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Preface

Thisis a bookonet hi cs or —mor al philosophyl. |t i's al
limited extent to further develop, the Marxist-Leninist-Maoist theory of ethics along the lines
begun in the writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Mao.

None of the great leaders of the proletariat ever wrote a treatise on ethics and their writings
avoid moralistic | anguage. Istarted togalk to dpnoabotite d t h a't
morality, he wo ul Attimepthese leaderstevien sdera to sudgeéstethat lithe
whole subject of morality is a bourgeois hoax. Nevertheless throughout their writings and
lifework the most fervent and consistent moral stand is evident in their total devotion to the
working class and the oppressed people of the world. And there is to be found in their writings all
the essential points of the most profound theory of ethics.

My goal is not just to state the Marxist-Leninist-Maoist theory of ethics (which | will usually
abbreviate as —ML M et hi cs ) , but to show why it i's corr
theory, which must be established by scientific methods. Unlike many writers on philosophical
subjects, however, | make no pretense that | am starting off unbiased. It should not be thought
that using scientific methods precludes one from having an initial point of view; keeping an open
mind does not require starting with an empty head.

The most general scientific tools are empirical investigation and theoretical analysis. Since
our subject is ethics, the broad areas to be investigated and analyzed are human interrelationships
and human society. The preeminent scientific discipline covering these topics is historical
materialism, which was discovered by Marx. MLM ethics is thus a component part or sub-set of
historical materialism. But other sciences also relate to human society, and two of them in
particular will find considerable reference in this book: linguistics and anthropology. We will also
make some reference to neurophysiology and cognitive psychology.

My means of establishing the MLM theory of ethics are:

1) Elaborating the theory, showing that it is internally consistent and coherent (despite
claims to the contrary).

2) Showing that MLM ethics is consistent with the more general scientific theory of
historical materialism.

3) Explaining why Marx‘'s di adtakeaw float moe atlr ¢ ja
moralityl, |l et B®MMboxestbaar ae—ammhooahkr

4) Answering all the objections | can locate which have been raised against MLM ethics,
and showing that they are based on misconceptions or even almost complete ignorance of the
theory.

5) Providing a linguistic analysis of moral terminology.

6) Discussing the biological basis for both the ideological aspect of morality and also for the
partial physical internalization of morality in the brain (and the seat of the conscience).

7) Sketching the history of the development of morality in human society, especially in its
development from primitive communist society to class society.

8) And, to a very limited degree, showing why other ethical theories are erroneous.

On the last point, | should stress that it will not be possible to consider in turn all the various
idealistic ethical theories which have ever been thought up, let alone to do so in depth! The most |



can promise is to consider a few of them, especially those which seem to bear a resemblance to
certain aspects of MLM ethics. | will also briefly look into a few of the other ethical theories
which have been put forward by those who consider themselves to be Marxists or sympathetic to
Marxism.

This essay, though fairly long in itself, largely consists of partially rewritten excerpts from an
even longer (but incomplete) manuscript on MLM ethics which | mostly prepared way back in
1979. In that manuscript | got somewhat bogged down in the many technical aspects of lexical
semantics and other secondary details. In this introductory essay to MLM ethics | avoid that
problem by simply summarizing many of these technical issues and fine points.

Despite this pruning of excessive detail, however, some of the sections of this book may still
seem overly technical to some. | am a little afraid that some readers may therefore find some parts
of this essay to be a little off-putting. I can only suggest that such readers skim through the
portions they find too technical or long-winded. Readers are under no obligation to pay equal
attention to every part of every book they read! It does seem to me, however, that all this diverse
material is appropriate and necessary to my subject.

I have made every attempt to face up to criticisms directed against MLM ethics, no matter
from where they might come. In fact, | have purposely sought out as many bourgeois critiques as
I could find, with the goal not of belittling and dismissing them, but rather of carefully

considering these criticisms and answering them seriously. It is not that | am tryingto —b e f a i

rol

t o

bourgeois apologists and anti-c o mmuni st prof essor s; tledsthBut Id o es n ' t

do wish to show where their arguments genuinely fail so that these arguments cannot be used to
confuse and mislead people.

In particular, I have tried to address the following issues very directly:

1) The charge that revolutionary communists have no real morality, but instead openly
proclaim that they will resort to the crassest political expediency. | find it very curious, for
example, that many , many bourgeois critics who di
guote from Lenin'
prove their point. The fascinating thing here is that this speech by Lenin is actually a concentrated
and most profound summation of Marxist-Leninist ethics, but the ethical theory actually
presented there is completely lost on these critics.

2) What | (and some others, | learned®) call the —c e n t r— luln d a@llm®biemn afl
MLM ethics, the fact that we say that all moralities are class based, yet still insist that one class
morality (proletarian morality) i This seefhsetd
suggest that we want it both ways, or that we are being inconsistent. The solution to this
conundrum is not particularly difficult, but it is a fact that the criticism has been made over and
over again and up until now a fully satisfactory reply has not been forthcoming.®

3) The question of ends versus means. A summary discussion of this is included in its own
section (chapter 10, 84). But the issue is actually approached from many angles throughout the
book, and especially in the sections discussing proletarian morality. Much has been written on the
guestion of ends vs. means in relation to MLM ethics, and in fact the issue has really been
accorded attention far beyond what it deserves from a theoretical perspective. | can only say that |
am forced to give it as much space as | do simply because it has already been made into such a
—big issuel.
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4) The appraisal of Marxist/Leninist/Maoist practice from the standpoint of proletarian
ethics. And here I must confront some hard questions, which have frankly not been confronted
very well in the past: questions of the relation of proletarian morality to democratic centralism;
the question of whether or not the discipline of the proletarian party should ever be rejected by its
members; questions of the relationship between the party and the people from the standpoint of
ethics, especially after the seizure of state power; etc.

I ncluded here is the —S+taadlMarxistpcpaiice B1gene@lqr-is. Eval ua
not very difficult theoretically. The biggest problems are factual or historical—that is,
determining what actually was done and why it was done. | freely admit that this difficulty itself
implies a legitimate criticism of Marxist practice during the Stalin era, and to lesser extents before
and after it—one of the issues we will get into in due course.

It is a fact that we Marxist-Leninists have not always acted in accordance with our own
theories, ethical or otherwise. We have made mistakes, including some very serious ones. Some
of these mistakes will be mentioned in the course of the book, in the Marxist spirit of summing up
errors in order to help avoid repeating them in the future. On the other hand, a great many of the
crimes attributed to us by the bourgeoisie are actually either not crimes at all, or are not things we
have done, or are crimes committed by the bourgeoisie itself under our banner. Everything done
by the Soviet Union and China since the overthrow of proletarian power in those countries comes
under this | ast headi ng, and there is no reasotl
actions. Many of the b 0 u r g eapimes conemitted under openly capitalist regimes will also be
mentioned as we proceed.

I claim no great originality for the ideas set down here. But on the other hand it is irrelevant
to the theory here presented if | have inadvertently misinterpreted some of the ideas of others, be
they the great Marxist theoreticians or non-Marxist writers. It is the theory of ethics presented in
these pages which | am championing. My goal is not to be original but to be correct and clear. To
a degree there is always a contradiction between being fully correct, and being quite clear, and |
must confess that | have been somewhat more concerned with the first of the two. It is of course
highly unlikely that I have fully achieved even this first goal and therefore I sincerely invite the
reader ‘s comments and criticisms.

There is a glossary and a bibliography in the back pages.

* * *

Except within quotations, in referring to calendar dates | have adopted the convention used by
the UN. ofreferri ng t o —BCEI (Before tBGk CBefené Ehn)strha
—CEIl (Current Era) rather than —A.D.I (anno Dom
time we got rid of such lingering religious nonsense.



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 What is Ethics?

What makessomething good or bad, right or wrong? This is a question that people have
discussed and argued about for at least 2,500 years. They have come up with dozens, perhaps
hundreds, of different and conflicting answers. This might suggest that the question is very hard,
or perhaps even unsolvable. Many have thought so. But actually, the answer is fairly simple.
Even provingthat this answer is correct is not tremendously difficult (though here, as elsewhere,
any proof will be rejected by those who fail to comprehend its soundness).

The first roughly correct answer was discovered by the thinkers of the French Enlightenment
several hundred years ago. A more precise answer, fully appropriate to contemporary class
society, was discovered and elaborated on by Marx, Engels, Lenin and other Marxists. But still,
this fairly simple, elegant and extremely compelling explanation of morality has by no means
been widely adopted. Most people, indeed, have never been exposed to it at all. One obvious
reason for this is that the capitalist ruling c|
Marxist ideas away from the people. But it must also be admitted that we Marxists ourselves have
so far not done a good job in putting forward our views on ethics, clearing up confusions and
misconceptions, and replying to objections that have been put forward by bourgeois apologists.
And many Marxists themselves have been quite confused and mistaken about ethics, arguing for
all kinds of views such as those of Kant orthe Bible—i n t h e n a me—ooafguingddba r x i s mll
Marx —rejectedl all mo inaettiont2.41.) (I * | | tal k about t

I started wi t hmakdwsemething gosdtoribadr:i g-hWh aotr wr ong? Il The
most basic question in ethics. Of course there are many other questions as well, such as:

1 Why does morality exist among humans in the first place?
1 When and how did morality originate?
1 How come there are different opinions about what is right or wrong?
I Whatisaperson‘ s conscience, and what i's its relati
T Why don‘t people always do what they think i:
9 Does morality, what is right and wrong, change from time to time and from place to
place?
T I's there such a thing as —mor al progressil?

And of course there are specific questions about various human actions, such as:

Are such things as lying or killing other people ever justified? If so, when?
Is abortion right or wrong?

Are wars ever morally justified?

Is revolution morally justified? Even if it involves widespread loss of life?

=A =4 = =4

Questions like these in this second group are questions of morality, that is, specific questions
about what is right or wrong, good or bad. When you collect everything that one person has to say
about all such questions, or what one group says, or one social class, or one whole society (i.e.,



the dominant views in that society), you have a specific moral code Ethics, however, concerns
itself not with directly answering these sorts of specific moral questions, or directly with
constructing any moral code. Instead, it deals with the theoretical questions behind morality—
such as what the real essence of moral codes are, how they arose, how they can be justified or
discredited, the rational basis for choosing between them, and so forth. Of course most people
who talk about morality either present ethical views at the same time, or at least imply them. And
most of those who talk or write about ethics also present some of their specific moral views as
well. 1 will too.

1.2 A Brief Survey of Some Major Non-Marxist Ethical Theories

Let's return to the most b a snakesomethiaggaodoon i n et h
bad,r i ght or wrong?ll What are some representative
popular or fairly widespread?! * 1 I j ust briefly mention a few of t

A. God’s Fiat. One very popular view among religious people is that whatever God says is right

is right, and whatever God says is wrong is wrong—just because God says it ilurder and

cheating are wrong, these people apparently believe, only becausé&od supposedly says they are

wrong. 1 f God hadn‘t said these things If&deerewr ong, t |
to change his mind, presumably they thenwo ul dn*‘ t b e ehlhese argjusta noyple mo r

of the many severe difficulties with this theory.

Another rather obvious difficulty with it, for many of us, is that there is no Godjust as there
is no Santa Claus or Easter Bunny. There is certainly no scientific evidence for the existence of
any —anoadtwlly there are compelling scientific reasons to believe that all gods are simply
pre-scientific fantasies which linger in a society that is only now finally beginning to get clear on
their inherently impossible attributes.® Even agnostics, those who claim not to know for sure
whether or not there is a God, would seem to have insurmountable difficulties with any God-
based ethical theory.

And even those who believe in God should still have some major problems here (if they were
to actually think the matter over for a few minutes). Just how do you determinewhat God is
supposedly —sayingl is right or wrong? Shoul d yo
he never does? Or should you accept the word of somebody else—maybe some mentally
deranged stranger on the street corner?—who claimsGod has spoken to him about what is right
and wrong? (Just why is it, do you suppose, that sensible people these days conclude that the
making of such claims is in itself enough to demonstratéhat a person is mentally deranged?! It is
now known that many religious people with schizophrenia are prone to misinterpreting the
—voicesll they hear in their head as the voice of

What most religious people do is accept the word of some old book like the Bible, which has

a variety of conflicting things to say about ric
20:13] and —Thou shal't not suf fer a witch to |
sundry matters. It never seems to occur to these religious people to question the reliability,
rationality, veracity, and perhaps even the sani
place!

Moreover, the Bible is by no means the only such old book which claims to present what
—Godll has to say about ethics and morality. Othe

10



Torah, the Talmud, the Avesta (of Zoroastrianism), the Upanishads, the Bhagavad-Gita, or the

sayings of Buddha or Confucius or some other guru—amon g many ot her —holy scri
does a person, even a religious person, —rationa
as to what God has to say about morality (and other matters)? Well, obviously, rationality never

has the slightest bit to do with it. In fact, mostr el i gi ous peopl e simply adopt

they were brought up to believea s —t he Tr uk The rlatidely tew wh getd
—c o0 n v genetalty §udt jump from one old book to a different old book.

In other words, while most religious people claimt hat t hey are foll owing —v
right or wrong, in actuality all they are doing is following their own family or cultural tradition on
the matter. They jtowmsedhatthatdsalitheyatedoipgppt t he sense
There is at |l east one other major problem for
fiatl determines what i's right or wWr ong: It me

vacuous) to say that God himself is good! (The Bible explicitly says that God is good in Romans

11: 22 and el sewhere.) You can hardly commend a
if those views are deemed correctimply because they have them! More sophisticated religious

people, such as Thomas Aquinas, recognizing this problem, have themselves rejected the theory

t hat G deternsinesivhiatastright or wrong. But, of course, most religious people—even

Catholics, who nominally follow the teachings of Aquinas—are completely ignorant of such

difficulties.

B. The Golden Rule. The —Gol den Rul el iis the precept that
way youwish to be treated. This is an extremely popular ethical theory among both religious and
non-religious people. It is one of many conflicting ethical theories that are explicit or implicit in

the Bible, which quotes Jesus as saying in the

what soever ye would that men should do to you,
the ethical theories in the Bible that is inconsistent with this’i s t hat of —an eye for
if any mischief follow, then thou shalt give life for life, Eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for

hand, f oot for foot, Burning for bur B3#2519g, wound
Although my grandmother once assured me that the King James version of the Bible was

—God‘s own | anguagel, these days you wusually he

t hi s: —Do unto others as you wtheuGbldenRulaisrmt t hem do
exclusively (or even originally) a Christian precept. It has been a common theory in many diverse
cultures, going way, way back. Confucius, for e

effect on ot her s liple¢oeflctewith sone of higother prihciples).®p r i n ¢

It is amazing how little sense the Golden Rule makes when you actually think about it
critically. (Of course hardly anybody ever does! They repeat it without muchthinking) You
should treat peopletheway you wi s h K, whathfgou teallyewdsh tebd treate@as
boss,or king?Shoul d you then treat all other people as
scraping in abject obedience? Or consider a slave master: He would have others (his slaves at
least) treat him as master, while he treats them as slaves. In light of the Golden Rule, should he
start treating his slaves as his masters, and encourage them to treat him as their slave? (This might
be poetic justice, but it would still hardly be the ideal moral society!)

Or what about masochists? Should they inflict

these totally screwed up people themselves want to be treated? Or what about someone who
expects, and even wants, others to be cheats and crooks, because he figures he is better at it and

11



will come out ahead in any completely dog-eat-dog world? There are people like that, you know.
(We live in a capitalist society, after all!) Does he then have a moral license to proceed with his
chicanery and fraud?

George Bernard Shaw wrote —Do not do unto ot h
you. Their tast es Henmasyuttingittin auenordushfashiors lautrrere i
some real truth behind his statement. Schopenhauer put it even better: A Don 6t do t o ot her s
you woul dnot | iThisis, pdricaps,ene dof thoseyaguments ehat drove, or rather
ask, too much. For a pri®oner might address it t

The basic problem with the Golden Rule is that it assumeshat people are already moral, or
basically so—which is very far from always being the case. If you are a good, fair and reasonable
person, you will want good, fair and reasonable things done to you. And in that casat is indeed
generally reasonable to say that you should do to others as you would have them do unto you. But
if you are notalready a good, fair and reasonable persgay may not yourself wish others to
treat you in a good (moral), fair and reasonable way. And in that casat is very wrong for you to
treat others as you would have them treat you. This is such an obvious point that it is really
astounding that all the champions of the Golden Rule never seem to have even an inkling of it!

I nsofar as it i s a ¢ o h edreenn t Rnight etilially arountttoh e or y a't
little more than a variety of ethical relativism. (See below.)

C. Hedonism: Maximizing Pleasure and Minimizing Pain. Another very common ethical
theory is that pleasure is the greatest good, and pain the greatest evil. Therefore, morality consists
in striving to maximize the amount of pleasure for everyone, and striving to minimize the amount
of pain. Like most ethical theories, this sounds fairly plausible at first, but cannot withstand even
a cursory critical examination.

For one thing, human beings have many other needs and interests besides pleasure and
avoiding pain, and far more than just those two things goes into making the good life.

Suppose some society could be constructed where everyone (or at least most people) were
both very happy and as free of all pain as could reasonably be arranged. But suppose this society
was also an authoritarian dictatorship, where people had no political freedom, no control over
their own lives, were severely exploited, and so forth. Perhaps this might be some sort of fascist
society where the people were nevertheless psyc
indoctrination and the liberal availability of hallucinatory drugs. Obviously this would be a
nightmare society, and not at all a moral society. Even a somewhat milder version of this sort of
thing, such as i s BraeeNewWodd1932) isahbrrble nightmareu x | ey * s

The roots of this ethical theory, too, go way back. Epicurus (341-270 BCE) held that the
practical goal of philosophy was to secure happiness (or at least to avoid all discomfort), and that

pl easure was the sum total of happiness. The m
painl, however, deri ves p rofi whanrwouldybe betteraathed t he ut i |
—hedonistsl, I séich neghtiaet conrabtatidns). decerny Bbnthamg1748-1832), in
particular, is responsible for giving utilitarianism its hedonistic twist. Utilitarianism, as its name
suggests, was originally concer ned more with —utilityl or —usef

guestion ovhatdusamdl|lthaeatr | ed Bentham, John Stuart
this very one-sided hedonist perversion of what was originally a much more sensible ethical

12



theory. crori tal k about this some more when |
utilitarianism in chapter 9.)

Experiments have been done on lab rats that clearly demonstrate that there is a whole lot
more to —t he g oexgkriedcingfeverlthe mdstdntensenfeelinge of pleasure. In
the brain of all higher animals (and perhaps many of the lower ones as well), there is a region
known as —the pleasure centerl. Tiny wires hayv
and things set up so that when the rat pushes a lever, its pleasure center is stimulated. The
pleasure is so intense that the rat keeps pushing the lever over and over again, until it is physically
totally exhausted and unable to continue. It may not even eat, drink, or do anything else. And
eventually it dies. Human drug addicts are sometimes perhaps in a similar situation, although they
generally still have the sense to at least pull away for some food, water, and sleep once in a while.
Nevertheless, it should be obvious from examples like this that the simple-minded theory that
—happiness and t dreall thatvmatierslcannot reasomably bepcandiderdd to be
the sole basis of either the good life or of any sort of morality.

D. Kantian Ethics: the Categorical Imperative. The various elements of Kantian ethics are not

widespread among the masses, in the way that the ethical theories mentioned above are. But

Kant ‘s ethical ideas are stildl fairlggormopul ar
part.

