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INTRODUCTION

Bravo! It is good to have on this module. This mledatroduces you to
PHL 103: Philosophy of Value(s). PHL 103 is a twesit unit course
that is taught in the first semester of 100 Leltatonsists of a minimum
duration of one semester. It is a compulsory codmseall B. A.
Philosophy students of the University (National @péniversity of
Nigeria, NOUN). The course simplifies the conceptvalue(s) which
was briefly introduced to you during the Introdoctito Philosophy
under the sub-area known as Axiology. Axiology iseoof the
traditional or core branches of Philosophy thdirsken down into two:
ethics and aesthetics. Axiology is concerned whh arigin, types, and
value standards and how value judgments are formied.put it
differently, axiology or value theory embracak branches of moral
philosophy, social and political philosophy, aesit®® as well as
feminist philosophy and even philosophy of religidiis is so because
all these areas of philosophy have evaluative contethem. Thus, the
course aims at informing and indeed, clarifying ttee learner the
significance of value(s) in Philosophy.

COURSE OBJECTIVES
By the end of this course, the learner should be @bdo the following:

Define value(s)

Mention the different conceptions of value(s)

Mention and explain the different applications afue theory
Explain the scope of the concept value

Say the relationship between philosophy and vajue(s
State why people value things differently

Make a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsatues
Explain the different kinds of values

Identify the characteristics of values

Mention the uses of moral and nonmoral values

Define value judgments

Define factual judgments

Make a distinction between fact and value

Explain the different classes of value judgments

Say the importance or relevance value judgmerttsitoan life.
Explain why value judgments especially expressitaements
cannot be disputed

Define moral philosophy/ethics

Mention and explain the divisions of moral philokgfethics
Explain what moral theory is

State and explain moral concept: good

Say what makes philosophers hold contrary viewandigg the
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concept good

State and explain moral concept: bad

Explain where and how good and bad can be applied
Explain where and how right and wrong can be agplie

Show that the concept bad is the direct oppositth@fconcept
good

State and explain the meaning of the moral concigit
Mention and explain the different kinds of right

Mention the relationship between right, good, bad &rong
State and explain the moral concept: wrong on #ekdpround of
moral theory

Say what makes philosophers hold contrary viewandigg the
concept wrong

Explain how wrong can be equated with evil

Say what theory is

Show how moral theory is indispensable in humam lif
Mention and explain the attributes of moral theory

Identify and explain some basic moral theories

Define obligation

Say what moral obligation is

Make a distinction between duty and obligation

Define justice

Mention the different conceptions of justice asnsd®y the
ancient Greek philosophers

Say what injustice is

Say what constitute the criteria of justice by foike

Identify the different notions of justice

Explain in clear terms the different notions oftjcs

Say what is the essence of justice

Identify what rights are

Identify and say the guarantees of natural rightd &ho is
expected to enjoy these rights

Mention the types of rights

State and explain the theories of rights

Say what is practical life

Explain how the lived-world (physical existencepds to the
application of moral theories

State the meaning of universalisation under mbebty

WORKING THROUGH THIS COURSE

To achieve the desired success at the end of dhise unit, read all the
study units and do all the assignments. Open tternet link where
applicable and read the suggested material(s),@akdn the discussion
fora, read the recommended books and other matepatpare your
portfolios, and participate in online facilitation.
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Note that each study unit has an introduction, ndésl learning
outcomes (ILOs) or objectives, the main contenthctusion, summary
and references/further readings. The introductigplaens to you the
expectations in the study unit. Read and carefobye the intended
learning outcomes. The intended learning outcomiistell you what
you should be able to do at the completion of estady unit. Thus, it
enables you to evaluate your level of learninghaténd of each study
unit to ensure that you have achieved the inteddadhing outcomes.
To meet the intended learning outcomes, knowleslgeasented in texts
and links arranged into modules and units. Clicktanlinks as may be
directed. However, if you are reading the textioé] you will have to
copy and paste the link address into a browser. ¥am print or
download the text to save it on your computer demal drive. The
conclusion gives you the theme of knowledge youtakang away from
the unit. Unit summaries are also presented in dmadable format.

There are two main forms of assessments the foreadind the
summative. The formative assessments will help wwenitor your

learning. This is presented as in-text questiorsgudsion fora and Self-
Assessment Exercises.

The summative assessments would be used by thetditwto evaluate
your academic performance. This will be given amoter Based Test
(CBT) which serves as continuous assessment aabefikamination. A
minimum of two or maximum of three computer-basesdtd will be
administered with only one final examination at &mel of the semester.
You are required to take all the Computer BasedsTaad the final
examination.

STUDY UNITS

There are 16 units in this course grouped into fowodules. The
modules and units are presented as follows:

Module 1

Unit 1 Value(s)

Unit 2 Meaning and Scope of Value(s)

Unit 3 Kinds of Values

Unit 4 Distinction between Value Judgments and alct
Judgments

Module 2

Unit 1 Classes of Value Judgments

Unit 2 Moral Philosophy/Ethics and Divisions of Nbr

Vi



PHL 103

Philosophy
Unit 3 Moral Theory and the Moral Concept: Good
Unit 4 The Moral Concept: Bad
Module 3
Unit 1 The Moral Concept: Wrong
Unit 2 Relevance of Moral Theory
Unit 3 Moral Obligation/Duty
Module 4
Unit 1 Justice
Unit 2 Notions of Justice
Unit 3 Rights and Natural Rights
Unit 4 Moral Theory and Practical Life
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PRESENTATION SCHEDULE

The presentation schedule gives you the importaatesd for the
completion of your computer-based tests, particigatin forum
discussions and participating at facilitations. Rember you are to
submit all your assignments at the appropriate .tivfea should guide
against delays and plagiarism in your work. Plagmris a criminal
offence in academics and it is highly penalised.

ASSESSMENT

There are two main forms of assignments that welldzored in this
course: the continuous assessment and the finahieadon. The
continuous assessment shall be in three-fold. Theite be two
computer-based assessments which will be given rdiogp to the
University calendar. The timing must be strictlyhaced to. The
computer-based assessments shall be scored a nmaxoml0% each,
while participation in discussion forums and yoortfolio presentation
shall be scored maximum of 10% if you meet 75% igpstion.
Therefore, the maximum score for continuous assessshall be 30%
which shall form part of the final grade.

The final examination for PHL103 will be a maximwihtwo hours and
it takes 70% of the total course grade. The exatmimavill consist of
five questions out of which you are expected tonanghree.

Note: You will earn 10% score if you meet a minimum 5%
participation in the course forum discussions amdyour portfolios,
otherwise you will lose the 10% in your total sco¥eu will be required
to upload your portfolio using Google Doc. What yare expected to do
in your portfolio is to present your notes or tloétings you made on
each study unit and activity. This will include thiene you spent on
each unit and or activity.

HOW TO GET THE MOST FROM THE COURSE

To get the most of this course you need to haveraopal laptop and
internet facility. This will give you adequate ophmity to learn

everywhere you are in the world. Use the Intendedrihing Outcomes
(ILOs) to guide your self-study in the course. Ag tend of every unit,
examine yourself with the ILOs and see if you haghieved what you
need to achieve.

Carefully work through each unit and make your sotl®in the online
real-time facilitation as scheduled. Where you eusshe scheduled
online real time facilitation, go through the reded facilitation session

Xi
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at your own free time. Each real time facilitatis@ssion will be video
recorded and posted on the platform.

In addition to the real time facilitation, watchethvideo recorded
summary in each unit. The video/audio summariesimeeted to salient
parts in each unit. You can assess the audio aeb\by clicking on the
links in the text or through the course page.

Work through all self-assessment exercises. Finalhey the rules in
the class.

FACILITATION

You will receive online facilitation. The facilitain is learner-centred.
The mode of facilitation shall be asynchronous syrtchronous. For the
asynchronous facilitation, your facilitator will:

Present the theme for the week;

Direct and summarise forum discussions;

Coordinate activities in the platform;

Score and grade activities when need be;

Upload scores into the University recommended ptatf
Support you to learn. In this regard personal nrady be sent;
Send you video and audio lecture and postcards tler
synchronous:

There will be a minimum of six hours and a maximaointen online real
time contacts in the course. This will be video feoencing in the
Learning Management System (LMS). The sessiong@rey to be run
at an hour per session. At the end of each one-¥idenconferencing,
the video will be uploaded for view at your own eac

The facilitator will concentrate on main themesttaee must know in
the course. The facilitator is to present the a@nlmeal time video
facilitation time table at the begging of the caurs

The facilitator will take you through the coursadguin the first lecture
at the start of the facilitation.

Do not hesitate to contact your facilitator if you:

. do not understand any of the study units or thgassents;
. have difficulty with the self-assessment exercises;
. have a question or problem with an assignment dh wour

tutor's comments on an assignment.

Xil
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Also, use the contact provided for technical suppor

Read assignments, participate in the fora and sésons. This gives you
an opportunity to socialise with others on the paogme. You can raise
any problem encountered during the study. To gam maximum
benefit from the course facilitation, prepare adisquestions before the
discussion session. You will learn a lot from papi@ting actively in the
discussions.

Finally, respond to the questionnaire provided. Ywil help the

University to know your areas of challenges and hiowan help you
improve on them during the review of the courseemalls and lectures.

Xiil
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MODULE 1

Unit 1 Value(S)

Unit 2 Meaning and Scope of Value(S)

Unit 3 Kinds of Values

Unit 4 Distinction between Value Judgments andurlc
Judgments

UNIT1 VALUE(®S
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main Content
3.1 Theoretical Usages of Value(S)
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit introduces you to what constitutes thescor essence of the
concept of value(s) and by extension value thewotiré discipline called

philosophy. It also exposes the learner to theerbffit theoretical usages
of the concept value(s). To simplify things for tearner, philosophy as
broad discipline that houses the concept of vajus(squally discussed
alongside the different kinds of values.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

define value(s)

state the importance of value(s) as a concept

mention the different conceptions of value(s)

mention and explain the different applications alue theory
identify the relationship between value and phipdso

3.0 MAINCONTENT

Value, the New World Encyclopedissays is something good, or
something one believes to be good
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https://newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Fact-and¥allhat is, value is
anything that has inherent goodness in it. It imtwh either good on its
own or a means to an end which produces positivgood result(s).
Value as such is what is intrinsically or extriradig good. Talking
about values, Milton D. Hunnex (1986) maintaing tha general theory
of values originated in the debate between AlexMisinong and
Christian von Ehrenfels. Hunnex (1986:22) reportsittMeinong
conceived that the source of value was feelinghergieasure the agent
expects in an object while Ehrenfels on his paguad that value
consisted in desires the agent endows the objéshénalesires; hence,
the source of value is desire’. Thus, value atsréutee different usages
in philosophy.

3.1 Theoretical Usagesof Value(S)

1. There are three theoretical usages that are asswbciaith
value(s). TheStanford Encyclopediatates that in its broadest
sense, value theory is a catch-all label used tmrapass all
branches of moral philosophy, social and politipailosophy,
aesthetics, and sometimes feminist philosophy ameé t
philosophy of religion whatever areas of philosoptng deemed
to encompass some evaluative aspect. There issaipgeneed to
put these overlapping areas of value theory: mphabsophy,
social and political philosophy, aesthetics, andmetimes
feminist philosophy and the philosophy of religiorio a clear
perspective in order to enhance better comprehensio

Value theory in its comprehensive usage embracealmbilosophy or
ethics. Ethics is from the Greek wagthoswhich etymologically means
a way of life, conduct, custom, habit or charackthics is one of the
branches of philosophy. Like philosophgthics too attracts many
definitions.To JosephOmoregbg1989:3)-ethicsis a normativescience
of human conducts ..., it deals with the norms ondsads of human
behaviot. This goes to say that ethics is only meaningfulhuman
social environment and by extension the society mthan belong. The
implication of this is that human beings by thewerof the fact that they
come from a socio-cultural group, means that tHeady have a sense
of morality which is expected to regulate their doct or behavior in
conformity with existing values of the way of litd such a society and
norms of social behavior. Arising from this, Za&fio Nor (2007:162)
explains that ethics is concerned with the way imeght to behave and
not the way they behave'. That is, ethics is comegithe_oughtness’ of
actions or conduct (the perfect standard or priacyyhich people
should aspire to embrace) and not tiemess’ (the prevailing manner in
which people behave or conduct themselves). Totluatin different
words, ethics is concerned with the ideal condutietavior.

2
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Taken as a value theory, social and political @afzhy in spite of the
lack of a universally accepted definition of whatis exactly, O. P.
Gauba (2003: 7) submits that political philosoplyrightly concerned
with the right and wrong, good and evil in the sbdfel. Philip Ujomu
(1999: 56) in his contributions says that sociotall philosophy refers
to the rational and philosophical examination adsth issues that arise
from the interaction of human beings in the sthtalso concerns itself
with how men ought to conduct their lives and wiyae of government
men ought to havelt would not be out of place to synthesize thmse
views by saying that social and political philosgpdr socio-political
philosophy is a philosophical enquiry about thealdeuman conduct in
relation to the ideals of organising and execugagerning affairs of the
state for the benefits of the citizenry. Essentjaflocial and political
philosophy has inherent normative attributes. Adddlly, Oliver T.
Agundu (2010: 89) states that when viewed or cldudéh ideology,
social and political philosophy is reduced to aoralisation for current
and future political and social arrangements'.

Value in aesthetics sense, T. Uzodinma Nwala (189 Tnaintains that
it is concerned with the nature of beauty, artigiitues and expressions.
That is, aesthetics is engaged with the evaluatidhe passing of value-
judgment on things considered beautiful/ugly andistiec values
generally.

Feminist philosophy is a reactionary philosophyisltrotivated by the
quest for social justicén the favour of women. It is a philosophical
system that believes in placinge rights of women on the same
pedestal with those of men. Feminism as such The Stanford
Encyclopediaof Philosophy (SEP) maintainsis both an intellectual
commitmentand a political movement that seeks justice for worand
the end of sexism in all forms. That is, the idédeminism whether in
thought and action is intended to provide justiceviomen and above
all, eliminate discrimination against women based their gender.
Feminist philosophy conceived in this manner thaeef has inherent
value in it. It is a means to a good end. Thus fesm is instrumental.

Philosophy of religion also falls under value theas defined byThe
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosop{§EP)and therefore, requires some
form of evaluation. However, prior to doing thatstimportant to know
what religion is. The concept religion has threeirLdinks; it is
etymologically sourced (Joseph Omoregbe, 2000:fra)n Ligare
(meaning to bind), Relegere(meaningto unite or to link), Relegio
(meaningrelationship). By this etymological derivation,iggbn means
to bind, unite, link an individual in a relationphivith a Supreme Being
or Deity believed to exist and is reverenced bynaividual in order to
attain some benefits or rewards. Philosophy opats is from the Greek



PHL 103 VALUE

word philosophiaor phileusophiawhich is the equivalent of the English
word philosophy.philosophiaor phileusophiais in turn sourced from

two Greek words; philos/phileus meaning love angHs meaning

wisdom. Thus, philosophy ordinarily means love adem and the

philosopher is a lover of wisdom.

Philosophy is in a serious want of a universallgegling and acceptable
definition. That is why there as many definitiorfspbilosophy as there
are philosophers. It is important to note that arfethe reasons
responsible for this is the orientation of the phdphers. Philosophers
have different orientations based on their inteagst biases so they tend
to define philosophy from such backgrounds. For phepose of this
exercise, out of the myriads of definitions of pkbphy, we adopt the
submission by Arthur J. Minto(L976: xvii) that philosophy, as a quest
for wisdom, is an attempt to provide a vision ot tivorld that is
systematic and clear, in which the contentions betwsignificant facts
are made manifest. In view of its nature as comzkiMinton stresses
that philosophy searches for the first things drellast things - for the
first principles and their ultimate implications.

On this background it becomes easier to considérgaphy of religion.
Philosophy of religion according to Joseph Omore(#0: xii), is a
free, unprejudiced, rational enquiry into the natumeaning and
purpose of religion as well as the truth-value efigious tenets'.
Omoregbe adds that philosophy of religion is neitinestile to religion
nor is it a defense of religion.

2. In its narrowest sense, value theory is used fetaively narrow
area of normative ethical theory particularly, hot exclusively,
of concern to consequentialists. By the way, thesequentialists
are moral philosophers who maintain the belief #raaction can
only be classified as being good or bad when ewduay the
outcome or result of the action. For instance,tteeal value of
an action is based on the resultant pleasure or pappiness or
unhappiness it produced. Consequentialism is anothme for
utilitarianism. In this narrow sense; value theasy roughly
synonymous with axiology which broadly is an aspéctology
as one of the primitive branches of philosophyuis-divided into
ethics and aesthetics. As explained elsewhere ig rttodule,
each of these sub-branches has its own preoccuopatio

However, axiology can be thought of as primarilyncerned with
classifying what things are good, and how good #mey For instance, a
traditional question of axiology concerns whethes bbjects of value
are subjective psychological states, or objectiates of the world. This
refers to what is called axiological objectivism daraxiological

4



PHL 103 MODULE 1

subjectivism. According to Francis O. C. Njoku (80%) by axiological
objectivism, it means values are objective qualidad essences that are
cognitive and can be empirically establishedhile axiological
subjectivism on the other hand maintains the vieat value resides in
the subjedt Kant subscribes to the former while the consetjaksts
are in tune with the latter. Dale Jacquette (2(B#) reports that the
Kantian deontologist maintains that morality is ided from the
intentions or moral psychological state of an agamd not from the
effects of the actions that the agent decides timpel. On the contrary,
Dale Jacquette (2004: 284) avers that the conséglisnholds that ...
intentions are irrelevant to the morality of ani@ctexcept in so far as
they contribute to the overall effect it produces dreating more
happiness or unhappiness or the like psychologioakequences, an
empirical aspect of morality.. Simply put there is a contention between
the deontologists and the consequentialists onstluece of morality.
While the deontologists acknowledge intentions arahpsychological
state, the consequentialists disown it all togethwsisting that if
intentions are to be relevant, they must have aerabv effect in
producing or creating more happiness or unhappir@sshe like
psychological consequences. Anything less than tingpeamore
happiness must be rejected out rightly, the coressitalists contend.
This major disagreement has kept these schoolshaight on the
opposite ends of the pole.

However, there is what is called axiological relatsm which Njoku

(2018: 5) insists that value does neither residdusively in the object
nor the subject, but in the relationship betwedrjexat and object”. That
is, the concern with value(s) could best be apptediwhen it is taken
as two sides of a coin that is, there is the stibg@nd objective side to
value issue.

3. Continuing, the Stanford Encyclopediaadds that in a more
useful sense, value theory designates the area @falm
philosophy that is concerned with theoretical goest about
value and goodness of all varieties the theory aie. The
theory of value, so construed, encompasses axiplogl also
includes many other questions about the natureahfevand its
relation to other moral categories. Simply putoéogy as theory
of value encompasses what is known as aesthetcsthits. The
former deals with beauty/ugliness as its subjedtenavhile the
latter is concerned with morality or normative e#hiThat is,
morality is concerned with how an individual oughtbehave or
how an individual ought not to behave based on cpitssd
standards.
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4.0 CONCLUSION

The theory of value which also means axiology i:mcesned with
making a distinction between what things that avedghow good they
are. That is, the theory of value is concernedweth of things in
moral and nonmoral ways. The theory of value thasnsiders
aesthetical and ethical issues, that is, beauty amal issues
respectively. Value theory has three main theaakapplications which
include moral philosophy, social and political sbphy, and
aesthetics; however, it is sometimes taken as istnphilosophy and
the philosophy of religion too.

5.0 SUMMARY

When value is considered in philosophy it is usedhree different
ways:

I. Value theory is used to encompass all branches ofalm
philosophy, social and political philosophy, aestt® and
sometimes feminist philosophy and the philosophsebtgion.

. Value theory is used for a narrow area of normatteical
theory. In this narrow sense value theory is someho
synonymous with axiology. Axiology is primarily coerned with
classifying what things are good, and how good teyand by
implication classifying what things are bad and Hmaud they are.
Axiological objectivism regards values as being echye
gualities and essences that are cognitive and eaenipirically
identified while axiological subjectivism stateslua is inherent
in the subject. That is, axiological subjectivisakés it that it is
the individual subject that confers value to aghin

iii. Value theory also designates the area of morabgbidhy that is
concerned with theoretical questions about valukgmodness of
all varieties. The theory of value, so construed¢oenpasses
axiology, but also includes many other questiormuaithe nature
of value and its relation to other moral categorisiology as
theory of value involves what is known as aestkeditd ethics.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Explain the concept value.
2. State the etymological source of philosophy.
3. State the etymological source of religion.
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NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Articulate the three understandings of the conoépalue.
2. Identify the overlapping areas of value theory agblain in
detalils.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit is an elaboration of the concept of vélelt accordingly
takes you beyond the concept of value(s) to theningaand scope of
value(s).

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

explain the scope of the concept value

say the relationship between philosophy and values
state why people value things differently

define and explain higher values.

3.0 MAINCONTENT

In the ordinary understanding, anything that exwtshat is thought to
exist or likely to exist has its own value, importa, worth, usefulness,
price and utility, etc.

There is relativity thinking in relation to valug¢(hat a particular thing
has worth or not. This however depends on the iddal or society
making a particular value-judgment. It is a comnsight to find that
what some people or society may find relevant guartant may be of
little or no value at all to some other people opther society. It is
arising from this understanding that adults oftearwal or wonder at the
action or behavior of children when they fight oibe ownership of
things like used perfume container or packet. Caildalso cry when
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certain objects in their possession thought to behless are collected
from them and thrown away as such item(s) may Imsidered by the
adults as being worthless. This is one of the wdydemonstrating the
relativity of things said to have some worth. Tat pois differently,
individuals conceive values differently even withire same culture not
to talk about values across cultures. This sitmatiomade possible by
the worldview of the people, beliefs/conceptionspegiences, ideals,
expectations, history, moral norms; education, etgcigender, age and
environment, etc. Apparently, these factors anerothdicators explain
value(s) and human values. In spite of this, N@OR2 162) states that
anchored on the diversity of human cultural expmes and
expressions, values glaringly differ and may loelative. However, all
things and actions in themselves have their owne(g). The nature of
those value(s) is a different matter altogetheffi&uit to say that what
Is insinuated here does not undermine the quesfityigher values and
lower values. The seeming relativity of values does in any way;
becloud the idea of superior values and inferidues This will be
considered in details shortly.

