there who did not
10w it, just as you find a few people who are color-blind or have no ear for
tune. But taking the race as a whole, they thought that the human idea of
:cent behavior was obvious to everyone. And I believe they were right. If
ey were not, then all things we said about the war {World War 11] were
nsense. What was the sense in saying the enemy were in the wrong unless
ight is a real thing which the Nazis at bottom knew as well as we did and
1ght ro have practiced? If they had had no notion of what we mean by
sht, then, though we might still have had to fight them, we could no more
tve blamed them for that than for the color of their hair.

Is morality relative to culture?

tnow that some people say the idea of a Law of Nature or decent behavior
iown to all men is unsound, because different civilizations and different
es have had quite different moralities.

But this is not true. There have been differences between their moralities,
t these have never amounted to anything like a total difference. If anyone
Il 'take the trouble to compare the moral teaching of, say. the ancient
yptians, Babylonians, Hindus, Chinese, Greeks and Romans, what will
ly strike him will be how very like they are to each other and to our own.
me of the evidence for this T have put together in the appendix of another
ok called The Abolition of Man; but for our present purpose I need only
< the reader to think what a totally different morality would mean. Think
a country where people were admired for running away in battle, or where
nan felt proud of double-crossing all the people who had been kindest to
n. You might just as well try to imagine a country where two and two
wde five. Men have differed as regards what people vou ought to be
selfish to — whether it was onlv your own family, or vour fellow country-
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men, or evervone. But they have always agreed that vou ought not to put
yourself first. Selfishness has never been admired. Men have ditfered as to

you must not simply have any woman vou liked.

Whenever you find a man who savs he does not believe in a real Right and
Wrong, vou will find the same man going back on this a moment later. He
may break his promise to vou, but if you trv breaking one to him he will be
complaining “It's not fair.” A nation may say treaties do not matter; but
then, next minute, they spoil their case by saving that the pardcular treary
they want to break was an unfair one. But if treaties do not matter, and if
there is no such thing as Right and Wrong - in other words, if there is no
Law of Nature — what is the difference between a fair treaty and an unfair
one? Have they not let the cat out of the bag and shown thar, whatever rhey
say, they really know the Law of Narure just like anvone else?

It seems, then, we are forced to helieve in a real Right and Wrong. People
may be sometimes mistaken about them, just as people sometimes ger their
sun(w wrong; but they are not a matter of mere taste and opinion anv more
than the multiplication table. Now if we are agreed about that, [ go on to my
next point, which is this. None of us are reallv keeping the Law of Nature. 1f
there are any exceptions among vou, [ apologize to them. They had much
better read some other work, for nothing T am going to sav concerns them.

Is the moral law a human invention?

Some people ohject to me saying, “Isn’t what vou call the Moral Law just a
social convention, something that is put into us by education?” 1 think there
is a misunderstanding here. The people who ask that question are uvsually
taking it for granted that if we have learned a thing from parents and
teachers, then that thing must be merely a human invention. But, of course.
that is not so. Some of the things we learn are mere conventions which might
have been different — we learn to keep to the lefr of the road, but it might just
as well have been the rule to keep to the right — and others of them, like
mathematics, are real truths. The question is to which class rhe Law of
Human Nature belongs.

There are two reasons for saving it belongs to the same class as marh-
ematics. The first is, as [ said before, that though there are differences
between the moral ideas of one time or country and those of another. the
differences are not really verv great - not nearly so great as most people
imagine ~ and you can recognize the same law running throueh them all:
whereas mere conventions, like the rule of the road or the lind of Clorhe

people wear, may differ to anv exrent,




The other reason is this. When you think about these differences between
¢ morality of one people and another, do you think that the morality of one
ople is ever better or worse than that of another? Have any of the changes
en improvements? If not, then of course there could never be any moral
ogress, Progress means not just changing, but changing for the better. If no
t of moral ideas were truer or better than any other, there would be no
nse in preferring civilized morality to savage morality, or Christian morality
Nazi morality. In fact, of course, we all do believe that some moralities are
tter than others.

Very well then. The moment you say that one set of moral ideas can be
tter than another, you are, in fact, measuring them both by a standard,
sing that one of them conforms to that standard more nearly than the
wr. You are, in fact, comparing them both with some Real Morality,
mitting that there is such a thing as a real Right, independent of what
ople think, and that some people’s ideas get nearer to that real Right than
ters. Or put it this way. The reason why your idea of New York can be
er or less true than mine is that New York is a real place, existing quite
it from what either of us thinks. If when each of us said “New York”
*h meant merely “The town I am imagining in my own head,” how could
> of us have truer ideas than the other? There would be no question of
th or falsehood at all. In the same way, if the Rule of Decent Behavior
ant simply “whatever each nation happens to approve,” there would be no
se in saving that any one nation had ever been more correct in its approval
n any other; no sense in saying that the world could ever grow morally
ter or morally worse.

conclude then, that though the differences between people’s ideas of
‘ent Behavior often make you suspect that there is no real narural Law of
avior at all, yet the things we are bound to think about these differences
lv prove just the opposite.