The most central and famous part of Kantian ethics is the notion of the Categorical
Imperative. This doctrine has many formulations in Kant and by his followers, but probably the
best known wversion i s as hfougH whiohwsu:can atthestme onl y on
ti me will that ! Theidbadereasthat mihingeshouddd a morak maxirh (or
guide to moral behavior) unless it always applies, and unless it applies to everyone.

Antonio Gramsci noticed that there has to be an implicit rider on this principle, that only
those in a similar situatonc an reasonably be —willedl to act
addition essentially destroys the coherence of the whole notion:

Kant ‘s maxi m —Ac turdonductsan tiedomea norndoy all meh & similar o
conditionsll is |l ess simple and obvious than it

apf
conditionsll? The i mmediate conditions in which one
cri

general conditio n s knowl edge of which requires | ong and

e

a

Kant ‘s maxim can be considered as a trui sm, Si Nnce

in the belief that in the conditions he is in everyone else would act in the same way. A man who
steals for hunger maintains that hungry people steal; a man who kills his unfaithful wife maintains

that all betrayed husbands should kill, etc. Iti s only —madmenl in the clinic.

without believing themselves to be in the right. This question is connected with others: 1.

Everyone is indulgent towar ds -chd mfscerl ri, s tblle cfaaustei owh ea
knows the mechanism of one‘'s own sensations and | uc

which has led one to act as one did; but one is much more severe with others because one does not
know their inner life. 2. Everyone acts according to his culture, that is the culture of his

environment, and as far as one is conctinkned —al | m e

l'ike onesel f. Kant ' s maxim presuppos-ewsdal single
conformism.*?
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People in very different circumstances are boundto have different ideas about what moral
maxims (ifany) s houl d be uphel d whiepy ed vy argymitdesenonienv e r
class for example versus people in the exploiting class.

Clearly Kant believed that this Categorical Imperative method would result not just in moral
maxims that had validity only for one person in his or her immediate circumstances, but rather
maxims with wide generality and which would apply to everybody everywhere. That is, maxims
such as —Thou shal t n oThatdounds fairlyplausible~sitinyouthink hal t no't
about it for ten seconds! Consider lying. We all agree that generally lying is a wrong thing to do.
But anybody with even a little common sense knows that there are times when lying is not wrong.
(This is why we have expressionslike—a | i tt 1 e white | i el bhedlyigynd i n f a
is not only not wrong but in fact it would be wrong not to lie!(Consider an extreme case to prove
the point: Suppose a berserk individual with an ax comes running into the room asking where
some innocent child wenitd awants yousll —T&H d & limie| ywde r te
him the child ran into the closet, refuse to answer at all, or should you lie? Only a Kantian would
have problems with a question like this!)

As hard as it is to believe, Kant did in fact claim that lying is alwayswrong!*® And the
absurdity of this shows that the Categorical Imperative approach is completely erroneous.
Virtually all the common practical moral maxims (against lying, stealing, killing, etc.) are
generally valid, but not always validAnd moral maxims themselves must be judged for their
appropriateness in particular situations by reference to more important or more abstract moral
principles. (More on that point later in the book.)

However, it is not just that the Categorical Imperative leads to unreasonable absolutes when it
comes to generating various moral maxims (which in a less absolute form are generally
reasonable). In addition to that severe problem, the Categorical Imperative principle—if taken
seriously—leads to the generation of utterly ab s ur d —mor al maxi ms il , and th
Categorical Imperative is a completely foolish idea which is unusable as a means of deciding on
the morality or immorality of anything. Suppose, for example, that someone decides to become a
shoemaker. Can we —willll that everyoneshould become a shoemaker? Of course not! If everyone
did, then no one would be a farmer, and we would all starve to death! Hence, becoming a
shoemaker must be highly immoral!** (Becoming a Kantian philosopher is also extremely
immoral, by that same—I ogi cll ! )

There are other aspects of Kantian ethics which are just as untenable as the Categorical
Imperative. We will discuss some of them later in this essay.
E. Ethical Relativism.

And finally there is the view that nothingreally makesany t hi ng —ri ght or wr on
badl, that these are merely arbitrary biases th

individually. There seem to be three main motives for holding this view:

1) The argument flc am' ute ghnbalnekescheman agtiens right or wrong,

so it must be Iimpossible to say. |Il)
2) Extreme cynicism about humanity. (—Everybody t
bottom it is all just excuse making for doing whatever they selfishly wanttod o . |l )
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3) Learning about other cultures which have different ideas about right and wrong.

This third reason is why cultural anthropologists have been particularly prone to ethical
relativism, and why the theory was first put forward in a systematic way by philosophers such as
Edward Westermarck™ who were strongly influenced by the rise of modern anthropology. A
number of cultural anthropologists have at various times gone to live with native peoples in
various parts of the world and have found (to their evident surprise) that these peoples have
somewhat different conceptions of morality, conceptions which seem to serve them just as well as
the differing moralities of other cultures serve those societies. Since these anthropologists had
also not thought through the basis for morality in their own society, they tended to jump to the
conclusion that no particularmo r al i t y i sorr e-anmd ryean-adyaethert kbtlirather
that all of them are merely somewhat arbitrary conveniences for particular cultures.

More recently, this same sort of thinking has been generalized and spread to other academic
department s, especially to Engl i shmofdeauwlitsimdls at
which goes so far as to claim that the world views of the scientific community are really no better
than those of native peoples living in the Amazon, or those of religious communities such as
Christian fundamentalists who believe the world was created in 4004 B.C.! (Some people cannot
recognize a reductio ad absrdumargument when they see it!)

As with some of the specific traditional explanations of morality surveyed above, there are no
doubt some small and secondary aspects of truth to the relativist viewpoint. Different societies,
with different ways of living and different levels of social production, do require somewhat
different social norms and moral codes in order to function smoothly. But what the central core of
the relativist viewpoint fails to understand is that there is a deeper level of analysis which will
explain why the moral systems of different societies still have so much in common, and also
explain the differences between them in terms of the same underlying analytical concepts. Once
we have that explanatory analytical framework in place we will be able to more rationally discuss
the differences between moralities in different forms and stages of society.

1.3 Is There Such a Thing as MLM Ethics? (Lenin’s Summary of Ethics)

We see, even from the short discussion above, that the most popular ethical theories around
today are simply untenable. But is there a Marxist-Leninist-Maoist alternative? And what is the
general MLM approach to ethics?

Inhis 1920 speech, —The Tasks of the Youth Leag

But is there such a thing as communist ethics? Is there such a thing as communist morality?
Of course there is. It is often suggested that we have no ethics of our own; very often the
bourgeoisie accuse us Communists of rejecting all morality. This is a method of confusing the
issue, of throwing dust in the eyes of the workers and peasants.

In what sense do we reject ethics, reject morality?

I n the sense given to it by the bourgeoisie, who
this point we, of course, say that we do not believe in God, and that we know perfectly well that
the clergy, the landowners and the bourgeoisie invoked the name of God so as to further their own
interests as exploiters. Or, instead of basing ethics on the commandments of morality, on the
commandments of God, they based it on idealist or semi-idealist phrases, which always amounted
to something very similar to God‘s commandment s.
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We reject any morality based on extra-human and extra-class concepts. We say that this is
deception, dupery, stultification of the workers and peasants in the interests of the landowners and
capitalists.*®

There is, then, a communist theory of ethics which is based on human and class concepts.
What are these concepts? Lenin continues:

We say that our morality i s entirely subordinated to the inter
struggle. Our morality stems from the interests of the class struggle of the proletariat.’

And a couple of pages later:

The class struggle is continuing and it is our task to subordinate all interests to that struggle. Our
communist morality is also subordinated to that task. We say: morality is what serves to destroy
the old exploiting society and to unite all the working people around the proletariat, which is
building up a new, a communist society.

Communist morality is that which serves this struggle and unites the working people against
all exploitation, against all petty private propert

And again:

When people tell us about morality, we say: to a communist all morality lies in this united
discipline and conscious mass struggle against the exploiters. We do not believe in an eternal
morality, and we expose the falseness of all the fables about morality. Morality serves the purpose
of helping human society rise to a higher level and rid itself of the exploitation of labor.*®

And finally:

Communist morality is based on the struggle for the consolidation and completion of
communism.?

So, according to Lenin, whatever serves the class struggle of the proletariat, whatever helps
bring about proletarian revolution and the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, and whatever advances
the transformation of bourgeois society into communist society, is in accordance with communist
morality.

This view of morality has been generally accepted within the communist movement since
Lenin‘s day, but not uni vand espetidllyythe snae or l@sh er e hav
unremolded intellectuals from petty-bourgeois backgrounds who tend to be most preoccupied
with such questions—who have been unsatisfie d wi t h Lenin‘s formul ations
somet hing better, somet hing |l ess —expedientl, S
camp of the enemy there are endless attacks on, and snide put-d o wns of , t hi s —crudel
theory of morality, even more so than against the other aspects of Marxist-Leninist-Maoist
theory.

The fact is, whether Lenin‘s theory of ethics
taken truly seriously. Bourgeois writers tend to dismiss it out of hand, without really considering
if there might be an ethical theory of substance beneath it to investigate. The same goes for the
revisionists, the hidden bourgeoisie. Whil e the
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they haven't t ho tsdeépsigniidanoeuNor have theyradequaiely elabaratedi
it and defended it.

It therefore seems to me that it is high-time that an extended defense of the MLM theory of
ethics is put forward into the realm of the ideological class struggle. For | believe that not only
are Lenin‘s views correct, but that they can be
from being a naive, or superficial theory of —me
profundity of MLM ethics is of an order undreamed of by its numerous detractors. And, after all,
is anything ever more profound than the truth?

1.4 Some Questions Concerning Proletarian Morality

It mu st be readily admitted that Lenin's speec
principles of proletarian morality, and he did not provide more than a hint as to how these
principles could be justified. This has led many to believe that no such justification exists or can
exist and that Lenin‘s st at ereunsppportedaogmameans of ¢ o mn

only to keep people from really examining the —i
essay | will examine in detail wvarious bourgeoi
present, however, | will confine my s el f to simply Ilisting some of

comments raise, questions that must in fact be satisfactorily answered if MLM ethics is to be
taken seriously:

1) Lenin said morality must be based on human and class concepts. What exactly does this
mean? Lenin contrasted this to basing morality
that come more or less to the same thing, but this still leaves a lot of room for explication of what
human and class concepts are and why they are any better as a foundation for morality than are,
for example, the Golden Rule or Kant‘s —categori

2) What is so special about classes, as opposed, say, to nations, races, clans, families, or
individuals? And in particular what is so special about the proletariat? Why should this oneclass
be so centr al in the determination of morality?

3) Even if the proletariat is somehow special, why should morality be a matter of the
pr ol e tlass stragle angd proletarian revolutior? Struggle and revolution inevitably involve
force and violence which have traditionally been held to be at the very opposite pole from
morality. How can views | i kmeorallpenint'i 9l pg&siAlblen’ b
more akin to such fascist crudities as —might ma

4) Lenin talks a lot about the interestsof the working people and those of the capitalists and
| andowner s, et c. Wh a't i s S0 i mportant about —i
happiness—or any of a dozen other things—at least as important?

5) Lenin follows Engels and Marx in believing that different classes and different historical

epochs have different moralities and says that
this blatant ethical relativism? If a morality is not eternally correct why should it everbe correct?
If there are many moralities are they all equally —v al i dll? And i f not, doesn‘t

ultimate morality which enables us to say that one moral system (proletarian mor
thanl the others?
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6) Lenin said morality—as accepted by communists——i s based on the struc
consolidation and compl eommumisnratbef tharcsommaotherforms mil . But
of society,orsomethi ng | i ke —worl d peacel? What is the con

Questions like these are raised by bourgeois ideologists as part of their attempt to show that
Marxist ethics is untenable, and thus to show that revolution is immoral. It is therefore important
not only that MLM ethics is correct, but alsothat revolutionaries are able to showthat it is correct
by giving good answers to questions like these. We must wage a victorious struggle on the
ideological front as well as on every other front.

1.5 Some Points of Terminology

Lenin used the name _communist morality" for
speech, since these are (or should be!) the moral principles adhered to by communists in present-
day society. But communists, going back to Engels in Anti-Dihring, also maintain that morality
in communist societwill be in many respects different from that of any class morality in class
society—different even than the present morality of the revolutionary proletariat in capitalist
society. (We will talk about this in much more detail later.) So in order to avoid confusion, in the
rest of this book the name —communi st moralityl
which will exist in, and be appropriate for, communist society, after all socioeconomic classes
have eased to exist worldwide. The moral principles which communists uphold today, while
classes still exist, will be called —proletarian

I n addition to this there is a distihnaotsi‘fgn t o
as | briefly explained at the end of section 1.1. These words actually have diverse uses, and are
often used interchangeably. But | will follow a common practice in philosophical writing and use

_morality" to refer tmda _eydhtiem '  oft omaredler pnionaift
behind—and justifying (or supposedly justifying)—the various systems of morality. Although the

term _proletarian ethics’ mi ght then be expect
proletarian morality, whi | e _communi st et hics' mi ght be expe

theory behind communist morality, | will not try to keep to such a distinction since there is, after

all, a single, unified ethical theory behind both proletarian morality and communist morality. My
preferred term for thi s-LesitishMacoails tt heetohriyc si‘s, sbiump |
frequently use the phrase —The Class I nterest TF
view class interestare the real basis of, and the real key to, all present-day systems of morality.

1.6 The MLM Class Interest Theory of Ethics

The major purpose of this book is to demonstrate the validity of MLM ethics. It may
therefore be appropriate to outline the central points of this theory before we begin the detailed
discussion of its various aspects. This will give the reader the overall perspective to keep in mind
as we proceed.

The central concept in the ethical theory behind the principles of proletarian morality
summarized by Lenin is that of class interestBut t hi s —cl ass interestll the
not only proletarian morality but also the various moral systems of other classes: it explains all
such moral systems in terms of the basic class interests of those who develop and propagate them.
When a particular moral principle proclaims, say, that it is wrong to steal, it is expressing, in the
final analysis, the viewpoint of a definite class about its interests, especially its material interests.
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This is not always obvious however since different classes may use these identical words to mean
completely different things. The bourgeoisie, for instance, does not consider it stealing to exploit

|l abor (to steal a wor ker ‘ ssurplus \mlog white the dass-g h

conscious proletariat for its part does not consider it stealing to take back what was stolen from it
through exploitation.

To say that something is (morally) good or bad, right or wrong, is to say that it answers
to, or satisfies, the interests of a particularclass. | t doesn‘t matter i
equivalence or not—obijectively it is true. Generally people express the interests of their own
class through their moral principles, but sometimes they do not correctly understand their own
class interests. This is especially apt to be true of the lower classes which are always infected, to
one degree or another, by the moral ideology of the ruling class.

Proletarian morality is based on, and expresses, the class interests of the proletariat. Now of
course the proletariat, like all classes, has various kinds of interests, some more basic than others,
some just momentary, others long-term, etc. Naturally the most basic interests take precedence
over the less important ones. For the most part the most basic class interests of the proletariat, like
those of every class, are those concerned with the material well-being of its members. The
proletariat has, in short, basic interests in food, housing, clothing, health, transportation,
education, and so forth.

The satisfaction of material interests such as these, and other more abstract interests as well
(such as freedom, friendship, security, etc.), depends upon the socioeconomic system which
exists, the nature of the prevailing class relations, and so forth. It is an objective fact that
capitalism, and class society in general, cannot satisfy the material and other interests of the
proletariat, and therefore the basic interests of the proletariat—and hence proletarian morality—
requireit to overthrow capitalism and abolish all class exploitation.

The class struggle, proletarian revolution, and the advance of society to communism are all
morally justified becausehey are the only way to satisfy the basic interests of the proletariat and
the rest of the masses. All the principles of proletarian morality are subordinate to this one
fundamental principle: whatever answers to the interests of the proletariat is right. On the other
hand, the moral justification of proletarian revolution and the achievement of communist society
follow immediately from this general principle since all the basic, long-term interests of the
proletariat are encompassed and encapsulated in communist revolution.

Since the basic class interests of the proletariat require it to lead all society to the stage of
communism, where all classes have ceased to exist, it also follows that in liberating itself from
exploitation and oppression the proletariat necessarily liberates all humanity. In communist
society all humanity will have the same basic collective interests and society will exist to satisfy
those interests. Therefore proletarian morality is not just another class morality, no better nor
worse than any of the others. On the contrary, proletarian morality is higher (better) than any
other class morality because it is not only in the interests of the proletariat but also in the ultimate
interestsof humanity as a whole to advance to communist society.

That is the gist of the MLM theory of ethics. It remains now to elaborate on and back up all

these assertions.

1.7 Historical Materialism and Morality
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Historical materialism is the science of society. It is the result of the application of Marxist
philosophy, dialectical materialism, to the history of society. | will not attempt here to give an
extended exposition of the tenets of historical materialism. However, there is no better brief
summation of it than that given by its discoverer, Karl Marx, in the Preface to his 1859 book, A
Contribution to the Critique of Pitical Economy

In the social production of their existence, men enter into definite, necessary relations, which
are independent of their will, namely, relations of production corresponding to a determinate stage
of development of their material forces of production. The totality of these relations of production
constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation on which there arises a legal and
political superstructure and to which there correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The
mode of production of material life conditions the social, political and intellectual life-process in
general. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their being, but on the contrary it is
their social being that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their development, the
material productive forces of society come into conflict with the existing relations of production
or—what is merely a legal expression for the same thing—with the property relations within the
frame-work of which they have hitherto operated. From forms of development of the productive
forces these relations turn into their fetters. At that point an era of social revolution begins. With
the change in the economic foundation the whole immense superstructure is more slowly or more
rapidly transformed. In considering such transformations it is always necessary to distinguish
between the material transformation of the economic conditions of production, which can be
determined with the precision of natural science, and the legal, political, religious, artistic or
philosophic, in short, ideological, forms in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight
it out. Just as one does not judge an individual by what he thinks about himself, so one cannot
judge such an epoch of transformation by its consciousness, but, on the contrary, this
consciousness must be explained from the contradictions of material life, from the existing

conflict between the social forces «ddurgepis oduct i on

relations of production are the last antagonistic form of the social process of production—
antagonistic not in the sense of an individual antagonism but of an antagonism growing out of the
social conditions of existence of individuals; but the productive forces developing in the womb of
bourgeois society simultaneously create the material conditions for the solution of this
antagonism. The prehistory of human society therefore closes with this social formation.**

The agency which arises in capitalist society and which is destined to destroy it is of course
the working class, the proletariat. In summing up the experience of the 1870 working class
insurrection known to history as the Paris Commune, Marx added another tenet to the theory of
historical materialism, namely that the proletariat could not simply seize the existing bourgeois
state but must destroy it and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie to
prevent their comeback. The proletarian dictatorship must exist throughout the period of
transition from bourgeois society to communist society. Like every scientific theory of any scope,
historical materialism has been further developed over the years, most notably by Lenin and Mao
Zedong. But the points discovered by Marx remain as its foundation.

The aspect of historical materialism which must command our present attention is its theory
of ideology. Although not specifically mentioned by Marx in the above passage, on other
occasions Marx and Engels insisted that morality must also be considered as ideology and hence
part of the superstructure of society.
peopl e’s i deas, Invlassesomeaty thesa ideds, views and oenpeptsare divided
along class lines; ideology becomes the ideology of definite social classes, and reflects their
interests. Although ideologies are reflections of the socioeconomic relations of production, they
are not merely passive reflections but react in turn upon the economic base, and either serve to
advance or hinder the further development of society depending upon which class they represent.
And although ideologies do reflect the material interests of one class or another, and hence the
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economic relations which exist in society between the various classes, this relationship is not
always completely straightforward or mechanical. Particular ideologists are sometimes the
product of conflicting class influences, and in addition to this, many specific ideologies have a
historical development of their own which is not necessarily directly relatable in all its particulars
to the overall development of society.