3.1 Philosophy and the Scope of Values

The concept value(s) is a regular feature in hudiscourses on a daily
basis. To say that humans (including children who talk) carry out
one value-judgment once in a day will surely beuaderstatement. In
other words, mankind is deeply involved in the makiof value-
judgments regularly. As a matter of fact, man‘srenife and even the
activities of institutions, organisations and goweents, etc: federal,
state and local government revolve around makingevpudgments for
self and the country, respectively. Be this asatynthe meaning is not
immediately agreeable to scholars thus the atteroptputting the
concept in a precise academic perspective remainshalenge.
Philosophy as it is considered above remains audqiee, reflective
and critical activity which beams it search ligimt all human activities.
As a matter of fact, philosophy is given as a s|ame, prescriptive
and analytic discipline of study. Thus, the submrsd®y H. S. Staniland
(Alloy S. lThuah, (2013: 1) that philosophy is th&ical examination of
the ideas about us and the world, the search dtr through reasoning.
It is the critical examination of the ideas we limgis simply apt. Taken
as such, it means philosophy can speculativelysopigively and
analytically, avail mankind with the scope of valuklowever, the scope
of values as speculatively, prescriptively and wiicdlly arrived at
becomes a problematic.

John Hospers (1956: 581) in his bodk Introduction to Philosophical

Analysisloudly laments this situation when he says thawiteo give a
satisfactory definition of value is an unexpectedIificult and tricky

10
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business. However, this observation does not mbhah the concept
cannot be meaningfully employed in a philosophidadcourse. As
Brand Blanshard (1970: 81) patently notes it is thasiness of
philosophy to take account of values, so that & hauch to say of
beauty and deformity, of good and of evil, of tlssues of religious
beliefd. Thus, the idea of value(s) is indispensable tmdmu life, it
cannot go un-described and profound meaning natlad to it within a
particular context or a socio-cultural milieu.

3.2 Meaning of Values

Ordinarily, value means usefulness or importance thing. C.B. Okolo
(2003: 301) maintains that in its ordinary simpleaming, value means
worth of some sort, such that anything is said avehif it is worth
something. In common usage, this worth is usualierms of economic
or gquasi-economic serisdn addition, value(s) could be seen in both
moral and nonmoral contexts. For example, computad, money,
pleasure, satisfaction and love, etc all have thelues. That is why
Peter K. Mclnerney (1992: 90) regards values asgoaiguide to what a
person does and how he evaluates other peopleS frg@ans that
value(s) is (are) the acceptable standard(s) oidisal principle(s) for
the evaluation of human actions or things generdllyat is value-
judgments are carried out in terms of human condubiehaviour. This
position is predicated on the consideration of @alin the moral sense.
The implication of this is that without values teewould be lack of
acceptable standards of carrying out value- judgsndhthere are no
objective standards to rely on to make value-judygsé¢hen for sure,
mankind will retreat to the era of the sophists mhenan was
subjectively, the measure of all things.Homo mensura est.). In
avoidance of this retrogression, Hospers identitile®e usages and
applications of value in human life. According tonh(1956: 583 — 4),
value is:

o A liking or preference

) That which promotes a goal (and), independentlgrad's liking
or preference

o That which has value in itself without referenceatty end

That is, anything preferred, anything that bringesifive result
irrespective of whether an individual prefers itmmt, and that which is
simply good in itself, is regarded by Hospers asmdaaluable. Thus,
Hospers’ view is only semantically different fromraRkena's
submission that values are either ends in themselveneans to ends. In
other words, the contributions by Hospers and Feaalkare both centred
on the understanding that values are fundamentaifsinsic and
extrinsic. These intrinsic and extrinsic naturesvalfues encircle both

11
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values as considered in the moral and nonmoraksefsiffice it to note
that moral and nonmoral are not opposite. The dmpad moral is
immoral neither does nonmoral means amoral. Nonnsargly means
indifferent to or independent of what is moral.

3.3 Analytical Distinction between Intrinsic and Extrinsic
Values

As mentioned above, when a discussion of valugsraposed, what
becomes obvious is the consideration of valueshas 18 an end in itself
due to the inherent completeness or goodness afteylar thing, that
is, the intrinsic understanding of the qualitiesessences of a thing; or
on the other hand, there is also the extrinsic wdwch maintains that
values are also means to an end. In other wordengix values are
complementary values in the sense that they adtb upake a thing
complete. That is, they enhance in making a thingolev or
comprehensive or better. It is on this note that¢ tjuestion of
higher/superior or lower/inferior values become ifemt. By way of
trying to consider the dichotomy between theseddetalues, Eskor
Toyo advances three kinds of value-judgments. HeilipP Ujomu,
2001: 48 — 9) makes a distinction between:

What is, what can be, what should be. The firstrasponds to a
description of facts, the second to an assessniguissibility, third to
an injunction. They refer to actuality, possibilignd desirability,
respectively.

This view is however contested by some scholar®.Raphael (1978)
and his protégés argue to the contrary. Raphaél8(18) argues that
values are not facts on the grounds that there established procedure
or methodology of deciding between and amongst licbnfy set of
values to determine their factuality and objecyivilThis claim by
Raphael is worth some critical considerations. Gfnie implications of
this position is that the society as well as tiévidual has no objective
means of determining whether a particular thingghkt, good or wrong
and bad, etc. But Raphael himself cannot deny pgssilue-judgments.
For Raphael to claim that there is lack of accdptaiethod of knowing
what is better and objective out of conflictingued and yet he presents
here authoritatively that due to conflicting valuéds impossible to
determine factuality and objectivity in values, #@ready a self-
indictment. If it makes sense to disprove passialgierjudgment then,
for sure, he would be contradicting himself. TlHs0 because even the
above claim by him is a value-judgment. Nor (2006%) acknowledges
the fact that fleeting valueslike attachmento dogmasor beliefscanbe
relative and not moral values which serve as cheok human
conduct. He (2007:165) further stresses that mthiaadly, conflicting

12
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values are critically analysed and value-fact judgtrare passed based
on objectivity especially when such a conflict etred on higher or an

intrinsic value' and even instrumental values wharle means to the

attainment of useful ends.

But more detailed, it is important to note heretthg the nature of
intrinsic values being good in themselves, theinerment goodness
constitutes the determinant or what makes up thecemf what is lower
or higher in value. That is, in view of the congtiht nature of intrinsic
value, it possesses what it takes to advance aastrprocedure of
deciding what is higher and lower values in valudgments.
Buttressing this view, Temisan Ebijuwa (1998:7ghtly maintains that
for, even when we accept the facts of the variabbwalues, we still
would have to admit that there are some reasongrigferring some
values to others, part of which is the degree tlwthe acceptability of
such values enhances the realization of goals hadfulfillment of
human aspirations. The point underscored by Ebijisvihat even if the
relativism of values is adopted, the fact remaia teason is adduced
for making such a preference. This Ebijuwa explamgredicated on
how value(s) advances the attainment of ends dsas@luman desires.

40 CONCLUSION

Value as it has been said, refers to anythingtthatworth or usefulness
or importance. The concept of value being very irtgrd to man can be
seeing in both moral and nonmoral contexts. Inntiogal sense, things
are considered to have some worth based on mayahdrwhile in the
nonmoral sense a thing is considered having somghwa the
nonmoral sense. Values are contained in materidl rmon-material
objects such as food, money, pleasure and educa&tionValues come
in intrinsic and extrinsic forms. Values especialthe intrinsically
characterised ones, provide the objective standardgslue-judgments.
The consideration of values directly falls undee tHiscipline of
philosophy.

5.0 SUMMARY

Values refer to things considered to have somehwditiey are useful

things in material and immaterial forms. Values agh serve as
standards in guiding what a person does and howvh&iates other

people. Values could also be appreciated in thealmammnd nonmoral

senses. Values accordingly manifest in hierarchhigher/superior or

lower/inferior values. This conclusion is arrivetlleecause values are
critically considered under philosophy as havingimsic and extrinsic

attributes.

13



PHL 103 VALUE

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Define the concept value?

2. Give four examples (two each) of moral and nonmeadles.

3 State one of the ways that value is consideretardtscipline of
philosophy.

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Explain what is meant by value theory.
2. Demonstrate how you think it is possible to advaobgective
value- judgment(s).
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

For sure by now you are already familiar with whalue theory is and
what values are. It is on his background that dolbees possible to step
up the discussion cum understanding of values lokihg at the
different kinds of values. This unit therefore, xps the different kinds
of values and their characteristics in details gite their different uses
or applications.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

state the different kinds of values

explain the different kinds of values

identify the characteristics of values

mention the uses of moral and nonmoral values.

3.0 MAINCONTENT

As earlier mentioned, the concept of values is atdbd in human
discussions on a regular basis. Accordingly, trecalirses on values
attract diverse submissions. However, values asecélly divided into
two broad headings: moral and nonmoral values. Muadues are
according to Frankena (1973:82) things good on hgyaaund$. That is,
whatever that can be evaluated or assessed ona#lie of morality
(whether in the descriptive and normative senses) approved by
reason serves ande(s) or standard(s) of human conduct and coeld b
put forward for compliance by distinct group(s) @eople or

16
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society(ies),is(are) regarded as a thing(s) good in the morakese
Consequently, moral values are concerned with chéténg what is
morally right or wrong. E.g. Fairness, goodnessiitgcand justice, etc.
Often times these moral values are reduced to siegegolitical
institutions and they are accordingly referred ® molitical values.
Nicolae Kallos & Ovidiu Trasnea (1982: 183) regaulitical values as
being only the relationships, institutions, ideasideals that meet the
requirements of the free and equitable developnwnthe human
personality, of collectives and ultimately, of humtg'. Following this
submission, political values as such are ideasidedls advanced by
political organisations to promote the good or tijpeof humanity
individually or collectively, freely and equitablyolitical values seen
from this perspective are intrinsic in themselved at the same time
goal-values. Political values are basically preggwmre. Their adoption or
application is targeted at the attainment of themate good for
humanity. Meanwhile, nonmoral valuem the other handccordingto
Frankena(1973:82) are things good on nonmoralground. That is to
saynonmoral values are those things that are usefuhportant but are
not directly related things of morality. E.g. edtica. Like political
values, nonmoral values could be taken as intrinsities or goal-
values.

Religious Values are also classified under mordues Religious

Values are values that are concerned with appnegiair evaluating

issues of God and religious worship in relatiorhtov an individual or

the adherents of a particular religion are expetdembnduct themselves.
E.g. Belief in God and worship of God for certaienkfits now and in

the hereatfter.

There are also cultural values. Cultural valuesvalees arising from
the traditional beliefs of a people which in turecbme their norms and
standard of moral evaluation in the society. Caltwalues give rise to
axiological approach to the nature of values. NieoKallos & Ovidiu
Trasnea (1982: 183) maintain that axiological apphoto values is
based on historical experience, social situatioasid interests and
ideology that determines the way in which the dogfaup, the human
community or the society (national and/or interomdl) ascertains
values, nonvalues and antivalues. As invaluableudtsiral values may
be, their wholesale adoption has brought abouicaltiguestions from
moral philosophers leading to some objections. Ubitpdifferently, the
axiological consideration of values has brought udbthe issue
evaluation criteria of values. For instance, the&cpce of female genital
mutilation (FGM) has remained a cherished tradiaamong some ethnic
groups in Nigeria and reasons are advanced foprthetice. However,
the so-called reasons are fluid as they have f@, saduced the practice
of FGM to a lower value. To keep the female anatambgct surely is a
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higher value as against the claim of circumcisihg girl-child to

minimize or suppress her libido in order to distraeer from

promiscuity. These claims by the advocates of F@iked scientific
proofs yet they are cherished by the people. #gainst this backdrop
that the argument against higher and lower valuas best be
appreciated. Some cultural values are surely ddd@sethe practice of
FGM.

Meanwhile, nonmoral values as things good in thenmaral context are
classified into the following: Aesthetic values,dBomic values and
Personal Values.

3.1 Aesthetic Values

These are values that are related to the appm@ciati evaluation of

beautiful/ugly things and works of arts/creativtyideos, film, music,

etc. That is, their worth is better expressed @vkmbased on how they
appeal to the human senses of affection or liking disaffection or

disliking of the individual. E.g. A waterfall and/a colourful snake and
a painting by an artist or literally works and evewsic and home
videos/films.

3.2 EconomicValues

These are things or activities that produce sonmm@mic or financial
benefits or gains for an individual or group. Tlsgateconomic values are
activities embarked upon by the individual or graafppeople for the
purpose of attaining some financial or economicelien E.g. Work.
Economic activities too may be subjective to traividual.

3.3 Personal Values

These values refer to an individual's preferenceview of the many
contending values opened to such an individuahtmse from or adopt.
https://philosophy.hku.hk/think/value/values.phm other words, as
individuals people are faced with a variety of desi to choose from in
terms of what they consider best as their perswahles. Personal
values are therefore subjective and may even bentak private. E,qg.
Preference for hard work rather leisure.

3.4 Characteristics of Values

Values of whatever kind whether of moral or nonrbype, have either
intrinsic or instrumental/extrinsic value in theintrinsic value is the
inherent goodness in a thing which gives that thimegquality of being
what it is especially when it is not to put intoeubefore one can
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evaluate its goodness. An object or thing of isfgnvalue is good in
itself. It is a terminal value. That is, it not aams to an end but an end
in itself. Such a thing or object is recognised doaghe enduring
goodness or wholeness found in it. Such an objdbyi necessity
acceptable. That is, one cannot for any reason daolg an object or
thing the enduring qualities it has. In other woralsjectively, an object
of intrinsic quality or terminal value is positiyelappreciated by all
human beings who possess the attribute of ratittmaking. Thus, one
can objectively say that education hasintrinsictenminal value as
against instrumental value or means-value which emak thing
complete in terms of the end result.

Thus, instrumental or extrinsic value unlike insitivalue on the other
hand is something or an object that is regardegoasl because it is a
means to what is good. That is, though a thingbpéa may be good or
has some worth, the goodness is not completeaif.ils other words,
objects of extrinsic values or means-values are likstruments
employed by the professional to enhance the vdlsemething or they
are what are used to make a thing perfect. This gmadd that though a
thing or an object may be there, on its own it cdrioe taken to have the
desired quality until something else is added tdoitmake it better.
Extrinsic values as such complement one anothey. K.car and
petrol. A car has value on its own just like pettdbwever, it is when
the two are put together the actual utility or therpose of a car
becomes attainable.

40 CONCLUSION

Values are classified into moral and nonmoral v&lioral values are
employed in the determination of what is morallyhtior wrong. In this
wise, moral values are employed in evaluating alitinstitutions and
they are accordingly referred to as political valueolitical values being
the ideals that enhance the value of the citizet®ime the benchmark
for assessing political institutions to determinéeit optimal
performance or non-optimal performance. Politicalues at the same
time regulate the conduct of the citizens in aestd well as what the
citizens get in return from the state.

Religious Values are also classified under mordues Religious
Values are values that are concerned with appnegiar evaluating
issues of God and religious worship in relatiorhtov an individual or
the adherents of a particular religion ought todwart themselves in
order to have all the benefits promised the adherby the Supreme
Being. More so, religious values also prescribeahealues.

It is said above that cultural values are not abvafyhigher value. This
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is arrived at when critical reasoning is broughb&ar on such cultural
values as could be seen in the illustration of Fa®Bve. Like George
F. Thomas (1955) states and is quoted elsewhethisnmodule, the
guestion of certain values being obviously infermrt being held in
high esteem by the society has prompted moral gdyilbers to question
such values leading to their outright condemnatbrsuch values as
being inferior and consequently, such values tomthshould be
considered as being of no importance or consequence

Nonmoral values on their part are classified iti@e: Aesthetic values,
Economic values and Personal Values. Aestheticegatuwe values that
have to do with the appreciation or evaluation eaudiful/ugly things
and works of arts (sculpture, wood carvings, drgsipaintings,
literary/written works, film/video and music, etc).

o Economic Valuesthese are things or activities that produce some

economic or financial gains for an individual oogp.

o Personal Values are values which refer to an iddadis
preference in view of the many contending valuesneg to such
an individual to choose from or adopt. E,g. Prafeesfor hard
work rather leisure.

o Political values are also indispensable in the etgci They
promote the good or well-being of the individuahanity or the
group collectively. They are accordingly, goalstnes.

5.0 SUMMARY

Frankena identifies two broad categories of valdesmoral and
nonmoral values. He says moral values are thingarded as good
based on morality while nonmoral values are thiegssidered on
nonmoral ground. Thus, moral values are employdtamdetermination
of what is morally right or wrong. Moral values leagthical undertones
that they are concerned with how an individual dughconduct his/her
self. This means moral values are concerned with dightness of
an action. That is why religious values and cultuedues easily fall in
this category. These two value systems are alsa targe extent
concerned what is morally acceptable and unacclkeptab

Nonmoral values on the other hand, are identifigtl westhetic values,
Economic values and Personal Values. Aestheticegade preoccupied
with things relating to issues of beauty/uglineSsonomic values on
their part are derivable when individuals or graefppeople perform
certain tasks or carryout certain activities fonaficial rewards or
benefits. Personal Values on their part are priwaikies which an
individual may indulge in for his/her personal aivpte enjoyment or
satisfaction and even fulfillment. It is therefaneportant to emphasise
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that values of all kinds have either intrinsic astrumental/extrinsic
value in them.

Nonmoral values are also expressed in the polisealse that is there
are political values too which enhance human dygaibhd promote
development.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

What do understand by moral values?

What do understand by nonmoral values?

What are the characteristics values?

What isintrinsic value and extrinsic values?

State one of the ways that value is consideredardiscipline of
philosophy.

akrwhPE

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. State and explain any three nonmoral values yoae bawdied in
this unit.

2. State and explain the relevance of political valeamankind.

3. Mention and explain the characteristics of values.

7.0 REFERENCESFURTHER READING
Frankena, W.K. (1973Ethics New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Kallos, N. & Ovidiu Trasnea (1982). Politicd¥alues: Their Status

Function, International Political Review, Vol. 3. No2,
http://www.jostor.org/stable 16007,/8ccessed 16/11/2019.

Value/valuesttps://phil osophy.hku.hk/think/value/values.php
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit introduces you to what constitutes vglidgments and factual
judgments. In other words, there are value judgmentd factual
judgments. Furthermore, you will be introduced twha distinction is
made between the two kinds of judgments. To beppaa with a sound
knowledge regarding these two kinds of judgment&esa/ou a better
person when you have an opportunity to judge os patue judgment
and factual judgment yourself.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

say what judgment is

make a distinction between fact and value

define value judgments

define factual judgments

make a distinction between the two by identifyirayue and
factual judgments.

3.0 MAINCONTENT

It is important to understand what judgment is befadvancing to what

is value judgment and factual judgment. Judgmedinarily according

to Merriam-Webster Dictionaryrefers to the process of forming an
opinion or evaluation by discerning and  comparing
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/judgmeBhcarta on its
parts defines judgment as the formation of an opiniafter
consideratioh Thomas Aquinas (Joseph Omoregbe, 2011: 41) states
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that judgment is something properly belonging te ihiellect and not
found in the thing. Following these submissionggpment could be said
to be a systematic or logical reasoning processaking a distinction

between things clearly in a comparative mannerrbydividual leading

to an informed opinion or judgment about the isspe(nder

consideration. Thus, as noted earlier, human be&ndsven institutions
and organisations constantly make judgments. Thedgments are
made to demonstrate or show why a particular tehmauld be preferred
or placed higher than the other or to compare agdasparticular thing
is good or bad and even better or worse. Judgnoéntsral worth are

also often made. However, it is not everyone thaiws the kind of

judgments they pass or make.

Just like the concept of judgment is clarified a@av will do the learner
some good to have the concepts fact and value iaggdldriefly prior to
undertaking the task ahaking a distinction between factual and value
judgments. According tblew World Encyclopedja fact is traditionally
understood as a state of affairs that makes a pitiotrue. To put this
in different words, a fact is what correspondshi® actual or prevailing
state of affairs or situation. That is, the statevbat is. Now what is a
proposition? Thé&New World Encyclopedimaintains that a proposition
is defined as a thought or content expressed bgngesce, when it is
used to say something is true or fals€hat is, a proposition is a
statement that conveys a claim that is true oefdf®r example; Abuja
Is the capital of Nigeria expresses a propositiostatement. This may
be evaluated as true or false. If it is true, whidls, then there is some
state of affairs that makes it true, namely thet fi@at Abuja is
undoubtedly the capital of Nigeria. If it is untrtieen the proposition or
statement did not correspond with the true stataffairs and therefore,
it is false or untrue.

Apart from other synonyms relating to fact, facdcameans truth. This
granted, it therefore means that what is philoscailyi taken as being
truthful is factual. Omoregb@011: 42) aptly explainsthis saying-we
cansaythattruth andfactare one andthe same thing because they both
refer to state of affairs. Whatever is true is asfact. If it is true that
Socrates is mortal, then it is also a fact thatr&es is mortal. In this
wise, some theories of truth will be consideredeherexpose the learner
to a better knowledge of what is factual/truthful.

Philosophy traditionally has three main theoriestroth namely: the
correspondence theory, the coherence theory angréggnatic theory.
However, there are other sub-theories that emerfyech these
traditional theories and these include: dialectitla¢ory, semantic
theory, redundancy theory relativistic theory. Aatng to Thomas
Aquinas (Joseph Omoregbe, 2011: 41) truth is thdocmity of the
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intellect with the thing, and hence to know thisilmymity is to know

the truth. ... And when that which exists outsidaithing corresponds
to it the judgment, it is said to be trutf'he unit will briefly consider
the different conceptions of truth cum fact.

o The correspondence theory: as the term implies, by
correspondence theory of truth, it means the humand
corresponds with the actual or practical stateffafira. It is like
the terminating judgment of Clarence Lewis (tredietbw).

o The coherence theory: coherency occurs when a jedgpassed
with due consideration of the prevailing experiencesituation.
In other words, the coherence theory maintains phdgment
must be made only on the recognition that there existing
events that the judgment passed must not ignasolate.

