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 SCHIZOPHRENIA OF MODERN ETHICAL THEORIES 453

 Very often, of course, such an event does reduce internal discomfort

 or is liked for itself, perhaps is even thrilling because it is a fulfill-
 ment long striven for. If so, it is "satisfaction" in a fleshed-out

 sense, not just the "pure" sense: it is an internal occurrent experi-

 ence. Now there is no reason at all to think that a pure satisfaction

 of a desire-an event perhaps not even known about-as such

 elicits any unconditioned liking responses in the self. And hence,

 by our theory of sympathy/benevolence, there is no reason to think

 that the representation of the pure satisfaction of another's desire-

 perhaps totally unknown to him-will be the target of sympa-

 thetic/benevolent motivation. (Of course, there can be sympathetic
 interest in satisfaction of another's desire in the fleshed-out sense.)

 The psychological theory I have sketched, then, implies that

 what a benevolent person basically wants for others is their utility
 in the sense of liked experiences or activities, but not in the sense

 of the occurrence of events desired, as such, independent of their
 influence on liked occurrent states. The account must incline us,

 then, to a satisfaction definition of 'utility'.

 I believe there are other, and perhaps considerably stronger,

 reasons for adopting this conception of "utility" for purposes of
 a utilitarian ethical theory, arising from conceptual difficulties in

 the alternative theory; but that is a different matter, unrelated to

 the psychological theory of benevolence.

 RICHARD B. BRANDT

 The University of Michigan

 THE SCHIZOPHRENIA OF MODERN ETHICAL THEORIES *

 M ODERN ethical theories, with perhaps a few honorable
 exceptions, deal only with reasons, with values, with
 what justifies. They fail to examine motives and the

 motivational structures and constraints of ethical life. They not
 only fail to do this, they fail as ethical theories by not doing this-
 as I shall argue in this paper. I shall also attempt two correlative
 tasks: to exhibit some constraints that motivation imposes on eth-
 ical theory and life; and to advance our understanding of the rela-
 tions between reason and motive.

 One mark of a good life is a harmony between one's motives and
 one's reasons, values, justifications. Not to be moved by what one

 * I wish to thank all those who have heard or read various versions of this
 paper and whose comments have greatly encouraged and helped me.
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 454 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 values-what one believes good, nice, right, beautiful, and so on-
 bespeaks a malady of the spirit. Not to value what moves one also

 bespeaks a malady of the spirit. Such a malady, or such maladies,
 can properly be called moral schizophrenia-for they are a split

 between one's motives and one's reasons. (Here and elsewhere,
 'reasons' will stand also for 'values' and 'justifications'.)

 An extreme form of such schizophrenia is characterized, on the

 one hand, by being moved to do what one believes bad, harmful,
 ugly, abasing; on the other, by being disgusted, horrified, dismayed

 by what one wants to do. Perhaps such cases are rare. But a more
 modest schizophrenia between reason and motive is not, as can be
 seen in many examples of weakness of the will, indecisiveness, guilt,
 shame, self-deception, rationalization, and annoyance with oneself.

 At the very least, we should be moved by our major values and

 we should value what our major motives seek. Should, that is, if we
 are to lead a good life. To repeat, such harmony is a mark of a
 good life. Indeed, one might wonder whether human life-good or

 bad-is possible without some such integration.

 This is not, however, to say that in all cases it is better to have

 such harmony. It is better for us if self-seeking authoritarians feel

 fettered by their moral upbringing; better, that is, than if they
 adopt the reason of their motives. It would have been far better
 for the world and his victims had Eichmann not wanted to do what
 he thought he should do.'

 Nor is this to say that in all areas of endeavor such harmony is
 necessary or even especially conducive to achieving what is valued.

 In many cases, it is not. For example, one's motives in fixing a flat

 tire are largely irrelevant to getting under way again. (In many
 such cases, one need not even value the intended outcome.)