Let us then apply the general point of view of historical materialism to the question of
morality. We obtain the following principles:

1) Morality changes over the course of history.

2) Morality changes in accordance (more or less) with the changes in the socioeconomic
form of society.

3) Each class in any society has its own system of morality.

4) The dominant morality in any society is that of the ruling class (at least once it is firmly
entrenched).

5) Each class morality is based, in the final analysis, upon the collective interests of the
members of that class, primarily their material, economic interests.

These conclusions of historical materialism with respect to morality are of course
compatible—in fact identical—with some of the basic tenets of the MLM theory of ethics as
outlined in the previous section. | take this as scientific evidence in favor of MLM ethical theory
(or at least part of it) because historical materialism is in my opinion a valid scientific theory, and
moreover a much more general and powerful scientific theory capable of entailing more
particular conclusions. | recognize that this will carry absolutely no weight with those who do not
accept historical materialism as correct. | refer them to the other arguments in favor of the MLM
theory of ethics which will come later.

But there are people who haveclaimed to accept the basic theory of historical materialism—
people such as Eduard Bernstein, Nicholas Berdyaev (in his younger days), Georg Lukacs and
Herbert Marcuse, to name a few—who have nevertheless opposed the class interest interpretation
of MLM ethics and have put forward instead ethical theories inconsistent with historical
materialism. It is therefore not a trivial thing to point out the compatibility between historical
materialism and the class interest theory of ethics.
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Chapter 2: The Semantic Analysis of Moral Terminology

2.1 Methodology

As stated earlier, the broad areas to be investigated and analyzed with respect to ethics are
mostly human relationships and human society. For example, it will obviously be relevant and
useful to investigate the origin of morality in primitive human society insofar as this is possible,
and so anthropology is one relevant science. But there are also other sciences with considerable
relevance to ethics but which have only tangential connections to human society per se One of
these is neurology, where we will later investigate one small topic, namely the physical location
in the brain of the seat of the conscience, and what is known so far about the neural connections
to that area of the brain.

But there is one treasure house of information right at our finger tips—perhaps we should say
—r i ght at t he —whigh swstodt be ovarlooket: oun lgnguegs. The questions

—What iis morality?l and —What is good?l
scientifi Whhtnguwiest itdhhee, werd _morality’
mean?l .

Sometimes it is said that philosophers who concern themselves with language are concerned
only with ideas and ignore the real world. And yet language is part of the world. Human
languages must necessarily reflect the realities of human existence and human society (though of
course they also reflect, in part, human fantasies). Otherwise language would be of no use to us.

There are indeed pitfalls to watch out for here. In The Geman Ideology(1846) Marx and
Engels wrote:

One of the most difficult tasks confronting philosophers is to descend from the world of
thought to the actual world. Languageis the immediate actuality of thought. Just as philosophers
have given thought an independent existence, so they were bound to make language into an
independent realm. This is the secret of philosophical language, in which thoughts in the form of
words have their own content. The problem of descending from the world of thoughts to the actual
world is turned into the problem of descending from language to life.

We have shown that thoughts and ideas acquire an independent existence in consequence of
the personal circumstances and relations of individuals acquiring independent existence. We have
shown that exclusive, systematic occupation with these thoughts on the part of ideologists and
philosophers, and hence the systematization of these thoughts, is a consequence of division of
labor, and that, in particular, German philosophy is a consequence of German petty-bourgeois
conditions. The philosophers have only to dissolve their language into the ordinary language, from
which it is abstracted, in order to recognize it as the distorted language of the actual world, and to
realize that neither thoughts nor language themselves form a realm of their own, that they are only
manifestationsf actual life.?

In considering the use of moral terms in English, therefore, we must be sure that we are
conducting an empirical investigation of the ordinary language and not an investigation of a
distorted language incorporating ideological biases, and bearing a consequent distorted
relationship to the real world.
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But what of the —ordinary |l anguagel i1itself? 1
domination of the ruling class in every sphere? No, it is not. Marx and Engels gave the following
convincing example of this:

For the bourgeois it is all the easier to prove on the basis of his language the identity of
commercial and individual, or even universal, human relations, as this language itself is a product
of the bourgeoisie, and therefore both in actuality and in language the relations of buying and
selling have been made the basis of all others. For example, propriété—property [Eigentun} and
characteristic feature [Eigenschalt property—possession [Eigentun} and peculiarity
[Eigentimlichkelt Aiei gleA@®n e s-in thaveorhnjercial and in the individual sense;
valeur, value, Wert commerce, Verkehr échangeexchange, Austauschetc., all of which are used
both for commercial relations and for characteristic features and mutual relations of individuals as
such. In the other modern languages this is equally the case. If Saint Max [Max Stirner] seriously
applies himself to exploit this ambiguity, he may easily succeed in making a brilliant series of new
economic discoveries, without knowing anything about political economy; for, indeed, his new
economic facts, which we shall take note of later, lie wholly within the sphere of synonymy.**

Language does reflect the realities of society, and these social realities include the prevailing
relations of production, the ruling position of one class, and so forth. In addition to thisthere are
words and phrases in every language which embody the ideologies of the classes which exist in
t hat society (e.g., _free enterprise’, _dictato
phrases are not the property of just one class but have different uses, different meanings, or at
least different connotations when used by class conscious members of opposing classes (e.g.,
_freedom', _democracy’).

However, as Stalin pointed out in Marxism and Problems of Linguistidanguage as a whole
is not the creation or property of any single class but of society as a whole. To say that there are
—c | ass | anguages| i s t o speak hyperbolically.
superstructure on any socioeconomic base; it is a historical phenomenon created by all classes
through the course of various socioeconomic formations and is not replaced with the change of
the economic system. Speaking on this point Stalin says:

Yes, classes influence language, introduce into the language their own specific words and
expressions and sometimes understand one and the same word or expression differently. There is
no doubt about that.

However, it does not follow that specific words and expressions, as well as differences in
semantics, can be of serious importance for the development of a single language common to the
whole people, that they are capable of detracting from its significance or of changing its
character.?*

Stalin goes on to say that the words and expressions which the various classes introduce, or
understand each in their own way, are very few in number. For my part, | think that the class
influence on language is considerably greater than Stalin suggests. But what we really need to

know here is if the particular mo r a | words we are concerned with
these relatively few class-biased expressions. The answer to this, as with many such simplistically
formul ated questions, is —yes and nol.

The means of showing the extent to which class viewpoints modify the meanings of various
moral expressions is, however, the same sort of procedure as is used to show the root meanings of
these words and phrases. In other words, in so far as different classes have modified the meanings
of words (in general or in specific contexts) this will become evident in any complete and truly
scientific investigation of the meaning of those terms.
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But there is a more basic question here. No one can seriously defend the view that the way to
scientifically investigate political economy is to study languagé (Even those benighted
individuals such as Max Stirner who have actually followed such a method do not recognize that
they are doing so.) This is so even though a scientific study of linguistic terms related to
economics would indeed tell us something about the bourgeois relations of production which
presently exist in the real world and which are reflected in language, as Marx and Engels noted in
the quotation above.

So if the investigation of political economy, or physics, or biology by the method of
analyzing the —relevantlIll | i nsguch ag tbviauslyabeurdms i n t h
procedure, why should philosophy be any different—even if we do restrict ourselves to ordinary
language? This question arises only because of a very basic confusion about what philosophy is.

To hel p str ai g hside for the homent nat phtlosophye but tre science of
linguistics itself. Part of linguistics is the investigation into the meanings of words—Iexical
semantics. Thus, even though linguistics is just as much a science as is physics, it inquires into
ordinary | anguage ¢ o0nc ehedassedhenmeanihgeof wortisys gpartofswhat o e s n‘ t
the science of linguistics is all about.

Every science, including physics and linguistics, has a stock of technical terms, that is, words
which are defined in terms ofthet heor i es of that particular scienc
in physics, for example, are defined within the body of current physical theory and have meaning
only in light of that theory despitetheir concurrent but irrelevant use in ordinary language. (Of
course the use of ordinary | anguage expressions
technical uses in physics—and this is a good thing. To the greatest extent possible ordinary
language should change to reflect current scientific theory.) When physical theory advances, the
meanings of such technical expressions may well be changed. In linguistics there are many
technical terms such as _phoneme' |, _mor pheme’ ,
with ordinary language words which linguistics (semantics) inquires into the meaning of. Despite
the fact that linguistics investigates the meanings of ordinary words in natural languages by
scientific procedures, it does not determine the meaning of its own technical expressions in the
same manner. As in any science, these technical terms are simply assigned meanings by fiat in the
course of propounding scientific theory. The entire theory is then compared to the real world to
test its correctness.

Philosophy, properly speaking, may well consist only of the laws of logic and dialectics (as
Engels remarked in Anti-Diihring®) together with a materialist conception of the world. But the
separate sciences we have today all started out as areas of philosophical speculation (in the
conventional sense) and only split off when they started to become something more than mere
speculation. Furthermore, over the centuries numerous linguistic confusions and errors of
semantics have become entrenched in traditional philosophy. The multitude of idealistic and
metaphysical philosophical views embody all kinds of misconceptions about the world and about
language. The history of philosophy is replete with suchnonsenseas —The concept of p
includes the concept of existence; therefore Godexi st s. I Al t hough the real S (
and confusion are primarily the various reactionary class ideologies, and not language, to a
significant extent philosophical confusion and error is fostered by the simple failure to understand
the meaning of various key words. The motive is reactionary class outlook; the means is abuse of
language.
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It is true that what is called linguistic anal
linguistics (semantics) and not philosophy at all. But why quibble about this? In order to expose
(most) philosophical errors and confusions it is necessary (among other thing3!to scientifically
analyze the meanings of certain problematic words. Since this has yet to be adequately done (in
most cases) by professional linguists there has grown up a tradition in the period after World War
Il—and especially in English speaking countries—of professional philosophers attempting to do
it under the name —philosophyl. Ma allyherdhistov € even ¢
philosophy, thus carrying the trend to the ridiculous extreme of defining traditional philosophy
out of existence altogether, along with its rational core of materialist dialectics.

It is true that the results of this linguistic philosophy have been limited and spotty, at best! |
believe that this is largely to be explained by the bourgeois or petty-bourgeois class stand of these
philosophers; the fact that they are hobbled by the same old reactionary motives in philosophy
even while questioning the means by which it has been conducted in the past. Among other things
this has resulted in linguistic, —ordinary | ancg
called) focusing mostly on very trivial questions. | once wrote the following ditty to make fun of
this tendency:

Analytic Philosophy

To analyze is to figure out
What the world is all about
But to do it safely and not offend
Analytic philosophy came in the end
To work on trivial concepts which
In no way could upset the rich.

On the whole, analytic or linguistic philosophy has been either trivial, reactionary, or both!?®
Nevertheless, it is a good thing to add the techniques of scientific linguistics, and especially
lexical semantics, to the philosophical toolbox. It can be a powerful tool in the battle against
reactionary philosophical views which have managed to survive (and be continually reborn)
partly because of semantic confusion.

There is a point to linguistic analysis in philosophy (unlike economics or physics) in so far as

itisa task of philosophy to knock down the fant as
philosophers, and to put such traditional branches of philosophy as ethics on a completely
scientific basis. Repeating onc ephilnmphess havteh e ¢ o mme

only to dissolve their language into the ordinary language, from which it is abstracted, in order to
recognize it as the distorted language of the actual world, and to realize that neither thoughts nor
language in themselves form a realm of their own, that they are only manifestationf actual
i ffe. |

I conclude, therefore, that a semantic investigation of the meaning of keytermsi n peopl e s
talk about morality is highly appropriate in ethics. Moreover—and this is why this is most
important—this semantic investigation will demonstrate that there is indeed something rather
fishy about moralizing and moral terminology; it exists more to hide the essential nature of
morality, rather than to bring it out! And this, we will see, explains Marx * s anti pathy to
moral language.
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2.2 ‘Good’ as the “Dimension Word” in Ethics

I propose to focus the investigation of the se
_good’ rather than _right*, _fem3tice', _duty"*®, _
Moral terms are obviously closely related. That is, their meaningsare similar; so similar in
fact that in many contexts one moral term can replace another without much, if any, change in the
meaning of the utterance as a whole. Because the meanings of moral terms are so interrelated it is
possible to paraphrase the meaning of any one of them in terms of another. Thus it is possible to
give at |l east a rough, mor e or Irighsasd wemgerqg u at e, d
converselyamor e or | ess adequat e deghti nThda omt aotfe mern tg htt i «
ought to do what is rightl, i's thus very near|
someti mes debated by bourgeoi s morisaeblly quitei | osophe
nonsensical. It is hardly any different than ask

The fact that moral words can be given rough definitions in terms of each other has led to a

great deal of super fi ciisplayedthasnoaelmgra wosdlis definred et hi c s .
in terms of a second, the second in terms of a third, and so on until we come to the last moral
word on the 1| ist which is declared to be so —fu

nothing more can possibly be said. The listing of related moral words is passed off as real
analysis.

Crane Brinton provides us with an illustration of this in his book A History of Western

Morals® where he defines _good"® (in mor al ss) as mea
_morally wundesirable®. _Ethics" and _ethical* l
—componentll of _morality" is basically defined i
has made into his keywor d, selhceo ndsoce sonu‘st sdeenfainnte .ci -
says, —wi || try to pursue that word _of@ght" fur
Actually _ought too can be defined in terms of
of —moral obyligadti onllTlhhus —atulier writers have tho
most fundamental moral word which itself needed no further comment. Still others have settled

on _right*', or _good"’ , or _justice"'. Ads one tim

been picked out as the keywith which to explicate all the rest. But what then is to explicate the

key? In point of fact anymoral term couldserve as our starting place, as our keyword or focus for

analysis. But the thing to be emphasized hereisthat t he sel ecti on of the —key
conclusion of a proper analysis but its beginning.

Am | saying then that it is completely arbitrary which moral word we focus our analysis on,
that it makes no difference at all? No. We couldselect any moral term, but there are good reasons
to select _good"’. The var i ou precigetythedssne thilp— mor al di
even those which can often be substituted for each other. In other words, in addition to the
elements of meaning which they have in common there are other elements of meaning which they
do not share. These other elements are more complicated or less complicated, more specific or
more general, in different instances. So some moral words are a little simpler to analyze than
others—though none are intractable.

In English the most general, most abstract, and hence most straight-forward word in moral

|l anguage is the word _good"’. This has been rec
British philosopher AbGstdiomdwhargyesangbadel gdodth
wordl, t hat i s, as —t he most gener al and compr e
same kind, terms t ha* Unfortunatélyi Austin sormevehat spadlathéhis f unct i on
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fine insight by goingont o st ate that the function of all/l t he
of expressing commendation, which is not correct. (When | say that so-and-so is a good liar | am

not ordinarily commending him!)® One could also dispute certain other aspects of Aust i n*‘ s
formul ati on, such as the implicit claim that al
most important point here is that among a group of semantically related words there is often a

keyword, a dimension word, more general and abstract, and hence more basic, in a sense, than the

rest.

The word _good" is the most generesaclusivaylad most b
moral term). It is therefore the easiest and most convenient term to focus on for the semantic
analysis of moral langu a g e . But [ want t o st atimportangoti n t hat
indispensable term. The bourgeois philosopher Paul Ziff, from whom | have learned much about
the semantics of the word _good‘ and |l exical sen
Thewor d _good"* is not important. 't is wuseful, not

wants to say without using it. This would entail only loss of brevity: what can be said and what
can be said briefly are not the same.*

Wel | |, I t hi n kis ratheremportant; ahd so ayideotld does Ziff, despite his
comment here, since he wrote a whole book whose culmination was the statement of what the
word _good* means. But his point about _good" n

same thing goes, incidentally, for all other moral terms. They are all dispensable, either
individually, or as a group. This is a point we will come back to.
2.3 Dictionary Definitions of the Word ‘Good’

What does the word _good" nng @hatawoAl méas imio | i ar met
look it up in a dictionary.

I f you |l ook up the word _good" in a good dicti
the most diverse character. We bst er 6s Third New I nter®fifotional Di
instance, has a whol e page of fine print devoted to
(_goodness*, _good morning‘, etc.). Leaving the

definitions into three broad groups corresponding to the three parts of speech—adjective, noun
and adverb—and assigns each a separate entry. It lists several senses, sub-senses and even sub-
sub-senses for its three entries. The adjective, for example, is assigned two main senses, the first
of which is assigned six sub-senses, each of which is in turn assigned from three to nine sub-sub-
senses. A total of 71 different definitions is given under the three entries (again not counting
combined forms), with one or more example contexts for each. This dictionary thus tells us what

theword _good" means in each of 71 different contex
chosen contexts it means something different from what it means in all the others. What then does
the word _good" mean —i n gener aleldtichshipstmomoesn'‘ t s

the various meanings of the word which allow them to be grouped together as sub-senses (or sub-
sub-senses) of a distinct sense are not stated either. These are remarkable omissions, and are none
the less remarkable for the fact that it is standard procedure for dictionaries whenever an entry is
given more than a single —sensel (definition).

In other words, this dictionary, like most others, fails to give an overall, or central or

standardor corg orrootd ef i ni t i on oodf* ,t haendwofradi | sgoeven to gi v
the main sensesandsub-s enses of the word. 't —simplyl (of «cc
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gives a | arge number of sithgpdars in vatious @ontexts withoutt he wor d
specifying anything which these various uses may have in common (either all of them or a subset

of them). It arbitrarily lists 71 definitions of the word as it appears in the given sample contexts,

but it could just as well have listed 100 or 700 definitions together with sample contexts if it had

the space and perseverance, and the determination to make more and more subtle distinctions and

to locate more and more exceptional uses of the word.

Why do dictionaries tend to define words in particular contexts, but shy away from defining
them in general? It is clearly because it is much easier to do the former than the latter, and
because it is very easy to go wrong in trying to¢
a word that has diverse specific meanings in many different contexts. We see this in fact with the
wor d _Spnoe@fdhe few large dictionaries that have attempted to give the root or overall
meaning of the word _ geg. ottt OxfoadrErglisB Dictionangwhichd i ct i on a
have been unduly influenced by the erroneous theory of the British philosophers John Austin and
R. M. Har e t h-act o mnyeortdtiisraciuiky et not to try to say what the
overall meaning of a word is than to give the wrong answer!

Sowecannotd et er mi ne what the word _good" means si m
of the currently available dictionaries since the dictionary makers have either not completed their
job, or else have not completely correctly stated what the root or overall meaning of the word is.
As the Encyclopaedia Britannicaut it,

Good dictionaries offer a variety of contexts for the items listed, but, obviously, this is not enough.
For one thing, no dictionary can list all the co-occurrences [of the word in question with all the
other words it can occur with —JSH]. There must be devices to sum up, as it were, the information
revealed by the contexts. This is the role of dictionary definitions.*

The bigger and (in general) better dictionaries currently do a fairly good job of giving definitions
covering each of the specific contexts they list, but either shrink from the attempt to give
definitions covering groups of related contexts (let alone all contexts), or else do a rather inept
job of it in many cases. Oddly enough, this sometimes means that you can get a better overall

(root) definition of a word from a smaller, ever
large dictionary! Thus We b st er 6 s Bas i c % divesqustio gdfinitins forttheon ar y
adjective_good "' , the first of which is —suitable for

to the actual overall, general meaning of the word.