. The pragmatic theory holds that a thing or staténmirue or
factual if it works in practice or leads to benefid humanity.

. The dialectical theory simply states that truthnisa process of
becoming. That is, what is factual is not statit isualways in a
process of refinement. Dialectical judgments adgjnents that
are procedural taking cognizance of the fact thatd are not
objective hence they have to become objective tiirothe
dialectical process.

o The semantic theory is another version of corredpooe theory.
The words employed in an expression are expectedrtespond
with the actual situation one is talking about. &atit theory is
similar to Clarence Lewis‘expressive truth whichrroborates an
existing situation or state of affairs.

. The redundancy theory is a view advanced by P.Ondes
which states that prefixing a sentence or an egmeswith for
instance; it is wrong‘or it is good' adds nothingetsentence.
Omoregbe (2011: 46) explains thhae prefixit is evident,it is
true or it is false is redundant, it adds nothing to the senténce
That is, a prefix is an expression that comes by w&
introduction what is being said.

o The relativistic theory maintains that there ishmog called truth
as distinct from opinion. Kwasi Wiredu (Joseph Oeglre, 2011:
47) who propounded the theory argues that truth veew from
some point, and there are as many truths as therpants of
view. The implication of this is that truth is notdependent,
objective reality and permanent but rather truth reere opinion.
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Value on the other hand as earlier shown,Ne& World Encyclopedia
says is something good on its own independent ait\&h individual or

a group of people believed to be good
https://newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Fact-and¢alBesides, value
is anything that has worth, importance or relevatocan individual, a
group of people or society. That is to say valusdmething that has
goal-value ferminal-value)or means-value (terminus-value). Values
therefore are ends in themselves or means to ends.

3.1 The Distinction between Factual Judgments and Value
Judgments

Arguably, the fact-value distinction is a much-@stéd issue. This is
the case because resistance persistently comes tinemopposite
scholarly camps claiming the counter views. Howegitas obvious that
arising from the understanding of fact and valtenéans that factual
judgments refer to empirical state of affairs whadn be described as
corresponding with the prevailing state of affaifhat is, by factual
judgment it is a judgment that is passed which ragste or tally with a
physical situation or what is known to be that<#ér such a judgment.
Hence, the analogy above that Abuja is the capftidligeria cannot be
guestioned because it is a historical and evidefd@. Any attempt to
guestion it will amount to self-contradiction besaut is an established
historical fact which refers to a prevailing state affairs or what is
currently.

On the other hand, value judgment is not basechenattual state of
affairs but rather on the evaluation or assessmkeatgiven experience
or situation based on the inherent goodness oramsn® goodness. In
this wise, value judgments are not based on theabstate of affairs but
rather on the nature or the intrinsic qualitiesaithing. These intrinsic
gualities in a thing are targeted judgments that either terminal or
means to the terminus. That is, goals-value or swaltue.
Nevertheless, value judgments as Clarence |. LEW®g0) rightly notes
are classified into; Expressive statements, Tertimggudgments and
Objective beliefs.

I. Expressive statements are corroborative but noteriags
statements about things. They are rather restrictezkpressing
that which seems or appears within a given expeeielk. g.
Abuja is the capital of Nigeria is an expressivaenent which
corroborates the historical and practical fact lo¢ status of
Abuja as the capital of Nigeria.

. Terminating judgments on their part are as a resiult fallout
arising from observable cases or situations whidh ia turn
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verifiable. In other words, terminating judgments gudgments
informed by an earlier or an existing experiencey. EHHuman
beings are made up of X and Y chromosomes; makss Xand
Y chromosomes while females are made up only X Xnd
chromosomes. This is for sure a terminating judgnwémch is
observable and verifiable scientifically.

iii. Objective beliefs on their part are statements thatribe
objective value quality to things that are and atsdhings that
may possibly exist. Objective beliefs of value acxordingly,
confirmable by the medium of terminating judgmettisough
deduction. E. g. Oranges are always sweet is arectg
statement which ascribes objective value to oranigkeave seen
an orange. The orange | have seen makes it podsibi@e to
confirm via terminating judgment by taking the aganon the
belief that all oranges are usually sweet. Havaigh the orange
| have seen will lead to the confirmation thatsitsweet like the
ones | have known before.

40 CONCLUSION

Factual judgments as discussed above are distmghles from value
judgments. Factual judgments are concerned witbtiped or empirical
given state of affairs that are capable of dedorpas they correspond
to the prevailing or existing state of affairs. hun factual judgment
the pronouncement given in a judgment form is infeomity with the
actual physical or practical situation or what m®Wwn to have prompted
factual judgment in the first place.

Value judgments unlike factual judgments are pagsséependent of the
actual or prevailing state of affairs. Rather they pronounced based on
rational evaluation or assessment of a given osgmied experience or
situation due to the inherent goodness containedtining. In this wise,
value judgments are not based on the actual statkairs but rather on
some certain standards or ideal principles thatsaen to found in a
thing or situation which upon evaluation by reasmsngconsidered as
means or an end towards advancing the worth of hitynaThese
standards or ideal principles are target judgméaisare either terminal
(goals-value) or means to the terminus (means-yalue

5.0 SUMMARY

Fact-value as shown above has a distinction which contested issue
among scholars. Fact and truth are regarded asrmhéhe same thing.
Fact taken as truth can be expressed in threditraali theories of truth
namely; correspondence theory of truth, cohereheery of truth and
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pragmatic theory of truth. Truth is categorizediatther logical truth or
practical truth. Truth has sub-theories emanatirmgnfthese theories
which include; dialectical theory, semantic theomgdundancy theory
and relativistic theory. Besides, it is obviousnfrthe understanding of
fact and value that factual judgments refer to eivgi state of affairs
which can be described as corresponding with tlewgiling state of
affairs. Hence it is right to talk of judgment bdsen corresponding,
coherence and pragmatic theories of truth.

Value judgment is not based on the actual statffafrs but rather on
the evaluation or assessment of a thing based somnliterent good
qualities. These standards or ideal principlestarget judgments that
are either terminal or means to the terminus. T$athere are goals-
value or means-value which come as expressivenstas, terminating
judgments and objective beliefs.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

How will you differentiate a fact from a value?
What is judgment?

What is value judgment?

What is factual judgment?

Define a proposition.

akrwhE

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Draw out a clear distinction between value anduaict
judgments.

2. Identify and explain the different classes of vglidgments.

3. Do you agree that fact is truth and truth is fakt8tify your
answer.

7.0 REFERENCESFURTHER READING

“Fact and Value” New World Encyclopedia,
https://newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Fact-and¢alu

Lewis, C. I. (1970). Conceptualist Pragmatism bhagdical Empiricism
in Reck, Andrew J.,The New American Philosophers: An
Exploration of Thought Since World War,1dew York: Delta
Book.

Omoregbe, J. (2011).Epistemology: A Systematic and Historical
Study Lagos: Joja Educational Research and Publishers

27



PHL 103 VALUE

MODULE 2

Unit 1 Classes of Value Judgments

Unit 2 Moral Philosophy/Ethics and Divisions of Mb
Philosophy

Unit 3 Moral Theory and the Moral Concept: Good

Unit 4 The Moral Concept: Bad Introduction

UNIT 1 CLASSES OF VALUE JUDGMENTS

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main Content

4.0 Conclusion

50 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

As a follow-up to the discussion above which cehiwa the distinction
between factual judgments and value judgments, uhis takes you
further into knowing the different categories ofugjudgments. That is,
this unit escorts you to understanding the differelasses of value
judgments in human social engagements or activitilse main
intention of this unit is to present as clearlypassible the main classes
of value judgments and how they are put to usaimdn discussions or
affairs. Thus, the unit identifies the differenagtes of value judgments
and additionally carries out an in depth clarificat of the different
classes of value judgments.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
As a matter of emphasis, the unit explains theedsffit kinds of
meanings, statements or proposition humans make vamat they

convey regarding value judgments.

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

. explain the different classes of value judgments
. say the importance or relevance value judgmentsihoan life.
o explain why value judgments especially expressitaements
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cannot be disputed, that is, they are always coradlve as such
they always correspond to the actual state ofraffai

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

As briefly sketched above, Clarence |. Lewis (19¢@ssifies value
judgments into three: Expressive statements, Tetmig judgments and
Objective beliefs. However, prior to the considiemratof the classes of
value judgments, it is important you note that belyevhat is given in
unit one above as build-up to what value judgmesritails, Lewis
(1970: 32) annotates that value is used exclusiwelthree senses; a
value-quality, value-character or value-propertysofmething, or a kind
of value-quality, character, or propdrtffhat is, value is contained in a
thing based on the attribute it has, the charaotesuch a thing also
confers value on it, just as its property (propdngye refers to what is
distinctive but not an essential quality of a thingor example an
individual may be handsome or beautiful as it may distinctively
shown on him or her but handsomeness or beautgtishe essential
quality of such an individual. Lewis stresses thatprimary meaning of
value is a situation where value is predicablenuihediate experience,
existent objects and possible existent objects.

To buttress the foregoing, Lewis (1970: 32) mairmgahat primary value
is a quality unmistakably identifiable in a diregprehension of it when
disclosed inexperience. The determination of what value isiompby/
what is valuation, according tdewis (1970: 32) -involves the
fundamentalact of intuition of value within experencd. How is
intuitive valuation carried out? To go about thigwis (1970: 33)
maintains that one can describe the given contéatjiately in other
respects than value, and one can make a shiftamate it from that
description‘. To describe the given content adeglyah other respects
than value‘refers to how or what a thing is, irespre an individual‘s
preference or dislike. This is what Lewis callseducible fact of
experience. Irreducible facts of experience which inmediately or
directly findable though stubborn in terms of saywhat they really
are, they however serve as the verification of &ajudgments.
Irreducible facts of experience are objective tesdithat an individual
cannot reduce to suit his/her own wishes. Theysamply objective as
presented or given. Lewis (1970: 33) states th&dlkoof value-disvalue
Is the mode or aspect of the given or contempladeahich desire and
aversion are addresdedhat is, for an individual to say or judge that a
thing has value or disvalue, the considerationrésligated on desire or
aversion (dislike). By desire it means the indixathas preference for a
particular thing and therefore is favourably digmb$o liking it while by
aversion an individual entertains a strong dishé&e a particular thing
and therefore is favourably disposed to dislikihgLiewis (1970: 33)
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explains that the immediately good is what you Bkel what you want
in the way of experience; and the immediately mahat you dislike
and do not want. The implication of this is thae thalue-disvalue
assigned to a thing is dependent on the indivichating the judgment.
In other words, value-disvalue judgments as undedstunder this
context could be subjective and therefore not gelyesicceptable.

Value judgment as presented by Lewis here is pugebjective. Under
this scenario, two different individuals may hawase to disagree over
value and disvalue of a thing. Lewis (1970: 33) bweer is very quick to
dispel this insinuation by pointing out that immeei value is dimension
or dimension-like mode. He warns that the use eftéhm dimensidns
not to suggest that value is subject to mathemateEasurement as the
value-dimension may be different in kind from thelue-dimension of
another set of presentations’. Value as such iodenor dimension of
presentations. In other words, what is given, preskor presentation
has value-dimension and pure presentation. Howetrer, two are
intimately connected in an object. This is the omawhy Lewis (1970:
33) insists that values do not adhere solely tsgrtions. Rather there
is a general level of feeling, belonging to theKkggound rather than to
any item which stands out in it. In other wordsydoed presentations or
the given, values are determinable by way of fgeipprehended in the
background of an object. In referent® the background, Lewis
describesit as vague reminder of the felt, not definitely localisable,
inchoate, a euphoric or dysphoric condition ... hk&l be attributed to
Ourselves’, or to things in general’. (By the w#ye word dysphoric is
the adjective of the (noun) word dsyphoria whichanmse the state of
unbearable hopelessness, discomfort or unhapp)ne3ste word
background in this context only gives faint or waclinformation about
what is presented. Thus, Lewis (1970: 33) conclutted directly
findable value quality which tends to be determimedome part by the
relation of that presentation to the context of .it cannot be
characterized as given‘. In other words, findalkddug quality (that is
what one personally experiences) is not containguesentations but as
the name implies, it is found, sought or looked lbgrintuition in the
value-dimension. Not contained in the presentatioreans that it is not
immediately seen or felt but only immediately seerfelt. In intuition
what is called value-feeling plays a fundamentdé o both value-
dimension and presentations. As indicated in the tealue-feeling is
strictly the action of the individual who is fedlinvhatever he/she is
feeling from what is presented. As such, the cdrexnanner in which
a thing is presented affects the value-quality imclv the presentation is
given. Lewis (1970: 34) identifies three of sucimtexts namely:

° The influence of the background of organic sensati@and
conditioning that is, the impact of the naturalliegs and how
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this natural feelings influence value-quality i tieeler.

° The context represented by anticipatory associstiovhether
merely habitual or explicitly cognitive this refets the feeler's
intuitive appreciation of the value- quality whianay be
organically linked to the object or what the fellisr able to
appreciate by the medium of intuitive reason.

. The purely subjective context, exemplified by tleéatively free
associations of the day-dream. This is where thkefdreely sees
an object based on his/her emotions and even semBmThe
feeler determines value-quality not based on oiect
consideration but from a perspective of personakr@st or
benefit.

It is interesting to note here that Lewis like Hwana believes that there
are only two categories of values which are inicingnd extrinsic
values. In agreement with Frankena, Lewis (1970Q:t84 holds that
intrinsic values are the values that are immedatiBhdable in
experience‘. He further explains that extrinsic uesl are values
individuals ascribed to objects and are in two s#as inherent and
instrumental values'. Lewis (1970: 34) amplifiesstitonception of
extrinsic values and in contradistinction to Framkesays that Inherent
value is ascribed to an object whose presentagadsl directly to an
immediate experience of value. Instrumental valsieascribed to an
object if the object leads to other objects whitchurn lead to an object
of inherent value. Unlike Frankena who presentednmral values in
six categories and explained their relation as ¢gpegstricted to their
nature, Lewis identifies an analytic relationshigtviieen intrinsic and
extrinsic values. He agrees with Frankena thatinsitt values are
objective values but goes ahead to argue thatnsitrivalues are also
objective values. This situation lumps Lewis in ttlass of Kantian
deonotologists. Lewis (1970: 35) states that objeaving instrumental
value are objects which lead to objects of inheremiue. That is,
extrinsic or instrumental value advances to inicinglue. But in order
not to be led to a likely confusion, Lewis cleang tair by making a
distinction between instrumental value and theitytibf an object.
According to him (1970: 35) the utility of an objas its conduciveness
to other objects, whether or not these objects ggssenherent value
or conducive to objects having inherent value. Tat fhis in a
different way, an object isaid to have utility when it is able to
influence, enhance or positively affect the staiti®ther objects with
inherent value or not. Any object that tends tontan a symbiotic
relationship with another leading to a better stditaffairs that enhances
the value othumanlife canbe saidto be of utility. On the otherhand,
Lewis (1970: 35) satesthat the instrumental value of an object is its
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conduciveness to an object of value, either reraoteear. Now, simply
put, the utility of an object is its conducivenesshelpfulness to other
objects of inherent or non inherent value whildrimsental value is its
conduciveness to an object of value, it must belaoive or contribute
positively to an object of value. The former neees$g has nothing to
do with whether a thing has inherent or non inhiekatue while the
latter is necessarily predicated on an object @de/dt is imperative to
state here that instrumentally, the active agenthwman being is
primary and thus the end result of any action nbestd towards
producing some positive value quality to enhaneelifie of humanity.
This is to say that to Lewis extrinsic values aoed in the sense that
there are a means to bettering the life of humarigwis (1970:35)
categorically states that the ultimate value isrinsic value, and
extrinsic values are valuable because they contlaatrinsic value,
that is to the directly experienced value. Thathsugh intrinsic values
are the fundamental values, extrinsic values arglggindispensable
such that an object said to have inherent worthtnhesd to the
possibility of further enhancement, realisationattainment of directly
experienced goodness in an object. Lewis (1970e3§)jains that a
possibility for experience is independent of expece in that it is
possible whether or not there is an experiencectoaéze it. The
implication of what Lewis is saying is that liketimsic values, extrinsic
values are equally objective. He defends this claynpointing out
(1970:35 - 6) that when an immediately apprehendgdde-quality or
property is so affected by what is personal or pacto the individual
that the object conducing to the experienced atyus not likely to
conduce to similar experiences in others, it isnue@ subjective
Nevertheless, Lewis (1970:36) stresses that whenuhlity is such that
the object is capable of leading to similar expases in others, it is then
objective. This is a re-echo of what NjokK20(8 mooted earlier which
hereferredto asaxiologicalobjectivismandaxiologicalsubjectivism

Meanwhile, Lewis is not done a® lexplains that there is a difference
between objective value qualities and physical ejualities.
According to him (1970:36) the physical properi@s subject to direct
tests, while value-qualities, though susceptibleeantain cases to such
tests, are never limited to them. Whereas with @espo hardne$sor
roundness the unsure corroboration of feeling reenlsupplanted by
objective tests, with respect to goodness, the mbékeling remains the
head and the front of the whole matter, and no npoezise test of
objective value would be true to our intent. Appdirealue in the thing
the possibility of some experience of some valualtguin connection
with it is of the essence. This is to say in otherds that tough the
physical features of an object can be directlyetsinlike the test for
value-qualities, such objects are however nottéichito such test. For
instance, one cannot combine objective test antinfeen order to
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ascertain what is hard or round whereas feelingidat®@s all through
the consideration of what is termed good or goosingsken in this
context, the individual‘'s intention of what is tbhéjective truth simply
prevails. Accordingly, it is the possibility of semvalue-quality
experienced by an individual that adds up to thesemse, core or
importance of such an object.

Arising from these, Lewis (1970: 36) patently ssatthat value
judgments or better still value attributions, likay other attributions,
are attributions of potentiality when referring tobjects. Some
attributions for experience lie within the naturfetlte object. Others are
attributions of potentiality as realisable undertai@ conditions, known
or assumed as actual or determined to be probdide wiewed in their
relation to experience, all properties of thinge aotentialities. By
potentiality Lewis means what and individual masely identify in an
object of extrinsic value which may be of valuentm/her may not be of
value to another. Nevertheless, the situation agudo the valuable
content of such an object of extrinsic. It is ois thackground that Lewis
(1970:36) states without mincing words judgments imfinsic or
extrinsic values regardless of the function of ifegein valuation, value
judgments prove to be as objective as other enapibeliefs. It is on
this note that Lewis anchored the three classesatie judgments
namely; expressive statements, terminating judgsnemd objective
beliefs.

According to Lewis (1970:31), expressive statements do not make
assertionsof objects, but are limited to expressing that whiekrss or
appears within a given experience. Taken in this/,wexpressive
statements show value quality which is directlyrfdun what has been
experienced and evaluated by the experiencer. Egipeestatements are
first of all subjective prior to their confirmatioby another. E.g. the
expression; apple fruit has warm and inviting taste subject to
confirmation in order to ascertain the truth of tression. This is so
because it is not all people that have eaten tedagpple.

Terminating judgments are conditional judgments, that is, there are
judgments that maintain that given a particulauatibn, a particular
thing will follow. E.g. if you strike a match stidkre will spark. Lewis
(1970:31) maintains that, terminating judgmentsagisvfind a cue in
what is given, but they state something which igfiable only by a
course of action resulting in another state of itmiale immediacy, To
put this in another way, terminating judgments eab@anfrom an
observed case or situation which is verifiable dasa the outcome
arising from that observed case or situation. lild@lso be taken as a
judgment predicated on previous experience. Esgela banana fruit; in
the light of my previous experience, | know thahdiaa has sweet taste
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and if | should bite into it, | will enjoy the swetaste. | bite into the
banana and | experienced the sweet taste whick teaal verification of
the experience that banana is sweet.

Objective beliefs on their part are statements #natstrongly made to
present arobjectivereality. To Lewis (1970:31- 32) objective beliefs
arethe statementshatmakeup what we ordinarily mean when we speak
of empirical knowledge. Being statements of valuedption, Lewis
maintains that they give objective property of walo an existent or
possible existent. That is, these statements ati¢ribbjective property of
value to real or actual existing things and poss#éisting things. He
stresses (1970:32) that objective beliefs of vates like other beliefs,
confirmable by means of terminating judgments wiiein be deduced
from them. E.g.Swangemusic played by the Tiv people of Benue State
Is beautiful. To confirm this assertion as an otiecbelief, one must
locateSwangemusic and listen to it as a confirmation.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Value judgments and factual judgments are partpandel of man's life.
These judgments are always been passed by man dailya basis
regarding issues. In other words, these judgmeetsi@avoidable. It is
this indispensable nature that scholars took up ¢heallenge of
understanding what these judgments are. Lewissircdnmtribution made
a clear distinction between these values demomgjrathat these
statements come in expressive statements, termgnaidgments and
objective beliefs.

5.0 SUMMARY

The unit has demonstrated that value judgmentsfactdal judgments
are different. A factual judgment is made basedtlon true state of
affairs that corresponds to what is observableeenson the ground. A
value judgment on the other hand evolves ideakppies or standard by
way of analysis in the making of the judgment olfuea As such value
judgments are not given based of the actual sthtaffairs but are

prompted by certain beliefs that something is good.

Three classes of value judgments have been putfdrsy Clarence |.

Lewis; expressive statements, terminating judgmeartd objective
beliefs.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Give an example aéxpressive statements
2. Give an example derminatingludgments.
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3. Show the distinction between the two.
4. Give an example of objective beliefs.

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exerciseg aontained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Mention and explain the three classes of the cdneajue
judgments.

2. Which of the classes of value judgment discussedealould be
said to be objective? Give reasons.

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING

Fact and Valu&lew World Encyclopedia
https://newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Fact-and¢alu

Lewis, C. I. (1970). Conceptualist Pragmatism bhagdical Empiricism
in Reck, Andrew J.,The New American Philosophers: An
Exploration of Thought Since World War.1dew York: Delta
Book.