 Nor is this even to say that in all "morally significant" areas such
 harmony is necessary or especially conducive to achieving what is
 valued. Many morally significant jobs, such as feeding the sick, can
 be done equally well pretty much irrespective of motive. And, as
 Ross, at times joined by Mill, argues, for a large part of ethics,
 there simply is no philosophical question of harmony or dishar-
 mony between value and motive: you can do what is right, obliga-
 tory, your duty no matter what your motive for so acting. If it is
 your duty to keep a promise, you fulfill that duty no matter
 whether you keep the promise out of respect for duty, fear of

 1 It might be asked what is better for such people, to have or lack this
 harmony, given their evil motives or values; in which way they would be
 morally better. Such questions may not be answerable.
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 SCHIZOPHRENIA OF MODERN ETHICAL THEORIES 455

 losing your reputation, or whatever. What motivates is irrelevant

 so far as rightness, obligatoriness, duty are concerned.

 Notwithstanding the very questionable correctness of this view
 so far as rightness, obligatoriness, duty are concerned,2 there remain

 at least two problems. The first is that even here there is still a

 question of harmony. What sort of life would people have who did
 their duties but never or rarely wanted to? Second, duty, obliga-

 tion, and rightness are only one part-indeed, only a small part,

 a dry and minimal part-of ethics. There is the whole other area

 of the values of personal and interpersonal relations and activities;
 and also the area of moral goodness, merit, virtue. In both, motive

 is an essential part of what is valuable; in both, motive and reason

 must be in harmony for the values to be realized.

 For this reason and for the reason that such harmony is a mark
 of a good life, any theory that ignores such harmony does so at

 great peril. Any theory that makes difficult, or precludes, such har-

 mony stands, if not convicted, then in need of much and powerful
 defense. What I shall now argue is that modern ethical theories-
 those theories prominent in the English-speaking philosophical
 world-make such harmony impossible.

 CRITICISM OF MODERN ETHICS

 Reflection on the complexity and vastness of our moral life, on
 what has value, shows that recent ethical theories have by far over-

 concentrated on duty, rightness, and obligations This failure-of
 overconcentrating-could not have been tolerated but for the fail-
 ure of not dealing with motives or with the relations of motives to

 values. (So too, the first failure supports and explains the second.)
 In this second failure, we find a far more serious defect of modern

 ethical theories than such overconcentration: they necessitate a

 schizophrenia between reason and motive in vitally important and
 pervasive areas of value, or alternatively they allow us the harmony

 of a morally impoverished life, a life deeply deficient in what is

 valuable. It is not possible for moral people, that is, people who
 would achieve what is valuable, to act on these ethical theories, to

 let them comprise their motives. People who do let them comprise
 their motives will, for that reason, have a life seriously lacking in
 what is valuable.

 These theories are, thus, doubly defective. As ethical theories,
 they fail by making it impossible for a person to achieve the good

 2 See my "Act and Agent Evaluations," Review of Metaphysics, xxvii, 1, 105
 (September 1973): 42-61.

 3 See ibid. and my "Rightness and Goodness: Is There a Difference?," Ameri-
 can Philosophical Quarterly, x, 2 (April 1973): 87-98.
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 456 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 in an integrated way. As theories of the, mind, of reasons and mo-
 tives, of human life and activity, they fail, not only by putting us

 in a position that is psychologically uncomfortable, difficult, or

 even untenable, but also by making us and our lives essentially

 fragmented and incoherent.

 The sort of disharmony I have in mind can be brought out by

 considering a problem for egoists, typified by hedonistic egoists.

 Love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community are im-

 portant sources of personal pleasure. But can such egoists get these

 pleasures? I think not-not so long as they adhere to the motive of

 pleasure-for-self.

 The reason for this is not that egoists cannot get together and

 decide, as it were, to enter into a love relationship. Surely they can
 (leaving aside the irrelevant problems about deciding to do such a

 thing). And they can do the various things calculated to bring

 about such pleasure: have absorbing talks, make love, eat delicious

 meals, see interesting films, and so on, and so on.

 Nonetheless, there is something necessarily lacking in such a life:

 love. For it is essential to the very concept of love that one care for

 the beloved, that one be prepared to act for the sake of the beloved.