Even when a dictionary doespr ovi de us with an overall or co
question still remains whether or not that definition is fully correct. Most people do not realize
how many errors there are in dictionaries—e ven —goodl dictionaries. Al fr
it this way: —Learning preserves theweasnrors of

dictionaries ar e publ i c d a r’’g®us svhen ia tomek tou g h they
problematic words, especially words which figure prominently in philosophical disputes,

dictionaries can be of only limited use and reliability until the day when they are prepared by

more consistently scientific methods.

2.4 Various Wise Men on the Meaning of ‘Good’ and Other Moral Terms
What then doest he word _good" mean? This is something

and much disagreement. There are tho s e , indeed, who c¢| aiamthinghat _goo
—i n g -ethaéthe Is fiothing which this word, or any other word possibly, has in common
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in all its uses or contexts. (We will look into this idea later on.) But most writers have thought
thatsuch a general or root meaning does exist and I
is.

Here are a few examples of such definitions of
can be. It is, at the same time, a somewhat wider survey of various ethical theories than | gave in
section 1.2, since the meaning of t h e (Inmaofawcdf thesgy o o d * i s
examples | have quoted what various people have said about other moral terms, and ask the
reader to adapt Fiotr tex atmpeé ewoMd | |l gaond Pal ey' s vi e

_right*’ can easily be adapted to the word _good

are comments on what —the goodl i s, rather than

related t hi ngs, though the phrase —the goodll sound s
[

purplel or —the %malll sound pecu ar . )
1) God’s dictates or whims—the view that what is good is whatever God says is good:
Mel vin Rader remartkaemenrhta.t. we nhave tOhel sTteosr i es o0
Adam, his covenant with Abraham, and his dictation to Moses of the Ten Commandments. The
Book of Manu (circa 250 B.C.), an authoritative source of moral law for Hindus, is declared to be
an emanation from the Supreme God. The moral teachings of Islam are likewise represented as a

direct revel ation from God, communicate®dd word fc
Anot her exampl e: —... right therefore signifies ¢
Paley)*®

2) Teleological definition: —I t is thought t hat every activit

every deliberate action or pursuit, has for its object the attainment of some good. We may
therefore assent to the vhe wyowhd ‘c hi sh a_st hbaete na te xvwph
aim' . I tAristotl e)

3) Soul fulfillment:. —The goodll is the —full realization o
(T. H. Green, 1836-82)*

4) Reverence for life: Good means the universal protection of life. (Albert Schweitzer)*?
5) Hedonism: The view that good equals pleasure. (Spinoza, Locke, Hume, Bentham)**

6) Satisfaction: Wh a t is good is that which —Sfulfills t
human nature essentially consists, and in fulfilling them bringssa t i s f aTbegdodisnothing
short of what would fulfill®*aWhatsaits shgr avlhoil § yw|
feel good after ®I (Ernest Hemi ngway)

7) Desires: A person calls a thing good whenever it is the object of his or her desire.
(Hobbes) —We deem a thing to be good because we sStri
it. Il (*Spinoza)

8) Desire, approval, contentment and worth: —We may speak of the good
that which satisfies desire. It is that which we approve of, and in which we can rest with a feeling

of contentment. Or we may describe it again, i f
Bradley)*
9) That which is pleasing to the senses: —T hat whi ch i s not good i s n
Milton)*
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10) Majority likes and dislikes: —Wh at i s moral ity in any given t

maj ority then and there happen to I|ike and i mn
Whitehead) —Mor al ity is the custom e&l iomg‘ sf coonmBtsyp
Cannibalism is moral in a*cannibal country. Il (Sa
11) Emotivism: —_ Thi s i s good" is synonymous with _I

(Charles L. Stevenson)®*®

12) Commending: _Good*‘ is a word (RiM.&dae)f or commendi ng.
13) Wisdom or rationality: -A is a good X if and only if A has the properties (to a higher
degree than the average or standard X) which it
used for, or expected to do, and the like (whicheverr i der s appropPiate.)ll (Jo
14) Survival benefits: —... at the basi s of al | mor al i deas |
_Good" . I n whatsoever variety of ways it may be
peoples have arrivedatmay be phrased in the following way:
_Good*, which confers survival *henefits upon the

15) Power: —Wh a t  i—sWhateeeroaalyents the feeling of power, the will to power,
power it s eifiefrichNietzscheian. I ( F

16) Many meanings: —T h e geadhagimany meanings. For example, if a man were to
shoot his grandmother at a range of five hundred yards, I should call him a good shot, but not

necessarila good man. I #G. K. Chesterton)

17) Indefinable: _ Good is a simple indefinahbhtar@hkrlbpert
i . e., unascertainable by empirical investigatior
good is good, and that is the sengdooodf ttoh eb emadtetfeirn.
answer is that it cannot be defined® and that i s

This list could easily be expanded, but I think the point is clear enough: there are a great

many conflicting ideas about what the word _good" (and other mor al ter
remar ked, —Phil osophers C O teight viewshbob thet sovereigno hundr e
goo®Silnce Pascal‘'s day, perhaps another 288 have

Some of the theories listed above are ridiculous, some banal, some incoherent, some more
sensible than others, and so forth. But as they stand all are incorrect. The first could be knocked
down simply by pointing out that there is no God. And as | mentioned in section 1.2, even if there
were a God it could not be correct (as even the cleverer theologians like Aquinas realized), since
for one thing it would no longer make any sense to even claim that God is good.

| wi || not | aunch into a refutation here of e a
though through the course of this book some of them will come under critical scrutiny. The point
for now is just that we cannot hope to discover
through the writings of t larehopelesslysnaisagneenmentanf t he ag

this issue.

Dictionaries and wise men are of little help; in both cases they offer plenty of opinions but
little or no evidenceo support those opinions. So let us turn next to science. In order to discover
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whatthewor d _good" means we must take a side
How do you determine what a word means?

2.5 Determining What a Word Means

[This section gets a little technical towards the end. If because of your unfamiliarity with linguistic
terminology and techniques you get a bit lost or confused at some point, just skip down to the next section.]

How does everyone learn the meanings of most of the words they know? Well, sometimes,
we look up words in a dictionary, but most of the time we do not. In fact, when we are very
young and have not yet | earned to read,
at all. So, clearly we learn the meanings of at least our initial stock of words in some other way.
And, actually, as we all realize, people learn the meanings of most of the words they know from
the contextsn which they hear (or see) the words, both the linguistic contexts (the other words
around thenewword)a nd t hweo r—-rdell-difdduisti®) tontexts. This is also how dictionary
makers themselves learn what words mean.®* So our question comes down to this: How isit that
we can determine what a word means from the various contexts that it occurs in?

A comment first about the real-world contexts: It may well be that most of us learned the

meaning of theword _d obgy* f i rst having our parents say

—Boggie! I i n the presence of a dog. However,
|l ess common, s a yonary dhe anioal gill hormally notebe peesent. iniother
words, real-world contexts can virtually always be replaced by linguistic contexts (in this case the
dictionary definition) in order to learn the meaning of a new word.®* Or, as one linguist puts it,
—any aspect of an extra-linguistic context can in principle be mirrored linguisticallyll % For this
reason, in discussing the meaning of any word (and moral terms specifically) we will focus
mostly on linguistic contexts.

For most linguists, | think, it is now almost a truism that meaning is determined by the

context. For example D. A. Cruse, in his book Lexical Semantics st at es t hat

axiomatic in this book that every aspect of the meaning of a word is reflected in a characteristic

we obvi

when

—I t

excur si

S 0ome

y

paternnor mal 'y (and abnormally) i n“Igréaonmat i kabWwy wh

was the first to put forward this doctrine of contextual meaning but one of the first proponents
seems to have been the early Soviet writer Valentin Nikolaevich Voloshinov. In his 1929 book,
Marxism and the Philosophy of Languay®loshinov states that

The meaning of a word is determined entirely by its context. In fact there are as many
meanings of a word as there are contexts of its usage. At the same time, however, the word does
not cease to be a single entity; it does not, so to speak, break apart into as many separate words as
there are contexts of its usage. The word"
phonetic composition but also by the factor of unity which is common to all its meanings. How
can the fundamental polysemanticity of the word be reconciled with its unity? To pose this
question is to formulate, in a rough and elementary way, the cardinal problem of semantics. It is a
problem that can only be solved dialectically.®

Of cour se we have t o under st and t hat i n

S

uni ty

entirely by its contextl Vol oshinov cannot be

meaning to that context. If no individual word brings any meaning to the context, then the entire
context becomes the unit of meaning, an unanalyzable morpheme, a meaningless string of
symbols (words) which somehow as a whole has meaning, and that meaning is then apportioned
out to those individual words in an entirely inexplicable way. If the linguistic context is assumed
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to be only the other wordsn the utterance, then each word is somehow supposed to derive its
entire meaning from all the others without making any contribution itself—which makes
absolutely no sense. Consequently we have to say boththat the context determines the meaning of
the word and that each word also contributes some meaning to the context. As VVoloshinov said,
we have to look at the situation dialectically.

Themeaning of a word is in fact an abstraction from all its various specific meanings in all its
various contexts. When such a coherent overall abstraction is impossible, we say the word has
two (or more) completely different sensesor even that there are two or more different words
which are homonyms, that is, words that sound alike and are perhaps spelled the same but which
have completelyunrelated meanings( such as the noun )_bear*® and the

We learn the meaning of words from their contexts. But sometimes we get the wrong idea
about what a word means; we can be mistaken. And we also get that wrong idea from the
contexts in which we hear the word. So what is going on here? Often it is a matter of not having
heard the word used in a sufficiently broad range of contexts, or in other words, of jumping to a
conclusion based on too little contextual evidence.

What usually happens is that when we hear a new word, perhaps once or perhaps a number of
times, we seem to almost unconsciously form something of an idea about what that word means.
Suppose you never heard the word _dugong' befor e
thezootoday—a dugong! Il You might very well tentativel
is some sort of exotic animal. In this case you would be right. But the evidence is still fairly
weak; perhaps a dugong was instead some new Chinese automobile your friend saw in the zoo
parkinglot. 1 f your friend had gonewebbuiltéandgetgreaygas —T he s e
mil eage!ll you might wel/l have alomathe dasisnobtde t he —e X
additional contextual evidence—j umped to the new idea that a —dugo:¢

However, in some other cases, the problem of coming to understand the meaning of a word is
quite different. It is not due to any lack of familiarity with the word, or any shortage of contexts
i n which you' ve andevenusa it frequentlywaurseld, butraher the difficulty
of deriving a correct definition out of all that extensive contextual evidence. This problem
especially arises for words expressing very abstract or abstruse concepts of the sort that often give
rise to philosophical confusion or disputes. Words like _true*, _beautiful‘, _time*, space', _s pi ri t * ,
_mid * _consgad adssforths s ©

In these cases, it is often difficult for someone to initially even come up with any guess as to
how the word in question should be defined(even if they do know very well how to useit). But
over time, some few people at least give the matter various amounts of thought, and come up with
different ideas about what the word supposedly means. Some of the rest of us then latch onto one
or another of these conflicting ideas, usually without giving it a whole lot of thought ourselves.
But what we should really say here is that we now have a bunch of diverse hypothesesbout what
the word in question actually means.

What is needed to scientifically determine what such a problematic word means is mostly a
systematianethod of testing different hypothes@sd lo, and behold, there is such a method! It
is actually very close to the method we more or less unconsciously and less systematically use
with less problematic words, namely, to test each hypothesis against the many contexts where the
word is properly used as well as against those contexts where its use would be linguistically
deviant (i.e., something that sounds weird).
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This basic idea has been considerably refined, however, and one of those who made a
contribution in this area was the philosopher/linguist, Paul Ziff. The Encyclopaedia Britannica
after first mentioning the limited value of pictorial dictionaries and the importance in a dictionary
of an abundance of good example contexts for aword, goesontosay t hi s about Zi ff ‘s
method:

These intuitions are behind the U.S. philosopher
Ziff, the meaning of a word is a function, first, of its complementary set, which consists of all the
acceptable sentences in which the word can occur, and, second, of its contrastive set, which
consists of all the words that can replace that word in all of these sentences without rendering the
sentences deviant. Clearly, the elaboration of the contrastive set will produce words more and
more similar in meaning to the word in question, the limiting case being synonyms that can occur
wherever the word in question can occur.

I n further defense of tmxii degr athieo nsc ohitfrfa shii msee Isf
signif i cance of what i s s aiba whitlkecpwdmhadeseerosaid intfatat i s no
context.®’

One of the basic things that linguists do in studying a language is to make a morphemic
analysis. A morpheme was originally defined as one of the minimum meaningful elements in a
language, consisting of a string of phonemes (the discrete sounds used in the language) which go
to make up words or parts of words. These days
—t he mi ni mal® osayand of thetsat af primanyi elenents resulting from a special
kind of distributional analysis of phoneme clusters in the language (since that is how morphemes
are identified). But either way, it is true that morphemes do correspond closely with the basic
units of meaning in a language.

This is a remarkable fact, and one of the strongest arguments which Ziff adduces in support
of his approach to semantics. Why should a morphological analysis of English, for example,
which does notemploy any appeals to questions of meaning nevertheless manage to pick out just
those basic units of meaningn English? Such a result proves that there is someconnection
between the techniques employed in a morphological analysis and meaning. Those techniques are
based almost exclusively on distribution and contrast, and specifically on the consideration of
partial contrasts between pairs of utterances as the context (linguistic or otherwise) varies.®® Such
a remarkable result, says Ziff

is not an accident; neither is it a miracle. Any theory of meaning that fails to account for and
explain the fact is ipso factoan inadequate and unilluminating theory.”

Thus the meaning of a word is in some sense a function of the distribution of the word in the
corpus of the language (i.e., in the set of possible, non-deviant utterances in the language). Or, in

Zi ff's mor e precise ter ms, meaning i s a funct
complementary set), and the contrastive set for the word in question. Consequently to determine
themeaning of a word, —t he f iaypsstible¢hd neepbershipoft o det er

its distributi vé& Thatisdonecnosndetarnsne asibest@s orse €ah slllithe

contexts in which the word could be used, and all the alternative words that could be used in

place of the word in those contexts. That is obviously a huge task! However, in practice it is not

actually necessary to try to |ist —al [ such ¢
number), nor to itemize every single item in the contrastive set for each of these virtually infinite

number of contexts. What is necessary is to gather as wide a rangeof such contexts as you can,

so that (for example) you include cormntexts for
important large dictionaries, and hopefully quite a few beyond that. It is not so much the number
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of example contexts and contrastive words in those contexts which is important, as the diversity
of those contexts and contrasts.

However, determining as best you can the diverse contexts in which the word is used, and the
contrastive set of words which could also be used in those various contexts, is by itself not
enough. Ziff notes that it is possible to determine the membership of these distributive and
contrastive sets with great precision and detail and still have no idea what the meaning of the
word in question is. This is in fact the explanation for why dictionaries tend to be better at giving
a large variety of sample contexts and the definitions (meanings) appropriate to those contexts,
than they are at give root or overall definitions for words.

There are additional steps which can be taken at this stage, however. One fairly obvious one
is to figure out the part of speech of the word in question (if that was not already obvious) and to
examine its grammar and precise syntax. The Britannicaarticle goes on to say, for example, that

t he grammatical restrictions on a word represent,

t he _ fputendyhthHe coiocgurrences [contextual evidence]. The very first step in giving the

meaning of a word is to specify its grammatical category—noun, verb, adjective, adverb,

connective, and so forth.. A refi neddetdgve ammar yi el
_good, ' for exampl e, unli ke adjectives like _yell o\
at (playing chess) ' ; _(The root i s) good to (eat)
(him) to (come) gha mesningaof thatr veoi.t The doeoeclirrencesbtieeru t

complete the picture.”

However, the most basic thing to do at this point is to start gathering hypothesesas to what
the meaning of the word in question might be, and to test each of these hypotheses against the
range of sample contexts of the word, and in light of the contrastive set of words which could
have been used instead in those contexts. This is the way that any hypothesis about the specific
meaning of some particular word is tested against the Elencein lexical semantics.

I should note that while there is no doubt the
correct, we need not necessarily accept his entire theory as he outlined it in his 1960 book.
Indeed, Ziff by no means claimed to have presented a complete and polished theory, and various
criticisms of some of the details have been made of it. There may also be better ways of
formulating this sort of semantic theory. The Encyclopaedia Britannicafor example, notes that
—t he eesafengi ff ‘s i nsi dnhtarms of dahe notlors develepedrby ghe pr et e d
linguist] Zellig S. Harris: co-occurrence (instead of complementary set) and co-occurrence
di fference (insteadldltofi scomat agtifvVé gunets,)ecll se t
terminology, or exact overall theory that we are concerned with, but only the basic approach that
he developed andthe example exposition he gave of that approach with the very word that we are
now concerned with, the word _good"

2.6 Defining ‘Good’ in Terms of “Interests”

If you |l ook to see how the word _good" is actu
of uses. The most common everyday wuses of the v
objects, activities, desires, needsand i nt erest s. —These are good ap.
These are not mor al evaluations (at | east in the
in aesthetics, in evalwuating artists athed wor ks
artist‘'s reputation. Il And again, despite certai
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evaluations are not moral evaluations (though we may wish to evaluate a work of art or an artist
from both aesthetic and ethical points of view). And of course we use the wor
in moral evaluations of people, groups of people, human institutions (e.g., governments), and

their actions. —A good deed.lll —A good person. |
A good knife is normally considered to be one that is sharp, holdsi t s edge wel |l , does
or corrode, doesn‘t easily break, and so forth.

not infected by insects, looks appealing, tastes good, and so forth. A good car is one that is
reliable, comfortable, good looking, drives well, gets good mileage, handles well, and so forth. A
good view is one that allows you to see quite a lot and in an unobstructed manner, and so forth.
Here are a few more examples of the diverse mean

a) Have a good time! (_Good" meani ng somet hing |
b) That meat is no good. (—freshl, or the opposite of
c) Thisisagood apple. (—deliciousl)

d) A good laugh. (—heartyl)

e) Begood! (—Behave yourself!ll)

f) A good example of a red giant star. (—typicall)

g) Agood inch long. (—ful 1 1)

h) A good wine with fish. (—appropriatel)

|t seems, al most , as i f everyveyeduf fenept ofme & hien
or at least that there is no overall, or central meaning to the word that all uses share. This, at least,

is the way that many people have interpreted the situation.” In reality, they have not looked very

hard for a much more abstractmeaning that covers most or all of these cases.

Ludwig Wittgenstein, one of the most famous and influential bourgeois philosophers of the
20"century, put forward the —family resemblancel
t hat the word _good® —murthat is, furaekows diféerent neeamings y o f me a
depending on its different uses, any two of which may have some similarity or common semantic
elements, but having no common semantic elements through all its different uses.”® This theory
has been accepted by many and has generated an enormous amount of discussion. The prime
motivation behind this theory is once again the commonplace observation that words seem to
have somewhat different meanings in different contexts.