Sut one word before I end. I have met people who exaggerate the differ-
es, because they have not distinguished between differences of morality
differences of belief about facts. For example, one man said to me,
iree hundred years ago people in England were putting witches to death.
s that what vou call the Rule of Human Nature or Right Conduct?” But
Iy the reason we do not execute witches is that we do not believe there
such things. If we did ~ if we really thought that there were people going
ur who had sold themselves to the devil and received supernatural powers
eturn and were using these powers to kil their neighbors or drive them
[~ surely we would all agree that if anyone deserved the death penalty,
 these filthy quislings did? There is no difference of moral principle here:
ifference is simply about matter of fact.
1 the case of stones and trees and things of that sort, what we call the
< of Narure mayv not be anything except a way of speaking. When vou

say that nature is governed by certain laws, this may only mean that nature
ddes, in fact, behave in a certain way. The so—ca”ec? laws may not b‘,e:\f]‘};«
thing real — anything above and beyond the actual mcr;sﬂwhxgh \*x’c.mn,\f:!’\t.
But in the case of Man, we saw that this will not do. The Law of mei@
Nature, or of Right and Wrong, must be something above ;md bc;*omi s.hgj
actual facts of human behavior. In this case, besides the acrual facts, vou have

something else — a real law which we did not tnvent and which
ought to obey.

Two views of the universe

I now want to consider what this tells us about the uniiverse we li\-'c in.‘ EVL\’I’
since men were able to think, they have been wondering whqr this universe
really is and how it came to be there. And, very mu.ghfy, two views have been
held. First, there is what is called the materialist view. .Pcoplt- whao mke‘that
view think that matter and space just happen to cx15t7 ;1an :1!\\/'3?'9 fa'\'«j
existed, nobody knows why: and that the matrer, behaving in C(,“rt'd'li?\“f\(,’.k‘
wavs, has just happened, by a sort of fluke, to produce creatures lxl\r_;. (}}W
selves who are able to think. By one chance in a thousand something hit ule‘r
sun and made it produce the planets; and by another thousandth chance the
chemicals necessary for life, and the right temperature, occurr‘ed on (mf (',\,t
these planets, and so some of the matter on this earth came a'lwc:*az‘wd 111@{1
bv a very long series of chances, the living creatures dev?loped nto Lhu?gs 1{(
us. The other view is the religious view. According to it, what is b,d”nd, the
universe is more like a mind than it is like anything else we know. Y‘hnt is u;
say, it is conscious, and has purposes, and prefers one thing to another. ,f\lm
on this view it made the universe, partly for purposes we do not kx:f:\xxt'nrulz
partly, at any rate, in order to produce creatures like irself ~ I‘ mean, 1P ‘1 v;
to the extent of having minds. Please do not think that one of .fhtSe ’Hs}“ JA\
held a long time ago and that the other has gradually taken jts place. Wher-
ever there have been thinking men both views turn up. . ' )
You cannot find out which view is the right one by science in the ordinary
sense. Science works by experiments. It watches I)r,\‘.xr" thmgs kehave, Every
scientific statement in the long run, however complicated it looks, ré;}!‘I}*
means something like, *T poinred the telescope to such and such a part of the

{rhis

skyv at 2:20 a.m. on January 157 and saw so-and-so,” or *1 pu? &(:{ﬂj(* of 4
stuff in a pot and heated it to such-and-such a temperature 3 nd it m:: ,\'ﬂ\:l‘gtlu;
<0.” Do not think I am saving anvthing against sciencer I am only m;n“,;
what its job is. And the more scientific a man is, the fmre i %?t’,“!‘:?\‘ﬁ“‘” ;e
would agree with me that this is the job of science ~ and ,,zl very u@::h;zl ane
necessary job it is too. But why anvthing comes o be rhere ac all]

"‘Q(‘T‘v'f’? - "4*‘!“!%!‘;1’:‘:?! afa

whether there is anvthing hehind the thines science ol




rent kind - this is not a scientific question. If there is “Something
nd.” then either it will have to remain altogether unknown to men or else
e itself known in some different way. The statement that there is any
thing, and the statement that there is no such thing, are neither of them
ments that science can make. Supposing science ever became complete so
it knew every single thing in the whole universe. Is it not plain that the
tions, “Why is there a universe?” “Has it any meaning?” would remain
1s thev were?

The moral law is from God

the position would be quite hopeless but for this. There is one thing,
only one, in the whole universe which we know more about than we
[learn from external observation. That one thing is Man. We do not
Iv observe men, we are men. In this case we have, so to speak, inside
mation; we are in the know. And because of that, we know that men
themselves under a moral law, which they did not make, and cannot
forget even when they try, and which they know they ought to obey.

e position of the question, then, is like this. We want to know whether
aiverse simply happens to be what it is for no reason or whether there is
ver behind it that makes it what it is. Since that power, if it exists, would
it one of the observed facts but a reality which makes them, no mere
vation of the facts can find it. There is only one case in which we can
whether there is anything more, namely our own case. And in that one
ve find there is.