 More strongly, one must care for the beloved and act for that per-
 son's sake as a final goal; the beloved, or the beloved's welfare or

 interest, must be a final goal of one's concern and action.

 To the extent that my consideration for you-or even my trying

 to make you happy-comes from my desire to lead an untroubled

 life, a life that is personally pleasing for me, I do not act for your

 sake. In short, to the extent that I act in various ways toward you

 with the final goal of getting pleasure-or, more generally, good-
 for myself, I do not act for your sake.

 When we think about it this way, we may get some idea of why
 egoism is often claimed to be essentially lonely. For it is essentially

 concerned with external relations with others, where, except for

 their effects on us, one person is no different from, nor more im-
 portant, valuable, or special than any other person or even any

 other thing. The individuals as such are not important, only their

 effects on us are; they are essentially replaceable, anything else with
 the same effects would do as well. And this, I suggest, is intolerable

 personally. To think of yourself this way, or to believe that a per-

 son you love thinks of you this way, is intolerable. And for con-

 ceptual, as well as psychological, reasons it is incompatible with
 love.

 It might be suggested that it is rather unimportant to have love
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 SCHIZOPHRENIA OF MODERN ETHICAL THEORIES 457

 of this sort. But this would be a serious error. The love here is not

 merely modern-romantic or sexual. It is also the love among mem-

 bers of a family, the love we have for our closest friends, and so on.

 Just what sort of life would people have who never "cared" for

 anyone else, except as a means to their own interests? And what

 sort of life would people have who took it that no one loved them

 for their own sake, but only for the way they served the other's

 interest?

 Just as the notion of doing something for the sake of another,

 or of caring for the person for that person's sake, is essential for

 love, so too is it essential for friendship and all affectionate rela-

 tions. Without this, at best we could have good relations, friendly

 relations. And similarly, such caring and respect is essential for

 fellow feeling and community.

 Before proceeding, let us contrast this criticism of egoism with
 a more standard one. My criticism runs as follows: Hedonistic

 egoists take their own pleasure to be the sole justification of acts,
 activities, ways of life; they should recognize that love, friendship,

 affection, fellow feeling, and community are among the greatest

 (sources of) personal pleasures. Thus, they have good reason, on

 their own grounds, to enter such relations. But they cannot act in

 the ways required to get those pleasures, those great goods, if they

 act on their motive of pleasure-for-self. They cannot act for the sake

 of the intended beloved, friend, and so on; thus, they cannot love,

 be or have a friend, and so on. To achieve these great personal

 goods, they have to abandon that egoistical motive. They cannot

 embody their reason in their motive. Their reasons and motives

 make their moral lives schizophrenic.
 The standard criticism of egoists is that they simply cannot

 achieve such nonegoistical goods, that their course of action will,

 as a matter of principle, keep them from involving themselves with

 others in the relevant ways, and so on. This criticism is not clearly

 correct. For there may be nothing inconsistent in egoists' adopting

 a policy that will allow them to forget, as it were, that they are

 egoists, a policy that will allow and even encourage them to de-
 velop such final goals and motives as caring for another for that

 person's own sake. Indeed, as has often been argued, the wise egoist

 would do just this.

 Several questions should be asked of this response: would the

 transformed person still be an egoist? Is it important, for the de-
 fense of egoism, that the person remain an egoist? Or is it impor-

 tant only that the person live in a way that would be approved of
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 458 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 by an egoist? It is, of course, essential to the transformation of the

 person from egoistical motivation to caring for others that the

 person-as-egoist lose conscious control of him/herself. This raises

 the question of whether such people will be able to check up and

 see how their transformed selves are getting on in achieving ego-

 istically approved goals. Will they have a mental alarm clock which

 wakes them up from their nonegoistical transforms every once in a

 while, to allow them to reshape these transforms if they are not

 getting enough personal pleasure-or, more generally, enough

 good? I suppose that this would not be impossible. But it hardly

 seems an ideal, or even a very satisfactory, life. It is bad enough

 to have a private personality, which you must hide from others;

 but imagine having a personality that you must hide from (the

 other parts of) yourself. Still, perhaps this is possible. If it is, then

 it seems that egoists may be able to meet this second criticism. But
 this does not touch my criticism: that they will not be able to

 embody their reason in their motives; that they will have to lead a
 bifurcated, schizophrenic life to achieve what is good.