But something that is often overlooked about the family resemblance theory is that it is
subject to empirical test. Wittgenstein himself, in the worst tradition of armchair philosophy,
evidently never thought of making such an empirical test of the theory. Instead he says that
thinking about the many d'i vwirlsle es&ls]l e@fyowwr €50 s

—mustll have a family of meanings. But what i s we
what an investigation —must/ di scl os e, but t he
such an investigation (see below) he found that there were common elements of meaning

throughout virtually all the occurrences of the

Perhaps, in passing, we should also briefly say something about another dogma from
Wittgenstein, that meaning is use —aHaoge class of cases—though not for all—in which we

empl oy the word _meaning' it can be defined th
| a n g U°anpike thib is perhaps sniffing down the right trail, it is far from correct as it stands.
For one thing, as Ziff points out, words can be misused | f a woisids‘uss, homa@a ni n g

we then to identify its misuse?’’ Similarly, Ziff points out that the actual use of any word depends

on additional factors besides its meaning.”® Wittgenstein would have been much closer to the
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mark if he had focused on how the precise meaning of a word derives from its context rather
from its use

Returning to the main theme, we can at least say that no theory to the effect that words like
_ g o dodnbt havean overall or core meaning have been proven. What then, if anything, is the
common r oot meani ngyvirtaafly alt its eses, wiethed in evayydap affairs, i n
morals, aesthetics, or otherwise?

An actual investigation of the sort required—careful, thorough and convincing—has in fact
been carried out by Ziff in the last chapter of his book Semantic Analysi§1960).” He showed
t hat except for a small number of hi ghly idi ome
further than | DlbdtgHhto.els) htatvee vao rsdi n_dgd its, Common
standard use in practical affairs, in aesthetics and in moral discourse, the word ‘good’
means “answering to certain interests”.

It is by following the analytical procedure outlined above thattherootd e f i ni t i on of _ g o«
—answering to certain interestsl has been deter
giveninWebster6s Third Ne wtokeathatethismoatiméardng dodsinfadt ct i onar y
occur in most of them. The first definit i on gi ven for the adjective, 18
favorable or auspicious characterll is obviously
has a favorable or auspicious character it does

character. A few of the definitions given do not accord well with the hypothesis, such as 1d(3),

—F U +-Used as a qualifier to indicated a quantity not less than and generally greater than the

stated figurel as i n —a ¢ eravdicharedeclaredtoderhighly 1t i s t
idiomatic, derivative, or non-standard uses. In these cases it is not too difficult to see how the

derivation may have arisen; in this particular case a complete or full thing generally answers to

our interests better than a parti al , i ncompl et e, short, .. thin
sawed down; a board that is too short is .. —no g

It is interesting to note that one of the 71 definitions given by this dictionary is pretty much
the same as what has been determined to be the root meaning of the word in its standard uses:
la(4), —favorably affecting one‘'s interests..l. |
however, and actually it iIs construed .very narroa

Perhaps the most instructive aspect of the whole page in this dictionary devoted to the word

_good"’ is the eibitompi gghcahenBhgltéhtword _good’
in Old Frisian, Ol'd High Gertmanngllanod Safnistkiriintg Il w
togetherl. I't is easy to see how —flndeet,itngll some

would not be such a bad gloss to say that what is good is that which fits our purposes.

There are a number of other definitions of t he word _good’ t hat h a\
t hat i s, which seem to satisfactorily cover a |
different contexts. Some examples are:

—meeting certain needsl

—meeting one‘s needsl

—f ul foinlel"isngmeeds|

—satisfying one's desiresl
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—fitting one‘s purposesl
—answering to certain purposesl
Al l of these kinds of definitions of the word

above in Section 12, there have been thinkers down through the ages who have put forward one
or another of these definitions. | think perhaps | owe them an apology for being so facetious in

l umping them together with such —wise menl as re
Chesterton! The only thingwrongwi t h such alternative definitions
are not guite as good as —answering to certain

occurrences of the word in as wide a range of contexts. But at least they are not completely off
the wall like some of the traditional definitions!

At the end of Zi ff's Dbook, after successfull
—answering to certain interestsl against uses
utterances, he provides 3 additional highly idiomatic utterances in which his hypothesis might be
disputed:

(158) Itis a good two miles off.

(159) He played a good hour on the cello.

(160) He‘s l ooking pretty good in there today.
One has to strain a bit, | wouldnotd eny it, to make the analysis fit. B
the analysis will not easily fit this or that case, what does that prove? For it does fit the other cases
cited and so one can always const romeghingwile cases t ha

upset the analysis presented here: a better one.

Ther e are variations on the theme, but t his i s
interests.®

2.7 The Word ‘Good’ in Morals

At this point we have determined that the central or root meani ng of the word _
—answering to certain interestsl. But this abst
everyday affairs and art appreciation as well as in moral discourse. If we restrict our view to just
morals alone is there anything more we can say about whatt h e w0 r rdeans? Y¥es, thate'is!

Once we take the word _good" to mean —answer.i
confront the questions —What interests?l and —Wh

Onthehypot hesi s under consideration, _good" has associ

certain interests, which interests are in question being indicated either by the element modifying or

the el ement modified by _ gtadadutteramce. THe teresteim t ai n f eat u

guestion are the interests one has. The answer to t

one has the interests in question. Thus the question is essentially irrelevant. The relevant question
is whether what is in question does or does not answer to the indicated interests.*
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Consider the sentence —That's a good apple. Il
about whether or not a particular apple is good depending upon our various interests. I might be
interested in just eating an apple; you might be interested in making an apple pie (a good pie
apple is not necessarily a good eating apple), or painting a still life (in which case all you would
beinterestedi n i s the appl e' s talpnmesem thantlisésamatteodfmyi t s t ast |
interests versus youri nt er est s . B u tin determhirfing whetpeo or not theiappletish a t
goodit is really not a matter of whoseinterests, but of whichinterests are in question. In this case
the diverse interests might be:

T One's interest in eating an appl e.
T One's interest in making an apple pie.
T One's interest in painting a picture of an aj

It is easy to see that Ziff is correct here, for at one time or other either you or Imight have any of
these interests in an apple. It is not whichof us that has the particular interest which is important,
but which of the various possible interestgich is important in determining whether or not the
apple is —goodl.

But suppose that you are a painter who specializes in still lifes, and furthermore that you do
not eat apples because of your dentures or some peculiar allergy. Suppose that I am not a painter,
and not a cook, and that my only ordinary interest in apples is in eating them. Then when we
dispute about whether or not this is a good apple, there may be a point in distinguishing whose
interests are in question. The reason is obvious; in this contrived case, which interestsis a
function of whose interestsThus if we specify whoseinterests are at issue, we are indirectly
specifying whichinterests are at issue.

In morals we find this same situation, but it is no longer a matter of contrived differences in
the interests of individuals. Different groups of people, and specifically different socialclasses,
do i n fact have di fferent set s of i nterest s, €
capitalist has an interest in paying his workers less, and getting more work out of them. The
workers have an interest in getting better pay, and limiting (and ultimately ending) this
exploitation. These interests are at odds, and therefore many things which the capitalist will call
—goodl, t he workers wi || cal l —b ad |l ,for then d vice
workers will be seen as good by the boss (if he can get away with it) and bad by the workers.

Oof course it is true that the real di fference
disagree about whether the pay cut is good or bad is their differing economic interests. But
because these interests are generally opposed, and opposed in regular, predictable ways, for the
two classes in question, it is natural and appropriate to identify these opposed interests with the
classes that have them. For the same reason, we are correct in saying that these two classes have
moralities which are in major respects opposed.

But in mentioning class moralities here | am jumping ahead in the argument. After all, there
were moralities before classes came into being, and there will be morality after classes cease to
exist. We must take this one step at a time. Before discussing the modifications which must be
made to our def i niintclass sociatyfe mustdiatoodsider thercasermman-a | s
class society. So, for now, the point of raising this has just been to demonstrate that in the sphere
of morality we must be concerned both with which interests are at issue and also with whose
interests are at issue, and often it is enough just to specify whoseinterests.
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Recall, now, all the more speci fi c meani ngs t hat t he word

contexts, as we discussed in the |l ast section.

a specific context just whoseinterests are at issue, and just which interests are at issue, become

clear. Consequentl vy, in those specific contexts
i nformati on. I n a standard context, for exampl e
abstractlyt hat the knife i n iqgnueisntieorne s-isasmdrp, Weepsust ttoh acte rit
edge wel |, w 0 n ‘bécauseutmde are @unudualsnteredtsonrkmig@@secourse we

mi ght also say, —That's a good knif e, but it ne

the knife in question does not meet, in one important way, our normal interests in knives, but also
affirming that this can be corrected by sharpening it.)

In general, the more we restrict the context, the more the matter of just whoseand just which
interests are at issue also become more definite. When we restrict our attention to just morality
and moral discourse, we have restricted both these conditions in very important ways, which we
must now start to bring out and make explicit.

In generalaswe havebeens ayi ng, _good" means —answering to
it is —one' sl interests which are relevant; t he
determined by the context of the utterance. But in morals the interests in question are nearly
always (or at least are nearly always represented to Behose of the people considered as a whole.

(Even where this is actually impossible, as is usually the case in class society, the moral
terminology still pretendghat it is so. More on this later.)

Thusin moralst he word _good" means —answering to the
Which of their interests? That is narrowed down, too. It is their common, collective interests
which are at least mostlyat issue. So here is our full, more concrete definition: In morality, or
moral discussion, ‘good’ means (for the most part) “answering to the common, collective
interests of the people as a whole.”

How do we know this? It is simply a matter of looking at numerous typical cases of moral
terminology in use. We must remember that morality is a matter of inter-human relationships. My
interest in having toast for breakfast instead of cereal is hardly a moral issue (except for contrived
situations). For the most part, and as an initial approximation, only actions which affect others fall
into the province of morality, and not even all of them. If my choice of toast negatively impacts
the shareholders of General Mills Corporation (in some tiny way!) because less cereal is sold, it
can be said to affect other people. But eating toast for breakfast is still not immoral. Only actions
which affect the common, collective interests of the people as a whole are relevant in morals; this
is what a general examination of clearly moral or clearly immoral actions shows. (This will be
discussed further later.)

It should be noted, of course, that often what affects us as an individual can nevertheless
reflect a common, collective interest. If Tom shoots Dick, that obviously negatively affects
Di c k' s i nmdsis. Bt id yoattink about itfor a moment you can see that it also affects
e v e r ycommendngerest in not being shot.

Moral terminology thus presupposeshat the people as a whole have common, collective
interests. As we shall see, this is true in only a very limited sense in class society. This makes
moral language inherently deceptivén class society. (And this, in turn, often explains why it is
being used in the first place!)
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It i's not surprising that _Sy abstradt, defihitorsin a s o me w
morals than it does in general. After all, the ge ner al def i was ariived rat by f _good"
abstracting its core meaning from all its possible socio-linguistic contexts. If the range of contexts
is limited to a specific type, then of course the abstraction of the common elements of meaning in
that limited range of discourse can be expected to include elements which would otherwise have
to have been abstracted out. The narrower the range of contexts considered, the less abstract the
common elements of meaning need to be.

The definition of _good" i n mor albecausewe | ess ab
can now say something more definite about whichand whoseinterests are at issue.
2.8 Other Terms in Moral Discourse

We said earlier that any moral term (any word used specifically in moral discourse, such as

_good‘, _bad*, _right*, _duty", etc.) can be rol
we have now determined whatthe wor d _good* Isnwe eonldsimplynprocesan toa
define all the rest in terms of _good’

However, we have determined that _good" means
collective interests of the people as a whol e.ll
define other moral wordsi n t er ms of t hi,s ndaarfeil ryi tiinont eorfmsd goof o dt
interests, than it is to define t heiflexibiity t er ms of
and precision; that is, our definitions of the other moral terms will not be as rough as they would
necessarily have to be if we used _good' as our

Referring back to section 2.2, where John A wnvsotridnl® sc ordccierpen swa
introduced, all moral words, that is in moralsa | | wor ds si di,mrgoadefinable m
terms of —a ncemmeny collecgve it mt erheest s of the peoplel. /
dimensionr-wor d was the keyword in a group of words al

not clear to me that this concept of agr oup of words having the same
helpful, in this particular case | think it is. Moreover, it seems pretty clear that the functionof not

onl y ,_bg ofalbdwords in its moral dimension, is to allow discussion on the subject of
—asmwering to peopl ewthout explieitly eeferting o thosb interes®lty do s o
would people want to do that? We'l/ get into thi
extremely useful when those who are really concerned only about their own individual or group

interests desire to put social pressure on others to act in a way that goes against those other

p e o powriddividual or group interests!

It might be objected that really we should use the same contextual method of defining each
addi tional mor al term as Zi f finsteadsof tdyingitondefideet er mi ni |
ot her mor al terms in variations of the same wo
objection misunderstands what | am proposing to do here.

Of coursethe meaning of all words (other than technical terms defined by fiat) should be
determined by the same sort of contextual procedure as was used to discover the meaning of the

word _good"' . The present e hdwone goes absut formulatingge | at i on t
hypotheses for what a word means, which one should then proceed to test against example
utterances of the word. You see, the major diffi

does not provide us with much of a guideline for formulating such hypotheses.
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Ziffsuggestsusi ng paradigms where appropriate, such e
_lion"*. But with more abstract words, such as _g
The second procedure, and onet h at I shall empl oy in connection v

essentially indirect in character. It is the most powerful method of analysis that | know of. One

proceeds first by considering and examining deviant uses of the words in question. Secondly, one

must formulate some sort of hypothesis to account for the fact that the utterances in question are or

seem to be deviant. Thirdly, one determines whether or not it is possible to generate deviant

utterances on the basis of the hypothesis. Thus if | wereconcer ned t o define the word _

first step would be to formulate some hypothesis t

ought to do it if 1% were you.*‘ is somewhat odd.
While this is an i mportant aofution Bosneldtingithe suggest i

hypothesis that _good" means —answering to cert

well take a lot of work, and considerable imagination. It would be nice if we had some more

suggestions or clues.

One such suggestion is that you might consider the definitions in existing dictionaries as
possible hypotheses for the core meaning of the word. This is at least something to try if you

c a nHink o f any hypotheses yoursel f. I f Wegbat eroed t
Third New International Dictionary you woul d have 71 candidate hyp
to sort through, but in fact one of them is act
one‘s interests..l).

An even better suggestion is to make use of any known meanings of other words which are
related to the one you are investigating. This is the primary plan | am attempting to follow here.

If I were starting from scratch in attempting to define an abstract word, there might be
nothingmuch el se to do but follow Ziff's suggestion
word, and perhaps browse through existing dictionaries looking for a clue. But if you know that a
group of words are related in meaning, and if you have already determined the meaning of one,
then you already have a tremendous head start in determining the meaning of the others. You
have some ready-made clues to help you in formulating a hypothesis, namely, the words or
concepts in the definition you already have, together with words whose meaning is close to them.

This is our present situation. We know that _
common, collective interests of the people as a
_just ", _anoalads el yetrcel aatred to _good* (in that roa

can be given in terms of any of the others). Therefore we have every reason to believe that we
might be able to form hypotheses about the meaning of these other related words in much the
same language.

Thus | am using the meta-hypothesis that all moral terms can be defined, and can only be
satisfactorily defined, in terms similar to —an
people as a whol el.

But similar is not the same as identical. There is work not only to be done to come up with
these various hypotheses for the meaning of other moral terms, but much more work to be done in
actually carefully and systematically checking out these hypotheses by comparing them to the
evidence of the distributive and contrastive sets of contextual data. And | readily admit that what
I have mostly done here is just to generate the hypotheses, not to prove them correct via careful
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reviews of the evidence. My investigations here are by no means as thorough, nor my conclusions

by any means as certain, as Ziff*‘s correspondin
this lack of diligence is simply the feeling that for my purposes providing the precise definitions

of these other terms is not essential. If 1 have gotten some of these definitions slightly wrong it

should not affect the conclusions in the rest of the book.

‘BAD’ (Adj.)-I n most cases when the word _bad" i s us
its place the utterance would mean the opposite of what it does.* However, there are various

kinds of opposites. —Shortll is the opposite of
are neither short nor tall it cannimilrlysomed | ow t hat

actions or behavior are neither good nor bad, right nor wrong, such as (in most situations)
drinking a glass of water. Drinking a glass of water is not a (morally) bad thing to do, but neither
is it a (morally) —good thingl to do.

Mysuggest ed hypothesis for the meaning of the wor
around this difficulty -Afoscommbnacollectiva igterestsoof ttkn s wer t o
p e o plfie the case of some innocuous action, such as drinking a glass of water (in ordinary
circumstances), there are no such sought-for common, collective interests at issue, then the
action is not morally bad.

‘RIGHT’ (Adj.)—Fi rst note that _right"* and _wrong®‘, a
to actionsor activities® Whereas we can characterize a man, from a moral point of view, by
saying —He‘s a good man. |l we % Andmesumablypthisisper | y s a:

because the adjective _ r i @nhmioral discourse) is reserved for characterizing actions and not
those who engage in those actions (or their traits, motives, or intentions).

One other importantt hi ng t o not e ab o uttheuseaoftgelcamparataeen d _ wr 0 n ¢
and superlative forms of each adjective seems to be quite strained. Most single syllable adjectives
generate their comparative and superlative forms by adding —er and —e s t to the root. _
_rightest*, _wronger ', and _wrongest' al | sound
used. The other common method of forming the comparative and superlative forms is to use

_mooremost ' t oget her igisgeherally Hoee withanultisyllagio wodds T h

(_e.g., _more beauti ful * es dotml efrthe d¢omhparatives_atde aut i f ul
superlativesof _r i ght* and _wrong' are also not very comr
It is true that we sometimes say of two peopl e
morerightt han Bi | | i s. | [ find it significant, howe
emphasisgiven to _more‘', indicating that something ou
The comparative and superlative forms of _good
widely wused. My theory to account f batwitht hi s di f f
_right'’ t her e i degréea tssse. Ioif mora of g questisnt of either meeting
some moral standard or not meeting it.%
I n mor al context s, my hy pionorimablysusedsto chagactetizh at t he a
actions, and me an s —conf or mi s ge hdave for tarkeweringstd ten cdnamord

collective interests of the people as a whole for that sort of activity.I*’
Note that this close similarity in meaning bet

the two words can often (but not always) be substituted for each other (even though this does
usually change the meaning slightly. Thus we can say with equal validity:
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1) —I tgoodtssupport the masses in their I

2) —It i ssurpipgphrtt ttche masses in their

a

struggl es
struggl es a
But statement 2) is a bit stronger here, since in addition to saying what 1) says, it also says that

this means meeting the standard for moral conduct that we uphold in these circumstances.

‘WRONG’ (Adj.)—-My corresponding hypothesis for the cc¢
is then —failing t e/(assomimgsuchttotbereleeant)foeanstvesirdytothde andar d
common, collective interests of the people as a whole for that sortofac t i vi t y . |

‘JUST’ (Adj.) — The adjectiv e _ipmosalshas a meaning very <c¢lose t
including the el ement .Thdbiggestdiffertnce thag | have fouad soa | stand:
far i s &slooapared_wjthu_srti‘ g, h mdre, readdyarafer to people, collective agents,
human traits, i ntentions, moti v &3Fhuswacardsayt he | i ke
—Hemotivesar e just . | though itmotwssalre beglhtddll t OWe aw
normally say instead that her motives are good)

I n mor al context s, my hypothesis is that t he
standardswe have for answering to the common, col |l ect

Consider the following three statements:

1) —ldr(morall)deci si ons are good. |
2) —Hdémora)deci si ons are just.|I
3) —Hdémora)deci sions are right.|

On my theory, all three are very close in meaning, but there are some subtle differences.