Njoku, F. O. C. (2018).Studies in Ethics(Revised Edition). Nsukka:
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UNIT 2 MORAL PHILOSOPHY/ETHICS AND
DIVISIONS OF MORAL PHILOSOPHY

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main Content
3.1 Divisions of Moral Philosophy
3.2  Normative/Prescriptive Ethics
3.3  Descriptive/Applied Ethics
3.4  Meta-Ethics

4.0 Conclusion

50 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In this unit, the discussion is centred on moralgslophy better known
as ethics. The unit examines the meaning of mdmédgophy/ethics and
divisions of moral philosophy/ethics. As such thisit exposes the
learner to the fundamental or basic notion of meftalosophy as well
as the components branches of moral philosophy.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
At the end of this unit, you should be able to lge fiollowing;

define moral philosophy/ethics
mention the divisions of moral philosophy/ethics
explain the divisions of moral philosophy/ethics

focus on understanding the different concepts as would
enhance your learning of this unit.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

It is important at this level to state briefly whrabral philosophy is prior
to an examination of the moral concepts embeddedt.irMoral

philosophy also known as ethics is the branch afopbphy that is
preoccupied with the study of rightness and wrosgnef human
conduct or behaviour. Aristotle (Roger J. Sulliva@80: 104) maintains
that moral philosophy is a critical examinationliéé of practical moral
facts encountered in experience which constitutesuttimate source of
data‘’. That is, moral philosophy concerns itselthwhuman practical
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experiences in life as this provide the yardstitlevmluation of what is
right or wrong. In his submission, A. C. Ewing (B99.6) states that
Ethics or moral philosophy deals with values anthwhe conception of
ought. Ethics is from the Greek woethoswhich refers to habit or
conduct.Ethosis the equivalent of the Latin worasos, moriswhich
informed the wordnoraliswhich means morals in English and is known
as custom. Francis O. C. Njoku (2018: 3) averstti@tvords ethics‘and
morals’, refers to what can be termed the scienc@hilosophy of
human actions. In other words, it is concerned vesiues of morality in
human life or activities. Morality pointedly is awding toThe Stanford
Encyclopedia of PhilosopHhyest understood in two ways:

1. It descriptively refers to certain codes of condouat forward by
a society or a group (such as a religion), or a@eckpy an
individual for his/her own behaviour, or

2. Also, it normatively refers to a code of conducttthgiven
specified conditions, would be put forward by adHtional
persons.

In view of this, moral philosophy explores the matwf morality and
examines how people should or ought to live thigied in relation to
others or as a social group. Taking cognizance hef descriptive
conception of moralityGeorge F. Thomas (1955:36i)aintainsthat
moral philosophyarisesamongthosewho havebecomedissatisfiedwith
the moral judgments and practices imposed by tkeaiety. Social
reformers/engineers or thinkers/moral philosophbes/ing attained
intellectual maturity coupled with the ability toatronally think
independently, came to the realization that somi@imoral principles
and virtues adopted by the society are irratiomal snconsistent with
one another. As a result, these moral thinkersipbphers took up the
task of critically analysing the accepted judgmeantd practices, to the
clarification of moral concepts. Plato, in the Sair Dialogues’, was
engaged with this task where meaning was soughtdocepts like
virtue, justice and courage, etc. It is the samecem about meaning
that the following moral concepts: Good, Bad, Rigk¢rong are
subsequently examined here in units three and four.

It is important to emphasise here that moral pbpd®ers do not just
embark on the task of refining and clarifying grsumr societal
morality. AsThomas (1955:367) explains, philosophers‘ultimate i
to establish morality on a more solid basis of gahprinciples which
are consistent and comprehensive'. In the absehttesy philosophers
concerned with morality sought to question the plitity of rules that
had no bearing on fundamental principles not apguldwy reason. They
believe in reason because it is common to all hitywamd thus they
conclude that the principles emanating from reasdhbe universally
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valid. This view is strongly propagated or canvdsby the Kantian
deontologists.

3.1 Divisions of Moral Philosophy

Moral philosophy is mainly divided in three: NornvatPrescriptive
Ethics, Descriptive Ethics/Applied Ethics and Méithics.
Normative/Prescriptive Ethics is also known as taris/e ethics while
Descriptive/Applied ethics on its part is refertecas comparative ethics

3.2 Normative/Prescriptive Ethics

Normative ethics/prescriptive ethics also refertedas substantive
ethics is a branch of ethics which is concernedhwithat is
considered right, good or obligatory. Normativeiethis engaged
with the question of ought. That is, what ougholat what | ought
not to do? In short, normative ethics/prescripgieics is centred on
the questions of what is right or good and whatnsng. That is why
it is presented in a prescriptive manner. In othierds, normative
ethical propositions are mainly presented in agipgve manner or
come in a form of prescriptive statements. AccaydnG. O.Ozumba
(2004: 7) Normative ethics ... exploresthe ground or criteria for
enunciating standards or ascribing acceptable bahaviour péttern
Normative ethics as such is concerned with advageimosition or an
opinion with the aim of convincing people at largea particular
person or group that a particular thing be accépt@atrejected. That is
why it is only moral arguments that are advancesujgport a moral
issue. In other words, one cannot employ immogliarent to defend
a moral claim. Ozumba (2004: 6) maintains thHat a moral
prescription to be reasonable and acceptable, €t e backed by
reasonable argument that is based on moral coasioles. Ozumba
(2004: 6) in an illustration annotates ttiane says that abortion is bad
because it entails taking of life and that killisgbad because it is
immoral and depraving to take another person‘s tties would be a
moral argument; other than simply saying that abortis bad
because one does not like it. Normative ethicsrigleprescribes
acceptable standards of human conduct in the gociet

3.3 Descriptive/Applied Ethics

Descriptive ethics/Applied ethics is a branch dfiet that is concerned
with the descriptive empirical enquiry, historical scientific study of
ethical issues. The target is to describe or emplae phenomena of
morality or to work out a theory of human natureich bearson ethical
questions.In the words of Ozumba (2004: 24) Descriptive ethics is
concerned with examining existing moral trendstideo to find out the
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opinions people have of them. It answers the guestihat do people
say is right?. That is, descriptive ethics is kgenterested in knowing
the feelings or concerns people express regardisgirey moral trends.
Descriptive/applied ethics also targets knowleddmua the basic
constituents of morality. In other words, it isargsted in knowing what
morality is. The concern with this is not farfetdhnémong individuals
and even people of different socio-cultural groufigere are easily
identifiable moral differences such that what imsidered right in one
place is abominable in another place. For instanicas morally
acceptable and it is right to accept a sizeablefrpigp the suitors as an
indispensable component part of the bride priceroeny when they
come to marry from any Tiv home in Benue State. Elay, for sure, it
is not all ethnic groups in Nigeria that requirestas part of bride price.
As a matter of fact, some ethnic groups forbid gognpletely. In view
of this, Ozumba (2004:24) patently notes that wdedcriptive ethics
does is to look at the varying ethical judgmentthve view to finding
out why they differ. This concern with knowing wimyorality differs
from place to place brings about the question coaipa ethics. This is
to say that Descriptive/Applied ethics dovetail®inomparative ethics.
By comparison, descriptive ethics is able to idgntihe reasons why
people differ and by extension, why they agree. iftq@ication of this,
Ozumba(2004:24)aversis that Descriptiveethics... looks at different
moral standpointsand finds out what makes them moral, what makes
them different and what they have in common as hpwsitions. Thus,
conclusively, descriptive, applied and by extensmoymparativeethics
is more like an investigative enquiry about the issuesof morality in
human situations in order to arrive at an objectimderstanding of why
individuals or groups of people differ in the contwf their moral
actions.

3.4 Meta-Ethics

Meta- ethics in the words of Frankena (1973:954 isranch of ethics
that does not propound any moral principles or géal action, except
possibly by implication; as such it consists etyiref philosophical

analyses. Meta-ethics as construed by Frankenaaantlis generally
presented is concerned with knowing the meaningafal terms or the
meaning of moral expressions through the analylssich language or
expressions. That is why Frankena maintains thaagihics does not
consciously prescribe action (s) to be carried Being concerned with
moral terms or language expressions (s), metaests a branch of
moral philosophy would want to know when an induatl makes a
statement such as: Abortion is right or abortionvisng. The concern
with language in moral issues and the meaning pfessions aligns
meta-ethics with one of the core branches of pbpby known as
epistemology. Epistemology by the way, Joseph Ogimg2011: vi)
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says: is the study of human knowledge, the studhi@hature of human
knowledge, its origin its scope, its limits, itssjification, its reliability

or otherwise, its certainty otherwise, it is knogde taking a critical
look at itself to justify itself. Thus, meta-ethias aligned with
epistemology seeks to make a distinction betweeralnkmowledge on
one hand and other kinds of knowledge on the oltlaed'(Ozunmba
2004: 25). It accordingly asks questions like: Gahical and value
judgments be proved, justified and be shown tod&l? If so, how and
in what sense can they be proven or validated? \lghie meaning of
terms or concepts like rights, wrong, good, bad? et

Meta-ethics being a very critical study of morabtutledge intends to
give concise meaning of moral terms or conceptslatey. However,

meta-ethics is challenged by the contention thatiierms are relative
in terms of meaning. In other words, moral concegpEs seen to be
relative as they do not attract a universal or commnderstanding or
meaning to mankind. As such, moral terms or condeptot mean one
and the same thing to people. This has broughttaihe@uquestion of
meta-ethical relativists and meta-ethical objests/i Meta-ethical
relativists maintain that there is no generallyumiversally accepted
correct moral standard or means of evaluation winieta-ethical

objectivists on the other hand state to the copnttiaat there exist one
universally accepted meaning of every ethical termoncept (Ozumba
2004: 25). The essence of meta-ethics from whateeepective that it
Is viewed, is that, when considered epistemolobjicél disambiguates,
that is, it clarifies or breaks down moral or e#hidcerms for better
understanding. It makes moral or ethical knowledgme explicit for

better comprehension.

Meta-ethics is divided into ethical naturalism amdhical non-
naturalism. Ethicahaturalism is the moral thinking which insists
that moral judgmentsare a specialsubclass of facts about the natural
world (Ozumba, 2004: 25) while ethical non-nat@lias an antithesis
of ethical naturalism maintains that moral conceate cognitively
meaningful but not in natural terms. Moral judgnserttanscend
physicalistic interpretations because they do rextgin to particular
instances (Ozumba, 2004:27). Ethical non-natuglisccordingly
maintain that morality is not dependent on the wistance, the
environment or factual state of affairs but ratbereasonability and the
ideal which gives support to the action in question

4.0 CONCLUSION
NO Conclusion
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5.0 SUMMARY

No Conclusion

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCICE

1. What prompts moral philosophers commence the thskaryal
refinement in the society?

2. How do they approach this?

3. What is meta-ethics?

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exerciseg aontained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is moral philosophy/ethics?

2. List the three main branches of ethics and explain?

3 Differentiate between ethical naturalism and ethiceon-
naturalism.

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
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UNIT 3 MORAL THEORY AND THE MORAL
CONCEPT: GOOD

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main Content
3.1  The Moral Concept: Good
4.0 Conclusion
50 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit engages itself with moral theory and ith@ral concept: good.
The essence of this is to enable you realize tleatboncern with values
can best be addressed within the ambit or scopaosél theory. The
unit will in addition consider the above stated al@oncept.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

explain what moral theory is

define moral philosophy

state and explain moral concept: good

say what makes philosophers hold contrary viewsrdigg the
concept good.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

Moral theory is a theory that relates to issuetiwrhan morality. It is
regarded as a structured set of statements usexptain (or predict) a
set of facts or conceptthttp://home.sandiego.edu/babgeherMoral
Theories.htmltml) These sets of facts or concepts are not taken in
isolation of man. Moral theory accordingly explavwfy a particular
action is right or wrong; why humans or individuatsist act in certain
or particular ways. Considered as such, moral thexgrves as a
standard for the determination of what is acceptatrld unacceptable
due to human actions. For instance: Do not kill ryfallow human -
this, taken as a moral theory, becomes a guideutnah conduct
whenever there is a threat to human life. Thus,amiveory constitutes
the ingredients for the determination of what ighti or wrong.
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Essentially, moral theories provide the platfornr fiegulated or

systematic thinking, reasoning and evaluation slués of morality.

Moral theory is same as applied ethics. Being apple in human life,

moral theories are prescriptive and descriptivanature. However, in
usage or application, sociologists/anthropologssts engaged with the
descriptive side of moral theory while philosopherstheir part being
concerned with the actual way of ascertaining whaight and wrong,

preoccupy themselves with how to understand there@abf moral

concepts. It is on this background that this uomsiders the concept
good while other units will take up the conceptd,brgght and wrong.

3.1 The Moral Concept: Good

It is common knowledge that though man is oftenlydpg moral
concepts like the ones outlined above, no timeewoted to their critical
examination and analysis. It is premised on thiskgeound that these
concepts are treated here. The discussion will cemcen with the
concept good.

Good: good is the equivalent of the Greek waglathon Aristotle in
the consideration of good in hislicomachean Ethicsbegan the
investigation of the concept from the background hig teacher's
(Plato's) understanding of good as being univerdatom this
background, Aristotle (1962:11) argues that thedgocannot be taken as
something universal, common to all cases, and ejrigt if it were, it
would not be applicable in all categories but omlyond. Aristotle
buttresses this by saying that the term good has/mmeeanings as the
word is: it is used to describe substances, evinith and intelligence are
goods, qualities, e.g. the virtues are good; qtiastie.g. the proper
amount is good; relatedness, e.g. the useful igl;,gome, e.g. the right
moment is good, place, e.g. a place to live is geod so forth The
point being made here by Aristotle is that goodriew of its diverse
notions cannot be reduced to applying it in a ursi@kecontext when
clearly; it is shown to apply differently under féifent situations.
Aristotle asks rhetorically; what is the meaninggoid in the different
contexts as given above? The implication of thisgfion is that given
the different circumstances presented above, aatetim good be seen
as providing the same meaning in order to givehi status of
universality? The answer is an emphatic No. Arist¢(1962:13)says:
-The good, therefore,is not someelementsfrom one Form. Aristotle in
this context was criticising his master (Plato) dzhson Plato's
conception of the World of Forms and the World gfitons. To Plato
the World of Forms is made up of real or eternabriginal things while
the World of Opinions is just a carbon copy or piomipy of the
original things found in the World of Forms. To tlahe World of
Forms made up of changing things cannot be thd idedd. That is
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why Aristotle insists that the term good is not greduct of the World

of Forms and cannot therefore be applied in a usaleontext. In view

of this Aristotle calls for good to be defined &rrms of finalities. Roger
J. Sullivan (1977 43) maintains that to Aristofjeod‘is that for the

sake which all else is done‘. Good as such is oeghas an end in itself
or a means to an end.

People like George Edward Moore will not subsctibehis. Jacquette
(2004:425)eportsthat Moore equategjood with yellow asbeingsimple
notions. Moore stresseg2004:425) that, just as you cannot, by any
manner or means, explain to anyone who does redadrknow it, what
yellow is, so you cannot explain what good is. ThosMoore good is
an indefinable concept. Moore may be right butgpears from his
thinking that words define themselves. In other dgprhuman beings
have no contribution in making words meaningful muman
development. To the contrar@dzumba(2004: 58) arguesthat man is
the sole agentthat should make moral principles meaningful. This he
can do by metaethically, assigning relevant meaniagethical terms. It
Is man that should say or choose how to definddnias. If he defines
good in terms of pleasure and if this helps himattain his desired goal,
it is all good for hinh. Thus, what is good is intuitively known by an
individual. Also, Frakena (1973: 80) in contestinige claim of
indefinability of the concept good by Moore maintithat the term
good has somewhat different uses that must nobbiised. It occurs as
a substantivein sentencedike: The good is pleasureand Withhold not
good from them towhom it is due, but it also hastwo adjectivaluses
illustrated by A good concertand Knowledge is good. We must be
careful not to confuse the good or the things énatgood with goodness
or the property of being good. In this wise, goademployed to
commend or recommend based on certain facts abthih@ and not
necessarily to prescribe or saying that it oughtb&o brought into
existence. There are many grounds of commendirgaging a thing or
a person is good either on moral or nonmoral greuAdcording to
Frankena (1973: 81)f the thing is a person, motive, intention, deed
or trait of character, one may commend it on mgrailinds; then, oneis
using good in the moral sense. Frankena adds Qnatmay also
commend something on nonmoral grounds, and oneapply the
term good to all sorts of things, not just to passand their acts or
dispositions. Like Aristotle stated earlier, thentegood cannot be
reduced a single application.

In line with Aristotle and Frankena, Christine NKorsgaard, avers that
good indicates that a thing is desirable or wortliychoice, so that
normally you have reason to want a certain kindadhing, you also
have reason to prefer a good thing of that Kkind
(https://search.rep.routledge.com/articlesthemgod_theories_of _the
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Iv_2/sections/his tory _and_metaphysics_of the gydduht is, when an
individual refers to a thing as good, he or sheasnmending a thing
that such a thing has some value or worth and iwasth some
preference such that it is reasonable to desir&ebrge S. Fullerton
(1982:252) corroborates this saying that when juelgi are passed
from the moral point of view, it concern men andittactions which are
measurable based on the standard of the social Byllthe mention of
good or the association of good to a thing, it nsedrat a particular
thing or an action is desirable or worthy of prefeze over others that
lacked the attribute good. It is a term generapipligable in different
contexts.Fullerton (1982) maintainsthat good and bad,right and wrong
can be used in a very broad sense to incorporate the ivegaénse.
Fullerton (1982:252) illustrates this with the @lling: A good trick
may be a contemptible action; the right way to kradank-safe may
be the means to a successful commission of a crifoe.sure, the
concept good as employed here is not in the pestivmoral sense.
However, when good considered in the moral or p@sisense, it is
meant to pass moral judgment. Thus, it is ofterrrafftive of a
situation. That is, when a good moral judgmentassgd, it gives the
most general adjective of approval, commendatiorrcommendation.

Theoretically, good is considered as what is istdally good, it is good

in itself. It is an end in itself. It requires notf else to be what it is. It is
more of a standard of evaluation, valuing or apptemn of anything at

all by humanity. Good accordingly, projects humasteact thought into

reality. Simply put good things are consideredradseand valued for the
sake of the positive ends they promote. Howeveyphe this, what is

good is also taken to be a means to an end. Thiiat i& good has

intrinsic and extrinsic value whether in the maxatl nonmoral senses.
There many illustrations by Frankena to buttress, ttor instance, he

says one may say a thing is good because of ifslness or something
Is good because of it being a means to an end.

Philosophically, the theory of good is aimed at ssdaring questions
like: What makes a thing good, an action good, @@egood, human
life good, etc. Thus, the consideration of gooeéiteer from the moral
or nonmoral values‘perspectives.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Moral theories are indispensable ingredients foalwating human
conduct and activities in the society. They provide platform for the
regulation or systematic thinking, reasoning anal@ation of issues of
morality in human affairs. Moral theory very likgp@ied ethics is
therefore prescriptive and descriptive in natureut Bn usage or
application, sociologists/anthropologists are emrgagwith the

45



PHL 103 VALUE

descriptive side of moral theory while philosopherstheir part carry
out the task of empirical evaluation or examinatiwhat is right and
wrong by way of investigating the language as waslithe contexts of
certain expressions.

It is in view of this that the concept like goodgages the attention of
the philosopher. Good has been broadly considenddi@ an analytic
philosopher like Moore, good lacks any coherentnitgdn. However,
this thinking is rejected by most philosophers vigist that rather the
term has many different usages and more so, godmbss seen as a
commendation or recommendation and not a presmnipiihus, good
could be taken with reference to humans as a comatem for good
character trait and other objects as being endl@mselves or means to
an end.

5.0 SUMMARY

Moral theory is a product of moral philosophy orhies. Moral
philosophy sought to critically examine the life axtivities of man in
practical terms. In other words, moral theories @geeeloped by moral
philosophers to provide an objective standard fsseasing human
actions and conduct in the society. Additionalljoral theory
accordingly explains why a particular action ishtigor wrong; why
humans or individuals must act in certain or pafic way. Considered
as such, moral theory serves as a standard fateteemination of what
IS acceptable and unacceptable due to human acliblesunit equally
preoccupies itself with the meaning and understandi the concept of
good. Though there is disagreement in terms itsnmga it is more
plausible to align with the view that maintains tthehen one makes
reference to good, one is talking about what isinsically good or
extrinsically good. Thus good is applicable in theral and nonmoral
senses as end in itself or means to an end. Imtnal sense someone's
character may be referred to as being good whitkemonmoral sense
an object or work of art may said to be good.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. What are the uses of moral philosophy?

2. Can the concept good be made a universal one?

3 What makes moral philosophers have disagreemeatdieg the
nature and meaning of the concept?

4. What is the concept good?

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exerciseg aontained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.
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6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is moral theory?

2. What is the aim of moral philosophy?

3 Do you agree that good is definable or not? Giaseas for your
answer
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UNIT 4 THE MORAL CONCEPT: BAD
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main Content
3.1 Bad
3.2 Moral Evil
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Having understood the meaning of moral theory dsdmoral concept
good, this unit engages itself with yet another aheoncept: bad. The
essence of this is to enable the learner comertastaiith the fact that
the concern with value can best be discussed will@nscope of moral
theory. The unit will in addition consider the abostated moral

concept. It must be noted that very often than thetdiscussion o bad is
not taken in isolation of good. Even if good is m@med without the

opposite bad, conversely such a discussion hats diackground the
issue of bad and vice versa. It is the same apbrdzat is employed

here. This so because good and bad are two sidhe shme coin; even
when one does not directly mention the other sida discussion, the
other side is always implied in what is being said.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

state and explain moral concept: bad

explain where and how good and bad can be applied

explain where and how right and wrong can be agplie

show that the concept bad is the direct oppositthefconcept
good.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Bad

Bad is the direct opposite of good. Bad unlike gagtch is desirable,
bad refers to that which is undesirable. It is algsken as what is
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unpleasant. When bad is reduced to a moral coraeptreferred to an
individual in terms of his/her conduct or behaviotinen such an
individual adjudged to have an undesirable, or imahand unpleasant
conduct. Thus, he or she must be an individualetiaded character, an
unpleasant, unacceptable and unexciting and indeea@yil fellow. By
the mention of bad or the association of bad thirgt it means that a
particular thing or an action is undesirable or arthwy of preference
over others. Such a thing is imperfect or defecige it lacks any
positive attribute that promotes usefulness in theng itself or
rewarding end. In other words, a thing describedhad is neither a
means to an end or an end in itself. It is simplyhbject of detest if not
disgust.