 This might be thought a defect of only such ethical theories as

 egoism. But consider those utilitarianisms which hold that an act
 is right, obligatory, or whatever if and only if it is optimific in

 regard to pleasure and pain (or weighted expectations of them).
 Such a view has it that the only good reason for acting is pleasure
 vs. pain, and thus should highly value love, friendship, affection,
 fellow feeling, and community. Suppose, now, you embody this

 utilitarian reason as your motive in your actions and thoughts
 toward someone. Whatever your relation to that person, it is nec-

 essarily not love (nor is it friendship, affection, fellow feeling, or

 community). The person you supposedly love engages your thought

 and action not for him/herself, but rather as a source of pleasure.
 The problem is not simply that pleasure is taken to be the only

 good, the only right-making feature. To see this, consider G. E.
 Moore's formalistic utilitarianism, which tells us to maximize good-
 ness, without claiming to have identified all the goods. If, as I
 would have it and as Moore agrees, love relations and the like are

 goods, how could there be any disharmony here? Would it not be
 possible to embody Moore's justifying reason as a motive and still
 love? I do not think so.

 First, if you try to carry on the relationship for the sake of good-
 ness, there is no essential commitment even to that activity, much
 less to the persons involved. So far as goodness is involved, you
 might as well love as ski or write poetry or eat a nice meal or - . ...
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 SCHIZOPHRENIA OF MODERN ETHICAL THEORIES 459

 Perhaps it would be replied that there is something special about

 that good, the good of love-treating it now not qua good but qua
 what is good or qua this good. In such a case, however, there is

 again an impersonality so far as the individuals are concerned. Any
 other person who would elicit as much of this good would be as

 proper an object of love as the beloved. To this it might be replied

 that it is that good which is to be sought-with emphasis on the

 personal and individual features, the features that bind these

 people together. But now it is not clear in what sense goodness is
 being sought, nor that the theory is still telling us to maximize
 goodness.4 True, the theory tells us to bring about this good, but
 now we cannot separate what is good, the love, from its goodness.

 And this simply is not Moore's utilitarianism.

 Just as egoism and the above sorts of utilitarianisms necessitate

 a schizophrenia between reason and motive-and just as they can-
 not allow for love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and com-
 munity-so do current rule utilitarianisms. And so do current
 deontologies.

 What is lacking in these theories is simply-or not so simply-
 the person. For, love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and com-

 munity all require that the other person be an essential part of
 what is valued. The person-not merely the person's general values
 nor even the person-qua-producer-or-possessor-of-general-values-

 must be valued. The defect of these theories in regard to love, to

 take one case, is not that they do not value love (which, often, they
 do not) but that they do not value the beloved. Indeed, a person

 who values and aims at simply love, that is, love-in-general or even
 love-in-general-exemplified-by-this-person "misses" the intended be-
 loved as surely as does an adherent of the theories I have criticized.

 The problem with these theories is not, however, with other-

 people-as-valuable. It is simply-or not so simply-with peopie-as-

 valuable. Just as they would do vis-at-vis other people, modern
 ethical theories would prevent each of us from loving, caring for,

 4 Taking love and people-in-certain-relations as intrinsically valuable helps
 show mistaken various views about acting rationally (or well). First, maximiza-
 tion: i.e., if you value "item" C and if state S has more C than does S', you act
 rationally only if you choose S-unless S' has more of other items you value
 than does S, or your cost in getting S, as opposed to S', is too high, or you are
 not well enough informed. Where C is love (and indeed where C is many, if not
 most, valuable things), this does not hold-not even if all the values involved
 are self-regarding. Second, paying attention to value differences, being alive to
 them and their significance for acting rationally: just consider a person who
 (often) checks to see whether a love relation with another person would be
 "better" than the present love.
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 460 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 and valuing ourself-as opposed to loving, caring for, and valuing