Statementl1 ) means —Her deci si oledive mtarestsvod the pdopde astah e ¢ o mmo
whole. Il 2) means —Her decisions meet the stande
interests of the people as a whol e. lwhighnd 3) me
answer to the common, collectiveinter est s of the people as a whol e
three, therefore, the strongest seems to be 2), which not only means that her decisions answer to

the interests of the people, and that they go beyond that by meeting the set of standards we have

for answering to the interests of the people, but—beyond that—there is not as much of an

implication that we are concerned merely with the one specific sort of action being discussed

her e, namely her decision makinjgustOih alhseo oddrermi
connotation of what is legal, and of course what is legal is not necessarily what is moral
(especially in bourgeois society)!Fur t her mor e, _j us tfarnessahichales a conn

relates in part to legal contexts. These are the kinds of connotations and subtleties that abound in
moralistic language.

‘JUSTICE’ (Noun) — Even more so than the moral a d j e ¢ t i andeeven withirsnioral,
discourse,t he word _justice" has | egal coasweblasat i ons.
the police, are headquartered in -wthoaghmatys of fi ci
of us (and not just revolutionaries) prefer to 1
at least as common there as justice! The 1960s radical H. Rap Brown (later known as Jamil
Abdullah al-Amin) once said that because of the rampant racismi n Amer i ca —Jus
us white fol ks* . I Sjosticé when usecaimtlyis saziéty fraggently Hasae
bitter irony to it. But leaving aside the connotations that the word has acquired in bourgeois

tice m
term
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society, and because of its association with the very unjust capitalist legal system, what is the core

meaning of timeworasdbrd _justice

Because of the associationoft he word _justice’ with | egal mat t
one definition of the word —the quality of conf
| aw but with moral s, and in |ight of thhee defi ni
hypot hesis which | shall put f orwar dtoithe t hat _|
standards which answer to the common, coll ectiwv
words, we are simply tranefhorming the adjective

‘MORAL’ (Adj)-The word _moral' i s medrdyronymfareithet i ght | y n
_good"’ or _right* , (thdughps@metichés thg syntaxaneeds ko ee slegiotly t e x t
changed). Thus —He‘'s a mor al persomnhhl mames aso mdtehh isn ¢
person. |

However, the core meaning of _moral’ seems to
for the words _good" or _right' My hygotnlteesineedi swi t hat
pertaining to, questions of right or wrongand t he standards which gover
statements such as —Mor al di scourse annoyed Mar
mor al person. | since someone who is —concerned

presumed to actrightly.

‘MORALITY’ (Noun) — Codes or doctrines concerning what is moral conduct. Thus, in the
positive sense, —codes or doctrines concerning
common, <collective interests of the people as a

‘MORAL OBLIGATION’ (Noun phrase) — The last three moral terms we will briefly
consider here are a departure from those previously discussed in that they incorporate the concept
of obligationinto the meanings. To be obligated is to be —boundl, C
or —f eitheclegallyior morally (or possibly in some other regard®), to act in a certain way.

In the case of legal obligation we are bound, or constrained, or required to obey the law
because of the penalties that will ensue if we do not (such as fines or jail). But in what way is
anyone bound or constrained or required to be moral?! There seems to be something funny
going on her e! Thi s —mor al obligationl has S e
compulsion, some demand or threat from God, or something that seems almost mystical! But
what will really happen if we flout our moral —bligationsll? The universe and God will have
nothing to say; we will then just be immoral.

Aren ‘there anyreal penalties whenwei gnor e our —moVellaactually thdrei gat i on s |

are, and they are of two different kinds. (We are ignoring the legal penalties for flouting moral

obligations which are also legal obligations.) First, there is the penalty that will likely ensue

because of the different (and more negative) way that other people will relate toward you,

assuming they learn of your immoral behavior. This comes about because most people are

basically moral, and really hold it against those who flout what they consider to be appropriate

moral norms. And, second, there is the penalty that will likely ensue from your own conscience

If you flout what you yourself believe to be a moral obligation, and—if you are a normal person

with a normal conscience (not everyone is!)—then you will also suffer an internal penalty for

your immoral act. In some cases, this can be a genuine tormentanda gony . (We' I I be tal
more about the conscience in chapter 3.)
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So, despite the claims of the religious and the Kantians, moral obligation is by no means a
cosmic imperative. It is simply a matter of there being negative consequences, both socially and
personally, when we act against what we (and the society around us) believe to be moral. | am not
trying to dismiss the concept of moral obligation, but rather merely to demystify it (something
that sorely needs to be done!).

_Mor al obligation’ then means —the constraint:
common, collective interests of the people as a whole, constraints which are imposed on us both
by the attitudes of soci ety (other people) and by our own

‘DUTY’ (Noun) — I n mor al di scourse _duty’ i s simply
obligation®* Ho we v e r |, _duty" c dhe more dosmal teronn_matr atl i ocorbsl i tglad ti ©
does not, because of other actual or imagined —d u t i e s Jlsuclwae fantiladuties, religious
duties, or patriotic duties, where an extreme sense of shame is conditioned to arise in most people
who fail to properly perform such duties.

‘OUGHT’ (Verbalaux.)—-Th e wo rtd _iosu galxiliahl e r wahli ch i s used to
element of obligationto the meaning of the verbal phrase (and hence the utterance as a whole).**
In moral discourse, it is the additional meaning of moral obligationwhich is added. Thus, in

moral it " _omegns —was (wer e) or am ,be,Bavar e und
something). |l

There are many other words which have, in some contexts, a mora | i mport, such as
_must*‘, _ethical' (of ten us e forthaThereimeogarticulary t he s at

need to try to present an exhaustive list here.

Finally, I must not fail to mention that the meaning of all mo r a | t er ms, including
those mentioned in this section, need to be further modified in a systematic way in class society,
as we shall be discussing later.

2.9 The Word ‘Interest’

The most fundamental of all concepts in social philosophy is that of interests In political
philosophy the concept of interests stands behind, and explicates, its basic categories, such as that
of social classes and ideology. The concept of interests enters aesthetics not only because of

soci al (class) considerations, b ut®Batlitsson because
ethics that the situation is most pronounced: one cannot really understand ethics at all except in
terms of interests. For ethics, thekeynt er est ' i s th

A. Which Sense of the Word ‘Interest> Are We Interested In? We have determined

(following Ziff) thattheword _good means (in general) —answer.
it means i n morals —answering to the common, col
therefore apparent that the word _itlpdoesitest ' i s
mean?

On this point Ziff himself says:

Somet hing must be said about my use of the word
an ordinary way. | shall assume that you know what that is, that you are familiar with the word.
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Since the word has been used in extraordinary ways by philosophers it is, | suppose, necessary for
me to disassociate myself from that tradition.

| take it that interests, motives, wants, wishes, hopes, cravings, longings, likings, hankerings,
and so on are all different, cannot be identified.*

Zi ff goes on to say that he is not using the
exampl e, the el ement of meaning common to al/l t
rejects the ideattbeéatdefhoodd mhgherime b0F —endsl
—want s, —needs| or —desiresil, any one of whi ch
thing as _interests"’. By _interest’ he means _
evidenlydoes not believe it is necessary to define t

It is of course true that one cannot be expec
Sooner or later you have to assume that people understand your definitions and do not require that
the words in those definitions be defined thems
terms of _interest’ is a tremendous advance. Un
—duti es|l or —j ust i c belrealm of evhathisanorreally eansidered enatal f r om t

terminology. (We will return to this issue.) This is important because it allows us to understand
moral terminology in terms which are less subject to endless and irresolvable passions and
disputes. It puts the discussion on a more objective and scientific plane, less prone to interference
by confused and mistaken theories.

Nevertheless the word _interest' is not withou
there is more than one ordinarysenseoft he wor d _interest I f we are
_good‘ we must say a few words in explication of

_Interest comes 6if moewhidde O6lmeetaint werod concernl
i mportancel. But ymdlogical mooty age the WMeatieval iLaiint apd Feerich
words which meant —a compensation for | ossl, —ouv

book KeywordsRaymond Williams notes that:

Most uses of interestbefore the Seventeenth Century referred to an objective or legal share of

something, and the extended use, to refer to a natural share or common concern, was at first

usually a conscious metaphor:
—Ah so much interest have (1) in thy sorrow
As | had Title in thy Noble Husband. (Richard 111)

An example of this —extendedl use is -lké&e has an
mathematics, is curious about it, or some such thing. Sometimes this sense is called a
—psychologicalll sense of the worloyy, spdcificallg i t has
their —ikesl or —desirepbyoholapincalrihs# en Aand n ¢
_interest ar e:

1) Money interest-t he price paid for borrowing money,
nterest on their | oanl;

2) Ownership share-ari ght or | egal share of something of
have a 30% interest in this companyl;

3) Beneficial interest-something which benefits, or is to the advantage of a person or group
of people, as i n —FI| oodastcomft rtolhe ppeoqg elce swhao el ii wne

It is this |l ast sense of the word which concer
are what benefits them or is to their advantage
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mattersintheana | y si s of  tbbthein general athd alsogprodfidally in ethics; and this
is the sense assumed throughout this book (unless otherwise indicated).

Note carefully that in this —beneficiall, or -
group‘s) psychology is completely i rwamtevant. T
flood control plan to be implemented, or may oppose it for some reason, or may be completely
unaware of it. I't i s i rr eojeck(in thepbycholobicaltsense)yor ar e —i nt

not. And something may be in your interest even if you are not interested in it. (Two different
senses of the word here.)

It is amazing to me that the very existence of this beneficial or objective sense of the word
_interest has evidently not been noticed or se
people. Even Ziff, usually very alert to such nuances, does not seem to be aware of this, or of its
importance.®

A great many philosophers have gotten themselves into deep trouble because of the confusion
of the psychological and objective senses of thi
Bentham, John Stuart Mill and many others. The whole ethical theory of utilitarianism has been
essentially vitiated by this confusion. (See chapter 9 for more on this.)

Since this is such an important point, | would like to illustrate the kind of mess you can get
into with an example from the r ecThidsthgolodevel opec
—hieghcriticismll of Marxism seems to be characteil
on the one hand, and a glaring obliviousness to the obvious, on the other hand.

In his book ClassesEric Olin Wright has the following discussion about what he earlier calls
—the knotty philosophical probl émshouldsoonthe t he con

apparent that these —knotty problemsll are due e
or _true interestes'’ in a psychological sens
When Mar xists talk about —objective interestsl they

choices can be made in which the actor has correct information and correct theories, but distorted
subjective understanding of their interests that is of the preferences they attach to different
possible courses of action.

The problem of specifying true interests (undistorted preferences) is a difficult and
contentious one..

There are two basic senses in which we can say that a person has a distorted understanding of
t heir true interests. The first, and simplest, i s
psychologically through some kind of mechanism. The preferences that are subjectively
accessible—t h a't are part of t reeshie thatefore diffeterd fromshe —c ons ci ou s |
preferences the individual would consciously hold in the absence of this block. The block in
question is a real mechanism, obstructing awareness of preferences/wants that actually exist in the
per son' s s welujdestartd thesoperatyon of duch psychological obstructions, then we
can say something about the character of the resulting distortions.

The second way in which we can talk about distorted preferences does not imply that the
undistorted preferencesare act ual ly present in thedegpmthde vi dual
unconscious waiting to be uncovered. The second sense allows for the possibility that the
distortion-mechanism operates at the level of the very formation of preferences in the first place.
The obstruction, in a sense, is biographically historical; and the counterfactual is, therefore, a
claim about what preferences the individual would have developed in the absence of such

¢
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distortion-mechanisms during the process of preference formation. The usual form of such an
argument is to say that —truel interests are the i
were formed under conditions of maximum possible autonomy and self-direction.

There are advantages and disadvantages with each of these approaches. The first has the
advantage of being much more tractable and potentially open to empirical investigation. It is
limited, however, in its ability to contend with the deepest kinds of effects cultural practices may
have on the subjectivities of actors. The second alternative, however, suffers from an almost
inevitable speculative quality that may have a crucial critical function but which renders the
concept very problematic within scientific explanations.

To t he B&exdnsious preferénastof people lead them to make choices which
reduce that capacity [to make choices] or block its expansion, then, | would say, they are acting
against their —truel® or —objectivel class interest s

It is of course true that people sometimes have confused or conflicting preferences, and
perhaps also —blockedlI or —subconsciousl desire
point, t hat what are in people*s true interests
whether or not they are conscious of the fact at any level. There is no difficulty at all in
distinguishing true interests(objective interests, in my sense) from perceived interestdt is a
simple fact of life that we are not always aware of what really benefits us (of what really is in our
own interest).

Once you identify interests with preferences (or desires, or wants, or any similar
psychological states) you inevitably get into the predicament of trying to explain how our true
interests (—uadly3toouéd poebséebéygcbe unknown to
—preferencesl which we do not prefer; or want s
psychological mumbo-j umbo i n the world about —bl ockedl pre
to satisfactorily clear up such a quandary. How would you deal with newborn infants living by
our hypothetical river, for example? It is also in their interests that the flood control project be
built, but obviously they are completely incapable of forming any preferences or desires on the
i Sssue, —bl ockedl, —subconsciousl, or other wi se.

The ambiguity bet ween t he objective and psychol ogi cal

one of the main factors behind the —problem of
really altruistic since everyone —inevitablyl ac
which occasionally happen to also benefit others. Thus if Sue does a favor for Betty it is really

done, per haps, because Sueswhenlelping thers; heg itisswar m f e e
really done forherownbenef it (—t o induce internal warm feel

Of course Sue helps Betty because she desiresto, and if her interests were the same as what
she desires, she would be acting in her own interests. But the point is, by doing that favor for
Betty, Sue is consciously setting aside her own objective interest$or the moment, and that is
what altruism really is. People do often act against their own interests—against what benefits
them—for one reason or another.

It is not difficult to see that any psychol ogi
explication of _good"'. I f interests were identi
butcher knife would simply be one that someone likes or desires. Instead a good butcher knife has
certain objective characteristics, regardl ess o

must retain its sharpness well, be properly shaped and balanced, not rust, etc. These are objective
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features of a good butcher knife that answer to our (standard) objective, beneficial interests in
butcher knives; i.e., it (normally) benefits us when butcher knives have these characteristics.

Of course it is also true that we are generallyaware of our objective interests in butcher
knives or anything else. And thus we generally come to have conscious, psychological interests
which parallel our objective interests. But it is objective interests, and not the possibly
accompanying psychological interests, which are the fundamental thing here, and that is
especially true in morality.

There is a different point that must also be discussed here. It might be objected that we are

approaching some circularity in our definitions, since _benefitnthewoedems t o s
_good"’ in a Latin form. And certainly it seems 1
and _advantage', if not in terms of each other,
here tends to confirmour analysis and is by no means vicious. Consider, for example, a German-

English/English-Ger man di cti onary which | ists under _Blu
—Bl umel . This is circular and of no help to you
you do know one, either one, it helps you understand the other by relating the two. (It would be

very disconcerting to find that while _Bl ume’ m e

Similarly our definition srelatamese;/vgrdsmdaCh,otheLaﬁdnt erest
are helpful precisely because of that.

There is a point in carrying this game of further definition this far only to make clear which

sense of the word _interest’ we are concerned wi
crtain interestsl, ruling out for example any p
But it should be quite clear that in doing thiswe are notabandoning our definitio
ter ms of interests nor sudbsd'ituni ntgerimsesr oft —he
—advantagel. We have not made the definition of

have merely made it less prone to misinterpretation.

B. Who or What Can Be Said to Have Interests? Another question to consider is who, or
what, can be said to have ( b efrtaurbejbatiwlmtiabout —i nt er es
groups of people? What about animals? Inanimate objects? Or even immaterial things?

We will discuss the view that only individuals can be said to have interests in the next
section. For now suffice it to say that we constantly speak of the interests of groups of people,
such as the interests of families, workers, bankers, and so forth. The onus is on those who think
that this is somehow invalid to prove their point.

Let us briefly explore the kinds of things to which we do commonly ascribe interests
(beneficial interests). We can obviously speak of the interests of individual people and groups,
such as the interests of:

David Rockefeller

My family

My neighbors (—lt*s in my neighbor®s inte
my saxophone too | oud. |l

=a =4 =4

Classes

The proletariat
The bourgeoisie
Bankers

=A =4 =8 =4
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Farmers

The masses

The people

Humanity (Butnot—t he i nterests of i nhumar
becauseni—H ywhuima&a not a group

=A =4 =4 =4

Similarly we speak of the interests of human institutions, such as the interests of:

The medical profession

The government

The Democratic Party

Congress

Cities

The revolution

Civilization (Butnot—i n t he Whartbeareiss sl .o)f

= =4 =8 =8 =8 -8

And again, we speak of the interests of various human activities and pursuits, such as the interests
of:

Fire prevention

Conservation

Health (Butnot—i n t he interests of di se

Boxing (—Fixed fights are not in th
boxing. II)

=A =4 =8 =4

Physics

History
Production

Good government
Law and order
Social change
Revolution

Peace

(Winning) the war (Butnot—i n t he interests of war|l
Liberalism
Communism

SR I I B B R S

The inadmissible negative cases above are instructive. It seems we cannot speak of the
—i nterestsl of di sease, ohumab bemdphave mo Sntergsts ia r i nhuma
these things (again: no beneficial interests in thgmAt this point we might hazard the hypothesis
that such things as institutions, act i vi ti es and pursuits can only
because, and to the extent that, (some) peoplehave objective interests in them.

Li kewise we might occasionally speak in an el
inanimate objects for the same reason—because (some) people have interests in them. For
example, the interests of:

M1 Theland (—It*s in the interests of the
which is ellipticahuniaonri t—ylots' s i
dependence omélandt hat <crops be rotated.
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1 The Parthenon (—lt*s in the best interests of
protected from pollution. Il whic
the best interests of humanity to preserve its cultural
heritage andherefore thathe Parthenon be protected

from pollution. )
Nevertheless it would be quite extraordinary t
objects—rocks, tools, nails, automobiles, etc.—even ones that people have interests in. One could
say, I suppose, t hat —Il t i's not in the interest
presumably, that —It is not in the interests of

used as screwdriversl)| baotshay godddotcldselsiotbe f ar nmor e
used as screwdrivers. I

With animals the case seems to be different. Here it seems that anthropomorphism is at work.
We can i magine things from the point ipthe vi ew of
interest of mi ce that cats be belled. Il But for
interest of microbes that antiseptics be outl awe
linguistic deviance.) Something can perhaps benefit microbes—an abundance of food, for
example—but it is still peculiar to speak of an abundance of food (or anything else) being in the

—i nterestsll of microbes. We simply don‘t view mi
humans seldom lookatthi ngs —f rom t he point of view of micro
This point about anthropomorphism being involyv

stressing since there are those who, failing to recognize this, have thought that animals should
count equally with humans in morals since both can be said to have interests. (This will be further
explored in sections 3.1 and 10.9.)

It may be true that part of the reason we are reluctant to view microbes and inanimate objects
as haviemsg s mtteral | i s becaus e psyahologiaimterdsts, i magi ne
or any mental life of any kind. Si nce they can‘t have psychol ogi cze
reluctant to consider them as having any s or t of —i nt er e sthenbficial i ncl udi r
interests.