put it the other way round. If there was a controlling power outside the
rse, it could not show itself to us as one of the facts inside the universe,
mly way in which we could expect it to show itself would be mside
ves as an influence or a command trying to get us to hehave in a certain
And rhat is just what we do find inside ourselves. Surely this ought to
> our suspicions? In the only case where vou can expect to get an
r, the answer turns out to be Yes; and in the other cases. where vou do
tan answer, you see why vou do not.

rose someone asked me, when I see a man in a blue uniform going
the street leaving little paper packets at each house, why I suppose that
ontain letters? [ should reply, “Because whenever he leaves a similar
vacket for me I find it does contain a letter.” And if he then objected,
‘ou've never seen all these letters which you think the other people are
17 I should sav, “Of course not, and I shouldn’t expect to, because
> not addressed to me. I'm explaining the packets 'm not allowed to
>v the ones I am allowed to open.” It is the same abour this question,
2y packet Tam allowed to open is Man. When [ do. especially when |

open that particular man called Myself, I find that T do not exist on my nwn.
that L am under a law; that somebody or something wants me to hehave in a
certain way. I do not, of course, think that if I could get inside a stone or 2
tree I should find exactly the same thing, just as 1 do not think afl the other
people in the street get the same letters as [ do. T should expect, for instance,
to find that the stone had to obey the law of graviey — that whereas the sender
of the letters merely tells me to obey the law of my human naturs, He
compels the stone to obey the laws of its stony natore. But I should expect o
find that there was, so to speak, a sender of letters in bath cases, a Fower
behind the facts, a Director, a Guide.

I have got to a Something which is directing the universe, and which ap-
pears in me as a law urging me to do right and making me feel responsible
and uncomfortable when I do wrong. I think we have to assume it is more
like a mind than it is like anything clse we know — becaunse aftor all the onh
other thing we know is matter and you can hardly imagine a hit of

giving instructions.

Study questions

=

According to Lewis, why should we think there is an objective moral law?

2 Lewis considers two objections to his belief that there is an objectiva right
and wrong. What are the objections? How does Lewis answer them?

3  What is the difference between a “mere convention” and a “real truth™?
Give an example of each.

4 What are the two basic ways to view the world? What is the key to denid.
ing between the two views?

5 Formulate Lewis's argument for God's existence.

For further study

This selection has excerpts from Clive Staples Lewis's Mere Christianity
{London: Geoffrey Bles, 1952}, pages 3-20; the rest of this book defends basie
Christian beliefs. His many other books include The Abolition of Man (London:
Oxford University Press, 1943}, which he refers to in this selection. and The
Problem of Pain (New York: Macmillan, 1944}, which defends the reasonable-
ness of believing that this world (which includes much pain and suf ring)
created by an all-good and all-powerful God. Plato's Euthvnhro raised
important objection to basing ethics on religion; for a racent debate n
objection, see “Is God the source of morality?” by Sharon M. Kave and Harp,
Gensler, in God Matters: Readings in the Philosophy of Religion
Longman Press, 2003}, edited by Raymond Martin and Christord




es 481-7. Immanuel Kant gave a somewhat different moral argument for
existence of God in his Critique of Practical Reason {(New York: Library of
rral Arts, 1956), translated by L. W. Beck. Harry Gensler's Fthics: A Contem-
ary Introduction (London and New York: Routledge, 1998) discusses
ther ethics is based on religion in Chapter 3.

telated readings in this anthology include Moore, Nagel, and Ross (who aiso
2pt moral objectivity but don't base it on religion); Mackie and Sartre (non-
2vers who reject moral objectivity because they think it requires belief in
): Ayer (whose approach excludes both God and an objective ethics); and
{and Ricoeur (who connect athics with religion but don't deny the possibility
non-religious ethics).
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THE BIBLE
Love of God and Neighhor

The Judeo-Christian Bible has had an important influence ~rn moral think-
ing. Here are a few of the passages that relate to morality,

The ten commandments

Then God delivered all these commandments: “L. the Lord, am your God,
who brought you out of the land of Egvpt, that place of slaverv. You shall
not have other gods besides me. You shall not carve idols for vourselves in
the shape of anvthing in the sky above or on the earth below or in the waters
beneath the earth; vou shall not how down bhefore them or worship them.
You shall not take the name of the Lord, vour Gaod, in vain. Remember to
keep holy the sabbath day. Six days vou may labor and do all vour work, bur
the seventh dav is the sabbath of the Lord, your God. No work mav be done
then.

“Honor vour father and your mother, that vou may have a long life in the
land which the Lord, vour God, is giving you. You shall nor kil You <hall
naot commit adultery. You shall not steal. You shall not bear false witness

against vour neighbor. You shall not covet your neighbor’s house. You shall

1

not covet .vour neighbor’s wife nor anvthing else thar belones o
(Exodus 20:1=17Y

God desires justice

What care | for the number of vour sacrifices? savs the Lord, Trample mv
courts no more! Bring no more worthless offerings: vour incense is foathsome
to me. When vou spread out vour hands, T close myv eves ro vou. Thouch von
pray the more. I will not listen.

Wash vourselves clean! Put awav your misdeeds: cease daing evil leam ro
do good. Make justice vour aim: redress the wropged, hear the oipbap’s ploa,

defend the widow, tTeniah 11127