 our general values or ourself-qua-producer-or-possessor-of-general-

 values. In these externality-ridden theories, there is as much a dis-

 appearance or nonappearance of the self as of other people. Their

 externality-ridden universes of what is intrinsically valuable are

 not solipsistic; rather, they are devoid of all people.5

 It is a truism that it is difficult to deal with people as such. It is

 difficult really to care for them for their own sake. It is psychically

 wearing and exhausting. It puts us in too open, too vulnerable a

 position. But what must also be looked at is what it does to us-

 taken individually and in groups as small as a couple and as large

 as society-to view and treat others externally, as essentially re-

 placeable, as mere instruments or repositories of general and non-

 specific value; and what it does to us to be treated, or believe we

 are treated, in these ways.

 At the very least, these ways are dehumanizing. To say much

 more than this would require a full-scale philosophical anthro-

 pology showing how such personal relations as love and friendship

 are possible, how they relate to larger ways and structures of hu-

 man life, and how they-and perhaps only they-allow for the

 development of those relations which are constitutive of a human

 life worth living: how, in short, they work together to produce the

 fullness of a good life, a life of eudaimonia.

 Having said this, it must be acknowledged that there are many

 unclarities and difficulties in the notion of valuing a person, in the

 notion of a person-as-valuable. When we think about this-e.g.,
 what and why we value-we seem driven either to omitting the

 person and ending up with a person-qua-producer-or-possessor-of-
 general-values or with a person's general values, or to omitting

 them and ending up with a bare particular ego.

 In all of this, perhaps we could learn from the egoists. Their

 instincts, at least, must be to admit themselves, each for self, into

 their values. At the risk of absurdity-indeed, at the risk of com-

 plete loss of appeal of their view-what they find attractive and

 good about good-for-self must be, not only the good, but also and

 preeminently the for-self.

 At this point, it might help to restate some of the things I have

 tried to do and some I have not. Throughout I have been con-

 cerned with what sort of motives people can have if they are to be

 5 Moore's taking friendship to be an intrinsic good is an exception to this.
 But if the previous criticism of Moore holds, his so taking friendship introduces
 serious strains, verging on inconsistencies, into his theory.

This content downloaded from 
������������86.142.140.161 on Sat, 08 Aug 2020 08:12:23 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms
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 able to realize the great goods of love, friendship, affection, fellow
 feeling, and community. And I have argued that, if we take as

 motives, embody in our motives, those various things which recent

 ethical theories hold to be ultimately good or right, we will, of

 necessity, be unable to have those motives. Love, friendship, affec-

 tion, fellow feeling, and community, like many other states and

 activities, essentially contain certain motives and essentially pre-

 clude certain others; among those precluded we find motives com-

 prising the justifications, the goals, the goods of those ethical the-

 ories most prominent today. To embody in one's motives the values

 of current ethical theories is to treat people externally and to pre-

 clude love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, and community-

 both with others and with oneself. To get these great goods while
 holding those current ethical theories requires a schizophrenia be-

 tween reason and motive.

 I have not argued that if you have a successful love relationship,

 friendship, . . . , then you will be unable to achieve the justifica-

 tions, goals, goods posited by those theories. You can achieve them,

 but not by trying to live the theory directly. Or, more exactly, to
 to the extent that you live the theory directly, to that extent you
 will fail to achieve its goods.

 So far I have urged the charge of disharmony, bifurcation, schizo-
 phrenia only in regard to the personal relationships of love, friend-

 ship, affection, fellow feeling, and community. The importance of

 these is, I would think, sufficient to carry the day. However, let us

 look at one further area: inquiry, taken as the search for under-

 standing, wisdom. Although I am less sure here, I also think that
 many of the same charges apply.