My primary claim, however,i s t hat the sense of the word _int
e t hi tha whichsis bereficial or advantageous to someone or a groygvhere it is implicit that
we are looking at things from the point of view of peopleor at least beings somewhat like people
(i.e., beings which are sentient and intelligent). Thus t hi ngs whi—evanintheve —i nt e
objective, non-psychological sense—must nevertheless, at a minimum, have brains and minds (or
else be groups of those who have such, or be connected to such individuals or groups in some
clear way). It is really no mystery here why sentienceand intelligence are necessary for
something to have interests, even when we are talking about interests in the objective, beneficial
sense, sincemanyot her words such as _benefit' and _advan
(although with slightly different scopes or ranges of application, perhaps). That is, we speak of
something benefiting humans, human institutions, animals, and the like, but it is strange to speak
of something —benefitingl a chisel |, a rock, or
either being to the advantage (or disadvantage) of chisels, rocks, or clouds.

ol

The fact is that many words are applied primarily to humans, groups of people, and by
extension, human institutions, and sometimespartially human-like things such as animals, etc.
Given that we are social animals, it is not really very strange that humans should be so central in
the human view of the world or that many of our concepts should have been formed primarily in
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connection with human beings.*® On the contrary, it would have been inexplicable if things were
otherwise.

C. Common, Collective Interests. In the previous sub-section it was pointed out that both
individuals and groups of people can be said to have interests. At least we certainly speak that
way all the ti me. But there is a quite
interests, not groups. Melvin Rader, for example, states:

Nothing can literally have an interest except an individual. Within the family, each member
has interests, and these interests are affected by the family esprit de corpsnd by the relations
between the members of the family. But the interests of the family are nevertheless the interests of
the father, the mother, and each of the children—these and nothing more. There are no family
interests over and above these individual interests. And what is true of a group of a few members
is also true of a group of many members, even a vast nation. It too has no interests that are not the
interests of its members, because it has no mind apart from the minds of its members.'®

The only real argument that Rader provides here is in the last sentence, where it is apparent
that he must be using the term _interest
earlier that

The term interestis here used in an inclusive sense to mean any attitude of liking or disliking,
of prizing or disprizing, of preference, selection, appreciation, or appraisal. It involves feeling,
emotion, desire, will, or some similar attitude.'*

These are all mentalistic or psychol ogi cal

plausibility on t he use of t he word _+-whicte weeag tnot
concerned with—and is only relevant to beneficial or objective interest insofar as one blurs the
two senses. Unfortunately, it has been all too common to do this in philosophy. And in fact this is
what Rader is doing as well:

| shall mai ntain that intrinsic value resides

follows that the locus of intrinsic value is the individual because the individual, after all, is the seat
of interest. The group exists for the sake of the individual, and not the individual for the sake of

common

i n

t
a

p

in

the group. The wel fare of human beings, therefore,
the nation, the rd%e, or the —working classl.

The above argument is sneaky, though perhaps only unconsciously so. First of all, Rader
correctly states that —intrinsic valsuenly
valid if the interestsare objective, beneficial interests—not if they are psychological interests
(what people want, desire, appreciate, etc.). Rader has the words right; but either he is incorrect in
his understanding of what these words have to mean here, or else he is confusing and switching
two senses of the term as his argument requires.

Second of all, Rader pulls a sneaky tri

t he —g wanodslsubsetsf humanity as a whole, in particular three subsets (state, nation,
race) which almost everyone knowsist be subordinate to the welfare of humanity as a whole.
One i ronic thing her e i s t hat even in
inadvertently speaking in terms of collective beneficial interest@ot of the separate individual
psychological interests he pretends to be), and is really contrasting the collective interests of

can

ck

onl

in

€

speakin

humanity as a whole against those of subsections of humanity. If Rader had contrasted —t h e

i ndividual wel fare of human bei ngs t auman
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beingsl, his whole argument w-becalsedthe hwa areein c ol | ap s €

essence the same!

The fourth subset he mentions—and obviously it is the Marxist point of view that he is really
out to attack—is the working class. And here we have the biggest irony in the passage. In fact, his
sentence is literally correct, but what he means by it, what he thinks he is sajargtally wrong!
It is actually the case that the welfare of humanity as a whole does come before the welfare of the
working class. Contrary to what Rader believes, this is the MarxisL_eninistMaoist viewpointi®®
What bourgeois ideologists can never understand or accept is that the only path toward securing
the welfare of the people as a whole lies through proletarian revolution, which is to say, focusing
on the real interests of the working class first and foremost. (How this apparent contradiction gets
resolved is gone into in detail in this book, especially in chapters 6 and 7.)

Well, let us set aside the more ridicul o u s assertion of t he
common sense point of view that groups of people can in fact have collective interests, at least in
our sense, where such interests are things which benefit these groups. Some things benefit the
people as a whole—such as the continued capability of the earth to support human life. And some
things benefit subgroups—such as the continued existence of capitalism benefiting those who
wish to exploit other people.

But there is a lesser, somewhat more plausible claim that can be made. Recognizing that of
course groups of people can have collective interests, the claim is that these collective interests
amount to no more than shared individual interests. That is, if a group can be correctly said to
have a collective interest in something, then every individual member of that group (it is
supposed) must have that same interest.

This is something which is often true, but not always. Sometimes there are even things which
are in the common interest of a group which are not (at least precisely in the same form) in the
individual interest of any member of the group! Consider the bourgeoisie. As we will discuss
further in chapter 5, in essence the basic —mo r a | principlel (if
individualme mber of the bourgeoisie is —l ook
bourgeoisie attempt to put this maxim into practice, with only slight modifications. However,
while it is in the interest of any bourgeois individual to do anything and everything that benefits
himself, whether or not it is at the expense of others, this type of behavior can actually be
destructive to bourgeois society if it is not considerably restrained. Thus the more farsighted
members of the bourgeoisie setup rulesforwh at i s —f airll (1 egaday
dog fray. It is not in the individual interest of any bourgeois to be restrained in his or her own
pursuit of wealth; but it is in the interests of the bourgeoisie as a whole that at least some
restraints be put in place, and some effort be made to stop those (such as the Mafia, and most
other businessmen when they think they can get away with it) who ignore such restraints.

Rousseau, incidentally, was quite aware of this point, and in fact it figured prominently in his
social theory:

There is often a great difference between the will of all [what all individuals want] and the
general will; the general will studies only the common interest while the will of all studies private
interest, and is indeed no more than the sum of individual desires. But if we take away from these
same wills, the pluses and minuses which cancel each other out, the sum of the difference is the
general will.
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..I'f there were no differ entusdfaconanonensetessas we shoul d
there would be no resistance to it; everything would run easily of its own accord, and politics
would cease to be an art.’**
l gnoring Rousseau‘s psychological focus, what
of members of a group must be abstracted from their individual interests, and are by no means
always identical to their shared individual interests. Quite a sophisticated observation for 1762!
(Rousseau‘s second paragraph aboevieThe &dtialc h was
Contract is also perspicacious. It is oneof the reasons for believing that the state can someday
wither away, that in fact communist society can be expected to run very smoothly, once we
finally get to it.)

Thus, groups, classes, etc., do sometimes have interests above and beyond those of their
individual members.

Before closing this subsection, 1 would like to return to one more comment made by Melvin
Rader in the passage quoted earl i eergroupexikts ch su
for the sake of the individual, and not t he i
to this? Yes, | do! Humans are social creatures by nature; we cannot live alone apart from
society.'®® We depend on society and therefore have an obligation to society. In actual fact the
group does exist for the individual, but just as truly the individual also exists for the group. The
human motto is —AIlI for one, and one for all .l |
dropthe—one for allll part.

P r
n |

e
di

D. Is ‘Interest’ a Moral Term? | f mor al expressions are to be ex
interests the question arises: l's _interest'’ it
engaged in discussion of morality? tsee ms t o me t hat the answer is —no

First, because a concept A helps explicate a concept B, is not a sufficient reason for saying
that concept A is in the same category as concept B. Consider for example the category colors
whichincl udes r ed, bl ue, green and so forth. We <c al
t hat red i ght i s ' i ght —whi ch has a waveleng
angstroms. However, this last phrase is not itself a color nor is it, nor any part of it, in the same
category with red, blue and green.

Second, di scussion of people‘s interests has |
past. Indeed, very often the two have been completely opposed in such discussions, the standard
theme (in Kant for example) being morality versusinterests and expediency. It is true that many
phil osophers have brought up the concept of pe
morality—few of them viewing the concept as being of central importance, however. Even those
few philosophers who have considered _interest
viewed the word _interest'’ itself as a moral ter

Jer emy Bentham did say, however, t hat —t he i n
gener al expressions that <can occur in the phras
was unable to appreciate the importance of his own remark since he rejected the idea of common
or collective interests as being anything more than the sum total of individual selfish interests (a
qguintessenti al bourgeois viewpoint), and because
itself explicated in terms of pleasure.'®® (For more on Bentham see chapter 9.)
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But it could be objected that past practice should be abandoned here: given that the concept

of —people‘s interestsl does correfmnhoworexpl i cat
view the phrase _people‘s interests'’ as a mor al
the future, to one degree or another. But despite this there will still be an important distinction

bet ween discussion of what is —goodl and —ight
and —what is in the people‘s interests to dol, o

Talk of interests gets to the heart of the matter; it is less indirect, less obscure, much less
prone to idealist obfuscation, and therefore to be preferred whether or not it is considered to be
moral terminology per se It seems to me that we should follow the example of the great Marxist
leaders and teachers in this regard and strive to replace wherever possible, what has always been

considered moral expressions with a discussion o f people‘s interests and t#h
In other words, instead of worrying about extendingmoral terminology to include expressions

|l i ke _people‘s interests' and _class interests’,
the old obscure expressions to the extent possi
interests, which | i e +btdughmbtalwaydvery obviowsly. —mor al pal a

2.10 The Clarifying Language of “Interests” versus Mystifying Moral Language

If _interest' wer e j ust iameanind aad therefigverjuatlas t er m, ]
mystifying as the rest, then there would be no real point in dwelling on it. There would be no
more value in defining _good’ and the other wor
terms of —i nterestsl than e¢hms eofwout dgthtell ,i nordef

—d u tThert would be no real clarification involved.

Part of the troubl e i s that al |l these common mor al
mor al obl i gat i o nafe fairly_close gyrortyrhs., True, sbroetofythem stramglyc .
nclude the i dea isobre imptick Inithg athers. and bomewoh them lare

slightly more general than others (with _good"
mostly on characterizing actions or activities, while others can also be used to characterize
humans, groups, and other agents. And of <course

etc.) is used to characterize agents or actions in the opposite, negative way. So, yes, there
definitely are somesemantic differences between any two moral terms. Nevertheless, as a whole,
they are quite close in meaning and abstractnessand one moral term can quite often be
substituted for another in some particular context with very little change in meaning.

In order to bring real clarification into our definitions of moral terms we have to define them
not in terms of each other, but rather in terms of what really lies behind them al”And what
actually does lie behind them all are the interestsof individuals and groups of people. When we
define moral words and phrases in terms of interests we bring in something nema new concept
which serves to explicate all the old terminology.

There are many analogies here; we could for example point to the clarification and
explication of the concept of _color*® that «c¢ame
are (basically) the result of different wavelengths of light impinging on our retinas. Or the
clarification of biological inheritance that came about when the basic principles of genetics were
discovered. Sometimes in order to more deeply understand something at one level we have to
develop at least a beginning understanding of it at a deeper level.
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Another important reason why discussion in terms o f peopl e’s i nterests p
clarification, than does a parallel discussion in moral terminology, is that much more subjectivity
is involved in moral discourse. | should immediately say that | do not think that moral statements
are themselves always or necessarily subjective! In one sense, at least, there is actually nothing at
al |l subjective about statements such as —I mperi e
Those are simple objective facts. However, comments like these certainly appear to be very
subjectiveto some people!

Statements couched in moral terminology can themselves be as true and objective as
statements about the arrangement of the furniture in your apartment. But the difference is that
when two people are standing in your living room they are not normally going to disagree about
where the furniture is. There wil/l not be big d
the window, or whether the TV is —realbbuyll agai ns
moral evaluations all the time. One will argue that abortion is (morally) wrong, while another will
vociferously deny it. One will say that capital punishment is wrong, while another will say that it
is a good and necessary thing. If a capitalist and his workers could ever be brought together for a
free and open discussion about whether the latest cut in real wages or health benefits for workers
at the company was good or not, there would be two very opposed views on the matter. But why
is it so clear to everyone what the objective situation is when we are talking about the furniture
arrangement and so contentious when we are talking about what is good or bad, right or wrong?

The answer to this is that while the moral statements themselves are true or false, it is very
easy to have totally subjective ideas about the truthof those moral statements. And the reason
that this is easy is that there is nothing obvious to point to in order to back up your position.
When it comes to moral language people are able to argue over what is actually good or right
with the impunity that comes from knowing that
matter what they say!On t he ot her hand, whether sesismret hi ng i ¢
not is far more obvious and less disputable.

In other words, moral language appears to be more subjective, and is so much easier to be
subjective about simply because it is more abstract language, language in which the underlying
interests of people is no longer explicit, and hasapparentlybeen abstracted out.

In the case of the capitalistand —h iwsrllers—d i scussi ngll the | atest cut
example, it would be hard for even the capitalist to deny that this harms the interestsof the
workers. (He would be reduced to arguing that somehow it would at least be in the workers* long-
term interests, since—he might claim—the company would go bankrupt otherwise, or some such
thing. Of course then the workers—if they are class conscious—might reply that the inability of
the capitalist system to provide decent healthcare for everyone only provides further proof that it
is in their long-term class interests to get rid of the whole capitalist system entirely!)

In many cases there will still be disputes even when the question of interests is brought to the
fore. In the abortion case, for example, there can still be a dispute over the correctness of allowing
abortion. But at least now the dispute will be much clearer. Instead of arguing over abstract moral
maximsand t hei r a|sgobrtiocrautddr?ll ) t we (ar e now tal king abou
the pregnant woman versus the possible interest
more depth in chapter 6.) In the case of the debate about capital punishment, the discussion would
be shifted to weighing the interests of human beings who are about to be put to death, versus the
presumed interests of society in punishing and (possibly) preventing some crimes.
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When we frame such disputes in terms of interests we can be more explicit, more concrete
and more objective. Much of the time we can all even be calmer and more rational! And that is a
very welcome development considering the notorious heat, and emotion-based irrationality
typical of abstract moral arguments.

This is why we revolutionaries should—as much as is possible—talk in terms of the
conflicting interests of different groups (and especially classes) of people, rather thansimply
joining all the frantic yelling about what is right or wrong. It is not that many things are not
correctly categorized as right or wrong; it is simply that behind that, in any case, are the interests
of different groups of people, and it is much more to the pointto get right down to discussing
those interests.

All moral language can be translated into the clarifying language of the common, collective

interests of the peopl e; al | —subjectivel mor al
| anguage of people‘s inter estxctlywlhahweshaukltrya gener al
to do. Yes, this may not always be completely feasible, since in our present culture moral

| anguage is so central to people*s thinking. (M

about what is good or bad, right or wrong, we should generally also go on to bring out and
emphasize the matter of just whose interests are involved and what those interests are. We should
always strive to clarify abstract moralistic language by explaining the beneficial interests (for
some group or other) which stand behind it.

2.11 Did Marx Reject Morality?

Marx often]l aughed at moralistic | anguage. That ‘s a
That Marx was immoral? That he was amoral? Or what?!
The first thing to consider hereisthat it i s wutterly ridiculous to s

ethics were absolutely constant from his early youth until his death. Marx was, if anything, a deep
thinker, and that means that he changed many of his views over time.'%” This book is about the
MLM interesttb ased t heory of et hics, and not about Ma
development of his views. But I will note that in his very early writings Marx did use moralistic
language; in the period of The German Ideology1845-6) and the Commuiist Manifesto(1848)
Marx and Engels very much avoided moralistic language and even seemed to be hostile to the
whole idea of morality; and in their most mature later period they still usually carefully avoided
moralistic language while developing a more sophisticated view of morality and moral systems
(as presented, for example, by Engels in Anti-Dihring). Thus the hostility by Marx (and Engels)
toward the very idea of morality is mostly from that middle period (of the mid and late 1840s
primarily).

However, even in The Holy Family (1845) Marx and Engels began to explain the
underpinnings of morality in terms of group interests. In the course of discussing the great French
materialist philosophers of the Enlightenment, they wrote:

There is no need for any great penetration to see from the teaching of materialism on the
original goodness and equal intellectual endowment of men, the omnipotence of experience, habit
and education, and the influence of the environment on man, the great significance of industry, the
justification of enjoyment, etc., how necessary materialism is connected with communism and
socialism. If man draws all his knowledge, sensation, etc., from the world of the senses and the
experience gained in it, then what has to be done is to arrange the empirical world in such a way
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that man experiences and becomes accustomed to what is truly human in it and that he becomes
aware of himself as man. If correctly understood interest is the principle of all morality,
man’s private interest must be made to coincide with the interest of humanity. If man is
unfree in the materialistic sense, i.e., is free not through the negative power to avoid this or that,
but through the positive power to assert his true individuality, crime must not be punished in the
individual, but the anti-social sources of crime must be destroyed, and each man must be given
social scope for the vital manifestation of his being. If man is shaped by environment, his
environment must be made human. If man is social by nature, he will develop his true nature only
in society, and the power of his nature must be measured not by the power of the separate
individual but by the power of society. %

I put one sentence in the above quotation in bold type to give it extra emphasis. Marx and

Ehgel s seem very clearly here to be agreeing
t hen
—man

is the principle of al |l moralityl and
obvious conclusion fr om t h a tbenradectotcgincide Wwith the
i nterest o(We willl distass rhote wolinments by Marx and Engels on interestsin
chapter 9.)

It is therefore quite certaint h a t Mar x * smomldapguagéeanniot encondtrued as
being the same thing as opposition to being mor#i To be moral is to act in accordance with the
common, collective interests of the people, and Marx and Engels certainly neveropposed that!
But they did oppose moral terminology precisely because it was so easily hijacked by those who
were actually opposed to the interests of the people. Their comments against morality—even
when at t hei —weracually agagnst moradisticetdkrminology, and not against
being moral. In fact, it is totally obvious that both Marx and Engels devoted their entire lives to
working to promote the interests of the working class and the masses, and in particular, their
central interest in making social revolution, overthrowing capitalism, and creating a classless,
communist society.

So, for us Marxist-Leninist-Ma oi st s, Mar x‘s position here

is sometimes rather humorous to read what various other people have had to say about this. Many
bourgeois ideologists have been happy to jump to the conclusion that Marx opposed morality, and
t hat he was — mmoral(lWedbWn di eachss 8emg
chapters.) On the other hand, even some of those who are sympathetic to Marx and Marxism have
been sorely troubl ed b ylLetMagivajustone exampleythat df the
social democrat Brian Morton who once wrote in The Natiorthat

After his beautiful philosophical work of the 1840s, Marx turned away from the language of
morality. He grew so disgusted with the hypocrisies of bourgeois morality that he began to style
himself an antimoralist, delighting in reductive demonstrations that moral claims were nothing
more than masks for economic interests. Bending to a Darwinist age, he began to write as if
socialism were an inevitability rather than a future that men and women might choose. He began
to write in a less human voice. If you want to spend a month or so in the library you can come up
with a strong case that Marx remained a humanist, remained an advocate of freedom to the end.
But | *ve often wished that his voice were
anyone who glanced at his work.'%°

People like Morton objectto translating moral terminology into the clarified terminology of
class interests! They think that talking about class interests rather than questions of right and

wi t
go
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prese

obr eéheir

and

SO

wrongisto( at | east on the face of it) abandon

freedom. They long for a return to the sort of obscurantist moralistic language in which they
themselves think about the world. One could even say that they generally remain at heart merely

58

atti

human

—h uma



somewhat-radical, bourgeois liberals who still think in the internally confused way that bourgeois
liberals do.