Theoretically, bad is considered as what is inicadsy substandard or
imperfect in itself. It is not an end in itself.requires a lot of refinement
to bring it to the level of acceptability. It is me&o of a means of
contrasting what is good and showing the supeyi@itwhat is good
over what is bad. What is bad when compared to wghgbod shows a
clear contrast. In this manner, both concepts b#iagpposites of each
other enable the meaning of each opposing conoemtdome obvious.
The engagement with what is bad brings to consoess the opposite
of what is good. In fact, the talk of what is batplies what is good and
vice versa. However, Lewis (1970) says good orrag be predicated
of anything while right and wrong are strictly ajppble to only human
activities. That is, for instance, one can evaluatgudge a meal and
say; it's a good meal. One can also say; it's a io@al. At the same
time, one can refer to an individual as being a imat or being a good
man. On the other hand, Lewis is saying one carefet to a meal as
being wrong or right because a meal is not a huacamity or conduct.
Lewis further states (1970: 38) that right and vgrame predicable only
of those human activities which are corrigible asheterminable by
decision, and hence are subject to deliberationcaitidal assessmeélit
That is the use of right and wrong is restrictedhionan acts which are
liable to correction and human critical judgmentjgprove or disprove
such human acts.

The foregoing largely captures the concept bad oimbm one
perspective. A better appreciation and indeed,epeleunderstanding of
the concept bad becomes manifest when it is equeitacthe synonym
evil. Evil according to Richard H. Popkin (Micro&Encarta® 2009) is
that which is morally bad or wrong, or that whiduses harm, pain or
misery. Popkin (Microsoft ®Encarta® (2009) strestws in theology
the problem arose as a result of the idea thatesisks in the world that
is governed by a Supreme Being who is benevolempipotent and
omniscience. That is, the world that is controldgoverned by the
Supreme Being who is all good/caring, all powednd all-knowing is
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enmeshed or wrapped up in evil. Evil like good esras a benchmark
for measuring what is desired and what is undesitad what is
commendable and non-commendable. Ozumba (2004n&@}ains that
they (good and evil) provide yardstick for knowimghich ends and
means are acceptable, and which ones should bel@edh In this
wise, the talk of good brings about a pleasanirfgelhich is inviting
while the talk of evil is repelling, that is unpssat feeling. How can
these two opposing concepts be made meaningfuaté’rim an answer,
Ozumba (2004: 59) annotates that for good andtewke meaningful to
man, there is need for both naturalistic and ndovadstic
interpretations, one providing for the particularcemstance and the
other universal applicability In other words, Ozumba is of the opinion
that naturalistic interpretation of bad should bgpyed to address or
tackle a particular situation of a human act regdrds being bad while
non-naturalistic interpretation should be applied what could be
considered universally.

The problem of evil being of critical concern tomaoth in philosophy
and theology as knowledgedisciplines.Omoregbe(1989: 53) patently
notesthatwheneverany value is destroyed there is an levihat is, evil
is anything that extinguishes or destroys anytlurerious or desirable.
Evil has been divided into four categories for &etinderstanding. The
four categories are: moral evil, natural evil, pbgb evil and
metaphysical evil.

3.2 Moral Evil

This has to do with conscious or willful acts pdrpged by human

beings to cause pain, misery and discomfort, etth@oother person or
persons. Moral evil include: murder, rape, and evphkheft, etc. In

other words, is a willful act by an individual tawse harm or pains to
another individual. It is referred to as moral ewilthe sense it is a
deliberate behaviour or conduct by an individuadjééed at bring about
a situation of discomfort or inconveniences to hrofellow or group of

persons. Thus, the act of kidnapping for instarscan act of moral evil.

Simply, moral evil is evil conceived, strategizeddaexecuted or
actualized by an individual or group of individuagainst another or
others to cause him/her or them pains and misery.

I. Natural evil - This refers to natural disasters or natural
occurrences that man has no control over such asnés,
calamities, floods, and pestilences, etc. Natusalsach is not
man-made evil unlike moral evil.

. Physical evil - This means bodily pain or mental anguish such
fear, illness, grief, war, and anxiety, etc. Phagkievil may be
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self-imposed or externally imposed. But whichevaywphysical
evil also discomforts the victim physically or pegtogically.

iii. Metaphysical evil - This refers to such things as imperfection,
chance and accidents, etc. Under metaphysical theile are
incidents of criminals going unpunished, defornsitieand
unexpected happenstances like accidents, etc. |IGhalevils
considered here, metaphysical evil is closest torahevil as
man appears helpless under the situation of mesagiyevil.
For instance, people found themselves in automaz@dents
and they are helpless.

A consideration of the issue of evil in historicaines and the
contemporary concerns, clearly shows that it isdumentallymoral
evil that is the crux of the problem more thaatural evil. Natural evil
may be conceived of as being simply part of natune not evil at allln
other words, the predominant evils are moral artdrabevils however
moral evil is more resounding.

4.0 CONCLUSION

By the idea of bad as the opposite of or negatfayood, it means what
Is worthless or unpleasant. It also connotes whahacceptable That is,
the moral concept bad refers to what is substandaromperfect in
itself. It is not a finality or an end in itself &sat all it has any value, it
is only known to be worthless and no worthlessglonobject has value
or use. Thus, to make it useful then a lot of miient has to be put into
what is bad in order to remedy it and bring it upthe level of
acceptability. Bad essentially could be seen tonioee of a means of
contrasting what is good and showing the supeyiaft what is good
over what is bad. What is bad when compared to wghgbod shows a
clear contrast. In this manner, both concepts b#iagpposites of each
other enable the meaning of each other conceptdorbe obvious. As a
matter of fact, the mention of what is bad imphésat is good and vice
versa. However, while good or bad may be predicafexhything, right
and wrong are strictly applicable to only humaraaff. More so, right
and wrong are predicative only of those human #&s/which can be
corrected by way of determinable decision, and éem® subject to
deliberation and critical assessment. For bett@lerstanding of what
evil is, scholars have identified four evils namely

Moral evil — it is a conscious act by man to cause pain andrgnie his
fellow man.

Natural evil- this is natural occurrence which causes harm or fma
man however, it is not caused by man. It is theosjip of moral evil.
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Physical evil-this has to do with physical and psychologicahghie to
illness, anxiety, fear and anguish, etc and

Metaphysical evil has to do with imperfections observable in things.
But by and large there are basically two kinds woil: enoral and
physical evils and moral evil stands taller thaa thst in comparison
with the rest. Mankind is highly devastated by nhogmil as it is
observed on a daily basis in the affairs of marargples abound locally
and internationally as far as moral evil is coneelris it armed robbery,
insurgency, kidnapping? You can name them, thaslistirely endless.

5.0 SUMMARY

Bad is the antonym of good, that is, it is the apigoof good. Bad
means what is unpleasant and worthless. It is whatonsidered
unacceptable as it offers no meaning or use to exaept those bad
contrasts with good and makes it possible evalilntgs or judge issues
of morality. As such bad and good are seen asionffehe benchmark
for the assessment of moral issues. Bad as equatlid evil is
considered under moral evil, natural evil, physeal and metaphysical
evil.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Is the concept bad universal?

2. What makes moral philosophers have disagreemeatdieg the
nature and meaning of the concept bad?

3. What is the concept bad?

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exerciseg aontained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is the relationship between bad and evil?
2. List and explain four kinds of evil with illustrains.
3. What is the aim of moral philosophy?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING

Lewis, C. I. (1970. Conceptualist Pragmatism andital Empiricism
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The moral concept wrong like the other allied cqtsegood, bad and
right discussed above, also attracts some philasalpimvestigations to
make it more explicit in human activities or contfucAnd like the

related moral concepts (good, bad and right), wralsg finds space in
everyday human social interaction. This convictisnevidential as

individual(s) or groups cannot but regularly caruycevaluative or

normative judgments regarding human activities onduct in the

society or in particular contexts. As earlier menéd in the discussion
of right, wrong has a direct and indirect relatioipswith the opposite
concept right. That is, the discussion of wrong ks undertone of
right. Additionally, wrong shares closet affinityittv bad. This is to say
that what is wrong is immoral. Thus, the considerabf what is wrong

will also be periscoped on the backdrop of whamisoral.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

) state and explain the moral concept: wrong on #ekdround of
moral theory

53



PHL 103 VALUE

) say what makes philosophers hold contrary viewsrndigg the
concept wrong.

3.0 MAINCONTENT
31 Wrong

The moral concept wrong is the direct oppositehefterm right. Wrong
accordingDictionary.commeans not in accordance with what is morally
right or good

(https://www.dictionary.com/browse/wrondn other words, wrong also
means immoral. What is not in accordance with vikaborally right is
not moral. It lacks moral integritictionary.comalso adds that wrong
also means not in accordance with morality, gooslimedruth. In other
words, it a deviation from the truth or what istfaad. It is an aberration
of goodness or what is good. That is to say thaingrs unacceptable,
unpleasant or a misnomer. One would not be accugedhasty
conclusion to say that the concept wrong mean<ueyleasant or
moderately, it implies evil/unpleasant.

From the foregoing, bad, wrong and evil have a eldsnitted
relationship just like good, right and pleasantr@asshe other hand can
be seen to also have a close affinity when constlender morality.
Indeed, bad and wrong as implying negative moratepts or immoral
have no moral value while good, right and pleasanulying positive
moral concepts have moral value or worth. In a tsysis of the
foregoing, Lewis (1970) maintains that the achiegetmof good is
desirable but conformity to the right is imperatifdat is, to be good is
guite desirable and worthwhile but is better tddwlthe right (standards
or principles). He further (1970: 39) explains ttie rightness of an act,
therefore, depends upon the conformity of the dmermperatives
which, when realised, promise the highest probgbdf good results
That is, what is considered as being good or rigdig to do with the
performer of an act, what is considered to be rsaggsor unavoidable.
It is worthy of note to say that Lewis employs therd imperatives to
mean the principles of right or rational judgmentieth must absolutely
apply in order to bring about better outcome o&ation.

Conversely, with reference to wrong which is théoagm of good, it
would be inferred from Lewis ‘submission that wroognnot achieve
anything desirable neither has it anything to dthwbnforming to right
standards or principles. Being an aberration oftuh¢he right standard
or principle, wrong though has to do with the perfer of an act, it is
considered to be unnecessary or avoidable. THiedause it does not
bring about any positive impact on an action rathiediminishes
standards or principlekewis (1970: 38) throws light on this saying that,
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right and wrong are predicable only of those humetivities which are
corrigible and determinable by decision, and heace subject to
deliberation and critical assessméntn other words, Lewis is aptly
saying that the use of right and wrong is confinedimited to the acts
of humans that are liable to being corrected by dnugritical evaluation
and are consequently subjected to approval oralisgpr

Thus far, wrong can easily be equated with evilil Becording to
Richard H. Popkin (Microsof®Encarta® 2009) is thdtich is morally
bad or wrong, or that which causes harm, pain osemgi Popkin
(Microsoft ®Encarta® (2009) stresses that in thggldhe problem
arose as a result of the idea that evil existhénvtorld that is governed
by a Supreme Being who is benevolent, omnipotedt @nniscience.
That is, the world that is controlled or governgdtire Supreme Being
who is all good/caring, all powerful and all-knogiris enmeshed or
wrapped up in evil. Evil like good serves as a Ibemark for
measuring what is desired and what is undesired,wbat is
commendable and non-commendable. Ozumba (2004n&@)ains that
they (good and evil) provide yardstick for knowimghich ends and
means are acceptable, and which ones should bel@iedh In this
wise, the talk of good brings about a pleasantrigeihich is inviting
while the talk of evil is repelling, that is unpszant feeling. How can
these two opposing concepts be made meaningfult®?rin an answer,
Ozumba (2004: 59) annotates that for good andtewke meaningful to
man, there is need for both naturalistic and ndovadéstic
interpretations, one providing for the particularcemstance and the
other universal applicability In other words, Ozumba is of the opinion
that naturalistic interpretation of what is wrongleor bad should be
employed to address or tackle a particular sitmatb a human act
regarded as being wrong or bad while non-natui@lisiterpretation
should be applied to what could be considered usally. Ozumba
(2004: 59) quoting Moore says that in reality tBart wrong is always
used in specific contexts, with context-dependergamngs’. The
implication of this is that the word or term wroogn be employed in
different contexts. For instance, one can say:

I. It is wrong to go to war
. It wrong to eat pork
iii. It is wrong to throw away twins

A critical consideration of the different contexts which the term
wrong is applied shows the particular and univeegadlication of the
term wrong. The emotivists will refer to the propiosns as mere
expression of emotions, other ethical philosophaifi maintain
otherwise. It is the view that counters the emsets/that finds relevance
here. The propositions i and ii could offered imtjgallar circumstances
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while iii is applicable universally. It is wrong o to war but you can
go to war to defend yourself. In the same vein, cae tell the other
based on cultural or religious differences thas iwrong to eat pork. In
all these cases, it cannot be universalised. Homvewa the il
proposition; It is wrong to throw away twins, tldan be universalized
without causing any tension. In view of this, Ozuan(B004:59) contends
that Naturalistic interpretations are problematiderms of being open-
ended and non-contradictorThus, everyone has the prerogative to
describe or fashion his/her ethical theory based lois/her
preferences/Further Reading and emotions. But lirthalse liberties,
Ozumba (20004:59) cautions that there is also #@ezlrio portray the
ideal which in all cases should serve as refer@oiets of our varying
ethical considerations or judgments.

The problem of evil being of critical concern tomaoth in philosophy
and theologyas knowledgedisciplines.Omoreghe(1989: 53) patently
notesthat wheneverany value is destroyed there is an dvillThat is,
wrong/evil is anything that extinguishes or dessrapything precious or
desirable. Wrong as implying evil has been divided four categories
for better understanding. The four categories ameral wrong/evil,
natural wrong/evil, physical wrong/evil and metapiogl wrong/evil.

3.1.1 Moral Wrong

This has to do with conscious or willful acts pdrpged by human

beings to cause pain, misery and discomfort, etth@oother person or
persons. Moral evil include: murder, rape, and evphkheft, etc. In

other words, is a willful act by an individual tawse harm or pains to
another individual. It is referred to as moral ewilthe sense it is a
deliberate behaviour or conduct by an individuadjééed at bring about
a situation of discomfort or inconveniences to hrofellow or group of

persons. Thus, the act of kidnapping for instarscan act of moral evil.

Simply, moral evil is evil conceived, strategiseddaexecuted or
actualised by an individual or group of individuagainst another or
others to cause him/her or them pains and misery.

3.1.2 Natural Wrong
This refers to natural disasters or natural ocowaes that man has no

control over such as famines, calamities, floodw] pestilences, etc.
Natural as such is not man-made evil unlike moval e

3.1.3 Physical Wrong

This means bodily pain or mental anguish such fiédagss, grief, war,
and anxiety, etc. Physical evil may be self-impos®d externally
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imposed. But whichever way, physical evil also disforts the victim
physically or psychologically.

3.1.4 Metaphysical Wrong

This refers to such things as imperfection, chasoeé accidents, etc.
Under metaphysical evil there are incidents of worals going

unpunished, deformities, and unexpected happereddile accidents,
etc. Of all the evils considered here, metaphysaal is closest to
natural evil as man appears helpless under thatisituof metaphysical
evil. For instance, people found themselves inraotale accidents and
they are helpless.

A consideration of the issue of wrong/evil in histal times and the
contemporary concerns, clearly shows that it isd&umentallymoral
wrong/evil that is the crux of the problem more tharatural
wrong/evil. Natural wrong/evil may be conceived of as beingpsy
part of nature and not wrong/evil at afl. other words, the predominant
wrongs/evils are moral and natural evils howeveraharong/evil is
more preponderance.

40 CONCLUSION

The moral concept wrong also means immoral. It letwtaken to be
contrary to what is morally right or immoral. Wrorggwhat lacks moral
integrity. A wrong act is an carried out that is defiant to what is
truthful or what is factual. It is an aberration gdodness or what is
good. That is to say that wrong is unacceptablegleasant or a
misnomer. Thus, the moral concept wrong meansueyiléasant or
moderately, it implies evil/unpleasant.

50 SUMMARY

This unit takes cursory look at the nature of mah&l moral concept
wrong. It considered the and just like its sistenaept bad; wrong also
entertains a close affinity with the term evil. Bhthe discussion
informed the conviction that based on the inherent Siamestic
relationship between the two concepts, the moralcept wrong is
easily linked to evil and vice versa.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
1. Give two definitions of wrong.

2. State and explain two vyardsticks for evaluation vafat is
wrong/evil and right.
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NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Explain how wrong can be equated with evil.

2. State and explain four wrong you have studied utidsrunit.
3

State the contention of the relativists regardimgduestion of
what is wrong.

7.0 REFERENCESFURTHER READING

Dictionary.com [ttps://www.dictionary.com/browse/wrong

Lewis, C. I. (1970). Conceptualist Pragmatism andgital
Empiricism in Reck, Andrew J.,The New American
Philosophers: An Exploration of Thought Since Won@r 11
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

To say that moral theory is indispensable in urtdeding moral issues
is to state the obvious. That is to say that ineord understudy all
moral issues, they must be presented and systaihatanalyzed in

order to lay bare the core understanding of whay tre. It is arising

from this background that the study of moral thedsgcomes

imperative. This unit leads the learner to undeditag the value of

moral theory as being essential in the considerasiomoral situations

and how best the presented situation or the umfgldxperience can be
handled. Moral theory is more or less a practicalscderation of moral

iIssues in human situations or experiences.

20 LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able:

o demonstrate the ability of knowing the following:

. say what theory is

. say what moral theory is

o identify the relevance of moral theory in the cdesation of
ethical or moral issues in human life and the sga@aelarge

o show how moral theory is indispensable in humam lif

3.0 MAINCONTENT

A theory is a systematic or procedural guide on kmapproach a thing,
discussion or a study. Microsoft® Encarta® (2008ysstheory is an
assumption or system of assumptions, acceptedipliesc and rules of
procedure based on limited information or knowleddevised to
analyze, predict, or otherwise explained the virtwebehavior of a
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specified set of phenomena; abstract reasoninghedry as such is
unavoidable in the area of academics. It is impdrtiaat one be guided
in the pursuit of knowledge such that what is ewvalty arrived at as a
piece of knowledge must be systematic and logicaded on the
principles or rules articulated by the theory.

Moral is the opposite of immoral. Amoral and nonaioare not the
antonym of moral. Moral is from the Latin womabralisor moreswhich
means custom. Moral relates to acceptable stand#rd®od or bad
behavior, fairness just honesty and righteousnéssnoral as the
opposite of moral is a negation of the above gealitBy immoral it
means, when referred to an individual, one is euwfair, unjust,
dishonesty unrighteousness and above all, deprévaids corrupt.

Now premised on these conceptual clarificationstaiimeory could be
said to refer the acceptable ways of doing anch@at situations or
circumstances systematised in a procedure thas go@m for analysis
of claims being put up. Moral philosophy interragmtmoral facts as
encountered inexperience. In other words, humartiped life and
experiences constitute issues for moral philos@hienquiry or
investigation.Sullivanis aptwhenhe (1980:104)saysmoral philosophy
is a critical examinationof the life of practice: But what exactly should
be examined? And how does one go about doing itméAged above,
what should be examined should be the practicalessof human
experience as they are obviously the data for mdnaloretical
investigation. To talk about what is to be the exesd, Aristotle
(Sullivan, 1980:104) notes that the practical kfencerns particulars...
this situation with its constituents, this agefhistsomething. Thus,
Aristotle (Sullivan, 1980:104)arguesthat Generalitiesaboutpracticeare
drawn from our knowledge of particulars, and knalgle of particulars
comes from experience. The implication of thishiattmoral philosophy
Is predicted on particular human experiences. Mitrabry is a product
of moral philosophy. It is thus pertinent to dissuts relevance in this
context.

3.1 Moral Theory and Its Relevance

It has already been shown that moral philosophyaiscritical
examination of practical life. Moral theory grea#gsists in performing
this task. Besides, it is already shown above #&é#teory provides a
systematic approach towards the attainment of @&cpkar result. Moral
theory, arising from this background brings aboutsystematic or
procedural lead towards the understanding of misgales. It is on the
account of this that it becomes easier to illusttae relevance of moral
theory.
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Mankind has been consistently faced with issuasafality. In order to
put these issues in proper perspectives and addhess, moral
philosophers, in their different orientations, haaevanced moral
theories to tackle such issues. Moral theory ddees following and
more:

. Provision of Insights. Moral theory provides insights into moral
maxims. Oftentimes individuals hold with more orsde
confidence, certain moral maxims without enoughvidedge of
the nature of these maxims. However, with deepecétins
engineered by moral or ethical theory, a bettereustdnding is
provided. This moral theory provides intellectuakights into
better understanding and appreciation of moralessas they
relate to individuals and the large society.

. Reconciliation of diverse opinions- Moral theory also seeks to
diffuse the disconcordant opinions regarding massues by
showing clearly issues leading to disagreement ridero to
enhance a better appreciation or evaluation of hissaes. Thus,
moral theory desires clearness of insight and bretiews.

. Clear comprehension of the significance of moral and the end
result of ethical endeavour: Moral theory in its functioning aims
at attaining clearer comprehension of the signiioeaof moral
and at the same time, the attainment of the ulémesult of the
purpose of an ethical enquiry.

) Systematisation of moral issues. as is inherent in all theories,
moral theory systematises moral issues thereby isigowhe
relationship between related moral issues.

) School of thought: Moral theory constitutes a school of thought
such that scholars or individuals of like view quiraon become
easily identified.

) Abstract reasoning: Moral theory incorporates some
metaphysical or abstract reasoning. For instariee,emotivists
argue that propositions or expressions, like Igllis bad‘, are
expressions of the emotions of the speaker as dbeyot show
any relationship with what has been said in theutcor true
sense.

. Moral value judgment: Moral theory goes a long way in aiding
the passage of moral and value judgments. Judgmegésding
what is morally acceptable and unacceptable aterterried out
with the help of moral theory. In the same veinrahadheory is
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also relevant to evaluative issues as it guides phgsage of
judgment of value.