 Perhaps the following is only a special case, but it seems worth

 considering. You have been locked up in a psychiatric hospital,

 and are naturally most eager to get out. You ask the psychiatrist

 when you will be released; he replies, "Pretty soon." You find out

 that, instead of telling patients what he really believes, he tells

 them what he believes is good for them to hear (good for them to

 believe he believes). Perhaps you could "crack his code," by dis-
 covering his medical theories and his beliefs about you. Nonethe-

 less, your further conversations-if they can be called that-with

 him are hardly the model of inquiry. I am not so unsure that we

 would be in a different position when confronted with people who

 engage in inquiry for their own sake, for God's glory, for the
 greatest pleasure, or even for the greatest good. Again, we might

 well be able to crack their codes-e.g., we could find out that some-
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 462 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 one believes his greatest chance for academic promotion is to find

 out the truth in a certain area. Nonetheless....

 (Is the residual doubt "But what if he comes to believe that what

 is most pleasing to the senior professors will gain promotion; and

 how can we tell what he really believes?" of any import here? And

 is it essentially different from "But what if he ceases to value truth
 as such; and how can we tell what he really values?"? Perhaps if

 understanding, not "mere knowledge," is the goal, there is a dif-
 ference.)

 It might be expected that, in those areas explicitly concerned
 with motives and their evaluation, ethical theories would not lead
 us into this disharmony or the corresponding morally defective life.
 And to some extent this expectation is met. But even in regard to
 moral merit and demerit, moral praise- and blameworthiness, the
 moral virtues and vices, the situation is not wholly dissimilar.
 Again, the problem of externality and impersonality, and the con-
 nected disharmony, arises.

 The standard view has it that a morally good intention is an
 essential constituent of a morally good act. This seems correct

 enough. On that view, further, a morally good intention is an
 intention to do an act for the sake of its goodness or rightness. But
 now, suppose you are in a hospital, recovering from a long illness.
 You are very bored and restless and at loose ends when Smith
 comes in once again. You are now convinced more than ever that
 he is a fine fellow and a real friend-taking so much time to cheer
 you up, traveling all the way across town, and so on. You are so

 effusive with your praise and thanks that he protests that he always
 tries to do what he thinks is his duty, what he thinks will be best.
 You at first think he is engaging in a polite form of self-depreca-
 tion, relieving the moral burden. But the more you two speak, the
 more clear it becomes that he was telling the literal truth: that it
 is not essentially because of you that he came to see you, not be-
 cause you are friends, but because he thought it his duty, perhaps
 as a fellow Christian or Communist or whatever, or simply because
 he knows of no one more in need of cheering up and no one easier
 to cheer up.

 Surely there is something lacking here-and lacking in moral
 merit or value. The lack can be sheeted home to two related points:
 again, the wrong sort of thing is said to be the proper motive; and,
 in this case at least, the wrong sort of thing is, again, essentially
 external.,

 6For a way to evade this problem, see my "Morally Good Intentions," The
 Monist, LIV, 1 (January 1970): 124-141, where it is argued that goodness and
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 SOME QUESTIONS AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

 I have assumed that the reasons, values, justifications of ethical
 theories should be such as to allow us to embody them in our mo-
 tives and still act morally and achieve the good. But why assume

 this? Perhaps we should take ethical theories as encouraging indi-

 rection-getting what we want by seeking something else: e.g.,

 some say the economic well-being of all is realized, not by every-

 one's seeking it but by everyone's seeking his/her own well-being.

 Or perhaps we should take ethical theories as giving only indices,
 not determinants, of what is right and good.

 Theories of indirection have their own special problems. There
 is always a great risk that we will get the something else, not what

 we really want. There are, also, these two related problems. A

 theory advocating indirection needs to be augmented by another

 theory of motivation, telling us which motives are suitable for

 which acts. Such a theory would also have to explain the connec-

 tions, the indirect connections, between motive and real goal.

 Second, it may not be very troubling to talk about indirection
 in such large-scale and multi-person matters as the economics of

 society. But in regard to something of such personal concern, so

 close to and so internal to a person as ethics, talk of indirection is
 both implausible and baffling. Implausible in that we do not seem
 to act by indirection, at least not in such areas as love, friendship,

 affection, fellow feeling, and community. In these cases, our motive

 has to do directly with the loved one, the friend, . . ., as does our
 reason. In doing something for a loved child or parent, there is no

 need to appeal to, or even think of, the reasons found in contem-

 porary ethical theories. Talk of indirection is baffling, in an action-
 and understanding-defeating sense, since, once we begin to believe
 that there is something beyond such activities as love which is
 necessary to justify them, it is only by something akin to self-
 deception that we are able to continue them.