Nevertheless it could well be maintained that there is at least a difference, or different
emphasis, between Marx and many other Marxists themselves (notably including Lenin) about
morality and the use of moralistic language. | think there is |l ess of a d
Marx and Lenpebtphtdasumpoye, especially i f we ar
position. Yet | would grant that Lenin, at least in his 1920 speech, The Tasks ofhe Youth
Leaguesseemed more overtly willing to promote morality and moralistic language than Marx
probablywas. Even so, the central thrust of Lenin‘s spi
—communi st moralityl (praetariawimaality i$ thavwbichlprdmotesat her ¢ a
the revolutionary class interests of the proletariat and broad masses.

I think that both the mature Marx and Engels, as well as Lenin, realized that moralistic
language cannot be completely dispensed with at this stage in history, and therefore that we
cannot completely avoid all reference to good and bad, right and wrong, justice and injustice. And
certainly many others, including many who are firmly on the side of the workers and masses, will
continue to use moralistic language to talk about the contemporary situation even if those with a
deeper understanding of morality avoid such terminology much of the time.

Consequently, given this situation, we must have a more complex attitude toward moralistic
language. We should:

9 Try to avoid using it ourselves, at least most of the time, and speak instead directly of
class interests.

1 When we do use it, try to simultaneously explicate it in terms of what actually lies behind
it, namely, the common, collective interests of groups of people (and, in class society, the
common, collective interests of different social classes).

1 And, recognizing that moralistic language will still be a major part of the thinking of the
masses and in widespread public political discourse in any case, conduct a serious,
continuing campaign to educate people about not only the class interests that lie behind
morality, but also the ease with which the enemy can often fool the people with their
arguments framed in lying moral language.

In short, we must help the people come to understand both the real meaning of moral

terminology, and also how their enemies frequently use such moralistic language to trick them.
People must come to both properly understand moral language, and to seriously distrust it!
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http://www.massline.org/Philosophy/ScottH/Avaketh.htm ) I am basically using that same passage again in
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eA —godl , in any nor mal sense of the term, i
affect the world in ways that we do not understand. (Under that extremely crude, but more rational
conception, humans today are —gods Il—exceptforthd faxtt
that so far we have all been born on Earth.) Instead, gods are virtually always presumed to have
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and has other mental capabilitieEhe primary, and for me the absolutely conclusive, scientific proof that
no God can possibly exist is simply the conclusion arising out of contemporary cognitive psychology that
thinking and other mental phenomena are only explicableas the functional characteristics of the operation
of certain complex organizations of physical matter (e.g., brains and very sophisticated computer
equivalents). This is how science has now come to understand what mental phenomena actually are which
means that any thinking entity must of necessity have a material, physical existence (with all the inherent
limitations and vulnerabilities that that implies). Even some hypothesized thinking entity on some virtual
machine must ultimately have a physical basis on some real underlying physical computer.

I have no doubt that if humanity somehow survives our present intellectually primitive capitalist era,
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those with good scientific educations—yet understand this fundamental point. Even many cognitive
scientists themselves do not yet understand this! And even most of those who campaign for atheism do not
have much of an inkling of this central sci
about the prevailing primitive idealist conceptions of the world which apparently makes this point
extremely hard to grasp. Because of this, to really demonstrate it for contemporary society would require
not just a paragraph (which will someday be quite enough), but probably numerous long, and powerfully
written essays and books. And | doubt very much if even that would suffice for most people today!
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originally published in 1986 under the name We b st er 6 s EI| e md should moge th2ithist i onar y
dictionary is actually a very good dictionary. It is produced by Merriam-Webster, which prepares the very

best American dictionaries. It is simplified, but only by omitting uncommon uses of words and by giving

definitions in more basic language. The definitions it gives are not necessarily less accurate! As the Preface

of the bWelks tsearyss, B-a s i c is iftended to serte th®rieedstofi tlwse diatignary

users who are looking for information about the most common words of our language in their most

frequently encountered uses. Clarity of presentation and ease of use, rather than a very large number of

entries, have been the principal concerns of the edi!

37 Alfred North Whitehead, source unknown, quoted in Laurence J. Peter, Pet er 6 s QieasFat i ons :
Our Time(NY: Bantam, 1979), p. 298.

¥ take it that —the goodl is elliptical for —those t

elliptical for —those things which ar e gmaldlll.i sTher ea
certain extent a form of hypostatization. That is, it further confuses the issue.
% Melvin Rader, Ethics and SocietfNY: Greenwood Press, 1968 (1950)), p. 21.

0 William Paley, Principles of Moral and Political PhilosophgBoston: 1811), pp. 61, 65ff., quoted in
Melvin Rader, op. cit., p. 23.

*1J. A. K. Thomson, The Ethics of AristotlgBaltimore: Penguin Books, 1953), p. 25.
*2T_H. Green, Prolegomena to Ethiod883).

% Albert Schweitzer, Philosophy of Civilization(NY: Macmillan, 1951), p. 310; and, Albert Schweitzer,
My Life and Though{NY: New American Library, 1953), p. 181.

** Benedict de Spinoza, Ethics iv, prop. 8, (Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 1989), p. 198; John Locke,

An Essay Concerning Human Understandgliva. 1, book 1, chapter xxi, section 43, (NY: Dover, 1959),

p. 340.; David Hume, A Treatise of Human Naturdi, I, 2 (Oxford, England: 1896), p. 472; and, Jeremy

Bent ham, —An I ntroduction to the Principldedsn of Mor al
Mary Peter Mack, ed., A Bentham Reader ( NY: Pegasus, 1969) , p. 8 6. For m
this theory see the section on utilitarianism later in this book.

** Brand Blanshard, Reason and GoodnegdlY: Macmillan, 1961), p. 343.

“® Ernest Hemingway, Death in the Afternoo(932).

*" Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan i.6, (Oxford: 1881), P. 35.

*8 Benedict de Spinoza, Ethics iii, prop. 9, in edition cited, p. 137.

*F. H. Bradley, Appearance and Realit{l_ondon: 1915), p. 402.

% John Milton, Comrus (1637), quoted in H. L. Mencken, A new Di ct i onar(NY:Alffed Quot at i o1
A. Knopf, 1985) , p. 474. I assume Milton is using th
pleasing to the sensesl.

*! Quoted in Laurence J. Peter, op. cit., p. 173.

%2 Quoted in ibid., p. 173.
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%3 Charles L. Stevenson, Ethics and Languag&New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968 (1944)), p. 81.
Stevenson says, however, that this is just a —first

** R. M. Hare, The Languagef Morals (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968 (1952)), p. 94. As noted in
my text, this view was (is) also held by John Austin and the Oxford English Dictionary

*® John Rawls, A Theory of Justice(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971), p. 399. Rawls
goes on to define what a good X for a person Kis, and so forth, and remarks that all these definitions are
for —simpler casesl.

% Ashley Montagu, Anthropology and Human NatyréNY: McGraw-Hill, 1963 (1957)), chapter 5, p. 56.
> Friedrich Nietzsche, The Antichrist!l (1888).

%8 Quoted in Laurence J. Peter, op. cit., p. 217.

% G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica I (1903).

% Quoted in James R. Newman, The World of Mathematic§NY: Simon & Schuster, 1956), vol. IV, p.
2198.

% The exceptions (and there are lots of them) are the many scientific and technical terms, which dictionary
makers—and everyone else—must learn by looking into the scientific books and articles where they are

either explicitly or i mpl i c itienlhare mdapsfsametténgd close(toHo we v er |,
—defined by the very specialized contextsl!)

%2 The exceptions mightb e f or col or words such as _blue‘, _magent
phil osophers call —quali al dpropetiesofehings.! v experienced al

% D. A. Cruse, Lexical Semantig§Cambridge University Press, 1991 (1986)), p. 1.

“l1bpbid., p. 15. Cruse continues: —That which 1is not
meaning; and, conversely, every difference in the semantic normality profile between two items betokens a

difference of meaning. The full set of normality relations which a lexical item contracts with all

conceivable contexts will be referred to as its contextual relations. We shall say, then, that the meaning of

a word is fully reflected in its contextual relations; in fact, we can go further, and say that, for present
purposes, the meaning of a word i s-16) Hemadds, afesut ed by i
pages | at er extudl] kandeption—of word-neacimy rhds the advantage of being intuitively

plausible: its scope coincides well with the pre-theoretical notion of word-meaning that anyone with a

practical interest in meaning—a lexicographer, translator, or language teacher, or even a novelist or poet—is

likely to have. Il (p. 19)

% V. N. Voloshinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of Languad®Y: Seminar Press, 1973 (1929)),

translated by Ladislav Matejka and I. R. Titunik, p. 79-80. According to the biographical note on the jacket

of his book, Vol oshinov disappeared in the purges of
Baxtin and a key member of the circle of young Marxist scholars which gathered around Baxtin in
Leningrad in the | at eonftoMargismaanddthe ®kilosbply of Larijsadds | n addi t
known published works include a book on Freudianism (Leningrad, 1928) and several journal articles. No

information about his early life, education, career, or about the charges leveled against him or his
sbbsequent fate has ever come to |ight. .|

% Articl e on EneSlepaegia Britaonic#l5" ed., 1979, vol. 16, p. 511. This article was
written by Zeno Vendler.
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®" paul Ziff, Semantic Analysiglthaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1960), p. 147.

% See for example Neil Smith & Deirdre Wilson, Moder n Linguistics: The Resul
Revolution (Bloomington, Indiana: University of Indiana Press, 1980), p. 281.

®H. A. Gleason puts it this way: —F allestdifféreacesiofd ent i fi ca
expression which exist with A PARTI AL DI FFERENCE of
significant unit in the expression which can be correlated with ANY difference in the content structure. The

morpheme is the smallest significant unit in the expression which can be correlated with any ONE

PARI TCULAR difference i n t he c lotnoduaiont to Bescripvet ur e . | [
Linguistics (NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, revised edition, 1961), p. 67.]

0 Ziff, op. cit., p. 148.

™ 1bid., p. 187.

“Articl e o nEneySapaediaBritarmisaikferred to earlier.

7 1bid.

“One early pair of writers on semantics who held the
K. Ogden & I. A. Richards, in their book The Meaning of Meaninfl_ondon: 1927), pp. 124ff. But there

have been many others who agreed, including Wittgenstein.

" Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical InvestigationgN'Y: Macmillan, 1953), section 77.

" Ibid., section 43.

"7 7iff, op. cit., p. 70.

"8 1bid., p. 158.

™ \bid., chapter VI.

8 |bid., p. 247.
8 1bid., p. 236.
8 Ibid., p. 195.
#¥There are some interesting exceptions to the genera
—a good XI. Suppose s ome nidwes, likg hmonoAdlen, gecidesdaunales o f di s a
movie about a train wreck. He stages a series of tra

he gets one that is sensational, with a huge explosion and bodies flying every which way. (Ah, bourgeois
culture!) He immediat el yaa 0gsd ad misr a+Fri nwer! e Gk lella t Wh yND wB €
abadt rain wreck! I n t histandard setsof interedtsein sychr ap évencneake‘thse n o n
difference.

A different sort of case occurs in the expression which is (or used to be) heard mostly among young
Bl ack peoplhadshetkkbdde ahere the intonation pattern in
meaning something |ike —extremely goodl!

“The fact that _er, éithehentitely @ at tbast typvcally, hogactionshas been noted by
many, including William K. Frankena, in his book Thinking About Morality(Ann Arbor: Univ. of
Mi chigan Press, 1980) , p. 48. Fr ank e n aujsh bétwesme v e r goe
moral goodness (virtue) and moral rightness, even though philosophers, theologians, and ordinary discourse
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often use right and good interchangeably in moral contexts. Very roughly, actions are said to be morally

right or obligatory, while other things are said to be morally good: intentions, motives, traits, and persons.

It is true that actions are also said to be morally
good action and a morally right one are not the same thing. Whether or not an action is morally good

depends on its motive, but whether or not it is right depends on what it does; it is morally good if its motive

is good, morally right if it does the right thing. Furthermore, one can do the right thing from a bad motive,

or the wrong thing from a good motive.l However, I d
that _right* appladctms (bpurti miatr iilsy nad hotlappiptsectjonsitaeot _good
least in the same sense). What Frankena is doing here is begging the issue about consequentialism, which

will be discussed in Chapter 10, section 2.

®We can, of course, say something |ike —He‘s the rig
the man in question meetsthestand ar d or qual i fications for what the jo
man. Il is deviant. I f we want to morally characteri z:¢
situations where moral deci si onsmamusllt ibnestmneaadde.) , we h:

® A primary meaning f oMerianhvée bad jee dtsi v@o | |, re0§ddatt ‘e iDn ct i

(1993), is —being in accordance with what is just, ¢
include —agr eeabtceortroecda llst aanmnddar—dclonf or mi ng to facts ¢
recognizes the centrality of the concept of meeting astandard n t he meaning of the word
¥ A more concise, dictionary st yls)anaccoddande ithiwhatiiso n o f _r i
good, or is in the common, collective interests of

more explicit emphasis to the need for meeting a moral standardfor the action.
8]t is possi bl ealsotcdnriastthe imfictiomobtakidg a myreuusiversal view of meeting
all the possible standards for what answers to the common, collective interests of the people as a whole,
whereas _right' may be focused manswerinptnthemoemon,i ng t he s
collective interests of the people as a whole with regard to the sort of specific activity being discusged.
if so, this is perhaps a matter of connotation only.

I should note that in this discussion of moral terms (other than _go o d* and _interests®) I
that 1 am doing a somewhat superficial job; certainly my suggestions for the precise meanings of these
terms should not be taken as definitive!

8 In an orchestra, for example, the musicians are obligedt o —mosell of ollleow t he score
directions of the conductor, not for legal or moral reasons, but because they have agreed to do so in order to
generate the sort of music that the orchestra has come together in order to produce.

% The American College Dictiany( NY: Random House, 1964), gives as the
the following: —1. t hat which one is bound to do by

force of that which is morally right; mor al obligati«
°! The American Gllege Dictionary 0 p . cit., gives these definitions f

are) bound in duty or moral obligation: every citizen ought to hel@. was (am, etc.) bound or required on
any ground, as of justice, propriety, probability, expediency, fitness, or the like (usually followed by an

infinitive with to or having the infinitive omitted but understood): he ought to be punishikdWe b st er 6 s
Third International Dictionary (Unabridgedp ut s it more concisely: Qught i s
obligation, duty, or necessity or what is correct, a

just howthe word is used to do these things.

%2 There is a question, however, as to whether purely aesthetic interests are interests in the psychological
sense (that is, related to wants, desires, likings, etc.) rather than objective, beneficial interests which are
important in ethics. | will avoid getting into this issue at present.

% paul Ziff, op. cit., pp. 219-220.
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% Raymond Williams, Keywods: A Vocabulary of Culture and SociefiY: Oxford University Press,
1976), p. 143.

% have a hypothesis to explain why Ziff didn't (or

psychological and objectivent{eredtenefZicifal vaseosegi o
got into philosophy as well because of his focus on aesthetics. That is, he wanted to really be able to
rationally demonstrate why saying —This is ta good pa
led him to focus on the word _good® and what it must
_interest ‘. But in aesthetics, i n par t—what they r , it i s
like, or are concerned with, or are attending to, and so forth—that matters. There is therefore a strong

motive to focus on psychological interests if you are talking about wh a t the word _good’ me
appreciation. On the other hand, in ethics, this is quite the wrong approach. I suspect that Ziff probably
recognized the ambiguity in the word +forthim—e s t * but

bothsenseswereneeded and appropriate for expl=icating t he wo

only in ethics, but also in aesthetics and ordinary day-to-day affairs).

% | am referring to the work of such academics as John Roemer, G. A. Cohen, Eric Olin Wright, Jon Elster,
Robert Brenner, Adam Przeworski and numerous kindred spirits. | have not made a careful study of this
school and cannot speak with much authority about their works. My initial impressions are negative,
however. | should add that | have no objection to using some analytical techniques in Marxist philosophy,
and in fact | am doing so to a degree myself in this very book.

°" Eric Olin Wright, Classes(NY: Verso, 1985), p. 36.

% |bid., pp. 248-9.

% A great many words generally have an implicit human-centered component to their meaning. | recently

came across the example of t ima histerg cogrse gncha topicot r op h e’ b
disasters and cataclysms which was taught by Rick Keller, a professor of medical history, at the University

of Wisconsin. Ke |l | er remarked to someone writing an article
studying disasters since there have been disasters. The approach is usually pretty clinical, but one of the

things that‘'s changed in recent years is a growing
magazine article then c oanyou have e ctastrophelif at hernicanealdnds , Kell er
where there are no people or if a volcano blows its
seems, requi r es Iftwa pose thaiguestion — & r iaa bvioel.clano explodes and

around to suf f er the appsopriajteta na weMlofiatstir® phe?ll a cat astroph
catastrophes (in the standard case at least) are things which greatly harm the welfare of human beings.
[ —Cat acl y ©mwisconsimmagazire, IMinter 2007, pp. 16-17.]

100 Melvin Rader, Ethics and Society: An Appraisal of Social Ide#Y: Greenwood Press, 1968), pp.
155-6.

101 bid., p. 124.

192 Ipid., p. 157.

193 |n case there may be some, Marxists or otherwise, who doubt this assertion, | referthem t o Leni n‘ s
remark that —from the standpoint of the basic ideas
hi gher than the interests of the proletariat ..l [LCW

where | show that it must mean in essence that the interests of the people as a wholévhere such interests
truly exist!) must take precedence over the interests of the working class, or any other section of the people.

104 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contracttranslated by Maurice Cranston, (NY: Penguin Books,
1983), Book 11, Chapter 3, pp. 72-3. The words in brackets are in the original.
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105 Not even the extremely rare cases of hermits living alone in caves for years on end disproves this. Such
people are mostly mentally disturbed. Even if they are not, they hardly can be taken to be normal,
representative human beings. Furthermore, they were raised by society, even if they have abandoned it.

106 jeremy Bentham, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislati(tV89), Chapter I,
sections IV and V, included in Mary Peter Mack, ed., A Bentham ReadgefNY: Pegasus, 1969), pp. 86-7.

YThose who recognize that Marx‘s thinking about eth
ideas as to how t o dififaentaeciddse@ne aatt®r bédiasrhiz boak onvhis opics 1 n
this way:
—I have entNatxlardEthitghthershantMeaa k« 6 s be@adsehl idocnst think
that Marx has a single ethical theory that he sticks to throughout all periods of his thought. In
the early writings, Mar x‘s ethics are based on :
which he tries to |Iink to a concept of uni ver s
categorical imperative. In the German ldeology Marx develops a doctrine of historical
materialism, abandons these Kantian and Aristotelian elements, and indeed rejects the very
possibility of ethics altogether. In the later writings, he revives an ethical theory which,

however, is different frKamManhand Ethaed(Clalenden ear | 'y wor k
Press/Oxford University Press, 1988), p. 1.]
Personall vy, I think that Kain at |l east partially mis

and in particular mischaracterizes his intermediate and mature views—in part because he does not
sufficiently focus on the centrality of class interestsBut my purpose in this book is not to argue about what
Marx thought, but rather to put forward and defend the MLM class-interest theory of ethics. Consequently |
am trying to avoid getting bogged down in interminable arguments over Marxist exegesis.

Marx and Engels, —TMEEWAH180ly Fami |yl (1845),

“Brian Morton, —Chomsky Then and NowlheNaiopMayvi ew of t
7, 1988, p. 652. Morton was an editor of the reformist, semi-Trotskyist journal Dissent
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