3.2 SomeBasicMoral Theories

Some basic moral theories are identifiable in tiedys of moral
philosophy. They include the following but are tiotited to them as
some of them are discussed elsewhere in this mpguscriptivism,
intuitionism, emotivism, hedonism, existentialisrituation ethics,
ethical relativism and ethical absolutism, etc.

Prescriptivism: As the term implies, prescriptivism is from thend
prescribe. The moral theory of prescriptivism istbassociated with
R.M. Hare who belonged to the analytic traditionpbilosophy. In his
book: The Language of Moralde (1977) states that the function and
use of moral language is to prescribe an actionmidimtains that (1977)
the reason why actions are in a peculiar way réwsiaof moral
principles is that, the function of moral principles to guide conduct
That is, language in its function and use is tal@g human conduct by
way of prescribing how one ought to conduct thd. 4é& insists on
clarity of language pointing out that the can fasiof our moral
language leads, not merely to theoretical studms, to needless
practical perplexities. To Hare therefore, wordedugn moral contexts
are not different in meaning from words used inimady sense. As such
to Hare (1977:82) to call something good is to pwiily commend
rather than describe. To him, moral expressionkaly prescriptive
in nature. The implication of the moral theory afegcription is to
prescribe the course of action for an individualhar larger society.

Intuitionism: it is a moral theory which relies heavily on reasand
intellectual insights devoid of sense perceptiammaintains that right
and wrong actions are known by intuition. To thauitionists, moral
facts are known immediately through human reasameS of the
proponents of intuitionism include: G.E. Moore, W.IRoss, A.

Meinong, A.C. Ewing, Joseph Butler, Henry Sidgwikd V.F. Carrit,
etc.

Emotivism: A theory which is largely popularized by C.L. &@ason

and A.J. Ayer. The eroticists are of the conserisasmoral statements
do not capture facts but rather, they are prod¢ch® motions of the
making such a statement. According to Ozumba (2@BE) the

eroticists maintain that moral judgments and ethomacepts such as
good, right and other moral value terms have emommeaning. This
contention by the eroticists goes to say that &nthethical statements
merely express the feelings or attitudes of thalspe Emotivism is not
is not bothered about facts to which truth anditfalsan be predicated
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but rather with feeling and attitudes. Thus to ¢neotivism, statements
like or moral judgments like good, bad, right oromg do not convey
any moral fact and cannot be true or false. Thewsicler such

statements as being person or community dependdrd@es not tell us
anything about the act itself ‘(Ozumba, 2004:108)emised on this,
Ayer maintains that ethical concepts are pseudaeyuis. This is so
because ethical symbols in propositions do notaddhing to what is

empirically given. Emotivism has other disciplesadggrom Ayer and

Stevenson.

Existentialism: Existentialism: This is a movement as well as a
philosophical system that is concerned with exstenThe chief
exponents of existentialism are Soren Kierkegadedin-Paul Sartre,
Martin Heidegger, Karl Jaspers and Maurice Merleuntf, there is a
central message or thesis of existentialist phpbgo As a philosophy
that is concerned with man‘s happiness, it offeas itihat freedom to be
free and in addition, make choices. In other wordgstentialism is a
philosophical system that aims at projecting hurfraedom. It is an
individualistic philosophy because the existerdiali insist that
individuals are unique in themselves and cannotrdesented by
another person.

Man to the existentialists is unique and cannotdmaced by another.
That is why they believe that no man can die foother. It is in
recognition of these truths that the existential@mt man being aware of
his freedom and the accompanying responsibilityeshg free.

Jean-Paul Sartre, one of the giants in the moverdentares that
existence precedes essence’. That is man hassiobexore the will find

the meaning of his life. This is to say that theseno already made
meaning, wealth, position, etc. kept in wait forma come and inherit.
Man has to struggle to achieve anything. Sartragban atheist, denied
the existence of God arguing that God has no sdlyaraffairs of men
that is why they are free. Man is simply throwroitite world to find his

essence. To find these essences, man is givenclr@iees to make
however, man has the responsibility while makingsehchoices. If for
instance, you make a free choice of consuming alcahd you caused
accident while diving under the influence, Sarti# t@ll you, you have

to take responsibility instead of shifting it toetralcohol you took.

Existentialism is thus a moral theory that seeketoove man from life
of inauthenticity, bad faith and anguish, etc.

Situation Ethics: Situation ethics theory as propounded by Joseph
Fletcher, is taken as a new morality. It states i determining factor
regarding issues of morality is the situation orcwmstance that
informed the action. And to this, it could be addkdt the motive of
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carrying out such an action is yet another fadtor.instance, a driver of
a fully loaded commercial vehicle who picked upedaterly woman free
of charge along a deserted path, who was visildy tand staggering as
she moves along, based on situation ethics anded)dethical
naturalism, should not be penalised by the law reefoent agents for
traffic offence of overloading his vehicle. The met of assisting the
exhausted woman was humanitarian and not finagasds. Thus, to
Fletcher (Omoregbe 19893),every situation is unique. Consequently,
the same kind of action cannot remain morally gn@esin all situations.
Whether an action is to be considered as good ibrdepends on the
situation in which it is performed*. Good illusti@ts of situation ethics
abound even in the scriptures. For example, AnaamasSapphira were
struck to death for lying to Peter and the aposilede Abraham's and
Sarah's lies to King Abimelech over their marittdtas were justified.
Unlike the fate that befell Ananias and his wifapghira, Abraham and
his wife, Sarah were restituted by the innocentgkikbimelech on the
orders of God.This analogy and several others is a corroboratbn
Fletcher's view that the same kind of moral actooes not remain
morally the same in all situations. Thus the siaraethicists canons are
captured in the words of Ozumba (2004 :124) thus:

In situation ethics morality does not consists omfalistic observance
of law. Morality is the sincerity of one's resportsea situation and the
uprightness of one's intentibnin other words, an action is considered
good if it is good in itself by being approved of @mmended in the
prevailing situation or circumstance. Under sitoitethics, law or legal
formalisms are inferior to the prevailing situatiespecially when acts
are carried out with the best of intentions.

Hedonism: The English word hedonism is got from the Greekdsor
hedow (noowi) which, however, Dan Weijers says are concerned with
what is good, how we should behave and what metsvas to behave in
the manner we do(Hedonism http://www.iep.utm.edu/phenomken
Despite its variegated hues and shades, hedonisadlgris concerned
with pleasure/happiness and pain. It insists tharal only pleasure is
intrinsically valuable. Meanwhile, hedonism consg&pleasure and pain
both physically and mentally. Frankena (1973:. 8bnhaates that
hedonists, quantitative or qualitative have usuattyued that pleasure is
the good in itself because it is what we all ultieta at least, desire or
aim at‘. That is, all hedonists have conceded pihed@sure remains the
most sought-after desire of mankind because litagybod in itself

Ethical Relativism and Ethical Objectivism (Absolutism): Ethical

relativism is a moral theory which states that iaw of the diverse
cultures, moral laws, codes and even standardsydbething to do is
ins moral relativism. This is to say that in vieWwhat is accepted as
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moral norms or standard being different from plézelace, it would
just be proper to accept moral relativism. Accogdio Anthony E. Areji
(Emmanuel Ome, 2009:113) ethnical relativism isuiesv that morality
Is situated in time and space. It is ever chargihgs impossible to
discredit this clam of the relativists.

One of other hand, ethnical objectivism or abssiatwhich is a direct
opposite of relativism, argues that ethical stat@sdeing normative,
are valid everywhere no matter the space and tkoe.instance, no
same society approves the wanton killing of iteeits. It is argued that
ethical objectivism is a moral theory that is irded to curb human
excesses while at the same time projecting a waVveorder of
considering things.

For sanity to prevail in human situate, there ischér some form of
universal order which ethical objectivism can pdevi

40 CONCLUSION

There is no disputing the fact theories are veitycat to understanding
issues in their depth. Besides providing insigimi® iwhat may have
been blurred, they also provide a guide to the idenastion of moral
iIssues in the case of moral theory. Being systematits approach to
issues under consideration, moral theory is theeef@ry relevant to
moral and value consideration in human conductsations. Moral
theory is thus indispensable in human affairs. Mdraory guides the
consideration of moral issues systematically shgwiow objective or
subjective an issue may be. Moral theory.

5.0 SUMMARY

Moral theory is granted to be central notion in ki@ndling of morality
related issues in the life of man. It accordinghpydes insights into
discussions, it reconciles diverse opinions, massses comprehensible
by showing the significance of moral and the ensulteof ethical
endeavours: systematization of moral issues, ircatn of diverse
opinions or views into schools of thought. It alstimulates abstract
reasoning as well as passing moral value judgnatat,There are some
basic moral theories that are popular; these imclyatescriptivism,
intuitionism, emotivism, hedonism, existentialisraituation ethics,
ethical relativism and ethical absolutism, etc.
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SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Say what theory is?
2. Mention five features of moral theory.

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Outline any five relevance of moral theory and axpl
2. Outline and explain any five basic moral theories.
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UNIT 3 MORAL OBLIGATION/DUTY

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main Content
3.1 Moral
3.2 Duty
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By now as a learner who is understudying Unit FEUr of Module

Three (3), you are no longer a stranger to the taoral. Thus it can be
mentioned in passing that it is what is ethicallgeptable or tolerable.
This unit takes you through the understanding ofainobligation/duty

and by implication; it equally will expose you tohat is perfect and
imperfect moral obligations.

2.0 LEARNING OUTCOMES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

define what moral is

define obligation

say what moral obligation is

make a distinction between duty and obligation.

3.0 MAINCONTENT

To attain the Learning Outcomes of this unit, itwebbe appropriate to
clarify some concepts here beginning with moral.

3.1 Mora

To Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, Third kit in its first
submission, it says moral relates to standardsoofigr bad behavior,
fairness, honesty, etc, which every person beliemgsather than to
laws". Secondly, it maintains that moral means beltain ways
considered by most people to be correct and hombst. is, in the first
submission, the consideration of moral is broad ascompasses both
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the good and the bad. In the second entry, theecons reduced to the
conduct of the individual in respect to his/her alatharacter of being
honest, dishonest, uprightness or evil.

Obligation and duty are considered by some schotal® one and the
same thing while others see the concepts as oirlg loéose in meaning.
In this discourse, sentiments are shared with timosel theorists who
regard the concepts are twin concepts. The uniteldaborate on this for
the purposes or charity. Obligation and duty ams@ered as synonyms
in English Language. In other words, these words sizbstitute each
other in discussions or statements without losiregibtended weaning.
Duty is taken as an obligation. Ozunba (2004:52tigg Thomas Reid
maintainsthat duty is whaive oughtto do, whatis fair andgood,whatis
approvable, what every man professes to be theofules conduct, what
all man praise and what is in itself laudable tHomg man may praise
itl. In furthermore to this; Ozunba stresses that dsitthat which is
always right and it is the real moral benchmarkattf moral agents.
Ozumba maintains that duty appears in differemhfowhich include:

a. Pleasant form
b. Unpleasant form (where it is taking and non-enthgsi
C. Pleasant and unpleasant forms

However, Ozumba surmises that when duty is evaludtem the

perspective of the truly good, it is always pleasaor duty to be
regarded as such, it must not be considered imtisal of the moral
agent and the action. Once it is taken in this vilag, moral obligation
shared by both the agent and the action arisingn ftbis, Ozumba
(2004:53) avers: duty is much more honourable thansatisfaction of
one's interests He emphasises that the former cannot be ignohlew
the latter can be base. This thinking gives credencthe view that
moral obligation is expressed in terms of oughhidzaily, ought means

necessity. Thus, Ozumba says this necessity isesgpd either
conditionally (hypothetically) or unconditionally cdtegorically).

Hypothetical statements are conditional expressibith even though
employ ought as necessity, the person being addfeissnot under
compulsion to carry out the act. For example: iti ygant to become
educated, you ought to go to school ‘; this imptiest the necessity of
obligation is placed under conditional ought. Ore thontrary, a
categorical or unconditional imperative will simpdyate: you ought to
go to school to become educated.

3.2 Duty

Making some etymological concepts to the concemtuty Casmir Ani
(Emmanuel Ome, 2009:91) quoting Lacey, relates diatyought
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obligation duty connected to others; obligations primarily moral or
legal. Obligations are always agent-centred. They dosted alone
without anyone to address them. Duties on theit pave to do with
roles regardless of whether those roles are vailyntandertaken or not.
Duties on their part are said to be long standing aot sudden like
obligations.

Thus far, it is evident that moral obligation stefram duty. Ozumba
(2004:54) is right when he says that Duty withouiligation is

deformed. That is, to talk of duty, there must surely bedaddntigation.

John Gay (Ozumba, 2004:55) maintains that moraigatibn is the

obligation or necessity of doing or omitting anyti@c in order to be
happy. Ozumba stresses that obligation is an agirompted by the
desire to have that end result which the obligatacy conduces or
approves.

J.S Mills (Ozumba, 2004:55) explains that the seust obligation is

motives and sanctiohs Mills further explains that an individual
performs an action based on the understandingh#tiahe will derive a
certain end. More so, one refrains from carrying) @artain actions for
fear or being condemned. However, Mill cautions thialigation does

not imply motive, it is independent of motive. Qjation necessarily
goes with definite compulsion while motive is not.

Obligation: Obligation on its part also means moral duty. éding to
Dale Jacquettg2004:527)moral obligation or moral duty is the moral
requirementto do or refrain from doing a specific act or kind of kact
That is, it is taken as a kind of duty or respoitisjpbplaced on the
shoulders of an individual to act or behave in di@aar manner. Moral
obligation precisely, is what morality purposelynéers on humanity to
implement or carryout as a rational agent. Mordigaltion necessarily
places a duty on the individual to act or do sometlin an acceptable
manner. Frankena (1973: 12) observes that the atkirnoncern of the
normative theory of obligation is to guide us inkimg decisions and
judgments about actions in particular situatioddan is often faced
with decisions to make and judgments to pass femiht situations and
circumstances; this is where the knowledge of mokdilgation comes
handy as it guides man in such situations.

Ani citing Lacey (Ome, 2009:92) states the similasi of the duo. In
the words of Lacey duties and obligation are treeespecial kind of
things we always ought to perform them since they tme overridden
whether by other duties, etc or even by somethiog-moral. In a
reaction, Ani (Ome, 2009:91) maintains that Duty as obligation
entails some kind of necessitynot physical necessity by sheer implied
command rolled up in the categorical must. It isnaral necessity

69



PHL 103 VALUE

imposed upon the human-will that ultimately derives validity and
force from the law of human nature which is in tusased on the eternal
law of the author of creation’. Ani, premised one tlexistential
conviction that duty and obligation are man-cerdeoe moral agent-
centered aptly introduces the notion of ontologyhia final analysis.
According to him (Ome, 2009:92) we can say witharegto duty that it
is an auto logical impulse which compels us (by th@wver of
conscience) to act in a particular way, refrainnfrdoing something
which could have or dismay another citizen fromogimg his or her
own rightd. He accordingly stresses that the subject andcobfeduty
Is justice; doing right to oneself and to all.

In his contribution, Kant (Jacquette, 2004) ideesiftwo kinds of duties
or obligations. He talks about duties owned to elieend duties owned
others as well as perfect and imperfect dutiessdsal beings Kant is
of the thinking that there are responsibilities avee other persons apart
from what we owe ourselves. In his four applicasiaf the categorical
imperative, Kant (Jacquette, 2004: 293) talks efdbestion of:

1. Whether it is morally permissible to commit suicide dire
circumstances

2. Whether it is morally permissible to accept a la@nmoney
falsely promising to repay it and knowing in advartbat one
will not be able to repay

3. Whether it is morally obligatory to develop onealents as
opposed to living an unproductive life of lazy daee

4. And Whether it is morally obligatory to donate dugpwealth to
others in need as an act of charity

It is on this background that Kant anchors the idégperfect and
imperfect duties. He (Jacquette, 2004: 293) sgysriect moral duty is
one that describes something definite that we aveally required to
fulfill whereas an imperfect duty does not comménd permits action,
and hence is less definite and positive in its camay prescribing only
what is morally allowed or forbiddénStressing on these, Kant arrives
at the conclusion that (i and ii) above involvingnal permissibility are
imperfect while (iii and iv) involving moral oblig@n are perfect.
Kant's categorical imperative is therefore aimedl@mnonstrating what
the rational agents are obligated or permitted t whether to
themselves or others as a perfect or imperfect Inobtmation.

SELFASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Define obligation and moral obligation.
2. Mention the similarities and dissimilarities betwehe two.
3. What is another expression for moral obligation?
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NOTE: Answers to these salf-assessment exercises are contained in
the main body, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Mention and explain the features of moral obligatio

2. State and explain what is meant by perfect and rifepemoral
duties.

3. What is Kant's categorical imperative.

4. Show the difference between hypothetical and categjo
imperatives.

40 CONCLUSION

Moral obligation/duty as a moral theory is aimedtta good life. It
seeks to bring about justice in human social m@bstips where the
individual is moved by sensitive conscience toaut a duty in order
to put a smile on the face of another person. Adiex of moral
obligation/duty consider it as a compulsory doauleto a person by an
individual in order to make the other person setisf Though the
performance of an obligation/duty may sometime®ka/some mixed
feelings, it is argued that acts of moral obligatgenuinely carried out
evoke a feeling of satisfaction and fulfilment base they are always
right. Thus, to carry out such acts is deemed nahtk to refrain from
such acts is ignoble.

50 SUMMARY

The unit considered what is moral in the broad aadow senses. It
equally explored the concepts of obligation andydas it laid bare the
synergetic relationship. In view of this insepaeabtelationship,
obligation/duty is considered as a normative thebay regulates human
interpersonal relationships. Individuals with a sBwe conscience are
ever willing and they do carry out duties basedttus conviction that
they ought to carry out such a responsibility. Byglat in ethics, it
means a necessity. Thus, moral obligation/duty isieaessity. No
wonder Kant made a distinction between a catedgangaerative and a
hypothetical imperative. However, by and large, ahobligation/duty is
what nature compulsorily imposed on mankind to quenf Duties in
view of their diversities have been classified iptrfect and imperfect
duties. The classification is for the purposeslafification. However in
essence, moral obligation/duty ultimately connotestice where
individuals with an opportunity to give meaning tioe life of their
fellow man happily do that. It must be pointed that the individual
owes the self some duties just as he/she owestliee person. Moral
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obligation/duty is predicated on the understandiaj human beings are
moral agents and ruled by a moral conscience otkerwnoral
obligation/duty will be meaningless.
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UNIT 1 JUSTICE

CONTENTS
1.0 Introduction
2.0 Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main Content
3.1  Criteria of Justice in Practice
4.0 Conclusion
50 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading
1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit preoccupies itself with theory of justick explores the
conception of justice from the ancient era to thetemporary times.

2.0

LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you should be able to:

3.0

to define justice

mention the different conceptions of justice asidgethe ancient
Greek philosophers

say what injustice is

say what constitutes the criteria of justice bystaile.

MAIN CONTENT

Justice is derived from the Latin wodiistus Its English equivalent
means fairness or reasonableness. Justice iqifaiumed from the word
just. Just as an adjective means fair or imparlials consideration of
justice is rather based on the everyday usage micapon. In Greek
justice is known aglikaiosy or dikasiouna. Plato in theRepublic
(199:5-35) introduces a series of definitions ie tonversation with
Polemarchus, Glaucon, Adeimantus, Niceratus, Timmashus,
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Cephalus, Charmanitides, Cleitophon and many atHar®ne of the
definitions, justice was taken as restitution apdaking the truth. In
another definition, justice is taken as human d&nek; just man is wise
and good, and the unjust man is ignorant and badistice is also
regarded as the interest of the stronger. The ceatren also arrived at
another definition of justice as virtue of the sauld injustice is a vice
(Plato, 1997:35).

By way of summatiorPlato(1997:35)maintainghatat presentheresult
of our conversation is that | know nothing: for why | dot know what
justice is, little likely to know whether it is ifact a virtue or not, or
whether its owner is happy or unhappy. In as mwlirlato speaking
through Socrates in the conversation admittedghisrance, he was more
inclined to demonstrating the superiority of justiover injustice.
Accordingto Plato(1997:48)justicebelongsto the highestclassof good
things, the possessiorof which is valuable both for the sake of their
results and also in a higher degree for their oakessuch as sight,
hearing, intelligence, health, and everything alb&h is genuinely good
in its own nature and not merely reputed to be geetect for
commendation this particular feature of justicendan the benefit with
which it confers on its possessor, in contrast withharm which injustice
inflicts. By this Plato rated justice as being pairtthe highest class of
good things. With this attribute Plato went furthersay that justice is
intrinsically or inherently good such that to hawstice is invaluable for
its sake.

More so, justice constitutes a higher degree ®own sake like when
one considers things like sight, good, health amdlligence. To him
justice has some benefits; it confers some benafithe one who is just
unlike the one who is unjust. As a matter of f&tato vehemently insists
that injustice harms the individual who embracegustice as such is a
virtue and the individual who possesses it, pogsessral virtue.

It was not only Plato that was preoccupied with giestion of justice.
Aristotle, his pupil was also concerned with theunaof justice. Aristotle
in Book V' of hisNicomachean Ethicsalled for caution regarding the
study of justice and conversely, injustice. He @4:8) states thah
studying justice and injustice, we must examinekiinel of actions with
which they are concerned, what kind of mean juss¢ceand what the
extremes are between which a just act occupiasiéuakan position; mean
means intermediate value, medium term of proportomiddle way.
However, as employed by Aristotle, it means thedi@dvay. So, by
which kind of mean justice is, it means the middbey between the two
extremes of justice.

Median on the other hand too shares similarity @amng with the mean.
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Median according t€ambridge Advanced Learners Dictionary, Third
Edith, describes the value which is the middle one setof values
arranged in order of size. That is, inherent itigesis a just act of higher
guality which occupies the middle position in th&lst of extremes. By
these Aristotle sets a clear standard for evalgatistice andnjustice. In
Aristotle’s (L129a:10)words we see that all men mean by justice that
characteristic which makes them performers ofgesions, which makes
them act justly, and which makes them wish whaiss. In other words,
Aristotle is saying that justice is a distinctive defining feature or
attributes found in all men which moves them oipgte them to act justly
and at the same time motivates them to alwaysealésat which is just.
In same manner, Aristotle says, this formula idiapple to injustice that
is, is makes people to carry out unjust acts asd déesire or wish for
unjust things.