 One partial defense of these ethical theories would be that they
 are not intended to supply what can serve as both reasons and
 motives; that they are intended only to supply indices of goodness
 and rightness, not determinants. Formally, there may be no prob-

 lems in taking ethical theories this way. But several questions do
 arise. Why should we be concerned with such theories, theories that
 cannot be acted on? Why not simply have a theory that allows for
 harmony between reason and motive? A theory that gives determi-
 nants? And indeed, will we not need to have such a theory? True,

 rightness need not be the object of a morally good intention, but rather that
 various goods or right acts can be.
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 our pre-analytic views might be sufficient to judge among index

 theories; we may not need a determinant theory to pick out a cor-

 rect index theory. But will we not need a determinant theory to

 know why the index is correct, why it works, to know what is good

 about what is so indexed? 7

 Another partial defense of recent theories would be that, first,

 they are concerned almost entirely with rightness, obligation, and

 duty, and not with the whole of ethics; and, second, that within

 this restricted area, they do not suffer from disharmony or schizo-
 phrenia. To some extent this defense, especially its second point,

 has been dealt with earlier. But more should be said. It is perhaps

 clear enough by now that recent ethicists have ignored large and
 extremely important areas of morality-e.g., that of personal rela-

 tions and that of merit. To this extent, the first point of the de-

 fense is correct. What is far from clear, however, is whether these

 theories were advanced only as partial theories, or whether it was

 believed by their proponents that duty and so on were really the

 whole, or at least the only important part, of ethics.

 We might be advised to forget past motivation and belief, and
 simply look at these theories and see what use can be made of them.

 Perhaps they were mistaken about the scope and importance of

 duty and so on. Nonetheless they could be correct about the con-

 cepts involved. In reply, several points should be made. First, they

 were mistaken about these concepts, as even a brief study of super-

 erogation and self-regarding notions would indicate. Second, these
 theories are dangerously misleading; for they can all too readily be

 taken as suggesting that all of ethics can be treated in an external,

 legislation-model, index way. (On 'legislation-model' see below.)

 Third, the acceptance of such theories as partial theories would

 pose severe difficulties of integration within ethical theory. Since

 these theories are so different from those concerning, e.g., personal

 relations, how are they all to be integrated? Of course, this third

 7 Taking contemporary theories to be index theories would help settle one of
 the longest-standing disputes in ethical philosophy-a dispute which finds
 Aristotle and Marx on the winning side and many if not most contemporary
 ethicists on the other. The dispute concerns the relative explanatory roles of
 pleasure and good activity and good life. Put crudely, many utilitarians and
 others have held that an activity is good only because and insofar as it is pro-
 ductive of pleasure; Aristotle and Marx hold of at least many pleasures that if
 they are good this is because they are produced by good activity. The problem
 of immoral pleasures has seemed to many the most important test case for this
 dispute. To the extent that my paper is correct, we have another way to settle
 the dispute. For, if I am correct, pleasure cannot be what makes all good activ-
 ity good, even prescinding from immoral pleasures. It must be activity, such as
 love and friendship, which make some pleasures good.
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 point may not be a criticism of these theories of duty, but only a

 recognition of the great diversity and complexity of our moral life.8

 In conclusion, it might be asked how contemporary ethical the-

 ories come to require either a stunted moral life or disharmony,

 schizophrenia. One cluster of (somewhat speculative) answers sur-

 rounds the preeminence of duty, rightness, and obligation in these
 theories. This preeminence fits naturally with theories developed

 in a time of diminishing personal relations; of a time when the ties

 holding people together and easing the frictions of their various

 enterprises were less and less affection; of a time when commercial

 relations superseded family (or family-like) relations; of a time of
 growing individualism. It also fits naturally with a major concern

 of those philosophers: legislation. When concerned with legislation,

 they were concerned with duty, rightness, obligation. (Of course,

 the question then is, Why were they interested in legislation, espe-
 cially of this sort? To some small extent this has been answered,

 but no more will be said on this score.) When viewing morality

 from such a legislator's point of view, taking such legislation to be

 the model, motivation too easily becomes irrelevant. The legislator

 wants various things done or not done; it is not important why
 they are done or not done; one can count on and know the actions,

 but not the motives. (This is also tied up with a general devaluing
 of our emotions and emotional possibilities-taking emotions to be

 mere feelings or urges, without rational or cognitive content or

 constraint; and taking us to be pleasure-seekers and pain-avoiders-
 forgetting or denying that love, friendlsip, affection, fellow feeling,
 and desire for virtue are extremely strong movers of people.) Con-

 nected with this is the legislative or simply the third-person's-eye

 view, which assures us that others are getting on well if they are
 happy, if they are doing what gives them pleasure, and the like.

 The effect guarantees the cause-in the epistemic sense. (One might

 wonder whether the general empiricist confusion of ratio cognes-

 cendi and ratio essendi is at work here.)

 8 Part of this complexity can be seen as follows: Duty seems relevant in our
 relations with our loved ones and friends, only when our love, friendship, and
 affection lapse. If a family is "going well," its members "naturally" help each
 other; that is, their love, affection, and deep friendship are sufficient for them
 to care for and help one another (to put it a bit coolly). Such "feelings" are at
 times worn thin. At these times, duty may have to be looked to or called upon
 (by the agent or by others) to get done at least a modicum of those things
 which love would normally provide. To some rough extent, the frequency with
 which a family member acts out of duty, instead of love, toward another in the
 family is a measure of the lack of love the first has for the other. But this is
 not to deny that there are duties of love, friendship, and the like.
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 These various factors, then, may help explain this rather remark-

 able inversion (to use Marx's notion): of taking the "effect," plea-

 sure and the like, for the "cause," good activity.
 Moore's formalistic utilitarianism and the traditional views of

 morally good action also suffer from something like an inversion.

 Here, however, it is not causal, but philosophical. It is as if these

 philosophers have taken it that, because these various good things

 can all be classified as good, their goodness consists in this, rather
 than conversely. The most general classification seems to have been

 reified and itself taken as the morally relevant goal.

 These inversions may help answer a question which afflicts this

 paper: Why have I said that contemporary ethics suffers from

 schizophrenia, bifurcation, disharmony? Why have I not claimed

 simply that these theories are mistaken in their denomination of
 what is good and bad, right- and wrong-making? For it is clear
 enough that, if we aim for the wrong goal, then (in all likelihood)

 we will not achieve what we really want, what is good, and the like.
 My reason for claiming more than a mere mistake is that the mis-

 take is well reasoned; it is closely related to the truth, it bears many

 of the features of the truth. To take only two examples (barring
 bad fortune and bad circumstances), good activity does bring about
 pleasure; love clearly benefits the lover. There is, thus, great plausi-
 bility in taking as good what these theories advance as good. But

 when we try to act on the theories, try to embody their reasons in
 our motives-as opposed to simply seeing whether our or others'
 lives would be approved of by the theories-then in a quite mad
 way, things start going wrong. The personalities of loved ones get
 passed over for their effects, moral action becomes self-stultifying
 and self-defeating. And perhaps the greatest madnesses of all are-
 and they stand in a vicious interrelation-first, the world is increas-
 ingly made such as to make these theories correct; and, second, we
 take these theories to be correct and thus come to see love, friend-
 ship, and the like only as possible, and not very certain, sources of
 pleasure or whatever. We mistake the effect for the cause and when

 the cause-seen-as-effect fails to result from the effect-seen-as-cause,
 we devalue the former, relegating it, at best, to good as a means

 and embrace the latter, wondering why our chosen goods are so

 hollow, bitter, and inhumane.
 MICHAEL STOCKER

 The Australian National University
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