Aristotle conceives justice in both the narrow d&mdad senses. Martin
Ostwald (1962:84) in the translators notedNocomachean Ethiggoints
out thatdikaiosyr or dikasiounz broadly besides conceiving justice as
virtue, takes justice as the regulator of all ielat within the state, and
deals primarily not only with matters that are lsétbbefore a law court.
Ostwald (1962:111) adds that however in the namwowestricted sense,
justice is the same as righteousness or honestoAe further observes
that justice and injustice have been used in nfae bne sense however,
he points out that since their different meanings @aosely linked, it is
difficult to clearly ascertain the ambiguity comted in the usages. In
other words, when meanings of two words are fartaibeey are better
appreciated or known. Aristotle accordingly introdd the words just
and unjust to show the various senses in whichwbels are used.
According to him (1129a:30) we regard as unjushlaolaw breaker and
also a man who is unfair and takes more than laigesso that just is what
is lawful and unfairand unjudtis what is unlawful and unfair. Aristotle
explains the attitude or conduct or better sté behaviour of the unjust
man or unfair man pointing out that such an indraidtakes more than
his share. He is a greedy person who wants to @cguexcess and being
unmindful that it is not all good things that aheays good for a particular
person. For example, meat is a good thing to eamiedically, red meet
(beef) is not good for people above 50 years of Agstotle stresses that
people pray for and pursue certain things althabgly ought not to do
so. Ratherhe (1129b:5)saysThey shouldratherpray that thingswhich
are good in an unqualified sense may also be goothém; and they
should choose what is good for thieffieking into cognisance the conduct
of the unjust man who is motivated by greed anfisbeinterest, Aristotle
points out that the unjust person does not alwag®se the large share.
That is, when it comes to making a choice betwedatws without
gualification bad, the unjust person will choose smaller. If it is on the
reverse, he will surely go for the larger. Thidecause the unjust man
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feels the lesser evil is in a sense good. Howeawea)l these Aristotle
(1129b:10) submits that He is unfair, for unfamcludes and is common
to both (taking more than one’s share of the gaudl taking less than
ones share of the bad). An unjust person to Afestist simply a self-
aggrandiser.

From the usages of the terms just and unjust, esofle demonstrated in
the foregoing illustrations, it brings about claritn how these concepts
could be understood with less ambiguity. Thus gestind injustice could
better be understood and practiced in society. éigisstice and injustice
in view of this can easily be discerned. There aramplicit sense in
which Aristotle conceives the criteria of justiagdahow the criteria can
be applied in the state or the society.

3.1 Criteriaof Justicein Practice

Thus far, the nature of justice as seen by Ariststiclearly articulated;
justice is regarded as virtue, society regulataalimamification’s social
relationships, moral conduct, etc and furthermgustice transcends
matters settled in the law courts to righteousnlessesty, fairness, just
acts as well as conduct. In view of this understanaf justice, it is
indispensable in the state or the community anéedd the life of the
people. Following this understanding, Roger J. iGail (1980:13)
categorically states that Justice concerns not imalierial goods but also
the manner in which people treat each other, andtdile’s famous
dictum here is that equals should be treated gqualequals unequally.
St. Thomas Aquinas in the medieval era re-echoe&sl tthnking of
Aristotle. Justice so considered brings about theetstanding that the
fundamental bond within the community is the flifiént of common
needs and the fundamental activity of a communighange, the
fundamental condition of exchange and so of comtyusireciprocal
justice (Sullivan, 1980:13). Apart from the neecetdhance the common
needs or common goods of the community, just astdtte understood
it, is expected to develop moral excellence ofrthllers (leaders) as well
as the citizens to conduct themselves in moralgptable manner.

Aristotle reputed for a sustained dislike for tymgn(to him the tyrant
takes away the integrity of his subjects, theirsgeof common good and
mutual trust and their freedom) employ justice undamentally central
for three moral ideals in the society. AccordingSwllivan (1980:132)
justice legislates for the moral acceptability afyaconstitutional
arrangement of institutions and power; respectherdignity of all men,
including one’s self; a sense of moral communityhwather men; and
moral freedorh To Aristotle, these constitute the criteria cdtjoe. Thus,
it is only the form of government that recognizesl @aromotes freedom
and accords the individuals dignity as well ascabmunity that qualifies
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to be referred to as a government that is operatmtpe basic principles
of justice. Anything short of these Aristotle redggarsuch a form of
government as immoral.

From the positions of Plato and Aristotle as higihied, thus far, clearly
show that there is an intrinsic bond between jasfigirness, equality and
freedom in the conception of justice as they hawesgnted. This trend
initiated several countries ago continues in thatemporary times.
Justice is thus regarded as common good as itsisods of protecting
the interest of all who come to it. In the medieswa, justice was equally
conceived in this manner. In his analysis of thecept of justice (Ameh
Ejeh,2010:12) saysThomasAquinasputsit within the categoryof moral
virtue. -Justiceis a virtue in a person by which he/she habituadhyders
to everyone what is their due. It is a virtue whicbnstantly and
perpetually works for the observation and protectb the rights of the
peopld. Justice in this regard has considered being kerutijective from
the ancient period to the present. It is basedthigriliat people easily judge
if actions are just or unjust moral art immoralpdamr bad/evil.

40 CONCLUSION
Justice is conceived variously.
5.0 SUMMARY

By its origin, justice is derived from the Latin mkJustusand the Greek

words dikaiosyr or dikasiouna. From their etymological conceptions,
justice has been variously understood as: restiuspeaking the truth,

as human excellence, as the interest of the strpageirtue of the soul.

When taken in regard to man; a just man is wisegamad, and the unjust
man is ignorant and bad/evil while injustice iseala vice.

Additionally, justice is taken to be the same thiag righteousness,
honesty, fairness, just acts as well as good cdnddere so, in the

society, justice is regarded as common good, iteldps the moral

excellence of the rulers and the citizens. Alsatipe regulates all

relations within the state and deals with matteas &re settled outside of
the law courts. Justice is indispensable in théespc

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

NO Questions
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NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the Main Content, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

NO Questions

7.0 REFERENCESFURTHER READING

Aristotle (1983)Nicomachean Ethiciranslatedwith an introduction and
notes by Martin Ostwald) Indianapolis: Bobbs-Meetucational
publishing.

Ejeh A. (2010). Equality, Freedom, Justice, and Denacy in Political
Philosophy (in Alloy S. lhuah (edRhilosophy and Logic for
Beginners Makurdi: Obeta Printing and Publishing.

Plato (1997).Republic (Translated by John Lewelyn Davies and David
James Vaughan with an introduction by Stephen Watt)
Hertfordshire, SG 129ET: Wordsworth  Edition.

Sullivan, R. J. (1980).Morality and the Good Life: A Commentary on
Aristotle’s Nicomachean EthicsMemphis: Memphis State
University Press.

Cambridge Advanced Learners Dictionary, Third Eddhline).
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UNIT 2 NOTIONSOF JUSTICE
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main Content

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit preoccupies itself with the different ioois of justice. Justice
like value and other related issues discussed#nase of critical concern
to humanity and therefore, very practical in hurgeggarious existence.
Justice very like the accompanying notions suchlibsralism (in its
diversity), libertarianism, Egalitarianism, Commiamianism, Socialism,
Feminism, and subalternism will engage the attentibthis unit. The
idea of this is to enable the leaner realize th@tconcern with the theory
of justice is holistic. The unit will in additionoasider the above-
mentioned notions of justice alongside legal jestihich appears to be
more popular in view of its constitutional suppdrt.other words, legal
justice in view of its enforcement by the governm#mough its law
enforcement agencies is readily considered as lvearg readily there or
available as any aggrieved individual, party (naiitgal party) or group
of individual and even a corporate entity can aderiitly run to a
competent court of law with the legal backing telseadress for any act
or action considered by the other party as beinkcioas.

20 LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o different notions of justice

o explain in clear terms the different notions oftijces as you have
studied under this unit

o ask yourself if justice can be attained after all

o ask which of the notions of justice makes the atte&nt possible?

3.0 MAINCONTENT

The consideration of justice brings about differteioretical postulations.
Justice is essentially anchored on liberalismitatibn and contractual
traditions), libertarianism, legalism, Egalitarism, Communitarianism,
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Socialism, Feminism, and Subalternism. These thsoand indeed,
ideologies pertaining to justice advances one josibr the other
regarding the importance of justice to mankind #redsociety at large.

These theories shall be adumbratively considerkxhbe

Liberal Theory: the liberal theory of justice has two versionise t
utilitarian and contractual traditions. The utilimn tradition which

emanates from the philosophy of utilitarianism nims that justice is
derived from social utility leading to the maximisa of happiness in the
society’. Its basic principle maintains that in ndog and distribution of
social goods, each person should be taken as ahecamore than one.

The contractual tradition of liberal justice on titber hand is influenced
by social contract theory. This theory is built e premise that since
people in their original thinking are rational witie capacity to conceive
what is good, they also have the capacity to emiarktelligent pursuits,
enter into agreements as well as eschew envy asrmakes everyone
worse off besides being collectively disadvantagedsocial contract
theory also recognises that the contracting indiaisl being rational are
bias- free, sharing almost similar needs and istereoupled with the
understanding that the men entering into the coniee equal, make
cooperation easier. The consideration of theseofsctRamaswamy
(2005: 296) says, ensures just practices and utistis in a society,
viewed as fair system of social cooperation betwedividuals fair and
equal. Thus, to the proponents of contractual traditadnthe liberal
theory of justice and John Rawls in particularréhare two background
conditions: objective and subjective circumstanciesding to the
conception of justice. Rawls, according to ShusRidgemaswamy, (2005:
297) maintains that objective circumstances makaamu cooperation
both possible and necessary. Individuals coexigtiggther in the same
definite territory are similar in physical and m&npower and live in
conditions of moderate scardityrurthermore, regarding the subjective
circumstances, she repof&005:297) that: Wherepartieswith roughly
similar needsandinterestsarewilling to cooperate for mutual advantage,
they have their own life-plans, which obviously dethem to have
different ends and purposes and make conflictingrd on the available
natural and social resources.

However, Rawls explains (Ramaswamy2005: 297) that the interests

advancedby the plans are not in the interest of the setf lmsed on
plurality of life-styles and the possibilities oivdrse philosophical and
religious beliefs and social and political doctehel'he position of the
contractualists’ theorist is (Ramaswamy, 2005: 288):

if human agents choose clearly and freely for tredves they will insist
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on the best terms they can get and this will rétleeir initial inequalities
of power’.

Libertarian theory: it arises as a critical reaction to utilitarianda

contractual traditions of liberal theory. To countke position of the

liberal theorists, it argues that the conceptiojusfice is based on liberty
and nothing else. The famous exponent of libemé&éma is Robert

Nozick. He advanced his entitlement theory to suppee libertarian

position of the minimal state. It is essentiallgrdique and an alternate
conception of Rawls social contract theory. Itmgl@ored on the notion
of distributive justice. It states that whatever amates from a just
situation is in itself just and should be recogdises such. In terms of
social distribution of goods and services, entideatrtheory insists that if
these are generated by processes that are justightigg summed up as
from each as they choose, to each as they arerghtbea the it amounts
to the libertarian conception of justice.

Egalitarian theory: justice is taken to be indispensable from equalit
However, the fact of equality is an issue in its€Hus, egalitarian theory
of justice attempts to proffer answers to the peobbf equality. It is thus
concerned with the question: Equality of what? Egaan theory
proposes two answers: equality of welfare and éyuafl resources. By
equality of welfare, the theory is saying that hameelfare is the most
crucial and morally relevant feature of the societych the state must
take as a basic priority when ordering its priesti The state in this
respect, according to Ramaswamy, (2005: 314) idmpursue welfare
not in the aggregate sense but in manner that ensiie distinctiveness
of individuals’. The welfarists argue that it isffdiult ascertaining a
person’s welfare. On the other hand, the advocafegquality of
resources argue that rather than welfare, the stabelld distribute
resources by giving everyone exactly the same amasirthis confers
satisfaction on everyone in the first place. Thet ¢dindividuals fulfilling
their desires and securing their welfare should ther respective
responsibility.

Communitarian theories: these are reactionary theories against liberal,
libertarian and egalitarian theories of justice.m@aunitarian theories
broadly (Ramaswamy, 2005: 315) insist on the ingpuwe¢ of
particularistic moral traditions with emphasis e tollective pursuit of
virtue rather than the defense of individual riglgsa principle of social
justice. In its rejection of individualism, it argsi (Ramaswamy, 2005:
315) that social contract theories’ argument canmaotvide a moral
motivation unless one is willing to accept the aotiof an individual
being free and equal, separable from his constéuaitachments and if
such view is accepted then the social contracesanme useful purpose in
justifying justice’. To them, (Ramaswamy, 2005: Blstice must be
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theorised not only as the basis of individuals wr®independent but also
as people who separate but desire to profit fromamother’.

Socialist theory: the socialist conception of justice is predicatedthe
ideal of social equality and its intrinsic relatsbmp with justice. Arising
from this, the social theorists insist (Ramaswa2®@5: 317) that justice
is the fundamental principle of human life andsitanly attainable via
Aristotelian concept:. justice means reciprocity, uady, and
equilibrium’. The socialists argue that since caBm brings about
inequality and disequilibrium in the society, itherefore not possible to
begin to think of justice in a capitalist socieGapitalism is exploitative
because it produces for profit and not for thesgattion of human needs,
it brings about inequalities of wealth and welfaregually dehumanises
because the labourer cannot at the end of theaffayd what he produces.
Thus, above all, it negates the being of the ors th exploited.
Consequently, the socialists demand the overthfdiveounjust capitalist
system to pave way for a social system that is just

Karl Marx and Fredrick Engels argue that with thestduction of
capitalism, private property and bourgeois family,is possible to
construct a society based on social equality amdisee justice. They
(Ramaswamy, 2005: 317) stress that capitalism dahisas the human
being destroying his essence. In their moral camaiibn of justice which
is rested of the distributive concept of justi¢eyt insist that since people
do not have the same capacity to produce, distobuif the people’s
needs should be based on the principle of: fronin e@cording to his
abilities to each according to his needs. ThisigoMarxists is the essence
of social equality.

Feminism theories. like Communitarianism and Marxism, Feminism
theories also insist that an ideal society mudtdsed on absolute social
solidarity as the basis of justice. By absoluteiaosolidarity, the
feminists call for the same privileges with theilecounterparts, that is,
equal treatment. Thus, prompted by the notion sifidutive justice, the
feminists argue that the existing political thesriare unacceptable
because of the blatant political and social oppoesweted to the female
folks. They maintain (Ramaswamy, 2005: 320) thainen have rights to
privacy, from right to retain custody of their arién to the right to choose
a life partner to the right of reproductive freeddm other words, the
feminists condemn the unfavourable treatment of emmegarding sex
control and their helplessness to decide abouensattgarding their own
bodies. This situation is prevalent among mostietgroups in Africa.
For instance, it is considered as something unlafefua wife to refuse
or deny her husband sexual intercourse. Conseguémt woman must
be ready to surrender to the husband once he ishen mood
notwithstanding the womans own mood. The femingiedemn this
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attitude and other related ones against the fefaditeuniversally and
rather demand the right to personally decide by fdmaale folks in
situations that they are affected.

Subalternism theory: this social theory of justice like feminism, is
dissatisfied with the consideration of justice whianiversalises but
blazingly, ignores the peculiarities in human cdiodi Consequently, it
aims at the good life but this time the good lifehee underprivileged and
the wretched of the earth who have been dispostessgecially by
colonial activities. By dispossession, Ramaswan®0$2 325) says the
particular forms of agency, subjectivity and modésociality (such as
customary laws and practices) that the coloniditurisons had ignored or
suppressed, become the focus or intér€sioting Prakash, Ramaswamy
(2005: 324) maintains that:

o Subalter nism considers the meta-narratives chronicled by libera
Marxists and nationalist histories and theoriegacentric and
rejects those modes of thinking which configurettiied world in
such irreducible essences as religiousity, undeidpment,
poverty, nationhood, nonWesterners. She accordieiglyghasises
(2005: 325)that subalternism object® the public-private
divide in the colonial situation because with this division the
important voices of the subaltern communities agaied their
rightful place in a historical account modeled attee European
nation state.

Essence of Justice: a lot has been already said regarding justic¢hig
wise, one can confidently infer from the foregoitigat there is no
unanimity especially from the perspective of sogpiatice, regarding the
notion of justice. As a matter of fact, even witlihe same school of
thought there are disagreeing voices regardingctrmeept of justice.
However, justice is considered as fairness, itsakdividuals as ends and
not means to ends. In this wise Rawls argues (Raarayg, 2005: 292)
that Justice is the first virtue of social instituis, as truth is of systems
of thought. A theory however elegant and econonmiuadt be rejected or
revised if it is untrue; likewise laws and instituts no matter how
efficient and well-arranged must be reformed orlighed if they are
unjust. Each person possesses an inviolabilitydedron justice that even
the welfare of the society as a whole cannot oglerrFFor this reason,
justice denies that the loss of freedom for sonmeade right by a greater
good shared by others. It does not allow that #ueifices imposed on a
few are outweighed by the larger sum of advantaggsyed by manly
The important thing about Rawls’ conception of igestis that he is an
avowed deontologist. To deontologists, the essaicpistice in the
society is to protect the rights of every membethef society and not to
make some sacrificial lambs if it becomes necesaarthe utilitarians
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supposed for the greater good of the majority. &ijustice is the first
virtue of society, Rawls in his contractual oriditta of the socialist
conception of justice avers that individual based abjective and
subjective circumstances are compelled to coopévatdeir own good
as such cooperation produces more advantagesigadvdntages. Thus,
to Rawls, the individual or the human person caitweattudied in respect
of justice without the corresponding study of spca@ state. Justice finds
relevance in the society. The society is made ughwhan beings.
Therefore, justice is indispensable in the life mfman beings. It is
informed from this thinking that Ramaswamy (200%Bhaintains that:

In spite of the contested nature of the concepjufce) there are some
broad agreements about the fundamental componérigust society,
like commitment to the rule of law, respect for oritty rights, state as an
instrument of the people’s welfare, constitutionad legal sanctity of
basic human rights and equality of sexes. Withioeitobservance of these
basic features of justice in the society it wouilch@y be reduced to
higgledy-piggledy environment for humans. In factyvould be akin to
the Hobbesian state of nature where life was sglitaasty, brutish and
short. Thus, justice is inevitable in human gremasi environment. In
other words, to talk of society there must be threcept of justice lurking
around the corner and vice versa.

40 CONCLUSION

Justice right from the ancient era attracted différconceptions. But in
whichever perspective it is discussed, there isnaerent element of
morality in it which has to do with the well-beinfipeople of a particular
society. Justice is either taken to cater for ttgvidual or the collective
as a whole. Justice as such is only meaningfuierhuman society; it is
accordingly society-dependent.

50 SUMMARY

This unit considers seven notions of justice: therhl theory of justice
the first one considered here has two versions: utigarian and
contractual traditions. Libertarian theory, the@ettheory as discussed
above, arose as a critical reaction to utilitaaa contractual traditions
of liberal theory. To egalitarian theory, justice inseparable from
equality. Realising that equality is an issue selit, egalitarian theory of
justice proposes two answers: equality of welfarel &quality of
resources. Communitarian theories being reactiottagries disagreed
with liberal, libertarian and egalitarian theoreggustice insisting that the
particularistic moral traditions with emphasis e tollective pursuit of
virtue is more important than the defense of irdiial rights as a principle
of social justice. To socialist theory, justicepiedicated on the ideal of
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social equality and its intrinsic relationship witlstice. Accordingly,

social theorists insist that justice is the fundatakprinciple of human
life and it is only attainable via Aristotelian ampt of reciprocity,

equality, and equilibrium’. The advocates of feraimi theories like

Communitarianism and Marxism, Feminism theorie® atsist that an

ideal society must be based on absolute socialagitly as the basis of
justice. Subalternism theory as a social theorjustice like feminism,

condemned the consideration of justice which uisiaigses but clearly
ignores the peculiarities in human condition. lighaims at the good life
of the underprivileged and the wretched of theheavho have been
dispossessed. Finally, justice, from the variousnsasions, it clearly
shows that it is variously conceived however, vathunderlying moral
value in all the conceptions.

SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
1. Mention seven notions of justice you have studiedeu this unit.
2. In your assessment, what do you think prompted diverse

notions of justice as they are discussed here?

NOTE: Answers to these salf-assessment exercises are contained in
the Main Content, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. List and explain any five notions of justice ascdissed above.

2. Discuss any five notions of justice as discussedvabwith
examples.

7.0 REFERENCESFURTHER READING

Ramaswamy, S. (2005 olitical Theory: ldeas & Conceptdelhi:
MacMillan India.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit beams its searchlight on the questiorrigiits and indeed,

human rights. It thus takes the learner througiheéomeaning and nature
of rights and natural rights. Rights basically refe the fundamental

entitlements of the individual which cannot be tangal with. In other

words, rights are the basic entitlements of the duperson in his social
being in order to make him/her be what he/she is.

20 LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o identify what rights are

. identify and say the guarantees of natural rightd aho is
expected to enjoy these rights

. mention the types and theories of rights.

3.0 MAINCONTENT

Rights like values earlier discussed are foundnd mdeed, dominate
human social, economic and political discoursegnEacademically too,
rights are considered under liberal theory as a&ih moral philosophy.
The question now is; what are rights and why aey tho relevant to
humanity in space and time?

Historically, the concern with rights in human bist is easily traceable
to the late medieval thought while the origins afural rights of man are
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said to have arisen from the natural law doctrineancient Greek
philosophy. The distinguished theological and golehical writings of
St. Thomas Aquinas (1225 — 1274) are given creditife coherent and
theoretical exposition of the concept of rightsukgs argues that there
exists God-given natural law as an underlying fomtethe universe
‘(Ramaswamy 232). This is to say that the univesseot a lawless or
moraless space but rather God has designed moiratigbes and
stipulated them to regulate human conduct in thevemse. Though
Aquinas emphasises human moral duties rulers ancutld, rather than
individual citizens rights, his pioneering effods rights, constitute the
theoretical background regarding the emergendeeafries of natural law
as they become part of the gradual developmertefriodern secular
state in Europe.

Thomas Hobbes 1588-1679 also made significant ibomions on the
concepts rights in the T7century. Hobbes according to Ramaswammy
(2005: 233) defines the notion of rights as therliy of each man ... to
use his own power, as he will himself, for the preation of his own
Nature; that is to say, of his own Life. Arisingofn this Ramaswamy
(2005: 233) identifies five distinctive features Hobbes’ definition
which are summed as follows; that:

1. A right is related to one particular end-self-prgaéon. This is
regarded as an independent value in Hobbes.

2. The right of nature is attached to individuals, wsalely judge
about the means needed to attain the end it peserv

3. It is within the person’s right to pursue anythth@t is conducive
to self-preservation

4. If right is a liberty, and liberty signifies the sgmce of external
impediments then it is a condition whereby onebis & use one’s
power, this being a descriptive rather than a ntuaaerm

5. If the person can either choose to exercise thuerty or to
forebear, then a right may be waved.

Ramaswamy in a final reaction, remarks that the WHéstan
understanding of rights is inadequate when consdlein the
contemporary times.

The concept of rights is variously conceptualise@jhts according to
Microsoft® Encarta 200%re traditionally regarded as entitlements to
certain kinds of treatment based on one’s statopul@rly there is talk
about legal rights, political rights, moral rightsiman rights, animal
rights, rights of nations, civil rights and naturgihts, etc.

o Legal rights: these are claims that are recognised by law and are
capable of enforcement by a court of competentaaityh
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o Political rights: these are rights that the individual is entitledht
terms of party politics rights. They are recognibgdaw and are
enforceable by a court of competent authority.

o Moral rights. These are the entitlements the individual enjoys
based on moral grounds. Moral rights are consistadial
practices as well as moral practices. In additibay are morally
justifiable however, they are not enforceable lg/ldgal system.

o Human rights: these rights are traditionally referred to as radtu
or fundamental rights. They are rights which eviedividual is
entitled to solely for the reason that he or sha muman being.
These rights are enforceable by the legal systeamath rights
have five distinguishing features which are:-

Universality: They belong to all people.

Individuality: They insist that the individual is free, has dign
and has moral choice

v Paramountcy: They are immense importance as their denial or
withdrawal is an affront to justice.

AN

v Practicability: Human rights are practically attainable

v Enforceability: These rights are enforceable by the state via its
constitutional provisions and legal system.

o Animal Rights: These are the entitlements of animals not to be

treated cruelly. In countries that laws are puplisce to protect
animals, their violations are enforceable in thes leourt of
competent jurisdiction

o Right of Nations: These are the entitlements of nations of the
world. They include: sovereignty and freedom froxteenal
intervention in the affairs of a particular natietc.

o Civil Right: These are like natural rights.

o Natural Rights: Human rights are civil rights that have close-
knitted relationships and what is taken of onehein applies to
the rest.

The concern with rights also attracted the attentibthe United Nations
General Assembly and in 1948, it came up with theéed Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR). The Declaration consists gir@amble and 30
Articles which sets forth human rights and fundatakfreedoms to
which all men and women globally are entitled twithout any
discrimination.In article 3, Olakanmiand Co. (2007: 5) which reads:

All human beings are born free and equal in dignityragids; they are
endowed with reason and conscience and shouldwatds one another
in the spirit of brotherhoddproperly lays down the philosophy upon
which the Declaration is anchored. The Declaragoarantees rights to
life, liberty property, equality before the lawjyacy, fair trial, safeguards
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against torture, slavery and other forms of degradafreedom of
expression, association, worship, etc. rights ash sare regarded
traditionally as being natural or fundamental rgglEvery human being
whether a man or woman, boy or girl, black or wistewed these rights.
Thus, characteristically, rights are universal,ivigtualistic, paramount,
practical and enforceable.

The concern here is with natural rights. What thea natural rights?
Natural rights are rights bestowed on the individight from birth as a
human being. In other words, once one is bornhagr@an being there are
fundamental rights that accompany him/her. As a@enaff fact, they are
inalienable rights, that is, they cannot be takeayafrom the individual
without causing injury, discomfort or harm to sucperson. These rights,
Harold J. Laski (2006: 91) says are those conditmfrsocial life without
which no man can seek, in general, to be himsdilisabest. That is, for a
man to live his life meaningfully, his natural righmust be kept intact
and secured. In view of their importance, evensiage recognises and
upholds them based on the conviction that all merieated equal. Thus,
man’s natural rights are basically three: rightif right to liberty and
right to the pursuit of happiness. As Laski rightlgted, any attempt to
take away or temper with any of these conditionsaial life will be
catastrophic for such an individual. To live asigndied human being
these rights must be comprehensively and absolgpelgted. It is only
with the provision of and the guarantee of thoseiad@onditions that
individuals are made complete and respected as mumeags with
integrity. Natural rights of man are the rightsttidafine humanity as
being distinct from the other creatures. D. Waldi®87) identifies three
broad usages of the concept of right. AccordingVialdron (1987:443)
right is used to:

1. Describe a type of institutional arrangement inchhinterests are
guaranteed legal protection, choices are guaramtged effect or
goods and opportunities are provided to individuals a
guaranteed basis

2. Express the justified demand that such instituli@mengements
should be set up, maintained, and respected
3. Characterise a particular sort of justification finis demand,

namely a fundamental moral principle that accondgartance to
certain basic individual values such as equalityo@omy or moral
agency.

In other words, rights serve the purposes of desxqyiinstitutional
arrangements whereby there is legal protection haf individual’s
interests, choices and guarantee of the provisiohsgoods and
opportunities.
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3.1 Theoriesof Rights

Natural Rights Theory: This theory maintains that human beings are
born with their rights which are intrinsic and tbfare inalienable.
Natural rights theory insists that all men or husare born equal as such
no one should enslave the other or keep anotloapitivity. To the natural
right theorists, God has provided a basic moraldawature which says
that no one has the right to kill the self nor d®gtrob or slave another
person. This is because all men equal before thmighty God.
Ramaswamy (2005:323) avers that the natural camdis a state of
equality and pre-political state of nature, regedalby the laws of nature
Is one of perfect freedom and perfect equality. fhieery of natural rights
which originated in the ¥7century remained a dominant theory in the
18" century and accordingly, rejects the idea of rmtuierarchy together
with the idea of absolute authority. John Lockee @f the earliest
proponents of the theory rejects the idea of thendirights of kings as
well as the natural arrangement of political autlyoiOn the country,
Locke calls for the notion of human equality. Thedry thus, rests on a
solid and clearly defined moral relationship betwe®od and the
individual.

3.2 Higtorical Theory

Edmund Burke is the chief proponent of Historidaédry. He aligns
himself with Locke’s theological propositions bugvertheless, objects
to the relationship between natural rights andnaataw. He argues that
individual reason and interest cannot serve asattequate basis for
political legitimacy. That is, the desires of adiindual cannot serve as
the foundation of political authority. Burke acciogly rejects the claim
of economic and political equality. By this claiByrke is able to provide
(Ramaswamy, 2005:236) a theory of rights with therall framework of
his philosophy of change without undermining thenstdgution and
disrupting the social fabric’. Burke stresses tit&t doctrine of natural
rights is nothing but metaphysical abstractions.this wise, Burke
contrast the doctrine with the real rights of mBarke condemns the
universality of the doctrine of natural rights. ldegues (Ramaswamy,
2005:236) that the universality of the doctrine niveks the rational,
geographical and cultural distinctions. Burke diskes a swipe on the
idea of creating order in the society based on lmureason. He maintains
that based on the new ideas of liberty and equahgytheory of natural
rights is not conducive for the establishment ofleor Burke also
disclaims political and economic equalities poigtout that it creates a
consciousness of right but not of duties of ordesgipline and obedience
to authority. In essence Burke harps on the attairirof real rights as
against the imaginary ones. That is, Burke agreasthere are natural
rights but a clearer difference must be made regarthe real ones that
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are attainable and the unattainable ones.

3.3 Legal Theory

The legal theory of rights was advanced by Jeremytigam, a British
Philosopher and social engineer. Bentham (Ramasw&§5:239)

states that the talk of natural rights and natiasalis like using a terrorist
languagé It incites the spirit of resistance to all lawsa—spirit of

resistance against governments’ encouraging chaubs disorder.
Bentham further declares that the nation of natuglts is mischievous
for there is no such thing as natural rights opgdsein contradistinction
to legal. Bentham, following these premises, subthiat: -

1. Natural rights do not mean anything

2. The sentences of the natural rights guarantee fthisity. To
Bentham, words must be precisely and clearly ddfineorder to
avoid ambiguity as the negligence is the souraaadt conflict in
politics. Consequently, Bentham makes a case fotebhal basis
for the theory of rights.

34 Social Welfare Theory

As the title implies, social welfare theory of righs a marriage of social
welfare and rights. Laski, a foremost proponentweffare rights as
mentioned elsewhere in this module, argues thhtsigre the conditions
of social life without which an individual cannot thimself. Laski
(2006:91) defines a right as a claim of an indigldwhich is recognized
by society and that rights have a meaning onlymesyi. Social welfare
theorists insist that the state must create thditons that would enable
the individual to achieve his/her best self. Sowalfare entails certain
economic and social rights like right to work, adatg wages, reasonable
hours of work, limited right to prosperity, parpeition in the industry,
right to education, etc, all have to be guaranteed.

3.5 Choice Theory

According to Ramaswany (2005:245), choice theoayestthat A may
have a right only if Bs duty is owed to him/her tie sense that he/she
hastheowerto wave it if he/sheplease’s Thatis, having mada promise
to B, it becomesB’s right to havewhatwas promisedby. On the part of

A, it againbecomes a duty on his/her part to carry out. Howethe
individual B may choose to waive the promise thgrigking away the
duty of execution of the promise on the part ofTAe implication of
choice theory is that the individual who has bemmpsed can overlook
the promise such that the one who made the prowils@o longer be
duty bound to execute such a promise. Ramaswan@5(2405) thus
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concludes that rights can be relinquished. An ildial has the option to
exercise or not to do so any right that he may have

3.6 Interest Theory

This theory holds the position that an individuagiven to have a right
wherever, his/her interest is considered as baiffgcently important in
itself to prove holding or compelling others to Bavduty to promote that
interest in one way or the other. For instancepiaassity don whose
appointment was wrongly terminated has sufficiemtportant interest
to justify why his/her challenges will have to prat@ his/her interest in
doing everything possible for his/her reinstatemdiiis view implies
that rights and duties are not correlative butewatights under interest
theory are perceived to generate duty. The rightvimingly dismissed
don, generates duty on the part of his/her colleagu

40 CONCLUSION

Rights and indeed natural rights, dominate huma&imkeconomic and
political discourses. Academics to have given ehoatjention to the
guestion of rights. Rights are considered undearéibpolitical theory as
well as in moral philosophy. In view of its diversensiderations, all
manner of rights engages the attention of schbkegsining from animals
to human rights. In other words, there are diffetesages of rights. These
different usages or applications are informed Ifiecent theories of right.

5.0 SUMMARY

Rights as implying natural rights are indispensablauman existence.
The concern with rights came to the fore only ie tphilosophy of
Thomas Aquinas. However, in the"i@entury John Locke made a strong
case for the rights of man thus sparking up arrestein the modern
period. The notion of rights generated a lot oftomrersies can be easily
seen in the seven different theories identifieddyolars. The implication
of this is that rights have different applicatiarsl usages. All manner of
rights are discernable beginning from animal to anmghts.

SELFASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. Mention five other rights outside natural rights.
2. What does inalienable rights mean?
3. State the three main rights of man.

NOTE: Answers to these salf-assessment exercises are contained in
the Main Content, conclusion and summary.
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6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

What makes natural rights fundamental?

What do you think makes natural rights enforceable?
Mention and explain one Article which sets forthran rights and
fundamental freedoms to which all men and womeiajlg are
entitled to.

4. Explain the three usages of rights.

wn e
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This unit titled Moral Theory and Practical Lifeess to bring to the
learner’s the nature of moral theory to the pratiiée also known as life-

world or lived-life of man leading to issues of rabrrelativism
universalism.

20 LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o know what is practical life

o say what brings about moral relativism

) state that the world lived out there which is Visitinat leads to the
application of moral theories is phenomena

) identify the three main moral theories

) say the meaning of universalisation under moradihe

3.0 MAINCONTENT

As shown earlier, moral theory serves as a stantlarcevaluation.
However, moral theory is classified into relativisand universalism.
From the relativist conception, moral issues orcemts are taken to be
changeable or variable or not absolute due to iddal differences or
culture. This consideration brings to mind the gioesof human practical
life. To talk about relativism and universalismees directly to human
life or practical life as lived by humans. Whatisctical life or human
practical life? This can be presented technicalyha lived-life or lived-
world by individual humans. Edmund Husserl (197®). @escribes lived-
world also known akebenswelin German as the world of everyday life.
In other words, it means practical life. Fundamit# is the world that
is visible out there, the phenomena. It represtr@environment or the
surrounding world;umwelt It can also be referred to as the human
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condition. Husser (1976: 68ays:-The life-world is a realmof original
self-evidences.That which is self-evidently given is, in perception,
experienced as the thing itself, in immediate presge or, in memory,
remembered as the thing itself; and every othernmiaaf intuition is a
presentification of the thing itself.

Two possible perspectives of the meaning of treevibrld as advanced
by Husserl are evincible here. 1) There is a lifadd/that is self-evident,
which appears out there as can be perceived orierped while on the
other hand, 2) There is a remembered life-worldhasthing itself. In
discussing moral theory and practical life, theamn is with the former
and not the latter. Konrad Rokstad (2005:306) asghat life-world is
the most promising candidate for enabling us tadoehan analysis and
reflection into those fields of problems, thus dewjy essentials The
import of what Rokstad is saying is that life-wodd encompassing the
world of human beings has inherent issues which pebnpossible
reflective thinking and analysis in order to de@pkwhat is essential in
the umwelt It must be emphasized that as long as peopl¢ these
problems remain recurrent decimals. These are @gmubwhich Rokstad
(2005:311) says are concerned with relations wigopte, persons,
cultures, etc, and, of course they are concernddthe conservation and
development of our Life-world as being somethingiigeely common
within a world marked by science and technologyyels as different and
conflicting interests.

Life-world as a transcendent world which encompsfise individual and
otherindividuals, Rokstad(2005:306) says is always assentiallyopen
field for actions practices, but also for reflections and theory-mglsuch
as sciences perform all this within a more or lepsn field of very
different kinds of communication correlating witladitions of various
kinds. That is, life-world in view of its richneds,both an open field for
praxis and theory such that some issues contaméudiman condition
leading to, for instance, issues of social consess arising from
different kinds of traditions when eidetically rewied, may be found to
be nonessential and consequently, eliminated. dhighis background
that Rokstad (2005:306) further maintains thatdpen field in the life-
world informs clues (transcendental clues inclusivet constitute the
subjectivity and transcendence of one’s own petsmecThe result of
subjectivity and the transcendence of the persgeofi such subjectivity
lead to what Rokstad (2005:3163jllscommunalisingvith othersmaking
communitieswhich aregroundedn genuinemutuality, without reducing
the essential identity of either the other or yelfrsThat is, life-world as
making up the individual and the other individualsforlds is a
communalised world. Being a communalised worldcatls for the
analysis of the conditions or the clues in the-Warld in order to arrive
at its ideal meaning. The concern with the ideahmngg of the life-world
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Is to discover the possibility of transcending thdividual self and
incorporating the other selves for the attainméihe essence of the life-
world which is phenomenologically expressed in l@rous coexistence
of humanity. However, as laudable as this ideattdirang the ideal
meaning, it ultimately leads to relativism.

Relativism states in very strong terms that theeena objective standards
or criteria for determining what is right and wromglativism also means
subjectivism. For instance, if | consider goingsthool to be of value to
me and the other person sees it to the contrarycangideration cannot
be seen to wrong just as the other person’s italdi see the value of
going to school, to be wrong either. In other wotle two of us are right
based on our different subjective views which afermed by different
factors.

On the other hand, universalism which also mearnectbism is the
direct opposite of relativism or subjectivism. Umigalism holds that
there is an objective/universal principle or (ol universal principles)
that is (are) objectively employed universally tbe determination of
what is morally right or wrong. For instance, talki about
universalisation of moral maxim, Kant@rounding for the Metaphysics
of Moralsin Jacquette (2004: 294) argues that it is whabeahagent can
will to become a natural law in the sense of prmgdnoral guidance as
a law of freedom for all rational beings and allral@agents’. To put it in
other words, Kant is saying that what is right oomg is universalisable
when a rational being and moral agent carries otibr@actions in a
manner that it/they serves/serve as moral guidamckiture human
activities and in which case it can be seen asralataw. Kant stresses
that if a moral maxim is universalisable in thisse, as the general form
of the categorical imperative prescribes, theratfent who is considering
adopting a course of action falling under a morakim is supposed to
be able to will that the maxim is adopted as aensa&l principle of action
for all individuals capable of reasoninghat is, what is taken as natural
law, Kant insists, based on his Categorical Impezaheory, the moral
agent will always will that it be universally adept by all rational
individuals as universal principle of action.

Broadly speaking, there are three types of morabrikes. These are:
Consequentialism, Deontology (Kant) and Virtue Eghi(Aristotle).
Other moral theories will be considered elsewheithis module.

Consequentialism: focuses on the consequences of action. One version
of consequentialism is Utilitarianism. John Stullitl introduces the
Greatest Happiness Principle. According to thisqple; ...actions are
right in proportion as they tend to promote hapgsevrong as they tend

to produce the reverse of happide3de contemporary moral theorists
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put this principle thus: "You ought always to act & to maximise
happiness, i.e., the right act is the act thatlt®guthe greatest amount of
happiness overadll (https://www.newworldencycopedia.org./entry/Fact
and_Valug. That is, an action is good when it produces gheatest
happiness or good for the greatest number and bad wproduces least
happiness or good for the greatest number.

Deontology as Immanuel Kant states employs motakrar reasons in
the determination of what is moral. Kant's CategalriImperative
(version 1: Principle obniversalLaw) says;Act only on that maxim
wherebythoucanstatthesameime will that it should become a universal
law. Categorical Imperative (version 2: PrincipfeHumanity) says; Act
that you use humanity, whether in thine own persan that of any other,
in every case as an end withal, never as a medys on
(https://lwww.newworldencycopedia.org./entry/Fact _avialue). In
other words, in your action relating to humanity man, he must be
considered as the end and not a means to an emdmMist be duly taken
as a priority, that is, the best interest of manhamanity must be
considered first. In more recent terms Kant‘'s Cattiegl Imperative is
rendered as: You are No Exception Principle (YANE):in whatever
you do, you should act for reasons that could sasvacceptable reasons
for everyone" and Respdor Persondrinciple (RPP):-In all actionone
should respect others as sourcesof value and never merely as an
instrument for one’s own purposes
(https://lwww.newworldencycopedia.org./entry/Fact avialue).

Virtue Ethics of Aristotle on its part aims at ttfearacter of the individual.
Virtue (excellence), then, according to Aristote i

(@) a state of character concerned with choice,
(b) lying in a mean,

(c) the mean relative to us,

(d) this being determined by a rational principle,

(e) and by that principle by which the man of practwadom would
determine it fittps://www.newworldencycopedia.org./entry/Fact
and_Valug. To put this in simple terms, it means, An actisn
right insofar as it is the manifestation of a virag character trait,
where virtuous character traits are those thapeesent in the fully
flourishing human being
(https://www.newworldencycopedia.org./entry/Fact aviaue).

Utilitarianism (a version of consequentialism) hretdevelopment of a
theory of right and wrong (morality), begins by gk What, if anything,

is good in and of itself, something that is not eiginstrumentally good-
-as a means to some other good but is good péerhss. answer this
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guestion by looking at the structure of human a@gsuhat it is that (well-
informed) people ultimately aim for in
actionfttps://www.newworldencycopedia.org./entry/Fact
and_Valug.

The implication of this thinking is that that onicelividuals understand
what this good is, they carry out the right act gframotes the maximum
amount of human desire’.

From the foregoing, it is very clear to ascertdia televance of moral
theory or theories to human practical life. Morakary provides the
objective standard for the evaluation and inddesl standard for passing
judgment regarding issues of human practical INgral theory is
believed to developed by the rational agent (ma&cpes the standard
that anchors issues of morality in the society. Iotding the contention
of the relativist, at least with the Kantian categal imperative, it is
possible to talk about the universalisation of rhtiraory. The sanctity of
human life is universally acknowledged. There igasano known group
of people that sanctions wanton killing of humambgs.

40 CONCLUSION

It is shown from the foregoing that practical Ig€éliving or lebenswelt
raises some moral issues leading to the questimaifvism. This is true.
But on the other hand, too, there are some issuas dare morally
considered universally as being objective and thezeuniversal in
application and understanding. Moral theory seasanbiased standard
for the evaluation and indeed, the criteria forgpasg judgment regarding
issues of man’s lived-life. Moral theory is a protaf moral philosophers
regarded as rational agents introduced to constithe basis for
evaluating the issues of morality in society. Thesaral theories are
employed for this purpose.

5.0 SUMMARY

This dwells on three moral theories: Consequestigli Deontology
(Kant) and Virtue Ethics (Aristotle). Consequensal is predicated on
the action, deontology has to do with the applacatf moral principles
or reason to evaluate moral actions. Virtue Etbfcaristotle on the other
hand maintains that the character of the individuakt be virtuous or
simply excellent. The utilitarians also have thaarsion of moral theory
known as consequentialism. Moral theories provitle bbjective
platform for examination of moral issues.
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SELF ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

1. What is human practical life?
2. What is the essence of moral theory?
3. Is it everything right or wrong that is universalige?

NOTE: Answers to these self-assessment exercises are contained in
the Main Content, conclusion and summary.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Identify the relationship between Kant’'s universation principle
and his categorical imperative theory.

2. Explain the moral theory of consequentialism.

3. Explain the moral theory of deontology.

4 Explain the moral theory of virtue in ethics of étotle.
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